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PREFACE 

The team wishes t o  thank the  s t a f f s  o f  USAID, APHA, MFPA, and FP-MCH 
f o r  t h e i r  ass is tance du r ing  t h i s  eval  ua t ion .  T h e i r  l o g i s t i c a l  support  and 
cooperat ion i n  p r o v i d i n g  i n fo rma t ion  f a c i l i t a t e d  t h e  complet ion o f  the  
assignment and enabled t h e  team t o  success fu l l y  i n t e r v i e w  a  l a r g e  percentage 
o f  those p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  CEFPA's t r a i n i n g  programs. 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This r e p o r t  describes t h e  impact o f  t r a i n i n g  serv ices  d e l i v e r e d  by The 
Center f o r  Populat ion A c t i v i t i e s  (CEFPA). (See A I D  con t rac t ,  AID/pha-C-1187. ) 
The c o n t r a c t o r ' s  o b j e c t i v e  i s  : 

To t r a i n  f a m i l y  p lann ing managers/ inst ructors i n  Less Developed 
Countr ies ( LDCs) and t o  prov ide  techn i  ca1 assistance on fami l y  
t r a i n i n g  matters t o  se lec ted key i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  p r i o r i t y  LDCs. 

When t h i s  eva lua t ion  began, CEFPA had completed two and one-half years of a 
planned three-year program and had t r a i n e d  255 persons i n  11 t r a i n i n g  events. 

CEFPA d e l i v e r s  th ree  types o f  program. The Basic Management T r a i n i n g  
Program (BMTP), t h e  p r i n c i p a l  mechanism, l a s t s  10 days and i s  d e l i v e r e d  i n -  
country o r  r e g i o n a l l y .  T ra in ing  o f  Tra iners  (TOT) i s  another key program. 
This i s  the  p r i n c i p a l  inst rument  t h a t  CEFPA uses t o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e  t h e  
management and superv is ion  t r a i n i n g  f u n c t i o n  i n  LDCs. 

A three-member eva lua t ion  team was f i e l d e d ;  i t  inc luded  Neal Munch, 
T ra in ing  Management S p e c i a l i s t  and Teani Leader; Keekee Minor, Admin i s t ra t i on /  
Populat ion S p e c i a l i s t ;  and J a t i n d e r  Cheema, Populat ion Planning S p e c i a l i s t .  
The f i e 1  d work was c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  Maur i t i us  and Nepal between March 18 and 
A p r i l  10. Approximately 25 percent  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  t r a i n i n g  popu la t ion ,  as 
we1 1 as t r a i n e e  superv isors,  supervisees, and sponsoring agencies (e. g. , IPPF, 
FPIA, and Path f inder  Fund) were interv iewed.  

The team found t h a t  genera l ly ,  CEFPA has met i t s  cont rac tua l  o b l i g a t i o n s  
i n  a l l  major  aspects. It has dedicated s t a f f  and a s t rong  board. CEFPA 
f i e l d  s t a f f  have excel l e n t  work ing re1 a t i o n s h i  ps w i t h  t h e i  r counterpar t  
agencies and w i t h  A I D  miss ion s t a f f  in -count ry .  

The f i e l d  data i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e  t r a i n i n g  has had l i m i t e d  impact and 
t h a t  CEFPA's work should be improved. Trainee s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  should be 
made more spec i f i c ;  more coun t ry -spec i f i c  t r a i n i n g  ma te r ia l s  should be used; 
and a more s o l i d  approach t o  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g  func t ion  
w i t h i n  t h e  counterpar t  agencies should be taken. I f  t h e  schedul ing and 
s t a f f i n g  of t h e  t r a i n i n g  programs can be improved and more formal i n t e r n a l  
d e b r i e f i  ngs he1 d a f t e r  each t r a i n i n g  event,  CEFPA' s  o rgan iza t i ona l  capac i ty  
cou ld  be improved. 

Although t h e  t r a i n i n g  was found t o  have l i m i t e d  impact, t h e  team be l ieves  
i t  would be premature t o  judge t h e  longer-range e f fec t  t h a t  CEFPA's t r a i n i n g  
may have i n  LDCs. I n  add i t i on ,  CEFPA has valuable o rgan iza t i ona l  experience 
t h a t  should n o t  be l o s t  t o  A I D .  



I. INTRODUCTION 

Purposes o f  t h e  Eva lua t ion  

The purposes o f  t h i s  eva lua t i on  were t o :  

o  Evaluate t h e  impact of  CEFPA t r a i n i n g  (see AID/CEFPA 
con t rac t ,  AID/pha-C- 11 87). 

o  Assess t h e  impact o f  t h a t  t r a i n i n g  as a  bas i s  f o r  
f u t u r e  AID fund ing  dec is ions .  

The eva lua t i on  team's p ro toco l  and data  ga ther ing  framework a r e  descr ibed 
i n  Appendix A. 

I t i n e r a r y  

The three-member eva lua t i on  team was b r i e f e d  by USAID and CEFPA s t a f f  
i n  Washington, D.C., on March 17 and 18. W r i t t e n  m a t e r i a l s  from CEFPA were 
reviewed a t  t h a t  t ime.  

The team d i d  f i e l d  work i n  Maur i t i us  from March 21 t o  27 and i n  Nepal 
f rom March 30 t o  A p r i l  18. Dur ing the  s t a y  i n  Nepal, one member o f  t h e  
team spent  f o u r  days i n  t he  East. Dur ing a  15-hour l ayove r  i n  N a i r o b i ,  
Kenya, t h e  team - interviewed some p a r t i c i p a n t s  and the  s t a f f  o f  t h r e e  
sponsoring agencies. 

On A p r i l  10, t h e  team re tu rned  t o  Washington, D.C., f o r  f u r t h e r  
views and d e b r i e f i n g s  w i t h  USAID and CEFPA s t a f f .  On A p r i l  18, i t  sub- 
mi t t e d  t o  APHA i t s  d r a f t  r e p o r t .  

Eva1 u a t i o n  Methodology 

A. Background 

As o f  ?larch 15, 1980, CEFPA had completed two and one-hal f  years o f  
a  planned three-year  t r a i n i n g  program. Approximately 255 persons had par- 
t i c i p a t e d  i n  11 t r a i n i n g  events which covered 175 t r a i n i n g  days. These 

. events were de l  i vered through th ree  b a s i c  mechanisms : 



1. U. S. -Based Leadership T r a i n i n g  Program (LTP) 

Designed and begun before the  con t rac t ,  t h i s  
six-week program i s  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l s  from 
count r ies  i n  which in -count ry  programs are 
n o t  feas ib le  a t  t h i s  t ime. 

2. Basic Management and Superv is ion T r a i n i n g  Program (BMTP) 

A shortened and a l t e r e d  vers ion  o f  t h e  LTP, t h i s  
program focuses on s p e c i f i c  management and superv is ion  
s k i  11 s. It 1  asts two weeks. The program has been 
h e l d  e x c l u s i v e l y  overseas as an in -count ry  and reg iona l  
program. 

3. T r a i n i n g  of T ra ine rs  (TOT) 

Designed t o  t r a i n  hos t  country personnel as t r a i n e r s  
who d e l i v e r  management and superv is ion  programs, t h i s  
program has been h e l d  i n  t h e  U.S. and overseas as an 
in -count ry  and reg iona l  program. It i s  several  days t o  
several  weeks long. 

These a c t i v i t i e s  a re  descr ibed i n  Appendix B by program year;  t ype  of 
event; t r a i n i n g  s i t e ;  number t ra ined ;  number o f  days t ra ined ;  representa t ion  
o f  count r ies  by event; and representa t ion  o f  agencies by  event.  

The impact o f  these events was evaluated aga ins t  CEFPA's o b j e c t i v e  and 
desc r ip t i on .  (See AID/CEFPA con t rac t ,  1977. ) As described i n  t h e  con t rac t ,  
CEFPA's o b j e c t i v e  was t o  t r a i n  f a m i l y  p lanning managers and i n s t r u c t o r s  i n  
Less Developed Countr ies (LDCs) and t o  provide techn ica l  ass is tance i n  
fam i l y  p lanning t r a i n i n g  t o  se lec ted  key i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  p r i o r i t y  LDCs. I n  
c a r r y i n g  o u t  t h i s  o b j e c t i v e ,  t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  was t o  at tempt t o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e  
a  management and superv isory t r a i n i n g  capabi l  i ty a t  key s i t e s  i n  h i g h - p r i o r i  t y  
LDCs. T r a i n i n g  s i t e s  were se lec ted a f t e r  A I D  and t h e  c o n t r a c t o r  s igned an 
agreement. The c o n t r a c t o r ' s  ob jec t i ves  were t o :  

--prepare i n s t r u c t i o n a l  and support m a t e r i a l s  i n  
management t r a i n i n g  t h a t  a re  c r o s s - c u l t u r a l l y  
appl i cab1 e; 

- -provide hos t  agency counterpar t  teams w i t h  t h e  
resources and support  they need t o  implement and 
s u s t a i n  indigenous programs ; 



- - t r a i n  a cadre o f  f am i l y  p lanning managers and 
, superv isors in-country;  and, 

--conduct an annual U.S.-based leadersh ip  t r a i n i n g  
program f o r  f a m i l y  p lanning managers and superv isors 
from LDCs i n  which in -count ry  t r a i n i n g  e f f o r t s  are 
n o t  p r a c t i c a l  . 

I n  add i t i on ,  AID asked t h e  eva lua t ion  team t o  consider  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  
quest ions: 

o How i s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a l l o c a t e d  w i t h i n  CEFPA? 
Who i s  responsib le f o r  what a c t i v i t y ?  How does t h e  
assignment o f  a s p e c i f i c  func t ion  r e l a t e  t o  s t a f f  
competencies? 

o What j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i s  the re  f o r  a reg iona l  t r a i n i n g  
capabi l  i t y  i n  Maur i t ius?  

o How does CEFPA t a i l o r  i t s  t r a i n i n g  t o  t h e  needs o f  a 
p a r t i c u l a r  country? How are  t r a i n i n g  e f f o r t s  eval  uated 
and measured? How do CEFPA t r a i n i n g  e f f o r t s  a f f e c t  FP 
se rv i ce  d e l i v e r y  i n  LDCs? 

The eva lua t ion  p lan  i s  at tached as Appendix C. 

B. Approach 

1. Sources 

As s t a t e d  i n  the  pro toco l ,  the  eva lua t ion  team made every e f f o r t  
t o  use f u l l y  t he  f o l l o w i n g  resources: 

--AID/W and CEFPA s t a f f  and documents; 

--USAID ~ n i s s i o n  s t a f f  and documents ; 

- - in terv iews w i t h  t r a i n i n g  program p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  ' superv isors,  and p a r t i c i p a n t s  ' 
supervi  sees ; 

--performance observat ions; and, 

--records o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s  ' agencies . 



The team took advantage o f  an unexpected oppor tun i ty - -a  15-day layover  
i n  Na i rob i ,  Kenya--to i n t e r v i e w  t h e  s t a f f  o f  agencies which sponsored some 
of t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s .  

2 .  Ins t rumenta t ion  

A f t e r  a  rev iew by A I D ,  CEFPA, and APHA s t a f f ,  t h e  team's f i e l d  
data c o l l e c t i o n  inst rument  was f i n a l i z e d .  A number o f  quest ions on t h e  
procedure were ra ised;  they represent  t h e  range o f  concerns about f i e l d  work. 
A f te r  several  days i n  t h e  f i e l d ,  the  team so r ted  t h e  i n t e r v i e w  data i t  had 
c o l l e c t e d  and decided t h a t  t h e  th ree  d i s t i n c t  i n t e r v i e w  methods were pro- 
ducing t h e  requ i red  in format ion .  Thereaf te r ,  a t  t he  end o f  each day, each 
team member coded t h e  day 's  i n t e r v i e w  data t o  t h e  r e l e v a n t  framework quest ions. 
Each a l s o  v e r b a l l y  debr ie fed t h e  o ther .  

Upon complet ion o f  t he  f i e l d  work, t h e  team q u a n t i f i e d  the  i n t e r v i e w  data 
and i d e n t i f i e d  the  s i g n i f i c a n t  t o p i c s  f o r  t h i s  r e p o r t .  

3. L i m i t a t i o n s  

The team was unable t o  eva luate  the  t r a i n i n g ' s  impact i n  two o f  
t he  f o ~ ~ r  areas u s u a l l y  examined du r ing  t r a i n i n g  eva luat ions .  Because CEFPA t r a i n i r  
does n o t  i nc lude  any pre- o r  p o s t - t e s t i n g  o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  t h e  t r a i n i n g ' s  
impact on t h e  t r a i n e e s '  knowledge could n o t  be determined. I n  t h e  t ime  
a l l o t t e d  f o r  t h e  eva luat ion ,  t h e  team d i d  observe some behav iora l  pa t te rns  
b u t  could n o t  apply i t s  f i n d i n g s  t o  t h e  t o t a l  sample. IVo p r e - t r a i n i n g  obser- 
va t ions  were made. 

The p a r t i c i p a n t s '  r e a c t i o n  t o  the  t r a i n i n g  was very p o s i t i v e .  The team 
found a  h igh  c o r r e l a t i o n  between the  statements p a r t i c i p a n t s  made on t h e  
l a s t  day o f  t r a i n i o g  and comments heard i n  the  f i e l d .  These data do no t ,  
however, i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a  change i n  management o r  superv isory  c a p a b i l i t y  has 
occurred. 

, I n  assessing r e s u l t s ,  t he  team noted t h a t  n o t  a l l  o f  t h e  r e s u l t s  claimed 
were evident .  Such i tems as c l i n i c  records and workplans were a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
review b u t  qua1 i t a t i  ve improvements, which p a r t i  c i  pants o f t e n  r e p o r t ,  were n o t  
r e a d i l y  apparent. Most Nepalese supervisees--who might  have been ab le  t o  
r e p o r t  some observed changes i n  t h e i r  superv isors  ' behavior--caul d  n o t  be 
in terv iewed because they were f i v e  o r  more t r a v e l  days away. 

4. Persons and Agencies Contacted 

I n  Maur i t i us  and Nepal t h e  team met w i t h  USAID  o r  embassy s t a f f ;  
t o p  s t a f f  o f  hos t  count ry  agencies; and CEFPA t ra inees .  It a l s o  i n te rv iewed  . 
p a r t i c i  pants ' superv isors  and supervisees and s t a f f  o f  sponsoring agencies. 
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Before l eav ing  t h e  f i e l d ,  t h e  team scheduled debr ie f i ngs  w i t h  re levan t  A I D  
o r  enbassy s t a f f  and w i t h  t h e  t o p  s t a f f  of hos t  country agencies. 

The e n t i r e  team attended t h e  i n i t i a l  b r i e f i n g s  and pre-departure meet- 
ings ,  b u t  o n l y  one person recorded t h e  minutes. I n  several  instances,  the  
e n t i  r e  team in terv iewed a p a r t i  c i  pant (when t h e  i n t e r v i e w e r  was considered 
p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t i n g )  , b u t  most p a r t i c i p a n t s  were in terv iewed by a s i n g l e  
member o f  t h e  team. 

In -count ry  documents were considered essent i  a1 t o  the  f i e 1  d work. 
Organizat ional  char ts ,  annual repo r t s ,  workplans , and o t h e r  ma te r ia l s  needed 
t o  understand and document agencies'  o rgan iza t ions  and procedures were re -  
quested, received,  and reviewed. A1 1 p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  t h e i r  superv isors,  and 
t h e i r  s  uperv i  sees were asked t o  provide examples o f  documents (e. g . , repor t s  , 
data forms, e tc . )  they prepared a f t e r  t h e i r  CEFPA t r a i n i n g .  These would 
i n d i c a t e  how w e l l  they learned c e r t a i n  procedures. The team d i d  n o t  have 
an oppor tun i t y  t o  observe t ra inees  ' performance. 

The team in terv iewed approximately 25 percent ( e i g h t  o f  t he  11 t r a i n -  
i n g  groups) o f  t h e  t o t a l  t r a i n e e  populat ion.  Although a l l  of t h e  Nepal and 
Maur i t i us  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  the  two LTPs were interv iewed,  they represent  on l y  
four of 52 persons e n r o l l e d  i n  these t r a i n i n g  programs. The eva lua t ion  
team be l ieves  t h e  con t rac t  has emphasized BMTP and TOT programs and has 
the re fo re  concentrated on these a c t i v i t i e s .  

A complete 1 i s t  o f  persons contacted i s  at tached as Appendix D. 

Relevant Country P r o f i l e  

A. Nepal* 

Nepal, a sovereign, independent Hindu kingdom, i s  s i t u a t e d  on t h e  
southern s lope of t h e  Himal ayas. I t  i s  d i v i d e d  i n t o  f o u r  regions,  14 zones, 
and 75 d i s t r i c t s ;  t h e  town o r  v i l l a g e  panchayat i s  t h e  smal les t  u n i t .  A l -  
though a small  country, Nepal i s  charac ter ized by extreme e t h n i c  and geo- 
graphical  d i v e r s i t y .  There are about 35 main e t h n i c  groups. O f  t h e  50 
languages spoken, Nepal i  i s  t h e  most w i d e l y  understood. I n  mid-1979, the  
coun t ry ' s  popu la t ion  was approximately 14 m i l  1 ion.  The annual popu la t ion  
growth r a t e  i s  approximately 2.52 percent.  

Family p lanning serv ices  i n  Nepal a re  de l i ve red  through the  n a t i o n a l  
programs o f  t h e  M i n i s t r y  o f  Heal th (MOH). I t s  two programs a re  t h e  Nepal 
Family Planning and Maternal C h i l d  Hea l th  P r o j e c t  (FP-MCH) and t h e  Community 

* S t a t i s t i c s  f rom annual FP-MCH and ICHP repor ts .  



Heal th  and I n t e g r a t i o n  P r o j e c t  (ICHP) . The Nepal Family Planning Assoc ia t ion  
(NFPA), an IPPF a f f i l i a t e ,  and t h e  Women's Family Planning P r o j e c t  (WFPP) 
a1 so del  i ver  fami l y  p lann ing  serv ices .  

The CEFPA program has t r a i n e d  persons who a re  now loca ted  i n  a l l  of t h e  
FP s e r v i c e  agencies. I t s  counterpar t  agency i s  t h e  FP-MCH Pro jec t .  (See 
o rgan iza t i on  cha r t ,  Appendix E. ) 

The FP-MCH i s  a  development p r o j e c t ,  n o t  a  l i n e  agency w i t h i n  t h e  
M i n i s t r y  o f  Heal th.  Once designed and i n i t i a t e d ,  ongoing FP-MCH serv ices  
w i l l  be taken over  by t h e  ICHP. 'The ICHP has taken over  c e r t a i n  programs i n  
12 d i s t r i c t s  and f u l l y  absorbed se rv i ces  i n  13; i t  has i n t e g r a t e d  approxi -  
mate ly  1,600 workers from f i v e  v e r t i c a l  programs, i n c l u d i n g  FP-MCH. 

Although t h e  p lan  i s  t o  i n t e g r a t e  FP-MCH serv ices ,  t h e  agency has r e p o r t -  
e d l y  added 12,000 employees i n  t h e  l a s t  t h r e e  years.  It now has a  s t a f f  of 
approximate ly  27,000. S t a f f  a re  work ing now i n  approximate ly  40 d i s t r i c t s .  
The agency plans t o  expand i t s  se rv i ces  t o  t h e  35 remain ing d i s t r i c t s .  Accord- 
i n g  t o  i t s  l a s t  annual r e p o r t ,  t h e  agency had a  FP acceptor  l o a d  of 174,106. 

B. Maur i t i us *  

Maur i t i us  i s  a  vo l can i c  i s l a n d  i n  t h e  I n d i a n  Ocean. Approximately 
1,200 m i les  o f f  t h e  coast  o f  Southeast A f r i c a ,  i t  has an area of  approx i -  
mate ly  720 square mi les .  The i s l a n d  i s  d i v i d e d  i n t o  n i n e  d i s t r i c t s .  Most 
Maur i t ians  a r e  b i  1  i ngua l  . The two p r i n c i p a l  languages are  French and Engl i s h ;  
H i n d i  and B a j p u r i  a re  a l s o  spoken by  a  l a r g e  number of people. The 1980 
est imated popu la t i on  i s  924,179. The n a t u r a l  growth r a t e  i s  1.9 percent.  

Family p lann ing  se rv i ces  on t h e  i s l a n d  a re  prov ided through t h e  M i n i s t r y  
o f  Hea l th  ' s  Maternal Chi 1  d  Heal th-  Fami l y  Pl anni ng Program (MCH- FP) ; t h e  
M a u r i t i u s  Fami l y  Planning Assoc ia t ion  (MFPA) , an IPPF a f f i l  i a t e ;  and Ac t i on  
Famil i a l e  (AF) , a  Cathol i c  Church-sponsored o rgan iza t i on .  

CEFPA's counterpar t  agency i s  t h e  MFPA, founded i n  1957. MFPA's network 
of c l i n i c  serv ices  was i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  MCH-FP i n  1972. When t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  
team v i s i t e d  Maur i t i us ,  t h e  MFPA was ope ra t i ng  two c l  in !  cs , a  community-based 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  program and an i n fo rma t ion ,  educat ion, and connuni c a t i o n  ( IE&C) 
component, w i t h  a  s t a f f  of 26. A t  t h e  end o f  1979, t h e  agency repo r ted  a  
p a t i e n t  l o a d  o f  3,171. (See o r g a n i z a t i o n  cha r t ,  Appendix F.) 

* S t a t i s t i c s  from MFPA Annual Report and FP-MCH demographic Year Book. 
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11. FINDINGS 

Contractual  Ob l i ga t i ons  

A. F ind ing  

The CEFPA has fo l l owed  c l o s e l y  the  workplan spec i f i ed  i n  t he  1977 
con t rac t .  

B. Discussions 

CEFPA's s t a r t - u p  t ime was s h o r t  because the  agency had acqu i red  
considerable o rgan iza t i ona l  experience be fo re  t h e  c o n t r a c t  began. I t s  U.S.- 
based Leadership T r a i n i n g  Programs (LTPs) brought  r e c o g n i t i o n  t o  t h e  organ iz -  
a t i on ,  i nc reas ing  i t s  v i s i b i l i t y  i n  many LDCs. Because i t  i s  w e l l  known among 
fami ly  p lann ing  program leaders,  t h e  CEFPA has had r e l a t i v e l y  easy access t o  
the  count r ies  on which the  c o n t r a c t  focused. When s i t u a t i o n s  w i t h i n  
LDCs prevented CEFPA s t a f f  f rom per formi  ng t h e i  r scheduled tasks (Bang1 adesh 
and Kenya a r e  two examples), a  workable a l t e r n a t i v e  was r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e .  
The eval  u a t i o n  team be1 ieves t h a t  CEFPA's f l e x i b l e  o rgan iza t i ona l  s t r e n g t h  
accounts f o r  i t s  good performance record.  

Working Re la t ionsh ips  With Counterpar t  Agencies 
and A I D  Missions 

A. F ind ing  

CEFPA appears t o  have s o l i d ,  p o s i t i v e  work ing r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  
i t s  counterpar t  agencies and A I D  missions. 

B. Discussion 

Given t h e  many p o s i t i v e  comments heard i n  t he  f i e l d ,  the  eva lua t i on  
team concluded t h a t  CEFPA's rappor t  w i t h  the  t o p  s t a f f  o f  hos t  count ry  agencies 
i s  based on t h e  t r a i n e r s '  p ro fess iona l  c a p a b i l i t i e s  and w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  work 
d i l i g e n t l y  on problems w i t h  h o s t  count ry  n a t i o n a l s .  

Apparent ly,  t he  o rgan iza t i on  has enjoyed good r e l a t i o n s h i p s  w i t h  A I D  
miss ions s ince  t h e  c o n t r a c t  began. The r e l a t i o n s h i p s  seem t o  be f u n c t i o n a l  
i n  many cases, p a r t i c u l a r l y  when A I D  s t a f f  a re  respons ib le  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  o r  
ensur ing the  s e l e c t i o n  o f  t ra inees .  CEFPA earned i n  Nepal the  r e p u t a t i o n  of 
be ing  a  " f i r s t - c l a s s  o u t f i t .  " 



S t a f f  and Board Work 

A. F ind ing  

CEFPA has a  s t rong  board and a  dedicated s t a f f .  

B. Discussion 

One aspect of CEFPA's o rgan iza t i on  t h a t  i~ i ipressed t h e  eva lua t i on  
team i s  i t s  s t r o n g  and un ique ly  q u a l i f i e d  board. The board membership 
i s  smal l ,  b u t  the  group i s  a c t i v e l y  i nvo l ved  i n  p o l i c y  areas and t r a i n i n g  
d e l i v e r y .  CEFPA has recognized the  need t o  expand t o  ga in  a d d i t i o n a l  
t a l e n t ;  new members have been appointed t o  t h e  board. 

The team be1 ieves  CEFPA s t a f f  should be complimented f o r  t h e i r  
energy, ded ica t ion ,  f l e x i b i l i t y ,  and w i l l i n g n e s s  t o  l ea rn .  CEFPA has 
r e a l i z e d  t h a t  t he  r o l e s  and respons ib i  1  i t i e s  of i n d i v i d u a l  s t a f f  members 
must be c l a r i f i e d  and communication improved. I t  decided t o  c o n t r a c t  
i n  May an ou ts ide  consu l tan t  t o  assess t h e  o rgan iza t i on  and recommend 
improvements. (See CEFPA o rgan iza t i ona l  cha r t ,  Appendix G. ) 

Tra inee Se lec t i on  

The t r a i n e e  s e l e c t i o n  c r i t e r i a  a re  too  b road ly  defined. Inappro- 
p r i a t e  candidates are  no t  screened and e l i m i n a t e d  from the  l i s t  of s u i t a b l e  
p o t e n t i a l  t r a inees .  The p a r t i c i p a n t s '  agencies and superv isors  a re  n o t  
requ i red  t o  commit themselves t o  t h e  t r a i n i n g  program ( i  .e., t o  employ 
those who have acqu i red  new s k i  11s) .  

B. Discussion 

BMTP t ra inees  are  se lec ted  p r i m a r i l y  i n  a  delegated process. 
A CEFPA counterpar t  agency o r  an U S A I D  miss ion  o f f i c e r  i s  usual l y  asked 
t o  assume t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  candidate se lec t i ons .  



Usually , the CEFPA supplies program background material and discusses 
the selection cri teria.  "The host agency i s  advised t h a t  the training i s  
geared for middle level managers and supervisors within their  progranls and 
linking agencies with which they work. The only criterion CEFPA requests 
is  that candidates are proficient in English, a t  least during the in i t i a l  
training programs with a host agency." 

1 .  Nepal 

In Nepal, these cr i ter ia  were reasonably we1 1 met. Nearly 
al l  of the participants were middle-level managers and supervisors i n  the 
Nepalese family planning program or 1 inking agencies. Two of the trainees 
interviewed had difficulty understanding parts of the f i r s t  program because 
the training materials were in English. 

2. Mauritius 

In Mauritius, the cr i ter ia  were not met. A t  least s ix  partici- 
pants in the regional BMTP program did not and do not work in family planning; 
nor do they see themselves as members of "linking agencies." Seven trainees 
did not and do not now have supervisory responsibi 1 i t i e s .  These participants 
made up over one-third of the training group. Two trainees in the regional 
TOT program were mistakenly sent to a BMTP-type program. 

In both Nepal and  ?lauri t i u s ,  many participants reported they were noti- 
fied of their  selection only a few days before the training began and did not 
know why they had been selected. Most assumed they were accepted because 
of the position they he1 d or because i t  was their  "turn" to receive train- 
ing. Few participants received invitational materials. These are two prob- 
lems w i t h  the selection process: during delgation, both time and materials 
are lost. 

In Mauritius, the MFPA, CEFPA's counterpart agency, i s  responsi bl  e for 
local recruitment for the upcoming regional BMTP. I t  has sent invitations 
to the Ministry of External Affairs, Tourism and Immigration, and the Manufac- 
turers ' Association. Apparently, the MFPA i s  having difficulty recruiting 
FP candidates and what might reasonably be considered "1 i n k i n g  agencies. " 
In fact ,  most of the YFPA and FP-YCH supervisors on the island have already 
received either BMTP or  LTP training. 

In Nepal, the leaders of the CEFPA counterpart agency, FP-MCH, are 
reportedly a t  odds with ICHP leaders over major program and personal issues. 
Training concerns have become "lost." FP-MCH reports that training invi- 
tations were sent to ICHP b u t  have gone unanswered. ICHP maintains that no 
invitations were received. This conflict i s  serious because the ICHP i s  



o f f i c i a l  l y  charged w i t h  absorbing FP-MCH a c t i v i t i e s  and personnel. ( CEFPA's 
apparent i n a b i l i t y  t o  reso lve  t h e  c o n f l i c t  t o  ensure s e l e c t i o n  o f  candidates 
from I C H P  i s  discussed i n  another s e c t i o n  of t h i s  r e p o r t . )  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  problems c i t e d  above ( i  .e., t oo  general c r i t e r i a ,  
s e l e c t i o n  o f  unsu i tab le  candidates, l a c k  of a c c e s s i b i l i t y  ( e n t r y )  t o  appro- 
p r i a t e  agencies), t he  importance o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g  t o  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  ' agencies 
i s  diminished. S i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  almost a l l  o f  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  in terv iewed 
s a i d  t h a t  bureaucra t ic  procedures and superv isors who are  unsympathetic t o  
new ideas prevent  them from us ing t h e  s k i l l s  they acquired i n  t r a i n i n g .  

I n  Maur i t i us ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s  s a i d  t h a t  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  medical o f f i c e r  (PMO) 
f o r  fami ly  p lanning w i t h i n  t h e  MCH has n o t  asked f o r  any r e p o r t  on t h e i r  t r a i n -  
ing.  The PMO contends t h a t  he asked f o r  b u t  d i d  n o t  rece ive  t h e  repor t s .  I n  
Nepal, t h e  p r o j e c t  c h i e f  to1  d  t h e  eva luators  t h a t  he f u l l y  supports CEFPA 
t r a i n i n g ;  he has not ,  however, requ i red  anyth ing  new o f  h i s  agency s t a f f  
s ince t h e i r  t r a i n i n g .  

The l a c k  o f  t o p  s t a f f  commitment may a f f e c t  even tua l l y  the  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  
a t t i t u d e  towards t h e  t ra in ing- -once t h e  novel t y  o f  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  approach 
has worn o f f .  As one c l i n i c  superv isor  i n  Nepal sa id ,  "The (CEFPA) t r a i n i n g  
i s  very good, b u t  I w i l l  n o t  go t o  another one (program) unless the  t o p  l e t s  . 
me use it." 

T r a i n i n g  Design and A p p l i c a t i o n  o f  Knowledge 

A. F indings 

A1 though p a r t i c i p a n t s  c l a i m  BMTP t r a i n i n g  i s  usefu l ,  t h e r e  seems t o  
be l i t t l e  ac tua l  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  t he  knowledge and s k i l l s  acquired from t h e  
t r a i n i n g .  General ly ,  knowledge i s  no t  be ing appl ied.  The t r a i n i n g  design 
has no t  been rev ised adequately enough t o  c o r r e c t  t he  discrepancy. 

B. Discussion 

A  c l i n i c  superv isor  i n  Maur i t i us  repor ted  t h a t  CEFPA had taught  
her  t o  recognize t h e  need f o r  b e t t e r  planning. She s a i d  t h a t  h e r  t r a i n i n g  
had helped her  b e t t e r  organize her  c l  i n i c  a c t i v i t i e s ,  w i t h  t h e  r e s u l t  t h a t  
she was ab le  t o  see more p a t i e n t s  du r ing  normal c l i n i c  hours. 

To subs tan t ia te  her  claims, t h e  team in terv iewed two sources. The team 
found t h a t  t he  superv i so r ' s  ass i s tan ts  had observed no change i n  t h e  c l i n i c .  
I n  f a c t ,  c l i n i c  records showed a  d e c l i n e  i n  c l i n i c  v i s i t s  f o l l o w i n g  t ra in ing . .  
'The number o f  v i s i t s  has n o t  increased s ince ( t r a i n i n g  was completed a  yea r  
ago) 



The dec l i ne  i n  v i s i t s  i s ,  i n  t h i s  case, c e r t a i n l y  l i n k e d  t o  many o the r  
var iab les ,  such as t h e  agency's i n t e r n a l  problems, which came t o  a head when 
v i s i t s  f i r s t  began t o  dec l ine ,  and cannot be t i e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  t h e  t r a i n i n g .  
However, i n  both Nepal and Maur i t i us ,  t he  team found evidence o f  t he  gap 
between t h e  repor ted  and ac tua l  appl i c a t i o n  o f  t r a i n i n g .  

Most BMTP p a r t i c i p a n t s  admit ted t h a t  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  apply t h e i r  
CEFPA t r a i n i n g .  They c i t e d  two reasons : bureaucra t i  c procedures and super- 
v i so rs  who a re  unsympathetic t o  new ideas; and s h o r t  t r a i n i n g  t ime.  Trainees 
s a i d  they  d i d  no t  have enough t ime t o  d i g e s t  what they had learned before  
r e t u r n i n g  t o  t h e i r  work environment. (The b a r r i e r s  t o  a d d i t i o n a l  imp lemn-  
t a t i o n  are  discussed i n  t h e  sec t ions  e n t i t l e d  " I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n , "  
"Trainee Se lec t i on  ," and "CEFPA Follow-up. " )  

I n  Maur i t i us ,  communication and management s k i 1  1s were c i t e d  as t h e  
most f requen t l y  app l i ed  s k i l l s  acqu i red  du r ing  CEFPA t r a i n i n g .  I n  Nepal, 
t ra inees  c i t e d  p lann ing and delegat ion.  

1. Maur i t i us  

a. Communication 

E igh t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  s a i d  they used t h e i r  new 
communication s k i l l s  t o  improve management o r  
superv is ion.  Eleven s a i d  these same s k i l l s  
he1 ped them inlprove t h e i r  c l  i e n t  mo t i va t i on  
techniques. Among the  most f r e q u e n t l y  used 
communication techniques were small-group 
work sessions, o b j e c t i v e - s e t t i n g  before group 
sessions, and group question-and-answer sessions 
( increased feedback). 

b. Management 

O f  t h e  10 p a r t i c i p a n t s  who c i t e d  management as 
the  most usefu l  t r a i n i n g  area, f o u r  gave as 
examples personal planning; th ree  mentioned 
delegat ion;  and th ree  c i t e d  the  use of  a t ime 
log.  

Three groups o f  supervisees (12 people) were i n te rv iewed  and asked t o  
assess t h e i r  superv isors ' c laims t h a t  t h e  superv is ion  process had improved 
a f t e r  t r a i n i n g .  None cou ld  i d e n t i f y  any change. Nor d i d  anyone " f e e l "  
t h a t  anythl'ng had changed. O f  t h e  11 p a r t i c i p a n t s  who c i t e d  improved 
c l  i e n t  mo t i va t i on  s k i  1 1s , none cou ld  document the  claim. Most i n d i c a t e d  
changes i n  verbal behavior.  



Not one o f  the four  who reported improved personal planning could 
produce evidence o f  t h a t  planning. The three who mentioned delegation 
of fered as evidence t h e i r  increased confidence i n  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  do the 
job. O f  the three who reported using a time log,  two produced day books ; 
one showed a l o g  i n  which group meeting times were recorded, bu t  the 
length o f  the meeting was not noted. One book appeared t o  be an appoint- 
ment book; again, the length of meetings was not  noted i n  the  en t r ies .  

O f  the two p r i nc ipa l  agencies, FP-MCH and MFPA, only the  d i r e c t o r  o f  
the MFPA had any knowledge o f  the t r a i n i n g ' s  impact. However, the team 
was no t  able t o  locate any evidence o f  a repor t  on the  program. 

2. Nepal 

a. Planning 

Fourteen par t i c ipan ts  c i t e d  planning as the 
most useful par t  o f  BMTP t ra i n i ng .  The most 
f requent ly  mentioned technique was the t ime log;  
several persons a1 so i d e n t i f i e d  scheduling. 

b. Delegation 

S i x  o f  the  par t i c ipan ts  c i t e d  delegat ion as the 
most useful aspect o f  t r a i n i ng .  " Invo lv ing 
s t a f f  i n  decisions" and "be t te r  a l l oca t i on  o f  
work" were two techniques used i n  t h i s  area. 

I n  Nepal , only two cases o f  improved planning were evident;  both 
persons produced a " t o  do" 1 i s t  f o r  the day. 

The p ro jec t  ch ie f  and Services D iv is ion  ch ie f  o f  FP-MCH sa id  t h a t  
CEFPA t r a i n i n g  had begun only one o r  two years ago and t h a t  t h i s  was " too 
shor t  a t ime" t o  expect the resu l t s  o f  t r a i n i n g  t o  show up w i t h i n  the 
agency. 

The team f e l t  t h a t  Nepal was the only country where most o f  the basic 
assumptions about the CEFPA t r a i n i n g  design could be examined. Among the  
assumptions are the fo l lowing:  

o Over 30 percent o f  CEFPA's t o t a l  t ra inee  populat ion 
i s  i n  Nepal; a ma jo r i t y  o f  these are t ra inees i n  
FP- MCH . 

o A l l  o f  the top  s t a f f  o f  FP-MCH received CEFPA t r a i n i n g  
( e i t h e r  before o r  a f t e r  the cont ract  began). 



o CEFPA has worked i n  Nepal f o r  t he  l i f e  o f  
t he  con t rac t .  

o  Nepal i  s o c i e t y  and organ iza t ions  present  an 
obvious chal lenge t o  the  cross-cul  t u r a l  adaptabi 1  i t y  
af CEFPA t r a i n i n g  ma te r ia l s  and design. 

o  Three o f  t he  f o u r  BMTP in -count ry  programs and 
one TOT program have been d e l i v e r e d  i n  Nepal. 

CEFPA has changed BMTP design and d e l i v e r y  i n  two respects:  New sec t i ons  
have been added and f a c i  1  i t a t o r s  have been t r a i n e d  t o  d e l i v e r  t he  program i n  
the  Nepal i  language. I n  a d d i t i o n .  CEFPA i s  p lann ing  t o  t r a n s l a t e  some o f  t h e  
t r a i n i n g  m a t e r i a l s  i n t o  Nepal i .  These changes are an ongoing response t o  
s p e c i f i c  needs i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  d e l i v e r y  o f  programs. 

I n  comparing the  k inds o f  adjustments CEFPA has made w i t h  Nepa l is '  comnents 
on t h e  t r a i n i n g  design, t he  team found t h a t  CEFPA has added "more app rop r ia te "  
Western t r a i n i n g  techniques. What t h e  Nepal is  need, however, i s  qubs tant ive  
t r a i n i n g  ma te r ia l s .  

One o f  t h e  f a c i l i t a t o r s  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  l a s t  program d e l i v e r e d  i n  
Nepal repo r ted  t h a t  t h e  d iscuss ion  i n  Nepal i of an American-type case s tudy  
was usefu l .  However- t h e  case was no t  used f o r  i t s  in tended purpose. I ns tead  
o f  ana lyz ing  the  case i n fo rma t ion ,  t h e  p a r t i c i n a n t s  discussed t h e  workings o f  
a d i s t r i c t  o f f i c e .  Apparent ly,  t he  technique f a i l e d  and t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  re -  
designed success fu l l y  t h a t  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  proqram. 

The eval  u a t i  on team recorded t h e  f o l  1  owing a n a l y t i c a l  comments : 

o A p a r t i c i p a n t  i n  t h e  f i r s t  program: "The s t r u c t u r e  i s  
d i f f e r e n t  here than what CEFPA taught.. They have t o  
s tudy t h i n a s  i n  our  admin i s t ra t i on . "  

o  A p a r t i c i p a n t  i n  t h e  f i r s t  program: "We need t o  know th ings  
t h a t  he1 p  us run  a  d i s t r i c t  o f f i c e .  " 

o  A p a r t i c i p a n t  i n  t he  f i r s t  proqram: "CEFPA deals i n  popu- 
l a t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  They should have Illore i n  t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  
about how t o  manage popu la t i on  programs." 

o  The p r o j e c t  c h i e f :  "I suggested t o  CEFPA t h a t  they 
h i  r e  l o c a l  consu l tan ts  ( f o r  m a t e r i a l  development) when 
they f i r s t  came." 

The eva lua t i on  team was unable t o  observe a  CEFPA t r a i n i n g  program i n  progress. 
It reg re ts  t h e  exc l  us ion o f  f i  rs t -hand observat ions . 



CEFPA Eva1 ua t  i on Procedures 

A. F indings 

T r a i n i n g  i s  evaluated program-by-program; on t h e  l a s t  day o f  t r a i n i n a ,  
p a r t i c i p a n t s  a re  asked t o  comment. on t h e  t r a i n i n g  a c t i  v i  t i e s  . 

There i s  l i t t l e  o r  no e f f e c t i v e  fo l low-up on s ~ e c i f i c  t r a i n i n g  orograms. 
The superv isors  o r  agencies f rom which t h e  p a r t i c i n a n t s  were se lec ted  a re  
r a r e l y  asked t o  assess t h e  value o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g  ( i  .e. , ef fects on j ob  per- 
formance) o f  t h e i r  empl oyeeq . 

B. Discussion 

The r e a c t i o n  sheets completed on t h e  last.  day o f  t.he Frograms a re  
designed f o r  usp i n  i n d i v i d u a l  program sessions. They r e l y  p r i m a r i  ly--and 
t y p i c a l l y - - o n  semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l  scales and close-ended quest ions. 

Although t h e  team found a  h igh  c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  comments n f  par-  
t i c i p a n t s  and t h e  comments o f  f i e 1  d  workers, i t  cou ld  n o t  v e r i f y  t h e  c la ims 
t h a t  changes had been made. 

R p c o y i  t i o n  o f  t h i s  f a c t  i s  n o t  ev iden t  i n  CEFPA n u w a r y  repo r t s .  The 
CEFPA seem t o  make assumptinns n r  overuse data. For example, i n  one r e p n r t ,  
i t  ! i s t e d  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  ' c laims o f  changes under t h e  heading "Number o f  
P a r t i c i p a n t s  Who Made Change." T t  cnncluded t h a t  " . . . the f o l l o w i n g  content  
sessions were found t o  have had a p p l i c a b i l i t y  t n  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  work ...." 
The evidence d i d  n o t  support  t h e  conclus ion.  

Furthermore, because eval  u a t i o n  quest ions a re  t i e d  c l o s e l y  t o  t r a i n i n g  
t o p i c s  ( r a t h e r  than t o  t h e  t r a i n i n g  design) ,  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  comnents seem t o  
be o f  l i m i t e d  value. They seem t o  have l i t t l e  e f fec t  on c u r r i c u l a r  changes 
and few m a t e r i a l s  a re  redesigned f o r  c u l t u r a l  acceptabi 1  i t y .  

CEFPA does n o t  pre- o r  p o s t - t e s t  i t s  programs t o  determine how much new 
knowledge t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  need and acqui re.  If t h e  b a s i c  process goal 
i s  c r e a t i o n  of an open l e a r n i n g  environment, t e s t i n g  may i n t i m i d a t e  a  t r a i n -  
i n g  group. 'The t e s t i n g  method, however, need n o t  i n v o l v e  a  question-and- 
answer session. Role p l a y i n g  and case study presenta t ions  be fo re  and a f t e r  
t r a i n i n g  can a l s o  be meaningful. Moreover, t h i s  k i n d  o f  t e s t i n g  i s  con- 
s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  approach. 

I n  bo th  Nepal and Maur i t i us ,  CEFPA's counterpar t  agencies send o u t  a  
quest ionnai  re--a r e a c t i o n  sheet - - to  former p a r t i c i p a n t s .  More comments a re  
e l i c i t e d ,  b u t  each quest ion  i s  s t i l l  r e l a t e d  t o  a  s p e c i f i c  t r a i n i n g  session. 

I n  one case a  CEFPA s t a f f e r  h e l d  a  s e r i e s  o f  i n te rv iews  w i t h  former par- 
t i c i  pants. H is  eva lua t i on  was based p r i m a r i l y  on t h e  t r a i n e e s '  reac t ions .  



CEFPA s t a f f  have n o t  met f o r m a l l y  w i t h  any o f  t h e  t o p  s t a f f  i n  hos t  
country  agencies t o  discuss t h e  use o f  newly t r a i n e d  employees. 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  and t h e  Proposed 
Regional T r a i n i n g  Center (RTC) 

A. F indings 

Given t h e  CEFPA's cu r ren t  ope ra t i ng  methods, i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  w i  11 
n o t  occur. The under ly- ing assumptions f o r  t h e  proposed RTC i n  Maur i t i us  should 
be examined. 

B. Discussion 

The CEFPA seeks t o  " i n s  ti t u t i  onal i z e  a  management/supervis~ory t r a i n -  
i n g  c a p a b i l i t y  p r o v i d i n g  hos t  agency counterpar t  teams w i t h  t h e  resources and 
support  necessary t o  implement and s u s t a i n  indigenous programs. " 

'The counterpar t  teams i n c l u d e  CEFPA-tra-i ned h o s t  country  f a c i  1  i t a t o r s  
who rece i ve  managerial and l o g i s t i c a l  support  f rom hos t  count ry  agencies. 

1. Nepal 

The counterpar t  agency i n  Nepal i s  FP-MCH. There were many reasons 
f o r  s e l e c t i n g  t h a t  o rgan iza t i on .  Apparent ly,  counterpar t  s t a f f  were i n i t i a l l y  
persons w i t h  whom CEFPA s t a f f  cou ld  work w e l l .  Team members were n o t  se lec ted  
because o f  t h e i r  p o s i t i o n s  w i t h i n  t h e  organ iza t ion .  One r e s u l t  o f  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  
was t h a t  CEFPA became l i n k e d  w i t h  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  r a t h e r  than t h e  t r a i n i n g  
s e c t i o n  o f  FP-MCH. 

When t h e  administrator/counterpart l e f t  h i s  j ob  t o  work f o r  UNFPA, h i s  
replacement was assigned t o  work w i t h  CEFPA. The new a d m i n i s t r a t o r  repo r ted  
t h a t  he "has no t ime f o r  CEFPA." The eva lua t i on  team noted t h a t  CEFPA s t a f f  
and t h e  FP-MCH p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r  planned s t a f f i n g  assignments f o r  t h e  nex t  CEFPA 
program b u t  d i d  not ,  apparent ly ,  i nc lude  t h e  new a d m i n i s t r a t o r  i n  t h e i r  meet- 
ings,  even though he has been assigned t h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e  assignments. 

CEFPA's s t a f f  f u n c t i o n  i n  Nepal i s  t o  ensure t h e  i n t e g r i t y  o f  t h e  p a r t i c i p a t o r y  
approach w h i l e  gu id ing  t h e  i n t e g r a t i o n  o f  t h e  BMTP program w i t h  t h e  agency's 
regu la to ry  t r a i n i n g  a c t i v i t i e s .  The agency's t o p  s t a f f  do n o t  seem t o  under- 
s tand t h i s  func t ion .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e i r  r o l e s  as t r a i n e r s ,  CEFPA s t a f f  
seem t o  be respons ib le  f o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  concerns. When asked t o  descr ibe  
CEFPA s t a f f  work i n  Nepal ( o t h e r  than t r a i n i n g  d e l i v e r y ) ,  t h e  p r o j e c t  c h i e f  
said, " I  d o n ' t  know, b u t  when CEFPA comes they demand much o f  t h e  s t a f f . "  



(The p r o j e c t  d i r e c t o r  i s  very suppor t ive  of and p o s i t i v e  about CEFPA's product 
and people. ) 

The team noted a  t h i r d  problem, t h e  l a c k  o f  a  formal agreement w i t h  FP-MCH . 

on i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  The i n i t i a l  l e t t e r  o f  agreement sent  t o  His Majes ty 's  
Government (HMG) s p e c i f i e d  t h a t  FP-MCH would prov ide  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  and secre- 
t a r i a l  support;  fac i  7 i t i e s  f o r  conduct ing t r a i n i n g ;  and l o c a l l y  a v a i l a b l e  
suppl ies.  I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  was n o t  mentioned s p e c i f i c a l l y .  Although t h e  
l e t t e r  was never s igned by hMG, t h e  team found t h a t  FP-MCH has provided every- 
t h i n g  t h a t  ever had been requested fo rma l l y .  

A  four th  problem i s  t h e  i n s t a b i l i t y  o f  t h e  counterpar t  team membership. 
One c o ~ ~ n t e r p a r t  r e c e n t l y  l e f t  FP-MCH t o  work f o r  a  donor agency; another was 
ou t  of t h e  country f o r  almost a  year.  Frequent s t a f f  changes are  character-  
i s t i c  o f  t h e  agency. An employee i s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  t r a n s f e r  t o  another s e c t i o n  
o r  another reg ion o f  t h e  country every 466 days. 

A  f i f t h  problem i s  t h a t  FP-MCH has n o t  t r i e d  t o  i n t roduce  new p rac t i ces  
i n  t h e  agency as a  r e s u l t  o f  t r a i n i n g .  The eva lua t ion  team found no evidence 
of any "coaching" of managers, o f  any e f f o r t  t o  h e l p  them understand what 
s ta f f  had learned du r ing  t r a i n i n g .  

CEFPA t r a i n i n g  has been hampered because o f  t h e  poor r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 
t h e  t o p  s t a f f  o f  FP-MCH and ICHP.  The p lan  i s  t h a t  ICHP w i l l  absorb f o r m a l l y  
FP-MCH func t ions  and personnel. ICHP now f i t s  CEFPA's d e f i n i t i o n  o f  a  " l i n k i n g  
agency." The CEFPA has no t  es tab l i shed  i t s  own r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  ICHP, and a  
h igher  m i n i s t r y  l e v e l  w i l l  now have t o  reso lve  problems between FP-MCH and 
ICHP.  

The CEFPA has recognized some o f  t h e  problems i t  must face i n  i n s t i t u t i o n -  
a l i z i n g  i t s  t r a i n i n g .  The second-year p r o j e c t  r e p o r t  s ta tes ,  i n  p a r t :  "If 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i s  t h e  ob jec t i ve ,  t h e  t r a i n i n g  d i v i s i o n  w i l l  u l t i m a t e l y  
have t o  house t h e  management t r a i n i n g  c a p a b i l i t y . "  To date, t h i s  has n o t  been 
reso l  ved. 

2. Maur i t i us  

I n  Maur i t ius ,  t h e  counterpar t  agency has proposed a  reg iona l  
t r a i n i n g  center  (RTC) t o  f a c i l  i t a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n .  

The CEFPA made Maur i t i us  the  s i t e  o f  A f r i c a n  reg iona l  t r a i n i n g  because 
t h e  A f r i c a n  c l ima te  i n  h igh  p r i o r i t y  LDCs was n o t  conducive t o  in -count ry  
t r a i n i n g .  The p lan  was t o  e n t e r  those coun t r i es  i n d i r e c t l y  by sp inn ing of f  
programs from reg iona l  p r o j e c t s  i n  Maur i t i us .  

The MFPA was se lec ted  as t h e  counterpar t  agency because i t  i s  a  f l e x i b l e  
o rgan iza t i on  and because LTP-trained persons occupy key p o s i t i o n s  on i t s  
board and s t a f f .  

The MFPA was recep t i ve  t o  CEFPA; two reg iona l  programs were de l ivered;  
t h e  s p i n - o f f "  o f  -programs was successfu l .  To date, t he  CEFPA has d e l i v e r e d  
two in -count ry  programs i n  Zambia. Plans f o r  in -count ry  programs i n  Swazi l and  
are  now being discussed. 



The idea o f  us ing  t h e  MFPA as a  reg iona l  t r a i n i n g  center  i s  ga in ing  
acceptance. I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  through a  RTC poses several  problems, 
however. One i s  d u p l i c a t i o n  o f  t r a i n i n g .  

During the  eva lua t ion  team's s tay  i n  Maur i t i us ,  t he  M i n i s t r y  o f  Heal th 
was complet ing i t s  nego t ia t i ons  w i t h  UFJFPA f o r  a  RTC w i t h i n  the  m i n i s t r y .  
The c o n t r a c t  proposes t o  reach many o f  t h e  same people and w i  11 cover t h e  
same geographical area as the  MFPA's proposed center .  Furthermore, a l t h o l ~ g h  
n o t  a  t o p  p r i o r i t y ,  management and superv isory t r a i n i n g  i s  i nc luded  i n  t h e  
scope o f  work. 

A second problem i s  l a c k  o f  key support.  The m i n i s t r y ' s  permanent 
secre tary  s t a t e d  t h a t  he had no ob jec t i ons  t o  t h e  MFPA's proposal f o r  a  
second center ,  p rov id ing  the  center  was " i n  another  country. " The m i n i s t r y  
had had l i t t l e  communication w i t h  IPPF's reg iona l  and c e n t r a l  s ta f f ,  who 
s a i d  they knew l i t t l e  about t h e  proposed RTC. This l a c k  o f  communication 
presents o t h e r  problems. 

The team i d e n t i f i e d  th ree problems w i t h  MFPA's o rgan iza t i ona l  
capabi 1  i t i e s .  

1. Board C o n f l i c t  

The MFPA's board chairman supports a  MFPA RTC and i s  employed 
by the  m i n i s t r y .  The m i n i s t r y ' s  p r i n c i p a l  medical o f f i c e r  f o r  f a m i l y  
p lanning a l s o  s i t s  on the  MFPA board. H is  support  o f  t h e  MFPA RTC i s  
wavering . 

2. Lack o f  Organizat ional  Readiness 

Although the  CEFPA claims t h a t  t he  MFPA has t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  
"manage the  t r a i n i n g  func t ion , "  the  team found t h a t  CEFPA s t a f f  must make 
a l l  t he  major  decis ions on and approve t h e  plans f o r  t h e  t r a i n i n g  program. 

3.  Lack of Management A b i l i t y  t o  Expand 

I n  i t s  l a s t  IPPF program eva luat ion ,  MFPA recommended t h a t  t he  
agency t r y  t o  work more c l o s e l y  w i t h  FP-MCH and t h a t  t he  secretary/manager 
delegate more e f f e c t i v e l y .  When t h e  team compared i t s  observat ions w i t h  



those o f  t he  eva lua tors  i n  Na i rob i  , i t  was c l e a r  t h a t  n e i t h e r  o f  t h e  two 
recomnendations had been implemented. 

The eva lua t i on  team was d i s tu rbed  t h a t  t he  CEFPA has been i n c r e a s i n g l y  
concerned w i t h  nego t i a t i ons  f o r  t h e  MOH RTC. Apparent ly ,  l i t t l e  e f f o r t  i s  
be ing  made t o  use i t s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  the  MOH t o  develop an e f f e c t i v e  
management and superv i s ion  program f o r  FlOH s t a f f  who d e l i v e r  most of t h e  
FP se rv i ces  i n  Maur i t i us .  

The team a l s o  quest ioned whether t h e  MFPA has the  c l o u t  i t  needs t o  
b r i n g  p a r t i c i p a n t s  f rom abroad i f  i t  does n o t  rece i ve  t h e  CEFPA's p ro fess iona l  
serv ices .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  s p e c i f i c  f u n c t i o n a l  problems c i t e d  above, two l a r g e r  
problems are hamperirlg t he  e f f o r t  t o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e  t r a i n i n g .  One, t r a i n -  
i n g  i s  perceived as a  reward. 

I n  Nepal, "caste"  i s  l i s t e d  among a  person's  o t h e r  v i t a l  s t a t i s t i c s  
and l i m i t s  upward m o b i l i t y  w i t h i n  an agency. I n  Maur i t i us ,  t he  j ob  market 
i s  very t i g h t ,  and people tend t o  h o l d  t h e i r  jobs f o r  a  l ong  t ime. The 
team o f t e n  heard t h e  "well-known s e c r e t "  t h a t  t r a i n i n g  i s  one of t h e  few 
ways t o  reward an e f f e c t i v e  employee. Apparent ly ,  t h e  more e f f e c t i v e  an 
employee i s ,  t h e  l onge r  ( s )he  i s  away f rom an assigned work s t a t i o n .  

Two, s t a f f  a re  n o t  committed t o  t h e  t r a i n i n g  program. The CEFPA has 
n o t  t r i e d  t o  fo rmal ly  "coach" t o p  s t a f f  i n  t h e  use of newly t r a i n e d  super- 
visees. The i n c l u s i o n  o f  t echn ica l  ass is tance i n  t h e  c o n t r a c t  i s  p a r t  o f  
t he  problem.. One o f  t h e  CEFPA's o b j e c t i v e s  i s  " t o  p rov ide  techn ica l  ass is -  
tance on f a m i l y  p lann ing  t r a i n i n g  mat te rs . "  This  has n o t  been - in te rpre ted  
as t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  t r a i n i n g  b u t  as one-to-one c o n s u l t a t i o n  w i t h  
counterpar ts  on s p e c i f i c  t r a i n i n g  programs o r  s p e c i f i c  t r a i n i n g  s k i  11s. 
This  d e f i n i t i o n  o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t e c h n i c a l  ass is tance should be 
broadened. 

AID Mon i to r i ng  

A. F ind ing  

There has been a  r a p i d  tu rnove r  of A ID-pro jec t  moni tors du r ing  
t h e  l i f e  o f  t h e  con t rac t .  



B. Discussion 

The eva luat ion  team reviewed t h e  p r o j e c t  eva lua t ion  plan. The re-  
qu i red  i tems l i s t e d  i n  the  p lan  seem s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  A I D  moni to r ing  purposes. 
The c o n t r a c t o r  has submit ted data e f f e c t i v e l y  and e f f i c i e n t l y .  However, data 
have no t  been used c o n s i s t e n t l y .  

I n  t h e  past two and one-ha1 f years, t h e r e  have been Many d i f f e r e n t  p r o j e c t  
monitors. This tu rnover  has caused some problems f o r  t h e  cont rac tor .  Each 
new moni to r  must be int roduced and brought  up t o  date. More impor tan t l y ,  an 
e f f e c t i v e  and informed work ing r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  d i f f i c u l t  t o  e s t a b l i s h .  Although 
data a re  on f i l e  i n  both A I D  and CEFPA o f f i c e s ,  t hey  a re  n o t  as easy t o  handle 
as o r i e n t a t i o n  ma te r ia l .  

The eva lua t ion  team narrowed i t s  examination o f  t h i s  i ssue t o  a  comparison 
of CEFPA and A I D  data requirements. The CEFPA cou ld  have supp l i ed  t h e  f o l l o w -  
i n g  a d d i t i o n a l  i tems (which cou ld  be inc luded  i n  a  c o n t i n u a l l y  updated or ien-  
t a t i o n  package): 

--an o rgan iza t i ona l  cha r t ;  

--a sumnary o f  a c t i v i t i e s  by country (see Appendix B); 

--a 1  i s t  o f  a1 1 s t a f f  and board members; 

--cornpi l e d  eva luat ion  data (program ob jec t i ves  and 
reac t ion  sheet r e s u l t s  indexed t o  i tem "b" above) ; 

--personnel pol  i c i e s  and procedures ; and, 

--copies o f  agreements and o the r  s i g n i f i c a n t  cor res-  
pondence. 

I n t e r n a l  Organizat ion of t h e  CEFPA 

A. F ind ing 

Some o f  CEFPA's management func t ions  should be consol idated o r  more 
e f f e c t i v e l y  performed. This would enable t h e  o rgan iza t i on  t o  handle a d d i t i o n a l  
program responsib i  1  i t i e s .  

B. Discussion 

The eva lua t ion  team examined t h e  CEFPA's i n t e r n a l  workings on ly  as 
they impinged on the  purpose o f  t h e  eva luat ion .  A management z u d i t  was n o t  
made. Several management func t i ons  seem t o  a f f e c t  d i r e c t l y  t h e  t r a i n i n g  del i very 
program. 



1. Staff Scheduling 

CEFPA staff "sel f-schedule" themselves once they receive assign- 
ments. "Self-schedul ing" was effective during the init ial  stages of the con- 
tract ,  when few countries were involved in the training program. Since then, 
however, more countries and more staff have been participating, and a new pro- 
gram, WIM, has been added t o  the organization's responsibilities. Staff are 
receiving more and lengthier assignments, and are beginning t o  feel over- 
burdened. The additional responsibilities have kept individuals in the field 
longer, and this has led t o  a breakdown in the trainers' principal method of 
communication: exchanging information on various techniques t o  solve train- 
ing problems. Sollie staff  do n o t  see each other for months, and when they do 
meet, i t  is  usually for a very short time, and then only t o  work on organiza- 
tional problems. 

2 .  Hiring and Job Descriptions 

Because a single good group leader can irnple~nent the BMTP pack- 
age, training experience i s  not a priority in hiring s ta f f .  This shows u p  a t  
all levels of the organization in the sparsely-worded job descriptions. 
However, the environment has changed. CEFPA staff must move u p  i n  the organiza- 
tions where they have trained t o  ensure the institutionalization of training. 
This mobility requires management experience. The CEFPA i s  also being asked 
t o  provide a different kind of  training in Central America. This would, in 
effect, change CEFPA's "business. " The ski 11s required t o  implement a general - 
ized training package are different from the skil ls  required t o  design a 
training package around a specific issue. 

The CEFPA apparently recognizes the need for consol idation and  performance 
improvement in the areas mentioned above. I t  plans t o  hire a consultant in 
May t o  assist i t  in evaluating the entire organization. 



I I I. RECOMMENDATIONS 

I n t r o d u c t i o n  

The eva l  u a t i o n  team supports t h e  i dea  of in -count ry  management and 
superv isory  t r a i n i n g  programs f o r  f a m i l y  p lann ing  agencies i n  LDCs. It 
be1 ieves t h e  CEFPA has va l  uable o rgan iza t i ona l  experience and contac ts  which 
should n o t  be l o s t  t o  t h e  A I D  popu la t ion  program. 

The CEFPA appears t o  be one o f  t h e  more e f f e c t i v e  AID-funded t r a i n i n g  
resources. It, has, however, some ser ious  problems. The f o l  low ing changes 
should be made i f  t h e  CEFPA c o n t r a c t  i s  extended another two years. 

A. S e l e c t i o n  o f  Trainees 

1. The c r i t e r i a  f o r  t r a i n e e  s e l e c t i o n  should be 
expanded and made more s p e c i f i c .  The program 
announcement should descr ibe  the  expected resu l  t s  
o f  learned and acqui red s k i l l s  and t h e  q u a l i f i -  
ca t ions  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  shoul d have. The announce- 
ment should s t a t e  c l e a r l y  t h a t  t h e  recommendation 
of a  person f o r  t r a i n i n g  i s  an endorsement o f  
t h e  program and a  commitment t o  use the  s k i 1  1s o f  
those who have been t ra ined .  A statement t h a t  an 
o f f i c i a l  from t h e  CEFPA o r  a  sponsorinq agency 
may fo l low-uo t h e  t r a i n e e s  and s u ~ e r v i s o r s  shou ld  be 
i nc luded  i n  t h e  announcement. 

B. T r a i n i n g  Design 

1. CEFPA needs t o  make more subs tan t i ve  changes i n  
i t s  t r a i n i n g  design. The m a t e r i a l s  a r e  too  general 
and l oca ted  t o o  f a r  from the  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  work 
environment. Add i t i ona l  t r a i n i n g  techniques and 
t r a n s l a t i o n s  have no t ,  apparent ly ,  f a c i  1  i t a t e d  t h e  
appl i c a t i o n  o f  t r a i n i n g .  

2 .  CEFPA needs t o  prepare a  b e t t e r  needs assessment 
and f o l l  ow-up the  p a r t i  c i  pants. E f f e c t i v e  use o f  
these two commonly accepted t o o l s  i n  t h e  t r a i n i n g  
and development f i e l d  w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  b e t t e r  de- 
s igned t r a i n i n g  ma te r ia l s .  



C. T r a i n i n g  Eva1 u a t i o n  

1. The t r a i n e e  r e a c t i o n  ques t ionna i  r e  
should i n c l u d e  quest ions on t h e  cross- 
c u l t u r a l  adap tab i l  i t y  of  t h e  
t r a i n i n g .  For example: Can t h e  tech-  
niques i n  de lega t i on  r e a l i s t i c a l l y  be 
app l ied?  I f  no t ,  why? 

2 .  A pre- and p o s t - t e s t  should be made o f  
each BMTP program t o  assess what knowledge 
has been acqu i red  through t r a i n i n g .  

D. I n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  

1. The CEFPA shou ld  drop i t s  p lans f o r  t h e  
proposed reg iona l  t r a i n i n g  c e n t e r  and 
concent ra te  on i n - coun t r y  programs i n  
A f  r i  ca. 

2. A p r o t o c o l  f o r  e n t r y  i n t o  a  count ry  shou ld  
be designed and formal  w r i t t e n  agreements 
w i t h  each count ry  r e q u i r e d  t o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e  
t h e  management and supe rv i s i on  t r a i n i n g  
f u n c t i o n  wherever poss ib le .  

3. Spec i f i c ,  w r i t t e n  t ime tab les  f o r  phase- 
o u t  shou ld  be prepared separa te ly .  

4. Wherever poss ib le ,  s t a f f  o r  consu l tan ts  
shou ld  p rov ide  pre- and p o s t - t r a i n i n g  
( "coach ing" )  t o  t o p  s t a f f  and p a r t i c i p a n t s '  
superv isors  t o  prepare f o r  and r e i n f o r c e  the  
a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  the  p a r t i c i p a n t s  ' new s k i 1  1s 
i n  t h e i  r work env i  ronments. 

5. CEFPA should a t tempt  t o  have d iscuss ions  
w i t h  and o r i e n t  h i g h e r - l e v e l  s t a f f  i n  t h e  
h e a l t h  m i n i s t r i e s  i n  b o t h  Nepal and M a u r i t i u s  
t o  g a i n  t h e i r  commitment t o  t r a i n i n g  programs 
f o r  ICHP and FP-MCH s t a f f .  

6. To f a c i l i t a t e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n ,  counterpar ts /  
f a c i l i t a t o r s  shou ld  be s e l e c t e d  o n l y  i f  they  
meet two c r i t e r i a  : appropr ia teness of  pos i  t i o n  
w i t h i n  agency and a v a i l a b l e  t ime. 



E. CEFPA Organizat ion 

1. One person should be respons ib le  f o r  s t a f f  
ass i  gn-wnts and schedul i ng .  The f u n c t i o n  
should be formal i zed .  

2. CEFPA should consider  us ing  consu l tan ts  as 
an a1 t e r n a t i v e  t o  h i  r i n g  a d d i t i o n a l  e x p e r t i s e  
and t o  p rov ide  techn ica l  ass is tance t o  t h e  
t o p  s t a f f  o f  LDC agencies. 

3 .  CEFPA should improve i t s  h i r i n g  p rac t i ces  by 
prepar ing  adequate j o b  d e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  s t a f f  
a t  a l l  l e v e l s  o f  t h e  agency. 

4. Comnunication should be improved. Regular 
s t a f f  meetings, deb r ie f i ngs  , o r  o t h e r  more 
formal exchanges should be scheduled. 



Appendix A  

EVALUATION TEAM PROTOCOL* 
CEFPA Eva1 ua t ion  

1. The purposes o f  t h i s  eva lua t ion  a re  t o :  

a. Evaluate the  impact o f  CEFPA t r a i n i n g  under USAID 
con t rac t  (AID/pha-C-1187). 

b. Assess t r a i n i n g ' s  impact as bas is  f o r  f u t u r e  AID 
funding decis ions.  

2. Over the  past  two and one-hal f  years, CEFPA has de l i ve red  
11 programs dur ing  176 t r a i n i n g  days t o  approximately 
255 i n d i v i d u a l s .  Representatives from approximately 25 
LDCs have p a r t i  c i  pated i n  these programs. Programs were 
h e l d  i n  f o u r  LDCs and the  Uni ted States. 

3. A  three-member team w i l l  be f i e l d e d  f o r  t h i s  eva lua t ion  and 
every e f f o r t  w i l l  be made t o  use f u l l y  the  f o l l o w i n g  sources: 

a. USAID/Washington and CEFPA s t a f f  and documents 

b. In-country AID missions, docunients , and s t a f f  

c. In terv iews w i th :  

o  T ra in ing  program p a r t i c i p a n t s  
o  P a r t i c i p a n t s  ' supervisors 
o  Par t i c ipan ts  ' superv i  sees 

d. Performance observat ions 

e. Records o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  agencies 

4. The eva luat ion  team w i l l  rece ive  b r i e f i n g s  from USAID and CEFPA 
s t a f f  i n  Washington. F i e l d  work w i l l  be c a r r i e d  ou t  i n  Maur i t i us  
and Nepal. A f t e r  t h e  f i e l d  work, the  team w i l l  r e t u r n  t o  Washington 
f o r  d e b r i e f i n g  and f u r t h e r  work w i t h  CEFPA and A I D .  A  d r a f t  o f  
the  eva luat ion  r e p o r t  w i l l  be prepared. 

5. The statements on the  f o l l o w i n g  two pages w i l l  be used by the 
team as a  data gather ing framework. 

*APHA, March 18, 1980 



PROTOCOL : 
DATA GATHERING FRAMEWORK 

(Many o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  quest ions a1 low f o r  yes lno  answers b u t  should 
be qua1 i f i e d  w i t h  examples .)  

1. I n t e r v i e w e r  
2. Date 
3. Place 

4. Person Interv iewed:  
a. Name 
b. Agency 
c. Job t i t l e  
d. Length o f  t ime  w i t h  agency 
e. Re la t i onsh ip  t o  t r a i n i n g  program 
f. Serv ice  performed by agency 
g. Where t r a i n e d  

5. P a r t i c i p a n t  Se lec t i on :  
a. Who was i nvo l ved  i n  t he  process? 
b. How was t h e  s e l e c t i o n  made? 
c. Was t h e r e  adequate i n f o r m a t i o n  f rom CEFPA about t h e  t r a i n i n g ,  

a l l o w i n g  t h e  agency t o  s e l e c t  app rop r ia te  s t a f f ?  
d. What c r i t e r i a  d i d  CEFPA use f o r  s e l e c t i o n ?  
e. What c r i t e r i a  d i d  t h e  agency use t o  s e l e c t  t h e i r  rep resen ta t i ve?  
f. D id  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  process produce t h e  b e s t  p a r t i c i p a n t  i n  t h e  

agency's view? I n  CEFPA's view? 
g. D id  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t  r e c e i v e  a  b r i e f i n g  be fo re  t h e  t r a i n i n g ?  

Were t h e  dates o f  t h e  program convenient? 
Was t h e  t r a i n i n g  content  responsive t o  t h e  agency's major  needs 
a t  t he  t ime? 
Were a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  d e t a i l s ,  such as t r a v e l  arrangements and 
expenses, we1 1  hand1 ed by CEFPA? 
Were t h e r e  any p a r t i c u l a r  problems o r  advantages about t h e  t r a i n i n g  
s  i t e ?  
Was t h e  ac tua l  t r a i n i n g  what t he  p a r t i c i p a n t s  expected? 
D id  a1 1  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  have s i m i l a r  t r a i n i n g  needs? 
Were the re  any 1  anguage b a r r i e r s  among t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s ?  With 
t h e  t r a i n e r s ?  
Were a l l  t h e  t r a i n i n g  sub jec ts  adequately covered d u r i n g  t h e  program? 
What m a t e r i a l s  were used du r ing  the  t r a i n i n g ?  
Was the re  a  need f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  m a t e r i a l s ?  
Are t h e  t r a i n i n g  m a t e r i a l s  be ing  u t i l i z e d  on t h e  j ob  by the  
p a r t i c i p a n t s ?  
Were t h e r e  an adequate number of t r a i n e r s  f o r  smal l  group work and . 
i n d i v i d u a l  j ob  counsel ing? 
Are t h e  tasks  faced on t h e  j ob  s i m i l a r  t o  those handled by the  
t r a i n i n g  program? 



Protocol  , cont .  

Were a1 1  t h e  t r a i n e r s  e f f e c t i v e  and knowledgeable? 
Which t r a i n i n g  sub jec ts  were most / leas t  re1 evant? 
I s  t h e r e  any b e f o r e l a f t e r  data a v a i l a b l e  on the  t r a i n e e s '  
performance? 
I s  t he re  any t r a i n i n g  behav ior  e v i d e n t ,  (e.g. , observed 
performance, new management systems, increased responsi  b i  1  i t y  
by the  agency o r  i n d i v i d u a l ;  t r a i n i n g  o t h e r s ) ?  
I s  t he  superv isor  suppor t i ve  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g ?  
How a re  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s  evaluated on t h e  j o b ?  
Has t h e  j o b  changed as a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g ?  
Has t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t  changed jobs  as a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g ?  
I s  t h e r e  a  need f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  t r a i n i n g ?  
a. Same t r a i n i n g  w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  groups? 
b. Advanced t r a i n i n g  f o r  t h e  same groups? 
c. Other? 
I f  t r a i n i n g  were o f f e r e d  on a  r e g u l a r  bas i s ,  what needs should 
i t  respond t o ?  
I s  t echn ica l  ass is tance r a t h e r  than t r a i n i n g  needed? 
What problems a r e  ev iden t  t h a t  cannot be so lved by t r a i n i n g ?  
I s  t h e r e  a  need f o r  more s p e c i a l i z e d  o r  more i n d i v i d u a l i z e d  t r a i n i n g ?  
Would t h e  t r a i n i n g  program have been more use fu l  i f  i t  had d e a l t  
w i t h  problems and s k i l l s  b e t t e r  s u i t e d  t o  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s '  count ry  
o r  agency? 
Has CEFPA f o l  lowed-up w i t h  t h e  p a r t i c i p a n t s ?  
How many p a r t i c i p a n t s  a re  s t i l l  on t h e  j ob?  
How many p a r t i c i p a n t s  a re  per forming t h e  tasks  they  were t r a i n e d  f o r ?  
What i s  CEFPA's r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  i n -coun t r y  and A I D  miss ions? 
a. Are t h e  contacts seen as purposefu l?  
b. How invo l ved  has the  miss ion  been d u r i n g  t h e  t r a i n i n g  set-up, 

d e l i v e r y ,  and eva lua t i on?  
c. Was any o f  t h e  t r a i n i n g  observed by A I D  s t a f f ?  
d. Have any of t h e  t r a i n i n g  graduates been observed on t h e  j o b  

by A I D  s t a f f ?  
e. What e f f e c t  d i d  t h e  t r a i n i n g  have on t h e  o v e r a l l  e f f o r t  of t h e  

A I D  miss ion? 
f. Any recommendations? Have they  been made t o  CEFPA? 
Are t h e r e  any r e p o r t s  f rom i n s t i t u t i o n s  t h a t  have b e n e f i t e d  i n d i r e c t l y  
from t h e  t r a i n i n g ?  
What eva lua t i on  data e x i s t  i n  CEFPA f i l e s ?  
a. How has t h a t  data been handled? 
b. What i s  t h e  source o f  t h e  data? 
c. What does t h e  data measure? 
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LIST OF COMPLETED TRAINING EVENTS 
( A s  o f  A p r i l  1 5 ,  1980) 

Type of  Number Number Days R e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
Program Year T r a i n i n g  Event  T r a i n i n g  S i t e  T ra ined  T ra ined  C o u n t r i e s  Agencies  

Year 1 

Year 2  

Year 3 

BMPT 
LTP 

BMP T  
BMPT 
TOT 
BMPT* 
BMPT 
LTP 
TOT 

C e n t r a l  Nepal 
Uni ted  S t a t e s  

E a s t  Nepal 
W e s t  Nepal 
I d e  pa 1 
M a u r i t i u s  
Zambia 
Uni ted  S t a t e s  
Uni ted  S t a t e s  

L i b e r i a  
M a u r i t i u s  

* Reg iona l  

Summary: 262 t r a i n e e s  (7  d u p l i c a t e s )  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  11 t r a i n i n g  e v e n t s  c o v e r i n g  175 t r a i n i n g  
days .  

Note: Approximate ly  25 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  t r a i n e d  w e r e  i n t e r v i e w e d  by t h e  
e v a l u a t i o n  team. 
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PROJECT PAPERS EVALUATION PLAN* 

Eval u a t i  on Plan 

A l l  p r o j e c t  a c t i v i t i e s  d i r e c t e d  toward i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z i n g  management 
and superv isory  t r a i n i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s  i n  h igh  p r i o r i t y  LDCs w i l l  be evalu- 
ated pursuant t o  A I D  p o l i c y .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  r o u t i n e  eva luat ion ,  which 
w i l l  focus on t h e  e f f e c t  o f  changes and improvements i n  t r a i n i n g  method- 
o log ies  and mate r ia l s  used t o  t r a i n  managers and superv isors,  spec ia l  
eval ua t ions  o f  p r o j e c t  accompl ishments may be conducted. 

1. Eval u a t i o n  o f  managerial /superv isory  t r a i n i n g  w i  11 be 
made using: 

a. Quest ionnaires f i l l e d  o u t  by p a r t i c i p a n t s .  

b. USAID and grantee observat ions.  

c. Recordkeeping. 

2 .  Mate r ia l s  t o  be used i n  t h e  var ious t r a i n i n g  workshops w i l l  be 
p e r i o d i c a l l y  updated and rev i sed  based on: 

a. Feedback from p a r t i c i p a n t s  and s t a f f .  

b. Avai 1  abi  1  i t y  o f  new m a t e r i a l .  

c. Program modi f i  cat ions .  

3. The i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z a t i o n  o f  management t r a i n i n g  c a p a b i l i t i e s  
overseas w i  11 be eval  uated by : 

a. Annual repo r t s  submit ted by hos t  agency counterpar t  teams 
(p rev ious l y  t r a i n e d )  who w i  11 then serve as i n s t r u c t o r s  
f o r  new teams. 

b. Pe r iod i c  r e p o r t s  f rom key f a m i l y  p lann ing agencies which w i l l  
mon i to r  t h e  progress o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z i n g  management 
t r a i n e e s  i n  t h e i r  respec t i ve  count r ies .  

c. Reports from A I D  missions . 
d. Reports from o t h e r  b i l a t e r a l  o r  mu1 t i 1  a t e r a l  o rgan iza t ions  

work ing i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  country and/or region.  

*See pages 28-30 of t h e  p r o j e c t  paper. 
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4. The general success o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  w i l l  be eva lua ted i n  
terms o f :  

a. S p e c i f i c  ou tpu ts  t o  be accomplished i n  each f i s c a l  year.  

b. Reports f rom leaders  i n  coun t r i es  where teams have been 
t r a i n e d  i n d i c a t i n g  how manager ia l /superv isory t r a i n i n g  
has he1 ped them t o  move toward t h e i r  o rgan iza t i ona l  
o b j e c t i v e s  . 

5. Arran gemen t s  

a. Host Country Col l a b o r a t i o n  

The consent and cooperat ion o f  t he  h o s t  government w i l l  
be ob ta ined f o r  every count ry  i n  which r o u t i n e  and s p e c i f i c  
eva l  u a t i o n  e f f o r t s  a r e  made. 

b. P r o j e c t  Base l ine  Data 

Some base1 i n e  data on p r i o r i t y  LDCs w i l l  be c o l l e c t e d  by 
p r o j e c t  s t a f f .  Th is  w i l l  be done i n  Washington, by 
correspondence, and on overseas s i t e  v i s i t s .  Data on 
a1 1  e x i s t i n g  f a m i l y  p lann ing  resources and f a c i  1  i t i e s  a re  
needed t o  h e l p  s t a f f  and h o s t  count ry  o f f i c i a l s  r e c r u i t  
t h e  most s u i t a b l e  candidates f o r  each manager/supervisor 
t r a i n i n g  workshop. 

c. Pe r iod i c  Eva lua t ion  and Review 

As i n d i c a t e d  above, p e r i o d i c  eva lua t i on  and rev iew w i  11 be 
conducted throughout  t h e  p r o j e c t .  In-depth eva lua t i ons  w i l l  
be conducted i n  months 13 and 34. 
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PERSOIVS CONTACTED 

Washington, D.C. 

USAID Staff 

DY. J. Speidel 
Dr. R. Ravenholt 
Ms. B. Kennedy 
Or. B. Oldham 
Mr. B. Haladay 

CEFPA Staff 

Dr. J. Romani, Chairman 
Dr. P. Piotrow, Board Member 
Mr. J. Scottice, Project Director 
Mr. R. Nothstein, Project Administrator, Training Associate 
Ms. M. Neuse, Senior Training Coordinator/Materials Development 
Ms. K. Guhati, Director, Women's Project 
Ms. M. Worstell, Training Assistant 
Mr. O. Thompson, Training Officer 
Ms. B. Peterson, Health Training Officer 
Mr. R. Loudis, Training Coordinator 
Ms. B. Tennent, Training Officer 

Mauritius 

U.S. Embassy 

Mr. J. Feeney, Officer-in-Charge, Population Programs 
* Ms. G. Oodit, Public Affairs Officer 

Mauritius Family Planning Association (MFPA) 

Mr. R. Nyak, Board Chairman (Administrative Officer, MOH) 
Mr. 0 .  Ramena, Secretary Director 

* Ms. M. Samjawon, Administrative Assistant 
* Ms. R. Maudarum, Nursing Officer 
* Mr. Y. Bissessur, Assistant, IE&C 
* Mr. R. Utehanah, Community Based Program Officer 
* Ms. B. Maistry, Social Worker 
* Ms. S. Takoor, Board Member 
Combined General Purpose and IE&C Committees 

Ministry of Health (MOH) 

Dr. £3. Gharburun, Minister 
Mr. Seeuuoonarain, Permanent Secretary 
Dr. Wong, Chief Medical Officer 
Dr. 0 .  Radhaheeson, Principal Medical Officer, Family Planning 
Mr. Rajoomar, Principal Demographer 
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Nepal 

AID Mission 

Mr. D. Mutchler, Special Assistant for Population Coordination 
Dr. G .  Van der V ~ g t ,  Health and Fanily Plaaning Officer 
Ms. Segrid Anderson, Public Health Nurse 

FP-MCH 

Dr. B. Pande, Project Chief 
Dr. K. Vaidya, Deputy Project Chief 

* Dr. A. Acharya, Chief, Services Division 
* Mr. P. Shakya, Chief, Training Division 
Dr. S. Shattarai, Voluntarv Sur~ical Contracsption Coordinator 

* Mr. H. Hamal, Chief, IE&C Divislon 
* Mr. G. Ganeshmen, Chief, Supply Division 
* Mr. S. Arnatya, Chief, Administration Division 
* Mr. R. Shrestha, Chief, Finance Division 
* Mr. U. Karna, Section Officer, Administration 
* Mr. G. Mishra, Section Officer, Administration 
* Dr. S. Prodhan, Regional Medical Officer 
* Dr. K. Pande, Regional Yedical Officer 
* Ms. S. Joshi, Clinic Supervisor 
* Ms. C. Shrestha, Clinic Supervisor 
* Mr. G. Shrestha, Section Officer, Supply 
* Mr. J. Shrestha, Training Officer 
* Mr. R. Shrestha, Section Officer, Communications 
* Mr. S. Singh, Section Officer, Personnel 
* Mr. M. Vaidya, Section Officer, Procurement 
* Mr. S. Gautam, Section Officer, Supply 
* Mr. G. Pradhan, Section Officer, Supply 
* Mr. B. Singh, Family Planning Officer 
* Mr. PI. Sajaracharya, Family Planning Officer 
* $lr. R. Singh, Family Planning Officer 
* Nr. S. Shrestha, Fanily Planning Officer 
* Mr. P. Shrestha, FAmily Planning Officer 
Mr. K. Pathak, Intermediate Supervisor 

* Mr. M. Bhurtel , Family Planning Officer 
Ms. L. Pradhan, Fanily Planning Officer 
Mr. G. Dhakar, Intermediate Supervisor 
Mr. G. Ahcaryia, Intermediate Supervisor 

Community Heal th and Inteqration Project (ICHP ) 

Dr. R. Thapa, Project Chief 
* Ms. M. Shrestha, Nurse, Family Planning 
* Mr. S. Rai, Health Inspector 
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M i n i s t r y  o f  Hea l th  (MOH) 

M r .  bJong, Ass i s tan t  Demogra~her 
* Dr. Z. Hosaheb, Medical Coordinator ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* Ms. P. Shai khossen, P r i n c i p a l  Superv isor ,  Family Planning 
* 14s. K. Banynandhum, Senior Supervisor,  Fami ly  Planning 
* Ms. B. Peeroo, Senior Superv isor ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* Ms. D. Venkataswmy, Senior Superv isor  , Fami ly  P l  annina 
* Ms. M. Moutou, P r i n c i p a l  D i s t r i c t  O f f i c e r ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* Ms. K. Rajh, F i e l d  Supervisor,  Fami ly  Planning 
* Ms. D. Dawotal, F i e l d  Superv isor ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* Ms. F. Mansoor, F i e l d  Superv isor ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* M r .  I. Gokol la,  Male F i e l d  O f f i c e r ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* M r .  W .  Farzun, Male F i e l d  O f f i c e r ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* M r .  D. Mohee, Male F i e l d  O f f i c e r ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* M r .  S. Seejor2, Male F i e l d  O f f i c e r ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* M r .  S. Panchoo, I n fo rma t ion  O f f i c e r ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* M r .  S. t iur ry ,  Ass i s tan t  I n fo rma t ion  O f f i c e r ,  Fami ly  Planning 
* Ms. T. M O O ~ O O ,  Ass i s tan t  I n f o r n a t i o n  O f f i c e r ,  Fami ly  P lann ing  

M i n i s t r y  o f  Soc ia l  S e c u r i t y  

* M r .  P. Co l ina lay ,  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  O f f i c e r  
* M r .  R. Dabysing, A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  O f f i c e r  

M i n i s t r y  o f  Educat ion and C u l t u r a l  A f f a i r s  

* M r .  A. Foondun, Senior Educat ion O f f i c e r  

Ac t i on  Famil i a l  e  

* M r .  H. Juste,  I n fo rma t ion  and T r a i n i n g  D i r e c t o r  
M r .  R. Stmarin, I n fo rma t ion  and T r a i n i n g  Ass i s tan t  

Sugar I n d u s t r y  Labor \!el f a r e  Fund 

* M r .  L. Ramsaha 

Prime b i i n i s t e r ' s  O f f i c e  

* M r .  C. Gunesh, A d n i n i s t r a t o r  

N i n i s t r y  o f  Reforn I n s t i t u t i o n s  

* ?lr. L. Deepehand 

P r i v a t e  Travel  Agency 

* M r .  B. Gowrisunker 
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Nepal , cont.  

M i n i s t r y  o f  Hea l th  

M r .  D. I h w a i t i ,  A d n i n i s t r a t i v e  Ass is tan t ,  Planning 

Family P l  anni na Assoc ia t ion  o f  Yepal (FPAi4) 

* M r .  J. G in i re ,  Ac t i ng  D i r e c t o r  
* Ms. L. Upadhaya, Ac t ing  T r a i n i n g  O f f i c e r  
* Ms. P. Singh, Ass is tan t ,  IE&C 

Women's Family Planning P r o j e c t  

* Ms. I .  Aryal  , F i e l d  Operat ions 
* Ms. A. Pradhan, Eva luat ion  O f f i c e r  

* M r .  D. Lama, Program O f f i c e r  f o r  Hea l th  
M r .  M. Ledaird, Technical Ass i s tan t  t o  FP-MCH 

Kenya 

I PPF - 
M r .  D. Lubin, Deputy D i r e c t o r  
M r .  M. Sozi,  Regional D i r e c t o r ,  A f r i c a  
M r .  L. Mi las ,  Regional Research and Eva luat ion  Of f icer  
M r .  F. Nabwiso, Regional Education O f f i c s r  
M r .  M. Mukuso, Senior  Progran O f f i c e r  

Pather f  i nder Fund 

M r .  tl. Gray, Pres ident  
D r .  M. !Iarasha, Reqional Representat ive 
Ms. F. Flugumbl~, Program O f f i c e r  

Fami 1.v P l  anninq Assoc ia t ion  

Ms. A. Gethy, Execut ive D i r e c t o r  

Fami ly  Planning I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Assistance 

M r .  M. Okuna, Centra l  and I~ les t  A f r i c a n  Regional D i r e c t o r  
Ms. P I .  Har r i s ,  North and East A f r i c a n  Deputy D i r e c t o r  

* Denotes CEFPA trainee. 
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ORGAN1 Z.4TI ON CHART OF TI-iE 
?!EP.4L FAMILY PLANNIYG APiD MATERI4AL CHILD I1EALTH PROJECT (FP-NCH) 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH 

1 P o  Ch ie f  I 
I 

I 
Deputy Ch ie f  o f  P r o j e c t  1 

I 
S i x  D i v i s i o n s  and one Bracch 

1 

bdmmrfratlon/ (Services I l u r g \ c a l /  
I 

I n f o r m a t i o n   training i n t e r n a l  A u d i t  
Educat ional  
Conmunication 

l l r a n c h  ' 1 

40 FP/MCH 

Key: 

D i s t r i c t  Of f i ces  

; 

492 serv ices  centors  

R.O. = Regional O f f i c o r  
D.O. = D i s t r i c  O f f i c e r  
C = C l i n i c  
P = Panchayats 

(Cl  i n i c  and Panchayats) 
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHART FOR MFPA 
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHART FOR MFPA 

I -\lanaging Committee I 

Asst.  Accounts 
C l  e r k  

I 

Conf ident  i a1 
Secre tary  

r 
I n fo rma t i on  FA Educat ion 

K inde rga r ten  R 
PPWD P r o j e c t  S t a f f  

I: I I 
Medical  
O f f i c e r  

- 
CBD 

Program O f f i c e r  
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHART FOR CEFPA 
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CP.GANI ZATIONAL CI4ART FOR CEFPA 

1 P r o j e c t  D i r e c t o r  I 
S c o t t i c e  I 
\ 

T r i a d  o f  \ 
f~lanagement / P r o j e c t  Admin i s t ra to r  

S r ,  T r a i n i n g  Coord inator  - T r a i n i n g  Associate 
Margeret fieuse 

,kl&l Secretary  

I 
I 

I 
Admin. O f f .  
Ronald Coo ksey 

T r a i n i n g  
Coordi na to r  
R ichard  Loudis 

7 

T A 
Mary Worstel  1  
Cent ra l  Am. 

Ra,y Johnson 

TO 
Danie l  Thompson 
I l a r i t i u s  

Hea l th  T r a i n i n g  
O f f i c e r  
Bonnie Peterson 
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DOCUMENTS RECEIVED I N  F I E L D  
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DOCUMENTS RECEIVED I N  FIELD 

MAURITIUS 

Evaluat ion Quest ionnaire,  Center f o r  Populat ion A c t i v i t i e s  and 
Maur i t i us  Family Planning Associat ion,  A p r i l  1979. 

"Ef fec t ive  Management and Supervi sion--Second A f r i can  Regional 
Workshop" (Brochure). 

Con f iden t ia l  Report Form, M i n i s t r y  o f  Health. 

Revised Workplan Budget, 1980, Maur i t i us  Family Planning 
Associat ion.  

Eva1 ua t ion  Reports, Path f inder ,  FPEA. * 

Family Planning and Demographic Year Book, 1978, MCH-FP. 

D r a f t  Annual Report, 1979, Maur i t i us  Family Planning Associat ion. 

Nepal 

Annual Report, 1977-1978, Nepal FP-MCH Pro jec t .  

Annual Report, I C H P  Pro jec t ,  1978-1979, M i n i s t r y  o f  Health, 
Nepal. 

6 

*Two repor t s  w r i t t e n  by CEFPA p a r t i c i p a n t s .  




