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HIGHLIGHTS OFREPOH'l'

A. summary of Find1D§s and Conclusions

L The Royal Government of Afghanistan's (RGA) capacJt.y to
.plan, develop and implement projects 1B limited aud ita
financial resources to contribute to its 0'V.'11 development
simil2rly are limited. r~ck of cvntinuity among high level
RnA officials complicates project planning and implementa­
tion.There is a bes!tancy on their part to engage in
developmental efforts wh1chmay involve chang~s 1n the
so~io-po11t1oal structure--and a reluctance on the ~rt of
the Mission to recognize this hesitancy. These diffi­
~ilties, w~ch reflect Afghanistan's current state of
develo;>ment, run as a thread through the whole
USAID/Atghanistan program and contribute to difficult
implementation problems.

2. The Mission 1s making satisfactory progrC&8 in responding
to the Agency's reform program calling for grcater use of
intermediaries in lieu of direct-hire project
implementation. .

3. USAID/Atghanistan's involvement of intermediaries in
planning, implementation and evaluation of existing and
planned technical assistance projects -:l.s good.

4. The projects reviewed ref.lect chronic over optimism in
progress expected and attained. The Mi.ss1on tends, in
planning and evaluating projects, to overestimate RGA
willingness and capacity to perform. Mission ~lanning has
resulted in projects for which unrealistic goals, purposes,
outputs and EGA inputs are set in exces£ of those which
could be met. Also time tx-ames for ·performance are too
short and unrealistic for accomplishment. The RCA has
come to know what kind of promises USAID/Afghanistan will
expect and makes adjustments not to reality 'but La the
Mission's expectations. In keeping with it.u orJgjnal over
optimisM,tbeitission, in its review p:r:'oces6, understute:,
and tolerates RlA nonperf'ormance further aft'ecting the
real!ty of RGA commitments.

The Mission's over optimism in planning and evaluntinr:
projec.ots maybe due inpa.rtto the percept1.on by the
Mission (rightly or wroogly) that it has to "dress up a
projec~tin order to get initial Qr continuing approval by
A.I.D./W which may not appreciate thedltferent cost/bene­
fit ratio of a project in, one of the 25 relatively less
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developed countries (RLDC) as compared to a Ei1milur
project in a more developed Lne. In any' event, the USA1D
credibility with A. 1. D. fiJI has been affected.' &.l1d has
resulted in B11 undue amount of friction betYoon the UsAID
and A.leD. /w. .

5.. USAID/Afgbanistan bas not sought suf:ficient.ly' to involve
tue BOA in project planning to insure (a) a realistic set
of go.3.ls , purposes, outputs and RGA inputs,· and (b) an
adequate commitment· to the project.

6. The Mission's record of preparation and submission of
Project Appraieu Reports (PARs) is ~ood. Howevers the
evaluation process does not attack the real issues and
downP~8 laCk of host country perforn~ce and o~her prob~

lema. The process is inadequate as an analytical tool
leading to problem :resolution or replanning. The Evalua­
tion Officer had received 'no trein1nge (Pursuant to
AG/OAB rEcommendatj.on, he bas since been sF..nt to A~ 1. D. /w
for training. However, his t:ransfer out of the USAID to
another post ie under consideration.) His roany other
duties dictated that evaluation could not be given the
necessary priority. The Mission ·bas had three Evaluation
Officers siuce the installation in the Mission of the new
methodolo~ for imprnvbd noncapital project evalua~ion,

for ubicb 'the Log1cal Framework (LOg· Frame) if\ the key.
As a result, the effect of the installation team had
largely worn off, thereby reducing the quality of 'the Log
Frame. The Missionts Log Frames e.ppear to be a RF..2 forma
completion of an A"I.D. /W requirement rather than a tOOl
for developing and evaluating projects with greater pre­
cision and realism.

'I

B. Principal Recommenda~ons for USAID!Afghanistan Action

1. USAID/Afgban1stan should seek lncreased collaboration of
the RJA in project planning in order to insure e. greater
commitment on the part of B6A to a s~t of realistic tar..
gets which they could be reasonably expected to attain.

2.. The Mission, to aSGure more objective analysis, should
make gl~ater use of the PAR process as a device for prob­
lem identification and resolution and for restructuring
and replanning projects ..

3. UsAID!Afgbanistan should request an A. I.D. /W team from the
Office of Program Methods and Evaluation to provide
further: training to Mission pe.~rsonnel in the need for and
application of better evaluation techniques including bet­
ter preparation and use of the Log Frame. (A. LD. /w now
plans to send such a team to the USAID in March or Sep­
tember 1973.)'
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4. other duties of the Evaluation Officer should be lirnited,
consistent nth USAID!Afgbanistan manpower avti,ila,bilities,
to allow him adequate time to carry out his evc\luation
duties. He should have more dtrect access to t,he Mission
Director in ~'.1.ng out 'these duties.

5 to USAID/Afgban16tan \should give more attenticm to 'the
prepamt10D, of Log Fremea to insure their ef'f'ect~.ve use as
tools in develcping realistic and pr~cise projects.



'!'EXT OF REPORT

A. Background anli~

This examination of selected d.evelopment grant projects in
Afghanistan, compJ.eted in early August 1972, was made to test
whether the Agenc~'8tecbn1cala.ssistance project ple.nning and
evaluation syot~Jl 1. reasonably operative and effect!ve there.
We also sought to assess USAID/Afghanistan'a progl~os in imple­
menting the Agen~'8 refo~ policies for technical ASsistance,
ail provided for in the Deputy A~ini8trator's transition
planni~ message of February 16, 1971, to US,AIDs and sUbsequent
A.I.D.!W gUidanceo .

At the time ot our examination, in July 19'T2, USAID/AfghanistuII
was financing eleven &t.kive technical assistance projecta. We
selected for in-depth reviews some seven of these projects
embracing three fields of activity: education (4), agricu.ltu.re
(2), and management (1).

We als 0 reviewed the ltlseion t s planning for fo11ow-oll as s is tance
in the education and agriculture sectors.

In light of Agency trends toward. greater use of intermediaxies,
six of the projects we selected are activities which are being
implemented in whole or in ps,x"c 'through intermcd1.aries. The
seventh project is Cine ld1ich 16 1mp1e~mented through the use of
U.S. direct.-hire staff. It '\<18,3 selected because th~ Mi.ssion
was cons1.dering f'olloif..on asststance.

In addition to the seven technical assistance projects, we also
revie"red the He~d.A:t·ghan~Valle Authorit. Helmand.·· .
Argbandab constru~i.on.Unit-.!quipment Loan 3 -H-O
(HAVA-HAffi) beoo.utte of its .1fii>ge teChnical assj.stance component
which 1s an integral part of the Helmand Are;handab Vall!l.
~eg~lU!l D!!veloent 'Proje(~t (300:11-995-090). ._-

OW:' review was a detailed filtUdy of 'I"he progress and problems of
program planning and monitoring foy,' each project activity.
This report 113 an assessment elf the f.nuTent quality of project
planning, monitoring, and evaluation system and the Mission's
'progress in iD1P~mentingA.I.D.!W's reform :policie8~

In examining technical assistance project planning and monitor­
ing for Afghanis'i;an, W6 talked with A.r.D.7w officials,
USAID/Afghanist.an staff membe:L"S, host government officials,
and employees of the intermed1.aries. Our wClrk w9.s performed
in A. 1.D. /w and in Afghan',staIl, includ.ing vi.sits to the rele·,
vant project sites" It included observations on "interactions"
between the above-mentioned interested parttes. We looked at
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the var1a~ project documents and files-·e.g., the Noncapital
Project Proposals (PROPs), PARs, the Log Frame approach, etc.
We examined the Mission's progl~m submission and its responses
to A.I.D.!w reform messages. ~There the Mission was consider­
ing follow-on or related new a(~ivities, we examined planni.ng
documents and correspondence to see if the planning process
was responsive to the new reform guidance.

The Area Auditor General for the Near East, together with
Resident Auditors, have conducted a series of audits of
USAID/Afghaniatan-financed activities over the past several
years ....i..e., 38 audits in FY 1971 and 35 aUdi.ts in FY 1972.
We reviewed audits 'Of technical assistancl: pro.1ects (12 1n
FY 1971 a.nd 13 in FY 1972) and find t.hey rocur; prj.nel pall.v on
opeI"'d.tional problems 1n Afghanistan 1n contru:J 1. to our Oyt:ltl'TIl:;
emphasis. The Mission has beet'l reijponsive to l.h1.n uudlt "fOrk
and has put fvrth a good effort in overcolld 11/1, probJ l 'JIUl dlll­
closed by audit reviews.

For readers who are interested in further observations on
Agency progress and problems in applying the new methodology
for planntng and evaluating noncapital proJectE} we invite
attention to a similar AG/OAS report we issued in April 1972
enti-tled "An Evaluation of the Management of Technical
Assistance Pr0jects in Three African Countries." We also have
pre~.>ared a companion report on selected projects in
Turkey. Collective~v, we believe these three reports may be
uoefu.l in stimulating overall improvements in the application
of' the new methodology.

B. Pr2Ject Plr~niO§ and Monitorin~

1. Project Preparation and Im;e±,ementation

EGA 113 capacity to plan, develop and implement projects is
limited and its financial resources to contribute to its
own development similarly aloe limi tea. T.J8.clt ot' continuity
amonglligh level RGA officia.ls complicates project planninc;
and implementation. There 1s a hesitancy on their part to
engage in developmenta,l efforts which may involve changes
in the socio-political structure. These difficulties,
which reflect Afghanistan's current state of development,
run as a thread through the whole USAID/Afghanistan program
and result in difficult implementation problems.

Notwithstanding theBe limitatiolls, we believe that there
is not sufficient involvement of the RGA in project planning
and this generally results in an overstatement by
USAID/Afghanistan of the host governm0nt l G connnitment •
Anticipated EGA policy changes, aDd budgetary and manpower
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inputs are chronically overestimatedo statements of
project purposes generally are too broad for accomplish ...
ment within the project's plar...'1ed lifet1nl€ and U.S. inputs
are inadequate for their accomplishment. As a result,
most projects suffer from chronic implementation problems.
For specific instances see C. Review of S!lected Projects.

The Mission's over optimisDl in planning and evaluating
pI'ojects may be due in part to the perception by the
Miss ion (rightly or wrongly) that it has to "dreas up a
project"in order to get initial or continuing approval by
A.I.D./W which ~ not a'pprecia.te the different cost/bene­
fit ratio of a project in one of the 2) relatively leGS
developed countries as compared to a similar project in u
more developed LDC. In any event, 'Llle U~)A.lD crculblllLy
with A.I.D.fw has been affected and hao reeulted in an
undue amount of friction between the USAlD and A.J .D./W.

a. PROPs - The Selection of "Quality" Projects and Host
Country Parti~ipation

The limitation of U.S. funds available for Afghani­
stan's development means that A.I.D. should select and
finance only projects which are supported firmly by
the RGA and which have the highest development ~off
potential. Weak projecrts should be terminated as
recommended by the "Transition Planning for Technical
Assistance" Memorandum of February 16, 1971.

Except for the Statist:l.cal Infonnation System Develo;e··
ment pro.1ect (306--11..780-124) and the CurriclJ,lum and
%Xtbook project (306..J.1-690-09lL. the projects reViewed
and other MiBsion docun~ntation rniAc some d9ubt regard­
ing the Mission's success in searching out "quality"
development targets with "host cOuntIjf participation ll as
defined by the trans i t:i.on r.eform guidence. We observed
USAID/Afghanistan's tendencies towards (a) unilateral
(rather than joint) prc>ject planning; (b) an o\V'er­
generous aBi)essment of RGA' s ability a.'1d willingness to
make the inputs and calTy out the responsibilities to
which they agreed; (c) excusing RGA nonperforma.n,~e

because of initial unrElalietic perfOl'Dl8.llCe criteria, and
(d) a reluctance to rec:ogni.ze the hes i tancy of the RGA
to go ahead with develc)pment.al effort,s which affect the
socio-political structure. (See C. Revie'\( of Selec~ted
Projects for examples.) - . - "'
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,·;.Recanmendation: 'USAID/Al'gho.nistan·­
should seek increaocd collalJorutiou
of the MA inprojectplanni.ng in ol'dor
to insure a greater comnrl tment on the
part of RGA to·s set of realistic tar­
gets which they could be ree.s onably
expected to attain.

. . . . .
b. ~ol~ of the I ntermedie.I1.

Intermediaries are utilized by the Mission in all
projects reviewed except for the direct-hire imple­
mented National Agriculture Develo~mEE~project
( 306-ll:-l9.0-0~ >. .aD:d. .t.ba:t.. ~pa~.of the Helmand
~dab Val1el. ~egional Development:. project
(3OO.:I1-995-090) {HAVA) assisting agriculture" (Assis­
tance to HAVA in water resource development is pro­
vided through s Partic:tpating Agency Sf7rvice A~reement

(PABA) with the Bureau of Reclamation {BUREC).) For­
ward planning for both the above direct-hire imple­
mented projects ~ontemplate6 the use of intermediaries.

USAIi)/Afgbanistan also now utilizes intermediaries in
the planning process. A good example of .intermediary
partici~t.ion in ,planning is the Statistical Informa­
tion Systems DeveloE~~project W1i:r'ch the Bureau of
the Census developed jointly with thE~ :RGA from the
project's inception. ~Che RGA requested assistance in
1970 for the improvement of its statistical development
capacity. USAID/Afghanistan brought in a Census Bureau
advisor from Pakistan ,mose report result in, the RGA's
establishing a National Statistical Advisory Coimnittee.
A Census Bureau TDY telUIl then helped prepare, enabling
legislation, an organizational plan, a work plan, and
a training program. Af'ter the RGA adopted these plans,
USAID/Afghanistan COImIll:mced the project with a Census
Bureau team.

An exception to the involvement of intermediaries in
planning--on the Kabul University fo:Uownon project....
was corrected after thf3 Mission rece:Lved A.!. D. lw's
comments on the follow··on Preliminary ProjecJ

... Proposal
(ppp). (See C. Review of SelEL,cted P:roJects.)

Forward planning currentJ.¥ going on ;tn the Mission to
assist in the Helmand-Argbandab Valley fully involves
the present intermediary, the nuBEC. The Mission also
plans to involve a potential intermediary in the early
stages of a follow-on la.ctivity as well as on future
National Agriculture Development sUbprojects. In
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addition, USAID/Afghanistan has urged early coutrucL­
ing and on-site involvement 0.1' the management teum
which will help implement the f'ertilizcr loan,
presently in the process of a'l.lthorlzutlon.

2. ProJec~ Evaluation

USAID/Afghaniatan's lOW' priority g:Lven evaluation is indi.­
cated by the fact that it has had three succeeding Evalua...
tion Officers since the installation of the Logi~e in
February 1971. As a l-esultj- the impact of the installation
tewm has been substantially eroded. Further key Mission
management changes have occurred since our return from
Afghanistan reducing even further the residual impact 01'
the installation.

The current Evaluation Officer had no t:t'ain1ng in e~lua­

tion. (Pursuant to the recommendation of the AG/OAS team,
subsequently he was sent to A. 1. D. /w for training; but is
currently being considered for another post~) As a
relatively junior member of a busy Program Office, he does
not normally have direct access to the Mission Director.
His duties include programming responsibility for Education,
Private Enterprise and Public Administration and he is
responsible for public relations activities and coordina­
tion with other donors. During the AG/OAS review, the
Evaluation Officer was Acting Project Officer for four
education projects in the absence of the Project Officer.
A meaningful evaluation process under these circumstances
is, at best, difficult.

Recommendation: a) Other duties of
the Evaluation Officer should be '\
limited, consistent with USAID/
Afghanistan manpower ~vailabilities,

to allow him adequate time to carry
out his evaluation duties. He should
have more direct access to th~ Mission
Director in performing evaluation
duties. b) USAID!Afghanistan should
request an A.LD.!W Evaluation Team to
provide further training to Mission
personnel in the need for and applica­
tion of better evaluation techniques
including the Log Frame. (A. LD. /w
now pJ.a.ns to send such a team to the
USAlD in March or September 1973.)
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a. Project Appraisal Rep~~

The Mission's record of p.~paration and submission or
PARs is good. PARs f'or all projects reviewed "rere oulJ­
mitted in FY 1972 ~th the exception of PARs fvr two
of the three subprojects of the National Agriculture
Development project. USAlD/AfghanIstan also held
mid-year project reviews. The Mission has also made u.
good effort in involvine" host country officials and
intermediaries in the PAR process. In fact, the recent
and unusual appraisal review of the Industrial Develop­
ment project (306-11-910-116) held in the office of
~Minister of Commerce, with the Minister and the
Mission Director presiding, including representatives
of the RCA, USAID1Afghanistan, the intermediary, other
donors and induatrialif'ts f2'om the pl'ivate sector.
Reports of the sessions indicate a wholesome dialogue
on project issues. A wide variety of problems in the
entire sector were raised.

However, project appraisals of most projects reviewed
by us did not attack the reul is:.lues and downplay-cd
the lack of host country perfo~ce and other prob­
lems. There is little evidence of an attempt to
restructur~ projects to meet those problems which were
identified. Identified problems are ger.erally'
accompanied b'y hopeful statements of future improve­
ment. USAIDIAfghanis tan's appraisals for the most
part, appeared to be an exercise in advocacy or justi­
fication of projects rather than an analytical assess­
ment serving not only to ~,dentify and resolv!=l problems,
but as a tool for replanning. Specific instances are
discussed in detail in C. Review of Selecte~ Projects.

Recommendation: The Mission, to
assure more objective analysis,
should meke greater use of the PAR
process as a device for problem
identification and resolution and
for restructuring and replann1.ng
projects.

b. Logical Framework

A.I.D. developed the Log Frame first as a tool for
comprehensive and ~ff'ective evaluation and subsequently
applied the methodology to project preparation so as
to achieve more precise and realistic projects.



The Log Frame system was installed in USAID/Afghani­
stan by an A.I. D. /W team on February :~1-26, 1971..
That team helped prepare Log Frames for two of the
three subprojects (Development Services and Extension)
of the National Agriculture Development project as
part of the FY 1971 PARs for these subprojects.

Log Frames have since been prepared on most ongoing
projects reviewed by USa

Log Frames were a.1so submitted to A. 1. D. /w for PPPa
as.:.follpw--on projects to the three Kabul University
projects and to the National Agriculture Development
project.

Of interest, is the preparation by +.he Progr.wm Office
of a Log Frame for a. five-year projection of the
entire USAID/Afghanistan's tedll1ical assistance pro­
gram. Although primitive in content and not further
utilized by USAID/Afghauistan, it represents an inno­
vative ~ffort to broaden the use of the Log Frame.

USAID/ Afghanistan's preparation and use of the Log
Frame generally leaves much to be desired as a tool
for project preparation and evaluation. Preparation
of the Log Frame appeared to be a pro forma completion
of an A.I.D./W requirement. USAlD7Afghar.istan's Log
Frames are patently optimistic in their assumptj.ons and
are insufficiently precise to be used for the purpose
intended, to wit: for charting a course of action and
for subsequent measuren~nt of progress along'the
course.

'I

Recommendation: USAID/Afghanistan
should give more attention to the
preparation of' Log Frames to insure
their effective use as tools to
develop realistic and precise
projects.

Specific instances of the preparation and use of the
Log Frame by USAID/Afghanistan are discussed in detail
under C. ~view of S~l~~ed ProJects •
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c. Review of Selected Projects

Previous sections have referrecl to problems encountered :.l.n
USAID/Afghanistan planning, implementation and evalua.tion.
This section reviews selected projects ~~ich illustrate these
problems.

1. Kabul Universitl.

Kabul University is a rapid~ growing institution without
continuity of leadership (eight Rectorssince.l965),
receiving spotty moral and financial support from the RGA,
troubled by strikes and student dissent, with a poorly pre­
pared student body, and an un~erpa.id,undersupported

faculty. A number of aid donors are assisting various
Faculties. In this framework the U.S. has expended over
$30 million. Contir.ued U.S. assistance :f.s propofJed on the
grounds that( as stated in the 1974 Development Assistance
Program (DAP), "it requires assistance if' it is going to
have any hope whats oever of paying off on our already large
investment and that we should work within this unstructured
milieu until our intermediate activities can be displaced
by something more stru~tured, something more target-oriented-­
in other WOND, until there are people in Kabul University
who not only have the willingness and the understand~ng to
formulate a plan' for academi c development but a1s 0 have the
authority to develop, negotiate and implement it."

At the time of the :review, U.S. assistanc:e to Kr .1 Uni­
versity included three projects assisting (1) the Faculty
of Agriculture, (2) the Faculty of Engineering, and (3) the
University's Central Admin:f.stration. Subsequent to our
return to Washington,A. 1. D. /w arproved a "three-year
interim" follow-on project for implementELtion "until the
Government of Afghanistan fLIld Kabul University can begin
to identify its priorities and develop the rudiments of a
development plan." (PROP Approval Memorandum of August 18,
1972:) This project, Highe.! Education - Kabul University
(306-ll..660-J21), is intencled to supplant the aforementionE:d
three projects.

Considering the problems facing Kabul Un1vers1ty, the
projects which offer assistance to the Faculties of Agri­
culture and Engineering have shown adequate progress.
This is due principally to the desire on the part of the
Afghans to develop these individual Faculties •
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Present relationships between the Miosion and the two
implementing intermediaries (United states Bngineering
Team anl.i the University of Wyoming) assisting these Facu.l­
ties are good. Implementation is left in the hands of t! ..
intermediaries who find rE!sponsive and cooperative counter­
parts in their respective Faculties.

Although no Log Frames were prepared for these two project.:::,
the PROPs, later PARs amI mid-year reviews, involving all
interested parties, set fairly definitive targets, surfac~d

and resolved most tactical problems. However, in the area
of forward planning and I'E~programmi.ng, eleriou!J differences
developed between the inte~diaries (United states
Engineering Team and the University of Wyoming) ane,
USAID/Afghanistan and ~re discussed hereinafter under
Post-73 Assistance to Kabul University.

a. Kabul University Administration Improveme!1.! (306-11-680-013)

Historically Kabul Unj.versity, in the style of a tradi­
tional ~~opean university, has been a confederation of
loosely knit and autonomous Faculties.

An inherent conflict has existed between the many
successive Rectors of the University and the Faculty
Deans as to whether central University adminiatrative
structure should be strengthened at a cost of the sur­
render of autonomy by the Faculties.

Following a report in 1966 by the Chancellor and Vice­
President of Indiana University, USAID/Afghanistan
decided to support the then U.S ...trained Rector in his
efforts to strengthen central administration through a
contract with Indiana University. Beyond the support
of the trarsient Rector, there proved little real host
country initiative to implant this American concept.

'rbe issue of host country initiative versus an "Ameri­
can project" is highlighted in the F'Y 1968 E-l narra­
tive with language such as "move toward a more American
pattern" and "introduce features of an J1.mel"ican :land..
grant college." The Action Memorand.um tor approval of
the 1969 PROP adds : "Implicit in the project design is
the emergence of an AIrerican style un1vers1tywhere1n
a strengthened central administration will assume
administrative and academic policy authority presently
held by the Beparate F'acuJ ties. "



The first PAR (April 17" 1969) noted the inherent
instability at the University and ite adverse effect
upon the project and also noted the m1x~d receptivJty
"'bo new ways." While indicating "Wlsatisfactory
progress" 1n one section, the PAR rates overell
achievement as highly satisfactoX'Y" actual impact of
the projec '. on program goals as satisfactory" and over­
all implementation as being "superior." -It concluded
by recommending continuation of the project as planned.
This PAR accompanied 1ihe initial PROP to A. I . D. 7w,
which conditionally approved the' PROP in November 1969.
However" A. I. D. /w noted the afoxoementioned problem.s
and lack of real progl~ss tm~rd the &0015 and pturposes
and di.rected an in-depth joint A.I.D./USAID!Afghanisto.n
field review.

The SUbsequent PAR (May 1, 1910), in spite of the warn­
ing flag raised by A. 1.D.N in condj.tiona1ly approving
the PROP" also rated overall achievement as highly
satisfactory. Th~s PAR stated that: "This is a
project in which Afghans are sincerely interested and
deeply committed. The Mission believes that this
project Elhou~J. continue as planned with no chaJJ,;e in
purpose or design."

The aforementioned joint ~v1ew was then held and
A.IoD./w approved a revised PROP (MELrch 1" 1911)"
which delimited the purpose to improving the housekeep­
ing capability of the Central Administration, Nonethe­
less, the intermediary's efforts to meet even the
lindted goals of the revised projeci, have been inhibited
by instability of this higher institution characterized
by the lack of Rector continUity, two lengt{ly student
strikes, and a difficult battle over the approval of ~

constitution for the University.

'J:he Mission prepared fL Log Frame in January 1971. With
the exception of indicators for outputs, the objectively
verifiable indicators are vague, thus making it diffi­
cult to ascertain progress toward project purposeD und
to make an ultimate dE~cision of pro~)ect success. For
examp,~-. End of Project Status expects "trained Afghan
staff" and "improvement in institutional practices and
insti tutional managemEmt in the three target areas."
It is also difficult f.rom the Log Frame to relate out­
puts to inDuts; i.e., the extent to which output
accomplishnlents are the result of, or j ndependent of,
U.S. inputs. Imprecise terms relating to goals, pur­
poses and outputs such as "Improvemen·~ in," TlTo
aSSist," "The development of," are used. An example
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of the kind of problem we found with th1.s Log Frame 18
that, in spite of the project's history, it lists as
an Important Assumption "Firm RGA connnitment to a
unified university."

b. Post-73 Planning for Kabul University

The issue of continued assistance to Kabul University
has been the subject of intense MiI:,sion consideration
for a number of years.

In May 1971 the Mission swbmitted a PPP to A.I.D./w.
The proposal suggested that the assistance to Kabul
University be continued through FY 1978 with a U.S.
contribution of $5,018,000. The Log Frame attached
was as imprecise as the earlier one, discussed above.
Assumptions, in the fa.ce of admitted proplems, still
were over optimistic.

RGA participation in the preparation of this PPP was
minimal. Alao, Indiana University was the only inter­
mediary involved in the Mission planning process. The
other two intermediaries and the other donors were not
consulted at that time.

A.I.D./W criticized the PPP as lacking the involvement
of Kabul University and as not reflecting a clear sense
of direction within the University as to the Univer~

sity's role or its development as an institution. The
President of Kabul University also commented critically
to the Mission on the PEP. He, together with the inter­
mediaries on the Faculties of Engineering and Agri­
culture, wanted greater continued '!ssistance"to the
Faculties themselves.

Following A.I.D./w comments on the PPP, the Mission
involved all of the intermediaries in the planning
process and attempted a closer co:.laboration with Kabul
University. However, a student strike from December
1971 to May 1972 and the resultant res1gnatiomof the
Pre8id~nt of Kabul University and the Minister of Educ~­

tion made such collaborla.tion difficult. In any event,
A.I .D. /w's expressed del3ire for the development by
Kabul University of a rudimentary pIan for .I t~-; own
future growth did.not evolve.

The Mission prepared and submitted (June 5, 1972) H

new PROP to A.I.D./w, who approved it onAul~uBL 18,
1972 (H~ er Education .. ~pul Univer~ity project
number 3 -11- 0..121. The thrust of the new PROP is
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on contj,nuing current programs inElelected faculties
and in administration improvement em a limited intertm
basis while the RGA prepares an overall development
plan for Kabul University. As of August 3, the ne"T
Rector (appointed early in July 19''(2) has rot yet
responded to the Missio~ concerning acceptability to
him of the new PROP.

Although the PROP tried to follow the Log Frame con­
cept, assumptions were made inconsistent with the
realities of past history, and conditions at end of
project were hopeful expectations. The strategy of
the Mission is best ~~cter1zed by USAID/Afghanistan's
statement in the 197~' DAP, ci ted 011 pr.tge lJ.

2. !sricuIture

Our review of the plarming, implementation, and evaluation
process of projects in the agriculture sector also surfaced
the problems of over optimism iu setting project gOf.l.ls and
assessing host country commO.tment.

a. National Agriculture Development (306-11-190-002)

This project was begun ir. 1954 as an umbrella project
but in 1966 was limited to achievement of self-sufficiency
in wheat production. The 1969 PROPs for subprojects on
Agriculture Research~ Extension, and Development Services
adde~ the building of inatitutionaland policy infra~

structures as i>rimalj1 objectives. Implicit in the PROPs
were assumptions that the IDA could and would make ade­
quate manpower and budgetary inputn, develop the required
administrative and management capacity, e.nd'give a h:lgh
priority to accomplishing the reforms agreed upon. Sub~

sequent review of Mission documentation gave evidence
that these assumptions did not prove valid.

A Log Frame was prepared in conjunction with the sub­
mission (May 23, 1971) by USAID7Afghanistan of a PPP
for follow-on projects in research and extension. Impor­
tant Assumptions, such as adequate RGA budgetary alloca­
tions, are overly optimistic and unrealistic in light of
previous experience. The PPP itself is equally over
optimistic. '

In February 1972 A.LD. /w provided USAID/Afghan1oton
with ·an Agriculture Review Team (ARr) subsequent to
USAID/Afghanistap. 's submission of the aforementioned
PPP. Tile ARr concludc~d that, although the goal of



self-sufficiency of wheat "as in stri.king distance
(later drought conditions adversely affected this
goal), the project would fall far short of its other
primary objective of creatin~ soundly functioning land
efficient~y administered institutions in research,
extension and other development services to assist the
farmer.

The ART noted significant RGA institutional restraints
including lack. of sufficient priority given to eco­
nomic development, lind.ted management skills, no sou.nd
development planning and failure to provide inputs for
mutually-agreed-upon projects.

The ART also was critical of the Missions' philosophy
of program selection and project development because
it did not take sufficiently into account the RGA's
passive involvementj because Afghun officials were not
involved in project conception but "presented with
full-blown programs and even the docun~nts and words
they will need to sell the rest of the RGAj" and that
the RGA therefore accepts these programs as "a gift"
witllout substantial commitment of its own. The ART
report goes or.. to point out the many difficult imple­
mentation problems resulting from such planning.

Review of the PARs did not reveal a similar realistic
USAID/Afghanistan assessment of the project. Although
the PARs manifest various degrees of frustration ,nth
progress, they still appear over optimistic in antici­
pating resolution of problems rather. than analyzing
and resolving them. We believe that the Mission did
not use the PAR process adequately as a tool for
Mission problem resolution and, more especially for for­
ward planning.

We conclude that the Missioll historically hUG (1) insuf­
ficiently involved the RGA in planning the project,
(2) overestimated the RGA's commitment and implementa­
tion capacity1 (3) set sector goals f:Lnd project pur­
poses too broad for accomplishment ~lthin the time
frame set.

b. Helmand Arghandab Valley Re~ional Development (306-11-295:°90)

The U.S., since 1952, bas provided technical assistance
to the RGA in its efforts to utilize more effectively
the water and land resources of the Helma.nd-Arghandab
River Valley basin of over a million acres of land.
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USAID/Afghanistan's principal efforts, under the grant
project, have been directed to build1ngand strengthen­
ing the RGA organization, Helmand-Arghandab Valley
Authority (HAVA) , charged with this regional develop­
ment ,Program. The interrelated loan (306-H-0J2),
HAVA/HAOJ Equipment Loan, is presently prcwiding equip~

ment and technical assistance to the Construction Unit
of HAVA (HAm) for land irrigation improvement in the
valley.

The Bureau of Reclamatio~.'l, through a PABA, provides
technical assistance under the loan and assists K~VA,

under the grant project, in improving water and land
management. A direct-hire team pro'V1des technical
assistance 1n the field of agriculture development.
USAID/Afghanist~ is considering follow-on assistance
to the valley through an intermediary.

A.comprehensive review of U.S. assictance in the
Helmand-Arghandab Valley Region by the Area Auditor
General for the Near East was in process concurrently
with this appraisaL The Audit P.eport No. 5-306-73-16
was issued October 31, 1972. We are in general agree­
ment with the findings and recommendations of that
perceptive rep\irt. OUr review focuses more na:r.rowly
on an examination of host country initiative and
cqmmitment and concludes that the Mission, as with
et.her projects, has tended to Extract ul1reallstic
commitments from the RGA.

USAID/Afehanistan acconrplishmcntr. 1nthis 1JTlPortant.
regional development effort have been slgnifjcant in
real terms, but, when measured against the;targets,
the projects fall short in many regards.

Our review of loan and grant documentation revealed
unrealistic planning and a miscalculation of the RGA's
Willingness and ability to perform. In most cases,
the Mission's over optimistic targets cpuld have been
corrected initially, and when later recognized, should
have resulted in project restructuring. Draft Log
Frames prepared early in 1971, assume away thorny
issues, such as BOA budget commitments, of which
USAID/Afghanistan was already aware. .

Although subsequent PARs often identify host country
nonperformance, the resultant action taken is to con­
tinue to chide and pressure the RGA year after year,
while moving ahead with th~ project without restruc­
turing it more realistically.
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In one case USAID/Afghauistan while recognizing a
problem" J:"eplanned in a. manner i.nconsie:tent with the
problem.. The id1ssioll..approved PAR of June .3O, 1970
(Water Resources AdYisory GrQup), noted the t:levere
difficulty being encountereQ by HAVA in recruiting,
training and retaining adequate Afghan personnel for
the development and mnagement C)f ir:rigation systems.
The PAR 1ncommenting on tbeHAVA counterparts fllrther
noted the insufflcienc,y of skilled managers,
administrators and technicians.

A week later USAID/Afghanistan (TOAID A-303, dated
July 6, 1970), over the objection of the intermediary,
proposed to reduce the g~t-funded intermediary
technicians for this project from ten to five, and to
reduce the interrelated loan-funded technicians from
eight to five on citing, as a basis, conc]ur,ions con­
trary to those contained in the PAR:

"The Mission feels both HAVA and HAOO
are capable of performing a greater
percentage of the work LlVolved in
the project than was envisioned when
the PI01T was first drafted. Since
that date HAVA and HAClJ have upgraded
the general level of skills ava.ilable
in both organizations and filled
formerly vacant positions.

"The improvement of HAVA and HAaJ
ea.pab1lities makes it possible to cut .
back on the number of U. S. pers anne1
needed for the project.

"The proposed reduction in total n. S.
personnel will not weaken project
implementation and will support the
institution building aspects of the
project by forcing the local organi­
zation to do more of the work."

Later documentation attests to the failure of this
move to force th~ local organization to do more of the
work and to the fact that implementation was weakened.
At the time of the AG/OAB revie,w, USAID/Afghanistan
was seeking EGA approval to increase the number of
intermediary teebnicians •
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The Mission, in cutting back, was responding to
OPRED. We cannot comment on relative Mission man...
power priorities in making this cut. However, the
rationale, as indicated from the above, was faulty.

other examples of chronic problems which represent
over optimism in planning and failure to reprogram
more realistically in terms of RGA ability and will­
ingness to perform are as follows:

(1) Inadequate RGA budgetary and per80nnel nupport
to HAVA.

(2) Inability of HAVA to improve water management
to eliminate salinization and ws:ter-lop;ginp; in
some areas and which will result in lnad.equuLe
water for other areas.

(3) I nadequate effort to increase HAVA t s revenues
by assessing benefitted farmers.

(4) HAVA has been loath to proceed. with intensive
development of areas of the Sb.amalan Valley
now supplied with elementary irrigation systems
because to do so will entail substantial dis­
ruption to existing farmers. HAVA would Jmlch
prefer to extend its irrigation systems into
new uncultivated properties which would be
politically more beneficial and less costly
though developmentally less productive.

These problems are long-standing. The Mission, until
recently, has not taken 'to heart its own assessment l:W

contained in the PAR (March 29, 1969) on HAVA (Water
Resources Advisory Group) project 090 when it
commented:

"The experience of the WRAG highlights
the necessity for making a thorough
and detailed ar~lysis of the capa­
bilities of the host country to provide
personnel and resources before enter­
ing into an assistance agreement. A
stipulation of the extent of host
country contributions introduce delays
between a feas:1.bility study and imple­
mentation of a final agreement. To do
less, however, can lead to an obVi­
ously untenable! or unreasonable posi­
tion. On the c~her hand, once having
made a reasonable judgment as to host
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country capability to furnish per"
sonnel and other resources AID
should not proceed with implementa­
tion of a project until satisfied
that the agreed host country per­
sonnel and other resources al~

available or will be available at
the specified time. tt

USAID/Afghanistan's programming efforts in Helmand
Valley are an example of an inadequate analysis of
host country commitments and priorities. They assumed
that Afghanistan can and will take steps Which, for it,
are politically difficult in order to obtain obvious
developmental benefits. Afghanistan, aadoes any
traditional society, views its precarious political
stability a~'i PUrtUIlount and will 1Iot t.ake dlJvelopIJ1(:~Jll.u]

steps which may resulx in undue political inotability.

Therefore, the RGA is reluctant to force water con­
trol measures on farmers; institute measures to charge
farmers for benefits received from irrigation; and
move ahead rapidly with··intensive 'Water development on
presently farmed land that will temporarily move
farmers off their land and may eventually redistribute
different land parcels to them.

The Mission's planning for future assistance to this
important regional project (see FY 1974 DAP) faces up
to these problems s',1d is predicated on a sct of pre­
conditions related to the RGA's agreement to' support
HAVA with adequate ~inances and personnel and to
provide for farmer contribution through increased
taxes and assessments. In view of past problems with
EGA budgetary manpower, institutional and political
limitations, the Mission should uoscso more realis­
tically the real willingness and capability of the RnA
and its institutions to meet these preconditions;
tailor the project to these realities; and then insist
that the RGA's performance meet the planneu targets
and goals.
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ANNEX

List of Projects Reviewed

U.S. $ Grants
Final tOOO)

Project Year of FY 1972 Life of
Name of Project Project Number Initiated Funding Obligations Project Auth.

National Agriculture Development 306-11-190-002 6/52 6/73 $888 $11,814

He1mand Arghandab Valley Regional
1/54Development 306-11-995-090 6/74 707 19,737

Statistical Information Systems
3/72Development 306-11-780-124 6/76 58 2,674

Kabul University Administration
Improvement 306-11-680-013 6/66 6/72- 341 1,647

I Elementary and Secondary Educationro
~ (Curriculum & Textbook Project) 306-11-690-091 1/52 6/72 760 19,208•

Agriculture Education 306-11-690-092 2/56 6/72- 447 6,283
Technical Education 306-11-660-093 2/56 6/72- 532 9,956 (Est.)

Higher Education - Kabul Universi-:;y"* 306-11-660-121 b/73 7/75 2,087

Loan

HAVA-HAaJEquipment (Land Reclamati-on) .

* PROP re cent1y approved.

Pr.oJ~.c;;.. N~eE
306-H-012

Date of
Ob.1i.B.at}on

5/68

Amount.

$4,600,000

Disbursed as of
Sep•. 30}l9?f

$482,329



Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Asia (3)
Director, USAID!Af'ghanistan (3)
I Ilspector General, Foreig<1 Ass istance/State (2)
Auditor General (l)
Director, Office of Audit (3)
Director, Office of' Inspections and Investlgutlons (1)
Area Auditor General, Near East (1)
AG/GAO/IGA Liaison Officer (1)
Office of Program Methods and Evaluation,

Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination (1)
Office of Near Eastern Affairs, Bureau for Asia (1)


