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I. INTRODUCTION

A, Purpose, Procedure and Scope
1. Purpose

The objective of this analysis of institutional
sustainability issues in USAID 1985-86 project Evaluation Reports (ERs)
was to analyze (1) the sustainability of institutional components in
AID projects and (2) the nature of the relationship between
sustainability of project benefits and institutional development. It
was Intended to serve as one of the primary sources of data for
determining tlic future direction of AID's activities in this field.

2. Procedure

The analysis of sustainability issues was initially a part of
a larger effort to review in-depth and synthesize over 200 AID ERs for
COIE. CDIE provided Devres with the evaluation reports undertaken in
FY 85/86 that were to be reviewed. CDIE also specified the descriptive
and substantive cdata that it wanted to identify and gather on each of
tne evaluation reports to bhe veviewed and processed. A matrix was
dezsigned to include:

o A listing of FY 85/86 evaluation reports by Bureau, sector
and country;

o Descriptive data about the projects/programs evaluated and
about the evaluation reports themselves; and

o Substantive information on five topics (including
sustainability) and selected sub- topics (one to three) under
each topic.

An Evaluation Synthesis Rating Form was organized so that all the data

could be entered into a computerized database and subsequently

manipulated to develop many different matrices of data on the
valuation reporct,

Regarding this specific analysis of sustainability issues, Devres'
tzaff reviewed the results of the statistical analysis for the universe
oI 212 ERs on the sustainability topic and sub-topics as background to
the analysis of a sample of 50 ERs to be intensively reviewed. To
select the sample, all ERs rated either +3 to +5 or -3 to -5 on Overall
Sustainability were identified on the computer and a list printed out
showing which were final, 2x post and/or interim evaluations. All
final and ex post ERs were retained in the list while the list was
pared down te the agreed number of 50 by eliminating ERs which were
not, strictly speaking, evaluations, were for less significant projects
or were of questionable valuec in the sample.
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reviewers rating the same evaluation, discussing the results and
evolving a common approach. This resulted in a large measure of
agreement and consistency of understanding.

From time to time over the life of this activity there were
further consultations among the group of reviewers to discuss and
resolve jssues. We believe this has resulted in a coherent basis for
‘the subsequent statistical analysis of the whole universe and for the
more detailed review of the selected samples under each major topic.
We also belizve that this approach led to a high degree of consistency
and intellectual integrity despite the wide range of topics, issues,
countries anc reviewers involved.

The particular approach to the sustainability analysis evolved out
of the generzl approach to the larger project. It was designed to
derive additional insights from the ERs by carrying out an in depth
analysis of the sub sample.

2. Selection_of topics for review

Sustainability was one of the five Principle topics analyzed
in the larger sample. The others included:

o} Impilementation constraints:

o Rolz of women in development:
o Environmental impact; and

o} Impact on private sector.

In addition, over 40 sub-topics were identified related to the
five main topics. The sub-topics related to Implementation Constraints
were specifiecd in the Statement of Work, the others were discussed and
agreed upon between Devres and PPC/CDIE over the course of the review.
Definitions were prepared for each topic and sub-topic and we arrived
at a general consensus on these definitions. The sustainability topics
and sub-topics on which all 212 ERs were reviewed were identified very
early in the svnthesis process and formed the basis for the analysis on
sustainabilitv contained herzs, Other sustainability sub-topics were
identified in the subsequent SOW,

In addition, over 23 descriptive characteristics of the projects/-
programs evalusted as well as of the Evaluation Reports themselves
which covered those activities were alsc specified in the SOW and
sources for the data were agreed upon.

Some supvlementary materials were made available by AID to amplify
the nature of the topics although they were not required to be covered
by our tabulated significance ratings. These memoranda related in
particular to the nature of the issues involved in sustainability,
implementation constraints and women in development. The analysis
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treats all issues raised to the extent that informaticn contained in
the ERs sheds light on the issues.

3. Development of the rating form

A rating form was devised which would capture in a Matrix A
and a Matrix B all of the descriptive elements pertaining to the
projects and the Evaluation Reports and the ES/PES documents which
accompanied many (but by no means all) of the reports. These appeared
on a face page on the Rating Form. A five-part Matrix C was developed
to cover the substantive topics to be rated.

On five subsequent pages, each of the five topics and their
respective sub-topics were set out in a manner to permit a numerical
significance rating or other appropriate response to be reccrded.
Responses to significance ratings were given on a scale of 10 entries,
+5 to -5. In the case of Implenentation Constraints only negative
ratings were entered for the "overall" rating on the theory that a
"constraint" could by definition only be negative. Other
implementation sub-topics were rated on the scrle of 10 entries. On
consideration at a late stage of the process some feeling had arisen
that a scale of -5 to +5 would have been more useful for statistical
analysis of the implementation overall rating. A statistical "proxy"
was dewveloped for this purpose. Other questions were given a "Yes/No"
response where appropriate and provision was made for "not applicable”
or "not observed" entries as appropriate when the ER gave no basis for
a response or it was not relevant in ‘ne particular case.

The forms also provided for notations on the issues related to the
topics/sub-topics on each page to facilitate analysis at a later scage
and to comment on issucs not related to the sub-topics on the form.

One problem with the rating forms was the lack of mutual exclusivity of
some of the sub-topics. However, the reviewers took this into account
in their analysis. <Copies of the ER Rating Form and the guidelines for

using it are included in Annex 3.

4, Significance ratings of topics and sub-topics

Each of the 212 ERs was carefully reviewed and the
significance of topics/sub-topics, as_noted bv the project evaluator in
the evaluation reporr, was rated on a scale of +1 to +5 for positive
influence (with +1 indicating little or no significance and +5 denoting
high significance). The scale also included ratings for negative
influence from -1 to -5 parallel to the positive scale. Thus, a rating
of +5, for example, reflects the Devres reviewer's notation of the ERs'
determination of high positive significance of the influence or impact
of any given topic or sub-toric on the activity evaluated. Similarly,
a rating of -5 indicates high negative significance of the influence or
impact of the topic or sub-topic on the project, as indicated by the
evaluation report. Ratings of eight or nine were given to those
topics/sub-topirs listed on the rating form when an issue was
respectively "not applicable" or "not observed" in the evaluation.

With a couple of exceptions, the reviewers assigned ratings on_ the
basis only of the information in the evaluation itself. If a given
topic was not noted, an "8" or "9" was the rating.
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the specific issues addressed in each evaluation, the scope and depth
of the analyses contained in esch report, and the quality and
reliability of the data used to support the findings in the Evaluation
Reports. The important point here is that this review and analysis was
limited by the overall quality of the reports reviewed. A few reports
were rich in detail on all topics relevant to a particular project;
many others had little detail upon which to base a rating. The
reviewers inevitably recorded many "9s" (not reported) on some topics
or sub-topics not covered in the Evaluation Reports. This was not
necessarily because a topic was totally insignificant but rather
because the evaluators did not deal with it in the writcen Evaluation
Report. Some topics were generally "not applicable” and were recorded
accerdingly (8).

Since the reviewers did not draw upon any project information
outside the Evaluation Report itself the significance of the impact of
a particular topic or sub-topic could not be determined unless it was
related in the ER. Reviewers sought to apply reascnable judgments to
information in the ERs bhut generally avoided making inferences simply
to give a rating to a topic. The inability to obtain informaticn from
any source other than the ER (due to limitations of time and funding
and by agreement with AlD) was a significant constraint to gaining
comprehensive insight into projects under review and the influence or
impact of particular topics.

Second, the Evaluation Report universe for the synthesis study was
not drawn from a "scientific" random sample of all projec.s on-going
(i.e., that could theoretically have been evaluated) during the time
period (FY 85/86) under raview. The 212 evaluation reports from FY
85/85 constitutes only 17 percent of the 1244 active projents and "non-
project" loans, grants and CIPs (excluding proposed projects) in AFR,
ANE and LAC missions or other offices pertinent to the two years under
review.l The universe includes those project evaluations that were
completed during FY 85/86 that were available to CDIE and met certain
criteria. Tt dors nor include evaluations undertaken in FY 85/86 for
small projects under $500,000, for Housing TInvestment Guarantee (HIG)
Projects, pre-FY &5 e¢vcluations or reports not considered to be
essentially evaluative in nature. Thus, this wmiverse provides a
"srapshot" of only a part of AID's program,

Third, the 212 evaluation reports were reviewed and rated by four
people each of whom, because of their own experience, may have
interpreted the significance of auy given element in any given report

somewhat differencly. Thus, the significance ratings could be slightly
skewed by one or two peints depending on what a given reviewer
considered "significant." However, the four analysts who had

different, ver complementary, experiences in many different areas of

development, have worked togetner for more than five years and share

Lhis figure does nt include Cencral Bureau Projects as they did
not figure prominently ir the set of evaluaticn reports under review,

Devres






EVALUATION SYNTHESIS

Table | ;Project Characteristics Identified in Evaluation
Reports, bv Pureau and Sector

a Percent, bwv 3ureau
SECTOR AFR &NE LaC OTHER TOTALS
ARD 33 543 39 47% 34 58% 4 4L4s 110 352%
EXR 5 8% 14 17s 9 15% 1 1ls 29 14s
Hza 8 13% 9 1ls 3 5% 0 0% 20 9%
MLT 1 2% 1 1s 0 Os 0 0% 2 1%
poP 3 5% 5 6% 1 2% 1 1ls 10 5%
SDA 11 1832 15 13s 12 20s 3 333 41 193

——;z ldO% 83 100s% 59 1003 9 1003 215 100%
5] Paveant, by Sactor
SECTOR EER ANE LAC OTHER TOTALS
ARD 33 30% 39  35s% 36 31ls 4 43 110 100%
EHR 5 173 14  48% 9 31w 1 33 29 100z
dEA 8 40z 9 45% 3 15s 0 Os 20 1003
MLT 1 50% 1 503 0 0% 0 Os 2 100s
20?2 3 303 5 503 1 190s 1 103 10 1003
S22 11 27% 13 37z 12 2¢9:% 3 7% 21 100+
TOTALS 61 £3 59 -_—; —;z;

29% 203 28% 4s 100%

1 . - - ~
Y The category "Other" includes ER's from PRE, FVA, and S&T.
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EVALUATION

STNTHESIS

Table 2: List of Evalua-ion Reoverts bv Bureau bv Countrv

Bureau
AFR

BOTSWANA
BURUNDI
CAMEROON
CENTRAL AFRICAN

’

SWAZITLAND

Subtotal
LAC
BELIZE
BOLIVTA
COSTA RICA
DOMINICA

DOMINICAY REPURLIC
ECUADOR

EL SALYADOR
GUATEMALS

HAITI

HONDURAS

JAMAICA

MULT

PAMAMA

PERU

subtotal

(o2}
-

—

—
~ N

w
O

Evaluations

,I\J\DHP—‘I\JP—‘HHL\O\HHMO\HNL\H e el

O NN

O WwWo WL WP

11

FVA

S&T

BANGLADESH
EGYPT
INDIA
INDONESIA
JORDAN
MALATSTA
MOROCCO
MULT

NEPAL
OMAN
PAKISTAN
PHILIPPINES
POLAND
PORTUGAL
SRI AN

P R SRS |

suctotal

KENTA
MULT
THAILAND

subtotal

subtotal

BOLIVIA
PHILI?PPINES

subtotal

TOTAL

= of

Evaluations

o
= o

IL»JH\IO’\)—‘)—‘LJO\)—‘WU‘DU’IHOZ)\JW

| e
o) N W w

—

—

o I o
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EVALUATION SYNTHESIS

Characzeristics of Project Life & Size Idcntified in

Table 3

Evaluaticn Reporcts, by Bureau

Proiect Began:

[¢5]

AFR

AN

OTHER
S

TOTAL
745

1983 or later 17
1982 or earlier Iy 44 159

N/0

2

61

o
W WO O 1}

4
0
9

8

212

AFR ANE LacC OTHER TOTAL
1 o 3 vears 10 14 15 1 40
3 to 5 vears 2 14 9 5 48
More than 3 31 55 35 3 124
TOTAl 61 83 59 9 212
Percenzage orf Columc
AFR ANE 1LaC OTHER TOTAL
1 o 3 vears 16 .4% 16.9% 23.45% 11.1% 18.9%
3 20 5 waars 32.8% 15.,9% 13 .33 £3.0% 22.¢%
Morz than 3 50.%% 25 . % 29 .33 33 .2= 38.5%
ICTAL 102.0% 130 .0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0s3
Pypiagcz Siza ™ Dazi-n
(UE3 million) AFR ANE LAC OTHER TOTAL
Less chan 31 20 12 19 6 57
ST o $2 millicn 11 8 6 0 25
$2 to S17 millionm 14 9 g 0 42
Mora than 310 la 0 19 ¢ 63
RPNS] 2 d 6 3 25
TOTAL 61 £3 59 e 212
Parcenzzze ol Coluns
AFR ANE LAC OTHER TOTAL
Less zhan Sl 33.7% 14,5% 32.2% 100.0% 29.9%
S1 to SZ millizon 18.0% 9.6% 10.2% 0.0s% 11.8%
3 to $10 omiliion 23.0% 22.9% 15.3% .03 19.8%
More than $S10 23.0s 36.1% 32.2% 0.03% 29.7%
N/O 3.3% 16.93 10.1% 0.0% 11.83

100.0s 100.0¢% 100.03 100.0% 100.0%

13
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Prcject Size by Region (continued)

Percentage of row

Less than S1

S1 to $3 million
$3 to $10 million
More than $10

N/O

TOTAL

AFR
35.1%
46, 0%
33.3%
22.2%

8.0%

28.5%

14

ANE IAC  OTHER
21.1%  33.3%  10.5%
32.0%  24.0% 0.0%
45.2%  21.4% 0.0%
47.6%  30.2% 0.0%
56.05  24.0%  12.0%
39.2%  27.8% 4.23

TOTAL

100.0%
100.0%
100.03
100.0%
100.0%

100.0%

Devres
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Evaluation Renorts bv Bureau

EVALUATION SYNTHESIS
Table 4 Characteristics of
% of
Total # Universe

Type of Evaluation

cerim 132 62%
F nal 64 31%
E  Post 15 7%
N/A 1
FY Evaluation Completed:
1984 8 4%
1985 142 67%
1985 60 28%
N/0 2 1%
Evaluation Ferformed:
Intarnalily L4 21%
Exzernally 164 77s
N/0 4 3
Evaluation Team Composition
Conzractor 82 39s
AFD 21 10s
Mixed 41 19%
Host Country 2 ls
Host Country/AID 11 5%
Host Counctrv/Contractor 28 13s
Host Counzry/Mimed 22 10s
Not Obserwved 5
Contents oI Written Reports
PEIS/ES Prasanc 143 58%
Swacuzive Summary 152 75%
Tanle ol Conzant:s A3 5§01
fraiuation SOW 102 495
Evaluation Methodology 159 75%
Conclusions 130 L%
Recommendatcions 188 89%
Lessons Learned 116 55%
Design Documents 51 245

l.\’o:e:

Percentages have been rounded.

15

BUREAU

AFR ANE LAC OTHER
40 56 32 4
15 21 2 4
6 6 2 1
0 0 1 0
3 2 3 0
35 58 43 6
21 23 13 3
2 0 0 0
15 16 12 0
L4 84 47 9
1 3 0 0
17 21 39 5
8 9 4 0
17 13 8 3
0 0 2 0
4 7 0 0
1 21 5 1
12 9 1 0
2 3 0 0
43 51 50 1
L6 A5 L2 9
L3 2§ L7 ¢
30 a2 22 9
41 63 47 8
4l 58 29 8
57 77 L5 9
34 7 20 5
8 25 17 1

projects.

Percentage is based on total universe of 212
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and only 7 percent were "ex post.” Thus, many of the comments
regarding project implementation and/or sustainability were essentially
"partial” as the evaluator was stepping intc the project at some early
or mid- "point" and did not generally have the long-time perspective
that might have been found in a final or ex post evaluation, this fact
is important to remember in terms of the lessons learned from this
evaluation review. They generally do not provide as much in-depth
insight into a project because thev are hased on shorter time frames.

More than three-fourths of the evaluations reviewed were
performed externally using contractors, or host country personnel or a
combination of either or hoth of these with or without AID staff. For
the univevse as a whole, nearly 40 percent of the evaluations were
performed by US contractors. Lvaluation teams involving host country
personnel constituced 30 percent of all the evaluation teams. The LAC
bureau relied on cutside contracrors alone to prepare 66 percent of
their ERs. The ANE bureau involwved host country personnel more
frequencly (44 percent) than the other buresus in their svaiuation
process ~“hough they involved US contractors about &40 percent of the
time. The AFR bureau utilized the services of contractors, mixed
AID/contractor teams and teams with host country participants in about
equal propositions.

From the reviewer's perspective, "good" evaluations were those
that included at a minimum an Executive Summary, distinct sets of
Conclusions and Recommendations and Lessons Learned. Other important
criteria, particularly for reference, were the inclusion of a Table of
Contents, the evaluation SOW, a discussion of the evaluatior.
methodology and specific pertinent design information. Tabls &
summarizes some of the concents of the ERa. Nearly 90 percent of the
ERs included Recommendaiions but only two-thirds included Conclusions
and about half had Lessons Learned. Roughly 75 percent included an
Executive Summary and Evaluation Methodology but only half included the
Evaluation Scope of Work. Less than 25 peicent included any design
documents. In terms of the inclusion of Conclusions, Recommendations
and Lessons Learned, it appears, from an analysis of this universe, at
least, that the AFR and ANE bureaus have produced the most "complete"
evaluations.

In terms of which type of evaluation team delivers the most
"complete" ER, the data shows no clear pattern. Table 5 shows some
variation between types of teams and the FR delivered. Host country
participation seems to be a "plus" particularly in terms of the detail
which such individuals can provide.

3. Comments on the evaluation reporting process

As noted above, there were wide disparities in both the
quantity and quality of the written ERs. Some were long and detailed;
others short and general. There was little conformity to any
particular pattern of organization or content. Few addressed AID's
"four pillars;" even fewer discussed environmental, private enterprise,

16
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EVALUATION SYNTHESTS

A A N r' . »
Fable 5: Evaluation Repore Contents hy

—Comvosition—ol Fvaluation Team
(percentage of toCal universd)

Executive LLessons  Table of Evaluation Evaluation Design

Summary Conclusions Recommendations learned Contents SOw Method Documents
Contractor 777 627 877 507 87% 547 787 297
AID 71 71 76 68 52 38 76 10
Mixed 80 56 98 59 93 51 76 27
H/A1D 73 64 91 36 73 36 82 36
I/Contractor 79 76 93 49 50 62 76 21
H/MIxed 86 68 91 68 68 41 73 23
llost Country 50 50 506 50 50 - 50 -



or WID impact. Thus while many of the projects evaluated may have had
an impact, for example, on women, there was little consistent detail
about gender in the reports. Indirect insight was necessarily relied
on in others. Too few made clear references to whether sustainability
had been a primary concern or goal in the original design of the
project.

Overall, it appears that AID is not clear about exactly what
information it wants in, or from, evaluation reports. Sustainability,
for example, was not a focus of most ERs (This is discussed in more

depth in Chapter II). Morecover if AID is trying to "track" progress on
WID, PRE or enviromment issues this does not appear to be understood by

the evaluators or the Missions requesting evaluations. Little
indication emerged that evaluators were more sensitive to these points
in FY 86 when they were to be stressed than in FY 85. Inclusion of
gender-specific data or inforwation on such standard PRE "success"
indicators as jobs created or income generated appear in the ERs more
serendipitously than anything else and then usually in a descriptive,
not analytical, mode. In fact the evaluations themselves are
overwhelmingly descriptive of "events" that took place in a project's

life cycle. It is the exception that a clear-cut analyvsis explains why

something went well or poorly. With this in mind, CDIE may want to
consider more explicit guldelines for "impact" analysis on certain
issues of importance to the Agency.

As for the ERec themselves. there is no common format in terms of
organizing or presenting information or statistical data. Some begin
with a project description and end with Conclusions and
Recommendations: other ERs reverse the process. Some dwell on the

methodology of the evaluation, others don't mention methodology at all.

With this in mind, it might be helpful for the future to establish a
"format" and '"checklist" for ERs to facilitate analysis of their
findings across a wide range of projects and special issues by bureau
and by sector,

18
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iI. SUSTAINABILITY

A. Overall Patterns

1. Introduction

In examining the evaluations carried out during FY85 and 86
with rererence to sustainability, special emphasis has been given to
institutional factors and to a series of other issus:s previously agreed
to with AID. Key issues examined include:

o) Institutional factors

-- type and function

-- new vs. eulsting

-- grass roots participation

-- strength of constituency

-- leadership aud management capacity and

-- linkages among institutions and with beneficiaries

o Technology adoption

o Cultural factors

o Policy environment

o} Cost coverage and post-project finar:e

o} Human resource development

o} Implementacion/suscainability relationships
o Project design

o Life of project

0 Flexibility of management

o} Technical assistance team compositicn,

his analysis is a combined response to the requirements of
the scopes of work for sustainability under the Wor: Order issued by
CDIE (W.0. YNo. PDC-0085-1-00-6095-00 #1) and the more comprehensive
coverage called for by the additional tasks in a sutplemantary Work
Order (No. PDC-0085-1-00-6095-00 #4). A description and detailed
statistical tabulations of the wniverse of evaluations with reference
to sustainability and an in-depth analysis of 50 evzluations which
veceived highly positive or strongly negative overall ratings for
sustainability are included in this effort. This larger sample
complies with the requirements of both Work Orders,

19 Devres



2. Sustainability patterns for the universe

Sustainability ratings were given for projects described in
198 individual ERs of the 212 report universe. Ratings ranged from -5
(strongly negative) to +5 (highly positive) in determining the
likelihood of projects (at the time of evaluation) to achieve long-term
viability. Sustainability ratings have been grouped into three .
categories: sustainability likely, for projects with highly positive
overall ratings; sustainability unlikely, for projects with strongly
negative overall ratings; and marginal sustainability cases for
projects with average ratings (between -2 ard +2). As one would
expect, given normal distributiocn patterns, the majority of projects
(56 percent or 119 of the total ER universe of 212) fall within the
categery of average or marginal sustainability. Evaluations with
highly positive sustainability ratings overall make up only 11 percent
of the ER universe, while projects with strongly negative ratings
comprised 26 percent of the population.

Overall sustairability ratings were analyzed by bureau as noted in
Table 6. Of the three regional burecus, a higher percentage of

projects in the AFR bureau (13 percent) received highly positive
overall sustainability ratings than ¢id projects in either the ANC or
LAC bureaus which received highly positive ratings on only 7 percent
and 10 percent of their universe of projects reviewed respectively.
The AFR bureau also had the highest rercentage of projects with
strongly negative ratings followed bv ANE and LAC. Both the ANC and
LAC bureaus had larger percentages of projects in the "marginal" range
than did the AFR bureau.

The overall sustainability ratirgs were also examined by sector.
As noted in Table 7, the POP sector had the highest percentage of
projects receiving highly positive overall sustainability ratings. ARD
haa the lowest percentage of projects with this rating. The HEA sector
had the highest percentage of projec:s receiving strongly negative
ratings, ana ARD had the lowest percentage of projects with strongly
negative ratings. Another way to look at this is to look "inside" the
rating groups ‘e.g., +3 to +5, -3 to -5, ete.) to see which sector had
the highest percentages of hipghly positive and strongly negative
ratings. Of the 24 ERs that indicated highlv positive overall ratings
on sustainability, 42 percent were in ARD; 25 percent were in HEA /POP
together: SDA and EHR each accourted for 16 percent of the highly
positive ratings. Of the group of 55 projects that received strongly
negative sustair .bility ratings, 40 percent of those rated were in ARD;
22 percent in HEA/PQP; and 24 percent in SDA.

1The two multiple sector projects are not considered here because
of the small number of projects in the sector.
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EVALUATLON SYNTHESLS

Table ¢ Overall Sustalnabllity Ratlnps by Burcau

Percent Percent

Total # Highly Stronply Percent Percent

Projects Positlve flepative Harglinal Mot
Bureau Rated Ratiags Ratfups Racings Observed Total
AFR o1 13% 347 Lol 7% 1C0%
ANE 63 7 22 61 10 100
LAC 59 10 19 69 2 100
OTHER 9 45 33 11 11 100



Sector

ARD

EHR

HEA

MLT

por

SDA

Table 7:

Overall Sustainabilizy Ratings by Sector

Total #

, Projects
Rated on
IssueL__

106

23

19

2

10

37

197

lThe diffarence between number of projec:s rated and the universe of

Percent
Highly
Positive
Ratings
9%
17

16

30

11

Percent
Strongly
Negative
21%
26
47
100
30

35

Percent
Marginal

Ratings -

70%

57

37

40

54

Percent
TOTAL

100

100

100

100

100

100

212 ERs is a result of some projects recciving an 8 or 9 rating on tails

issue,
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A project in Honduras (522-0174 Development Administration)
which sought to strengthen tax, revenue, accounting,
procurement and related services is reported in an FY 85
final evaluation to have suffered because of:

-- Poor management and erratic, distracted lecadership by
GOH officials;

-- An unsatisfactory incentive structure which resulted in
high turnover of staff; this reduced the potential for
institutionalization of reforms; and

-- Poor project design; it set goals that were unattainable
and structured TA in ways inimical to purpose
achievements.

A final evaluation completed in FY 85 in the Dominican
Republic (517-0143, Enevev Policv Development) concluded the
project had poor prospects for sustainability without further
inputs. Project purpnses were to assist the “ational Energy
Policy Commission and previde information support for policy
formulation, data for public and private sector use and
upgrade skills for public and private sector ENErgy programs,
It is unclear when the institution was createc. The
principal reasnns for the project's lack of sustainability
wvere:

-- Weakness of project design which includec inappropriate
technology, inadequate resource inputs, misconceptions
of the ultimate use of policy information:

-- Heavy personnel turnover due to ineffective use of
skills gained through training;

-- Leadership ineffective in use of data and forming of
policy issues; and

-- A reputation amony its constituency for inefficiency.

In examining the results of technical assistance provided to
various Ministries of the Government of Kenya under Project
No. 615-0213 (Structural Adjustment), the interim evaluation
concludes that results were mixed at best and significantly
negative in key respects. Institutional development efforts
led to a negative sustainability rating for the following
reasons:

-- Advisors irtervened at a level which caused local
officials to bacome over-dependent on TA; local staff
were demovralized;

29
Devres



- - Despite abundant high quality TA, various Kenyan
institutions had limited anal:tic ability for dealing
with policy issues;

-- Procedures for project generation and investment
allocation remained fragile; and

-- Management was not strengthened,

By way of counterpoint, the Development Planning Studies project
in Egypt (263-0061) which supports the Development Research and
Technology Planning Center (DRTPC) within the structure of & public
university to serve public sector entities/Ministries and parastatals
made sufficient progress in key areas to receive a positive
sustainability racving. 1t was newly established when the project was
initiated and was six vears old at the time of the evaluation. The
main reasons for its highly positive sustainability rating are:

o Good progress in development of staff and management
capacity;

0 Flexibility in dealing with change;

o Suppert from a reasonably strong constituency;

o Wide acceptance of technologies developed; and

o A good national policy environment.

Thera remain significant needs for DRTPC to expand its capability
for sustainability by broadening its financial support base, further
strengthening its management and achieving greater promotional and
marketing impact among its prospective client agencies.

Public sectov institutions charged with delivering social services
and/or developing programs otherwisze relating to dispersed
constituencies face different and, in manv resperts, more complex
problems. The sample includes projects carried out by such agencies
which show both strong sustainability potential as well as a poonr
outlook for continuing benefits. 1In the latter case, key problems
appear to have been:

o Weak institutional management and outreach capacity for
effective linkage with local institutions and groups;

o Inadequate budgetary resources for maintenance and
replacement of equipment and facilities;

o Inappropriate and non-supportive policies of governments and
major responsible bodies;
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¢ Insutfficient involvement in planning policy and/or
implermentation by groups of participants and beneficiaries at
thie local level; and

o Ineffective mechanisms for training staff and middle
management .

Where substantial success was achieved, it can be attributed
mainly to the following factors:

o Strong institutions in place with effective leadership,
linkages and management;

o} Good provision for mobilization and support of participating
groups and constituencies;

o} Acceptance of methods and technologies;

o Good provision for O & !l cost coverage in the future;
o Effective training of project participants;

o Good policy environment:; and

o Local leadership well-supported by authorities.

Some exwamples selected from the projects reviewed in-depth
illustrate these points. Projects which have been judged to have good
sustainability prospects include the following.

o The Primary Education Improvement project in Botswana was
given high marks for sustairabitity in a firal evaluation
performed in FY 85 after five vears of operation and
commitment of $7.3 million. The principal reasons advanced
for its high potential to maintain the flow of benefits were:

-- Strougz leadership and effective management in the
Ministry aud the Universitv created strong programs and
constituency supporc;

-- Supportive policies laid down by the Covernment of
Botswana were faithfully adhered to;

-- Institutions involved were effective and flexible in
dealing with change; and

-- Cooperation of major institutions was close and liaison
with local authorities was extensive with favorable
impacts on teacher performance.

o} In Sri Lanka a Water Management project (383-0057) was given
a strong rating on sustainability in a final evaluation
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carried out in FY 86. The project was concluding its 7-year
life during which AID funding of $13.6 million was committed.
Some elements of the nroject design resulted in resource
misallocation and somc uncertainty about the effectiveness of
farmer groups in future O & M of field distribution systems
for irrigation water. MNevertheless, the Jroject's prospects
for sustainability were seen by the evaltarors as bright for
the following reasons:

-- Strong leadership by the Project Dirsctor:

-- Effective training of project persornel;

Associlations (WUA's) by employing irstitutional
organizers; this resulted in greatly increased rapport
between farmers and officials and increased
participation by farmers in policy decisions: and

-- Sound strategy to create and support Water Users
S

-- Greatly increased acreage and vields o, irrigated crops
giving good internal vate of return Liry; this was
partially clouded by uncertainties a-out future
lrrigation svstem maintenance unless che follow-on
preject activicies continued aand improved the
cohesivencess of WUA's.

The Primavy Curriculum Development projec: in the Caribbean
(538-0029) was given a final evaluation ir Fy 85, Highly
positive prospects for sustainability were cited by the
evaluators becausc of the following factors:

- - Implementaction by a well-established regional
institution (Imiversitv of West Tndies) with Long-
standing strong linkages to the educacional
establishments of the countries in ths region;

-- Good acreptance by governments, officials and teachers
of the practicality of the reforms proposed and
instituted; re-enforcement systems weve put in place;
and

C .- Strong management systems were incorporated in the

project.

Projects whose prospects for sustainability wers judged to be
negative are well represented by the following examples:

(0]

A Comprehensive Groundwater Development project in Somalia

(649-0104) was given an ex-post evaluation in FY &6 after a
seven vear life. It was deemed tn be unlixely to continue

benefits effectively, despite conside.rable sucecess in
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providing wells under an $18.8 million AID-funded program,
mainly for the following reasons:

-- Weak institutional development--a Water Development
Authoricy with inadequate management, ineffective use of
trained pervsonnel, intra- and inter-agency tensions,
inadequate planning and poor linkages with regional
bodies and local! community groups responcible for well
operation;

-- Poor systems for financial resource mobilization for
equipment procurement and 0 & M of construction
equipment and completed wells; and

-- Inadequate involvement of communities in well placement
decisions and training of local personnel for operation
and maintenance.

A $1.0 million Health Fducation project in Jordan (278-2045)
received poor marks for sustainability prospects in a final
evaluation carried out in FY 85. The principal causes for
this low rating were:

-- Poor acceptance by the institution (Ministry of Health)
of the velevance and importance of health education as a
major element of a national health strategy;

-- Limited success in development of management capacity;

- - Inadequate staffing and budgeting support for the
program; and

- Unwillingness to accept a role for the private sector in
health education.

An $11 million project for Improved Water and Land Use in
Peru (on which a final evaluation was conducted in FY 85) was
unlikelv to be sustainable mainly for the following reasons:

-- Ineffective management, technical staff, and capacity to
maintain contact with field operations by Plan MERI, the
central institution responsible for project execution;

-- Inflexible response to change by Plan MERI:
-- Ineffective mechanisms for outreach to and collaboracion
with existing irrigation committees and regional

authorities:; and

-- Inadequate development of financial provisions for
0 & M: are inadequately developed.
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research, service delivery or infrastructure development. A sound plan
must be formulated at the design stage Tor the development of needed
human resources. It needs to take into account the requirement for
both formal and on-the-job training. Time must be allowed for bhoth:
adequate funds must be available to cover training costs. Incentives
are needed to retain personnel, including competitive salaries and non-
monetary rvewavds. Inflation accompanied by fiscal constraints thar
limit public sector salary adjustments can easily result in the loss of
key staff and rapid turnover. Likewise, failure to provide an
opportunity for specially *=rained personnel to perform at a level which
calls for the exercise of their skills ean result in the dissipation of
their newlv acquived capability. Thus, a project must build needed
compatence and retain ics personnel to have the capacity to deliver
benefits in the future. At the same time, the pool of adequately
trained personnel, which a project can draw upon, cannot be over
estimated ovr the best project-based effort may be inadequate.

Some examples drawn from the ERS ave cited below to illustrate
these points:

o Dominican Republic: 517-0143, Enersv Policwv Development -

Personnel were trained for computer-based analysis, but
leadership and external factors resulted in their training
being irrelevant and unused. As a result, the staff was losc
before a remedv was found.

o Horocco: 608-0151, Health Manasement Inprovement

The design of this project assumed greater capaclity in
the host agency to furnish, recruit, fund training for, and
effectivelr mobilize skilled and motivared administrators and
analysts to improve management.  Agenda capacity was too chin
for effective skills transfer on the scale required. The
result was a project that came to an end wich less than
needed capacity to corry on essential tasks.

0 Sri Lanka: 283-0057, Water Management T

A set of training programs was developed for officials,
field personnel and former participants in Water Users
Associations combined. The training effort changed
fundamentally the pattern and openness of communications
among farmers and between farmers and officials. This
contributed substantially to the success and sustainability
of this project.

The WID section of synthesis report details other
examples of the impacts of human resource components on
projects.
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8. Relationship between Implementation and sustainabilitv

Implementation and sustainability are positively correlated
in the ERS. This correlation is probably insignificant in statistical
terms although the hypothesis was not tested. From a "reasonableness"
point of view, however, the achiev=ment on schedule of the projected
EOPS of 2 well-designed project should make the program sustainable if
that were its ohjective.

9. Project design

Project design is a very complex factor. For nurposes of the
ER ratings, it was treated as a "sub-topic." This sub-topic status and
the fact that the evaluations provided uneven insight Into design
resulted in o« correlation coefficient wich sustarnability of only 0.46.
flowever, it secms reasonable to postulate that project design could
exert a reasonably strong influence on sustainability. Observations in
a number of evaluations tend to bear this out by citing good or poor
design as a factor fo: or against success (read: "sustainability"
though the word was seldom mentioned) or in explaining the satisfactory
or unsatisfactory performance of one clement or another of various
projects,

10, Flexihiliry

dany forms of flexibilitv are desirable in furthering both
implementation and sustainability. Without question it is important
tor AID, the host country implementing agencv and the project design to
operate flexibly because nothing is so certain as chauge.  Repeatedly
evaluators commend "flexibility” as o significant factor in maintaining
momentum and achieving success. They ave equally strong in condemning

its absence. lerhaps the classic crse was one in which AID persisted
in pursuing a project design in the Tribal Access Development Project
in Pakistan. AID would not depart from standard FAR procedures and

would not treat the project as anvthing but a purely infrastructure
development activity despite the special situation in this unique and
remote traditional social envirvonment. wWhat happened? There is little
doubt that preserving a measure of capacity for adaptation and change

will furthev AID's objectives and speed their acnievement in many
situations.

11. Life of proiect

Life of project must be appropriate to the task at hand and
consistent with resource availability. Many projects sought to
accomplish unrealistic or over ambitious objectives within the time and
resources available. A longer life of the project would have been the
answelr in some cases. In others a scaling back of targets, purpose or
goal would have been more appropriate and brought achievement closer.

ERS showed no significant difference in the proportion of projects
achieving high sustaiuability ratings for project life of more than
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five years, as compared to projects of three to five or less than five
years.

In our judgment, this is because many other factors relating to
project design, mandgenent and support (from AID and the host country
as well as participants and beneliciaries) have greater influence on
sustainability than life of project per _se. Ac the same time, the life
of the project needs to be carefully balanced with the project's
strategy, resource endowments, Npected outputs aud purvose. But
merely ewtanding the life, in aad of itself, does not assure a higher
probability ot success or sustainability. FKaving the option to design
a project with an extanded life, however, scsms likely to be one

important and desirable aspect of flexibilic.:,

12, Technical assistance team composition

Manv different kinds of long-term teclinical assistanca team
composition are representsd in the projects in the universe and among
those reviewed in-depth. 7The FR's give a highly variable degree of
insight into the composition of teams providing techuical ascistance.
Some are very explicit giving names of contrector, individuals and
their areas of responsibility,  Others proviie little or no picture or,
at best, provide some limited insight,

Success, and particularly the achievement of sustainability, seenms
to be unrelacted to the pattern of team composition or the source of the
Institutioral suppliers of the team.  Successes, failures and average
performance appear to he associarad in no discernible pattern wicth
university teams, non-profit and for-profit rrivate contractors. or
PVO, PASA, or other individuals. Numerous e mples exist where signal
Fuccesses or very dismal failures occurred j- relacion to similar team
source and composition. The real source of rroject achievement or
otherwise does not appear to be materially determined by this factor in
ways which would provide insight as co what remedies to pursue,

C. Findings
L. AID attention to sustainability
o Evaluations completed in FY 83-86 show some increase in
attention to sustainability relative to that which was
reported to prevail in the recort of a review of
evalnations carried out in FY 34 ;
o Evaluation reports prepared ir FY 85-86 directly address

the issue of overall sustainability in a minority of
cases as indicated by the intensive review of 50 ER's
receiving strongly positive and negative ratings (only
20 ER's ou~ of the 50 or 40 percent reflect such
attention);
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o There was no clear increase in emphasis or attention
given to sustainability in evaluations prepared during
FY 86 over FY 85 despite a request to Bureaus and
Missions to examine the issue with greater concern in
order to respond 2o the DAC.

o A minority of ER's indicate that clear and explicit
attention was given to sustainability when the project
was desipgned;

o Even final and ex post evaluations give limited
attention to sustainability in a high proportion of
cases despite its significance as a factor in overall
succness,

Institutional factors

a. Institutional tvpe

o The degree of success in achieving sustainability
does not appear to be independently related to
whether an institution is new or already existing
when a project is undertaken. The sample for this
analvsis was heavily weiphted with projects working
through existing (most - public sector)
institutions. Those wliich involved new
Institutions weve lavgely projects where
beneficiary groups were specially organized for the
project (¢.g. water users associations cr
communitv-based women's pgroups in income generating
activities) because they weve essential to the
mobilization of group action and coordination.
Othev instances were a technology information
(database) network and a research/development
planning efiort witnin a university. 1In these
instances also no ertity already existed which was
capable of undertaking the function. It could,
therefore, be undercaken only if a new entity was
created. Little light was shed on the issue of
whether or not to create a new entity based on the
cffect it might have on sustainability;

2 Policy analysis, planning and similar institutions
are especially dependent on high quality and stable
leadership, good incentive systems to attract and
hold highly trained staff and effective staff
utilization to maintain output and morale:

] New institutions or existing bodies which undertake
new functions need to give major concern to
"marketing” in oirder develop essential forward
linkages to their clients and potential clients
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which are expected to use their output. Quality of
oucput ir. the carly stages is also critical to
building confidence among users or clients;

Line agerzies in the public scctor are especially
vulnerable to being stifled by rigid rules and
practices which limit flexibility of response to

Many governments ave experiencing economic
difficulties and related fiszeal conscraints which
frequentl: impose limits on the ability of public
institutisns to meet financial commitments and

Sustainability ratings on projects involving
outreach zo dispersed participant and/or client
groups are closely related to the degree to which
those groups are involved in policy making,

Projects which otherwise appcar to be moving well
toward sustainability have been threatened because
sign provided an inadequate period for
consolidazion of "grass roots” organizational

Project eifectiveness is dependent on good rapport
between local contact personnel and the communities
in which they work. Outside selection of such
personnel without community input hampers project

Beneficiary needs, preblems and reaction to
programs zre dynamic and subject to change over
time. Program implementors have sometimes lost
touch wit: these changes with the result that

o
dynamic cavelopments;
o
respond sdequately to change.
Grass 1oots participation
o
planning :nd program management
o
project ds=¢
capacity Zollowing formation:
o
success and sustainability;
o -
programs Zalter:
o

Locally r:espected bodies and patterns of behavior
are ignorzd only at great peril to program progress
and ultimzte sustainability in programs seeking to
effect chiange and benefit traditional societies.

Strength of prciject constituency

o]

Clear comzitment to equity-oriented policies by
leaders ar all levels strengthens constituency
support for projects aimed at benefiting low income
groups;
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d.

o Programs which offer constituency groups an
opportunity for direct gain and a sense of
"ownrrship" receive strong supnort from such
grouy ...

Management c.ipacity

) Where manasement capacitv was weak at the outset of
projects it remained weak and threatened
sustainability unless project design made explicit
provision for its development during the projact;

o Technical personnel who received training in their
technical field were repovted frequently to be
promoted to positions with minagement
responsibility but were not trained for and hence
were ill-equipped to handle such responsibilities,

Linkage to other institutions, beneficiaries and
participants

o Institutions winich had responsibilities for
providing analytical, policy planning and similar
functions occasionally failed ro develop the
"marketing" capacity to forge strong forward
linkage to their prospective clients or users of
their outputs:

o Institutions frequently had inadequate arrangements
to assure a flow of basically trained people to
supply their human resource needs

o Projects were occasionally reported to be
succeeding because they provided incentive
arrangements for personnel in collateral
Institutions to ersure the effective delivery of
key inputs and services needed for success in their
own programs; and

o Local outreach programs were reported to have
failed or succeeded in rela-ion to the degree to
which their local contact personnel were selected
from and by their communities and hence were or
were not perceived as legitimate.

3. Technology

0]

Household technologies were not adopted unless they were
very well adapted to the specific local setting and were
marketed through a locally-based institutional
structure;
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Technology that was expensive to maintain, not well
understood locally and far ahead of that in use was
observed to be under-utilized and wasteful;

Technologics were reported to be moie widely accepted in
cases when users saw immadiate advantages, were trainec

to carry out 9 & M, felt thiey controlled the action and

believed the cost for 0 & M was reasonable;

Technolopy transfer was reported to be proceeding
successfully mainly where a strong indigenous
inscitution was in place to sustain the process,

Cultural factors

Social values and tradicional relationships were given
inadequate weight and attention in the design and
implem=ntation of a number of projects working with
traditional, rural groups or societies. This feature
was seen by the evaluators as closely related to poor
prospects for sustainability;

Societal chavacteristics, even within o given country,
vary significantly. Accion programs which were
reportedly very successful in one setting were less
successful in others whers they were not carcfully
adapted. Socially sensitive programs such as family
plaming showed particular need for such adaptation,

Policy environment

Projects suffered significantly in their sustainability
where logical frameworks (i.e. designs) assumed away key
policy problems which experience showed needed to be
addressed explicitly;

Policy analysis projects in a number of fields and
countries achieved some technical success but had little
impact because governments, even with good analysis in
hand, were reluctant to confront difficult policy
issues; and

A supportive policy environment was frequently reported
to be a critical factor in success or failure of
projects, especially with respect to such fields as
natural resource conservation, alternative energy
development and agricultural production/marketing
activities.
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Prices for inputs or outputs set outside the project's
control had positive or perverse effects in some
instances and influenced sustainability in a significant
degree.

Financial support and scability

(o]

Financial stringency prevailing in many countries and
budgetary constraints arising from other causes
seriously hampered and constrained implementation
progress and had a significant impact on sustainability
prospects as well;

Few evaluations cited consciously conceived programs to
develop new or independent sources of funding to
undergird future sustainability when esxternal support is
terninated. When such funding devices were implemented
they appear to have enhanced sustainability;

User fees and other devices to generate a source of
funding for needed services were reported in a limited
number of cases with good effect for sustainability
prospects; and

Evaluations gave infrequent indicacions that post-
project financial needs were given significant
consideration at the design stage.

Humman resource development

Human resources in the form of trained personnel are
very frequently reported to be inadequate during and at
the end of project life and therefore to be a
significant factor in poor sustainability prospects;

Project designs frequently omit a concrete plan to
ensure the recruitment and training of adequate
personnel numbers assuming that "normal processes" will
suffice to meet the needs;

Government budgets are often too constrained to funi
salaries at sufficient levels to permit recruitment and
retention of adequate staff;

Leadership at the most senior level of institutions was
reported in a significant number of instances to be
inadequate in quality or subject to frequent change so
that projects lacked continuing and effective direction.
The negative impact of inadequate leadership appeared to
affect sustainability significantly.
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8. Project design

o

Evaluators frequently concluded that too much was
anticipated to be achieved by projects relative to the
level of resources committed:

According to the evaluations reviewed sustainability is
infrequently highlighted as a major concern of projects
at the design stage; and

Projects frequently appear to be focussed on outputs
during implementation to the detriment of concern with
longer term sustainability. This may reflect efforts to
improve Economic Rate of Return (ERR) calculations but
more frequently seems to stem from a desire to
demonstrate early positive results and may impact
unfavorably on sustainability.

Lessons Learned

From the review of a large number of evaluation reports prepared
for AID project and non-project activities there are a number of
lessons which may be useful in the continuing effort to improve overall
perZormance of the Agency's work. The lessons are treated under a
numter of headings to facilitate precencation:

AID concevn with sustainability

o Sustainability still is not given as much attention as
It deserves. If sustainability is the true measure of
Project success that it seems to be, it should be a key
concern at all times for project designers,
implementors, managers and evaluators.

o By giving more direct and specific attention to
sustainability, the feedback to project/program managers
could be enhanced. Not every project aims to arhieve
full sustainability at the end of its life because a
subsequent phase is contemplated. Evaluations should,
however, be more explicit abcut the EOPS sought by more
consistently providing the complece log frame or other
indicators and relating their findings to the EOPS with
special emphasis on sustainability.

2. Institutional factors

a. Inst.tutional type

o) Whether institutions are new or existing at the
time a project is initiated appears to be less
important in achieving independence and
contributing to sustainability than the quality of

52 Devres



Grass

_eadership, management and staff: availability of
financial and material resources: and their
linkages and communications with other
instituticons, clientele or beneficiaries;

Policy analysis, planning and similar organizations
are exceptionally sensitive to leadership
continuity, policy environment and quality of
marketing contacts for their effectiveness;

Line agencies of government are frequently victims
of rigid rules and funding constraints that render
hem unable to obtain or hold staff,deliver the
services expected or respond flexibly to changing
conditions and hence are unable to be effective
partners in the quest for sustainability. Policy
dialog could be focused on this issue with
significant benefit to sustainability;

Tew institutions in developing countries
experiencing serious economiec and fiscal
c¢lfficulties are able to provide the outputs
required for the projects in which they are
involved regardless of type.

roots participation

Grass roots participation in planning, policy
making and program management is important to
sustainability for programs seeking to impact
Zavorably the well-being of large groups of people;

Institutions charged with management of outreach
impact activities need to:

-- structure a plan to institute and sustain
participant/bene..ciary groups through a
consolidation period;

-~ operate sensitively in identifying contact
personnel at the local level to ensure that
the community will accept them as their own by
permitting them to be selected by the local
communities or otherwise ensuring their
legitimacy as change agents in the ccmmunity;

--  be responsive to change in beneficiary
situation and needs;

-- work through established traditional channels
that reflect local values and relationships.
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Participation is facilitated when local communities
are in close and harmonious contact and form
homogeneous social or ethnic groups,

Organization of grass roots groups can greatly
facilitate communication between officials and
beneficiaries and the efficient administration and
distribution of inputs, services and collection of
the costs of providing services:

Primary vespoasibility for organizing local groups
should be in the hands of vell-informed and
culturally sensitive host country groups, not of
expatriaces;

Strength of proiect constituency

o

Project constituency support is important and is
strengthened in a symbiotic relationship where
people believe that higher level leadership is
interested and involved;

A measure of "self-interest" and "ownership" is
important to strengthening constituency support;

Management capacity

(¢}

If sustainability is to be achieved, project
management must be strong enough in any new or
existing institution to operate independently when
external support is withdrawn. Project design must
include a practical strategy to build independent
management capacity during the LOP;

Technical training often results in promotion of
host country personnel to positions of major
management responsibility without their being
prepared for that function.

Linkage to other institutions, beneficiaries and

participants

o

Where institutions need forward linkage to client
organizations, "marketing" capacity must be
developed to forge that essential connection;

Institutions are inevitably dependent on other

bodies to supply inputs of which trained ntaff is a
key element. The limited capacity to meet the mneed
for human resources through these backward linkages
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is a frequent source of problems in moving toward
sustainability;

e} Collateral linkages to institutions that supply
important complementary services are often
difficult to forge but may be facilitated in part
by providing incentive pay and support costs fot
the collateral body to encourage concentrated and
effective delivery of scrvices to the key target
groups;

o Institutions which relate effectively to their
participancts and beneficiaries have usually done so
through a well-structured ficld staff whose
contacts with "grass roots" personnel are accepted
as legitimate because they have been selected by
the communities or groups they serve and/or are
well respected and trained local people.

Technology

o]

Attempts to transfer household technology in a vacuum,
i.e., without a clear institutional framework, are
unlikely to take root and achieve wide adoption because
of the absence of a marketing channel;

Technolugy needs to be examined, pilot tested and
adapted to ensure its suitability in a particular
developing country setting even if it has been widely
adopted in another developing country;

A suitable institutional structure is as Lmportant to
technology transfer and diffusion as the techuology
itself;

Advanced technology and expensive hardware which exceed
an institution's financial or technical capacity for
maintenance and repair are likely to be wasteful,
ineffective and urused;

Technology acceptance is likely to be enhanced where the
users see immediate benefits from its application, are
trained in its use and maintenance, feel that they have
effective control of the technology as individuals or
groups and believe that its 0&M costs are sustainahle;

Sustainability of the technolugy transfer process is
dependent on the development of an indigenous
institutional structure to maintain the system after
external support is withdrawn.
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4, Cultural factors

Cultural factors are of maximum concern to
sustainability where beneficiaries are part of a
traditional society in which social relationships and
values are well defined and need to be respected if
desired changes are to be accepted in the community;
Strategies for beneficiary mobilization to achieve
social change must be adapted to specific cultural
settings and cannot be transferred even within a given
country without reference to the specific setting. The
more sensitive the subject matter (e.g., family
planning), the more specifically the strategy must be
tailored.

5. Policy environment

(o}

Polizy issues should not be "assumed away" at project
design bur confronted clearly as a part of developing an
explizitly agreed and favorable climate vithin which
pProjects can proceed;

Where governments are reluctant to confront policy
issues and provide a framework in which the results of
policy analysis can be brought to bear, it is unlikely
that development of people with analytical competence
will be an effective instrument of change;

The absence of coherent and stable policies at the macro
level can undermine the results of soundly-designed and
effectively implemented projects. On the other hand,
the pursuit by host govermnents of strongly equity-
oviented policies and programs creates a climate in
which cooperation and commitment Lrows so the
achievement of sustainability becomes much more probable
at the project level.

6. Financial support and stabilitwy

o

Projects which fail to obtain a suitable measure of
indeperndent financial capacity during the period when
eXxternal support is being provided have a poor prospect
of sustained delivery of benefits in the period after
such support ends;

Few projects are designed to develop special sources of
funding that will provide the rasources to ensure their

financial viability into the indefinite future;

User fees or other special funding devices that permit
the leveraged application of intensive services to key
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beneficiary groups through incentive payments for extra
duty by service providers (e.g., extension persor.nel) or
for other increased marginal costs of such services may
substantially enhance sustainability procpects:

Post-project financial resources adequate to meet costs
are an obviously important element of sustainability.
They receive inadaquate attention in project design, by
managers overseeing project implementation and by
evaluators in assessing projects;

Human resource develo-ment

Human resources--a crucial input to project
implementation ard achievement of sustainability--are
generally inadequte in part because poor analysis is
undertaken to detarmine the real potential of key
institutions to provide adequate personnel;

Few proiects have had success without having a sound
design and an effactively executed strategy to meet
human resource nezds on a continuing basis;

Governments frequantly make commitments in good faith to
provide for trairing to meet the needs for skilled
personnel but fail to budget adequate funds to cover the
costs;

There is frequently an inadequate understanding of the
human resource censtraints to project accomplishment. A
more careful analvsis of the potential of the key local
institutions to provide qualified personnel and remedial
steps as needed could improve sustainability prospects
as projects approach their conclusion:

Leadership is the scarcest elemeat in the human resource
armamentarium recuiired for development. This is evident
not only in the rzed for policy makers, decision makers
and entrepreneurizl skills but even in the scarcity of
people able and willing to undertake the analytical
responsibilities that underlie the policy process;

Project design

o)

There is a pervasive tendency of AID to make unrealistic
and overly optimistic projctions at the project design
stage regardling the delivery of outputs, massive change
at the purpose level and greater contribution to a
project's goal(s) than the available financial, human
and physical resources wifll permit,
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If sustainabilicy is regarded as a key measure of
ultimate success, several actions could be taken to
improve performance toward its achievement, namely:

-- Increase the importance given to this element of
the EOPS component of the log frame;

-- Clarify whether sustainability is anticipated at
the end of the LOP if a project is expected to be
followed by another phase, but determine clearly
what advances in that direction are anticipated.
This would apply both to design and evaluation
processes;

-- Diminish the emphasis on the outputs achieved in
the short run in favor of development of capacity
for a continuing stream of bencfits in the long
run;

-- Adjustments in overall country development
strategics may be required if few projects are
achieving sustainabilitv. Focus available
resources on a smaller range of activities to
improve total performance.

58

Devres



ANNEX 1

Statements of Work

A. Analysis of Institutional
Sustainability Issues

B. Evaluation Synthesis






2. Reports on projects noted in either the +3 to +5
and -3 to -5 category on the topic of
sustainability and those elements of the
implementation constraints topic which have
greatest relevance to sustainability.

II. In-depth analysis of the Sub-sample:

The contractor shall perform an in-depth analysis on the
above sub-sample and provide a report covering the following:

A,

The relevance of the various questions listed in the
document cntitled, "Questions About Sustainability"®,
previously furnished to the contractor, to conditcions
of sustainability repo:ted in the sub-sample and the
degree of incidence of sach. This shall include a
reflection of the major problems or impediments
encounter=d in the project implementation, with
respect to the subjects covered by these questions.
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Length of the project.

Character and sources of financing for the
project.

o

3. Provisions for technical assistance:
a) composition of TA Team
b) problem areas being addressed by TA Team and
deqree of success beingd attained.

4, Nature of degree of provision in project design
for post-—-A.I.D. financing. Degree OL SUCCeSS5 in
attaining it.

5. Characteristics of the
institutional/organizational component of the
project and relationship of these characteristics
to plus or minus rating qgiven. Characteristics
to be examined should include but not be limited
to the following:

a) whether project seeks to build on existing
institutions and organizations or create new
ones;
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III.

b) quality of institutional/organizational
leadership;

c) degree of automony/flexibility including
alternate sources of funding for
institutional/organizational activities and
malntanance.

d) extent and character c¢f linkages to other
organizations or institutions are important
to achieving the basic
organization/institution's cbhiectives.

e) extent and character of linkages to the
participating/benefiting population.
f) provisions for development of indigenous

human resources to carry out the
institutional/organizational functions
required to achieve project or
organizational goals and sustain benefits.

g) technology of organization and how it
relates to institutionalization. Is there
anytiing in nacure of task which impacts on
this? Is organizational structure affected
by technological requirements of task?

The in-depth analysis should identify and describe
examples from the sub-sample projects whic- are
particularly c¢ood illustrations of success attained in
dealing with institutional problems rela-ec to
achieviny sustainability, and examples which
illuscrace basic problem areas, including 2.I.D. or
host country policies, regulations or procedures which
elther impede or promote achievement of sustainability.

Further Analysis of the Full Sample:

-

The contractor shall accomplish a further review of
the full sanple to establish and report on the
following:

1. The number of instances in which sustainability
1s directly addressed and in what ccnteXxt.

2. The number of instances in which sustazinability
of benefits from projects and institucional
factors are seen to be interrelated in the
evaluation reports and how such
interrelationships are characterized.

3. A listing of the evaluation reports where one or
two above pertains.
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ARTIC.LZ III -- STATEMENT OF WORK

The contractor will undertake and complete the following

A, Cztegorization of Evaluation Reports

1. Based on lists and actual reports provided by
PPC/CZIE, an initial comprehensive review of evaluation reports
and r=lated materials. Thesa include:

a. Approximately 350 evaluections of AID projects
and programs, submitted by AID field Missions, AID/W office and
CDIZ curing Y B85 and 86. Contractor will make arrangements
necesszary to transoocrt the reports from PPC/CDIE offices to
contrzctors' place of business and to r=turn cthese to PPC/CDIE
upon completion of the work.

b. Computer printout of active AID projects,
for FY 1985 and FY 1986
P

incluzZing r F
resentations covering

Drojecis, =
those vears.

2. Develcoment of a matrix consisting of a checklist
of dez:-riptive and substantive elements acainst which the
contrzzoor will review and process ail evaluation reports.
This mzatrix will include:

a. A listinc of FY 85/36 =2wvaluation reporcs bv
Bureau, bv sector (as identified bv AID) and then by country
(alphazetical).

b. Descriptive elements about the

nrojects/orograms evaluated and about the evaluation reports.
For th2 first: the project number; oroject/program title; LOP;
cdollar ammount obligated, as identified in lb above. For the
seconc: 1interim/final/ex-post; internal/external;
contrector/AID/mixed team; and specific aspects of the report
format (executive summary included; PES/ES included; table of
conterts; statement of evaluation purpose; Scope of Work

inclucz=d; methodology described; conclusions; recommenrdations;
lessons learned).

c. Substantive elements: Five topics and
selectad sub-topics. Contractor will not be expected to
research 1nformation in these 5 topics and selected sub-topics
beyonc that in the evaluation reports. The topics are:

-~ implementation constraints
-- impact on private sector

-— role of women in development
-—- sustainability

-— environmental impact
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ANNEX 2

List of Livaluation Reports by Selected Characteristics and Overall Ratings on
Five Principle Topics bv Bureau, by Sector
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ANNEX 4

Definition of Topics and Sub-topics
for Significance Ratings
Keved to Matrix C
Evaluation Synthesis Rating Form

’

L. Implementation Constraints (Overall)--a summary numerical
indicator of the significance of factors which were seen by the
evaluators to be inhibiting progress in the delivery of outputs and
achievement of stated goal and purpose of the project during the
specific period covered by the Evaluation Report (ER). (By definition
a negative scale only was covered).

A. Timing of procurement--significance rating of the degree

to which the timeliness of procurement fostered (+) or inhibited
(-) output and/or purpose achicvement (covered inputs, supplies,
commodities, equipment, spares and replacements, etc.).

B. Timing of contracting team or technical assistance (TA)--
significance rating of the extent to which the scheduling and/or
actual arrival of the contracting team or TA strengthened (+) or
weakened (-) project progress or performance.

C. Gontractor-AlD-B/G relations--significance rating of the
degree to which the relationships within and/or among all ley
parties engaged in the project as a whole improved (+) or
inhibited (-) project progress or performance.

D. AID-B/G understanding of project purpose--a significance
rating of the degree to which the respective and/or shared
understanding(s) of the purpose of the project supported or
inhibited implementation.

E. Tining and adequacv of B/G staffing or budgeting for project-
-a significance rating of the degree to which the project was
aiaed or hindered by the availability of funds and staff,
including staff quality.

F. AID flexibilitv/inflexibilitv in management of proicct--a
rating of the extent to which AID was sensitive and responsive to
developments in ways which facilitated progress in project
implementation.

G. Adequacy of monitoring--a significance rating of the degree
to which AID was or was not keeping closely informed about project
activities to facilitate implementation or recognize problems
needing correction.

H. Quality of project design--a rating of the extent to which
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the design of the project facilitated or hindered progress in the
delivery of outputs and/or achievement of project purpocse.

I. Did evaluation indicate number of months behind schedule--
simple yes/no answer.

1. Months behind _schedule--numerical answer as specified in
the ER.
J. Adequacy of plan for life of project--a significance rating

of the degree to which the plan for execution of the project was
realistic and consiccent with achievement of project purpose
within the time allowed.

K. Life of project appropriate--a simple yes/no answer
indicating whether the project allowed adequate time for
achievement of project purpose.

L. Did the evaluation indicate the number of vears recommended
bevond PACD--simple yes/no answer.

M. irematurely terminated--simple yes/no response indicating
whether the evaluation judged the project was or was about to be
terminated prematurely.

2. Sustainability (Overall)--a significance rating by the reviewer
reflecting the indications in the evaluation of the probability of the
project being sustainable, i.e. able to continue to provide the
intended stream of benefits iuto the future beyond the termination of
external supporr.

A, Host countrv beneficiaries--Three socio-economic groups
ranked in order of importance as project beneficiaries reflecting
the ERs indicated (or implied) target groups. {(Reviewer marked
three from a pre-determined list which are not zltogether mutually
exclusive). Beneficiaries are understood to be persons or groups
which would receive benefits as a result of successful project
action (e.g. improved employment opportunities, increased incomes,
increased productive capacity, new skills, etc.). In some
instances they could be the same persons or groups as
"participants" in whole or in part (e.g. members of farmers'
assocliations or water users associations may be participants but
also beneficiaries). In many cases beneficiaries and participants
are separate and distinct.

B. Strength of project constituency--significance rating of the
impact on sustainability deriving from the strength of any and all
constituencies concerned with the project. Constituencies include
any and all groups identified in the ER as having a capacity to
influence the project (positively or negatively). These could
(and ordinarily would) include participants and beneficiaries but
might also include others not involved in or benefiting in any
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direct way from the project but who have an interest in its
activities, redirection, or success and seek to influence its
outcome.

C. Host country policies--significance rating of the impact on
sustainability of the project by the totality of host country
policies impacting the project.

D. Organizational/instizutional capacities for continuation of
project benefits--significance rating of capacity of organizations
and/or institutions involwed in the project to continue providing
a stream of benefits beyornd the end of the period of external
support. The "capacities” include a broad range of institutional
factors (notably: leaderzhip; management; human resources;
fundirg; marketing; backwzrd linkages for the supply of ideas,
information, technology, :rained staff, etc.; collateral linkages
with bodies performing related functions; forward linkages to
bodies utilizing outputs; etc.). This is a broad concept
inclusive of several other sub-items (notably 2.F.G. and H.)
separately rated for sign:ficance (and some which are not) but is
not a proxy for or synonyrous with overall sustainability. It is
a necessary (but not by itseif sufficient) basis for achieving
overall sustainability. “Institutions" for this purpose are
defined as bodies having a formal structure, a formal (generally
legal) basis for their ex:stence and a defined system of
governance. The term "inszitutions" is not used in this context
to include the generally zccepted or traditional social structures
which influence a society's modus operandi (e.g. the obligations
among individuals in an ex:tended family, etc.).

E. Cooperating organizatisn's ability to respond to changing
conditions--significance rating of the ability of organization(s)
engaged in the project to respond to changed circumstances to help
ensure the activity's benefits would be sustained. Where ER's
provide observations explicitly citing examples of significant
changes made in response t» altered circumstances or show that
management of the institution had achieved such capacity, the
rating reflects the degree of change reported or the confidence
felt by the evaluators in z higher or lower positive rating.

Where institutions were resorted to have failed to make changes in
response to altered circurmstances or evaluators saw little or no
evidence of capacity or pr:paredness to make such change, negative
ratings reflect the degree of inflexibility reported. If no
observations were provided the factor is marked "not observed"

(9).

F. Financial provision for 0 & M and recurrent/capital cost
recovery--significance rating of the probability that funds would
be available to cover operations and maintenance (of the
facilities needed in program) and to recover capital costs so that
the benefit stream can be sustained.
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G. Acceptance of technology--significance rating of the impact
on sustainability of the degree of acceptance of the
technology(ies) being applied in the project.

H. Development of management capacity--significance rating of
progress made (or being made) in the development of management
capacity needed to ensure continued delivery of the intended
stream of benefits after external support is withdrawn.,
"Management" in this context means the systems by which: policies
and objectives are determined; programs and plans are formulated,
funds, personnel and other resources are secured, deployed and
controlled; performance is monitored and evaluated; and relations
with outside bcdies are organized and governed.

Impact on Women in Development (Overall)--A significance rating by

the reviewer reflecting the indications in the ER of the sum of all of
the project's impacts on women in the development process with a (+)
indicating positive impact and a (-) indicating negative.

A. WID was a major purpose of the project--a yes/no response
indicating whether the ER identified WID as a major (mnot
necessarily the major) purpose of the project. (Points 1, 2 and 3
below to be answered only if response to A was "yes.")

1. Planned benefits achieved--a significance rating of the
degree to which benefits pertaining to WID were being
achieved up to the time of the evaluation.

2. Project implementation redirected--yes/no response
indicating whether the ER proposed that the implementation
plan of the project in relation to WID should be redirected

3. Project strategy changed--yes/no response indicating
whether the ER proposed that the project strategy relating to
WID should be changed.

4. If no, should WID have been a major concein--A yes/no
response indicating whether the reviewer believed that a
project for which WID was not a major concern should have had
it as such. (This is an exception to the general rule that
responses reflect what was specificd in the ER or if
necessary could be clearly inferred from the ER rather cthan
being the reviewer's opinion or judgment.)

B. Division of project responsibilities by gender in project
Jdesign--yes/no response indicating what the ER stated concerning
the project's design regarding gender responsibilities.

C. Gender-specifics introduced during implemencation--yes/no
response indicating what the ER proposed or what changes had been
made by others regarding gender responsibilities since the project
was designed.
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D. Knowledse/lack of knowledge of the institutional setting--
significance rating indicating whether knowledge or a lack of
knowledge (available to the designers and/or implementors of the
project) about the institutional setting (including social
institutions) were favorably or unfavorably affecting the impact
of the project on WID.

E. Women _as proiect;participants--a significance rating of the
degree to which women were participating actively in the project's
operating activities as indicated by the ER.

F. Women as beneficiaries--a significanc. rating of the extent
to which women were recipients of benefits generated by the
project as indicated by the ER.

G. Change in women's status as a result of project--a
significance rating of the degree to which women's status in the
society had changed due to project's activities as indicated by
the ER.

Environmental Impact (Overall)--a significance rating indicating

the extent to which the project's activities up to the time of the
evaluation had impacted favorably (+) or unfavorably (-) on the
environment as indicated by the ER.

A. Eavironment was a major purpose of the project--a yes/no
response indicating whether environmental modifications were a
major purpose (not necessarily the major purpose) of the project
as indicated by the ER.

(Responses to sub-points 1,2, and 3 were to be given if the answer

to A was positive)

1. Planned benefits achieved--a significance rating
indicating the degree to which the environment-related
benefits contemplated to flow from the project were being
achieved.

2. Project implementation redirected--a yes/no response
indicating whether or not the ER proposed that the

implementation plan of the project concerning the environment

should be revised.

3. Project strategv changed--a yes/no response indicating
whether or not the project's strategy toward environmental
modifications should be changed according to the ER.

B. Unplanned impacts--a significance rating indicating the
degree to which impacts on the environment had occurred which had
not been planned (positive or negative) as indicated by the ER.
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C. Host country environmental policy--a significance rating
indicating whether policy relating to the environment was
favorably (+) or unfavorably (-) impacting the achievement of ths
project's environmentally-oriented outputs and/or purpose as
indicated by the ER.

D. Host country support of institutions for environmmental
monitoring--a significance rating indicating the degree to which
the host country support of institutions for environmental
monitoring favorably (+) or unfavorably (-) impacted on the
project,

E. Involvement of host-country expertise in the environmental
component of the project--a significance rating of the degree of
involvement of host country personnel in this component of the
project as indicated by the ER.

Impact on Private Sector, Overall Rating--a composite significance

rating for the impact of the project as a whole on private sector

activity reflecting the indications in the ER.

A, Private enterprise a major purpose of the project--a simple
ves/no response indicating whether PRE was a major purpose (not
necessarily the major purpose) of the project.

(If the response to A. was 'ves' sub-items 1,2 and 3 were to be
answered.)

1. Planned benefits achieved--a significance rating on ths
degree to which planned benefits with respect to PRE were
achieved.

2. Project implementation redirected--a simple yes/no
response indicating whether the ER proposed that the
implementation plan regarding PRE should be redirected.

3. Project strategy changed--a simple yes/no response
indicating whether the ER proposed that the strategy relatirg
to PRE should be changed.

4, If no, should PRE have been a major concern--a simple
yes/no response indicating the reviewer's opinion on this
issue based on knowledge derived from the ER.

B. Unplanned impacts--a significance rating relating to impacts
on the private sector which oc:urred but had not been planned.

C. Number of entrepreneurs--a significance rating regarding the
number of private entrepreneurs impacted by the project.

D. Frivate sector emplovment--a significance rating regarding
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the number of persons employed in the private sector as a result
of the project.

E. Value added by private sector--a significance rating on the
increase in value added in the private sector as a result of the
project.

F. Incomes of poor wage earners--a significance rating on the
increase in incomes of poor wage earners through employment in th-=
private sector as a result of the project.

G. Foreign exchange earnings or savirzs--a significance rating
of the amount of foreign exchanged earrsd or saved as a result of
activity in the private sector generated by the project.

H. Host country policy re P/E--a significance rating of the
impact of host country policy in promoting or inhibiting private
sector development.

I. Involvement of host-country expertise in P/E component of the
project--a significance rating of the degree to which host country
personnel were involved in the project ‘or project component)
relating to private sector development.
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The evaluation reports reviewed did not all agree on the
degree to which (expatriate) project implementors must themselves carry
out project activities in contrast to their role in strengthening B/G
capazity to carry out those activities.

Many of the comments and recommendations in the evaluation reports
deal with questions of who shoula have control, of budget, of technical
assistance, and of inputs (e.g., procurement). The evaluation report
for the Haiti ADS II project argued that a project needs independent
control of its budget, as project goals may not coincide with host
country goals. In the Sahel AGRHYMET project, evaluators neied that

conctractor technizians were spread far too thiu to effectivelw control

a "myriad of management and technical duries”. in the i

Grourdwiter proiect, the evaluators faulted contrasctor gis

personnel rLor imply getting the equinment and supplies” rather than
is in originall}™ *he B/G agency's logistics systems.

"improving [emphas

Some repo note projects which had strong implementation because
a strong insctitution was selected to carry out the pr¢icet. For
eawample, the Siam 8%.nk project evaluation report recommend:d
Tuc strong elements of management, policy, !
bil ures, etc.--be sought out to implensnt
' 1 Ge (The report further noted that the design
nod, flawed onlv regarding technical assistznre, which the
i figure out how to use!) AID's efforts i
ent in the Fenvi Gommercial Finance pv
>d from ATD undevsctatffing. In other case
¢ ATD give additional support aot generally provided
under i%s normal operating guidelines. For example, in the Svirundi
2ural Poads cct, the report recommendcd that heavy equipmeact for
road-building be financed under the contract. In the Botswana Poxeholea
oroject, however, AID and the B/G worked together on successiul

= '
implementation through a project tailored very well to local resources
and capabilities. Tn that case, AID's flexibility belped facilitate
e

i
rapid procurement of appropriate equipment during a drought emergency.

-

C. Lessons Learned

0 Inadequate understanding of and responsiveness to local
concitions--including instivutions, infrastructure, and
phyvsical, social, and political factors, among others--
contributes to faulty design and to increased problems in
project implementation;

o Management capability is critical to good project
implementation. Effective management can be provided by B/G
institutions if appropriately supported by technical
assistance and USAID. Where needed support has not been well
identified during design, project implementors have
themselves often needed to carry out key project activities,
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Pro ject Sastairabilicy Directly Allressed fustainabllity/Institutional Factors Interrelated
Interrelatad
Number Name: Country Yes No Yes Ho Characterization of Interrelatlonship
6080159 kenawable Energy Morocco X Proyct was designed to develop a rencsable b The local trstitution has reached a viable
Development eiweryy rescarch and develoment institution, ctate thayh problems still need to be overcam
The ot dnar fon Lo beens pnt o place, hoes poed foostart rraintoy, and Tatly defiafog tts
Patbegeras ol boat ey bas Lees Lo diztoalt by denca b althnte ml s bon Tevvonad toctaboat aed pliysteal
oriznted withaut adequite cconanic analysis research with more enphasic on socioeconaalc
capicity. analysis.
538-0027 Caribbean Miltiple X CEST was creited to provide technical/ X A exceptioneily, somdly oouinized and managed
Fpidaniological (Fasterm mnagertal help to rember country ministries of regional orgaadzation has very successfully
Survefllance and Caribbean) health 1o fmptowe the health status of the discharged its responsibilities and received
Training societies and orercane their isolation. strony mwmber canrtry supiort. It bas achieved
exceptionu! ability to sssist und strengthen
prmber {astitations.
538-006H Caribhean Huleiple k4 Proj et wority in sevvn Fastern Carithean % Iespite sane contimring w
Agricailtural (Fastem cam! vies Lo sevk development of noatioal Teadeeship, maupeewent, funding and manpower
Extension II Carihbean) extension systiss where badgets rumin strained resmress progress being made in this second
and hunat resoarces are scarce, thase plves prauise of oventual good viabilicy.
Mulriple AID hkole in Indonesia X FR reviews A1D ef forts in two projects owr a I3 Indotesicn frmily plaining efforts have been
Indonesian Family decade to strenpthen and suppnrt the carried out by an innewative jrstdtntion with
Planning instituticual camcity and operarions ol the FP strong camaltrent and policy support to meet
progran ina favorable pelicy climite whern the FP objectives.  Substantial success
local commitirnl was strong. attained but more diftiadlt issues lie abead as
ramte island and urban areas addressed where
old strategies not applicable.
611-0201 Agricultural Zambia x Zambia was i o new phase where policy was x Duspite limited financial resources and sam
Deve lopment giving emplwsis to agriadtural develomme:nt for hunan resaurce constraints good progress 1z
Research and the first tim: and project saywht to strengthen reported within a supportive policy framework
Extension the {nstitutions for Extension and Research to develop and integrate R & E so that
aiter long periad of weakness. sustainabllity is indicated (indirectly) to be
a reasonably strong probability.
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Analysis of the Treatment of Sust :loabflity
and i¢s [nterrelationship with Tastitutional Factors
{n the Exaluation Reports of the
Totensively Stalial Smple

Merall Sustairability Ratims +3 to 5

Project Sustainabilicy Directly Aldressed Sustainability/Inscitutional Factors Interrelated
Interrelated
Mmber Nae Caunt ry Yes No Context in which addressed Yes Mo Characterization of Interrelationship

6330072 Bot-Zam Road Retswana X Road paving support by A1D was limited to X

OG0B had develupad good management and technical
Paving provision of engincering Jdesign, contracting

campetonce for road maintenance and gave strong
and construction supervision while FYC paid for finarcial support to ersuring its 0 & M cost
paving constnetion costs. wald be covered due to Its regional strategic
luport.ance.

#08-0155 Population/Fandly Morocco % broyct provesded quietly to develop capacity ¥ Stroeg, well-managed agency provided the
Planning Support I1 to respond to 2 public dumind for FP oservices capacity to deliver effective TP services with
despite the lack of definitive antinatalist AlD soport to overcan: human resaurce
folicy on part of GiM. constraints.  Leadership and managament
superior and fimincial resaurces aduqu:a[e.
2630079 Smll Famer Fy pt Kt Mids ol cvadoos o s bose o o Doy funtftut bed capoc bty ol Liea? with o
Production credit/inputs/extensivn pregram carried out by viable proi:ct desien and strategy cambined ra
the Ar Credit Pank una pilot basis which mat produce an exceptionilly favorable result in
with succesy and system judped replicable. termy of output exparsion, ERR and credit
repyment record.
3R3-N57 Water Management 1 Sri Lanka % Projyct sawht to relubilitute ard organize a X

Leadership of the Project Manager (HC) was a

badly deteriorated irrigation svstim develop O critical factor along with develomment of WUA™s

& M systems including Water Users/Famers thragh "Institutional Organizers”. ERR was
Associations and raise pranction intencity and wmnexpectedly Liigh but 0 & M systen ranained

farm: - incames. weak element aue to farmers unwillingness to

collaborate en channel maintenance. Paport
caclndal 107s were withdrawn before W/A's
fully cnsolidated.

9400002 Woren“s World Miltiple x Projct seeks to foster women—~wned SSE throgh * Leadership and managament at central level has
Barking ' credit and TA to wamen entrepreneurs.  Sam provided the critical ingredient to mobilize
institutional problums of staffing, tadgeting resources and stimilate local action despite
and inadequate resairces but proiect has gond sare management, staffing and budgeting
leadarship. constraints at local level.
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Project

Analysis of the Treatment of Sustaimability

and its Interrelationship with Institutioeal Factors

in the Cvaluation Peports of the

Tntensively Stufial Senple

Orrerall Sustainibilicy Fatimgms +3 1o +5

Sestainability Directly Addressed

Interrelated

NMumber Name Cantry Yes Mo Context in which addressed
538-0029 Caribtean Primary Mdtiple b4 USAID worked with the University of the Uest X
Curriailum (Fastem Tndies (1WD) ro uchieve major curriaidum
Developmnt Caribbean) reforms it the primery schools of the ¥astern
Cariblean.  Strong suprort fran gember
camtrivs was provided.
£83-0208 Rural Bealth Niger X The progri was andertaken within the contexc X
Tmprovement of a ctrong effore te improve well-being of
Program rural pecple on all frents. Mach progress
achleved despite severe drayht awd cconamc
crisis. Proyct design was owr—uptimistic.
Cases where sustainability directly
addressed 6
Cases where sustainability was
nut directly addroessed 11
Total positive ratings in sample 17
Positive and negative cases
where sustainability was
directly addressed 20
Positive arnd negative cases
where sustainability was
not directly addressed 30
Grand total cases In sample 50
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Sastalnability/Institutional Factors Interrelated

(haracterization of Interrelationship

W worked efrectively with the Ministries of
Fducation in marber camtrics enjoying success
as 4 result of good minagement and effective
technical innuts plus clese inter-inscdcutional
wrking relations.

MOH had a positive prosram with as much self-
financing as ciramstances permit.  Training,
equiment maintenance and facilities
constructicn good but supervision of front line
health wurkers and funds transfer systans are
deficient. Cewerage of rural populatioa rose.
ER not explicit abaut sustainability bat
reviawer believed presrects are very good based
on institutional perfommnce.




