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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In 1986, Save the Children Federation (SC) entered into 
a Cooperative Agreement with the Agency for International 
Development (AID) to develop skills transfer projects in the 
field. Aimed at increasing economic self-reliance in local 
communities, the program was financed by a $7.7 million 
Partnership Grant (PG) and $7.7 million in Sc private funds. 
The fpnds were to be spent in seven field offices over a 
five year period. 

In each field office, Sc proposed creating community 
skills centers which would provide comprehensive training 
and demonstration projects that would teach local community 
groups how to increase family incomes and food production, 
and how to create community services. 

A midterm evaluation took place at the e~d of the 
second year of the grant. The evaluation recommended 
shifting the focus of the program to allow individual field 
offices the flexibility to develop skills transfer 
strategies in which skills centers were only one element. 

In July 1990, in accordance with the terms of the 
agreement, SC and AID undertook an external final 
evaluation. The timing of the final evaluation coincided 
with se/s interest in seeking a second Partnership Grant. 
In view of the lead time required to develop a proposal, SC 
and AID agreed to conduct the final evaluation at the end of 
the fourth year in order to apply the lessons learned in the 
proposal for a second grant. 

The evaluation was conducted over six weeks by a team 
composed of SC Field Office Directors from Bolivia and Mali, 
the SC Evaluation Specialist, and an external evaluator as 
the Team Leader. The team observed activities in Tunisia, 
Costa Rica, and Burkina Faso, as well as home office 
policies and procedures as they applied to the grant. 

During the field visits the evaluation team reviewed 
~:aining, demonstration projects, technical assistance, 
field office management, community skills centers, skills 
transfer strategies, activities in food production, small 
scale enterprises, community improvements. This was a broad 
overview undertaken to understand the impact of the program 
on the beneficiaries. 

In the home office the team looked at decision making 
processes, financial management, monitoring and evaluation 
systems, the Training and Technical Resource Unit (TTRU), 
and lines of communication between regions and units, as 
well as between the home office and the field offices. 
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Some of the prominent achievements noted during the 
evaluation in Burkina Faso, Tunisia, Costa Rica and home 
office are: 

o technical skills of 6,500 key participants and field 
office staff upg~aded; 

o 230 projects carried out in economic development, 
food production and community improvements; 

o 58 training of trainers (TOT), field management 
training (FMT) and community development training 
(COT) workshops implemented and companion materials 
developed; 

o field office system for program planning, monitoring 
and evaluation (PEMS) significantly upgraded; 

o home office technical assistance capabilities and 
grant management procedures expanded; more than 120 
technical assistance visits were carried out; 

o appropriate skills transfer strategies, including the 
use of community centers, developed in each primary 
country. 

The following are the principal lessons learned: 

o in providing this grant to SC, AID has invested 
its money in the best interests of the Government. 

o se's program philosophy is concordant with the 
goals of AID. SC has created a series of training 
strategies that are having an impact on the lives of the 
beneficiaries, and has improved capacity at both field 
office and home office levels. 

o SC has exercised adequate budget control and put 
in place systems for design, management, and evaluation of 
projects which have helped to achieve PG's main objectives. 
There has been a real effort to comply with the terms of the 
agreement. 

The team also drew a number of lessons which SC should 
note and incorporate into its overall program, as well as 
future proposals to AID. These are in the areas of 
management, primary country selection, program 
sustainability, program design and implementation, and 
skills transfer strategies. Addressing these will lead to 
achieving greater impact at all levels. The findings are 
presented below as recommendations .. 
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A~ Management 

SC should strengthen overall grant management in the 
following areas: 

1. A person at the director level with appropriate 
authority should be responsible for all aspects of planning 
and implementing PG. 

2. The planning and management systems developed under 
PG should be integrated with other systems currently in use, 
such as those related to other major grants, like child 
survival. The existence of parallel systems, each with its 
own requirements, creates unnecessary confusion. 

3. Field Office systems for program planning and 
monitoring should be linked to the system for reporting and 
tracking monthly and quarterly financial information. The 
present system has limited value for program management 
purposes. 

4. In impact areas and field offices where SC is 
planning to phaseout, SC should prepare an explicit 
phaseover strategy with appropriate and measurable 
indicators. sc should ensure staff training and adequate 
budget for the transition. 

5. Tunisia and Costa Rica appeared overly-dependent on 
PG funds. Likewise, important HO-based capabilities in 
training and technical a~sistance are heavily reliant on PG. 
These field offices, as well as home office, should develop 
a strategy for sustaining PG-developed capabilities with 
private resources. 

B. Program Planning 

SC should strengtnen program design in the following 
ways: 

1. In planning complex multi-year programs, such as PG, 
it is preferable that home office provide the philosophical 
framework, while individual field offices translate the 
framework into a strategy based on local conditions. 

2. criteria for selecting primary countries need to be 
refined and the countries themselves selected with great 
care. Priority should be given to well-managed, ongoing 
programs where PG funds supplement funding from other 
sources. Their multi-year program plans, including plans 
for technical assistance, training, and regional resource 
sharing, should be subject to thorough Sc review before 
implementation. 
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3. SC has improved its program planning system under 
PG. SC now needs to incorporate baseline data into PENS so 
that field offices can more accurately measure progress and 
impact. To the extent that the three Field Offices visited 
are representative, this will require a significant amount 
of training and technical assistance. 

4. Primary countries should receive priority attention 
as regards timely and high quality technical assistance as 
well as regional desk support. 

5. The Technical Training and Resource unit having 
established its credibility found the requests for 
assistance exceeded its capacity to respond. In light of 
this experience, SC should examine the possibility of 
changing the role of the Technical Assistant from someone 
who delivers training to a Training Resource Officer who 
could develop resource sharing networks which are 
culturally, technically, and linguistically appropriate. 

c. Monitoring and Evaluation 

1. Primary countries should derive evaluation plans 
which reflect core indicators, determine methods for 
obtaining information, identify information users and their 
needs and specify an evaluation schedule. This should be 
developed as part of the program plan. 

2. Periodic program evaluations undertaken by teams 
including field office directors should be institutionalized 
as a form of quality control and to monitor. program impact. 
These are valuable learning opportunities for the staff 
involved. Field offices also benefit from outside 
perspectives on their programs which external team members 
contribute to program assessments. 



lIe QBIGINS 

In 1985 SC proposed to the Agency fer International 
Development (AID) the creation of seven 80untry ~~Qgrams in 
which community skills centers would pr'~vide comprehensive 
training programs and demonstration projects. Through these 
programs local communi ties would learn h,=>w to plan and 
implement community-based projects in the areas of small 
scale enterprise, food production, and community 
improvements. se proposed introducing appropriate 
technologies and technical skills, as well as improving 
management capabilities by expanding se home office's 
ability to provide training and technical assistance in 
small scale enterprise, food production and community 
improvements. 

On August 1, 1986 se signed a five=year Cooperative 
Agreement with AID for a Partnership Grant in the amount of 
$7.7 million. This grant funded a program to encourage 
local communities to become economically more self-reliant. 
The PG was a new mechanism for se and AID. Unlike Matching 
Grants, with which se had previous experience, PG objectives 
were negotiated by se and AID, and were targeted to specific 
sectors. PGs also permitted up=f~ont funding. For se this 
meant that by the end of year three the full $7.7 million 
had been obligated. 

The proposal originally identified Jordan, Tunisia, 
Zimbabwe, Sri Lanka, Dominica, costa Rica and Burkina Faso 
as primary countries. The Philippines replaced Sri Lanka 
and Dominica as political and security problems in those 
countries continued unabated. se also made available the 
training and technical resources developed under PG to its 
other countries with projects similar to those in tne target 
countries. 

Two-person teams, aided by t:he field office staff in 
each co~ntry, co~ducted a midterm evaluation in 
October/November of 1988. The tE~ams visited five primary 
countries: Jordan, Tunisia, costa Rica, Zimbabwe and 
Burkina Faso. The teams designed a set of instruments to 
assess the major program and mapagement components of the 
grant in each field office. A team also assessed the 
effectiveness of grant management in SC's home office. 

The midterm evaluation was a pivotal event. It 
refocused training and technical assistance on the primary 
countries. In addition, it provided the rationale to adjust 
program strategies to account for local circumstances, 
particularly \td th regard to creat.ing community skills 
centers. Staff in the primary countries then worked with 
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home office regional desks and technical specialists to 
prepare action plans taking into account thle evaluation 
recommendations. These revisions recognized the unique 
characteristics of each field office's program and 
legitimized their individual skills transfer strategies. 

III. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

SC and AID performed an external evaluation of 
Cooperative Agreement PDC-0279-A-OO-6200-00 in accordance 
with provisions of the Partnershi? Grant. SC and AID 
jointly developed the scope of wo~k (Appendix A) which 
called for an evaluation team to visit the home office and 
three repres€ntative field offices - Tunisia, costa Rica and 
Burkina Faso. These field offices we:e selected because 
they reflect geographically diverse applications of PG. 

SC and AID drew together a four-person evaluation team. 
The team leader and principal author of this report, Richard 
Wall, wa3 contracted by AID, Bureau for Food for Peace and 
Voluntary Assistance, Office of Private and Voluntary 
Assistance through Automatrol\ Research Systems, Liwited. 
Three senior SC staff members~ David Rogers, Bolivia Field 
Office Director; Michelle Poulton, Mali Field Office 
Director; and Philip Davies, International Programs 
Evaluation Specialist also participated on the team. 'l'he 
background and experience of the team members was weighted 
in favor of training, management and program evaluation, 
which are the major emphases of the Partnership Grant. 

The evaluation included an introductory visit to the 
home office in Westport, a three-day team building exercise 
in Washington, and a final debriefi~g in westport which was 
carried out at the end of the evaluation. The itinerary is 
attached as Appendix B. In retrospect, after working nearly 
forty days non-stop, including thirty days in the field, the 
evaluators would have pl'eferred an additional t"lee)( together 
for reflection and discussion before concluding their work. 
HO~lever, given the pressure of other conuni tment.s, this was 
simply not possible. 

The t.iming of this evaluation enables SC to take key 
recommendations into consideration in the final year of the 
grant. The fact that SC intends to present to AID/PVC a 
request for new funding, which would take effect when the 
current grant expires, was a major consideration in the 
decision to undertake this evaluation at thE~ end of year 
four. One expectation is that subsequent proposals to AID 
will reflect lessons learned under this grant. 
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Process and content received equal attention in 
planning and carrying out this evaluation, There was close 
collaboration between the field and home office, on the one 
hand, and between the evaluators and field staff, on the 
other. Home office staff, for instance, worked closely with 
the three field offices to prepare for the evaluation team 
visits. A member of TTRU visite!d each field office. Using 
the draft scope of work for the evaluation as a framework, 
the staff member assisted in the collection and organization 
of essential data for the team to revie~. This resulted in 
the preparation of detailed matrices based on core PG 
indicators. The availability of this material enabled the 
evaluators to direct their limited time in th~ field to 
assessing the qualitative aspects of each field office 
program. Sample matrices are attached as Appendices C-E. 

Upon arrival in the country, the evaluation team 
planned site visits in coordination with field staff. 
Furthermore, the evaluation team debriefed the field office 
staff and Alu Mission officials prior to departure and 
encouraged them to reply to the findings and observations. 
In response to this process, field staff and Mission 
officials reacted positively and were cooperative in all 
aspects of the visit. 

IV COUNTRY AND HOME OFFICE FINDINGS 

A. Burkina Faso 

Burkina Faso is situated in the center of West Africa 
and has a population of 8.3 million. The capital is 
Ouagadougou. The la .. d stretches from the semi-desert plains 
in the north to the savannah in the south. Subsistence 
agriculture is its mainstay, with cotton and karite nuts 
providing some exports. Linguistically varied tribes use 
French as a lingua franca. Islam, animism, and Christianity 
are the princi.pal religions. The GNP is $190, the average 
annual rate of inflation is 4.4%, and literacy is 5%. 

A delicate ecological balance and the constant threat 
of famine and disaster due to recurring drought are central 
issues in Burkina Faso. The SC field office oriented its 
program in each of its two impact areas, Dori and Sapone, to 
these issues. Major accomplishments of PG in Burkina Faso 
include: 

Food Production - 16 projects in horticulture, food 
storage techniques, improved agricultural techniques. 1,400 
key participants were trained in relevant skills including 
dry season farming, cereal banks, forage production, garden 
wells, and anti-erosion berms. 

7 



Economic Development ~ 10 projects in microenterprise 
development, vocational education 1 revolving loans funds and 
cooperatives. 550 key participants were trained in relevant 
skills including village store management, cereal bank 
manLgement, pump and bicycle repair, and credit management. 

community Improvements = 3 projects in water and 
sanitation, a community skills center in Sapone and a 
training room in Dori. 265 key participants acquired skills 
in well and latrine construction. 

Community Organization - 140 village committee members 
and 200 members of a blanket weaving cooperative in Dori 
participated in training events facilitated by SC staff. 

Data to measure the successful realization of the 
outputs was abundantly available. However, baseline data to 
measure the impact of these outputs on the liifes of the 
beneficiaries was not available. 

Burkina Faso has benefited from strong leadership both 
in the field office in Ouagadougou, as well as in Dori. 
Through the tenure of two directors, the field office has 
benefited from continuous leadership with a clear sense of 
purpose. The present co-directors use the management 
systems established by their predecessor to improve program 
quality. In Ocri, the project Manager is a seasoned 
administrator who has shown leadership in integrating SC 
activities into existing community structures with the aim 
of increasing their sustainability. 

The evaluators ~hought that both the quality and amount 
of training and technical assistance provided to Burkina was 
the strongest of the three countries visited, although the 
field office felt training and TA came slowly and often 
late. The cascade of skills transfer from SC trainers to 
the Burkina staff to the comrnunity was visible and 
effective. 

In Burkina F'aso regional resource sharing was frequent, 
effective, and well organized. contributing factors are the 
low cost of intra-regional travel and the use of French as a 
common language in sub-sahelian Africa. For instance, this 
facilitated Mali staff participation in the ten=year Dori 
evaluation, and Burkina Faso staff participation in a 
similar exercise in Cameroon. In technical E~xchange visits, 
such as in agriculture or credit, there is ample evidence 
that staff applied their learning. 



The community played a real role in Bur}cina Faso' s 
development activities. The programs responded to needs 
analyses carried out with the communities and were 
consistent with government policies. Moreover, the staff in 
Ouagadougou and in the impact area created appropriate and 
judicious relationships with the popular revolutionary 
government as well as local partners. These relationships 
are built on defined protocols which reflect the strengths 
of each individual counterpart. 

The results in the credit program, especially in Dori 
during the past year, can be attributed to a revised program 
strategy which emphasizes helping borrowers and village 
credit committees acquire entrepreneurial skills. The 
posi ti ve shift in community attitudes towards grain banles is 
an example of noticeable change. The villagers now see the 
banks as economic enterprises which in good years will allow 
them to sell grain and make a profit whereas previously they 
saw these banks as a social safety net. While food security 
remains a top priority, SC is cautiously encouraging 
individually profit~ble enterprises, as opposed to 
collectively profitable enterprises. 

Several community members said the credit system and 
forms were too complicated for the literacy levels of their 
community. Th~y suggested that this discouraged community' s 
from assuming management responsibilities for these funds. 
The complexity and detail of the forms is a topic for the 
Economic Development unit to address . Literacy training is 
an emerging program priority which the field office is 
planning to address. 

sc constructed community skills centers in Dcri and in 
Sapone. The center in Dori is in constant use both for PG 
activities, as well as other program activities, including 
child survival. The Sapone community center is used 
occasionally for PG activities, but does not have the same 
sense of community oltmership that is a feature of the Dori 
center. The sapone center also needs to develop a cohesive 
strategy for its use. 

In DOLi, SC concentrated its efforts 011 food security 
by developing a project to create cereal banks in outlying 
villages. In addition, SC provided credit for the 
establishment of small scale enterprises. In Sapone, PG 
projects emphasized natural resource management through the 
promotion of anti-erosion techniques, and wells for potable 
water and irrigation. In addition, ~here is a credit system 
for small scale businesses. 
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i::',' d',f' "j" "G ~-,s.-/ ;,;u ad to ini tlat'? c.~cti1i t:es t~1f~r?. Th·js I 
ft,'::" r' -,,! t"U~' ~~ ,.<{periance to gui{l\~ 't~Aer~, staf~-: "'.ad 'Fg b'..,ild 
f..:"'_"""':-;'::J'~_ ,'d.th 'the community a.-d local gove:;.:nment, identify 
;;.L~_"l-,:a~" l'j! ll~ter'v{ention, and shcv.r.< ~"~Gults in lEt sho:('t period of 
time. 'fhe iligh tUl nc\~er of~.'~y technical steaff further 
contribut01 to d~!~ ~ prO)3ct i~plementation and 
cummunity canter tion. The skills center was not 
compLnted u~'t~J tu',· :;..t year of the PG. 

In 1988 th~ 91'osram in Dnri was ten years old and the 
consensus in westport and Ouagadougou was that it was time 
to p:an a gradual phaseout of Dori. Fortunately two things 
happened. SC, on its o\'m ini tiati ve, performed a ten-year 
program evaluation, and the staff used the evaluation to 
constructively re-orient and re-vitalize the program. The 
program strategy used PG resources to complement other 
funding sources, so Dori's future is not dependent on a sole 
funding source. 

Reviewing the data, the t~~m concluded that impact in 
Burkina Fasa might have been ~_ ater if PG funds had been 
concentrated in one impact area, i.e. Dori, instead of two. 
Diverting limited staff and financial resources to start up 
a program in Sapone was not judged to be a successful 
strategy. without PG funding the field office needs to 
raise additional funds to maintain a viable program in 
Sapone. 

B. Tunisia 

The Republic of Tunisia is situated on the northern 
coast of Africa and has a population of 7.6 million. The 
capital is Tunis. The land stretches from the fertile north 
to the arid Sahara in the south. Agriculture is the 
mainstay, but tourism and mining are important. Tunisia's 
Mediterranean coast has a number of good ports. The 
principal religion is Islam. Arabic is the official 
language, but French is widely used. GNP per capita $1,180 
and the average annual rate of inflation is 8.2%. 

Actually there are two Tunisias. There is the Tunisia 
located along the eastern and northern Mediterranean coast 
with it sophisticated infrastructure oriented to tourism and 
shipping. Then there is the rural Tunisia which by 
comparison lives in an earlier century_ It is to the second 
Tunisia that the field office has directed its program 
efforts in the impact areas of Makthar and Kasserine. 
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The major accomplishments under PG are as follows: 

Food Production - 88 projects were implemented in d~y 
land agriculture, gardening, small animal husbandry and 
erosion con~rol. 2,000 key participants learned skills in 
crop rotation and soil management, rabbit and poultry 
raising, forage and cover crop production and agroforestry. 

Economic Development - 10 projects WerE! implemented 
including beekeeping, handicrafts, and construction. 300 
key partici~ants acquired basic skills in masonry, credit 
management, innovative low cost beehive design and rug 
weaving. 

Community Improvements - 90 projects WE!re implemented 
in water and sanitation and village infrastructure. A 
communi ty skills center \'1a8 constructed in Ouled Bough·.~ ir. 
100 key participants were trained in ferrocement tank 
construction, water system maintenance, improved latrine 
construction, and Hassad roof construction. 

It was difficult to measure the impact of the various 
projects on beneficiaries' lives. Data available did 
provide ample information on outputs, such as income 
generated from beekeeping or increased agricultural 
productivity per acre. It was ~ot possible, however, to 
relate these outputs to changes in the overall quality of 
live of these beneficiaries. 

The Tunisia program (FTDC) is undergoing an ambitious 
and exciting transition from a field office managed in 
collaboration with We3tpor~ to an autonomous Tunisian 
private voluntary organization. As a multi-sectoral, 
development-oriented PVO, FTDC is unique in Tunisia. 
Beginning in 1989 the field office has been managed by a 
Tunisian director with a Tunisian Board of Directors who are 
interested in providing leadership to this newly-formed 
local PVo. 

FTDC has focused its programming efforts on natural 
resource management (cactus barriers, fig and acacia trees, 
watershed maintenance), water resource management 
(ferrocement cisterns, potable water, and irrigation) small 
scale enterprises (weaving, beekeeping) community 
improvements (latrines, schools, and hassad roofs) and 
community organization (work.ing together to solve problems, 
cooperation with local government). The choice of these 
areas reflects FTDC's strategy to increase household 
productivity and promGte sustainable economic development. 
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As part of its PG strategy, FTDC constructed a 
Aunity skills center in Ouled Boughdir. Although not 

built in response to a specific community request, the 
center has become a focus of community activities, 
especially for women. To further enhance its value, the 
center needs a long te~m strategy and to increase its level 
of seJ.f-management. 

FTDC has developed a decentralized approach to skills 
transfer that moves from appropriate technology testing and 
demonstration to dissemination at the community level. Good 
exanG13s are dry land techniques for raising vegetable 
gar'dens, improved latrine construction, anti~erosion methods 
and innovations in traditjonal beekeeping. These projects 
are now being implemented independently of SC and some have 
been adapted by local government technical offices. 

The credit system is carefully monitored, 
controlled and centralized. While the community gathers 
credit information, the final decision to accept an 
application is made by FTDC staff and a credit committee of 
prominent local citizens. It was unclear to the evaluators 
whether a system of this complexity, including feasibility 
studies, monthly revenue~expense statements and economic 
forecasting, could be phased over to communi·ty management or 
could provide for anything but a minor community role. The 
system is, however, consistent with SC and AID reporting and 
accounting·requirements. Perhaps a simplified version of 
the present system could be adapted as the credit programs 
are phased over to community control. The team further noted 
that the size of the revolving loan fund, i.e. $20,000, was 
not large enough to reach a significant number of borrowers. 
Despite these issues, there was here, as in the other two 
countries, an average repayment rate of eighty-five percent. 

The training and technical assistance provided to 
Tunisia did improve and strengthen community outreach. PTDC 
feels that regional desk support to its program has been 
sporadic and insufficient. For a primary countryp the team 
thought more attention should have been provided. 

The team found that FTDC has highly qualified, 
hardworking and motivated staff. Clearly, their skills and 
commitment have contributed to F~'DC's good reputation and 
impact in the area. Again, strong leadership in Tunis and 
Makthar paved the way in forging strong linkages with local 
government. In recognition of this, FTDC has been invited 
to be a member of the government's regional planning 
committee. 
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Several issues emerged which are specific to the 
process of FTDC's transition to an autonomous agency. 
"Tunisification" and field office operations are two 
parallel and demanding under"akings 0 Both are dependent on 
the field office director whc is still working out what 
should be delegated to his staff. In managing both 
processes, he spends a considerable amount of time 
travelling between Tunis and Makthar, some 120 kilometers 
apart. While this is not unusual for a recently~appointed 
director, it is tiring and detracts him from other equally 
important functions in Tunis, including fund raising and 
board development. The allocation of his time is an area 
where SC headquarters can offer guidance and support. 

In Tunisia where PVOs are not common, the transition 
from a field office to an autonomous agency is an immense 
challenge fraught with risks. While funding from the AID 
mission has supported the process of institutionalization, 
PG has funded development activities at the impact area 
level. Further funding and technical support will help 
consolidate institutional and community development gains, 
which have been significant. As an autonomous agency FTDC 
will still require attention, espE~cially related to board 
development and fund raising. 

C. costa Rica 

The Republic of costa Rica is situated in southern 
Central America and has a population of 2.6 million. The 
capital is San Jose. The climate is hot and humid, with 
volcanic mountain ranges that stretch to the meseta central 
which has a permanent spring-like climate. Agriculture is 
the mainstay. Spanish is the national language. 
Christianity is the principal religion. The GNP is $1,610, 
the annual rate of inflation is 28.6%, and literacy is 95%. 

The principal accomplishments under PG are as follows: 

Food Production - 7 projects were implemented in 
improved production techniques, horticulture, and animal 
husbandry. 100 key participants acquired basic skills in 
pest control, fertilization and animal nutrition. 200 
children participated in a program to establish vegetable 
gardens in village schools. 

Economic Development ~ 5 projects were implemented in 
microenterprise development, including revolving loan fund 
management. 100 borrowers improved their small business 
administration skills. 800 fishermen received training and 
technical assistance in connection with the credit program. 
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community Improvements ~ 4 projects were implemented, 
including the Riojalandia community skills center, 2 water 
systems and a program to improve low income housing. The 
skills of 70 construction workers were upgraded. 

community Organization ~ Organizational development and 
training activities were undertaken with 6 credit 
committees, 11 community committees, and the boards of 3 
local organizations. 

As in Burkina Faso and Tunisia, the field office had 
developed ample data showing the kinds of outputs these 
activities would achieve. Data with which to measure the 
impact of these activities on the lives of the beneficiaries 
did not exist. 

Whereas Costa Rica is economically more developed than 
most countries where SC operates, there are real pockets of 
poverty, including SC's impact area, Puntarenas. In a time 
of resource constraints and consolidation, there has been a 
certain ambiguity as to whether or not sc should maintain a 
program in Costa Rica and, if so, what type. The continued 
discussion and uncertainty caused by this has affected both 
staff morale and program decisions. 

A community skills center in Riojalandia, Puntarenas is 
one of the PG outputs. In the rush to build it, however, 
community participation in planning and designing the center 
did not playas significant a role as it should have. The 
center is peripheral to the community and despite se's 
efforts to change the situation, the skills center fell into 
disuse and now stands abandoned. 

The impact of program activities at the time of this 
evaluation has been limited for several, mostly external 
reasons. 

First, the field office went for three years without 
firm direction, including a period of ten months without a 
director. During this time, the field office depended on 
the original PG model rather than seeking local solutions to 
their problems. This was an important issue when the food 
production project did not go as planned and the field 
office had to re~direct the program. At the end of year 
three the present cQ=directors t:ook up their jobs and have 
been able to fill the management gap. 
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Secondly, the housing program found itself competing 
unexpectedly with a government-sponsored housing program 
that was offering more attractive borrowing terms. staff 
efforts to reach the poorest with housing loans were further 
limited by local laws governing lending practices and 
stringent conditions for credit worthiness and repayment. 
In response to this, the field office reassessed its 
involvement in low=cost housing. It has now helped form a 
local organization to carryon work started by the field 
office. Meanwhile, the cost of housing trebled and reduced 
the loan fund amounts that were targeted toward home 
improvement. 

Thirdly, as noted in the midterm evaluation, the field 
office was forced to rethink its agriculture strategy when 
the government suddenly changed its agricultural policies as 
a result of the Kissinger Report which outlined a Caribb~an 
Basin Initiative. The government's new policy focused on 
large scale wheat production rather than sUbsistence 
farming. se's food production program, which originally 
focused on the sUbsistence crops was re=oriented to small 
scale fishing. 

Overall the evaluators were impressed with the extent 
to which the credit program has helped small businesses to 
perform ongoing activities more efficiently, i.e. fishing, 
sewing, cleaning clams, cutting hair. While the program did 
not create many ne\".1 jobs, the borrowers reported income 
increases which they judged to be beneficial. Baseline data 
is not available to measure impact in more precise terms. 

Loan recipient follow-up and credit committee 
involvement are the weakest areas of the credit program. 
Up until recently, borrowers were not routinely contacted 
until they became delinquent. Credit committee involvement 
appeared to be superficial and mechanical. The field office 
is aware of these problems and is taking steps to improve 
its program. 

The quality and quantity of training and technical 
assistance have been ample and timely. Impact area staff 
have taken advantage of local training resources to upgrade 
their s}{ills. They have not doncE! as much as they could have 
to transfer their skills to the community. This may, in 
part, be due to the fact that they often changed jobs and, 
therefore, no longer felt directly responsible for doing so. 
To address these concerns the field office has recently 
reorganized its impact area team. 
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There is a continuing need for clearer communication 
between the field office in San Jose, and the field office 
in the impact area to avoid these kinds of problems. This 
is also important as the present field staff in the impact 
area is young and inexperienced and needs strong direction. 
The team saw efforts in both offices to try and do this. 

In sum, se's program in costa Rica has had limited 
impact in a changing environment. The elements of a dynamic 
p~ogram are in place: competent leadership, enthusiastic 
staff, a gradual evolution to support local PVOs, and a 
general willingness to work hard. What it needs is a 
clearer purpose and a better sense of where to focus program 
interventions. 

D. Home Office 

Home office efforts during the grant emphasized 
expansion of its capability to respond to field office 
training and technical assistance needs, and central grant 
management/training processes. 

since 1988, SC has gone through a major reorganization, 
including hiring a new president as well as replacing 
several vice presidents. There has been high staff turnover 
and a significant change of senior management and technical 
staff in the International Programs Department. Despite the 
fact that many of the stakeholders changed; SC has 
successfully maintained continuity of its PG vision. 

Several levels of staff in the International Programs 
Department devoted a considerable amount of time and energy 
to managing PG. This included coordination of working 
relationships between TTRU and the regions, development of 
an agency-wide planning system (PENS) and data base to track 
PG-funded projects, and procedures to allocate central funds 
and to review field office annual program plans and progress 
reports. While responsibility for these things changed over 
the course of the grant, the evaluators felt the adjustments 
were sensible and well thought out. SC rose to the 
challenge of the complexities of administering a centralized 
grant in a d~centralized programming system. 

During the course of PG, the field office demand for 
training and technical assistance grew to the point where 
the range of requests was greater than TTRU's ability to 
respond. Successful training events, like TOT and COT, and 
technical assistance related to se's community based lending 
model were in greatest demand. However, this overstretched 
the ability of six home office-based specialists to respond 
to requests from the field. A possible approach is for the 
home office to change the role of the technical assistants 
from those who deliver training themselves, to resource 
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officers who develop resource sharing networks which benefit 
the field. With careful monitoring, this is likely to be 
more culturally, technically, and linguistically appropriate 
and more cost effective than the traditional approach of 
hiring a cadre of home office-based specialists. It is also 
consistent with SC/s plan for increased partnering, 
decentralization and regional resource sharing. 

PG underlined a critical need for effective 
coordination and communication among regional staff and 
sectoral specialists and in support of PG objectives and 
field programs. These issues were addressed through the 
annual planning process as well as the contracting for 
individual technical assistance events, and through th~ 
development of sectoral and regional PG strategies. Both 
sectoral and regional staff expresse1 to the evaluation team 
the need to continue to improve cooperation among themselves 
in providing support to the field. SC is presently working 
to redefine the role of sectoral specialists and their 
coordination with regions. 

During the first two years, PG was managed by a 
committee (composed of staff from four regions, TTRU 
planning unit) chaired by the Deputy Vice President. 

large 
and the 

During 
the last two years, PG was managed by a three-person 
committee (composed of staff from TTRU and the planning 
unit) chaired by the PG Coordinator, a position created in 
response to the midterm evaluation. The coordinator and his 
team have made important contributions to improving the 
process of annual planning and budget review, as well as 
processing requests for technical assistance. This person's 
role vis a vis regions and technical specialists could be 
enhanced by assigning to it director-level authority and 
responsibility. 

The midterm evaluation recommended transferring core 
program staff to SC private funds. During the second half of 
PG, private funding did not increase as expected, so the 
planned transfer was not possible. As a result, SCis 
capacity for training, technical assistance and regional 
resource sharing remains heavily reliant on AID funding. 
Careful consideration should be given to the implications of 
continued dependence of AID funding. (See Appendix H, 
Program Allocations). 

SC/s experience with replicating community skills 
centers has been mixed. The model of Caotaco, the Dominican 
Republic community skills center, was assimilated in Burkina 
Faso, partially assimilated in Tunisia and not assimilated 
at all in Costa Rica. The midterm evaluation acknowledged 
this and invited each primary country to artiCUlate the 
elements of its own skills transfer strategy based on the 

17 



core principles of the caotaco model. The common elements 
include well organized community groups, community 
management, transfer of management and technical skills, 
follow up after training events, and access to complementary 
financial resources. The reader is referred to the year 3 
PG report. 

~~O years later the evaluators found a richness in this 
diversity of approaches. In Burkina Faso, training of staff 
in a wide variety of agricultural skills resulted in 
increased techr,ical capacity of community members to 
produce, store and market agricultural products. The center 
in Dori is frequently used for cOlrumunity development 
training and meetings with the community. Tunisia defined 
its overall skills transfer strategy as a process of 
testing, demonstration and dissemination of a wide variety 
of appropriate technologies. The Kesserine center is used 
for women's vocational training, appropriate technology 
demonstration, and community meetings. 

There was a considerable amount of technical assistance 
related to the introduction of se's community based lending 
model (eB~I). All countries visited were implementing a 
version of CBLM and reported a repayment rate of 85% or 
better. The evaluators found the credit program to be 
professionally organized, but perhaps overly complicated for 
countries with low literacy levels. In Burkina Faso, for 
instance, where loans rarely exceed $100, staff had to help 
applicants fill out detailed credit applications. Borrowers 
questioned why they had to answer so many "personal" 
questions to request credit. While financial analysis and 
feasibility studies are integral parts of programs with 
loans above $2,000, the evaluators wondered whether a 
simpler form could be adapted for programs like Burkina 
Faso. 

Over the past four years, SC has improved its program 
planning capabilities principally through the Planning, 
Evaluation and Monitoring System (PENS). This includes an 
orderly multi-year planning cycle using standard sectors 
which compares present and desired conditions and links them 
with planned and actual activities. SC field tested PEMS in 
Asia for a year before introducing it in all field offices 
in July 1988. In response to input from the field, sc 
revised PEMS in July 1988 and again in July 1989. 

All three field offices visited ~se PEMS as a planning 
and monitoring tool. Field officE~s' familiarity with PEMS 
makes it an appropriate framework to further improve sets 
program planning and evaluation capabilities. The next step 
for PEMS is to improve baseline data collection, which 
multi-year sectoral plans express under ~desired condition iO • 
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This will enable field offices to more accurately and 
objectively measure impact, as well as outputs. This is an 
area in which field offices will require training and 
technical assistance. 

PEMS also needs improvement in linking financial and 
program reporting. Now that SC has a new financial 
accounting system and is instituting a new financial 
reporting system, it may be possible to make this linkage, 
thereby making PENS an even more effective instrument. 

sc continues to refine its planning process. In April 
1990, SC introduced the Planning and Budget (PPB) package to 
integrate finance and program planning in anticipation of 
the fiscal year which begins October 1. The PPB articUlates 
the strategic direction of field offices, which PEMS 
expresses operationally in annual and multi-year sectoral 
plans. Home office managers acknowledged that PPB provided 
useful information in preparing the FY 91 budget. However, 
the short timeframe required to complete and return PPB 
forms to home office did not permit consultation with the 
communities. In some cases field office staff below the 
level of director did not participate in their preparation. 
Moreover, in calculating salaries and travel costs, PPB 
introduced forms and new formulas which were new to the 
field offices. At the field level, there was general 
agreement that the task of preparing the PPB package would 
have been less time consuming and arduous if programmed 
computer diskettes had been included in the package. Next 
year sc will improve PPB prepara1:ion procedures and will 
strengthen the linkages between PPB and PEMS. 

Regional resource sharing was judged to be effective 
and beneficial. Burkina Faso is a case in point. Technical 
staff from Mali participated in the Dori ten-year program 
evaluation. Several months later, staff from Burkina Faso 
participated in a similar exercise in the Cameroon. 
Travelling to neighboring field offices broadened their 
program horizons, while enrichinq the evaluations. These 
kind of exchange can be expanded with additional positive 
results. The PG final evaluation is cited by the Mali and 
Bolivia directors as an example of "peer reviews" which SC 
should encourage. The reasons for not making greater use of 
regional resource sharing appear confused. The field staff 
felt that staff availability and funding to expand the 
opportunities were the major constraints to increase 
regional resource sharing. On the other hand, some in home 
office indicated that field office and regional staff had 
under-promoted regional resource sharing and are now 
beginning to appreciate its value. 
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The team thought the TTRU technical assistance which 
produced the evaluation matrices in year four assisted the 
field offices to review and understand the original proposed 
goals and objectives. The matrices enabled staff to focus 
their record keeping and information gathering on the 
original plans. Exercises of this kind would have provided 
greater benefit had they been initiated in the early stages 
of PG, and possibly should become a routine part of PEMS. 

SC has developed effective guidelines and a reliable 
system to accurately track its match for PG and other 
grants. This tracking system was designed in response to 
the large number of mission-funded and federal grants it 
has, including Child Survival and Enhancement. (See Appendix 
G, Grant vs SC Match.) 

written guidelines are used to manage the seven 
principal line items in the grant, as well as individual 
activities, such as training events, within each line item. 
A review of recordE and discussions with home office staff 
indicate that at the end of year four SC is matching its 
share of PG. When PG ends in a year sc can be expected to 
meet its match of $7.7 million. 

staff in the International Programs Department 1n 
liaison with the PG Coordinator are responsible for 
approving monthly expenses, monitoring budgets, and 
allocating the match. Over the past four years, these staff 
have ensured that SC remained within the budget for 
individual line items in the grant, and complied with 
procurement provisions and travel restrictions concerning 
the use of US air carriers. They also played an important 
role in soliciting, reviewing and approving annual plans. 
(See Appendix F, Country Budgets statistics). 

SC plans and budgets PG within the framework of se's 
annual planning and budgeting cycle. Whereas, SC operates 
on a fiscal year beginning OctobE!r 1 (recently changed from 
July 1), the PG fiscal year begins August 1. Field offices 
and home office PG managers have repeatedly drawn attention 
to confusion in reporting \'I]hich stems from the fact that PG 
and SC planning and budgeting years are not consistent. 

v. LESSONS LEARNED 

This evaluation is a snapshot of a program in 
transition, as well as an agency in transition. It was done 
while SC is reorganizing and moving from a small 
personalized agency to a more professional agency with 
increased worldwide programs. In doing so, SC has 
transformed its capabilities to meet new chal.lenges. A 
number of new officers have been hired with the skills and 
experience to meet these new responsibilities. 
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The final evaluation of PG also occurred one year after 
SC had initiated a strategic planning exercise, which 
examined agency strengths, constraints and priorities. 
Regional and technical teams explored these issues in depth 
through a series of retreats, workshops and discussion 
groups. 

The evaluation was also done one year before the end of 
a five year grant and takes into account the midterm 
evaluation which was a pivotal event, as discussed elsewhere 
in this document. The team took note of previous evaluation 
reports, as well as strategic thinking as expressed by staff 
in their interviews with the evaluators. 

Within the environment described above, the evaluators 
sensed excitement and expectation on the part of staff and 
found that the findings and recommendations struck a 
responsive chord, which the team hopes this report 
artiCUlates. 

A. Ge~ral Lessons 

o SC has created a series of training strategies that 
are having an impact on the lives of the beneficiaries and 
are building capacity to program effectively in the field. 
SC has put in place systems for program design, management, 
and evaluation and systems for budget control which have 
contributed to SC successfully achieving PG objectives. 

o se's program philosophy is concordant with the goals 
of AID and local institution building. SC emphasis on 
community participation encourages democratic pluralism in 
all PG countries. SC attention to environmental 
conservation is reflected in its erosion control efforts 
with farmers in Tunisia and Burkina. SC programs promote 
sustainable economic development through community level 
credit programs targeted to small scale enterprises. 

o From the evidence of this evaluation AID has invested 
its money in the best interests of the US Government. 

B. Management Lessons 

o The field dnd home office rely on a specific person 
to coordinate PG planning and implementation. This person, 
based in the home office, should have the authority and 
responsibility for overall grant management, including 
supervision of technical staff, and advocacy of PG issues to 
sc as well as to AID. This person should be the contact 
between the regions and the Technical Training Resource 
Unit. The team thought it was important that the person 
have sufficient authority to be heard in the agency. 
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o The team found that the planning and management 
system called Planning, Evaluation, and Monitoring System 
(PEMS), implemented over the past four years, has become a 
working tool for the field offices. It has, however, been 
created as a parallel system to those used by se's other 
grants which seems duplicative and perhaps unnecessary. It 
needs to be linked to the tracking systems used by SC for 
its financial reporting. This change will link multi-year 
planning cycles to both planned and actual events. When 
linked with finance this could be a more valuable and 
effective tool for program management. Such a link might be 
possible with the new Program Planning and Budget (PPB) 
package tested in 1990. 

o The team learned from the Tunisia visit that there is 
a strong need for SC to plan in greater detail a field 
office's transition to an autonomous agency. SC should 
develop with the field office a series of indicators which 
show an office's readiness for phaseover. This could be 
done generically or it could be done on an individual field 
office basis. Once a country has met the conditions set by 
th~ indicators, the home office and the field office should 
develop a step-by-step plan to guide the phaseover. This 
plan should include the level and duration of financial 
support to genuinely assist the newly-autonomous agency 
become established. Moreover the plan should provide 
training in fund raising for the new director and the board 
of directors. 

o The team found that, although the midterm evaluation 
recommended transferring core program staff to SC private 
funds, this had not been possible because private funds had 
not expanded at the anticipated rate. The result is that 
sets funding for training, technical assistance, and 
regional resource sharing continues to be dependent on AID 
PG. In turn, Tunisia and Costa Rica have been very 
dependent on PG funds. There is a critical need to develop 
a strategy to sustain these activities using private 
sources. 

o The team noted in all three countries that the 
quality of leadership and consistency of vision was critical 
to insuring program quality. All three field offices had 
able field directors whose influence was being felt in the 
impact areas. Tunisia and Burkina Faso have especially able 
project managers in the impact area. 

Burkina Faso is a case in point. The field office co
directors was free to concentrate on building solid 
programming because their predecessor established effective 
planning, monitoring, and financial control systems. Thus 
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the work of one administration built on the success of a 
previous administration. It was also evident that the tern 
around in Dori was due, in no small measure, to the ability 
of seasoned administrators to use the ten-year evaluation 
recommendations to refocus an~ invigorate the program. 

o Regional resource sharing in the form of technical 
programming visits has proved to be an effec1:i ve strategy 
for developing staff programming and management skills. 
Praise for RRS opportunities came from field office 
directors, project managers, and technical specialists. 

o Field and home office staff should plan regular 
support visits to verify assumptions, solve problems and 
safeguard program quality. In fact, primary countries 
should be visited as soon as possible after the decision has 
been made to initiate activities. These early visits should 
focus on making sure the program will have the impact it is 
predicted to have, and if not, to make the necessary 
changes. The impact of the ten-year evaluation in Dari t as 
well as the midterm evaluations on all three countries was 
remarkable. The team came away convinced that had course 
corrections occurred earlier than the midterm evaluation, 
programs would have had greater impact. 

D. Program Planning I Support Lessons 

o The team found that SC field offices with the 
greatest impact shared these characteristics: 

Their programs were ongoing and needed little start-up 
time to integrate PG into their other activities. 

Their programs used PG funds as a supplement to ongoing 
programs. Thus, when or should PG funds become 
exhausted, the whole program would not be jeopardized. 

Their field offices recognized the value of an 
evaluation and used the data to make a course 
correction. 

o The team concluded that programs have high impact 
when the home office provides a philosophical framework for 
programming that the field translates into a strategy based 
on local conditions, rather than programs in which a rigid 
model is "imported". This was underscored by the experience 
with the community skills centers I which wer€! originally a 
central feature of PG. The replication of Caotaco in other 
parts of the world has been fraught with difficulty such 
that the midterm evaluation recommended the centers become 
an optional rather than a central feature of the PG program. 
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o The team found that each country it visited had spent 
a great deal of time and energy in developing data on 
expected outcomes, as was evidenced in the matrices. 
outcomes, however, do not measure impact. To measure impact 
one needs to know what the conditions were before the 
program started. For example, to state that a project will 
provide nine wells to nine villages to provide them with 
potable water states only what the outcome of the activity 
will be. On the other hand, to state that then using 
pathology reports from local hospitals to measure the 
reduction of parasitical infections since the wells were 
installed is to attempt to measure the impact of the wells 
on the lives of the heneficiaries. 

o The team found that the field offices visited need to 
develop indicators to better measure impact. The team 
concluded that this was beyond the capacity of the field 
offices without additional training. 

o The team concluded that formal criteria should be 
established for selecting primary countries based on strong 
existing programs with projects in relevant activities, 
mature management, and in countries in which PG funds will 
complement on-going activities. Primary countries should 
get priority attention in terms of quality and quantity of 
technical assistance, as well as timely delivery. There was 
a shared feeling in all the countries that technical 
assistance could be arranged more promptly. The issue was 
there were no clear guidelines in the home or field offices 
as to how to prioritize primary country requests. There was 
a very apparent need for a PG director or coordinator with 
sufficient authority to set priorities and approve requests. 

a The need for assistance from the TTRU far out 
distanced its ability to provide help. A potential solution 
might be to change the present training officers who deliver 
training themselves to regional training resource officers 
who create networks in each country or region of locally 
available resources that could provide training and 
technical assistance more effectively. Carefully monitored, 
these networks would help insure that the training and 
technical assistance to/as culturally, technically and 
linguistically appropriate. 

o The Training of Trainers and the Community 
Development Training \'Jere ver.y successful in'terventions .. 
The teatlJ· found they shared the fc>llowing characteristics: 
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Training was adapted to local circumstances. 

Training did not rigidly follow "models". 

Training events were localized to meet individual 
field office needs. 

Training was process-oriented, and not 
proscript.i ve. 

Training responded to the felt needs of the 
trainees. 

a The team heard in both Burkina Faso and in Tunisia 
that the credit system in its present form was too compleA 
for the villages to take responsibility. The format was not 
adapted to their situations. It is geared to much larger 
loans requiring more sophisticated financial analysis. In 
Burkina Faso and in Tunisia the need is much simpler as the 
loans average from fifty to a hundred dollars. The literacy 
requirements alone exclude a significant portion of the 
population in these two countries. In Burkina Faso, a young 
woman, newly literate, has spent a large portion of her time 
translating the loan request form to the local language. 
(See Appendix J for a sample translation.) 

E. Monitoring and Evaluation Lessons 

o The impact of the 10 year evaluation in Dori, and the 
impact of the mid-term evaluation was quite remarkable. The 
changes that were recommended and the visible improvement 
that resulted from taking those recommendatio{!s seriously 
pointed up the critical need for regular monitoring and 
evaluation of PG. Had regular visits been planned to all PG 
countries from the outset much time and energy could have 
been directed more constructively. The team concluded that 
such a plan should be incorporated directly into the project 
plan and indicate criteria against which to measure 
progress, as well as the schedule of visits and their 
purpose. 

o Peer reviews of PG countries provided both revie1rJer 
and reviewers with new insights into their programming 
process. Peers are more likely to understand what each 
other are up against, and more likely to be able to provide 
constructive help. ~ihat is true of peer reviews among field 
office directors is equally true of field office technical 
specialists. 
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VI. ~QMMENDATIONS 

A. Management 

SC should strengthen overall grant management in the 
following areas: 

1. A person at the director level with appropriate 
authority should be responsible for planning and 
implementing all aspects of PG. 

2. The planning and management systems developed under 
PG should be integrated with other systems currently in use, 
such as those related to other major grants like child 
survival. The existence of parallel systems, each with its 
own requirements, creates unnecessary confusion. 

3. Field Office systems for program planning and 
monitoring should be linked to the system for reporting and 
tracking monthly and quarterly financial information. The 
present system use has limited value for program management 
purposes. 

4. In impact areas and field offices where SC is 
planning to phaseout, SC should prepare an explicit 
phaseover strategy with appropriate and measurable 
indicators. Sc should ensure staff training and adequate 
budget for the transition. 

5. Tunisia and Costa Rica appeared overly-dependent on 
PG funds. Likewise, important HO-based capabilities in 
training and technical assistance are heavily reliant on PG. 
These field offices, as well as home office, should develop 
a strategy for sustaining PG-developed capabilities with 
private resources. 

B. Program Planning 

SC should strengthen program design in the following 
ways: 

1. In planning complex multi-year programs, such as PG, 
it is preferable that home office provide the philosophical 
framework, while individual field offices translate the 
framework into a strategy based on local conditions. 

2. criteria for selecting primary countries need to be 
refine~ and the countries themselves selected with great 
care. Priority should be given to well-managed, ongoing 
programs where PG funds supplement funding from other 
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sources. Their multi-year program plans, including plans 
for technical assistance, training, and regional resource 
sharing, should be subject to thorough sc review before 
implementation. 

3. SC has improved its program planning system under 
PG. SC now needs to incorporate baseline data into PEMS so 
that field offices can more accurately measure progress and 
impact. To the extent that the three Field Offices visited 
are representative, this will require a significant amount 
of training and technical assistance. 

4. Primary countries should receiv9 priority attention 
as regards timely and high quality technical assistance as 
well as regional desk support. 

5. The Technical Trainin? and Resource unit having 
established its credibility found the requests for 
assistance exceeded its capacity to respond. In light of 
this experience, sc should examine the possibility of 
changing the role of the Technical Assistant from someone 
who delivers training to a Training Resource Officer who 
could develop resource sharing networks which are 
culturally, technically, and linguistically appropriate. 

c. Monitoring and Eyaluation 

1. Primary countries should derive evaluation plans 
which reflect core indicators, determine methods for 
obtaining information, identify information users and their 
needs and specify an evaluation schedule. This should be 
developed as part of the program plan. 

2. Periodic program evaluations undertaken by teams 
including field office directors should be institutionalized 
as a form of quality control and to monitor program impact. 
These are valuable learning opportunities for the staff 
involved. Field offices also benefit from outside 
perspectives on their programs which external team members 
contribute to program assessments. 
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Appendix A 

SAVE THE CHILDREN PARTNERSHIP GRANT AGREEMENT EVALUATION 

SCOPE OF WORK 

I • OBJECTIVE 

The Agency for International Development, Bureau for Food for Peace 
and Voluntary Assistance, OfficE~ of Private and Voluntary 
Assistance (AID/FVA/PVC) and The Save the Children Federation (SCF) 
require that an evaluation be undertaken of their Partnership Grant 
cooperative agreement, known as the Community Skills Transfer for 
Economic Self-Reliance program. This evaluation is intended to 
provide both organizations with: (1) an assessment of compliance 
wi th the terms of the agreement, particularly as it relates to 
SCF's; transfer of appropriate technologies, and skills and 
management capabilities; and (2) lessons learned as a result of the 
Project's implementation. 

II. BACKGROUND 

In 1985 Save the Children Federation was awarded a $7.5 million 
Partnership Grant by the Office~ of Private and Voluntary 
Cooperation. This cooperative agreement was intended to support 
a field-based initiative to develop and transfer skills to field 
office staff and community residents in six primary countries. 
These countries are Costa Rica, Tunisia, Jordan, Zimbabwe, Burkina 
Faso and the Philippines. ·The purpose of this grant is to transfer 
appropriate technologies, skills and management capabilities to 
targeted community groups in the areas of food production, economic 
development and community improvememts for direct application in 
selected ~lral and urban communities. This is to be accomplished 
through the use of three synergistic strategies. They are: 

1. replication of community skills centers; 

2. an expansion of SCF's training and technical assistance 
program; and 

3. the development of the expertise and capacity to better 
deliver assistance in the three sector areas mentioned 
"above. 

Implementation of these related strategies should result in: 

1. The construction and operation of community skill centers in 
each of the primary countries. 

2 . Comprehensive training programs, 
plans and training strategies, 
centers and related impact areas. 

including developed action 
for each community skill 

3. Established demonstration projects for each of the three 
sectoral areas within the skill centers. 



". Designed program strategies and! implemented community projects 
in the areas of food production, economic development and 
community improvement; including training of trainers, field 
management training, community development training workshops, 
and skills transferred, in the affiliated impact areas of the 
community skill centers. 

Some of the activities of this pa,rtnership grant \;Tere assessed 
during a mid-term evaluation conducted between October and December 
of 1988; and discussed during a planning conference in 
February, 1989. The activities of this cooperative agreement ar. 
scheduled for completion by July 30, 1991. 

I1Io EVALUATION PRINCIPLES 

The detailed evaluation protocol to be developed by the evaluators 
and significant clients during the Team Planning Meeting should be 
governed by the following principles: 

1. This evaluation is organ.ized by PVC (who retains the 
right to guide and direct the effort). However, it is 
seen as a collaborative venture aimed at providing useful 
information to all parties involved about the success of 
meeting the aims of the cooperative Agreement. The main 
parties are PVC and SCF. 

2. On several levels, the project is an institutional and 
human resource development project. It is intended to 
improve SCF's institutional capability at the 
headquarters and country level and to improve the skills 
of those functioning in community skill centers. It is 
also intended to "institutionalize" change in the lives 
of beneficiaries. In all cases, inputs which are human 
resources are seen as "enablers" which permit targeted 
individuals and groups to identify problems and learn 
the necessary skills to implement solutions. These 
necessary changes require proceSSE~S \..rhich lead to 
increased capacity outcomes. The evaluation protocol 
must be structured in way~ which reflect an interest in 
both outcomes, as represented by quantitative data, and 
processes, as represented by qualitative data. The 
evaluation should reflect a balance between these t\'lO 
outputs. 

3. Just as this evaluation is seen as a collaborative effort 
between PVC and SCF, it is also seen as a collaborative 
effort between the evaluation activities at home office 
and the field offices to be visited. In-country 
schedules should accommodate team entry and exit 
activities to reinforce the collaboration between those 
representing the home office and those representing the 
field office. 

During the TPM, team members will be responsible for developing a 



protocol which includes both the necessary means of home office and 
field office data collection as well as the appropriate indicators 
to measure achievement of project outputs and purpose. 

IV. EVALUATION STRUCTURE 

The evaluation team will consist. of four members: an external 
evaluation consultant who will be the team leader, the SCF 
evaluation specialist, and two senior members of the SCF field 
staff not directly involved in the partnership grant. Together 
they will review elements of the project's design and 
implementation according to the evaluation activities listed balow. 
During the in-country, field portions of the evaluation, the team 
will be joined by field office staff of the country program being 
evaluated. 

The following three activities will form the basis of data 
collection for the evaluation and the evaluation report. 

Activi ty One: a review of th® gr~nt agreement, project 
proposal and mid~term evaluation and. conference 
reporto 

These items serve as background for the evaluation. They include 
both the elements of the strategy, outputs, purpose, and goal as 
originally conceived. The ·mid-term evaluation and conference which 
followed made an assessment of the progress to date. 

Issues of interest related to the evaluation and conference should 
incl ude the maj or recommendations outl inE~d in the midterm 
evaluation. 

Aoti vi ty Two: a visit to Says the Children Federation's home 
office. 

Issues of interest during the home office visit should include: 

o coordination of all project inputs to complete project 
. outputs; and coordination of outputs to reach the proj ect 
purpose. Is SCF at home office providing the policy, 
planning, management and technical support required to support 
a multi-country economic self-reliance program? Have 
interventions (technical, policy, planning, management, 
recruitment and hiring) been timely, useful and relevant to 
the program's goal and purpose? 

o home office management has been significantly changed during 
the life of the grant. Have changes in management affected 
such things as program direction, financial management and 
decisions? Have these changes affected grant management and 
such things as timing for submission of reports; and the 
relationship between planning mechanisms and report 



o 

submission? 

SCF works in all major geographical regions 
do regional differences affect homE~ 
strategies? How do interventions, i. e. 
between regions? 

of the \-Jorld. How 
office regional 

training, differ 

o SCF has developed a management information system (MIS) 
referred to as PROMIS in response to Child Survival/ Health 
activities. How has PROMIS: interacted with the activities 
of the Partnership Grant? 

o SCF has established a system of technical support referred to 
as Training and Technical Resource unit (TTRU). How much have 
the activities of TTRU been institutionalized within SCF? 
What skills should be included in TTRU in the future? 

Acti vi ty three: A field evaluation of SCF's economic self
reliancEII program in Burkina Faso,g rrunisia and 
costa Rica. 

Issues of interest during the field visit should include: 

o outcomes: Have inputs been coniliined in significant levels and 
at appropriate times to produce desired outcomes? 

o Impact: Do proj ects implemented by SCF have a pos i ti ve 
effect on food production, economic development and 
community improvements? Have training of trainer 
programs been successful at developing a cadre of 
in-country trainers capable of positively effecting 
ultimate beneficiaries? 

o Process: Have community activities been organized in such a 
'ft/ay as to increase the transfer of technical, 
management and training skills so that communities 
will continue to participate in economic self
reliance projects? 

o 'A main feature of SCF's implementation st:rategy has been the 
use of community Skills Centers. As an implementation 
strategy there must be some individual country allowance 
between consistency of approach versus divergence of approach. 
How country specific are the elements of a community skill 
center? Explain the reasons for differences. 

o In some countries which are a part of the partnership grant 
SCF works with existing institutions; in others SCF has helped 
to create the institutions with which it works. What 
differences in program development exist in these situations? 

o As an Agency, AID has a particularly strong interest in 



strategies which affect both economic, enterprise development 
and democratic pluralism. How has economic, ~nterprise 
development fit into the mandate of community Skills centers? 
How have the activities of the grant affected democratic 
pluralism? How has democratic pluralism affected the 
activities of the centers? 

The final evaluation report, to be written by the team leader (in 
collaboration with the other evaluators), will synthesize 
information from all three activities listed above. The evaluation 
report will include a section on lessons learned, as well as 
recommendations for incorporation in follow-on grant. It will be 
the responsibility of the team leader to provide the report in 
draft to the major parties, solicit their comments, and incorporate 
these comments into the final report. 
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Appendilc B 

PG FINAL EVALUATION ITINERARY. 

Introductory visit to home office 
Westport, CT 

Team Building Meeting in Wash, DC 

Travel to Burkino Faso 

Ouagadougou: team planning with 
field office staff 

Dcri: Project visits 

Sapone: Project visits 

Ouagadougou: debriefing of BFFO 
staff and AID Mission 

Travel to Tunis via Paris 

Tunis: team planning wIth FTDC 
staff; meet with FTDC Board 

Makthar: Project visits 

Makthar~ debriefing FTDC staff 

Tunis: debriefing AID Mission 

Travel to San Jose vis Rome and NYC 

Puntarenas: team planning with 
CRFO staff 

Puntarenas: Project visits 

Puntarenas: debriefing CRFO staff 

Herrera: evaluation team retreat 

Travel to Westport, CT 

Westport: home office interviews 

Westport: debriefing 
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: IrZS::r:s:=::=:=:=:=:=:==: =:::=:: ============:: ==== =======::: :::: ==========: ============ =========:: : -==========:::: ::: ==:::: ==:: =======:: ======= ========: ========= ==::: =============: ========= =======::=======================: 

Sa.ll Business 
Adsinistration 

: TfCOOiciI Assistance: 
for Fish~nen 

:70 entrepreneurs (9W/4IM): IA coord :SCF Sub-Regional :Technoserve :Indlvldual seSSions at the 

C 50 Glcro~ntrepren~urs 
:traln~d In shlls Identd : 
:In the i~aslblilty study 

( 20~/30") 

,oc proa :Cr~dit ~or~shop , f~as.:INCAE :place 0 1 bU,lne,s, on-th~-Job 

cred proo:study training, TOT, :INA :tralnlnq 
ag pro~ :proJ~ct ade!!n.. :FOV 

; bU~lness _dun. 

cred prog:lralnlnq hr SSE proD-:Technos~rvE :Actual cas~ studl~s uSing 
ag prOD :oters In functional :INCAE : lnjQr~atJon irD" benefiCIaries ' 

:bUSlness adOln. shlls: :bu~lnesse, 

: and techniques lor 
:traln!ng adult; 

824 fishere~n froD rura I: cred proa:Op~ratlon and maInt~n- :COLOPES :VISltS progra!eed to th~ 

:coacunltl~s ior t~chnlcal CO.lunltJ~s of ChOIl~S, fIshing :ance of Gotors. baSIC 
"anzanillo, and Costa 
de Pa)aros, and urban 
ar~as ilf Fray Casiano. 
20 d~ Hov I elbre, and 
RIoJalandJa. 

assist :naVigatIon 
proe soc 

: ass 1St anc ~ and ;a I n t~nanc ~ 
: training for the boats, 
:Qotors. and eQUIP.ent 

1 hours I tue wi :The feasibility study has proven to be 

hours 

: folloo-up as :essential !n order to det~rDine other 
n~ed~d ; tralnlngllne~d5 and to plan appropriate 

:folloo-up. 

I, /oth for :Thls training corresponds to the feasi
: f1r,t months.:b!llt v study and training needs Ident-
: th~n as : f led ther~lr,. 

: n~cessary 

:6 hours In lx/nth :Program Includes continuIng individuoll 
: fo! low-up. : ~ac h cooaun-: 

: I tv 

IUUUUUUUlIlIUUU I UUllIlIlHllllIllIlll1 U IlllUI e .IIIIUIIIIIIIIUIIIIII!IIU: 1111 II!I' IIIIIIIIIIIIIII!IIIIIIII! I: 1111111111111111111111111111 1I111S!U II n Il!' UIIII as I U I III UU lIUIUUnU: 

! 
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• Key partICIpant: partlClpated in training 
SFiag (ofFICE: Cc~t. iiita PARTNERSHIP 6RANT OUTPliTS SUIlIIARY Beneflclary: I=lndivldual, F=faQily lx5l, C=cIIDlilunity 
iJuly 1990 ECONO"IC DEVELOPMENT SECTOR - -------- = on-going project ~lth sase partiClpants 
uuuvuueUntlUuiUUUIUUIUU U I UI a II I C HUll til U IU III flU 'IUUttlS III till I U 111111 Uti IIUIU I r II tI U U II I 11111 II UtilI IS I U IIII 01111l U IU IIUUUlllIllUHUUIUUllIUUlUUUUIUUSUUU 

OUTPUT INDICATORS: YEARS I ~ 2 YEAR 3 YEAR 4 CUllULAHYE 
COi1I1UNITY PROJECTS 

P6 U16FRA~EI 
: ================= = ==== ======= = ==== = == ============== : ===== = === -====== ==== = = =:: == = == =:: == = =:: = == ==:: ==:. ==:::. == = : :: = = = ==== =: == === = = = ===== ==== ========================= : ===================== 

FO ACTlYlTES 
HU~BER/HAAE 

OF PROJECTS 
NO. NO. 

: KEY PART : BENEFIC : 
NUMBER/NME 
OF PRCJECTS 

NO. NO. 
: KEY PART : BENEFIC : 

HUMBER/NA~E 

OF PROJECTS 
NO. NO. NO. NO. 

: KEY PART: BENEFIC : KEY PART : BENEFIC 
: Z'=$'=~======================= : ============ =========::-======== : === ::== === =: =::== ==== =: ==== ====-=====:: =: ======= ====== : == = - ..:== === ::: ====== ===: =::=:::::=:= ===:= = === ===========: ==========: ==========! ============: ========= 
: ECOIIOR I C DEVELOPftEN r : 

III CROE~TERPR I SE 
DEYELOPflEHI 

REYOl V I He LOAN FUNDS 

OTHER 

TOTAL: 

: I I Corr!sponds to th! sale 
:meficiaries listed by 
: 5t!C tor • 
:bl TIO hlilips benefit fro.: 

Cogoercial and Service 
Bus Inesses 

Sea II Industry and 
Hand I cr a It 5 

Coro~unlty Credit 
COOC! tteE'S 

1 Slta II F i sheroen 

1 Apic3lturl' lBees) 

5 Econollc DeyelopDent 
Projects 

30 150 F : ------------------------------ : 

II 55 F : --------- ---------- ----------- : 

20 aJ ~ / A :------------------- - ---- - -----: 

90 :900 F bJ :------------------------------: 

~o F 

159 1,1 45 

I Asoc. Pescador Chacan ta 
(APECHA) 

5 £(onODIC Developcent 
Proje( ts 

15 

48 

85 

40 F --------------- - ---------- ---- 41) F 

30 F : ---- -- ------------------------: 3S F 

N/A : --- ----- ---- - ------ ---- --- --- - , - . . --- -- --- : ---- ------ : 

480 F : -- - --------------------------- : 41 410 F 

30 I : ----------------- -------------: ----------: ----------: 

550 5 EconoGlc Oeve!opaent 
PrOjects 

56 485 

46 230 F 

24 120 F 

35 lilA 

358 1,7'10 F 

8 40 F 

5 30 i 

47q 2,210 

:uch fishing [Dan.: ::: ::: :::: 
uumulUun taU n.l 811 I 'I a sec a as t., IS'S" t, '" I' t"1 t! I.,: III £ U I' t J II C I. U •• t t 1"11 i .". II ~: II = 11., S 1111' t II S I! 11111111111111111 U II" U 111I1 III t 1IIIIll.II.'II: It III1I i II U U 11111 U U U I U un ntl UUIII 



Fina) 
I\;I\lfCl"lIld 

FI~JG Ilfflre S Vr. Total You 1 !llJ~ot 

aQf&!i: 5481,000 t41,000 
::oIr. alai fCoo,ooo $/7,520 
'LelISIA ~,ooo U4,200 
JDINiI 1371,000 .15,000 
!U."l:1.FMG U20,OOO f99,630 
iltllJlU U1S,000 $15,000 
:lIlfI!SICil S303,GOO $0 

~ILli'i'11B $0 ~ 

$47,493 
'23,909 
120,163 
",080 

$9C,998 
170,620 

SO 
so 

Appendix F 

SCf - AID PDC-om-A-~-620o-00 

PMTIlERSHIP SRANT PlII~ART CUIllHllT BtJDGtT STATUS 
Skill; Tr~n"tr Projettl 

Approytd BalDnca Ch'~90~ of 
Btllllc~ !~ar 2 e"d~Qt BalMCO ¥r. 1, ., ~ 5 Prl.Ary Countr 

"~,48l1 '13?,979 sm ,273 $2,70& '298,244 
$51,11 i 1143,420 1130,150 612,670 $145,441 
US,II' :133,730 $95,009 '38,i22 "79,209 
Ul,nO 1109,000 172,945 t3~,055 $2'lB,n5 
lSI ,3681 $J02,~O $92,115 $9,285 S2l&,287 
U,laO $74,701 ~64,535 ltO,Io6 5239,S45 U209,8~51 

$0 SM,750 522,416 '38,334 $280,584 !S290,5841 
so so '0 $0 to sm,027 

har 3 
Budq.t 

S!OO,OOO 
U04,OOO 
U06,722 
1126,000 
' 107,194 
$30,000 

56~9 

'58,239 

Flul 
h4l'l 

EI~ .... n 

SlOJ ,322 
$88,625 
'85,Il95 

Im,llS 
'bJ,254 
S17,750 

me 
554, lOl 

lSI ,3221 
U5,175 
~20, 927 

(S2a,llBI 
'43,940 
$12,250 

~O 

n,93. 
------------------------------------_. -----------_._--------------------

lOl/il 82,647,000 Sll2,lSO 8254,773 m,571 1160,58~ 0613,1>42 S146,939 11,778,585 U2'll,4021 $632,853 $56.,185 
q*U1II $111,659 , 5271,059 R~6uttionl 

~1" YliTtl $2,315,342 

letll' 

'.1 1lrtI~ ....... ovID9 ill leer!!!: " ,al FIl/Idln9 Rl!qo~st to AlDIUnhtnqton. 
TIIla nHectH Uo. C-try ProjlCh' portion of th. r.ductiDA frOll Se.5 &illlon to $7.5 ailllan. 

II. Yr •• '11 k".t 'au •• Nt fraa n4,'IOO, Barkin. dKruud froe 1'14,712, Pbllippinil 1nulnad froD 581,007, and Tunisia iner!asod froQ $93,314. 

a.~ tnCii 

Yr. , L 5 

U9&,922 
5156,8L6 
~n,314 

$144,.31 
;173,033 

sn 
so 

$142,124 

:tI2,919 
$9l,600 

SI21,ll4 
$72,000 
'83,645 

so 
so 

C84,503 

1907, U6 $560,039 
S271,658 Rfductioot 

SbJ5,788 Sub-Total 
S304,~4 Addlticnll Fund~ 

S940,742 Sub-Tohl 
U3S,156 Yoar 4 E.pIlIIUlI 

5504, 9l!' S~-Tohl 
'501,690 Yau 5 Aull,u,h 

'3,296 Illllllautod 

Fie.! 
YgU 4 

E.prOSt5 

$77,846 
SSt ,273 
S69,257 
$12,267 
iSj ,S5i 

SO 
$0 

S47,556 

S4~,~6 

135,073 
12,327 

S54,057 
(f2m 

(s3,9141 
$0 
to 

sn ,007 

t124 ,283 

Sahlin 
Ava! IIbl, 

Yau 5 

$119,076 
#75,543 
$~,057 

'72,370 
$~,416 

$0 
$t! 

m,lb9 
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Appendix G 

S~VE THE CHILDREN fEDERATIO~. INC. 
AID PARTNERSHIP COOPERATIVE ~SREEHEHT 

Woo PDC-0279-A-OO-6200-00 

PARTNERSHIP SRA~T EXPE~SES VS. ~ATCH. YEARS I - 3 ACTUALS, YEARS 4 ~ 5 PROJECTED 

Proja'Ctl!d Projllchd Totili li h! 
VIlIMS I - 3 Vurs 1 - 3 Ye~r$ 4 , 5 Years 4 3r 5 of Projllct 
P6 lIatth ~ P.G. EXj3l?11s!s\ PS lI~tch Ii P.S. Exp@ils!!$ PS Match ~ 

BItlBO- IIIl1B6- 811189- 811!B9- B/1I8b-
7/311B91H1 7/31189 7/3119l 7131191 7/31/91 

Total Lih 
of Project 

P.6. Eljll?/l!>C!i 

a/1lSb-
7/31191 Ilill 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Trailei1l9 $78,998.00 ~6B~,325.00 $37,700.00 $786,118.00 $11&,698.00 $i,472,4n.OO 

Sectcr~l DovelDP~nt $13,020.00 S748,16b.00 • ~.&09.00 S4l4,%O.OO $25,62'1.00 $i, 163,726.00 

CoQfttrw 'roj;ctg $4.301,134.00 §1,434,bOO.OO n,OeO,30B.OO ~9~O,742.00 $6,381,442.00 ~2,37'3,3~2.00 

Grant ~R§eemlnt $61,334.00 tH24! 184.00 $25,000.00 $68,013.00 ~B6,m.OO $192,197.00 

flan~ing/E~ll./Dcc. $0.00 ~400,715,00 to.OO $260,412.00 $0.,00 S661, 127 .00 

Rt,icnol Conferences SO.OO $163,790.00 SO.OO ti 07 ,202.00 $0.00 $270,992.00 

Rigional R'Gcurc~ Sharing $0.00 $134,490.00 $0.00 $b7,m.OO $0.00 $201 ,bbY. 00 

Rf9iDnAI/VP Support $737,997.00 $341,517.00 $3511,900.00 5142,739.00 $1,094,B97.00 $484,256.00 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~--
SUB-TOTAL $5, 192,4il3.oo $4,032,387.00 $1,512,517.00 $2,789,365.00 $7,705,000,00 1l6,821,752.00 
!lIdinct COlil SO.OO $528,640.00 $0.00 Z355,7b0.00 $884,400.00 
------------_ .... _-----------------------------------------------------------------------------
SRMD TOTAL $5,192,4B3.00 $4,561,027.00 $2,512,517.00 $3,145,125.00 $7,705,000.00 $7,70b,152.00 

----------

i Plan~iftg/Evlluation/Docuaentition, R~gionll Confefences, ind R~9iDnal R~~our[e Shlring ~D6t-sharin9 i~ not captured as a 
ciltulattd ~atch. 

It Kltcb i5 through b/lO/B9. 

III Totll includ.t $1,1~2 of non-tost-Sharnd AID fundi IS pmr the Coop. Agr~emnnt. 



Appendix H 

SAVE THE CHILDR~N FINANCIAL OYERVIEW 
ACTUAL PROGRAK ALLOCATIONS 

FY 1~B7 - FY 1989 

1$ in thouSimds) 

tv 1907 FY 1989i 
PROGRAM EXPENDITURES ___ .. ao __ .... a aom ___ UQ 

____ ~ ______ U __ Q_g~ __ 

COliunity Ind HOlt Infrastructure 4, 32~) 4,857 
Food PrDduction Ind Agrltultur~ 2;444 4\608 
Education And HUlan Ri»ourc~§ Devt. 16,953 14,431 
Health ind Nutrition 6,514 7,973 
Enhrprili! 5,282 5,172 
RRsourc9 Cooservitlon 579 1,092 
R~fug~e and Dislstmr Reli~f 23,454 35,916 
Indirect Cosh 12,607 11,312 

---~---
______ (;1:11_ 

TOTAL 72, l53 85,361 
___ "'_"'OOlc:!l ooco .... _ ... _ ... _ 

SOURCES OF FUNDS 
--~---------~---

AID PArtnership 1,020 1,751 
Other AID 18,456 34,197 
Other Grants 13,240 151~O 
Private 32,343 31,M7 
Other IncDB~ .~ 3,759 2,270· 

.... ~ ... ____ .z=_ 
"lDq"'QC!IIO~'" 

TOTAL 6B,B2b 85,883 
... _-_ ...... - -... -~----
_~., ___ ..... ~c -_ ...... _=---

f FY 19S8 is I~QDonth period ending June 30, 1980 

FY 1909u 
_acac;o .... __ ..,. 

5,246 
7,242 

17.742 
9,711 
6,714 
2.026 

42,259 
15,887 

oaCII_·_cn=_e 
~ , 

107,6T1 
-------- ... 

2,092 
40,616 
21.1t2t 
39,646 
~hfJtO 

."_UID,,,,"..., ... __ 

107,795 
... -------~ 
- ... _------

it FY 1999 is 15-m~nth period ending SepteDber 3D, 19B9, reflecting 
change in Agency Filcal Year. 
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4 
===================================~=======================~==::=================================::=== 
outputs Objectively Verifiable Indicators Year Four outputs 
========================================================================~============================ 

1. COllUllity Skills Centers 
constructed and operating 

2. Demonstration projects 
in the 7 centers 

3. Comprehensive 
Training Program 

7 centers constructed 

250 Denonstration Projects: 
100 Econonomic Develop§ent 
90 Food Production 
60 COiBUfiity Inprovenents 

Training strategy 

Training Programs in Operation: 
9 Food Production, 3 ~ploYBent 
1 construction 

orientation Training (OT) 
Training of Trainers (TOT) 
Field Hgst Training (FMT) 
community Development Training 

(eDT) 
~~rkshops disse~intated in 
30 PO's and 60 co~ity 
qroups 

8 CSCS corq>leted 
6 skills transfer 
strategic defined and 
implemented 

Demonstration of 
various typ2S and sizes 
conducted in: Economic~ 
DevelopIDent 0 handicrafts, 
co~ity ~aqed credit. 
comuunity Iuprovenents e 

prototype houses, 
latrines, 
water catcbmant, 
Food Production D 

qardeninq, 
fiel<1 crops, 
aniMal husbandry I 
agroforestry, 
beekeeping, 
food storaqe, 
soil conservation, 
irrigation. 

3 esc's training strategies 
in proqress 

4 proqrs~ in agriculture 
4 prograBS in emplo~ent 
1 progr~ in construction 

Perfo~ed: 19 ~rs benefitting 350 
participants, 8 COTs benefiting 
140, 11 fWTs benefitting 110 and 
5 OTs benefitting 100. 90 technica 
assistallce visits/worksbops 
benefitted 900 field office 
and conmunity participants. 



===========================================:~=================~==================~=~==============~== 

outputs Objectively Verifiable Indicators Year Four outputs 
============================================================~=============:========================== 

4. Program strategies 
designed and coueunity 
projects implelented 

Skills transferred to 6500 key 
parti ci pants 

OVer 400 cOHmUnity projects in 
6 countries 

OVer 6500 key participants in 
deaonstration and cOBMUnity 
projects including farE~rs groups, 
coununity credit committee, fishers 
associations, training proqraDS in 
agriculture, e~ployment and 
construction 

Projects in six primary countries a 
folloos: 
Food productioD~113 
EconoBic development~38 
CONNUnity inproveEent-103 
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Appendix K 
COSTA RICA 

Low lncome housing improved wlth an SC loan. 

A seamstress who diversifled her production with the help of 
an SC loan. 



improved beekeeping technlques h~ve attracted 
the attention of farmers and GOT. 

Low cost erosion control lws cir <.HlIdtl(;,:,lly 
lncreased <lgricultul~al pr:Oduct10n. 

Weaving ski lIs ~transfer red to young women have 
generated income. 



I I 

, ~. I' 
:1',,: r!.~.- '. t.t: 

, .' 

Vocational training has created employment and 
increased services in rural areas. 

Improved garden wells increase efficiency and 
productivity. 

Food security is the priority problem SC 
addresses in Dori. 



Staff in: 

Tunisla 

Burki.na Faso 

Costa Rica 


