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PREFACE

This final report is submitted to the Agency for International Development
by Fry Consultants Incorporated, in accordance with the requirements of
Contract No. A.I.D./csd-2510. This report describes the study methodology,
findings, and recommendations resulting from a year-long study of the

evaluation of non-capital projects.

The first volume of the report, submitted under separate cover, summarizes

both the study and the recommendations.

This, the second volume of the report, presents the detailed findings and

recommendations.

The third and final volume of this report contains an "impiementation
package" intended to assist the USAID Missions in impiementing a Mission-

useful evaluation process.
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CHAPTER 1

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

A. STUDY OBJECTIVES

1. General

The object of this study was to improve'evaluation of non-capital pro-
jects sponsored by the Agency for International Development. It was
expected that the primary mechanisms for introducing needed improvements
would be modifications in the Project Appraisal Report (PAR) and the
related aspects of the Project Paper (PROP) and Project impTementation
Plan (PIP). 1In fact, one of the immediate causes for authorizing the
study was USAID registance to the newly introduced Project Appraisal
Report. There was some comment that the PAR was difficult to fill out
(consuming too much on-site management time), was of questionable value

to AID/W, and was redundant with existing USAID management practice.

On the basis of preliminary reviews of USAID comments and discussions with
AID/W personnel, the study objectives were refined and presented in a
detailed work plan submitted to the Agency on September 2, 1969. In order
to provide a sharper forus to the study, we defined two principal objec-

tives to develop:

® A PAR system that supports effective project evaluation
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® Methods of using that system to enhance project analysis and

monitoring.

The PAR system must support as well as report on the project evaluation
process. It was considered quite possible that the optimum PAR system
would consist of two elements: one supporting an evaluation process

carried on within the Mission, and the other reporting on that process.

It is important to note that the study emphasis was on the PAR system
rather than the report--on the interrelated set of activities and events
requiréd to initiate and sustain a Mission-useful project evaluation

process, not on what document gets sent to AID/W.

2. Specific Study Outputs

Two types of outputs were required of the study:

(1) Specific, action-oriented recommendations and plans for

implementing an effective PAR system:

(2) Recommendations for improving USAID technical assistance -
management by concentrating on critical factors and
tradeoffs relevant to classes of, as well as individual,

projects.

Action plans and procedures for implementing the recommended improvements
are included in this report to meet the requirements of the first item.
Recommendations of the second type are addressed for the most part to the
design and management of technical projects rather than to improvements

in content, thus address in observed deficiencies in management.
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3. Definition of the PAR System

The term "PAR system" is used to include all forms, procedures, require-
ments, and constraints associated with reporting on project evaluation.
It specifically includes potential improvements in such instruments as
the PROP and the PIP, where they clearly intersect the PAR. The study

outputs thus include the following elements, defining the PAR system:
a. System uses appropriate to each level of user in AID
b. Reporting instruments appropriate to each level of use

c. Procedures for generating and forwarding project appraisal

L
reports

d. Uses of PAR data to support Washington and Mission

management practice

e. Recommended relations between the project evaluation process-
es, the program evaluation function at AID/Washington, and
the various organizational elements appropriately concerned

with non-capital project evaluation.

B. STUDY METHODOLOGY

The methodology for this study involved three basic steps: (1} charac-
terizing the management processes through which PARs are generated and
used; (2) drawing a sample of projects and PARs for detailed examination;
and (3) examining that selected sample of PARs to measure validity and

utility for current and projected AID management practice.
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Fach of the above aspects .of the study methodology is briefly described

in the following paragraphs.

1. Definition and Characterization of Management Processes

There are three management processes of interest to this study:
a. The processes through which projects are evaluated:
b. The processes through which PARs are generated:

c. Those processes that should or could be supported by

PARs or information derived from PARs.

Project evaluation of some form is performed at every USAID Mission. If
the PAR were an ideal instrument, it would be generated as part of the
project evaluation process performed by each Mission. To the extent that
the PAR is not derived from normal project evalution brocesses, or does
not facilitate those processes, it represents a cost to the Mission in
terms of the human resources required to prepare it. Thus, the actual
‘methods of preparing and reviewing PARs were defined for each of the loca-
tions surveyed. The cost of preparation was then compared to the benefits

provided both Mission and Washington management.

If the PAR is to make sense it must support management practice. This is
as true for AID Washington as it is for AID Missions. Thus, an important
part of the study was to inventory those decisions at AID Washington that
can and should be supported by project evaluation data. It was recognized

that, in view of the relative newness of the PAR instrument to the USAID,

this effort would include defining new uses as well as inventorying current

use of evaluative data.
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2. Mission and PAR Selection

Source data gathered by this study included assessments of the validity
and utility of PARs. It was neither necessary nor desirable to visit
every AID Mission and review in detail each of 500 projects to be
reported on in 500 PARs. However, it was desirable to make general
statements about the way PAR requirements were being interpreted, and the
validity and utility of the PAR. This suggested the use of statistical
sampling techniques -- both to provide a basis for making inferential
statements and {a related issue) to preclude imposition of unsystematic
(subjective) biases. Therefore, it was decided to randomly select the
projects and PARs to be studied. First, however, to 1imit travel

expenses, the countries to be visited were systematically selected.

Five key factors seemed 1ikely to impact the project evaluation process:
(1) The Mission, and the Mission management's interest in project
evaluation;

(2) The magnitude of the technical assistance effort within the
Missiong

(3) The region, and the degree and type of control exercised by

the regional bureau;

(4) The sector in which the project falls;

(5) The relative importance of the technical assistance budget in the

Mission as compared to capital assistance.

It was decided to select a representative sample based upon the first
three of the above factors, but not on the Tatter two (sector and relative

size of TA budget). Stratification by sector was ruled out because the
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relatively large number of sectors make it difficult to draw a sample
large enough to enable valid inferences to be made for each sector.
Further, it is desirable to characterize the evaluation process in a way
that does not pay particular attention to sectoral analysis. One of
the potentially important benefits of the PAR system is the ability to

perform cross-sectoral and other non-programmatic analyses.

Although projects were not specifically stratified by sector, the 1ist
of projects finally selected was reviewed and augmented to ensure that
the overall project 1ist (for all Missions) included reasonable sectoral

representation.

Stratification by relative importance of TA budget was ruled out to avoid
overemphasis on the smaller Missions whose budgets consist principally

of technical assistance projects.

a. Mission Selection

Stratification of Missions by TA budget size, based on FY 69
estimates of FY 68 actual expenditures*, fell naturally into three
categories:

(1) over ten million dollars in technical assistance;

(2) three million to ten million dollars, inclusive:

(3) under three million dollars.

It was decided to visit every Mission h§ving a TA budget over ten

mission dollars, and a Mission in each region to correspond to each

* From Congressional Presentation FY 69
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of the other two technical assistance budget strata. However,
following this process rigorously would involve disproportionate
representation for the East Asia Missions. Since both Laos and
Thailand have TA budgets in excess of ten million dollars, only one
smaller Mission was selected for the East Asia region. Political
circumstances and press of USAID business precluded our making a
formal Mission visit to Nigeria, although it had a TA budget of
$11.6 million (for FY 69 Congressional preséntation); nevertheless,
we were able to consult informally with representatives of USAID/
Nigeria to learn about their evaluation process and to expose our

approach to evaluation.

Missions having TA budgets of less than one million dollars were
excluded from consideration. These small Missions are extremely
varied in their objectives and approaches and are not representative
of AID Missions generally. Moreover, they represent only 5% of AID's

total technical assistance budget.

b. Project and PAR Selection

For each Mission surveyed, a 1ist was prepared including al]l projects
for which PARs should be issued. Projects were ranked in order of
estimated technical assistance expenditures and then selected using

a systematic, but random, selection procedure. Specifically, if
there were 30 projects and we wished to sample five, we picked a
number from the random number table (e.g., two} and then starting
with that number (e.g., the second project) we selected every sixth
project thereafter (e.g., the eighth, fourteenth, twentieth, and
twenty-sixth).
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¢. Scope of the Study

(1) Geographic Coverage and USAID Participation.

A total of 16 countries were visited during the course of this

study. Initial data-gathering efforts, including on-site reviews

of representative projects, were undertaken at six Missions in the
NESA and EA Regions. (The Missions visited are identified in Table
1-1.) Upon conc]usioh of the initial NESA and EA visits, findings
were summarized and presented at the NESA and Africa Evaluation
Conferences, held in Turkey and Uganda, respect{vely. It is
important to note that findings based on EA and NESA visits were
presented at the Africa Evaluation Conference (prior to Africa
on-site reviews). The fact that Africa personnel generally concurred

with our findings was an important indicator that those findings

were not strongly dependent on Regional characteristics.

After completing the NESA and Africa Evaluation Conferences, study
findings weﬁg/assessed to develop plausible recommendations for
improving evaluation and management of technical assistance projects.
Thege recommendations and key concepts were tested and refined through
visits to four Latin America Missions, and attendance at the EA

Evaluation Conference (held in the Philippines).

Our data-gathering and field-test efforts in Latin America enabled

us to develop a revised PAR system for field test in (three) selected
Africa Missions. The results of that field test were positive,
allowing us to make a fairly complete presentation of our recommenda-

tions at the Latin America Evaluation Conference (held in Brazil).
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Table I-1
MISSIONS VISITED
REGION PURPOSE MISSION
Near East South Data Gathering Afghanistan
Asia
India
Nepal
Evaluation Conference and Turkey
test relevance of regional
findings
East Asia Data Gathering Korea
Laos
Thailand
Evaluation Conference and Philippines
test relevance of regional
findings
Latin America Data Gathering and Verifica- Brazil
Equador
Guatemala
Paraguay
Evaluation Conference and Brazil
Trial of New PAR System
Africa Field Test New PAR and Kenya
Liberia
Tanzania
Evaluation Conference and Test Uganda

Applicability of EA/NESA Find-
ings
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As is illustrated in Figure 1-1, the sequence of data-gathering and
field-tast events involved a great deal of interchange with USAIDs ‘
from each Region (excluding Vietnam). It is also important to note
that initial findings and recommendations were based upon data
obtained through on-site reviews at EA and NESA Missions, but were
applicable to both Latin America and Africa Missions. This ability

to extrapolate our findings, coupled with the visibility given our

. findings and recommendations at the Evaluation Conferences, adequately

demonstrated that the recommended improvements are applicable to

all Missions in the Regions visited.*

(2) Projects Studied.

The number and type of projects reviewed in the course of this

study are summarized in Table 1-2. As may be noted, there is

relatively less on-site coverage in Africa than for the other Regions.

This is because our approach to Africa was Mission- rather than
project-oriented, as we tested system improvements in the Africa

Missions.

(3) Number and Type of Personnel Interviewed.

The number and type of USAID personnel interviewed during the study
are summarized in Table 1-3. The figures noted here are for in-depth
interviews undertaken during the evaluation conferences or group

meetings at the Missions.
i

* A possible excention is the "mini-Mission". None were visited and few

were represented in the conferences. The forthcoming evaluation
conference in Central America should be used to confirm that our
findings are generalizable to very small Missions,



Gather Data & Verify Findings Develop System Verify Key Find- Refine System Fietd Test Refine Improve- Final System Final Report &
Establish for General Dasign Concepts ings & Concepts Improvement Improvements ments (Fry Verification Reconmendations
General System Ppplicabiiity {AID/W review) & Gather Data ackage (3 Africa only) ety (LA Conference \
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(6 NESA & EA Evaluation
Missions} Conferences

Verify Findings‘

and Concepts

(EA Evaluation

Conference)

Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. /Feb. March April May June July
1969/1970

Figure 1-1. Scheduling of the Data Gathering and Field Test Efforts Allowed USAIDs from A1l Regions to comment both on the Initial PAR Process and on Study Findings and Recommendations.
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TABLE 1-2

NUMBER AND TYPE OF PROJECTS REVIEWED

: Regton Total | Zof |%ofTAS
Activities NESA | EA | LA | AFR | Reviewed | Sample | In FY'69*%
Agriculture 7 4 5 2 18 28.5 13.1
Industry 1 1 1 1 4 6.3 9.1
Transportation 2 2 3.1 14.3
Labor 1 1 1.5 2.0
Health 4 1 1 6 9.5 16.0
Education 5 | 4| 4] 2 15 23.8 | 16.2
Public Administration/
Public Safety 2 3 ‘ ! 6 3.5 1.0

! |
Social Welfare : 5 3 i 8 12.6 6.7
Private Enterprise f 2 1 i : 3 4.7 11.7
Totals , 19 121 (17 6 | 63 99.5% | 100.1%

i { :

Note: Findings relative to the PAR as a report and a process are based on a
sampie of only 43 projects for which PARs were available at AID/W. Findings
relative to the PAR process and general findings embrace the full sample of

63 projects.

* Percentages were computed using dollar amounts reported on p. 28 of

the June 30, 1969 Operation Report under the heading: FY' 1969 Project
Commitments by Field of Activity. Commitments 1isted under ™General and
Misceilaneous™ and "Technical Support” were excluded from the computations.
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TABLE 1-3 USAID IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS

A. By Level of Responsibility

LEVEL NESA EA LA AFR TOTAL
Sub Project 14 11 6 2 33
Project 25 15 12 4 56
Division 18 21 14 4 57
Program Office 9 11 10 5 35
Staff/Admin 5 4 4 6 19

| TOTAL 71 62 | 46 21 200"
B. By Type of Personnel

TYPE NESA EA LA AFR TOTAL
Direct Hire 45 50 38 17 150
PASA 6 4 3 1 14
Contractor 20 8 5 3 36
TOTAL 71 62 46 21 200




TABLE 1-4
AID/W INTERVIEWS

REGIONAL BUREAUS
Development Planning
Technical
Area/Desk

Staff/Administrative
STAFF BUREAUS AND OFFICES

AID/W CONSULTANTS

TOTAL

17
16
12

49

27

83

H .
. .



{4) Quantitative Analysis.

The methodology for using PAR data for research was developed in the
course of the project. The research was focused on two distinct but
related efforts:

(a) 321 PARs were coded, stored for computer analysis, and used

for analysis of technical assistance projects.

(b) The PAR preparation process was analyzed using the PAR data
already in the computer file together with interview data about

43 projects from those studied at the Missions for which there

were PARs in AID/W. The methodology for quantitative analysis is

discussed in greater detail in Volume Two, Chapter II.

€. MEASURES OF PAR VALIDITY

The "relevance, validity and reliability" of a document can be measured in
a number of possible dimensions. In seeking to focus our effort to

measure PAR validity, the question was raised as to why and in what way

.the PAR must be valid -- that is, what is the degree of resolution

required of the reporting instrument in order to support its intended uses?

Pursuing this line of reasoning led us to the following operative concept:

1. The PAR as a reporting instrument is intended to support certain

management processes.

2. The degree of resolution, accuracy, or validity required of the
PAR is that ‘degree sufficient to enable management to take

appropriate and useful action based on the PAR.
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Therefore, it was decided that measurement of PAR validity, although it
would include other kinds of measurements, would be focused on the

following steps:

1. Assess the project by reading a PAR (several persons read each

PAR) and identifying important issues and reasonable actions:

2. Reviewing assessments based on PARs to determine (1) whether
the "reasonable action” would achieve its intended effect, and
advance the USAID intentions; (2) whether the reader's
perception would most 1ikely be altered if he were to have access
to all data available at the field; and {3) to catalog Mission,
host country, and local contractor perceptions of the project

to establish any differences between those perceptions and those

based on the PAR.

D. ASSESSMENT OF PAR UTILITY

The assessment of PAR utility is closely related to the effort aimed at
improving the PAR as a reporting instrument. Through analysis of
actual PARs, and through definition of iﬁformation needs, we identified
those sections of the PAR considered most significant in supporting AID
decisions. Four specific steps were undertaken, the first three of

which were:

1. Measuring the utility of the different classes of data included

within the PAR;
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2. Identifying the utility of specific data elements within each

class of data, and of related data elements not currently reported;

3. Assessing the uniformity with which Mission management responds

to data requirements.

Answers to the first two questions allowed the study to focus on the

kinds of information that are necessary as opposed to those that are

- either of marginal use or, in fact, not required. This enabled recommen-

dations to be made for streamlining the PAR. The third of the above
steps established the improvements needed to provide analytical capability

at a level above that of individual projects. This suggested the fourth

step:

4. Assessing ways in which PAR information can be processed and re-

formatted to provide meaningful analytical output.

Viewed in broad terms, four questions were addressed: (1) Are we
getting the information we need? (2) Are we getting it efficientliy?
(3) Are we getting comparable information for all projects? (4) Assuming

we get comparable information, how do we best use t?

E. GENERAL APPROACH TO THE MISSIQON SURVEYS

To ensure a consistent approach to Mission management, and to avoid
confusion about the purpose of this study, our initial approach to the

Missions was uniformly as follows:
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1. We assumed that the Mission had a project evaluation system
that effectively met its needs, and that the PAR might be to some

extent redundant with that system.

2. The potential of the PAR system to support the existing project
evaluation system was stressed, and Mission management views
solicited for ways in which a PAR system could be of service to

them.

3. It was pointed out that study outputs would not identify specific

Missions or projects.

4, We stressed our recognition that the technical assistance environ-
ment of each Mission was unique, and that we were interested in the
Tocal environment precisely to determine to what degree technical

assistance programs could be compared among Missions.

The above general approach to the Missions both facilitated our dialogue
with Mission management and provided the basis for our Mission survey
methodology: (a) describing the existing project evaluation process,

(b) describing the PAR preparation and review procedure, and {c} relating

the two.

F. DATA GATHERING TECHNIQUES AND FORMS

The basic data gathering technique was the personal interviews. However,
to ensure comparability of data -- both among our study team and among the
various respondents questioned about the same project -- we used five basic

"debriefing" sheets:
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1. Interview guides for assessing individual opinions about

specific projects;

2. Summaries of the interviews highlighting differences in per-
ception (based on PAR versus on-site review, for different organi-

zations, etc.);

3. A debriefing sheet, filled out for each project, summarizing the

PAR process and participants;

_ 4. An assessment of personnel characteristics, to determine relation

between personnel characteristics and the PAR process;

5. An assessment of Mission uses of the PAR relative to design

criteria for management systems.

These debriefing sheets are included as Exhibits 1 through 5, respectively.
ATT sheets were filled out "surreptitiously” by Fry personnel, to maintain

the atmosphere of free and open discussion.

The team's assessments were calibrated through independent assessments of
the same projects, Missions, and personnel; thus, although many of our

ratings are subjective, there is a high degree of comparability. If our
findings are biased, that bias is uniform and shared by the 3-man Mission

survey team.

Data from the first two debriefing sheets (individual perceptions about
projects) were used to estabiish our basic assessment of the PAR as a

report to AID/W. Data for the third, dealing with the PAR process, were
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put in computer file and form the basis for many of our findings. Data
from the personnel characteristics sheet .(1tem 4 of the above) were
analyzed using a manual key-sort system. The data obtained from the last
sheets, regarding Mission implementation of the PAR system, are

summarized by Region in Chapter IV of this Volume.

AT
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CHAPTER 1T
OVERALL SYSTEM CONCEPTS AND REQUIREMENTS

There is an ideal world in which there is an orderly progression of thought
from country policy through program and sector goals, reaching down to
technical assistance projects. In this orderly world, there are enough
projects started to achieve goals, and enough goals being actively worked

toward to achieve country-level objectives.

Unfortunately, the real world in which the Agency finds itself is quite
different. There is a country field submission that speaks intelligently
and with great insight into matters of development and U.S. country policy.
There are projects. Many of them -- in fact, some say there are too many
projects. But these projects are not organized to achieve program and
sector goals that are in turn organized to achieve country objectives.
Rather, Tacking coherently stated approaches to program/sector goals, AID
projects often are justified on whatever terms seem appropriate at the time
of review. Most of the existing technical assistance projects have been
around Tong enough, in one form or another, that they have a certain vi-
tality of their own. However, because the existence of such projects has
too rarely been questioned in terms of broader developmental significance,
it is not always clear that our projects are in fact of developmental

significance.*

* It is interesting that as a project becomes less clearly related to develop-
ment objectives, or more clearly not related to development objectives, the
ability to justify the project becomes less. At the same time, the per-
ceived need to justify the project (rather than candidly examine it) becomes
greater. Thus, project personnel and then sector managers may become less
and less candid in their appraisails of their projects and in their discus-
sions about such projects with the Program Office and Mission Director.

This process can be carried to such an extreme that one Mission Director
characterized himself as being clearly in an adversary relationship with
his Division Directors.



It is into this world of too many projects, having ambiguously stated pur-
poses and not clearly related to higher goals, that the PAR -- an instrument
to create an evaluation process -- was introduced. Our study was to assess
the impact of that introduction, and then improve evaluation by improving
the instrument and the related aspects of project management and documenta-

tion.

An important observation about the evaluation process initiated by the PAR

is that where the PAR was taken seriously, it brought benefit exceeding

the cost of its preparation and review, in the minds of USAID Mission person-
nel as well as in the minds of the Fry observers. A second important observa-
tion is that the evaluation proceés initiated thus far by the PAR is still
incomplete -- it lacks that essential ingredient of assessing the project in

terms of its long-term development impact (significance).

Little is known about how technical assistance projects relate to development.
In fact, there is some reluctance to admit how little is known., Sector
management, the division chiefs, do not hestitate to discuss development in
broad policy terms. However, it is a major deficiency of this Tevel of
management that %t has failed to articulate to project-level persgnnel what
and how projects are expected to contribute to development. This is an

issue of major importance. The Mission Director is responsible for keeping
his Mission close to that "ideal world” where projects do relate to develop-
ment and U.S. gountry objectives. To do this, he must demand that program/

sector goals fit clearly into his country policy, and must make sure that

his Division Chiefs establish clear connections between project purposes

~
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and those sector goals. The evaluation system should help clarify and
enforce this demand, assisting the Director to improve quality of manage-

ment and of projects.

The system requirements concepts and requirements, stemming from the
need to support the Mission Director's efforts to improve project and
management quality, are discussed in the remainder of this Chapter. The

discussion includes the following elements:
A. Functional specification for the improved PAR System;
B. Summary of system design requirements;

C. Key to the Recommended Improvements: Another View of Technical

Assistance Projects:

D. Project Evaluation as a Subsystem of the AID Project Management

and Programming Sys tems

E. Operation of the PAR System

A. FUNCTIONAL SPECIFICATION FOR THE IMPROVED PAR SYSTEM

1. Basic System Requirements

The PAR System must:

a. Benefit project management by (1) forcing systematic evaluation
and replanning of projects and (2) enhancing insight into develop-

ment and project design;

b. Report to the Mission Director (and appropriate lower management
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levels) on issues of importance;

¢. Record the Mission's management processes as required to create

a credible record assuring AID/W that the "managers are managing"

In addition to the above necessary functions, the PAR System should:

—

a. Inform technical personnel at AID/W as to the state-of-the-art

-

for establishing measurable targets, using indicators, etc.;

b. Provide a common memory for use by TA researchers;

c. Inform authorized users in response to specific queries.

The "operators" of the system should be the Evaluation Officers (Regional

o

and Mission), the Director of Program Evaluation, and the PPC Evaluation

-

0ffice.

2. Basic System Functions

To meet the above requirements, the project appraisal reporting (PAR) system

must fulfill three interlocked functions:

a. Create a mission-level evaluation process that enhances the

effectiveness of local mission management;

b. Provide a "credible record" of that process (those processes)
enabling AID/W to fulfill its function of managing the managers
(and not projects); and

c. Provide an "AID memory" to store evaluation data for analysis and

facilitate transfer of experience.
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The functional characteristics of each of the above "system-elements”

is described briefly in the following.

a. Create a process enhancing the
effectiveness of Mission management.

This is the most important function of the PAR System. The utility
of the process at the Mission establishes both the true value of the

PAR process and the credibility of the management report.

To create a mission-useful evaluation process, three activities must

be undertaken: Education, Process Management, and Reporting.

_ In terms of education, understanding of project definition, manage-

ment, and evaluation should be improved. AID thinking sholld be

L}

oriented more to work plans and less to job descriptions. In terms of,

process management, evaluation must be viewed as a process providing

benefit to each participant. The evaluation officer should therefore
avoid the role of evaluator and adopt the role of manager or
orchestrator of a process. Finally, as a reporting process, evaluation
must call appropriate issues to the attention of top management. (At
the same time, the reporting process should be efficient; issues that
can be resolved at Tower management levels shoh1d be resolved at

those Tevels.)

At this juncture, the educational component of the PAR system is critical.
We must provide sufficient education that evaluation can be carried on
effectively. We should not provide so much that evaluation is encumbered

rather than enhanced, nor should we interfere with established plans for
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management improvements and education. Further, we must provide such '
education in a timely fashion, certainly before the third generation

of PARs, and hopefully during the second generation.

The determining factors in the educational efforts are (1) to immediately
provide‘sk111§ and knowledge required to establish the evaluation process
and system, (2) to provide additional analytical tools to Mission manage-
ment appropriate to their ability to use such tools. The Mission
Evaluation Officer, responsible for the evaluation process and best

able to assess the Mission's "rate of absorption" for:further education,

is an appropriate channel for both education efforts.

b. Provide AID/W a credible record
of management effectiveness

The ability to provide a credible record of management practice implies
that good management practice has been explicitly defined. This is not
generally the case. However, AID backstops and desk personnel often
review project documentation to ensure that project management practice
is in good accord with their own experience and insights. The degree

to which éhis is an artful rather than a systematic process is considered
to be in the nature of the business. (The need for such "artfulness"

is one reason that field experience is heavily stressed as a prerequisite
for AID backstopping, and that the "bright young people" on the desk

often fail to fully communicate with field personnel.)

The job before us is to find an approach to project management and
definition that is systematic but also takes advantage of insight and

intuition.

- e s e e
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If the field is to be informed and educated, and their concepts of
project design improved, AID/W must be the taskmaster ensuring that
the lessons are learned. To fulfill the taskmaster role involves
three steps. First, AID/W personnel must review documentation to
ensure that project design and management conforms to agreed-upon
standards. Second, they should expect crisp accounting for deviations
from plans or expectations. Third, AID/W should analyze the documenta-
tion to help project managers in the goal setting and analytical exer-
cises they undertake. For example, if project managers are finding it
difficult to set measurable output targets, it behooves the AID/W to
provide illustrative examples based on experience with comparable

projects.

For the short term at least, AID/W must emphasize form as well as

content of projects. At this time, it is more important to ensure

that projects are well designed and properly related to superior

objectives than it is for AID/W to second-guess those superior objec-
tives. The ability to actually achieve superior objectives depends

on our abjlity to conceive of and design projects to implement them.
Further, AID/W simply cannot manage TA from AID/W, even if that were
desirable. Even if AID/W has the necessary insight into projects,

Further, AID/W simply cannot manage projects as they currently are consti-
tuted, even if that were desirable. Even where AID/W has the necessary
insight into project;, the field will not continue to provide AID/W with data
sufficient to support continuing intervention. If candid reports result in
AID/W initiated changes in projects and funding, reports will soon be less
than candid. Generally, the cost of more precise analytical informa-

tion forwarded centrally is more precise definition of local
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responsibilities and authorities. It might almost be said that
a minimum level of autonomy must be assigned to a field com~
ponent. To the extent that that Tlevel of autonomy is freely given,

and mutually understood by all parties concerned, effective communica-

tions can be established between the central and the regional components.

However, where that level of autonomy is not clearly granted, and where
there is a perceived threat of central management intervention in
local affairs, there will be a tendency toward a degradation in communi-
cation sufficient to establish functional autonomy.

¢c. The PAR System as an analytical tool
and means of providing an AID memory

The PAR System must retain evaluation results from prior years. This
will allow projects to be analyzed in terms of changes occurring over

time.
Specific kinds of data to be stored by the PAR System include:

(1) Completed PARs, as credible records of management processes,

available to project backstops:

(2) ldentification of output targets, indicators, and measurabie

objectives used by various classes of projects;

(3) Identification of actual progress toward output targets and
other objectively verifiable measures of progress, to facilitate

development of indicators and standards; and

- ==
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(4) Means for detecting patterns of projects -- successful versus

unsuccessful projects, differences between regions or sectors, etc.

From the field point of view, the most important near-term output will
help for planning projects that lack easy-to-measure output targets.
The technical groups, and possibly the Technical Assistance Bureau,
should use the PAR data to support basic research into the character

of technical assistance.

3. Coverage of the PAR System

The PAR System promises to bring value to all significant technical assis-
tance activities. The PAR System should work in all 14 of the Missions
studied by Fry Consultants. USAID personnel at four regional evaluation
conferences were generally receptive to the basic concepts of the PAR
System -- which suggests that the System is generalizable to ail kinds

of Missions.* There is no evidence to suggest that the process would

be less valuable in Vietnam even though that Bureau is exempt from the

requirement to submit PARs.

The PAR System has been designed for non-capital projects but the Togic

of its basic concepts appears to be applicable to capital projects as

well.

* The only significant gap in the evidence is for mini-missions. No
mini-missions were visited. The evaluation conference for Central
America was cancelled -- unfortunately -- so the PAR System should
definitely be exposed for reactions at the scheduled Evaluation
Conference in Central America.
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Thus, the universe to be embraced by the PAR System 1nc1udes

between 300 and 700 technical assistance projects*, involving more than
300 mi1lion dollars in annual expenditures. Geographic coverage should be
complete, with nodal points in the system for each of the Regional Bureaus

and some form of central coordination for inter-Bureau communication.

4, Design Constraints

To be assimilated into the AID organization and environment, the PAR system
should be functionally part of Regional operations, but responsibility for
operating the system should be outside the Regional Bureaus. (The system'
should be subject to central control to ensure comparability and compati-
bility of data.) Further, the system must be capable of providing residual
outputs for analytical and research efforts carried on outside of the
operational framework. Specifically, the system should provide useful out-
put to the Technical Assistance Bureau, suggesting the possibility of
explicit Tinkage to in-depth evaluation functions and specialized technical

gxpertise within the TAB.

Implementation of the improved PAR system must be not only possible, but
possible at reasonable costs within the current and forthcoming organiza-
tional context. Put in more practical terms, the system must provide

benefit to every level of management whose involvement and concurrence is

* 1t was originally estimated that there would be as many as 700 projects

and therefore 700 PARs. As of February, 1970, 321 PARs had been received
by Fry Consultants from AID/W. Qlthough it was clear that this number of
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PARs did not cover all technical assistance projects, it was also clear that ®

estimate of 700 active projects included many that had, in fact, been
terminated.
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required. Further, the degree of benefit should be directly related to
the demands made on each level of management and should not depend upon

the continuation of prior systems, organizations, or approaches.

Definition of PAR System Uses Appropriate to Important System Users

a. Mission Personnel

Technician: The evaluation process should help make the technician
aware that he must have specific and measurable objectives for his own
work and that those objectives must be agreed to by the project manager.
Further, he should recognize that if he (the technician) accomplishes
his agreed-upon objectives, the project purpose will be served and
development will result. Genera]iy, he must become sufficiently aware
of the project purposes that revisions to his personal work plan will

not mean that his work becomes less relevant.

Project Manager: The Project Manager must become aware of the fact

that a project consists.of specific measurable outputs that must be
achieved within a defined period of time. He should identify the key
assumptions (both explicit and implicit) upon which his project is
dependent; as part of the evaluation he must reconsider those assump-

tions to ensure their validity.

He must reconsider the alternatives to his project and either change
his plans or confirm the current design as being superior to those
alternatives. He then must consider the higher level goals or objec-

tives at which the project is aimed. That is, he must see the way

i
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that his project purpose relates to the program or sectoral goals at

which his and related projects are aimed.

The Project Manager must accept explicit responsibility for relating
his technician's efforts to the purposes of the project; in an analogous
way he must ensure that program or sector management clearly explains

the way in which achievement of his project is relevant to the larger

goals of development.

Sector Management: The evaluation process should help sector management

establish priorities for projects under their control. Sector Managers
should clearly perceive the groups of projects that are aimed at specific
sectoral goals, and separate these from the assumptions or other factors
that must be in place Eo achieve those goals. There could be a clear

understanding of the alternatives to each of the projects in the sector.

The Sector Manager must ensure that the Project Manager understands how

his project is related to the sector goals.

Program Officer: The relationship between things that technicians do,

outputs of a project, and sector or programming goals should be a

clear causal chain. The Program Officer must ensure that the causal
chain exists and is continuous. He must ensure that a clear hierarchial
relationship is established, from individual work plans through the
highest level mission objectives. Further, he must have a clear under-
standing of projects having multi-sector impact, helping establish

priorities for such multi-purpose efforts.
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The evaluation process will provide an opportunity for the Program
Office to present the Mission Director's policies and priorities as
they relate to setting project or sector priorities. The Program

Officer also can take the opportunity to transfer experience gained

on projects in one sector to projects in other sectors.

The Mission Director: The evaluation process must identify for the

L

Mission Director important project-specific problems and other noteworthy
factors common to a number of projects in his Mission. It must identify

for him high-impact projects and the potentially high-impact projects that

are not making it. Perhaps most important, the evaluation process should

provide the Missjon Director the same thing that' it provides AID/W --

a credible record that Mission Management has fulfilled its responsi-

bilities.

b. AID/Washington Personnel

Desk Dfficer: The variations in the way the different desks operate

preclude clearly defining a single role for all desk officers.

The desk can be the communication channel through which the PAR is
forwarded and through which the communications about the PAR are re-
turned to the Mission. However, if possible, distribution of PARs
within AID/Washington should be automatic and require no express

action on the part of the desk.

The desk should accept responsibility for holding the Missions to

their PAR submission schedules -- with exceptions only when it is
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clear that a "Mission-useful" process would be precluded rather than
enhanced. The PAR process is of value to the Mission; holding the
Mission to their evaluation and PAR submission schedule should benefit

the Mission as well as the desk and AID/W generally.

The desk should also work with or serve as the Project Backstop, to
review the PAR to ensure that it is a credible record of good manage-
ment process. The Project Backstop must know what a well-designed pro-
ject and a good evaluation involve, and must read the PAR to verify
that there is a good design ﬁnd a tough-minded evaluation process. He

then should help Mission improve the design and evaluation of projects.

Institution Development: The I.D. Office should work with groups of

PARs to provide guidance on defining output targets, measuring purposes
and objectives, and establishing indicators. Examining actual experi-
ence with various types of projects is the best way to develop standards
for perofrmance comparisons, and the I.D. group should contribute to

that effort.

Development Programming Office: The D.P. Office should use the PAR
system to answer two questions. First, during project reviews the

question must be answered as to whether a credible record of effective

evaluation (the PAR) has been forwarded to AID/W. This question should

be addressed to the backstop and to the I.D. groups. Second, the D.P.
Office must review Mission programs in terms of project significance
as noted on the PARs. In its broadest interpretation, the question is

"do the individual projects add up to Mission programs and does the

™ e m e =
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whole program make sense in the light of stated country level policy

and objectives?"

A third question, to be answered as part of PROP and budget reviews,
is "have all important issues been consjdered in the revised project
plans?" This question requires a combined judgment of AID/W to answer,

but the D.P. Office should lead the necessary reviews.

Evaluation Officer: AID/W must manage the Mission managers. Thus,

the Regional Program Evaluation Officer must ensure that the Mission
evaluation officers fulfill their roles as educators, process managers,
and reporters. His emphasis should be on equipping the evaluation

officers with insight and tools to facilitate these roles. He must

‘restrain his tendency to get deeply involved in substance of projects

and evaluations, and comparably restrain the evaluation officers in
the Missions. He should review PARs to detect weaknesses that may be

remediable by the evaluation officer.

Regional Administrator: The Regional Administrator should accept the

credible record of good management thought presented in the PAR, as
evidence of good management. He must reward candid appraisals both
through direct acknowledgement of such appraisals and by insisting
that less-than-candid appraisals be returned for rework. He should
impress on his regional management that a good evaluation report, a
credible record of effective management, must be available for any
project for which funding is renewed. However, funding should be ex-

plicitly contingent upon the PAR being a good record of managememt
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thought, not upon the PAR being further justification of the project.

B. SUMMARY OF SYSTEM DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

Analysis of the functional requirements noted previously led to system

design requirements summarized as follows:

The system must provide a project design framework that differen-

tiates between the USAID's clear-cut management responsibi]itiés

(those things that USAID managers agree to accomplish within time

and resource 1imitations) and USAID responsibilities as social
scientists hypothesizing that certain manageable activities will

result in development.

Project evaluation is an input to programming and replanning.
Neither the USAIDs nor AID/W should demand that the PAR resolve

all dssues raised.

The justification for project evaluation is utility to USAID
management. That primary justification for the system should not

be compromised.

The primary purpose of the PAR as a report to AID/W is to demon-
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strate that the USAID management role is being effectively fulfilled,

not to provide information for AID/W decision-making about projects.

e The PAR is an important asset to the AID/W memory, both as a report

and in the information gained by the evaluators.

e The PAR and the evaluation process must Be considered as a sub-system
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of the larger programming and documentation system that includes

the PROP and the PIP.

The above requirements are reflected in the system discussion included in

the remainder of this chapter.

€. KEY TO RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS: ANOTHER VIEW
OF AID TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS

Study of USAID project evaluation suggests that three basic problems
hamper the USAID efforts:

(1)} The purposes of Technical Assistance Projects rarely are defined

sharply, and the connection between a project and its higher goals

is almost never clear;

(2) USAID staff cannot accept explicit responsibility for achieving
project success, as success is highly dependent upon actions of

others -~ thus, there is rarely a clear sense of management

responsibility;

(3) Lacking both the orientation that should be p;ovided by clear-cut
plans and sharply defined management responsibilities, and the
methodology appropriate to a well-defined experimental situation,
the USAID evaluator has found evaluation difficult and has
found it difficult to translate evaluation results back into

better p1ahs and better projects.

To attack the above-noted problems and facilitate evaluation, it is proposed

that the USAID staff consider their projects as experiments in applied
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social science. This viewpoint allows use of evaluative tools associated

with "scientific methodology" and has important implications for both manage-

ment and monitoring of progress. The proposed view of technical assistance
projects is clarified, and its implications for USAID management discussed,

in the following.
The discussion is presented under five topic headings:
1. Clarification of terms;
2. Technical Assistance as a Development Hypothesis;

3. Clarification and Measurement of Project Purpose;

s

Implications for Evaluation;

()]
.

An Important Clarification.

1. Clarification of Terms

Before proceeding with this discussion, there are four terms requiring
careful definition: (1) Inputs, (2) Outputs or Output Targets, (3} Purpose,

and (4) Goal.

Inputs are whatever the USAID provides -- whether it be activities, com-

modities, personnel, services, etc.

Qutputs are the expressly intended and objectively verifiable results ex-

pected from providing the inputs.

NOTE: The USAID manages inputs to produce outputs. This relationship is

more important than any absolute definitions. If a project includes
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training to provide teachers as an output, then training is of course
the input. However, if the aim is to establish a horticultural research

capability, teachers may well be an input.

Purpose of a project is what we hope will result from providing the outputs --
that which we hope to create, accomplish, or change. The.purpose is never

the sum of -our outputs, but must clarify why the outputs are provided. The
project purpose should be established as part of Mission programming.

(Outputs should be selected considering both project design and program-

ming factors; inputs should be selected as part of project design.)

Goal is a general term characterizing the programming level above the
project purpose. It provides the reason for the project, the purpose of
which becomes the "if" for the statement "if project purpose, then higher

goal."

There always is a goal superior to the project purpose. However, it is
possible that a Mission may decide that a certain purpose is a valid end

in itself and thus not include an explicit goal statement.

The definitions of input, output, purpose, and goal are necessarily inter-
related. Nothing in the definitions establishes a specific Tevel in the
programming hierarchy, although it is suggested that project purpose be
explicitly defined as part of the programming rather than the project
design process. The nature of this relationship is characterized by the

requirement that there be a logical chain of if-then statements, with the
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"then" of a preceeding being the "if" of a subsequent statement:

If inputs then outputs ...
If outputs then purpose ...

If purpose then goal.

The Mission accepts management responsibilities for translating inputs into
outputs. The Mission adopts the role of applied social scientist when exam-

ining whether outputs result in purposes, and purposes in goals.

2. Technical Assistance Projects as Development Hypotheses

AID programs and projects can be viewed as a series of linked developmental
hypotheses. These hypotheses are conveniently stated as linked "if-then"
statements, with the "then" of a subordinate hypotheses (e.g., "“if outputs,
then purpose") being the "if" of a superior statement {(e.g., "if purpose,

then goal"). To illustrate:

a. If we provide these inputs. then we will produce these project
outputs (e.g., if we provide 50,000 tons of fertilizer per year,:
administrative assistance to an Agricultural Supply Corporation,
and warehouses at two key distribution points, thep we will cause
farmers to increase average fertilizer consumption by 20% per

year);

b. If we produce these project outputs, then we will achieve this
project purpose {e.g., if farmers are moved to increase their
fertilizer consumption by 20% per year, average per-acre produc-

tivity will increase by 10% per year);
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. c. If we achieve this project purpose then we will achieve this

sector goal (e.g., if average per-acre productivity is increased

by 10%, then farm income will increase by 5% per year);

d. If we achieve this goal, then we will achieve socia]/eéonomic
grosth consistent with our country strategy: (e.g., if farm income
is increased by 5% per year, then real per-capita income will

increase by 3% per year).

Additional Tevels of input-output relationships may exist -- as, for
example, where we may provide inputs to create the Agriculture Supply
Corporation. However, the important thing to note is that although AID
program-to-project relationships are not always clear, they usually can
be reconstructed, and when reconstructed can be stated as "developmental

hypotheses."

AID projects can thus be viewed as experiments testing these developmental

hypotheses. The important difference between USAID projects and Taboratory
experiments is that AID projects rarely have controls. The competition

for resources, and the impracticality of defining acceptable control groups,
virtually preclude use of controls. However, this does not preclude using
scientific methodology for evaluation or extrapolation. Proper definition
of projects and use of baseline data can simulate the rigor of a controlled
experiment. Further, scientific evaluative techniques can, by recreating
baseline data, and examining sub-groups within the experimental population,
provide a lesser degree of rigor on a post facto basis. Many if not most

social/behavioral programs are evaluated after the fact and without
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previously designated control groups.
The key implications of this view of AID efforts are:

(1) Project purposes must be clearly stated, and the measures of
progress toward project purpose must be conceptually different

from those measuring progress toward outputs;

(2) Evaluation of projects and programs can borrow heavily from the
methodoTogy of the social sciences, to more confidently extra-

polate future success based on past experience.

The first of these implications is the more important, for it is the basis
of the second and, moreover, allows us to distinguish between the USAID's
management and experimental functions. (The USAID manages inputs to produce

outputs; it hypothesizes that producing those outputs will achieve purposes.)

These implications, and an approach to evaluation using the methodology of

applied science, are discussed separately in the following.

3. Clarification and Measurement of Project Purpose

The pian for a technical assistance project is defined by three factors:

inputs, output targets, and purpose.

The logic Teading us to suppose that supplying inputs will achieve project

purposes may be viewed as two hypotheses:

1. If these inputs are provided, then the following output targets

will be atained (e.g., if we provide a revised curriculum, 12

-
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professors, and an administrative assistant, then the "Host
University" will be self-supporting and will graduate 100 students

per year):

2. If these outputs are attained, then the project purpose will be

achieved (e.g., if the Host University is self-supporting and

graduates 100 students per year then it will be a viable university).

The distinction between outputs and purpose is in large part the distinction

between management and applied science. The USAID Project Manager agrees

to manage the resources made available to him to achieve the outputs. It

is a hypothesis, based on Mission judgment, that achieving those outputs

will result in the purpose.

End-of-Project Status

If we accept that there is an if-then hypothesis relating outputs to purpose,
we cannot measure outputs to find out whether or not we achieved the purpose.

Measuring outputs would be simply reasserting our hypothesis rather than

validating it.

We cannot measure "if" to demonstrate "then". It follows that the means

of objectively verifying achievement of project purpose should be independent

of the means of measuring outputs. If our purpose is to create a viable

Host University, and our outputs include administrative and fiscal responsi-
bility, then we should not measure fiscal/administrative responsibility to
te§t viability. The test of viability should measure factors not under our
control -- for example, that the University provides an appropriate number

of graduates who are successfully employed in key industries.

1]
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(To say that fulfilling output requirements is proof that project purposes
have been realized is like proving that 1ife has been created by placing

the proper chemicals in & beaker and then demonstrating that the beaker
contains elements of the type and in the proportion found in 1iving organisms.

The test of 1ife is not the chemicals, it is adaptability - the ability to

respond to stimuli and to grow.*)

Recognizing that it may be difficult to find objective means of verifying
that project purpose has been achieved, the idea of an "end-of-project
status" has been introduced. The Project Manager is required to define
how he will know when his project has been successfully completed, and

to indicate how he will verify that completion.

To describe an end-of-project status., the Project Manager must anticipate
the time when the project will be complete, and then consider what will

be required, at that time, to provide the proper “if" to the statement "if
project purpose then higher goal”. He then must define a way to objectively

verify that the project meets those demands of the -future.

Clearly, not all factors affecting a project are under the control or even
influence of the Project Manager. However, it is Missiom judgment that in
spite of the fact that many factors are not under Mission control, producing
a certain set of outputs will be sufficient to achieve that purpose. The

procedure for examining the validity of that judgment must be independent

* The analogy between "creating 1ife” and building an institution is a
potentially useful one. It is in no way inconsistent with the measures
of institutional growth being developed by the Agency (for example,
those presented at the AID-CIC Conference on Institution building and
Technical Assistance, held in Washington, D.C., on December 4-5, 1963), .
and s, in our opinion, worth further consideration.

Lo , ‘
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Clearly, not all factors affecting a project are under the control or even
influence of the Project Manager. However, it is Mission judgment that
in spite of the fact that many factors are not under Mission control, pro-
ducing a certain set of outputs will be sufficient to achieve that purpose.
The procedure for examining the validity of that judgment must be inde-

pendent of the management-oriented review to determine whether or not

output targets have been met.

Thus, end-of-project status is an anticipation of what should result from

the project, stated to facilitate objective verification that project

purpose has been achieved.

Explicit statement of project purpose and end-of-project status clarifies
the boundary between project management, applied science, and sector pro-
gramming. The Project Manager is responsible for achieving the project
outputs, and shares responsibility for achieving the project purpose as
well as formulating and testing the hypothesis that those outputs will

achieve the purpose.

NOTE: End-of-project status is usefully considered as the result a
social scientist anticipates for his experiment. (The experiment is,
in this case, the project.) This view supports that already in the

PROP Manual Order (1025.1):

i

"It is of prime importance, both to the project review and
approval process and the ultimate project evaluation process,
that anticipated results of the project be made clear. The
concept and specification for "completion" of the project,

. should be stated with maximum precision.”

i
Qur recommendation is that "maximum precision” include stating how
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completion will be objectively verified and that the means of verifica-
tion be independent of the measurements of outputs. (The outputs are,

after all, characteristics of the experiment itself, and not of the

intended result.)

4. Impiications for Evaluation

Postulating USAID efforts as a set of Tinked "developmental hypotheses"
enables us to use scientific methodology -- specifically, ex post facto
analysis -- to evaluate our projects and programs. This approach is

briefly described in the following.

To complete our comparison of AILD projects to experiments, it must be
noted that there are two types of developmental hypotheses: (1) the
explicit or primary hypotheses, and (2) the implicit or secondary hy-

potheses.

The primary hypotheses are those that explicitly relate inputs to outputs
to purposes to goals, and are the prime subjects of our investigations.
The implicit hypotheses are those we have assumed to be true and test only
as required to gain further insight into our primary hypotheses. For
example: a primary, or explicit hypothesis might be that "if the swampy

areas of the Northeast are cleansed of yeliow fever, then this area will

be colonized.” There are numerous implicit hypotheses underlying the success

or failure of a project to increase colonization by eliminating yellow fever.

These include both fairly specific hypotheses about related events (e.g.,
if the Northeast is cleared of yellow fever, that information will be given

to and believed by potential colonists) and those that USAID convention
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tends to label as “assumptions” (e.g., there is a pressure for colonization --

if we remove barriers to colonization, then colonization will occur}.

Using this view of AID projects, evaluation involves examining both the
"then® and the "if" for each developmental hypothesis and the 1ink between
them. The hypothesis tends to be supported if the outputs have been pro-
vided and the purpose has been achieved -- both the "if" and the "then" are
“true". (Or, more likely, if the movement toward project purpose is as
would be expected in view of the progress toward outputs, the hypothesis
tends to be supported.) If the "if" has been provided but the "then" has
not occurred, then the hypothesis is not supported. The important point

is that the entire chain of developmental hypotheses must be reviewed and,
at any 1ink in the chain, the hypothesis will be either supported or not

supported.

If the developmental hypothesis tends to be supported, good methodoiogy
demands further analysis of the experiment. The approach to such supported
hypotheses should be to use the method of “alternative hypotheses" in order
to establish a degree of confidence (and therefore transfer value) for the
finding. For negated hypotheses, the approach would be to examine the
imp]ic%t hypotheses until we can establish a “probable cause of failure" --
that may or may not be the explicit hypothesis. (In either case, the
investment in such assessments should be commensurate with the extent to

which the findings are liable to be of importance to current Mission affairs.)

a. If the Hypothesis is Supported

If the explicit hypothesis is supported -- progress toward purpose
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is consonant with that toward outputs -- there is no need to examine
the underlying implicit hypotheses (unless those implicit hypotheses
are important to evaluations of other projects). Rather, the evaluator
will want to know why. The approach to evaluation then will be to
develop alternative hypotheses to explain the same phenomenon. If none
can be developed, or if the plausible alternate hypotheses can be dis-
proven, support for the explicit hypothesis is strong, and it should
provide a basis for further efforts along the same lines. To the
extent that alternative hypotheses are credible, support for the
explicit hypothesis is weakened. This Tine of investigation should

be carried as far as is reasonable in view of the perceived and
potential importance of the finding -- relative to both the scientific

and the management aspects of Mission affairs.

The method of alternative hypotheses is well known, and is usefully
expressed as "if I can find another explanation for the same result,

your explanation is weakened."

b. The Unsupported Hypothesis

In the majority of cases, the explicit hypothesis will be either un-
supported or not clearly supported. (That is, the project purpose
will not have been achieved, although some or all of the outputs have
been produced.) In such cases, the underlying implicit hypotheses
will be examined. (It is of particular importance to postulate at
least some atternatives to implicit hypotheses where these have been

too often Jjustified on a post hoc basis.)

1
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Mission staff must carefully define the implicit hypotheses it seems
most appropriate to test. Judgment must also be used to determine
when the evalution has gone far enough to establish causes. The final

test of whether evaluation has gone far enough will be whether there

is a sufficient basis for replanning.

In some cases (as, for example, where no outputs have been achieved)
there will be no alternative to actually examining the effects of

inputs -- that is, reviewing what actually happened as a result of

USAID activity. Some data will be immediately available -- as, for
example, the number of trainees actually completing a course of instruc-
tion (as opposed to the number achieving competence in the subject
mattér). Other data, such as the effect of that training on the partici-
pants, will have to be either independently assessed or analyzed through
proxy indicators. In some cases, there will be no substitute for on-
site investigations. However, in any case, it should be possible to
develop hypotheses about the specific mechanisms of change, and subject
those hypotheses to test either in sub-groups within the project, in

other projects,‘or by analyzing incremental change.

Speculations as to causal mechanisms can be translated into working
hypotheses. If we observe an effect, we can develop a hypothesis that
explains that effect and that predicts an incremental output change
based on a given Tnput change. We then seek to ohserve another sub-
grbup or location in wHTch the input was suitably varied. (In its most
obvious form, this approach Tnvoives answering the question, "if this

input is no Tonger provided, what happens to the output?" Alternately,
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"if this input level is doubled, what happens to the output?")

c. The AID Manager as a Scientist with a Project That Fails

As noted earlier, in many and possibly the majority of cases, the
developmental hypotheses will be either unsupported or not clearly
supported. We will not be able to say with confidence that projects
were successful. The approach in such cases must be that of the
scientist whose experimental project has failed to produce the expect-
ed results. "Why did it fail?" is the question, and two avenues of'
investigation are opened up. First, the laboratory apparatus must be
checked for unanticipated external influences {e.g., a dirty test tube
or a military coup). If such influences are detectable, an alterna-
tive hypothesis is that such an external influence obscured the hoped-
for effect. That hypothesis then may be subject to test -~ by review
of other experiments in the 1iterature, or by looking for similar

effects in his own related experiments.

If the experimenter can detect no unexpected influences on his failed
project, he must examine his implicit hypotheses -- those he had
assumed rather than tested. (For example, assuming that a specific
strain of bacteria will thrive in the standard nutrient jelly -~ an
impTicit hypothesis not dissimilar to the assumption that increased
fertilizer sales means increased consumption by farmers who previously
purchased none.) Experience suggests we need not test such hypotheses
unless their disproof would provide insight into failure of primary

hypotheses.
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Even for the most rigorous laboratory, a failed project in an exper-.
iment means that the experimenter must use his judgment. Clearly,

this is all the more so in the complex environment of the AID. However
Jjust as in the laboratory case, judgment should be translated into

testable hypotheses.

If the USAID evaluator does not observe the hoped-for result (failed
project), he still may have gained knowledge. That knowledge, as to
why results are or are not achieved, can be used to define better pro-
jects. Further, he may be able to identify important results that

he did not anticipate. If he now can predict such "unanticipated"
results, he may have defined a new approach to development. (As for
example, where the important result of an attempted fertilizer project
is the development of local distribution mechanisms.) Note that the
experimental aspect can fail whether the project succeeds or not if

évaluation is poorly executed.

5. An Important Ciarification

Adopting the viewpoint of a "scientist" as opposed to "manager" does not
lessen management accountability -- it simply clarifies the nature of that
accountability and the distinction between the subjective and the objective.
Production of outputs and achievement of purpose are objectively verifiable --
thus, the only subjective elements are the Mission judgments that producing
the former will result in the latter and that it is worth doing. Over the
long-term, this should result in more responsible project definition and

greater accountabiliity -- as management will be called upon to assess its
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judgments as well as its actions.

The adoption of the "scientific" viewpoint has been construed as implying
that there can be Tittle confidence in our judgments regarding achievement
of purpose. This is no so. The scientist breeding two "recessive" corn
plants is sure of the results he expects--the important aspect of his train-
ing and viewpoint is how he reacts, and what he does, when the result is not
as expected. He observes systematically and gathers evidence that give him
greater confidence in his next plan of action. The scientists careful and
objective sorting of evidence is what AID managers must strive for—-and.the
recommended "logical framework" was specifically developed to support such

a careful and objective process.

D. PROJECT EVALUATION AS A SUBSYSTEM QF THE AID
PROJECT MANAGEMENT AND PROGRAMMING SYSTEMS

The following paragraphs briefly describe:

1. The PAR process as a “subsystem" of the AID Project Management

and Reporting System;
2. The Relation between Project Evaluation and Mission Programming;

3. The AID/W Uses of the PAR.

1. The PAR Process as a Subsystem of the
Project Management and Reporting System

The outcome of evaluation is better plan for achieving the project purpose.*

Therefore, the results of evaluation should most often be reflected in a

*Recognizing that a plan is better if you simply have more confidence
in it or are more aware of its limitations.

.
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modified PIP {plan changed) or PROP (design or intent altered). The PAR
is thus an interim report, establishing the issues and the alternatives--

but resolution of those “issues is not reported on until the PIP or PROP

is modified.

The Mission, and AID/W, must ensure that the evaluation process is suf-
ficiently hard hitting to raise all potentially important issues, and
the most important alternatives are being considered. The PAR should be
allowed to raise more issues than it solves. Project quality should not
be judged by AID/W on the basis of a PAR. That judgment of quality can

be done only as part of the normal programming processes.

Extending the above, AID/W should judge the quality of management, rather

than of projects, in assessing the PARs. However, the Mission Director

and AID/W have every reason to expect that issues raised in the PAR will

be resolved as part of the programming and planring process.

In Tine with the clear relationship between the PAR, PROP, and PIP, the

- PROPs and PIPs should be modified to reflect issues of substance. Two

factors currently inhibit this: (1) it is hard to modify a PROP, as that

subjects the project to an additional round of approvals; (2) PIPs are not

forwarded to AID/W.

To better tie the PROP, PIP, PAR System together we recommend that the
concept of the PROP as a life-of-project document be refined and the PIP

be forwarded to Washington. Further notes on these recommendations follow.
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These recommendations supplement rather than conflict with current require-
ments of the PROP. However, the USAIDs tend to consider the "1ife-~of-project"
PROP as unchangeable. We recommend clarification of requirements allowing
PROP changes, and that the PROP be updated as required to reflect current

thinking and information.

Deficiencies in PROPs should not be tolerated simply because they are old
deficiencies. At the same time, to preserve the essential "1ife-of-project”
flavor, it is recommended that most changes in the PROP be made without
prior AID/W approval. Life-of-project authorization should be aimed at
project purposes and overall schedule. Changes that do not change the

purpose or the basic schedule should be made at the Mission's option.

a. Refining the Life-of-Project Concept

The evaluation process should specifically review the PROP to ensure
that it reflects current thinking on the project and meets the

following requirements:

(1) Contains a clear and brief statement of the anticipated “end-

of-project status;”

(2} Indicates when that status will be achieved, and how achievement

will be specifically measured;

(3) Identifies the currently most promising altermatives to the project

and states the basis. for selecting the chosen design;
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(4) Clearly states the developmental hypotheses upon which the project
is based (i.e., "if outputs, then purpose"; if purpose, then goal") --

thus providing a sounder basis for future analysis.

The Mission Evaluation Officer should take seriously his opportunities
to have the PROP and PIP updated, for in this way he can establish an
evaluative framework that is relevant to current thinking as well

as a management record. This will simpTify subsequent evaluations,
the programming process, and replanning -- and, most important,
provide a higher degree of confidence in attempts to shape future

events and institutions.

To simpTify modification of the PROP, two types of PROP changes are
envisioned. The first type, which we call "Class 1", modifies the
project purpose and end-of-project status or substantially modifies

the intent or cost, and requires prior AID/W approval. The second type,
which we call "Class 2", are alterations in design or implementation
that will not significantly change the outputs and will in no way

affect the end-of-project status, the means of measuring it, nor in

any major way the time or cost required to achieve that status. Class

2 changes must be reflected in PROPs, but do not regquire prior AID/W

approval.

(A third type of change -- a change in the confidence level for the
project -- can be properly reported on only in the PAR. As interim
outputs are achieved, and we gain insight into implicit, as well as

explicit, hypotheses, the Mission's confidence in the hypothesis upon

~r
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which the project is based may rise or decline. This would be an
important part of the project record. but would not necessarily lead
to planning or design changes. Thus, the appropriate vehicle for

reporting changes in confidence Tevel is the PAR.)

An approach to a modified PROP Manual Order, reflecting the above

recommendations, is inciuded as Appendix D to this Volume.

b. Changes in the PIP

The PROP should outline the major project outputs. These are then
refined in the PIP, Part II, which should be forwarded to AID/W to
ensure consistency with the PROP. Subsequent degiations from that
schedule should be reported to AID/W in the PAR, with an assessment
of replanning implications. Alternately, revisions to Part II of the
PIP can be forwarded to AID/W as such revisions are made. Other por-
tions of the PIP should be forwarded only if so desired by the Mission

or specifically requested by AID/W.

As it is normal to update projéct plans immediately after evaluation,
the Mission can opt to provide updated PIP tables as part of their
evaluation reports (PARs} or along with PROP revisions. (A simple
way of doing this is to incorporate Part II of the PIP in the PROP

by reference, and then update it by Class 2 changes.)

Project Evaluation and Mission Programming

The responsibilities for the evaluation/reprogramming cycle fall naturally

out of the responsibilities for establishing the basic project structure:
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The Project Manager is responsible for translating inputs into outputs;
programning staff are responsible for establishing project purposes that
will result in achieving higher goals; it is a shared responsibility that

producing the outputs will achieve the project purpose.

a. Basic Evaluative Input to Mission Programming

The specific information that project evaluation can and should provide

to Mission reprogramming includes the following:

(1) An assessment of the probability, cost, and schedule for achieving

the established project purpose;

(2) Costs, schedules, and probabilities of achieving the project

purpose using alternative means of accomplishment;

(3) Costs, schedules, and probability of achieving alternative project
purposes suggested by Mission programming or identified as approp-

riate "targets of opportunity."

Such informational input should help the Mission programming staff
establish clearer programming goals, select from among alternative

projects, and agree to appropriate modifications to project purposes

or schedules.

b. Enhancing the Programming Analyses

Evaluation is orderly analysis of the past to help plan better for the

future. To the extent possible, it should be a scientific process,
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involving post facto analytical techniques developed as part of the
social/behavioral research methodology. It must be a management-

oriented process, aimed at the questions relevant to Mission management.

The most important output of evaluation s a definition of the most
plausible way(s) of achieving stated purposes and objectives. To
accomplish that, we must perform two basic steps: (1) Extrapolate
current plans to determine the probable long-term outcome (relative

to stated purposes); (2) Based on experience with earlier projects/
programs, define alternative methods of achievement -- that is, define
alternatives to the current projects based on developmental hypotheses
that are supported by evidence; (3) Define alternative projects com-

bining high opportunity with proven hypotheses.

The output of evaluation is, therefore, a greater confidence in our
ability to shape the future. Further, by increasing rigor in postu-
lating our hypotheses and our expectations, we should construct evalua-
tive frameworks that will provide continuing improvements in our ability
to judge the future, and therefore our ability to provide better

developmental assistance.

3. AID/MW Uses of the PAR

The Project Appraisal Report is an input to Mission reprogramming and cannot
be expected to resolve all issues raised. Thus AID/W review of PARs should
be aimed at helping Mission management think through their projects and

clarify the replanning impplications of key problems and opportunities.
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However, AID/W should expect all important issues to be resolved in revised
project plans and should review PROP revisions and other planning documents

to make sure of that resolution.

A "check-1ist" of appropriate AID/W uses of the PAR follows:

.

a. Issues for PAR Review

(1) What is the “credible record" -- the PAR as a report to AID/W?

® Evidence that project evaluation process was carried out

(objective evidence mustered and subjected to Mission judgment)

& DPlausible alternatives identified and considered

e Expectations appropriately revised and necessary decisions made

e AID/W queries responded to and insights considered.
(2) what judgments should AID/W make in reviewing the credibie record?
e Was a good evaljuation performed?
e Are further changes impiied?
» Is there a record of sound management?
-~ project

-- Mission.
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(3) What are the appropriate AID/W uses of the "credible record"?

Agenda for issues to be resolved:
-~ in revised PROPs

-- as part of Mission programing

Assessment of USAID evaluation and management improvement needs.

(4) What project-specific AID/W responses to credible record are

b.

appropriate?

Enrichment of USAID process by offering, for USAID consideration:

-- alternative interpretations of the same evidence
-- potential pitfalls of selected rep]anning'actions

-- alternative replanning actions.

Analytical techniques that might be used in the replanning

process.

Assistance to improve evaluation.

Reconmendation for Project-Specific Communications to the USAIDs

Questions to the USAIDs about specific projects should typically be

answered either as part of the evaluation process or reflected in the

reyised plans. Thus, in the normal course of events, the Missions
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would respond to all project-specific AID/W queries as part of the PAR
submission or upon submission of the yearly budget request. Deviation
from such "in-cycle" responses would require that the requesting cable
spacifically indicate the reason for faster response and the latest
date upon which the response can be accepted. (This would allow the
Mission to consider revising its evaluation schedule to incorporate

such time-urgent queries within a Mission-useful process.)

c. Use of the Credible Record -- the PAR and AID/W Management

The Par as a report has a primary purpose of assuring AID/W that the
Missjons are undertaking an effective and hard-hitting evaluation
process. Remembering that the PAR is an input to Mission programming,

AID/W use of and comment on the PAR should be focused as follows:

(1) The PAR is informative for AID/W managers as well as for the AID

memory; however, it is not to be used as the basis for AID/W decisions

about projects.

(2) AID/W should comment on the quality of the evaluation brocess
undertaken and reported on in the PAR--that is, AID/W can and should
comment if PARs overlook important aspects of a project or if there
is information available to AID/W that might be useful input to the

Mission programming processes.*

*When AID/W comments are intended as inputs to the Mission programming

process., AID/W should expect such comments to be accommodated as outputs
of Mission programming rather than demanding immediate response.
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(3) AID/W personnel, based on their experience with diverse projects
and the projects themselves, should provide inputs to the Mission pro-
ject evaluation by recommending questions and information to be
provided the Project Manager during his evaluation.

d. The PAR System and Possible De-emphasis on
USAIDs (consistent with the "Peterson Report")

The PAR process defined in the preceding is in every way responsive to
the implications of decreased USAID staff and larger projects. In the
most exaggerated cases, where there is no on-site management (as for
exampie, where there is only a Mission Director), the project evalua-
tion process could be carried out by the AID/W management team,
operating as the previously mentioned evaluation team. The evaluation

process remains the same.

E. OPERATION OF THE PAR SYSTEM

The PAR system must be managed and operated if it is to continue to bring

value. The managers/operators of the system are as follows:*

‘1. The Mission Evaluation Officer;
2. The Regional Evaiuation Officer;
3. The Program Evaluation Office;

4. The Program Evaluation Committee;

*These recgmmended roles are consistent with those defined in the
Program Evaluation Handbook and are further clarified in Section III of
this Volume.

-
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E)

5. A Technical Assistance Research and Analysis function,
operated under the direction of the PPC and the TAB,
and having clear working relationships with the PEC

and members of ﬁegiona] technical staff.

1. The Mission Evaluation 0fficer

A primary responsibility for the Project Evaluation System rests with the

Mission Evaluation Officer. He must make the project evaluation process

a Mission-useful one. He is accountable both to the Mission Director and

to the Regional Evaluation Office.
Three tools are to be given the Evaluation Officer to assist him:

(1) Guidelines clarifying the evaluation process and the responsi-
bilities of individuals with the Mission and advisor, materials to

support the process;

(2) A Tooseleaf Project Evaluation Workbook containing instructions
and worksheets to help Project Managers complete a predefined evalu-

ation procedure;
(3) The PAR, a report that is useful to the Mission as well as to

AID/W.

The above are contained in the Implementation Package, Volume Three of

this report.
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Project-specific comments and questions on individual projects can be
funneled through the Mission Evaluation Officer for inclusion in the orderly
evaluation process. Expertise from ALD/W relative to specific projects,

as well as to classes of projects, may -be provided to the Mission in the

form of revised worksheets to be used in subsequent evaluations.

2. The Regional Evaluation Officer

-

The Regional Evaluation Officer is responsible for providing to the Mission
Evaluation Officers information to facilitate and improve the quality of

Mission evaluations.

The Regional Evaluation Officer is responsible for maintaining both informal
- and formal communication, between AID/W and the Evaluation Officer at the
Mission. Such communications shall include methods for improving evaluation
and insights derived from expérience with other projects. The Regional
Evaluation Office will himself become an important repository of information
about evaluation techniques and the management of technical assistance pro-

jects.

In addition to the above-noted primary roles, the Regional Evaluation Officer
shall also put together management teams to undertake on-site evaluations

at Missions within his Region in order to (1) evaluate selected projects to
aid Mission management, and {2) to train Mission staff in evaluation

methodology and related management techniques.
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3. The Program Evaluation Office

The AID Program Evaluation Office and Program. Evaluation Committee (PEC)
must provide policy direction for evaluation and a forum for advancing

evaluation as well as for gaining insight into the development process.

The Director of Program Evaluation shall also be responsible for mounting

training programs to provide both Regional and Mission Evaluation Officers

with requisite skills.

4. The Technical Assistance Research and Analysis Function (TARA)

The Technical Assistance Research and Analysis Function (TARA) will com-

prise three functional elements:

(1} A management staff drawn from members of the PPC and the TAB;

(2) Technical and analytical specialists, drawn from regional and

technical staff on an ad hoc basis;

(3) Data processing and analytical capabilities, drawn from appro-

priate portions of PPC and A/AA organizations.

A prototype operation is recommended, to establish the feasibility and utility

of analyzing PAR data to gain further insight into technical assistance and
the development process. PAR data will be analyzed independently (that is,
correlating data elements within the PAR) and also in conjunction with
other data files in the AID memory, such as the ACS data and information
available from the technical staff. Analyses will take advantage of both

computer operations and non-computerized research and judgment--in fact,
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it will be a primary objective of the TARA prototype operation to establish
whether and to what extent automated data processing should be used to aid
human judgment and analysis. Emphasis of the TARA should be on answering
important questions in a way that suggests action, requiting that the
analysts bridge the gap between the "system" and the users rather than
expecting users to anticipate the system capabilities. Specific computer-
oriented operations undertaken by TARA will include development of classifi-
cation and coding requirements for in-depth analyses of PARs. Outputs will
include identification of characteristics common to classes of projects on
either sectoral or regional bases, or on the bases of other classifications

appearing to be significant.

Near-term outputs should include immediate feedback on means of standard-

izing, setting, and measuring outputs and output targets.

LN
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CHAPTER III

AN ACTION PLAN FOR

STRENGTHENING AID PROJECT EVALUATION

A. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

This chapter describes the actions required of those who must implement
the recommended PAR system improvements. A summary of responsibilities is
presented, for each key participating AID/W organization. Overall imple-
mentation responsibilities, from which the individual action plans must

derive, are summarized in Table 3-4.

In our judgment, it is fully within the existing capabilities of the Agency
to plan and carryout the required implementation effort. The proposed
Action Plan provides an overall picture of recommended activities

in sufficient detail to make clear the nature and scope of what is proposed
and how to begin. It is not meant as an operating guide for the various
individuals and teams who will staff the implementation effort. Planning
at this level should be carried out by each of the AID/W organizations in-

volved and coordinated by the Implementation Manager,

The recommended system improvements can be fully implemented within eight

months after|receipt of this report. (Refer to the schedule provided the
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"Implementation Manager," Figure 3-4.)* Thus, the "best-case" schedule

has the system fully operational by March of calendar 1971.

The remainder of this introductory section presents a brief summary of the
essential features of the proposed Action Plan. While it is probable that
some adjustments will be made in the plan with experience, it is our judg-

ment that the key features listed below should be retained.

1. Designation of PPC as overall Implementation Manager for the AID techni-

cal assistance project appraisal system with responsibility for refining the

recommended PAR improvements as necessary and directing the implementation
of the proposed Action Plan. This is consistent with the PPC organizational
rote and takes advantage of the experience and skills available within that

organization.

2. .Desianation of the Director of Program Evaluation as System Manager

with responsibility for directing the operations of the system once it is
functioning, and for maintaining and extending improvements in project

. evaluation. The improved PAR System is ajmed at strengthening evaluaticn,
coincident with the objectives of that office. "Operating responsibiTlity"
for the PAR System involves Tittle in the way of direct management responsi-
bility. However, it will involve making necessary changes and providing

guidance and leadership to both users and operators of the system.

The Director of Program Evaluation is also responsibie for one key and
time-urgent implementation step -- training the AID/W Regional Evaluation
O0fficers. These men are the operational heart of the system and must be

immediately trained in (1) applying the recommended concepts of project

* To simplify references, Figure 3-4 is inciuded at the end of this Chapter.
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design and evaluation and (2) developing effective working relationships

with their Mission Evaluation Officers,

3. On-Site training and supervised experience to develop Mission.evalua-

tion officers competent to lead the local implementation effort and

subsequently to manage the Mission-level project evaluation process.

4, Development of an AID/W process for reviewing PROP and PAR submissions.

This process is to focus on using the "credibie record" of Mission manage-
ment practice as a way of identifying and responding to weaknesses in
Mission-level evaluation and management processes. This effort should
include developing review criteria and guidelines for responding to ~
deficiencies in Mission management processes. Provisions should also be

made for selective reviews of PROPs by the Regional Evaluation Officer to

assess the adequacy of Mission plans as a framework for subsequent evaluation.

9. Periodic visits by AID/W monitoring teams to assess the rate at which

improvements are being absorbed by Mission personnel and to provide

remedial training as needed. Our study suggests that the method and pace

of implementation must be tailored to individual Mission capabilities. These
teams should be formed and directed by the regional bureaus with the overall

guidance of the System Manager.

6. Establishment of a prototype Technical Assistance Research and Analysis

{TARA) operation under the joint leadership of the Technical Assistance

Bureau and PPC. The TARA Task Force is to demonstrate the feasibility of

performing useful analyses of evaluation reports and establish appropri-

ate AID/W organizational and operational capabilities.
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7. Establishment of a Mission-level management improvement program under

* the leadership of the Assistant Administrator for Administration. The

recommended program involves developing Mission management improvement

standards and scheduTes, monitoring progress of improvement efforts through

feed-back from the AID/W impTementation and monitoring teams, and establish- .

ing training in evaluation and management skills for Project Managers.
The remainder of this chapter discusses the following:

®  The Proposed Action Plan

® RoTes and Responsibilities for ImpTementing PAR Improvements

B. THE PROPQSED ACTION ‘PLAN

This section describes the principal steps and activities required by the
proposed Action Plan and indicates responsibility for each step. The

Action PTan and overall work schedule for the ImpTlementation Manager is

presented in Table 3-4,

The activities and events shown on the work schedule are all deemed essen-
tial for successful implementation of the improved PAR system. However,
some ‘of these are time-urgent and should begin as scheduled; others can be
deferred 1 necessary. The period of time during which an event can be
deferred is shown as a cross-hatch bar; a solid bar is used from the point
at which, in our judgment, the activity must begin or risk serious harm to

the overall implementation effort.
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1. Initial Orientation of AID/W Staff

This step should be carried out under the direction of the PPC Evaluation
Staff who should make full use of the Program Evaluation Office and the
Program Evaluation Committee membership for explaining the proposed system
requirements and the action plan. AID/W orientation should begin in
earnest with receipt of this report. Approval to begin implementation is
needed by mid-August if on-site implementation is to commence by mid-
September as scheduled. (The orientation of AID/W staff has actually

been underway for some time in the form of PEC briefings and presentations

to AID/W management by the study team.)

The objectives of this step are to (1) build a consensus within AID/W

for adopting the proposed PAR improvements; and (2) gain explicit approval
by the concerned AID/W bureaus and offices of their roles in implementing
and operating the PAR system. The final authorization should make

explicit assignments of implementation responsibilities and commit the

necessary resources. .
The activities entailed are as follows:

a. Formal presentation of the study findings and recommendations to

AID/W top management.

b. Orientation sessions for middle-level AID/W managers and staff,

particularly those asked to play a role in implementation and
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operation of the system--the Area/desk staffs, the DP and ID staffs,
and management specialists from the Office of the AA/A,

[

If possible, members of the study team should be made available to assist

the AID/W orientation.

2. Refine and Distribute the USAID Implementation Package

This step should be carried out under the direction of the Implementation
Manager in PPC, with the support and assistance of the AA/A staff. To
avoid a prolonged delay and loss of momentum between final authorization
of the proposed system requirements and the introduction of Mission-level
improvements, work on refining and producing the Implementation Package

should begin immediately.

In preparing these materials we have worked closely with and have received
invaluable assistance from the Reports Management staff in the Office of
the Assistant Administrator for Administration. It is our understanding
that initial plans have already been made for redesign and production of
the various forms and reports. Recognizing that useful changes will
probably be suggested during the AID/W review, the work sheets from the
Project Evaluation Workbook are being delivered in draft form, with the
exception of two that have been carried through the composition stage for
i1lustrative purposes. In addition, the revised PAR form is being de-

Tivered in. final, reproducible form.

In our judgment the Implementation Package is ready for fuli-scale use
without further field testing. These materials have been designed to be

flexible enough to comfortably accommodate a variety of styles and
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approaches to their use. The Africa field tests have demonstrated that
the advisory materials and the Workbook, if accompanied by appropriate
training and on-site assistance, can be used by Mission evaluation offi-
cers and project managers to sort out and evaluate technical assistance
projects. Changes to these materials made as a result of the test ex-
perience should improve their usefulness. The field tests did not demon-
strate that the Mission-useful process will lead to reporting that is
adequate in all respects. However, the one new PAR received from Africa
which was prepared with almost no guidance suggests that the existing PAR
form, now improved over the field test version, will provide a credible
record of Mission management. It is to be expected that early submissions
will not be wholly adequate. The evidence suggests that on-site training

will remedy most of the problems.

Nonetheless, we recognize that extensive use will reveal opportunities for
improvement. Moreover, it is our intention that the Workbcok evolve in
response to growing Mission expertise and be tailored by the Mission to
accommodate unique local needs. Short of altering the basic Togic and
data requirements, this view should be taken with respect to all materials
in the Implementation Package. In short, whether or not additional field
tests are undertaken, it should be expected that the materials design will

go through several iterations during and after full scale implementation.

3. Train Regional Evaluation Officers

Training the Regional Evaluation Officers will be a continuing responsibility
of the Director, Program Evaluation Office when he assumes full operational

responsibilities as System Manager. For this reason, PEO should take



ITI-8

responsibility for this training at the outset to ensure continuity in
quality and attention. Supporting assistance should be provided by the

AA/A consistent with that office's responsibility for staff training.

Regional Evaluation officers should begin immediately acquainting themselves
with the system concepts and procedures through "self-training" exercises
and seminars. As soon as possible, all five regional evaluation officers
should be called together to participate in a seminar aimed at ensuring

that each: (1) internalizes the recommended concepts of project design and
evaluation, (2) learns how to suoport and make use of his Mission Evaluation

Officers, and (3) becomes familiar with the Workbook and advisories.

This initial seminar should include analysis of actual projects, thus providing
as outout, case materials for use in training Mission personnel. Other use-
ful outputs of this "learning by doing" approach might include refinements

in the advisory materials.

A ten-day, forty-hour seminar course is recommended for the initial training.
There are no logical alternatives to using contractors for this trafning
effort, as the few people in AID who are sufficiently familiar with the
concepts and papers could not be available for providing such training, and
the press of time -~ the PAR System exists now and its operators must be
trained -- preclude training AID trainers. (Every week of delay means
another week in which Mission Evaluation Officers seek but do not receive

adequate guidance.)

Specific training topics that should be included in the initial seminar if

practical, but in any event should be provided the Regional Evaluation

1
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Officers, include:

(1) PAR system concepts, specifically including the Togical framework
for defining TA projects and how to apply this framework in evalua-

tion and in developing plans that provide an adequate framework for

subsequent evaluation.

(2) Exercising functional leadership: relations between the AID/W
Regional Evaluation Officer, the Mission Evaluation Officer, and

the Mission Director.

(3) Defining objectively verifiable project output-targets and indi-

cators for measuring progress.

(4) Reviewing and acting on the credible record provided by the PAR

report.

(5) Using PAR data to develop useful analytical feedback to the Missions.

(6) Methods and techniques for providing training and assistance at the

Mission.
(7) Techniques of evaluation and management analysis.

In addition, work should be initiated to define performance standards for
RPEOs. These standards and their use should be clarified to RPEOs and, most

important, to their superiors in the regional bureausx
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4. Develop Initial USAID Training Aids

This step is a function of implementation management; thus, responsibility
should reside with the PPC Evaluation Staff. Support should be provided
by the RPEOs who, when the system is operational, will have responsibility
for maintaining and enhancing the skills of Mission evaluation officers

in their regions. Specifically, the RPEO's should, in the course of their
own training, produce exemplars of completed PARs and PROPs, including
targets for hard-to-quantify outputs and indicators of end-of-project
status. There should also be prepared models of completed worksheets
from the Project Evaluation Workbook. Assistance in translating these
outputs into effective USAIL training aids should be provided by the

AA/A staff. Initial USAID training aids should be completed and distri-
buted to the Missions as far in advance of on-site training as possible

and by the end of August at the Tatest.

5. Provide On-Site Implementation Assistance

Directing the on-site implementation of PAR improvements should be the
-responsibiTity of the Regional Evaluation Officers. The PPC should coordi-
nate the four regional efforts and assist the RPEOs in planning and moni-
toring the on-site work. Support for developing training programs and
materials and in devising techniques for assessing training impact should
be provided by the AA/A. The delivery of on-site assistance should begin
no later than mid-September and have reached all Missions by the end of

March, 1971.

If adhered to, this schedule will provide for evaluation and replanning

of all AID technical assistance projects by the end of FY 1971. Meeting
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this target will facilitate the introduction of changes in the AID field

management structure now under consideration for adoption in iate FY 1971,

The PPC and Director of Program Evaluation should exercise extreme care

to ensure that the press of time does not force the RPEQs to initiate on-
site programs that are not fully responsive to the system needs. The on-
site team must "sell" as Qe]] as educate. If it fails in either function,

then the system may not get another chance.

The approach we recommend for providing on-site implementation is outlined

below. (The proposed on-site implementation effort is summarized in

Table 3-1.)

a. "Cluster" Training

On-site visits to all Missions--including "mini-Missions"--are essen-
tial for successful implementation of the PAR System improvements.
Neither written materials nor classroom or group training are adequate
substitutes. However, the initial orientation and training to fami-
Tiarize Mission personnel with the system concepts and materials need
not be on-site. We recommend this introductory training be delivered
at suitable field locations to “"clusters" of Missions grouped by size

and Tocation or travel convenience.

It is recommended that Missions in Africa and Latin America that partici-
pated in field testing the PAR improvements.be excluded from the first

round of cluster training and used as a control group to test the effect-

iveness of training.



TABLE 3-1

ON-SITE ASSISTANCE PLAN

"Cluster Training"

Initial Mission Visit

FolTlow-Up

Purpose .  Train PEQ and PM
in Application of
System Concepts

Introduce Demonstrate
System to Application or
Top Mission System Concepts
Management

Help Mission
Sort Out Problem
Projects

Program 3 Day Classroom
Training Session

+ Case Study

* Develop end-of
project status
indicators and
output targets

* Presentations
oh Phase-1in
strategy, advi-
sories, and

follow-up plans.

Seminar for Lead Evaluation

USAID Direc- through to Com-

tors and P.0. pletion of AID/W
(W/PED & PM) PAR

Begin (at start
of 2nd week) 2nd
Evaluation Ted
by USAID PEQ,

Lead Mission
through Re-
evaluation of
Project

Map out Revised
PAR

Advise During
Replanning.

Time
Required: : 3 Days

1 Day 2~4 Weeks

1-2 Weeks

Zl-I11
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On-site assistance should follow soon after the cluster training,
before there can be a deteri&ration in Mission interest and grasp of
the PAR concepts. To accomplish this while keeping the size of the
AID/W team at a manageable level, it is suggested that no more than

4 to 6 Missions be included in each cluster. Cluster training should
require from three to five days, depending on the availability of
participants and depth of coverage. A three-day course is outlined in

the following.

Each Mission is to select a project to serve as the Mission demonstra-
tion projeét for introducing PAR improvements and send the manager of
this project to the cluster training session. The purpose of the
introductory training would be to provide the trainees sufficient
exposure to and experience in using the Implementation Package to begin
an evaluation upon their return to their Missions. This training

should cover the following:
o The components of the Implementation Package and how they are used

e Another view of technical assistance -- the logical framework

(presentation and case study)
|

e Developing end-of-project status indicators, output targets, and

measures {case studies and exemplars prepared by the RPEOs)
e PAR review (simulation exercise)

o Strategies for phasing in PAR improvements at the Mission

(presentation and panel discussion)
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AID/W plans for reviewing the PAR and PROP submissions

Kinds of additional and continuing assistance that AID/M is

prepared to provide.

b. Demonstration Evaluation (2-4 weeks)

Upon completion of the cluster training, the AID/W team should provide

on-site training in each Mission by:
® C(Conducting a one-day seminar for Top Mission Management
@ Leading a demonstration evaluation

® Briefing the Project Managers, division chiefs and other staff who

did not attend the cTuster training.

The role actually played by the AID/W team during the demonstration

and briefings should be carefully managed in response to the capabilities
of the Mission Evaluation Officer. Thus, the AID/W team should attemot
to "phase-out" of its evaluation management role and encourage the local

evaluation officer to take charge.

Important secondary purposes of the on-site work include identifying
opportunities for further improving the system materials and training
programs and obtaining examples for use as illustrations in subsequent

Mission training.

¢. Selected Follow-Up Mission Visit (1-2 weeks)

It is to be expected that the AID/W review of PAR submissions offer

on-site training will reveal that some Missions have failed to grasp

f
|
[
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the new PAR concepts. 1In any such cases, the RPED should organize a

follow-up visit to these Missions. The agenda for the follow-up team

would be:

(1) Lead a re-evaluation of a project for which an inadequate PAR has

been submitted.

(2) Map out the revised PAR submission and help the Mission think

through replanning altermatives.
(3) Develop an outline of an acceptable PROP for the project.

(4) Report to the Director on the status of project evaluation and

replanning at the Mission and reach agreement on exolicit improve-

ment objectives.

d.” Composition of the AID/W Team

There are several agendas to be satisfied in selecting the members

of the regional teams. First, the Regional Program Evaluation Officer
may need a full-time assistant during the implementation effert, whether
to represent him as team leader in the field or by remaining at AID/W.
It is not advisable to establish a permanent position before determining
workToad required to manage the regional project appraisal system after
implementation. However, the person detailed to assist the RPEO during
implementation should be an acceptable candidate for continuing in that
role if needed. Second, the USAID implementation effort should be used
to train regional staff to operate the AID/W review process. Therefore,
the reéiona] team should include a representative from the area office

or offices corresponding to the Missions being trained.
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On-site experience is an essential input to establishing the techni-
cal assistance research and analysis function and is important for
the staff bureaus who will be providing counsel and supportive ser-
vices to the System Manager. Thus, regional teams will at times

include representatives from the TA Bureau, PPC, and the AA/A staff.

Finally, the Implementation Manager should give consideration to pro-
viding an "Implementation Advisor" during the first round of on-site
visits. The "Advisor” might at first play a major role in team
operations and gradually phase-out during the first round by training
the team leader. Use of "Advisors” during the first round would give
the Impiementation Manager a means for ensuring uniform intrepretation
of the system concepts and develop a reservoir of competence within
each region to carry on subsequent rounds of training. If it is
clear that the "Advisor” would not supplant the regional team leader,

it is our feeling that RPEOs will value this type of assistance. (The

proposed composition of the AID/W teams is summarized in Table 3-2.)}

6. Revise the PROP Manual Order

Revisions to the PROP Manual Order are recommended (but not required) to
suppoft impTementation of the PAR improvements. Ideally a new PROP Manual
Order would be available for use by the Missions in the rep]anging phase of
the improved PAR process -- that is, by the end of September at the latest.
(Refer to Appendix D for a draft revised PROP Manual Order.)
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TABLE 3-2

RECOMMENDED COMPOSITION OF REGIONAL IMPLEMENTATION TEAMS

PERMANENT MEMBERS

1. Team Leader who is the Regional Program Evaluation Officer
or his designee, and is responsible for scheduling and
directing team operations and acting as lead trainer and on-
site advisor to Mission PEQ. (During initial operations,
this might be the "Implementation Advisor®.)

2. Trainer/On-Site Advisor who is an Area Office or Desk
representative.

ASSIGNED AS NEEDED

1. Implementation Advisor assigned by the PPC Evaluation staff
to assist and train the team Teader during first round
Mission training.

2. TA Research Analyst assigned by TARA Task Force to serve as
advisor to one or two 1st-round implementation teams.

3. Management Planning Specialist assigned by AA/A to gather
baseline data concerning USAID management in one or two regions

during the first round cluster training. This Specialist may
also be called on for assistance during follow-up visits.
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7. Implement The Regional PAR and PROP Review Process

The RPEQO should have responsibility for spelling out and training regional
staff in the PAR review process for his region. Assistance in

designing the PAR review process is to be provided by the PPC Evaluation
Staff. PROP review procedures should be a natural by-product of the

PROP Manual Order revision. The PAR review process should be in place

by the end of September for use in reviewing the first "new PAR" submis-

sions. Revised PROPs can be expected to follow within thirty days.*

Among the activities required to carry out this step, the following will

be important:

a. Define PAR review criteria--in effect, define the specifications

of an acceptable “credible record".

b. Organize PAR review panels. The structure and procedures pro-
posed for these panels should build on the experience gained in
reviewing PARs in the past. This experience suggests that panel
membership should include the RPEO ah Area/desk representative,
cognizant DP staff and the appropriate ID specialist. The Area/
desk representative might be the person involved in the on-site

implementation effort.

*The PAR-Mission programming-PROP cycle implied by the PAR system will
have to be abridged during FY 72. Otherwise, PAR results are Tikely to be
obsolete before new PROPS are submitted. In-subsequent years, we enhvision
PARs being prepared in the third quarter and revised PROPs being submitted
early in the first quarter of the new fiscal year.

=
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C. Define PAR response strategies and options. Advance thought
should be given to the type of response that is practical and
appropriate under various conditions. For example, when and in
what circumstances should the region intervens at the Mission by

sending out an on-site team?

—

d. lead the review of first-round PARs. The task of the RPEO in

this case is as much to train the review panel as to assess the PAR.

e. LEstablish a system of monitoring teams to conduct periodic on-site
reviews of the Mission project evaluation process and provide re-

medial training as needed.

Similar activities will be required in establishing the PROP review pro-
cess. Both the PAR and PROP review criteria and procedures should be
examined closely on the basis of first round experience and refined as

needed.

8. Implement TARA Prototype

"While overall responsibility resides with the Implementation Manager, the

Systems Design Committee may have direct responsibility. shared in this
case with the TA Bureau, consistent with that organization's analytical
mission. Data processing support will be needed from the 0ffice of the

AA/A.

The purpose of this step is to demonstrate the feasibility of performing
useful analyses of evaluation data (including but not restricted to PAR
data) and to establish appropriate AID/W organizational and operational

capabilities for continuing the TARA operation. Work on the TARA proto-

type operation should begin immediately with the formation of the joint
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PPC/TAB TARA Task Force. Interim analytical outputs should be produced by
the end of October-Definitions of TARA organizations and processes should
be available by the end of January 1971 to serve as the basis for phasing

in a permanent TARA Process Manager by March 1971.

The activities to be carried out as part of this step are discussed below.
(Refer to Chapter V of this Volume for a discussion of our findings and

recommendations concerning TARA.)

a. Develop a detailed plan for the TARA prototype operation. This
plan should identify and schedule short-term research and analysis
studies with high-payoff potential in terms of useful feedback to
Mission personnel. The data base to be available will initially be
that provided by the old PAR. New PAR data should become available

in sufficient quantity for aggregate analysis during November.

b. Recruit and train Task Force staff in the PAR system concepts.
Initially, a two or three man staff of analysts should be sufficient
if supplemented by contractor resources for specific studies. TARA
staff should plan on participating in the general orientation and
training to be provided the on-site implementation terms. After this

familiarization course, there should be additional training that

focuses on the analytical potential of the system concepts. To gain
insight into the needs of Mission personnel .a TARA representative
should accompany a regional implementation team during the first

round of on-site trainjng.

l N W SN =
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c. Develop a representative universe for PAR sampling. Definition
of this universe should be based on a classification scheme com-

patibTe with the existing PAR data.

d. Code and file the PAR data* and, in doing so, establish the

nature of the interface between TARA and the AID memory.

e. Conduct ilTustrative analyses of data, using data from PARs

and such other sources as appropriate.
f. Define TARA processes and required organization capabilities.
g. Phase-in the TARA process manager.

9. Provide Analytical Feed-back to the Missions

Without waiting for the TARA prototype to become operational much that is

useful can be done in the way of advising Mission personnel on useful

indicators for hard-to-quantify outputs, sharing measures of progress

found effective in one mission with others undertaking similar projects
and, most important, déve]oping representative descriptions of end-of-
project status for classes of projects. Responsibility for this step
should be assigned to the RPEQ and regional ID staffs. Supporting
technical expertise and analytical resources should be made available

by the Technical Assistance Bureau.

*Data from 321 PARs received as of February, 1970 have been coded
and stored in punch card form. These will be delivered to the Adency
with this report.
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Work on this can begin immediately and begin producing payoff for the
Missions during the first cluster training in the form of exemplars and

guidelines for quantification.

10. Establishing Evaluation Training

There are two principal target groups to be addressed:

a. Mission Evaluation Officers

This portion of the training responsibility should be assigned to
the Program Evaluation Office consistent with its responsibility

for maintaining and extending the system improvements. A home-
leave training course for Mission evaluation officers should be
established and underway by the end of November, thus capitalizing
on the assessment of needs available from the on-site impiementation
teams. Support should be made available by the AA/A in the form of
personnel development expertise and resources {Table 3-3 summarizes
the Mission evaluation officer training needs identified during this

study).

b. Project Managers

The AA/A has Agency-wide responsibility for management-training and
should therefore assume responsibility for upgrading the skills of
Mission project managers. This training should be made available by
including it within the basic project management course, to be given
either at AID/W or, preferably, through on-site training. (This

training of project managers would be consistent with the recommendations
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TABLE 3-3

TRAINING THE EVALUATION OFFICER

Three types of training should be provided the Evaluation Officers:
1. Basic knowledge needed to initiate the evaluation process;
2. Skills needed to manage and report on the evaluation process;

3. Knowledge needed to serve as the focus of a continuing management

improvement effort.

Topics of such training courses are briefly noted in the following:

Knowledge Needed to Explain and
Initiate the Evaluation Process

Defining a project in terms of its intended purpose and end-of-project

status.

Scientific methodology and clarifying the link between outputs and purpose.

Project management.

Project "information systems."

Review of programming, planning, and budgeting concepts.

Skills Needed to Implement and

Maintain the Evaluation System

Group dynamics and meeting management.
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TABLE 3-3 (cont.)

Skills Needed to Implement and
Maintain the Evaluation System (Continued)

Minimizing the subjective elements of evaluation.
Quantification of the unquantifiable.
Crisp, precise, reporting.

Supplementary Knowledge Required To
Sustain the Evaluation System and
a2 Management Improvement Effort

Cost-benefit techniques and the PBS.
Analysis of incremental change.
Measuring institutional development.
Project management and planning.

(The above items of recommended supplementary knowledge are representative
of the types of training that will be required. Englargement or diminishment
of this 1ist should be considered after some training and on-site evaluation

activities have been undertaken.)

NOTE: It is not necessary that the Mission Evaluation Officer be truly
expert in the above “supplementary” techniques. It is necessary,
however, that he be sufficiently conversant with such technigues

that he can recognize their potential utility to specific circumstances.

-
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of the Herder Task Force.)

Some economies, and greater value to the Missions, might be realized
if the 5-day project management training course was combined with the
on-site evaluation training and assistance described earlier. However,
there would be considerable difficulty in finding training teams who

were fully competent to deal with both subjects.

11. Develop a USAID Management Improvement Effort

The Herder Task Force reports, and the study team agrees, that Mission
personnel, and particularly Project Managers, should upgrade their basic
management skills. The improved PAR system can provide the entree for a
management improvement effort addressing this need. Both the Mission
Evaluation Officer, who providgs an appropriate focus for introducing
improvements, and the evaluation process, which should clearly reveal the
management as well as the technical issues, can in fact be considered part

of a now-planned management improvement (evaluation).

In view of the above, we recommend that the Office of the AA/A undertake

a management improvement effort that exploits the evaluation process and
the on-site review teams. Although such an effort is not necessary to
implement the PAR improvements, it is sufficiently useful that we recommend
that support be provided by the PPC in the form of feed-back on specific

improvement needs identified during PAR implementation and the AID/W reviews.

Training programs to address specific management needs could be underway as

early as September of this year. Specific activities required to mount a
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Mission-Tevel management improvement effort on the scale required include

the following:

a. Establish management skills required for effective USAID

project management.

b. Develop tentative indicators of Mission competence in critical
skill areas including project evaluation. Important among these

will be the quality of the PAR and PROP submissions.

c. Establish data required to measure skilil indicators -- decide how

to exploit the PAR "credible record" for this purpose.

d. Accompany regional implementation teams and apply indicators to
assess Mission management skills and response to PAR training.
(This will also provide an opportunity to verify the study assess-
ments of the PAR workload requirements.) After identifying critical
deficiencies in Mission management skills, organize programs to

correct these deficiencies.

3. Establish Mission-level skill development goals and monitor

progress against them.

12. Hold Evaluation Training Conferences

On-site visits to all Missions will take time -- aporoximately eight months
under an optimistic schedule. In the interim, all Missions must continue
evaluating and replanning and do so using the revised PAR and PROP.

The Director, Program Evaluation Office, should assume responsibility

[S—
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for providing introductory training to Missions in advance of the on-site
visits through the medium of regional and area evaluation training con-

ferences. The RPEQ should schedule and organize these conferences around
the on-site implementation program, beginning in Central America with the

conference scheduled for San Salvador in September.

The following section presents a summary of the Action Plan roles and
responsibilities for each of the key participantssaccompanied by individ-

ual -work schedules.

C. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES FOR IMPLEMENTING PAR IMPROVEMENTS

This section describes the roles proposed for the various AID/W bureaus
and offices in implementing PAR improvements and, subsequently, in opera-
ting the project appraisal system. Each role description includes a
brief summary of the specific actions and outputs required of the key

participants.

There are five key actors in the PAR implementation effort: (1) the PPC
Evaluation Staff; (2) the Program Evaluation Office; (3) the Regional
Evaluation Officers; (4) the Office of the Assistant Administrator for
Administration; and (5) the Technical Assistance Research and Analysis
(TARA) Task Force under the joint leadership of PPC and the Technical
Assistance Bureau. Each is asked to serve in both leadership and support-
ing roles during implementation. The roles, output responsibilities, and

required actions for each key actor are as follows:
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1. Director, PPC Evaluation Staff

The Director, PPC Evaluation staff, consistent with his functional respon-
sibility for designing and implementing improved evaluation systems, is

Implementation Manager for the PAR system improvement effort.

a. Role

The role of the Impiementation Manager is to manage and coordinate
AID activities as required to successfully implement the improved
PAR system by March 1971, at which time operational control of the
system is to be turned over to the Director of Program Evaluation.
Specifically, the Implementation Manager is to establish a Technical

Assistance Project Appraisal System that ensures:
(1) Mission-useful TA project evaluation

(2) Reporting on USAID project evaluation that provides:

(a) a credible record of USAID management
(b) the data required to identify and analyze the

factors influencing TA success

(3) AID/W review and follow-up leading to impréved USAID project

management

(4) TA research and analysis resulting in improved techniques and
methodologies for planning, implementing and evaluating TA

projects and programs.

|
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Qutput Responsibilities

The ImpTlementation Manager is responsible for ensuring that all. outputs

required for successful implementation of the PAR system are produced,

although direct responsibility for producing them may be assigned to

others. The major interim and final implementation outputs are:

(1)

(2)

{3)

(5)

(7

(8)

Tested and refined USAID implementation package distributed to

all Missions

Trained PEOs serving all Missions (with only exceptions due

to turnover)

Trained, competent RPEOs serving all regions

One person in each Area Office, major desk, DP

office, and ID program area trained in PAR-PROP review

and follow-up
USAID monitoring teams functioning in all regions

Effective training programs for Mission PEOs and oro-

ject managers (degree of effectiveness demonstrated

be extent of continuing USAID denand)

PROPs and PARs for all TA projects using revised

processes and forms

Operational capability to collect, process and analyze

PAR data
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(10)

(1)

(12)

c.
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Training programs and aids for defining and measuring
indicators of achievement and quantifying output
targets--for TA projects in general and for represen-

tative sectors
Tested and refined PAR and PROP review criteria

Procedures in all regions for AID/W PAR and PROP review

and follow-up
Procedures for monitoring and modifying System operations

End-of-Project Status

The Implementation Manager is, in effect, manager of a project to

improve the PAR system. Thus he is responsible for testing whether

accomplishment of the output targets listed above has successfully

achieved the project purpose as signalled by the following end-of-

project status indicators:

(1)

TA project plans will, in most cases (90%):

(a) describe project purpose in terms that permit objective

verification of achievement

(b) Express the casual Tinkage between targeted outputs and

purpose in terms of a proposition that can be tested
(c) establish firm dates for-final achievement of purbose

(d} expressly provide for managing the Host Country change

process
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(2)

(e)

(f)

(g)

(h)

(1)
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include explicit provisions for collecting and reporting

data sufficient to demonstrate achievement of purpose

unequivocally define project management resposibilities in

terms of verifiable output targets

draw a clear distinction between implementing agent

cbligations and the broader USAID management responsi-

bilities.

define a verifiable project rationale in terms of the contri-
bution that achievement of purpose will make to a higher

USAID goal.

schedule implementation actions with sufficient specificity

to identify critical path items

TA project evaluations will, in most cases (70%):

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

()

reliably measure progress toward purpose

systematically re-examine the linkage between targeted

outputs and purpose
determine and assess actual progress toward output targets

jdentify causes for positive and negative deviations from

plans

seriously consider genuine alternatives to the project

purpose, outputé and inputs

define replanning actions required in response to significant

deviations from plans and changes in project rationale
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Table 3-4 presents the overall action plan and work schedule for

the Implementation Manager.

2. Director, Program Evaluation Office

Coincident with the objectives of his.office, the Director, Program
Evaluation Office, is to serve as Manager of the PAR System.

i
a. Role

The role of the System Manager is to direct the operations of the PAR

System. Specifically, the System Manager is to:

(1) Ensure that the Regional Program Evaluation Officers comply with

the requirements of the implementation plan.

(2) Ensure that training courses and materials are developed as
required to support the improved evaluation process and establish

the basis for continued improvements in evaluation and management.

(3) Provide policy guidance and direction to the Technical Assistance

Research and Analysis Task Force (TARA).

(4) Extend the PAR System concepts to include the programming process
with orderly testing of developmental hypotheses at the country

Tevel.

(5) Manage the operational project evaiuétion system, assuming responsi-
bility as of February 1, 1971. Managing the overall system will

entail:
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(a) maintaining and extending the system improvements intro-

duced during the impiementation

3

(b) making such changes in the system as are needed to sustain

or enhance its effectiveness

(¢} providing Teadership. and guidance to both the operators and

users of the system.

b. Qutput Responsibilities

During the implementation effort, the System Manager is responsible

for producing the following specific outputs:

(1) Timely approval of the proposed system concepts and Action Plan,
with such refinements as are necessary, and explicit commitments

of the resources sufficient for implementation.
(2) Trained competent RPEOs serving all regions.
(3) Effective training program for Mission Evaluation Officers.

(4) Evaluation training conferences in every region to provide general

introductory training in improved PAR concepts.

3. Regional Program Evaluation Officers

The Regional Program Evaluation Officers (RPEQ) serve as Regional System

Managers for the PAR System.
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2. Role
The role of the Regional System Manager is to:

(1) Establish, in each Mission in his region, a project evaluation

process that:

(a) Provides benefit to the Mission in the form of better plans,

better projects, and better management

(b) Reduces the reporting load on the Mission by providing a once-
a-year opportunity for answering explicit and implicit questions

about TA projects

(c) Demonstrates to AID/W that the Missions are in fact fully
competent to manage their projects, as evidenced by the insight

and candor shown in the Project Appraisal Reports.

(2) Monitor project evaluation in each Mission and provide assistance
as required to improve the Mission evaluation process and clarify

project design.

b. Output Responsibilities

Each RPEO is responsible for producing the following specific outputs

within his region:

(1) Trained PEOs serving all Missions (with only exceptions due to

turnover).

r
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(2) One person in each area office, major de;k, DP office, and ID

program area trained in PAR-PROP review and foTllow-up.

(3) A functioﬁing USAID monitoring team conducting-periodic on-site
assessments of Mission project evaluation processes and providing

remedial training as needed.
{4) Tested and refined PAR and PROP review criteria.
(5} Regional procedures for PAR and PROP review and follow-up.

(6) Examples provided to the Missions of outputs appropriate to
classes of project and suggested means for measuring these

outputs.

{7) A regional evaluation training conference to provide introductory

training in improved PAR concepts.

4. The Office of the Assistant Administrator for Administration

In keeping with its organizational charter, the 0ffice of the AA/A is
responsible for forms and reports design, data processing services,

personnel development, and the general Mission-level management improve-

ment components of the implementation effort.

a. Role

The role of the Office of the AA/A is to:
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(1) Serve as advisor and staff resource in connection with:

(a) Refining, producing and distributing the USAID Implementation

Package

(b) Establishing training programs for RPEQOs and the Mission

evaluation officers and project managers.
(2) Mobilize a Mission-Tevel management improvement effort including:

(a) Establishing reliable measures of Mission management skill

levels
(b) Setting reasonable Mission management improvement goals

(c) Organizing programs to upgrade Mission management skills,

particulariy at the project Tevel.

b. Output Responsibilities

The Office of the AA/A is responsible for producing the following

outputs:
(1) A-catalogue of required Mission management skills

(2) Standards for Mission management and means for measuring performance

against these standards

(3) An assessment of critical deficiencies in Mission management

skills
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(4) Overall USAID management improvement pTlan and provisions for

developing Mission specific improvement goals.

(5) An effective training program for USAID Project Managers.
(Effectiveness being demonstrated by Mission demand for the train-

ing.}

(6} Periodic reports on Mission progress in achieving estabTished

management improvement goals.

5. Technical Assistance Research and Analysis (TARA} Task Force

The TARA Task Force is the joint responsibility of PPC and the Technical

Assistance Bureau.

a. Role

The role of the TARA Task Force is to

(1) Demonstrate the feasibiTity of performing useful analyses of

evaluation data

(2) Establish appropriate AID/W organizational and operational

capabilities for continuing the TARA operation

b. Output Responsibilities

The specific interim and final outputs to.be produced by the TARA

Task Force include:



(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)
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A data classification scheme compatible with existing and revised

PARs

Data from existing PARs and those received through March 1971
coded and filed

A model of patterns and indicators of success for classes of

TA projects that is judged useful by TAB analysts

Useful outputs from analyses of evaluation data (usefulness
will be judged by whether non-trivial decisions or actions

result from the data)

Definitions of TARA processes and organizational structure,
including interfaces with regional ID groups, the AID memory

and the AID/W programming process.
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11.

12.

TABLE 3-4

OVERALL ACTION PLAN AND WORK SCHEDULE
FOR THE TMPLEMENTATION MANAGER

Initial Orientation of AID/W Staff

Refine and Distribufe USAID ImpTementation Package
Train AID/W Regional Evaluation Officers ]

Develop Initial USAID Evaluation Training Aids
Provide On-site Implementation Assistance

Revise PROP

Implement Regional PAR an§ PROP Review Processes
ImpTement TARA Prototype

Provide Analytical Feedback to Missions

Establish Evaluation Training for:

a. Mission Evaluationr Officers
b. Project Managers
Develop USAID Management Improvement Program

Hold Evailuation Training Confarences

MONTHS AFTER STARTIOF IMPLEMENTATION
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CHAPTER TV

THE STUDY FINDINGS

A. INTRODUCTION

In the preceeding chapters of this volume, we have set forth the require-
ments for an effective AID Technical assistance project appraisal system
and outlined the specific improvements needed to bring the existing AID

system up to these requirements. In addition, we have recommended spe-

cific roles and action responsibilities for AID/W and the Missions in
implementing the needed improvements. In this chapter we present the

findings on which our recommendations are based.

As outlined in the description of the study aprroach contained in Chap-

ter I, our data-gathering efforts focused on:

0 Characterizing USAID processes for evaluating TA projects and

determining the role played by the PAR 1in creating and shaping

these processes.

) Assessing the PAR as a reporting vehicle; more specifically,

testing the validity, utility, and relevance of the information
communicated by the PAR and the efficiency of the PAR form as a

device for collecting, storing and retrieving evaluation data.

0 Identifying the salient characteristics of the PAR environment,

incTuding USAID management practice, the nature of TA projects

and plans, and the attitudes and skills of USAID and AID/W
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personnel who use the PAR and determining the impact these

factors have on the operations of the PAR system.

In fhe remainder of this introductory section, we summarize our findings
concerning the effects of the PAR on USAID and ATID/W management and its
performance as a reporting device. In addition, we outline some of the
fundamental management issues confronting the Agency in its effort to
upgrade technical assistance project management and evaluation, and we

briefly assess the costs and benefits of the improved PAR system.

1. The PAR as the Initiator of an ‘Evaluation Process

In the majority of the Missions we visited, the PAR has created and {at
~least in the short-term is sustaining) a Mission~useful project evaluation
process. Contrary to our operating assumption, we found that prior to in-
troduction of the PAR, there was no systematic evaluation process in place
at any Mission we visited. The statement that "we evaluate continuously”
generally referred to the fact that the Missions were concerned about their
projects and would involve themselves in their monitoring and management.
In particular, the issue of project significance was very rarely raised in
an actionable framework -- that is, raised in such a way as to imply appro-

priate replanning activities or actions.

Thus, we have concluded that systematic project evaluation, as currently
defined and practised by AID Missions, was created by the PAR. Further,
it appears that the thought processes initiated by the PAR can have a

cumulative effect on USAID management practise and attitudes. It was not

T Y N S G A TE A e
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unusual to observe USAID management evolve from a position of outright
hostility toward the PAR requirement to a mild but real consensus that PAR
benefits can, and probably do, exceed its cost to the Mission. At the
same time, we found evidence that the capacity of the PAR system to
sustain an effective Mission-level process for evaluating technical
assistance projects is limited unless AID/W takes decisive action to

improve the system and clarify responsibilities for managing it.

We have identified three key variables that have influenced PAR impact on
the Mission. First, and perhaps most important, is the role and competence
of the Mission Program Evaluation Officer. Where the Mission PEQ (a) adopted
the approach of managing the Mission project evaluation process to produce
better project plans; (b} was successful to some extent in educating the
participants in the PAR process in both evaluation techniques and the
fundamentals of project design; and (c) served as a reporter and recorder
of evaluation results, the PAR was most Tikely to promote beneficial

changes in TA projects.

The second factor of importance was the willingness of Mission management
to insist on a rigorous evaluation process and to give appropriate attention
to the issues raised in the course of that process. Where this willingness
was not evident, problems of long-standing and real importance were seldom
raised above the project level and the evaluation effort focused on "what

do we say in the report?"

Third, the leadership provided by Regional Bureau management has had a

direct and measurable effect on Mission response to the PAR. A hostile or
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indifferent attitude toward the PAR at the regional Tevel resulted in

pro forma compliance by the Mission. This kind of non-constructive Mission
response to the PAR was reflected in several ways. PARs were submitted
Tate or not at all. There was a tendency to delay indefinitely applying
the PAR requirement to important areas of TA activity that the Mission
found difficult to understand and explain. Finally, there was a marked

tendency to be unduly generous in rating project success.

The PAR form has been poorly received. First, it is complicated. Second,
the form appears more complicated than it 1s because it does not ask

" questions of the the type and in the order that makes the Togic of
evaluation clear. Third, it is redundant throughout and this redundancy
is heightened by the fact that the intended uses of PAR data are not
clear. Project Managers anticipate "worst-case" uses of such data and
provide additional verbiage to protect against potential misunderstandings

and misapplications.

From the standpoint of what is truly important to the evaluation process --
that is, whether or not our projects are having development impact -- the
PAR is particularly deficient in not requiring a clear relationship between
project outputs and the higher goals. This was more frustrating to the
preparers of PARs than it was to its readers. It is a benefit of the PAR
that 1ts preparation initiated useful dialogue about the Tack of connec-
tions between outputs and goals. It is a severe failing of the evaluation
system, and of project design, that this dialogue was in no case, in the

63 projects we studied, fuTiy resolved.

- ~ '3 = - o
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In summary, the Mission response to the project evaluation requirement

was generally positive; to the PAR as an instrument it was negative. UWhere
Missions and individuals took the PAR process seriously, and invested man-
agement energies and attention, PAR preparétion was beneficial to fhe .
Mission. Where the response was pro forma and aimed at sending some kind
of report to AID/W, the evaluation process was sterile and of questionable

value to either the Mission or AID/W.

2. The PAR as a Report

The PAR is a poor report to Mission management and because of its apparent
complexity and lack of action orientation, it is a particularly poor report
to the Mission Director. While more useful as a report to lower levels of

Mission management, there is Timited recognition of this utility.

In most cases the PAR sent to AID/W candidly and accurately reported the
Missions' perception of the project. However, of the PARs we received, one-
third of those accurately reported the Mission view of the project, but
still failed to identify issues that, on the basis of on-site review,

proved critical to project success.

Formal mechanisms for reviewing PAR submissions were not in place at AID/W
as of the start of this study, although coherent plans are now evolving.
The most important aspect of these plans is their focus on the Mission
process revealed by the PAR report rather than on the substance of the
project itself. This focus, and the processes being developed to support
it, reflect a growing awareness by AID/W that improving USAID project

evaluation and using evaluation reports to appraise Mission management
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practise offer maximum leverage for upgrading AID technical assistance.
The PAR system improvements discussed in previous chapters are intended
to reinforce this view by making the PAR report a more insightful and

reliable record of Mission management processes.

3. PAR Data as Input to Analysis

While there are important analytical uses of evaluative data at the Mission
level, it is not yet clear how the PAR has infiuenced this analysis. In the
cases where we observed serious attempts at the Mission level to aggregate
PAR data, the aggregation proved of limited value to the Mission. However,
from the perspective of this study., the analysis was useful by pointing out
and investigating apparent internal inconsistencies in PARs and finding they
reflected real differences of emphasis. These findings affirmed that PARs

had been filled out in good faith and suggested that the deliberate redun-

dancies in the PAR cannot be relied on as measures of PAR candor and accuracy.

Our own analysis of PAR data has produced results that are fnconclusive

but sufficiently interesting to suggest that further analysis would be pro-
ductive, at least on a pilot basis. In particular, our findings suggest
that some popular concepts about factors influencing the success of technical
assistance projects may not bear scrutiny. Findings produced by our analysis
of PAR data are presented in a later section of this chapter. Issues con-
cerning the appropriate direction for future PAR analysis are discussed

in Chapter V of this volume.
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4, Some Underlying Issues

The critical problems confronting AID project evaluation do not arise from
imperfections in the PAR document and system. Rather, they stem’from in-
adequate project planning and deficiencies in applying the

concept of project management. USAILD managers lack the logical framework
required to define TA projects in terms that permit objective verification
ot success. In the absence of such a framework, useful evaluation --

that is, evaluation that produces new project plans with increased
confidence in successful compietion -- is enormousiy difficuit, if not

impossible.

Much of what is needed for the PAR system to function effectively is now
in place. Most of the larger Missions have designated Program Evaluation
Officers who, with training, are competent tc manage the 1ocal project
evaluation process to produce Mission-useful outputs. Equally important,
the PAR has helped build acceptance among USAID personnel of the concept
that systematic and periodic evaluation is an important and integral part
of sound management. This perspective, which should be regarded as a
highly perishable by-product of PAR implementatieon, is an important

prerequisite for further improvements.

5. The Costs and Benefits of the PAR

The process initiated by the PAR has provided benefit in excess of costs
for the majority of the Missions we visited. This assessment is based on
the perceptions of the individuals who participated in the PAR process as

well as on the independent judgments of our study team. It {s significant
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that 60% of those who participated actively in the PAR process felt that
benefit exceeded cost, whereas only 19% of those who observed the process

from a distance felt that benefit exceeded cost.

A more important conclusion of our study of the PAR process is that the
process could have delivered benefits that exceeded costs in each of the
Missions that were visited. The PAR is not an easy document to work
with and a relatively high investment of professional time was required
before benefits were realized. However, where that threshold invest-
ment was made, the benefits produced appear to have exceeded the costs.
The cost-benefit ratio was unattractive only where PAR compliance tended
to be pro forma. As a general rule, if the Mission did not take the PAR
and the evaluation process seriously, then the PAR had 1ittle value for

AID/W and even less for the Mission.

In view of the above, and in Tight of the opportunities to simplify the
PAR as a report and to make the evaluation process more comprehensible
to Mission management, it is the conclusion of this study that project
appraisal reporting is worth doing. Further, it is worth doing well,
and can be done well within the existing organizational and resource -
constraints. The detailed findings to support these conclusions are

presented below under the following headings:

e The Mission Response: The PAR as the Initiator of an

Evaluation Process

o The PAR as a Report: Its Efficiency, Validity and Utility

A
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o Some Underlying Issues: Design and Management of Technical

Assistance Projects

¢ The Costs and Benefits of the PAR System.

B. THE MISSION RESPONSE: THE PAR AS THE
INITIATOR OF AN EVALUATION PROCESS

"We evaluate continuousiy.

"We had a very useful evaluation exercise performed
about three years ago.

"The PAR made us think through projects with a 1ittle
more care than before.

"The PAR is a very good idea which opens eyes to the

shortfalls. ...it should be done every year."
Consistent with the detailed Work Plan submitted on September 2, 1968,
we approached each of the 13 Missions we visited with the operating
assumption that, prior to imposition of the PAR requiremenf, there had
been in place a process for evaluating technical assistance projects
that was responsive to Mission needs. It was our intention to measure
the degree to which the PAR supported or was redundant to the existing
Mission process. With this information, we would have the basis for
specifying the modifications needed for the PAR process to conform to
Mission practise, and thereby become a relatively Tow-cost by-product

of the existing Mission-useful process.

Contrary to our operating assumption, no Mission we visited had practised
a systematic approach to project evaluation prior to introduction of the
PAR. In examining the USAID approach to project evaluation that preceded

and, to some extent, coexists with the PAR, we found the following:
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The Missions say, "We evaluate continuously." 1t turned out
that "continuous" project evaluation consists of monitoring
on-going project operations. In the absence of a systematic
process and lacking objectively-verifiable output targets,
USAID evaluation has necessarily been confined to identifying
critical. time-urgent problems and dealing with these on an

ad hoc basis.

Basic assumptions about project design and relevance to higher
goals were generally exempt from periodic critical analysis.
As a result, projects tend to drift away from their original

purposes,

A few projects were subject to constant scrutiny, others were
never questioned. Those passed over by the Mission were not
necessarily the projects least vital to U.S. objectives. At
times, these projects were so central to the Mission program
and accounted for such a large portion of the total technical
assistance effort that they had achieved a position above

reproach.

"Continuous” evaluation has seldom produced any payoff in the
form of replanning action beyond that needed to weather an
immediate crisis. Basic causes of project difficulties are
either not addressed or are regarded as outside the manage-

ment responsibilities of the evaluator.

o
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Given what preceded the PAR, we have concluded that, to the extent that
AID Missions have adopted a systematic approach to project evaluation
this approach was clarified and, in most cases, generated in response to
the PAR. Thus, PAR redundancy with Mission practise has not been an
issue of concern to this study. Rather, since the PAR has in fact
defined the existing Mission evaluation process, the important design
issue we have faced has been to identify and build into the PAR concept
and process those features required to enhance and sustain its capacity

to initiate Mission-useful project evaluation.

The insight we have gained into the PAR impact on Mission management
practise is based primarily on data gathered in the Near East South Asia
and East Asia Missions. Through discussions at the Regional Evaluation
Conference for Latin America and subsequent visits to Latin American
Missions, we were able to demonstrate that our initial findings are

fully applicable to Latin America. During our visits to Africa Missions,
we focused on field-testing selected PAR improvements rather than
collecting additional data describing PARs and projects. However, our
observations during these visits and discussions at the Africa Regional
Program Evaluation Conference have satisfied us that our findings can

be extrapolated to Africa. In short, we have concluded that Mission
response to the PAR did not differ in any important aspect between
regions. Thus, we are confident that the findings presented helow
accurately characterize the results of PAR implementation in AID Missions
in all four regions. In addition and also based on this data, we have

concluded that a uniform PAR requirement is both feasible and desirable.
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The desjrability of a uniform requirement is only partly based on the

importance of having comparable data on all subjects for analytical

purposes. It much more importantly reflects the need to standardize and

improve project management.

At each of the Missions we visited, we collected data in response to

six questions:

(1} What has the Mission done to implement the PAR requirement?

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

That is, what procedures have been devised, how have respon-
sibilities been defined and allocated, and what workload has

been generated in preparing and reviewing the PAR?

What impact has the PAR process had on technical assistance
projects and the Mission personnel responsible for managing

them?

What has been, and should be, the role of the Mission Program

Evaluation Officer?

What can be Tearmed from the PAR experience to date concerning
the appropriate role for Host Country officials in the Mission

evaluation process?

What has been the net value of the PAR to Mission management --

is it worth doing?

Is the PAR 'report useful and cost-effective and does it
reliably and accurately report on the issues of importance

to technical assistance projects and managers?

-y .l .
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Qur findings relative to the first five of these questions are presented

below. The PAR as a report is discussed in the following section.

1. Implementing the PAR Requirement

This section discusses the initial steps taken by the Missions to implement
the PAR Manual Order and presents basic descriptive data concerning the
waj in which responsibilities were assigned and carried out in filling

out and reviewing the PAR document. The additional workload incurred by
the Mission as a result of the PAR requirement is also discussed. These
data are necessarily approximations, and while generally representative

of what we found in the 13 Missions for which PAR "process" data were
obtained, do not capture‘some important variations in the Mission response
to the PAR. Deviations from the norm are noted where it is felt that they
are of particular importance in understanding the PAR process at the

Mission.

a. Introduction of the PAR requirement

There are some important lessons to be learned from AID experience
in introducing the PAR -- Tlessons that bear on the approach used to
1mp1eﬁent PAR system improvements. Our findings concerning Mission
.experience in introducing the PAR requirement are presented below.
The implications of these findings for planning the implementation
of PAR system improvements are discussed in the opening section of

Chapter III. An Action Plan for Improving the PAR System.

(1) In all cases, the absence of sufficient guidance from AID/W

led to jnefficiencies in Mission PAR implementation and wasted
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valuable professional time. Lacking clear examples of acceptable
PARs, most Missions struggled through numerous iterations with the
first PARs prepared as they evolved their own definition of

"acceptable."

In particular, the Mission Program Evaluation Officeré recejved
inadequate orientation to the PAR document and procedures and thus,
were poorly prepared to train Mission personnel in their use.
Moreover, the Program Evaluation Officers, where they had been
appointed, were new to their positions and Mission management had

not yet defined clear expectations for their role and performance.

The PAR process assumes the existence of a project defined at the
"unit of management" Tevel with a clear assignment of project manage-
ment responsibi]ifies. In most Missions this was not the case at
the time -the PAR was introduced and in more than a few, this
situation has not changed substantially since that time. Mission
personnel are without a generally accepted Togical framework for
defining projects and assigning project management responsibilities.
Since the PAR implementation guidance from AID/W did not address

this issue effectively, the focus of the PAR evaluation has often

been ambiguous.

(2) The pace of PAR implementation failed to take into account the

rate at which Mission personnel can absorb significant changes in

management practice. Many, and perhaps a majority of, the Missions

we visited feel that the pace of PAR implementation--the requirement
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to cover all eligible projects during the first round -- was unrealistic
and did not allow them to give adequate attention to individual projects.
To complicate matters, some Missions feel they received confusing and
contradictory advice from AID/W concerning the timing of PAR implementa-
tion. Guidance on whether to prepare PARs in advance of PIPs and PROPs
was also felt to be ambiguous. It is difficult to assess with precision
the effects of inadequate implementation assistance on the quality of
the evaluation process and the PAR report. However, it is clear that a
relatively high price was paid in terms of scarce personnel resources.
While we did not find that the total time spent per project during

the first-round PARs was inordinate, the evidence suggests that the
benefits received by the Mission from their investment of time and
management attention were Tess than they could have been, in some

cases substantially so. (This issue is discussed in greater detail

later in this chapter.)

(3) Ambiguous and, in some cases, non-constructive guidance from regional
management provoked a pro forma Mission response to the PAR. Project
Managers received little guidance other than a deadline for completing

the PAR report. Mission reviews were perfunctory and focused on “what

shall we say" rather than on the real issues concerning the prodect.

In one region where AID/W management adopted an indifferent, if not hostile,

attitude toward the PAR, not one project was rated below satisfactory
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in overall achievement. In Missions where pro forma compliance was the

rule, the PAR was a high~cost, no benefit experience.

(4) Mission efforts to anticipate the interests and needs of AID/W

PAR users led to costly redundancies in PAR submissions. The intended

AID/W uses of PAR data were, and remain, unclear to the Missions. (To
some extent, these redundancies are also a product of the PAR design,
which is discussed later in this chapter.) Mission personnel tended
to anticipate "worst-case" uses of PAR data and provided additiqna]

verbiage to prevent misunderstanding and misapplications.

(5) Lacking uniform guidance and procedures from AID/W, the Missions

developed PAR processes tajlored to Mission management style and

custom. In some cases this meant gross misinterpretations of the

PAR requirement and intent. In at least one Mission, the PAR prep-
aration procedures developed locally dispensed with consideration of
project significance in clear violation of the intent of the PAR
Manual Order. A mitigating factor in this case was that the Mission
had sought guidance from AID/W and received a response that seemed to
encourage pro forma compliance with the PAR requirement. On balance,
however, the development and evolution of a Mission-unique evaluation
process will have Tong-term benefits resulting from internalization of

the evaluation process down to the Project Manager level.
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b. Preparing the PAR

Major responsibility for filling out the PAR was assigned at the project
level or higher in 33 of the 43 projects for which we collected this
data. Somewhat surprisingly, nearly 20% of these (8) were filled out
at the sector level or higher. While we do not fully uﬁderstand the
significance of this latter figure, our data suggest that PARs were
prepared at this Tevel under three conditions. First, division heads
prepared PARs when project-level personnel were not available because
of home leave or other reasons. Second, when the only project-level
staff were contractors or PASA personnel, the Mission sometimes decided
that project evaluation was a fundamental USAID responsibility and
should not be delegated to PASAs and contractors (and appropriately

so in our view). However, 30% of those with major responsibility

for preparing the PARs we studied were PASA or contract personnel.

In a few cases, responsibility for all documentation was located at
the division level in order to free Project Managers of "paperwork"
responsibilities so they could give full attention to operational

matters. (The findings presented under 2. The PAR Process: Its Impact

on Missions, Projects and Managers suggest that, when handled in this

fashion, the PAR provided 1ittle insight to the Project Manager -- the

man who most needs such insight.) Table 4-1 shows how responsibility
for PAR preparation was assigned to levels of USAID management and

types of personnel (Direct Hire, etc.) for the 43 projects.
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The PAR preparer typically found it necessary to seek information from
sources outside the project staff and files. In a number of cases,
there was extens{ve consultation with other non-technical USAID manage-
ment (particularly the Program Office), Host Officials, contréct
pérsonne] and PASAs., The incidence of substantive consu]taf%on -
.that js, going beyond a request for statistical data -- for the 42

projects for which we have data was as follows:

Consulted With No. of Projects

Host Officials 3
PASAs 7
Contract Personnel 11
Program Office 33

Based on our reading of well over 100 first-round PARs and interviews
with Mission personnel, we found that the sections of the PAR document
were usually completed in the following order and manner. (Table 4-2

summarizes these comments in checklist form.):

(1) Part A-1 General Narrative Statement on Project Effectiveness,

Significance and Efficiency. Despite the guidance on the PAR form

suggesting that it be prepared last, a rough draft 6f this section was
often prepared first in order to bring the project up-to-date. For
many projects this was the first and only complete statement tracing

its origins and evolution. This narrative tended to present past events
and future plans as a logical, orderly evolution of the pfoject. Only

rarely was there explicit mention of changes in project direction as
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such and in response to unforeseen developments. The issue of project
efficiency is not well understood and most often is simply omitted

from the discussion.

An acceptable Tevel of effectiveness and continued project significance
are most often simply asserted with Tittle or no supporting evidence

provided (here or in subsequent sections).

It typically was a time-consuming process to develop this history, and
often involved contacting host personnel and others who had been pre-
viously associated with the project. Both project staff and others
within the Mission found value in recreating such a history, but there
was quite properly some question as to whether the value justified the
substantial cost. (On several occasions, project management felt that
the benefit of the narrative history was higher than did our study team,
The difference in assessments appears tc be caused by the fact that
technical management appropriately values insight into projects for

its own sake, whereas our viewpoint was that knowledge is useful only

if it results in constructive action.)

(2) Part I-C.1 Relation to Sector and Program Goals (and supporting

narrative). The goals listed here are obtained from a variety of
sources and are usually modified in some fashion for inclusion in the
PAR. For 32 of the 43 PARs we reviewed at the Mission level, we were
able to establish the source of the goal statements with some cer-

tainty. In 12 of these cases, the goals listed in the PAR were obtained
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from the Program Office, sometimes being filled in before the PAR
document was given to the PAR preparer. Other sources of goal state-
ments included the Country Field Submission (3), the Program Budget
Submission (6), and other documents (3). In 8 cases, suitable goal
statements did not exist at all and were developed through a dialogue
within the Mission, usually centering around the Program Office. (A
similar dialogue quite often developed in extracting goal statements

from existing documents and modifying them for presentation in the PAR.)

Three facts concerning the goal statements listed in the PAR are

worth noting:

-~ Few, if any, project managers were familiar with the higher goals

their projects are expected to serve

" —— The PAR created a useful dialogue about higher goals within the
Mission in a minimum of 25% of the cases. Our on-site observations

suggest that the actual percentage is much higher,

-- The relationship between the PAR goal statements and the project
output targets was, in no case, made explicit by the PAR. More-
over, the goals Tisted in the PAR ranged from sweeping generaTizgtion
with Tittle value as guidance at the project Tevel down to expected
performance levels for input categories. (Refer to Appendix C
for a listing of the goal statements from the projects included in
the study sample.) Thus, while the PAR created a dialogue about
project s{gnificance, in no case among the projects we studied

was this dialogue successfully concluded.

F

e
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(3) Part I-C.2 General Questions. Most responses to these questions

were negative, except:

014 '“"Have means, conditims or activities other than project
measures had a substantial effect on project output or

accomplishments?" (54.2% affirmative)

017 "Have important lessons, positive or negative, emerged which

might have broad applicability?" (59.8% affirmative)

019 "Do any aspects of the project lend themselves to publicity
in newspapers, magazines, television or films in the United

States?" (47.9% affirmative)

We see no partfcular significance in these statistics.except that, in
retrospect, it appears Togical that they would receive more affirmative
response than the other questions in this section. It is significant
that the "important lessons" reférred to were not always apparent

updn reading the PAR.

(4) Part II-A.2 Overall Timeliness. This section was sometimes

completed before the PAR preparer had finished Part II-A.1 which
plots the status of individual action steps in relation to plan. In
any case, interviews with PAR preparers suggest that the entry in
this section reflects a more or less informal judgment rather than

a systematic or "critical path" determination, even where PIPs were

available,

(5) Part II-B Resource Inputs. A comp]ete summary of the responses to

T - Fred e by TG f""'-"‘

these checklists is contained in together with the average
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ratings for projects receiving negative responses where the frequency
of negatives exceeded 10%. The relationship between freguent negative
replies and project success that is suggested by this data is discussed

later in this chapter and in Chapter V: Research and Anaiysis with PAR

Data.

In discussing this section with those who filled out the PAR, we dis-
covered that many of them found it necessary to interact extensively
with others in deciding on the appropriate answer but few felt that

their knowledge of the project had been advanced.

(6) Part III Role of the Cooperating Country. This section generally

involves the least discussion with others, except when host performance
is’ such that action is needed. More negative responses are recorded

in Part III than anywhere else, yet management action is seldom

called for in the accompanying narrative. In part, this reflects con-
fusion-over shortcomings that impact on achievement of output targets
versus those that are to be overcome by the project. There is seldom
a clear upderstanding of this distinction at the Mission, but where
there is, those who filled out the PAR chafed at the ambiguity of the

PAR on that question.

(7} Part I-B.1 Output Report and Forecast; Part II-A.1 Individual

Actions. MWork was usually started on these two sections early in the
process but not completed until near the end, because PIPs were not
available. As a result, these sections were difficult and time-
consuming to prepare. The primary problem concerning content was the
inability to establish an explicit relationship betweeﬁ the work

scheduTe and output targets.
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(8) Part I-B.2 Overall Achievement of Targets. This assessment of

overall project success was intended to report on effectiveness in
meeting "targets." -It is not clear at what level -- inputs or outputs
or higher goals -~ performance is to be measured. We observed a
tendency for Missions to become involved in questions of project sig-
nificance while discussing this entry, which was often the focal point

for the Mission PAR review discussed in the next section,

(8) Part IV Programming Implications. Potentially the most valuable

section because it asks about replamming, Part IV is usually not paid

a great deal of attention often because entries were redundant

wWith other narrative.

The PAR form is designed with the reader in mind, and is not meant to
serve as a guide for the Mission evaluation process. Most of those
fi1ling out the PAR found it necessary to depart from the sequence of
the form in conducting the project evaluation. Neither the PAR sequence
ror that adopted by the PAR preparers we spoke to amounts to a coherent
evaluative logic that builds on successive layers of conclusions and

culminates in replanning decisions.

A final note on PAR preparation: the sections of the PAR requiring
the greatest investment of Mission time to fill out -- and AID/W time
to read -- are not necessarily those offering the greatest insight

(e.g., Part I-A General Narrative Statement).
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c. The Mission PAR Review

We measured participation in the Mission PAR review in several ways:
first, by the highest level in the Mission that participated in more
than.a perfunctory review; second, by the number and types of people --
AID and nond ID -~ who participated, and third, by the amount of time

invested in the review by all who participated.

Of 41 projects for which we obtained this data, seven (17%) received

no more than a perfunctory review above the project Tevel. For 17

of the projects (42%)., technical division chiefs were the highest Tevel
of serious review. The remaining 16 (41%) were reviewed above the
Tevel of technical management. We found only three cases in which PASA
personnel took part in the review and 5 in which contract per;onne]
participated. Only one Mission had established formal procedures for
Host participation in the PAR review aTthougﬁ several others said they
usually presented a draft of the PAR to the Host counterpart before

conducting the Mission review.

While active participation in the PAR review was generally restricted
to USAID personnel, the results of the evaluation and review were

shared with others with marginally greater frequency:

Evaluation Results Discussed With: No. of Projects*
Host Officials 2
PASAs 7
Contract Personnel 10
Program Office 26

* Non-add; in several cases results were shared with two or more of those 1istgd.
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The issues that generated the most interest during the PAR review were

-- The rating of overall achievement of targets in Part 1-B.2 of the

current PAR. Contrary to expectations, higher levels of Mission
management tend to give projects higher performance ratings (that
is, consider projects more successful). Technicians and Project
Managers tend to give projects lower ratings -- that is, consider
them Tess successful* Some causes of this phenomenon include:
those close to a project expect more of it; the technicians tend
to be somewhat uneasy as to the validity/utility of what they are
doing; the enhanced ability of upper management to see large-scale

but subtle changes; and editorial constraints.)

-~ Problems ¢oncerning implementing agents and host relations. Quite

often these problems had been "lived with" for a long time, princi-
pally because their solution was perceived by the Project Manager
as beyond his control. The PAR review afforded an opportunity to

raise these issues to the appropriate level of management attention.

-- ' The project completion date. In at least two Missions, the debate

over setting target dates for completion was the major source of
real insight into project relevance and priority. In at least
one case, this debate led to the decision to phase out a project

that had been underway for over ten years.

There were basically two types of review processes employed by the
Missions we visited. The characteristics and apparent strengths and

weaknesses of each are as follows:

* PARs rated by technicians had an average rating of 4.0, those rated
by the Program Office averaged 4.75.
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(1) The PAR review panel typically involved a meeting of

“technical and non-technical management who either\weré_informed con-
cerning tke project or who were influential in Mission decision-making.
Panel members typically included technical management, the Program
Office, the Controller in many cases, and the Director or his deputy.
The normal method of operation for these.pane1s involved circulating
the draft PAR several days in advance of a meeting to discuss the

project and the issues raised in the PAR.

Several problems were encountered in the operation of these panels.
First, they were not always able to function free.of hierarchical
constraints -- the presence of the Mission Direc%or or other top
management officials sometimes acted to suppress the free exchange

of ideas. Second, on the basis of observations at the Missions we
visited and at the regional evaluation conferences, we have concluded
that AID officials simply do not know how to run a meeting. There

is seldom an agenda that is agreed to in advance, that defines outputs
for the meeting at a realistic 1evel, and that is adhered to. In

part because there is no agenda, participants are typically not well
prepared to provide the inputs needed for the meeting to be productive.
Third, the PAR report got in the way of the project issues. (This was
true of PAR preparation as well as all other approaches to the PAR
review.) When such tough issues as project significance were encountered,
the review panel discussion almost inevitablv focused on "what

shall we say in the report" rather than on “what shall we do about the

issues before us."
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Where the panel approach to the PAR review was used, it appeared to
bring greater value than other approaches, despite obvious deficiencies
in its application. Decisions about projects were likely to take into
consideration both the project's relevance to the overall Mission
program goals as well as with related technical assistance projects.
The panel, with its members functioning singly or in a group, acted

as a forum for informed Mission opinion concerning the project and
typically provided the project manager new data and a new perspective

for replanning the project.

(2) Chain of command review involves passing the PAR upward through

the technical management chain of command to the higher levels of
management without substantial input from others, particularly the
Program Office. While this type of review worked well in some

cases in the sense that needed changes were made in projects, it
usually suffered from a lack of a perspective broad enough to encom-
pass non-technical issues and innovative solutions. Technical
division chiefs have taken positions on most project-related issues
during the year. It is asking too much to expect the project manager
or the evaluation process'to overturn the egtab1ished view of his
superior if the context of the evaluation dialogue remains entirely

within the technical organization.

d. The PAR Workload at the Mission

Tahle 4-3 estimates the man-days required to conduct an effective

project evaluation using the PAR. The estimates for the old PAR
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are based on discussions with USAID personnel. Table 4-2 presents
similar estimates for the new PAR. Estimates for the new PAR are
extrapolative from our Africa test experience. Time did not permit
us to observe the new PAR process carried to its conclusion in
replanning decisions. We were also unable to complete preparation
of the revised PAR document. Thus, the Table 4-3 estimates are'
necessarily extrapolations from incomplete data and need to be veri-

fied during the implementation of PAR improvements.

The PAR preparation workload reported by the Missions we visited
varied considerably over a range from two hours to three man-

weeks., Over 60% of the PARs we studied required at Teast three

days and less than a week to prepare. PAR review typically required
less than one day but involved two or three pe0p1ef As indicated in
the earlier discussion of the PAR review, the reviewers probably

did not invest adequate time in preparing for the review to maximize
the value of the actual review. Conscientious USAID Evaluation
Officers spent an average of one full week on each PAR, usually spread

over a three-to four-week period.

Much of the time used in preparing the initial round of PARs was
spent in refining project plans to develop a suitable evaitative
framework. The workload was greatest where no PROP or PIP had been
prepared. Thus, some portion of the costs associated‘with PAR

preparation should be charged to the planning process]rather than

*Eyidence suggests that a ratio of reviews to evaluators below 2:1
indicates a perfunctory review process.



o e o . 9

-

- O GE 9 G a8 Ny B A B 9 S a8

1v-29

evaluation.

In a few cases, the Missions we visited had begun preparing second-
round PARs. In every case, there appeared to be a substantial --
perhaps 50% -- reduction in workload. This reduction was principally
in the time required to produce an acceptable draft PAR for Mission
review. Less time was also spent reviewing second-round PARs. To
some extent, the reductions in second-round PAR costs reflect the
elimination of start-up expenses such as gaining familiarity with the
PAR concepts and procedures. However, in some cases we found that
costs are being reduced by eliminating key steps in the process ar

performing perfunctory reviews.

The results of our field test of the new PAR system in three Africa
Missions suggest that clarifying project plans will continue to
account for a significant portion of PAR costs over the next

year =-- the time we estimate it will take to extend the recommended
PROP improvements to all TA projects. Even with substantial AID/W
assistance, it seems reasonable to plan on at least two PROP itera-

tions to develop acceptable project plans.

The Africa field tests also suggest that the Mission review should
continue to play an important role in USAID project evaluation. In
addition to preparing and reviewing the PAR, there is typically a
cost of 1-2 days of revising and refining drafts and preparing the
final report. This workload often falls to the Program Evaluation

Office and appropriately so if he is to serve as the Mission process
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manager. It is our judgment that PAR costs can be reduced substan-
tially in the first two years. However, our Africa tests suggest

that if Mission time spent on evaluation is substantially reduced

over a shorter period, there is a strong likelihood that quality

will be sacrificed.

2. The PAR Process: Its Impact on Technical Assistance Projects and

Managers

At the beginning of this section, we reported that the PAR, for all intents
and purposes, has created a process at the Mission level for the systematic
and periodic evaluation of technical assistance projects. In the dis-
cussion just concluded, we described in “"physical" terms how the PAR
process has functioned: who performs what operations, in what order, and
at what cost. In the paragraphs that follow, we describe the impact of

the PAR process on technical assistance projects and managers: the type
and frequency of changes made in projects as a result of the PAR, the
characteristic reactions of Mission personnel to the PAR process and how

it has influenced their ability to manage'technica1 assistance projects.

In addition, there is presented the results of an analysis of those aspects
of the PAR process that appear to be most crucial in its role as an instru-

ment for change.

a. PAR Impact on TA Projects

Our approach to measuring the impact of the PAR on technical assist-
ance projects involved three basic steps. The intent of the PAR is

to improve TA projects by providing a sound basis for replanning. (In

v
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this sense, replanning encompasses those cases in which the existing
plan is reaffirmed at a higher level of confidence.) Thus, our

first step was to identify the replanning decisions that had resulted
from the PAR-initiated evaluation process. Second, the PAR process
itself was studied to determine under what conditions the process
typically leads to changes in project plans. Finally, those cases

in which the process failed to influence project planning were studied
to determine the obstacles to be overcome in strengthening the PAR

process.

" We did not directly address the issue of whether the PAR-induced

changes in technical assistance projects were appropriate from a
technical point of view. We did, however, concern ourselves with
whether the Togic of the decision-making process induced by the PAR
was coherent and defensible. This issue is discussed at greater

length under D. THE UNDERLYING ISSUES. It is sufficient to this

discussion that, while the logic of the PAR is faulty, the quality
of PAR-based decisions appears to represent a marked improvement over

what preceded it.

(1) Changes in Technical Assistance Projects Resulting from the PAR

The project changes that resulted from the PAR process were deter-
mined in two ways. First, through on-site observations, the incidence
of three levels of change was recorded. The Tlevels of change we

defined were:

-- Modifying the means of accomplishment
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-~ Rescheduling or modifying output targets

-- Reorienting the project in relation to clarified higher goals

Table 4-4 reports the frequency with which PAR-induced changes in
projects occurred at each level for the sample projects. ,As shown
in Table 4-4, 80% of the changes made as a result of the PAR were
below the Tevel of project significance. In our judgment, the
relatively low incidence of change at the significance level is more
a reflection of the difficulty the Missions had in raising the
significance issue in an actionable framework -- in such a way a§ to
imply appropriate replanning action -- than an indication that A ID
technical assistance projects are generally relatable to higher
goals. A4n implication of this is that changes at the output level
were more a reaction to prior difficulties and current status than

a considered reprogramming to ensure eventual achievement of the pro-
ject purpose. This being the case, it is logically implied that
changes in the means of accomplishment were also made without ref-
erence to impact on achievement of purpose. Thus, while the PAR

did induce changes in technical assistance projects, it is our judg-
ment that these changes were in response to time-urgent imp1eménta-
tion problems and rarely provided a higher Tevel of confidence that

the project purpose will be achieved.

The second source of data on changes in projects was the PAR report.
PART IV-B of the PAR records eight possible "proposed actions" as a
result of the PAR evaluation. (See Exhibit 4-1% In analyzing this data,

we classified all changes involving more than minor PIP revisions as
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EXHIBIT 4-1

PART IV-B. PROPOSED ACTION (from page 9 of the PAR)

IV-B — PROPOSED ACTION

108 This peojact should be (Place an “'X" in appropriate block(s)):

1, Continued as presently scheduled in PIP.

2. Continued with minor changes in the PIP, made ot Mission level {net requiring submission of an amended PIP to AID/W).

3. Continued with significant chonges in the FIP {but not sufficient torequire a revised PROP), A formally revised PIP will follow.

4. Extended beyond its present schedule to (Date): Mo. Day e, . Explain in narrative, PROP will follow.

5. Substahtively revised. PROP will follow.

6. Evaluated in depth to determine its offectiveness, future scope, and duration.

7. Discontinued earlier than presently scheduled. Date recommended for terminotion: Mo. Doy Yr.

8. Othar. Explain in narrative.

109 NARRATIVE FOR PART iV-B:
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"important." Of the 43 PARs we analyzed in depth, 11 reported
"important" changes resulting from the evaluation process. The
apparent discrepancy between changes reported in the PAR and those
revealed through on-site observations suggests that the accuracy
of the PAR as a report is not related to the value of the PAR as

a change agent. This issue is discussed further underC. THE PAR

AS A REPORT.

(2) Factors Determining PAR Impact on Project

Based on our on-site observations, the factors which influence the
capacity of the PAR process to induce change in technical assistance
projects include the following:

"Dialogue within the Mission, and extending beyond the technical
organjzation, to decide on output targets and relationship to
higher goals. This dialogue, where it occurred, served to
broaden the perspective of technical and project management.
Problems of longstanding duration which were beyond the control
of project management and had been "Jived with" for some time
were often raised to the level of Mission management able to

resalve them.

For example, in one case the project manager had given up trying
to persuade his counterpart to make needed organizational changes.
When called to the attention of the Mission Director through the
PAR process, the D irector was able to intercede at the ministerial

Tevel and remove the political pressures which had made it fmpossibie
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for the counteﬁpart official to act. While the PAR process is
far from being the only means available or used by Mission

personnel to raise issuqﬁ/of this type, it is significant that
problems which had plagued project managers for some time weré
finally raised,in the course of the PAR review,to the level of

Mission management capable of taking effective action.

The group within the Mission whose role was most affected by
the PAR process appeared to be the Program Office. We were
frequently told by program officers that the PAR "...gives me

a handle on discussing things with the technician." By dis-
cussing project-specific issues in the context of a process and
report imposed by AID/W, program officers were able to de-
personalize and structure their discussions with technicians.
Technical management -- the division chiefs -- became more
receptive to discussing projects with the relatively junior

Assistant Program Officers.

® Consultation with persons outside the Mission in filling out

the PAR often exposed project managers to views and opinions that
he}ped them see their projects more objectively. In particular,
consultation with Host officials proved of great value in the
perception of a few project managers. Others consulted included
PASAs and, most frequently, contractor personnel. The effect of
the PAR seems to have been to raise for discussion issues of

jmportance to the project which had never been satisfactorily
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addressed in the frequent exchanges concerning operatiqnal matters.
On occasjon, the need to report in the PAR served as an incentive to
. force improvements in impiementing ‘agent performance. Often it

was simply a matter of stiffening the project manager's resolve to

the point where contractor intransigence was overcome.

)
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Sharing the evaluation resuits appeared to have mixed effects on

projects. Where it was known in advance that the PAR would be shown
to the host or implementing agent, particularly the former, °

there was a tendency to be less than candid. The problem here is
twofold: first, the report to AID/W is compromised when other
audiences are addressed as well; and second, the reporting orienta-
tion steps back into the evaluation process and discourages rigorous
analysis. On the other hand, we found cases where key evaluative
conclusions had not been shared with implementing agents who, as

a result, were proceeding with approaches that the evaluation found
deficient. This evidence suggests that evaluation feedback should
be shared with those concerned in a selective basis while exercising
care to prevent the process from anticipating their reaction and

to ensure the integrity of the report to AID/W. Much of the sting
of an adverse evaluation can be removed by involving in the evalua-
tion process those who will need to be apprised of evaluative results.
Again, involvement should be selective to permit a free exchange of

jdeas and opinions among Mission personnel.

The level of Mission management invoived in the PAR review was an

important factor leading to changes in projects. Our data does not

’permit us to directly relate the level of management review to the

frequency of real changes in projects. However, we did find that
the 1ikelihood that important changes would be reported in the PAR

increased with the level of review. (Refer to Table 4-5.}
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The level of the PAR preparer appeared to be related to project

changes, at least those changes reported by the PAR. As shown
by Table 4-6, PARs prepared by project managers report important
changes in the project growing out of the evaluation more often

than any except those prepared in the PRogram Office.

Controversy over project-related issues appears conclusively
related to reported change. (Refer to Table 4-6.) To some extent,
the PAR provided a dispassionate opportunity to settle controver-
sial issues that had been previously avoided because of their
emotional content. The PAR offered an opportunity to raise

these issues in an actionable framework. Moreover, the require-
ment to report on the evaluation acted as an incentive to the

Mission to resolve these controversies to avoid inviting AID/W

" involvement. However, this worked only up to a poiht. Where

the controversy crossed a certain threshold, the Mission reaftion
we observed was to suppress the PAR pending settlement within

the Mission. (This was not considered a flaw in the PAR System --
the need to ultimately submit a PAR tends to force mission
management to "set a date" for resolving such controversies, an

important benefit of a management system. )
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PAR Impact on Technical Assistance Managers

We have already noted that an important benefit of the PAR has

been to build acceptance for the concept of periodic and systematic
project evaluation. In particular, attitudes have been infiuenced
where Mission personnel played an active role in the PAR process.

A corollary is that the greatest impact has been at the project
Tevel where PAR-related responsibilities are most often assigned.
In fact, our data reveal that those most likely to see PAR
benefits as exceeding its costs are project managers and those

with major responsibility for filling out the PAR (Refer to Table

4 - 7). Principal among the other personnel characteristics we

noted that appear relevant in assessing PAR impact are the following:

(1) Project managers who filled out PARs were twice as Tikely to

understand the purpose of the project as those who did not.

(2) PASAs and Technicians below the project manager level were least
often actively involved in PAR preparation and: (Refer to Tables

4 - 8 through 4 -1l.)

o lWere least likely to understand the project purpose except for
division chiefs who typically knew (or cared) less than

anyone else gbout the explicit project purpose.
e Most often lacked explicit personal work plans.
e MWere most Tikely to have a felt need for better guidance.

e Felt Teast able to obtain the appropriate Tevel of management
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attention for issues raised in the PAR process when they were

involved.

From these data it is clear that the PAR.process brought Tittle
value to PASA employees and those below the project msnager level.
In our interviews with these people, we found them to be the most
defensive about what they were doing and, at the same time, the
most frustrated. A frequent, though usually unarticulated theme
in these discussions was "They don't understand the real importance
of wﬁat I'm doing." The reason for the frustration apﬁeared to

be that neither did the technicians -- the Mission had defaulted

or its responsibility for ensur{ng that the technician under-

stands why he is doing what he does.
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3, The PAR Process Manager:
The Mission Evaluation Qfficer

The Mission survey produced evidence that a Mission-useful evaluation

process can be created and orchestrated by a competent Mission evaluation

officer with only a medium of support from regional and Mission management.

At the same time, it was clear that such a process cannot be sustained

for long without the management support and unless Mission evaluation

officers receive help in upgrading their mastery of evaluative techniques

and project design concepts.

To focus the analysis of "success factors" for Mission evaluation

officers, each of those interviewed was rated as "poor", “"adequate", or

"good" on overall effectiveness. Nine of the 13 Missions visited had

appointed evaluation officers. Of these, two were rated "good". An

analysis of the characteristics of these men, the role they had defined

for themselves, and the process they created revealed the following:

a. The personal characteristics they shared included:

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)

FS-4 or above.

Generalists with strong analytical skills.

Extensive field experience principally in program staff
positions.

Inclined to "help" rather than do or direct others in doing.
Great energy; these two spent an average of 50% ﬁore time
per PAR than the others.

Felt a strong need for better supervision -~ that is,

clarification of their role by Mission management.

-



Iv-42

b. The role they defined for themselves had the following

characteristics:

(1

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Abjured the role of evaluation and focused on helping
project-Tlevel personnel use the PAR.

Saw themselves as. accountable to Mission management for the
quality of the evaluation process, with relatively less
emphasis on producing "quality" documentation.

Actively sought the involvement of a broad spectrum of
Mission management in the PAR process.

Consulted with top management on a regular basis to define

project-specific issues that would be of concern during

the PAR review and reported these issues to the PAR preparer.

Reported the evaluation results to top Mission management --

usualTly by some means other than the PAR itself.

c. The project evaluation process defined by these "success models"

were characterized by the following:

(m

(2)

(3)

(4)

New issues of importance were raised during the PAR process:

No other Mission evaluation officers found the PAR useful

in this role.

-PAR review panels that met regularly to discuss draft PARs

each member had pﬁevious1y studied.

Overall project ratings were "relative" -- that is, were
decided 'upon in relation to other projects in the Mission
or in a sector, rather than on an individual basis as drafts
were submitted.

A11 technical assistance projects were included in the PAR

requirement and all PARs were submitted as scheduled.
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(5) Uniform procedures were established for obtaining routine
data such as project budgets and participant data.

(6) Within the 1imits of Mission competence, all issues raised
were settled by either a replanning decision or exnlicit plans
to collect further data needed to select among alternative
solutions. In short, there were no loose ends after the

process had been completed.

4, The Host Country: 1Its
Role in the PAR Process

Defining an appropriate role for host officials has been a matter of some
concern at both the AID/W and Mission levels. Adency policy urges that
host involvement be sought and a variety of approaches have been suggested
to or devised by the Missions. In the %o]]owing paragraphs we report our
findings concerning host participation in project evaluation at the
Missions we visited. Subsequent material outlines an apbproach to defining

& useful host role in the PAR process.

a. Host Country Participation in Mission Evaluation

The role most often played by the host country in the Mission
evaluation process is that of providing data. More often than not,

the data provided consists of already-published statistics, rather
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than important new information. As indicated by Table 4-12, host
countries served as an jmportant source of data for the Mission
evaluation process in only 4 of the 13 Missions we visited. (This
and other data-on the roles played by'the host are presented in

Table 4-12). As shown by Table 4-12, the host country actually
became a party to the Mission replanning process in only one case.

In nearly 50% (6) of the Missions visited, the host had no role at
all, and, in fact, may not have been aware that an evaluation had
taken place. We collected two kinds of data to assess the host role
in a project-by-project basis for 43 sample projects: whether the host
was consulted on substantive issues* in preparing the PAR and whether
the Mission evaluation results were shared with the host. There was
substantive consultation on three of the sample projects and results
were shared for two. To determine whether host participation had any
effect on the PAR process, we anaiyzed the relationship between the

host role and four measures of the process quality:

¢ Net value of the PAR as perceived by the Mission.
o Net value of the PAR as perceived by the study team.

o The overall rating received by the project.

We found that project ratings tend to be Tower in cases where the host
has been consulted during PAR preparation. The number of observations
on which this finding is based is small (3 projects); thus, we are

cautious in interpreting this data. However, it does tend to support

*Obtaining information from the host -- whether or not it was
new and insightful -- was not equated with substantive
consultation in which the Mission sought the host's judgment
on issues.
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our subjective conclusion that important host reservations about
AID projects are not adequately considered by the current Mission

evaluation process.

To determine the effects of host participation on PAR reporting, we
analyzed the relationship between the host role and two measures of

PAR reporting quality:

# Whether important changes were reported in the PAR to AID/W
e The accuracy of the AID/W report in the estimation of the

study team.

We found no association between host participation and the quality
of the AID/W report. -

In several cases where the host had conducted independent
evaluations of AID-sponsored activities, the outcome was a great
deal of controversy and 1ittle immediate effect on the project.

In one case, the only concrete result was the “exi]e"_(on partici-
pant training) of the overly candid host evaluator. A comparison
of the "failures" with the "success" turned up only one obvious
difference, and that difference does not seem particularly useful
as a guide. The successful evaluation, resulting in real change,

had received strong backing from a host personnel committed to

change.

Host evaluations had important results on the attitudes of
implementing agents, however. In two cases where implementing

agents were relatively "unmanaged" by USAID -- largely because
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they were considered "unmanageable" -- critical host comments
caused the implementing agents to modify their approach.
Unfortunately, these weré not'comp1ete SUCCesses, as_the implement-
ing agents did not internalize the revised project objectives,

but simply decided to "outlast" the host personnel who “insisted

‘that the project respond to host needs. -

We found 1ittle evidence that host country cultural norms dictate
aga{nst candor and thus rule out useful cooperation during
evaluation. On several occasions, we found host officiais

more willing to discuss controversial issues than were Mission
personnel. Undoubtedly host officials were more willing to speak
with the Fry team members., outsiders who would leave shortly, than
to Mission personnel. However, we found that host officials were
.also quite candid in discussing their own shortfalls and showed
l1ittle reluctance to "Tevel" with Mission personnel who often

attended host interviews.

Ir more than one instance., it was clear that our presence acted
as a catalyst for a free exchange between the Mission representa-
tive and his counterpart. Nonetheless, it is our judgement that
communications between Mission personnel and their counterparts
suffer from a lack of artfulness By USAID personnel in establish-
ing constructive relationships with host personnel, coupled

with our -own reluctance to elicit and accept criticism. It
should be a matter of some concern to the Agency that, although

it continually emphasizes the importance of host relations and
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looks on dealing with the governments of the underdeveloped world as
one of its areas of unique competence, relations between project
level personnel and host officials are often inadequate and are

often reported as such in the PAR.

b. Defining a Useful Host Role in the Mission Evaluation Process

The experience to date with host involvement in USAID evaluation
suggests an approach to obtaining constructive host participation.

The principal features of .this approach include:

(1) Solicit candid host opinions on substantive -issues

during the evaluation process

To obtain useful input at the time of the evaluation, it
is necessary to cultivate a ;andid relationship.
Achieving such a relationship requires that receptiveness'
to constructive criticism be demonstrated, that such
criticism be acted on when received. Our Timited
observations suggest that when host officials partici-
pate directly in reviews, the Mission evaluation is
less rigorous. To offset this, it is suggested that
the Mission process be distinct from consultation with
host officials except on selective basis. Once the

Mission has defined issues of importance, the host

should be consulted for their views.
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Present replanning alternatives for host review.

To obtain useful input from host officials, issues must

be raised in an actionable framework: a clear definition
of the issue or problem and its demonstrable consequences,
together with genuine alternatives and the information
required to select among them. Several host officials
complained to us that they are often presented with a 1ist
of urgently needed actions but never asked to participate

in the process that defined them.

When the Mission evaluation process has proceeded to
the point where replanning alternatives are clear, the
host should be asked to comment: to express a prefer-

ence or suggest new alternatives.

Build host evaluation capabilities after first upgrading

Mission skills.

Before the host and the Mission can interact on an equal
and constructive basis, the Mission must first master
the skills and techniques required to sustain a Mission-
useful evaluation process. With this as a base, Missions
can develop approaches -- perhaps with technical

guidance from the Mission evaluation officer -- for

building a 1ike competence on the part of the host.
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A cautionary note: for Missions to undertake such an
effort at this time would, in most cases, overreach their
capabilities and create a distraction from the urgent

need to upgrade the Mission evaluation process.

The Net Value of the PAR

The fundamental question to be answered by review of the PAR and
evaluation processes is whether or not such a process has been,

or could bBe in the future, of real benefit to Mission management.

The process initiated by the PAR provided benefit in excess of
costs for the majority of the Missions we visited. This assess-
ment is based on the perceptions of the individuals who partici-
pated in the PAR process as well as on the independent judgments
of our study team*. It is significant that over 70% of those
who played a major role in the PAR process felt that benefit
exceeded cost, whereas less 50% of those who observed the process
from a distance felt that benefit exceeded cost. (Refer to

Table 4-7).

A more important conclusion of our study of the PAR process is
that the process could have had a benefit that exceeded cost in
each of the Missions that were visited. The PAR is not an easy
document to work with and a relatively high investment of

professional time was required before benefit was realized.

*There was a correlation of +.664 between the study iteam assessments
of net PAR value and those of the Mission on a project-by-project
basis for the 43 sample projects.
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However, wherever that threshold investment was made, the

ultimate benefit appeared to exceed the cost. The cost-benefit
ratio was unattractive only where PAR compiiance tended to be

pro forma. As a general rule, if the Mission did not take the PAR
and the evaluation process seriously, then the PAR had Tittle value

for AID/W and even less for the Mission.
The material that follows presents our findings on two topics:

] Achieving the PAR Benefit

This includes a brief summary of the benefits of the
PAR which have been noted in earlier sections, describes
those factors which appear to determine whether the
Mission will in fact, make the investment required to

achieve these benefits.

(] Protecting the Mission Investment in the PAR

Here we discuss findings that suggest the PAR process will
deteriorate without further and substantial AID/W support
and point to some of the steps required to sustain the

current impetus Tor improving AID project evaluation.

a. Achieving the PAR Benefits

It is important to review with a critical eye the -evidence that
the PAR has brought value to the Missions and can be made to bring

even greater value in the future.

Tl U UE GE G s b AN R I B G oD M e o e
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The most compelling evidence that the PAR is, on balance, of value

is that the Missions believe it to be so. Moreover, the Missions'
assessment is based on the old PAR which is .an annoying, and ineffi-
cient document to prepare and which does not provide a coherent
evaluative logic. The improved PAR developed in the course of this
study will provide an even mor% favorable cost-benefit ratio.

There is undoubtedly some reflection of the "Hawthorne Effect" in

our findings -~ personnel in the Missions studied were influenced

by the attention they received. Even though possibly overstated, our
assessment of PAR value is judged reliable for two reasons: first,
the assessment of net value varied in a coherent way in response to
factors whose impact on net value can be explained togically; second,
inferences based on the assessment of net value developed in the first
regions visited by the Mission Survey, have been found to be valid

in subsequent regions. Before examining the factors that influence
the net value delivered by the PAR, it 1s appropriate to summarize
the specific claims made for the PAR.

(1) The specific benefits delivered by the PAR include the following:

¢ The PAR has initiated a process that leads to changes in
technical assistance projects based on systematic analysis. Mission
personnel were quick to state that pre-PAR evaluation had Been
spotty and infrequent and usually had the flavor of a budget
justification. The process we observed was generally systematic
in its approach and, as shown in Table 4-4, did result in

changes in technical assistance projects.
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The PAR process has been the occasion for a structured, useful
dialogue between the Program Office and technical management.
By establishing a depersonalized context for conducting dis-
cussions, and by, in some cases, implying a useful approach to
analyzing these issues, the PAR made it possible to resglve

previously intractable problems.

The PAR has helped raise issues to a Tevel in the Mission at
which they can be dealt with effectively. In this regard,
the PAR review has been of great importance by providing a
forum for inter-sectoral exchanges as well as for gaining the

attention of top mangement.

The PAR has created an awareness at the Mission level of serious
deficiencies in project planning and design. Using the PAR was
frustrating and difficult in part because projeét plans were
inadequate as ﬁ framework for evaluation. More Mission

personnel realize this, few know what to do about it.

The PAR report has provided at times useful data about Mission
projects and, of far greater importance, has begun to provide
actionable insight into Mission management practice. Moreover,
by offering a credible record of Mission management the PAR has
helped AID/W management to understand their appropriate and
crucial role in "managing managers" and has led to the emergence

of a process for performing this role.
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These then, are the benefits that are claimed for the PAR and which, in
our judgment and that of the Mission, outweigh its costs. To gain
insight into the factors which influence the cost-benefit ratio of the
PAR, an analysis was performed of the association between the net value
of the PAR to the Mission as perceived by the Mission (NVM/M)} and the
sfudy team (NVM/T) and each of six factors appearing to have bearing on

PAR performance. The factors studied, which were singled out as being

of potentially important on the basis of first-round Mission survey
findings, are Tisted below with a discussion of the findings produced

by the analysis of the 43 sample projects.*

(1) Characteristics of the Mission PAR Process

A total of seven characteristics of the Mission PAR process were
identified and examined to determine their association with the
net value of the PAR to the Mission, as separately perceived by

the Mission and by the study team. (Refer to Table 414) Of these
seven characteristics, two appeared to be ralated to the net value

of the PAR to the Mission: revision of evaluative conclusions at

.

* The Fry sample from which all of these correlations were derjved con-
sisted of 43 projects in the NESA, East Asia, and Latin America Regions.
These projects were studied by Fry Consultants at the Missions and PARs
had been submitted to Washington. There were less than 43 observations
for some questions. A printout for all computer runs has been submitted
to the Agency as a working paper but is not produced in this report.
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higher levels of the Mission {+.277 NVM/M; -.019 NW/T)}* and the
degree of controversy caused by the PAR {+.100 NVN/M, +,387 NYM/T}.
We interpret this to mean that Mission personnel find less value in
the PAR process when top management is unwilling to accept the
evaluative conclusions. We found no significant correlation between

the level at which ratings are revised and average rating. Thus it is

not known whether revised project ratings are typically higher or

lower than the original ratings.

The degree of controversy generated by the PAR was strongly asso-
ciated with our perception of net PAR value to the Mission but not
with the Mission perception. This probably reflects both our more
detatched view of the controversy and our bias in favor of an éva]—
uatign process that confronts issues in the context of a toughminded

discussion.

WhiTe not quite statistically significant the correlations with

higher levels making the original decision on project ratings {+.246
NVM/M, -.009 NVM/T)} are interesting. The discrepancy in these figures
is consistent with our finding that the PAR raised issues to higher

levels of Mission management and while improving vertical communica-

Corre]atjons closer to zero than .257 or -.257 could have occurred by
chance with a probability of more than 5%. A correlation farther from
zero suggest there was a true relationship.

Statistical significance for a sample of 40 PARs:
Probability of a correlation differing

Correlation from zero this much by chance alone
257 5.0%
.304 2.5%

.358 1.6%
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tion and the credibility of top management, obtaining top level
attention only infrequently resulted in substantive improvements --

(in our judgement) due to the inadequacies of project definition

(2) Consultation during PAR prepaFation

We found no statistically significant relationship between consult-

ing such sources as the host government, the program office, con-
tractors, or PASA teams and NYM. However, our observations were

limited (a maximum of 3) so we are reluctant to accept this data

as conclusive, particularily since host consultation appears to be
associated with lower project ratings (which suggests that the Mission
view of the project is deflated by candid exchanges with host officia]sﬁf

(3) Dialogue about project targets did not appear strongly assoc-

jated with NUM. (Refer to Table 4 - 1)) We are again hesitant to
draw a conclusion based on this data alone since useful dialogue
about targets did show a strong correlation with major changes being

reported in the PAR.

(4) Dialogue about higher goals was highly related to NYM, par-

ticularly in the view of the Mission. (Refer to Table 4 - 17)

“There was a marked negative correlation between NVM/or (-.411 NYM/M)

and obtaining higher goal definitions from documents other than the
Country Field Submission (CFS) or Project Budget Submission (PBS)
and a bositive association (+.271 NVM/or) with obtaining goal state-
ments from the Program Office. The most significant data however,
is that showing a very strong association in the view of both the

Mission and the study team between NVM and a dialogue about the higher

* See Table 4-15
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goals.(+.439 NVM/M, +.323 NVM/T) Clearly, the PAR was responsive
here to a real and a felt need for discussion to ¢larify higher
goals. As reported earlier, it is our judgement that, although it
is to the credit of the PAR that it ini;iated such dialogue, in no

case has the dialogue been successfully concluded.

(5) Sharing the evaluation results with others relates to NyM in

two ways. First, there is a slight negative correlation between
NVM/M and sharing results with PASA téams (-.255 NyM/M). (Refer to
Table 4-18°) This is consistent with on-site observations that
suggest Mission personnel tend to feel unable to control the activ-
ities of PASA teams and are pessimistic about the chances for having
a useful dialogue with the PASAs on issues of importance to the

project.

Both the Mission and the study team assessments of NVM show a
strong positive correlation (+.354 NVM/M, +.388 NVM/T) with dis-
cussing evaluation results with non-technical management. This
is consistent with our finding that thg PAR'has been the occasion
for a constructive dialogue between technical managers and the

Program Office.

(6) The frequency of project-related changes resulting from the

PAR process correlates positively with the study team view of NVM
at all levels of change and negatively where no:change was observed
(Refer to Table 4-17). Perhaps the greatest significance of these

data are their value as a check on the study team. Our explicit
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criteria for assessing PAR value was its output capability--did

it produce replanning decisions leading to changes in projects?

The relationships discussed above are, in our view, logical and,

in our experience, can be extended beyond those missions from which
the data were obtained. This inferrential capability demonstrates
the reliability of the recorded assessments of the net PAR value to
the Mission. The factors discussed above showing a positive corre-
lation with NVM are key design criteria for a PAR process that

achieves the threshold investment.

Before moving on to a discussion of the future prospects for PAR

value, there is one additional factor that has strong implications

for NVM.AID/W management. While we did not collect comprehensive
data to systematically measure AID/W's éffect on NyM, we did ob-
tain some useful information through "worst case" analysis. There
were clear differences among the regions we visited in the atti-
tude of top management toward the PAR and the type of guidance
provided to the Missions concerning the PAR. In one region where

we found eyidence of hostility toward the PAR, we found;

-- Not one project in the region received a rating below "low

satisfactory"
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The average time invested in. each PAR was 40% less than the

next average. No other region varied more than 20% from.

the noym.

The average number of persons involved in reviewing each PAR

was 1. No other region went below 2 reyiewers/RAR

Only 40% of the PAR preparers in this region felt that the
PAR benefits exéeed the PAR costs. This compared to a world
wide average of 75% for PAR preparers and 56% for the total
population in that region. This suggests that where non-
constructive AID/W guidance ‘leads to a pro forma Mission
response, -fi11ing out the PAR is an overous chore of Tittle

value to those responsibie,
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b. Protecting the Mission Investment in the PAR

In several cases, the Missions we visited had begun preparing
second round PARs. 1In all cases, the investment required was
substantially below that required for first-round PARs. At

the same time, we found some disturbing signs that the PAR
process had lost some of the first-round momentum. The Mission
handling of second-round PARs reflects a legitimate effort to
devise more efficient reporting procedures. However, this
effort has in some cases led to simply copying checklist

entries without seriously examining their continued validity.

Missions do not fully understand how and why the PAR helped
them last year. There is generally 1ittle awareness that the
real value of the PAR came from the long and sometimes tedious
dialogue and review sessions struggling to find satisfactory
ways of capturing the essence of the project in the PAR report,
and from the replanning, Not accustomed to annual system-

atic evaluation, the Missions we saw working on second=ppund
PARs showed an inclination to focus on updating the PAR

report without once again rethinking the project design and its
presumed re1ationship to higher goals. If the output targets
were accepted by AID/W last year, they are allowed to remain
intact and unquestioned, even if not adequate measures of pro-
gress. Most disturbing of all, of three Missions we visited
that had begun second-round PAR preparation, two had cut back

severely or dispersed with the PAR review process.
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In the absence of a clear signal that the PAR is being used at
AID/W for serious purposes, Missions are beginning to assign

a 1owerhpriority to the PAR process. Having more or less
mastered the reporting requirement, the Missions are no longer
quite so concerned about the quality of the process. The PAR
is irritating to deal with because of its design and this in-
creases the tendency to set it aside as quickly as possible.
The PAR is not currently an actionable report for the Mission;
thus, it suffers for attention when competing with the action

able concerns of Mission management.

The PAR raises issues of output definition and project signifi-
cance that the Missions are unable to resolve without help.
Thus far, the help needed has not beeﬂ forthcoming. This being
the case, the Missions appear to be moving toward pro_forma

compliance which, under the circumstance, is. understandable.

In the action plan presented in Chapter II of this volume,
specific steps are outlined for sustaining and expanding on the

impact the PAR has had on Mission management practice..

C. THE PAR AS A REPORT

The PAR as a report is expected to serve in three roles: Tirst,
as a report to Mission management; second, as a report to AID/W
management; and third, as a data input to analyses of technical
assistance performed either at AID/W or the Mission. We were
asked to assess four dimensions of the performance. of the PAR

report in each of these roles:

- - =
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(1) Efficiency of data collection, storage, and retrieval

(2) Utitlity of data presentation to PAR users

(31 Vgliditz of PAR data; that is, the accuracy and

reliability of the information reporting in the PAR

(4) Relevance of the data reported in the PAR to the real
issues concerning TA projects and the critical decision-

making responsibilities of PAR users

To measure these four dimensions of PAR reporting performance, we
collected several kinds of data. PAR reporting in 12 of the 13
Missions we visited was rated on a five-point sca]e against six
basic parameters of information system design. (The remaining
Mission was a field test site for the recommended PAR improvements
and there was not sufficient time to assess the existing PAR

process.) The design parameters we applied are:

o Strong policy direction. Success of any communication

system required that explicit policy direction be pro-
vided from the upper through the Tower levels of
management. The PAR can be significant to AID/W only
insofar as it is internalized to USAID operations.
This internalization requires strong direction to and

from Mission managzment.

Fmphasis must be on output capability. The tendency in

information system design is to establish information
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requirements that are appropriate to central users and

then define comprehensive éets of data that enable all
relevant reports to be generated. As additional data
requirements are conceived, they are added to the input
formats. As a result, the sum total of the information
system activity as seen by the individual upon yhom the
reporting burden ultimately falls is a proliferation of
reporting requirements. - The critical difference between

a weak PAR system and a strong one will be whether emphasis
is placed on providing useful outputs to real users

rather than on compiling comprehensive input data.

Support for multi-project. Consistent with the need to

emphasize output rather than input, the PAR must providé
for aggregating data in terms of classification parame-
ters of direct interest to each of the management levels

through which PAR data flow.

Demonstrated use in management reviews. The final test of

the validity of the information that are presented by any
input format are whether or not those data are routinely
used to review project and organizational performance.
Data used by USAID management to evaluate their own pro-
Jjects and their own personnel will be data that can be

safely used by AID/W.

Significance of data generating events. Data are repre-

sentations of activities. A critical factor in determining

_—
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the validity of data reported is whether or not the events
or activities generating those data are significant to
USAID management. Specifically, data captured by the PAR

system must be data that are used by the Missiond.

® Efficiency of data collection. The reporting burden im-

posed on the field qctivities must be "reasonable."
Redundant or unnecessary reporting requirements will be
quickly perceived and resented. Thus, PAR must be de-
signed to .minimize the reporting effort expended by

Mission personnel.

Table 4-2¢ reports the composite ratings for the 12 sample
Missions. The first four of these parametérs were also applied
in appraising the PAR as a report to AID/W. These ratings are
reported in Table 4-ZI. Ouyr interpretation of these data is

presented in the discussion below.

A second category of data was collected assessing the PAR report
for each of the 43 sample projects. In this case, we measured
the accuracy of the report in describing both the Mission per-
ception of the project and the issues pertaining to the project
revealed through our on-site review. In addition, project-
specific data were collected describing the effect of the PAR

process on the report and vice versa.

Our original work plan envisioned a third measure of PAR perfor-

mance involving simulated PAR-based decision-making by AID/W
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panels. The validity of the PAR-based decisions reached by these
panels was to be tested on-site during the Mission survey. How-
ever, our initial attempts at using this approach revealed that
AID/W staff did not view the PAR as an adequate basis for the
decisions they were willing to make about TAprojects. Unable to

generate any meaningful data, we discarded this technique.

Our findings relative to the PAR as a report are discussed below

under four headings:

® Efficiency of the PAR Information System
® The PAR as a Report to the Mission
® The PAR as a Report to AID/W

® The PAR as Data Input for Analysis

1. Efficiency of the PAR Information System

The efficiency of the PAR information system is a function of the
cost per unit of data collected, stored and retrieved using the
PAR document. OQur findings relative to these three elements of

PAR efficiency are discussed below.

a. PAR Efficienty in Data Collection

The efficiency of PAR data collection has two dimensions.

First, there is the question of whether PAR data are by-

products of basic Mission processes or must be generated solely

to satisfy the PAR requirement. We found that a substantial

portion of the PAR data are not generally available at the

- I '
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Mission and must be generated to complete the PAR. Howeve;,
for the most part, this is data needed to manage effectively
and should be available. For example, the most expensive
sections of the PAR in terms of data generation costs are the

the Qutput Report and .Forecast (PART I-B.1), and the Status

of Schedule ~ Indjvidual Activities (PART II-A.1). 1In all

cases, these are data that should be readily available at the
Mission as a result of novmal planning activities. Thus
while the PAR has created an additional data generation
responsibility, the cost of carrying out this responsibility

is more appropriately a cost of the Mission planning process.

Project managers are typically not familiar with cost and
budget data for their projects except in the aggregate. In
particular, the cost of the various inputs is often not known,
including in a few cases the cost of the implementing agent.
In some cases, PAR entries having to do with host and other
donor inputs were uninformed quesses. That such data is not
known to project managers suggest that they do not give
adequate consideration to the cost-effectiveness of various
means of producing the required outputs. In particular,
Tittle attention is given in most Missions to mobilizing

private and other donhor resources.

Some part of the PAR data collection costs were avoidable. On
several occasions we found that data that was independently

generated by the PAR preparer was readily available
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in other parts of the Mission. Examples of this inciude
participant training results and costs. ;n other cases,
data was available from the host government but not used.
These kinds of inefficiencies can be expected to decrease as
the Mission evaluation officer and project managers become

familiar with existing data sources.

The second issue of concern in assessing the efficiency of
the PAR data collection is whether the PAR document is an
efficient instrument for recording data. Our judgment is

that it clearly is not (refer to Table 4-29),

There is a high psychic cost associated with filling out the
PAR because it is complicated. In fact, it appears more com-
plicated than it is because the questions are not asked in a
way that makes the logic of evaluation clear. Moreover, the
invitation to clarify responses to individual checklist items
often results in redundant narrative. This redundancy is
heightened by the fact that the intended uses of PAR data are
not clear. Project Managers anticipate "worse-case” uses of
such data and provide additional verbiage to protect against

potential misunderstandings and misapplications.

From the standpoint of what is truly important to the evalua-
tion proces--that is, whether or not our projects are truly
having development impact-~the PAR is particularly deficient
in not reguiring a clear relationship bétween péoject outputs

and the higher goals. Mission attempts to fi]T.this gap

it
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results in further narrative that usually sheds little 1ight

on the.subject.

The output table of the PAR, which should be a key if not the
key element of the evaluation, was often irrelevant to the
rest of the PAR. The higher goals, for which a tabulation is
provided, are rarely defined to show or imply a logical con-
nection between outputs and goals. This was more frustrating

to the preparers of PARs than it was to its -readers.

Table 4-2 shows the sequence typically adopted by the PAR
preparers we interviewed. In those few cases where we ob-
served the actual PAR preparation, it seemed that one cost of
the illogic of the form was a fragmentation of the PAR pre-
parer's perception of the project. Instead of building to ;
coherent view of the overall project while completing the PAR,
it was necessary to go back and review the individual pieces

to gdain a sense of the whole.

b. PAR Efficiency in Data Storage

At the Mission, data storage is not yet an issue since PARs
are few and little used after they are filled out (the same
obviously applies to data retrieval). At present, PAR storage
at AID/W is a simple filing operation with a very low unit
cost. We reviewed the procedures for PAR distribution and
storage at AID/W established by M.C. 1026.2 and found them

satisfactory given existing patterns of use: However, in
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reviewing actual practice, we found some problems of duplica-
tion and gaps in PAR files. For example, some PARs are in
either the central or regional reference files, but not in
both as prescribed. Other PARS were circulated in regional
bureaus, particularly among technical groups, and had not
been recorded as received by either the central or regional
reference files. In a very few cases, we received copies of
PARs (and other project documentation) at the Mission which

had been submitted to AID/W but could not be found there.

We considered whether redundant reference files should be
maintained by the regional bureaus and concluded that a
working file for regional use, while maintaining a central

archival file is appropriate.

Future refinements and revisions to PAR storage procedures
should take into consideration the evolving AID/W uses of
the PAR and such uses as are defined by the TA Research and
Analysis (TARA) function. Among the issues to be considered
are establishing close-out procedures for individual project
files upon completion or term{nation of the project.
Selective data retention criteria and procedures should

be established to provide for summarization and central

storage of machineable data for completed projects.
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c. PAR Efficiency in Data Retrieval

Given existing AID/W utilization of PAR data -- a limited

number of users review PARs and refer to the PAR for

historical information--PAR data retrieval efficiency is adequate.
However, increased use of the PAR for analysis of classes of projects
resulting from activation of the TARA function will require substan-
tially greater efficiency. We have coded and stored in machineable
form the data from 321 PARs submitted during this study. These data
files are being presented to the agency together with this report.
Extractions from future PAR submissjons should be stored in the same
manner to permit efficient handling of the predicted increase in PAR
data retrievals. Otherwise the inefficiency of the existing manual
retrieval procedures will preclude effective use of PAR data for

analvtical purposes.

2. The PAR as a Report to the Mission

The PAR is a poor report to the Mission, and because of its apparent com-
plexity and lack of action orjentation, it is a particularly poor report
to the Mission Director. Rumor has it that at least one Mission Director,
when presented with his first PAR, threw it across the room and instructed
his staff that he was never to see another. Although that anecdote is
third-hand to the study team, the fact is that the Mission Director,

particularly in a Targe Mission, does not find the current PAR useful as

a report.*

* In small Missions, he typically indicates that he does not need
the PAR as a report.
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The composite ratings of PAR utility for the 12 sample Missions are: "Use
in Management Reviews” - 2.9, Support for Multi-Project Aggregations - 1.6,
Emphasis on Outputs - 2.3. These ratings confirm that, on ba1ance? the
utility of the PAR as a report to Mission management is low. It is signi-
ficant that several of the Missions we visited were cutting back or

eliminating PAR-based management reviews during the second round of PARs.

The PAR was far more useful as a report to lower levels of Mission
Managemeng, although there is Timited recognition of this utility. One
benefit of the PAR process has been the requirement for a narrative his-
tory to bring the project up-to-date. For many projects this was the
first and only complete statement tracing its origins and evolution. It
typically was a time-consuming process to develop this history, and often
involved contacting host personnel and others who had been previously
associated with the projéct. Both project staff and others within the
Mission found value in recreating such a history, but there was quite
properly some question as to whether the value justified the substantial
cost. (On several occasions project management felt that the benefit of
the narrative history was higher than did our study team. The difference
in assessments appears to be caused by the fact that technical management
appropriately values insight into projects for its own sake, whereas our
viewpoint was that knowledge is useful only if it results in construc-

tive action.)

Although the PAR was not a good report, the issues raised when preparing
the PAR were often brought to the attention %f the Misson Director and

sybsequentiy acted upon., This was, in fact, the primary benefit of the
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PAR process--raising issues and either informally or formally bringing
those issues to the appropriate level of management attention. In several
instances PARs were forwarded to the Mission Director with memos attached
indicating divergent views within the Mission. Even in small Missions,
Directors were on a number of occasions surprised at the number of contro-
versial opinions and important issues that were raised., The Director did
not frequently attribute the raising and resolution of issues to the PAR
process, although in our judgment the PAR report was an important agent

in focusing issues for his attention.

The major issues reported on and presented to the Director as a result of
the PAR process were not generally "surprises." However, there often
were issues of importance but of sufficient difficulty to resolve that
lower management had previously seen no point in raising them. Where
such "basic" issues were raised during PAR preparation, and a degree of
interaction was achieved between program, sector, and project management,
some of the insurmountable problems began to look less insurmountable and

were reported to the Director, though perhaps not in the PAR.

The assessment of PAR validity by the Mission staff shows a not surprising
variation depending on the role played in the PAR process. Those who
played a major role most often agreed with the final PAR report (85%),
whereas only a small majority (60%) of those who observed from afar were
in total agreement. However, at least 90% of those we interviewed felt

that the PAR was valid except for minor issues (refer to Table 4-22).

An important measure of the performance of the PAR report is whether

Mission personnel Took on it as a credible communications channel--that
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is, do they feel confident that issues reported on in the PAR will re-
ceive the appropriate level of attention. A.minimum level of PAR credi-
bility is essential if the report is to capture what is truly important

about technical assistance projects. However, in this regard, the PAR

does not fare so well. Only 50% of the PAR preparers were confident of -

obtaining the management attention appropriate to the issues raised in

the PAR. Of the remainder, 24% anticipated a management reluctance to

address key issues and did not raise them. (Refer to Table 4-23) On-

site observations suggest that many, if not most, of these issues were
subsequently raised during the PAR review. However, we found conscious
suppression of issues in only 17% of the 43 sample projects we reviewed

on-site. Two important facts emerge from these data:

-~ Approximately one third of issues suppressed during PAR

preparation are raised during the PAR review

-- Communications within the Mission are not substantially

better than between the Mission and AID/W.
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2. The PAR as a Report to AID/W Management

Our assessment of the PAR as a report to AID/W management is discussed

below under two headings:

¢ The Candor and Accuracy of the PAR Report
¢ The Utility and Relevance of PAR Data.

a. The Accuracy and Validity of the PAR Report

There are two questions of fundamental importance in discussing the PAR

as a report to AID/W Management. First, did the report candidly and
accurately describe the Mission perception of the project? Second, did
the report accurately and validly describe the project. These are differ-
ent, although related, questions. The first asks whether or not the
Missions "“censored” the reports to eliminate controversial issues. The
second, more important, question asks whether or not the Missions were

themselves able to detect the important and actionable issues.

The answer to the first question is yes - the PARs for the most part do
candidly and accurately reflect Mission analyses of their projects.

There are exceptioﬁs to this, particularly where the PAR was viewed as

a pro forma exercise. Still, it should be assumed that where the eval-
uation of a project appears to be superficial or defensive, it is because
that is exactly the type of analysis that was undertaken. Mission
Directors are more aware of this, quite obviously, than are the AID/W
reviewers. Mission Directors have on a number of occasions responded
firmly to poor evaluations, and there is evidence to suggest that if
given the opportunity and the tools, will demand better ~ more candid

and more effective - evaluations:
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Which brings us to the second question, of whether the PAR accurately
reflects the true state of affairs and identify important issues. The
answer to this question is generally no. Less than half of the PARs
forwarded to AID/W and selected for study reported the issues that our
study team, based on on-site reviews, found to be the key issues for
the project. However, it must be emphasized that this resulted more
from deficiencies in the Mission's ability to get to the root issues
and discuss them in a way that could lead to repianning actions, than

from editorial constraints.

The quantitative data supporting the above findings, based on 42
projects reviewed in depth,* are as follows: 83% of the PARs reported

what the Mission knew about the project - in only 17% of the projects

were issues supressed or seriously misrepresented. (Refer to Table 4-2%)

At the same time, PARs for 50% of this sample failed to report the
issues our study team deemed most important to the project. Thus, in

33% of the projects the Missions failed to identify the issues that our

team considered most important. (It should be recognized that the

important issues unearthed by our study team were not based solely on
personal assessments. Typically these were issues that host personnel
considered important and that project staff identified or verified as

important after discussion with our interviewers.)

The evidence is, in our opinjon, conclusive. The problem is not how

*We did not collect this data for one of the 43 sample projects
that were reviewed in depth. '

-
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to help them undertake better and more insightful evaluations.

b. The Utility and Relevance of PAR Data

The first and most important question about PAR utility and
relevance to AID/W is whether it is used and +if it is useful in
making decisions that are important to AID/W. Our findings suggest
that at present it is used infrequently but that the PAR is poten-
tially of great importance. The project-specific decisions and

actions that concern AID/W fall into two categories:

Support for Mission Programs. This category involves recruit-

ing and negotiating PASAs and implementing agency contracts,
personnel actions, processing loan agreements, processing and
expediting commodities, etc. Decisions and actions on these
matters normally require data at a Tevel below that provided

in the PAR and are obtained from documents designed specifically

for that purpose, e.g., the PI0s and SPARs.

Financial and Budgetary. While these decisions have project-

specific impact, AID/W typically does not rely on project specific
information in making them. Instead, the data used are offered
at a level above the "unit-of-management” project dealt with by

PAR.

There is a third area of decision-making responsibility which, until
very recently, had very nearly been abdicated by AID/W: deciding and

acting on the related issues of whether Mission projects are of sound
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design and are well managed. 'In the past there has been no systematic
and reliable information on which to base these decisions. The PAR
has, to some extent, filled this gap in the AID/W information base
and, in doing so, has created a problem for AID/W. The PAR is suffi-
ciently different from other kinds of documentation that there was no
precedent for review and response. AID/W was told about issues, in a
formal document, that they used to learn about only through the grape-
vine. Sometimes AID/W agreed with what the PARs were saying, some-
times there was disagreement. However, the nature of communication

was different from anything that had gone before.

The PARs were for the most part more objective and candid than AID/W
had expected. Recognizing that this was probably true (although by ro
means certain of it), AID/W acted with considerable restraint. Formal
responses to the PARs tended to be helpful rather than critical of
projects, and critical comment was typically aimed at the evaluation
process rather than the project. Certainly, not all AID/W personnel
shared "in the feeling that response to PARs must be controlled and
supportive. Still, there is an AID/W consensus that responds to the

feelings of a Mission Program Officer:

"If AID/W doesn't respond t¢ the PARs, we will be annoyed. If
they respond in a meddlesome way, we will be angry. . . . Still,
I don't suppose we would be very annoyed., and possibly not even

very angry."

In the remainder of this section, we discuss (1) the specifics of the

~ - —a ~ - -
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AID/W response to the PAR and (2) the results of our analysis of the

utility and relevance of the data provided for by the existing PAR

document.

(1} The response by AID/W management to the PAR has had two sides:

The PAR has initiated the first systematic AID/W review of projects

at the "unit-of-management" level. This process is unigue in that

it is oriented toward improving Mission processes for managing
projects rather than focusing on the substance of the projects
themselves. Moreogver, the ;eview has encompassed nearly all
technical assistance projects and not just the visible failures
and potential sources of embarrassment. In short, just as the

PAR requirement has made it clear to the Missions that there needs
to be a new and better evaluation procedure, so the PAR require-
ment has made it clear to AID/W that there must be a new kind of
procedure for reviewing evaluation reports. The dafa in Table 4-2{
indicate that thus far, implementation of this procedure has been

spotty and varies substantially between the regional bureaus.

The characteristics of the AID/W review process created by the PAR

include:

AID/W responses to PAR submissions have for the most part, com-
mented on and offered suggestions for improving. the quality and
insight of Mis$ion project evaluation rather than second quessing

¥

project-specific USAID decisions.
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Project-specific comments dealing with the substance of technical
assistance projects have been offered on an advisory and often
informal basis. These comments have usually been designed to
raise issues not visibly considered by the Mission and to offer

new data that might have a bearing on Mission decisions.

The AID/W PAR review process has served as a means for bringing

AID/W management and technical expertise to bear on project-

specific issues. It is our impression -- unverified by Mission-
level observations -- that this process has enriched and focused

the dialogue between AID/W and the Missions.

Thus far, the connection between the PAR review process and
AID/W decisions on Mission programs and budgets has not been

clearly established.’

The review process has greatly increased AID/W knowledge of USAID
activities. We found that, in a significant minority of the bpro-
jects and PARs we reviewed, the PAR was the most comprehensive
and occasionally the only source of project-specific information

available to AID/W officials.

Two of the very few cases we found of non-constructive responses

to PARs were forwarded outside of normal channels, suggesting

that iﬁprovements can be effected by enforcing.c1earance procedures
and by encouraging Mission management to ignore queries that

Tack proper authorization.
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-- The AID/W review panel typically includes the Regional PEOQ,

a DP representative, staff from the area or desk involved, and
ID personnel with technical cognizance for the activity being
reported on. At the outget, PAR and often PROP reviews were
led by the RPEQ. Increasingly, however, desk personnel and
DP staff have assumed the leadership role. Up to this point,
the major benefit of the PAR to AID/W has been in educating
regional personnel in the concepts and skills required to
function effectively in "managing managers". wWhile not vet
fully understood or accepted by the AID/W staff, this role
offers substantially greater leverage and opportunity to
upgrade TA projects than direct intervention in project-

specific decision-making.

There is a lingering concern on the part of AID/N officials

that USAID management cannot be relied on to upgrade or elimi-

nate projects that are clearly failing or have become irrele-

vant. In the course of our discussions, AID/W staff have
almost invariably expressed concern that USAID management
Tacks the competence and insight required to carry out effec-
tive project evaluation and, more important, is not motivated
to upgrade or eliminate projects that cannot demonstrate
progress toward ach%evement of purpose. In response to this
concern, we have examined the options open to AID/W. Our

findings suggest that AID/W has no practical alternative to
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“managing managers" rather than projects. Similarly, the
only approach open to AID/W for upgrading AID technical
assistance projects that is feasible over the long term is
to focus on upgrading TA project managers. This applies
whether the project managers report to the existing USAID
organization or, as has recently been suggested, to AIQ/N

through the U.S. Embassy. Our reasoning is as follows:

It is also interesting to note that we were more often
told {by USAID staff) of projects that AID/W had forced
the Mission to continue than we were of projects for

which AID/W demanded termination.

(2) The data of greatest utility and relevance to the AID/W project

review are not reported in the PAR. More specifically, our analysis

of the PAR data elements indicates that:

-- The most important funding data are not reported: cost to comple-
fion fhich defines the resources affected by the evaluation
findings) and the cost of the input categories. These latter
define an important dimension of AID's management interest in
these categories, yet it is not unusual for Project Managers to

not know these amounts.

\
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The output report in the existing PAR leaves out the most critical
data element: revised targets, which describe the replanning
implications of prior performance. There is currently no way to

tell whether failure to meet a prior output target has any real

impact on forecasted project effectiveness.

The relevance of the higher goals reported in Part I-C.1 is seldom
evident. Quite often, these are stated in such general terms that
any project could conceivably contribute to attaining them. In
other cases, these goals range from country program objectives all
the way down to input targsts. Finally, the information of
greatest relevance to USAID and AID/W is not requested: an expla-
nation of the casual Tlinkages preceived between achievement of the
project purpose and the higher goal and evidence that performance
to date verifies the Mission's expectations about these linkages.
It is our judgment that implementation schedules and performance
are not relevant above the project managemant level unless they
explain deviations from output targets or impact on activities

outside the project.

The name of the Project Manager should be a key identifier.
This should be prominently dispiayed on the first page of the
PAR and all other project documents to reinforce the concept

that the project equates to the manager's job responsibilities.
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4. The PAR as a Data Input to Analysis

The findings reported thus far have to do with the PAR as a management
tool, a device for initiating and appraising the opreration of a Mission-
useful project evaluation orocess. A second role or function of the PAR
that is of major importance to the Agency is that of nroviding daté for
analysis into the character of technical assistance for the purcose of
gaining insights that are transferrable among projects, vrograms, and
Missions. Tnis section reports our findings with respect to the utility
of FAR data as an input to this kind of analvsis. Our findinas are »re-
sented below, first as they relate to analvsis performed at the Mission

and then as thev concern the analvsis aopropriate to AID/Y.

a. PAR Data as an Inout to Mission Analvsis

There are totentially sianificant uses of FAR data for analysis at
the Mission: however, we found 1ittle awareness of thié netential on
the part of Mission personnel and no ongoing attemnts to excloit it.
The analysis of evaluation results now performed at the Mission-
level is usually performed in the Program Cffice and may or mav not
be influenced by the PAR. Such analysis. though limited, has been
useful in identifying problems affecting a number of zrojects. To
the extent PAR input has been imgortant, it has been in raising

issues for subsecuent analysis, most often not involvino PAR data.

At several larger Missions, we found serious attempts to aggregate
PAR data for Mission use. Such aggregations turned out to be of
very limited value to the Mission. Analysis of the aggregated

responses suggested internal inconsistencies in the PARs, but in
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each case the analyst finally decided (after looking specifically

at the projects-in guestion) that what appeared to be an inconsistency
was in fact a reflection of real difference in emphasis. Thus,

the result of thAis analytical effort was (1) to affirm that

the PARs had been filled out in good faith, and (2} to suggest that
"sel1f check" or intentionally redundant features of the PAR cannot

be relied upon.*

In cases where we reviewed all PARs for a Mission to prepare for the
Mission survey visits, we found PAR data to be useful in identifying
problems that are conmon to a single Mission on to a sector within a
Mission. For example, in one Mission we visited, all PARs except one
cite Tow host government pay as a serious problem that, in several

cases, was directly responsible for projects failing to meet targets.
Project- and division-level personnel told us this problem was of

major importance. The Mission Director said the problem was highly

overrated.

The PAR data in this case not only served to flag the problem as
having significance beyond a single project, it also pointed to a
possible approach to reducing the effects of Tow host pay on AID-
sponsored projects. As mentioned above, one PAR was conspicuous in

not ¢iting Tow host pay as having a negative impact on performance.

* That is, if question "17" asks for the same information as question
"2", a difference in response will most often mean a perceived difference
in the questions or their context, not a careless or non-constructive re-
port. This relates to the fundamental issue of ensuring that all respon-

dents interpret the queries in the same way, discussed in Volume 2 of this
report.
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This project was also singular in that it was generally producing
outputs as sche&u]ed despite substantial reductions in AID inputs.
A closer examination of the project suggested that the'project
manager had designed around the probiem of low host pay by
organizing the counterpart staff into closely knit teams directed
at attainable objectives. Each team contained the mix of technical
skills (assiduously deveioped by the project manager) required to
achieve its objectives. The esprit from being part of a team and
the sense of accomplishment from seif-contained efforts may have
overcome the demoralizing effects of subsistence wages. Analysis
of PARs could have led the Mission to recognize and'test the

applicability of this model to other projects in the Mission.

As suggested by the first exampie describing attempts to use the
PAR for analytical purposes, there are weaknesses in the data,

particularly in terms of reliability, that affect its utility for

comparative analysis. This and other problems are discussed in the

following section on AID/W use of PAR data for analvsis.

b. PAR Data as an Input to AID/W Analysis

In the course of our study we placed in computer file and analyzed
data from 321 PARs (a1l FY1969 PARs submitted, from all Regions, as
of early February, 1970). We added to this file data gathered during
the Mission survey describing the characteristics of the PAR processes
we observed. We have utilized this data for analysis principally in

two ways:
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® Using the overall project rating from the PAR (Part I-B.2) as

a dependent variable, we sought to identify factors and problems
that have a significant bearing on project success. As indepen-
dent variables, we used, at one time or another, most of the

quantifiable data in the PAR.

® Data from the PAR and from our Mission findings were manipulated
to determine those factors influencing the operations of the PAR

process and the accuracy of the PAR report.

The results of that analysis are discussed in Chapter V of this Volume.
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D. SOME UNDERLYING ISSUES: THE DESIGN AND MANAGEMENT OF TECHNICAL

ASSISTANCE PROJECTS

The most important failings of the PAR system arise only in part from
imperfections in the PAR itself. They result more from serious defi-

ciencies in Mission management practice and capabiTities.

Half of the PARs we studied seriously misrepresented the key issues per-
taining to the project, but two thirds of the time it was because the
Mission was unaware of the real issues. Only 17% of the sample PARs sent
to AID/W deliberately suppressed important issues, but 24% of the PARs
sent forward within the Mission failed to raise key issues because the PAR
preparer felt that top Mission management would be reluctant to address
them. Moreover, 45% of the PAR preparers felt they had been unable to
obtain appropriate Mission management attention for the issues they did

raise.

Admittedly, it is a serious failing of the PAR that it does not force the
Mission to establish a connection between project outputs and higher goals
by asking about the purpose of the project. On the other hand, 43% of the
project managers and 53% of division chiefs we interviewed did not under-
stand the project purpose well enough to carry out their responsibilities
effectively. The output table in the PAR seldom contained objectively
verifiable targets. Thus, it is not surprising that 75% of the project
managers we interviewed lacked explicit personal work plans. Qur assess-
ment of the poor state of vertical communications within the Mission is

corroborated by the respondents themselves: 75% of the project-Tevel and
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personnel (technicians and project managers) expressed a strong felt-need

for better and clearer supervision.
Three basic problems were characteristic of avery Mission we visited:

1. The purposes of technical assistance projects seldom are defined

sharply, and the connection befween a_project and ifts higher goals is

almost never clear. AID personnel lack a logical framework for defining

projects in terms that will permit objective verification of success. In
short, Mission managers are unable to answer the question, "when will your

project be completed?"

2. There is rarely a clear sense of management responsibility. USAID

staff cannot accept explicit responsibility for achieving project success,
as succass is highly dependent upon actions of others. Under these condi-
tions, even the "bright young men" of the Agency showed a distrubing reluc-
tance to accept responsibility. It is no wonder that they typically
gravitate to ihe Program Office, rather than to operating positions. It
should be a matter of great concern to the Agency that there are almost

no yvoung project managers.

Almost no one anywhere was willing to Teap in and assume responsibility
for getting things done. When we arrived at a Mission and asked to speak
to the manager of a sample project, it usually required a explanation of
what we meant to obtain the reply, "well, I guess there really isn't
anyone who is exactly the project manager, but Joe usually takes care of
that one for us. You should also talk to Tom because he's had a Tot to

do with it too."

!
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3. Mission managers do not understand their projects well enough to

replan effectively even after evaluation. Lacking both the orientation

that should be provided by clear-cut plans and sharply defined manage-
ment responsibilities, and the methodology appropriate to a well-defined
experimental situation, the Mission evaluator has found it difficult to
translate evaluation results back into better plans and better projects.
Thus, the PAR preparer pays a high price for his efforts, and while he
generally receives value in return, he cannot be confident of achieving the

project purpose.

Self-reinforcing management problems are at work in the Missions. Pro-
jects have not been clearly related to sector goals or explicitly to the
programming process. This makes it difficult to allocate responsibilities
for project performance, resulting in ambiguous project plans which further
compounds the confusion as to who is responsible for what. UnTess and
until these problems are resolved, improvements in evaluation will depend
solely on the art and judgment of the Mission Project Managers--who are

not yet well equipped for the task.



TABLE 4-1

USAID Allocation of Responsibilities for PAR Preparation

Direct
LEVEL Hire PASA Contract Total
Technician 6 2 2 10
Project Manager ’ 13 1 7 21
Technical Bivision Chief 7 1 0 8
PEC or Program Officer 1 0 0 4
30 4 9 43

TOTAL
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TABLE 4-2

ANALYSIS OF PAR DOCUMENT: PREPARATION COSTS, SOURCE OF DIALOGUE, AND UTILITY TO MISSION

HIGH COST FON.COST INITIATED DIALORUE  UTILITY AS REPORT TO USAID

PAR DATA ‘ ONE [ RECUR- | ONE | RECUR- geel] ABOUT
ELEMENT PAR SECTION TITLE TIME RING TIME RING - | NONE | ONLY |JISSUES| LOW MEDIUM { HIGH
008 PART I-A General Narrative Statement X X X X
011  PART I-C.1 Relation to Sector and : ‘
Program Goals X X X
012 Narative for PART I-C.1 X X X
N/A  PART I-C.2 General Questions X
021 Narrative for PART I-C.2 X
022 PART T1I-A.1 Status of Schedule- X X
Individual A ctions X X
023  PART II-A.2 Overall Timeliness X X X ¥
N/A  PART II-B.1 Factors Implementing ,
A gency X X X X
M/A  PART II-B.2 Factors-Participant .
Training X X X ¥
N/A  PART II-B.3 Commodities X
079 Narrative for PART IT-B X X X X
N/A  PART 1II Role of the Cooperating
106 Country ) X X X X
106 MNarrative for PART III X X
107 Narrative for PART IV-A Effective
Purpose and Design X X
108  PART IV-B Proposed action X X
109 Narrative for PART IV-B X X
009 PART I-B.1 Output Report and Forecast X X X X
0i0 PART I-B.2 Overall Achievement of
Project Targets . X X X ¥




ESTIMATE OF

TABLE 4-3

PAR WORKLOAD AT THE MISSION

MAN-DAYS
MISSION PERSONNEL Preparation Review Reporting TOTAL
1. PROJECT MANAGER 3-8 ' 1 1 5-7
2. PROGRAM EVALUATION OFFICER 3 T 1 5
3. TECHNICAL MANAGEMENT .5 .5 1
4, NON-TECHNICAL MANAGEMENT .5 .5 1
TOTAL 7-9 3 2 12-14




TABLE 4-4

"PAR-INDUCED CHANGES IN %RY SAMPLE
REVEALED THROUGH ON-SITE ANALYSIS

FREQUENCY
LEVEL OF CHANGE INDUCED BY PAR OF OCCURRENCE
No.* Bx*
MEANS OF ACCOMPLISHMENT MODIFIED 9 20.9
QUTPUT TARGETS MODIFIED OR RESCHEDULED 11 25.5
PROJECT REORIENTED TO CLARIFIED HIGHER GOALS 5 11.6
TOTAL NUMBER OF CHANGES*** 25. Non-add

* Refers to the number of projects out of the sample of 43 in which
each level of change was observed. These numbers are not exclusive --
on occasion projects were changed at more than one level.

** Refers-to the percentage of the sample of 43 projects for which this
data was collected. .

* *%As indicated by (*) above, the total number of changes does not
necessarily correspond to the total number of projects changed.



TABLE 4-5

LEVEL OF MISSION PAR REVIEW AND

THE FREQUENCY OF REPORTED PROJECT CHANGES

Level at which No. of Projects
PAR was reviewed Reviewed Changed
Project Manager 8 1
Division Chief 17 3
Multi-Sector Management 16 6
Total Observations 41% 10

* We were unable to fix the level of review in 2 of the 43 sample

projects for which this data was collected.




TABLE 4-6

EFFECTS OF CONTROVERSY ON

ABILITY OF PAR TO INDUCE CHANGE

Degree of Controversy No. of Projects
Caused by PAR Changed { Unchanged | Total
Little discussion 8 19 27
Persistent disagreement

eventually rgso]ved 2 8 10
Differences not reconciled,

settlement imposed 2 4 &
TOTAL 12 31 43.
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TABLE 4 - 7
PERCEPTION OF PAR VALUE

LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY

BY

Technician
Project Manager
Division Chief

Multi-Sector Manager

ROLE IN PAR PROCESS

None
Source of Data
Reviewed

Filled out

Felt PAR VYalue
Exceeded Cost

30%
75%
49%
68%

47%
63%
72%
75%



TABLE 4 - 8

INADEQUATE UNDERSTANDING OF PROJECT PURPOSE

A. LEVEL OR RESPONSIBILITY

1. Technician _ 48%
2. Project Manager 42%
3. Division Chief 53%
4. Multi-Sector Manager 25%

TOTAL POPULATION* 43%

B. EMPLOYMENT CATEGORY

1. Direct Hire ’ 40%
2. Contract 50%
3. PASA 70%

TOTAL POPULATION* 43%

* These data are based on 167 interviews in NESA, EA, and LA. HWe did
not record this data for 43 persons: 22 in the regions mentioned and the

21 people interviewed while testing PAR improvements in Africa.
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TABLE 4 - 9
LACKED EXPLICIT PERSONAL WORK PLANS

LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY

1. Technician

2. Project Manager

3.. Division Chief

4. Muiti-Sector Manager
TOTAL POPULATION*

EMPLOYMENT CATEGORY

1. Direct Hire
2. Contract
3. PASA
TOTAL POPULATION*

Refer to footnote on Table 4 - 8.

85%
77%
71%
38%
80%

80%
70%
95%

.80%



TABLE 4 - 10
STRONG FELT-NEED FOR BETTER GUIDANCE

A. LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY

1. Technician
2. Project Manager

TOTAL POPULATION*

B. EMPLOYMENT CATEGORY

1. Direct Hire
2. Contract
3. PASA
TOTAL POPULATION*

* Refer to footnote on Table 4 - 8.

90%
65%
75%

77%
70%
80%
75%

A



-l o WP R O e S W

-
S oW e

mE O .

*

TABLE 4 - T
FELT UNABLE TO OBTAIN APPROPRIATE ATTENTION

FOR_ISSUES RAISED DURING PAR PROCESS

LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY

1. Technician
2. Project Manager

TOTAL POPULATION*

EMPLOYMENT CATEGORY

1. Direct Hire
2. Contract
3. PASA
TOTAL POPULATION*

Refer to footnote on Table 4 - 8.

54%
45%
45%

39%
62%
78%
45%



TABLE 4-12

HOST COUNTRY ROLE IN EVALUATING AID PROJECTS

None

Important Source of Data in PAR
Preparation

Was Informed of Evaluation Results

Reviewed PAR Before Submission

Influenced Replanning

Conducted Independent Evaluation

NUMBER OF
HOST COUNTRIES*

*Numbers are not exclusive; where the host
participated at ail, it frequently did so

in more than one capacity.



TABLE 4-13

EFFECTS OF HOST PARTICIPATION
ON THE PAR PROCESS AND REPORT

, Correlations
With With Sharing
Consultation Resuits

ON THE PAR PROCESS
1. Net PAR value to the -.042 +.,210

Mission - study team

perception
2. Net PAR value to the +.060 +.096

Mission - Mission

perception
3. Overall project rating ~.256 -.174
ON THE PAR REPORT
1. Important change reported -.170 -.137
2. Accuracy of AID/W PAR +.028 +.178



TABLE 4-14

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN THE NET PAR VALUE TO THE MISSION

AND THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE

MISSION PAR PROCESS

Characteristics of

Correlation with
Net PAR Value to Mission

The Mission PAR Process Mission Study Team
Assessment Assessment

High level of preparing PAR -.136 ~-.112
Higher level of making original
decision about overall project +.246 -.009
rating
Highest level of genuine PAR
review +.23] +.,765
Move extensive Program Office
involvement in PAR review +.030 -.138
Higher level of revised evalua-
tive conclusions -.277 -.019
Greater degree of project-specific
experience and insight of PAR
preparer +.196 +.138
Greater degree of controversy
caused by PAR +.100 +, 387




TABLE 4-15

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN THE NET PAR VALUE TO THE MISSION

AND CONSULTATION DURING PAR PREPARATION

Correlation wi?h )
Sources Consuited During Net PAR Value to Mission
PAR Preparation Mission Study Team
Assessment Assessment
1. Host Officials +.060 -.042
2. Program Office +.187 -.037
3. Contractor -.054 +.027
4, PASA . 174 + 071




TABLE 4-16 -,

ASSOCIATION BETWEEN NET PAR VALUE TO MISSION

AND DIALOGUE ABOUT PROJECT TARGETS

Extent of Dialogue

Correlation with
Net PAR Value to Mission

- About Project Targets Mission Study Team
Assessment Assessment
1. Developed by PAR preparer alone +.035 +.049
2. Obtained from existing documents -.137 +.020
3. EstabTlished through Timited
dialogue +.175 +.,235
4. Established through extensive
dialogue +.060 +.160

]

i
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TABLE 4-17

NET PAR VALUE TO THE MISSION:
ASSOCIATION WITH DIALOGUE ABOUT HIGHER GOALS

Extent of Dialogue

Correlation with
Net PAR Value to Mission

About Higher Goals Mission Study Team
Assessment Assessment
T. Unclear how obtained -.224 -.172
2. Obtained from the Country Field
Submission (CFS) -.175 +,261
3. Obtained from the Project
Budget Submission (PBS) +.175 +.161
4. Obtained from other documents -.41 -.143
5. Obtained from Program Office +.271 +.076
6. Developed or clarified through
extensive dialogue +.439 +,323




TABLE 4-18

NET PAR VALUE TO MISSION:

AéSOCIATION WITH SHARING EVALUATION RESULTS

Parties with Whom

Correlation with
Net PAR Yalue to Mission

Evaluation Results were Shared Mission Study Team
‘ Assessment Assessment
. Contractor Personnel +.026 -.024
PASA Team -.225 -.068
Host Officials +.096 +.210
Discussed at Tength with non-
technical Mission management *.354 ) +.388 .
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TABLE 4-19

NET PAR VALUE TO MISSION:
ASSOCIATION WITH PROJECT-RELATED CHANGES RESULTING FROM PAR PROCESS -

Correlation with

Project-Related Changes Net PAR Value to Mission

Resulting from PAR Process Mission Study Team
Assessment Assessment

No Change -.376 -.556

Means of accomplishment modified +,113 +.237

Output targets modified
or re scheduled +,289 +.440

Project reconverted to clarified
higher goals +.205 +.265

Change in project manager
perceptions and communications +.310 +.341
about project




TABLE 4-20

ANALYSIS OF THE PAR AS
A MISSION-LEVEL INFORMATION SYSTEM

SYSTEM DESIGN PARAMETERS NESA EA LA AFR  WORLD
}
i
1. Strong Policy Direction 3.3 2.3 2.8 1.5 2.5 °
2. Emphasis on Output Capability 2.7 2.3 2.5 1.5 2.3
3. Support for Multi-Project f
Aggregations 1.7 1.3 2.0 1.5 1.6
i 4. Use in Management Reviews 3.3 2.3 3.0 3.0 2.9
5. Significance of Data Genera-
ting Events 3.3 2.3 2.3 2.0 3.0
6. Efficiency of Data Collection 3.3 2.3 2.8 2.0 2.6
COMPOSITE RATINGS * 2,9 2.2 2.6 1.9 2.5
*

Missions were rated on a scale of 5.
"1" was lowest and "5" was highest.

would indicate an optimum system.

Thus a rating of all "5's"
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TABLE 4-21

ANALYSIS OF THE PAR AS

AN AID/W INFORMATION SYSTEM

(Based on a five-point scale: "1" is Jowest; "5" is highest;
"3" is “satisfactory" rating for continuing operation?

SYSTEM DESIGN PARAMETERS

REGIONAL BUREAUS

AID/W
NESA EA LA AFR COMPOSITE

1. Strong Policy Direction 4.0 1.0 1.0 3.0 2.3
2. Support for Multi-Project

Aggregations 2.3 3.0 1.0 2.0 2.1
3. Emphasis on Qutput

Capability 2.3 1.0 2.0 3.0 2.1
4. Use in Management Reviews 2.7 2.0 1.5 3.5 2.4
COMPOSITE (AVERAGE) RATINGS* 2.8 1.7 1.4 2.8 2.2

* These ratings are highly subjective assessments (averaged for our
three-man team) indicative of the point in time at which we happened
to examine the AID/W PAR process.
that the PAR System cannot work unless and until some improvements

are made.

The point of these assessments is




TABLE 4-22

MISSION ASSESSMENT OF PAR VALIDITY*

Prepared PAR

Participated in PAR Process

No PAR Involvement

Aaggﬁs Disagreement
PAR Minor Major
85% 8% 7%
75% 20% 5%
60% 30% 10%

*These data are based on 167 interviews with NESA,

EA, and LA.
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TABLE 4-23

MISSTION ASSESSMENT OF PAR CREDIBILITY*

Able to obtain management attention for issues

raised in PAR 50%

Unable to obtain aopropriate attentionlfor

key issues 21%

Anticipated management reluctance to address

issues and did not raise them 24%

Not rated 5%

*These data are based on interviews with 37 PAR pre-

parers NESA, EA and LA.



Table 4-24

FRY ASSESSMENT OF PAR
VALIDITY FOR 42 PROJECTS *

*We did not collect this data for 1 of the 43 sample projects

studied in depth.

No. of % of
Projects SampTle R
= a
. -+
%’ 1. Accurately described project 12 29 :"’.: ‘?'L
2 b
S | 2. Ssubtle but'significant differences 9 21
)
o 3. _Key issues not raised
Q)
=. a. Not explicit in Mission** - 14 33 @ QO
gy
iE
- b. Explicit but suppressed 4 10 &
'3 . D
o O
) . . ' =
L 4, Seriously misrepresented project 3 7
Total: Y. 100

**Ttem 3a can be interpreted as cases'where the Mission failed
to unearth the important issues. )
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CHAPTER V: RESEARCH AND ANALYSIS WITH PAR DATA

A. INTRODUCTJON

As part of the study of the PAR system, a research effort was undartaken
to test the feasibility of using PAR data to improve technical assistance
projects. The research results led us to conclude that PAR data can be
used for research about technical assistance. PAR data is potentially
valuable evidence for management and decision-making as well as for

research about the nature of technical assistance.

Qur research effort using PAR data was useful in analyzing one issue of
importance to the Agency--improving project evaluation. The data were

sufficiently valid to be useful. Relatively unsophisticated analysis of
"serious" problems yielded some insight into TA projects. Flaws identi-

fied in the PAR have been remedied and improvements in project planning

‘at the Mission level should lead to better data about dependent variables.

There are no insuperable obstacles in data collection, transformation into
a computerized data base, analysis, or translation into useful research
findings. In fact, several specific 1ines of inquiry are suggested as

attractive for further research.
The remainder of this chapter is divided into three sections.
®  the need for research about technical assistance

® the Fry research effort--what was done with what results



@ proposed research and the use of PAR data

An annex to Chapter V contains some products of the Fry research

effort.

¢ Ten summaries of PAR responses: 321 PARs -- worldwide and 4
regional summaries -- both in absolute numbers and as percentages

(Exhibits A to J)

@ Regional comparisons of PAR responses: frequency and seriousness

of problems (Exhibit K)

® An example of detailed analysis of association between “overall
achievement of project targets" {dependent variable) and indepen-

dent variables coded in the PAR. (Exhibit L)
e Coding sheets (Exhibit M)

A paper on testing development hypotheses (Exhibit N)

Description of computer programs and data files (Exhibit 0)

B. THE NEED FOR RESEARCH ABOUT TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

After more than twenty years of technical assistance to less developed
countries (LDCs}, AID is, and should be, sensitive about criticism that
its projects are not well managed. Observers inside and outside of the
Agency have noted the Tack of lateral transfer of experience from one pro-
ject to another. The Fry Consultants noted that they themselves were be-

coming an informal communications channel, carrying information about what

T

L}
B = - O =

I
{

H



was going on in other Missions -- information that had transfer value but

for which there was no normal channel.

The defense for current practice has been that the heterogeneity of
technical assistance projects severely limits transfer value. Projects
are distributed in a variety of cultures and economic sectors. Varied
types of assistance are offered (advisors, training, commodities). And,

after all, economic development is still an art rather than a science.

Yet the fact is that there are strong family resemblances among the
projects supported by AID, and many projects could profit from sharing
experience. Lack of information about similar projects does not auto-
matically result in project failure. However, it does omit the options
recognized by Mission management, and restricts the evidence available
for making important decisions. In the best situations, people within
the Mission or on AID/W supporting staff supply the required alternatives

and evidence from their personal experience; too often decisions are impro-

vised based on the intuition and insight of the men on the firing line.

Improvisation is unavoidable in some situations -- systematic management

is superior when it can be used.

The bridge between technical assistance being "manageable in principlie"
and "well managed in fact" is good information and good judgment in making
choices among alternatives. Good management uses facts and evidence to
the extent possible, not just artfulness and personal experiance. Good
planning requires knowing the options available and making a realistic

assessment of expectations. Monitoring for deviations from plan becomes
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most useful when it is clear which deviations are important. Adaptation
to changing circumstances will be effective only if the genuine alternatives

are understood.

An AID memory about technical assistance is a powerful tool for system-
atic research about technical assistance. Inputs, outputs, purposes, and
goals can be analyzed to develop better insight into what we are doing now.

Questions to be answered will include, for classes of projects:

¢ What was expected?

® What was achieved?

o What were the important problems?

@ How might they have been gnticipated?

e What alternatives succeeded?

e What were the alternatives that managers considered relevant?

Managers will Tind the data in an AID/W memory useful when they can
relate it to the problems before them. They want evidence to help make

decisions. Research can be helpful to them in several ways:
1. Identifying projects that may have transfer value.
2. Showing how others have planned similar projects.

3. Clarifying the seriousness of deviations from plan.

' - a S ek T e aS W N e
G OE N oy O M G SN e . .
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Clarifying courses of action that are alternatives to the

current plan.

Identifying problems and sources of strength frequently associated

with projects of a given type.
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C. THE FRY RESEARCH EFFORT -- WHAT HAS BEEN DONE

The Fry research is described in six sub-sections.
(1) The purpose of the research -- What questions were asked?
(2) Data collection -- the quality of PAR data.

(3) Preparing data for computer analysis -- coding and data organ-

ization.

(4} Analysis -- What kind of analytical techniques were used?

(5) Usefulness -- What was done with the results of the analysis?
(6) Limitations of the Fry research effort.

1. The Purpose of' the Research -- What Questions Were Asked?

- N N
-

Fry Consultants Tlaunched two distinct but related research efforts to use

PAR data for improving management of technical assistance:

L L

(a) Testing the feasibility of using PAR data for analyzing classes

of technical assistance projects; and

(b) Analysis of the PAR preparation process in the 43 cases of com-

pleted PARs for projects visited by Fry Consultants. PAR data

’

!
i

plus a separate data file based on interview notes were converted

into evidence for real decisions about redesigning the PAR system.

-’ - -



In analysis of TA projects, the questions asked were:

(a) What were the common problems for TA projects? Common problems

(b)

were the factors frequently identified in the PAR as having

significantly negative effect on the project.

How serious were the problems? Seriousness was measured by
the average rating of "overall achievement of project targets"
(abbreviated "rating" hereafter). If projects with problem "X"

had a significantly Tower average rating than projects without

problem "X", then it was serious.

In the second part of the research -- analysis of the PAR process -- six

di fferent dependent variables were used:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Rating of overall achievement -- a measure of bias in the PAR

process since the rating shouid not depend on who did what in

.the evaluation.

Recommendation of important change -- the.PAR process should

lead to replanning when appropriate; when did it happen?

Net value of the PAR process perceived by the Mission (abbreviated
NVM} -- what characteristics of the PAR process are associated

with a positive NVM (versus zero or negative}?

Net value of the PAR process perceived by Fry (abbreviated NVF) --
what characteristics of the PAR process are associated with a

positive NVF (versus zero or negative)?
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(e) Accuracy of the PAR report -- what conditions were associated

with candid reporting? accurate reporting?

(f) Estimated cost of the PAR process in man days -- what factors

made the PAR costly or cheap to.the Mission?

"Overall achievement® is from the PAR (block 010). An "important change”
is any checklist response in Section IV-B of the PAR except "no change"”,
“minor change in PIP", and "other". The other four dependent variables

were taken from Fry interview data.

2. Data collection -- The Quality of the PAR Data

The quality of the PAR data was imperfect but surprisingly good. Mission
visits suggested that USAID personnel generally attempted to report accu-
rately in the PAR. Deficiencies were mainly due to 1éck of understanding

by the PAR preparer. There were some other data problems.

e Very important factors were not distinguishable from trivial factors

that were relevant to the project.

8 The outputs section of the PAR was treated cavalierly or badly in

most PARs.

L

@ Preparers sometimes do not omit 000 in cost figures.

¢ There are 232 projects that failed to mark "no commodities" but
only 18 of these marked FFF or non-FFF commodities (11 and 117)

respectively.

.
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o Checklist responses in Section IV-B are inconsistent with the text

of Section I[V-B.

e PAR preparers successfully resisted quantification in spite of

the major thrusts in the PAR toward that end.

# Unexpected responses were uncomfortably common --- e.g. asterisks
were used to mark host factors that were targets to be changed by
the project (dependent variables) rather than independent variables
influencing the success of the project. A PAR for a project with

more than one implementing agent or host organization might respond

"P/N" to a question.

A more serious flaw in data quality was confusion about the dependent var-
jables. Project managers did not know what was expected of their project

and therefore could not realistically report expectations or compare actual
achievement with prior expectations. The deficiencies of the PAR resulted
from two weaknesses of project planning: Tlack of focus and lack of explicit-
ness. The space in the PAR for four goal statements sometimes Ted to fisting
four sector goals whether they were germane to the project or not. Few pro-
jects used objectively verifiable indicators to measure their expectations

and actual achievement. We were asked the following questions reflecting

confusion about what to assess:

-- Could any project with only a few people have a high impact on

broad country goals?

-- Was it fair to rate a project unsatisfactory when the Implementing
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Agent had done everything possible under the circumstances?

-- What should the rating be when the project was effective but be-

hind schedule?

Nevertheless, on balance the rating of "overall achievement” was a useful
measure of relative success of projects. Ratings were spread over a seven
point scale. There was some upward bias in ratings -- though most PAR
preparers called projects as they saw them. - PARs without ratings were

usually new projects.

Other dependent variables were less useful. Timeliness was less useful

as a dependent variable because 192 projects were "on schedule" and 99

were ""behind schedule” leaving only 13 ahead of schedule -- it reduced to

a two-point scale. Furthermore, the values of AID decision-makers appeared
to emphasize effectiveness far more than timeliness in their subjective
assessments of project success. The goals data were not useful as depen-
dent variables because as many as four different goals were given for the
;ame project. There were 823 goals listed for the 321 PARs in the computer
file; of these goals, 499 were marked "very important" for potential impact.
Upon reflection it was clear that successful performance relative to any
one important goal could be sufficient to make a project an outstanding
success, so it would be difficult to code this information as a useful depen-
dent variable; furthermore, Mission visits revealed that statements aboﬁt
goals in the PAR had 1ittle significance beyond the PAR documentation. The
§0a1s were typically described in sweeping terms; actual impact was not

measured at all, much less measured by objectively verifiable indicators.

A T N 0 ey s S D .E =
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It was not feasible to identify leading indicators (predictors) of success
or failure of a project, since there was only one year of data for any
given project. However, further research in this area is recommended,

using FY 70, 71, and 72 PARs.

3. Preparing Data for Computer Analysis -- Coding and Data Organization

Fry Consultants had 321 PARs to analyze in February, 1970. The one
hundred twenty-three easily coded data elements in the PAR were tran-
scribed to a coding sheet (Exhibit M in the Annex). Coding was done by

clerical staff with minimal training. The coding was relatively simple:

Response Coding
NO or negative 1
Yes or positive 2
Items requiring X response
or blank 1 or 0 respectively
Other blanks 8
Unexpected responses 9
financial data (000 omitted ) # of digits

(e.g. 101,000 with 000 omitted =

101 or 3 digits, therefore --- 3 )
The format for storing PAR data was compatible with the format used for
data from the Activities Characteristics Sheet (ACS) -- the first 13 columns
for the project identification number and column 80 for card identification.
The data from one PAR almost filled two:cards. The data was entered through
a time-sharing terminal by clerical staff after some training by International

Telephone and Telegraph personnel. The PAR data were stored in data files for



NESA, East Asia, Latin America, and Africa.

The Project Identification number created considerable difficulty. PAR
numbers did not correspond perfectly to the numbers used for the ACS or
the U203. This was a particular problem for "basket" projects -- where a
number of PARs were prepared Tor a project having a single eleven-digit
identification number. Two additional digits were used to distinguish sub-
projects, using .00 for projects with a single PAR. Projects with more
than one PAR were distinguished by the numbers .01, .02, .03, etc. in the
12th and 13th digits. This coding system permitted discriminating be-
tween .01 and .10 in a project with more than 9 sub-projects. There were
PARs within the Agency that had no identification number (FFF projects),

projects with letter suffixes, and projects with number suffixes.

ACS and PAR identification numbers differ in many cases. A computer pro-
gram was developed and delivered to the Agency to select projects from

the PAR data file and punch their identification numbers on cards for use
with ACS data. We were informed that simple modifications to the program-
ming for the ACS could convert these identification numbers into a form
usable with the ACS identification numbers. Consideration was given to
using ACS data as dependent variables together with PAR data. It was de-
cided that the limited time and budget for this effort would be better

used for analysis of the PAR process in projects visited by Fry Consultants.
There were amplie important problems to resolve by adding interview data

to the PAR data: mating of the two data Tiles to exclude unmatched obser-
vations, modification of computer programs to analyze the newly merged file,

and generalizing our thinking about research and analysis to the use of PAR

:
e 0 T8 U 0 UM AR A U S =
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data together with data from other sources.

Classification of projects required a judgment about what projects were
similar enough to profit from sach other's experience. There were a vari-
ety of groupings of technical assistance projects that could plausibly

be useful to AID and USAID decision-makers. For example, the most -obvious
ways to classify projects were by geographic location (Region or Mission)
or by sector. Since it was important to consider the possibility of re-
gional differences for designing the PAR system, regional classification
was used to illustrate comparisons among groups of projects. Since re-
search with PAR data eventually would require classifying the data in a
variety of ways it was essential to have a flexible data base. The opt-
imum flexibility would permit the analyst to group PARs by any desired
cHaracterisé%c or combination of characteristics that were coded in the
data base to define the universe for his analysis. For example, the uni-
verse for analysis. might be based on country, activity code, project suc-
cessfulness, the use of participant training, "FFF commodities were an im-
portant part of the project", "current year funding exceeds one-hundred
thousand dollars", etc., or any combination of these characteristics.
After grouping PARs according to any of these classifications, it should
be possible to retrieve the project identification numbers (printout or
punched cards) to facilitate work with a djfferent computer system or non-
computer research with documents. It should also be possible to retrieve
the appropriate PAR data frpm the data base and analyze it. A1l these

capabilities have been developed.
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4. Analysis -- What Kind of Analytical Techniques Were Used?

Four basic kinds of analysis that can be done with PAR data are discussed

in this section.
(a) summarizing PAR responses,

(b} comparison of PAR responses classified according to geographic

region, activity code, or another variable,

(c) analysis of the relationships between dependent and independent

variables -- analysis, formulation of hypotheses, and testing of

hypotheses,

(d) comparisons among alternative approaches to achieving a desired
result -- cost/benefit analysis, cost/effectiveness analysis,
feasibility studies, program budgeting (discussed below but not

used in the Fry research).

a. Summarizing PAR Responses

Summarizing PAR responses was a useful and relatively simple analytical
task. A computerized data file was not essential. The responses to

321 PARs have been summarized in Exhibits A to J in the Annex. The

PAR form was used as the format for the summary. Worldwide Exhibit A
presents the number of PARs with each expected response. MWorldwide
Exhibit B presents the same data expressed as percentages of the num-

ber of PARs that might have containéa the actual response -- for example,

in the Implementing Agency section, "timely recruiting" had a negative
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effect in 20.7% of the PARs that had an implementing agent. Similar
summaries have been prepared for the East Asia region (Exhibits € & D),
for NESA (Exhibits E & F), for Latin America (Exhibits G & H), and for
Africa (Exhibits I & J).

b. Comparisons of PAR Responses by Region

For analysis it is frequently convenient to juxtapose the responses of
different groups of PARs. The regional comparisons in the Annex illus-
trate a format for comparisons. This type of analysis highlights im-

portant regional differences.

c. Analysis of Relationships Between Dependent and Independent

Variables

The data base contains information about dependent variables (the results
of projects) and data about independent variables (inputs and other rele-
vant characteristics of the project environment). The function of re-
search was to establish how the dependent variable was related to the
individual independent variables. In more sophisticated research, the
effects of several independent variables could be analyzed at the same
time. This degree of sophistication (multiple regression) was not con-

sidered appropriate to the current study.
Two kinds of analysis were done with PAR data:
e Average rating for a given response (conditional probabilities), and

(] Corre]ations.\
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The first question addressed was "What has been the average success

of projects that have the following characteristic?" This type of anal-
sis was particularly appropriate for analyzing "how serious were the
problems reported in the PAR?" If a problem was serious, presumably the
"overall achievement" in PARs with a factor marked "negative" would be
substantially lower than in PARs that were not marked "negative".
Statistical tests could be used to measure how much the average success-
fulness might differ by chance if there were no relationship between

the problem and overall success -~ so it would be possible to formulate
and- test hypotheses rigorously. With PARs for a large and representative
sample of TA projects, the average rating for projects in the sample
could be interpreted as the “expected value" (average) for success of
projects outside the sample that have the same characteristic; that is,
if it was a serious problem for projects in the sample, it was Tikely to
be a serious problem on average for projects outside the sample too.
Every factor where a negative response could be made on the PAR was
analyzed and reported in the regional comparison of PAR responses below

(Exhibit L in Annex).

Correlations were used to answer questions such as "What factors were
associated with success in TA projects?" The correlation measures.the
association between an independent variable (e.g. counterpart pianning
skills) and overall rating of the project. If there was zero correlation
(or if the correlation was near enough to zero that it could have
occurred by chance with no true relationship), then there was no evidence

that a relationship existed. If there were a high positive or negative

R T T S
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correlation (close to 1.00 or -1.00}, it would be evidence to support
the theory a relationship existed. (The actual correlation for counter-
part planning skills is .364 with 229 PARs included in the correlation.
The probability of such a high correlation happening by chance is less

than 1/2 of 1%.)

Correlations were not very helpful for analyzing existing PAR data a
alone because "P" responses had little information content. That is,
a "P" response was interpreted by the Missions to mean that the factor

was relevent but its effect could be either positive or satisfactory.

Thus, “P" responses in actual practice did not discriminate between
trivial and important impact on the project. Consequently the average
successfulness of projects with “p"rarely differed significantly from
the average for all projects. In the revised PAR, the use of a three
point scale for measuring impact on the project will remedy this defect
and make future PAR data more useful for analysis with correlations.
(Notice that correlations take into account sources of strength to a

project as well as sources of difficulties.}

A computer program was developed for testing hypotheses about associ-
ations between any two variables in the data base. It was used to
test hypotheses about associations between the dependent variable
"overall achievement of project targets" and single independent vari-

ables. The computerized analysis gave the following information:
¢ A cross tabulation of the frequency of all responses;

¢ The average rating of the PARs with each response to the
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independent variable;

® The average response to the independent variable for each level
of the dependent variable (i.e., the characteristics of success-

ful and/or unsuccessful projects couid be read directly);

® The correlation between dependent and independent variables
calculated from PARs that have meaningful data for both variables
(PARs Tacking data on a variable are collected under a category

marked "other" and excluded from the correlation routine.)

Exhibit L is an annotated example of the format for analysis of up to
ten independent variables individually but in a single computer run.
Exhibit L also shows the instructions to the computer to execute the
analysis -- indicating what the analyst must supply to the computer.
A complete analysis of all items in the PAR has been delivered to the

Agency with working papers from this study.

The analysis of "associations" was used to identify the "serious" pro-
blems" in technical assistance projects. There has been a tendency to
Took at the common probiems because they were easy to count -- but how
successful were the projects that have these probiems? IT the probiem
projects were as successful as projects without the problem, perhaps

in the future management time should go to projects with other problems

that are more 1ikely to be fatal.

The most “common” problems usually were not the most "serious". Table 5-1

distinguishes the common problems from the most serious. Some of the

&

{
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results differ from the conventional wisdom about TA projects.

e "Timely recruiting” by Implementing Agents was a common problem

but not serious.*

¢ In participant training, "participant availability", "English
language", and "availability of facilities/equipment after
training” were all common problems. Only “post-training facil-
ities/ equipment" was serious; (this was an item several
experienced people felt could be safely struck from the PAR).
Projects with English language problems were more successful,

not less, than projects without the problem; what does that

suggest?

e In commodities, "timely procurement" and "maintenance/spares”
were common problems; “appropriate use of commodities" was in-

frequent but serious.

e Many host problems were common including "counterpart pay"
and “reliable data", but they were not as serious as problems

Tike “"receptiveness to change", etc.

* There is some evidence suggesting that this reflects a downward revising
in expectations as soon as the Tate arrivais become obvious.




TABLE 5-1

COMMON AND SERIOUS PROBLEMS

IN TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS

COMMON PROBLEMS
(high frequency)

Average

FACTOR Frequency Rating

Implementing Agents:

024
025
026
027
028

029

030
034
036

039

PARs With Implementing Agent 242
Technical Knowledge

Project Purpose

Project Planning and Management 29

Adapt Technical Knowledge to
Local Situation

Effective Use of Participant
Training

Train and Utilize Local Staff
Adherence to Work Schedule

Working Relations With Host
Nationals

Timely Recruiting of Qualified
Technicians 50

Participant Training:

041
042
044

PARs with Participant Training 261
English Language AbiTity 41

Host Country Operational
Considerations

4.42

3.76

4,35

4,42
4.49

SERIOUS PROBLEMS
(Tow average rating)

Average
Frequency Rating

242

29

12

12
12
15

1

261

23

4.42
3.83
3.25
3.76

3.36
3.42
3.80

3.64

4.42

3.86

* Factors are classified as common problems if a "Negative" effect on the

project is indicated on 10% or more of PARs that might have had the

problem. ({i.e., at least 25 PARs for Implementing Agent problems, 27 for

Participant Training, 24 for Commodities, or 33 for Host problems.)

*% Factors are classified as serious problems when PARs with "Negative"

have an average rating of less than 4.00 for overall achievement.

{i.e.,

the middle of the seven point scale.) The average rating for all 321

PARs is 4,42,

1
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FACTOR

COMMON PROBLEMS
(high frequency)

Average
Frequency Rating

Participant Training (cont.)

046 Technical Orientation

050 Participants' Availability for
Training

052 Appropriateness of Qriginal
Selection

053 Relevance of Training for
Present Project Purpose

059 Availability of Necessary
Facilities and Equipment

Commodities:

064 Total PARs with Commodities
(62 + 63 do not total to 64)

067 Timeliness in Procurement
or Reconditioning

068 Timeliness of Shipment to
Port of Entry

069 Adequacy of Port and Iniland
Storage Facilities

075 Appropriateness of Use of
Commodities

076 Maintenance and Spares Support

077 Property Records, Accounting
and Controls

Host -Country Factors:

Total PARs Analyzed

080 Cooperation Within and Between
Ministries

081 LDC Govt. and Non-Gov't.
Institutions

082 Reliable Data

48 4.20
31 3.93
232 *
53 4,27
35 4.34
42 4.02
31 4.00
321 4.42
90 4.16
120 4.25

Table 5-1

Page 2

SERIOUS PROBLEMS
(low average rating)

Average

Frequency Rating

10

31

10

321

25

3.50

3.80

3.75

3.93

3.62

3.40

4.42

3.92




Table 5-1
Page 3
COMMON PROBLEMS SERIOUS PROBLEMS
(high frequency) (low average rating)
Average Average
FACTOR Frequency Rating Frequency Rating
Host Country Factors {cont.)
083 Competence/Continuity in .
Executive Leadership 86 4.11
084 Host Country Project Funding 85 4,13
085 Legislative Changes 48 4.21
086 Project-related LDC Organization 48 3.72 48 3.72
087 Procedural and Bureaucratic .
Problems 104 4.03
088 LDC Physical Resource Inputs/
Support 78 4,17
089 Maintenance of Facilities and
Equipment 65 4,18
091 Receptivity to Change and
Innovation 41 3.61 . 41 3.61
082 Political Cconditions 54 4.06
093 AbijTity to ImpTement Project
Plans 65 3.78 65 3.78
094 Expand the Impact After U.S.
Inputs Terminated 61 4.14
095 LDC Efforts to Disseminate Project
' Benefits ' 15 3.80
096 Utilization of Trained Manpower 34 3.71 34 3.71
099 Technical Education/Experience 76 4.12
100 Planned and Management Skills 103 3.97 103 3.97
101 Technician Man-years 71 4,38
102 Continuity of Staff 52 4.25
103 Willingness to Work in Rural
Areas 45 4,16
104 Pay and Allowances ! 135 4.29
105 Other ' 12 3.75

v
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Correlations were used extensively for analysis of the PAR process in the

sample of 43 projects that had submitted PARs and were visited by Fry.*

The results of each part of the amalysis follow,organized by the dependent”

variabhle:

1.

Rating of overall achievement was a measure of bias in the PAR

preparation and review process (who was consulted, who shared the

results, etc). The analysis suggests rating was independent of the

level of the preparer (correlation = -.046); the review (-.041); and
the accuracy of the PAR as the report to Washington (-.070}.** How-

ever, low ratings were associated with "controversy" created by the

PAR (correlation = -.298); consultation with non-AID personnel did

not appear to bias ratings upward (evidence: correlation of rating

with host consultation = -.256; contractor consultation = -.200;

PASA consultation = -.094). "Sharing results” with outsiders did

*

*%

The Fry sample from which all of these correlations were derived
consisted of 43 projects in the NESA, East Asia, and Latin America
Regions. These projects were studied by Fry Consultants at the
Missions and PARs had been submitted to Washington. There were less
than 43 observations for some questions. A printout for all computer
runs has been submitted to the Agency as a working paper but is not
reproduced in this report.

Correlations closer to zero than .257 or -.257 could have occurred by
chance with a probability of more than 5%. A correlation farther
from zero suggests there was a true relationship.

Statistical significance for a sample of 40 PARs:
Probability of a correlation differing

Correlation from zero this much by chance alone
.257 5.0%
.304 2.5%
.358 1.0%
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not bias ratings upward either (evidence: correlation with "sharing
results with contractor" = -.435; sharing with PASA = -.038; sharing
with host = -.174).

2. Important Action Recommended. The end result of the PAR process

is replanning when appropriate. ATl changes more drastic than "minor
changes in the PIP" and “other" were coded as major actions. Major
actions did correlate with the level of review (.234), but not with
controversy (—.010). Important action was correlated positively with
-"targets derived from dialogue" (.348) and "targets dialogue was useful"
(.237), and negatively with "targets derived alone" (-.238) or "targets
from documentation" {-.239): important action was correlated with "use-
ful dialogue about goals" (.235) and there were small negative corre-
lations when results were "shared with contractors" (-.097), PASAs

(-.134), and the host (-.137).

3. Net Value Perceived by the Mission (NYM). Net value to the Mission

was classified positive, zero, or negative based on our discussions in
the Mission. NVM was correlated positively with the level of the
“decider" of overall rating (.246) and level of review (.231) but was
relatively independent of accuracy {-.122) or controversy (.100). It
was strongly associated with "useful dialogue on goals" (.439), and
relatively independent of who was consulted. (evidence: consultation
with host = .060; with program office = .187; with contractor -.054;
and with PASA = -.174). "Extensive program office and non-technicail

management review" was valuable (.354) and evaluations that led to

4 G Aan an G S o N N ) G W e
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“change® in the project were perceived as valuable. {(Evidence:
correlation of ratings with "new means of implementation" = .113;
new plan = .289; new goals = .205; new view of project = .310; and

no change = -.376).

4, Net Value -- Fry Perception (NVF). NVF was associated with "con-

troversy created by the PAR" (.387); with "targets derived from
dialogue" (.235), "extensive program office and non-technical manage-
ment discussions” (.388), and with "changes" in the plan {evidence:
correlation with "new means of implementation" = .237; new plan =
.440; new goals = .265; new viewpoint = .341; correlation with "no

change" = -,556).

5. Accuracy. The_accuracy of the PAR as a report to Washington was
Jjudged subjectively by Fry consultants on a 5-point scale.* The
accuracy of PAR as a report was associated positively with PAR "pre-
parers" higher in the Mission (.232) but negatively with "targets
from-documents" {-.311). It was positively associated with “"extensive
program office and non-technical management discussion" (.215) and
with "changes" (evidence: correlations of accuracy with changes in
the project were low but consistantly positive as follows: new means
of implementation = .245; new plan = .180; new goal = .139; new view-

point = .071; but correlation with "no change" = -.295).

* 5-point scale: 1 = Seriously misrepresented project; 2 = Key issue
not raised in PAR; issue made explicit but suppressed; 3 = Key issue
not raised in PAR; issue not made explicit in Mission; 4 = Subtle
but significant difference; 5 = Accurately described project -- no
real change in perception based on field observations.
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(6) Cost of the PAR Process. The cost analysis was unsuccessful because
of (a) limitations of the computer program for dealing with a continuous

variable and (b) inadequacy of the data about the cost of the PAR process.

The Fry research effort did not use techniques for analysis of several in-
dependent variables simultaneously (e.g., multiple regression, anaiysis of
variance, factor analysis). The use of "P" responses for both "positive"
and "satistactory" effect on the project made existing data unpromising for
scaling independent variables. Data from the revised PAR will be better.
Another problem was having different factors relevant for each project.
Common multi-variable analysis techniques assume that the same variables
are releyant to all the observations. Since technical assistance projects
described in PARs are heterogeneous, some factors are irrelevant for any
given project; so, care must be used to define an appropriate subclass of

projects before using multi-variable analysis.

d. Comparisons of Alternative Approaches. (Not done in Fry research.)

Program budgeting, cost-benefit analysis, cost-effectiveness analysis,
and feasibility analysis have a common characteristic -- the need to
define a universe of alternative approaches to achieve an objective.

A flexible computerized data base could be used to identify a restricted
universe of projects that have objectives sufficiently similiar to merit
comparison with one another. This would be an innovative form of ana-
lysis that was not done by Fry. Further comment appears in the section

on promising line of ingquiry for future research.
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5. Usefulness -- What Was Done With the Results of the Analysis?

The results of research and analysis were oriented to serve the users.

The pilot research effort was directed to three users: (a) Fry Consultants
to improve its analysis of project evaluation and to generate supporting
evidence for recommendations; (b) Agency decision-makers who must judge

the feasibility of research and analysis with PAR data: and (c) Agency

personnel who will be charged with using PAR data for research and analysis.

The Fry research effort was useful for research about the PAR in the

following ways:

a. Distinguishing Common Problems from Serious Problems and Challenging

the Conventional Wisdom about Technical Assistance.

This subject was discussed extensively in the preceeding pages.

b. Criteria for Selecting Check List Items to Retain in the Revised PAR.

A major compilaint by USAID personnel was apparent redundancy in the PAR.
Analysis of the PARs in the data base provided some evidence for select-
ing questions to be retained. The criteria were: retain items that
were either (1) common problems {"negative” on 10% or more of PARs for
which the question was appropriate), or (2) serious problems (the average
rating was below 4.00 for PARs marked "negative"). Of course, judgment
was used to edit, supplement, and delete items from the resulting 1ist.

{
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c. Judgments About the PAR Process

The analysdis. of interview data together with. PAR data suggested issues
to be investigated on subsequent Mission.visits and confirmed subjective

. impressions from earlier Mission visits: For example: !

e Dialogue was an important element in delivering value to the

Mission;

e Consultation wiph or sharing results of the evaluation with
contractors, PASAs, énd host personnel did not bias upward the

rating of overall achievement;

o The usefulness of the PAR process to a Mission was independent

of the accuracy of the PAR report;

¢ It was desirable to involve the program office and non-technical

P management in project evaluation;

¢ The evaluations that result in changes were the valuable ones.

6. Limitations of the Fry Research Effort
Several limitations of the Fry research effort should be noted-explicitly.

(1} AID computer facilities were not used due to shortage of necessary
programming support. Conseqhently programs developed under this
contract will have to bé modified prior to use on the AID computer
system. No AID personnel have been trained in the use of this

computerized data base.
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(2) The project identification numbers were not fully compatible with

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

the data for the ACS. It probably is possible to "cross walk" but
the numbers for a single project were not uniform among AID docu-

ments -- the ACS, U203, PAR, etc.

The 321 PARs in the data base were all of the PARs available to

Fry Consultants in February, 1970. There may have been a bias in
using only the PARs that were submitted "early." NESA was over
represented in the sample. Projects in trouble may have been under-
represented. (A quotable quote from a Mission visit -- "There has
been no PAR on that project for ___ months; that means we are hold-

ing our breath and hoping the situation will improve.").

Shortcomings of the present PAR, such as the "P" response meaning
satisfactory or positive, limited the usefulness of correlations
and multiple regressions to investigate the nature of technical
assistance with existing PAR data. The revised PAR will not be

so Timited.

Time series analysis was impossible Gecause there was only one
PAR for each project. It will be possible in the future, to

attempt to identify "leading indicators" (predictors) of problems

and of success.

Coding of text was difficult and was made more difficult by a
high degree of variation in the types of entries that were made.
Thus, we did not code text in tabular material. However, efforts --

as for example, coding outputs -~ are strongly recommended.
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We had considered devoting as much as six man-months to this
effort; only one was spent in fact. Extensive computer work was
pos tponed because of our skepticism about the validity of PAR
data. When it became clear the data were usable, we were asked
to devote all discretionary funds to the pressing issues of
testing our recommendations, preparing for and attending four
regional program evaluation conferences, and to some extent

training and consulting with USAID and AID/W personnel.
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D. PROPOSED RESEARCH AND THE USE OF PAR DATA FOR ANALYSIS

The next step is to create an institutional capability for research and
analysis about technical assistance using PAR data. Action is required

at USAID Missions and at AID/W to make the research useful.

1. Mission Actions

Four kinds of action are required at the Missions:

jsl]

Better project planning to define what is expected of TA projects,

b. Better project evaluation including analysis of actual progress

measured by objectively verifiable indicators,
c. Accurate transmission of data via the PAR to the AID/W memory, and

d. Indications from the Mission about how they can use research and

analysis of PAR data.

The improvements at the Mission Tevel are discussed adequately elsewhere

in the report and neqd no further explanation.

2. AlD/Washington Actions

AID/Washington must take primary responsibility for research and analysis

with PAR data. The action plan recommends that a special Technical Assistance

Research and Analysis (TARA) Task Force be established. The TARA Task

Force must conduct a successful institution building project in AID/Wash-

ington that might be planned in the same logical framework used for analyzing
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USAID projects. The project purpose is to improve the effectiveness and

efficiency of technical assistance by research and analysis using PAR data.

The indicators of “end-of-project status" that will signal successful com-

pletion of the TARA project purpose include the following:

(1} Managers in AID/W or USAIDs who are potential users of TARA
outputs have tangible evidence of research findings they find

useful.

(2) An organization within AID assumes responsibility for research

and analysis about technical assistance with PAR data.

(3) There is provision in the budget for FY 1972 to support the

research.
(4} A competent and experienced staff is available.

(5) Computer usage is assured with a time sharing terminal, a data
base including the FY 1971 PAR data, and completely debugged pro-

grams for analysis of aggregated data and for retrieval.

3. Promising Lines of Inquiry for Research with PAR Data

The questions that will be potentially useful to AID managers, using data
from the revised PAR, differ somewhat from the questions investigated in
the Fry research effort. There are at least six kinds of questions that

might be usefully explored with PAR data:

a. What kind of TA projects met USAID expectations?
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What were the common problems?
How serious was each problem for success of TA projects?

What were the determinants of success in TA projects? (formulating
and testing hypotheses about the relationship between dependent and

independent variables).

What were the leading indicators (predictors) of success or failure

of TA projects?

What were the relevant alternatives available to the manager of a

TA project?

We recommend that TARA consider four lines of inquiry with PAR data.

(a)

(b)

{c)
(d)

a.

Improve planning fhrough lateral transfer of experience

Project analysis -- comparisons among projects to identify the

determinents of success in a class of TA projects
Analysis of alternative courses of action
Improvement of the PAR and project evaluation

Improve Planning Through Lateral Transfer of Experience

The mechanics of lateral transfer of experience shouid not be difficult --

a data retrieval system can identify the projects that have character-

istics A and B and C and D. The user can get the names and identifi-

cation numbers of projects with the characteristics that interest him



V-34

and then seek further information about those projects. Alternatively,
he can request an analysis fo the stored data about all projects with

characteristics A, B, C, and D.

The challenge will be to identify for users the classes of projects
that can profit from comparison of experience. The cbvious ways to

group projects are by geography -- region or Mission -- or by sector.
o ACS categories

& Purpose focused on Institution building versus purpose focused

oh immediate accomplishments versus purpose emphasizing both
e Specific purpose or type of purpose
e Specific outputs or type of outputs .
e Specific inputs or type of input
e Economic development vs. social development emphasis
@ Substantial dependence on another donor
& Projects in small Missions

® Projects in the same phase of the "life cycle of a TA project”

(a concept worth exploring)

Better initial plans and better replanning {when needed} would be ex-

pected as a result of the lateral transfer of experience. A manager

1
!
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would have the benefit of knowing:
e How other projects formulated their purpose;
o‘ What objectively verjfiab]e targets were used;
e What problems were encountered at each stage of the project; and
e the successfulness of the projects.

Time series data should be explored within classes of projects to

identify leading indicators of success or failure.

b, Project Analysis -- Comparisons Among Projects to Identify the

Determinants of Success of a Class of TA Projects

The revised PAR will provide better data for testing hypotheses about
determinants of success in technical assistance. Performance will be
rated at the component level (e.g. Implementing Agent) as well as for
the project as a whole. The PAR will have better data on project out-
puts and purpose; type of goals are in the ACS. Analysis of associations
of single factors with success, like that done in the Fry research, will
yield insight. Multiple factor analyses will also be possible. The
PAR data will generate evidence to test and challenge the conventional

wisdom about TA.

c. Analysis of Alternative Courses of Action

This is the most speculative application of AID/W memory. Cost/benefit
analysis, cost/effectiveness analysis, feasibility analysis, and pro-

gram budgeting all require defining an objective and then comparing
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alternative routes to get to it. Normally the analysis is an ad hoc
study that is artful rather than scientific. There has been little
systematic work to provide evidence from projects elsewhere in the
world or to develop convenient sources of information to broaden the
range of experience considered in these studies. The data base would
be useful if projects with a similar objective were identified and
alternative approaches identified together with data on problems
encountered and the entire scenario of the project as documented in

PARs.

d. Improvement of the PAR and Project Evaluation

The PAR itself should be the object for continuing research. As data
are receijved using the format of the revised PAR, there should be sys-
tematic analysis of the data to (1) provide useful feedback to the Mis-
sions, (2) improve the evaluation process, and (3) modify the PAR. For
example, as better methods for classifying and coding outputs, purposes

. and goals are developed, they should be incorporated into the PAR.
A short paper on testing developmental hypotheses is in Exhibit N.

4, Demonstrating the Usefulness of Better Evidence About TA

The most important single function of the TARA task Force will be to dem-
onstrate the usefulness of better evidence about technical assistance.
Evidence about what was done and how successful it was will be useful
inputs'to management if -- and only if -- management uses the evidence

for making important decisjons. This implies a service orientation --

~
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serving the felt needs of management. It also implies carrying research
findings to the appropriate levels of management in a useful form.

TARA should be able to respond to the following kinds of requests:

a. Planning a Project with Characteristics A, B, C, D:

In other projects of type A, what kind of objectively verifiable tar-
gets were used? What problems were encountered in implementation?

Where is detailed information about these projects?

b. Assessing Seriousness of Deviations from Plan

In projects with characteristic B, what has been the experience when
problem X develops? {e.g. Institution Building projects when partici-
pants were not available; Cooperative Development projects when leg-

islation did not pass as expected)

c. Developing Alternatives to the Current Plan

What projects have been attempted to do Y? What purposes were proposed?
How successful were they? Where is more information? {e.g. development
banks for private enterprise; primary education textbooks; family plan-

ning)

d. Testing the Conventional Wisdom

What kind of projects were affected negatively by lack of necessary
equipment and facilities for returned trainees? How successful were
projects that depended on reconditioned equipment from AID? Under

what conditions were these projects successful? How successful were
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projects that depended on critical inputs from U.N.D.P? What kind of

problems were encountered? What donors have made important inputs and

performed reliably for agriculture projects AID supported?

~

In summary, there are a variety of potentially valuable applications for

an AID Washington memory about technical assistance. TARA must translate

this potential into actual value for AID management.
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EXHIBIT A

AlD 1020-25 {7-68)

PROJECT APPRAISAL REPORT (PAR)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

001 PROJECT NUMBER

(U-4456)
ooz PAR MO. | oAv{ vm.? 003 U.5. OBLIGATION SPAN 004 PROJECT TITLE
AS OF: P2l 21710l rYl T 1 vhwey [T} \
008 COOPERATING COUNTRY - REGION - AID/W OFFICE SUITI'I'I&Y‘,Y of 3?‘ PARs from
Worldwide (#'s)

Worldwide

006 FUNDING TABLE

AlD DOLLAR
FINANCING-
OBLIGATIONS
{3000}

CON-

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PARTICIPANTS COMMODITIES OTHER COS5TS

TOTAL TRACT

{NON-ADDI}

CON-

Alo TRACT

FASA

DIR.
PASA

DIR.
PASA

CON-
TRACT

DIR.
PA3A

CON-
TRACT

CON-
TRACY

CUMULATIVE
- NET THRU
ACTUAL YEAR

(FY 19 )

PROPOSED
OPERATIONAL
YEAR

(FY 19 }

CCC VALUE OF P.L. 480
COMMODITIES {$000}

_— Year

Thru Actual

Operational Year
l Program

007 IMPLEMENTING AGENCY TABLE . . >

It contractors or participating agencies are employed, enter the name and contract or PASA number of each in apprapriate spaces below;
in the case of voluntary agencies, enter name and registration number from M.Q. 1551.1, Attachment A. Enter the appropriate descrip-
tive code In columns b and ¢, using the coding guide provided below.

TYPE CODE b

TYPE CODE ¢

1. U.3. CONTRACTOR

0. PARTICIPATING

2. LOCAL CONTRACTOR
3. THIRD COUNTRY

AGENCY
i- UNIVERSITY

CONTRACTOR
4. PARTICIPATING
AGENCY

8. YOLUNTARY AGENCY

6. OTHER:

2. NON-PROFIT
INSTITUTION

ENGINEERING
4. CONSTRUCTION

8. INDIVIDUAL
7. OTHER:

3. ARCHITECTURAL &

%. OTHER COMMERCIAL

a. TYPE |d. o,
CODE CONTRACT/ LEAVE
IMPLEMENTING AGENCY PASA/ BLANK FOR
. ' VOLAG NO. AlD/ W USE

1. hey sy
" ‘S“;i""? 5 ?‘—:_-'E

A o

. L A Ry
IR

A L

3. 3:?; e
e Wil e

PART | — PROJECT IMPACT

l«A. GENERAL NARRATIVE STATEMENT ON PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS, SIGNIFICANCE & EFFICIENCY.

This summary narrative should begin with a brief (one or two paragraph) statement of the principal events ir the history of the project
since the last PAR. Folowing this should come a concise narrative statement which evaluates the overall efficiency, effectiveness
and significance of the project from the standpoint of:

{1) overali performance and effectiveness of project implementation in achieving stated project targets;
(2) the contribution to achievement of sector and goal plans;
(3} anticipated results compared to costs, i.e., efficiency in resource utilizatioﬁ;

{4) the'continuad refavance, importance and significance of the project to country development and/or the furtherance of U.S. objec-

tives.

Include in the above outline, as necessary and appropriate, significant remadial actions undertaken or planned. The narrative can

best be done after the rest.of PART | is completed.

It shouid integrate the partial analyses.in |-B and 1-C into an overall balanced -

appraisal of the project’s impact. The narrative can refer to other sections of the PAR which are pertinent, 1f the evaluation inthe
previous PAR has not significantly changed, or if the project is tco new to have achieved significant resulls, this Part should so

state.

" 08 NARRATIVE FOR PART I-A (Continue on form ALD 1020-25 | as necessary):

Codes Activity # PARs Codes Activity # PARs
1 Agriculture 114 5 Health 33
2 Industry 16 6 Education 44
3 Transportation 6 7 Public Safety,Pub.Admin. 55
4 Labor 13 8 Social Welfare 18

9 Private Enterprise,Misc. 21

, Other 1

MISSION DIRECTOR
APPROVAL =3

S5IGNATURE

DATE

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT A
Page 2 of 7
AlD 1020-25 B (7-68)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

. PART I-B — Continved

010 B.2 — OVERALL ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT TARGETS
Place an **X*’ within the bracket on the following seven-point scale that represents your judgment of the overall progress towards project targets:
3 I 13 47 1 84 1 107 42 | 6 I
Unsatisfoctory - Satisfoctory . Outstanding
PART I.C — PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE
on C.1 - RELATION TO SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (See detailed instructions M.0. 1026.1)

This section is designed to indicate the potential and actual impact of the project on relevant sector and program goals. List the goals
in col. b and rate potential and actua! project impact in cols. ¢ and d.

c d.

o SCALE FOR COLUMN ¢: 3= Very Important; 2= Important; . ACTUAL
1= Secondary Importance 1 porenTiaL MPACT ON
So. SCALE FOR COLUMN d: 3= Superior/Outstanding; 2= Adequate/Satisfactory/Good; MPACT ON | DATE
tarorw 1= Unsatisfactory/Marginal EACH GOAL AT
_o:::iE’ N ACHIEVYES PROGRESS
M * SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS {LIST ONLY THOSE ON WHICH THE TARGETS Eifl‘_E_fJ:D
PROJECT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT) STAGE
k] M) 218 48
b, in Snt
Fis OR = other response or blank ?1 222
SR ‘

=)

[

= N WD — N W{ED = N WD — N W
~J
(==

8 18

«~ 142 23
% 94 167

(o2

¥

15 45

S
:s;e"

& 86
8 99 14
IR 63 125
i 16 23
& 0 143 159
» 40 5
37 54

24 22

OR|] 220 240

For goals where column ¢. is rated 3 or 2 and column d. is rated 1, explain in the space for narrative. The narrative should also
indicate the extent to which the potential impacts rated 3 or 2 in column c. are dependent on factors external to the achievement of
the project targets, i.e., is there a substantial risk of the anticipated impact being forestalled by factors not involved in the achieve-
ment of project targets. f possible and relevant, it also would be useful to mention in the narrative your reading of any current
indicators that longer-term purposes, beyond scheduled project targets, are likely or unlikely to be achieved. Each explanatory note
must be identified by the humber of the entry (col. b} to which 1t pertains.

012 NARRATIVE FOR PART {-C.1 (Continue on form AID 1020-25 i}

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 3
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EXHIBIT A

AID 1020-25 C 17-68) Page 3 of 7

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION FPROJECT NUMBER

PART I-C - Continued

C.2 - GENERAL QUESTIONS

MARK
These questions concern developments since the pricr PAR. For each question place *Y"™ for Yes, **N'' for No, or “NA* for Nat IN
Applicable in the right hand column. For each question where **Y*' is entered, explain briefly tn the space betow the table, Tg:_s
coL.
013 Have there been any signiticant, unusual or unanticipated results not covered so far in this PAR? 5% 25%]
014 Have means, conditions or activities other than project measwres had a substantial effect on project ovtput or accomplishments? |7174 136
015 Have any problems arisen as the result of advice or action or major contributions to the project by another donor? 51 250
016 If the answer to 014 or O15 is yes, or for any other reason, is the project now less necessary, unnecessary or subject 44 208
to modification or earlier termination?
017 Have any important lessons, positive or negative, emerged which might have broad applicability? 192 111
018 Has this project revealed any requirement for research or new technical aids onwhich AIDAY should take the initiative? 62 243
019 Do any aspects of the project lend themselves to publicity in newspapers, magazines, television or films in the United States? (154 153
020 Has there been a lack of effective cooperating country media coverage? (Make sure AID/W has copies of existing caverage.) 26 272
021 NARRATIVE FOR PART [-C.2 Identify each explanatory note by the numhber of the entry to which i1 pertains. {Continue on
form ALD 102085 | as necessary).
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 4
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EXHIBIT A
Page 4 of 7 '

'SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

PROQJECT NUMBER

PART Il = Continued

023 1-A.2 - OVERALL TIMELINESS
In genecal, project implementation is (place an “X** in one blocky:
' " {a} On scheduls 192
(b) Ahead of schedule ' . 13
BLOCK (¢): 1f marked, place an “X* in {c) Behind schedule ) 99
any of the blocks one thru eight that {1) A1D/W Program Approval 11
apply. This is limited to key aspects of {2} Implementing Agency (Contractor/Participating Agency /Voluntary Agency) 23
|mp!eme.n?ation, e.g., timely .drflivery ‘of (3) Technicians 23
:::1:1"0:“;::,“ retur'n of partlcaps:t_s_ to {4} Participants IE]
" project responsiblities, (5) Commodities (non-FFF) 24
' coop‘eratmg country funding, arrival of (6) Cooperating Country 66
technicians.
{7) Commedities (FFF) 4
(8) Other (specify): 24

11-B — RESOURCE INPUTS

This section appraises the effectiveness of U.S. resource inputs. There foliow ill!.istrative lists of factors, grouped under Implementing
Agency, Participant Training and Commedities, that might influence the effectiveness of each of these types of project resources. In
the blocks after only those factors which significantly affect project accomplishménts, write the letter P if effect is positive or satis-

fagtory, or the Ietter_riif effect 15 negative or

tess than satisfactory.

1. FACTORS-IMPLEMENTING AGENCY {Contract/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency) P N
024 IF NO IMPLEMENTING AGENCY IN THIS 791 032 Quality, comprehensiveness and candor of required - 148 | 24
PROJECT. PLAGE AN "X IN THIs BLOCK: P N | 033 Promptness of required reports 1431 24
025 Adequacy of technical knowledge 207! 6] 034 Adnerence to work schedule TeT| 15
026 Understanding of project purposes 1961 8 035 Working relations with Americans 167 5
027 Project planning and management 1691291 036 VWorking relations with cooperating country nationals 209 { 11
028 Ability to adapt technical knowledge to local situation 1971 12] 037 Adaptatien to local working and living environment 190 | 6
029 Effective use of participant training element 1361 12| 038 Home office backstopping and substantive interest |94 | 23
030 Ability to trainand utilize local staff 1771121 189 Timely recruiting of qualified technicians 118 | 50
031 Adherence to AID administrative and other requirements 1221 7] 040 Other (describe): 18 4
2. FACTORS-PARTICIPANT TRAINING
041 |F NO PARTICIPANT ELEMENT IN PROJECT. 601 TRAINING UTILIZATION AND FOLLOW UP
PLACE AN *'X'" IN THIS BLOCK: P IN | 52 Appropriateness of original selection 159 110
PREDEPARTURE . N
042 English language ability 143141 053 Relevance of training for present project purposes 189 a4
043 Avajlability of host country funding 140 |26 054 Appropriateness of post-training placement 168 | 14
044 Host counlry operational considerations (e.g., selection 165 |23 055 Utility of training regardless of changes in project 149 2

procedures) .

045 Technical/professional qualifications

186 [22 | 656 Abitity to get meritorious ideas accepted by supervisors 10 4| 25

046 Quality of technical orientation 134 4 057 Adequacy of performance 169 4
047 Quality of general orientation 146 | 7 | %8 Continuance on project 149 |20
048 Participants’ collaboration in planning content of program] g 22 059 Availability of necessary facilities and equipment  9g 31
049 Coliaboration by participants’ supervisors in planning . . - _

waining 10 | 060 Mission or contractor follow-up activity 132 {13
050 Participants’ availability for training 155 |48 061 Other (describe):
051 Other (describe):

1116
!
Page 6
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1 EXHIBIT A
AlD 102)-25 F (7-68) Page 5 of /
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER
. PART 1I-B — Coantinued
3. FACTORS-COMMODITIES
PLACE AN "'X* }082 oes 084 NO 072 Control measures against damage and deteriaration P | N
PPROPRIATE - 3
N A Coc ke Frr 2]§N°N FEF 7] coMponiTY 897 in shipment. 93] 8
065 Timeliness of rogram I (le.
Transter Authu‘:\lLUaﬁ:n?). gram approval (1.e., F10/C, 1 ?2 l-\ll7 073 Control measures against deteriorati?n in storage. 100| 9
066 Quality of commodities, adherence to specitications, . Crn a1 .
marking. ) 128114 074 Readiness and availability of facilities. 98124
067 Timeliness in procurement or reconditioning, 102 153 " ons Appropriateness of use of commodities, 139§ 10
068 Timeliness of shipment to port of entry. 93 (35 076 Maintenance and spares support. 83142
069 Adequacy of port and inland storage facitities. Q9 | 9} 077 Adequacy of property records, accounting and contruis.'lo 313]
her {Describe):
070 Timeliness of shipment from port to site. 104 |22 078 Other {Describe) 214
071 Control measures against loss and theft. 108 {12

Indicate in a concise narrative statement {under the heading a. Overall Implementation Performance, below)} your summary appiaisal of the

status of project impiementation, covering both significant achievements and problem areas, This should include any comments about the

adequacy of provision of direct hire technicians as well as an overall appraisal of the ¢comments provided under the thiee headings (b, ¢ &

d) which follow. For projects which include a dollar input for generation of local cuirency io meet local cast requirements, indicate the

status of that input (see Detailed instructions). . R
Discuss separately (under separate headings b, ¢ & d} the status of implementing Agency Actions, Participants and Commodities. Where

above listed factors are causing significant problems {marked N), describe briefly in the appropriate narrative section: (1) the cause

and source of the problem, (2) the consequences of not correcting it, and {3) what corrective action has bean taken, called for, or planned

by the Mission, Identify each factor discussed by its humber.

079 NARRATIVE FOR PART {I1-B: (After narrative section a. Overall implementation Perfoimance, below, follow, on form AID 1020-25 1

as needed, with the following narrative section headings: b. implementing Agency, ¢. Participants, d. Commodities. List alinamrative
section headings in order, For any headings which are not applicable, mark them as such and follow immediately below with the next nar-
rative section heading.)

a, Overall implementation Performance,

*Not consistent with responses to blocks 062 and 063.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 7
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EXHIBIT A
- Page 6 of 7
AlD 1020-25 G {7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART Il ~ ROLE OF THE COOPERATING COUNTRY

The following list of.illustrative items are to be considered by the evaluator. In the blogk after anly those items which significantly
affect woject effectiveness, write the letter P if the effect of the item is positive or satisfactory, or the letter N if the effect of the

Rem is negative or less than satistactory.

SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS: P N
080 Coordination and cooperation within and batwesn ministries. 124 190
081 Coordination and cooperation of LDC gov't, with public and private institutions and private enterprise. 147 125
082 Availability of reliable data for project planning, control and evaluation. 106 _1120-
083 Competence and/or continuity in executive leadership of project. 164 86
084 Host country project funding, 162 | 85
085 Legislative changes relavant to project purposes. 89 48
086 Existence and adequacy of a project-related LDC organization. 168 | 48
087 _Resolution of procedwal and bureaucratic problems. 97 104
088 Availability of LDC physical resource inputs and/or supporting servlces and facilities. - 144 | 78
083 Maintenance of facilities and equipment. 126 65
(90 Resolution of tribal, class or caste problems. 55 16
091 Receptivity to change and innovation. 201 41 . ..
0% Political conditions specific to project. 95 | 54
093 Capacity Lo transform Ideas into actions, i.e., ability to implement project plans. ]69 65
094 Intent and/or capacity to sustain and expand the impact of the project after U.S. inputs are terminated. 172 61
095 Extent of LDC efforts to widen the dissemination of project benefits and services. 167 | 15
096 Utilization of trained manpéwer (e.g., participants, counterpart technicians) in project operations. 198 34
097 Enforcement of relevant procedures {e.g., newly established tax collection and audit system), 71 26
098 Other: 8 |12
HOST COUNTRY COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS: . .
099 Leve! of technical 'education and/or technical experience. ’ 160 | 76
100 Planning and management skills, / 1331103
101 Amount of technician man years available. 141 [ 71
102 Continuity of staff, 161 152
108 Willingness to work in rural areas, 124 4b
104 Pay and allowances. 70 135
105 Other: 5 |12

‘In the space below for narrative provide a succinct discussion and overall appraisal of the quality of country perfermance related to

this project, particularly over the past year. Consider important trends and prospects. See Detailed Instructions for an illustrative

list of considerations to be covered, -

For_only these items marked N include brief statements covering the nature of the probtem. its impact on the achievement of project

targets (i.e., its. Importance) and the nature and cost of corrective action taken or planned. "1dentify each explanatory note.

106 NARRATIVE FOR PART I1] {Continue on form AID 1020-25 I}

< ' *
' Paga g :

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

=



EXHIBIT A
. . Page 7 of 7
AJD 1020-25 H {7-68)

SECURLITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART .1V — PROGRAMMING IMPLICATIONS

I¥-A — EFFECT ON PURPOSE AND DESIGN

Indicate in a Wief narative whether the Mission experience to date with this project and/or changing country circumstances call for
some adjustment in project putposes or design, and why, and the approximate cost impHcations. Cover any of the following considerations or
others that may be relevant. (See Detaited Instructions for additionat illustrative considerations.) . Relevant experience or country situations
that were described earlier can simply be referenced. The spelling out of specific changes should be left to the appropriate programming doc-

uments, but a brief indication of the type of change contemplated shoutd be given here to ciarify the need for change.
For example, changes might be indicated if they would:

1. better achieve program/project purposes;

2, address more critical or higher priority purposes within a goal plan;

3. produce desited results at less cost;

4, give more assurance of lasting institutionat devefopment upon U.S, withdrawal.
107 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1V-A (Continue on fu‘rm AID 1020-25 17:

IV-B — PROPCSED ACTION

108 This project should be (Place an **X’* in appropricte block{s)):

1. Continued as presently scheduled in PIP. 103
2. Continved with minor changes in the PiP, made ot Mission leve] {not requiring submission of an amended PIP to AID/W). 45
3. Continued with significant changes in the PIP (but net sufficient forequire o revised PROP). A formally revized PIP will follow. 13
4. Extended beyond its present schedule to {Dote): Mo. Da . Explain in norrative, PRQP will follow. _.16
5. Substantively revised. PROP will follow. 23
6. Evaluated in depth to determine its effectiveness, future scope, and dwration. 29
7. Discontinued eurlier thon presently scheduled, Date recommended for terminations Mo.___ Day__ Yr. 14
8. Other. Explain in narrative. 7?2
103 NARRATIVE FOR PART IV-B: ‘

*Text in IV-B is not consistent with these checklist responses in some cases.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 3
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EXHIBIT B

AID 1020-25 (7-68] ) SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 001 PROJECT NUMBER
PROJECT APPRAISAL REPORT {PAR)
(U-446) i

ooz PAR Mo. | oay| vr.| 993 U.5. CBLIGATION 3PAN Q04 PROJECT TITLE

asor: [T TTTT] eyl T1 mwurv [T

005 COOPERATING COUNTRY -~ REGION - AID/W OFFICE sUrrmary of 321 PARl s -in
Worldwide Worldwide Data File (2's)

006 FURDING TABLE

AlD DOLLAR PERSONNEL SERVICES | PARTICIPANTS] COMMODITIES |OTHER COSTS
FINANCING- TOTAL CON-

OBLIGATIONS TRACT AID FASA CON- piIR. | con- DiR. coN- DIR. cON-

{$000) {NON-ADO!) TRACT Pasa | TRACT PASA TRACT | PASA | TRACT

CUMULATIVE
NET THRU
ACTUAL YEAR

(FY 19 )

PROPOSED
OFPERATIONAL
YEAR

(FY 19 )

cCcc VALUE OF P.L. 480 Thru Actual Operational Year
COMMODITIES {$§000)  ==t= [ Year : I Progtam

007 IMPLEMENTING AGENCY TABLE

if contractors or participating agencies are employed, enler the name and contract or PASA number of each in appropriate spaces below,
in the case of voluntary agencies, enter name and registration number from M.O. 1551.1, Attachment A. Enter the appropriate descrip-
tive code in columns b and ¢, using the coding guide provided betow.

TYPE CODE b TYPE CODE ¢ a. TyrPe | d. co A .
NT

1. U.S. CONTRACTOR 6. PARTICIPATING IMPLEMENTING AGENCY TOooE PA':A.ICT/ BLLAEI?CVEOR
2. LOCAL CONTRACTOR AGENCY b VOLAG NO AlD/W USE
3. THIRD COUNTRY 1. UNIVERSITY I "

CONTRACTOR 2. NON-PROFIT 1.
4. PARTICIPATING INSTITUTION

AGENCY 3. ARCHITECTURAL &
B. VOLUNTARY AGENCY ENGINEERING
6. OTHERE 4. CONSTRUCTION 2.

5. OTHER COMMERCIAL
& INDIVIDUAL
7. OTHER: 3.

PART | - PROJECT IMPACT
IsA. GENERAL NARRATIVE STATEMENT ON PRQJECT EFFECTIVENESS, SIGNIFICANCE & EFFICIENCY.

This summary narrative should begin with a brief {one or two paragraph) statement of the principal events in the history of the project
since the last PAR. Following this should come a concise rarrative statement which evaluates the overall efficiency, effectiveness
and significance of the project from the standpoint of:

{1}-overall performance and effectiveness of project implementation in achieving stated project targets;

(2} the contribution to achievement of sector and goal plans;

{3} anticipated results compared to costs, L.e., efficiency in resource utiization;

{4) the' continued relevance, importance ard significance of the project to country development and/or the furtherance of LLS. objec-

tives.

Inciude in the above outline, as necessary and appropriate, significant remedial actions undertaken or planned. The narrative can
best be done after the rest.of PART ! is completed. !t should integrate the partia) analyses in 1-B and |-G into an overali halanced
appraisal of the project’s impact. The narrative can refer to other sections of the PAR which are pertinent. If the evaluation in the
previous PAR has not significantiy changed, or if the project is too new to have achieved significant results, this Part should so

stata,
N 008 NARRATIVE FOR PART !-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 | as necessary):
odes Activities % PARs  Codes Activities - % PARs

1 Agriculture 35.5% b Health 10.3

2 Industry 4.9% 6 Education . . 13.7%

3. Transportation 1.8% 7  Public Safety 17.1%

4 Labor 4.0% 8 Soctal Welfare 5.6%
: 9 Private Enterprise, Misc. 0.6%

SIGNATURE DATE [

MiSSION DIRECTOR
APPROVAL =i

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION




EXHIBIT B
. Page 2 of 7
AID 1020-25 B (7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION N PROJECT NUMBER

- . . . . PART {-B — Continued
010 B.2 -~ OVERALL ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT TARGETS
Place an *'X'* within the bracket on the fol[owing seven-point scale that represents your judgment of the overall progress towards project targets:

l 1.0 | 4.3% 15,62 | 27.8% |  35.4% I 13.9% | 2.0% '
- Umutlsfnctocy ) R - Satisfactory i Ourstanding
- N PART I-C _ PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE
om C.1 — RELATION TO SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOQALS (See detailed instructions M.0. 1026.1)

This section is designed to indicate the potential and actual impact of the project on relevant sector and program goals. List the goals
in eol. b and rate potential and actual project impact in cols. ¢ and d.-

® " |, SCALE FOR COLUMN ¢: 3= Very Important; 2="Important; < d'..,.‘pca‘;.-"r“su
TheE | SCALE FOR COLUMN d: :11 iﬁfmmﬁﬁ 2= Adequate/Satisfactory/Good; SimAcTon | oate.
talo/w . i= Unsatisfactory/Marginal 7 Cheiy | AR
onevi ,b: . .. .SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS {LIST ONLY THOSE ON WHICH THE TARGETS E’:'_’rl"-_f::n
PROJECT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFECTI! STAGE
e ) g 67.92 15.0%
_ 25.2 65.1%
+- ;.. OR = other response or blank A 14. 3%
- - - ‘ OR 2.5% 5.6% _
. -3 44.2% 7.2%
) a4 29.3% . 52.0%
. . T 4.7% 14.0%
OR 21.8% | 26.8%
. 3 30.8% 4.4% -
- . . 4 19.6% 38.9%
. 5.0% 7.2%
. __OR_44.5% 49.5%
. 3 12.5% 1.6%
5 . _ 2 11.5% " 16.8%
o . - I 7.5% 6.9%
PN . . OR 68.5% 74.8%

-For goals where.column ¢. is rated 3 or 2 and column d. is rated 1, explain in the space for narrative. The narrative should aiso
indicate the extent to which the potential impacts rated 3 or 2 in column ¢. are dependent on factors external to the achievement of
the project targets, i.e., is there a substantial risk of the anticipated impact being forestalled by factors not inveived in the achieve-
ment of project targets. If possible and relevant, it also would be useful to mention in the narrative your reading of any current
indicators that longer-term purposes, beyond scheduled project targets, are likely or unlikely to be achleved Each explanatory note
_must be identified by the number of the entry (col. b) to which it pertains. .

"012 NARRATIVE FOR PART [-C.1 (Continue on form AID 1020-25 £):

H - B .

Total PARs - 321 . ‘
‘PARs without Rating :

of Overall Achievement 19
PARs with Rating T30z

. WA

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 3
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EXHIBIT B

AlD 1020-25 C {7-68) Page 3 of 7 C

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART 1-C — Continued

iy

C.2 — GENERAL QUESTICNS :
” MARK
These questions concern developments since the prior PAR. For each question place **Y*’ for Yes, “‘N'' for No, or **NA"’ for Not IN
Applicable in the right hand column. For each question where *¥* is entered, explain briefly in the space below the table. szs
B . - es | No
013 Hava there been any significant, unusual or unanticipated results not covered so far in this PAR? 16.5179.4
014 Have means, conditions or activities other than project measwes had a substantial effect on project output or accomplishments? 54.2142.4
015 Have any problems arisen as the result of advice or action or major contributions to the project by another donor? 15.9]77.9
016 If the answer to 014 or 015 is yes, or for any other teason, Is the project now less necessary, unnecessary or subject
to modification or earlier termination? 13.7164.8
017 Have any important lessons, positive or negative, emerged which might have broad applicability? 59.8|34.8
018 Has this project revealed any requirement for research or new technical aids onwhich AIDAW should take the initiative? 19.3|75.7
019 Do any aspects of the project lend themsalves to publicity in newspapers, magazines, television or films In the United States? 18.0147.7
~ [ []
020 Has there been a lack of effective cooperating country media coverage? (Make sure AID/W has copias of existing coverage.) 7.8 84.7
021 NARRATIVE FOR PART I-C.2 Identify each explanatory note by the number of the entry to which it pettains. (Continue on )
form AID 1020-25 [ as necessary):
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 4




AlD 1020-25 E (7-68)

EXHIBIT B

Page 4 of 7

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

PROJECT NUMBER 7

PART

1l = Continued

023 L -A.2 —~ OVERALL TIMELINESS
In general, project implementation is {place an X' in ong blogk): _
. (a) On schedule 59.8%
- (b} Ahead of schedule 4.0%
BLOCK (c): If marked, place an *X” in {c} Behind schedule 30.8%
any of the blocks one thru eight that {1} AIDW Program Approval 3.4%
* apply, This is limited to key aspects of {2) Implementing Agency (Contractor/Participating Agency /Voluntary Agency) 7.2%
-:mp!ementatlon, e.g., timely .dt?iivery of (3) Technicians 7.2%
e, e f e 0 i 6%
: {5) Commodities (non-FFF) 7.5%
. cooperating country fundmg, arrival of "
techrlclans. {6) Cooperating Country 20.6%
(7) Commodities (FFF) 1.2%
(8) Other (specify): 7.5%

H-B — RESQURCE [NPUTS

This:section appraises the effectiveness of U. S. rescurce inputs. There follow illustrative lists of factors, grouped under Implementing
- Agency, Participant Training and Commedities, that might influence the effectiveness of each of these types of project resources. in
the blocks after only those facters which significantly affect project accomplishments, write the letter P if effect is positive or satis+

* factory, or the letter N if effect is negative or less than satisfactory.

1. FACTORS-IMPLEMENTING AGENCY (Contract/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency)

p

T 028 | |E NO IMPLEMENTING AGENCY IN THIS 52 "0032 Quality, comprehensiveness and candor of requireds 61521 9,9
PROJECT. PLACE AN ''x” IN THIS BLOCK: P 033 Promptness of required reports 59.11 9.9
025 Adequacy of technical knowledge 85,5 72,5034 Adherence to work schedule 66.51 6.2
026 Understanding of project purposes 871.0{ 3..3035 Working relations with Americans 69.01] 2.1
027 Project planning and management 69. 812.0036 Working relations with cooperating country nationals 86.4| 4.5
028 Ability to adapt technical knowledge to local situation 81 . 4] 5.0037 Adaptation to jocal working and living environment /8.5 2.5
029 Effective use of participant training element 56.20 5.0038 Home office backstopping and substantive interest 63,6 9.5
030 Ability to train and utilize local staff 73. Y 5.0035 Timely recruiting of qualified technicians 48.8120.7
031 Adherence to AID administrative and other requirements5 0, 4] 4 .5040 Other (describe): 7.41 1.7
2. FACTORS-PARTICIPANT TRAINING P
M1 |F NO PARTICIPANT ELEMENT IN PROJECT. 23 ‘OTRAINING UTILIZATION AND FOLLOW UP
PLACE AN "'X" IN THIS BLOCK: P 2 Appropriateness of criginal sefection 60.97 3.8
PREDEPARTURE 3 Relevance of training for present project purposes
042 English language abitity 54.91 5 ining for p ject purp 72.4( 1.5
(43 Availability of host countiy funding 53.610 OLM Appropriateness of post-training placement 64.71 5 4 -
¢44 Host country operational considerations (e.g., <%, .- . - - . .
procedures) 63.2 8. 5 Utitity of training regardless of changes in project 54,1 .8
045 Technical/professional qualifications 71.3°8 ; 6 Ability to get meritorious ideas accepted. -~ 39.81 9.6
046 Quality of technical orientation 51.3 1 \5 7 Adequacy of performance 64.8| 1.5
047 Quality of general orientation 55.9 2 _-f58 Continuance on project 57.1t 7.7
- l} ! * -
048 Participants’ collaboration in planning content of - 4.{ 48 .4b5 Availability of necessary facilities and equipment 37.9(11.9
049 Collaboration by participants' supervisors in planning . . . - 3
training 56.7 3-.8)80 Mission or contractor follow-up activity 50.6! 5.0
050 Participants’ availability for training - 59.418 4)51 Other (describe):
051 Other (describe}: %
4.2 2.3
Page 6
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EXHIBIT B
Page 5 of 7

AlID 1020-25 F {7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION T PROJECT NUMEBER

‘PART !1-B — Continued
3. FACTORS-COMMODITIES

PLACE AN "x'"_|a62 oc3 aes Mo i"72 Control measures against damage and deterioration 1 v N

PROPRIATE -
A et e FFFB. 5 | now-FEF 36,4 °2:*;*32,:v 27.7% " in shipment. 401 | 3.4

065 Timeliness of AlD/W program approval (i.e., PIO/C, N
Transfer Authorlzaﬂ:) gram app (1.e., P10/ 48 3 7.3D73 Controi measwres against deterioration in storage. 431 3.9

066 Quality of commodities, adherence to specifications

marking. 5.2 | 6.0P7 Readiness and avaiiability of facilities. 42.2 110.3

067 Timeliness in procurement or reconditioning. 44.0 |22. 8075 Appropriateness of use of commodities. 59.9 4.3

068 Timeliness of shipment to port of entry. 40.1 115.1 076 Maintenance and spares support. 35.8 118.1

069 Adequacy of port and inland storage facilities. 42.7 3.9[677 Adequacy of property records, accounting and ':— 44,4 13.4

) o] ibe):
070 Timeliness of shipment from port to site. 44.8 9.5 078 Other (Describe)

071 Controf measures against loss and theft. 46.6 | 5% 0.9 | 6.0

i tndicate in a concise narrative statement (under the heading 2, Overall Implementation Performance, below} your summary appraisal of the
status of project implemeniation, covering both significant achievements and problem areas, This should include any comments about the
adequacy of provision of direct hite technicians as wel! as an overall appraisal of the comments provided under the three headings (b, ¢ &

i . d) which follow. For projects which inciude a dollar input for gene:atlon of local currency to meet local cost requitements, indicate the

. status of that input {see Detailed Instructions).
Discuss sepa:ate!y (under separate headings b, ¢ & d) the status of Implementmg Agency Actions, Participants and Commodities. Where
*  above listed factors are causing significant problems (marked N}, describe briefly in the appropriate narrative section: (1) the cause

! and source of the problem, (2) the consequences of not correcting it, and (3) what corrective action has been taken, called for, or planned
by the Mission. Identify each factor discussed by its number.

. 079 NARRATIVE FOR PART Ii-B: (After narrative section a, Overall implementation Performance, helow, fotlow, on form AID 1020251
as needed, with the following nartative section headings: b. Implementing ‘Agency, c. Participants, d. Commedities. List allnarrative

! section headings in order. For any headings which are not applicable, mark them as such and follow immediately below with the next nar-
rative section heading.)

a. Overall Implementation Performance,

* Not consistent with vesponses to -blocks 062 and 063.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 7




EXHIBIT B
Page 6 of 7
AlD 1020-25 G (7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

- PART 1l — ROLE OF THE COOPERATING COUNTRY

The following list of.illustrative items are to be considered by the evaluator. (n the block after only those items which significantly
affect project effectiveness, write the letter P if the effect of the item is positive or satisfactory, or the fetter N if the effect of the
item is negative or less than satisfactory.

SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS:

080 Coordination and cooperation within and between ministries.

081 Coordination and cooperation of LDC gov't. with public and private institutions and private enterprise.

082 Avallability of reliable data for project planning, control and evaluation.

083 Competence and/or continuity in executive leadership of project.

084 Host country project funding.

085 Legislative changes relevant to project purposes.

086 Existence and adequacy of a project-related LDC organization.

087 Resolution of procedural and hureaucratic problems.

088 Availability of LDC physical resource inputs and/or supporting services and facilities.

089 Maintenance of facilities and equipment.

]

.
-

NI IO 0 [ == [N PN L0

090 Resolution of tribal, class or caste preblems.

Receptivity to change and innovation,

Political conditions specific to project.

Capacity to transform ideas into actions, i.e., ability to implement project plans.

.
-

Olov il |Sla N o lovich i~ loe

.

Z2|8(8|28
_.lm_.....

Intent and/or capacity to sustain and expand the impact of the project after 1.S. inputs are terminated.
095 Extent of LDC efforts to widen the dissemination of project benefits and services.
095 Utilization of trained manpower (e.g., participants, counterpart technicians) in project operations.

.
[

-

.
-

PO G LR DI PO = [ ] [0 (O PO LN | A | [ (a2

097 Enforcement of relevant procedures {e.g., newly established tax collectron and audit system).

Nm—amwwmmwmho:\:ﬂuo—-wwm

098 Other:

HOST COUNTRY COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS:
099 Level of technical education and/or technical experience.

100 Planning and management skilis.
101 Amount of technician man years available.

-

TR NI{ [F3][ec] =] N} (Vo)

102 Continuity of staff.

103 Willingness to work in rural areas.
104 Pay and allowances.

105 Other:

.
»

ool o s e
100D | Lo ][O
| =i =P boine

whl_\w ry

o |co|on|roO || 00 G ~HO i oh|h|—lw o o | st j—]Oo o

~ O N =y N AN ONOOONWROOORONO

-
-

.

“In the space below for narrative provide a Succinct discussion and overall appraisal of the quality of country performance related to
this project, particularly over the past year. Censider important trends and prospects. See Detailed' Instructions for an illustrative
list of considerations to be covered.

Fer only those items marked N include brief statements covering the nature of the problem, its impact on the achievement of project
tasgets (i.e., its importance) and the nature and cost of corrective action taken or planned. "1dentify each explanatory note.

106 NARRATIVE FOR PART Il (Continue on form AID 1020-25 {):

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION -Page 8
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EXHIBIT B '
Page 7 of 7
+ AlD 1020.25 H {7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART IV — PROGRAMMING IMPLICATIONS
\v-A . EFFECT ON PURPOSE AND DESIGN

indicate in a brief narrative whether the Mission experience to date with this project and/or changing country circumstances call for
some adjustment in project purposes os design, and why, and the approximate cost implications. Cover any of the following considerations or
others that may be relevant, (See Detailed Instructions for additional illustrative considerations.) Relevant experience or comty situations
that were described earlier can simply be referenced, The spelling out of specific changes should ke left to the appropriate programming doc-
uments, but a brief indication of the type of change contemplated should be given hete to clarify the need for change.

' For example, changes might be indicated if they wouid:

1, better achieve program/project purposes;

2, address more critical of higher priority putposes within a goal plan;

3. produce desited tesults at less cost;

4. give mole assurance of lasting institutional development upon U.S. withdrawal.

107 NARRATIVE FOR PART jv-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 I3

.

4V-B - PROPOSED ACTION
108 This project should-be (Place an **X"" in appropriate bloclk(s)): ’

1. Confinued os presently scheduled in PIP. 32.1
2. Continued with minor changes in the PIP, made at Mission [eval (not requiring submission of on umended PIP to AID/W). 14.0
3. Continued with significant changes in the PIP {but not sufficient torequire a revised PROP). A formalily revised PIP will follow. , 4.0
4. Extended beyond its present schedule 1o {Dote): Mo.__ Day__.¥r. . Explain in narrative, PROP will follow. __5__._0
5. Substahtively revised. PROP will follaw. 7.2
6. Evaluated in depth to determine its effectiveness, future scope, und duration. 9.0
7. Discontinued earlier than presently scheduled. Date recommeanded for termination: Mo._ Day__ Yr. 4.4
8. Other, Explain in narrative. 22.4 .

109 NARRATIVE FOR PART IV-B:

Text in IV-B is not consistent with these checklist responses in some cases.

- .

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 9




-~

EXHIBIT C

AlD 1020-2% (7-£8)

PROJECT APPRAISAL REPORT (PAR)

(U-446)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

001 PROJECT NUMBER

00z PAR MO. | DAY

YR.

AS OF: | ]

| FY | | |

003 U.S. OBLIGATION SPAN

ThruFYI I I

00% COQOPERATING COUNTRY - REGION - AID/W OFFICE

00% PROJECT TITLE

Surmary of 55 PARs (#'s) in
East Asia Data File

006 FUNDING TABLE

AlDo DOLLAR
FINANCING-
OBLIGATIONS
(5000}

TOT AL

COMN-

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PARTICIPANTS

COMMODITIES

OTHER COSTS

TRACT
{NON-ADD],

CON-

AD TRACT

PASA

DIR.
PASA

COM-
TRACT

DiIR.
PASA

CON-
TRACT

DiR.
PASA

CON-
TRACT

CUMULATIVE
HET THRU
ACTUAL YEAR

(FY 13 )

FROFOSED
OPERATIONAL
YEAR

{FY 19 }

CCC VALUE OF P.L. 480
COMMODITIES (3000)

- Year

Thru Actual

Operational Year
I Program

007 IMPLEMENTING AGENCY TABLE

If contractors or participating agencies are employed, enter the name and contract or PASA number of each in appropriate spaces below;
in the case of voluntary agencies, enter name and registration number from M.0Q. 1551.), Attachment A. Enter the appropriate descrip-
tive code in columns b ard ¢, using the coding guide provided betow.

TYPE CODE b

TYPE CODE ¢

-1

1. U.5. CONTRACTOR

2. LOCAL CONTRACTOR

3. THIRD COUNTRY
CONTRACTOR

4. PARTICIPATING
AGENCY

%, YOLUNTARY AGENCY

¢. OTHER:

0. PARTICIPATING

&

-3
B

AGENCY
UNIVERSITY
NON<-PROFIT

INSTITUTION

+ ARCHITECTURAL &

ENGINEERING

« CONSTRUCTION
« OTHER COMMERCIAL
. INDIVIDUBAL

QOTHER:

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY

TYPE |4.

GCODE CONTRAGT/S
PASA/

b. | e VOLAG HO.

LY
LEAVE
BLANK FOR
AlD/W USE

2.

3.

PART | -~ PROJECT IMPACT

1=A, GENERAL NARRATIVE STATEMENT ON PRQJECT EFFECTIVENESS, SIGNIFICANCE & EFFICIENCY.

This summary narrative should begin with a brief {one or two paragraph) statement of the principal events in the history of the project
since the fast PAR. Following this shouid come a concise narrative statement which evaluates the overall efficiency, effectiveness
and significance of the project fram the standpoint of:

(1), overal! performance and effectiveness of project implementation in achieving stated project targets;
(2) the contribution to achievement of sector and goal plans;
(3) anticipated results compared to costs, i.e., efficiency in resource utiilzation;
(4) the’ continued reievance, importance and significance of the project to country development and/or the furtherance of U.5. objec-

tives.

" Include in the above outline, as necessary and appropriate, significant remedial actions undertaken or planned. The narratwe can

best be done after the rest.of PART ‘I is completed.
apmraisal of the project’s impact.

It should integrate the partial analyses.in [-B and 1-G into an overall balanced

The narrative can refer to othar sections of the PAR which are pertinent. If the evaluation in the

previous PAR has not significantly changed, or if the project is too new to have achieved significant results, this Part should so.

state.

008 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1-A {Continue on form AlD 1020-25 | as necessary);

* Activities not calculated

MISSION DIRECTOR

APPROVAL =3

SIGNATURE

DATE

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT C
AID 1020-25 B (7-68) Page 2 of 7
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PRO ECT NUMBER

PART [I-B - Continuad
010 B.2 - OVERALL ACHIEVEMENT QF PROJECT TARGETS
Place an **X** within the bracket on the following seven-point scale that represents yowr judgment of the overall progress towards project targets:

Io | 0 9 14 1 19 | 10 | 2 |1*
Unsatisfactery Sct'}sfactory Qutstanding )
PART_1.C — PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE *0ther responses
o1 C.1 -~ RELATION TO SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (See detailad instructions M.0. 1026.1)

This section is designed to indicate the potential and actual impact of the project on relevant sector and program goals. List the goals
in col. b and rate potential and actual project impact in cols. ¢ and d.

@ SCALE FOR COLUMN ¢: 3= Very Important; 2=' Important; c 4, cruaL

1= Secondary Importance orenmiaL | MTACT oM
or SCALE FOR COLUMN d: 3= Superior/Outstanding; 2= Adequate/Satisfactory/Good; EACT O oA T
» CH GOAL RELATIVE
AID/ W 1= Unsatistactory/Marginal FSRoIECT 2

'oﬂf_ﬁn b ACHIEVES PROGRESS
‘ SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS ILIST ONLY THOSE @N WHICH THE TARGETS EJ;PECT?D

PROJECT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT!} S:ATGHE'

10 3 47 7

2 12 45

OR = other response or blank 1 0 5

' OR 1 1

{2) 3 32 3

) 2 15 42

1 3 4

OR 5 6

21 (3) 3 22 2

2 16 32

1 4 6

OR 13 15

) 3 11 2

2 5 9

-1 2 4

OR 37 40

For geals where column c. is rated 3 or 2 and cofumn d. is rated 1, expiain in the space for narrative. The narrative should alse
indicate the extent to which the potential impacts rated 3 or 2 in column c. are dependent on factors external to the achievement of,
the project targets, i.e., is there a substantial risk of the anticipated impact being forestatled by factors not invoived in the achieve-
ment of project targets. "If possible and relevant, it also would be usefui to mention in the narrative your reading of any current
indicators that longer-term purposes, beyond scheduled project targets, are tikely or unlikely to be achieved. Each explanatory note
must be identified by the number of the entry (col. b) to which it pertains.

012 NARRATIVE FOR PART I-C.1 (Continue on form AlD 1020-25 I):

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT C
Al'r.! 1020-25 C (7-68) Page 3 Of 7 _
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART I-C -~ Continved

C.2 - GENERAL QUESTIONS

- MARK
These questions concern developments since the prior PAR. For each question place * Y for Yes, ‘*N** for No, or "NA’" for Not IN
Applicable in the right hand column. For each question where *'Y*' s entered, explain briefly in the space below the table, TglLS
. \Fobk-
- Yes—No
013 Have there been any significant, unusual or unanticipated resuits not covered so far in this PAR? ; - 10 43
014 Have means, conditions or activities other than project measwes had a substantial effect on project output or accomplishments? 28 25
015 Have any prchlems arisen as the result of advice of action or major contributions to the project by another donor? 8 43
016 If the answer to 014 or 015 is yes, or for any other reason, is the project now less necessary, unnecessary or subject 3
to modification or earlier termination? 7 3
017 Have any important lesscns, positive or negative, emerged which might have broad applicability? 33 18
018 Has this project revealed any recuirement for research or new technical aids onwhich AID/W should take the initiative? 7 a4
019 Do any aspects of the project lend themselves to publicity in newspapers, magazines, television or films in the United States? 35 17
020 Has there been a lack of effective cooperating country media coverage? {Make sure AIDAV has copies of existing coverage.}
N\ . . . .
021 NARRATIVE FOR PART |-C.2 Identify each expianatory note by the numbsr of the entry to which it pertains. (Continue on
form ALD 1020-25 | as necessary):
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 4



http:covered.so

EXHIBIT ¢

Alp 1020-25 E {7-68)

Page 4 of 7

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

PROJECT NUMBER

- PART W -~ Continved

023 11-A.2 — OYERALL TIMELINESS
In general, project implementation is (place an **X in ane block);
_{a) On schedule 42
() Ahaad of sehedule 5
BLOCK (c): If marked, place an “X" in {¢) Behind schedute b
any of the blocks one thru eight that (1) AIDAY Program Approval 0
?_p%!: This is limited to key aspects of {2) Implementing Agency (Contractor/Participating Agency /Veluntaty, Agency) 0
cl'::;tr.:je.rtl?atlon, e.g., timely idelmery of (3) Technicians T
i ees,_ retur_n of part cu‘:ants to @) Participants T
assumg their project responsibilities, — 0
. . . {5} Commodities (non-FFF)
cooperating country funding, arrival of C ()
technicians. (6) Cooperating Gountry
{7) Commodities_(FFF} 4]
{8) Other (specify): 3

H-B - RESQURCE INPUTS

This section appraises the effectiveness of U.S, resource jnputs. There follow illustrative lists of factors, grouped under Implementing
Agency, Participant Training and Cemmodities, that might influence the effectiveness of each of these types of project resources. in
the blocks after only those factors which significantly affect project accomplishments, write the letter P if effect is_positive or satis-

factory, or the letter N if effect is negative or less than satisfactory.

1. FACTORS-IMPLEMENTING AGENCY (Contract/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency} p N
024 IF NO IMPLEMENTING AGENCY IN THIS 22 032 Quality, comprehensiveness and candor of required . 22 0
PROJECT. PLACE AN "X™ IN THISBLOCK: p N| 133 Promptress of required reports 16 3
025_Adequacy of technical knowledge 27 | 2| 034 Adherence to work schedule 1713
026 Undarstanding of project purposes 26 11 035 Working relations with Americans 22 0
027 Project planming and management 24 | 1] 036 Working relations with cooperating country nationals 29 | U
028 Ability to adapt technical knowledge to local situation 29 0} 037 Adaptation to tocat working and living environment 16 i
023 Effective use of participant training elemegt 20 t 0] 038 Home office backstopping and substantive interest 8 1
030 Ability to train and utilize local stalf 29 | 21 19 Timely recruiting of qualified technicians 181 4
031_Adherence to AID administrative and other requirements 19 71 040 Other {describe); . 7 |
2. FACTORS-PARTICIPANT TRAINING . .
Ml |F NO PARTICIPANT ELEMENT IN PROJECT. Q] TRAINING UTILIZATION AND FOLLOW UP - P| N
- PLACE AN ""X' IN THIS BLOCK: p N| 052 Appropriateness of original selection 281 0
PREDEPARTURE . -1 . .
042 English language ability F 7113 052 Relevance of training for present project purposas 39 0
043 Awvallability of host country funding o5 '7 054 Appropriateness of post-training placement 34 3
044 Host country operational considerations (e.g., selection : : i i
. procedures) 30 2 055 Uity o[ training regardless of changes in project 27 1
045 Technical /professional qualifications 2 | 11 056 Ability to get meritorious ideas accepted by supervisors 21 3
046 Quality of technical orientation o6 ' 0 057 Adequacy of performance 33 0
047 Quality of general orientation 27 1 058 Continuance on project 35 k|
048 Participants’ collaberation in planning content of progranb.l 4 059 Avaiiabilify of necessary facilities and equipment 26 3
042 Collaboration by participants® supervisors in planning S . )
training ) 3 080_Mission or contractor follow-up activity 28 1
050 Participants® availability for training 2% |12 061 Other {describe):
051 Other (describa): .
11.2

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

Page 6



EXHIBIT C
' Page 5 of 7
AlD 1020-25 F (7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART 11-B —~ Continued
‘3. FACTORS-COMMODITIES

|:'i¢=%ﬁc?§n‘;§:s o2 3 083 e 5 088 MO . o2 Control measures against damage and deterioration Pl N
BLOCK: O “=Lement | 87 in shipment. 19 2
065 Timeliness of AID rogram approval {i.e., P1Q/C, F .
Transfer Authorizaﬁ;:). € PP t /¢ 25 0 073 Control measures against deterioration in s’orage. 21| 2
066 Quality of commadities, adherence to speciticaticns, . RPN pens
marking. 31 4 074 Readiness and availability of facilities. 29l 7
067 Timeliness in procurement or reconditioning. 24 |12 075 Appropriateness of use of commodities. 32| 1
068 Timeliness of shipment to port of entry. 21 4 076 Maintenance and spares support. 171 9
069 Adequacy of port and inland storage facilities. 077 Adequacy of property records, accounting and contrals.
2210 . 21112
078 Other (Describe):
070 Timeliness of shipment from port to site. 23 5 (e !
071 Control measures against loss and theft. 23 2 11 5

Indicate in a concise nanative statement {under the heading a. Oveiall Implementation Performance, below) your summary appraisal of the
status of project implementation, covering both significant achievements and problem areas. This should include any comments about the
adenuacy of ptovision of direct hire technicians as well as an overali appraisal of the comments provided under the three headings (b, ¢ &
d) which foll‘ow. Fot projects which include a dollar input for generation of local cutrency to meet local cost requitements, indicate the
status of that input (see Detailed Instructions).

Discuss separately {(under separate headings b, ¢ & d} the-status of Implementing Agency Actions, Participants and Commeodities. Where
above listed factors are causing significant problems (marked N}, describe briefly in the appropriate narrative section: (1) the cause

and source of the problem, (2) the consequences of not correcting it, and {3) what corrective action has been tak'en, called for, or planned
by the Mission. . [dentify each factor discussed by its number.

079 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1I-B: (After narrative section a. Overall implementation Performance, befow, follow, on form AID 1020-251
as needed, with the following nairative Section headings: b, Implementing Agency, ¢. Participants, d. Commodities. List alinarrative

section headings in order, For any headings which are not appiicable, mark them as such and follow immediately below with the next nar
rative section heading.) i

& Overall tmplementation Performance,

*Not consistent with responses to blocks 062 and 063.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 7




EXHIBIT C -
Page 6 of 7
AlD 1020-25 G (7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART Il - ROLE OF THE COOPERATING COUNTRY

The following list of . illustrative items are to be considered b.y the evaluator. In the block after only those items which Significantly
affect project effectiveness, write the letter P if the effect of the item is positive or satisfactory, or the jetter N if the effect of the
Hem is nepative or less than satisfactory.

SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS: P! N
080 Coordination ang cooperation within and between ministries. 26112,
08! Coordination and cooperation of LOC goy't. with public and private institutions and private enterprise. 221 0
082 Awailability of reliable data for project planning, control and evaluation, 15123
083 Competence and/ar continuity in executive leadership of project. 32110
084 Host country project funding. 141 7
085 Legislative changes refevant to project purposes. 141 7
085 Existence and adequacy of a project-related LDC organization. 27111
087 Resolution of procedural and bureaucratic problems. J6i14
088 Availahility of LDC physical resource inputs and/or supporting services and facilities. 14120
083 Maintenance of facilities and equipment. 16417
030 Resolution of tribal, class or caste problems. 4| 2
091 Receptivity to change and innovation. 371 4
092 Political conditions specific to praject. 121 &
033 Capacity to transform ideas into actions, i.e., ability to implement project plans. 29112
094 Intent and/or capacity to sustain and expand the impact of the project after U.S. inputs are terminated. 29115
035 Extent of LDC efforts to widen the dissemination of project benefits-and services: 26 2
095 UtHization of trained manpower (e.g., participants, counterpart technicians) in project operations. 391 1
097 Enforcement of relevant procedures (e.g., newly established tax collection and audit system). 101 6
098 Other: 0]l 0
HOST COUNTRY COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS: Pi N
083 Level of technical education and/or technical experience. 27116
100 Planning and management skills. 27124
101 Amount of technician man years avatlable, 24 116
102 Continuity of staff. 331 3
102 Willingness to work in rural areas, 261 7
104 Pay and allowances. 8133
105 Other; . * 011

In the space below for narrative provide a succinct discussion and gverall appraisal of the quality of country performance related to
this project, particularly over the past year. Consider important trends and prospects. See Detailed’ Instructions for an iflustrative

list of considerations to be covered.

For_only those items marked N include brief statements covering the nature of the problem, its impact on the achievement of project

1argets {i.e., its importance} and the nature and cost of corrective action taken or planned. Identify each explanatory note.

105 NARRATIVE FOR PART IH (Continue on form AlD 1020-25 1);

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT C
‘ Page 7 of 7
AID 1020-2% H (7-6B]
SECURITY CLAISIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

- PART 1V — PROGRAMMING IMPLICATIONS

I¥-A — EFFECT ON PURPOSE AND DESIGN

Indicate in a brief nairative whether the Mission experience to date with this project and/er changing country circumstances call for
some adjustment in project pusposes or design, and why, and the approximate cost implications. Cover any of the following considerations or
others that may be relevant, (See Detailed instructions for additional illustrative considerations.) Relevant experience or country situations
that were described earlier can simply be refetenced. The spelling out of specific changes should be left to the appropriate programming doc-
uments, but & brief indication of the type of change contemplated should be given hete to clarify the need for change.

Fot example, changes might be indicated if they would:

1. better achieve program/project purposes;

2. adgdress more critical or higher priority purposes within a goal plan;

3. produce desired results at less cost;

4, give more assurance of lasting institutional devefopment upon U.S, withdrawal.

107 NARRATIVE FOR PART IV-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1):

. 1v-B - PROPOSED ACTION
108 This project should be (Place an **X** in appropricte block(s)):

1. Continued as presently scheduled in PIP. 23
2. Continued with minor changes in the P1P, made ot Mission leve! (net requiring submission cf an amended PIP to AID/W). 6
3. Continued with significant changes in the PIP {but not sufficient torequire a revised PROP). A formally revised PIP will follow. 0
4. Extended beyond its present schedule to (Date): Mo. Day___.Yr.___ . Explain in narrative, PROP will follow. 4
5. Substantively revised, PROP will follow, 4
4. Evcluated in depth to determine its effactivermss, future scope, and duration. 3
7. Discontinued earlier then presently scheduled, Date racommended for termination: Mo.___ Day Yr. 2
8. Other. Explain in norrative. 16

109 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1V-B:

Text in IV-B is not consistent with these checklist responses in some cases.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION . Page 9
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EXHIBIT D

AID 1020-28 (7-68)

PROJECT APPRAISAL REPORT (PAR)
(U-446)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION 01 PROJECT NUMBER

002 PAR mo. | cay| yr.| 993 U.5. OBLIGATION SPAN

AS OF: { | [yl T Towury{ T}

Q04 PROJECT TITLE

008 COOPERATING COUNTRY - REGION - AID/W OFFICE

Summary of 55 PARs (%'s) in
East Asia Data File

006 FUNDING TABLE

AlD DOLL AR
FINANCING- o CON-
oaLIGATIONS | TOTAL TRACT AlD PASA coN- oiR. | con- DIR. con- | omm. | con

({3000} (NON-ADD) TRACT PASA | TRACT PASA TRACT] Pasa | TRacT

PERSQNNEL SERVICES PARTICIPANTS COMMODITIES OTHER COSTS

CUMULATIVE
NET THRU
ACTUAL YEAR

(FY 19 )

PROPOSED
OPERATIONAL
YEAR

(FY 19 ) .

CCC VALUE OF P.L. 480 Thru Actual - -
COMMODITIES {$000) — Year

Operational Year
] Program  :

007 IMPLEMENTING AGENCY TABLE

If contractors or participating zgencies are employed, enter the name and contract or PASA number of each in appropriate spaces below;
in the case of voluntary agencies, €nter name and registration number from M.0. 1551.1, Attachment A. Enter the appropriate descrip-
tive code in columns b and ¢, using the coding guide provided helow,

TYPE CODE b TYPE CODE e a. TYPE |d 0.
CODE CONTRACT/ LEAVE
;. E:é:ONTRACTOR 0. PARTICIPATING IMPLEMENTING AGENCY PASAS BLANK FOR
. L CONTRACTOR AGENCY
3. THIRD COUNTRY 1. UNIVERSITY be | < VOLAG No. AlD/w UsE
CONTRACTOR 2. NON-PROFIT 1. LR S end
4. PARTICIPATING INSTITUTION oyl

AGENCY 3. ARCHITECTURAL & Sy BT
B. VOLUNTARY AGENCY ENGINEERING RIS
8. OTHER: 4. CONSTRUCTION 2. ;*Ex‘;t\‘? :“‘\a"\ 3
8. OTHER COMMERCIAL Y R % v
6. INDIVIDUAL SN Caeasioy
7. OTHER: 3. soede T R
R SR

PART | — PROJECT IMPACT
I=A. GENERAL NARRATIVE STATEMENT ON PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS, SIGNIFICANCE & EFFICIENCY.

This summary narrative should begin with a brief {one or two paragraph) statement of the principal events in the history of the project
since the last PAR. Following this should come a concise narrative statement which evaluates the overall efficiency, effectiveness
and significance of the project from the standpoint of: -

(1) cverall performance and effectiveness of project implementation in achieving stated project targets;

{2} the contribution to achievement of sector and goal plans;

(3) anticipated results compared to costs, i.e., efficiency in resource utilization;

(4} the’ continuad relevance, importance and significance of the project to country development and/or the furtherance of U.S. objec-

tives.

Include in the above outline, as necessary and appiopriate, significant remedial actions undertaken or planned. The nawative can
bast be done after the rest.of PART | is completed. It should integrate the partial analyses in [-B and 1-C into an overall balanced
appraisal of the project's impact. The narrative can refer to other sections of the PAR which are pertinent. If the evaluation in the
previous PAR has not significantly changed, or if the project is too new to have achieved significant results, this Part should so
state.

008 NARRATIVE FOR PART [-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 | as necessary):

* Activities not calculated

MISSION DIRECTOR SIGNATURE DATE

APPROVAL e

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION




EXHIBIT D’
Page 2 of 7

AlD 1020-25 B {7.68}

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART I-B — Continued

010 B.2 - OVERALL ACHIEYEMENT OF PROJECT TARGETS

Place an “*X*' within the brackst on the following seven-point scale that represents your judgment of the overall progress towards project targets:

0% | 0% I 16.7% | 25.9% t 35.2%

18.5% |

*
3.7% |

Unsotisfactory Sctisfactory

QOutstanding

PART I.C - PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE - 10tal With rating = 54

o1

C.1 = RELATION TO SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (See detailed instructions M.O. 1026.1}

This section is designed to indicate the potential and actua$ impact of the project on relevant sector and program goals. List the goals

in col. b and rate potential and actual project impact in cols. ¢ and d.

o SCALE FOR COLUMN ¢: 3= Very important; 2= Important; < 9 acruaL
Ve SCALE FOR COLUMN d: ;= ::“:::%LT;::T:G~2 Adequate/Satisfactory/Good; TMPACT OW "é%%*;%"
“‘E'goi:‘" I= Unﬁtlsfactory/Marggi;mal i ' EACH SOAL | RELATIVE
oNLYI | b. Yincets | Exmecred
SECTOR AND PROGHAM GOALS (LIST ONLY THOSE ON WHICH THE AT THIS
PROJEGCT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT) STAGE
s o 3| 76.4% | 12.7%
e OR = other response or blank 21. 21.8% 81.8%
1 0.0% 3.6%
QR 1.8% 1.8%
2) 3 58.2% 5.5%
; 2 27.8% 76.4%
1 5.5% 7.3%
OR 0.0% 10,9%
el (@) 3| 40.0% 3.6%
; 2 29.1% 58.2%
1 7.8% 10.9%
oR| 23.6% | 27.3%
2d @) . 3} 20.0% 3.6%
: 2 9.1% 16.4%
: 1| 3.6% 7.3
5 OR 67.3% 72.7%

For goals where cofumn ¢. is rated 3 or 2 and column d. is rated 1, explain in the space for narrative. The narrative should also
indicate the extent to which the potential impacts rated 3 or 2 in column ¢. are dependent on factors external to the achievement of
the project targets, i.e., is there a substantial risk of the anticipated impact being forestailed by factors not involved in the achieve-

ment of project targets.

If possibfe and relevant, it also would be useful to mention in the narrative your reading of any current

indicators that-longer-term purposes, beyoand scheduled project targets, are fikely or unfikely to be achieved. Each explanatory note

_must be identified by the number of the entry (col. b) to which it pertains.
012 NARRATIVE FOR PART I-C.1 (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT D
AID 1020-25 G (7-68) Page 3 of 7
BECURITY CLASSIFICATION . ~ PROJECT NUMBER

PART 1-C — Continued

€.2 - GENERAL QUESTIONS

MARK
These questions concern developments since the prior PAR. For each question place **Y* for Yes, **N*’ for No, or **NA"’ for Not IN
Applicable in the right hand column. Fer each question where *Y"' is entered, explain briefly in the space below the table, Tgt‘v

N coL.
o . T Yes [ .No

013 Have there been any significant, unusual or unanticipated results not covered so far in this PAR? . 18.2| 78.2

014 Have means, conditions or activities other than project measures had a substantia) effect on project output or accomplishments? 50.9| 45.5

015 Have any problems arisen as the result of advice or action or major contributions to the project by another donor? 14.5 78 2

016 "if the answer to 014 or 0I5 is yes, or for any other reason, is the project now less necessary, unnecessary or subject

to modification or.earkier termination? 12.7160.0

017 Have any important [essens, positive or negative, emerged which might have broad applicability? 650.0| 32.7

018 Has this project revealed any requirement for research or new technical aids on which AID/W should take the initiative? 12.7180.0

019 Do any aspects of the project lend themselves to publicity in newspapers, mapazines, television or films in the United States? 53.6130.9

020 Has there been a lack of effective cooperating country media coverage? (Make sure AID/W has copies of existing coverage.}

021 NARRATIVE FOR PART I-C.2 Identify each explanatory note by the number of the entry to which it pertains, (Continue on

form AID 1020-25 | as necessary):

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 4




EXHIBIT D
' Page 4 of 7
AID 1020-25 E (7-58)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART Il — Continued

023 1i-A.2 - OVERALL TIMELINESS
In general, project implementation is (place an **X** in one block):
(a) On schedule 76.4%
. _{b) Ahead of schedule 9.1%
BLOCK (c): 1f marked, place an X" In {¢} Behind schedule . 10.9%
any of the blocks one thru eight that (1) AID/W Program Approval 0.0%
apply, This is limited ta key aspects of {2) tmplementing Agency {Contractor/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency) 0.0%
:mpleme_n!ation, e.g., timely drflivery of (3) Technicians 1.8% .
T o s L.gt
. project - respansi : {5) Commodities {non-FFF} 0.0%
cooperating country funding, arrivat of - 3
technici {6) Cooperating Country 7.3%
chnicians.
(7) Commedities (FFF) 0.0%
{8) Other {specify): . 5.5%

11-3 = RESOURCE INPUTS

This section appraises the effectiveness of U.S. resource inputs. There follow illustrative lists of factors, grouped under implementing
Agency, Participant Training and Commodities, that might influence the effectiveness of each of these types of project resources. In
the blocks after only those factors which significantly affect project accomplishments, write the letter P if effect is positive or satis-
factory, or the letter N if effect 1s negative or less than satisfactory.

1. FACTORS-IMPLEMENTING AGENCY (Contract/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency) P N
024 IF NO IMPLEMENTING AGENCY INTHis ¥ 40, (1032 Quality, comprehensiveness and candor of required. .66.7) 0.0 )
PROJECT. PLACE AN ''X' IN THiS BLOCK: P N| 033 Promptness of required reports 8.5 9.1 .
025 Adequacy of technical knowledge 87.8 16.] 084 Adherence to work schedule 51.5] 9.1
026 Understanding of project purposes 78.8 3.0 035 Working relations with Americans 66.7] 0.0
027 Project planning and management 72.7 3.0 036 Working relations with cooperating country nationals 87.9] 0.0
028 Ability to adapt technical knowledge to local .~  87.9 O.Q 037 Adaptation to lacal working and fiving environment /8.8 3.0
029 Effective use of participant traming element bU.6 |(0.0 038 Home office backstopping and substantive interest  b4.5| 3.0
030_Ability to train and utilize local staff 69.7 6.7 039 Timely recruiting of qualitied techmcians 54.5112.1
031 Adherence to AID administrative and other requirem 57.6 3.0 040 Other (describe): 6.11 3.0
2. FACTORS-PARTICIPANT TRAINING P N
081 1r No PARTICIPANT ELEMENT IN PROJECT. © 10+ & TRAINING UTILIZATION AND FOLLOW UP )
PLACE AN ''X"" IN THIS BLOCK: P N | 052 Appropriateness of original selection 60.9
PREDEPARTURE . . .
da Rel i fo ent project purposes
042 English language ability 58.7 43./q 053 Relevance of training for present project purp 84.8| 0.0
043 Avéilabi!ity of host country funding 54.3 15.4 054 Appropriatensss of post-training placement 73.91 6.5
044 Host country operational considerations (e.g., selectj i . - .
procedures) g’g .6 4.3 055 Utility of training regardless of changes in project 58.7| 2.2
045 Technical/professional qualifications 65.2 243.9 056 Ability to get meritorious ideas accepted by - . 35 7 6.5
045 Quality of technical orientation . 56.5 0.0 057 Adequacy of performance 71.7| 0.0
047 Quality of general erientation 58,7 |2.7 058 Continuance on project 76.11 2.2

048 Participants’ collaberation in planning content of =g5 7 |g 7 059 Availability of necessary facilities and equipmest 54 3| 5.5

049 Collaboration by participants' supervisors in plannin - . -
training gg b 6.5 060 Mission or contractor follow-up activity 60.9! 2.2..
050 Participants’ availability for training 56.5 26.11 061 Other {describe):

051 Other (describa}:
(dese 2.2 1.3

* 22 PARs indicated no implementing agency. Items 25-40 are #'s-of the 33 other PARs
** g PARs indicated no participant training. Items 42-60 are %'s of the other 46 PARs.

o
o

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page §
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EXHIBIT D -
AID 1020-25 F (7-68! Page 5 of 7
SECURITY GLASSIFICATION T T

PART [I-B = Continued
3. FACTORS-COMMODITIES

PLACE AN "'X'* |oe2 [ 1Y) 3 - . . P N
IN APPROPRIATE | FFF N"ON_FFF °g; S o7 pontrPl measures against damage and deterioration
BLOCK: 5.5 3B6.4 elzmestid,.5 in shipment. 406.4 1 4.3
065 Timeliness of AIDW program approval (i.e., PtO/C, P N . o .
Transfer Authorization). g PR ( . / 53.2 6.0 073 Control measures against deterioration in storage. 24,7 4.3
066 Quality of commodities, adherence to specifications, ; S J_—
marking. 65.0 8.5 074 Read:ness'and availability of facilities. 16,8 14,9
067 Timeliness in procurement or reconditioning. 51.0 25.5 075 Appropriateness of use of commodities. 68.1 2 1
- 2 —
068 Timeliness of shipment to port of entry. 076 Maintenance and spares support.
44,7 8.5 36.2119.1
069 Adequacy of port and inland storage facilities. 6.8 0.0 077 Adequacy of property records, accounting and (:mmm[a.4 71055 -
078 Qther (D ibe).
070 Timeliness of shipment from port to site. 48.9 10.6 Other {Describe)
071 Control measures against loss and theft. 48.9 4.3 2.1 (0.6

Indicate in a concise nanative statement (under the heading a. Overall implementation Performance, below) your summary appraisal of the
status of project implementation, covering both significant achievements and problem areas. This should include any comments about the
adequacy of provision of direct hire technicians as well as an overal! appraisal of the comments provided under the three headings (b, ¢ &
d) which follow, For projects which include a dollar input for generation of Jocal cutrency to meet local cost requirements, indicate the
status of that input (see Detailed Instructions).

Discuss separately (under separate headings b, ¢ & d) the status of implementing Agency Actions, Participants and Commadities. Where
above listed factors are causing significant problems (marked N), describe briefly in the appropriate narrative section: (1) the cause
amd source of the problem, {2) the consequences of not correcting it, and {3) what corrective actson has been taken, catled for, or planned
by the Mission. . Identify each factor discussed by its number.

079 NARRATIVE FOR PART {I-B: (Afler narrative section a, Qverall lmplementation Performance, below, follow, on form AID 1020-251
as needed, with the following narrative section headings: b, Implementing Agency, c. Participants, d. Commodities. List all narrative
section headings in order. For any headings which are not applicable, mark them as such and folow immediately below with the next nar-
rative section heading,)

a, Overall Implementation Performance,

*Not consistent with responses to blocks 062 and 063.

P

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

Page 7




Ll

AlD 1020-25 G {7.68)

EXHIBIT D
Page 6 of 7

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

PROJECT NUMBER

- . PART lll - ROLE OF THE COOPERATING COUNTRY

The following list of.iilustrative items are to be considered by the evaluator. In the block after only those items which Significantly
affect project effectiveness, write the letter P if the effect of the item.is positive or satisfactory, or the letter N if the effect of the

Item. 1s negative or less than satisfactory. P N
SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS:
080 Coordination and cooperation within and between minstries. 47.3 | 21.8
081 Coordination and cooperation of LDC gov't. with public and private institutions and private enterprise. 40.0 0.0
082 Availability of rellable data for project planning, control and evaluation. 27.2 141.8
083 Competence and/or continuity in executive leadership of project. 58.2 18.2
084 Host country project funding. 2h.5 | 12.7
085 Legislative changes relevant to project purposes. 26.6 12,7
086 Existance and adequacy of a project-related LDC organization. 49 . 20.0
087 Resolution of procedural and bureaucratic problems. 29, 25.5
088 Availability of LDC physical tesource inputs and/or supporting services and facilities. 25.5 3.4
082 Maintenance of facilities and equipment. 29,1 30.9
090 Resolution of tribal, class or caste problems, 7.3 3.6
031 Receptivity to change and innovation. 67.3 7.3
092 Political conditions specific to project. ~ 21.8 |16.4
093 Capacity to transform ideas into actions, l.e., ability to jmplement project plans. 52.8 121.8
034 Intent and/or capacity to sustain and expand the impact of the project after LLS. inputs are terminated. 2.8 i27.2
095 Extent of LDC efforts to widen the dissemination of project benefits and services. 47.3 3.6
096 Utilization of traimed manpower {e.g., Participants, counterpart technicians) in project operations. 70.9 1.8
097 Enforcement of relevant procedures (e.g., newly established tax collection and audit system). 18.2 |10.9
098 Other: 0.0 0.0
HOST COUNTRY COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS:
099 Level of technical education and/or technical experience. 49.1 28.1
100 Planning and management-skills. . 38.2 143.6
101 Amount of technician man years available. 43.6 129.1
102 Continuity of staff, 60.0 5.5
103 Willingness'to work in rural areas. 47.3 112.7
104 Pay and allowances. 14.5 160.0
105 Other: 0.0 1.8

In the space below for narrative provide a succinct discussion and overall appraisal of the quality of country performance related to

this project, particularly over the past year. Consider important trends and prospects. See Detalled’ Instructions for an illustrative

Iist of considerations to be covered.

For_only those items marked N inciude brief statements covering the nature of the problem, its Impact on the achlevement of project

targets (i.e., its importance) and the nature and cost of corrective action taken or planned. "Identify each explanatory note.

106 NARRATIVE FOR PART Il (Continue on form A1D 1020-25 [):

= SECURITY CLASSIFICATION .Page 8
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EXHIBIT D
' Page 7 of 7
AlD 1020-25 H (7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION R PROJECT NUMBER
PART 1V — PROGRAMMING IMPLICATIONS *

I¥-A — EFFECT ON PURPOSE AND DESIGN

Indicate in a brief narative whether the Mission experience: fo date’ with this project and/or changing country circumstances call for
some adjustment in project purposes o1 design, and why, and the approximate cost implications. Cover any of the following considerations or
others that may be relevant, (See Detailed Instructions for additional illustrative considerations.) Relevant experience or country situations
that were described earlier can simply be refetenced. The spelling out of specific changes should be left to the appropriate programming doc-
uments, but a iief indication of the type of change contemplated should be given hese to clarify the need for change.

For example, changes might be indicated if they would:
1. better achicve program/project purposes;
. address more_ctitical or higher priority putposes within a goal plan;
. produce desired resutts at less cost; .
. give more assurance of lasting institutional development upon U,S, withdrawal,

107 NARRATIVE FOR PART IV-A (Continve on form AID 1020-25 1):

.

oo B3

IV-B — PROPOSED ACTION
108 This-project should be (Place an **X'" in appropriate block(s)):

1. Continued as presently scheduled in PIP, 47.8
2. Continuved with minor changes in the PIP, made ot Mission level (not requiring submission of an amended PIP to AID/W). 10,9
3. Continued with significant changes in the PIP (but not sufficient tarequire a revised PROP). A formally revised PIP will follow. 0.0
4. Extendéd beyand its present schedule to (Date): Mo. Day Yr. . Explain in norrative, PROP will fellow. 7.3
5. Substahtively revised. PROP will follow. 7.3
6. Evoluated in depth to determine its effectiveness, future scope, and duration. 5.5
7. Discontinued earlier than presently scheduled. Date recommended for termination: Mo, Day_ Yr. 3.6
8. Other. Explain in narrative. : Eg .

109 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1V-B:

Text in IV=B is not consistent with these checklist responses in some cases

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 9
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EXHIBIT E

AlD 1020-25 (7-68)

PROJECT APPRAISAL REPORT (PAR)
(U-446)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

Q01 PROJECT NUMBER

002 PAR wMo. | oAy

YR, [ 993 U.3, OBLIGATION SPAN 004 PROJECT TITLE

AS OF: | ]

[P ry[T 1 wwury[ 1]

Q08 COOPERATING COUNTRY - REGION - AID/W OFFICE

Summary of 103 PAR's from
NESA (#'s)

006 FUNDING TABLE

AlD DOLL AR

FINANCING~

OBLIGATIONS
{5000}

TOTAL TRACT

PERSONNEL SERVICES
CON-

PARTICIPANTS

COMMODITIES

QTHER COSTS

CONM-
(NON-ADD)] 4D FASA TRACT"

DR,
PASA

CON-
TRACT

DIR. CON-
PASA TRACT

DIR. CON-
PASA TRACT

CUMULATIVE
NET THRU
ACTUAL YEAR

(FY 19 1

PROPQSED
QPERATIONAL
YEAR

(FY 19 }

CGC VALUE OF P.L. 480 Thru Actual

COMMQDITIES {$000)

— Year

QOperational Year
l Program

007 IMPLEMENTING AGENCY TABLE

If contractors or participating agencies are employed, enter the name and contract or PASA number of each in appropriate spaces below;
in the case of veluntary agencies, enter name and registration number from M.0. 1551.1, Attachment A. Enter the appropriate descrip-
tive code in cofumns b and ¢, using the ceding guide provided below.

TYPE CODE b TYPE CODE « a. TYPE |d. o
CODE CONTRACT/ LEAVE
;. Easéffré'ronicrzion 0. PARTlcclPATlNG IMPLEMENTING AGENCY PASA/S BLANK FOR
. NTRA AGENCY
3. THIRD COUNTRY 1. UNIVERSITY bl e vOoLAg No. ATD/W USE
CONTRACTOR 2. NON-PROFIT 1.
4. PARTICIPATING INSTITUTION
AGENCY 3. ARCHITECTURAL &
S. VOLUNTARY AGENCY ENG INEERING
6. CTHER: 4. CONSTRUCTION 2.
5. OTHER COMMERCIAL
. INDIVIDUAL
7. OTHER: 3.

PART 1. PROJECT IMPACT

l*A, GENERAL NARRATIVE STATEMENT ON PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS, SIGNIFICANCE & EFFICIENCY.

This summary narrative should begin with a brief (one or two paragraph).statement of the principal events in the history of the project
since the last PAR. Following this should come a concise narrative statement which evaluates the overall efficiency, effectiveness
and significance of the project from the standpoint of:

1) overall performance and effectiveness of project implementation in achieving stated troject targets;
(2) the contribution to achievement of sector and goal plans;
{3) anticipated results compared te costs, i.e., efficiency inresource utilization;
(4) the’ continued retevance, importance and significance of the project to country development and/or the furtherance of U.S. objec-

tives.

tnclude in the above outline, as necessary and appropriate, significant remedial actions undertaken or planned. The narrative can
best be done after the rest.of PART | is completed. it should integrate the pariial analyses in I-B and }-C into an overali balanced
appraisal of the preject’'s impact. The narrative can refer to other sections of the PAR which are pertinent. If the evaluation in the
previois PAR has not significantly changed, or if the project is too new to have achieved significant results, this Part should so
state.

008 NARRATIVE FOR PART i-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 | as necessary):

Codes Activity # PARs  Codes Activity # PARs
1 Agriculture 40 6 Education 10~
2 Industry 7 7 PubTic Safety 15
3 Transportation 1 8 Social Welfare 1
4 Labor 5 9 Private Enterprise, Misc. 7
5 Health 17 10 Other 0
MISSION DIRECTOR SIGNATURE DATE

APPROVAL =3

SECUR!ITY CLASSIFICATION




EXHIBIT E
_AID 1020-25 B (7-68) - Page 2 of 7
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

. PART I-B — Continued
010 B,2 - OVERALL ACHIEVEMENT OF PRQJECT TARGETS
Place an *“X*' within the bracket on the following sever-point scale that represents your judgment of the overall progress towards project targets:

3. ) 7 18 | 31 p. 20 12 ) 1 I
Unsatisfactory : Satisfoctory N ) Outatanding
PART |-C — PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE

on C.]1 ~ RELATION TO SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (See detailed instructions M.0, 1024.1)

This section is designed to indicate the potentiai and actual impact of the prolect on relevant sector and program goais. List the goals
in col. b and rate potential and actual project impact in cols. ¢ and d.

o SCALE FOR COLUMN ¢; 3= Very Important; 2= Impartant; & d ACTUAL
- . P
CODE 1= Securflary lmportar'u:e . POTENTIAL ":a o‘:cf_ TO
NO, SCALE FOR COLUMN d: 3= Superior/Outstanding; 2= Adequate/Satisfactory/Goed; é’f\%ﬁcgogt Ly
(Alg/w i= Unsatisfactnry/Marginal {F PROJECT TO
.O:Lil 0 ACHIEVES PROGRESS
‘ SECTOR AND PRADGRAM COALS (LIST ONLY THOSE ON WHICH THE TARGETS EXPECTED
PROJEGCT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT) ;:ATG'-ES

i (1 31 73 14

OR = other response or blank 2 19 59

1 7 19

R 4 11

2 3 43 6

2 28 44

1 6 17

R 26 36

) I3[ 39 5

2 14 36

1 7 9

R 43 - B3

t4) 3 13 1

2 18 27

T 20 11

OR 52 . 64

For goals where column c. is rated 3 or 2 and column d. is rated 1, explain in the space for narrative. The narrative should aiso

indicate the extent to which the potential impacts rated 3 or 2 in column c¢. are dependent on factors external to the achievement of

the project targets, i.e., is there a substantial risk of the anticipated impact being forestailed by factors not involved in the achieve-

ment of project targets. If possible and relevant, it also would be useful to mention in the narrative your reading of any current

indicators that longer-term purposes, beyond scheduled project targets, are ikely or unlikely to be achieved. Each expianatory note

must be identified by the number of the entry (col. b) to which it pertains. '
"012 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1-C.1 (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1):

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 3



oy

|

h TR O G @D Wl e £y

EXHIBIT E
AlD 1020-25 C (7-60) . Page 3 of 7
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION _PROJECT NUMBER

PART I-C - Continued

€.2 - GENERAL QUESTIONS

MARK
These questions concern developments since the prior PAR. For each question place "Y' fer Yes, ““N'' for No, or “*NA™' for Not IN
Applicable in the right hand columnr. For each question where "Y' is entered, explain briefly in the space below the table, THIS
coL.
L - . o PN
013 Have there been any significant, unusual or unanticipated results not covered so far in this PAR? 16 78
014 Have means, conditions or activities other than p}oject measwes had a substantial effect on project output or accomplishments? 51 44
015 Have any problems arisen as the result of advice or action or major contributions to the*project by another donor? 14 8]
0156 if the answer to 014 or 015 is yes, or for any other reason, IS the project now less necessary, unnecessary or subject
to modification or earlier termination? 16 62
017 Have any important lessons, positive or negative, emerged which might have broad applicability? 51 3]
018 Has this project revealed any requirement for research or new technical aids onwhich AIDAY should take the initiative? 17 77
019 Do any aspects of the project tend themselves to publicity in newspapers, magazines, television or films in the Unitad States? 17 47
020 Has there been a lack of effective cooperating country media coverage? (Make sure AlD/W has copies of existing coverage.} 12 76
021 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1-C.2 Identify each explanatory note by the numbsr of the entry to which it pertains, {Continue on
form AID 10205 | as necessaly):
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 4




AlpD 1020-25 E (7-68)

EXHIBIT E

Page 4 of 7

SECURITY CLASS|IFICATION

PROJECT NUMBER

PART 1l - Continued

023

11-A.2 — OVERALL TIMELINESS

n general, project implementation is (place an “X"* in one block):

{a) On schedule

(b} Ahead of schedule

BLOCK (c): 1f marked, place an **X* in

{c) Behind schedule

any of the blocks one thru eight that

{1) AID/W Program Approval

apply. This is limited to key aspects of

(2} Implementing Agency (Contractor /Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency}

implementation, e.g., timely delivery of

(3) Technicians

commodities, return of participants to

{4) Participants

assume .their project responsibilities,

{5) Commodities (nom-FFF)

cooperating country funding, arrival of

{6) Cooperating Country

technicians.

{7} Commodities (FFF)

(8) Other (specif y):

Hh%whmmmgwg

1}-B ~ RESOURCE INPUTS

This section appraises the effectiveness of U.S. resource wputs. There follow illustratve lists of factors, grouped under Implementing
Agency, Participant Training and Commodities, that might influence the effectiveness of each of these types of project resources. in
the blocks after only those factors which significantiy affect project accomplishments, write the letler P if effect is positive or satis-

factory, or the letter N if effect 1s negative or less than satisfactory.

1. FACTORS-IMPLEMENTING AGENCY (Contract/Participating Agency/Voluatary Agency) P N
024 IF NO IMPLEMENTING AGENCY IN THIS p N1032 Quabty, comprehens iveness and candor of required .o - =35} 7
PROJECT. PLACE AN "'X" IN THIS BLOCIK: 26 [B3 PromptnesS of required repnrts 34 7
025 Adequacy of technical knowledge 57 21 034 Adherence to work schedule 481 &4
026 Understanding of project purposes 56 | 3| 035 Working relations with Americans 441 1
027 Project planning and management 47 1171 036 Working relations with cooperating country nationafs 64| 4
028 Ability to adapt technical knowledge 10 local situation 58 31 037 Adaptation to local working and living environment 56 p
029 Effective use of participant training element ~ 36 21 038 Home office backstopping and substantive interest 38 9
030 Ability to train and utilize local staff 57 21 039 Timely recrmting of qualified techmicians 31 15
031 Adherence to AID administrative and other requirements 2 7 21 040 Other (describe): 5 2
2, FACTORS-PARTICIPANT TRAINING
M1 |F No PARTICIPANT ELEMENT IN PRoJECT. P | N{ TRAINING UTILIZATION AND FOLLOW UP Pl N
PLACE AN *'X'" IN THIS BLOCK: 20| 052 Appropriateness of original selectian 48| o
PREDEPARTURE R
: i ject purpo
042 English language ability 45 117 053 Relevance of training for present project purposes 52 0
043 Availability of host country funding 32 6 054 Appropriateness of post-training placement 45 5
044 Host country operational censiderations {e.g., selection - - . . .
procedures) 48 |10 055 Utility of training regardless of changes in project 38 0
045 Technical/professional qualifications 55 5 056 Ability to get meritorious. ideas accepted by supervisors 28 8
046 Quality of technica! orientation 34 1 057 Adequacy of perfermance 47| 1
047 Quality of general orientation 40 1 058 Continuance on project 48 3
048 Participants’ collaboration in planning content of prograzg 5 059 Avaifability of necessary facilities and equipment 24 1
049 Collaboration by participants’ supervisors in planning ..
training 4 4 2 050 Mission or contractor follow-up activity 32 a
050 Participants' avaifability for training 051 Other (describe):
48 113
051 Other {(describe):
310
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 6



a EXHIBIT E
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AlD 1020-25 F (7-68)
i SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT HUMBER
. - PART I1I-B — Continued
it - 3. FACTORS-COMMODITIES
PLACE AN "'X" |as2 oe3 P ] . R
IN APPROPRIATE | Frr| 3] nonrre |45 ggmagm,” 33 % 072 puntrPI measures against damage and detericration P N
o BLOCK: ELEMENT in shipment. 20 3
065 Timeliness of AID/W program approvai (i.e., PI0/C
Transfer Authorizatio:). g PR (i-e., /C, 35 g‘ 073 Contro} measures against deterioration in storage. o5 2
066 Quality of commadities, adherence to specifications, . . : .
0 d ! f .
marking. 339 74 Rea lnefs and availability of facilities %6
€67 Timeliness in procurement or reconditioning. 075 Arpropriateness of use of commodities.
28 116 343 4
068 Timeliness of shipment to port of entry. 076 Maintenance and spares support.
23 11 22115
069 Adequacy of port and inland storage facilities. 20 | 2 077 Adequacy of property records, accounting and controls, 5
i -
. . 078 Other (Describe):
070 Timeliness of shipment from port to site, ( )
2516
071 Control measures against loss and theft. .
& 26 | 4 ol 3

i Indicate in a concise narative statement {under the heading a, Overall Implementation Performance, below) your summary appraisal of the
status of project implementation, covering both significant achievements and problem areas, This should include any comments about the
adequacy of provision of direct hire technicians as well as an overail appraisal of the comments provided under the three headings (b, ¢ &

’ i d} which follow, For projects which include a dobfar input for generation of local currency to meet local cost 1equirgments, indicate the
status of that input {see Detailed Instructions). )
Discuss separately (under separate headings b, ¢ & d) the status of jmplemenling Agency Actions, Participants and Commodities, Where
above iisted factors are causing sigmifican! problems (marked N), describe driefly in the appropriate narrative section: (1) the cause
and source of the problem, (2) the consequences of not correcting it, and {3) what corrective action has heen taken, called for, or planned
by the Mission. . Identify each factor discussed by its number.
079 NARRATIVE FOR PART [I-B: (After narrative section a. Overall implementation Performance, below, follow, on form AlD 1020-251

. as needed, with the following narrative section headings: b, Implementing Agency, c. Participants, d. Commodities, List 2linarrative
section headings in order, For any headings which are not applicable, mark them as such and follow immediately below with the next nar- _
rative section heading.)

. a, Overall Implementation Performance.

*Not ‘consistent with responses to blocks 062 and 063. .

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 7
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- Page 6 of 7
AlID 1020-25 G {7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

- PART 131 — ROLE OF THE COOPERATING COUNTRY

The following list of illustrative items are to be considered by the evaluator, In the biock after only those items which significantly
affect project effectiveness, write the letter P if the effect of the item is positive or satisfactory, or the letter N if the effect of the

item. is negative or less than satisfactory. . P N
SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS:
030 Coordination and cooperation within and between ministrles. 29 | 37
081 Coordination and cooperation of LDC gov't. with public and private institutions and private enterprise. ’ 383 11
082 Availability of reliable data for project planning, control and evaluation. 26 | 3/
083 Competence and/or continuity in executive leadership of project. 511 2b
084, Host country project funding. 51| 26
085 Legislative changes refevant to project purposes. - 22117
086 Existence and adequacy of a project-related LDG organization. 47 1 11
087 Resolution of procedural and bureaucratic problems. 20| 44
088 Availability of LDC physical resource inputs and/or supporting services and facilities. - 487 20
088 Maintenance of facilities and equipment. 32| 23
090 Resolution of tribal, class or caste problems. 13 h
091 Receptivity to change and innovation. 651 13
092 Political conditions specific to project. . 27114
093 Capacity to transform ideas into actions, i.e., ability to implement project plans. 5] 21
094 Intent and/or capacity to sustain and expand the impact of the project after U.S. inputs are terminated. 49114
095 Extent of LDC efforts to widen the dissemination of project benefits and services. 49 4
095 Utilization of trained manpower (e.g., participants, counterpart technicians) in project operations. 5871 11
097 Enforcement of relevant procedures {e.g., newly established tax collection and audit System). 18 /
098 Other: 21 9
HOST COUNTRY COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS:
099 Leve! of technical education and/or technical experience. - 511 20
100 Planning and management skills. ) 35139
101 Amount of technician man years available, 46 | 15
102 Continuity of staff. ; 50 13
103 Willingness to work in rura! areas, 3Tt 13
104 Pay and allowances. 20t 42
105 Other: - 3] 4

‘In the space below for natrative provide a succinct discussion and overalf appraisal of the quality of country perfarmance related to
this project, pariicularly over the past year. Consider important trends and prospects. See Detailed instructions for an illustrative
list of considerations to be covered.

For_only those items marked N include brief statements covering the nature of the problem, its impact on the achievement of project
targets (i.e., its importance) and the nature and cost of corrective action taken or planned, ldentify each explanatory note.

106 NARRATIVE FOR PART I{I {Continue on form AID 1020-25 )

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION : .Page'8
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SECURITY CLASSIFICATION . PROJECT NUMBER

PART IV — PROGRAMMING IMPLICATIONS

1¥-A — EFFECT ON PURPQSE AND DESIGN

Indicate in a brief narrative whether the Mission experience to date with this project and/or changing country circumstances calf for
some adjustment in project puiposes os design, and why, and the approximate cost implications. Cover any of the following considerations or
others that may be relevant. (See Detailed Instructions for additiona! illustrative considerations,) Relevant experience of country situations
that were described earlier can simply be referenced. The spelling out of specific changes should be left to the appropriate programming doc-

uments, but a biief indication of the type of change contemplated should be given here to clarity the need for change,
Fot example, changes might be indicated if they would:

i. better achieve program/project purposes;

2. address more critical or higher priority purposes within a goal plan;

3. produce desired results at less cost;

4. give more assurance of lasting institutional develepment upon U.S. withdrawal,

107 NARRATIVE FOR PART Iv-A {Continue on form ALD 1020-25 I}

IV-B — PROPOSED ACTION

108 This project should be (Place an **X'" in appropriate block(s)):

1. Confinued as presently scheduled in PIP. 28
2. Continued with minor changes in the PP, made at Mission level {not requiring submission of an amended PIP to AID/W). 16
3. Continued with significant changes in the PIP {but net sufficient torequire a revised PROP). A formally rovised PIP will follow. [
4. Extended beyond its present schedule to (Date): Me._ Day_ Yr. . Explain in narrative, PROP will follow. 7
5. Substantively revised. PROP will follow. g
6. Evaluated in depth to determine its effectivermss, future scope, and duration. Qq
7. Discontinued earlier than presently scheduled. Date recommended for terminction: Mo, Doy Yr. 6
8. Other. Explein in norrative. 29

109 NARRATIVE FOR PART IV-B:

Text in IV-B is not consistent with these checklist-responses in some cases.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT F

AlID 1020-28 {7-68)

PROJECT APPRAISAL REPORT {PAR)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

€01 PROQJ

ECT NUMBER

(U-446)
002 PAR mo. | pav] vm.| 003 U.5. OBLIGATION SPAN 004 PROJECT TITLE
7
AS OF: 1 T T 1 e[ 1 Tauey[ 1]

008 COOPERATING COUNTRY ~ REGION -~ AID/W OFFICE

Summary of 103 PAR's
from NESA (%'s)

006 FUNDING TABLE

AlD OOLLAR

FINANCING-

OBLIGATIONS
{5000])

TOTAL

CON-
TRACT

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PARTICIPANTS

COMMQOITIES

OTHER COSTS _

{NON-ADD}

LON-

Ao TRAECT

PASA

DIR.
PASA

CON-~
TRACT

CON-
TRACT

DIR.
PASA

PIR.
PASA

CON-
TRACT

CUMULATIVE
HNET THRU
ACTUAL YEAR

{FY 19 }

PROPOSED
OPERATIONAL
YEAR

(FY1d )

CcCC VALUE OF P.L. 480

COMMODITIES ($000}

" —i

Thro Actual
Year

) Operational Year
Program

007 IMPLEMENTING AGENRCY TABLE

If contractors or participating agencies are emptloyed, enter the name and contract or PASA numher of each in appropriate spaces below;
in the case of voluntary agencies, enter name and registration number from M.0. 1551.1, Attachment A. Enter the appropriate descrip-
tive code in celumns b and ¢, using the coding guide provided below.

TYPE CODE b

TYPE CODE ¢

1. U.S. CONTRACTOR

# LOGCAL CONTRACTOR

3. THIRD COQUNTRY
CONTRACTOR

4. PARTICIPATING
AGENCY

B:. YOLUNTARY AGENCY

8. OTHER:

9. PARTICIPATING

AGENCY
1. UNIVERSITY
2. NON-PROFIT
INSTITUTION

3. ARCHITECTURAL &

ENGINEERING

4. CONSTRUCTION
5. OTHER COMMERGCIAL

8. INDIVIDUAL
7. OTKRER:

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY

TYFE |4

CODE CONTRACT/
PASA/

b, | c» VOLAG NO.

-

LEAVE
BLANK FOR
AlD/W USE

1.

2.

PART | — PROJECT IMPACT

l-A. GENERAL NARRATIVE STATEMENT ON PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS, SIGNIFICANCE & EFFICIENCY.

This summary narrative should bagin with a brief (one or two paragraph) statement of the.principal events, in the history of the project
since the last PAR. Following this should come a concise namrative statement which evaluates the overall efficiency, effectiveness
and significance of the project from the standpoint of:

(1). overall perfarmance and effectiveness of project implementation in achieving stated project targets;
{2} the contribution to achievement of sector and goal plans;
(3) anticipated results compared to costs, i.e., efficiency in resource utilization;
{4} the’ continued relevance, importance and significance of the project {o country development and/or the furthérance of U.S. objec-

tives.

Include in the ahove outline, as nacessary and appropriate, significant remedial actions undertaken o planned. "The narrative can
best be done after the rest.of PART 1 is completed. it should integrate the partial analyses.in |-B and 1-C into an overall balanced
appraisal of the project’'s impact. The narrative can refer to other sections of the PAR which are pertinent. If the evaluation in the
previous PAR has not significantly changed, or if the project is too new to have 2chieved significant results, this Part should so

state.
008 NARRATIVE FOR PART I-A {Continue on form AID 1020-25 | as nacessary):
Codes Activities % PARs Codes Activities % PARs
1 - Agriculture 38.8 6 Education 9.7
2 Industry 6.8 7 Public Safety 14.6
3 Transportation 1.0 8 Social Welfare 1.0
4 Labor 4.9 9 Private Enterprise,Misc. 6.8
5 Health 16.5 10 Other 0.0
SIGNATURE DATE

MISSION DIRECTOR
APFROVAL ==jimn-

SECURLITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT F
’ Page 2 of 7
AlD 1020-25 B (7-68)
"SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER - -

+ PART [-B ~ Continued
010 B.2 - OVERALL ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT TARGETS
Place an *“X'’ within the bracket on the following seven-point scale that represents your judgment of the overall progress towards project targets:
T 2.92 | 6.8% | 17.5% 1 30.1% | 19.4% 11.7% | 1.0% I

Unsatisfoctory - Satisfactory . Qutstanding

PART 1-C . PROJECT SiGNIFICANCE

o C.1 - RELATION TO SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (See datailed instructions M.Q. 1026.1)

This section is designed to indicate the potential and actua! impact of the project on relevant sector and program goals. List the poals
incol. b and rate potential and actual project impact in cols. ¢ and d.

a SCALE FOR GOLUMN ¢ 3= Very Important; 2="important; ' € d pcTuaL
1= Secondary Importance POTENTIAL "2275.71-%"
c:g, & SCALE FOR COLUMN d: 3= Superior/Qutstanding; 2= Adequate/Satisfactory/Gouod; g:zﬁc goi'f_ RE?.::’?VE

tAID/ W 1= Unsatisfactory/Marginal IF PROJECT TO

o::fn T ;_\rirélfgss PROGRESS
* SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (LIST ONLY THOSE ON WHICH THE TS5 Ei:ETCF':'iso

PROJECT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT! STAGE

m 3 70.9% 13.6%

OR = other response or blank % ]g:gé ?é:g%

OR| 3.9% | 10.7%

(2) 3 47.7% 5.8%

. 2 27.2% 42.7%

1 5.8% 16.5%

OR] 25.2% - 35.0%

(3) .3 37.9% 4.9%

2 13.6% 35.0%

1 6.8% 8.7%

: OR| 41.7% | 51.5%

=y (4) 3 12.6% 1.0%

’ 2 172.5% 26.2%

1 19.4% 10.7%

OR ] 50.5% 62.1%

For goals where column c. is rated 3 of 2 and column d. Is rated 1, expiain in the space for narcative. The narrative should also
indicate the extent to which the potential impacts rated 3 or 2 in column c. are dependent on factors external to the achievement of
the project targsts, i.e., is there a substantial risk of the anticipated impact being forestalled by factors not invelved in the achieve-
ment of project targets. If possible and relevant, it also would be useful to mention in the rarrative your reading of any current
indicators that longer-term purposes, beyond scheduled project targets, are likely or unlikely to be achieved. Each explanatory note
_must ba identified by the number of the entry (col. b) to which it pertains.

012 NARRATIVE FOR PART I-C.1 (Centinue on form AID 1020-25 1):

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

Page 3
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EXHIBIT F

AlD 1020-25 C (7-68) ' Page 3 of 7
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION ‘PROJECT NUMBER

PART I-C — Continued

Cc.2-~ GENERAL QUESTIONS

MARK
These questions concern developments since the prior PAR. For each question place *¥" for.Yes, "N for Ne, or ‘*NA™ for Not IN
Applicable in the right hand cotumn. For each question where **Y'* is entered, expiain briefly in the space below the table. THis
coL.
- . o PT N
013 Have there been any significant, unusuat or unarticipated results not covered so far in this.PAR? 1575 75.7
014 Have means, conditions or activities other than project measwres had a substantial ;aﬁect on project output or accemplishments? 49.5| 42.7
015 Have any problems arisen as the result of advice or action or major contributions to the project by another donor? 13.6] 78.6
016 If the answer to 014 or 015 is yes, or for any other reason, is the groject now fess necessary, unnecessary or subject
to modification or earlier termination? 15.5160.2
017 Have any important lessons, positive or negative, emerged which might have brozd applicability? 59.2]30.1
018 Has this project revealed any requirement for research or new techinical aids onwhich AlD/W should take the initiative? ’ 16.5 7‘4 8
019 Do any aspects of the project lend themselves to publicity in newspapers, magazines, television or films in the United States? 15.6| 45.6
020 Has there been a lack of effective cooperating country media coverage? {Make sure-AID W has copies of existing coverage.) 11.7] 73.8
021 NARRATIVE FOR PART I-C.2 Identify each explanatory note by the number of the entry to which it pertains, (Continve on
form AID 1020-25 ¢ as necessary)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 4
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EXHIBIT F
Page 4 of 7

1020-25 E [7-6B}

SEC

URITY CLASSIFICATION

PROJECT NUMBER

- PART U — Continued

@2 . tl-A.2 - OVERALL TIMELINESS
_In general, project implementation is {place an *X** in one block):
(a) On schedule h2.49
(b} Ahead of schedule 1.9%
BLOCK (¢): If marked, place an ‘X" in {c) Behind schedule 3§=E9%
any of the blocks one thru eight that {1) AID/W Program Approval 4,8%
épply. This‘ is limited to key aspects of {2) kmplementing Agency (Contractor/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency) 5.8%
lr::mnfatmn, e.g., tflme[y .de]llvery of (3) Technicians 7.8Y%
c ltles.. retur'n of partic panls to (@) Participants 3.9
assume their project responsibilities, et o
. . . {5) Commodities {non-FFF) 6.8%
cooperating country funding, arrival of "
technicians. {6) Cooperating Country PT.49
{7}y Commodities (FFF) 3“9%
(8) Other {specify): 6. 87

I1-B - RESOURCE INPUTS

Yhis section appraises the effectiveness of U.S. resource inputs. There foltow illustrative fists of factors, grouped under Implementing

Agency, Participant Yraining and Commodities, that might influence the effectiveness of each of these types of project resources.

in

the blocks after only those factors which significantly affect project accomplishments, write the letter P (f effect is pus:twe of satis-
factory, or the letter ¢ N if effect is negative or less than satisfactory.

- 1. FACTORS-IMPLEMENTING AGENCY (Contract/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency) % N

024 IF NO IMPLEMENTING AGENCY IN THIS N _p32 Quality, comprehensiveness and candor of required - 45:51 9.1

PROJECT. PLACE AN "'X"" IN THIS BLOCK: 25 .2033 Promptmss of fequ"ed reports 44-0 9 . 'I
025 Adequacy of technical knowledge 74.01 2. 6034 Adherence to work schedule 62.3].5.2
026 Understanding of project purposes 72.7 3.9035 Working relations with Americans 57.11 1.3
027 Project planning and management- 61.014..3035 Working relations with cooperating country nationals 83,7} 5.2
028 Ability to adapt technicat knowledge to local situation 75,3 3, %037 Adaptation to tocal working and living envirenment 72,71 0.0
029 Effective use of participant training element 46.8 2. 6038 Home office backstopping and substantive interest 49,4 111,7
030 Ability to train and utilize local staff 74.0 2.6D39 Timely recruiting of qualified technicians 40.31 2.6
031 Adberence 10 AlD administrative and other requirements35, 1 2. 6040 Other (describe}: 6.51 2.6

2. FACTORS-PARTICIPANT TRAINING
M1 |F NO PARTICIPANT ELEMENT IN PROJECT., P N rRAINING UTILIZATION AND FOLLOW UP P IN
- PLACE AN ''X" IN THIS BLOCK: 19. M52 Appropriateness of origmal selection 57.81 2.4

PREDEPARYURE . .
042 English language ability 54. 213_‘3053 Relevance of training for present project purposes 62.71 0.0
043 Ava_i!abi[ity of host country funding 38.6| 7 2054 Appropriateness of post-training placement 54.2 | 6.0
044 Host country eperational considerations (e.g., selection : - . .

. procedures) 57.812. 0055 Utility of training regardless of changes in project 47.81 0.0
045 Technical/professional qualifications 66.3 6. 0056 Ability to get meritorious ideas accepted 33.7| 9.6
046 Quality of technical orientation 41.0 1 2[)57 Adequacy of performance 56.6|.1.2
047 Quality of general orientation 48.2! 1 ‘2353 Continuance on roject 57.8 | 3.6
048 Participants® collaboration in planning content of - 34.9| 6 6059 Availabitity of necessary facilities and equipment 28.9 [13.3
043 Collaboration by participants’ supervisors in planning . -

training 53.0| 2. 4050 Mission or contractor follow-up activity 38.6 | 4.8
1 s .
050 Participants' availability for training 57.805 ‘bDﬁl Other {describe):
051 Other (describe):
3.6| 0.0
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 6
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AlD 1020-25 F (7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

PROJECT NUMBER

PART H-B = Continued
‘3. FACTOR&COM‘\ADD]TIES

PLAGE AN X' {o62 oe3 084 .NO sz Control measures against damage and deterioration P N
L .
iN Apaplf!oocptg ATE FFF2.-9 NON :-:-n-44 7 cgrg:g:ﬁ_v R2. Q in shipment. 28.6 | 4.3
065 Timeliness of AID/Y program approval (i.e., P1I0/C, P N . . )
Transfer Authorization). ' a4.317. ;-l 073 Control maasures against deterioration in storage.” 35.71 2.9
066 Quality of commodities, adherance to specifications, . . .
marking, 47.112.9 074 Readiness and availability of facilities. 37.111.4
0567 Timeliness in procurement or reconditioning. 40.002.9 075 Appropriateness of use of commodities. 48.6! 5.7
068 Timeliness of shipment to port of entry. 32.915 ,7 076 Maintenance and spares support. 31.4 121.4
068 Adequacy of port and inland storage facilities. 28.615.7 077 Adequacy of property records, accounting and c:cmtwlli2 gl 7.1
070 Timeliness of shipment from port to sit 078 Other {Describe):
meliness of shipment from p ite. 35.718.6 0.0! 4.3
071 Control measures against loss and theft. 37.115.7

Indicate in a concise narrative statement {undet the heading a, Overall Implementation Performance, below) your summaty appraisal of the
status of project implementation, covering both significant achievements and problem areas. This should include any comments about the
adequacy of provision of direct hire technicians as well as an overall appraisal of the comments provided undet the three headings (b, ¢ &
d) which follow For projects which include a dotar input for generation of local cutrency to meet Jocal cost requirements, indicate the
status of that input {see Detailed Instructions}

Discuss separately (undet separate headings b, ¢ & d) the status of Implementing Agency Actions, Participants and Commodities. Where °
above listed factors are causing significant problems (marked N), describe briefly in the appropriate marrative section: (1) the cause
and sowce of the problem, {2) the consequences of not correcting it, and (3) what corrective act:on has been taken, called for, ot planned
by the Mission. Identify each factor discussed by its number.

079 NARRATIVE FOR PART Il-B: (After narzative section a. Overall Implementation Performance, below, follow, on form AID 1020-251
as needed, with the following narzative section headings: b, Impiementing Agency, c. Participants, d. Commedities. List all narrative
section headings in order. For any headings which are not applicable, mark them as such and foliow immediately below with the next nar-
rative section heading.)

a, Overafl Implementation Petrformance,

* Not consistent with responses-to blocks-062 and 063.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

Page 7



EXHIBIT F
Page 6 of 7
AlD 1020-25 G {7-68}
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART Il - ROLE OF THE COOPERATING COUNTRY .

The following tist of. illustrative items are to be considered b;r the evaluator. In the block after only those items which significantly
affect project effectivenass, write the letter P if the effect of the item is positive or satisfactory, or the letter N if the effect of the
item is negative or less than satisfactory. .

SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS: P N
080 Coordination and cooperation within and between ministries. 28,2 35.
081 Coordination and cooperation of LDC gov't. with public and private institutions and private enterprise. 736.9 10.
082 Availability of refiable data for project planning, control and evaluation. 25,2 .| 35,
083 Competence and/or continuity in executive ieadership of project. 49,5 24,
084 Hest country project funding. 49.5 |25,
085 Legislative changes felevant to project purposes. 21.4 16.
086 Existence and adequacy of a project-related LDC orgamzation. 45.6 10.
087 Resolution of procedural and bureaucratic problems. 19.4 142,
088 Availability of LDC physical resource mputs and/cr supporting services and facifities. ’ 46.6 19.
089 Maintenance of facilities and equipment. ) 31.1 [22.
090 Resolution of tribal, class or caste problems. 12.6 4,
091 Receptivity to change and innovation. 63.1 12,
0%2 Political conditions specific to project. . 26.2 |13.
093 Capacity to transform ideas into actions, i.e., ability to implement project plans. 49.5 [20.
094 Intent and/or capacity to Sustain and expand the impact of the project after U.S. inputs are terminated. 47.6 |13.
035 Extent of LDC efforts to widen the dissemination of project benefits and services. 47.6 3.
095 Utilization of trained manpower {e.g., participants, counterpart technicians) in project operations. . 56.3 |10.
097 Enforcement of relevant procedures {e.g., newly established tax collection and audit System). . 17.5 6.
038 Other: 1.9 8.
HOST COUNTRY COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS: -

099 Leve! of technical education and/or technical experience. 49.5 |19,
100 Planning and management skills. 34.0 137,
101 Amount of technician man years available. 44,7 14,
102 Continuity of staff, 48.5 112,
103 Willingness to work in rural areas, 30.1 i2.
104 Pay and allowances. 19.4 140,
105 Other: 2.9 3.

DO OOR ~O~OOI0 OO W~ ~ TR WD~ O

In the space below for narrative provide a succinct discussion and averall appraisal of the quality of country performance related to
this project, particularly over the past year. Consider important trends and prospects. See Dretailed instructions for an illustrative
fist of considerations to be covered.

For_only those items marked N include brief statements covering the nature of the problem, its impact on the achievement of project
targets (i.e., its importance) and the nature and cost of corrective action taken or planned. Identify each explanatory note.

106 NARRATIVE FOR PART Il (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1);

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 8



EXHIBIT F
. Page 7 of 7
AJD 1020-25 H {7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFIC ATION PROJECT NUMBER

- PART IV — PROGRAMMING IMPLICATIONS

- IV-A ~ EFFECT ON PURPOSE AND DESIGN

Indicate in a brief narrative whether the Mission experience to date with this project and/or changing countiy circumstances call for
some adjustment in project putposes or design, and why, and the approximate cost implications. Cover any of the following considerations or
others that may be relevant. (See Detailed Instructions for additional itlustrative considarations.) Relevant experience ¢r country situations
that were described earlier ean simply be referenced. The spelling out of specific changes should be left to the appropriate programming doce
uments, but a brief indication of the type of change contemplated should be given here to clarify the need for change.

For example, changes might be indicated if they would; .

1. better achieve program/project purposes;

2. address more critical or higher priority purposes within a goal plan;

3. produce desired rasults at less cost;

4. give more assurance of lasting institutional development upon U.S, withdrawal,

107 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1V-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1)

I¥-B — PROPOSED ACTION

108 This project should be {Place on **X" in appropriate block{s)}:

1. Continued as presently scheduled in PIP. 27 2
2. Continued with minor changes in the PIP, mode ot Mission lavel {not requiring submission of an amended PIP to AID/W). 15.5
3. Continued with significant changes in the PIP {but not sufficient torequire o revised PROP). A formally revised PIP will follow. £.8
4. Extanded beyond its prasent schedule to (Date): Mo. Day ¥r.__ . Explain in narrotive, PROP will follow. 5.8
5. Substahtively revised. PROP wil! follow. 8.7
6. Evoluated in depth to determine its effectiveness, future scope, and duration. 8.7
7. Discontinued earlier than presently schedvled. Dote recommendad for termination: Mo, Doy Yr, 5.8
8. Other, Explain in narrative. 8.2
109 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1V-B: .
Text in IV-B is not consistent with these checklist responses in some cases.
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 9
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EXHIBIT G

AID 1020-25 (7-68)

PROJECT APPRAISAL REPORT (PAR)
(U-44¢) 1

SECURITY CLASMIFICATION

00t PROJECT NUMBER

002 PAR o,

DAY

YR.

AsOF: | ]

003 U.S. ODBLIGATION SPAN

1 rYl T1 vwwure| T1

008 COOPERATING COUNTRY - REGION - AID/W OFFICE

Latin America

Q04 FROJECT TITLE

Summary of 73 PARs from
Latin America (#'s)

006 FUNDING TABLE

AlD DOLLAR
FINANCING-
OBLIGATIONS
{$000}

TOTAL

CON-

PERSQNNEL SERVICES

PARTICIPANTS

COMMODITIES

OTHER COSTS

TRACT
{(NON-ADD)

AlD

CON-

PASA TRACT

iR,
PASA

CON-
TRACT

DIR.
PASA

CON=-
TRACT

DIR.
PASA

CON-
TRACT

CUMULATIVE
HRET THRU
ACTUAL YEAR

(FY 15 )

PROFOJED
OPERATICGNAL
YEAR

(FY 19 1

CCC VALUE OF P.L. 480
COMMODITIES ($000}

Thra Actual

— l Year :

Operational Year
l Program :

007 IMPLEMENTING AGENCY TABLE

¥ contractors or participating agencies are employed, enter the name and contract o5 PASA number of each in appropriate spaces below;
in the case of voluntary agencies, enter name and registration number from M.Q. 1551.1, Attachment A. Enter the appropriate descrip-
tive code in columns b and c, using the coding guide provided betow.

TYPE CODE b

TYPE CODE ¢

1. U.S. CONTRACTOR
2. LOCAL CONTRACTOR

3. THIRD COUNTRY
CONTRACTOR

4. PARTICIPATING
AGENCY

B. VOLUNTARY AGENCY

8. OTHER:

0. PARTICIPATING
AGENCY

1. UNIVERSITY

2. NON-PROFIT
INSTITUTION

8. ARCHITECTURAL &
ENGINEERING ,

4. CONSTRUCTION

3. OTHER COMMERCIAL

8. INDIYIDUAL

7. OTHER:

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY

TYPE
CODE

b. | c.

CONTRACT/
PASA/S
VOLAG NO.

8.

LEAVE
BLANK FOR
AlD/ W USE

1.

RV T
ey A R
LYt N

2.

3.

PART | - PROJECT IMPACT

l-A, GENERAL NARRATIVE STATEMENT ON PROJECT EFFECTIYENESS, SIGNIFICANCE & EFFICIENCY,

This summary narrative should begin with a brief {one or two paragraph) statement of the principal events in the history of the project
since the last PAR. Following this should come a concise narrative statement which evaluates the overall efficiency, effectiveness
and significance of the project from the standpoint of:

{1) overal! performance and effectiveness of project implementation in achieving stated project targets;
(2)-the contribution to achievement of sector and geal plans;
(3) anticipated results compared to costs, i.e., efficiency in resource utilization;
{4) the’ continued relevance, impertance and significance of the project to country development and/or the furtherance of U.S. objec-

tives.

Include in the above outline, as necessary and appropriate, significant remedial actions undertaken or planned. The narrative can
best be dong after the rest.of PART 1 is complated. It should integrate the partial analyses in I-B and 1-C into an overall balanced
appraisal of the project’s.impact. The narrative can refer to other sections of the PAR which are pertinent. 1If the evaluation in the
previous PAR has not significantly changed, or if the project is too new to have achieved significant results, this Part should so

state.

008 NARRATIVE FOR PART i-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 | as necessaly).

Codes

Labor

Activities
1 Agriculture

2 Industry
2 Transport

-

# PARs  Codes
21 5
6 6
1 7
3 8
9

Activities

# PARs
Health 4
Education 9
Public Safety, Public Admin 20
Social Welfare ) 7
Private Enterprise, Misc. 2

MIS510N DIRECTOR
APPROVAL =—=Jie=

SIGNATURE

DATE

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION




EXRIBIT G°
. Page 2 of 7
AlD 1020.2% 8 (768}
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART 1I-B - Continued

" 010 B.2 - OYERALL ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT TARGETS
Place an *'X*' within the bracket on the fotlowing seven-point scale that represents your judgment of the overall progress towards project targets:

o 12 | e 1w o om | e | =
Unsatisfactery Satisfoctory = — Outstanding
PART I.C — PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE *JTher responses
011 C.1 -~ RELATION TO SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (See detailed instructions M.0. 1026.1)

This section is designed to indicate the potential and actual impact of the project on relevant sector ‘and program goals. List the goals
in col. b and rate patential and actual project impact in cols. ¢ and d.

o SCALE FOR COLUMN ¢: 3= Very Important; 2=' Important; < 4 cruaL
CODE 1= seﬂol‘ﬂafy llTlPOI’tal-'ICB . POTENTIAL "22‘4‘\?.1.1'%"
NO. SCALE FOR COLUMN d: 3= Superior/Qutstanding; 2= Adequate/Satisfactory/Good; IMPACT ON, R ATE

(107w 1= Unsatisfactory/Marginal EACHGOAL AT
ouin % e | Zrgenen
SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (LIST ONLY THOSE ON WHICH THE

k PROJECT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT) PR

{m )/ ‘ 3 50 15

OR = other response or blank 2 20 44

1 3 12

OR 0 2

1 (2) 3 34 8

2 20 38

' 1 3 9

it I OR 16 18

59 () 3 21 7

2 13 21

1 1 4

2 OR 38 41

4 (4) 3 57 60

2 1 4

1 5 9

OR 10 0

For goals where column ¢. is rated 3 or 2 and column d. is rated 1, explain in the space for narrative. The narrative should also
indicate the extent to which the potential impacts rated 3 or 2 in column ¢. are dependent on factors external to the achievement of
the project targets, i.e., Is there a substantial risk of the anticipated impact being forestalled by factors not involved in the achieve-
ment of project targets. If possible and relevant, it also would be useful to mention in the narrative your reading of any current
indicators that longer-term purposes, beyond scheduled project targets, are likely or uniikely to be achieved. Each explanatory note
must be identified by the number of the entry {col. b) to which it pertains. ’ :

‘012 NARRATIVE FOR PART I-C.1 (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION - . Page 3
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EXHIBIT G
AID 1020-25 C (7-68) Page 3 of 7~
BECURITY CLASSIFICATION PRQJECT NUMBER

PART 1-C — Continued

C.2 — GENERAL QUESTIONS

MARK
These questions concern developments since the prior PAR. For each question place #Y" for Yes, “N" for No, or “NA"' for Not IN
Applicable in the right hand column. For each question where **Y*' is entered, explain briefly in the space betow the tabie. zg::s
o ] Yes No
013 Have there been any significant, unusual or unanticipated results not covered so far in this PAR? 10 61
014 Have means, conditions or activities other than project measures had a substantial effect on project outptrt or accomplishments? 46 26
015 Have any problems arisen as the result of advice or action or major contributions to the project by another donor? 11 58
(16 "If the answer to 014 or 015 is yes, or for any other reason, is the project now less necessary, unnecessary or subject
to modification or earlier termination?. 10 47
017 Have any important lessons, positive or nagative, emerged which might have broad applicability? 48 23
M8 Has this project revealed any requirement for research or new technical aids onwhich AID/W should take the initiative? 16 56
019 Do any aspects of the project lend themselves to ptblicity in newspapers, magazines, television or films in the United States? g 42
020 Has there been a lack of effective cooperating country media coverage? (Make sure AID/W has copies of existing coverage.) 3 67
021 NARRATIVE FOR PART [-C.2 ldentify each explanatoty note by the numher of the entry to Which it pertains. (Continue on
form AID 1020-25 | a5 necessary):
T
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 4




EXHIBIT G
AIID 1020-25 E (7-68} Page 4 of 7 )
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION FROJECT NUMBER
PART Il — Continyed
023 1I-A.2 — OVERALL TIMELINESS

eneral, project implementation is (place an “X** in one block):

Ing

(a) On schedule 4G

{b) Ahead of schedule i

BLOCK (c}: 1f marked, place an "*X" in {c) Behind schedule 24

any of the blocks one thru eight that (1) AID /W Program Approval [4

apply. This is limited to key aspects of (2) Implementing Agency {Contractor/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency) 8

smplem:'n:atwn, e.g., timaly .delwery of (3) Techaicians b

commodities, return of partlcii‘:a‘nts‘ to (4) Participants 3

assume their project responsibilities, e [

. (5} Commodities (non-FFE)

cooperating country funding, arrival of c " ZU
technicians. (6) Cooperating Country

(7) Commodities (FFF) . 4]

{8) Other (specif y): 5

1I-B — RESCURCE [NPUTS

This section appraises the effectiveness of U.S. resource inputs. There foliow [l{ustrative lists of factors, grouped under implementing
Agency, Participant Training and Commodities, that might influence the effectiveness of each of these types of project resources. in

the blocks after only those factors which significantly affect project accomplishments, write the letter P if effect is positive or satis-

factory, or the letter N if effect is negative or less than satisfactory.

051

Other (describe):

1. FACTORS-IMPLEMENTING AGENCY (Contract/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency) FR
024 IF NO IMPLEMENTING AGENCY IN THIS P | N o032 Quality, comprehensiveness and candor of required 44 | 4
FROJE.CT. PLACE AN "'X'"' IN THIS BLOCK: 9 033 Promptness of required reports £_7 ]
025 Adequacy of technical knowledge B7 | 2| 034 Adherence to work schedule 47 3
026 Understanding of project purposes 56 | 2| 035 Working retations with Americans 45 1 3
027 Project planning and management 48 | 9 | 036 Working relations with cooperating country nationals 56 | 4
028 Ability to adapt technical knowledge to local situation 50 6 | 37 Adaptation to local working and living enwvironment 51 2
029 Effective use of participant training element 40 | 4] 038 Home office backstopping and substantive interest 5] | &
030 Ability to train and utilize local staff 50 | 31 039 Timely recruiting of qualified technicians 35 (10
031 Adherence to AID administrative and other requirements 36 | 1 § 040 Other (describe): )
- 2, FACTORS-PARTICIPANT TRAINING p N
04l {F NO PARTICIPANT ELEMENT IN PROJECT. 14 TRAINING UTILIZATION AND FOLLOW UP
PLACE AN "X’ IN THIS BLOCK: N { 052 Appropriateness of original selection 3% | 4
PREDEPARTURE -,
042 English language ability 16 H4 053 Relevance of training for present project purposes 46 0
043 Availability of host country funding 33|8 054 Appropriateness of post-training placement 40 2
044 Host country operational considerations (e.g., selection - - .
procedures) (.8 5 055 Utility of training regardless of changes in project 39 1
045 Technical/professional qualifications 46 {1 056 Ability to get meritorious ideas accepted by supervisorsz 4 10
046 Quality of technicat orfentation 29 | 3 057 Adequacy of performance 42 1
047 Quality of general orientation 30 |3 058 Continuance on project 36 4
048 Participants’ collaboration in planning centent of programy 4 | 7 059 Availability of necessary facilities and equipment 19 12
™9 | ion by participants’ s i i .
g::naiﬁ;ratmn y particip upervisors in planning 5 060 Mission or contractor foflow-up activity %6 1
050 Participants’ availability for training 37 {5 061 Other {describe):
3

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION . Page g
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EXHIBIT G
Page 5 of 7
AlD 1020-25 F (7-6G8)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJEGC T NUMBER

PART 11-B - Continued

3. FACTORS-COMMODITIES

PLACE AN “'X'* |oe2 [+ . " P
1N APPROPRIATE | Frr| 3 ::N'Fﬂ__ b3 Ar T, L 251 072 Contr}:l measures against camage and.deterioration 18 N
BLOCK: ELEMENT in shipment. 1
065 Timeliness of AID/W program approval (i.e., P .
Transfer Authoriza?i.':::). ¢ P te-r FIO/C, .!g El 073 Control measures against detertoration tn storage. 19 1
066 Quality of commodities, adherence to specifications, o
marking. o5 5 074 Readiness and availability of facilitles. . 21 1
067 Timeliness in procwrement or reconditioning. 076 Appropriateness of use of commodities. )
14 |11 2910
068 Timeliness of shipment to port of entry. 14 |11 076 Maintenance and spares support. 16 4
069 Adequacy of port and inland storage facilities. ** 077 Adequacy of property recerds, accounting and controls. o ) 2
078 D ibe):
g 070 Timeliness of shipment from port to site. Dther {Describe)
. 20 1 3
E 071 Control measures against toss and theft. 21 1 2 0
Indicate in a concise narrative statement (under the heading a. Overall [mpleme-ntatinn berformance, below} your summary appraisal of the
status of project implementation, covering both significant achievements and problem areas. This should include any comments about the
adequacy of provision of direct hire technicians as well as an overal] appraisal of the comments provided under the three headings (b, ¢ &
d) which follow. Fot prajects which include a dolar input for generation of local currency to meet local cost requirgments, indicate the
status of that input (see Detailed Instructions). ‘
Discuss separately {under separate headings b, ¢ & d) the status of tmplementing Agency Actions, Participants and Commodities. Where
above listed factors are causing significant problems (marked N), describe briefly in the appropriate narrative section: (1) the cause
and sowrce of the problem, (2) the consequences of not correcting it, and (3) what corrective action has been taken, called for, or planned
by the Mission. . Identify each factor discussed by its number.
. 079 NARRATIVE FOR PART U-B: (After narrative section a. Overall implementation Performance, below, follow, on form AID 1020-25 1
l as needed, with the fotlowing narrative section headings: b. Implementing Agency, ¢. Participants, d. Commodities, List allnamative
section headings in order. For any headings which are not applicable, matk them as such and follow immediately befow with the next nar-
rative section heading.}
! a, Overall Implementation Performance,
Ei *Not consistent with responses to blocks 062 and 063.
**Not calculated
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 7




EXHIBIT G
. Page 6 of 7
Al 1020-25 G (7-68}
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT WNUMBER

- PART 11§ — ROLE OF THE COOPERATING COUNTRY

The following list of.illustrative items are to be considered by the evaluator. "In the block after only these items which significantly
affect project effectiveness, write the letter P if the effect of the Item.is positive or satisfactory,.or the letter N if.the effect of the

item. is negative or less than satisfactory. P N
SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS:
080 Coordination and cooperation within and between ministries. . 23119
081 Coordination and cooperation of LDC gov't. with public and private institutions and private enterprise. 36111
082 Availability of reliable data for project planning, control and evaluation. 23129
083 Competence and/or continuity in executive leadership of project. 36 123
084 Host country project funding. 29121
085 Legislative changes relevant to project purpeses. 19 |16
086 Existence and adequacy of a project-related LDC organization. 40 114
087 Resolution of procedural and bureaucratic problems. 23123
088 Availability of LDC physical resource inputs and/or supporting services and facifities. 34119
089 Maintenance of facilities and equipment. . Y 6
090 Resolution of tribal, class or caste problems. 6 2
091 Receptivity to change and innovation. 38 115
092 Political conditions specific to project. 17 1 22
093 Capacity to transform ideas into actions, i.e., ability to-implement project plans. 36 17
094 Intent and/or capacity to sustain and expand the impact of the project after U.S. inputs are terminated. 3B 116
095 Extent of LDC efforts to widen the dissemination of project benefits and services. 39 9
096 Utilization of trained manpower {e.g., participants, counterpart technicians) in project operations. a5 10
097 Enforcement of relevant procedures (e.g., newly established tax cotlection and audit system). 20 7
098 Other: 21 3
HOST COUNTRY COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS:
099 Level of technical aducation-and/or technical experience. 41 113
100 Planning and management skills. 33121
101 Amount of technician man years available. 31 118
102 Continuity of staff, 35117
103 Willingness to work in rural areas, 27 112
104 Pay and aljowances, 13 1 34
105 Other: 112

In the space below for narrative provide a succinct discussion and averall appraisal of the quality of country performance related to
this project, particularly over the past year. Consider important trands and prospects. See Detailed' Instructions for an illustrative

list of considerations to be covered.

For_only those items marked N include brief statements covering the nature of the problem, its impact on the achievement of project

targets (i.e., its importance) and the nature and cost of corrective action taken or planned. “ldentify each explanatory note.

106 NARRATIVE FOR PART I} (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1}

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT G
. ) Page 7 of 7
Al 1020-25 H (7-6B}
SECUR|ITY CLASSIFICATION FROJECT NMUMBER

PART 1V — PROGRAMMING IMPLICATIONS

I¥-A ~ EFFECT ON PURPOSE AND DESIGN

Indicate in a brief namative whether the Mission experience to date with this project and/or changing countty circumstances call for
some adjusiment in project purposes or design, and why, and the approximate cost implications. Cover any of the foilowing considerations or
others that may be relevant, {See Detailed Instructions for additional illustrative considerations.) Relevant experience or country situations
that were described earlier can simply be referenced. The spelling out of specific changes should be left to the appropriate prograrnm:ng doc=

uments, but a brief indication of the type of change contemplated shouid be given here to clarify the need for change., -
For example, changes might be indicated if they would:

1. better achieve program/project purposes;

2. address more critical er higher priority purposes within a goal plan;

3. produce desired results at less cost;

4, give more assurance of lasting institutional development upon 1.5, withdrawal.
107 NARRATIVE FOR PART Iv-A (Continue on form AID 1020425 By

i¥-B — PROPOSED ACTION

108 This project should be (Place an X' in appropriate bleck(s)):

1. Confinued as presently scheduled in PIP. 23
2. Continued with minor changes in the PIP, mede ot Mission level {not requiring submission of an cmended PIP to AID/W). 11
3. Continued with significant changes in the PIP (but not sufficient torequire a revised PROP), A formaily revised PIP will follow. 3
4, Extended beyond its present schedule to (Date): Me. Day___ .¥Yr. . Explain in narrative, PROP will follow. 2
5. Substantively revisad. PROP will follow, 5
6. Evoluated in depth to determine its effectiveness, future scope, and duration. 10
7. Discontinued earlier than presently scheduled, Date recommended for termination: Mo.___ Day___ Yr. 2
8. Other. Explain in narrative. 12
109 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1V-B:
Text in IV-B is not consistent with these checklist responses in some cases.
3
1
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EXHIBIT H

AlD 1020-25 (7-88)

PROJECT APPRAISAL REPORT (PAR)
(U-446)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

001 PROJECT HUMBER

oc2 PAR MO, DAY

vR.] 993 U.5, OBLIGATION SPAN 004 PROJECT TITLE

AS OF: | |

T1eyf 71 twurey [T

008 COOPERATING COUKTRY - REGION = AID/W QFFICE

latin America

Summary of 73 PARs From
Latin America (%'s)

006 FUNDING TABLE

AlD DOLLAR
FINANCING-

oBLIGATIONs | TOTAL TRACT con-

(soog)

PERSONNEL SERVI S
CON- CE

PARTICIPANTS COMMODITIES

OTHER COSTS

(NON-ADDY AID PASA TRACT

DIR. CON- D1R. CON-
PASA TRACT PASA TRACT

DIR. CON-~
PASA TRACT

CUMULATIVE
NET THRuU
ACTUAL YEAR

(Fy 19 )

PROPOSED
OPERATIONAL
YEAR

{FY 19 )

CCC VALUE OF P.L. 480 Thru Actual

COMMODITIES (5000}

— Year

Operational Year
Program

007 IMPLEMENTING AGENCY TABLE

If contractors or participating agencies are employed, enter the name and contract or PASA number of each in appropriate spaces below;
in the case of voluntary agencies, enter name and registration number from M.0. 1551.1, Attachment A. Enter the appropriate descrip-
tive code in columns b and ¢, using the coding guide proviced below.

TYPE CODE b

1. U.3, CONTRACTOR

2. LOCAL CONTRACTOR

3. THIRD COUNTRY
CONTRACTOR

4, FPARTICIPATING
AGENCY

8. VOLUNTARY AGENCY

8. OTHER:

TYPE CODE ¢ g. TYPE |4 e,
CODE CONTRACT/ LEAVE
0. PARTICIPATING IMPLEMENTING AGENCY PASA/S BLANK FOR
ACENCY o
1. UNIVERSITY b.o{ e VOLAG NO, AID/W USE
2. NON-PROFIT 1.

INSTITUTION
3. ARCHITECTURAL &

ENGINEERING
4. CONSTRUC TION 2.
5. OTHER COMMERCIAL
8. INDIVIDUAL

7. OTHER: 3.

PART t — PROJECT IMPACT

f=A. GENERAL NARRATIVE STATEMENT ON PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS, SIGNIFICANCE & EFFICIENCY.

This summary narrative shovld begin with a brief (one or two paragraph} statement of the principal events in the histery of the project
since the last PAR. Foliowing this should come a concise narrative statement which evaluates the overatl efficiency, effectiveness
and significance of the project from the standpoint of: .

{1)_overall performance and effectiveness of project implementation in achieving stated project targets;
{2} the contribution o achievement of sector and goal plans;
{3) anticipated results compared to costs, i.e., efficiency in resource utilization;
{4) the' conlinued relevance, importance and significance of the project to country development and/or the furtherance of U.S, objec-

tives.

.

fnclude in the above oulline, as necessary and appropriate, significant remedial actions undertaken or planned. The narrative can .
best be done after the rest.of PART 1 is completed. it should integrate the partial analyses.in I-B and I-C into an overall balanced
appraisal of the project’'s impact. The narrative can refer to other sections of the PAR which are pertinent. 1If the evaluation in the
previous PAR has not significantly changed, or if the project is too new to have achieved significant results, this Part should so

state.
008 NARRATIVE FOR PART I-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 | as necessary):

Codes Activity % PARs  Codes Activity % PARs
17 Agriculture 28.8% 6. Education . 12.3%
2 Industry 8.2% 7 Public Safety, Public Admin. 27.4%
3 Transport 1.4% 8 Social Welfare 9.6%
4 Labor 4.1% 9 Private Enterprise, Misc. 2.7%
5 Health 5.5%

MISSION DIRECTOR

APPROVAL ==l

SIGNATURE

DATE

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT H
Page 2 of 7

AlD 1020-25 B (7-68)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART 1-B — Continved

010 B.2 - ODVERALL ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT TARGETS
Place an *'X"* within the brackel on the fallowing seven-point scale that represents youwr judgment of the overall progress towards project targets:
0% | .2.8% ' 16.95 1 23.9% | 43.7% 11.3% | 1.4% |
Unsatisfactory Sotisfactory Qutstending
PART I-C — PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE
011 C.1 - RELATION TO SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (See detailed instructions M.0. 10256.1}

This section is designed to indicate the potential and actual impact of the project on relevant sector and program goals. List the goals

in col. b and rate potential and actual project impact in cols. c and d.

o SCALE FOR COLUMN c: 3= Very Important; 2= important; & d acruaL
1= Secondary Importance IMPACT ON
C,?S £ SCALE FOR COLUMN d: 3= Superior/Qutstanding; 2= Adequate/Satisfactory/Good; ‘:',3,;’5..:‘: lt;; 2 %‘:\I;';:m
(AID/ W 1= Unsatisfactory/Marginal BACHSOAL | RELPJIVE
oNLw [T - e | msesn
AECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (LIST ONLY THOSE ON WHICH THE
PROJECT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT) ‘;'.{.;:;,'E's
3 68.5% 20.5%
OR = other response or-blank % 22:?2 ?g:g%
) OR 0.0% 2.7%
3 53.4% T1.0%
' 2 27.4% 52.1%
1 4.71% 12.3%
OR 21.9% 24.7%
3 28.8% 9.6%
2 17.8% 28.8%
1 1.4% 5.5%
OR 52.1% 56.2%
3 78.1% 82.2%
2 1.4% 5.5%
1 6.8% 12.3%
OR 13.7%. 0.0%

For goals where column ¢. is rated 3 or 2 and column d. is rated 1, explain in the space for narrative. The narrative Sth;ld also
indicate the extent to which the potential impacts rated.3 or 2 in column ¢. are dependent on factors external to the achievement of
the project targets, i.e., is there a substantial ¢isk of the anticipated impact being forestalled by factors not involved in the achieve-

ment of project targets.

If possible and relevant, it also would be useful to mention in the narrative your reading of any current

indicators that longer-term purposes, beyond scheduled project targets, are likely or unlikely to be-achieved. Each explanatory note

_must be identified by the number of the entry (col. b) to which it pertains.
012 NARRATIVE FOR PART i-C.1 (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1):

S3ECURITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT H
AlD 1020-25 C (7-68) Page 3 of 7
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PRQJECT. NUMBER

PART 1-C « Continued. .

C.2 - GENERAL QUESTIONS

MARK
These questions concern developments since the prior PAR. For each questlon place “y* for Yes, *N"' for No, or *'NA" for Not IN
Applicable in the right hand column, For each questlon where **Y*™ is entered, explain briefly in the space below the table. Tgls
- - coL.
] ] - Yes | No
013 Have there been any significant, unusual or mpanticipated results not covered so far in this PAR? 13.7183.6
014 Have means, conditions ar activities other than project measures had a substantial effect on project output o accomplishments? |~ 0135.6
015 Have any problems arisen as the result of advice or action or major contributions to the project by another-danor? 15.1179..5
A - e
016 "If the answer to 014 or 015 is yes, or for any other reason, is the project now [ess necessary, unnecessary or subject
to modification or.earlier termination? 13.7|64.4
017 Have any important lessans, positive or negative, emerged which might have broad applicability? 55.8(31.5
018 Has this project revealed any requitement for research or new technical aids onwhich AID /A should take the Initiative? 21.9176.7
019 Do any aspects of the project lend themselves to publicity in newspapers, magazines, television or films in the United States? 39.7157.5
020 Has there been a lack of effective cooperating country media coverage? (Make sure AID/W has copies of existing coverage.) 4.1 E-I 8
021 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1-C.2 identify each explanatary note by the numbar of the ent:y te which it pertains. (Continue on
form AID 1020-25 | as necessary):
Page 4
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SEC

URITY CLASSIFICATION

PROJECT NUMBER

R

- PART Hl = Continued

TRt e em w

023 1-A.2 — OVERALL TIMELINESS -
In general, project implementation is (place an **X** in one block): TRt
{a) On schedule 60. 3%
{b) Ahead of schedule 1.4%
8LOCK (c}: 1f maked, place an “*X” in {¢) Behind schedule 32.9%
any of the blocks one thru eight that (1) A1D/W Program Approval 2.7%
apply. This is Limited to key aspects of (2) implementing Agency {Contractor/Participating Agency /Voluntary Agency) 11.0%
implementation, e.g., timely delivery of (3) Technicians 8.2%
commodn;arels,. retur.n :f part|C|?:r|It.:_ to (&) Participants T.1%
assume their project responsibilities, —
cooperating counhjy funding, arrival of ) Commodlfles {non-FFF) 6.8%
technicians. (6) Cooperating Country 27.4%
(7) Commodities (FFF) 0.0%
{8) Other (specify): 6.8%

H-B — RESOURCE [NPUTS . L

This section appraises the effectiveness of U.S. resource inputs. There follow rllustrative lists of factors, grouped under implementing

Agency, Participant Training and Commedities, that might influence the effectiveness of each of these types of project resources.
the blocks after only those factors which significantly affect project accomplishments, write the letter P lf effect is positive or satis-

factory, or the letter 1 N if effect is negative or less than satisfactory.

n

1. FACTORS-IMPLEMENTING AGENCY (Contract/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency) P N
024 IF NO IMPLEMENTING AGENCY IN THIS P N §.032 Quality, comorehensiveness and candor of required repﬁlgs-S 6.3
PROJECT. PLACE AN "X IN THis BLOGCK: 2 . B33 Promptress of required reports 73.4{ 1.6
025 Adequacy of technical knowledge 89.1 | 3.1 034 Adherence to work schedule 73.4 4.7
026 Understanding of project purposes 87.5 | 3.} 035 Vorking relations with Americans 70.3| 4.7
027 Project planning and management- 75.0 14.1 036 Working relations with cooperating country nationals 87.5 6.3
023 Ability to adapt technical knowledge to local situation/8. 1 | 9.4 037 Adaptation to local working and |iving environment 79.7 3.1
029 Effective use of participant trawning element 62.5 |6, b 038 Home office backstopping and substantive interest 79,7 6.3
030 Ability to tram and utilize local staff 78.1 | 4,7 039 Timely recruiting of qualified technrcians 54.7|17.2
031_Adherence to AID administrative and other requirement36, 3 1T @ 040 Other (describe): _ 12.51 0.0
2. FACTORS-PARTICIPANT TRAINING p
04!  |r NO PARTICIPANT ELEMENT iN PROJECT. 19 .4 TRAINING UTILIZATION AND FOLLOW UP
PLACE AN *'X"" IN THIS BLOCK: N1 052 Appropriateness of eriginal selection 61.01 6.8
PREDEPARTURE .
An - Rel of trai for present project purposes
042 English language ability 27.1.43.7 053 Relevance of training for p Project pure 78.01 0.0
043 Availability of host country funding 55.9713.6 054 Appropriateness of post-training ptacement 67.8| 3.9
044 Host couniry operational considerations (e.g., selection - . . s
i procedures) .6 18.5 055 Utility of training regardless of changes in project 66.11 1.7
045 Technical/professionat qualifications 78.0 11.7 056 Ability to get meritorious ideas accepted by supervisozm 7116.9
046 Quality of technica? orientation 49.2 5.1 057 Adequacy of performance 71.21 1.7
047 Quality of general orientation 50.8 5.1 058 Continuance on project 61.0 1| 6.8
048 Participants’ collaboration in planning content of prcgé@n 010.9 059 Availability of necessary facilities and equipment 32.2 120.3
049 Collaboration by participants’ supervisors in planning .. N .
training A4.1 B.5 060 Mission or contractor follow-up activity 61.0 | 1.7
050 Participants’ availability for training 62.7 B.5 061 Other {deseribe):
051 Other {describe):
1.7 8,1
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 6
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EXHIBIT H
AID 1020-25 F (7-68} Page 5 of 7

s o

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER it

PART HI-B — Continued
‘3. FACTORS-COMMODITIES

™ :%;7" Eoi:.ﬁ".m Tl g ‘:‘:”""’F':'Sll o comicarr L slve T shipmo ot damege and deterioration 381.33 2".11
085 E:!:;;:fisu::;gﬁi:fgram approval (i.e., P10/C, g 3?5 073 Control meastres against detericration in storage. 40.4 1 2.1
o gal?;:;;? * commadities, adherence to specifications.. h 3| 07 Readiness and avaitability of facilities. 14.7 191
067 Timeliness in procuwrement or reconditioning, 29.8 28.4 075 Appropriateness of use of commodities. 61.7 10.0
068 Timeliness of shipment to port of entry. 29.8 2'3_ 4| % Maintenance and spares support. 34.0 | 8.5
069 Adequa;:y of port and inland storage facilities, f* 077 Adequacy of property records, am}"‘"“g and °°““°2f4 7 1a.3

ibe):
070 Timeliness of shipment from port to site. 42.6 8.4 078 Otier (Describe) 4.3 0.0
071 Control measutes against loss and theft. 44,7 2.1

Indicate in a concise narrative statement (undet the heading a, Overall impiementation Performance, below) your summary appraisal of the
status of project implementation, covering both significant achievements and problem areas. This should include any comments about the
adequacy of provision of direct hire technicians as well as an overall appraisal of the comments provided under the.three headings (b, c &
d) which follpw, For projects which include a doflat input for generation of local currency to meet local cost requirements, indicate the
status of that input {see Detailed [nstructions),
Piscuss separately (under separate headings b, ¢ & d) the status of Implementing Agency Actions, Participants and Commodities, Where
above listed factors are causing significant problems (marked N}, describe briefly in the appropriate narrative section: (1) the cause
and source of the problem, (2) the consequences of not correcting it, and (3} what corrective act:on has been taken, cailed for, or planned
by the Mission. Identify each factor discussed by its number,
079 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1I-B: (After natrative section a, Overait Implementatiun Petformance, below, follow, on form AID 1020-251
as needed, with the following narrative section headings: b. Implementing Agency, c. Participants, d. Commodities, List alinarrative
section headings in order, For any headings which are not applicable, mark them as such and follow immediately below with the next nar-
rative section heading.)
.a&  Overall Implementation Performance.

*Not consistent with responses to blocks 062 and 063.
**Not calculated

.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 7
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SECURITY CLASSIFICATION .| PROJECT NUMBER

- - - L

PART 'IIf - ROLE-OF THE coopennms COUNTRY <

The following list of. illustrative items are “to he considered by the evaluator. in the block after only those items which significantly

affect project effectiveness, write the’ Ietter P’if the effect of ‘the item 15 posHive or satisfactory, or the letter N if the effect F?f the

item is negative or less than satisfactory. N
SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS:
080 Coordination and cooperation within and between ministries. 31.5 [26.0
081 Coordination and cooperation of LDC gov't. with public and private mstitutions and prate enterprise. 49.3 115.1
082 Availability of reliable data for project planning, contrel and evaluation. 31.6 |39.7
083 Competence and/or continuity in executive leadership of DTOject 49.3 131.5
084 Host country project funding. . 39.7 8.8
085 Legislative changes relevant to project purposes. 26.0 i21.9
086 Existence and adequacy of a project-related LDC organization. 54.8 [19.2
087 Resolution of procedural and bureaucratic groblems. 31.5 131.56
088 Avaitability of L.LDC physical resource inputs and/or supporting services and facilities. - 46.6 126.0
089 Maintenance of facihities and equipment. . 43.8 18.2
090 Resolution of tribal, class or caste problems. 8.2 2.7
091 Receptivity to change and innovation. 52.1 P0.5
092 Political ‘onditions Specific to project. 23.3- 30.1
093 Capacity to transform ideas into actions, i.e., ability to implement project plans. - 49.3 P3.3
094 Intent and/or capacity to sustain and expard the impact of the project after U.S. inputs are terminated. 49.3 P1.9
095 Extent of LDC efforts to widen the dissemination of project benefits and services. 53.4 | 2.7
096 Utilization of trained manpower {e.g., participants, counterpart technicians) in project operations. 61.6 [13.7
087 Enforcement of relevant procedures (e.g., newly established tax collection and audit system). 27.4 (9.6
098 Other: i 2.7 _14.3
HOST COUNTRY COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS:
099 Level of technical education and/or technical experience. 56.2 17.8
100 Planning and management skills. 45.2 P8.8
101 Amount of technician man years available. 42.5 ?P1.9
102 Continuity of staff, 47.9 P3.3
103 Whllingness to work in rural areas, 37.0 16.4
104 Pay and allowances. 17.8 _46.6
105 Other: 1.4 2.7

In the space below for narrative provide a suvecinct discussion and overall appraisal of the quality of country performance related to
this project, particularly over the past year. Consider.important trends and prospects. See Detailed’ Instructions for an illustrative
Jist of considerations to be covered,

For_only those items marked N inciude brief statements covering the nature of the probiem, its impact on the achievement of project
targets (i.e., its importance) and the nature and cost of corrective action taken or planned. ldentify each explanatory note,

106 NARRATIVE FOR PART Il (Continue on form AID 1020-25 I):

R

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION : .Page 8
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SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

) PART IV — PROGRAMMING IMPLICAT IONS

I¥-A — EFFECT ON PURPOSE AND DESIGN

Indicate in a brief nanrative whether the Mission experience to date with this project and/or changing country circumstances call for
same adjustment in project purposes ar design, and why, and the approximate cost implications, Cover any of the follewing considesations or
others that may be relevant. (See Detailed Instructions for additional iHustiative considerations.) Relevant experience of country situations
that were described earlier can simply be referenced. The spelling out of specific changes should be left to the appropriate programming doc-
uments, but a brief indication of the type of change contermplated shouid be given hete to clarify the need fot change.

For example, changes might be indicated if they would:

1. better achieve pregram/project pusposes;

2. address more critical or higher priority puzposes within a goal plan;

3. produce desired results at 1ess cost;

4. give more assurance of Jasting institutional development upon 0.5, withdrawal.

107 NARRATIVE FOR PART IV-A (Continue on form AlD 1020-25 I):

I¥-B - PROPOSED ACTION

108 This project should ba (Place an **X'? jn apprepriate black(s)):

1. Continued as prasently scheduled in PIP. . 31.5
2. Continued 'with minor changes in the PIP, made at Mission level {not requiring submission of en amended PIP to AID/W). 15.1
3. Continued with significant changes in the PIP (but not sufficient torequire a revised PROP). A formally revised PIP will follow. 4.1
4. Extended beyond its present schedule to (Dote): Mo. Day . Yr.____« Explain in narrative, PROP will follow, 2.7
5. Substahtively revised. PROP will follow. 6.8
é. Evaluated in depth to determine its effoctivermss, fulure scope, and duration. 13.7
7. Discontinued sorlier than presently scheduled, Date reccmmended for termination: Mo.__Day_ Yr. 2.7
8. Other, Explain in narrative. 16.4

109 NARRATIVE FOR PART iV-B:

Text in IV-B is not consistent with these checklist responses ‘in_ some cases.

’

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION
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EXHIBIT I

AlD 1020-25 {7-68}

PROJECT APPRAISAL REPORT (PAR)
(U-446)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

001 PROJECT NUMBER

sz PAR Mo. | oay

YR.

AS OF: | |

903 U.5. OBLIGATION SPAN

FY[ T ] Thuey[ [}

005 COOPERATING COUNTRY -~ REGION - AIL/W OF FICE

004 PROJEGT TITLE

Summary of 90 PARs from
Africa (#'s)

006 FUNDING TABLE

AID DOLL AR

FINANCING~

OBLIGATIONS
{$000)

TOTAL

CON-~

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PARTICIPANTS

COMMOOITIES

OTHER COSTS

TRACT
{NON-ADD)

CON-~

PASA TRACT

AID

DIR,
PASA

CON-
TRACT

DIR.
PASA

CON-
TRACT

DIR,
PASA

CON-
TRACT

CUMULATIVE
NET THRU
ACTUAL YEAR

(FY 18 )

PROPOSED
QOPERATIONAL
YEAR

(FY 19 ]

CCC VALUE OF P.L. 480
COMMODITIES {5000}

Thru Actual

- Year

Operational Year
I Program

007 IMPLEMENTING AGENCY TABLE

It cbntractors or participating agencies are employed, enter the name and contract or PASA number of each in appropriate spaces below;
in the case of voluntary agencies, enter name and registration number from M.O. 1551.1, Attachment A. Enter the appropriate descrip-
tive code in columns b and ¢, using the coding guide provided below.

TYPE CODE b TYPE CODE ¢ a. TYPe {d L
o A
1. .5, CONTRACTOR 0. PARTICIPATING IMPLEMENTING AGENCY COoE < :IQMCT/ BL:i?(VEOR
2, LOCAL CONTRACTOR AGENCY b vOLAG NO AlD/W UsSE
3. THIRD COUNTRY 1. UNIVERSITY i .
CONTRAC TOR 2. NON-PROFIT 1. S O
d. PARTICIFPATING INSTITUTION s 32 ‘:t‘o}:‘ff
AGENCY 3. ARCHITECTURAL & N s
B. VOLUNTARY AGENCY ENGINEERING I
8. OTHER: 4. CONSTAUCTION 2. P A A
5. OTHER COMMERCIAL oy LT
8. INDIVIDUAL A —
7. CTHER: 3. P  L
o <., a T
by, :ff‘,o YA

PART | —~ PROJECT IMPACT

A, GENERAL NARRATIVE STATEMENT ON PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS, SIGNIFICANCE & EFFICIENCY.

This summary narrativé should begin with a brief (one or two paragraph) statement of the principal events in the historj of the project
since the last PAR. Following this should come a concise narrative statement which evaluates the overall efficiency, effectiveness
and significance of the project from the standpoint of:

(1) overall performance and effectiveness of project implementation in achleving stated project targets;
(2} the contribution to achievement of sector and geal plans;
{3) anticipated results compared to costs, i.e., efficiency in resource utilization;
(4) the'continued relevance, importance and significance of the project to country developmant and/or the furtherance of (J.S. objec-

tives.

- tnclude in the above cutline, as necessary and appropriate, significant remedial actions undertaken or planned. The narrative can
best be done after the rest.of PART 'l is completed. "It should integrate the partial anaiyses in I-B and |-C into an overal! balanced
appraisal of the project’s impact. The narrative can refer to other sections of the PAR which are pertinent. If the evaluation in the
previous PAR has not sipnificantly changed, or if the project is too new to have achieved significant sesuits, this Part should so

state.
008 NARRATIVE FOR PART [-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1 as nacessary):
Codes Activity # PARs  Codes Activity # PARs
1 Agriculture 38 6 Education 19
2 Industry 2 7 Public Safety, Public Admin 9
3 Transport 2 8 Social Welfare 0
4 Labor 4 9 Private Enterprise, Misc. 9
5 Health 6 10 Other ’ 1
MISSION DIRECTOR SIGNATURE DATE .
APPROVAL =—dwe-
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION




EXHIBIT I
AlD 1020-25 B (7-68) Page 2 of 7

SECURIlTY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART |-B — Continved

010 . B.2 = OVYERALL ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT TARGETS
Place an **X** within the bracket on the following seven-point scale that represents your judgment of the overall progress towards project targets:

0 | 4 8 | 22 i 37 12 | 2 I 5%
Unsatisfactory - Satisfactory Outstanding
PART |-C — PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE * Other response
0 C.1 — RELATION TO SECTOR AND PROGRAM GODALS (See detailed instructions M.O. 1026.1)

This section is designed to indicate the potential and actual impact of the project on relevant sector and program goals. Llist the goals
in col. b and rate potential and actual project impact incols. c and d.

ar SCALE FOR COLUMN ¢: 3= Very important; 2= Important; c. 4 pcTuaL
1= Secondary Importance POTENTIAL né%i?.-r-:'%"
°,?3 & SCALE FOR COLUMN d: 3= Superior/Outstanding; 2= Adequate/Satisfactory/Good; IMPACT ON DATE
; A . EACH GOAL RELATIVE
(A1D/W 1= Unsatisfactory/Marginal ¥ PROJECT ro
.D:i{iﬂ b ACHIEVES PROGRESS
* SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (LIST ONLY THOSE ON WHICH THE TARGETS E’:’f'rE_IFlII':D
PROJECT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT) STAGE
31 (1) 3 53 12
: 2 30 61
OR = other response or blank 1 4 13
OR 3 4
(2) 3 33 )
v 2 31 43
1 3 15
OR} . 23 26
i (3) 3 17 0
- 2 20 36
1 4 4
OR 49 50
4 3 6 2
2 9 9
1 1 3
OR 74 76

For goals where column ¢. is rated 3 or 2 and column d. is rated 1, explain in the space for narrative. The narrative should also
indicate the extent to which the potential impacts rated*3-or 2 in column c. are dependent on factors external to the achievement of
the project targets, i.e.,.is there a substantial risk of the anticipated impact being ferestalled by factors not invelved tn the achieve-
ment of project targets. If possible and relevant, it alse would be useful to mention in the narrative your reading of any current
indicators that longer-term purposes, beyond scheduled project targets, are likely or unlikely to be achieved. Each explanatory note
must be identified by the number of the entry {col. b).to which it pertains.

012 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1-C.1 (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1):

. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 3



EXHIBIT I

AID 1020-25 C {7-68) Page 3 of 7 :
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMEBER

PART 1-C - Continued

C.2 — GENERAL QUESTIONS

) MARK
These questions concern developments since the prier PAR. For each question place “Y'’ for Yes, “N" for No, or “NA" for Not IN
Applicable in the right hand column. For each question where *Y*' is entered, explain briefly in the space below the table, THIs
COL.
013 Have there been any significant, unusual or unanticipated results not covered so far in this PAR? .I!.; 72
014 Have means, conditions or activities other than project measwres had a substantial effect on project output o accomplishments? 49 47
015 Have any problems arisen as the result of advice or action or major contributions to the proiect by ancther donor? 18 68
016 If the answer to 014 or 015 is yes, or for any other reason, is the project now less necessary, unnecessary or subject
to modification or earlier termination? 11 66
017 Have any important lessons, positive or negative, emerged which might have broad applicability? 50 39
018 Has this project revealed any requirement for resgarch or new technical aids on which AID/M should take the itiative? 27 66
019 Do any aspects of the project lend themseives to publicity in newspapers, magazines, television or films in the United States? 43 47
020 Has there been a lack of effective cooperating country media coverage? (Make sure AIDAW has coples of existing coverage.) 5 82
021 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1-C.2 Identify each explanatory note by the numbar of the entry to which it pertains. (Continue on
form AID 1020-25 { as necessary):
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 4
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Page 4 of 7

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

PROJECT NUMBER

- PART Hl — Continued
023 11-A.2 — OYERALL TIMELINESS
in generat, project imptementation: is {place an **X*' in one hlogk):
{a) On schedule 52
(b} Ahead of schedule 5
BLOCK (c): If marked, place an “X" in {c) Behind schedule 32
any of the blocks one thru eight that {1} AIb/W Program Approval 4
2pply. This Is fimited to key aspects of {2) Wmplementing Agency (Contfactor/Participatlng Agency/Voluntaly Agency) 9
lmple:;r:gatlon, 8.8 t:maly [dt:nvery of (3) Technicians ; g
commodities, return of partic pant.s to @) Participants TO
assume thelr project responsibilities, :
- {5) Commodities (non-FFF) 12
cooperating country funding, arrival of - 70
technicians. (6) Cooperating Country
(7) Commodities (FFF) 0
(8) Other (specif y): g

1|-B ~ RESOURCE INPUTS

This sectlon appraises the effectiveness of U.S. resource Inputs. There follow [llustrative lists of factors, grouped under Implementing
Agency, Participant Training and Commodities, that might influence the effectiveness of each of these types of project resources. in
the blocks after oniy those factors which significantly affect project accomplishments, write the letter P if effect is positive or satis-
tactory, or the letter ¢ N if effect is negative or less than satisfactory.

1. FACTORS-IMPLEMENTING AGENCY (Contract/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency) P__N
024 IE NO IMPLEMENTING AGENCY IN THIS 1| 032 Quality, comprehensiveness and candor of required reportdt 7| 13
PROJECT., PLACE AN ''X" IN THISBLOCK: P | N 033 Promptness of required reports 46113
025 _Adequacy of technical knowledge 66 | O [ 034 Adherence to work schedule 431 5
026 Understanding of project purposes 58 | 2 | 035 Working relations with Americans 501 |
027 Project planning and managament- 50 | 8! 036 Working relations with cooperating country natlenals  bU| 3
28 Ability to adapt technical knowledge to local situation 60 | 3 | 037 Adaptation to local working and living environment 7] 3
029 Effective use of participant training element &0 | 6 | 038 Home office hackstopping and substantive Interest LYAIE)
030_Ability to train and utilize local staf! 47 1 5| o3s Timely recruiting of qualified tachniclans 341 20
031 Adherence to AID administrative and other requirements40) {7 | 040 Other (describe: ' 31 1
2. FACTORS-PARTICIPANT TRAINING
M1 ¢ NO PARTICIPANT ELEMENT IN PROJECT. 17 | TRAINING UTILIZATION AND FOLLOW UP
- PLACE AN ''X" 1N THIE BLOCK: N | 052 Appropriateness of original selection 471 4
PREDEPARTURE ’
042 English language abllity 55 5 053 Relevance of tralning for present project purposes 52 , 4
043 Availability of host country funding ' 50 5 054 Appropriateness of past-training placement 49 4
044 " Host counlry operational considerations {e.g., selection . .
procedures) 51 5 055 "Uttlity of tralning regardless of changes in project 45 0
045 Technical/professional quatifications 55 |5 056 Ability to get meritorious. ideas accepted by supervisors 311 1
046 Quality of technical orientation 45 0 057 Adequacy of performance 47 2
047 Quality of general orlentation 49 2 058 Contlnuance on project ’ 30 |12
048 Participants’ collaboration in planning content of progrgg 6- 059 Avallabillty of necessary facliities and equipment 31 | -5
049 Collaboration by participants' supervisors In planning
training 0 060 Mlsslo.n or contractor follow-up actlvity 36 7
050 Participants’ availability for training 44 18 061 Other {describa):
051 Other (describe):
6 |1
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page &
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SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART 1i-B - Continued
‘3. FACTORS-COMMODITIES

E AN "'X' " {082 : N - .
“5' L..A};%ROPR1ATE s e ‘:?gN_FFF 088 Oy _l* 072 Control measures against damage and detericration B 2
81.0CK: 4 28 | =ement | 273 in shipment. .
065 Timeliness of AlD/W program approval {i.e., PIO/C Pl N
TransferAu‘thoriza/t‘\i”o:). g PP (i.e., PIO/C, 38 SF 073 Control measures against deterioration in storage, 358 4
066 Quality of commodities, adherence to specifications . . o
marking. ! 39| 6 074 Readiness and availability of facilities. 39 8
067 Timeliness in procuwement of reconditioning. 075 Appropriateness of use of commodities.
pr 2 36|14 pRropr 44 5
068 Timeliness of shipment to port of entry. 351 9 076 Maintenance and spares support. - 2814
069 Adequacy of port and inland storage facilities. 36| 3 077 Adequacy of property records, accounting and confrols. 31117
. . 078 Other (Describe):
070 Timeliness of shipment from port to site.
p p I 36 8 1 4
071 Control measures against loss and theft. 38! 5

Indicate in a concise narrative statement {under the heading 2. Overall Impiementation Peiformance, below) your summaty appraisal of the
status of project implementation, covering both significant achievements and problem areas, This should include any comments about the
adequacy of provision of drect hire technicians as well as an overall appraisal of the comments provided under the three headings (b, c &
d) which fol!.ow. For projects which include a dellar input for genetation of Yocal cutrency to meet local cost requirements, indicate the
status of that input {see Detailed Instructions).

Discuss separately (under separate headings b, ¢ & d} the status of Implementing Agency Actions, Participants and Commodities. Where
above listed factors are causing significant problems (marked N), describe briefly in the appropriate narrative section: (1) the cause
and source of the problem, {2) the consequences of not correcting it, and (3) what corrective action has been lal»fen, cailed for, or planned
by the Mission. ldentify each faclor discussed by its number.

079 NARRATIVE FOR PART 1i-B: (After narrative section a, Overall tmplementation Performance, befow, follow, on form AID 1020-251
as needed, with the following natrative section headings: b. Impiementing Agency, ¢. Participants, d. Commodities, List alinarrative
section headings in order, Fort any headings which arc not applicable, mark them as such and follow immediately below with the next nar-
tative section heading.)

a. Gverall Implementation Performance,

J

* Not consistent with responses toblocks 062 and 063. .

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 7
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PART Il - ROLE OF THE COOPERATING COUNTRY

The following list of. Illustrative tems are to be considered by the evaluator. In the bleck after only those items which significantly
affact project effectiveness, write the letter P if the effect of the item.is positive or satisfactory, or the latter N if the effect of the

.item is negative or less than satisfactory. p N

SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS: .
080 Coordination and cooperation within and between ministries, 46 | 22
081 Coordination and cooperation of LDG gov't. with public and privata institutions and private enterprise. 45 3
082 Avallability of reliable data for project planning, control and avaluation., 4z | 31
083 Competernce and/or continuity In executive teadership of project, 45 128
084 Host country project funding. - 57 118
085 Legislative changes relevant to project purposes. 4| 8
086 Existence and adequacy of a project-related LDC organization, 54 112
087 Resolution of procedural and bureaucratic problems. 38 123
088 Availability of LDC physical resource inputs and/or supporting services and facititles. 48 119
089 Malntenance of facilitles and equipmert. 46 119
090 Resolutlon of tribal, class or ¢aste problems. 327 7
091 Receptivity to change and Innovation, 61 | 9
092 Polltical conditions specific to project. 39 [ 9
033 Capacity to transform ideas into actlons,.i.e., abllity to implement project plans. 53 |15
094 Intent and/or capacity to sustain and expand the Impact of the project after U.S. inputs are terminated. 98 |16
095 Extent of LDC efforts to widen the dissemination of profect benefits and services. 53 7
096 Utillzatlon of trained manpower (e.g., particlpants, courterpart techniclans) in project eperatlons. 56 112
097 Enforcement of relevant procedures (e.g., newly established tax collestion and audit system). 23 6
098 Other: 410
HOST COUNTRY COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS!
099 Level of technical education and/or technical experience. A 27
100 Planning and management skills. 44 119
101 Amaunt of techniclan man years availabla, 40 124
102 Continulty of staff, 43 [18
103 Willingness te work In rural areas, 40 113
104 Pay and allowances. 29_126
105 Other: 1 15

"In the space below for narrative provide a suceinet discussion and overall appraisal of the quality of country performance related to

this project, particularly over the past year. Consider important trends and prospects. See Detalled' Instructicns for an itliustrative

Iist of-conslderations to be covered,

For_only those Items marked N Include brlef statemonis covering the mature of the problem, its impact on the achievement of project

targets (f.e., its. Importance) and the natura and cost of corrective attion taken or planned. [dentify each explanatory note.

106 NARRATIVE FOR PART {l1 {Contintte on form AlD 1020-25 1}

1
RECURITY CLASSIFIGATION Page 8
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EXHIBIT 1
. Page 7 of 7
AlD 1020-25 H (7-68}
SECURITY CLASSIFIC ATION PROJECT NUMBER

N PART 1V — PROGRAMMING IMPLICATIONS

IV-A — EFFECT ON PURPOSE AND DESIGN

Indicate in a brief narative whether the Mission experience to date with this project and/or changing country circumstances call for
some adjustment in project putposes or design, and why, and the approximate cost implications, Cover any of the following considerations or
others that may be relevant. (See Detailed Instiuctions for additional illustrative considerations.}) Relevant expenence or country situations
that were described earlier can simply be teferenced. The spelling out of specific changes should be left to the appropriate programming doc-
uments, but a brief indication of the type of change contemplated should be given here to clarify the need for change.

For example, changes might be indicated if they would:

1. better achieve program/project purposes; .

2. address more critical or higher prierity purposes within a goal plan;

3. produce desired results at less cost;

4. give more assurance of lasting institutional deveiopment upon U.S. withdrawal,

107 NARRATIVE FOR PART IV-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1\

IV-B ~ PROPOSED ACTION

108 This project should be (Place an **X’* in appropriete block(s)):

1. Confinued as presently scheduled in PiP. 29

2, Continued with miner changes in the PIP, made at Mission level {not requiring submission of an omended PIP to AlD/W). 12
3. Continued with significant chonges in the PIP (but not sufficient torequire a revised PROP). A formally revised PIP will follow. il
4. Extended beyond its present schedule to {Date): Mo, Day Yr. . Explain in narrative, PROP will follow. 3
9. Substahtively revised, PROP will follow. 5
6. Evaluated in depth to determine its effectivenass, future scope, and duratien. 7
7. Discontinued earlier than presently scheduled. Date recommended for termination: Mo. ___ Dey____Yr. 4
8, Other, Explain in narrative, 15

109 NARRATIVE FOR PART IV-B:

Text in IV-B is ‘not consistent-with these checklist responses in some cases.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 9
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EXHIBIT d

AlD 1020-25 (7-68)

PROJECT APPRAISAL REPORT (PAR)

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

001 PROJECT NUMBER

{U-446) e e
o0z PAR Mo. | bay| vr,| 903 U.S. OBLIGATION SPAN 004 PROJECT TITLE
AS OF: I ] LLFrYl T Thu Fy [T ]

008 COOPERATING COUNTRY - REGQION - AID/W OFFICE

Surmary of 90 PARs from
Africa (%'s)

006 FUNDING TABLE

AlD DOLLAR
FINANCING-
CBLIGATIONS
{3000}

TOTAL

CON-
TRACT

PERSONNEL SERVICES

PARTICIPANTS COMMODITIES OTHER COSTS

(NON-ADD)

CON-

Alo TRACT

PASA

DIR.
PASA

CON-
TRACT

DIR.
PASA

CON-
TRACT

DIR.
PASA

CON-
TRACT

CUMULATIVE
NET THRU
ACTUAL YEAR

(Fv 19 )

PROQPOSED
QPERATIONAL
YEAR

{FY 19 )

CCC VALUE OF P.L. 480

COMMOOITIES (3000}

—p

Thru Actual
Year

-
.

Operational Year
Program

007 IMPLEMENTING AGENCY TABLE

I contractors or participating agencies are employed, enter the name ard contract or PASA number of each in appropriate spaces below;
in the case of voluntary agencies, enter name and registration number from M.Q. 1551.1, Attachment A. Enter the appropriate descrip-
tive code in columns b ang ¢, using the coding guide provided befow.

TYPE COBE b

TYPE CODE ¢

f. U.5. CONTRACTOR

2. LOCAL CONTRACTOR

3. THIRD COUNTRY
CONTRACTOR

4. PARTICIPATING
AGENCY

B. VOLUNTARY AGENCY

8. OTHER:

0. PARTICIPATING

AGENCY
1. UNIVERSITY
2. NON-PROF!IT
INSTITUTION

3. ARCHITECTURAL &
ENGINEERING

4. CONSTRUCTION

5, OTHER COMMERCIAL

S. INDIVIDUAL
7. OTHER:

IMPLEMENTING AGENCY

TvPe |4 o.
CODE CONTRACT/
PASA/
VOLAG NO.

LEAVE
BLANX FOR
AID/W USE

b. | e

2w L,
e

k2 u‘"”’:w’ﬁ‘
ol

N 4:.-_.*..‘;4"-/ ~ 5_«}
A )
¢ ~

PART | - PROJECT IMPACT

I-A, GENERAL NARRATIVE STATEMENT ON PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS, SIGNIFICANCE & EFFICIENCY.

This summary narrative should begin with a brief {one or two paragraph) statement of the principal events in the histery of the project
since the iast PAR. Following this should come a concise narrative stalement which evaluates the overail efficiency, effectiveness
and significance of the project from the standpoint of:

(1) overall performance and effectiveness of project implementation in achieving stated poject targets;
{2) the contribution to achievement of secter and goal plans:
(3) anticipated resuits compared to costs, i.e., efficiency in resource utilization;

(4) the  continued relevance, importance and significance of the project to country development and/or the furtherance of U.S. objec-

tives.

Include in the above outline, as necessary and appropriate, significant remedial actions undertaken or planned. The narrative can
best be done after the rest.of PART | is completed. It should integrate the partial enalyses in I-B and 1-C into an overall batanced

appraisal of the project’s impact.

The narrative can refer to other sections of the PAR which are pertinent. If the evaluation in the

previous PAR has not significantly changed, or if the project is too new to have achleved significant results, this Part should so

008 NARRATIVE FOR PART |-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 | as necessary);

state.
Codes Activity
1 Agriculture
2 Industry
3 Transport
4 Labor
5 Health

% PARs Codes Activity % PARs
42 .,2% [ Education .- 21.1%
2.2% 7 PubTic Safety, Public Admin 10.0%
2.2% 8 Social Welfare™ 0.0%
4.4% g Private Enterprise, Misc. 10.0%
6.7% T0 Other 1.1%

MISSION DIRECTOR

APPROVAL =3~

SIGNATURE

DATE

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION




EXHIBIT J
AlD 1020-25 B (7-58) Page 2 of 7
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

. PART 1-B — Continved

010 B.2 - OVERALL ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT TARGETS

Place an *X'' within the bracket on the following seven-point scale that represents your judgment of the overall progress towar_dS‘project targets:

2.1 |

L 0% | 4.7%' 9.4% | 25.9% |  43.5% | 14.1% |

Uansatisfoctory Satisfactory

Outstanding

PART I-C — PROJECT SIGNIFICANCE

o1 C.1 - RELATION TO SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS (Sce detailed instructions M.O. 1026.1)

This section is designed to indicate the petential and actual impact of the project on relevant sector and program goals. List the goals

in col. b and rate potentiai and actual project impact in cols. ¢ and d.

- SCALE FOR COLUMN ¢: 3= Very Important; 2= important; e ER——
CODE I= secomary lmponance POTENTIAL I%;:CI_TT%N
NO. SCALE FOR COLUMN d: 3= Superior/Qutstanding; 2= Adequate/Satisfactory/Good; éh:l:'::c c:.rc’cz\r;l_ nz?..:-'-r';:va
(A1D/w 1= Unsatisfactory/Marginal BACH GoAL AT
O:?-EY, h. SECTOR AND PROGRAM GOALS {LIST ONLY THOSE ON WHICH THE ;c'*:l:gf: EPXRFOE?.EZSD
PROJECT HAS A SIGNIFICANT EFFEGCT} ;:A.E:':zls
M 3[ 58.9% 13.3%
= 2] 33.3% 67.8%
OR = other responses or blank ] 114 11 29
OR 3.3% 4.4%
@ 3| 36.7% 6. 7%
2| 34.4% 47.8%
1 3.3% 16.7%
OR| 25.6% 28.9%
@ 3] 18.9% 0.0%
2| 22.2% 40.0%
1 4.4% 4.4%
OR{ 54.4% 55.6%
“ 3 6.7% 2.2%
2{ 10.0% 10.0%
1 1.1% 3.3%
OR| 82.2% . B4 .4%

For goals where cofumn c. is rated 3 or 2 and column d. is rated 1, explain In the space for narrative. The narrative should aiso
indicate the extent to which the potential impacts rated 3 or'2 in column c. are dependent on factors external to the achievement of
the project targets, i.e., is there a substantial risk of the ‘anticipated impact being forestalled by factors not involved In the achieve-
ment of project targets. If possible and relevant, it alse would be useful to mention in the narrative your reading of any current
indicators that longer-term purposes, beyond scheduled project targets, are likely or unlikely to be achieved. Each explanatory note

_must be identified by the number of the entry (col. b} to which it pertains.
‘012 NARRATIVE FOR PART i-C.1 {Continue on form AID 1020-25 1):

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

Page 3
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_ EXHIBIT
AID 1020-28 C (7-68) Page 3 of 7
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PRQJECT FUMBER

PART 1-C — Continued

C.2 — GENERAL QUESTIONS

MARK

Thesa questions concern developments since the prior PAR. For each question place **Y*" for Yes, *’N'’ for No, or #NA" for Not IN

Applicable in the right hand column. For each question where Y™ is entered, explain briefly in the space below the table, I::E;

) . Yes | No
03 Have there been any significant, unusuat or unamicipated results not covered so far in this PAR? 18.9 81 1
014 Mave means, conditions o activities other than project measwes had a substantial effect on project output o accomplishments? 54.4] 45.6
015 Have any problems arisen as the result of advice or action or major contributicns to the project by another donor? 20.0| 75 6.
016 If the answer to 014 or 015 is yes, or for any other reason, is the project now less necessary, unnecessary of subject
to modification or earlier termination? 12.2173.3
017 Have any important lesscns, positive of negative, emerged which might have broad applicability? 55 6] 43,3
018 Has this project revealed any requirement for research or new technical aids onwhich AIDAY should take the initiative? 1.4173.3
019 Do any aspects of the project lend themselves to publicity in newspapers, magazines, television or films in the United States? 17 8152 2
020 Has there been a lack of effective cooperating country media coverage? (Make sure AID/W has copies of existing coverage.} 5 6197.1
021 NARRATIVE FOR PART [-C.2 identify each explanatery note by the numbar of the entry to which it pertains. (Continue on .
form AID 102045 | as necessary):
N E)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 4




EXHIBIT ¢
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_AlD 1020-25 £ (7-68)

ge 4 of 7 I

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

PROJECT NUMBER

PART

Il —= Continued

023

II-A.2 - OVERALL TIMEL[NESS

In general, project |mptemer|tatton is {place'an **X"’ in one block):.

{a) On schedule

G
[

{b) Ahead of schedule

S
3

h‘g
=y Oy o

BLOCK {c): If marked, place an **X" in (c) Behind schedule
any of the blocks one thru eight that {1) AID/W Program Approval 4,
apply. This is limited to key aspects of {2) Implementing Agency {Contractor/Participating Agency/Véluntary Agency) 10.0
implementation, e.g., timely delivery of (3) Technicians R 2.9
commodities, return of participants to -~ =
. Ll (4} Participants 1.1
assume therr project responsibilities, A
. - . {5) Commodities (non-FFF) 3.3
cooperating country funding, arrival of -
technicians. {6) Cooperating Country 2.2
(7) Commodities (FFF} ¢.0
{8) Other {specify): G0

-B - RESOURCE INPUTS

This section appraises the effectiveness of U.S. resource inputs. There follow illustrative lists of factors, grouped under Implementing
Agency, Participant Training and Commodities, that might influence the effectiveness of each of these types of project resources.
the blocks after _only these facters which significantly affect project accomplishments, write the letter_P if effect is positive or satis-
factory, or the letter | N if effect is negative or less than satisfactory,

in

1. FACTORS-IMPLEMENTING AGENCY (Contract/Participating Agency/Voluntary Agency) F N
024 IF NO IMELEMENTING AGENGY IN THIS A3. 3,632 Quality, comprehensiveness and candor of required  68.1 }8.,8
PROJECT. PLACE AN “'X"" IN THIS BLOCK: P N 033 PromptmsS of required repo;ts 66. Z l8.8
025 Adequaoy of technical knowledge 05,0 [0.( 034 Adhesence to work schedule 1.0 17.2
026 Understanding of project purposes 84,1 2.9 135 Working relations with Americans 81.2 {1.4
027 Project planning and management 72.5 1.8 636 Working relations with cooperating country nationals 7.0 | 4.3
028 Abilily to adapt technical knowledge to local situat 87.0 4.3 037 Adaptation to local working and Living environment 82.6 4.3
029 Effective use of participant traming element 58:0 {8./ 38 Home office backstopping and substantive iterest 8.1 13.0.
030 Ability to tran and utilize local staff 68.1 7.4 139 Timely recruiting of qualified technicians 49,3 20,0
031 Adherence to AID administrative and other requirer, 58.0 0. T 040 Other (describe: 4.3 {1.4
2. FACTORS-PARTICIPANT TRAINING P
01 1 NO PARTIGIPANT ELEMENT IN PROJECT. N | TRAINING UTILIZATION AND FOLLON UP -
PLACE AN "'X"" IN THIS BLOCK: 118.9% 052 Appropriateness of original selection 64.4 |5.8
PREDEPARTURE . .
042 English language ability 75.3 5.8 053 Relevance of training for present project purposes 7] .2 5.8
043 Availability of host country funding 68.5 5.8 054 Appropriateness of post-training placement 67.1 1[5 8
044 Host country operational considerations {e.g., selection - . : .
procedures) 9.9 [8.2 055 Utility of training regard!gss of changes in project 61.6 0.0
045 Technical/professional qualifications 75.3 6.8 056 Ability to get meritorious ideas accepted by = 47.5 5.8
046 Quality of technical arientation 61.6 D.0 057 Adequacy of performéncé 64.4 > 7
047 Quality of general orientation 67.1 2‘ 7 058 Continuance on project 41.1 16.4
048 Participants’ coltaboration in planning content o}j.47 9. B.2 059 Availability of necessary facilities and equipment 42.5 5.8
049 Collaboration by participants’ supervisors in planning . ’ ) .
training 63.0 D. 0l 060 Missicn or contractor follow-up activity 49.3 6
S .. describe):
050 Participants' availability for training 60.3 24.7 051 Other (describe)
051 Other {describe):
8.2 .4
SECURITY CLASS{FICATION Paga 6
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EXHIBIT J

AlD 1020-25 F (7-68)

Page 5 of 7

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION

.PROJECT NUMBER

]

- PART 11-B = Confinued

- 3. FACTORS-COMMODITIES
PLACE AN “'X" | o062 ool ‘[ 084  no 072 Control measures against damage and deterioraticn
PRIAT -
N APBPEQOOCS E| FFF l;_q, NON FFF3I‘| '| cgtnsugg;;;rv 24:- in shipmenl. 52 .9 2.9

065 Timeliness of AJDAW program approval {i.e., PI0/C, N . e .

Transfer Autharization). 85, 9 1.8 073 Control measures against deterioration in storage. 51.5 5.9

066 Quality of commodities, adherence to specmcatlons, it S

marking. . 3.8 074 Readiness and availability of facilities. 22.6 1 11.8
imeli i ing. L i odities. .

067 Timeliness in procurement or reconditioning 52.9 20.§ 075 Appropriateness of use of commodities 64.7 7.4

068 Timeliness of shipment to port of entry. . 076 Maintenance and spares support. .

P Y 51.5 13.% 41.2 120.6

089 Adequacy of port and inland storage facilities. 52.9 14.4 077 Adequacy of property records, accounting and con‘trcﬂ% 6 117.6

. . 078 Other (Describe):

070 Timeliness of shipment from port to site. 52.9 11.8 ( )

071 Control meas‘.ures against loss and theft. 55.9 |7.4 . 1.5 1°5.9
Indicate in a concise narrative statement (under the heading 2. Overall Implementétlon Performance, below) your summary appraisal of the
status of project implementation, covesing both significant achiavements and problem areas, This shoeuld include any comments about the
adequacy of provision of direct hire technicians as well as an overall appraisai of the comments provided under the three headings (b, ¢ &

d} which fellow. For projects which include a dollar input for generation of local currency to meet local cost requirgments, indicate the
status of that input (see Detailed Instructions).
Discuss separately (under separate headings b, ¢ & d) the status of Jmplementing Agency Actlons Pa:tlc:pants and Commodities. Where
above listed factors are causing sjgnlflcant problems (marked N), describe briefly in the appropriate narrative section: (1) the cause
and source of the problem, {2) the consequences of not correcting it, and (3) what corrective action has been taken, called for, or planned
by the Mission. Identify each factor discussed by its number.
079 NARRATIVE FOR PART II-B: (After narrative section a. Overall Implementation Performance, below, follow, on form AlD 1020-25)
as needed, with the following natrative section headings: b, Implementing Agency, c. Participants, d. Commodities. List atl narrative
section headings in order, For any headings which are not applicable, mark them as such and follow immediately below with the next nar-
rative section heading.)
a, Overall implementation Performance.

*Not consistent with responses to blocks 062 and 063.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 7




EXHIBIT dJ

Page 6 of 7
AlD 1020.25 G {7.68) W em m  wn ae a —
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION O " - ' | PROJECT NUMBER . twr LT am e L

- PART |ll - ROLE~OF THE COOPERATING COUNTRY

The foliowing list of.illustrative items.are to be considered by the evaluator. in the block after only those items which s:gn:hcantly
affect project effectiveness, write-the letter P if-the effect of the item is pusnwe or satlsfactory, or tha letter ¥ if the effect:of the

item Is pegative or less than satisfactory. . - - ! "p N _

SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS:

080 Coordination and cocperation within and between ministries. 51 11 24.4
081 Coordination and cooperation of LDC gov't, with public and private institutions and private enterprise. 56_ O 3.3

082 Availabitity of reliable data for project planning, control and evaluation. a6.7134 .4
083 Competence and/or continuity in executive leadership of project. - 50.0131.1

084 Host country project funding, ! £3.3120.0
085 Legislative changes relevant to project purposes. 27 .8 8. 9
086 Existence and adequacy of a project-related LPG organization. 60,0 13.3
087 Resolution of procedural and hureaucratic problems. 42 21 25.6
088 Availability of LDG physical resource inputs and/or supporting services and facilities. . e '53.3 21.1

089 Maintenance of facilities and equipment. > SRR

080 Resolution of tribal, class or caste problems, 35.60 7.7
091 Receptivity to change and innovation. 67.8) 10,0
052 Political conditions specific to project. ’ * A43.3 10.0
053 Capacity to transform ideas into actions -i.e., ability to implement pro;ect pians, 58,9l 16.7
084 Intent and/or capacity.to sustain and expand the impact of the project after U.S. inputs are termlnated. GMﬂ_. 8
095 Extent of. LDC.efforts to widen the dissemination of project benefits and services. " 5g.9l 7.7
036 Utilization of trained manpower (e.g., participants, counterpart technicians) in project operations. . 62.2113.3
087 Enforcement of relevant procedures (e.g., newly established tax collection and audit system). 25.6i. 6.7
098 Other: 4.4 0.0
HOST COUNTRY COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS: ’ . -

099 Level of technical education and/or technical experience. ' 45.6f 7.7
100 Planning and management skiils. 48.9] 21. 6
101 Amount of technician man years avaiiable, ’ T ) 44 A 726.7
102 Continuity of staff, - 47.81 21.1
103 Willingness to work n rural areas, 44.4] 14.4
104 Pay and allowances. 32.2/28.9
105 Other: 1.1 5.6

“In the space below for narrative provide a succinct discussion and overall appraisal of the quality of country performance related to
this project, particularly over the past year. Consider important trends ang prospects. See Detailed' Instructions for an illustrative
Jist of -considerations to be covered.

For_only those items marked N include brief statements covefing the nature of the problem, its impact-on the achievement of project
targets (i.e., its importance) and the nature and cost of corrective action taken or planned. ~Identify each explanatory note.

106 NARRATIVE FOR PART Il (Continue on form AID 1020-25 I):

Fa— N1

$ECURITY CLASSIFICATION .Page 8
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. Page 7 of 7
AlD 1020-25 H (7-68)
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION PROJECT NUMBER

PART 1V — PROGRAMMING IMPLICATIONS

iv-A - EFFECT ON PURPOSE AND DESIGN

Indicate in a Ixief namrative whether the Mission experience to dale with this project and/or changing country circumstances call for
some adjustment in project purposes ot design, and why, and the approximate cost implications. Cover any of the following considerations or
others that may be relevant. (See Detailed Instructions for additional illustrative considerations.) Relevant experience or country situations
that were described earlier ¢an simply be teferenced, The spelling cut of specific changes should be left to the appropriate programming doc-
uments, but 2 trief indication of the type of change contemplated shouid be given here to clarify the need for change.

For example, changes might be indicated if they would:

1. better achieve program/project putposes;

2. address more ctitical or higher priority purposes wnthm a goal plan;

3. produce desired results at less cost;

4, give more assuiance of lasting institutional development upon U,S, withdrawal,

107 NARRATIVE FOR PART IV-A (Continue on form AID 1020-25 1):

1V-B — PROPOSED ACTION

108 This project should be (Place on **X" in appropriate block{s)):

. Continued as presently scheduled in PIP. 32.2
2. Continued with minor chonges in the PIP, made at Mission lavel {not requiring submission of en smended PIP to AID/W). 13.3
3. Continued with sianificant changes in the PIP (but net sufficient torequire o revised PROP). A formally revised PIP will follow, 4.4
4. Extended beyond its present schedule to (Date): Mo, Day_____.Yr.___. Exploin in narrative, PROP will follow. 3.3
5. Substohtively revised. PROP will follow. 5.6
6. Evoluated in depth to determine its effectiveness, future scope, and duruhon. 7.8
7. Discontinued earlier than presently scheduled, Date recommended for termination: Mo. Doy Yr. 4.4
8. Other, Explain in narrative. 16.7

108 NARRATIVE FOR PART W:'B:

Text in IV-B is not consistent with these checklist responses in some cases.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION Page 9
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ITEM

— — ——

Total PARs Analyzed.......

010 Rating of Overall
Achievement

I
—

Unsatisfactory

Unsatisfactory +

Satisfactory -
Sati{sfactory

Satisfactory +

Qutstanding -

]
~I (=31 [$] 4 w ~nN

Outstanding

A11 PARs with Rating
PARs without Rating

PAR ANALYSIS - REGIONAL COMPARISONS EXHEBIT K
RATING OF OVERALL ACHIEVEMENT ’ Page 1 of 10
WORLDWIDE | EAST st | ,EAFIN NESA AFRICA
Average Average Average Average Average
# Rating| # Rating # Ratingf # Rating]l # Rating
.32] 4,821 55 4.67173 4.48 }103 4.07 §90 4.60
3 0 0 3 0
13 0 2 7 4
47 9 12 18 8
84 14 17 31 22
107 19 31 20 37
42 10 8 12 12
6 2 1 1 2
302 54 7 92 85
19 1 2 11 5
iy
/1,




011

ITEM

Total PARs Analyzed.......

Project Significance

Goal 1, Potential Impact

Goal

Goal

Goal

Goal

Goal

Goal

Goal

2,

3,

Potential Impact
Potential Impact

Actual Impact
Actual Impact
Actual Impact

Potential Impact
Potential Impact
Potential Impact

Actual Impact
Actual Impact
Actual Impact

Potential Impact
Potential Impact

_ Potential Impact

3,

4,

Actual Impact
Actual Impact
Actual Impact

Potential Impact
Potential Impact
Potential Impact

Actual Impact
Actual Impact
Actual Impact

1

1]

1

PAR ANALYSIS - REGIONAL COMPARISONS

EXHIBIT K Page  20of 10

GOALS
uoRLDWIDE | EAST ASIA | aevita | NESA AFRICA
Averagel -  Average Average Average Average
# Rating{ # Ratingl # Ratingij # Rating} # Rating
£321 4.42] 55 4.67]73 4.48 |103 4.07 90 4.60
288. 4.52 | 42 4.731 50 4.53 |73 4.23 |53 4.71
81 4.33} 12 4.33) 20 4.58 }19 3.78 } 30 4.52
14 32§ 0 -- 3 3.00 7 3.20 § 4 3.50
48 5.28] 7 5.43)15 5.13 |14 5.08 | 12 5.58
209 4.46| 45 4.48] 44 4.41 |59 4.29 |61 4.65
46 3.38] 2 s5.50) 12 3.91 19 2.74 }13 3.42
142 4.9 32 4.88) 38 4.59 |43 3.95 | 33 4.69
94 4.33) 15 4.20) 20 4.61 |28 4.16 § 31 4.36
15 4.17) 3 -5.00} 3 3.33 6 4.25 | 3. 4.00
23 5.22y 3 5.67] 8 5.25 6 4. 6 5.33
167 4.561 42 4.52] 38 4.58 | 44 4.33 143 4.82 -
a5 3.4} 4 s5.00] 9 3.62 |17 3.00 |15 3.43 .
99 4.32f 22 473} 21 4.25 |39 4.00 17 4.5
63 4.53) 16 4.50 ) 13 5.08 | 14 4.00 § 20 4.56
16 4.31] 4 3.75{ 1 3.00 7 4.80-] 4 6.67
124 4790 2 6.00] 7 4.7 5 4.4 § 0 --
125 4.50| 32 4.53} 21 4.48 |36 4.28 |36 4.72
23 3.771 6 4.17] 4 4.33 9 3.22§ 4 4.00
40 4.60§ 11 491110 4.75 §13 4.45 4.00
37 4.33} 5 4.80] 5 4.60 |18 4.00 4.62
24  4.16 3.001 1 5.00 20 4.27 4.00
5 5.60 7.00} 0 - 1 3.00f 2 5.50
54 4561 9 4.56§ 9 5.00 {27 4.00 | 9 4.44
22 3,52 3.501 4 4.33 |11 3.3 3.33
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ITEM

— et

Total PARs Analyzed.......

General Questions

013 Significant unanticipated
results?

Qutside activities had
substantial effect?

Problems from another
donor?

014
015

016 Project now less neces-

sary?
Important lessons?
Need research?

Publicity in the United
States?

Lack of cooperating
country media coverage?

017
018
019

020

023 Overall Timeliness

On Schedule
Ahead of Schedule
Behind Schedule

Causes of Delay

AiD/H Program Approval
Implementing Agent
Technicians
Participants
Commodities (non FFF)
‘Cooperating Country
Commodities (FFF)

PAR ANALYSIS - REGIONAL COMPARISONS EXHIBIT K Page 3 of 10
TIONS (MARKED YES T
AND OVERALL TIMELINESS
WORLDWIDE | EAST As1A | ,hATIN NESA AFRICA
Average Average Averagel - Average Average
# Rating| # Ratingf # Ratingl # Rating] # Rating
321 4.42)1 55 4.67)73 4.48 |103 4,07 fo0 4.60
53 4.,58] 10 4.50| 10 4.90 | 16 4.50] 17 4.53
174 4.33] 28 4.18] 46 4.55 | 51 3.98 % 49 4.59
51 4.36] 8 4.50% 11 4.09 | 14 4.07718 4.7
44 4.10fF 7 3.71} 10 4.5 |} 16 3.8 ] 11 4.3
192 4.35§ 33 4.59) 48 4.35 | 61 4.00 | 50 4.62
62 464} 7 4.14) 16 4.87 | 17 4.56 | 22 4.70
154 - 4.62)-35 4,711 29 4.59 | 47 4.36 { 43 4,85
25 4.32] = 3 5.33 }12 4.00] 5 4.20
192 4.81) 42 4.61| 44 493 | 54 4.62] 52 5.08
13 5.00] 5 5.60|] 1 5.00 2 5.00] 5 4.40
99 3.60} 6 4.00) 24 3.67 | 37 3.281 32 3.8
1T 4.32] 0 == 1 4.00 5 4.33 4.25
23 3.41| 0o -- 8 - 3.37 6 2.603§ 9 3.89
23 361 1 4.00§ 6 3.50 8 3.62 3.62
18 3.67fF 1 4.00] 3 3.33 4 .3.00] 10 4:00
24 3.68f§ 0 -- 5 4.00 7 2.8 } 12 4.10
66 3.26] 4 3.50] 20 3.58 } 22 2.76 | 20 3.44
.4 350 0 -- - bt 4 3.5 --
24 3.81 3 4.33] 5 4.00 7  3.67 3.62

Other

* Not ca]pu1ated




024
025
026
027
028
029
030
031
032
033
034
033
036
037
038
039

040

ITEM
Total PARs Analyzed.......

PARs with Implementing
Agent

Technical knowledge
Project purposes
Project planning and

management

Adapt teﬁhnica] knowledge
to local situation

Effectsiive use of partic-

ipant training

Train and utilize local
staff

AID administrative and
other reguirements

Quality of required re-
ports

Promptness of required
reports

Adherence to .work schedule
Working relations with
Americans

Working relations with
host nationals

Adaptation to Tocal
environment

Home office backstopping

Timely recruiting of

qualified technicians

Other

PAR ANALYSIS - REGIONAL COMPARISONS EXHIBIT K  Page 4 or 20
IMPLEMENT ING AGENTS:
FACTORS MARKED SIGNIFICANT AND NEGATIVE EFFECT
worLDWIDE | EAsT AstA | BRI | MESA AFRICA
Average Average Average Average Average
# Ratingl # Rating} # Rating{ # Ratingl # Rating
321 4.42{ 55 4.67:=Z3 4.48 1103 4.07 90 4.60
242 4.421 33 4.671 64 4.47 77 4.04 1 68 4.66
6 3.83 2 450 2 3.50 2 3.50 0 --
8 3.25 1 5.00 2 3.00 3 2.33 2 4.00
29 3.76 1 5.00 9 3.33 11 3.45 8 4.50
12 3.18 0 - 6 3.50 3 2.33 3 3.50
12 3.36 0 - 4 2.75 2 3.00 6 4.00.
12 3.42 2 3.50 3 3.00 2 1.00 5 4.60
11 4.09 1 5.00 1 4.00 2 3.50 7 4.14
24 4.04 0 - 4 3.50 7 3.43 113 4.54
20 425 3 4.00] 1 400 { 7 3.14]13 4902
15 3.80 3 4.00 3. 5.00 4 3.25 5 3.40
5 4.40 0 - 3 4.67 T 3.00 1 5.00
11 3.64 0 -- 4 4.25 4 2.25 3 4.67
6 4.50 1 4.00 2 3.50 ' 0 -- 3 5.33
23 4.05 1 5.00 4 3.00 9 3.89 9 4,62
50 4.35 4 4.501 11 4.00 |'15 4.27 1 20. 4.58
4 4.25 1 4.00 0 -- 2 3.50 1 6.00

K BN
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om
042
043
044
045
046
047
048
049
050
051
052
053
054
055
056

057

058

" 059 .

060

PAR ANALYSIS - REGIONAL COMPARISONS EXHIBIT K

PARTICIPANT TRAINING
FACTORS MARKED SIGNIFICANT AND NEGATIVE EFFECT

LTEMN

Total PARs Analyzed.......
PARs with participant
training

English lanquage ability

Availability of host
country funding

Host country operational
considerations

Technical/professional
gqualifications

Technical orientation
General orientation

Participants' collabora--
tion in planning

Collaboration by super-
visors in planning

Participants' availability
for training

Other

Appropriateness of orig-
inal selection

Relevance of training for
present project purpese

Appropriateness of post-’
training placement

Utility of training

Meritorious -ideas accepted
by supervisors

Adequacy of performance
Continuance on project

Availability of necessary
facilities and equipment

Mission or contractor
follow-up activity

Page 5 of 10

WORLDWIDE | EAST ASIA | pheaic NESA AFRICA
Average Average Average Average Average
# Rating] # Ratingl # Rating} # Ratingl # Rating
321 4420 55 467173 4.48 |103 4.07 |90 4.60
261 4.42| 46 4.62| 59 4.43 |83 4.3 ]73 4.59
41 4.290 11 4.451 14 464 |11 4.36 § 5 4.40
26 4.29| 7 467} 8 4.12 6 4.40f 5 4.00
53 3.85| 2 4.50] 5 3.80 |10 3.8 | 6 3.60
o2 4.5} 11 4.45) 1 3.00 5 3.40 4.67

4 35 o -- 3 3.67 1 3.00 -

7 471 1 400| 3 433 | 1 500} 2 5.00
22 4.52}F 4 450} 7 4.7 5 3.50§ 6 5.00
10 a8} 3 a67} 5 5.20 ] 2 400) 0 -

48 4.20] 12 4.50 4.20 |13 3.85 |18 4.25

6 4.67| 2 5.50 433 1 0 -- 1. 4.00
0 3.8f 0 - | 435 | 2 35| 4 4.2

4 3751 00 -] 0 - 0 -- 4 3.75
14 4.21% -3 s.00) 2 450 ] 5 4.00% 4 4.50

2 400 1 300} 1 5.00 0 - 0 --

[
25 4.04) 3 3.67) 10 4.10 8 3.86 3.75

s s5.00] o -- 1 6.00 1 6.00f 2 4.00
20 4.55) 1 4.00] 4 4.50 3 5.00]12 450 7
31 3.93) 3 4.33) 12 408 |11 370} 5 3.8
13 a23l 1 s5.00] 130 | 4 425) 7 4.2




PAR ANALYSIS - REGIONAL COMPARISONS EXHIBIT K Page __ 6 of 10

COMMODITIES
FACTORS MARKED STGNIFICANT AND NEGATIVE EFFECT
—————-—F_—_am
WORLDWIDE | EAST ASIA | BEEEINE NESA AFRICA °
_ o Average Average Average Average Average
ITEMN # Rating] # Ratingl # Ratingl # Rating] # Rating
Total PARs Ana1yzed.......;321 4.42) 55 4.67173 4.48 1Q§;:_4.07 90 _4:60
062 FFF Commodities 11 4.18 3 5.00 1 3.00 3 4,33 4 3,75
063 Non-FFF commodities M7 4.29] 20 4.50 ] 23 4.59 46 3.86 ] 28 4.60

064 Total PARs with comnoditieg _
(62 +63do not total to 64) | 232 * 47 4,72 | 47 * 70 4.05 ] 50 4.59

065 Timeliness of AID/W pro—

gram approval 17 433 o - | 4 4.50 ['5 3.60 | 8 4.83
066 Quality of commodities;

specifications, marking *§ 14 4.36 4 5.25 2 3.50 2 3.00 6 4.50
067 Timeliness in procurement :

or ratonditioning. 53 4270 12 a7s| 1 418 |16 393 |14 4.3
068 Timeliness of shipment to

port of entry P 3B 4.34 4 5,251 11 4.45. 11 3.64 9 4.67
069 Adequacy of port and in- ‘ ' . ‘ '

land storage facilities 9 3.62}] 0 -- | skipped 4 3,80 | 3 3.67
070 Timeliness of shipment , '

from port to sitep _ - 22 4,28 5 " 4.40 3 4.33 6 4.33 8 4.00
071 Control meastres against ) ) " '

loss and theft | 12 4.,28F -2 4.5 1 5.00 4 3.50 5 4.60

072 "Controls against damage & '
deterioration in shipment 8 4,121 2. 5.00 1 5.00 3 3.00] 2 4.50

073 CGontrol meastres against

deterioration in storage 9 412] 2 5.00 1 - 2 3.00 4 4.25
074 Readiness and availabilit ' '

of facilities : Y 24 436) 7. 4291 1 - 1 8 4321 8 471
075 Appropriateness of use of - , : :

. cggmog1t1es 10 3.40 1 3.00 0 - 4 2.75 5 4,00

076 Maintenance and s ares ' :

support P 42 4,02 g 3.89 4 3.50 15 3.80 § 14 4.54
077 Property records,

accotnting and .controls . 31 4.00] 12 4.25 2 4,50 5 3.8 ] 12 3.73

078 Other : 114 4.54] 5- 3.80] 2 3.5 3 6.00F 4 5:00

. * Not calculated; Item 064 is thL number of PARs that difi not mark tge box for’
"No Commodities" : T

i

i



080

081

082

083

084

085

086

087

088

089

090

091

092

093

094

095

096

097

" 098

PAR ANALYSIS - REGIONAL COMPARISONS

COOPERATING COUNTRY :

SPECIFIC OPERATIONAL FACTORS

FACTORS MARKED SIGNIGICANT AND NEGATIVE

IT

|rm

i}

Total PARs Analyzed.......|

Cooperation within and
between ministries

LDC gov't. and non-gov't.
institutions

Reliable data

Competence/continuity in
executive leadership

Host country project
funding :

Legislative changes

Project-related LDC
organization

Procedureal and bureau-
tcratic problems

LDC physical resource in-
puts/support

Maintenance of fanilities

. and equipment

Tribal, class or caste
problems

Receptivity to change and
innovation

Political conditions

Ability to implement pro-
Jject plans

Expand the impact after
U.S. inputs terminated

LDC efforts to disseminate
project benefits

Utilization of trained
manpower

Enforcement of procedures

.bther

EXHIBIT KPage 7 of 10

WORLDWIDE | EAST AsIA | AhATIN, | NESA AFRICA
Avergge Average Average Average Average
# Ratingy # Ratingf # Ratingf # Rating| # Rating
321 4.42) 55 4.67}73 4.48 ]103 4.07 |90 4.60
90 4.16) 12 4.42% 19 4.21 | 37 3.94§ 22 4.33
25 3.92] 0 -} 11 4.20 §{ 11 364§ 3 4.00
120 4,25} 23 496§ 29 4.24 § 37 3.74§ 31 4.3
86 4.11] 10 4.60} 23 4.36 | 25 3.43} 28 4.30
85 4,13 4,71 21 414 | 26 3.96 § 18 3.94
48  4.21 4.71f 16 4.62 | 17 356§ 8 4.25
48 3.72) 11 4,36( 14 4.08 | 11 3.00 | 12 3.36
104 4.03] 14 4,79} 23 4.17 | 44 3.66 § 23 4.09
78 4,17} 20 4.74] 19 4.50 | 20 3.45% 19 4.06
65 4.180 17 4.35| 6 5.00 | 23 3.77] 19 4.24
16 4.331 2 5.00f 2 5.00 5 3.40%§ 7 4.67
41 3.61] 4 s5.25| 15 3.73 § 13 2.85 3.78
54 4,060 9- 4.67) 22 .4.27 | 14 3.57 3.67
65 3.78§ 12 4.58) 17 4.00 | 21 3.05} 15 3.87
61 4.14] 15 4.60] 16 4.00) 14 4.00 f 16 3.93
15 380} 2 .5.00] 2 45 | 4 3.00f 7 3.71
34 3711 1. 3.00f 10 3.90 } 11 3.36 | 12 3.92
26 4.00] 6 4.671 7 4.43 7 3.29| 6 3.67
12 4,250 0 -- 3 5.00 9 4.00§y 0 --




099

100

101

102

103

104

105

ITEM

Total PARs Analyzed.......

Technical education/
experience

Planning and management
skills

Technician man years
Continuity of staff
Willingness to work in

rural areas

Pay'aﬁd allowances

PAR ANALYSIS - REGIONAL COMPARISONS  EXHIBIT K Page 8 of 10
" COOPERATING COUNTRY: COUNTERPART TECHNICIAN FACTORS -
FACTORS MARKED SIGNIFICANT AND NEGATIVE
T LATIN
WORLDWIDE | EAST-ASIA | arprica NESA AFRICA
- Average Average Average Average Average.
# Ratingl # Ratingl # Ratingi # Rating] # Rating
321 4,421 55 4.67173 4.48 [103 4.07 {90 - 4.60
76 4.121 16 4.69) 13 3.92 | 20 3.45 ) 27 4.40
103 3.97| 24 4.42) 21 4.05 | 39 3.57f 19 4.1
71 4.38) 16 5.00§ 16 4.40 | 15 3.80 | 24 4.30
52 4.25% 3 4.67) 17 4.62 | 13 3.62 ]} 19 4.32
45 4.16) 7 4.71] 12 455 } 13 3.69 ]| 13 4.00
135 4.29) 33 4.61]| 34 4.48 | 42 4.00] 26 4.08
12 3.751 1 s5.00f 2 3.50 4 2.1 5 4.8

Other
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108.1
108.2
108.3
108.4
108.5
108.6
108.7

108.8

PAR ANALYSIS - -REGIONAL COMPARISONS EXHIBRIT kK Page ¢ of 1b:

TTIEM

Total PARs Analyzed.......

Continued as in PIP
Minor changes

Significant changes in
the PIP

Extended beyond its
present schedule

Substanti§e1y reyised
PROP follows
EvaTuated in depth

Discontinued early

Other

PROPOSED ACTIONS IN SECTION IV-B

LATIN

4.23

WORLDWIDE | EAST ASIA |* aifpica | MESA AFRICA

Avergge Average Average Average Average

# Ratingf # Ratingl # Ratingi # Ratingl # Ratina
1321 4.42§ 55 4.67§73 4.48 |103  4.07 90 4.60
103 4.73] 23 4.87)] 23 4.52 | 28 4.68 {29 4.8
45 43| 6 3.8070 11 4.45 |16 4.19 {12 4.75
13 458} 0 - | 3 500 |'6. 3.83] 4 5.67
16 4.87] 4 5.25) 2 4.5 7 4.57 { 3 5.33
23 3.71] 4 425} 5 3.60 9 3.57 | 5 3.60
29 434] 3 5.00f 10 4.4 9 3.6 | 7 4.17
14 38| 2 5001 2 4.00 { 6 3.33] 4 4.00
17 .16 4.56 } 12 4:.36 | 29 3.85 {15 4.47




PAR ANALYSIS - REGIONAL COMPARISONS EXHIBIT K Page 10 of 10
ACTIVITY CODE OF PARs ANALYZED

WORLDWIDE | EAST AsiA | ohBTTN, NESA AFRICA |
Average Am@@ . Average] - Average] = Average
ITEM # Rating] # ~ Ratingl # Ratingf # Rating] # Rating

Total PARs Analyzed.......1321 .4.42| s5 4.67|73 4.48 |103 4.07 o0 4.60

~

Code
1 AGRICULTURE s 43l * {20 a7 | 409 {38 4.54
‘2 INDUSTRY | 6 462 ) ¢ 6 4.67 | 7 471 ] 2 4.50
3 TRANSFORT | " 6 5.20] * 1 5.00 1 5.00f 2 6.00
4 LABOR 13 438 * 3 3.3 | 5 4.60 | 4 450
5  HEALTH ‘ 33 4.47] * 4 475 P17 429} 6 4.17
6  EDUCATION M 465 * | 9 411 |10 4.20 |19 4.89

7 PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION;
PUBLIC SAFETY ’ 50 4.30 ¢ * 20 4.47 15 3.53 9 4.78

8  SOCIAL WELFARE " F1s a3+ 7 429 | 1 400} 0 --
9  PRIVATE ENTERPRISE, . , .
. MISCELLANEOUS 21 4.06 | * 2 450 | 7 3.00| 9 4.37

* Not calculated
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COUNTRY CODE ?
999

Y o= 2(XXX) € Dependent Variable

001

RESPONSES (MAX=7)

23 b5 67

?(MAX=10 Ym—mmm e Independent Variables

2 93 94 85 96 97 98 99 100

X RESPONSES (MAX=9)

1?2 )

FNTER TABLE TITLE

world/ host q's

]

Y
1
X
3

EXHIBIT L

An Annotated Example of Printout:

Analysis of Associations Between

‘"Rating" ‘and Independent Variables

Coded in the PAR

g ® FREQUENCY AND EXPECTED VALUESSOF
s §F WORLD/ HOST Q's 8 g 9
D Q , CE, -{6 Py
& SE Y = VAR 1, OVERALL K& 2 S 3
SUM OVFR Y E(YLX) o Q5 B 2 B
---------------- g B ] 43 +3
grEs S 3 o S
Y = otH /T 2N\ 3 L N (6 7
321 ) FREOUENCY OF Y 19 3 47 84 107 42 6
IND VARS (X)
- VAR 92, CASTE
250 b 42 OTHER ~ Blank 13 2 35 70 83 33 b
16 L.33 & 1 - Nega'l;q,ue 1 1 0 6 L 3 N
55 § ol S 2 - Positive 5 0 12 g 20 6 2
= ES F(X|Y) 1.83 1.00 1.67 2,00 1.57 1,83 1.67 2.00
5 & CORR. 0.036
o N 65
5 3
_ g L VAR 93, CHANGE _
7973 h.29 @ OTHER 11 1 '8 25 25 6 0
! 3.61e 1 : 0 2 1% 10 6 I 0
201 b .Gl 2 8 D 25 49 76 32 B
- ECX|Y) 2.00 1.00 1.50 1.64 1,83 1,93 1,89 2.0
CORR. 0.330&~—— High correlation with rating
1 23 &————— PARe with rating gﬂ_d Por Non vamable 83;

thus, ineluded in correlation

| 40 | dbed

7 LI9IHX3
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EXHIBIT N
A MORE COMPLETE MODEL
FOR _DEVELOPMENTAL HYPOTHESES

i
+

Science attempts to establish causality-of the following:
A] and A2 cause B; B causes C.

If such causality is established, then the experimenter knows that

providing A and A, should result in C. ([A] : AZ}-éB, B—>C, .". [A],AZJ——é )

Infortunately, social and economic development are too compiex for this
type of causal postulation. We more often observe that some set; of Ai tend
to be associated with some "C", and we may or may not be aware of the
existence of intermediate statements ("B") or of some Aj that are also
necessary. Based on such associations, our judgment as social scientists,
and our partial knowledge of causality, we attempt to move from post hoc
reasoning to science by postulating and testing hypotheses of the sort

"If [A], A2] then C." This simplification of reality is illustrated in
Figﬁre B-1.

In the abstract example of Figure B-1, we assume that some set of events,
A{ through A]Z’ is necessary and sufficient to cause B] and B4. B] is a
necessary and sufficient cause of B2 and BB’ which together with B4 are
necessary and sufficient causes of C]. (The analogy is a little less ab-
stract if we consider C1 to be a Goal, By 2 Project Purpose, and the Ai as
potential Outputs.) This can be expressed as:
(Ays Ags === App)—>(By, By)
(B4)<—>{B,, By)
(Bys By, Byle—>C,
oD (A Ay, = MG
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Cor - M
However, our insight into developmental mechanisms is not usually sufficient
for us to predict the fyII:set of causal linkages. We are liable to do as
illustrated in Figure B-1, and associate some subset of Ai with the achieve-
ment of c]. As shown by the heavy dashed lines in Figure B-1, the c¢ritical

variables observed by our USAID experimenter were A3 and AS’ leading to the

simplified hypothesis:
(A;, Ag)—> C;

Clearly, there is a good chance that the experiment .of providing A3 and A5
as outputs will not resylt in attaining our goal. We have ignored the
implicit hypotheses in the chain. If we provide A3 and A5 but fail to
achieve B]’ we must look for the implicit éonnecting events (e.g., A4 and
A10) as well as the assumptions as to the availability of other Ai (e.qg.,
A]z)‘ For testing goal attainment, we must even consider issues not

clearly related to the project -~ Ag———%'B4 in the example shown.

- Gy o Gan G G AR N r aE el
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FIGURE B-1. Our Developmental Hypotheses Impose Order and Need Not Fully
Comprehend Causality
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EXHIBIT O
DESCRIPTION OF FRY CONSULTANTS' PROGRAMS

AND DATA FILES DEVELOPED UNDER CONTRACT NO. AID/csd 2510

Data Files

1.

NESA1 contains data from 103 PARs from the NESA region with 124 data
elements per PAR. Data can be punched onto standard 80 column cards
with two cards per PAR; columns 1-13 contain the project ID number

and column B0 is reserved for a card identification code.

LATAM contains data from 73 PARs from the Latin America region.

Otherwise identical to NESAT.

EASIA contains data from 55 PARs from the East Asia Region. Otherwise
identical to NESAT.

AFRICA contains data from 90 PARs from Africa. Otherwise identical to

NESAT.

FRYSAM contains data from 43 projects visited by Fry Consultants that
had submitted PARs. PAR process is described and analyzed on the third

card of each record. Data is confidential. 182 data elements for each

. project, Project ID card in same format as above.

Computer Programs

1.

FRYSOR is a program written in FORTRAN to calculate frequency distributions
and correlations. The program allows the user to enter conversationally
the following: the country of interest; ability to restrict analysis to
the PARs with prespecified responses {up to 7) on any one of 124 variables
théreby excluding responses that are.meaningless.or uninteresting;

selecting any single variable as the dependent variabie and the Y responses

to be included in the analysis; selecting several independent variables
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1
2 gre
3z

s

(up to 9) and the responses to be included for these variables. The
computer program computes and prints -1- the frequency distribution
for the dependent variable and for each independent variable, -2- the
frequency of-each respense és a percentage of-the tetal response for
the variable; -2~ the corre]aiion between dependent variable and each

of the independent variables.

This program is designed to calculate the frequency.of responses to
all quantifiable items in the PAR and to calculate the correlation of

"overall achievement” with other items in the PAR.

Constraints -- 100 observations

FRYLAB is a file of 182 labels for variables used in analysis of PARs.
LABLOD is a program which ties FRYLAB 1abéls to the‘other programs .

FRYTAB is a program written in FORTRAN To produce a %able with up to

7 levels of response for a dependent variable as column headings and with

up to three responses per independent variable as row headings. The

~ program will produce a table with one set of column headings and up to

10 independent variables with all variables and response Tevels Tabeled.

The country of interest may be selected by country code. The program

also calculates and prints -1- the total number of PARs ‘n each all of the

table (i.e.., each Tevel of response for dependent and for .independent variabies)
and -2- the total number of PARs in each row:of the table; i.e., all PARs with
a given response on the independent.variable (T1ike.N on itéﬁ;_;).which also

have any of the acceptable resbonses-on the dependent variable. This

X
TR N Oy a Ul O DD B O O N B e
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program is designed to analyze the pattern of responses to overall
achievement as the dependent variable in veTlation to other items in the

PAR which can be quantified.
LabeTs are printed for all variables; see FRYLAB and LABLOD.

CORS03 is the program in source Tanguage from which COR128 and COR182
are derived. Modifications of COR128.for other Agency users can be
made most readily from CORSO3 rather than from the object Tanguage

version described below.

COR128 is a program in machine language to calculate-and print a cross
tabulation with expected. values..and correlations using data from the

PAR. The program is designed to read data files with up.to 128.

variables per PAR on two cards. COR182 is an alternative version to

read 182 variables on three cards for each PAR with the additional
variables being descriptors of the PAR preparation process; all subsequent
remarks refer to both versions. These programs are the most refined

products of our programming efforts to date and the ones most Tikely to

- be useful for further analysis of the PAR.

COR128 provides the following features: -1- ability to select a country

by country code {or to use a region or the whole world); -2- select any
variable as dependent variable with levels of response as column headings

for a cross tabulation (maximum of 7 responses plus all other responses auto-
matically grouped together in the "other" column); -3- selection of up to 10
independent variables in a single run with up to 9 levels of respense for each
independent variéb]e as row headings. (Unspecified responses are automatically

groupad together in a row for "other" responses to the independent variable.)
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~4- 311 variables are labeled in the print-out; see FRYLAB and FRYLOD;
-5- table headings are printed with output; -6- the row total and the
expected value of Y (the_ dependent variable) for the row (one response
to the independent variable X) are calculated and printed with PARs

in the "other" column-ignored; -7- the .expected value of X for each
colum (a response Tevel of Y) is calculated and printed ignoring the
“other" row; -8- the correlation of X with Y is calculated excluding
any PAR in either the "other" row or the "other" columm. The number

of observations used to calculate the correlation is printed.

COR128 is designed to analyze the association between "overall achievement"
rating from the PAR (Y) and other items in the PAR which can be quantified
(X) and might plausibly be related to the successfulness of TA projects.
The program can be used to analyze intercorrelations among the items in

the PAR. COR182 has been used to do the same kind of analysis with
variables. The program is presently designed for use at a time-sharing

gomputer terminal.

FRPUNZ is a program to retrieve the project ID numbers of PARs with given
" characteristics and to print the ID. numbers. The program can be used to
punch these numbers into 80 column cards for input into another computer
program. It can also be modified to print the entire data record about
the PARs selected. The program is written in FORTRAN for use with the
PAR data files with up te 128 variables on two cards per PAR. FRYPUN will
punch the ID numbers as wé]] as print them; FRYPUN has not- been used yet.:
" FRPUN2 is useful for data-retrieval, for-de-bugging of the data files and

merging Fry data files with:.other data about the same projects from the ACS
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or from other documents. FRPUN2 allows the following features:. -1~ the PARs
selected may be restrieted to those with several different characteristics

{5 maximum) -- the-selected PARs-must have all of the characteristics

requested (i.e., A and B and C and, etc.); -2- country selection or

region or world with country code; -3- the acceptable responses on each
of the selection variables may differ from one variable to another; i.e.,

5-7 on variable A and 1 on variable B and 1 on variable C and, etc.

FRYCD3 merges data from the PAR with data about the PAR process for
creating the FRYSAM file.

COR182 is a variation of COR128 for processing the FRYSAM file. See
the description of COR128 above.
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APPENDIX A

SOME REPRESENTATIVE (VERBATIM) COMMENTS OF INTERVIEWS: "QUOTABLE QUOTES®

Our assessments of AID project evatuation and project management are based
largely on personal interviews -- approximately 300 in-depth interviews
and conversations with several hundred others during overseas conferences
and at presentations in AID/W. We repeat here, verbatim, what we feel

to be comments representative of those 500-600 people. We recognize

two deficiencies, however. First, we necessarily can quote only the

more articulate respondents. This is a particular problem in capturing
the flavor of interviews with host personnel and to some extent of
interviews with technicians. Second, we can quote only those ideas that

couid be expressed in a sentence or two.

A. ON-SITE INTERVIEWS

1. Director and Program Office

"People in AID are basically lazy and simply not used to question-
ing their assumptions.

“"Lack of reporting is not fear of informing, but not wanting to
make a lot of extra work.

"Everything was behind schedule, but the commodities were ordered
anyway. That jumped out at me.

"The PAR was one of the things that signaled that eventually we
would de-obligate the funds, even though the commodities had
been purchased and were on the docks.”
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“PAR is not a decision document; the PAR records and documents an
evaluation.

“1f the PAR was not going to Washington, we would have more precise
statements of the questions and issues which were not yet resolved.

"P on the PAR means satisfactory.

"The issues are an in-house matter. They are not dirty Tinen to
be aired.

"1 believe in getting your own house in order first.
"T don't want to be harrassed with questions from AID, Washington.
"Is a PROP to support a project, or the contract under that project?

"But remember, conceptually, we have no projects, we only support
the host.

"The Deputy Director strongly supports evaluation, and I know
it's important, but I'm not sure just what I'm expected to do.

"PAR takes a special effort on everyone's part to be useful.
“It's 1ike filling out a medical history form. You may fill it

out accurately, but you don't ever think of changing your life
because of anything that is written there.

"?AR diffuses rather than concentrates attention on the key
issues.

"Even though I don't like this particular document too much, it

sort of gives me a handle on discussing things with the technician.

"That contract is involved in politics and you have to be aware
of the realities.

"You can't use the PAR to club the technicians or they will clam
up on you. ' '

"I would hate to see the procedure for using the PAR standardized;
however, from what I hear about the evaluation. practices in a nearby
country, I would be willing to accept standardization if that was
necessary to whip country into Tine.

"%t may take you some work, but I would certainly appreciate
it if you would send me a copy of any interesting ideas from
other countries about how they use the PAR.”
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"I take the minutes at the panel meetings. I try to boil it down
rather than complete stenographic text. It's necessary to tone
down the discussion somewhat because these minutes are read by
the Ambassador, the State Department, too.

“The Missijon Director heads the panel meeting. He tells them
everytime that candor is the name of -the game.

"You just can't say such strong things in the written PAR.

“The contract team was not doing any training at all. They weren't
even interested in training. As a result of the panel meeting
they have agreed now that they will go ahead with tra1n1ng and
we will follow up to make sure they do it.

"We had to do the ( ) project PAR Twice. There is only one
in the book of course, but the first one was done and we had a
panel discussion and decided we should talk with the contractor's
representative and then do a second PAR.

"I agree with all the logic of the PAR System, but it's still just
a lot of god-damned paper. If you don't 1ike what the Mission is
doing, fire the Director.

"Busiressmen from the host countvy sat in on the Private Sector
panel made a Tot of comments some of which seemed irrelevant.
Later I realized that some of them were more valuable than I
had initially thought.

"We had a member of the royal family sit on the panel on the

. He was so enthusiastic about the process that he went
out and praised it in high circles about what a wonderful thing
we wWere doing. He was enthusiastic not only &bcut the substance
of the project, but also about the evaluation process.

"The host representative almost got us into trouble because when
we got to the project, he wanted to have the Goverhor

and Cabinet Ministers participating in the panels and that
would have changed the whole nature of panel discussions from
what we wanted it to be.

“The A-One Text is very important. That is probably the only part
of the text that the Mission Director will get to read.

"I have had to focus attention on some of the mechanical details
of the PAR rather than the substantive issues in order to get
it done.

"Because of the newness of the system I thought we should focus
on project evaluation rather than programmatic aspects. After

reflection I think that that may still be the best way to do
it next year.”
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"I will be sorry to see the Regional Evaluation Officer change
jobs. It was possible to communicate with him informally to
discuss the important issues.

"We're a small mission with less than 100 people. We're small
enough that we know what we are doing and evaluation is easy.

"He's (the AID/Washington type) going to try to learn what the
project is all about. And about how the project will affect the
overall AID program,

"But in most cases, it would be unfair to AID/Washington to edit
out these comments.

“It's easy to get the {host) to pay 1ip service to any of the
ideas we may offer., It's quite another to get them to actually
do something.

"The paperwork is pointless. If you're not getting results, fire
the Director.

"Sypport to a host institution attempting to solve a problem does
not guarantee that the problem will be solved.

"What differences does the evaluation make? We can't do anything
to change what the contractor is doing.

"{ook, I've got to get those PARs done if I'm going to continue
to justify the evaluation function to the Director.

"Evaluation should be done before you start a project, not after.
Then we'1l be sure of the what and how.”

Division Chiefs and Project Personnel

“I am a technical man; every report is bad:

“The PAR made us think through projects with a 1ittle more care
than before because we had to put it down on paper..

"The PAR is an opportunity to use data processing as a management
tool to provide better management of TA activities which would
be useful at my level and above.

"The administrators around here ask you for things no technically
qualified person ever would.

"A good program officer understands the instructions the technical
people give him.”
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"The advantage of a grant is more specificity as to what you are
actually going to do.

"We had a very useful evaluation exercise performed about three
years ago. This evaluation was tremendously helpful. It didn't
tell us anything new but it focused and clarified things for us,
letting us take appropriate replanning actions.

“"Our projects are conceived to fit our specialists. We compart-
mentalize to suit existing skills and interests rather than aim
at solving problems.

“PAR, and the program memorandum, force me to sit down and think
about what the hell we were doing. It created a concern., Caused
us to go quickly to 'what the Hell should I be doing?

"Washington needs information to get money from Congress. There-
fore, information to Washington is unavoidable.

"The PPP is a waste, the PROP is valuable; PIP is a waste of time
and the PAR is good. The best thing about the PAR is it makes
you focus not only on what you, yourself are doing. You can't
put in a monthly report what is actually going on, because it
goes to universities and other Missions in the region, etc.

"The PAR is a very good idea which opens eyes to the shortfalls,
but it should be done every year.

"Evalution is a waste of time. A1l we can do is pick a course
and continue down it until something happens."

Contractors and PASAs

e Took around the country for things that we think need doing.

"We can be criticized for not making it clear what our staff
scientists do.

"A project can only be a failure if it has specific outputs that
your are going to measure it against.

"please don‘t give us more paper work.
"Nothing critical goes into a report.
"Anything that is written in Washington we won't understand.

"It may take a year after the contractor arrives to get targets
laid out.”
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"Unless we have to evaluate, there aren't many of us who will
think out what they are going to try to do for the host and
Agriculture; ... otherwise too many of us end up just taking a
two year vacation.

"I give advice to the Minister of Finance. How can you evaluate
that?

"How can I evaluate what I'm doing -- I'm here to lay low, not to
be obvious, and when times are right, then somebody can help.

"Ten years in Vietnam taught me that we'll never be able to know

whether or not we're really providing long-term benefit. Just
make an assumption about what might help and stick with it."

HOST

"Americans must provide a specialized, concentrated technique orienta-
tion of technical assistance. It must be directed at filling gaps.

"The best way to receive science aid is not to need it.

"The final decisions will be political.

"y good indicator of the success of the project is that the Americans
don't feel that they have wasted time.

"Yes, I would rather have breeding animals than an agricultural ad-
visor."

ATD/M

1. Desk and Staff

"Outside inspectors create defensive attitudes; his recommenda-
tions will be shot down.

"We will take poorer evaluations if such evaluations are more
Tiable to lead to real action.

"We encourage mission use of consultants for evaluations.

"The stated objective of the Tax project was to increase Tax
- revenue. They claimed it was a great success although Tax
revenues went down.

"PAR analysis should impact on and educate Mission Personnel
through demonstrated facts about technical assistance. Responses
to PAR to date have been 'For Christ's sake, tell us specifically
what you want!'”

/

-

H
]
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"The PAR is just supposed to stop deviations from a planned course
of action. It is not meant to be an in-depth evaluative instru-
ment.

"The PAR does not look at goal-setting in a useful way.

"The PAR is effective only if it is in a useful frame, but it does
not check the framework.

"If the PAR system needs to be done, who makes sure it is done?

"PAR is a flag, to others than the technician, that a project is
in trouble.

“It's possible to have a beautiful PAR that's meaningless, in that
it deesn’t relate to the proper PIP.

"PAR is not seen in the same light as the PROP.
"PAR is an internal management tool.
"PAR is too complicated for internal management, too complex.

"PIP is great; it helped our technicians how to get from here to
there.

"That's a good idea, the Missions need it. MWe don't -- of course.

"l et's face it -- I've written a lot more Manual Orders than I've
ever read. .

"Program office should have a greater role in commenting on the
PAR as presented to him. That is formal comment.

"Those (my) views will appear in the PAR for next year. I have
talked with the technicians there.

"The attempt to quantify i5 meaningless and dangerous. It forces
evaluation into a mold.

"The PAR should be every two or three years, not annually. It
is too early for technicians to i1l out a PAR at the beginning

of a project and every three or four years it should be a major
review.

"Every year to do a PAR is ridicuTOUﬁjwaste of time. We haven't
used it now.”
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“We have PARs, now we are getting PROPs for old projects. We
have the CFS. Now we will have three documents to compare with
each other. We could do it if we had a research staff, but we
don't.

“The PAR is more useful to the Mission than to us.

"The PAR is putting us on a wrong track. (It just looks at AID's
efforts)without taking into consideration the efforts of other
donors.

"There is a danger of AID people just correspondiﬁg with other
AID people becoming a self-perpetuating system. A man doesn't
have time to do his work."

DP/ID

“A11 the problems were known completely by everyone involved
before the PAR.

-"The existence of the PAR forced people to face up to the issue
earlier than they might have done otherwise.

"The PAR was the document which did confront the issue, probably
the first one that did and to that extent, it served a useful
purpose.

“The PAR's function can't be to reveal new truths, but to put down

issues, where we want to go and...

"The response to the‘PAR must be as thoughtful as the PAR itself.

"I have been in the Agency ten years and I don't know how to
raise the issue.

"The atmosphere is now the best it has ever been. It is possible
to produce documents about strategy for education ... innovation
in education, and they are well received.

"Because family planning is a priority program they don't feel the
need to coordinate. They have a Congressional mandate.

" has objectives sufficiently different than ours that for our
purposes they are inept. They are not interested in supervising
a spraying operation or in the program. Their qualifications re-
late to image not AID results. Good men are terminated, the
poor ones are kept.

"Thg host farmers are smart enough that if they're not buying and
using fertilizer they've got GOOD reasons for it."
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SPECIAL CASES: TERMINATING PROJECTS,
PUBLIC SAFETY PROJECTS, AND FOOD PROJECTS

The exception does test the rule, and it is worthwhile to briefly discuss
a few of the "exceptions®: that must be considered by the improved PAR

system.

1. Termminating Projects

As the basis for evaluation is to provide input to replanning, it would
appear that evaluation of temminating projects should differ from evaluation
of continuing projects. (Clearly, the replanning alternatives are con-

siderably fewer for terminating projects.)

In view of the limited replanning alternatives, evaluation of terminating
projects should be aimed at: (1) identifying problems that will require
prompt action either during the remaining term of the project or immediately
thereafter; and {2) providing information for the Mission and the AID memory,

as to the relative success and failure of the project.

It turns out that the recommended evaluation process is in every way applicable
to meeting the above requirements, and that by replacing the end-of-project
report with a PAR for a terminating project, both Mission management and AID

in general should get useful information at a relatively low cost. (Three

terminating projects are typical of those included in the sample projects
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that we studied. In ohe case, evaluation uncovered an important problem
that required USAID action before termination -- a problem the Mission

said it would have overlooked-had the evaluation not been undertaken. In

a second case, the responsible manager felt that deve15pment of the PAR

had bgen well worth the cost because of the insight it had given him into
that particular type of project. In the‘third case, none.of the responsible

parties were at the Mission, and the PAR was of no value to anyone.)

Evaluation should consider not only whether the desired outputs occurred
(assuming presence of the inputs), but also how -- exploring the specific
mechanisms of development. For a terminating project., the evaluation process
- should not be substantially different. The first question still is, "did
the hypothesis hold up?" The second questions is, "“if our hypothesis did
not hold up, or even if it did, are there specific development mechanisms

or input-output relationships that we have observed?"

Although the evaluation process for a terminating project should not differ
. Tfrom the PAR process, the emphasis of the report should differ in three

important regards:

1. The report to AID/W is intended specifically as an analysis of
the project for use by the AID (and the Mission) memory. Emphasis
must be on proof and disproof of development hypotheses, and

indications of approaches that did and did not work.

2. The significance dialogue is replaced by the simple question "what

objectively verifiable results were there?" Those results then

—
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should be compared to the hoped-for results, providing a basis

for developing input-to-purpose causality.

3. Replanning implications are irrelevant except that the analyst
might want to point out alternatives that might have worked
better and to recommend a subsequent evaluation be undertaken

sufficiently in the future to assess long-term impact of the project.

There is a special case of a terminating project, in which the Project
Manager is told to close down his project as soon as possible. In this
case, the evaluation can help define targets of opportunity -- that is,
"what reasonable outputs can I expect to produce within the shortest possible

time and with no additional resource expenditures?"

2. Public Safety Projects

There has been some speculation that because public safety programs are

controlled from AID/W with a firm Tline of communication from the Missions

- to AID/W, that the evaluation requirement be relaxed or eliminated for

public safety projects.

Recognizing our design criterion that the evaluation process must above all
be useful to the Mission, we strongly recommend that public safety projects
be included within the PAR system. The quality of communication between
public safety project management and the Mission Director is not always
adequate. The PAR requirement, although hardly resolving that issue, has

allowed the Mission Director to focus his communications with the public
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safety Project Manager and to influence, if not control, the course of

public safety projects.

In short, if the Mission Director is to bear responsibility for public
safety projects, or is to even stay informed about public safety projects,

imposition of the PAR requirement should assist him.

3. Food Projects

The fundamental question for food projects is just who is managing them --
the Mission, AID/W, the voluntary agent, or the host? It is our recommenda-
tion that the Mission manage food projects, and that food projects be subject
to the PROP, PIP, and PAR requirements. This is based upon evidence that

food projects can be managed by the Missions.

However, if Mission management is not to be allowed to take replanning actions
for food projects, then there is in fact no point to imposing the documenta-

tion requirements on the Mission. The Mission should be relieved of manage-

~ment responsibility and given the food officer billet for'1§$ own use.

Manaéement of food projects can then be made the rgspppsibi]i;y of AID/N‘
or directly of voluntary agencies, subject to audit and revigw’by AID/W

personnel.

On the few brojects we observed, both the USAID and ATD/W Teft themselves
to bé‘ihtermediariés between vo]untéry agencies and sources of food. Their
replanhing actions were sufficiently limited that AID personnel were some-

what redundant.

e -
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However, it is our opinion that the PROP-PIP-PAR concept is worth extending
to any project -- whether it be managed by AID/W, the Voluntary Agency,

or the USAID. (Extending the system to include Voluntary Agency managers
might help upgrade their management skills -- an important USAID function

was helping the Voluntary Agencies manage and control their efforts.)

In any event, it is our recommendation that at Teast one aspect of the
improved project evaluation system be extended to food projects. Every
food project should have an end-of-project status, a clear statement as
to when and how we can verify that the original purpose of the project has

been achieved.
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~ GOALS DEFINED FOR FRY SAMPLE PROJECTS

AGRICULTURE

1. a. To achieve self-sufficiency in wheat and other cereal produc-
tion by 1962 as a basis for agricultural development.

b. To develop a capability for sustained and steady increased
growth of output after 1970 at a rate greater than the popula-
tion increase.

c. To improve the profitability of crops and livestock and increase
farm income.

d. To modify crop and livestock production patterns and improve

product quality (to a Tevel acceptable to world trade) which
will save and/or earn foreign exchange.

2. Increase rate of economic development.
3. Increase in agricultural production in the short and long run.

4. a. Assist host to achieve self-sufficiency in food preduction.

b. Help achieve adequate supply and distribution of essential
agricultural inputs, accompanied by the appropriate technology.

c. Help develop the indigenous institutions, technical skills and
management capability necessary to assure the full application
-0of these inputs.

d. Help develop appropriate processing, marketing and distribution
mechanisms for the agricultural products.
5. a. Assist host to achieve self-sufficiency in food production.

b. Help achieve adequate supply and distribution of essential
agricultural inputs, accompanied by the appropriate technology.

c. Help develop the indigenous institutions, technical skills,
and management capability necessary to assure the full applica-
tion of agricultural inputs.
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Help develop appropriate processing, marketing and distribu-
tion mechanisms for the agricultural products.

Assist host to achieve self-sufficiency in food production.

Help achieve adequate supply and distribution of essential
agricultural inputs, accompanied by the appropriate technology.

Help develop the indigenous institutions, technical skills and
mangement capability necessary to assure the full application
of agricultural inputs.

Help develop appropriate processing, marketing and distribution
mechanisms for the agricultural products.

Build production-oriented Ag. Ext. Service keyed to develop-
mental needs. )

Assist farmers to improve their lot through increased production,
improved health self-care, and household management.

Upgrade host Ag. Ext. agency to self-sustaining level.

Raise agricultural production and income of farmers and
villagers.

Increase farmer's efficiency of using land and water resources
without effecting a decline in these resources.

(Assist and train) host technicians to launch an effective
program of scil and water conservation in the NE, but applicable
nation-wide.

Assist in accelerated program of soil survey, land classification,
and soil interpretation; assist all segments of the host Govern-
ment but especially those associated with agricultural develop-
ment.

Assist host to diversify regional agricultural production.
Assist host to expand and develop livestock production using
such products of diversified agriculture as corn, grain sorghum,

and protein rich crops.

Assist host to teach farmers in region to provide better health
care and improve nutrition for livestock.
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10. a. Achieve economic growth in Agr. Sector of at Jeast 5%.
b. Modernize Agr. production and marketing.

€. Provide system to furnish farmers with adequate wholesale
market administration.

d. Increase efficiency of agricultural marketing system and
increase producer's income.

11. a. More active participation in local and regional institutions
by less privileged segments of the population to obtain more
influence in the country's economic, social, and political life.

b. More equitable distribution of income.

12. a. Increase per capita agricultural production so as to achieve
a 5% annual increase in value of agricultural output by 1972.

b. Develop the policy and institutional framework, including
trained manpower resources, required for sustained increases
in agricultural output.

INDUSTRIES

1 a. To fully develop by June 30, 1971, the capability of the indus-
trial center to serve as the focal point and catalyst in private
sector participation in national development.

b. To provide technical and promotional services developing and
publicizing available economic opportunities in order to
attract private capital.

c. To increase productivity of existing industry by furnishing the
necessary technical assistance and know-how.

d. To encourage the necessary institutional and legal reforms
necessary to establish a favorable investment climate.

TRANSPORTATION

1. a. To create international connections by access to and egress from.
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To create economic growth within the country.

To bring cultural and social growth into outlying districts.
To contribute to economy, security, and stability of country
through development and maintenance of an adequate national

highway system.

To assure adequate and reliable ground transportation is avail-
able for host and USAID programs. i

* To develop capable, competent host highway department.

Improvement of host administration capability in Labor Adminis-
tration.

Assistance to economic development committee program planning
and coordination.

Agricultural production.

Industrial production.

Assist the host to create programs that will inform, educate and
motivate 90 percent of the reproductive age married population
currently estimated at 110 million couples, to become family
planning acceptors.

Assist the host to provide family planning services -- clincal
and non-clincial -- for these couples.

Assist in training and equipping the family planning personnel
necessary to carry out these activities.

Assist to measure and appraise all phases of the family planning
program, the declared ultimate goal of which is to reduce the
country's annual rate of population increase from an estimated
2.5 percent to 1.5 percent as soon as possible.
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Assist the host to create programs that will inform, educate,
and motivate 90% of the reproductive age married population,
currently estimated at 110 million couples, to become family
planning acceptors.

Assist the host to provide family planning services,clincial
and non clinical - for these couples.

Assist the host to train and equip the family planning personnel
necessary to carry out these activities.

Assist the host to measure and appraise all phases of the family
planning program, the declared ultimate goal of which is to
reduce the country's annual rate of population increase from an
estimated 2.5% to 1.5% as soon as possible.

To increase the intake and absorption of essential nutrients
by vulnerable segments of the population to decrease human
malnutrition and thereby increase the productivity of human
resources for more effective development purposes.

To develop an integrated primary and secondary school curriculum
with supporting textbooks and other teaching materials which will
equip students with skills and attitudes enabling them to be
productive citizens and responsible Teaders in a modern economy
and a democratically oriented society, and which will also pre-
pare qualified students to continue their education in appropriate
institutions of higher learning.

To develop the organizational framework and personnel of the
ministry of education, so that it may be able to plan and admini-
ster a modern, well-rounded national system of education with
reasonable capacity to meet the growing demand for economic,
social and political development.

To develop an integrated, efficiently administered, self-sustaining
national university dedicated to training leaders with special
emphasis on agriculture, education and engineering.

3. a.
b.
c.
d.

4,

EDUCATION

1. a.
b.

20

3.

Upgrade education to meet needs of modern industrial society.
Emphasis on science and technology.
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Upgrade educational system to meet needs of modern industrial
society.. Emphasis on science and technology at the higher
education level.

Assist host to develop educated people needed by government and
business.

L4

To assist host in responding to Tegitimate needs of rural popu-
lace in such a manner as to assimilate them into nation.

To assist in establishing host as language of instruction.

To assist in adapting education system to needs.of agricultural
economy.

Assist host to develop educated people needed by government and

business.

Assist host in responding to legitimate needs of rural pupulace
in such a manner as to assimilate them into nation.

Assist in establishing language of instruction.

Assist in adapting educatjonal system to needs of agricultural
economy. '

To assist host to develop educated personnel for government and

business.

To assist host to meet legitimate needs of rural populace in
such a manner as to assimilate them into the nation.

To assist in establishing language of instruction.
To assist host to adapt education system to needs of agricultural
economy.

Human Resources development.

To stimulate the expansion and improvement of host higher educa-
tion system through developing programs in vital areas, particu-
larly at the graduate level.

Increasing the number and improving the quality of trained econo-
mists to help meet host development requirements.

’

n g -
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10. a. To develop in host country modern institutions and responsible
leadership which will set the priorities and make the hard
decisions essential to the modernization of the society.

b. To assist host to achieve the social goals defined in such

fields as education, housing, manpower development, health,
Tand tenure, and work opportunities.

PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION/PUBLIC SAFETY

11. a. Modernization of policies and operations of certain financial
institutions.

b. Establish new financial institutions to meet requirements of
business and industry.

¢. Develop housing finance, increased savings, and available
house units.

~d. Promote growth of Credit Union movement and cooperative housing.

12, a. Provide increased revenues for national development.

b. Through more equitable and efficient administration of the tax
function, increase the cooperation and support of host tax-
payers in achieving the government's development objectives.

13. Establish envivonment sufficiently free from criminal and sub-
versive influence to allew the continuation of political
stability and the development of a democratically-oriented
society.

14, Increase central government savings.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

1. a. To contribute to the improvement of the Tevels of 1iving of
the population.

b. To assist the host to establish a mutually confident relation-
ship between itself and the people.
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To contribute to host security.

To support the accelerated rice production program.

To raise standard of living.
To assist host establish rapport with the people.

Develop high yield wells for dry season irrigation.

C.I.
Increase family income.
Strengthen local self-government.

Increase capacity and willingness of cehtral government to res-
pond to village development requirements.

Develop local Teaders.

Creation of regional planning capability.
Development of interministerial coordination.

Alteration of resource priorities and transfer of resources to
NE.

Short-term mitigation of malnutrition and undernutrition among
chitdren of school and pre-school age.

Mobilization of local resources for community self-help
activities.

Participation in feeding programs and nutrition education by
private organizations and agencies.

Develop, in rural communities, a broad base of activist leader-
ship elements motivated toward change and modernization, posses-
sing the necessary organizational and managerial skills, and
willing to press community demands and interests with the
government and vested interests.

Establish productive, self-sufficient local enterprises and
community associations utilizing modern techniques and practices,

-l -y e
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involving popular participation, and reinforced wherever
possible by regional groupsings and "untied" government
. Support.

Reduce, to extent possible, Tong-range effects of malnutrition
on school-age children.

Through provision of food to workers and dependents, assist
community development and early stages of colonization.

PRIVATE ENTERPRISE/OTHER

The adoption of government policies and enactment of legislation,
where necessary, which will be conducive to the growth of the
private sector and foster a more favorable investment climate.

The formation, establishment and development of financial and
service institutions, needed to promote and accelerate indus-
trial growth.

The mobilization of private capital resources to increase foreign
exchange eamings, facilitate the savings of foreign exchange
through import substitution, or provide for the better utiliza-
tion of indigenous resources.

To increase the area's annual production acreage through more
efficient use of available water and Tand, with primary present
emphasis on preparations for the project, and by working towards
completion of on-farm development commencing with the

Preparation of project development pTlanning reports.

Training personnel in construction, supply, engineering, and
project operations and maintenance, so that competent organiza-
tions can be developed {0 manage and complete the project.
Developing the capability to do Tand betterment feasibility
analyses.

To increase USAID efficiency and foster more stable and respec-

ted host.

To aid in developing host manpower planning and utilization capa-
bility.

To assist host in coordinating various manpower development donors.

|
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APPENDIX D

A MODIFIED PROP MANUAL ORDER

An initial draft of a recommended revision to the PROP Manual Order is
included in this Appendix. The style as well as the content have been
revised in accord with our recommendation that the Manual Orders provide
concepts and policy guidance in preference to detailed instructions.

We have left open the question as to whether and how the specific
format of the PROP should be revised, as the recommended evaluation
improvements or be effected as long as the enclosed contract require-
ments are enforced.

Our recommendations for revision of the project asvaluation process
and the PAR are in no way dependent upon changes in the.PROP.
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DRAFT MODIFICATION OF THE PROP MANUAL ORDER

A. THE NONCAPITAL PROJECT PAPER (PROP) AND
PRELIMINARY PROJECT PROPQSAL {PPP)

1. What is the PROP?

The noncapital project paper (PROP} plans and provides-the rationale.for

noncapital projects. It provides the basis for project authorization and

should be periodically (general annually) updated as required to reflect the

most current thinking on the project.

The preliminary project proposal (PPP) is an informal PROP submission

submitted to elicit AID/W reaction or permit advance budget-year planning.

2. What Must the PROP Contain?

The PROP must contain clear statement as to why a project is being undertaken,
how we will know when the project purpose has been achieved, the specific
outputs that will be produced,and the specific inputs that are to be

provided.

The design of a noncapital project can be viewed as a series of connected

statements of the following kinds:

1. The USAID can manage a selected set of inputs to produce a pre-

established set of outputs;

2. Achieving that set of outputs will result in some project purpose;

-\ - ‘
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i}

3. Achieving that project purpose will impact on a higher goal

established by the programming process.

The PROP must clearly spell-out and differentiate between inputs, outputs,

project purpose, and higher goals.

B. THE PROJECT DESIGN FRAMEWORK

To establish the project design, the following questions must by answered:

1. Why is the project being undertaken? What do we hope for as the
terminal result of our activities, in terms of benefits that we

expect to persist beyond our own efforts?

The "why" of a project is_answered at two levels. At the first
level are the higher goals of the project -- the macro-scale
changes established by country-level programming and strateqy
considerations. At the second level are the specific changes to
be created by the project itself. These specific changes are

the project purpose.

2. How will we know when the project is over? This question examines
project purpose to establish objectively verifiable indications
that the project has been successfully qonc]uded. If we are
building an institution, then we must find a way of objectively
verifying the institutions' capability to (1) successfully fulfill
its intended function, and (2) persist without further external

intervention. The basic question of "how will we know if the
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project has been successfully concluded" is kev to the PROP.
To firmly establish this key to project design, we define the
term "end-of-project" status, to represent the state and condition

of affairs to be expected upon successful conclusion.

What specific outputs do we propose to achieve in order to reach our

end-of-project status?

The USAID Praject Manager in effect agrees to manage certain levels
and types of inputs to achieve explicit outputs, the achievement

of which it is expected will result in achieving the project purpose.
Therefore, it is of utmost importance to make explicit the type,
quality, and level of outputs to be provided through the project.
This explicitness will both allow us to examine the project's
efficiency, in terms of input resources required to achieve the
outputs, énd effectiveness/significance in-terms of the extent

to which achieving those outputs does in fact advance us toward

the project purpose.
What are the explicit inputs required to achieve the project purpose?

As part of the planning process, the_type and qﬂantity of resources
to be consumed by the project must be made expiicit. Project design
should include statements as to how these inputs will be managed to
achieve the required outputs. Howeber, detailed scheduling of inputs

may be deferred until the development of Project Implementation Plan

(PPP}. Scheduling of oufbuts for the projeht must be included within

- e .
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the PROP, using the PIP, Part 2 tabulation. (Refer to Manual
Order 10_. ). If the Project Implementation Plan has been sufficiently
thought-through at the time of the PROP, it is desirable to forward

the Project Implementation Plan to AID/W and incorporate in the PROP i

/

by reference.

C. THE MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK: MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Having established the design of the project, the PROP must then indicate the
way in which Mission management tends to measure prodress against the established
plan. That progress should be periodically measured {and reported on in the

Project Appraisal Report or PAR} in four separate dimensions:

1. 'Provision of inputs. Using the PIP, Part 1 schedule, provision

of inputs should be clearly stated and scheduled. (The PIP, Part 1
schedule should be incorporated in the PROP by forwarding it to

AID/W within 90 days of project approval,) It is a basic responsibility
of project management to ensure that the inputs are provided as

needed, and project management should enlist AID/W assistance where

required.

2. Clarification of outputs. Using the Pip, Part 2 schedule, outputs

should be clearly delineated and methods for measuring or objectively
verifying achievement of output targets clearly established in the
PROP. The Project Manager agrees to produce outputs, and manages

his inputs to that effect. It is of critical importance that project,
Mission, and AID/W management can objectively verify that outputs

have or have not been produced as scheduled. Tt must be remembered
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that outputs are distinct from inputs. The Mission provides and

manages inputs to result in outputs.

3. Project purpose and end-of project status. Project management must

clearly establish how we will demonstrate, upon successfuil completion
of the project, that end-of-project status has been achieved. Often
this will be a difficult task. Just as we must distinguish between
input and output, so outputs cannot be measured to demonstrate end-
of-project status. Rather, management must establish indicators that
will enable objective and independent vérification that the ﬁroject
has been concluded. Means of verification must be clearly established

in advance -- that is, in the PROP. Further, the PROP must indicate

4. Progress toward higher goals. Progress toward higher goals will not

be typically measured as part of the project monitoring an evaluation

process. However, the PROP must clearly identify just what higher h
goals the project purpose is aimed at, and to the extent possible

establish means of objectively verifying whether or not those higﬁer

goals are being achieved. Although analysis of that achievement is .
something that is properly performed as part of the Mission programming

reviews, objectively verifiable statements of achievement should be

included within the project framework.

D. REVISIONS

-

The PROP is intended as a life-of-project document in that one-time AID/W

-
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how progress toward end-of-project status can be periodically assessed. ]I
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approval should be sufficient. However, it is important that the project
documentation, the most important single element of which is the PROP, reflect
a current view of project circumstances and intent. Therefore, the PROP

should be updated annually to reflect the most current thinking on the project.
The Project Appraisal Report (PAR) should be used to inform AID/W that a PROP
revision is to be required; the revised PROP then should be submitted not later
than 30 days after Mission reprogramming. Two types of revisions are established.
Class 1 revisions, involving substantial alteration of the project, will re-
quire AID/W approval. Class 2 changes, which may be submitted as required,
involve changes in internal desian or logic and do not require AID/W approval.
Specific criteria for differentiating between Class 1 and Class 2 changes are

as follows:

Class 1 changes. Class 1 changes are difinitively any changes that

require prior AID/W approval. As the basic project design is aimed at
achieving a specific project purpose, changes in that project purpose
and/or the way of measuring the end-of-project status must be considered

Class 1 changes.

The only mandatory Class 1 changes are those that change end-of-project
status. However, as part of the PROP review process, additional Class 1
changes can be established., Thus, the Mission PROP should identify those
portions of the PROP that may be changed only with prior AID/W approval.
AID/W may then counterpropose Class 1 changes, but in no circumstances
should Class 1 changes be established that would constrain the Mission's
ability to manage and allocate its input resources to achieve established

outputs. To the extent possible, the AID/W - Mission dialogue should
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center around the intended results of the project rather than the means

of accomplishment.

Two types of changes are necessarily of the Class 1 type;
(1) changes in the end-of-project status or the way of objectively
verifying that status; and

(2) changes in the expected date of achieving end-of-project status.

Class 2 changes. Class 2 changes are those that do not require prior

AID/W approval and should constitute by far the bulk of the PROP changes.
Changes in country circumstance, management of resources, and other input-
oriented changes should always be Class 2 changes, not requiring prior
AID/W approval. Although changes in output targets are not necessarily
Class 1 changes, any such changes must be forwarded to AID/W either in

the PAR or by resubmitting the PIP, Part 2, table.

E. FORMAT OF THE PROP

(This is an insert after item B8 of paragraph 6 format of Manual Order 1025.1)

Where the project agreement between the host and the U. S. meet the substantive
requirements of the PROP, a draft ProAg may be submitted under a PROP cover-
sheet. That coversheet should contain the information already designated for
the first page of the PROP plus a statement of any differences between the U.S.
and the host country objectives, providing the clear relationship between the
project and Mission programming. The coversheet should also identify those

ProAg revisions that would be categorized as "Class 1"PROP changes.

JlN S S N T =
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EXHIBIT 1:

EXHIBIT 2:

EXHIBIT 3:

EXHIBIT 4:

EXHIBIT 5:

EXHIBITS

INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR OBTAINING AID/W AND FIELD QPINIONS ON
PROJECTS

INTERVIEW GUIDE SUMMARIZING AID/W PERCEPTION OF PROJECTS

DEBRIEFING SHEET SUMMARIZING THE PAR PROCESS

DEBRIEFING SHEET SUMMARIZING CHARACTERISTICS OF USAID
PERSONNEL INTERVIEWED

DEBRIEFING SHEET FOR ASSESSING PAR USE RELATIVE TO
CRITICAL SYSTEM DESIGN CRITERIA




EXHIBIT 1: INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR OBTAINING AID/W AND FIELD OPINIONS ON PROJECTS
(FILLED OUR BY FRY INTERVIEWERS)

INTERVIEW GUIDE

Mission:
Project Title:
Project Nuwmber:

Interviewee: -

I. General Opinions

A. Validity of objectives (where possible, specify data on which

opinions are based):

B. Feasibility of project:

C. Soundness of project design:

D. Capability of contractor and USAID persommel:

E. Project shortfalls:

F. Valuable aspects:

G. Relevance of issues discussed in PAR:




Mission:

Project Title:

Project Number:

Interviewee:

II. Specific Opinions

A, DObjectives

B.1
B.2

B.3

Broaden to be more significant
Leave as is

Narrow to make more achievable

B. Project Timing

C.l Phase-out
c.2 Shoréen term of project
C.3 Leave as noted on PAR
C.4 Stretch out to embrace longer term
C.5 Revise internal scheduling
C. Funding
D.1 Give more $, if possible
D.2 Support as requested
D.3 Reduce $ to enhance efficiency
D.4 Lower $ priority
D.5 Cancel funding

D. PAR-Oriented

(Repeat IV-B of PAR) - page 9

EXHIBIT 1
PAGE 2 OF 3

(if not specifically responded to in answering above)
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EXHIBIT 1
PAGE 3 OF 3
Mission:
Projéct Title:
Project Number:
Interviewee:;
I1I. Action Recommended v

Interviewees should be requested to choose one of the following

actions or suggest one not listed,.

A. Act as Mission requested
B. Imnitiate in-depth evaluation

. Request further information for Mission

Cc
D. Suggest funding modification (1eve1_£:7 or Priority / / )-
E

. Other (specify)

Iv. Initial Action t¢ Implement Recommendations

A. Forward recommendation to desk

B. Forward recommendation to others in AID/W, besides desk,

including:

- C., Contact Mission Method:

D. Other:

V. Follow-up Implementation Action

(Trace actual or expected course of events following initial acti on

to implement recommendation.)




ATD/W SUMMARY

roject Title:

BXHIBIT 2

oject Number:

INTERVIEW GUIDE SUMMARIZING AID/W PERCEPTION

oF PROJECTS (RASED ON EXHIRIT 1)

L)
&
. &
& & &
Ay ¥ )
S & & %
NG © &
ér C? a* d?
é& é¥ Q° 6;

A. Objectives Valid? ...........

B, Project Feasible? ..cvvavuires

C. Project Desipgn Sound?

-------

D. Contractor and USAID Per-

sonnel Capable? ....evvecennn

E. Project Shortfalls? ........

F. Valuable Aspects?

G. Issues Discussad in PAR

Relevant? ceieevsrinestansansns

on WS S5 ECIENTIEE R e d NSl GREERASENNIGNS ﬁ -
L
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o
o
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o
=
o
=
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o

1.
Significant? ....... Ceeercean

2. Leave As Is?

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

Objectives

3. Narrow To Make More

‘ Achievable? (iiviviiiiennanna

;

1. Phase-ocut?

LR A I R S S I I B

2. Shorten Term of Project? ....

3. Leave As Noted On PAR? ......

4; Stretch Qut To Embrace
Longer Term? ..eiesareccnccas

Project Timing—

5. Rewvise Internal Scheduling?..

1. Give More §, If Possible? ...

2. Support As Requested? .......

3. Reduce § To Enhance
Efficiency? .ivviiviivinnnann

Funding

4, Lower § Priority¥? .civvsvenss

5. Cancel Funding? .....e00cv0.e

———




AID/W SUMMARY - Page Two

EXHIBIT 2

PAGE 2 OF 2

ACTION RECOMMENDED

IT1

D. Agree With IV~B of PAR? .....

Long-Term

4. Act as Mission Requested? ...

B. Initiate In-depth
Evaluation? ....ievvecicancen

C. Request Further Information

From Mission? ..cviivninsnvas

D. Suggest Funding Modification:
Level? Liiiieeeinnnccninnenennns
Priority? iiiviiicriccnnnnnen

E. Other? .. ... i iiiiiiiinnnns

A. Act as Mission Requested? ...

B. Initiate In-depth

Evaluation? .......... cassase

C. Request Further Information
From Mission? ....oeeecernenss

D. Suggest Funding Modification:
Level? .. cverennneirennnarnnnnns

Priority? ....

. Other?

LR N R N LT B R R A
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EXHIBIT 3: DEBRIEFING SHEET SUMMARIZING THE PAR PROCESS

PROJECT NO.

129 1.0 WHO FILLED OUT, OR BORE MAJOR RESPONSIBILITY FOR FILLING OUT PAR:

1.1 Technician 7
1.2 Project Manager yavi
1.3 Technical Division Chief / /7
1.4 PEQ or Program Office Yyl
1.5 Other 7
130 _ 1.6 Still at Mission v

131 2.0 REFERENCE TQ PAR DOCUMENTATION

2.1 Did PAR-preparer refer to Manual Orders? Yes / 7/ No /_/

132 2.2 Did PAR preparer consult with the follgwing before forwarding
PAR to next management level:
2.2.1 Host Personnel /7

133 2.2.2 Program Qffice 7

134 2.2.3 Contractor /7

135 2.2.4 PASA L7

136 3.0 SOURCE OF PROJECT OUTPUT TARGETS

3.1 Stated by project personnel, without

recourse to other within Mission L/
137 3.2 Extracted from other documents /I 7
138 3.3 Established through dialogue within Mission / /
139 3.4 Useful dialogue resulted avi

|




EXHIBIT 3
PAGE TWO
140 4.0 SECTOR/PROGRAM GOAL
4.1 Obtained from existing Mission documentation
d 4.1.1 CFS [T
141 4.1.2 PBS [ 7
142 4.1.3 Other Yy
143 4.2 Asked or consulted with Program Office / 7
144 4.3 Useful dialogue resulted 7
145 4.4 Not clear 7
146 4.41 Other Response /7
147 4.5 Section C-1 (011):
4.5.1 States project-specific rather .
than larger goals L/
4.5.2 Appropriate goals -- larger than
project but measurabie L/ -
4.5.3 Too broad -- immeasurable or -
otherwise unrealistic /7
148 4.6 Section C-1 goals are as listed in the CFS?
Yes /7 No /_7 Qther or not verified / 7
Note: List goals for project on separate piece of
paper, with project ID.
149 9.0 EVALUATION RESULTS

5.1

Shared in part with:

S
e

5.1.1 Contractor
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EXHIRIT 3
PAGE THREE
150 5.1.2 PASA 7 -
151 5.1.3 Host government L7
152 5.1.4 Discussed at length with program office
or non-technical management L/
153 5.2 Source of evaluative findings -- who made the
original decision as to the health and prospects
of the project:
5.2.1 Technician /7
5.2.2 Project Manager Y
5.2.3 Technical Management 7
5.2.4 Program Office /I 7
5.2.5 Top Management 7
154 5.3 PAR review process -- Identify highest level of intensive
review (as opposed to perfunctory review and sign-off)
5.3.1 Project Management ;7
5.3.2 Sector Management 7
5.3.3 Multi-Sector Management /7
155 5.4 Program 0ffice/PEQ role in review:
5.4.1 Minor 7
5.4.2 Moderate 7
5.4,3 Major, tutorial I 7
5.4 4 Major, decision oriented _[::7
156 5.5 Were original project manager or technician level

evaluation findings revised as a result of discussions?

5.50 No J_/
BY WHOM:
5.5.1 Project Manager or Technician /7




5.5.2 Technical Management

5.5.3 Program Office

5.5.4 Mission Director or Deputy

EXHIRIT 3 l
PAGE FOUR ‘

J

gogl

157 6.0 CHANGES CAUSED BY EVALUATION
6.1 Means of accomph'shment modified {e.g., contractor changad, l
resources added, or approach to host modified /_/ l
158 6.2 Project replannad (e.g., outputs modified or
rescheduled) 7 '
159 6.3 Project reoriented to clarified l
higher-level objectives (goals) I 7 l
160 6.4 Change in P.M. and P.0. perceptions and
communications about project L7 '
167 6.5 No change /7 I
162 7.0 VALUE OF PAR AND PROCESS '5
7.1 Mission perception
7.1.1 Less than cost /7 l
7.1.2 Egualled cost 7
7.1.3 Exceed cost yawi l
163 7.2 Fry perception '
7.2.1 Less than cost I 7 '
7.2.2 Equalled cost 7
7.2.3 Exceed cost 7 '
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EXHIBIT 7
PAGE FIVE

8.0 ESTIMATED COST OF PAR, TO PREPARE ONLY (IN MANHOURS)

8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4

Initial preparation of narrative hours
Check 1ists hours
Explanations of check Tist items hours

Subsequent discussions hours

164

8.4.1 Total Preparers time hours

7

8.4.2 Total Preparers days days

165

8.5

Confidence in estimates On preparation time

S
J

8.5.1 Low (post facto Fry estimate)

"
S

8.5.2 Credible Estimate (Fry or P.0.)

"
S

8.5.3 High (from preparer)

166

8.6

Total cost (all persons) of PAR preparation
and discussion hours

8.6.1 Total cost: haurs
8.6.2 Total cost: days

167

8.7

Confidence 1. / 2.7 7 3./ 7

168

9.0 PAR AS AN A.I.D./W REPORT

1 =Seriously misrepresented project /]

2 =Key issue not raised in PAR;

[~
""--.l

issue made explicit but suppressed_ﬂ

3 =Key issue not raised in PAR:

4 =Subtle but significant difference

5

S
"‘"-.l

issue not made explicit in

— |
""'-.l

=Accurately described project -

no real change in perception based on
field observations /

N

169

10.0 FRY ASSESSMENT OF PROJECT
10.1 Objectives valid? Y / /




EXHIBIT 3 l

PAGE SIX

170 10.2 Project feasible? Y /T N [ 7
171 10.3 Project design sound? ’ Y [T N [ T
172 10.4 Contractor and USAID - o

personnel capable? Y/ N /S
173 10.5 Project shortfalls? Y / T N/ T
174 10.6 Valuable aspects? Y /7 N /7
175 10.7 Issues discussed in - -

PAR relevant? Y [/ N/ / 1

176 11.0 FRY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR PROJECT

11.1 Objective (Project purpose}

S~
q

11.1.1 Narrow to make more achievable

|

11.1.2 Leave as is

N

11.1.3 Broaden to be more significant

177 11.2 Timing

S~
4

11.2.1 Phase-out

|

™~
.

11.2.2 Shorten term of project

y

11.2.3 Leave as noted on PAR

.
-

11.2.4 Stretch out to embrace longer than

N

e~
.

11.2.5 Revise internal scheduling

|

178 11.3 Funding

S~
N

11.3.1 cCancel funding

||

.
S

11.3.2 Lower $ priority

o~
-

11.3.3 Reduce $, enhance efficiency

S~
4

11.3.4 Support as. requested -

|

-~
s

11.3.5 More §, if possible

r\
N
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EXHIBIT 7
PAGE SEVEN
179 12.0 IMPORTANCE OF COMMODITY INPUT FOR OVERALL SUCCESS OF THE PROJECT
12.1 Trivial or no commodities /7
12.2 Minor L7
12.3 Important 7
13.0 SUMMARIZE POTENTIALLY TRANSFERRABLE EXPERIENCE FROM SECTION IV-A
-- WHAT ARE THE KEY ISSUES FOR THIS PROJECT?
180 14.0 PROJECT EXPERIENCE AND INSIGHT OF PAR PREPARER "(VS POPULATION OF
PERSONNEL INTERVIEWED).
1. Low-bottom 20% (0-20 percentile) /7
2. Med Low (21-40 " " ) 7
3. Medium (41-€0 ey [/
4. Medium High (61-80 % " ) 7
5. High (81-100 * " ) /7
181 15.0 THE DEGREE TO WHICH MANAGEMENT ACTED IN AN HONEST AND TOUGHMINDED
WAY TO ADDRESS THE REAL ISSUES
1. Low 12:;7
2. Medium /7
3. High 7
182 16.0 DEGREE OF CONTROVERSY CAUSED BY PAR PROCESS

1. Little discussion L7
2. More than one meeting on an important issue
with persistent disagreement at project .
manager level or above [/

3. Disagreement not resclved or resolved only by
invocation of authority on an important issue
with significant investment of management time

L7
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EXHIBIT H: DEBRIEFING SHEET SUMMARIZING GiARﬁCTEPISTICg-OF USAIN PERSONMEL INTERVIEWED
(Country)

FOR:

US A_T.D., Contractor and PASA Only

(1) (2)

(3) (4) (5) (6)

(7)

(8)

(9)(10)(11)(12)(13)

Total

[EN]
=
[y
=
TYPE
1.1 USA.I.D. . « & v v v v o « v
1.2 PASA , . . . .. .. .. . e e
1.3 Contractor , ., . . .. .. ...

LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITIES

2.1 Sub-Project . . . . . . .. ..
2.2 Project.. . . . .. .. .. .. )
2.3 Sectoral. . . . ... ..,...
2,4 Mylti-Sector ., . .. . . .. . .
2.5 Program Office . . . . . . . ..
2.6 Staff/Admin, . . . . . . . . ..
TECHNICAL FIELD

3.1 Agriculture/Natural Resources. .
3.2 Industry/Mining . . . . . . . .
3.3 Transportation . . . .. . ..
3.4 Labor . . . .. ... 0. ..
3.5 Health/Sanitation. . . . . . . .
3.6 Education . . . . .. ... ..
3.7 Public Safety/Administration . .
3:8 Community Dev/Social Welfare/

Housing & Urban Dev. . . . . . .
3.9 Private Enterprise & Other . . .
MANAGEMENT EFFECTIVENESS

4,1 Good . .« « + « + v o v v
4.2 Adequate . . . . . . . ... ..
4.3 Limited . . . . . ... . L.




NATURE_OF PAR/INVOL VEMENT

(1)r£?)

(3) (4) (5) ()

(7

(8)

EXHIBIT &4

Page Two

(9)(10)(11)

12)

(13}

5.7 Procedural - « « « « « « « + « .
5.2 MNone. R
5.3 Provided Input - . . . . . . ..

5.4 Participated in Reviews
and Comment - « . . « . . . e

5.5 Major Responsibility. . . . . .
TOTAL_COST OF PAR TNVOLVEMENT

[ s R

One or Average Project
(Enter Hours) - « « « « « v « « 0 o

PERCEPTION OF PAR VALIDITY FOR
PROJECT STUDIED

7.1 Agrees with PAR. . . . . . . . .
7.2 Disagrees Minor Issues. . . . .
7.3 Major Disagreement - - . . . . .
7.4 Not Applicable. - - - . « . . .
PERCEPTION OF PAR CREDIBILITY

8.1 Was able to obtain appropriate
Tevel of management attention
for all issues raised . . . . .

8.2 Unable to obtain satisfactory
resolution of key issues rajsed .

8.3 Apticfpated Tack of management
willingness to discuss issues &
did not raise key issues. . . .

B.4 Dther. . . « « « « < . . . ..

PERCEPTION OF PAR EFFECTIVENESS

e N I

8.1 Defined new issues of importance

§.2 Effectively summarized and
presented previously known facts

8.3 Found Tittle value in PAR
preparation/review. - « . . . .

—
- we
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PERCEPTION OF PAR VALUE

(1) (2) (3) (4) {5) (6) (7)

8)

(9) (10)

10.1 Exceeded cost. . . . . .. ..
10.2 Equalled cost or not sure .
10.3 Less thancost . . . . . . . .
A.1.D./W GUIDANCE ON PAR

FXHIRIT 4
Page Three

(113 (123 (13}
bl

11.7 Has read M.0. 1026.1 (Yes) . .

11.2 Obtained PAR Instructions
from Program Office . . . . .

11.3 Has sought additional
A.I.D./W guidance {Yes). . .

11.4 TIf "yes" checked for 11.3,

satisfied with A.I.D./W
response (Yes) . . . . . . ..

ATTITUDE TOWARD SYSTEM REVISION

12.1 Advocated revision . . . . . .

12.2 Receptive to revisions
where needed . . . . . . . ..

12.3 Generally opposed to revising
PAR in immediate future .

UNDERSTANDING OF PROJECT PURPOSES
(FRY PERCEPTION)

13.1 Poor . . . . . ... .. ...
13.2 Acceptable . . . . . ... ..
13.3 Good . . . . ... ... ...
PERSONAL WORK PLAN

14.7 Not formally stated or reviewed

14,2 Vague, but reviewed by super-

visor . oL oL L L L s e .
14.3 Acceptable . . . . . . . . ..
14.4 Good . . . . . . .. .. ...

HIS PERCEPTION OF SUPERVISICN

15.1 Sufficient direction given . .
15.2 Not obvious . . . . . . . ...

15.3 Felt need for better/
more direction ., . . . . . ..
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EXHIBIT b

DEBRIEFING SHEET FOR ASSESSING PAR USE RELATIVE TO CRITICAL SYSTEM DESIGM CRITEPIA

Demonstrataed use
in managemant
reviews

Low

Hish Comments

)

9.2

Support for Multi-

Project aggregations

and summaries

9.3

Emphasis on out-
put capability

9.4

Efficiency of
data collection

9.5

Significance of
data-generating
events

9.6

Strong policy
direction




