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EXFCUTIVE SUMMARY
 

The purpose of this report was 
to analyze the sustainability of

institutional components in AID projects and the nature of the
 
relationship between the sustainability of project benefits and
institutional development. 
It was based on a review and analysis of
the findings from project Evaluations Reports (ERs) in FY 85 and F/Y 86.

While 212 ERs were reviewed, a subset of 50 ERs with highly positive

(17) or strongly negative (33) 
"significance ratings" for Overall

Sustainability were reviewed in-depth. 
In addition, information'from

the examination of the larger universe of 212 ERs pertaining to
 
Sustainability and th'e 
in-depth review of 20 ERs relating to

Implementation Constraints is included. 
All the data, examples cited,

findings and lessons learned are based on Devres' review of the

Evaluation Reports. 
 No other sources of information on the AID

projects or activities treated in this report were used. 
Devres has
therefore based all of its analysis on information from this s'ngle

source and sought not to interject ideas or conclusions derived- from

other experience or development literature generally.
 

For the larger universe of 212 ERs 
as a whole, only 11 percent of
 
ERs received highly positive sustainability ratings whereas 26 percent

received strongly negative ratings. The balance was either in the
"average" range with marginal sustainability prospects (56 percent) 
or
 
was not rated (2 percent). Among ERs for projects in the three
geographic Bureaus, 
the AFR Bureau had both the highest percentage of

highl; positive ratings on overall sustainability (13 percent) and of
strongly negative ratings as well. 
From a sectoral viewpoint, the POP
sector had the largest percentage of highly positive sustainability

ratings while the ARD sector had the largest percentage of strongly

negative ratings and lowest percentage highly positive ratings.
Organizational/ institutional capacity for the continuation of project

benefits showed a high correlation with overall sustainability--55

percent of the projects with high ratings on the latter sub-topic also

had high overall sustainability ratings and 66 percent with strongly

negative organizational/institutional capacity ratings also had
 
stronly negative overall sustainability ratings.
 

Jithin the sample of 50 intensively reviewed ERs, there is a broad
 spectrum of bureaus, countries, sectors and subsectors included.
Thirt- three 
(66 percent) of the ERs received strongly negative ratings
on overall sustainability. 
Of these, similar negative ratings were

given in 27 instances for organizational/institutional capacity for the
continuation of project benefits; 
in 18 instances for the cooperating

organization's ability to respond to changing conditions; 
in 20

instances for financial provision for 0 & M and recurrent/capital cost
recovery; and, in 23 
instances for the development of management

capacity. 
For the 17 ERs given highly positive ratings on overall

sustainability, the sub-topic ratings of a similarly positive level

numbered 11,' 6, 8 and 9 respectively. Clearly the breadth of the
 
concept of the "organizational/institutional capacity" sub-topic
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embraces some of the other sub-topics so it inevitably has a very
 
strong correlation with overall sustainability.
 

The intensively reviewed sample was examined to determine whether >sustainability was directly addressed and in what context. In 2U-of

the 50 cases, the issue was addressed directly (14 rated strongly

negative and 6 highly positive). Sustainability was considered to be

directly addressed if at least some of ,the key sub-topics related to

sustainability were explicitly discussed. 
In very few cases was the

overall topic treat6d&analytically or comprehensively. 
Not
 
surprisingly, all but three of the sample cases showed a significant

interrelationship between sustainability and institutional factors.
 

Key findings 
from the examination of the sustainability sample
 
include:
 

o 
 Evaluation reports prepared in FY 85 and 86:addressed
 
sustainability directly in only a minority (40 percent) of
 
cases including final and ex Post ERs;
 

0 	 No clearly discernible increase occurred in the level of
 
attention given to sustainability in FY 86 as compared to
 
FY 85;
 

o 	 Sustainability does not appear to be a factor receiving
 
primary attention in project design;
 

0 	 Evidence was not found to indicate whether new or 
existing

institutions have a greater prospect for sustainability;
 

o " 	The lack of effective and continuous leadership was a
 
frequent cause of poor prospects for sustainability;
 

o 	 Institutions providing services to client bodies were
 
occasionally performing well but not "marketing" their
 
services effectively enough to be sustainable;
 

o 	 Public sector institutions are vulnerable to rigid rules and
 
practices and frequently lack the financial resources to
 
perform flexibly and become sustainable;
 

o 
 Inadequate arrangements for the participation of local people

in planning, policy making and management of projects with
 
large numbers of beneficiaries was a cause of someproblems
 
of sustainability;
 

o 	 Inadequate attention to 
important social attitudes and.
 
patterns was 
a significant cause 6f weak sustainability of
 
some projects serving socially traditional rural groups;
 

o 
 The lack of strong management was a frequent cause of failure
 
to achieve sustainability;
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o 
 Weak linkage of those institutions playing key roles in
projects to those on which they depend weakened their
 
sustainability prospects in many cases while strong linkages
frequently were a factor 'inprojects with good sustainability
 
prospects;
 

o 	 Poot sustainability was not infrequently associated with ill­
adapted, costly technologies or those not institutionalized;
 

0 
 Policy problems which should have been confronted explicitly
were sometimes "assumed away" resulting in the inability of

projects to perform or to become sustainable;
 

o Projectszwhich had the internal capacity to be sustainable

sometimes foundered due to non-supportive policies of the
 
host country;
 

o 	 Financial stringency (often arising out of a national

economic crisis) is 
a frequent contributor to poor

sustainability;
 

o 
 Few projects include explicit plans tot,mobilize resources or
develop innovative means to cover costs in the long run;
 

o, 
 Human resource constraints arising from poor planning,

inadequate resources for training and/or weak incentive
 
arrangements for recruitment/retention of qualified personnel
were a frequent and significant contributor to weak
 
sustainability; and
 

0 	 Over-ambitious goals and plans relative 
to resources
 
committed were frequently observed to be a cause of failing
to achieve success 
( and by indirection, sustainability) in
 
many projects.
 

Key lessons learned pertaining to sustainability from the review
of the FY 85 and 86 ERs are as follows:
 

o 	 Sustainability should be a central 
concern of project

designers and be consciously sought as an outcome of most
 
projects;
 

0 	 Leadership is a scarce 
and critical factor in achieving

sustainability but human resource deficiencies generally are
also a frequent source of poor sustainability;
 

o 
 Institutions need to develop "marketing" capabilities to

sustain their relationships with clients 
or client
 
institutions;
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o 


o 


0 


o 


o 


0 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


o 


Flexible arrangements should be sought to permit public
 
sector institutions to respond adequately to changing

circumstances and client needs;
 

Ii 

Local people's participation in planning, policy making and
 
management are frequently important to sustainability of
 
projects with a large body of intended beneficiaries;
 

Locally respected social patterns cannot be ignored if
 
traditional groups are important participants/beneficiaries
 
in projects;
 

Management capacity should be developed during the LOP so

0,that'responsible institutions can function effectively after
 
external support is withdrawn;
 

Forward, backward and lateral institutional linkages can be
 
critical factors in achieving sustainability;
 

Technologies need an appropriate institutional structure,

mustbe well adapted,to the local scene and be seen as 
a

cost-effective "property" belonging to the users 
in order to
 
support sustainability;
 

Policy problems whkch are "assumed away" at 
the project

design stage can "haunt" projects when they should have been
 
confronted explicitly;
 

A supportive policy environment can be a critical factor in
 
sustainability;
 

In a country with weak fiscal and economic prospects, special

arrangements are essential to achieving financial self­
sufficiency of projects so 
that post-project benefits can be
 
sustained;
 

Explicit plans to provide a continuing flow of4 funds in the
 
future to cover operating or capital replacement costs can be
 
a strong plus in the achievement of sustainability;
 

Projects need to be provided an adequate and assured source

-of human resources and incentives for their recruitment and
 
retention as 
a basis for sustainability;
 

Projects should have resources of funds and personnel in

balanced proportion to the scope of the purposes and goals

sought and their availability should be within the capacity

of the host country to provide on its own by the end of the
 
LOP if sustainability is to be achieved.
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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 fo: 
determining tlc 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
 
CDIE. CDIE pcovided Devres with the evaluation reports undertaken in
 
F.: 85/86 that were to be reviewed. CDIE also specified the descriptive
a:d substantive data that it wanted to identify and gather on each of
 
tae evaluation reports to be reviewed and processed. A matrix was
 
dsigned to include"
 

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

" 	 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.
 

A:. 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 
evaluation report.
 

Regarding this specific analysis of sustainabilitv issues, Devres' 
zaff reviewed the results of the statistical analvsis for the universe 

of 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, 9X~pQst and/or interim evaluations. All 
final and ex post ERs were retained in the list while the list was 
pared down tc the agreed number of 50 by eliminating ERs which were 
not, strictly speaking, evaluations, were for less significant projects 
or were of questionable valuo in the sample.
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The remaining 50 ERs were then reviewed with reference 
to each of
the topics specified in the Sustainability SOW. Notes made on these
topics gave special emphasis to the interrelationship of sustainability

and institutional factors. 
These notes then formed the basis for the
analytical presentation, the examples cited and for the findings and
lessons learned. 
 In addition a tabular presentation was prepared and
included in this report for the sample of 50 ERs divided between highly
positive and stronglynegative cases and indicating which ERs did or
did not directly address the issue of sustainability. 
It also

describes the context in which itcwas addressed (either directly or
indirectly). 
 A count is given for the numbers of ERs addressing the
topic directly or otherwise. 
The tabular presentation also treats the
interrelationship of institutional factors and sustainability in the
 same manner. 
Counts are also presented showing the degree of
coincidence between highly positive and strongly negative ratings for
the sustainability sub-topics as compared to 
such ratings for Overall
Sustainability as determined for the CDIE Work Order (# 1).
 

3. Scope
 

As noted above, Devres revi'ewed 212 ERs and rated nearly all
of them on "sustainability overall" and on a variety of related

"sustainability" sub-topics. 
Annex 2 lists the 212 ERs and their

respective "sustainability overall" ratings. 
As discussed under
Methodology below, the statistical datagenerated by the ratings plus

the narrative in the Evaluation Reports was analyzed and 50 reports

were 
selected for in-depth analysis'of sustainability issues.
 

B. Methodology and Statistical Analysis
 

1. Overall approach
 

Devres and PPC/CDIE collaborated in developing the
overall approach to the evaluation synthesis project. 
The major topics
were clarified early on anId informal consultation occurred throughout

the process about the various sub-topics to be included and about the
 
conceptual and analytical structure of the synthesis.
 

After discussion with CDIE of the content of this synthesis, it
was 
decided that the task would be carried out by a limited group of
full time employees of Devres, all of whom had worked together for some
time-. 
 All have multi-disciplinary development experience in a wide
 
range of fields, functions and countries in all regions of the world.

All have been involved in project identification, design,

implementation and evaluation of development projects and share a
concern for successful work among low-income-people in developing

countries. 
With this approach we were able tc 
ensure that a variety ofsubstantive perspectives on all 
the key issues wouldbe brought to bear

regardless of who conducted the review of a particular evaluation.
 

Moreover, at the 
outset of the process of reviewing the Evaluation

Reports, several 
"pilot" tests were run with several different
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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 andresolve issues. 
 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 believe that this approach led 
to a high degree of consistency
and intellectual integrity despite the wide range of topics, issues,

countries and reviewers involved.
 

The particular approach to 
the sustainability analysis evolved out
of the general 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 Impiementation constraints. 

o Role of women in development; 

o Environmental impact; and 

o Impact on private sector. 

In addition, over 40 sub-topics %-ere identified related to
five main topics. The sub-topics related to 
the
 

Implementation Constraints
were specified in the Statement of Work, andthe others were discussed

agreed upon between Devres and PPC/CDIE 
 over the course of the review.Definitions were prepared for each topic and sub-topic and wc arrived
at a general consensus 
 on these definitions. The sustainability topicsand sub-topics on which all 212 ERs were reviewed were identified veryearly in the synthesis process and formed the basis for the analysis onsustainabilit. contained here. Other sustainability sub-topics were
 
identified ir. the subsequent 
 SOW. 

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

Some supplementary materials were made available by AID to amplifythe nature of the topics although they were not required to be coveredby 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 information 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 Implementation 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 scle of 10 entries. On
 
consideration at a late stage of the process some feeling had arisen
 
that a scale o -5 to +5 would have been more useful for statistical 
analysis of the implementation overall rating. A statistical "proxy" 
was developed 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 the 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 stage
 
and to comment on issues 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 Anne-.- 3. 

4. Significance ratings of topics and sub-tonics 

Each of the 212 ERs was carefully reviewed and the 
significance of topics/sub-topics, as noted by the project evaluator in 
the evaluation renort, 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-topi's 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 onlv 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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For the purposes of simplifying both statistical and written
 
analysis, the ratings were grouped into three categories of
 
significance:
 

o +3 to +5 impact or influence of highly positive 
significance; 

0 -3 to -5 impact or influence of strongly negative, 
,4 significance; and 

o +2 to -2 	 impact or influence of modest or no
 
significance.
 

The development of various numerical matrices was based on these
 
groupings and the testing of statistical significance and strength

carried out among the "groups." 
 For the in-depth analysis, individual
 
evaluation reports were selected on the basis of their individual (not

group) ratings for review. 
Efforts were made to carefully select
 
reports that had either very high or very low significance ratings 
on a
 
given issue so as 
to discern to the extent possible from the material
 
in' the selected reports, the causes 
and explanations for
 
project/prograi results found by the evaluators.
 

ERs varied dramatically in quality, coverage and structure. 

directness and precision with which a topic was 

The
 
covered sometimes
 

required considerable judgment in making a rating of significance. The

review team sought not to introduce the reviewer's views but instead to
 
attempt to reflect what the evaluation report presented. Some limited
 
measure of influence was sometimes required to provide a specific

rating. It was our 	position, however, that the ratings for any

topic/sub-topic should still,rest on the report's findings as 
directly
 
as possible. . ,
 

5. Crea:ion of computerized database
 

Devr s developed an 	integrated data analysis and information'.
 
system for 
-he final 212 project evaluation reports selected, which
 
utilized dBASE III PLUS, LOTUS 123, 
and StatPac Gold software packages.
 

Database files, 
fields and variable 	characteristics were
 
formulated based on 	the Evaluation Rating Form,. 
 Every question from
 
each major topi.c was assigned a field or variable name. 
 Records were
 
stored in respective datafiles and related by corresponding evaluation
 
numbers assigned at the time of entry'.,
 

Nine dBASE III files, two LOTUS 123 worksheets, and a StatPac Gold
 
datafile, totalling 
over 80b,000 bytes, were used to organize and store
 
topic specific data. 
 Thirty reporting templates and approximately.20

application software programs were designed and written to address
 
system constraints, execute repetitive task, generated frequency
 
reports, multi-variable cross-tabulated tables, derive various
 
statistical measures and perform hypothesis testing. 
 Two IBM-PC's, an
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IBM-based 80286 8Mhz AT and three printers were made available to
 process hundreds of data queries and statistical requests from the
 
evaluation synthesis staff,
 

6. Statistical methodology: description of approach
 

The statistical methodology was designed to provide
quantitative analysis of the measures of project performance based on,Devres'ratings of AIDe'Evaluation Repo ,s. 
A variety of statistical

techniques were utilized to gain greater understanding of the'nac're

and context of the determinants of fiv \overall topic measuresl and the
import of the subcomponents of the topiv 
areas. The five topics

treated in the larger evaluation rating xercise were project
 
sustainability, the implementation constilaints facing project
execution, the emphasis of private enteri.'Ise issues, the role of women
in development and the impact of erivironmehtal concerns. 
The project
rating exercise yielded statistical data for each topic consisting of
 an 9verall topic measure and a set of measures of related factors­-subcomponents of the major topic areas. 
 However, some projects did
 not involve certain topics and hence those factors were not rated,

unknown or otherwise unanswerable.
 

The approach of the statistical methodology supported the
formation of verifiable assertions about AID projects. 
 First,
organization of the data by issues for each topic was required.

Assessment of regional and sectoral differences of project ratings was
essential. In order to 
further refine and organize the

conceptualization of the issues, 
a sizable amount of the data was

stratified by range of response--high significance rating, low

significance and non-significance. Consequently, frequency

distributions of projects were extensively used to describe specific
sub-populations. Subsequently, a major focus of the statistical
 
methodology concerned the derivation and testing of hypotheses about
the determinants of the overall performance indicators for the
i topics. The objective was 

five
 
to find specific instruments that could be
 

shown to affect project performance.
 

A combination of inductive and deductive reasoning underlies the
development o~z the assertions discussed in the analysis. 
 The use of

frequency distributions provided some 
initial guidance about the
general trends and obvious differences that could be obtained by

inspection of the data. 
A set of the most interesting variables
(overall ratings and subcomponents) were then ordinally -:anked by their

simple correlation coefficients using a pairwise correlation matrix.

The pairwise correlation matrix is the correlation coefficient (a
measure of how strongly one variable is related to the other) of each
pair of variables, given valid responses existed for both variables.

Based on a priori conceptual expectations and the ordinal ranking of
the factors from the pairwise correlation results, a set of plausible

specifications were postulated to 
describe the determinants of the
overall topic measures. In general, it was assumed the overall topic
mensure was affected by at least one major factor and one or more minor
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factors. 
 Each of these specificatons was subjected to empirical
estimation and verification to obtain the most,likely form of the
 
relation.
 

(4
The multiple regression econometricestimation technique was
employed to derive exact measures of the strength of a factor's 
influence and its statistical significance as a potential determinantof , critical variable. A critical variable was usually defined as anoverall rating for a topic and was specified as the left hand side
(dependent) variable. 
The right hand side (independent) variable(s)

usually included the various subcomponents as 
either major factor(s),

minor factor(') or both. The regressions were estimated on the
available valid data for the variables. The regression results

empowered a test of the specification of a relation between the
critical variable and a set of potential determinants. The

hypothetical specifications selected as 
acceptable demonstrated a
combination of high overall predictability (R-squared), and
statistically significant estimators (rejection of the null hypothesis
that the parameter was zero at 95 percent confidence) of the parameters
for each of the factors, given the magnitude of the parameters was of
the right sign and within theoretical bounds. 
The regressions

specified the relationship as 
linear and included a constant term in
 
the equation:
 

Y = a + b* Xl + c *X2 

In this general form, Y is the critical variable, Xl is the major
factor influencing it and X2 a minor factor. 
All variables were either

binary (yes/no) or restricted to 
the same range of values (-5 to +5).This allows comparison of the estimators of the coefficients ( "a" and 
"b" in the equation above) in terms of both their magnitude and
statistical significance. 
The ratio of the parameter estimator ("a"
and "b") and the variance of the estimator yields a "t-ratio" used to
determine the significance of the estimator, 
 Statistics on overall
goodness of fit and other measures are also occasionally included where
 
pertinent.
 

7. Limitations of thi's analysis
 

Every effort has been made to ensurethat the findings and
lessons learned stated in this report are accurate and reasonable in
light of the data available-in the Evaluation Report documents.

Conclusions regarding cause and effect as well as lessons learned have
been drawn cautiously so as to faithfully report what can be learned
from various development project experiences for the purpose of helping

to 
improve the planning, design, implementation and management of
 
development assistance programs.
 

However, for a variety of reasons, the applicability of thej
results of the analysis must be carefully considered. First, since
almost all of the Evaluation Reports were generated through AID's
decentralized evaluation system, the reports varied greatly in terms of
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the specific issues addressed in each evaluation, the scope and depth

of the analyses contained in each 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 dctail 
on all topics rolevant to a particular project;
 
many others had little detLil upon which to base 
a rating. The

reviewefs inevitably recorded many "9s" 
(not reported) on some topics


sub-topics not covered in the Evaluation Reports.
or 
This was not


necessarily because 
a topic was totally insignificant but rather

because the evaluators did not deal with it in the written Evaluation
 
Report. 
 Some topics were generally "not applicable" and were recorded
 
accordingly (8).
 

Since 
the ieviewers did not draw upon any project information
 
outside the Evcluation 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 but generally avoided making inferences simply

to give 
a rating to a topic. The inability to obtain information from
 
any source other tVan the 
ER (due to limitations 
of time and funding

and by agreement with AID) 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 "scientitic" random sample of all projec.s on-going

(iVe., that could theoretically have been evaluated) during the 
time
 
period (FY 85/86) under review. The 212 evaluation reports from FY

85/86 constitutes only 17 percent of the 
1244 active projects and "non­
project" loans, grants and CIPs 
(excluding proposed projects) in AFR,
ANE and L-C missions or other offices pertinent to the two years under 
review. 1 The universe includes 
those project evaluations that were
 
completed during FY 
85'/86 that were available 
to CDIE and met certain

criteria. 
 To do ivoinclude evaluations undertaken in FY 85/86 for

small projects ander $500,000, for Housing Investment Guarantee (HIG)

Projects, pre-FY 85 ev~luations 
or reports not considered to be

essentially evaluative in 
nature. Thus, this universe provides a
 
"snapshot" of only a part of AID's program.
 

Third,. te 212 evaluntion reports were reviewed and rated by four

people each of 
;hom, because of their own experience, may have 
inter:preted Se significance of any given element in any given report
somewhat differently. Thus, the significance ratings could be slightly
skewed by one or two points depending on what 
a given reviewer
 
considered "significant." Ho.ever, the four analysts who had

different, yen complementary, experiences in many different areas 
of

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

iThis figure does 
n t include Central Bureau Projects as they did
 
not figure prominently in the 
set of evaluatio'n reports under review.
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some 	common viewpoints on development projects. 'During the course of
 
this 	study, the reviewers compared their results on projects and found
 
their ratings.,to be generally consistent.,
 

Fourth, thereis wide variation in the purposes of the evaluations
 
reviewed and in the issues to which they devoted primary attention.
 
There is some possibility that the evaluations may tend to be skewed
 
toward identifying problems and negative findings rather than
 
successes\ For example, evaluations are often triggered because AID
 
staff beli'ved that there are problems with a project, have
 
reservations about its efficiency or effectiveness, or uncertainty

about its continued relevance to a development strategy in the sector.
 
Offsetting this possible negative bias inisome interim evaluations is
 
an apparent tendency of evaluators to be "kinder" or more )oonstructive
 
in their findings, conclusions and recommendations, i.e. to give the
 
project the "benefit of the doubt." 

Fifth, t projects under review in evaluations carried out in FY
 
85/86 have seldom been initiated since the maj or structural, policy and
 
management reforms were put in place by AID in 1983. At most they
would be Interim evaluations at an early (even formative) stage of 
project life. As a result, not too much significance should be .'ead 
into 	the results in terms of the impact of those reforms. This has
 
particular relevance to the assessment of implementation constraints. 

Sixth, and finally, errors in data entry have undoubtedly occurred
 
despite careful efforts to proof and edit the database as it was being
 
accumulated. All that were identifie'were corrected. Despite the few
 
errors that remain, we are confident that this is only a minor source
 
of error.
 

C. 	 Descriptive Characteristics of the Projects and Evaluation Reports
 
Reviewed
 

1. Characteristics of projects identified in evaluation reports
 

This stucv and analysis is based on the experiences of 212
 
projects evaluated by AID FY 85 and 86. Table I shows the distribution
 
of these projects by bureau and by sector. Nearly 40 percent of the
 
projects were from the ANE bureau. 
The AFR and LAC bureaus were about
 
equally represented with 29 and 28 percent of the report respectively.
 
The PRE, FVA and S & T bureaus accounted fo r just 4 percent of the
 
total. ERs from 50 countries are represented in the universe. One
 
country (Egypt) had 21 ERs; four countries (Botswana, Zaire, Dominican
 
Republic, and Jordan) had eight to ten ERs apiece. In addition, there
 
were 25 multiple country ERs. Table 2 lists the ERs by bureau and
 
country.
 

Overall, in terms of the sectoral breakdown of ERs in the
 
universe, 52 percent of the rojects ERs reviewed were in ARD; 
19
 
percent were in SDA; 14 percent were in EHR; and another 14 percent in
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EVALUT.TION SYNTHESIS
 

Table I:Project Characterisuics Identified in Evaluation
 
Reports, by Bureau and Sector 

a. Percent, b-- Buref-a 

SECTOR AFR ANE LAC OTHER TOTALS 

ARD 33 54% 39 47% 34 58% 4 44% 110 52% 

EH. 5 8% 14 17% 9 15% 1 11% 29 14% 

HEA 8 13% 9 11% 3 5% 0 0% 20 9% 

MLT 1 2% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0% 2 1% 

POP 3 5% 5 6% 1 2% 1 11% 10 5% 

SDA 11 18 2 15 13% 19 20% 3 33% 41 19% 

61 100% 83 100% 59 100% 9 100% 212 100% 

b. ?erc'n:. bv Sector 

S...7.7:?. AN-. LkC OT.. TOTALS 

'2,D 33 30% 39 35% 34 31% 4 % 10 00% 

EHR 5 17% 14 48% 9 31% 1 3% 29 100% 

8 -0% 9 45% 3 15% 0 0% 20 100% 

T . 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 

POP 3 30% 5 50% 1 10% 1 10% 10 100% 

SDA 11 I5 1737;.7 2 29% 3 7% .1 100i 

70TALS 61 8 59 9 212 

29% 39% 28% 4% 100% 

_ rhe category "Other" includes ER's from PRE, EIA, and S&T. 
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EVALUATION SYNTHES IS
 

Table 2: List of Evalun-ion Reocrts by Bureau by Country
 

- of ofBureau Evaluations ureau Evaluations 
AFR 

BOTSWANA 9 ANE 
BURUNDI 1 BANGLADESH 1
CAIIEROON 1 EGYPT 21

CN...... INDIA 3 
REE CT 1 iNDONESIA 7CONGO 4 jORD.'2 

C LU T ' T U N 4EA 2 .AL Y S 
8 
1 

KnY,,6 
1 !OROCCO 5

MULT 5LI BEIA 3 NEPAL 3:i, .. . -I0 1~'4 
"'OZ:"3 (U E 1 PAK I STAN 6"UT 6 PHI L PITNES 3 

4 POL.ND 1RWANA 
 1 cPORT"UGL 1 
SC 
 1 .',R LANKA 6SOUTH A F' CA 1 TiAI L7 DSULF A:; 72 TUN;i S TA1 1 
S'A ZA','ADA 1
TX' E AN I A 31
7 7.' 7.) 7 
Z iP,1E 9 subtotal 83 

B !A 2 

PRE
Subtotal 61 KENYA 1 

MULT 3LCTHA I LAND 2 
BELIZE 2 
BOLIVIA 4 subtotal 6 
COSTA RICA 
 2
 
DOIII,A I FVA. 
DOINICANi REPUBLIC 10 tULT 1 
ECUADOR 1 
EL SALVADOR 3 subtotal 1 
GUAT EM"'li 5
 
HFA IT i 
 3 S&T 
HONDUPAS 6 BOLIVIA 1
JAtMAI CA 3 PHILIPPINES 1 
MULT 10 
PAN .tA 2 subtota'. 2 
PERU 
 7
 

-- TOTAL 212
59


subtotal 
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HEA and POP together.2 
 In terms of regional distribution, each region
accounted for roughly one-third of the ARD projects reviewed. 
ANE
accounted for about 50 percent of the EHR and HEA, and POP projects and
37 percent of the SDA projects overall. AFR accounted for 40 percent
of the HEA projects. 
Within each region the percentages are a little
different. 
While ARD accounted for about half of the total projects

within the AFR and ANE bureaus they accounted for nearly 60 percent of
the LAC projects reviewed. 
Projects in the EHR sector accounted for

roughly 16 percent of the total projects reviewed for b',th ANE and LAC
bureaus. 
However, EHR projects constituted only 8 percent of AFR

projects. Projects in SDA accounted for 18 to 20 percent of the
 
projects in each of the three regions.
 

The project life and size as 
stated in the ERs .,aried greatly. As
Table 3 indicates, overall nearly 60 percent of the ERs indicated a LOP
of more 
than 5 years; 23 percent had LOP three to five years; 
19
 
percent had a LOP of 1 to 
3 years. The AFR bureau had the largest

percentage (43 percent) -f 3 to 5 year projects; ANE had the largest
percentage (44 percent) of "more than five year" projects; 
and LAC andANE each 37 percent :)f 1 to 3 year projects. Within each of thebureaus, 50 to 
66 percent of the projects had a life of more than five
 years. Approximately 75 percent (159 of 212) of the projects began in
 
FY 82 or earlier.
 

The projects described in the 212 ERs under review varied in size.
Not surprisingly the size of projects in general correlated with the
LOP. 
About 48 percent of "very large" projects (in excess of US $10
million) were undertaken in the ANE bureau, followed by LAC with 30
percent. The largest percentage of projects with a size ranging from
US $3 to US 10 million, were also carried out by ANE followed by AFR
with 33 percent of projects in this range. 
 Of the smaller projects (US
$1 to 3 million), 44 percent were 
in AFR; 32 percent in ANE. LAC and
AFR bureaus each carried out about one-third of the smallest size (less
than US $1 million) projects. 
 In sum, the largest percentage of

smaller projects was 
in AFR and the largest percentage of large
 
projects was in ANE.
 

2. Characteristics of the evaluation reports
 

The evaluation reports in this universe varied widely in
structure and content. 
As Table 4 indicates, two thirds of the
evaluations were undertaken in FY 85; 
about 30 percen: in FY 86. Over
60 percent of the ERs reviewed were "interim," 30 percent were 
"final"
 

2No sectoral breakdown figures are available for AID's portfolio

of projects active in FY 85 and/or FY 86 similar to the Bureau
breakdown. It is not possible to derive this figure because SOP and

ESF projects are not distributed by sector and because many projects
funded by DA sectoral appropriation categories'do not reflect the real

substance of the projects, a.g. some health projects all POP funded;
 
some rural development projects 
are health-funded, etc.
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EV7ALUATION S T..SI 

Table 3 Characteristics of Project Life & Size Identified in
 

Evaluat:-n i.eorrs, by Bureau 

A. F{ Proiect Began: 

1983 or later 

19S2 or earlier 

,/O 

AFR 
17 

42 

2 

ANE 
9 

69 

5 

LC 
14 

44 

1 

OTHER 
5 

4 

0 

TOTAL 

" 45 

159 

8 

61 83 59 9 212 

B. Proiect Life y Rein 

I to 3 years 

3 to 5 years 

More than 5 

AFR 
10 

20 

31 

:ANE 
14 

11 

55 

L.C 
15 
9 

35 

OTHER 
1 
5 

3 

TOTAL 
40 
18 

124 

TOTL,. 61 S2 59 9 212 

Percentage of Column 

1 to 3 '.ears 

3 to 5 ":ears 
Mtore than 5 

16A% 

32.8% 
50.3% 

. . 

16.9% 

6.9% 
66.2 

TFRLAC 

25.4% 

15.3% 
93 

0THE 

1L.1% 

.63 
3'3.3% 

TOTAL 

18.9% 

22.6% 
.5 

TA, ,0.0% ,D0.f !30. 0% 00.0% 100.0% 

C. Proi 
(US$ 

ct zie : R -.. n 
nilion)k,. I 
Less than $1 
Si t- ^3 ni!li-n 
S3 to $13 ni'lirn 

More than $10 

AFR 

20 

i 
14 

! 
2 

.M,. 

12 

8 
10 

30 
14 

LL--%C 

19 

6 
9 

19 
6 

OTOOTHER 

6 

0 
0 

0 
3 

TOTAL 

57 

25 
42 

63 
25 

7OTAl 61 S3 59 9 212 

Less than S1 
$1 to S3 i__11n 
$3 -to $0 illion 
More than $30 
N/O 

AFR 

33.7% 
18.0% 
23.0% 
23.0% 
3.3% 

.­_," 

14.5% 
9.6% 

22.9% 
36.1% 
16.9% 

L'k_C 

32.21 
10.2% 
15.3% 
32.2% 
i0.1% 

OTHER 

100.0% 
0.0% 
G.0% 
0.0% 
0.0% 

TOTAl. 

29.9% 
11.8% 
19.8% 
29.7% 
11.8% 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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?_jezz Size by Retion (continued) 

Percentage of row 
AFR ANE LC OTHER TOTAL 

Less than $1 35.1% 21.1% 33.3% 10.5% 100.0% 

$1 to $3 million 44.0% 32.0% 24.0% 0.0% 100.0% 

$3 to $10 million 33.3% 45.2% 21.4% 0.0% 100.0% 

More than $10 22.2% 47.6% 30.2% 0.0% 100.0% 

N/O 3.0% 56.0% 24.0% 12.0% 100.0% 

T...% 3.2% 27.8% 4.2% 
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EVALUATION SYNTHESIS
 

Table 4 Characteristics of Evaluation Renorts by Bureau
 

BU?.EAU 
AFR ANE LAC OTHER 

40 56 32 4 
15 21 24 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 

16 16 12 0 

44 64 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 i 
12 9 1 0 

2 3 0 0 

43 51 50 ! 

.6 -5 -2 9 
5 T8 -7 C 

30 42 22 9 

41 63 47 8 

41 58 29 8 
57 77 45 9 

34 47 30 5 
8 25 17 1 

A. Type of Evaluation
 

..terim 

.nal 


E Post 


'T A 


B. FY 	Evaluation Completed:
 

1984 


1985 


1986 

N/O 


C. Evaluation Performed:
 

:nternailv 

=-,--_- 7 v.164 

,/O 


D. Evaluation Team Composition
 

Coiiz-actor 


AFD 


Mited 


Host Count:-y
Host Country/AID 

Fiost Countr:.iContractor 
nost Coun*---,/,. 

0,ot Observed 

132 

64 

15 

1 

62% 

31% 

7% 

8 

142 

60 
2 

4% 

67% 

28% 
1% 

44 

4 

21% 

77% 
2% 

Contents of Written Reports
 

?ESES ?'e~ens 

E.xe u- ve S-.arv 
-_7,-7 : Con-exts 
Eauation SO" 

Evaluation Me thodology 
Conclusions 

Recomm.enda tions 

Lessons Learned 
Design Documents 


% of 

Total :-Universe1 


145 68% 

162 75 
169 S01 
103 49% 

159 75% 
136 64% 
188 89% 


116 55% 


51 24% 


82 39% 

21 10% 

41 19% 

2 
11 

1% 
5% 

28 
22 

13% 
10% 

5 

iNote: 	 Percentage is based on'tocal universe of 212 projects. 

Percentages have been rounded. 
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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 into 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 they are 
based on shorter time frames.
 

More than three-fourths of the evaluations reviewed were 
performed externaly using contractors, or host country personnel or a 
combination of either or both of these with or without AID staff. For
 
the universe as a whole, nearly 40 percent of the eva].uations were 
performed by US contractors. Evaluation teams involving host country
personnel constituted 30 percent of all th, evaluation teams. The LAC 
bureau relied on outside con-ractors alone to prepare 66 percent of
 
their ERs. The ANE bureau involved host country personnel more
 
frequently (44 percent) than the other bureaus in their evaluation
 
process -hough they involved US contractors about AO 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. Table 4
 
summarizes some of the contents of the ERs,. Nearly 90 percent of the
 
ERs included Recomendations but only 
 two-thirds included Conclusions 
and about half had Lessons Learned. Rouglhly 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 ER 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,
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--G--om-t,-t -i-L---- --­ c f F Va 111 ;i t o n 'T e a m 
(lj)erccfLtage ol Lotal univer!3c)" 

ExecuL i.ve: 
Sunmvary C,c 1.us ions Recoiume uda t Ions 

]Lesso is 
lea r ned 

Table of 
Contents 

Evaluation 

SOW 
Evaluatfon 

Method 
Design 

Documents 

Contractor 77Z 62% 87% 50% 87% 54% 78% 29% 

AID 71 71 76 68 52 38 76 10 

Mixed 80 56 98 59 93 51 76 27 

If/AID 
Il/Contractor 
IlI xed 
Host Country 

73 
79 
86 
50 

64 
76 
()8 
50 

91 
93 
91 
50 

36 
49 
68 
50 

73 
90 
68 
50 

36 
62 
4] 
--

82 
76 
73 
50 

36 
21 
23 
--

CD
 

CD
 



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). Moreover if AID is trying to "track" progress on
 
WID, PRE or environment 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 t:hey were to be stressed than in FY 85. Inclusion of 
gender-specific data or inforation 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 aTnaly.is explains why 
something went well or poorly. With this in mind, CDIE may want to 
consider more explicit gufdelines for "impact" analysis on certain 
issues of importance to the Agency. 

As for the ERs themselves, there is no common rormat 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.
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Ii. SUSTAINABILITY
 

A. Overall Patterns
 

1. Introduction
 

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

" institutional factors 

-- type and function 
-- new vs. existing 
-- grass roots participation 
-- strength of constituency 
-- leadership aid management capacity and 

- linkages among institutions and .ith beneficiaries 

o Technol.ogy adoption 

o Cultural factors 

o Policy environment 

o Cost coverage and post-project finane
 

o Human resource development 

o Implementation/sus tainability relationships 

o Project design 

o Life of project 

o Flexibility of management 

o 
 Technical assistance team composition.
 

This analysis 
is a combined response to the requirements of

the scopes of work for sustainability under the Work Order issued by

CDIE (W.O. No. PDC-0085-1-00-6095-00 ol) and the 
more comprehensive
 
coverage called for by the additional tasks in a su~plementary Work
 
Order (No. PDC-0085-I-00-6095-00 #4). A description and detailed
 
statistical tabulations of the u-iverse of evaluations with reference
 
to sustainabiliqt 
 and an in-depth analysis of 50 evaluations which
 
received highly positive or strongly negative overall ratings for
 
sustainabilitv are included in this effort. 
 This larger sample

complies with the requirements of both Work Orders.
 

19
 Devres 



2. Sustainabilitv 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 te 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 and +2) . As one would 
expect, given normal distribut con patterns, the majority of piojects
(56 percent or 119 of the total ER universe of 212) fall within the 
category 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 bureaus, a higher percentage of 
projects in the AFR bureau (13 percent) received highly positive
overall sustainability ratings than did 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 Tercentage of projects with 
strongly negative ratings followed by ANE and Both theLAC. ANC and
 
LAC bureaus had larger percentages of projects in the "marginal" range
 
than did the AFR bureau.
 

The overall sustainability ratings 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 projects receiving strongly negative
ratings, anG ARD had the lowest percentage of projects with strongly
negative ratings.1 Another way to look at this is to look "inside" the 
rating groups (e.g., +3 to +5, -3 to -5, etc.) to see which sector had 
the high-st percentages of highly positive and strongly negative
ratings. Of the 24 ERs that indicated highly positive overall ratings 
on sustainability, 42 percent were in ARD; 25 percent were in HEA/POP

together: SDA ind EH-R each accourted for 16 percent of the highly
positive ratings. Of the group of 55 projects that received strongly
negative sustain.bility ratings, 40 percent of those rated were in ARD; 
22 percent in HEA/POP; and 24 percent in SDA.
 

iThe two multiple sector projects are not considered here because 
of the small number of projects in the sector.
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Table 6 Overall Sus ta Lnab IAty Rat tings by Bureau 

Bureau 

AFR 

ANE 

LAC 

OTHER 

Total ! 
Pro iects 
Ra ted 

61 

F 3 

59 

9 

LI' ce n t 
I gIihI y 
Ps i t I.ve 
Rat ngsta 

134Z 

7 

10 

45 

e r (cie1 
S t rohgly 
ilega t 

L I rIgs 

22 

19 

33 

Pe ,-cent: 
iiea rgLnal 
Rat I ngs 

46% 

61 

69 

11 

Percent 
Not 
Observed 

7% 

10 

2 

11 

Total 

100% 

100 

100 

100 

212 

CD
 
(A 
0 



Table 7 Overall Siistainabilit'i RatinF-s by Sector 

Total Percent Percent 

Projects Highly Strongly Percent 
Rated on Positive Negative Marginal Percent 

Sector Issue' Ratings Ratins Ratings__ TOTAL 

ARD 106 9% 21% 70% 100 

EHR 23 17 26 57 100 

riEA 19 16 47 37 100 

MLT 2 100 - 100 

POP 10 30 30 40 100 

SDA 37 11 35 54 100 

197 

i'ha diff,.reilce between number of projects rated and the universe of 
212 Es is a result of some projects reic.-';ing an 8 or 9 rating on tais 
issue. 
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Cross tabulation of ratings on selected sustainability sub-topics

with overall sustainability ratings shows some interesting
 
relationships. 
 For example, in terms of financial provision for 0 & M
 
and recurrent/capital cost recovery, only 12 percent of the 148
 
projects rated on this issue received highly positive ratings; 
over 40
 
percent received strongly negative ratings. Of the 17 projects

receiving highly positive ratings for financial provisions for 0 & M,

70 percent also had high overall sustainability ratings indicating that
 
the one is important to 
the other. On the subtopic, organization,­
institutional capacities for the continuation of project benefits, only
 
15 percent of the 189 projects rated on the issue received highly

positive ratings; nearly 40 percent received strongly negative ratings.

However, as with the financial provisions sub-topic, 55 percent of the
 
29 projects with a high organizational/institutional rating also had a
 
high positive overall sustainability rating. Conversely, 66 percent of
 
the 71 prcjects with a strongly negative organization/institutional
 
rating also had strongly negative sustainability ratings. Regarding
 
strength of constituency, less than 30 percent of the 171 ERs rated on
 
this issue had a highly positive rating. Over 50 percent had average
 
or marginal ratings. These ratings are not closely tied to high
 
overall sustainability ratings.
 

3. Statistical findings
 

The subcomponents of sustainability were analyzed

statistically using regression techniques to 
measure the relative
 
strength and statistical significance of their influence as potential
 
determinants of sustainability. The evidence supports an assertion
 
that sustainability is most strongly affected by the organizational and
 
institutional capacitie for continuation of project benefits. Several
 
other subcomponents were identified as having weaker albeit
 
statistically significant influence on sustainability. The cooperating
 
organizations ability to respond to changing conditions, 
the
 
development of management capacity and the financial provision for O&M
 
and recovery/capital cost all had similar magnitudes of influence on
 
sustainability but their strength was only about half that for the
 
organizational capacity effect. 
The remaining subcomponents all were
 
found to be significantly related toloverall sustainability. However,
 
the magnitude of their influence was low. It is plausible that their
 
limited influence may contribute important complementary effects and
 
some of the subcomponents may act as substitutes for o:hers.
 

The evidence supports an assertion that sustainability is most
 
strongly affected by the organizational and institutional capacities
 
for continuation of project benefits, and several other minor factors
 
including cooperating organizations ability to respond to changing
 
conditions, the development of management capacity and the financial
 
provision for O&M and recover/capital cost. The organizational
 
capacity variable has a simple correlation of more than 0.8 with
 
sustainability in the pairwise correlation matrix and the strength of
 
its influence as 
measured by the parameter estimator in the regressions
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ranges from about 0.5 
to 0.65. 
 In every equation the estimator for the
 
parameter on institutional capacity is highly significant, with
 
t-ratios in excess of eight.
 

The three subcomponentt having relatively lower but still sizable

effects on sustainability can be considered as minor factors in the

determination of sustainability. These factors, when tested jointly

with capacity, have strengths ranging in magnitude from 0.39 for the
 
organizations ability to'change, to 0.3 for the development of
 
management capacity and 0.3 for financial provision of O&M. 
Each
 
coefficient is also highly significant.
 

The results for the other subcomponents, when tested jointly with
 
organizational capacity, are less explicit. 
For all the other

sustainability components, when tested jointly with capacity, the
 
regressions show they are 
all st istically significant as influences
 
on the level of overall sustainability. However, despite their
 
significance, the magnitude of the effect on sustainability is quite
 
low, ranging downward from 0.25.
 

B. In-depth Analysis of Issues
 

1. The sample
 

a. The selection process and the sample structure
 

In order 
to select a sample set of projects for in-dept
review on the sustainability issue it was 
agreed that those which
 
received high (+3 to +5) and low (-3 
to -5) significance ratings on the
overall sustainability topic would be the starting point. 
This turned
 
out to yield about 70 ERs. In winnowing down to 50 cases 
as the sample

as agreed for the special sustainability analysis (although only 20 had

originally been contemplated for :he CDIE intensive review of

sustainability) preference was gi-.-en 
to final and ex post evaluations
 
and several which seemed likely to be less instructive because they

were very brief or on special topics were eliminated. Table 8 lists
 
the ERs selected for the sample.
 

The final sample included 32 reports with strongly negative

ratings and 18 with highly positi've ratings for overall sustainability.

Of those with strongly negative ratings, the distribution of ERs by

sector/subsector was 
as follows: agricultural research and extension 5,

land settlement and rural development 2, health 8, population/family

planning 1, water use and management 1, fisheries 1, urban services 1,
education and human resources 
1, development administration 1,

infrastructure development 4, energy/technology 5; private sector 2.

Of the 18 ERs given strongly positive ratings the sector/subsector

breakdown was 
as.follows: agricultural production/extension/research 2,
 
water management 1, education/human resources 3, health 2,
population/family planning 2, development planning 1, renewable energy 
.

1, infrastructure development 2, women in development 2, private sector
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Table 8: List of ERs in Sustainability Sample
 

Country Evaluation Name Project No.
 

/ I 

BOTSWA_NA Renewable Energy Technology 633-0209 
BOTSWANA Accelerated Impact 698-0410-21 

Program--Borehole Drilling 
CENTR.'. AFRICAN 
RE PUL " 

Central African Republic Rural 
Development I 

676-0015 

COYGO Congo Primary Health Care 698-0410-30 
CONGO Smallholders Agricultural 679-0001 

Development I (SMAG I) 
EQUATORIAL GUINEA Agricultural Development 653-0001 
KENYA Women in Development: Rural 698-0388 

Women's Extension 
NIGER Niger Integrated Livestock 683-0242 

Production 
SUDAN Southern Regional Infras truc ture 650-0031 

Phase I 
TANZAll Farming Systems Res. and 621-0156 

Related Activities 
ZAMABIA Agricultural Development 611-0201 

Research and Extension 
(ZAMARE) 

BOTSWA 'A Primary Education Improvement 633-0222 
Project (PEIP) (2) 

CONGO Combatting Communicable 698-0421-79 
Childhood Diseases 

LIBERIA Combatting Choldhood 698-0421 
Communicable Disease: Liberia 

NIGER Rural Health Improvement 683-0208 
SUDAN Rural Health Support 650-0030 
ZAIRE Family Planning Services 660-0094 
BOTSWANA Botswana-Zambia Road Paving 633-0072 
BOTSWAN.IA Gaborone West Housing and 633-0238 

Facilities 
LIBERIA Small and Medium Scale 669-0201 

Enterprise Development and 
Support 

EGYPT Small Farmer Production 263-0079 
MOROCCO . Morocco Renewable Energy 608-0159 

Development, 

NEPAL Strengthening Institutional NP 
Capacity in Food & 
Agricultural Sector 

OMAN Fisheries Development 272-0101 
PAKISTAN Tribal Areas Development 391-0471 
PHILIPPINES Rural Energy Development 492-0375 
SRI ,LANKA Water Management I 383-0057 
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(cont'd)
 

Table 8: List of ERs in Sustainabil!ty Sample
 

Country 


JORDAN 

MOROCCO 

PHILIPPINES 


SRI LA.K-

IVO-NESIA 


MOROCCO 


EGYPT 


EGYPT 


EGYPT 


EGYPT 


EGYPT 

INDIA 


BOLIVIA 


MULT 


PERU 


BOLIVIA 

BOLIVIA 

HONDURAS 


MULT 


MULT 


DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

MULT 

MULT 


THAILAND 

BOLIVIA 

Evaluation Name 


Health Education 

Health Management Improvement 

Primary Health Care Financing 

(PCFP)
 
Malaria Control (1986) 

Family Planning DeveJ.opmen-

and Services
 
Population/Family Planning 

Support II
 
Water and Wastewater Sector 

Assessment
 

Applied Science and 

Technology: Scientific and
 
Tech Info Component
 

Private Sector Feasibility 


Studies
 
Neighborhood Urban Services 

(TUS)
 
Development Planning Studies 

Technologies for the Rural 

Poor
 
New Lands Settlement Regional 

Development - San Juliano
 

Caribbean Agricultural 

Extension .I
 
Improved Water and Land Use in 

the Sierra (Plan MERIS)
 

Rural Education II (1986) 

Rural Education II (1985) 


Development Administration 

Record TI
 

Caribbean Education Dev-

UWI/USAID Primary Curriculum
 
Subproject
 
Caribbean Epidemiological 

Shrveillance and Training
 
Energy Policy Development 

Caribbean Marketing Assistance 

Women's World Banking 


Siam Commercial Bank Ltd 

Water Supply and Small Scale 
Irrigation
 

Project No.
 

278-0245
 
608-0151
 
492-0371
 

383-0043
 
:RLT
 

608-0155
 

MULT
 

263-0016
 

263-0112
 

263-K-605-5
 

263-0061
 
386-0465
 

NP
 

538-0068
 

527-0156
 

511-0482
 
511-0482
 
522-0174
 

538-0029
 

538-0027
 

517-0143
 
538-0102
 
940-0002
 
940-0002-1
 
511-0581
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2. The distribution by sector/subsector appeared to be quite
 
representative.
 

The projects are equally diverse in terms of the types of host
 
country institutions through which they operate. 
 These include
 
central, regional and local government bodies; parastatal bodies;

decentralized government ministries; expatriate and indigenous private

,voluntary organizations; community-based and farmers associations;

quasi-governmental and inter-governmental regional institutions, etc.
 
In a few projects, no host country institution was involved.
 

b. The analytical process
 

Notes were taken concerning the sustainability

performance of all of these projects. 
In order to array these in a,,

comprehensive layout for review a matrix was prepared with rough scores
 
of the level of performance for each of the projects on each of the
 
sub-topics on which information was to be compiled. These included all
 
the sub-topics on which information was sought for the special analysis

of institutional and other factors relating to sustainability. A
 
computer printout list was also prepared showing the overall
 
sustainability ratings and the "significance ratings" for all sub­
topics on the CDIE list. 
 In this way it was possible to identify the
 
evaluation reports which were 
likely to provide substantial insights
 
and/or lessons on all the topics.
 

A review was then conducted of the ERs and of the notes taken at
 
earlier stages. Reference was also made to the correlations and
 
significance tests as 
a guide in reviewing each sub-topic. From these
 
a composite picture was developed of the indications in this sample o:
 
the nature and degree of impact on sustainability of the various topics

and issue areas. 
 The lessons learned reflect both the reviewer's
 
insights from the analysis of each report, the "lessons learned"
 
presented in the reports by the original evaluators and a synthesis

based on an overall analysis of the sustainability issue; The review:er
 
had also conducted,a detailed review of many evaluation reports outside
 
the sample which provided insights.
 

2. Key institutional factors
 

a. Institutional type and function
 

It is widely believed that institutions play a key role
 
in achieving success in development. When success is examined with
 
particular emphasis on the sustainability of the flow of outputs or
 
benefits a given project seeks to deliver, the institutional role
 
becomes even more critical. By Sustainability is meant the collective
 
ability of all of those engaged in the activity to carry forward ito
 
the future a stream of needed benefits to a designated client or
 
beneficiary group at a cost which is acceptable. Generally this must
 
result in one or more of the following: greater productivity, improved

indigenous capacity to deliver a needed service, and/or the capacity to
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distribute domestic resources more efficiently for the project. 
If
 
these developments are 
to occur, it is inevitable that some sort of
 
institution must be the instrument by which they occur.
 

Review of the evaluations carried out by AID over the past two

fiscal years confirms the central and essential role of institutions in

achieving sustainability. 
Both the manner and the degree to which the
 
institutions perform this role successfully reflect the suitability of

their structure, their placement in the process, their maturity and the

inputs they receive during implementation. The type of institution
 
involved and its function(s) are similarly important determinants of

the support and inputs required to perform successfully when the

external assistance provided by the project comes 
to an end. This also
 
foreshadows the discussion of project des'.gn below in that unless the
 
design is sound, needed inputs will not be present.
 

o 	 Public sector
 

Institutions in the public sector intended to
deliver services to and/or interact with a dispersed clientele will

have some different requirements from those whose principal functions
 
are of a regulatory, policy making, tax collecting, or enforcement
 
oriented sort. 
Both 	types also have some similar requirements.
 

A review of projects with planning and policy functions carried
 
out by central government institutions suggests that they are
 
particularly vulnerable to key weaknesses and constraints that tend to

limit their sustainability. 
The principal findings concerning this
 
institutional group can be summarized as 
follows:
 

0 Leadership is a critical ingredient to success and is often
 
subject to disturbance from external political forces;
 

o 
 Technical assistance can make a signal contribution to
 
successful implementation, institutional development and
 
sustainability by placing local staff in performing key
 
functions;
 

o 
 When project expectations are well matched with institutional
 
capability--existing or 
expanding over time--sustainability
 
is enhanced; many projects establish unrealistic
 
institutional objectives relative to 
the time and resources
 

* available; this reduces project sustainability; 

o 	 Training and organizational development achievements which
 
are essential to sustainability are easily lost due :to poor

personnel policies, uncompetitive salaries, weak management

or failure of higher level policy makers to make effective
 
use of developed capacity.
 

Several brief examples illustrate these points:
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o 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 leadership 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.
 

o A final evaluation completed in FY 85 in the Dominican 
Republic (517-0143, Energy Policy Development) concluded the 
project had poor prospects for sustainability .,ithout further 
inputs. Projec purposes were to assist the National Energy
Policy Commission and provide information support for policy

formulation, dara fc- public and private sector use and 
upgrade skills 
for public and private sector energy programs.

It is unclear when the institution was created. The
 
principal reaso'ns 
for the project's lack of sustainability 
were: 

Weakness of project design which included 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 among 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 intervened at a 
level which caused local
 
officials to become over-dependent on TA; local staff
 
were demoralized;
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Despite abundant high quality TA, various Kenyan
 
institutions had limited anal'yic 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 a public
 
university to serve public sector entities/Ministries and parastatals
 
made 	sufficient progress in key areas to receive a positive
 
sustainabil.itv racing. It was newly established when the project was
 
initiated and wqas six years old at the rime of the evaluation. The
 
main reasons for its highly positive sustainabi 7 ity rating are:
 

o 	 Good progress in development of staff and management
 
capacity;
 

o 	 Flexibility in dealing with change; 

o 	 Support from a reasonably strong constituency;
 

o 	 Wide acceptance of technologies developed; and
 

o 	 A good national policy environment.
 

There 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 sector institutions charged with delivering social services 
and/or dove lopinE programs otherwise relating to dispersed 
constituencies face different and, in many respects, more complex 
problems. The sample includes projects carried out by such agencies 
which show both strong sustainability potential as well as a poor 
outlook for continuing benefits. In the latter case, key problems
 
appear to have been:
 

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

0 
 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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o 	 Insufficient involvement in planning policy and/or
 
implementation by groups of participants and beneficiaries at
 
the local level; and
 

0 
 Ineffective mechanisms for training staff and middle
 
management. 

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

" 	 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 0 & A1cost coverage in the future;
 

o 
 Effective training of project participants;
 

o 	 Good policy environment; and
 

o 	 Local leadership well-supported by authorities. 

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

o 	 The Primary Education Im rovement: project in Botswana was 
given high marks for sustainabiiity in a final 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: 

Stroag leadership and effective management in the 
Ministrv and the Universitp created strong programs and 
constituency support: 

Supportive policies laid down by the Government 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 Vater jLar.nigaement 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 project design resulted in 
resource
 
misallocation and som 
 uncertainty about the effectiveness of 
farmer groups in future 0 & M of field distribution systems
for irrigation water. Nevertheless, the project's prospects
for sustainability were seen by the evaluanors as bright for 
the following reasons:
 

Strong leadership by the Project Director; 

Effective training of project person.nel; 

Sound strategy t:o create and suppor: Tater Users 
Associations (WUAs) by employing institutional 
organizers; this resulted in greatly increased rapport
between farmers and officials and increased 
participation by farmers in policy (ecisions; and 

Greatly increased acreage and yields o irrigated crops
giving good internal rate of return lUx, ; this was 
partially clouded hv uncertainties ahout future 
irrigation s'stem maintenance unless he follow-on 
prcject activioies cont:inued and improved the 
cohesiveness oK VA's. 

o 	 The Primary Curricul um QeveloDMVTil projec: in the Caribbean 
(538-0029) was given a final evaluation in F! 85. Highly
positive prospects for sustainability were cited by the 
evaluators because of the following factors: 

Implementation by a well-established regional 
institution (niversitv of West Tndies) with long­
standing strong linkages to the educazional 
establishments of the countries in the region; 

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

Strong management systems were incorForated in the 
project. 

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

o 	 A Comprehensive Groundwater Development project in Somalia 
(649-0104) was given an ex-pst evaluation in FY 86 after a 
seven year life. It was deemed to be unlikely to continue
 
benefits effectively, despite conside~able success 
in
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providing wells under an $18.8 million AID-funded program, 
mai.nly for the following reasons: 

Weak institutional development--a Water Development 
Authority with inadequate management, ineffective use of 
trained per:sonnel, intra- and inter-agency tensions, 
inadequate planning and poor l.nkages with regional 
bodies and local community groups responsible for well 
operation; 

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

for 

Inadequate involvement 
decisions and training 
and maintenance. 

of 
of 

communities in well 
local personnel for 

placement 
operation 

" A $1.0 million Health Education 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 
of the relevance and importance of 
major element of a national health 

(Minis-try of Health) 
health education as 
strategy; 

a 

Limited success in development of management capacity; 

Inadequate staffing 

program; and 

and budgeting support for the 

rUnwillingness to 
health education. 

accept a role for the private sector in 

o An $11 million project for Improved Water and Land Use in 
Peru (on which a final evaluation was conducted in FY 85) was 
unlikely 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. inr;titution responsible for project execution; 

- - Inflexible response to change by Plan MERI; 

Ineffective mechanisms for outreach 
with e.isting irrigation committees 
authorities; and 

to and collaboration 
and regional 

Inadequate development of financial provisions for 
O & M: are inadequately developed. 
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b. Grass roots participation 2
 

In all programs designed to benefit large groups of
people, it is desireable that they participate in setting policies,

priorities and program design. 
This appears to be a necessary, though
certainly not sufficient, condition for sustainability. Where other
 
factors which support sustainability are present, widespread

participation can be a positive force overcoming the resistance which
 
may otherwise be present. 
This comes about in part because such
 
participation is likely to facilitate communication between local
people and officials who may otherwise ignore important cultural
 
factors.
 

Organization of grass roots participation seems most likely to

develop successfully if groups are organized around activities
 
important to the economic wcll-being of individuals.- Good organization

can be an effective means 
to reduce conflict. Strategies to encourage

popular participation depend heavily on cultural factors. 
 Cultural

homogeneity is likely to favor successful participation and diversity

to work against it. 
In any case, it is vital to be aware of cultura ,
considerations at the design stage and to be especially concerned wi:h

this for groups who have been isolated and/or have a strong tradition

of independence both from formal systems of government and between sub­
groups within the society. It may be necessary not only'to include

efforts to initiate grass roots organization through project action,

but 
to support it through an extended consolidation phase to prevent
 
interest from flagging.
 

External factors can arise to 
cause disintegration of groups and
reduce participation. When this 
occurs it becomes very critical tha:
the leadership of the program management institution(s) have the
 
capacity to respond with flexibility.
 

c. Strength of constituency
 

The reports under review indicate that the strength of a

project's constituency is a very important and useful asset to

achievement of project 

the
 
success and sustainability. However, it is of
 

limited significance if other major elements of a project's support

system are not present and operating effectively. Thus, there is on!-:
 a moderately strong correlation (0.58) between strength of project
 

2This discussion rests particularly on issues raised in the
 
evaluations of the following projects: 
 Rural Development I, C.A.R.

676-0015; Integrated Livestock Development, Niger, 683-0242; Tribal
 
Areas Development, Pakistan, 391-9471; Family Planning in Indonesia;

Water Management I, Sri Lanka, 383-0057; and the New Lands Settlement
 
Program in Bolivia.
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constituency and overall sustainability for the 151 cases in the
 
overall universe where both elements were rated.
 

,Projectswhich seek to 
serve and favorably impact large numbers of
people, dispersed groups or suo-institutions are especially dependent

on strong constituency support. 
Examples are the Caribbean
 
Epidemiology Surveillance and Training (538-0027), Botswana Primary
Education (633-0022) and the Caribbean Curriculum Development (538­
0029) projects. 
All were judged to'have strong prospects for
sustainability and enjoyed support from a powerful constituency.

However, it was equally clear that good project design, management,

leadership and financial support were also present in these projects as
 
ingredients of success.
 

Strong, supportive constituencies were not of great value when the
other key factors were weak or absent. 
For example, Technologies for
the Rural Pror in India (386-0465), Bolivia Water Supply and Small

Scale Irrigation (511-0081) and Rwanda Fish Culture (696-0012) all had
 
strong constituencies but poor sustainability ratings.
 

d. Management capacity
 

The statistical evidence developed from the ERs
considered indicates that management is a significant factor affecting

sustainability. 
To carry on its programs and benefits successfully an
institution must be managed effectively. A new institution would need
 
to have that capacity developed in the early stages of its operation or
 an existing one with weak management would need to strengthen that

capacity for the benefits it is intended to provide to be maintained.

The evidence provided by the selected sample strongly supports this

conception. 
Management capacity is very consistently rated on a level
identical or close to that of overall sustainability whether positive
or negative. A few examples will 
serve to suggest the manner in which
 
this developed.
 

On the negative side a project directed toward developing a
Science and Technology Information System in Egypt (263-0016) was

judged to have poor sustainability potential unless substantial
 
improvements were effected. 
In particular, a unit needed to be

established to provide effective management of the system. 
In a
Liberia project for Combatting Childhood Communicable Disease (698­
0421), poor management led to waste, lack of coordination and clarity

of program priorities, poor equipment maintenance and was 
a major

element of a poor sustainability outlook. 
A project in Honduras to

improve Development Administration was judged by the evaluators to have
made some significant gains during implementation. However, it would
support only limited improvements in the future due to management

weaknesses. 
 These were likely to thwart the maintenance of gains made
 
at the administrative level. Management problems also created a

serious difficulty with malaria control efforts in Sri Lanka under
project 383-0043 as Central and Regional offices failed to respond to
field findings thus threatening project performae
ce.
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On the positive side, good management repeatedly shows up as 
an
important factor in developing capacity that will carry the benefits
forward. "A project for Renewable Energy Development in Morocco is in 
a
strong position to maintain its capacity because the parastatal

organization, although it was establtshedonly four years before the
evaluation was carried out, enjoyed strong leadership and good

management. The organization appears to be making good progress in
organizational development despite the country's economic and fiscal
difficulties. 
The Siam Commercial Bank project to promote small and
medium scale private enterprises in Thailand evaluated at an interim
stage showed a very strong capacity for sustainability. 
It was mainly
dependent on the long established Siam Bank which had the management
capability to market, monitor and carry out the operations associated
with lending to 
new ventures and some existing ones. 
 It responded well
to having a special source of funds to make term loans. 
 The bank's
success 
rested substantially on its sound management. 
It seems likely
to continue such lending into the future. 
For a Pri1aarv Education
Improvement project in Botswana operating through the public sector,
good management was a contributing factor to high sustainability as
seen in 
a final evaluation. 
 It was also helped by good leadership, a
strong institutional setting, and a favorable policy environment.
 

e. 
 Linkages to other organizations and to beneficiary
 
R2Rpopulations
 

Institutions only exist to 
serve a purpose.
institutions intended to 
serve a development purpose must deliver their
output (goods or 
services) to another institution or to 
a beneficiary
group. Institutions must also derive support in various forms through
backward linkages to other institutions or groups which furnish ideas,
knowledge, trained personnel, funds, physical inputs, 
etc. which
nurture and build their capacity. 
The strength of those institutions
and their capacity to contribute to sustainability are directly linked
to the vitality of both their backward and forward linkages and
 
capacity for communication.
 

Policy and analysis institutions need to be well related to the
decision makers or.:theyare'likely to be quickly cut of step with the
needs of their cients (policy makers). This happened in the case of
the Energv Policy Development-project in the. Dominican Republic. 
It
failed to maintaingood linkage with its technology 
source and became
obsolete. 
 In the process it lost its 
trained staff. A similar project
based at Cairo University in Egypt 
to carry out Development Planning
Studies shows good prospects of remaining viable because it has been
relatively successful in forging links with and performing marketing
<functions related to 
its broad prospective clientele (government

ministries and parastatals) and has successfully recruited talented

staff by working closely with various training institutions.
 

Institutions engaged in the provision of services to 
a dispersed
clientele have special needs to createsystems of information
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transmission to and from those groups, usually through a network of
"agents" at various levels. 
At the same time they need institutional

linkages which may be backward for support and lateral for
coordination. 
This calls for special talents of leadership, management

and communication. 
Where they are well developed, as in the Indonesia
Family Planning program and the Caribbean Epidemiological Surveillance
and 1aning projects, progress is greatly strengthened and the
potential for sustainability increased. 
 The highly successful pilot
project to promote Small Farmer Production in Egypt (263-0079) shows
the great importance of close linkage with collateral entities (notably
the Ministry of Agriculture) providing key complementary services and
of having a well-managed system to link the related field services
(i.e. audit, input delivery and extension in this instance) in an
efficient and financially viable manner by using its network of village
banks and farmers organized in blocks.
 

A case with a much less satisfactory result is the Philippine
Primary Health Care Financing project (492-0371) where plans and
actions to provide linkage and coordination among a complex network of
institutions were 
ill-defined and their relationship to local groups at
the village level were not clear. 
 The result was 
that the evaluators
 
at this 
interim stage of the project see a poor prospect for success
unless the project purpose and organizational structure are clarified.
 

Since many projects are heavily dependent on good linkage,
communication and relations with beneficiary groups these factors
deserve careful attention at the project design stage and must be
accompanied by sound management 
to effect good linkage during project

implementation.
 

3. Technology adoption and diffusion
 

There is not a very high correlation between overall
sustainability ratings and acceptance of technology for our universe.
Not surprisingly there are 
a number of instances where there was gc.od
acceptance of technology but sustainability prospects still appear very
slim because other more 
important factors were not favorable. Examples

include:
 

o 
 gaborone West Housing and Facilities in Botswana;
 

o Development Planning Studies in Egypt;
 

o 
 Water Supply and Small Scale Irrigation in Bolivia.
 

It is clear that when other factors are favorable to
sustainability the ready acceptance of the technology the project seeks
to apply is important to success. 
 In cases where the technology is a
critical factor to 
the project's impact, its acceptance is also of
central importance to sustainability. There 
are very few cases in
which negative technology acceptance is associated with positive

overall sustainability.
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4. Attention to cultural factors
 

Cultural factors do not appear to have been identified as a
 
significant factor in the majority of the projects with highly positive
 
and strongly negative sustainability ratings. One instance is
 
discussed below where the attention given to cultural factors was
 
substantive and could be identified as a significant factor influencing
 
sustainability. There are some others (where sustainability was rated
 
neither high nor low) in which project design either failed to take
 
account of cultural factors or gave strong and appropriate attention,
 
and where this factor had some, but less than major impact.
 

In the case of the Northeast Small Scale Irrigation project in
 
Thailand (493-0312), serious mistakes were made in the design and
 
staffing of the project. These mistakes resulted in poor cultural
 
interactions and seriously affected implementation. However, with
 
modifications and restructuring, a basis was developed for a reasonably
 
optimistic outlook for sustainability.
 

A few cases can be cited from the sample where inadequate
 
attention was given to cultural factors with varying amounts of impact
 
on sustainability.
 

o Pakistan: -391-0471, Tribal Areas Development
 

Project design and staffing took no account of the
 
unique value system and socio-political relations prevailing
 
in the project region, The intended beneficiaries were
 
unprepared to collaborate on the basis of activities not
 
negotiated through their representatives or which did not
 
take account of long standing informal arrangements with the
 
Government. This lack of collaboration hamstrung
 
implementation and gave virtually no prospect for
 
sustainability. The personnel assigned to design and
 
construct irrigation infrastructure were purely technical
 
personnel with no prior experience in the area.
 

o Pakistan: -391-0475, Primary Health Care
 

The project had a sound basic design but operators were
 
insensitive in appointing Community Health Workers (CHW)
 
without consultation with villages. As a result, CHWs lacked
 
standing and effectiveness. Other management and systems
 
problems were also Lerious factors in a low sustainability
 
rating. 
 1,
 

o Niger: -683-0242, Integrated Livestock
 

The project set about to have the technical assistance
 
team develop and strengthen herders associations with far too
 
little understanding of the complexities of the socio­
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cultural environment. Other organizational and management

factors were also significant barriers to achieving
 
sustainability.
 

o Sri Lanka: -383-0057, Water Management I
 

Good work was done with significantly successful results
at the outset by using Institutional Organizers (1O's) to
form Water..Users Associations. 
The IO's, however, were

withdrawn before the associations became consolidated. This'
threatened to undermine an otherwise successful activity with
good sustainability because not enough was understood of the
need to nurture such groupings in the Gal Oya cultural
 
context.
 

It should not be inferred from this limited number of cases 
that
cultural factors were relatively unimportant in affecting
sustainability. 
In fact, cultural sensitivity is especially important
for programs that seek to change the patterns of economic and social
behavior of groups of people in traditional settings. However,
cultural factors were not identified in most of the ERs considered.
This suggests that such factors either were not of major significance
or 
that evaluators were not well attuned to that significance. 
More
detail regarding this matter is set out in the discussion of WID
 
issues.
 

5. Policy environment
 

The policy environment within which projects-operate can be a
critical factor to sustainability and is often a-key link between
 success 
in implementation and longer term sustainability.
Nevertheless, for most projects, many other factors have a stronger and
more direct influence on sustainability. 
Where severely unfavorable
policies which directly impact the project are 
present or where the
general macro-economic policy environment isivery disruptive, however,
it is unlikely that projects will produce sustainable results. The key
moment to deal-with policy issues is at the time of design. 
If an
unfavorable policy set cannot be modified to create a substantial

probability of success it is doubtful that resources should be

committed. 
A few examples illustrate these points:
 

- o Bolivia: -- New Lands Small Farmer Settlement Programs
 

The absence of policies to provide infrastructure,

service centers, inputs, and technologies for high value
 crops and off-farm employment opportunities resulted in the
target group remaining poor, subsistence farmers. 
As a
result, they appear to be doomed to become wage laborers on
large scale extensive farming and ranching estates.
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o Jordan: - 278-0245 Health Education 

The Government of Jordan undertook a program to
incorporate health education as an integral component of

primary health care. 
 In fact, however, on a policy level it
 never embraced the health education concept, 
As a result,
the program was not institutionalized. 
This is the primary
reason for its potential sustainability being low five years

after initiation of the program.
 

o Nepal: ­ 367-0144, Strengthening Institutional Capacity of
 
the Food and Agriculture Sector
 

Despite success 
in training agricultural policy analysts
for work in various policy bodies of the Government of Nepal,

no 
significant progress in institutionalizing policy analysis
had occurred. This was essentially because the Government of
Nepal was unprepared to come 
to grips with the policy issues

it confronts. 
As a result, trained personnel have an
unsatisfactory environment in which to pursue policy
 
analysis.
 

o Bolivia: -- 511-0982, Rural Education II 

A long period of social/political upheaval and economic
dislocation has led to serious discontinuity of policy.

Despite good progress in training personnel little progress

is being made due 
to lack of coherent public sector programs.
 

o Botswana: 
-- 633-0222, Primary Education Improvement
 

By way of contrast with the above activity in Bolivia,
the inputs to a similar program in Botswana show strong signs
of sustainability in a highly stable, favorable and well­oriented general development policy which is effectively

focused on education as well. 
 This favorable policy

environment has a major impact on the morale of officials,

teachers,tudents and hence on the seriousness of efforts 
to
introduce change and reform.
 

o Philippines: 
-.. 492-0375, Rural Energy Development
 

The project was 
an effort to evolve renewable energy
sources 
to reduce the strain on the balance of payments due
to 
the heavy oil import bill. However,Government of.
Philippines had not undertaken studies and failed to make a
variety of policy determinations essential to devising a

coherent energy strategy around which project decisions could
be made. The result was 
a set of incoherent actions with
.potentially destructive effects 
on the environment. 
 In part,

this derived from political instability.
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6. 
 R rent/caital cost Covera e and provision for 
-ost­
project finance
 

For all the project evaluations reviewed, provision for 0 & M
and capital cost recovery showed a statistically significant influence
on sustainability. 
While weaker than organizational capacity it is
still an important influence. 
Sixty percent of the projects with high
overall sustainability ratings also had high ratings for financial
provision of 0 & M/capital cost recovery and 72.9 percent of those with
low ratings on the main topic also had low ratings 
on this sub-topic.
There were only 11.6 percent which showed strong provision for the
financial needs of the project despite a low overall sustainability

rating.
 

Given these indications of the importance of adequate financial
provision for future project benefits to be sustained, little explicit
reference is made in ERs to special plans to ensure that the post
project requirements for funding will be met. 
 If current performance
and prospects are portrayed as being satisfactory, it is generally 
 A
because moneys are being provided from general budget revenues. 
The
responsible institutions are, more often than not, regular line
agencies of a central or local government whose only source of funds is
the budget. 
 Exceptions are occasionally encountered !uch as
parastatal with a measure of financial autonomy or a private body, for
 
a
 

example the Small Farmer ProductionProject in Egypt (263-0079)did
succeed in transferring the marginal costs of intensive extension
services provided by the Principal Bank for Development and
Agricultural Credit, a parastatal institution. 
In large measure, :he
reality is that most projects are heavily dependent on the regular
government budgets for their financial resources. 
 In these times when
most developing countries are experiencing some measure of economic,
financial and fiscal stringency (many of them with severe problems),
prospects for fost-project financial resources are rated marginal-oo­poor in a larger majority of the cases reviewed. Surprisingly, only a
limited degree of attention seems 
to be given to 
this issue, especially
at the design stage.
 

This limited attention may be due to
achieving near term results in terms 
the emphasis placed on


of outputs;
sometimes given to less attention is
longer term results such as 
sustainability whose
costs in the short run may be high relative to immediate product
While AID has generally not placed strong emphasis on economic rate of
return (ERR) as 
the prime measure of project feasibility, it has tended
to look for early results. Arguably, this can build in a bias, similar
to 
that of the World Bank with its major reliance on the ERR, which
militates against a strong and explicit quest for sustainability.3
 

3Some argue that an ERR effectively incorporates sustainabilit:
issues because such matters should be dealt witbiprior
to heERR
analysis and any costs or returns) associated with them incorporated
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Some evaluations indicated designers set unrealistic goals for a
 
project that is too short and that received inadequate financial,

material and/or human resources from both the host country and AID

alike. 
 If this is true while external resources are being provided, it
 
is likely to be still more difficult to provide an adequate level of
 
funding in the post-project period. 
This was pointed out as a lesson
 
to be learned by several evaluators.
 

A few examples may shed light on the nature of the problem:
 

o Sudan: 650-0030, Rural Health Support
 

Over the five first years of the project life the GOS
 
found it impossible 
to provide an adequate level of recurrent
 
cost funding despite its concern with rural health
 
improvement as a high priority goal. 
 The problem was
 
exacerbated by a fiscal crisis arising out of broad economic
 
difficulties, a project design Clawed by seeking to achieve
 
action on too many fronts, and an underestimate of transport
 
and other constraints.
 

0 Egypt: 263-K-605-5, Neighborhood Urban Services
 

The evaluation expresses concern about the high costs of
 
future maintenance of infrastr.icture built by local PVO's and
 
local government bodies because of the poor quality of
 
construction. 
This will endanger the continuance of the
 
stream of benefits in the future. 
 Obviously this is both a
 
financial and a management problem.
 

o Pakistan: 391-0472, Malaria Control
 

Underfunding of the local institutions responsible for
 
operations is 
a pervasive conszraint to adequate surveillance
 
and control measures. 
The longer term outlook is not
 
explicitly covered, but the prospect has to be seen as 
dim
 
once external support is removed.
 

o Caribbean: 
 538-0102, Regional Marketing Assistance
 

The local "Partners" groups of private entrepreneurs clearly

lack the resources to maintain contacts abroad and even less
 
to undertake the export marketing operation without continued
 
external support.
 

o Liberia: 
 698-0421, Combatting Childhood Communicable Disease
 

into the ERR calculation. 
 Thus, the ERR in the "last step," made only

after all other project decisions are completed.
 

42 

Devres 



The Government has been unable to provide the level of
 
funding to which it was committed despite a-genuine interest.
 
This reflects in part the political tensions of the period

and serious economic and financial crises confronting the
 
country. 
The longer term future may bring some relief, but
 
on the basis of the current situation, sustainability
 
prospects are judged to be very weak.
 

/ / 

o Bolivia: 511.0581 Water Supply and Small Scale Irrigation
 

A program undertaken to provide water in the wake of a
 
drought emergency, it performed reasonably well in the
 
development and implementation stage. However, provisions
 
for meeting 0 & M costs in the future were judged to be
 
precarious due to the financial weakness of the host
 
government agency and the local communities involved.
 

Few: instances are revealed where user fees 
or other special
 
resources have been developed to ensure the future financial soundness
 
of activities. Vhere strong policy support and training has been made
 
a basic part of local community-based programs, volunteer labor
 
sometimes has been a significant substitute for cash. A program for
 
self-help rural water supply in Malawi provides an example where the
 
government has maintained steady support for local responsibility over
 
a long period-of time and sustainability of the small scale projects
 
appears to be very good. 
Other examples of adequate provision for
 
future financial support of development activities seem to be closely

related to the soundness of the macro-economic and financial situation
 
and/or the broad commitment to equitable development such as in
 
Botswana and Kenya. This suggests the great importance of a world
 
economic environment favorable to development and sound local macro­
level development policies as key conditions for future sustainability
 
of projects. Unless the national economics provide a sound basis for
 
underwriting future costs, no amount of good intentions or binding
 
agreements with donors can succeed in ensuring the actual availability
 
of the resources.
 

7. Human resource development
 

Human resource development is a necessary, but not sufficient
 
basis for achieving good sustainability. Approximately one-third of
 
the activities with low overall prospects for sustainability made at
 
least reasonably good progress in training and placing needed
 
personnel. 
 Other negative factors were present, however, significantly

clouded sustainability prospects. 
 For projects whose sustainability


J prospects were among the best, important progress in human resource
 
development had been made. 
Nearly half of all the highly positive
 
cases examined in-depth made excellent progress and one-third had made
 
at least a good showing. These observations indicate that to achieve
 
sustainability, competent human resources are necessary at all levels
 
in various roles. The rule appears to hold for all fields and for all
 
functions such as policy development, planning, administration,
 

43
 
Devres 



research, service delivery or 
infrastructure development. 
 A sound plan
must be formulated at 
the design stage for 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 both;
adequate funds must be available to cover training costs. 
 Incentives
 
are needed to 
retain personnel, including competitive salaries and non­
monetary rewards. Infla-ion iccompanied by fiscal constraints
limit public sector salarl adjustments can easily result in 

that 
the loss ofkey staff and rapid turnover. Likewise, failure to 
provide an
opportuniL.) for specially t ained personnel to perform at a level whichcalls for the exercise of 
their skills can result in the dissipation of
their newly acquired capability. Thus, a project must build needed
competence and retain 
its 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

estimated or the best project-based effort may be inadequate.

over
 

Some e:xamples drawn from the ERS 
are cited below to illustrate
 
these points:
 

o Dominican Republic: 
 517-0143, Enerry Policy 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 
lost
 
before a remedy ..s found.
 

o Morocco: 608-0151, HI, M]mmceieent InLcfrovement 

The design of Oh.; project assumed greater capacity in
the host agency to Eurnish, recruit, fund training for:, and 
effectivel.y mobilize skilled and motivated administrators and

analysts to 
improve manane,,ent . genda capacitv was too thin
for effective skills transfer on the scale required. The
 
result was a project that cam to 
an end with less than
 
needed capacity to 
corv on essential tasks.
 

o Sri Lanka: 
 383-0057, Water Manaymeyem t I 

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
 
ptojects.
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8. Relationship between imp]ementation and sustainabilitv
 

Implementation and sustainability are positively correlatedin the ERS. This correlation is 
probably insig, ficant in statistical
 
terms although the hypothesis was not tested. 
 From a "reasonableness"

point of view, however, the achievqment on schedule of the projected
EOPS of a a;ell-designed project should make the program sustainable if
 
that were its objective. 

9. Proicct Usko , 

Project cesign is 
a very complex factor. For purposes of the
ER ratings, it was treated as 
a sub-toi ic 
 This sub- topic status and

the fact that the evaluations provided uneven 
insight into design
 
resulted in seorrel ttion 
coefficient with sustainability of only 0.46.
However, it: seems reansonable to postulate that project design could
 
exert a reasonably strong influence on 
susta nabilitv. 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 se.dom mentioned) or in e:xp]aining the satisfactory 
or unsatisfactory performance of one element or another of various
 
projects.
 

10. Fle:i ilitr'. 

Manv forms of fLe:,ibilitv are desirable in furthering bothimplementaLion and susainability. 
Without question it is important
for AID, the host cou ntry implementing agencv and the project design to 
operate flex'ibly bec ause nothing is so certa in as chauie . Repeat ed,­
evaluators commend "fle:.ibilit," as a significant factor 
 in maintaining
momentum and achieving s ccess. They are equally}, strong in condemni ngits absence. :erhaps the classic case was one in which AID persisted
in pursuing a project dei, in in the Tribal Acecess Development Project
in Pakistan. AID would not depart from :Landard iFAR procedures and
would not treat the 
Project as anything'but a purely infrastructure

development activity despite the special situation in this unique and
remote traditional sociali
environment. Wiat happened? There is little
doubt that preserving a measure of capacity for adaptation and change
will further AID's objectives and speed their aLnievement in many 
situations.
 

11. Life of oro ect 

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 theanswer"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 sustaiability 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 relatingproject design, managemen: and support (from 
to 

AID and the host countryas well as participants and beneficiaries) have greater influencesustainability than life of project per so. Ac the same time, the 
ol

lifeof the project: needs to be careoully balanced with the project's
 
strategy, resource 
 'ndowments,opecte(-. out-;'smerelv eL:tnding tie aod purpose. Butlife, '.zi and of itself, does not assure a higherprobabilit; ot success or suscainabilit . 1' vin the option to designa project with an e:r nded life, however, seems ike1. to be one
impor t:ont and desirabLe aspect of flexibility.
 

12. Technical ai !:;si s nnc-t tea!'Lc0DOO 1on 

Man' different kinds oC long-iterm teclnical assistancacomposition are represented in 
team

the projects in the universe and among
those reviewed in-depth. The 
 ER's give a highly variable degree ofinsight into the composition cf teams providiri-b technical assistance.Some are very explicit gi'ing names of contractor, individuals andtheir areas of respons-ibi.it.. Others provi:e little or no picture or,at best, provide some limi ted insight. 

Success, and par:iculrl 'v the achievement of sust:aiabilitv, seemsto be unrelated to the pattern of team composit ion or the source of theinstituco''a] suppLiers of the tam. Successes, failures and averageperformance appear 
 to be associated in no discernible pattern with
univers;t, teaLmis, nn-pi-or an'd fi--plfO it triv'ate contractors, orPVO, PASA, or other individual, NuLmerous exmimples exist where signalsuc ceisses0o very ilsmal failures occurred in rl2eat ion to similar teamsource and composition. The real source of pr oject achievement orotherwise does not appear to be material Lv determined by this factor inways which would provide insight as to what remedies to pursue. 

C. Find inrs 

1. AID attention to ssntainability 

" Evalu, tions completed in FY 8!-86 show some increase in
attention to sustainability relative to that which was
reported to peva"l in the retort of a review of
evalutations carried out in FY 34; 

o Evaluation reports prepared in 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 ratirgs (only20 ER's out 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 evaluatiors prepared during 
FY 86 over PY 85 despite a request to Bureaus and 
Missions to examine the issue with greater concern in 
order to respond to the DAC. 

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

o Even final and ex Post evaluations give limited 
attenri on to sus'tainability in a high proportion of 
cases de.s;pite its significance as a factor in overall 
SLI CC 	"SS. 

2. 	 Inst-tuti.ona:] fa cto-rs 

a. 	 Institutiona] type 

o 	 The degree of success in achieving sustainability 
does not appear to be independently related to 
whether- ;n institution is new or already exisring 
when a poejct is undertaken. The sample for this 
anali,.sis w he;i.vit',eei'ht-ed with projects working 
throug'h ,.: ,t : i n (most pub 1.ic se Lor 
in.s;t t ut ion' . Those ii i nvo Ived new 
ins I:tut,i o s wer e a 1'' proj,,_,;[:; \.;here 
bene f i.c iI r groups .ere spec ia 11 organi. -7ed for the 
project . .. ater users associ ations cr 
commun 1,7111 IIt ci inldd ,. Sl )OpS inII ne11gene rat ing 
acti.,i ' .'s buc I!- ( thwv re essential to the 
0biIi -ti on of gr oup actCi onI and coo r dinat ion. 

Other .nstances were a technology informatLon 
(datab se) networ and a research/development 
planning- uffort tnin a university. In these 
instances also no ertitv aIready existed which was 
capab]le of undertalking the function. It could, 
therefore, be undertaken 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 
effect it inight have on sustainabilit ; 

0 	 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; 

0 
 New institutions or existing bodies which undertake
 
new functions need to give major concern to
 
"marketing" in order develop essential forward 
linkages to their clients and potential clients
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which are expected to use their output. Quality of 
output in the early stages is also critical to
 
building confidence among users or 
clients;
 

o 	 Line agencies in the public sector are especially
vulnerable to being stifled by rigid rules and 
practices which limit flexibility of response to
 
dynamic developments;
 

o 	 Many govefnnents are experiencing economic 
difficulties and related fiscal constraints which
 
frequent!1 impose limits on the ability of public
instituufhns 
to meet financial commitments and
 
respond ni!equately to change.
 

b. 	 Grass roots iaL:tici pItion 

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

planning and program management;
 

o 	 Projects hich otherwise appear to be moving well 
toward sustainability have been 	 threatened because 
project design poovided an inadequate period for
 
consolidation of "gzass roots" organizNtional 
capacity following formi tion;
 

" 	 Project effectiveness is dependent on good rapport
between local contact personnel and the communities 
in which :hev work. Outside selection of such
 
personnel without community input hampers project 
success and sustainability;
 

o 	 Beneficiary needs, problems and reaction to
 
programs are dynamic and 
 subject to change over 
time. Procram implementors have sometimes lost 
touch wit> these changes with the result that
 
programs falter;
 

o 	 Locally respected bodies and patterns of behavior
 
are ignored only at great peril 
to program progress

and ultimate sustainability in programs seeking to
 
effect change and benefit traditional societies.
 

c. 
 Strengthofproject constituency
 

o 
 Clear com:nitment to equity-oriented policies by

leaders at 
all levels strengthens constituency

support for projects aimed at benefiting low income
 
groups;
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o 
 Programs which offer constituency groups 
an
 
opportunity for direct gain and a sense of
 
Itown-rship" receive strong support from such 
grout! .. 

d. 	 ManaFgem ent ct7(:, tvt.;-c 

" 	 There manaramcnt capacity was weak at the outset of
projects it remiincd weak and threatened 
sustainability unless project design made explicit
provision for its development during the project; 

" 	 Technical personnel who rece ived tLrainin ill their 
technical field were 	 reportcd freoqentl.y to be 
promoted to positions with management
responsibility bit were 	 not: trained for and hence 
were 	 ill-equiipped to handle such responsibilities, 

e. 	 Linkage to other institwur L ns jeneficiaries and
Dqrt- c Iaits 

" 	 Inst it-ut ions ;,;i,.ich had respons l1.1 i ties for
providing ana it ica]., policy planning and similar 
functions occasionally failed to develop the
marketing" capaci.ty to forge strong forward 

linkage to their prospective clients or users of 
their outputs; 

o Insti tutions frequently id inadequate a rra ngements 
to assure a flow of hasically 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 ensure 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 relation 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 Techno 19py 

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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o 	 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; 

o 	 Technologies were reported to be more widely accepted in 
cases when users saw immediate advantages, were trainec 
to carry out 0 & 4, felt they controlled the action and 
believed the cost for 0 & M was reasonab]e; 

o 	 Technology transfer was reported to be proceeding 
success tIlly mainly where a strong indigenous 
ins itut on was En place to sustain th process. 

4. 	 Cu t:ura 1. HaCte0 -s 

o 	 Social values and traditional relationships were given
inadequate weight and attention in the design and 
imple.nmontation 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 sustainab iiity 

0 	 Societal. characteristics, even witlin a given country, 
vary signifi ,mtly. Action pror.iams which were 
reportedly very successful in one setting were 	 less 
successful in 
othrs where thev were not carefully 
adapted. Socially se,sitive programs such as family
planning showed pqrticular need for such adaptation. 

5. 	 Pol icy envi ron nt 

o Projects suffered significantly in their sustainabilitv 
where logical frameworks (i.e. designs) assumed away kJ,-'
policy problems which experience showed needed to be 
addressed explicitly;
 

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

o 	 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 con.ervation, alternative energy
development and agricultural production/marketing 
activities.
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o 	 Frices 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.
 

6. 	 Financial supin)ort and stability 

o 	 Financial 3tringency prevailing in many countries and 
budgetary c:onstraints arising from other causes 
seriously hampered and constrained implementation 
progress and had a significant impact on sustainability 
prospects a:3 well; 

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

o 	 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 

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

7. 	 Human resource development 

0 	 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;
 

o 	 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;
 

0 Government budgets are often too constrained to funJ
 
salarie: at sufficient levels to permit recruitment and 
retention of adequate staff;
 

o 	 Leadership at the most sen.ior 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.
 

51
 Devres
 



8. 	 Project design
 

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

o 	 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 nutputs
during implementation to the detriment of coiicern witi 
longer term sustainability. This may reflect efforts to 
improve Economic Rate of r\eturn (ERR) calculations but 
more frequently seems 	 to
to stem from a desire 

demonstrate early positive results and may impact
 
unfavorably on sustainability.
 

D. 	 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 
performance of the Agency's work. 
 Thu lessons are treated under 
a
 
number of headings to facilitate presentation: 

AID concern with sustainabilitv 

" 	 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 a,' ieve
 
full sustainability at 
the end of its life because a
 
subsequent phase is contemplated. Evaluations should,
 
however, be more explicit about the EOPS sought by more
 
consistently providing the complete log frame 
or other
 
indicators and relating their findings to the EOPS with 
special emphasis on sustainability.
 

2. 	 Institutional factors
 

a. 	 Institutional 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
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leadership, management and staff; 
availability of
 
financial and material resources; and their
 
linkages and communications with other
 
institutions, clientele or beneficiaries;
 

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

o 	 Line agencies of government are frequently vrictims 
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; 

o 	 Few institutions in developing countries 
experiencing serious economic and fiscal 
difficulties are able to provide the outputs 
required for the projects in which they are 
involved regardless of type. 

b. 	 Grass roorp Lrricljnati1on 

o 	 Grass roots participation in planning, policy 
making and program malagement is important to 
sustainabilirv for programs seeking to impact 
favorably the well-being of large groups of people; 

o 	 :nstitutions charged with management of outreach 
impact activities need to:
 

structure a plan to institute and sustain 
participant/bene;lciary groups through a 
consolidation period:
 

operate sensitively in identifying contact 
personnel at: the local level to thatensure 
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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o 	 Participation is facilitated when local communities 
are in close and harmonious contact and form
 
homogeneous social or ethnic groups;
 

o 	 Organization of grass roots groups can gretly

facilitate communication between officials and
 
beneficiaries and the efficient administration and
 
distribution of inputs, 
services and collection of
 
the costs of providing services;
 

0 Primary resposibi]ity for organizing local groups

should be in the hands of well-informed and 
culturally sen.itive host country groups, not of
 
expatriates;
 

c. Strength ofproi-_ct 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;
 

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

d. 	 Management capaci tv 

0 	 If sustainab]itV is 
to be achieved, project
 
management must he 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; 

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

e. 	 Linkage to other institutions, beneficiaries and 
partciDants 

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

o 	 Institutions are inevitably dependent on other
 
bodies 
to supply inputs of which trained staff is a
 
key element. The limited capacity to meet the need
 
for human resources through these backward linkages
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is a frequent source of problems in moving toward 
sustainability;
 

o 	 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 for
the collateral body to encourage concentrated and 
effective delivery of services to the key target 
groups;
 

o 	 Institutions which relate effectively to their 
participancs and beneficiaries have usually done so 
through a well-structured field 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. 

3. 	 Technology
 

" 	 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; 

o 	 Technology needs to be e:.:amined, pilot tested and 
adapted to ensure its suitability in a particular 
developing country setting even if it has been widely 
adopted in another dcveloping ccuntry, 

" A suitable institutional structure is as important to 
technology transfer and diffusion as the technology 
itself; 

o 	 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 Luused' 

" 	 Technology acceptance is likely to be enhanced where the 
users see immediate benefits from its application, are
trained in its use ard maintenance, feel that they have 
effective control of the technology as individuals or 
groups and believe that its O&M4 costs are sustainable; 

o Sustainability of the technology 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 

o Cultural factors are 
of maximum concern to
 
sustainability where beneficiaries are part of a
traditional society in which social relationships andvalues are well defined and need to be respected if
desired changes are to be accepted in the community; 

o 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 Policy issues should not be "assumed away" at projectdesign bur confronted clearly as a part of developing an 
explicitly agreed and favorable climate within which 
projects can proceed; 

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

o The absence of coheTent 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 governments of strongly equity­
oriented policies and programs creates a climate inwhich cooperation and commitment grows so the
achievement of sustainabi]ity becomes much more probable 
at the project level. 

6. Financial support and stabilitv 

" Projects which fall to obtain a suitable measure
indepenJent financial capacity 

of 
during the period when 

external support is being provided have a poor prospectof sustained delivery of benefits in the period after 
such support ends;
 

o 
 Few projects are designed to develop special sources of
 
funding that will provide the 
rasources 
to ensure their 
financial viability into the indefinite future; 

o 
 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 personnel) or
 
for other increased marginal costs of such services may

substantially enhance sustainability prospects;
 

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

7. 	 Human resource develo:ment
 

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

o Few prniects have had success without having a sound 
design and an effectively executed strategy to 
meet
 
human resource needs on a continuing basis;
 

" Governments frequently make commitments in good faith to 
provide or training to meet 
the needs for skilled
 
personnel but fail 
to budget adequate funds to cover the
 
costs;
 

o 	 There is frequen:ly an inadoquate understanding of the 
human resource constraints to project accomplishment. A 
more careful ana.:., Ls 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;
 

o 	 Leadership is the scarcest element in the human resource
 
armamentarium requ.ired for development. 
 This 	is evident
 
not only in the reed for policy makers, decision makers 
and entrepreneurial skills but even 
in the scarcity of
 
people able and willing to undertake the analytical
 
responsibilities that underlie the policy process;
 

8. 	 Project design
 

o 	 There is 
a pervasive tendency of AID to make unrealistic
 
and overly optimistic projoections at the project design
 
stage regardling the deliery of outputs, massive change
 
at 
the purpose level and [reater contribution to a
 
project's goal(s) than thp available financial, human
 
and physical resources will permit,
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o 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 comiponent of the log frame; 

Clarify whether s'stainability 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 wou]d 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 benefits in the long 
run;
 

Adjustments in overall country development 
strategies may be required if few projects 
are
 
achieving sustainabilitv. Focus available
 
resources on a smaller range of activities to 
improve total performance. 
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ANNEX 1
 

A. Analysis of Institutional "
 

Suitability Issues
 

ARTICLE III - STATEMENT OF 	WORK 

BACK ROUND 

This activity will provide 	information on A.I.D.'s most
 

in the realm of institutional
recent project experiences 

development and sustainability. It will serve as one of the
 

primary sources of data for determining the future direction
 

of the Agency's activities in this field.
 

in preparing its report, the contractor 	shall perform the
 

following activities:
 

total sample of

I. Selection of a sub-sample of reports from the 


1985-86 	A.I.D. Project Evaluation Reoorts (previously
 
for in-depth
furnished to the contractor) reviewed further 


analysis of institutional sustainability:
 

A. From the total sample of reports 	reviewed, the
 

contractor shall select a sub-sample with the
 

following characteristics:
 

"final" as opposed to "interim"
i. 	 Preference to 

contains
reports, except wherein the latter 


the subject
information particularly relevant to 


areas-identified below;
 



2. 	 Reports on projects noted in either the +3 to +5
 

and -3 to -5 category on the topic of
 
the
sustainability 	and those elements of 


implementation 	constraints topic which have
 

greatest relevance to sustainability.
 

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


in-depth analysis on the
 
The contractor 	shall perform an 


a report covering the following:
above sub-sample and provide 


in the
the various Questions listed
A. The relevance of 


document entitled, "Questions About Sustainability",
 
to conaitions
the contractor,
previously furnished to 


the sub-sample 	and the
 
of sustainability repo-ted in 


include a
 
degree of incidence of each. This shall 


the major problems or impediments
reflection of 

the project implementation, with
encountered in 


these questions.
respect to the 	subjects covered by 


nature and degree of the
 
B. An analysis of the 


or negative, between
relationship, eitner positive 


sustainability 	of project benefrts and institutional
 

cases where the data are sufficient
In
develooment. 

to be examined
permit such analysis, factors 	

in
 
to 


include
establish this 	relationship should
seeking to 

the following:
 

1. 	 Length of the project.
 

sources of financing for the

2. 	 Character anid 


project.
 

technical assistance:
3. 	 Provisions for 


a) composition of TA Team
 

b) 	 problem areas being addressed by TA Team 
and
 

success being attained.
degree of 


degree of provision in project design
4. 	 Nature of 

Degree of success
for post-A.I.D. financing. 

in
 

attaining it.
 

the
5. 	 Characteristics of 

the


institutional/organizational component 
of 


project and relationship of these characteristics
 

minus rating given. Characteristics
to plus or 

not be limited
 to be examined 	should include but 


to the following:
 
to build on existing
a) 	 whether project seeks 


create new

institutions and organizations or 


ones;
 

1-2
 



b) quality of institutional/organizational 
leadership; 

C) degree of automony/flexibility including 
alternate sources of funding for 
institutional/organizational activities and 
mai:itanance. 

d) extent and character of linkages to other 
organizations or institutions are important 
to achieving the basic 
organization/institution's objectives. 

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 
anyth ing in nature of task which impacts on 
this? Is organizational structure affected 
by technological requirements of task? 

C. The in-deoth analysis should identify and describe 
examples from the 
particularly cood 

sub-sample 
illustrations 

projects whic2 are 
of success attained in 

dealing with institutional problems relazec to 
achieving sustainability, and examples which 
illustrate basic problem areas, includincg A.I.D. or 
host country policies, regulations or procedures which 
either impede or promote achievement of sustainability. 

II. Further Analysis of the Full Samole: 

A. The contractor shall accomplish a further review of 
the full sar.ple to establish and report on the 
following: 

i. The number of instances in which sustainability 
is directly addressed and in wnat concext. 

2. The number of instances in which sustainability 
of benefits from projects and institutional 
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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B. Evaluation Synthesis Delivery Or~r No. 

ARTICE III -- STATEMENT OF WORI' 

T-.e contractor will undertake and complete the following
 

tasks:
 

A. Cateqorization of Evaluation Reoorts 

1. Based on lists and actual reportsprovided by
 
PPC/C:IE, an initial comprehensive review of evaluation reports
 
and related materials. These include:
 

a. Approximate1', 350 evaluations of AID projects

and ogrars, submited by AID field Missions, AID/W office and 

CD7 ,criano FY 85 and 86. Contractor wilI! make arrangements
 
necessary to transoort the reports from PPC/CDiE offices to
 
contractors' place of business and to return chese to PPC/CDIE
 
upon Completion of the work.
 

b. Cominuter orintout of active AID projects, 
incluinc amounts oIligated to date, for FY 1985 and FY 1986 
orojects, and copies of Congressional Presentations covering 
those Ze.ars
 

2. Develooment of a matrix consisting of a checklist. 
of descriptive and substantive elements acainst which the 
contra.-:or will review and orocess al! evaluation reports. 
This -.atrix will include: 

a. A listinc of FY 35/36 evaluation reports by 
Bureau,. bv sector (as identified by AID) and then by country 
(alphasetical). 

b. Descriptive elements about the 
rrojeczs/orcrams evaluated and about the evaltation reports. 
For the first: the project number; project/program title; LOP; 
dollar ammount obligated, as identified in lb above. For the 
second: interim/final/ex-post; internal/external; 
contraCtor/AID/mixed team; and specific aspects of the report 
format (executive summary included; PES/ES included; table of 
conter.:s; statement of evaluation purpose; Scooe of Work 
included; methodology described; conclusions; recommendations; 
lessons learned).
 

c. Substantive elements: Five topics and 
selected sub-topics. Contractor will not be expected to 
resear-h information in these 5 topics and selected sub-topicg 
beyond 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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In preparing the matrix, contractor will consult with
 
PPC/CDIE regarding inclusion in the checklist of one or more
 

sub-topics or factors under each topic, wMhich will be derivd
 

from final lists of questions under each topic as agree to with
 
PPC/CDIE. Under the topic "implementation constraints', the
 
contractor will include the following sub-topics: months
 
project behind schedule; procurement delays; delays in
 
contracting implementation advisors/team; poor project design;
 
understanding with borrower/grantee; and delay in
 
monitoring/evaluation affecting project management. For the
 
other topics, one to three sub-topics will be determined in
 
consultation with PPC/CDIE.
 

B. Significance Ratinc of Tooics/Sub-Tooics 

Contractor will review 350 reports and will rate the 
significance, as given by the evaluation to the
 
tooics/sub-topics as these appear in the report, on a scale of
 
1 to 5 (with 1 connoting little or no significance and 5 
connoting high significance). This scaling 'mechanism will
 
include some method of indicating positive or negative 
significance. Since almost all the evaluation reports were 
generated through AID's decentralized evaluation system, 
contractor will recognize that the reports vary in terms of the 
specific questions addressed in each evaluation, the scooe and 
depth of the analysis contained in each report, and the quality 
and reliabilitv of the Liata used to support the findings. 

A completed preliminary matrix with initial assigned 
ratings will constitute the interim report for this contract, 
to be submitted o/a eight weeks following signing of the
 
contract.
 

C. Analysis of Lessons Learned
 

Using appropriate samples from the 350 reports, contractor
 
will identify and describe lessons learned for each of the five 
topics. The contractor will:
 

1. Select detailed factors/questions for analysis of 
lessons learned: Contractor will refer to lists of .cuestions, 
provided by PPC/CDIE for the topics on women in development, 
sustainability and environmental impact, and will consult with 
CDIE regarding final relevant questions for all five topics 
(not all of which maybe applicable to every report). CDIE will 
provide Contractor with lists of initial questions under each 
topic at the time the 350 reports are delivered. Following
 
early agreement between CDIE and Contractor on final lists of 
questions for each topic (which willr,ue the same as those used 
in task 2c), Contractor will focus subsequent analysis on these
 
questions for the purpose of deriving lessons learned.
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2. Select a sample of reports for in-depth analysis of
 
lessons learned. In terms of the level of effort expected
 
under this contract,! contractor will select ane.average of 20
 
reports per topic for intensive revie'i and'analysis Within
 
this level of effort, contractor may assign,more or fewer
 
reports to each topic as contractor deems necessary to
 
investigate lessons learned. In drawing the sample, contractor
 
will consider:
 

a. 	 Reports from among the 350 on a list of
 

possible candidates provided by PPC/CDIE on
 
the topics of women in development,
 
sustainability, and environmental impact.
 

b. 	Reports which were assigned high
 
significance values relative to the topic
 
under Task B above.
 

This 	in-depth analysis will explore, to the extent possible
 

from the material in the selected reports, the causes and
 

explanations for project/program results found by the
 

evaluators.
 

3. If, during the performance of this task, contractor 

encounters unusually difficult selection/analytical problems, 

or notes findings that, by virtue of their occurrence, 

distribution or unique character, may warrant iffmediate
 

PPC/CDIE attention, contractor will refer these matters to
 

PPC/CDIE for resolution.
 

D. Written Reoort Presentin Ia Synthesis of Findinos and
 
"Lessons Learned" from AID Evaluation Reports, and Sooken
 

Presentation to AID Staff.
 

Contractor will deliver o PPC/CDIE a written report on the 

results of the review and an lysis undertaken in Tasks B & C 
following information:*above. This report will inc ude the 

-- A fin 1 matrix and rating of all reports, 

presente as an annex, with some summary 

data (e. ., proportion of interim/final 
evaluati ns, external/internal evaluations). 

-- A su mary of major patterns revealed by
 

the mat ix, e.g., patterns by region, by
 
sector, frequency of significance ratings.
 

Les ons learned for each topic derived
 

from t e in-depth analysis of selected
 
reports.
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ANNEX 3
 

EVALUATION SYNTHESIS RATING FORH .(revised 10/29) 

RATEI, DATE k A*A*A*A
 

* 8 = Not Applicable *
 
RECORD 0O. * 9 = Not Observed * 

/ I 

PROJECT NAE. 
 BUREAU.
 

SECTOR..
 
PROJECT 0O.
 

COUNTRY.
 

MATH'I I( A 

LOP: 1I'RGLUI PACD FY
FY 


AmT. OIIL[CATED 
 (Use AID/W Printout as Source)
 

DECISIONS; ON PR,OJECT FUTURE NO 
 CHANCE CILMICE DISCONTIUUE 8 9 
PER PES CIHNGE DES I G IHP LEHENTATIOl 

EVA IA'tSOI .R-COMIENDATION NO CHANCE ChANCE DISCOUTINUE 8 9 

Oil lPR(OJ.ECT FUTURE CI\HGE DES IC IILEMEfhTA'.IOI 

HIATR l:,It 

TYPE OF EVALUATION' I F E 
E, POST) 

EVAI.UA tOt1. TEAH COMPOS ITIOtN: __
 

CONTRACTOR = CO; All) = Al; MrXED K; IIOST/AID IIA
 
IIOST COUi'Y = H10; IIOST/CONT . IC; hlOST MIXiE D =l
 

IN 'FI.!tIAL,VS. EXTEI1iNA L I E ' 

'ES/L:S NNC 8 9 

EX.CUT'V SUIMIL.\RY Y N 8 9 

TAI3LoE OF CONTlTENTS Y N 8 9 

EVALUATIOCN SOW " Y N 8 9 

EVALUATOi METHODOLOGY Y N 8 9 

COtICLUS I OIS y , 

RECOIIF lIDAr[ OlS T
 

1• 

1 



PROJECT NO NAMIL_ 

MATi, I X C 

1' !LIIPLEMENTATION CONSTRAINTS--
OVEP%LL RATINC 

-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 9 

A. T I[M, OF PROCUREET -5 -11 -3 -2 -L +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

R, : ;I I,'.' CON[T,!ACT!CG 
[Ui,\tITA S 

-5 -,*1 -3 -2 - +L +2 +2 , -4 ,5 , 

C. CO'' ,CTO,-A\ID-3/C RELATIONS 

). A\1.0- ,/, UNDERSTANDING OF 
PROJECT PURPOSE 

r. ILC AND ADEQUACY OF DIG 

.TA FFiNC OR BiIJ0GETi:!G 
FOR PROJECT 

-5 

-5 

-5 

-4 

-4 

-4 

-3 -2 

-3-2 

-3 -2 

-L 

-1 

-1 

+L 1+2 

+L +2 

+1 +2 

+3 

+3 

+3 

+4 

+4 

+4 

-,5 

+5 

±5 

8 

8 

8 

9 

9 

9 

A f.D 

[N ,A " 
R!1:,I£TY/IN FLEX:3rL£TY 

.E.' OF P, OJECT 
-5 -4 -3 -2 -I + +2 +3 +4 -- S 9 

C. ADEQUAC'" OF tOTITORINC -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

H. QUALTTY OF PROJECT DESIGN -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

I D[ID EVALUATION INDICO.\TE NUMBER 
OF tMONTHIS BEHIND SCHEDULE? Y N 

I.. MONTHS BEHIND SCHEDULE: 8 9 

J. ADEQUACY OF PLAN FOR LOP -5 -4 -3 .- 2 -I +L +2 +3 +4 +5 89 

K. LOP APPROPRCLATE Y N 89 

L. [I1D EVALUATION 11NDIO.\TE 
OF YEARS RE CON,ENDED 
.. :YuO1D PACD? 

NUiMBER 

y N 

I . 

H. I'I 

ADULTEONIAL YFARS RECOMMENDED: 

:EIATUREL'Y TER1IINATED ' N 8 9 

89 
S9 



PROJECT do __LE 

2. 	 SUSTAtNAB ILITY-- -5 -4 -3 -2 -L +L +2 +3 +4 +5 9 
OVEPALL RATINC 

A. 	 HOST COUNTRY BENEFICIARIES Prozessior.als Children 
(urvTE: CHOOSE 3 and RATE Pavaprofe-sionals Scudencs 

A.F,.LOW5: 	 Wage Laborers Socie ' 
U n1e 1oye "aC Large 
Erc e p ren: '_ rs 

Hanage r s 
Consumers
 
Fa rme rs/F. shermen 
I,/oiue ni 

I - HII(2T IMPORTANT
 
'L!gF[C[ARY
 

2. - 2i ( iOST U-I.PORTANT
 
- r MOST PORTA,T
 

B.Y'EU TIi OF PROJECT -5 -4 -3 -2 - +1 +2 +3 +4 +55 9 

i.N:TITUENCY 

C. 	 I .;' -... , POLICIES -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

D. 	 O'AAKZA'E[OAL/INSTITUTIOUA, -5 -4 -3 -2 - +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 
.kPA\LTIES FOR CONTINUATION 

OF 	 '72ROJEC'" BENEFITS 

F COOPERbATING ORGAIZATIO-S -5 -4 -3-2 - +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 
ABILIT'' TO RESPOND TO 
tJAN'CING CONDITIONS 

F. 	 FIM!ANCL\L PROVISION FOR O&M -5 -4 -3. -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 
AND RECURREOT/CAPITAL COST 

RECOVERY 

C. 	 ,CCE.T.,CE OF 'FECHNOLCOY -5 ,4 -3 -2 -L +1 +2 +3 +4 -5 8 9 

ii. 	 DI'VELOPI',EIT OF MVAGJUE.U'-NT -5 -4 -3 -2 - .[ +l ±3 +4 +5 8 9 
C.,\PAC ITY 

4..
 



PROJECT NO _AE 

3. 	 [IPACT OU WOMEH 
L[ DEVELOPFENIT-- -5 -4 
OVERALL Ri:C 

,W1 WAS A MAJOR PURPOSE 0: PROJ ECT 

V*., YES, RATE FOLLO.['L; 
[t.iIOT, USE "B" FOP, QUE"-iO:S AL, 

FOR (QUESTIOH A4, AUSW-. YES OR 

L. 	 PL::;INED UE F-TTS 

ACHIEVED? -5 -' 

2 PREOJECT Ta UTT ., 

,EDIRECTED?
 

PCROJECT STRATEGY CIN,:-? 

S. IF NI SHOULD WJID HV 

...:. A VAJOR CONUCERC? 

i. I) ["[: [Ot! OF PROJECT 

RE.OkISIB[LITIES ZY 
GENDER lI'PROJECT DES IC: 

C. GF!DER,-SPECIFICS fiTIRODUCE i 

I.UR[,G 	IttP LEUENTATIOU
 

L).KiOWLEDCE/u\C': OF KNOWLEDGE -5 -4 
OF THE ISTITUT!ONvAL 
SETTIN
1'7 

E. WOUE-I AS PROJECT ,PARTICIPA::TS -5 -4 

,:, 	 -F . i:0: A':RE::EFLCIAI [ES -

C. CIANCF DE WOMENS STATUS'M -5 -4 
A RESULT OF PROJECT
 

-3 -2 -1 +L +2 +3 +4,+5 ' 8 9 

y 

A2, 
'tDJ 

\3; 

-3 -2 

v 

" 

Y 

-1 +1 

1 

4 

+2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

8 9 

8 9 

y8 9 

8 9 

-3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

-3 -2 -] 

-3-2-

-3 - 2 -1 

>-it +2 

+2+',± 

+1 +2 

+3 

+3 

4 

± 

+5 

+5 

8 9 

3 9 

8 9 

/ 

• 	 j- 4;, 




PROJECT ?!O .. 
--

4. 
':. 

: 

Eil/ IlR U~.ETAL, ItLPACT--
~ ~OVFlL,\LL F'ATI NG 

A •[I.H E;P,"
E tT WAS A '.NNJOR 

pU tpOSE OFpRO JECT 

, 

-

-
-4-3 

4 -e­
2 

Y 

- -II.+2 +3+4 +5 

. 

8 9 

... 
,i,"' 

4 E 'A ,-5 -4 -i 2 - +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

2. 

PLAMIED BELIE FITS 

ACHREIEV ED? 

p ROECT IilPLENEHlTATION' 

R.EDI£RE CTED?" 

. 

H8 

8 9 

9 

-89 

: B. 

. 

3 . PROJECT 5"rTEG Y CjiA\IGED? 

NI'LHIII- iL,NCTS 

OTOUiRAEVOETL..-5y. E.C U TR IVIj.OlltE *TA L 

C-5-, i3 

-4 -3-3 

-2..-] 

-2 -1. 
-

+1 

+1. 

+2 +3 

±2A+3 

+ 

+4 

+5 

+5 

8 9 

8 9 

I,o f.C'! 

D. 'OST CtUINTRY SUP ' ORT OF 
SS'.' JTION SFOR 

EjIV !.Ott,.ENTAL ,iONLTORIIG 

E. [IIVOLVEMEHT OF HOST-COUHTRY 
EXPERTISE IN ENVIROIiENTAL 

-5 

-5 

-,4-3 -2 -

-4 -3 -2 -. 

+. +2 +3 +4 +5 

-+1 +2 +3 +4 +5 

S9 

8 9 

.COHj['OE'lT OF PROJECT 

Devres 
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PROJECT NO NME 

OR-- -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 

8 9­
5. IHPACT ON PRIVATE SECTO - , 

'OVERALL RATING / : 

r' A. PRIVATE ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT Y N 

WAS A t.bXJOR PURPOSE OF PROJECT 

I[. 
IF 

YE 
UO 

, RATE FOLLO'WINC; 

USE "" FOR Al, A2, 

SQUESTIO1 tA4i: ANSWEt, 

A3; 
YES OR NO: 

1. PL\NNED BENEFITS -5 -4 -3 -2 -i +1 +2 +3 +4 -:5 8 9 

ACII EVED ? 

2 PROJECT, DPLEiNTATO0N Y N 8 9 

RED RECTED? 

3. P.OJEcr STRA, CIAN ? Y N 3 9 

*, IF NO, SHOULD 
A CONICERNl 

PRE IL\"E BEEN Y N 

.. U PLA,!I ED ItPACTS -5 4 -3 2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

C.I U!LR OF ENTREPRENEURS -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 3 9 

D. PRIVATE SECTOR E.[PLOTMEnwr -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

VALUE ADDED BY PRIVATE -5-4-3-2.-1 +1+2+3+4+5 89 

SECTOR . . 

F. ItlCOhtE.S OF POOR WACE EARNERS -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

G. FOREiCU EX:CIl,\NGE EA\RNIINGS -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

OR SAVINGS 

It. HOST ClUN: TP.Y POLICY RE:,PIE -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 +1 -2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

I. 0VOLVEMENTOF HOST- COUNTRY -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5 8 9 

EXPI',RTISE IL P/E COMPONET, 

OF PROJECT 

ev13-


r'' ,.. 
: 



Guidelines 	fpr Using the Evaluation Synthesis Rating Form
 

Pro loct Name: 
Use project name unless the evaluation is for more than oneo 

title of the Evaluation Report.
project. In that case, use 


Proiect No:,, 
Use project no,. for single project evaluation.o 

"MLT" for multiple projects covered by the evaluaticn.
 o 	 Use 

PL'480 o 	 Use "NP" for non-project evaluations including 


activities.
 

FUNDED the project.Attribute to the Bureau which 

Sector: 
shown in the CP except for project funded o 	 Use the Sector 


ESF and SDF where we should at*:-ibute th project :o
under 
would fall 	 if it were DA funded.the sector in whic'Ik it 

in more than one0 	 In case the evaluation covers projects 


Sector Unit, assign to multiple sector and mark as "tILT"
 

:\':Cout, r';I__L 

o 	 All single project evaluations in one country will be s: 

mar ke d. 
more than one country in the s.-e 

o 	 If the evaluation covers 


region, mark ".tLT" in the count'ry space.
 

Matrix A: 

L.OP 

o 	 Show beginning year indicated in ER or PES/ES or determie , 

f rom CP (i.e. show first year of obligation). 
to be entered frcm Evaluation Plans located
 o 	 Leave PACD blank 


in CDIE.
 

* Amount Ob.iated 

o Leave blank to be completed from CDIE-furnished printout.
 

Decisions re Pi iect Futue 
- shown or according to statements b o 	 Per PES'ES Mark as 


USAID where included.
 
to ER when clear." 	 Evaluator - Mark acco rding 

Matrix B: 	 , 
should be clear and explicit in order to 

o 	 For all entries ER 

and lessons lear.ed.
mark "Y" especially regarding logframe 

C, A and M as alternatives o 	 Re Eval Team Composition, treat 


and, in addition, circle H wherever host country personnel
 

actively :)articipted in the evaluation in any capacity.
 

Devres 
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Guidul.J.is (cont'd) 

o 	 Re FY Completed, use the dac'e of the ,Evaluation Report NOT of 
the Mission Review (ES or PES).
 

Decisions re Evaluation Synthesis Rating Form,
 
Page Two
 

Matrix C:
 

I. 	 Implementation Constraints 

General - Mark each constraint only on the basis of explicit 

statements by the evaluators. Do nrc attempt to draw 
inferences from the general contex:, but circ,e "9" when no 
clear statement was made. Indicate general perceptions in
 

notes.
 

A. 	 Timing of Procurement - Follow general rule. 

B. 	 Timing in Contracting Follc;; gene.:al rule.
 

C. 	 Cont-AID-B/G Relations Any relationship problems which 

constituted a isjnficant implementation constraint 

should be indicated.
 

[). AID-B/C Understanding - Follc-. general rule.
 

E. 	 Timing / Adequacy cf B/G Staffing and Budgeting -

Follc,:, general rule. 

F. 	 AID Flex/Inflex - Follc.:, general rule. 

(. 	 Adequacy,of Monitoring, - Follc-: general rule, but CDiE 

specifically requested that we use to show if AID allows 

problems which should have been detected by the 

monitoring process ,to persist and become known only as a 

result of the eval ation. if 

II. 	Quality of Proj. Design Foli:w general rule.
 

I. 	 Months Behind Schedule - Foli w general rule. 

J. 	 Adeq. of Plan for LOP -,Follow general rule, but
 

emphasize the feasibility of zhe projects's plan given
 

the LOP.
 

K. 	 LOP Appropriate - Follow general rule. 

L. 	 Add. Year.s Rec Follw general rule, but enter
 

"9" when appropriate.
 

M. 	 Prem. Terminated - FolIow general rule. 

- It may be useful to make a note re evaluator'sComment 

its purposejudgement on degree to whichi proje,_c: is achieving 


either under "constraints" or "sus-ainability" in order to (1<
 

facilitate analysis.
 

II. 	 Sustainabilitv I 

to evaluatorsA. 	 HC Beneficiaries - Mark according 
intended to benefit.
indications of who the projec: was 


B. 	 Strength of Prol Constituency - rely on the evaluator's 

on finding an explicitstatements, but do not insist 
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GuL'id e..les (coft 'd) 

statement pointed at this factor in order to provide a 

significance rating.
 

C. H'.C. Policies - Follow general rule. 

D. 0/I Capacity 	 - Follow general rule. 

Decifio'ns re Evaluation Synthesis Rating Form 

Page 	Three / 

E. 	 Cooper. Orgs 
to changing conditions - Follow general rule, 

F. 	 Financial jroVwision 
for 06. - Follow general rule. 

C. 	 Acceptance of Tech. Follow general rule.
 

1. 	 Dev. of X7::. Capacity Follow general rule. 

III. 	Impact of-WID
 

'General - Look for explicit evidence of conclusions by 

evaluators in :--der to rate significance for all points. 

Add A 4., If no, should WII) have been 4major concern? Y,/ " 

iV. 	 Envi.ronmental :noact 

General - Foli:w general rule of obtaining explicit evidence. 

Use B. Unplann-d Impact to report on environmental 
where environment was not anconsiderations of significance 

(explicitly) r.jor concern of tihe project. 

V. 	 Impact on Pri':-te Sector 

General - Foll:w the general rule of reporting what this 
except with respect to the "if no" 

evaluator make- explicit 
some ownquestion where the reviewer can inject of his/her 

judgement base- on the ER's general indications,
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ANNEX 4
 

Definition of Topics and Sub-topics
 
for Significance Ratings
 

Keyed to Matrix C
 
Evaluation Synthesis Rating Form
 

1. 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 wrocuiemynt- -significance rating of the degree
to which the timeliness of procurement fostered (+) or inhibited 
(-) output and/or purpose achievement (covered inputs, supplies,

commodities, equipment, spares and replacements, etc.).
 

B. Tii ng 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. Contacto--AD-B!c relations- -significance rating of the
 
degree to which the relationships within and/or among all !aey

parties engaged in the 
project as a whole improved (+) or
 
inhibited 
 (-) project progress or performance. 

D. AID-B/G inderstanding 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. Timing and adeauacv of B/G staffing or budgeting for project­
-a significance rating of the degree 
to which the project was
 
aiacd or hindered by the availability of funds and staff,
 
including staff quality.
 

F. AID flexibility/inflexibility 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 purpose.
 

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 conslicent 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 %-ears recommended
 
beyond PACD--simple yes/no answer.
 

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

2. Sustainabilitv (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 i-ito the future beyond the termination of 
external support. 

A. Host country 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 altogether 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'
 
associations 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/institutional capacities for continuation of
 
project benefits--significance rating of capacity of organizations 
and/or institutions involved in the project to continue providing 
a stream of benefits beyond the end of the period of external 
support. The "capacities" include a broad range of institutional 
factors (notably: leadership; management; human resources; 
funding; marketing; backward linkages for the supply of ideas, 
information, technology, trained 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 significance (and some which are not) but is 
not a proxy for or synonyrous with overall sustainability. It is 
a necessary (but not by itself sufficient) basis for achieving 
overall sustainabiliry. "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 "ins-itutions" is not used in this context 
to include the generally accepted or traditional social structures 
which influence a society's modus operandi (e.g. the obligations 
among individuals in an ex:ended family, etc.). 

E. Cooperatint organizatin'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 zt 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 a higher or lower positive rating. 
Where institutions were recorted to have failed to make changes in 
response to altered circumstances or evaluators saw little or no
 
evidence of capacity or preparedness 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 capacitv--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.,
 

the systems by which: policies
"Management" in this context means 


and objectives are determined; programs and plans formulated;
are 


funds, personnel and other resources are secured, deployed and
 
and relations
controlled; performance is monitored and evaluated; 


with outside bcdies are organized and governed.
 

3. Impact on W'omen 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 (not
 

necessarily the major) purpose of the project. (Points 1, 2 and 3
 

below to be answered oLily 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 chanced--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 concern--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 specifi-d in the ER or if
 

necessarv could be clearly inferred from the ER rather than
 

being the reviewer's opinion or judgment.)
 

B. Division of project responsibilities by gender in project
 

Jesien--yes/no response indicating what the ER stated concerning
 

the project's design regarding gender responsibilities.
 

C. Gender-specifics introduced during implementation--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. Knowledge/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 project participants--a significance rating of the
 

degree to which women were participating actively in the project's
 

operating activities as indicated by the ER.
 

extent
F. Women as beneficiaries--a significanc, rating of the 


to which women were recipients of benefits generated by the
 

project as indicated by the ER.
 

Change in women's status as a result of project--a
G. 

in the
significance rating of the degree to which women's status 


society had changed due to project's activities as indicated by
 

the ER.
 

4. 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. Environment 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 riot the ER proposed that the
 

implementation plan of the project concerning the environment
 

should be revised.
 

3. Project strategy changed--a yes/no response indicating
 

whether 	or not the project's strategy toward environmental
 
the ER.
modifications should be changed according to 


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 the
 
project's environmentally-oriented outputs and/or purpose as
 
indicated by the ER.
 

D. Host country support of institutions for environmental
 
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.
 

5. 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
 
yes/no response indicating whether PRE was a major purpose (not
 
necessarily the major purpose) of the project.
 

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

1. Planned benefits achieved--a significance rating on the
 
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 stratecy changed--a simple yes/no response
 
indicating whether the ER proposed that the strategy relatin.g
 
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 tn impacts
 
on the private sector which occurred but had not been planned.
 

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

D. Private sector employment--a significance rating regarding
 

4-6
 

Devres 



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 th3
 
private sector as 
a result of the project.
 

G. Foreign exchange earnings or 
savin.q--a significance rating

of the amount of foreign exchanged earned or saved as a result of
 
activity in the private sector generated by the project.
 

H. Host country policy re PiE--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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ANNEX 5
 

IMPLEMENTATION CONSTRAINTS 1
 

A. Overall Patterns
 

1. Introduction
 

Each of the 212 eraluation reports which Devres reviewed was
 
pto be given an overall rating from -1 (indicating little significance)
 
to 
-5, based on the material in the evaluation report. (In fact, no
 
project received a -5 rating for overall implementation constraints).

Each of the 212 reports 'was also given a rating, from -5 to +5, for
 
each of eight principal implenI.ntation sub-topics as listed below:
 

o Timing of procurement;
 
o 
 Timing in contracting team/technical assistance;
 
o Contractor-AID-B/C relations;
 
o AID-B/G understanding of project purpose;
 
o 
 Timing and adequacy of B/G -staffing or budgeting for project;
 
o AID flexibility/inflexibility in management of project;
 
o Adequacy of monitoring; and
 
o Quality of project design.
 

In addition, Devres reviewed each evaluation report with respect to
 
several factors relating to the project schedule and length. Not all
 
of the implementation sub-topics received attention in all of the
 
evaluation reports. 
 For example, the two sub-topics--"B/G s-affing or
 
budgeting" and "quality of project design"--were commented on in 85
 
percent of the reports. The two least frequently mentioned
 
implementation sub-topics were 
"AID flexibility" and "timing of
 
procurement", each of which were commented on in about 61 percent of
 
the reports.
 

In terms of overall ratings, ten percent (21) of the reports 
in
 
the total universe received ratings of -4 and 30 percent (63) 
received \ .
ratings of -3, fut 
a total of 84 reports (40 percent) in which projects

evaluated had.Mghly significant implementation constraints. The sub­
topics which received the highest percentage of strongly negative (less

than or equal to -3) ratings were quality of design (77, i.e., 36 

"'­

percent) and B/G staffing or budgeting (39, i.e.., 32 percent). 
 With
 
one exception, no great differences were observedfor the sub-topics

among projects carried out in different regions. However, quality of
 

- project ,design for projects in Africa was given a low Significance

rating ore '
frequently (in 44 percent oL-he-ovaluation reports for
 
projects in-Africa) than for projects-in the other regions. -­

2. Statistical analysis of imolementation variables
 

-," 
 The statistical analysis of relationships among the various
 
- implementation sub-topics was carried ou.t in three stages:
 

0o. - Statements of preliminary hypotheses, based on the 'reviewers 

IThis Implementation Constraints Report constitutes Chapter Il of
 
:: the Evaluation Synthesis Report and is incorporated here for reference
 

purposes.
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impressions following an initial reading of the evaluation
 
reports;
 

o 	 Derivation of a pairwise combination correlation matrix I,
 
which included sub-variables for implementation and for
 
sustainability; and 11
 

o 	 Tests of the strength of influence and statistical
 
significance for a small subsek of relationships which the
 
above steps seemed to indicate might be important..-


The statistical analysis of the correlation of ratings for overall
 
implementation constraints with each of th\. sub-topics was made
 
difficult by the truncated scale of the fotmer (overall constraints),
 
which included only negative values (-5 through -1). In order to
 
enhance the correlation matrix analysis and K ubsequent regression
 
analyses, a full-scaled (positive and negative) overall implementation
 
constraint value was created based on a composite of the
 
subconstraints: an unweighted linear combination of the eight sub­
topic variables.
 

Regression analyses were carried out on the relationship between
 
overall implementation constrain:s and a number of sub-topics. Of
 
these, the quality of project design, understandi:ng of project purpose,
 
and contractor-AID-B/G relations were most strongly correlated, all
 
with high statistical significance. *That is, where project design or
 
relationships, etc. were good, constraints to project implementation
 
were not as great. This was somewhat surprising to the reviewers, who
 
had expected to see strong correlations between overall implementation
 
constraints and such B/G-related variables as timing and adequacy of
 
B/G staffing or budgetiig, cooperating organization's ability to
 
respond to changing conditions, organizational/institutional capacities
 
for continuation of project benefits, and development of management
 
capacity.
 

One of the strongest findings of the statistical analysis was that 
two of the limiting factors which are most strongly correlated with 
project implementation--the AID-B/G understanding of project purpose 
and good contritor-AID-B/G relazions--are contemporaneously affected 
strongly by the quality of project design. Any given level of 
understanding and relationship ratings was measurably and significantly 
improved by a good design. 

The reviewers were asked to identify differences in project
 
implementation between projects which began before FY 83 and those
 
which began in FY 83 and later, i.e., when AID made a series of changes
 
in its procedures designed to help improve project design and
 

IThe pairwise combination correlation matrix is simply the set of
 
correlation coefficients for each pair of ratings, given both ratings
 
have valid responses.
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implementation. 
However, there was no significant difference'between
the means of each sample (i.e., 
of those projects beginning either
before or lafter FY 83) 
or between the means 
of either sample and the
 mean of the whole population of 212 reports. 
 Furthermore, regression
analyses revealed tha: whether projects(rwere begun before or after
FY 83 did not significantly change the effect of either the quality of
project design or AID flexibility on project implementation
 
constraints.
 

B. In-Depth Analysis
 

1. Overview of sample
 

Following th-e 'overall rating of the full universe of
projects, a sample of 20 projects was 
selected for which the evaluation
reports had provided some specific comments on-various aspects of the
implementation process2
 . Most ERs were selected for this sample
because they were rated as 
significant (either positively or
negatively) with respect to implementation constraints. 
 They were
further narrowed down :o 
those which contained more detailed and/or
more 
in-depth treatmer.: of implementation constraints and sub-topicg.

A representative mix c_ 
projects from different regions and sectors was
also sought. Many of :he evaluation comments on implementation issues
 were directed at activities by specific actors- -generally AID, the
beneficiary/grantee (B'G), 
or the contractor. 
Two key activities which
received comments generally directed at AID's role were design and
monitoring. 
An area cf frequent concern--on which evaluators were not
all in agreement- -rela:ed strongly to 
the issue of sustainability.

This was 
the degree to which (expatriate) project implementors must or
should themselves carr-v out the tasks at hand as 
opposed to supporting
 

2The sample of projects for which the evaluation reports were
reviewed is comprised of the following projects: Burundi: Rural Roads
(No. 695-0112); Ghana: Managed Inputs and Delivery of Agricultural

Service (MIDAS) (No. 6-1-0102); 
Sudan: Rural Health Support (No.
650-0030); Botswana: Accelerated Impact Program--Borehole Drilling (No.
698-0410-21); India: Maharashtra Social Forestry (No. 386-0478); ASEAN
Agricultural Development Planning Centre (No. 498-0258-11); Thailand:
Northeast Small Scale :rrigation (NESSI): A Management Review (No.
493-0312); Yemen: Taiz Water and Sewerage Constrdction (No. 279-0039)
Haiti: Agricultural Development Support II (ADS II) (No. 521-0092);
Caribbean Agricultural Extension II (No. 538-0068); 
Peru: Agricultural

Planning and Institutional Development (No. 527-0238); Caribbean
Epidemiological Surveillance and Training (No. 538-0027); Kenya: Kenya
Commercial Finance Co Ltd (NP); Thailand: Siam Commercial Bank Ltd (No.

940-0002-1); Somalia: Comprehensive Groundwater Development (No..
649-0104); Liberia: 
Small and Medium Scale Enterprise Development and
Support (No. 669-0201); Rwanda: National Fish Culture 
(No. 696-0112);
Pakistan: Tribal Areas Development (No. 391-0471); 
Sahel Data Network
and Management II (ACP1:MET) (No, 625-0940); Nepal: Resource
 
Conservation and Utilization (RCUP) (No. 367-0132).
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the B/G, strengthening its capacity to 
carry out project-related

activities. 
Evaluations of projects which aimed in significantly new
 
directions highlighted further concerns. 
The following sections
 
d.scuss some 
of the more important of these implementation issues.
 

2. 	 Positive and negative ratings on implementation
 

Projects which received positive ratings for overall

implementation or for implementation sub-topics generally shared a few
 
common characteristics:
 

o 	 Project management was strong and provided overall
 
direction and on-going leadership, guidance, and
 
support;
 

0 	 Roles, relationships, and responsibilities were well
 
defined and clear commitments made very early during the
 
life of the project, and usually at the time of project
 
design; and
 

o 	 Project activities were 
tied to needs which were clearly

perceived by project participants and beneficiaries.
 

Projects which received negative ratings on implementation often
 
shared one or more of the 
following characteristics:
 

o 
 Key aspects of the local setting, including key

constraints, were not well-identified or not addressed
 
specifically during project design, and project
 
resources were not provided to deal with specific
 
constraints;
 

" 	 Project activities were not clearly linked and directed
 
to specific objectives;
 

o 
 Roles, relationships, and responsibilities were not
 
defined or were defined too broadly and clear
 
commitments were not obtained; 
and
 

o 
 Technical assistance team leaders and occasionally
 
members were so burdened by administrative and
 
management tasks necessary for-efficient implementation
 
that they were unable to provide the overall guidance to
 
project activities needed for effective impact.
 

3. 	 Design issues
 

a. 	 UnderstandinE the local settin..
 

The most commonly encountered design issue 
was

inadequate understanding of the local setting-for the project. 
When
 
local conditions were not well-reflected in all aspects of the design
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of the pro) ect, implementation constraints were increased. 
For
 
example, in Pakistan, difficulties in implementing the Tribal Areas
 
Develovmen 
 project were greatly exacerbated by the poor understanding
 
of the politico-social environment in a remote and highly unusual
 
environment lacking effective government structures. In Sudan, the
 
evaluation summary of the Rural Health Support project called for
 
"sufficient field work'at the.design stage to 
ensure realistic
 
strategies." Constraints--even basic physical constraints such as
difficult transport--were not identified clearly and not responded to
 
directly in the project design. A management review of Thailand's
 
Northeast Small Scale Irrigation (NESSI) project noted problems due 
to
 
a "lack of sensitivity" to socio-cultural factors ih the project design

and recommended that activities contain both a technological and a
 
sociological component, including user group formation and the hiring

of a full-time anthropologist fluent'-in the iocal language. The report

felt that traditional local practice, should not be viewed as-a
 
deterrent to development but rather as 
a base upon which development
 
can occur. 
It also called for the preparation of all reports in the
 
Thai language, wig-i executive sunAiaries in English. The designs of two
 
water development projects provide a strikingcontrast to each other.
 
The design of Somalia's Comprehensive Groundwater Development project
 
was 
not tailored tc. local conditions. Inappropriate equipment was
 
selected and inappropriate procurement procedures were used.
 
Assumptions regarding the share of water needs that could be met by
 
groundwater developmentwere invalid. 
The design of Botswana's
 
rccelerated Impact Program--Borehole Drilling project idenzified
 
appropriate equipment and ensured that local skills and capacity would
 
be in place for operation and repair. Measures were developed for
 
appropriate selection of well sites, e.g.:,;with respect to 
:rek routes.
 

b. Institution-building
 

The importance of ensuring some 
degree of institution­
building at 
the design stage was noted-in several projects. The
 
evaluation for the Burundi Rural Roads project noted the importance of
 
getting the host country to understand and be willing to operacionalize
 
its role in the project before the project began. In Thailand, the PRE
 
Bureau's Siam Commercial Bank project was well-implemented largely due
 
to 
the Bank's existing strengths in management, policy, finance, and
 
procedures. Similarly, the Somalia Groundwater project failed to
 
define a clear future role for the host country implementing agendy at
 
the design stage,, which led to poor 'transfer of project aczivities to
 
it by the end of the project.
 

c. 
 Defining relationships and responsibilities
 

Poorly defined relationships'and responsibilities among

AID, contractors, and/or host country agencies contributed
 
significantly to implementation problems--weaknesses which, according
 
to a number of evaluations, should have been addressed during project

design. As noted above, the Somalia project did not define the B/G's

role in and relationship to project activities clearly. 
 171 the Sahel,
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the Data Network and Management II (AGREYMET) project defined the
 
technical assistance provided through a PASA with NOAA far too broadly.
 
In the ASEAN Agricultural Developmen: Planning Centre project, AID B/C
 
relationships were not clearly defined. The evaluation noted that one
 
of the reasons for this was that the design was .not subjected to the
 
usual review process.
 

In some cases, effective relationships were developed despite
 
insufficient clarification at the design stage. For example, the key
 
to some successes against considerable odds in the Peru's Agricultural
 
Planning and Institutional Development project'was the establishment of
 
strong relationships at high levels in t1'x Ministry of Agriculture.
 
(However, more routine liaison at lo-,er levels was weak.)
 

d. Overall integrated strategy
 

In vai;ious ways, evaluation reports noted the importance
 
of project designs having an overall strategy which effectively links
 
together and sequences project activi:ies. For example, the evaluation
 
summary for the Sudan Rurali'Health Support project notes that even
 
following a "revalidation study" of :he project, the modified design
 
still included a list of more than 10 activities with no significant
 
effort to prioritize and sequence these for maximum complementarity,
 
efficiency and impact. In Ghana, the design of the Managed Inputs and
 
Delivery of Agricultural Services (M:DAS) project emphasized technical
 
aspects too heavily, to the detrimen: of related management, marketing,
 
accounting, and linkage factors. Desoite the emphasis in some
 
evaluation reports on the importance of linking activities effectively,
 
at least one report (for the Peru Agrcultural Planning project) notes
 
the value in multi-component projects of having components which are
 
not dependent on one another, i.e. the failure of one component does
 
not mean the failure or delay of the others.
 

4. Technical assistance
 

a. Team composition
 

Team composition was cne of the issue areas most
 
frequently commented on with respect :o the success or failure of
 
technical assistance. This sometimes reflected on project design. In
 
the Pakistan Tribal Areas project, the design's excessive technical
 
focus led to poor selection of the implementation team, which was made
 
up entirely of engineers working to develop physical infrastructure.
 
In the Liberia Small and Medium Scale'Enterprisd Development and
 
Support (SMEDS) project and in Ghana's MIDAS project, marketing and
 
related expertise (management, accounting, etc.) were not sufficiently
 
emphasized with respect to technical expertise. On the other hand, the
 
Sahel AGRHYMET project evaluation report observed that three prior
 
external evaluations had failed to note critical short-comings, largely
 
because there was insufficient technical expertise represented on the
 
evaluation teams. In Haiti, the technical assistance team for the
 
Agricultural Development Support II (ADS II) project was not well­
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enough integrated, with the social scientist particularly isolated from
 
the largely technical activities of the rest of the team. The success
 
of the project's farming systems research approach depended on such
 
integration of the team's members.
 

b. Leadership and direction
 

In the Caribbean Agricultural Extension, Phase II (CAEP)
 
project, the most prominent aspect of the project's positive impact was
 
the increased ministry attention to the extension division and
 
administrative organization. The CAEP "forced ministries of
 
agriculture to say what extension should do, to the point of getting
 
plans and job descriptions--which has never been done before.. .and to
 
use the defined situation to effect changes." Some of the problems
 
faced by the Haiti ADS project were due to insufficient overall
 
direction from the Team Leader. The evaluators recommended that such a
 
project requires a full-time administrator to free the Team Leader to
 
provide overall guidance. Quantitative research carried out under the
 
project, in particular, suffered from a lack of overall analytical
 
guidance. Project activities were expanded to too many different agro­
ecological zones before the research methodology was sufficiently well­
developed. In the Sahel ACRHYMET project, the NOAA technical
 
representative's effectiveness was hampered by the assignment of too
 
many tasks outside his basic job description. The Peru Agricultural
 
Planning project's "audacious" effort to create a demand for policy­
oriented market analyses required strong leadership on the part of the
 
technical assistance team as well as good relationships at high levels
 
within the agricultural ministry. The first Chief of Party was removed
 
because he could not provide the management leadership to form an
 
effective advisory team. This was felt to be especially important
 
because the team's members had neither worked together before nor come
 
from the contractor's lead university campuses.
 

c. Cross-cultural sensitivity
 

Lack of sensitivity to the local socio-cultural
 
environment was strongly noted in the Thailand NESSI management review
 
and were judged largely due to poor specifications for team selection,
 
which should have included an abilit: to work in the language and
 
cultural realities of Thailand. Other reports did not highlight cross­
cultural sensitivity as a specific factor in technical assistance
 
performance, but the emphasis in many reports on the importance of
 
local understanding to project design implies that this is an important
 
factor, but one for which fewer problems were noted.
 

d. Timing
 

Delays in fielding or replacing technical assistance
 
personnel were noted in many of the sample of evaluation reports, for
 
example, in the Sudan Rural Health Suport and Peru Agricultural
 
Planning projects. In the latter project, timing of advisors under one
 
of the contracts generally reflected availability more than a plan.
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The departures of three of the long-term advisors were to come at a
 

critical point--after procedures had been agreed upon, but before they
 
had been implemented and staff trained in their use. Delays in
 

recruitment and acceptance under another contract left both the
 
contractor and the host country institution dissatisfied and the
 
contract behind schedule. Twenty percent of the evaluation reports in
 
the overall universe reviewed were rated as significantly problematic
 
(-5 to -3) with respect to timing of technical assistance.
 

5. Beneficiarv,'Grantee support
 

a. Motivation and incentives
 

The sample of evaluation reports reviewed noted the
 
importance of tying project activity to clearly perceived needs and
 
associated benefits to help ensure that effective B/G support was
 
provided. This should begin at the design phase of the project and 
involve the clear definition of relationships and responsibilities. 
The Caribbean Epidemiological Surveillance and Training project 
demonstrated that, even in a multi*country project, member countries 
will support a regional organization which they perceive to be meeting 
a real need. 

Many of the evaluation reports commented on the need to provide
 
"incentives" to host country individuals'who were involved in a given
 
project. For example, low salary levels for personnel in the ASEAN
 
Planning Centre project made it difficult to attract the level of
 
talent required for the project. Similarly, the Peru Agricultural
 
Planning project noted the "brain drain" problem and the post-design
 
elimination of a Peruvian foundation which had previously been used as
 
a mechanism to provide adequate salaries to senior persons in the
 
public sector and the universities. However, in the Somalia
 
Groundwater Development project, "topping off" of salaries for the
 
small portion (ten percent) of the B/G lead agency personnel involved
 
in the project added to already existing intra-agency jealousies and
 
helped increase the project's isolation from the rest of the agency's
 

program.
 

In additionito salary, prestige coming from association with a
 
high-profile project was also a motivating factor for individuals, for
 
example, in India's Maharashtra Social Forestry project where local
 
staff were strongly supported by their department. In that project,
 
too, capable leadership helped support high morale. In Thailand, the
 
Siam Bank project noted a number of "interesting intangible elements",
 
including "the 'glamour' of the AID connection... ,the challenge of
 
doing something unfamiliar and the knowledge that top management is
 

watching."
 

b. Effective working relationships
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Effective, well-established relationships with B/G
 
institutions and personnel affected project implementation positively
 
in many projects. As discussed above, defining relationships and
 
responsibilities well contributed greatly to positive relationships
 
between and among agencies participating in projects. Inter- and
 
intra-agency tensions in the Somalia Groundwater project contributed to
 
the Somali Water Development Agency's poor supporp f6r key project
 
activities. The difficulty of coordinating and integrating the
 
activities of a large number of agencies had a negative effect on the
 
implementation of Nepal's Resource Conservation and Utilization
 
project. Similarly, the many donors involved in Yemen's Taiz Water and
 
Sewerage Construction project helped make implementation difficult and
 
very complex.
 

The evaluation reports noted several instances where AID
 
flexibility was a key fz'ctor in AID-B/G relationships. In the Botswana
 
Borehole project, AID flexibility, supplier cooperation, appropriate
 
equipment, and host country support and capability all worked together
 
to improve implementation. On the other hand, NOAA's inflexibility in
 
its technical assistance role under a PASA with AID in the Sahel
 
AGRHYMET project seriously affected implementation. NOAA would provide
 
no US inputs "until .,ll host country inputs were delivered",
 
guaranteeing that all delays were on "the critical path".
 

In the Rwanda National Fish Culture project, a poor B/C Project
 
Director impeded project implementation to such an extent that the
 
technical assistance r.ook over de facto project administration and
 
provided guidance and support to the counter,,arts at the field level.
 

6. Monitoring and evaluation
 

The problems in monitoring the Sahel AGRHYMET project noted 
earlier (where three external evaluations failed to identify key 
contractor short-comings) are illustrative of a number of weaknesses 
encountered in the monitoring of AID projects. The project had no 
effective problem identification capacity. There was no external 
evaluation prior to the design of a follow-on phase. AID provided 
minimal nanagement input and that from an over-burdened and/or 
inexperienced staff. This, combined with poor record-keeping, resulted 
in no AID institutional memory over the course of the project. In the 0 

Pakistan Tribal Areas project, serious implementation constraints were 
left unaddressed partly because no systematic evaluation had been 
carried since project start-up in 1982 until the 1986 interim 
evaluation. The evaluation report noted the need for flexible 
implementation on AID's part, coupled with systematic evaluation. In 
the Nepal RCUP, monitoring and evaluation systems focused only on the 
use of monitoring as an implementation tool'and not on evaluation as a 
tool to measure impacts. 

7. The role of AID: implementing projects or building capacitv
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The evaluation reports reviewed did not all agree on the
 

degree to which (expatriate) project implementors must themselves carry
 

to their role in strengthening B/C
out project activities in contrast 


capacity to carry out those activities.
 

Many of the comments and recnmmendations in the evaluation reports 

have control, of budget, of technicaldeal with questions of who shouln 

assistance, and of inputs (e.g., procurement). The evaluation report
 

for the 	 Haiti ADS I project argued that a project needs independent 

of its budget, as project goals may not coincide with hostcontrol 
country goals. In *qJe project, noted thatthe S AMOY"ii e'aluators 

contractor technic_!:ins were spread far too thin to effectively control 

a "myriad of management and technical duties" in the SomalLa 
faulted contractor logisticsGriu.hdtiW- project, the evaluators 

personnel for "simply getting the equinment and supplies" rather than 

"imu)rovi [emphasis in originall" "he B/C agency's logistics systems. 

Some reports note projects which had strong implementation because 

a strong inztitution was selected to carry out the prc rin. For 

example, the Siam 54.nk project evaluation report or'end tehat such(d 

institutions--with strong elements of management, poli'', inance, 

flexih 'L y, procedures, etc.--be sought out to im-p', :n:,''t 
that Oo, project designente:prLse projects. (The report further noted 

very ood, flawed only regarding technical assis-nce, which thewas 
able to figure out how to use!) AID's efforts in privatebank was.. 

•nterpris dvelopment in the Kenvi" Commerc-il Finance project on the 

other 	hand. sr fered froM AID understaffing. ii, other cases, reports 
support nor generally providedrecomne'd0 "h AID g:ve additional 

under its norm-al operating guidelines. For example, in the ?,undi 

Rural Po- project, the report recoimend'd that heavy equipmnt for 

road-building be financed under the contract. In the Botswanai Borehol.e 

AID and the B/G worked together on successfulproject, however, 
tailored very well to local resourcesimplementation through a project 

and capabilities. in that case, AID's flU:.ibilitv belped facilitate 

rapid procurement of -approprLate equipment during a drought emergency. 

C. Lessons Learned 

0 Inadequate understanding of and responsiveness to local
 

conoitions--including instinutions, infrastructure, and
 

physical, 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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0 

as cpposed to supporting the B/G and strengthening its
 

capacity to carry out such activities;
 

o 	 Effective coordination among the various project actors-­

including B/G agencies, AID and other donors, and technic-l
 

assistance contractors--enhances project implementation.
 

Effective coordination is enhanced where roles,
 

relationships,- and responsibilities are well-defined and
 

clear commitments made at the time of project design;
 

Good 	implementation is enhanced when key relationships armong
 
project activities are clearly defined'and well-understocd by
 

project participants. Project design should ensure that each
 

activity is clearly directed towards an objective and tha:
 

means are in place to ensure: that the project actors
 

responsible for that activity are committed to the objecti.ve;
 

o 	 Overall project progress towards objectives is enhanced when
 

those in leadership positions, e.g., technical assistance
 

team leaders, are able to devote most of their energies t:D
 

providing overall direction and guidance. In'complex
 

projects, this requires fuller administrative support than is
 

often provided; and
 

o 	 Counterpart staff are frequently not in place, not in pla:e,
 

not recruitable, inadequately trained or are lost for lac': of
 

adequate incentives. As a result, progress in implementa:ion
 

is inhibited and technical assistance cannot be effectively
 

delivered. ­

5-11 	 Devres 
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An;Al y t i; ,trII Fre t--i't of .it.)ii. ni I ity 
and its wtrhl.eo it ,tiitiul.il Factors 

in i e F.,F%h;.Lt1 .. rti[71 f the 
IoII -I: Iv, - St rIi ,ilSi iil: 

Ov.ural II ustiiS Ii I it. P,'t insm; f-I to +5 

Project itaiility DirectFly rjss.d E.tainablfty/Istitutical Factors Interrelated 

Ninber Name Country Yet No Context in which addrssa(, 
lnterrelat ad 
Yes "-o Characteriatiu of nterrelattcSihip 

6 08-015q Reneiable Energy 
Develorm2nt 

Mrocco X I'ro,ct vni; de,;i -,lto develop a rentesable 
.wr,.y rI;;.r h aini deveivia'nt i nst i tiIt IAl. 
Ih," i ",'A . 1 - 1!-{ , h : 1,,' l, '' pl.I l''. . ! p'-++ 

l. l.),tI , t t1- 1 . 1-t I "A 'I., , I I v 1,' , 

orIent)-.,~ithxit ad-Jluite Oiitnijc ,1il[ysis 

Cat) 

,-lcal lrstituicll has reachud a viable 
£Llte t .J phorohhrt; aLill Ined to be overcan 

I ; iI I r~I~ l lH . in i'd I.; , ,f : I t;ls 

h - 1.hHl ~ t t -l. - I . ' - I+,I ,,I, i I , phy'- [,"Ot 

rebcarch withI n'emru,'ii on sici@-uconlrtitc 

ait!. sis. 

53P-027 Caribbean 

Fpidaniological 
Surveillance and 
Training 

Mtlriple 

(Eastern 
Caribb-ean) 

x (t's i-s cretti i to provide' teCiil.iCal/ 

rnigerial help to riv-z-er (:,untry ministries of 
health to impioiv L. lihalth stats of the 
societies ai

, 
,,vrcine thir isolaticii 

A ecepti,i.1., s usidly ocrulz-d and natged 
regicnal or'a.zatiLE leas vcy successfully 
dischar;ed i ts ro pasihi Ii ies and received 
strnlg a,unle.r c ,tSi i-,'t. It has achieved 

xceptixi~,~). ability to ind strengthen 

I 
I--

53--C8Y6 Carlbf*-en 

Agriatltural 

Extension II 

Ad tiple 

(Fastem 

Cariblc-an) 

Pro,'it -oil:i itn seau F.istern C.arlNn 

c un 'i os Lto ;, _.dh'elointunt of ii,,ici'ial 

-.yttnuha systi:- .hcre lidrets ri.!-,in strained 
asi lia, r-Soirces are scar:,. 

X lkspite scrI ccot1rn0in,.a ness inn:"si 

sh"I p," , nma p er 

resorc,s pr-droos , nide in this second 
hl.e;e ees pro'cl.;e ,I evliitl gesi viability. 

Multiple AID hole in 

Indonesian Family 

Planning 

Indonesia X FR re,itws AltD efforts in Li-io pro icts ovur a 

decade to stregthen a1l sIIInrt the 
inst ithtol capicity niul aFurar iots of the FP 
pro ,rcu in a fa-.- r.i1le ..Iicy, clinite ehcr, 

local corauLunL vi; stro1g. 

X Indoint iaitl' la!sili," efforts have been 

carrie-I out iyan C.Jrt lt,,tlC With 
strng c iitiiqi urnt ard NSlicy support to meet 
th -P.o,bjectives. 'ibstantia socess 

attaini but more diffioiilt issues lie ahead as 
rntre isla. and urbin areas addressed where 
old strategaies not applicable. 

611-0201 Agridltural 
Developnent 
Research and 

Extension 

Zambia x Zambia was ini a now phase where rolicy i.-ns 
giving emphasi s to agricultural ut.veloirnt for 
the first tin- ad pro Sct sought to strengthen 
the institutions for Ext ension a i Research 
after long perrod of weakness. 

x De)spite li-"ited financial resources and sote 
human resource costraints good progress is 
reported within a supurtive policy fraework 
to develop and integrate R & E so that 
sustairtbillty is indicated (indirectly) to be 
a reasonbly strong probbility. 

CD 

CD 



Antalysis of the Treatr, nt ,' Su;s:i hiflity 
and i Ls Interrelat Icushi p with i t ii., rntit1 Factors 

In tIe Evahiat iI P-11rts of the 

tverallusi,.,ly itiut 'K ;, 3 

Project Stltairbility Diiectly ,idress-d st,tihrubil1ty,/InstitutiomrlI Factors Interrelated 

Interrelated 
Ninber Nahi Comt ry Yes No Context In shich adirtrs;ed Y"r, No Charact,:rization of InterreLitionship 

633-0072 Bot-Zam Road 
Paving 

liktsuana x Road paving suptrrt by Al1) '-is limited to 
provisih of ergiroering vshn, cntractIng
and ccnstncticxi suii*r'.,i ion while FC p.i-dfor 

x COB had dvoil gcxdl [ineant and technical 
crz-otince fti rc-i maintecnnce and gave strong
financial sulurt to erasu.ing Its 0 & N Cost 

pri ng conatntioln costs. ',-uld be covered due to its regicwal strategic 

608-0155 PopulatlornlFasfly 
Planning Support II 

Morocco x Pro. :ct reneed quietly Zo e.'ehp cal-icity 
to res!d,] to a pubhlic d,.ma: for FP ser.ices 

x Strovg, well-,. igced agency provided the 
coaF city to deliver effective FPservices with 

de'pito the Iaclk of def ii ive ant i-narali St AID o<:piort to ovcrcoa hiran resource 

01 
I h -{ / iail -injer IlL 

plicy on 1,irt of A-t1. 

lhl, I t, , ,, . ,,, .. I,-. . 

cortraints. Leadership ard Lrina.vent 
superior ar.1 fininciial resorces aduquate. 

:e,l~ t liL:.i tII,.,l .,Oe,'tV _,sIi V,v r lth 4, 

Pro uction ore it/inl't;..:osi.; prt-r.s czirried out by viable pro i ct desli arl sti ztegi, ccinbined rt 
tie A,- Cr,:dit t';inkon a pilot l..ois whIch w-t produce an excelticxully favorable result in 
w'ith .ntn- s o.Id syo n .i-i|ad re.al icahhe, term of cmitpit ex.ronrslcx, ERR azi.! credit 

repayment record. 

3R3-0157 Water Management I Sri Lanka x Pro ect sawtht to rehthIlitate arnd or-niie a x Leadership of the Pro ,ct Manger (IIC) w s a 
badly deteriorated i rrigation systirm develop 0 critical factor alonge with development of UUA's 
& M systoca incliding Water !sers/Farers thrC16h "Institutional OrOigazers". ERR was 
Associations an-d 
farm • incorws. 

raise praiction intensity and unrexectedlv 
weak elaeo:i 

higi but 0 & M systmn renained 
cue to farsurs urwlingness to 

collaborte on ch:xnel maintenance. FEpart 

cctlndcC 10's uvre witldrawi before IN4A's 
fully c-nsolidated. 

940-(M2 WIaenns World iultiple x Pro: sct seeks to foster wcsnn-iwned SSE tnreri x Leadrshp ard rnisragT-nit at central level has 
Barking credit and TA to tasrun entrepreneurs. S.m provided the critical ingredient to mobilize 

institutional problus of staffing, hitgeting resources and sthnulate local action despite 
and inadequate resources but project has good sem nagernent, staffing and budgeting 
leadership. constraints at local level. 
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and 
-Inalysis of thi Tri:.t nt of ILs t.i : ihi ty 

i ts Interrelait iAUsh i v'i th I osit ti l -'.actors 
in tiE, Fitin ju.n. .0 the 

lrr,'s;ivelv StuHi, .crle 

i.-.r,01Sustii:u.i lity Ut.ie1 +1 to iS 

Project Sekstaimability Directly 'idress-1 Sistahuohilfty/Institutional Factors Interrelated 

N'imber CarGuntry Yes No (Cr te:t in which aMrusstd _o 

Interrelated 

yo_ ((,Tracterizztion of InterreLitionship 

53P-(029 Caribtean Primary 
Curriclun 
Develonient 

Mutiple 
(Fastem 
Caribbean) 

x !SAID wurtd .i th the l'iver';ity of the hest 
lndiets (--71) o ichic,\i, mi ior curricirs 
refotun in t h1 pr-nr-,, -ch.s of the Fastern 
(a ri h-:. Strmti' sup[ort fron ;.nir.lr 

coIli1ri iss~ ,ra i;1h1io.d 

x LWIt tVied effectively -With the Hinistries of 
F h!cation in rainber crantr .s enjoing success 
as , resltd of gxcd rmnagaa-Fnt and effective 
tccluica i in'ixts plus closu inter-institutisial 

eurlkioneel-it ietnIS. 

683-02a9 uLral ilealth 
Improvnent 
Progran 

Niger x he Frcr: ns ,be:akn '.witiin tLe conItext 
of a tru, eifort to iiproe .o l-h.ing of 
rural peo]l en all friIts. > l proeiress 
achleved despite severe droL:!t an i econcric 
crrsis. Proyict lesign tns ovr-ptttii stic, 

x M'l1 had a posiilve proircer with as rmich self­
financing as eirorvstaeles permit. Training, 
vquipwmnt rotenanct and facilities 
ccistrct-icn gcrnJ bit supervisicxi of front line 
health wr.kers an-i funds trmnsfer systors are 
defici nt. Co.-,rage of rural polyilatioa rose. 
ER not ex-plicit aih-tit sctcr-nability but 
review,: believed prosprcts are very good based 
on Institutic-a] p-rfcr-rnce. 

Cases where sustainability directly 
addressed 6 

Cases whiere ststainability uas 
ma r,-,'r ly .11r :dr:, II 

Total poasitive ratings in sample 17 

Positive and negative cases 
where sustainability was 
directly addressea 20 

Positive and negative cases 
.here sAistaInabil-ty 'as 
not directly addressed 30 

Grand total cases in sample 50 
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