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DX SC!LAIMER 

This Process Evaluation was completed
 
through the assistance of the United
 
States Agency for International
 
Development (AID).
 

The views, expressions and opinions
 
contained in this report are the
 
authors, and are not intended as
 
statements of policy of either AID or
 
the authors parent institutions.
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E XE CUTrIVXE S tJ] I _t
 

The objective of the Rural Infrastructure Fund (RIF) 
Project is to develop adequate physical infrastructure -
particularly roads, bridges, seaports and airports -- to 
support and sustain economic growth in the rural areas' of 
the Philippines. This report is the product of a mid-term 
"Process-Evaluation" to identify existing administrative, 
organizational and socio-political constraints impeding.RIF 
implementation. 

A process evaluation differs from an audit in that the
 
project officer -- rather than the evaluator -- identifies 
the areas of interest and issues for examination which are
 
likely to be of most help in future project implementation.
 
To this end, USAID provided the evaluation team with nine
 
specific study questions of priority interest to mission
 
management, USAID's charge to the team wis to examine
 
project performance to date and identify adm-nistrative and
 
socio-political constraints impeding the efficient
 
implementation of project activities, then recommend
 
practical improvements to strengthen both DPWH's and DOTC's
 
-- as well as USAID's -- capability to meet the project's 
objectives.
 

Using USAID's nine key questions as a focal point, the
 
team -- composed of six individuals with different
 
specialties -- worked in a collaborative style, with
 
frequent interaction between the team members, USAID, GOP
 
implementing agency officials and contractors. Initially
 
the team conducted several group interviews, but thereafter
 
individual team members went their separate ways to review
 
and research pertinent documents, interview key individuals
 
and visit organizations and field sites. The team met
 
periodically to share, review and discuss findings and
 
coordinate forays for further information. Several field
 
sub-project sites were visited by one or more team members
 
on a judgment sampling basis, in addition to repeated visits
 
to key offices, and individuals. During the course of the
 
evaluation, periodic meetings were held with USAID and DPWH
 
personnel to apprise them of our progress, obtain their
 
reaction, and seek further guidance.
 

Findings. Conclusions & Recommendations
 

The RIF project got off to an exceedingly slow start -
due to a series of unexpected, and largely unforeseeable
 
events. One of the initial Conditions Precedent to funding
 
disbursement was not met until two years after the PROAG was
 
signed -- by which time 40% of the original anticipated life
 
of the project had elapsed. While protracted, this delay
 
was not attributable to management failures by either USAID
 
or the GOP, but largely by a lengthy host country
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negotiation with a U.S. contractor which 
failed to be
 
consummated.
 

Once the project "really" got underway, however,
 
implementation was (and has continued to be) reasonably

satisfactory -- despite some impediments which are 
invariably encountered in infrastructure projects. Some
 
insurgency problems in one area 
 held up construction
 
activities for 
several months, but these are currently in
 
abeyance.
 

Three major road sub-projects (including bridges) are
 
under construction, and a relatively minor fourth spur

recently received notice to proceed. Of the six seaports

slated for construction, one has been completed, and the
 
other five are nearing completion. The navigational aids
 
equipment has been delivered, installed and tested;

technical training has been provided and the equipment is
 
now 	operational. Designs have bee, completed on a number of
 
other relatively minor sub-projects -- roads & bridges, and
 
ports -- and have just been given Notices to Proceed (NTP),
 
or are awaiting NTPs subject to availability of funds.
 
However, almost all the available funds have been committed.
 

With the two year extension of the project to December 
1994, it is reasonable to expect that all the sub-projects
underway -- and those in the pipeline -- can be completed
without any further extension to the PACD.1
 

At this stage, it is too late to make any major changes 
to the way the project is being implemented -- even if it 
were considered desirable. However, several "process"
problems exist which require management attention and, if 
institutionalized, could improve implementation arid possibly

also benefit future projects. The most notable of these are
 

1. 	Improved GOP/USAID review of contractor
 
selection under Host Country Contracting.
 

2. 	Formal definition by the GOP of
 
responsibilities and concomitant
 
authorities to implement the project.
 

3. 	Improved procedures by the COP for
 
accelerating the documentation review
 
process for contractor reimbursement.
 

INote: This comment does not encompass the General
 
Santos and Mt. Pinatubo sub-projects, which was beyond the
 
evaluation team's purview.
 



4. 	Prompter resolution of Right-of-Way issues
 
by the GOP to permit contractor access to
 
the job site.
 

5. 	Resolution of issues (and compliance with
 
the terms of the PROAG) by the GOP regarding
 
clearance of equipment through Customs.
 

6. 	Resolution of issues by the GOP regarding
 
reimbursement for taxes.
 

7. 	Establishment of a formal procedure by USAID
 
and the GOP to accelerate the resolution of
 
issues -- particularly those that involve GOP
 
agencies other than the implementing agency
 
(DPWH).
 

Twenty-two specific recommendations (too numerous to 
itemize here) have been made by the evaluation team which 
address these -- and other -- issues, and are detailed in 
the body of the report. 

Lessons Lear!ed
 

Four major lessons were derived from the RIF experience
 
which are applicable to future projects:
 

1. 	Host Country Contracts require almost as much
 
attention from USAID technical project
 
officers as direct USAID Contracts, with less
 
control over the outcome.
 

2. 	Greater attention should be paid to
 
developing detailed cost estimates and
 
factoring in cost escalation in future
 
projects. [RIF costs were greatly
 
underestimated.]
 

3. 	Additional time should be factored in for
 
"unforeseeable problems" -- particularly
 
during the start-up stage of the project.
 

4. 	Commitment rates are a more appropriate
 
indicator of progress in infrastructure
 
projects than actual expenditures.
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RECO ?ENDAT IOcNS & 

1. 	Management I The DPWH formally designate in
 
writing -- an Engineer for the project. We recommend
 
Louis Berger International Inc. as the most
 
appropriate organizational entity, and one individual
 
of LBII/TCGI senior staff who will have the 
duties,

respopsibilities and authorities as 
set forth in the
 
FIDIC' "Conditions of Contract (International) for
 
Works of Civil Engineering Construction". [If DPWH is
 
the Engineer -- we recommend that responsibility be 
placed on an individual at a level not higher than the 
Project Manager of the PMO.] (DPWH) 

2. 	Management II/Organization Request DPWH to exempt

the RIF Project from Department order 55 with regard
 
to supervision by the Regional Director of technical
 
performance, as well as monitoring and approval of
 
expenditures. (USAID & DPWH)
 

3. 	Contracting Methodology I Continue with the 
Host
 
Country contracting mode for RIFP implementation.
 
(USAID)
 

4. 	 Contracting Methodology II Request the GOP utilize
 
current market prices rather than government
controlled prices, and adjust the formulae 
 for
 
computing Agency Estimates. (USAID & DPWH)
 

5. 	 Contracting Methodology III Intensify DPWH/PBAC

prequalification screening; and conduct joint DPWH/

LBII & USAID physical inspection of contractors
 
facilities and equipment prior to final award. (DPWH &
 
USAID)
 

6. 	 Contracting Methodology IV 
Bundle small discrete sub
project activities -- such as sections of highways,
roads, bridges and ports -- as components of a single

invitation-for-bid (IFB) package, for award to a
 
single major contractor, and permit him to sub
contract the components as appropriate. (DPWH)
 

7. 	Right-of-Way I Expedite right-of-way clearance for
 
road and port construction. (DPWH)
 

IFIDIC --Federation Internationale des Ingenieurs-Conseils
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8. 	Right-of-Way II Issue a Project Implementation Letter
 
advising the DPWH that prior to release of
 
construction funds under new sub-projects, a
 
certification must be provided that the parcellary
 
survey has been completed and funds earmarked to cover
 
the estimated Right-of-Way acquisition costs, together

with a time-table and financial schedule for payment,
 
and access. (USAID & DPWH)
 

9. 	Right-of-Way III Develop a Condition Precedent. to
 
Disbursement of Construction Funds that will assure
 
right-of-way acquisition and guarantee free access by

construction contractors, for future Construction
 
Project Agreements, similar to the PIL recommended for
 
ROW II (Recommendation 8) above. (USAID)
 

10. 	Project Monitoring Develop a new Life-of-Project
 
expenditure plan against which to monitor progress for
 
the remainder of the project. (USAID)
 

11. 	Project Duration Retain the PACD at the current date
 
of 31 December 1994. (USAID)
 

12. 	Project Financing Replenish the funds reprogrammed

for the General Santos and Pinatubo activities in
 
order to provide adequate funds for the original
 
target sub-projects.
 

13. 	Contractor Payments I Formally request DPWH to
 
reduce the level of detail currently required to
 
substantiate contractors billings for cost
 
reimbursement. (USAID & DPWH)
 

14. 	Contractor Payments II The requirements, procedure,
 
and schedule for payments to contractors should be
 
reviewed, modified and clearly delineated; then
 
adhered to by all parties. (DPWH & USAID)
 

15. 	Contractor Payments III Provide a copy of each
 
contractor's payment form (USAID Form 1034) to the
 
LBII consultant engineer for the PMO records. (USAID)
 

16. 	Contractor Payments IV [Alternate] If the RIFP is
 
not exempted from Regional Director supervision for
 
monitoring RIFP expenditures, at a minimum, the
 
document routing should be modified so that the
 
Regional Office reviews and approves billings before
 
forwarding them to LBII and DPW! in Manila, and
 
reasonable time limits for processing vouchers at each
 
stage. (DPWH)
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17. 	Conflict Resolution Establish a Joint Standard
 
Operating Procedure (JSOP) for expeditious processing
 
and resolution of issues between contractors under
 
host country contracts, and the GOP/Engineer.
 
Formalize the JSOP in a Joint Project Implementation
 
Letter (JPIL). (USAID & DPWH)
 

Current Isaues: Duty free importation of equipment;
 
authorization/requirements/exemption and/or
 
imposition of duties and taxes (VAT) on imported

equipment; delays in release of equipment from
 
customs; procedures for reimbursement to
 
contractors of VAT and customs duties already
 
paid, as well as brokerage and demurrage fees;
 
slow review and approval of contractors requests
 
for time extensions.
 

18. 	RIFP Amendments Administratively segregate
 
responsibility for oversight, management, monitoring
 
(and particularly rectify the current co-mingling of 
funding/accounting) of the DOTC, Mindanao (General
Santos) Development and Pinatubo components -- from 
core DPWII/PMO RIFP. (USAID) 

19. 	C ns"t ntxt nnitoring of Co struction Sub--project

Contractors Initiate administrative action to obtain
 
an A&E contractor for the remaining life of the RIF
 
project, to become effective when the current contract
 
with LBII/TCGI expires at the end of 1992. (USAID &
 
DPWH)
 

20. 	Air Navigation Aids Ensure that adequate provision is
 
made in Phase II for continued effective operation of
 
equipment already provided -- through timely testing,
 
technical training, and provision of spare parts.
 
(USAID)
 

21. 	RF__CPmqw ti Develop a new Inplementation
 
Plan based on the current activities already committed
 
and underway in terms of both available and required

funding levels and the Project Assistance Completion
 
Date, to ensure that they are adequate in light of the
 
changes to date, and anticipated.
 

22. 	USAJ _ Lam_ ratywKQS9ROLPStiIg USAID
 
familiarity with GOP laws, rules, regulations and
 
procedures should be reassessed, and upgraded (or
 
supplemented with Philippine legal assistance) as
 
necessary to minimize potential disputes.
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Conducting this process evaluation for the Rural
 
Infrastructure Fund (RIF) project has been a stimulating
 
professional experience for all of us. As is usual on such
 
evaluations, the time constraints to review the available
 
documentation, visit project (and sub-project) sitbs to
 
contact and interact with appropriate personnel, and then
 
prepare a draft. report prior to departure were extremely
 
tight. Nevertheless, our work was facilitated because of
 
the cooperation and openness of all concerned.
 

Although the evaluation process is intended to be
 
helpful by providing an unbiased assessment, the search for
 
weaknesses in existing operations by outsiders invariably
 
creates some anxiety on the part of the evaluee, setting the
 
stage for defensiveness and potential recrimination, based
 
on individual perspectives and roles. Despite this
 
predilection, we felt that we were well received, with frank
 
discussions and interactions with the DPWH PMO, Regional and
 
provincial personnel; the A&E supervising contractors
 
LBII/TCGI; principals of construction contractors; DOTC
 
officials, and AID personnel -- all of whom assisteU 119 
immeasurably in accomplishing our task. The following
 
individuals were especially helpful in our quest for
 
information and interpretations of past and current events:
 
Dante Soriquez, Pat Tabale, Ernesto Silvela, Dave Wallace,
 
Mike Stern, Henry Osea, Juanito de la Torre, Fred Ocampo,
 
Frank Garcia, Eduardo Rodriguez, Gregg Casten, Frank Malone,
 
Bob Lager, Augusto Santos, Chris Balucating, Sal Umiten,
 
Oscar Vermiliio, Stan Heishman, Jim Stanford, Bei Zonaga,
 
Leroy Purifoy and Dennis Zvinakis. Thanks also to the
 
Pragma Corporation and Angie Obmasca who provided an
 
administrative support secretariat, as well as computer
 
equipment for individual team members "homework".
 

Finally, on a personal note, I commend the Mission in 
providing a Team Leader positiQ_ for this study. In similar 
short term studies -- project designs and evaluations -
administrative/logistical support to team members is
 
relegated a secondary role of the sector specialist. While
 
I also contributed to the technical aspects of the study,
 
this is my first experience where the team leader was freed
 
up to concentrate on providing administrative and logistical
 
support to the other team members, and integrate their
 
efforts into a coherent final product.
 

We appreciate the time that all concerned were able to
 
set aside to help us given their heavy workload during this
 
busy stage of project implementation. It was a pleasure
 
working with you here in the Philippines, and we look
 
forward to further opportunities to renew acquaintances
 
again in the future.
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P'ROJECT I DENT I 	 FICAT ION DATA 

SHIEET 

1. 	 Country: The Philippines
 

2. 	 Project Title: Rural Infrastructure Fund Project
 
[RIFP]
 

3. 	 Project Number: 492-0420
 

4. 	 Project Dates:
 
a. 	First Project Agreement: 28 September 1987
 
b. 	Final Obligation Date: 30 September 1995
 
c. 	Most recent Project
 

Assistance Completion
 
Date (PACD): 31 December 1994
 

5. 	 Life-of-Project Funding: [US$000's]
 
a. 	AID Bilateral Funding (Grant) US$170,000
 
b. 	Host Country Counterpart Funds US$ 14,500 

TOTAL: US$184,500 

6. 	 Mode of Implementation: Host Country Contracting
 
Major Contractors are:
 
Louis Berger International, Inc., in joint venture
 
with TCGI Engineering -- A&E Consulting Engineer
 

Torno America in joint venture with Foundation
 
Specialists -- Roads & Bridges contractor for
 

Quirino & Kalibo Highways
 

FEMCO in joint venture with LVM
 
-- Roads & Bridges contractor for
 

Estancia-Ajuy Highway
 

7. 	 Project Designers: The Government of the Philippines
 
USAID/Philippines
 

8. 	Responsible Mission Officials:
 
a. 	Mission Directors:
 

Frederick W. Schieck Sept 1987 - June 1988
 
Malcolm I. Butler July 1988 - Present
 

b. 	Project Officers:
 

Michael Deletre Sept 1987 - Feb 1991
 
Leroy Purifoy Sept 1987 - Oct 1988
 
Michael I. Kingery (PSC)Oct 1988 - Sept 1990
 
Leroy Purifoy Oct 1990 - Present
 

9. 	 Previous Evaluations: None
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& STUIDY, METHO~DS
 

The team for this evaluation comprised six individuals
 
-- four Americans and two Filipinos -- with diffdrent
specialities and backgrounds working together for the first
time, for approximately five weeks in the Philippines as
 
outlined in the calendar (Appendix 2).
 

Dr. Kenneth F. Smith 
 - Team Leader & Project
 
Management Specialist
 

Mr. James A. Anderson - Contracts Specialist
 

Mr. Robert F. Fedel 
 - Civil Engineer
 

Dr. Thomas E. Morgan - Management Specialist
 

Mr. Joselito P. Supangco - Transport Planner &
 
Economist
 

Atty. James S. Villafranca - Legal Consultant
 

The purpose of the study was 
 to evaluate the
effectiveness of the implementation scheme the
of Rural

Infrastructure Fund (RIF) project 
 and identify

administrative and socio-political conFtraints impeding the
 
efficient implementation of project activities.
 

An evaluation differs from an aut 
 in that the project

officer --
 rather than the evaluator -- identifies the areas
 
of potential concern, and the issues for examination which
 
are likely to 
 be of most help in future project

implementation. 
To this end, USAID provided the team with a

list of nine specific study questions in order of importance

to USAID madagement (outlined in the next section) to guide

the team. In addition, USAID advised 
us to concentrate on

the DPWH aspects of the project, rather than the DOTC, and
 
not to concern ourselves with the General Santos or Pinatubo

amendment activities. Primary responsibility for pursuing
the study questions was allocated to different team members -- jointly and severally -- based on their particular

specialities and interests, as outlined in Appendix 9. 
 In
addition, of course, team members explored other issues and
 
aspects of the project implementation process as they arose,
 
as appropriate from individual perspectives.
 

The study was conducted in a collaborative style with

frequent interaction between the evaluation team members,

USAID, the implementing agencies (DPWI1 & DOTC) and the DPWH
 
RIF-PMO representative A&E consultant 
(LBII/TCGI), as well
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as the contracting organizations performing the construction
 
work. Initially, the team conducted several group
 
interviews with the principals involved in the project.
 
Thereafter, for the most part, individual team memLers went
 
their separate ways to review and research pertinent
 
documents, interview key individuals and visit organizations
 
and field sites, meeting periodically to share, review 'and
 
discuss findings, and coordinate further forays for
 
information. Several field sub-project sites were visited
 
by one or more team members, on a judgment sampling basis in
 
addition to repeated visits to key offices, files and
 
follow-up with individuals in USAID, DPWH, DOTC and LBII.
 

During the course of the evaluation, three periodic 
progress review meetings were held -- separately -- with 
USAID and DPWH/LBII personnel: 

1. First, an informal discussion of the team's
 
preliminary findings to solicit reactions, correct
 
errors, identify gaps in information, and obtain
 
addition directions for research;
 

2. Next, a semi-formal presentation of the team's
 
preliminary recommendations and rationale therefor;
 

3. Finally, a more foimal presentation of the team's
 
findings, conclusions and recommendation to key USAID
 
Mission and GOP Deoartment officials, and distribution
 
of the written draft report for review and comments.
 

This report addresses several additional issues raised
 
during the final presentation, corrects some earlier errors
 
in the draft, adds some pertinent supporting materials, and
 
incorporates comments received from the DPWH, LBII and
 
USAID. The final report has also been substantially 
reformatted from the draft version for easier comprehension 
and subsequent reference. As with any jointly prepared 
document, if left to his own devices, each team member would 
undoubtedly have produced a document differing in focus, 
layout, stress or nuance in phrasing, choice of words; and 
in some instances perhaps even some findings and 
recommendations which varied from those which survived the 
joint editing process. Fashioned in this collaborative 
manner, the report represents the consensus of the team. 
While individual members were free to indicate dissenting 
opinions (if indeed they held any), none in fact chose to do 
so. Needless to say, I could not have prepared the report 
without the active participation of all team members in a 
joint effort; and hopefully the end product is better for 
having endured the team's collaborative scrutiny. 
Nevertheless as the team leader -- it was ultimately my 
responsibility to produce and edit the final product. Thus 
the responsibility for errors of omission and commission 
lies with me.
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P~ROJcECT PUTRPOcSE 1 &
 

STULDY QUJESTION~S
 

The Goal of the Rural Infrastructure Fund Project is to
 
develop adequate physical infrastructure to support and
 
sustain economic growth. Achievement of this goal impfles:

(a) improved opportunities for the development of rural
 
enterprises, investment &lid employment; 
 (b) improved

agricultural productivity; and (c) increased rural income.
 

The Purpose of the project is to provide assistance to
 
improve and expand rural infrastructure in the
 
transportation, 
rural electrification or telecommunication
 
subsectors in order 
to enhance the flow of commerce,
 
encourage investment and production, and provide further
 
economic expansion and growth of rural areas. The Project

will focus on one or more of the transportation, rural
 
electrification or telecommunications subsectors, with the
 
following specific purposes in each subsector:
 

Transport: To facilitate the movement of goods and
 
services between farming, processing, and manufacturing
 
areas; enhance communications; and improve labor
 
mobility and employment opportunities
 

Rural Electrification: To strengthen the institutional
 
and 	selected physical aspects of rural electric power
 
systems in the Philippines.
 

Rural Telecommunications: To identify possible system

interventions and policy changes 
which would enable
 
outlying areas to communicate with and participate more
 
fully in local and national markets.
 

The 	specific study questions -- grouped and enumerated 
for the evaluation team in order of importance to USAID 
management -- were as follows: 

1, Do the GOP guidelines relating to Host Country 
contracts with consultants promote timely and
 
effective services for the implementation of sub
projects under RIF, especially with regard to contract
 
negotiations w;ith foreign consultants?
 

2. 	Are the procurement procedures covering construction
 
contracts as contained in the implementing rules and
 
regulations of Presidential Decree 1594 unduly

cumbersome? Do they promote free and open competition

in the bidding process? Does the use of Approved

Agency Estimates (AAE) and Allowable Government
 

IRIF 	Project Paper, September 1987, page 9.
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Estimates (AGE) promote free and open competition at
 
"reasonaole" cost to the government?
 

3. 	Are the organizational structures of Host Country
 
implementation agencies suited to the effective
 
management of the RIF project? Do the agencies have
 
the capability to effectively implement thdir
 
respective sub-projects? Has an effective working

relationship been established among DPWH, USAID, the
 
consultants and contractors under the project? 1
 

4. 	 Is the use of AID Direct contracting procedures an
 
appropriate and effective alternative to Host Country

contracting procedures for sub-projects? Will this
 
expedite project implementation?
 

5. 	Are there any "peace and order" concerns and/or other
 
socio-political constraints which hinder field
 
activities associated with sub-projects? How do these
 
impact on project implementation and how can they be
 
resolved?
 

6. 	Do actual accomplishments to date compare favorably

with projected accomplishments? Is the actual
 
expenditure rate close to the rate projected in the
 
PP? If not, what are the areas for improvement?
 

7. 	 Is the project operating as planned in the Project
 
Paper and Project Agreement? Are the sub-project
 
selection and approval procedures outlined in the
 
Project Agreement being followed and do they ensure
 
the involvement of local governments? If there are
 
significant deviations from the mechanisms described
 
in the PP and PROAG, have they been clearly justified
 
and documented?
 

8. 	What is the overall methodology which DPWH uses for
 
matching donor funds with proposed sub-projects? Does
 
this methodology assure that the more viable sub
projects are being prioritized for implementation? Do
 
accomplishments under RIF compare favorably with the
 
accomplishments of other donor agencies working with
 
the same implementing agencies?
 

9. 	 Does USAID staff maintain effective working

relationships with the implementing agencies with
 
regard to the resolution of problems encountered
 
during the implementation of sub-project activities?
 
Is USAID able to respond in a timely manner to GOP
 
requests under the project?
 

These questions -- and other issues -- were addressed 
in the course of the study and are discussed on the 
following pages. 
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ECONOMI C. EPOLIT'IICAL 

& SOCIAL CONTEXT 

Economic Context
 

Over the past fifteen years, the Philippines has
 
experienced an extended period of economic depression and
 
parallel deterioration of essential socio-econpmic

infrastructure. This condition is particularly severe in
 
the outer islands and rural areas which traditionally

receive a smaller share of GOP investments. At the time the
 
RIF project was being formulated -- in 1986 and 1987 -- the
 
Philippines was slowly emerging from its worst economic
 
crisis since independence. The GOP reacted to this crisis
 
by reducing public expenditures by 50 percent. In an effort
 
to stabilize the economy, investments in infrastructure were
 
cut from 7.7 percent of GNP to about 3.6 percent of a
 
reduced GNP, and the bulk of available funds were directed
 
to urban areas, while the deterioration of existing rural
 
infrastructure continued apace.
 

With more than 35 million Filipinos -- about 70 percent

of the labor force -- living in rural areas, sustained
 
economic recovery and employment generation can only be
 
wrought by increases in rural productivity. However, rural
 
economic growth is dependent upon establishment and
 
continuing serviceability of adequate infrastructure. Basic
 
transport services are needed to leverage 
 existing

investments and 
attract new ones to the countryside, as
 
goods and services can only be obtained, distributed and
 
marketed in a timely manner in adequate quantities given

well maintained roads, seaports and aviation linkages.

Although primary, secondary and tertiary roads, and water
 
and air transport facilities exist in many parts of the
 
Philippines, most are sorely in need of rehabilitation,
 
upgrading and maintenance. Navigation aids are also
 
required to bring the major air and seaports up to
 
international operational and safety standards, while better
 
pier and cargo staging areas are essential to reduce
 
transport cycle costs.
 

PIo-i aI Conte"-t 

The final years of the Marcos regime coupled with the
 
following five years of the Aquino administration have been
 
a 
period of confusion for domestic politicians, civil
 
servants and ordinary citizens of the Philippines, as well
 
as foreign governments and international financial
 
institutions. The Philippine Government faces massive
 
poverty and unemployment throughout the country, but, in
 
part because of requirements for economic restructuring and
 
budgetary restraint demanded by institutions such as the
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IMF, government development programs have progressed more
 
slowly than had been anticipated.
 

The popular enthusiasm that greeted the arrival of the
 
Aquino administration, the promulgation of a new
 
constitution and sincere efforts at policy reform to
 
stimulate the agricultural sector has waned somewhat. 'The
 
coalition of administration supporters has dissipated and
 
factionalism has reemerged as various leaders jostle for
 
support for the forthcoming elections in 1992. Uncertainty
 
over the future compositicn of the government and its
 
commitment to furthering the policy objectives of the Aquino
 
administration will remain a concern of bilateral and
 
multilateral assistance agencies. Conceived in a similarly

uncertain and transitional environment, the Rural
 
Infrastructure Fund project was intended to be one of
 
several initiatives that would have an immediate impact on
 
stimulating the economies of rural areas.
 

Social Context
 

of all the countries in the developing world, the
 
Philippines -- with fifty years as a U.S. colony -- is
 
probably the most closely attuned to American ways. An
 
independent Republic since 1946, Filipinos have many

personal and cultural ties with the U.S. However, several
 
economic and political irritants carried over from the early

20th Century have produced a relationship of mixed emotions
 
with the U.S. as well as contributing to continuing internal
 
political dissension.
 

The Philippines is a "melting pot" of Asian, European 
and American cultures, and has a rich heritage of 
interaction and social development --- from the gentle, 
placid Malay, to the aggressive and enterprising Arab and 
Chinese traders; while in many areas aboriginal tribes 
still persist in the old ways. Although never able to 
subjugate the warlike Muslim tribes in Mindanao, Spain 
unified the Philippines in the late 1500's and for over 
three hundred years imposed its people, religion and culture 
upon the Indios. Liberated from the Spanish yoke in 1898, 
the Filipino immediately fell under American political,
economic and cultural dominance and began another dependency
relationship until the Japanese invasion in 1942. Despite 
the experience of the "American Era", vast differences
 
remain between Filipino and American perceptions stemming

from their history, culture and traditions.
 

The Philippines is a highly_pE &-asociety. Extended 

familial ties, compadre loyalties and palasakan alliances 
dominate almost all relationships, rather than objective 
institutional norms. Although very bureaucratic and 
legalistic forms exist (a pattern inherited from the US), 
expediency -- rather than correctness -- prevails, and is 
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more often used to deal with routine day-to-day issues and
 
to resolve legal conflicts, particularly with "outsiders".
 

The American espousal of faith and reliance in
 
government as something intrinsically good, equitable and
 
desirable is not generally shared by the Filipino. Attempts
 
to implement government programs are approached With
 
suspicion and cynicism until the target beneficiaries can be
 
convinced that there is something in it for them -- either 
overtly or covertly. To counterbalance this mistrust,, the
 
Filipino looks for support through extended family ties.
 
Nepotism -- though formally forbidden -- is widely practiced
 
at many levels; objected to only by those out of power.
 

To counter widespread perceptions of graft and
 
corruption in public service, elaborate internal control 
systems have been promulgated, and innumerable documentation 
requirements -- receipts, certifications, checking, 
signatures and coun:er-signatures are required at every 
stage for even the smallest transaction. Even relatively 
high level committees -- such as the PBAC -- almost 
inevitably refer their deliberations to a higher authority 
to ensure that the consensus is firm enough to withstand 
external scrutiny.
 

The need for harmony, courtesy, respect and politeness,
 
and fear of embarrassment are high on the Filipino's list of
 
social amenities, and they are frequently offended by the 
typical direct, blunt American approach. To the Filipino, 
context is usually more important than content. 
Consequently, there is a tendency to use the indirect 
approach -- where they don't say what they mean, and don't 
mean what they say. Thus, in negotiating between USAID and 
the GOP, it is possible that both parties may develop 
misperceptions about the other's intent. 

Cpcmtujn 

The sections above which discuss the economic and 
political context of the Rural Infrastructure Fund project 
paint a rather gloomy picture of conditions facing the 
Philippines, and highlight the arduousness of the 
developmental. path ahead. The path will indeed be 
difficult. ]lowever, it should be noted that the bulk of the 
rural population has not been held back from achieving
substantial economic gains because of its own lethargy or 
ignorance. Hather, development in the past ha; been 
inhibited by i niept governmental policies and venal practices 
which have cons;pired to -;tif le initiative and distort 
natural market force.-, -- necessary, if' not suffictent, 
conditions for" greater productivity and more equitable 
distribution of economic benefits. flevertheles.s, given the 
opportunity and the seed capital, the Filipino appears to be 
ready and able to take advantage of new opportunities. 
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ON EVALUATION
 

We have to live in the world as it is
 
and use all the resources and "goodies",
 
adulterated as they may be. ...
 

Different views of the elephant, even 
through different sets of ill-fitted 
glasses, are helpful. 

Hopefully the views are not of different
 
elephants.
 

Irving Spergel
 
Evaluative Research:
 
Strategies and Methods
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Introduction
 

The Rural Infrastructure Fund (RIF) project was 
conceived by USAID/Philippines as an "umbrella" gtant 
funding mechanism to assist the Government of the 
Philippines (GOP) improve and expand rural infrastructure, 
in order to support and sustain economic growth. Several 
sub-sectors were initially targeted -- roads and bridges, 
ports, airport navigatiop aids, rural electrification and 
rural telecommunications.* 

A Project Agreement (fROAG) with an initial US
 
contribution of $51.2 million was signed in September 1987
 
for a five year duration. Subsequent amendments to the
 
project have increased the total amount of US funding to
 
$170 million and extended the life of the project from five
 
to seven years. The Project Assistance Completion Date
 
(PACD) is now 31 December 1994.
 

Two separate GOP agencies are directly involved in the 
RIF -- The Department of Public Works & Highways (DPWH) is 
implementing the roads, bridges and port improvements; while 
the Department of Transportation & Communications (DOTC) is 
responsible for upgrading the air navigation aids component. 

A fundamental AID principle is that the countries it
 
assists should undertake the implementation of their own
 
development programs when capable, and a "Host Country" 
contracting mode is usually deemed morf appropriate for the 
procurement of construction services. Prior to the RIF, 
USAID had had considerable experience implementing rural 
infrastructure projects in the Philippines over a long 
period of time under a wide variety of arrangements. The 
DPWH had been the lead agency for many of these projects and 
had developed a relatively sophisticated capability for 
procuring goods and services. In the face of a rapidly 
mounting Mission workload to support the GOP pursuant to the 
EDSA "Peoples Revolution", coupled with AID's world-wide 
direct hire staff reduction policy, a host-country 
contracting (11CC) mode was regarded as both feasible and 
opportune to minimize the administrative burden of project 
management on the Mission. 

_See Alpendix 8 for the Project's Logical Framework. Rural 
electrification was subsequently dropped from the RIF, and( prov ided 
under a separate Rural [lectrification Project, (REP) 492-0429. 

2A $4.5 iillion Phililppine government counterpart contribution was 
also agreed to.
 

3AID Handbook 1, Supplement B, 30 December 1990.
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Problems in Initial Implementation
 

The RIF project initially stalled, then got off to an
 
slow start due to a series of unexpected -- mostly
 
unforeseeable --setbacks.
 

One of khe initial Conditions Precedent (CP) to funding 
disbursement was not met until September 1989 -- two years 
after the PROAG signing, by which time 40% of the original 
anticipated life of project had elapsed. In the first 
place, the host country contracting process in selecting a 
contractor was unduly lengthy. Untimeliness was compounded 
by a failure to reach agreement on terms with the prime 
contractor -- Brown & Root International -- during 
negotiations. ']'his failure necessitated an additional round 
of negotiations with next proposer -- Louis Berger 
International, Incorporated (in joint venture with TCGI) -
as well as protracted delay while protests were resolved. 

In an effort to partially offset this impediment, USAID
 
resorted to direct contracting in order to undertake some
 
feasibility studies and detailed engineering for a series of
 
pre-identified potential sub-projects, and a short-term
 
Indefinite Quantity Contract (IQC) was issued to Parsons
 
Brinckerhoff, Inc., resulting in additional unforeseen cost
 
to the project. Furthermore, while, generally, the IQC
 
contractor performed an excellent stop-gap service, and
 
produced numerous studies and designs under short deadlines,
 
some existing on-the-shelf studies (previously conducted)
 
were dusted off, and some of the detailed investigatory
 
field-work was deferred. Consequently, once the long term
 
A&E contractor (Louis Berger) was in place, several of these
 
earlier studies had to be modified and or reworked. Some
 
repercussions from this early attempt Ly USAID to offset the
 
impact of the delay in contract award under the Host Country
 
Contracting process are still being felt, as the need for 
some changes have continued to be experienced during
 
construction due to inadequate or erroneous design.
 

As a result of U.S. legislation and interpretations 
subsequent to the design of the project, some additional 
environmental analys.is work was required as late as 1990 -
i.e. two years after th3 project should have been underway.

5
 

4 lequI'irinq the PI)WIi to furnish an executed contract between the 
DPWIH and an Ar'hitec t [n(linerring (A&[) constilting firm to provide
engineer in(desi(In and consLruction sil)ervision services. 

5An enviro nmental iWva(2t sLatement was p)repa re (I rin( t.he project
desijn, l)11 a fill fled(led envirnmenta 1 as.essm:ent, wa's initially
determniie(d to Iv unnecessary. In 1987, Mission c:learance was thus (qiven 
to r)roceed. In 1989, AI)/WaslhingLon 's Sc ience & fec.I noloqy S&1) fitreau 
reversed tlie Missior's ()osition re(qardin(j LHie environinenta l analysis,
based on their ititerpretation of the.curre"Lt le( isat.ion's intent. 

http:analys.is
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AID/Washington then further contributed to the project's
 
untimely initiation by tardy provision of the requisite
 
technical expertise.
 

The contemporary Philippine socio-political environment
 
-- both anti-government insurgency activity as well as 
interference by politicians and local officials -- has also 
contributed to the delay at some sub-project sites. On the
 
Quirino Highway in the Bicol, for instance, a time extension
 
of almost seven months was granted to the contractor because
 
of inability to work due to insurgency problems. In another
 
sub-project, the contractor has had vehi:les and equipment
 
appropriated by loc.l officials, while yet another
 
contractor has even delayed mobilizing asphalting equipment

while awaiting the outcome of a local congressman's request
 
to upgrade the road surface to concrete.
 

Implementation was further delayed when several of the
 
local contractors selected by DPWH to undertake construction
 
work -- as well as the local joint venture partner of the 
major US contractor (Torno America) and some of Torno's
 
local sub-c ntractors -- failed to live up to their
 
obligations. In particular, equipment shortages and
 
equipment deficiencies on site have been significant,
 
impacting on the timely prosecution of the work.
 

Inordinately slow importation of vehicles and other
 
project construction equipment is a prime reason for lack of
 
equipment on site. This deficiency is largely attributable
 
to intransigence of GOP customs officials to release the 
equipment without payment of customs duties and taxes. The 
Bureau of Customs stance is on behalf of the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue (BIR), and has been reinforced by a general 
position of indeterminancy on the parts of the Department of 
Finance and the National Economic & Development Authority to 
adhere to, and reinforce the terms of the USAID/GOP Project 
Agreement, which specifically states that "This Agreement 
and the Grant will be free from any taxation or fees imposed 
udr _laws ..... n. ct in the territory of the Grantee" 
[emphasis our.-]. Despite case-by-case interventions and 
follow-up efforts by USAID and DPWII, this problem continues 
as an impediment to timely project implementation.
 

61he US contractor (Torno America) is ostensibly in a joint 
venture with a P1hilipl) ine )artner (lFoun(lation Specialists) to undertake 
two of the major highway & )ri(lg, sul)-projects comprisin( over $31
million Ii(huet -t 18% of the 1)roject fund ing, and 2BY of the 
construct ion'l)u(l(le ,. However, wh l1e i orno America (:ontinues to maintain
this ima9e Hin(rer the let.terhead of IAFSJV an(1 has continue(d to accept
reSponsi ii i ty for comIleting the work obli(ated un(Ier the contract in 
fact, Foundation Specialists is nowhere in evidence. Consequently,
Torno has had to shoulder the total burden.
 

7Section 1.4 paragraph (a)J.xati on.
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Compounding the contractors difficulties, in numerous
 
instances access to the job site has been limited by a
 
failure on the part of the GOP -- in particular the DPWH -
to resolve road right-of-way problems.u In theory, there
 
should be few if any problems, as the gcvernment already
 
owns the 20 meter right of way for national highways which
 
constitutes the bulk of the road work. However, in dealing

with occupants of both publicly and privately owned land, a
 
generally permissive attitude pervades the official GOP
 
stance, and funds have been provided to pay occupants
 
(including encroachers) to leave. In the early stages of
 
construction, access is usually a relatively minor issue,
 
because by exerting some extra effort (and at some
 
additional cost) the contractor can "work around the
 
obstacles". Despite assurances by DPWH that funds are
 
available to recompense owners and occupants, and assertions
 
by District Engineers that there are "no real problems, and
 
everything is being done that is possible", the fact remains
 
that right-of-way-problems still persist four years into the
 
project. As more sections of sub-projects are completed,
 
however, jumping segments will become increasingly more
 
difficult, time consuming and costly, thereby incurring
 
justification for contractors requests for additional time
 
extension, as well as the associated costs incurred.
 

By comparison, the navigational aids aspect of the RIF 
was relatively trouble-free. Equipment was purchased and 
technical support services provided in a timely manner under 
a sole-source procurement through a direct AID contract. 
Some equipment components were found to be inoperable after 
installation but were replaced from the spare parts 
inventory. More than six months delay was encountered later 
as a result of the GOP's inability to provide an aircraft 
(originally anticipated) to flight-check the equipment, but 
this need was eventually met through other means -- on a 
one-time basis. A problem therefore still exists in the 
GOP's inability to conduct periodic flight-checks when they 
will be required. As a result of the equipment operational 
checks, some electrical utility equipment was discovered to 
be interfering with full unrestricted functioning of the VOR 
equipment in at least one airport visited by the team. This 
is an unforeseen right-of-way issue which has not yet been 
resolved. Another continuing problem is the GOP's inability 
to fund the ancillary costs of recurrent training for 
personnel assigned outside of the greater Manila area. Some 
question also currently exists as to the completeness of the 
spare parts for the equipment supplied, as it was received 
in increment., dispersed nationwide and subsequently 
utilized by the contractor without consultation, inventory 
and/or followup by the Air Transportation Office (ATO).
 

Arountin(i Lo as much as 30% on one highway visited by the
 
Evaluation Ieam -- Kalibo-Estancia, Capiz.
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Progress to Date
 

Despite the foregoing litany of problems, given the
 
major 24 month delay in project startup, as indicated on the
 
following chart, actual construction is generally
 
progressing satisfactorily with only a few delays which are
 
normal in construction projects. Furthermore, most of the
 
clearing and grading has been completed, and surfacing can
 
proceed relatively quickly, once equipment is mobilized on
 
site, and the right-of-way issues resolved.
 

Three major road sub-projects (including bridges) are
 
under construction, and a relatively minor fourth spur
 
recently received notice to proceed. Of the six ports
 
slated for construction, one has been completed, and the
 
other five are nearing completion. In any event, port
 
construction, is relatively simple and short term, compared
 
to the more costly and complex roads & bridges sub-projects.
 

The navigational aids equipment has been delivered,
 
installed, an(] tested; technical training has been provided,
 
and the equipment is now operational. A second phase is now
 
underway.
 

Under the "umbrella" concept, six amendments have been
 
made to the original RIF project to address additional
 
infrastructure activities and needs. This includes $30
 
million in support of a Special Development Project in South
 
Cotabato in the General Santos City/South Cotabato
 
Demonstration Area, and another $20 million to support 
emergency projects in Central Luzon to alleviate the 
destructiov wrought by the volcanic eruption of Mount 
Pinatubo. 

Designs have been completed on a number of other
 
relatively minor sub-projects -- roads & bridges, and ports 
-- and are awaiting Notice to Proceed, subject to 
availability of funds. 

The prospect is that all the sub-projects under DPWH 
and the DOTC can be completed without any further extension 
of the Project Assistance Completion Date. 
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USAID/PHILIPPINES [492-0420]
 

As of September 1991
 

STATUS OF ON-GOING SUB-PROJECTS
 
ROADS & 19913 1991 
 1992 1993 1994

BRIDGES $m V4 1 02 03 04 01 02 03Q0"0 4 jO.1. 2 3 j4 1Q . IQ30Q41
 
QU IRINOI


Iuezon/Camar- 21 P12

ines Sur 64 Km Ait
 

KALIBO 11 P 3?

Capiz/loilos15 A22 	 ...... 

ESTANG- 8 P 33 
in AJUY A26
 
Iloilo 40 X}(
 

BALASAN 3 P 2

CARLES- A I
 
BA NCA L 

Capiz 16
 

LIPA - 5 P 9
 
SAN 	PAll A e
LO CITY 
Batangas 17
 

MADDELA 3 P e
 
CASIGU- A 9
 
IRA N
 
Quirino 12
 

MABINI 3 P 9
 
Batangas 9 A 9
 

PORTS 
ALMAGRO .2 P91
 
Samar A 85
 

B BIA 5 V 55
 
Davao A 59
 

S ANTA .6 P78

ROSA Ceb _ A7 -


SANJOSE . 1 P71

Surigao Horte A 69 i
 
MANDAON .G P52 ---
 H

Masbate A 45
 

PANACAN .1 P189

Palawan A19
 

PINAMO- .4 P 9
 
POAN Leyte A 9
 

PANDAN .3IA9 
 - H
 

CAJIDI- .6 P 0
 
OCAN Romblon A 9
 

MALOLOS .1 P 9
 
Bulacan A 9
 

SAN .6 P _

PASCUAL A 9
 

MARRA Pall.0 PA 9
 
HEY 

1 EAS of 
M Millions of US Dollars Sep 91
 

1(M lHilometers of Road
 

0I st Quarter (i.e. January - March', 
V Percentage of Work completed NOTE: The percentage of work completed differs from the percentagp

of Actual time vs Planned time. Work isperformed at vary-PH Planned duration of the activity 
 ing rates over the life of each sub-project and isusually

depicted on an engineering progress chart as acumulative
f-U+ Actual duration of the activity "S-Curve". 

Relative time slippage
 

SOURCE: 	Monthly Progress Re ports RURAL IHIRASTRUCTURE FJHD PROJECT, Louis Berger International, Inc.
 
injoint venture with IC1 ngineers. September 1991
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FINDTINGS & CONCIJTUS IONS 

STUDY QUJESTIOQNS
 

A summary of the evaluation team's findings

conclusions with respect to each of the nine study questions
 
is provided on the following pages.
 

More extensive discussion and supporting material for
 
each topic is contained in Appendix 6.
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GOPF GUIELINJSES RE
 

SOS COUGQ NTRY CONFI 2CTrI NG
 

[QUESTION 1]
 

Qi. 	Do the GOP guidelines relating to Host Country
 
contracts with consultants promote timely and
 
effective services for the implementation of sub
projects under RIF, especially with regard to contract
 
negotiations with foreign consultants?
 

Yes. ThIle written GOP guidelines on civil works 
contracting lLd procurement of consultants are reasonable, 
and do not inhibit the solicitation of expatriate 
(particularly American) technical consultancy services. 
However, several problems have been encountered under the 
RIF Project in the application and interpretation of these 
guidelines. One particular issue -- namely, the notable 
failure of the GOP to reach agreement with a US expatriate
A&E Consultingg firm -- effectively stymied RIF project 
implementation for two years. 

While in retrospect it seems likely that the situation
 
would have been resolved more rapidly under a direct AID
 
contract, at this late stage it is irrelevant to speculate
 
about what might have been. In the evaluation team's
 
judgement, however, the failure to award did not occur as a
 
result of inadequate guidelines and procedures or
 
restrictive practices, but was rather the intransigence of
 
both parties in attempting to reach agreement. Indeed, the
 
A&E Consultant (LBII/TCGI) subsequently selected was also an
 
expatriate (US) firm in joint venture with a Filipino
 
company.
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[QUESTION 2]
 

Q2. 	Are the procurement procedures covering construction
 
contracts as contained in the implementing rules and
 
regulations of Presidential Decree 1594 unduly
 
cumbersome? Do they promote free and open competition
 
in the bidding process? Does the use of Approved Agency
 
Estimates (AAE) and Allowable Government Estimates (AGE)
 
promote free and open competition at "reasonable" cost
 
to the government?
 

Unduly Cumbersome? No, but . . . The GOP procedures 
for construction contracting are modeled on U.S. and other 
donor procurement guidelines. However, there are widespread 
perceptions of public corruption and opportunities for abuse 
in the construction industry which have given rise to an 
accretion of ever tighter internal controls and administrative 
procedures. These controls and additive procedures -- while 
burdensome and time consuming -- simply reflect the GOP's 
pervasive attitude of distrust. 

Promote Free & Open (F&O) Competition? Yes. The process
 
promotes widespread advertising, solicitation and tendering
 
for goods and services.
 

One aspect that has created some difficulty between USAID 
and DPWH in the past is the GOP practice of negotiating with 
the lowest hidder after a failure of competitive bidding 
procedures. Engaging in negotiations for construction 
services after7 a Lid failure is contrary to AID's long
standing policy. However, DPWH considers that it is still 
possible to successfully negotiate fair and reasonable 
contract terms, conditions, and prices with the lowest bidder, 
and that this process results in speedier placement of 
contracts thanl starting the entire process over and 
readvertising. This practice is commorl in AL__Piuppi 
government age*nc es, and is in fact "host country 
contracting". 

Po_AAEs h -_A Gs__promot e F&O Co vje.itratJ _n jd 
Cost? No. The Agency/Government estimates often rely on 
irrelevant or outdated price data as a basis for estimates, as 
well as arbiti-ary (and sometimes inappropriate) "ceilings" in 
computing indirect costs. 

However, RIF contracts are exempted from the AAE/AGE 
ceiling on contract awards. Nevertheless, it is evident that 
in prjGtce, the RIF Project has not been entirely free from 
AAE and AGE influence. While the AAE/AGE ceiling 0oe not 
apply to foreign funded projects, MleAAE-_-_ to I_ 
determinling Lhe rcasol~Joe S LflJ__. 
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GO] ORGAN I ZA-INUAL 	 rUU1RnES 

[QUESTION 3]
 

Q3. 	Are the organizational structures of Host Country
 
implementation agencies suited to the effective
 
management of the RIF project? Do the agencies have
 
the capability to effectively implement their
 
respective sub-projects? Has an effective working
 
relationship been established among DPWH, USAID, the
 
consultants and contractors under the project?
 

Organizational Structures Yes, but . . .. The basic 
centralized organizational management of the Rural 
Infrastructure Fund (RIF) project under the Department of 
Public Works & Highways (DPWHI) and the Department of 
Transportation & Communications (DOTC) were (and are) 
suitable to effective management of the RIF project. 
However, a recent change in DPWH -- Departmental Order 55 
(D.O. 55) -- if; now creating some confusion and concern. DO 
55 diffuses operational responsibility to the Regional 
Offices of tI'e DPWH, thereby relegating the formerly 
centralized R[F-Project Management Office (RIF-PMO) to a 
supervisory and liaison role. 

Furthermore, a transfer of responsibility for port 
construction -- from the DPWH to the DOTC -- is imminent. 
Organizational management details -- such as staffing, 
physical location, coordination and communications; as well 
as day-to-day responsibilities and authorities for funding, 
contracting and supervising the construction work -- have 
not yet been determined. 

Ciaplab iiity The RIF-PMO, an(d the DOTC ATO have 
effectively managed the RIF for the pa.st two years. 
However, the Regional Offices of the DPWI! (under D.0. 55) 
are not fully capable of carrying out their responsibilities 
with respect t:o the RI". The capability of the DOTC to 
handle the port.; ;ub-component cannot be determined at this 
time. 

j'lff ectJv- WorJ 	 for mos;t part, anpt_*Lation:,. the 
effective work i nq re I at ionshi p ha; been oe;tablished among 
DPWHI, USAID and I1,III/TCGI pers;onnol, and the contractors 
imp] ementi nq tIe project and s;ub-project activitivf;. Ma jor 
diff icul tie ; po,;ie;t. with the Inab)ility of the GOP1 to 
resolve somo a pi-ocedura I que:sti ons. These(on I ractual and 
issues -- an(I procedura 1 recommendat ions, for their 
resolution -- are outlined In the "Outstanding Issues" 
section of this report. 
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AID-DIRECTP 	 VS 

[QUESTION 4]
 

Q4. 	Is the u:ie of AID Direct contracting procedures an 
appropriaite and effective alternative to Host Country 
contracting procedures for sub-projects? Will this 
expedite project implementation? 

App~oIppriate & Effective? Yes, but . ... Given the 
staff support, direct AID contracting provides greater control 
over contractual issues during implementation and is a 
workable alternative to Host Country contracting. However, 
the general perception by the GOP is that direct contracting 
by the donor implies, that the funding agency lacks confidence 
in the ability or willingness of host country agencies to 
carry out r-equired tasks as; specified in the agreement for 
foreign assi s:tance. In so far as the RIF project is 
concerned, it is generally too late to switch from Host 
Country Contracting to AID Direct Contracting as a means for 
implementing ,;ul)-projects. 

Expedite I mjl)ementito0n? Not necessarily. AID-Direct 
contracting i.,; no panacea. Direct contracting could expedite 
some aspect.", ho)wever', dif icuLIteS, in implementing projects 
in the Phi I i pine administrative, soct-al and political milieu 
would cont inlf', F'urthermore, such expeditiou s action could be 
attained onl y b)y ,hi Ifting the admini strative burden of project 
management 1 wim the I) WII PJF-PMO b its A&E Consultant, to a 
similarly statllfed IJAID professional contracting and technical 
engineering office and its A&E Consultant. 
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SOCIO- QOLITrICAL CONSTI'rRI NTS 

[SOW 	TASK 7 & QUESTION 5]
 

Q5. 	Are there any "peace and order" concerns and/or other
 
socio-political constraints which hinder field
 
activities associated with sub-projects? How do these
 
impact on project implementation and how can they be
 
resolved?
 

Peace &-Order Concerns Some. Work on some sub
projects was previously affected by insurgent interference.
 
The contractors involved were authorized compensatory time
 
(and cost) extensions. Currently, peace & order is not a
 
major concern. However, since there are many projects in
 
the pipeline awaiting Notices-to-Proceed, and insurgency is
 
endemic in the current Philippine socio-political 
environment, future difficulties with various anti
government g'oupS cannot be ruled out. 

Soc i -'o. i t ical ___CsItraint; Some. 

problems have been experienced -- particularly along the 
Quirino and Eal iho hiqglways -- and if not resolved could 
become a serious problem as the construction progresses. 
There is a distinct postsibility of violent confrontation 
with those who must be required to relocate. 

LO.,oca oliti,'a!; have interceded with the DPWII (and
with USAI)) froim time to time to secure changes in certain 
sub-project,; under the RIF. These interventions tend to 
slow down project implementation.
 

1Soi"tPL iou Resol ution of these interruptions to
 
effective project implementation is beyond AID's capacity.
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AC '1'UJAL. ACCOMP~ LI S HMENTrS 

[SOW TASK 4 & QUESTION 6]
 

T4. 	Define Project Accomplishments to Date
 

The evaluation team will define the project
 
accomplishments achieved to date and compare these
 
accomplishments with original projections. This
 
comparison will be against the project inputs proposed
 
in the Project Paper.
 

Q6. 	Do actual accomplishments to date compare favorably with
 
projected accomplishments? Is the actual expenditure
 
rate close to the rate projected in the PP? If not,
 
what are the areas for improvement?
 

ACCOMPLISI1ET"; kVW!S-- V-----R GIRNALJ JQNS 

hjl start-1!adsctcll CI Q t4Jl. F poject was delayed
two4 (0L_- Consequently rates are,). 	 aqctuaEijexpenditurec_ MQm" 9 y ... o iit _oL _ I~ l C ! _ti Qn_____o- J TD) je(t r ate s._ 	 __ -O ic ir Lz 

However, once the long-term A&E Consultant (LBII/TCGI) was 
eventually mohi I ized, the DPWII RIF-PMO (Project Management 
Office) efficiently performed the necessary preliminaries 
leading to, and initiating, construction. The chart on the 
following pa(le indicates the current status of the major sub
project activities. 

PhynAI J''arqt : Tlie Project Paper (PP) envisaged nQw 
sQfl5 ...orujg ng_ 25___ _ _K , __trjuc t ion d wi 

1_QitL .. 9 ports. PP amendment #2 9xpxde]LrQ_ 
ppoyemi~t:; . to 320 KLm _nd . dIufldlQI__I IUtQ1L1 

IQQh. -- r ingi ng the total to 19. 

ActuJ....om I i f.hments: Tei I)PWII hast brought 260 Km of roads 
(IQ,4I, of' t1le origiflal p, ofl_il(do-n!_tt -e y, s e A 1) 
and 16 1 ) L-.; (1 '7W _ o t. 
rV.yJ!aIIl la1;11)) to the construction ".t:age committing most 
of thel II funding pre,!;ently allocated to the Poads, 
Bridge!; aiIi 1ort!; "ubsOctor. 

.¢,_QStU: ''hr, 1 o ,ect Paper'!; ( 1 ) Q:t ) lted (o;t!; . W.fQ 
,mlThP' ' I y WE'V l , inc RoadYl I. .. t ha : £;.;; i ncurred. 
cons;tructbI iol (:o!;tt; general ly exce(ded I'I' etimate!; by a 
factor 1 two, or rflorv. Port construc-tion etimaten in 
the Prol,' Paper were :;imilarly low -- again almost 
double tl- v;timate. 



34 

OPE F.ATING AS PLANZ1NED? 

[QUESTION 7]
 

Q7. 	Is the project operating as planned in the Project
 
Paper and Project Agreement? Are the sub-project
 
selection and approval procedures outlined in the
 
Project Agreement being followed and do they ensure 
the involvement of local qovernments? If there are 
significant deviations L-umn the mechanisms described 
in the PP and PROAG, have they been clearly justified 
and documented? 

0_eratilng As Planned? Yes. The RIF is generally 
operating as planned in the Project Paper (TP) and the 
Project Agreement (PROAG). 

Selection Pr-ocedures__ollowed? Yes. The GOP has a 
well-establ i:hoed system for identifying and prioritizing 
development pr-ojects, which takes into consideration a wide 
variety of factors pertinent to development, and in far 
greater detail than mentioned in the Project Paper. RIF 
sub-project; we:re nominated and selected after screening by
 
this system.
 

Local_overnn qat__IflNQ1N9Jewt? No. Local governments 
were only involved in the selection of projects in an 
indirect way -- and this involvement was long before the RIF 
began. Other than having originated a long-standing "wish 
list", there i'"110 i i ic(Ition of ally ,- c, tertsystQ.I 	 ic 
flolVQerent lof local goernment uni t I fl___tile_11. 

Furthermore, Lhe RIF has not targeted the local district 
offices of DIWI[ for any equipment support or institutional 
development eli ort to handle tie maintenance aspects that 
will en,;ue f rom the project. 

_
:Jjgr I i iant, I)evj atin; from _th, } &JPOAG? Ye;. The 
di;lburs.emen t: nechan out 1 i ned the P)ro ject Paper andsi,;in; in 
Project Agqt-e '(i L Were not followed. A different system -
of direct paymentll by USJAII) -- was aqIree( to in writing as 
provided by t-lie PlROAG. This proces; appears to be working 
well. 



35 PHILIPPINE GOVERNMENT 

IDENTIFICATION AND PRIORITIZATION PROCEDURES
 

FOR PROJECT SELECTION
 
JIESPONS IILE ORGANIZATIONS 	 ACTIUMIT
 

Project identification, based on the
 
L :OAL _;()U 1INMENT UI IT 	 perceived needs of the locality --bg the
 

local comunity leaders. lndorsement to
 
the local National Governent Offices.
 

V
 
Project identification, and prioritization


LOCAL ()FFICES OF 	 based on the needs of the locality -- from 
NATIONAL (;OUEINMENT OFFICES the National perspective. Indorsement to
Fthe 	 unicipal Development Council
 

.
 Project review and indorsement to the
 
MUNICIPAL IEUELOPMENT COUNCIL Provincial Development Council
 

Project review and indorsement to theIPROUINCIAL )EUELOPMENT COUNCILf Regional DevelopMent Council 

Project review, and indorsetent to HIM for 

REGIONA L D UELOPMENT COUNCIL 	]prioritization scoring and ranking, and for 

- identification of potential funding sources 

Sourcing of foreign fundin for projects by
NATIONAL E.C rIHOMIC & DEUELOPMENTI tho Public Investment Staf of IfDOED. 


AtITIl)l ITV ( NEDfA) 	 the project has an identified fir" funding 
source, it is indorsed to the appropriate

national level agency for negotiation and 
impleentation. 
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CRITERIA FOR PRIORITIZATION OF PROPOSED PROJECTS FOR THE 
i1EDIUIi TERM PUBLIC INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

N1511? 2ASPECT WEIGIO FACTOR 	 FACTOR FACTORS1 11~ 

orlrefil/cost ratio .
fl ECONOMIC 1.Internalrate of return, 	 J. I -12 
112pointsl
krs .
 

2.Generation
ofemplowont opportunities j.7 a ~- I 
the sector3.Strengthen adiversify rural i ts I 

of nit foreign Iv.' 1 options 


1, , argets objectives I RZ a ..

4.Generation exchange 	 1-19
 

tor aiid 

(Prduction lveI, growthrat, productivity) III pointsl b
 

In income clientele
4. Increase leyls oftarget 13 ,. 5 1-1a
 

7.Relativeitrnuth offovard and bachward linage 7. 4 1-19
 

I.Judicioususeof local - rotectn 4resourcesie. IV. 2-19
 
tihe andeaintains balance
enyironment ecoloical 


technologylowcost/idigenous
9.ApFropriate -	 7,. 5 1-19 

T. PROJECT 17YO, I.froJct hiasrevenue capability oits 2-19

C AT 	 eneratling 2l17. 4 options 

FT ANC 2.DRs not require !Mgetary counterpart -
INO 	 excessine 

lItroints f 

3. Projectiscosteffective 	 1 f ts Clii ruinis


4.FroJecthas high potentialfor grant financing IJ 9o. A 2
b
119points) 

t 2
d 1 - 2 

C. SOCIflL 

ARfil L11T 
2 I. Targethneficlarits socio-econoelcallgdepressed16," 

2.Promotes active, popular grassorots participation 11 . 
4 

4 

1-1 

1 -19 

3. Strtngthtn/ieprovelocalinstitutionalcapabilities1UY. 4 1-1 

4.Improvelier I qtalitv of comunity services 11 . 4 1-1 

5. leveltppotontials- health,educ'n,skills/enplov't12PY. 6 1-1 

6.PromotestablepoliticalclimateIsocial environ't1 07. 7 1-1l 

7.fulfilltargetbeneficiariesbasicneedy I 2./ 5 1-19 

1.promote equitable fistrlbution ofincomeAwealth 12. 4 1-19 

1.facilitatetransitiontostabledemographiceonditionGi. 7 1-19 

P flEoio,, 19'! 1. Impacton regional grnwthandeconomicreroromnc, 26 . a 2-

a~~S~ [llrointolb 

2.Impacton regional dispersalanddisFaritien 2k. 4 .i-19 

3.Impactin reducing intri-regionaldispariltg 177. 4 1-1 

4.Regionalcohesints and intra-regional business 17 . 5 2- 9 

5.RegionalabsorbltlvcapacityforIncruastd V 4 
investment 

I 1.- % 1. Alencvlbnorbtivecapacity z~soo 

toimplement
2.Aincy mandate/aitltlots project T1 aI 
Il pointolb 

2. 	In tit1tional arranteents forimplemntation 21X 
aolspeation areconsistent withgovornwent liteoints)p lloileo
 

4. sector prcltgencnuragd to contribute Inputs/ ? '17 

toproject impletnat ionsuggestions 	 points,
 I.
C 
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PROJECTI S ELECTrI ON 

M4ETHODOLOGY 

[QUESTION 8]
 

Q8. What is the overall methodology which DPWH uses for
 
matching donor funds with proposed sub-projects? Does
 
this methodology assure that the more viable sub
projects are being prioritized for implementation? Do
 
accomplishments under RIF compare favorably with the
 
accomplishments of other donor agencies working with the
 
same implementing agencies?
 

Selection Methodology As indicated in response to
 
Question 7,- the GOP has a well-established system for
 
identifying and prioritizing development projects, which takes
 
into consideration a wide variety of factors pertinent to
 
development. A summary outline of this system is shown on the
 
following page.
 

Sub-Project Viability Prioritized? No. Economic
 
viability is an intrinsically important consideration for sub
project selection, but only 4.5% of the total selecton
 
criteria addresses economic viability. Given this weighting,
 
there is little or no assurance that the more viable sub
projects are prioritized for implementation. Furthermore,
 
because so many of the initial cost estimates have proven to
 
be unrealistically low, and the time frames for implementation
 
exceeded, once a contract is awarded the economic viability
 
aspects are given little if any further consideration.
 

Nevertheless, considerable thought and effort has gone
 
into designing an objective system for project selection, to
 
address (and attempt to balance) the various factors involved,
 
and assure that projects which survive this review accord with
 
overall GOP priorities.
 

RIF v; Other Donor Acgoinlishments Similar. 
Accomplishmelt; under RIF are not significantly different from 
those of other donors. All tend to encounter some negative 
slippage, and the reasons for slippage are similar -- delays 
in awarding contracts, slow procurement of equipment, delays 
in clearing customs, lack of adequate equipment on site, and 
right-of-way problems on the job. 



38 PHILIPPINE GOVERNMENT 

IDENTIFICATION AND PRIORITIZATION PROCEDURES
 

FOR RIF PROJECT SELECTION
 
RESPONS I ILE ORGANI2ATIONS 	 ACTIU ITY
 

NATIO-AL ECONOMIC & DEUELOPMENT I Call for projects "ready for implementation"
AUTIIORITY (NEMI ),1
 

. .r . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. r . . . ..... . . .. . . . . . . . . . 
Rods ts 'Air Navigation 	Aids,L............. .............i i & Communicattions I
 

L ................ 

; -----------.. 
.........
 

DEPARTMENT OF DEPARTMENT OF Submission of Project Listings -- Only
PUBLIC WORI]S TRANSPORTATION projects with feasibility studies completed& IIIG~tnfys' & COMMUNICATIONS1 

NATIONAL ECONOMIC & DEUELOPMENT I Approval of RIF and initial project list 
AUTHORITY (NEDA) - ICC.. I 

U.S. 	 AGENCY FO ITERNATIONAL Signing of Project Agreemnt
 
DE ELOPMENT
 

DPWIt A&E 1 DOTC/USAID For DFIH - Selection of consultant and 
Consultant Inirnavs update of feasibilitystudies 

Contractor 

For DOIC - ldentification of equiiment
USAID - Invitation for Bids (lI1S) 

USAID/SuppI i ersI 	 Purchase and installation of AIRWAIDS 

AOAcceptance of AlRIiVAIDS
 

USA I D 	 Approval of sub-projects which have passed

feasibility analysis
 

DPWIt A&E Contij1tant 	 Detailed Design, Engineering, Contractor 
& Contractors 	 pre-qualification invitation for bids (IF)


and contractor selection
 

USA I D 	 Contract review and concurrence 

DPWII-PMO, A&E Consultant 	 Project lmple*entation, Supervision and 

& Contractors 	 ioni toring 
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[QUESTION 9]
 

Q9. Does USAID staff maintain effective working
 
relationships with the implementing agencies with
 
regard to the resolution of problems encountered
 
during the implementation of sub-project activities?
 
Is USAI) able to respond in a timely manner to GOP
 
requests under the project?
 

Effective Working Relationships? Yes. The current
 
incumbents enjoy good personal rapport, and have established
 
a sound professional working relationship with the DPWH &
 
DOTC implementing agencies.
 

Problem Resolution No. The question of whether or 
not AID has an effective relationship with the GOP is begged 
by the fact that USAID is not a party to the contracts under 
which the pro ject is being implemented. Thus the scope of 
AID's effectiveness in implementing the project and 
resolving _coit.actor-related difficulties and issues with 
the GOP is considerably curtailed. Many issues have 
continued without resolution for a considerable time. 
Although AID is technically aloof from day-to-day problems, 
additional U;AIl) intervention is needed -- at the highest 
DPWH levels -- in the interest of effective project
implementation1.
 

USAIesponsive ess Yes. USAID does respond in a
 

timely manner to GOP requests, however since or thu most
 
part, the project is being implemented under Host Country
 
Contracts, the IDPWII has no reason to turn to USAID for telp
 
with RIF problems regarding Roads & Bridges, and Ports.
 

The NAVAII)S and Telecommunications subsectors are
 
implemented by [)SAID contracts for commodities and technical
 
as!,istance. The GOP agencies affected (DOTC and its ATO)
 
appeared satisfied with USAID's handling of the contracts.
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OUTrSTAND ING I SSUES 

In addition to the pre-targetted study questions,
 
during the, course of the study the evaluation teau
 
encountered -everal issues which still need resolution.
 

These issues -- and the evaluation team's
 
recommendations -- are outlined on the following pages.
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~US~ATDIScI SSUJES 

E'T~1I WI~I( &HXIIWAY S 
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OUTPSTANDING I SSUEJS 

RIFXL PROcJFECTP I NGEMETr 

DES IGNATPIO (FO THE ENG~IN~ER 

In order to implement the RIF project more efficiently
 
and effectively, it is essential that someone be formally
 
designated as 'TheEngineer. The present ambiguous situation
 
hampers the Consultant's effective discharge of
 
responsibilities, and is the locus of many issues between
 
the contractor, USAID, LBII, the PMO and the DPWH
 
bureaucracy.
 

The Evaluation Team wishes to emphasize that resolution
 
of this issue is purely a GOP prerogative.
 

From the evaluation team's perspective and collective
 
experience, the preferred option would be to designate the
 
Chief of Party of the A&E Consultant (LBII/TCGI) as the
 
Engineer, with the DPWH as the Employer.
 

If, however, the DPWH decides that it wishes to be the
 
Engineer -- we suggest that management effectiveness will 
be enhanced if responsibility is placed on an individual 
with direct operational involvement in the project, at a 
level not hiyher than the Project Manager of the PMO, rather 
than a titular designee at a higher DPWH executive level. 

Recommendation
 

The evaluation team recommends that DPWH formally
 
designate -- in writing -- an Engineer for the project. We 
recommend Louis Berger International Inc. as the most 
appropriate organizational entity, and one individual of 
LBII/TCGI senior staff who will have the duties 
responsibilities and authorities as set forth in the FIDIC1 
"Conditions of Contract (International) for Works of Civil 
Engineering Construction". 

1FIDIC -- Federation Internationale des Ingenieurs-Consells
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OUT STANDTING I SSUES 

RI u.' PRO IJECTP IMLINAG EM4ENT 

& I) 1I PARTM1ENqj' OR1D ER 5 5 

(D. 55) 

The unitary PMO management style utilized in DPWH
 
functions 
 differently from the diffused decentralized
 
Regional Manager concept. Though both systems are valid
 
management approaches, their objectives are different.
 

The P10 has a short term responsibility and is
primarily concerned with getting the job done right -- i.e. 
efficiently -- as planned, on time and within cost.
 

The Regional Director has a longer run responsibility
and is primari ly concerned with getting the r _ght-jo2 done 
-- i.e. effecAtively -- arid plans, schedules, and even the 
costs modified if necessary to meet the currently perceived
priorities within his, geographic area. 

These two differing objectives do not co-exist well,
especially wien the responsibilities are diffused to 
different individuals with varying levels of authority for 
administrative, financial and performance management. 

The Eval] uaLioon Team wishes to emphisjze that resou o0g
of relative pnriorities in this conplex isue isp l a G 
prerogative.
 

As a general policy, USAID actively supports the
 
concept of decentralization. In this particular instance,
however, fro)m 1JSAID' s perspective, the consequence of
continued appi ication of D.O. 55 to the RIF project (or
avoidance of the issue) is that additional cost,

administrative complexity, resultant areand delays most
likely to be i zcurred, as the project was not designed for 
implementati on under a decentral.ized mode. 

(ecomezndai.oi 

In order t-o implement the RIF project most efficiently
and effectively, the evaluation team recommends, that USAID 
request DPWI[ L:o exempt the RIF project from l)eopD tAltOrc1 
55 with regard to supervision by the Regional Director of 
technical performance, as well as monitoring and approval of 
expenditures. 

http:ecomezndai.oi
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C)J'1PT1AND ING I SSUES 

CONTIR ^(.rrR~ PL rIQUJALPI FICATrION 

& S C3LMECrITQN 

The curr,,ll mOl, proce dur -e for prequalifying contractors 
and award i ni contracts is satisfactory, but its 
implementation i,-; weak, as numerous instances have surfaced 
where contractors have been selected who did not in fact 
have the capabi lity (or intent) to complete the job. 

AlthouJh iiot: a party to Host Country contracts, USAID's 
role in the i(,view and approval of the contractoz-s selected 
is ineffectul - apparently a superficial review of paper 
qualifications -- which contributes little, if anything, to 
the review piucess. Consequently, for the remaining few 
sub-project,; inder the IF -- as well as for subsequent 
infrastructue,, projects that USAID may enter -- there is a 
need to i mprove the contractor selection and award 
procedures. 

Given tlhe tremendous number of potential contractors 
scattered thi-()uqhout the Philippine archipelago, and the 
ease with whih(l documents can be obtained, doctored and 
experience aai l other requirements "inflated", the PBAC is 
probably doiqu all it can to screen contractors at the pre
qual.ification ,Laqe. It s imply isr not feasi)le to conduct 
an on-. i te i ns.qpect ion of every would-be contractor. 
Emphasi s musL t-herefore be focussed on the next stage -- the 
award. 

Pllys i ca I i n.specti on of the succes sfu l contractor 
selectec'; f;i1'i I itie. ; and equ ipment, and po.s;ibly even back
checki ng on :;()to 1.-i or work performed, ,;hould be wel I worth 
the additional t ine, offort and cost inyvolved -- by reducing 
the number ()f I;aii tlre.s on-the jot during i niplementation. 
Furthermore , t Ii general knowI edge .in the contracting 
commun i ty 1.l1iI slch,; a lprocedtire , wou 1ld be regularly 
J 11;t i tlo t d( I hy )1 I I mi (111t prc I ude many fr i vo Ious and/or 
unqua Ii I i ed (7f)IIL"acLors f rom ;ubmitting bid.; in the first 
instance. Wilt a IJi;AII) engjineering representative a-. party 
to such an i trI)vcI i on , the U:A I I) ro e WOuld al so be a 
meaninqful ifvi ,w, rathe.,r than simply a paper exerci.;e. 

Jlecommend a t. i on 

The ovva I ;1t. i on team recommends that DI'WII/PIBAC 
prequa I if i ctL i,()n screeni nq be intens i f ied, an d a joint 
DIWII/L II 1, I:;A I ) physical i nspect ion of contractors 
facilities ;nd equipment be conducted prior to final award 
of the contract. 
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OUI'IL1S''A.N D ING ISS3UES 

AI 3 Vr)ED AGnTEN1^1Y EW UIS AT ES 

( AAE ) 

In planning to contract for construction services, 
preparing a contract budget is an integral of the process -
for both t ,(liii cal and administrative reasons. The 
government c( iract izincj officer,; need to have an appreciation 
for what a "i ',a:onabl)e cost" might be, while the project 
officer mu,,t I:;).; e appropr i ate s tep!; to set aside the 
nece.ssary f mi iii, . In t:he lPhil i ppline,;, the.;e cost estimates 
-- Approved A p"n( ,y IA;timate, (AAIF':!) --- are deve lope( by I)IPWI 
engineer.;. A I ()vjbI e Government E.-t i mate.s (AGEs) are then 
determined Cn,, ;il acceptiil)] ( r...an.g - bracketing the AAE;, to 
serve as a CI,,I . on unreaili ;ti(cally hiqh or low bid!;. 

Mos-t cotin Itii '; -- inc ludinq the 1J.") -- us;e a similar 
approach to dfvlIop 11( rea,;onabl e contract (:o!;ts and 
compe t i t i ve I I . In the PhilippJine.,; however -- and 
particuli ariy in Lhe )IWII -- rather than faci 1i tatinc' the 
contract awa-vi roce. ;s , Approved Ag:n(cy, .!; t Jma_ ts (AA1_-))h _~_ 
e t_.part plob) bWcaW;e of factors- usedI( e em "ome the 

ill their propt,,.ton ar-e out ate(, and/or i nappropriate. Tile 
two ma jor Wittt cl(:ontr ibut: itfq to inaideqluato AAE; are tile 
u.s;e of (jov, imiiti (:ontrol lr:d price.,, and doterminant; of 
indi.rect cos;t :. 

I (;Govei it it..contro lI ed )rice-; Peal price.; in the 
marketl)I a : are(! much h i gher than thel of ten 
governmit ';; "control led" price which i, used in the 
AAE, resu It i nq in an AAE which i; consi derably 
undere; t m ted. 

jdci cost rate om the in 
calculIat il the indirect c o!;t rate are unrealistically 
pegge(d at. ',ertain levels, or ratio,, which can result 
in an AAN that is far too low. 

2. J11 €t _ -; of. I actors-

RQV.Qm IaIQ(II 
The v:;i lit. ion team recommends that the GOP utilize 

current ma r pr icet; than government-control lcdpr,, rather 
prices, and! iI just tile formuiae for computing Agency 
Estimate.;. 
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tJ'V ANDI X G I UESIS 


CONTRA~ C' IO I PA]?YMEN P OC EIUiRE S 

The pre-,(,nit pirocedures for reimbursing contractors are 
slow arid inef f ici ,u1t, resulting in delayed payments as well 
as uncertaint y ;; to what items have (and have not) been 
paid. The p,,ocedure differs from that documented in the 
project papei-, and while it has apparently evolved from 
experience, ,,main ; undocumented. Thus, it i- not clear to 
all partie.; exactly what the actual process is, or 
reasonable refqirements and "normal" time lags are at each 
stage. 

Further,1)ei', as a consequence of D.O. 55, ome 
additiona I ,;t,,p,, have been injected in the pre-existing 
proces.;, a-ind physical backtracking of vouchers -- i.e. from 
the contract-oi- ;and A&E in the field to Manila, thJ1.Ll_)g,:1cjtq 
tj. S Qnmi apw an IsLI-(If i c((Ifr oP_2nod-a cAJ Lhnji. i n ,lula 
(with addit.ional requirement,,; for supporting documents) -
has occurred. 

There it; tIerefore a need to review, modify, clearly 
delineate, and then document the proce;s and requirements 
for future riet er-ence and adherence by all parties involved. 

(If the RIF is, not exempted from Regional Director 
supervi,;ion loIr monitoring P IF expenditures, the ev luation 
team recomm ,n(.; that at a minimum, the document routing 
should be l ,;c) that the Regional Office reviews andmoif ied 
approve; bill iq.-. i fore,_,o t. w 

.niJUix, and re;a'onablo time limits be imposed for processing 
voucher.; at (S i( ;Uita(je.). 

l(tCQmmelnIaLjt .1011 

The eva I ira I ion team recommend,; that the requirements, 
procedu r.-. a!id sc.hedule for payments to contractors be 
reviewe(1, modified and clearly delineated; ther. adhered to 
by all parti,;. 
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o()1jlr SrAN DT NG ISSU1LES 

Visits to the three largest road projects (amounting to 
approximately 11';$40 million) as well as several ports and 
airports conl irited that difficulties exist in acquiring access 
to rights-o-waiy (POW) .' Discussions with the DPWII District 
Engineers (1)!>;) resl)onsible for ROW settlements indicate that 
they have heii provided funds to settle with the encroaching
parties, but wlhi I "working on it", DEs apparently do not view 
ROW 	 access ;ue. with the same sense of urgency as the PMO. 
flowever, the evIluation teani holds an opposing view -- that 
.thlis_isLa p.i ~l l ch warranlts immedjate attention, and one 
which will1 lj'()in Imore seriou.; with the passage of time. 

The I;)lI, fact that: the rih.qts-of-way are not clear, 
with the (:li:n, ,,..... that the contractor does not enjoy 
unencumbered i t:o the job s i te -- whet}r -he cu__qr _ntjy 
needs it or i),t - )rovi(le.,; the cont ractor a basis for future 
claims for aii a 1l cost,, and time ex tens i ons. The net 
effect i. a Iiitliel delay in the project as well as additional 
unnecessary (:),;L bini incurre(I, whiich could be avoided byhe 

prompt action - eV(i at this late date.
 

Rvcoi!,,ru~qIt! i i ens.'
 

The 	 eva 1lil. i on team recommonds that: 

1. 	DPWII exlwlitie riqht-of-way (ROW) clearance for road and 
port cotr Lct ion. 

USAID 1);ie 	 (PIL)2 . i a Pro j ec t I mp] Iementa tion Letter 
advisiq iJ, )IWI that prior to release of constructionI 
funds inif ll rliw s.1ub-l)pro j ct-s, a certification must be 
provid(li t.liit th; pairce 1 1 ary .urvey hi; been completed 
arid fuil l; a-mirk(d to *.ov(e!r the e rioght-of-waye;ti mated 
acqu i ,si t i i ('o., t:!; , toe the r with a t i le- table and 
financiil i dul e for payment, and acce.;;. 

3. 	 USAII) d,, ,I )p ;i Conditi ion P r(ec ,lei to ) i sbu rsement of 
Col.; tlt I i ll ItiId; that will Iss!'ure right-of-way 
acqu is it.i on1 aid quarantee free access by construction 
coitracdt( ), I(I" 1i Co"til"r' CltI.;tfuc t ion lToject Agreements, 
Similar It) t.Iie, P)1.Il-c(.omIne ndet.d above. 

Isporid ,prtOi lit f ixtilui- ht¢, !roject arey a'Id lit y ) Hlo (ituir'lo 
aI leojed Iy ifl li i 11€ (.oii !(1il',(.In, truW Iion a(ctivity. 1lhe Kai1il)o( aid Ajuy
seqmonl!. of tIh f.,i t i1n 20 ni r w i&- NoatI.joi I 1 iqhwa y aro iflnl)QrPd by

iatkrlr 11,i/iii .IhII IliM) OWl)11o illirlPrOvWilleIVnl., I ven thoiiqh lthe lroperty 
a ready ho1(10( i t I IpWWII, tliey hav dot rmined thiat ownerS of Atructyres
thereo ,Iio tul( ill. iJril)lIr',el Iy' the Iovernmentl. Roa(work within the town 
of [stancia i,, li willIIe particularly impeded by numerous structures 
encroach inq the iojlli, of way. 
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O ''''A DIN ISSUJES 

PAYM ..i:Nrl7 OIF DU'£1XE & '!A XES 

The Pro e:t: Agreement between USAID and the GOP is 
quite explicit: reqjarding exmpton from payment oduties 
and taxes u1l(101 the RIF project I but problems continue to 
arise. Paymont of taxes is a particularly contentious item 
-- the Bureati of Customs collects Value Added Tax (VAT) on 
imported equi pment on behalf of the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue (131P); while contractors are being charged for VAT 
by suppliers , locally-procured items, although VAT is not 
always sepatiit ely identified on their billings. AID does 
not reimblurso ,)ntractors for itemized VAT payments and in 
most -- but rnolt all -- cases, AID deducts 10% (equivalent to 
the VAT rato) I iota ts payment to most contractors, as such 
an amount wa:; a l ready considered (and factored in) in 
determ i-ng t lir, contractors indirect costs and overhead 
rates. 

Where dijt i es and taxes have already been paid by 
contractors, it-is the GOP's responsibility to reimburse the 
contractor ft I;uch items. However, responsibilities and 
procedures f oi reimbursement are not clearly defined or 
consistently (fl lowed. 

co-m-muendatL i il 

The evaltriation team recommends that DPWII, USAID and any 
other intero-;.ed parties establish a Joint Standard 
QQreath!Pg9_'IIocedure (JSOP) for expeditious processing and 
resolution of issues between contractors under host country 
contracts, and the GOP/Engineer. Formalize the JSOP in a 
Joint Project Implementation Letter (JPIL). 

'Section 11.4 laxation paragr)h (a) spf:ifically states that "This 
Agreement andlI he (,Grint-w I1 be f ree __roff any taxaljon o eqe__po1sed,,
under laws in Ifect in ie terri ory o-[[h raitee emasis ou 
a pd-iparagraph (I) Fn tle s--a-. -- -_-_tenth e fiat (1) anycontractor, in lili1(I anry consilting firm, any )ersone- of such
conUractor f intf-iced tinder the Grant, and aiy prpety orransactionsre ]atl.(!}g to.. "h1101 (,ontracts;. and (2)--an-y commoit- i j 
transactiori l inair ,inher rant not I ron la 

_ 

ed the are exet it ent b)-e
1,1Xes, r if f,, (hl0 i( ; or other Ievie(-i,-jmnposed- tin([or laws in effect in 
the territory oIf th, (;rantee , th Grantee will, as and to the extent 
p)rovi ded ii arid l)t",aftV to Project, ImplementaLion letters, payreimburse the sime wi llh fin(i.) ol.her than those 1)rovided inder- Tie 
[,rant r h , tr l. he( minay a Iso he a ore. geynera1 "Iumbre1la 
hi- teiral a(jreitienIl between the US and Philipp ine (jovernments regarding
th is isslne. IBrokera qe fees entity notgovernmenta i IIh, are private charqes,they aire not reimthrsable. I 

21orno's, lilling are apparently dealt wLh differently from other 
contractors. 

http:intero-;.ed
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~JUS~hD TNGIS SUE S 

D L DA~r~M I '.'& ON 

c~uvrI nS 
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O U' T'ST I ISSUEA NGT 

Although a number of air navigation aids have been 
provided naLionwide, and a technical training center 
established in Manila under Phase I of the DOTC aspect of 
the RIF project, the need for continued in-country training 
is a current concern. 

Because of budgetary constraints, the GOP is no longer 
able to sustain the desired flow of trainees -- particularly 
individuals fi-om outside of the Metro Manila area. 

Recommenda L i[on 

The evaluation team recommends that DOTC and USAID 
ensure that adIn',ate provision is made in Phase II for 
continued effo,Aive operation of equipment already provided 
-- through timely testing, technical training, and provision 
of spare parts. 
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O)U ITAND ING I SSUES 

A]-R:i N AVTI GATrIO AMT~ID S 

SPARE P2I TS~ 

Under lIia.e I of the DOTC aspect of the RIF project, a 
number of aii navigation aids were provided and installed 
nationwide, niid are now operational. A selected two year 
spare parts inventory was also provided and subsequently 
dispersed by tie contractor to various operating locations. 

During lte installation process however, in order to 
expedite the installation and operational testing, some 
spares were tiLi lized -- i.e. "borrowed" -- by the contractor 
to replace items which were found to be defective after 
shipment and Lesting. 

While sume of these items have been replenished by the 
contractor, .lheiOTC has no comprehensive inventory of the 
current stat-e of spares vs that required to be provided 
under the cont itcL. 

Since l) , iirement was under an AID Direct Contract, the
 
USAID ProjecL Officer should follow-up with the contractor
 
and appropriate ATO officials to resolve this issue.
 

Recommenida tion 

The evaluation team recommends that DOTC and USAID 
ensure that adequate provision is made in Phase II for 
continued effecLive operation of equipment already provided 
-- through timely testing, technical training, and provision 
of spare parts. 
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OUTS NDING ISSUE~S 

AII Il NAVTIGCATION A I DS 

[. I-I> PE C n MIECK/ E ;T IN 

Under lPha.;e I of the DOTC aspect of the RIF project, a
 
number of air navigation aids were provided and installed
 
nationwide, andc! are now operational. Originally, it was
 
anticipated I:lat the GOP would provide an aircraft suitably

equipped to perform this task. However, this did not
 
materialize and eventually an aircraft was rented as an
 
interim solution to conduct the initial testing.
 

There i.-a continuing requirement for periodic flight

check/testinq of this equipment, but the GOP still does not
 
have an aircraft with the capability to conduct such tests,
 
nor the budget to rent one.
 

Without ,onitinual periodic testing, and adjustment, the
 
air navigat(;Ii aids equipment will not meet international
 
rejertificat-io requirements. Since Air Navigation Aids
 
assistance i.1 under an AID Direct Contract, the evaluation
 
team recommends that the USAID Project Officer meet with
 
appropriate IDOTC officials to address this issue.
 

Recommendation
 

The evaluation team recommends that DOTC and USAID
 
ensure that adequate provision is made in Phase II for
 
continued effective operation of equipment already provided
 
-- through timeLy testing, technical training, and provision
 
of spare part.
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rSTrANDING ISSUES
 

UJSAI D
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ou' S TNDI NG TSSUES 

CONVFLI CT Y- E SOLUT N
 

A number of issues arise during project implementation, 
many of which are beyond the administrative responsibility 
or authority o)f DlPW1! to resolve. These are followed up by 
individuals ()n a case-by-case basis. However, there is no 
satisfactory antihoritative locus for expeditious resolution 
of these iss nes. Bureaucratic processes are slow in any 
organization aind inter-agency communication and coordination 
leaves much to he desired. With the passage of time, issues 
left unresolved (or apparently neglected) tend to grow into 
major problems. 

Liaison lbtween USAID and the RIF-PMO with the DPWH 
Central Offic -- particularly at the levels of the 
Undersecretary, Assistant Secretaries and Bureau Directors 
-- needs Co 1)(, -trengthened. 

An intl:,i aqency committee -- composed of the 
undersecretati( - of the I)PWII, NE|A , Department of Finance, 
Department (o lFiivironment and Natural Resources, and other 
relevant I iM, (doartments -- already e:cis-s for resolving
issues i ncurr,,d ori several other foreign assisted projects 
administered by the DPWI{. 'lie members can also be formally 
organized ilit iiaProject Steerinq Committee as the venue for 
resoluti on of ptoblems/i ss ues encountered during project 
implementat i o)n. 

Th;is (:0,,i ttee meets every other month, or -as 
frequently ;s ir; e, ari.;e. Committ e member; are the 
contact person for i,;s,;ues cor,,e.rning their department. The 
donor repleay-,m t ve p1. y, an active _t);erver role, but is 
not bound by t1 l agreements reached by the committee. This 
Interagency t eijiittee approach utilized on some other donor 
pro t"-......a,',; to be an appropriate model for the RIF to 
adopt. 

RecorimoidaL t ion 

hlehevalti a ion team recommends that I)PWII , USAID and any 
other i t Itt l partLier (stabli sh a JoiJ S1ar5 _!arc 
Q__pxiLtig Pr (Jf;OP) for exped.itious processing andPi oced 
resolution Of ;sue.f; between contractors under host country 
contracts, and tihe GCP/Engineer. Formalize the JSOP in a 
Joint Project Implementation Letter (JPlL). 
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OU''STANDING I SSUES 

A& : 4COG NTrIZA o1C RENEWAL 

The current Host Country Contract for A&E services with 
LBII/TCGI will expire in 1992 -- some two years before the 
construction contracts are scheduled to complete. However, 
A&E construction supervision services will be required for 
the life of the project. Furthermore, PMO change orders to
 
LBII/TCGI's A&E services to date have resulted in
 
expenditures at a rate faster than originally planned.
 
Consequently, LBII/TCGI currently estimates that all
 
budgetted funds will be fully committed by the second
 
quarter of Calendar Year 1992 (i.e. March - June).
 

Whether LBII/TCGI's contract is to be extendc___or
 
whether the A&E contract is to be readvertisea for
 
competitive bidding is a GOP management decision, as the A&E
 
contract is a Host Country Contract. In any event, in order
 
to avoid a hiatus in supervising construction it is not too
 
early to initiate appropriate administrative steps at this
 
time to provide additional funding for LBII/TCGI under their
 
current contract, as well as to consider future contracting
 
options at the expiration of their contract.
 

Recommendation
 

Initiate administrative action to obtain an A&E
 
contractor for the remaining life of the RIF project, to 
become effective when the current contract with LBII/TCGI 
expires at the end of 1992. 
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OJUTSANDINTG I SSUES 

MHOSL' COUNITRIY CO~NTP.RACTL'ING 

LA~W S, RUE.ES & PROGiCEDURE S 

Continuation of the host country contracting mode is 
recommended untl the Project Assistance Completion Date 
(PACD). Therefore, USAID personnel (and the LBII as 
consulting engineers) should have a working familiarity with 
-- or access to the expertise -- to interpret host country 
laws, rules and regulations, in order to minimize the 
potential for future disputes. 

In particular -- in addition to a review of GOP 
infrastructure contracting requirements, procedures and 
practices -- US expatriate attention should be directed to 
the Philippine Internal Revenue Code, tariff legislation and 
the recently passed Local Government Code. 

Given a more complete appreciation for GOP
 
requirements, [JSAID/DPWH consensus on the application and
 
interpretation of rules and regulations -- and the need for
 
modifications/waivers/exemptions thereto -- should be 
reached faster, and potential conflicts averted, thereby 
saving much time, effort, frustration and ill-will. 

Recommendation
 

The evaluation team recommends that USAID familiarity
 
with GOP laws, rules, regulations and procedures should be
 
reassessed, and upgraded (or supplemented with Philippine
 
legal assistance) as necessary to minimize potential
 
disputes.
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UTSTANDEN M IS ES 

RI 	F i;"J'VI'U E FUNDING OPc TONS 

The evaluation team essentially considered four options
 
for funding the RIF in the future:
 

1. DE-OIILIGATE Do not commit any more funds under 
the project -- deobligate existing uncommitted 
funds, and close out RIF as soon as possible 

2. CO1IT CURRENT OBLIGATIONS Continue to commit the
 
funds currently obligated for all on-going activities,
 
but do not take on any new sub-projects, and do not
 
replenish the funds diverted for the General Santos and
 
Pinatubo activities
 

3. REPLIU:IISII "DIVERTED" FUNDS replenish the funds 
reprogramed for the General Santos and Pinatubo 
activities in order to provide adequate funds for the 
original target sub--projects 

4. RETAIN TIlE RIF AS AN OPEN-ENDED FUNDING MECIANISM 
Continue to obligate additional funding as desired by, 
and available to, the Mission 

Recommenda tion
 

The evaluation team recommended Option 1 3 above -- but 
this was a simple majoritdecision ratlLer tian unanious. 
[For Mission flanagement guidance, the "pros" and "cons" 
considered in arriving at this recommendation are outlined 
in Appendix 6. 1 Prefatory to taking pay action, however, 
the team urge.; the Mission to develop a new Implementation 
Plan based on Lhe current activities already committed and 
underway in torms of both available and required funding 
levels and the Project Assistance Completion Date, to ensure 
that they are adequate in light of the changes below: 

1. 	The original cost estimates were very low
 
2. 	The life of the project has been extended
 
3. 	Some additional funds been provided
 
4. 	Many originally unforeseen costs have been
 

(and will be) incurred
 
5. 	Some original activities have been dropped
 

-- i.e. Rural Electrification
 
6. 	Some original activities have been scaled down
 

-- i.e. Rural Telecommunications
 
7. 	 Additional activities -- i.e. General Santos
 

& Pitiatubo have been added
 
8. 	Cost claims from Torno (and other contractors)
 

should be anticipated by AID, and a "reserve"
 
established for ultimate ettlement.
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KLE 1 SCONTS LhEPJIXT ED 

The evaluation team draws four major lessons from the
 
RIF experience which it commends tc USAID for application to
 
future projects.
 

IJAIQ_L ConuryCprqgt 

Although US1AI) is not a party to Host Country
Contracts, tlhfy sti 11 require a considerable amount of 
technical p)oicL of ficer attention -- almost as much as AID 
Direct Conti ac:t-; -- albeit in different aspects, and with 
considerably less control over the outcome. 

2.. Cos;t l';:; t rnate_;_ 

Cost esi i llting at the Project Design stage is woefully 
inadequate. ,;,eate- attention should be paid to deriving 
cost data, anij factoring-in escalation during the life of 
project.
 

3. __ _Sc~ed u ing( 

Project iml)ementation schedules should factor-in time 
for unforeseovalfl.e problems -- particularly at the start-up 
stage. Great er attention should be paid to "pessimistic" 
activity time e;timates. 

Expenditure rates are not very useful indicators of 
progress in intfrastructure projects. Commitments are a much 
more approptiate indicator. 
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AI~IEIII X 1
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I. 


2. 


3. 

4. 


5. 


Review oject Douet (Tak No. 1)
 

The evaluatioh team will review available project
 
document.,; related to project implementation. This
 
task wmitld involve visiting the offices of
 
USAID/lani ]Ia, the Department of Public Works and
 
Highway!; (l)PWJI), the Department of Transportation aid
 
Communi(;fl iou!.; (DOTC), and Louis Berger International,
 
Inc. (Lli I ) and, as necessary, o Oer consultants and
 
contract oi!; under the project.
 

co.
 
An_(L__Pn!u Irant_ (ak t~o_2J
 
_Inerview US;AID,_lpl!emerA ttoionAgqnciContr 


The eva l ua L ion team will conduct interviews of 
pertinent individuals within USAID, DPW]I, DTC, LBII, 
Torno America, and several local construction 
contract :t of sub-projects for the purpose of 
gatheri nq i nformation on, among others, the 
effectivn ss and timeliness of sub-projects.
 

JflsptgqL 3))~!o~ajv 

The evaluation team will, based upon data collected
 
from preceding tasks, select and inspect a number of 
representative sub-project sites for the purpose of 
investigating implementation problems specific to each 
of these -ub-projects. 
R9LfLKLj Lo jc tQ cconplAIc1t_JoJR a 

The eval uation team will define the project
accompli;lments achieved to date and compare these 
accompl i;lilments. with original projections. This 
comparison will be against the project inputs proposed 
in the lr)oject Paper. 

Ryeiw .the I mplenr Pr ogently In Use 

The eva luation team will review the entire 
implementaLton process presently in use for each 
category of -;ub-projects. 

In con jiiit ion with the review of the implementation 
process , tlle team will identify administrative 
constrai nt!; within USAID, the GOP implementing
agencies, and project consultants with regard to both 



62 

the ovorall management of the RIF Project and the 
implemenl ition of specific categories of sub-projects. 

7. Identf~y Zpocio-l'oiti Impedimgents (Task No. 7)
 

In conjiiiic:Lion with Lhe review of the implementation
 
process-, i-he team will identify socio-political
 
impedimnt.i; within the Philippines which hamper 
the
 
implemeniation of project activities both in the
 
Philippines as a whole and in specific geographic
 
areas.
 

8. Ieyelop 0 a W_poingiE1p diting_ Sub-project 

Im~lement;t)n (Task No. 8) 

Based on the data collected as part of the preceding
tasks a1d the findings drawn from same, the team will 
develop a recommended program to improve the 
implementation of sub-projects, including the 
restructnring/redesign of the RIF project if 
necessa ry. 

9. Pepare an .valuption Rport in
q N 

9/
 

An eval,a .ion report will be prepared in draft form by
the teaiii to present empirical findings responding to 
the specitic study questions, to develop conclusions 
(interpreA ations and judgments) drawn from the 
findingw, and to provide recommendations for
 
restructiring project design, if necessary, in order
 
that pro Vect implementation can proceed in a timely

and effective manner.
 

10. Prst lJInding-f;so uSJI)d OtherQUIPrIa ted Parties 
lTaskf1. .0)_
 

Prior to, its departure from the Philippines, the 
evaluatioTn Leam will present its findings at a meeting
to be ,-onducted in the Metro Manila area. 
Represent ;t ves of USAID/Manila, the GOP implementing
agencie.s, and the project consultant will all be 
afforded tihe opportunity to participate at the oral 
presentation of the Team',; findings. 

11. f~jimdze vaJiIJRPrYALQAl
 

The teim will review comments received from USAID
 
regarding Lle draft Evaluation Report and will prepare
 
a final Evaluation Report which addresses all comments
 
received.
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12. Abstractt Sum-mary (Task No. 12) 

The meiTiir.e:; of the evaluation team will provide the 
necessary information and support to the evaluation 
team leadnr who will prepare the abstract and summary 
portiou; oif the AID Evaluation Summary (Form AID 1330
5) in draft form and submit same to the USAID/Manila 
Project officer for his/her use in developing the 
final suimmary. 
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69 199, 7 October- 17 November 
RIF EVALUATION TEAM SCHEDULE
 

MONI)AY TU ESDAY l)NI SI)AYY 1111IRSDAY 11I:l)AY SA'I'EJIR)AY SUNDAY 

7 Oct 8 Oct 9 Oct 10 Oct 11 Oct 12 Oct 13 Oct 
0900 Team - All)/ 1000 'lcarn - R Ill' I c iciu Ihif - AID lEsl Off 0900 Team 1111 Ken 

( 11icding PM() lh idf Progress Reiew1400 Team - 10,( Teram - Astitpi Mecling
 
I)IPWI I Brief Reslprnsibililics


160W Team - Visit & Plan Stratcgy Ib- lIildmip- Quinno I tighsy

DPWI I I______________•,_ 

IIi- Visit DOTC 

'ealn - ,eview )ocumnls & Conduct Interviews 

14 Oct 15 Oct 16 Oct 17 Oct 18 Oct 19 Oct 20 Oct 
Ton - Intniew 1400 hlntriev I I%(llt'l h 'i-w- .ito - Interiew Tcarn - Intrcview (Y)0 Team 

1II Da I cloy Illllo') ('oMD N-I)A Region VI
nrlact PMO Il) Progre.s Revew
Wallace 15) Ihi Ierie( ] )lil cr Slan Teamni - Interview Meeting(IS I (.DAY- All) Controllc I hinh no IT"-M(O
 
All) CLOSI)
 

JKn.llohJamcsI.ir- Kslitbo & I-stancia
 

'cam - Recew I )ocumcnlls Cotidlitnnlltelvic"N 

21 Oct 22 Oct 23 Oct 24 Oct. 25 Oct 26 Oct 27 Oct 
Lito - Inlersicw Lito lnltcrie%, I in's I r vTiewrll" Tearn - Visit A'T 0 Tean 0900 TAM -OWAX) -

NI+DA I)() 1C I)I'\ I IcI gpal Sites I'ogress Rcview REVIEW 
I|x)0 'Icli  - laIr Inlcrview '1I AM 

lIntrsitw 1of; 1 I ftrr NI'I)A 
I 111w'flir,itew - l4l) I'INI)IN(iS 

IIIlIFFAI) ()N WIl1 I )PWII 
'learn - Interview FIN)INGS

1)0(7 

TIea1 - RcvIeCv LItt)tlIleIlls & Con(luct Intervicw 

28 Oct 29 Oct 3() ()ct 31 Oct I Nov 2 Nov 3 Nov 
IBob - Field Iip 09 1i '1 INI W.30 'IAM  (iOP IIOLI)AY -


Sanla Risl IFol NilI.I R-VIEW RIECS I)PWI I & D)OTC
 
,ith I)PWI I CILOSlD
 

I'400 'IAM-
Lilo - Field Trip - (icn Santos ,I)a o RiIEVIW RCS
 
"_ilh Al _.._ 

LI
-Teamn-Ilevicw Dlmcunents & (,,,ict Inlcie, Ken - INTEGRATE DRArFI,3 

I LAM - WRI F DRAHS 
- - +-----'-.-" m-- .... . . I 

4 Nov 5 Nov 0 Nov 7 Nov 8 Nov 
l 

9 N v 10 Nov 
'I] AM - WI{ III- SI ( 'JAR I/A I I. .'I 'I IA IA[- 1501 'I+LAM Ican - Rcview ('lecchiTealn

)IRAI'I S 'p &xlro el(c I )l1, liblilh IiRIII" All) Rcaction to I)to'AI IS

linl I)rdt I ratMRrpotll lriefing & Edit P1IILIPiNES
 

piort ii - rtpar I )ral 
Its cling Natwli;ils 

Ken - INIt(iRAT I)RAI 5 I iIII i'latt 1 WTIi&'k"uFINAL I,, m ,,,,,i -  .___ , -,, . .. ; )rl ... ; KUN - WI(lIT'I ;+N I I P It 

II NOV Nov 13 Nov 14 Nov 15 Nov 16 Nov 17 Nov 
I VSII IDAY 1.1,10 TAM

All) 1,01 01-) I I III IP I 

IPWIlll), ll I 1eView & lIllc1l I RAI'll IEI I' 

KEN - 7 AL27/! 1 1 

27/11/1991 

http:JKn.llohJamcsI.ir
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AI~~ENIX 3 

ACIC)NY!4 & 13REVIATrI ONS 
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ACIR f!'YMS & ABBRDIEX IA'TIONS 

A&E -- ARCHITECT & ENGINEERING SERVICES 

AAE APPROVED AGENCY ESTIMATE 

ADB -- ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

AFP .. ARMIED FORCES OF TII PHILIPPINES 

AGE - ALLOWABLE GOVERNMENT ESTIMATE 

AID - U.S. AGENCY F(,, INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

AID/W .....-U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

AIRNAVAID " AIR NAVIGATIONAL AIDS 

ANPAC AlI)/WASHI NG'TON ASIA-NEAR EAST BUREAU'S 
PROJECT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

ATO "'- AIR TRANSPORATION OFFICE 

ATTY -- ATTORNEY 

BIR ... BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE 

BRBDP " ICOL RIVER BASIN DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 
(SECONDARY AND FEEDER ROADS) 

CBD COMMIERCE BUSINESS DAILY 
CDSS USAID COUN'.HRY 1)EVELOPMENT STRATEGY 

STATEMENT 

CIDA CANADIAN INTERNATIONALI DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

COA "- COI4MISSION ON AUDIT 

CONS -- APGU1MENTS A(;AIN'I'TiHE RECOMMENDATION 

COPMO I)11I! CENTRAL OFil[CL PROJECT MANAGEMENT 

OIFFICE 

CP - CONDIIlION I)I,;CEIENrv 

DBM -.- UE1IAIIMENiI' 1,'i BUDGET & MANAGEMENT 

DE -- DISTRICT EN(;INIEERS 

DME DISTANCE MEASURING EQUIPMENT 
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DO 

DOTC 

--

--

DEPARTMt 'NT ORDER 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION & 

COMMUNICATIONS 

DPWH -- DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS & HIGHWAYS 

DR -- DOCTOR 

DTC -- DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATON & 
COMMUNICATIONS 

EIRR -- ECONOMIC INTERNAL RATE OF RETURN 

ENG -- ENGINEER 

EO -- EXECUTIVE ORDER 

F&O -- FREE AND OPEN COMPETITION 

FEMCO -- FISHER ENGINEERING MAMiGEMENT COMPANY 

FIDIC -- FEDERATION 
CONSEILS 

INTERNATIONALE D.S INGENIEURS-

FP -- FISHING PORTS 

GIS -- GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 

GNP -- GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT 

GOP -- GOVERNMENT OF THE PHITIPPINES 

HADP -- HIGHLAND AGRICULTURE DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

HCC -- HOST COUNTRY CONTRACTING 

IIYV -- HIGH YIELDING VARIETY 

IA -- IMPLEMENTING AGENCY 

IBRD 

IFB 

--

--

WORLD DANK (INTERNATIONAL BANK FOR 
RECONSTRUCTION & DEVELOPMENT) 

INVITATION FOR BID 

ILS -- I;ISTRUMENT LANDING SYSTEM 

IQC -- INDEFINITE QUANTITY CONTRACT 

IRR 
IRR 

--

--
IIPLEMEINTi NG RULES & REGULATIONS 
INTER NAL RATE OF RETURN 

JPIL -- JOINT PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION LETTER 
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JSOP -- JOINT STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE 

KFAED -- KUWAITI-FUNDED AGRICULTURE & ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

KM -- KILOMETER 

LBII -- LOUIS BERGER INTERNATIONAL, INCORPORATED 

MDP -- MINDANAO DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

MF -- MANGEHAN FLOODWAY 

MMINUTE -- METRO MANILA INFRASTRUCTURE UTILITIES & 
ENGINEERING PROGRAM 

MOV -- MEANS OF VERIFICXTION 

MTPIP -- MEDIUM TERM PUBLIC INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

NAIA NINOY AQUINO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT, 
MANILA 

NCR -- NATIONAL CAPITAL REGION 

NDB -- NON-DIRECTIONAL BEACON 

NEDA -- NATIONAL & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

NGO -- NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION 

NPA -- NEW PEOPLES ARMY 

NS -- NARRATIVE SUMMARY 

NTP -- NOTICE TO PROCEED 

O&M -- OPERATION & MAINTENANCE 

OCP -- USAID OFFICE OF CAPITAL PROJECTS 

OECF -- JAPANESE OVERSEAS ECONOMIC COOPERATION 
FUND 

OFM -- USAID OFFICE OF FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

OVI -- OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATOR 
(MEASURABLE) 

PACD -- PROJECT ASSISTANCE COMPLETION DATE 

PAS -- USAID PHILIPPINE ASSISTANCE STRATEGY 
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PBAC -- PROJECT BIDDING & AWARDS COMMITTEE 

PD -- PRESIDENTIAL DECREE 

PERT/CP-

PIL 

--

--

PROGRAM EVALUATION & REVIEW TECHNIQUE/ 
CRITICAL PATH METHOD 

PROJECT IMPLeMENTATION LETTER 

PIO/T -- AID PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION ORDER FOR 
TECHNICAL SERVICES 

PJHL -- PHILIPPINE-JAPANESE HIGHWAY LOAN 

PMO -- PROJECT MANAGEMENT OFFICE 

PP -- PROJECT PAPER 

PREMIUMED -- PROGRAM FOR ESSENTIAL MUNICIPAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE, UTILITIES, MAINTENANCE 
AND ENGINEERING 

PROAG -- PROJECT AGREEMENT 

PROS -- ARGUMENTS FOR THE RECOMMENDATION 

PSC -- PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACTOR 

RCDP -- REGIONAL CITIES DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

RDC -- REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 

RE -- RESIDENT ENGINEER 

RECS -- RECOMMENDATIONS 

RFTP -- REQUEST FOR TECHNICAL PROPOSAL 

RIF -- RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT 

RIF-PMO -- DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS & HIGHWAYS 
PROJECT MANAGEMENT OFFICE FOR THE 
RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT 

RIFP -- RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECT 

RIG -- REGIONAL INSPECTOR GENERAL (AID) 

ROW -- RIGHT-OF-WAY 

RPMO -- DPWH REGIONAL PROJECT MANAGEMENT OFFICE 

RPTS -- REPORTS 
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S&T -- AID/WASHINGTON'S SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY 
BUREAU 

SIRDP -- SA14AR INTEGRATED AREA DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

SPIADP -- SECOND PALAWAN INTEGRATED AREA 
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

SRRIP -- SECOND RURAL ROADS IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 

SWIM -- SMALL WATER IMPOUNDING PROJECT 

TAFSJV -- TORhO AMERICA/FOUNDATION SPECIALISTS 
JOINT VENTURE 

TCGI -- TCGI ENGINEERS -- JOINT VENTURE PARTNER 
OF LBII 

TCP -- TOTAL PROJECT COST 

TDY -- TEMPORARY DUTY 

URPO -- URBAN ROADS PROJECT OFFICE 

USAID -- U.S. AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT, MANILA, PHILIPPINES 

VAT -- VALUE ADDED TAX 

VOR -- VISUAL OMNI RANGE 
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DOCUMENTS. 	 CONSULTED
 

AID 	EVALUATIoN IIANDBOOK, AID Program Design & Evaluation
 
Methodoloqy Report No. 7, (Supplement to: Chapter 12,
 
AID Handbook 3, Project Assistance), PN-AAL-086 Agency

for 	 Intei:iational Development (AID), Washington, D.C. 
20523, April 1987.
 

AID HANDBOoK( 3, PROJECT ASSISTANCE, AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT (AID), Washington, D.C. 

AUDIT OF 1J.;A]D/PIILIPPINES' RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND
 
PROJECT NO 492-0420, DRAFT REPORT RAO/M-91-368
 
Resident Audit Office, USAID, Manila, 19 July 1991
 

CABLE: STATE, 399975, Subject: Final HCC (Host Country
 
Contracts) Guidance Cable, November 1990.
 

COMMENTS RE: DRAFT REPORT: AUDIT OF USAID/PHILIPPINES' 
RURAL INTiASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT NO. 492-0420, Agency

for liiLteri.ational Development, Manila, Director's
 
Office, 4 October 1991
 

CONTRACT FOR 1-N1GINEERING & TECHNICAL SERVICES BETWEEN
 
DEPARTMIPIJT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND HIGHWAYS AND LOUIS 
BERGER ]NI.TRNATIONAL, INC. IN JOINT VENTURE WITH TCGI 
ENGINEERS;, CONTRACT NO. 492-0420-ENG-01-8001-00, 
SEPTEMBER 1989 

DEPARTMENT ODI:R.114, Office of the Secretary, Department

of Public: Works and Highways (DPWH), 28 November 1988
 

DEPARTMENT ORDER 30 -- PREPARATION OF AGENCY ESTIMATES, 
Office of the Secretary, Department of Public Works 
and Highways (DPWH), 30 January 1991 

DEPARTMENT 01?1R,:R? 83 -- GUIDELINES ON PRE-CONSTRUCTION 
ACTIVIT]I.;, CONTRACT PROCESSING, AND PRE-PAYMENT 
REVIEW BY TIE IMPLEMENTING OFFICES, office of the
 
Secretary, Department of Public Works and Highways
 
(DPWH), 28 September 1988
 

DEPARTMENT ORDER 84, 20 September 1988 Office of the 
Secretar:y, Department of Public Works and Highways 
(DPWH ), 

DPWH DEPARTMENT ORDER 109 - SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURES IN THE 
PROCESSIN; OF CONTRACTOR'S BILLINGS FOR CIVIL WOVKS 
PAID IN TIlE CENTRAL OFFICE, 10 April 1991 



--
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DPWH MINISTRY ORDER 22 (1981) -- GUIDELINES FOR THE 
APPLICATION OF THE IMPLEMENTING RULES AND REGULATIONS 
(IRR) OF FD 1594 RE PRE-QUALIFICATION, BIDDING AND 
AWARD, 24 March 1981
 

DRAFT REPORIT: AUDIT OF USAID/PHILIPPINES' RURAL
 
INFRASTIdJ:TIuI FUND PROJECT NO. 492-0420, Agency for 
International Development, Resident Audit Office,
 
Manila, 19 July 1991
 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 164 -- PROVIDING ADDITIONAL GUIDELINES IN 
THE PROCESSING AND APPROVAL OF ACONTRACTS OF THE
 
NATIONAL GOVERNMENT -- Malacanang, Manila. 5 May 1987
 

EXECUTIVE OlI)l1Rl 480 --- ESTABLISHING THE SOUTH COTABATO/
GENERAL SANTOS CITY AREA DEVELOPMENT PROJECT OFFICE 
Malacanting, Manila. 16 September 1991 

GUIDELINES FOR REGISTRATION AND CLASSIFICATION OF
 
CONTRACTORS-- Mimeo, undated
 

GUIDELINES ON THE HIRING OF CONSULTANTS FOR GOVERNMENT
 
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS (Prepared by NEDA as per EO
 
164) Dec 1987
 

INCEPTION PEPORT (Rural Infrastructure Fund Project (AID

Project No. 492-0429), Louis Berger International,
 
Inc., in joint venture with TCGI Engineers, January
 
1990
 

JOINT PROJEC'[1 IMPLEMENTATION -LETTER (JPIL) # 1, re Rural
 
InfrastrucLure Fund Project, No. 492-0420, 22 October
 
1987
 

Letter - Staffing Pattern for RIFP 
 (with salaries) 2 Jun
 
1988
 

MAIN REPORT -- FEASIBILITY STUDIES, Louis Berger
International, Inc., in joint venture with TCGI
 
Engineers, April 1991
 

MEMO, PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS DIAGRAMS 
FOR LARGE
 
AND SMAkl. PROJECTS, Office of the Secretary,

Departmen of Public Works & Highways (DPWH), Approved

by FioreI lo R. Estuar, Undersccretary, 17 September
 
1987
 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION & 
COMMUNICA'ION (DOTC) and the DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC 
WORKS & HIGHWAYS (DPWH), 5 August 1991
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MINUTES OF MEETING WITH HON. SECRETARY DE JESUS, Re:
 
Quirino & Kalibo Projects of Torno America/Foundation
 
Speciaists JV (TASFJV), RIF-PMO & LBII/TCGI 28
 
October 1991
 

ORGANIZATION CIIART RIF-PMO 

PACD EXTENSIONfJ FOR THE RIF PROJECT NUMBER 492-0420, ACTION 
MEMORANDIJfi, U.S. Agency for International Development 
(USAID) Wliiila, OCP to the Director, 15 January 1991 

PD 1594 -- Jf1I'LJEMNTING RULES AND REGULATIC S 7 March 1990
 

PHILIPPINE A.;I;LSTA1NCE STRAGEY U.S. FISCML YEARS 1991-1995, 
SUMMARY, U.S. Agency for International Development, 
Philippirieo, July 1990 

PROGRESS REPORT NO. 24, RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT,
 
Louis B3erger International, Inc., in joint venture
 
with TCGI Engineers, Sept 1991
 

PROGRESS REPORTS ON SUB-PROJECTS BEING IMPLEMENTED 

ALMAGRO P1ORT PROJECT MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT NO. 16, 
RIF1", Louis Berger International, Inc., in joint 
venttle with TCGI Engineers, Sept 1991 

BABAK PURL' PROJECT MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT NO. 9,
 
R1F.), Louis Berger International, Inc., in joint
 
vet-iitie with TCGI Engineers, Sept 1991
 

BALASAB-CARLES-BANCAL ROAD PROJECT MONTHLY PROGRESS 
REP)I I'NO. 1, RIFP, Louis Berger Tnternational, 
Inc., in joint venture with TCGI Engineers, Sept 
1991 

ESTANCA-AJUY ROAD & ESTANCIA-WHARF ROAD MONTHLY 
PROGIZESS REPORT NO. 11, RIFP, Louis Berger 
International, Inc., in joint venture with TCGI 
Engiineers, Sept 1991 

KALIBO ]IhIJIWAY PROJECT MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT NO. 
18, RIFP, Louis Berger International, Tnc., in 
joint venture with TCGI Engineers, Sept 1991 

MANDAOII PORT PROJECT MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT NO. 11, 
RIFP1, Louis Berger International, Inc., in joint 
venture with TCGI Engineers, Sept 191 

QUIRINO HIGHWAY PROJECT MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT NO. 
17, RIF, Louis Berger International, Inc., in
 
joint venture with TCGI Engineers, Sept 1991
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PROJECT GRANT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE REPUBLIC OF THE
 
PHILIPPINES AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA FOR THE
 
RURAL INIFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT, AID Project No.
 
492-0420, 28 September ±987.
 

Amendment No. 1 to PROAG 28 Aug 1989
 

Amendment No. 2 to PROAC 29 Sep 1989
 

Amendment No. 3 to PROAG 18 Jun 1990
 

Amendment No. 4 to PROAG 18 Sep 1990
 

Amendment No. 5 to PROAG 29 May 1991 

Amendment No. 6 to PROAG 12 Sep 1991
 

AMENDMNT NO. 1 -- RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT (492
0420) -- USAID/ MANILA, 28 August 1989
 

MID-TERM EVALUATION DRAFT REPORT.-- RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 
PROJECT USAID/MANILA -- Resource Management
Associates, Madison Wisconsin, 24 Eeptember 1991 

PROJECT IfIl'I.EMIENTATION STATUS PMO PROJECTS (mimeo 
spreadsheet, 

PROJECT PAPER -- MINDANAO DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (492-0456) 
- USAID/MAIIILA, September 1990
 

PROJECT PAPEI? -- RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT (492
0420) -- IJ;AID/MANILA, September 1987 

PROJECT PAPEI? AMENDMENT NO. 2 -- RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND 
PROJECT (492-0420) -- USAID/MANILA, May 1990. 

PROJECT PIRPOSAL PREPARAY'ION GUIDEBOOK (Logframe & 
Scheduliiq Techniques), The Pragma Corporation, Nov 87 
+ 	 photoc:opy extracts of Financial Terminology; Quick 

Guide to AID Handbooks; Flowcharts of AID Project
docuirntation system; and Flowcharts of 1) AID 
Dii-:t Contract Process for Technical Services,
 
2) CNlmodities, and 3) Host Country Contracting
 

PROPOSAL FIA REVISION TO TIE SCOPE OF WORK FOR RIF 
FEASIBILITY STUDIES, Louis Berger International, Inc.,
 
20 March 1990 

QUARTERLY PIWGRESS STATUS REPORT, Rural Infrastructure
 
Fund, 492-0420, OCD, U.S. Agency for International
 
Development, Manila, Philippines. Series: Quarter
 
Ending 1.2/31/87 through 6/30/91.
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RECORD OF AGREEMENT of Amendment No. 3 to the Rural
 
Infrastructure Project between the United States of
 
America & Republic of the Philippines, 9 July 1990
 

RIF Project Homo -- Letter of Introduction from AID
 

RIF PROJECT!, -- ROADS & PORTS. VOL III. SPECIAL
 
PROVISuIUO;: CONDITIONS OF PARTICULAR APPLICATION,
 
SPECIAL TECIINICAL SPECIFICATIONS. Louis Berger
 
International, Inc., in joint venture with TCGI
 
Engineers, January 1991
 

RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT (492-0420) --

USAID/HAJII.,A, September 1987, Supplemental Agreement
 
# 1, long Term Consulting Services Contract
 
(LBII/TC';1 ), 8 June 1990
 

RURAL INFIAS.;TRUCTURE FUND PROJECT (492-0420) --

USAID/IAIIILA, September 1987, Supplemental Agreement
 
# 2, long Term Consulting Services Contract
 
(LBII/'1C(n ), 28 November 1990
 

RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT (492-0420) --
USAID/11ANILA, September 1987, Supplemental Agreement 
# 3, Long Term Consulting Services Contract 
(LBII/TGC.1.), 19 March 1991 

RURAL INFIASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT (492-0420) --
USAID/AIILLA, September 1987, Supplemental Agreement 
# 4, Long Term Consulting Services Contract 
(LBII/TCc;I), 9 September 1991 

RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT -- 4 page outline, 
(Mimeo) undated. -

SAN JOSE PORT PROJECT MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT NO. 8, RIFP, 
Louis Begqer International, Inc., in joint venture 
with TCGI Engineers, Sept 1991 

SCOPE OF Woi{i< AtD INSTRUCTIONS FOR PREPARATION AND 
SUBMITTAI. OF TECHNICAL PROPOSALS, ARCIIITECT-
ENGINEER Ilr; SERVICES, GENERAL SANTOS CITY AIRPORT, 
U.S. Aloncy for International Development, Manila,
 
November 1991
 

Set of MAPS of. RIFI, Sites as of 30 September 1991
 

STA. ROSA 1 Ij'I POJ ECT MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT NO. 15, 
RIFP, Loiti; Berger International, Inc., in joint 
venture wiLh TCGI Engineers, Sept 1991 

STANDARD SI,]C I1.1 CATI ONS, 
CONDITIE(); l.OFCONTRACT, 
Highway., 1988 

VOLUME 1. 
Department of 

REQUIRE
Public 

MENTS 
Works 

& 
& 
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STANDARD SPEICLFICATIONS, VOLUME II. HIGHWAYS, BRIDGES &
 
AIRPORTS, Department of Public Works & Highways, 1988
 

THE CONSTRUJCTIIN INDUSTRY IN THE PHILIPPINES -- Mimeo, 
undated. 
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CCfl)I'IACTS' ITERVTI EWED 

ADLAWAN, ELEAZAR - Contractor, Santa Rosa Port
 

BALUCATING, (11IRISOSTOMO 0. - Chief, Air Navigation
 
Service, I)partment of Transportation & Communication
 

BATOBALONOS, EDUARDO - Airport :lartager, General Santos 
Airport, I3uayan, General Santos City, South Cotabato 

CAHANDING, I)AI.IL.' P. - Senior Soils/Materials Engineer, 
LBII/TCGi, Babak Port, Samal Island, Davao 

CASTEN GII'X1G W. - Project Sponsor, Torno 
Ar ca/Foundation Specialists, Joint Venture 

CHIU, ERLIJI)A B. - Supervising Economic Development
 
Specialil;L, NEDA Regional Office, Iloilo City
 

DAWAY, JOCEILYN - Project Management Specialist, Mindanao 
Developmeilt Project 

DE LA TORRE, JUANITO C. - Resident Engineer, Kalibo 
Highway Project, Louis Berger International, Inc., in 
Joint Venture with TCGI Engineers 

GARCIA, FRAIrWI3CO M. - Deputy Project Manager, FEMCO-LVM 

Joint Venture, Estancia-Ajuy Highway Sub-Project 

GOCO, LEOVEGILDO- District Engineer, DPWH, Roxas, Capiz 

HEISHMAN, STANLEY - Contracts Officer, USAID/Manila 

KINGERY, MICJAEL - USAID PSC EngineeL, Mindanao 
Development Project 

LAGE.2, ROBEIUT II. - Field Director, Kalibo Highway Torno 
America/In)undation Specialists, Joint Venture 

LATONIO, T'()l)cjICO - Resident Engineer, Santa Rosa Port, 
Louis IulI(er International, Inc., in Joint Venture 
with TC(;I Engineers 

LOVERIA, PlWAIN)O - Project Engineer, FEMCO-LVM Joint
 
Venture, I".L;tacia-Ajuy Highway Sub-Project
 

MALONE, FIZAI|F E. - Financial & Adcinistration Manager,
Torno Amoriica/Foundation Specialists, Joint Venture 

MCKENZIE, J111.IA11 11. - Construction Manager, Louis Berger
Internat.joiial, Inc., in Joint Venture with TCGI 
Engineer:r
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MERCADO, MA.1AlO ft. - Electronics Shop Supervisor, Air
Navigatiii Service, Air Transportation Office, ATO 
Buiidin, Manila International Airport Authority, 
Manila
 

MIR, EDMUND) V. - Undersecretary, Foreign Assisted 
Projects, Department of Public Works & Highways 

MISIANO, EMMANUEL R. - Project Assistant, Office of 
Capital lrojects, USAID/Manila 

O'DWYER, MI'IIAVI] - Construction Manager, Torno America 

OCAMPO, ALI.'I)o P. - Resident Engineer, Estancia-Ajuy
Highway !It ject, Louis Berger International, Inc., in 
Joint Vo, ire with TCGI Engineers 

OSEA, NIENRY T. - Resident Engineer, Quirino Highway
Project, 1ouit- Berger International, Inc., in Joint 
Venture w it L TC(; Engineers 

PANAGUITON, AI.FIRLDO B. - Assistant District Engineer,
Ililo 2nd Fngineering District, Sara, Iloilo 

PANLILIO, Er111,1A - Chief Economic Development Specialist,
Ntional Economic & Development Authority (NFDA), NEDA 
Building, I'asig, Metro Manila 

PARAGAS , JOLY -- Project Enilneer, ''orno America, President 
Roxas, (c)i)jz 

PURIFICACION, TIE'SO - Deputy Project Manager, Louis Berger
Interna )i,lit, Inc., in Joint Venture with TCGI 
Enginee , 

Y Chief 

Project!;, UP!'AID/Manila
 

PURIFOY, I,1,;I - Engineer, Office of Capital 

REYES, ELAB'I; A. - Contractor, Santa Rosa Port 

RIVAS, NICII)IA:; - Chief Economic I)evelopment Specialist, 
NEIDA Peg i n;i I Off.ice, lloilo city 

ROCO, SU'mIcII :;. JR. - Evaluation Officer, U';Al1)/Maiila 

RODRIGUEZ, I I)IiANI)) G. - II'I-eo i (ion t , I..MCO- IVM Joint 
Vonituiyo, (;q I'] Contra:toLr 

SANTO.';, AIJ(;I;:;'i -- I)ri rctor, i tra!;tlri-urt (! :;t4t 1, National 
Economn i , !ve!Iopmont Authoer i ty ( NEI)A ) , NEDA 
Bu i 1d11)(!, i'.c;ig, Metro Mai la 

SANTOS, HotlY Operat iont Engineer, ALC Construction, 
Man i la 
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SILVELA, EPIJESTO A. - Regional Director, Department of 
Public Woiks & Highways, Region VI, Iloilo
 

SOLLESTA, 1f.EY JAMES - Resident Engineer I, Region VI, 
Departm.,iL of Public Works & Highways 

SORIQUEZ, IFIUI(RAITE E. - Project Director & Project
Manager, I'MO/RIFP, Department of Public Works &Highway.; 

STANFORD, JAHEIL C. - Controller, USAID/Manila 

STERN, MICI]AF. G. - Director, ADP Divisiton, Louis Berger
Iaterial.ional, Inc., in Joint Venture with TCGI 
Engineei f; 

TABALE, PA'S'JP - Assistant Project Manager, PMO/RIFP, 
Departmeiit of Public Works & Highways 

UMITEN, SALVI( - Engineer, USAID/Manila 

VALBUENA, ('t,;:;A - Assistant Secretary, Department of 
Transpo t a o.il and Communications, PHILCOMCEN 
Buildi iq, l'ar;ig, Metro Manila 

VERMILLIO, (;AI - Engineer, USAiD/Manila 

WALLACE, I AV II) - Country Marager, Louis Berger
IlturnaL i ()ual, Inc. , in Joint Venture with TCGI 
Engineie, : 

ZONAGA, MAPII;I.E S. - Development Assistant Specialist, 
USAI D/lami i .a 

ZVINAKIS, I111111Sn; C. - Director, Office cf Capital 
Projectt;, U-AID/Manila 
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HOS'.I. CONUTRY CONTh-ACTr I NGT 

[QUESTION 1]
 

Qi. Do the GOP guidelines relating to Host Country
 
contract.!; with consultants promote timely and
 
effective services for the implementation of sub
projects under RIF, especially with regard to contract
 
negotiations with foreign consultants?
 

The ex h-ti ng GOP guideliies on consultancy are 
contained iin the "Guidelines on the Procurement of 
Consulting Services for Government Projects" approved by the 
National Ecoiiomic & Development Authority (NEDA) on 12 
September 1990. These guidelines amended the original ones 
prepared by L:le NEDA in December 1987 pursuant to Executive
 
Order (E.O.) 164 signed into law by President Corazon C.
 
Aquino on 5 May 1987.
 

Consistenit with its policy objective to achieve maximum
 
efficiency and economy in the development and implementation
 
of government projects, the guidelines provide for a
 
selection process that promotes timely and effective
 
delivery of consultancy services. The consultancy
 
requirement i.; advertised in newspapers, and notices are
 
also posted in conspicuous places. Interested consultants
 
are short] ist ed based on appropriate experience, 
qualification of personnel, and job capacity. Shortlisted
 
consultants a re then ranked based on experience and 
corporate ca'nability, plan of approach and methodology, and 
quality of personnel to be assigned. 

To promote the development of Filipino consultancy, the
 
NEDA guideflne; provide that Filipino consultants shall be
 
hired whenev- the services required are within their 
expertise and c:apability. Otherwise -- and in the interest 
of effecting Lechnology transfer -- foreign consultants may 
be hired in ag..c.ociation with Filipino consultants. 

To qualify [or hiring, foreign consultants must be 
registered wi llithe Securities and Exchange Commission, and 
must also I),, authorized by the appropriate Philippine
professional regulatory body if the consulting services 
involve the practice of a regulated profession.

0 
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The applicability of the NEDA guidelines to foreign
 
funded projects is qualified by the provisions of Section
 
9.3 thereof which reads:
 

The above notwithstanding, these guidelines

shall not negate any existing and future
 
commitments with respect to the selection of 
consultants financed partly or wholly with funds
 
from international financial institutions, as 
well as from bilateral and other similar sources 
as stipulated in the corresponding agreements

with such institutions/sources.
 

Annex ], ';ection IV (C), to the Project Grant Agreement 
dated 28 Septe-mber 1987 between the Republic of the 
Philippines and USAID provides that 

. . . the contracting process for host country

conhracts will be subject to A.I.D. Handbook 11 
(Ilost Country Contracting). 

While this sec!tion was entirely deleted by Amendment No. 1 
dated 28 Augui.st 1989 to the Project Grant Agreement, the new
 
section on (ontracting and Procurement Plan retained
 
verbatim the above-quoted provision. The NEDA guidelines
 
are therefore subject to A.I.D. Handbook 11.
 

The evaluation team concludes that the written GOP 
guidelines on civil works contracting and procurement of
 
consultants Mre reasonable, and do not inhibit the
 
solicitation of expatriate (particularly American) technical
 
consu tancy -. e,.vices. However, the team is also aware of 
several problems which have been encountered under the RIF 
Project in r-he application and interpretation of these 
guidelines. (ine particular issue --- namely, the notable 
failure of the GOP to reach agreement with the Brown & Root 
consultancy con'tract -- probably gave rise to this question. 
The impact of the failure to reach agreement in the 
foregoing case what that RIF project implementation was 
effectively sqtymied for two years. While in retrospect it 
seems likely that the situation would have been resolved 
more rapidly tinder a direct .ID contract, at this late stage 
such speculat ion is irrelevant. In the evaluation team's 
judgment, however, the failure to award did not occur as 
result of 1iladequate q uidelines and procedtres ojz 

esr2turLy(_e piactjce aginst American contractors, but was 
rather the i ntransigence of both parties in negotiation. 
Indeed, the (con.1ultant (Louis Berger) subsequently selected 
was also an expatriate firm. 

http:Augui.st
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The following is a summary of the highlights in the
 
Brown & Root case:
 

USAID -eiit- the Request for Technical Proposals (RFTP)
 
for the RIF Lo Lhie concerned Undersecretary of DPWH zrounl
 
May 9, 1981. The RFTP was duly publicized shortly
 
afterward. Eight proposals for the RIF were submitted by
 
American firijv; and the Government of the Philippines
 
reviewed these puroposals during the late summer and fall of
 
1988. The DWIi chose a winning bid from those submitted and
 
informed USAID/Philippines of its decision on December 15,
 
1988. USAID f;'isequently concurred in this selection. The
 
elapsed time from the submission of proposals to the
 
selection on a consultant was approximately twenty-three
 
weeks.
 

At about- the same time as this decision was made,
 
allegations ol impropriety concerning the bidding process
 
were made agai.,;t a senior official of the DPW . When the
 
unsuccessful. bidders expresse, concern about this situation,
 
the Secretary of the DPWH informed them that their interest
 
was too late. At least one source attributes the delay in
 
the selection process to "unrelenting grumbling" by one of
 
the bidders, rather than to the process itself.
 

Negotiation between the DPWII and the winning bidder 
continued from December 15, 1988 through May 22, 1989. 
During the iuit:ial negotiating period, the relations between 
the DPW11 and Llie first ranked bidder steadily deteriorated 
and became increasingly acrimonious. Negotiations were 
terminated in MHay and on July 11, 1989 the DPWI! informed 
this firm thait because of the failure of the negotiations 
its bid had finally been rejected. At the same time 
USAID/Philippions concurred in the decision of ,DPWII to open 
negotiations with the second ranked bidder, officially, the
 
negotiations failed because the two parties could not agree 
on several i ;-ciies in the draft contract. In fact, the DPWII 
seems to havf. become disenchanted with its original choice 
long before 1lie actual termination of negotiations. This 
suggests that. oJlher factors also may have been at work. One 
factor seem., 1,) have been the change in the top leadership 
of the DPWII vanily in 1989. As soon as the new Secretary of 
DPWII assumedl offjice, relations between the negotiating 
parties abrup lyI deteriorated. 

There in ,some indication that the need for 
communiuatioli between the Project Bidding ard Awards 
Committee (PIHA C) and the top lovels of the DPWII caused some 
confusion diniiini the negotiations and led the first ranked 
bidder to su;pct that discussions were not conclusive and 



perhaps were not carried out in good faith.I (It should be
 
kept in mind that the United States is an extremely
 
legalistic society, while the Philippines is a highly
 
personal one, despite the thin veneer of legal norms and
 
institutions derived from its contact with the United
 
States. Thufs, in a negotiating process, it is possible that
 
both parties may develop misperceptions about the intentions
 
of the other. ]
 

During tlir. spring of 1989 when the negotiations were
 
experiencing difficulties, the first ranked bidder made
 
numerous appeills to USAID to intaircede with the GOP on its
 
behalf. Record.,; indicate that USAID officials at all levels
 
made represent-aLions to the GOP to get the negotiations 
moving again. This may have had an effect contrary to that 
intended by IK1;AID. The evaluation team found considerable 
sensitivity to perceptions of external intervention in the 
affairs of vam ious GOP agencies. Moreover, despite the 
apparent effou-ts by USAID to reconcile the parties and get 
the negotiation., back on track, the first ranked bidder took 
steps tinder tlie United States Freedom of Information Act to 
acquire all UJ;AID records relevant to its negotiations with 
the DPWII. The Evaluation Team found no evidence of 
impropriety oni the part of any USAID staff member. However, 
the action by the first 
level of sus;!ncion had 

ranked bidder indicates that 
arisen during the course 

a 
of 
hgh 
the 

negotiations. 

There is a perception among some within 
USAID/Philippimmes that the GOP has an "ideological" bias 
against Amer-ican( consulting and construction firms and that 
it does not want expatriate technical assistance and has 

S...devised many strategems to stymie its acquisition in the 
face of our in;i.stence on it." This viewpoint is partially
valid, but practically irrelevant. .,iterviews with various 
senior GOP of licinl,; indicated a preference for the use of 
local experti.,:,. Nevertheless, the GOP has had to acquiesce
in the use (oI )reign consultants on many occasions because 
of the reqtoi 'mint.; of multilateral lending agencies such as 
the IBR.) and tile AI. In fact, all of the principal bidders 
on the RI V" p,:oject were American firms or their 
ubsidiari es. ;o, regardless of any "ideol gical" bias on 

the part of t It(, GOP, it was inevitable that they were going 
to have an Amvi, ican consulting firm, and they knew it. 

IL shol Idhe kept .i11 mind that when the second ranked 
bidder was (:a ll ed to negotiate with the GOP, the 
negotiations; wo-ei completed within about a month, and the 

11t shou Id he noted that in the Philippines, even relatively Igth 
level committ.,. dih( as tie PIBAC almost inevitably will refer the r 
del iberat ions ti) i h ijher auihority to ensure that the consensus is firm 
enough to withsta(i external scrutiny. 
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consultant team was mobilized a month later. This may 
indicate a greater convergence of views between the second 
ranked bidder and the GOP, or it may merely mean that the 
GOP had already made its point with the dismissal of the
 
first ranked bidder and was then ready to get on with the
 
job. 

Recommendation 

The evaluInLion team recommends that USAID continue with
 
the Host CounLi'y contracting mode for RIF itplementation. 
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[QUESTION 2]
 

Q2. 	Are Hiei procurement procedures covering construction 
contrac:s as contained in the implementing rules and 
regulat.ons of Presidential Decree 1594 unduly
cumbersome? Do they promcte free and open competition 
in the b~idding process? Does the use of Approved Agency 
Estimates (AAE) and Allowable Government Estimates (AGE) 
promoLe free and open competition at "reasonable" cost 
to tihe government? 

PresieI-0,:"i Decree (PD) 1594 entitled "Prescribing
 
policies, (;,idelines, Rules and Regulations for Government
 
Infrastru(.tiino Contracts" was signed into law by President 
Ferdinand 1. Marcos on 11 June 1978. Since then, its 
"Implement:iiqi Rules and Regulations" (IRR) have been amended 
several ti,.-, the latest of which took effect on 13 April 
1991.
 

Consis;toiit with its policy objective to 

lni q about maximum efficiency in project
imp lementat ion and minimize project cost and 
contract variations through sound practices in 
contract management 

PD 1594 pm:cribes procurement procedures that promote free 
and open (,ni'potitien in the bidding process. Bidding for the 
project i.; tequired to be advertised for at least three (3)
times in al least two (2) newspapers of general circulation. 
Bidding i :; open to qualified contractors, and foreign 
contractov.,; are also allowed to enter into joint venture 
agreementt; ill the prosecution of the project. Prospective
bidders ai, |requalified based on their legal, technical and 
financial f i LnSS to undertake the project. 

The )1' !;tntidard contracting procedure,; mandate use of 
Approved Aqei(-y Estimate; (AAE) and Al lowabl e Government 
Estimate!; (A(;I,,;) . The Jimpl.ementing RulIe,, and Regulati ois (IRR) 
prov ide t.l iin on Approved Ageoncy E:;titmate (AAE) be -'parately
developed I)y th, govenrment a'.; a chck of roit.;oiiabl.nesr'; on 
the contra il.,).,; bids; . Ali Allowal)l( (;ovelnmeont Estimate (AGE)
is also 	 for a on awar o"pr(vi(led a; ceiling the o( contracts. 
The IRR prov ide; that 

l dW t'( I of ((ontrovA(:. , ,l l I 1W, (h, to a bidder 
WiIO.e I) i ppr i(v i ,, i(hIPr thaln the , Ilowab)le 
(loVP r llllf!1lt. e . mtll (MACI') ' he" a l)pprove( agency 
r, ilnat.e, (MI), whit h(ever i% 1h4iqh,r, or lower than 
',vority pre(:nIt (/0%,) of the A(;. 
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The JI1 also prescribes time frames for the major steps
 
in contrac-t award activities to assure expeditious action of
 
all conceined. The contract then is awarded to the lowest 
pre-qualified bidder whose bid -- as evaluated -- complies 
with all the terms and conditions in the call for bid, and is
 
also con!s id red the most advantageous to the government.
 
Finally, appropriate GOP officials approve the awaird.
 

Under IISAID Host Country Contracting requirements for 
AID-funded p-ojects, AID concurs in the list of prequalified 
contractors;, the resolution of award, and the construction
 
contract ito, elf. 

Objec: ions have been raised by AID and the World Bank 
regardinqv ih bracketing of the bid as a function of the AAE 
and AGE, ;irce it raises doubts as to the competitiveness of 
the biddi ii i)rocess and the reasonableness of the resulting 
contract ,'s.. It also gives rise to a perception of bid 
manipulat ion which can result in complaints from unsuccessful 
bidders, wlich ultimately create additional delays in contract 
award. c()i;equently, the IRR provisions on bracketing of bids 
do not aplj.ly to foreign funded projects such as the RIF. 
Paragraph IV Section 2 of the IRR reads: 

Ilie above notwithstanding, nothing in these 
impleientinf rules and rehl 1ations sha]1 negate any
existing and future commitments with respect to the 
bidding and award cf contrd,-ts financed partly or 

1holly with funds from ircrnational financial 
institutions, as well as from bilateral and other 
, iii lar sources. 

As ,I i ';cu.,;;ed earl ier (in response to Question 1) 
reqardinq ;, simi lar provision in the NEDA guidelines, in light 
of Annex I to the Project Grant Agreement dated 28 September 
1987, tl, ;II)ove quoted JIM provision exempt; R11 contracts 
from the AAI,:/A(;I: ceiling on contract awards. 

Tie I)( ,:edu ra] mechani.sm; us;ed by )PWII (and other GOP 
Agencie,; ) I(r contract i ng and p)rocurement fol low accepted 
general t" ;: ice. lhowever, there are wide;pread perceptions 
of publ i i (-)rrtju1 ti on and o)1)ortunitive; tor abu.;e in the 
construct i)ii i1(lu.s;trv whi ch have (J iwyen rHi.;e to an accretiron of 
ever ilit ,r i nte1- I COntrVol pr1o(e..!dure. -. Many of these 
control; Ih iv,, b,,n .oveloled b)ec u;e of bild( XJ)E:ri on.es , or 
have 1' iisuper iimo;d(!I by external a(lic es ( s;UC a; tile 

"Thin A2(ii t theComn' i o)n (COA ) over year;. In turn, 
In d i v i (lI I iii;i cr,(:ri, te i !" owln bureaucrat i :c de ense 
m (1c:;1ll i ; I () ;(l( to tlI'i i;ta-sil];y-; d t-ill. D)(I! t i 1.'I 
doC-unim nti.il ii ts, i('o;ltti s eck in ;if)11, urtt i(.'e l;, t, 

.11.d (A1 ,(111i lit:aali Ia';i at tIig (I1 tim)I :(fll t: a :tA(Je; 'hl 
ox)ftt a .aind ('XtJ ,,I t() t1|11o revi w ;i'oo)ro; 'anhCt;Id S ll(d 

additi I "vt ''(llllv!; --- wh Il! i ,le0oubt'I (ly ai1ndr timo 
COMlS U11IIlI,1 up.iy ' GoP"".: at. ofS p r,, I I I.'ll(! ,rv;)5i Ve itudl,, 
dlstrui;l id will nlt- he di :;l,,v;,d w i li a;,as Ily by tiho (;Oi' 

http:mechani.sm
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because of a different (i.e. American) cultural perception of
 
what is really necessary.
 

Use of AAEs and AGEs is well established in DPWH and
 
implementinq rules and regulations relating to their use have
 
been revised only infrequently during the last decade.
 
Department oider No. 30, dated 30 January 1991 prescribes
 
DPWH's curnterit requirements for preparing Agency Estimates. 
DPWH confimmed that the AAE & AGE are not systematically 
applied to the RIF project, and so are not critical to the
 
decision-mahinq process. Indeed, the evaluation team was
 
informed that- in the past, bids 30% higher than the AAE have 
been allowed for foreign funded projects. In the evaluation 
team's judgment, the procedures established by the JRR for 
application to the RIF appear reasonable and not unduly
 
cumbersome.
 

Nevertli, ess, from closer examination and further
 
discussioi s,;, it is evident that in practice, the RIF Project 
has not boiri en1tirely free from AAE and AGE influence. Though 
the AAE/A;I, (-eiling does_D. a_pply to foreign funded projects, 
the AAE is eferred to iu- determining the renaLbleness of
the bid a4m1olllt. 

One as',t that has created some difficulty between USAID 
and DPWII in the past -- and where some possible headway in 
reducing I r iclIion could be made -- is tile GOP practice of 
negotiatin, with the lowest bidder after a failure of 
competitive lidding procedures. DPWII sometimes fails to award 
contracts ;at:er competitive public bidding because alldbi-s 
are way__ abuve _te!_AAtE, in which case tile bidding may be 
declared a failure and the AAE revised. 

llowev vi, oftnj, the AAE -- rather than the contractor's 
bid -- is; 1le culprit and (as indicated below) some of the 
factors u;s in preparing the AAE may be inappropriate or out
of-date.
 

1.. ;uveriment controe C( zcez; Government controlled 
pr ice, for some iter; are not ri qorous 1y enforced. 
conseli,,i ti y real price,; ina the mai'ketpllace are often 
much lii liet" than tile government'; price which i s used in 
the AAI :. l'or exampl e, i f the priIce of cement is 
contloAloI,'I "X" the pricee fact1t hut market i in "X 
plus '0) lrcontl", then the AAE w i l l be cons derably 
undet ( ;t i miated. 

2. (;(,v,'rfm(Iti1.ld rat~e; Other pric:e JU Iuide] inr 
are ,)ilW aL;i t. d . For ini;tancv, as of, Janua ry 1991, the 
DPWII -;l, ri I ied that 19U_ uip) ntoJ|ritv be used. 

http:v,'rfm(Iti1.ld
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3. Indirect cost rate Another factor that has caused 
problems is the indirect cost rate used by DPWII in 
prepa linl all AAEs. Indirect cost ceilings are a 
funct ,jn of the direct cost. "Overhead" is linited to 
7%, "1liif oreseen Contingencies" to 59, "Miscellaneous" to 

%, aiHi "Profit Margins" from 10% - 15%. The combined 
ceil i ii, 
(OCM) ii 

for "Overhead, 
f urther limited 

Contingencies 
to a ranige fr

& Miscellaneous" 
om 13% - 10% as an 

inver!;s function of the direct cost. Although use of 
these ihlilirect cost rates produces reason-ble estimates 
in su), cases, more oftr.a than not the'r application 
result<, in AAEs that are far too low. 

After ili.I ure to award a contract pursuant to competitive 
bidding, I)'Pll feels that it could still. successfully negotiate 
fair and io.usonable contract terms, conditions, and prices 
with the 1,iwes;t bidder. This practice is common in Philippine 
government- ;iqonnci Os. DPWII believes that negotiating with the 
lowest bidflli who it-, still considered too high (i.e. above the 
Allowable ;ove;irnment Estimate AGE) would result in speedier 
placement ()f contracts than starting the entire process over 
and readvoi i.si ng, and is in fact "host country contracting". 

In ti, lon. run, DPWII's modification of its criteria and 
methodon-oqy lo- developing government estimates would be a 
signifi ca;,. piocedural improvement. Having better estimates 
in the fit: in-:tance would systematically alleviate the GOP's 
self-inflict (difficulties, in lieu of the current ad hoc and 
ad hominviu pl:, Lice. While the current practice is widespread 
and expedif Lvt, it reduces the strength of internal controls 
and is tht,.; ope,!n to abuse, and subject to contest. 

E-,agaqiti( in negotiations. for construction services after 
a bi 2 fai liil, i; contrary to AI)' s ]ong-standing policy. We 
thercfore ,-, iuL recommend that USAID accede to DPWII 's wishes 
as a geneiiil : ,il. However -- in the short run -- until the 
GOP chanin':, i It.; AAE & AGE methodology, there may well be 
instance; c,li negotiatinq for services in this manner might 
be appropi i,-. 8;uch requests shculd therefore be reviewed by 
USAID teclinkc;il and management officials, and handled on v 
case-by-cat;o has i . 
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The forgotten story
 
of wholesale greed
 
SUCH w,,, the culture of corruption, the 
ronfigluri,,l ,of greed, the gluttony anrn 
the cinpirvliu ,.pawnedby the lictatorial 
regime --ond tile longevity and magnitude 

of the aggrandize-
mient it bentowed 
on ti corrupt -

that the 
. Knnngarnia Inc. 

wannotinclinedto 
- do things differ-

,ltly. 
aWyIack it, 

1968, President 

MaititLI I. 
Marco fill-
~nourced tn infr-

IVIalriii'z structurejrarfn
of 1I1,2 billion, n 
super-staggering 

nrnotir1 in liIIo thrys. 
Sen. hIh,uip:uo S.Aquino Jr. rope in the 

erullilteohIto nI.oil eximfpoi, revenling thot 
.only Iv,, iointed corlmmrtions -- Ixth 

newly o t,,117lfl - .illcarry out this gnr-
ganrtunn iiihrm, urcture program." 

'llie ifhvt vtonipnny wan tile Asian Engi-
neeting ,,iI IDevelopment Corporation, 
AEI .. 

wl'hui.v 'i"olpry," miid Ninoy, "with n 
puid-ulr , ,olpitol of I'50,000, arld wh me 
uIIrdel tl.l iuig 1% wr itteI in fracturedm, a-1 
mar, luuq Ild t(i-audaucity tu bid for morn,-
InentilI iuhiv? ructillo pmtjecti toUlling 
1P600 rilihot!" 

And l- i. l,,t ii 'd two Mhl'oiieng ofli-
cilqu d, um, inrupit ithwhind theAEI)C, 
which 1,1w f tIht 111.2 billion pogr;rn lid 
not boill iv kiloin'etr of rood, didto ,not 
I)y,,uu , w'r or Iulluvzur, find wIf'.V1r 
unht iv,. 11il I'l'AtII(ti ( i ch.I .

Nillf,; .I,,,iillhlnt tilt AEI)(, wit Ihthe 

hellpol ,,li1, 1,., il the ( rut 1r1 11 t11k lind 
ll i1i,61,i ',, %%1,1obhrinifi g IJ loo n

tuutulI',,i,. II'' 11ili,,10't, 

'I ,i,, , ,, v % lh,. (1"nmrut ', xv,, fylrrn 

tioll lil I ',Co'Il'j',, r't (o~l, uion tho 

'hrililtji,, 'v Ih' [irnut ou irtfiurrur 
C) 1.

BhvrgI'" uruvvrh (:Ilf(:ln'uw thrrl'hil 

ippine National Construction Corp.) won 
tlecontractwiththiegovernmenttounder
take, like theAEDC, 1P600million worthof 
projects over 900 working days. 

From the contract, Ninoy said, CI.CP 
stxo to rake in rolne P60 million in con. 
struction fen none from thegovernment. 

On top of that, the government waived 
the 3 per cent construction tax, a highly 
questionable exemption, and loaned - for 
free - thehreovy quilpment usedbyCDCPI 

''ll CIJC'l ixxm, of course, war Rodolfo 
Cuencn, who needed no introduction. 

fly 1981, CI)CP wan on the verge of 
collapre owing to grons mismnnngement 
and voraciou.s overextension around the 

world from the Middle East to Indonesia. 
'he Filipinopeople wereoutragedwhen 

it was bailed out by the Mrcoqgovernment 
through the NII)C to the tuneof more than 
a billion peu-ro'! 

'171 C1)(:' hnd iecome the Philippinen' 
higgent bunirnes and management de
bacle, arind the people behind it utterly 
embarrassed - assumrning they were sen
nible of shame - but utterly rich. 

It wan believed that the bulk of the two 
curpooniesequity-the ALI)C nnd theCDCP 
--bl onged to Somebody ndrhin Relatives. 

It "'as nKguounzmi, Inc., Part I. 
Ninoy ioddthat certain corporntions in 

other huge projectn hnd to pull out becaune 
%mebody was unsatisfied with the per
centnge of equity renerved for him, while 
tie in seof lilipinon stnrved, died with
out medical attention or lived without 
education. 

Ninoy enoed his Pxlxpi by saying,"I am 
urriieouhyto in thin Sennto Chanmber, but I 
rrt't vrly I ill relw led and revulned by nil 
thig!"' 

I1rtfortvruttly fdur th1 I"iipiro0 IeoIpIle, 

lwine' who if.Ihwnc l tre nuthoritnrin or
lr, urld lure iouw ilr jx we'r in (CvryAijrino'n 

iuv urrtu'ri, ll r hvrogry for ') 
uird \,/hiel tw lnl't findutents were sld

dunly within tlwir glnrmp, l-r'd rutiny.s 

thing hrit ll,'e'd p rofit like lorrg-rtinrving
u-id.'usli! n. 
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GO OI;1 ( U zNI IO A STRULCTURJES
 

[QUESTION 3]
 

Q3. Are the organizational structures of Host Country
 
implemeu I: ion agencies suited to the effective 
managemient of tihe RIF project? Do the agencies have 
the capab)i Iity to effectively implement their 
respective sub-projects? Has an effective working 
relation:hiI) been established among DPWI, USAID, the 
consultant:; and contractors under the project? 

Organizati onal Structures
 

The ba!-i' organizational designs of the Department of
 
Public Worksu b Highways (DPWII) and the Department of

Transpourtati.J€l Communications (DOTC) are suitable for
 

managing the PIVi project. DPW1I manages its foreign assisted
 
projects dirwt ly from the central office in Manila, through
 
a series of "Clusters", segregated primarily on the basis of
 
the source ,)f funding, but also in terms of the types of
 
projects undert aken. Each Cluster Director oversees several
 
projects malflaie~d in turn by Project Managers with a
 
centrally-staf d Project Management Office (PMO).
 

In the lPlp~artment of Transportation & Communications, 
the Chief d Lhoe Air Navigation Service under the Air 
Transportat i ,ii off ice (ATO) manages DOTC's current 
involvement iiL tlhe PI. 

The foio(;(uing situation is currently in a state of 
flux, however, ad discussed on the following pages. 

Present-ly, Lhere are twenty-six (26) P1Os in the DPWI!, 
grouped into IH)!.eparate "Clusters" for management purposes,
 
as follows:
 

1. Asian I)evtlopnent Bank-Assisted hJighway Projects 
1. Asiani )evelopment Bank (ADB-PMO) 
2. Highland Agriculture Development Project 

(hfAJ)P-I,:O)
 
3. 	 Kuwa ii-FEunded Agriculture & Economic
 

Deve,Inii t (KI"AI';D-I'M( )
 

2. 	 World iuik--A';:.i Lo(1 lroP ject; 
i 	 l!ink1. 	 ntrIlit ar; for Reconstruction & 

[)evr,'lulii,':it (113fD-I'MO) 
2. Sec,ind ?ii',il Road.; Improvement Project (SRRIP-PMO) 
3. RP d l ),rat:J" i o, 

3. Philippi ,, ' Iiqhway Loan (PJIIL-I'MO) 

4. Fii;hinq l(J t'; Projec(!t;
, 	 (11'I-MO)
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5. 	 Urban Infrastructure Project
 
1. 	 Urban Roads Project Office (URPO-PMO)
 
2. 	 Reqio natl Cities Development Project (RCDP-PMO) 
3. 	 Metro Manila Infrastructure Uti lities &
 

En(!inIoeinq Program (MMMINUTE-I1MO)
 
4. 	 Progr am for .I;,h;entialMunicipa lI nfra-tructure, 

Uti 1 i L ie'.;, Mlai ntenan nc and Engjineering 
Develop me.0nt (tPREMIUM El)- 1'C) 

6. 	 Rural WVltr ,;upply Project,; 

7. 	 Flood C(on troI & )ra inaqe P rojects 
1. 	 Major I'lood Control Projects and Small Water 

Impound inq Pro ject (8WIM-PMO) 
2. 	 Mangehrin l'1oodway (MI"-PMO) 
3. 	 Nation11wide I(dqrinq & Reclamation Projects 
4. 	 Metro nni Ia l)raiinaq ';y!;tem Rehabilitation 

Pro ject 
5. 	 Cota haLo-Aq u iran River ha';in Dvelopment Project 

8. 	 Integrated Area Deve l opmnent 'ro ject!; 
1. 	 Rural Infraistructure Fund Project (RIF-iPMO) 
2. 	 Secolnd Palawan Inteq rated Area Development Project

(S P1 Al) '-I1 (M) 

3. 	 Sama r I nt:g rated Area Development Project 

(SI RPI'-PHO) 
4. 	 Bic()I ;o:ondIa ry and] F-eeder Roads Project

(BIMD] -111w) 

9. 	 Special Pzo jeW; 
1. 	 Special Biri dqe; 1PM() 
2. 	 Sp(ial Bf i ilding.; PMO 

'ii3. 	 Equiifwnt Ia,.;e Shops PMO 

10. 	 Feas ibil ity :;tud i e.; PMo 

Note: 'li1' 1I,WI I'roj(2'.t UIlw!ilJO_ 91..thy_ 
Ru .r.. I oir; I IC.II'e |u1id MI ') l'rvjvct A'140 i* .. AL0 
QQn]( Ir11t ly. h, I) icto- of th; 01e hALet Artoo DoVv1ov.nln 

Al t hou h(;i I fi,!;t, 1,M)!; ar- not. f)#l), iIeit. tlit i t i,', wi thin 
the D|'WHl, wn'' cif I hm have e i,,;to-d for pianiy y atte liveavlrc 
;ub;tant: iala ,lfi ii I,|t iy ih(nd tlwh(nlicil f;.;sa I ; . the u,;e of 
pro ject 1niii,'1iuiit of I i(:e,; pfeI11i : . he DI'WII to take oi a 
larqe volun, )I pi o jtct.,; wi thoit g.ul):;tant. ial I y i J: ,,':;inq 
it,: permarienwi I ai Lfh, ,IHlin 1 t-)01(1: (:oiin i tr;allt, a.n I at, it 1 . l I onit 
of i rista'l*'a pi in n .. vKrri' II lprilr r il ', when thoe I)(Z((I 
for a 15 ()I- ext id i cejit;! It.part iulo end:; it raa 1 .:,; , 
will I,' Ii!;o)I ved , it-!; 1I '1!1 Ian Civi I ;e vri w nt.it f 
re norLoe| i n o lIeI )o'WI I, atId it.,; hi red wo Iorce I et (o. 
Staff ar;;iqnlonhtq!;, (. , aiy, (Mtorimint ul; with the lit rtheref o 
of ea(:h po( '. Ihwoweve-r, jiwyn the mat:;i;,iVe davclopmient 
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needs of the I' Ilippines, the number of PMOs is unlikely to 
decline. Mi s-I PfIJO; manaqe s;everal qrant and ln projects 
at a ( i vel I i I, lld C(LU il-e flew ones when old ones are 
completed. 

tl(,) l !;ti 1 I I t Ihee I ). ri I it ' Ili Yl(!; ( o ld;bie(-ably 
accord it (I t , I I l, I* w 1)A, Ir. 1,of(. ;ta II iit, ! t attern lIt ; each 
1(J14 are',it , .i.. I h l) Jt1 i (),I i pOhlet and Monn:;ement 
of the111 i ' ,,I t l, II ,:;t idel l_,o ,taf f :).aiariv'. andl periodic 
;l2)a 'y IA (ti ll! I III'-lU i :; (I ( ch rt l i (Wi i t pro ject f lnds. 
C:ontract I i' (Iit o, 11110!-I . ci veit twenty vercent 
(20 1) tUI,i Iit on th"unininuii tlirih( rate I(:n to reguilar
qovernxmnt ,imll, ifni m(cup~y =1 si.m:ilar ~os:ition5;. 
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responsibility for supervising the projects of the various
 
DPWH Central office PMOs (COPMOs). However, as yet, they
 
have no operating funds from the Department; nor has any
 
provision been made to transfer operating funds to the RPMOs
 
from the COPMOs. Thus, until the RPMOs are prcvided
 
adequate fuinds, they will not be able to carry out their
 
assigned tasks effectively.
 

USAID and the expatriate contractors think that the
 
involvement of' the regional offices in RIF subprojects is
 
not only unnecessary, but indeed detrimental to effective
 
and efficient implementation of the project. In effect,
 
instead of i clear-cut chain-of-command with a single
 
channel for" communication between the contractor in the
 
field and tle PMO, and direction from a single,
 
authoritative source (the PMO Project Manager), the
 
insertion of the regional directors has multiplied the
 
number of channels, exponentially.
 

Diffusion of responsibility and authority without
 
concomitant Financial and management accountability has the
 
potential for ncouraging interventions by DPWH regional
 
managers ill technical decisions, with additional
 
administrative requirements imposed on the contractors; and
 
generally weakens the PMO's control by impeding and
 
confusing PM(o direction and guidance. With D.O. 55, the
 
unitary PMO concept is also bypassed as the regional
 
directors report to several different undersecretaries in
 
DPWH other tliaii the one to which the PMO is responsible.
 

From thio Consultant's point of view, the change is 
resulting in considerable (and rapidly growing) additional, 
unforeseen, aiministrative burden in terms of time, effort 
-- and, of course cost -- as they must now staff up to 
handle the demands and requirements of 12 regional directors 
and the spinoffs from cross-communication, in addition to 
the current workload.
 

The evaluation team confirmed that one regional office
 
had indeed required considerable additional documentation
 
before it would process payment vouchers submitted by a
 
contractor for a major RIF sub-project. The assembly and
 
processing of this documentation, together with the time
 
consuming nature of the overall voucher approval process,
 
has also led to significant document preparation costs, as
 
well as delay. in payment to the contractor. The contractor
 
has also been required to report progress to the regional
 
director and1 justify the negative slippage. Another
 
contractor was also instructed by the Regional Director to
 
reassign his work crews from new construction activities in
 
order to perform some collateral (unplanned, unscheduled and
 
non-reimbursable) maintenance work. While these are all
 
reasonable redirections of effort from the local Regional
 
Director's perspective, the RIF contractors object to what
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they view as undue interference by the regional office in
 
undertaking their contractual scope of work.
 

In another instance, a team member was informed that a
 
regional office had failed to process a change order
 
submitted by another RIF contractor simply because the
 
regional off ice did not recognize the change order for what
 
it was, was unaware of their "responsibility" for taking
 
action, and subsequently "lost" the documentation. Although
 
the documentation was eventually reassembled, the confusion
 
caused a serious delay in reaching a decision on the change
 
order, as well as differences in the work authorized,
 
accomplished, and reimbursed.
 

An expatriaLe (US) contractor made a formal complaint
 
regarding delays in payment and interference in project
 
operations, Lhe RIF Consultant and the Director of the RIF-

PMO recently prepared a list of recommendations for
 
consideration hy the Secretary of DPWH. Tn response to some
 
of the problems encountered, the DPWH has taken an interim 
compromise tosition that "in principle" for the largest RIF 
subprojects, the regional offices will no longer have 
approval autflio-ity. However, for the time being, the 
Secretary's (lecision is that regional offices will retain 
their supervisory role over other RIF subprojects. 

Although as indicated above, some initial growing pains
 
have been experienced in instituting D.O. 55, and the
 
unitary PMO management concept apparently has not yet been
 
reconciled with DPNI{'s long run management decentralization
 
objectives, the lonqer term impact on the RIF has not yet
 
been resolved.
 

Port Construction Management
 

During t:he course of the evaluation, the team learned 
that a maIjo.' ilitra-departmental transfer of responsibilit 
is imminent [oL managing the construction/upgrading of ports 
under the PIE project. Under a Memorandum of Agreement 
between DPWII & DOTC dated 14 August 1991 the following tasks 
and responsibii.ties were outlined: 

DPWII and DOTC shall immediately effect the
 
traqniU-r toDOiC1 of lroect Management Offices
 
or )ions implementing -ort
thereof irojects
 
loc, stock and barrel, involving all their
 
f,11ctions and such aPpropriations, fu ds
 

ords equpment facilities, other assets an 
pkr~soJ]ii as may be necessary except for such 
equilmen/ facilities which by the mutual
 
agreement shall be retained by the DPWH.
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The I)PWII will advise NEDA to duly notify the 
lending institutions regarding this transfer of
 
resl)onsibilities and to effect the corresponding

transfer of the funds thereof to DOIC. [Emphasis

addeid -J-

In effect, while the DPWH RIF-PMO and A&E (LBII/TCGI)
 
will continiie to manage the ports already under
 
construction, Lhe PMO for Fisheries is being transferred
 
from the DPW! to the DOTC and will assume responsibility for
 
any new port construction and/or rehabilitation activity
 
under the RIF.
 

To date, the actual transfer has not taken place -- it
 
is apparently targeted for 1 January 1991. The incumbents
 
in the DPWH 1110 are apparently to be accommodated by -- and 
accompany -- tHie transfer. However, such a major change in 
organizatioi,-l (and physical) relocation from one government
 
agency to Titiother invariably creates some changes in
 
operational procedures as well as personnel fall-out.
 
Organizationail patterns and procedures, as well as personal
 
loyalties and relationships will be redefined as new
 
responsibilitie,; and authorities; rules, regulations,
 
direction ald guidance; and reporting channels are
 
established.
 

Three pr;ocedural items are of immediate concern to DOTC
 
with respect to this aspect of the RIF project:
 

1. 	Obtain a consultant A&E to supervise the
 
construction work for the PMO, and
 

2. 	Start the contracting process for undertaking
 
the construction work
 

3. 	Responsibility for incomplete designs and
 
feasibility studies. [Although transferring
 
completed designs and feasibility studies is
 
a relatively simple matter, the question of
 
transferring similar on-going technical work
 
by LBII/TCGI is still open.
 

Perhaps oven more fundamental than these procedural
 
concerns, how,ver, is the issue of future RIF funding for
 
port design, construction supervision and construction
 
activities.
 

On 	 5 Aijiqst 1991, the DPWH RIF-PMO Project Director 
advised DPWII Undersecretary Mir that "the DPW1! has not 
earmark [sicJ an amount for Ports in the 1992 DPWH Program 
but instead txansferred it to ")OTC Budget Ceiling". The 
USAID-Assisted Rural Infrastructure Fund (RIF) Project was 
included in Lhe listing of projects so affected. For its
 
part, DOTC iitified NEDA of the agreement to transfer
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responsibility for the Ports from DPWH to DOTC,. by letter on
 
30 October 1.991, and requested "the corresponding transfer
 
of funds thereof to DOTC". [Emphasis added.]
 

From dJiscussions with various officials, the Evaluation
 
Team perceived that several different scenarios and
 
expectations ar-e held. At one end of the spectrum, the
 
expectation is that the PMO responsibilities, personnel and
 
associated fun1ding -- including USAID funding for port 
construction/r:ehabilitation -- will transfer from DPWH to 
DOTC as a complete package. At the other extreme, the
 
perception is that only the functions and personnel will be
 
transferred by ;)PWII, that DPWH will reprogram any available
 
USAID-RIF fL1nds previously identified for port construction
 
for continued use by the DPWH RIF-PMO for sub-projects which
 
it is implenmenting, and that it will be DOTC's
 
responsibility to absorb the operating costs of the PMO
 
within its budget, and seek funding for future port
 
construction endeavors from "other sources".
 

CapabiliLy 

No specific attention was given in the RIF Project 
Paper to iinsLiLutionai development of the line agencies
 
responsible foi. implementing the project. Despite this
 
omission in the project design, the RIF-PMO initiated
 
several mea.-mres which enhanced its ability to manage
 
project impIementation. When the Consulting A&E firm
 
(LBII/TCGI) was mobilized, the RIF-PMO decided that a "fast
track" process would be necessary to expedite sub-project
 
feasibility sLudies and design work. The Consultants worked
 
with the Pfli) staff to introduce PERT/CPM techniques for
 
managing the project, and it has become clear that the RIF-

PMO is open to new ideas and management techniques. The
 
Director of thle RIF-PMO has recently begun to incorporate a
 
computerized Geographic Information System (GIS) into the
 
planning and monitoring activities of the PMO and this has
 
attracted the attention of other COPMOs, as well as the top
 
management in the department.
 

The Director of the RIF-PMO is also responsible for 
overseeing s.everal other major departmental programs, 
including the Mount Pinatubo disaster relief effort. At 
first it appeaied to the Evaluation Team that tho burden of 
handling theso other programs would lessen the ability of 
the Director" t:o manage the RIF project. After closer 
examination, thlis initial observation does not seem to be 
warranted. l1ocause of the limited number of its senior 
staff, the II1;I uses a "cluster manager" concept. Under 
this system, vac(h of the directors of COPMOs under the DPWH 
is responsible, for coordinating several urgent issues for 
the department. From the standpoint of the DPW1I, reducing 
the workload on the Director of the RI!'-PMO solely to 
benefit RIF operations is not a practic-l option. Such a 
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change would simply shift the discarded workload to another
 
cluster leader, thereby impairing the performance of another
 
equally vital (to DPWH) program.
 

The Regional Offices of the DPWH are not fully capable
 
of carrying ouLt their responsibilities under D.O. 55 for the
 
supervision of sub-projects of all the Central Office PMOs
 
(COPMOs) under the DPWH. While the Regional offices should
 
be involved in the planning of such projects and in
 
supervising tlieir implementation, it is premature to
 
transfer thi; responsibility without further clarification
 
of the respou;i.l)ilities of all parties concerned -- i.e. the
 
COPMOs, the consulting firms attached to the COPMOs, the
 
Regional Offices, and the foreign funding agencies.
 

In so f'ar as che DOTC is concerned, there is no
 
apparent problei with the Air Navigational Aids component of
 
the RIF. Given the impending transfer of PMO
 
responsibilities from the DPWH to the DOTC however, DOTC's
 
capability for managing port construction/upgrading
 
activities is not so easily determined. Several key issues
 
need to be resolved before DOTC capability can be adequately
 
assessed.
 

Effective Working Relationships
 

For the most part, an effective working relationship
 
has been established among DPWH, USAID and LBII/TCGI
 
personnel, and the contractors implementing the prolect and
 
sub-project activities.
 

Major difficulties persist with the inability of the 
GOP to resolve contractual and procedural questions for 
Torno America --the contractor undertaking the major Quirino 
and Kalibo higlhway construction sub-projects. These issues 
-- and procelural recommendations for their resolution -
are outlined in the "Outstanding Issues" section of this 
report. 
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AID--DIRECT' 	 VS
 

HOS ' COUJNTR1Y CON]FCTrIN~G
 

[QUESTION 4]
 

Q4. 	Is the use of AID Direct contracting procedures an
 
appropriate and effective alternative to Host Country
 
contracting procedures for sub-projects? Will this
 
expedite project implementation?
 

Direct All) contracting is a workable alternative to Host
 
Country conLi:acting as a means for implementing subprojects.
 
However, in general, the use of direct contracting implies
 
that the funding agency lacks confidence in the ability or
 
willingness of host country agencies to carry out required 
tasks as specified in the agreement for foreign assistance. 

For many years AID had an explicitly stated policy, that
 
favored the u1;e of host country contracts and required mission
 
directors to make a written justification for the use of
 
direct contracLs. This is no longer the case. AID's current
 
policy with respect to contracting procedures pertinent to
 
this question, outlined in AID Handbook 1, Supplement B, 30
 
December 1990, is as follows:
 

There is no longer a stated Agency preference
 
between AID-direct and host country contracting.
 

Mission directors are responsible for assurinE that
 
project design assigns procurement responsi ility

in a manner which best fits the particular
 
circumstances.
 

AID is principally, a planning financing and
 
monit(oring organization rather than a procurement
 
agency.
 

A hundamental principle of AID is that the
 
countries it assists should themselves undertake
 
the implementation of their own development
 
programs.
 

Use of a host country contract is usually more 
appropriate for the procurement of construction 
services. 

Statements one and two above remove the preference for
 
host country contracting and give Mission Directors a free
 
hand in selecting contracting agencies. The last two
 

IThe use of direct contracting to expedite feasibility studies and 
design work early in the RIF project did not convey this impression,
because it was ii sopLap tmeasure, and did not suggest a rejection of the 
host 	country responsibility for securing the services of a consulting firm.
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statements however, favor host country agencies -
particularly in the procurement of construction services, and
 
by implication, also procurement of architect and engineering
 
services associated with construction.
 

By the time the RIF Project Paper was finished in
 
September, 198Y, USAID/Philippines had been involved over a
 
long period ini rural infrastructure projects that were similar
 
in many respe,-tvs to the RIF Project. Host country contracts
 
had been used extensively to procure goods and services for
 
these earlier projects and DPWH had been the lead GOP agency
 
in several iiif;tances. AID and other donor agencies in Manila
 
had positive experience with DPWH.
 

Logical ly then, the Project Paper contained a procurement 
plan that ainticipated extensive use of host country 
contracting - -- much of which would be undertaken by DPWH, as 
the lead ageiimy in many of the envisioned sub-projects. 

In fact-, Host country contracts have been used to obtain
 
all construct-i on services and most of the Architect & 
Engineering (A&E.) services procured to date. A Condition 
Precedent (Cr) to disbursement for construction sub-projects
 
required D1WII to furnish USAID with an executed contract
 
between DPWII and an A&E consulting firm.
 

As indicaited in response to Question 1, the contract 
between DPWII and Louis Berger International, Inc. (LBII), 
which satisfi d the CP was not signed by both parties until 
September, I189 -- some 24 months after the Project Agreement 
was executed. ''he evaluation team wishes to emphasize that 
this failure to enter into a contract in a reasonable time was
 
not caused by- inadequacies or shortcomings in the GOP's
 
written rule!; andprocedures. The Government has had detailed
 
written rule; and regulations in place for years, and the
 
formal procedures relating to contracting are well understood
 
by the key people involved in the RIF Project.
 

By the tiie Amendment No. 2 to the RIF Project Paper was
 
completed (.intMay, 1990), USAID had decided to turn away from
 
almost complete reliance on host country contracting and had
 
opted instead [or a combination of direct-AID contracts and
 
Host Country ,iqreements.
 

Amendment Ho. 2 added a component -- South Cotabato Roads
 
-- and stipulated that direct US Government contracting would 
be the method u ed to obtain most goods and services under the 
component. 

The Miuidamao Development Project (MDP) (Project # 492
0456) was later developed for further development of 
infrastructume in Southern Mindanao. The MDP Project Paper, 
dated Septemberi, 1990, stipulates a grant of $75 million and 
its procuremeit plan stated that almost all acquisition would 
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be through the use of direct-AID agreements. Ta date, a
 
cursory review of the MDP indicates that contracting
 
activities under the MDP have suffered fewer delays and
 
difficulties than have been encountered under the RIF Project.
 

There iJs no succinct, simple answer that can be given 
regarding future USAID contracting activities. The evaluation 
team consider-; that the policy guidance set out in Handbook 1, 
Supplement 13 ic adequate. Adhering to such guidance -- based 
on local expe*'jence and an awareness of prevailing conditions 
-- should reF;ult in rational decisions regarding the most 
appropriate entity to do the buying of goods and services. 
The options should be carefully reviewed during project design 
and recommendations made at that time. Of course, as 
circumstances change, such decisions should be reviewed and 
revised over Lhe course of multi-year projects. 

In this ve(jard, we find no fault with the decision to use 
the Host Countriy Contracting mode -- a decision which was made 
during RIF Pi( ject design. Despite the fact that contracting 
activities were exceedingly slow during the initial stages, at 
the time the project was designed, it was impossible to 
foresee (and Tfhus avoid -- through a change of procurement 
method) the events which actually unfolded. Whatever the 
reason for lhe failure to reach agreement with Brown & Root, 
the very fac(. that provisions exist for negotiating with a 
second bidder in the event of such failure, indicates that 
such an occurrence is possible, even if not usual or expected. 
From a review of the files, the only retrcspective critique we 
can offer is that the initial negotiaticn was permitted to 
drag on too lolg before a decision was made to terminate. 

Although AID-Direct contracting could be an effective
 
alternate mode for contracting, it is no panacea. Direct 
contracting by AID could undoubtedly expedite project 
implementation in some aspects; for instance by lessening the 
areas of disagr.eement between American Contractors and various 
GOP entities by perhaps providing more expeditious 
clarification of Conditions Precedent, entitlements and 
exemptions rerjarding importation of equipment, duties and 
taxes; and accelerating/assuring payment/reimbursement for 
costs incurt ,(l. However, difficulties in implementing 
projects ini the Philippine administrative, social and 
political iiilieu would continue. Furthermere, such 
expeditious amction could be attained only by shifting the 
administ ative l)urden of project management from the GOP 
DPWII/PMOi & its; Consultant, to a similarly staffed USAID 
professional contracting and technical engineering office & 
its Consultant.
 

2Which consists of approximately sixty full-time professional,
 
technical, administrative personnel and support staff.
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Is it appropriate to take such a step? This is not an
 
inconsequential consideration, for the following reasons:
 

1. 	 USAID does not currently have the in-house capacity
 
to handle the additional technical and
 
administrative workload.
 

2. 	 Acquiring such capability is diametrically opposed
 
to the trends in AID staff reductions over the past
 
few years, and prospects for the future.
 

3. 	 There are in-country limitations on direct-hire
 
American staff.
 

4. 	 Indi viduals working under Personal Service 
Contracts (PSCs) -- while able to support a direct 
hire project officer in handling some of the 
workload -- cannot exercise the full authority of a 
USAID direct hire official. 

Determining whether the use of AID direct contracting
 
procedures is an appropriate and effective alternative to Host
 
Country conti"acting procedures for subprojects requires an
 
answer to two questions: what was the assistance provided by
 
USAID intended to accomplish, and is the host country capable
 
of accomplishing the objectives of the assisted project.
 

At the time the Rural Infrastructure Fund (RIF) Project 
Paper was piepared in 1987, institutional development was a 
mission prioriity. The 1987 Country Development Strategy 
Statement (Cb:;) outlined several objectives for the Mission 
to help the (()I, meet some of its critical development needs -
including i-inial infrastructure, decentralization and 
devolution of authority. However, the Mission's emphasis was 
focused on macro-level governmental reform through policy 
dialogue for devolution of responsibility to local government 
units for iiuitiating, implementing and maintaining basic 
infrastructiure, and providing basic social services. No 
5pecific attention was envisaged by _AID _onsitut!ianl 
development of _the line agencies _reoisible for iplementing 
the RIF. Tl) e; aspects were reinforced in July 1990 in the 
subsequent P1hilippine Assistance StraLegy (PAS) which 
superseded tlhe CDSS. 

AID's rationale regarding host country contracting is 
that this pitoces will contribute to the i nstitutional 
development ()I hio.-,t country implementing agencies; so that they 
are more capahle of. carrying out similar developmental efforts 
in the futuir,. However, "institution building" per se -- at 
least with res-.pect to contracting/procurement -- is really no 
longer a mean inqlfui objective insofar as DPWII is concerned. 
In the Phililppines, the DPWII had already shown itself capable 
of contract ing for off-shore construction services and 
equipment pirociurement. While the DPWII may perceive, and do 
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things differently from USAID, and their creativeness in
 
working around issues gives the US some uneasiness, at this
 
stage of development in the Philippines, there is little (if
 
anything) new that AID could teach the DPWH in contracting and
 
procurement methodology.
 

RIF imp[lomentation has further demonstrated DPWH capacity
 
to contract fu- the design, supervision and implementation of
 
subprojects, with the assistance of the consultants provided
 
under the (Iai-iL funding. This is not to imply that the
 
implementation has been trouble free. There are quite a few
 
examples of disruptions, delays, disagreements among GOP
 
agencies, dirpuLtes with contractors, failures of contractors
 
to perform, interference by insurgents and irate citizens,
 
petitions by local elected officials, and less than adequate
 
performance by some regional and district officials of DPWH.
 
Nevertheless, there is every indication that all of the work 
planned under tihe RIF project will be completed within the 
PACD. 

The use of AID direct contracting procedures would not
 
help to resolve any of the problems cited above. There has
 
been some su(;restion that direct contracting might improve the
 
flow of payments to the prime construction engineer, but even
 
that is not assured if subcontractors run into serious
 
problems. Fiially, while contracting arrangements in the
 
future are ,;Lill subject to negotiation, the DPWI would
 
probably tare oxception to any attempt by USAID toochange the
 
terms of the current RIF contracts, as an affront to their
 
capabilities and/or performance.
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I11 A~c E : ORDUER~ . AIND 

[SOW TASK 7 & QUESTION 5]
 

Q5. Are ther: any "peace and order" concerns and/or other 
socio-political constraints which hinder field
 
activities associated with sub-projects? flow do these
 
impact on project implementation and how can they be
 
resolved?
 

Peace & order
 

At the Lime the RIF was being designed, USAID's Country 
Development ';rategy Statement (CDSS) Action Plan for FY 
1988 (27 Apri .1987, P. 36) stated with respect to areas 
affected by IIPA operations that 

In iiiost of' these areas the security risks are 
too qiteat for civilian contractors to operate. 

Through 1988, 1989, and particularly during 1990 -
when the RIF field construction activities commenced -- NPA 
insurgency act ivity intensified. Much of the NPA propaganda 
activity was directed at Americans as a by-product of the US 
Bases issue.; in the Philippines, and bombings became an 
almost daily occurrence in Metro Manila, coupled with 
numerous deai li threats. USAID employees were authorized a 
"Danger Pay" Il owance, and US Peace Corps volunteers were 
evacuated fro)m thiroughout the Philippine countryside, and 
returned to thle U.S. NPA assassinations were (and are) 
still regula rly reported in the provinces, and travel 
warnings and re.;trictions are in force. 

t The work of the principal construction contractor on 
the Quirino aiiI Kali bo highways -- Torno America, Inc., -
was also advej..;fy affected by interference from insurgents, 
and eventuall y received compensatory time for the delay 
incurred. llowever, work has now resumed and -- with 
allowance for the delay -- can still be completed within the 
overall revis;ed Pl I schedule. 

The Armor lForces of the Philippines (AFP ) are now 

providing ha,;ic ,;ocurity for the contractor's workforce. In 
adhit ion, t 1, AlP have provi.(led practical advice to the 
contractor ()i I low to le.-;s;en the I .i ke t. ihood of ser ous 
disturbance,; 1,' the insurgents. Among the most successful 
approache,; lm,; been for the contractor to hire labor from 
the area wle(,r construction work is being done. This 
infuses money ilto the local economy and meets one of the 
major welfare demands of the insurgents. 



109 

Peace anid order problems have not impeded work on other 
RIF subproject-s. However, since there are many projects now 
J n the pi pe I ine waiting for implementation, future 
difficulties with various anti-government groups cannot be 
entirely ruled out. 

Socio-Pol itical Constraints
 

SecurIq t.lhe right-of-way along the Quirino and Kalibo 
highways may Irpow into a serious problem as the construction 
progresses. At: tle present time, the contractor can work on 
stretches of Ii Lghway where right-of-way issues are not 
serious imp)e.l i mets. However, as these stretches are 
completed, tle contractor will have to contend with the 
removal of ,iritters in order to continue with construction. 
'.[here is a distinct possibility of violent confrontation 
with those wlo must be required to relocate. 

Both Io,';I and national politicians, and government 
officials lhavr, i tervened in the RIF project on a number of 
occasions, at_,ml)tiig to secure changes (from both the DPWII 
and USAID) iii certain sub-projects. Without attempting to 
assess the mi iLs. of the proposed changes, the team notes 
that in severia instances these efforts have had the effect 
of halting con.struction. 

While timti;Ltating in terms of getting the job done, 
;uch intervenit i otin are not necessarily bad. For instance, 
1n at least (oie case -- the Babak Port sub-project -
recommendatioii-, by the local municipality for changes in tle 
lesign of an access road resulted in a project design more 
suited to maximizing tile econo,,.ic I)enefits of the project. 
Furthermore, .;ocio-political interests are not always 
constraints -- tihe sub-projects are also apparently highly 
desired in Lifm rural areas. Ihis is evidenced by the fact 
that on one s b-project visited by the evaluation team, the 
Regional- IWiector had seen fit to erect a separate Regional 
project Ill bIoard -- in addition to the RIF-PMO's -
attributing tlhe road construction project to the efforts of 
both National. anid Regional political Leaders. 

http:econo,,.ic
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VTS PROJc~ECTED
 

[SOW TASK 4 & QUESTION 6]
 

T4. 	Define Project Accomplishments to Date
 

The evaluation team will define the project
 
accom)lishments achieved to date and compare these
 
accomplishments with original projections. This
 
comparison will be against the project inputs proposed
 
in the Project Paper.
 

Q6. 	Do act'ial accomplishments to date compare favorably with
 
projected accomplishments? Is the actual expenditure
 
rate close to the rate projected in the PP? If not,
 
what are the areas for improvement?
 

The 	PIlL;' implementation schedule for Roads, Bridges and
 
Ports was delayed. However, despite this two year delay in
 
project stirtup, once the long-term consultant was eventually
 
mobilized, the DPWH/RIF-PMO (Project Management Office)
 
efficiently performed the necessary preliminaries leading to,
 
and initiat:-.ing, construction. Immediately following
 
mobilizatiti, the long-term consultant (LBII/TCGI) promptly
 
carried ot)U the necessary feasibility studies, designs,

environmental assessments, prequalification and bidding, and
 
construction supervision services.
 

The lProject Paper (PP) envisaged the construction or 
upgrading of 250 Km of road and at least 9 ports. PP 
amendment #2 expanded road improvements to 320 Km and also 
funded 10 additional ports -- bringing the total to 19. 

The MJP'II, through the RIF-PMO -- with the technical 
support of the engineering joint venture of LBII and TCGI -
has brouglt 260 Km of roads and 16 ports to the construction 
stage commit:ting most of the RIF funding presently allocated 
to the Road.-, Bridge., and Ports subsector. 

The enitire infrastructure program consists of 1307 Km of 
road improviients and 43 ports. Engineering services included 
feasbility studies, environmental assessments and 
constructi,ji s:ervices. The geographic dispersal of these sub
projects ----together with some technical and economic data and 
constructioii progress to date -- is shown on the following 
pages.
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Table 1-1 

Summary and Recommendations for the National Rcad lmprovement Project 

1R[adFor tne rea!roie Secions Oniy 
Road Total Numoer of i Lengtn of %093AADTki) Rang ? of Base Case Ai Przjec" L 

I Feasible Feasible without Eeaefits IRs Cos: Cost oar 
Numcer mca_ Name Islan Lenth Secicrs secs 2 or 3 w-ieelers (2) 

4 -.ac-. Gaiera-Acra Mincoro L. 3_.____;_._ -.ow 31..=t, 

iLuzon _ 5_1_.___ ._,2j aoniin_ Circumferen-at 2.6 _.4_ _ 26_ E._ .__- ___ ,__.___ 
20 hMatangas-Loo Coastal Roaa iLuzon 40.0 I 4 40.0 i 295 3486 25.F.. .

3 1Lz a C~ty-San Paolo 1Luzon 19.8 I 2 19.8i 34" 5., 2.,% _ _._ -_._; 
4a ITay-ay to El Nico Paiawan 67.0 1 1 61.0 2555 15.5 15.;a -. . 

4b IMontile-Napsan-Bacungan JPalawan 74.0 0 0.0I -...... 
4c jAoukayan-NaIi Palawan T 25.0 0 0.0- - ..... 
4d Ipuezon-Aboabo jPalawan -,8.1 1 1 18.1T 221 t 221 23.2- I 23.2"1 42.6; 
4e ISumoiling to Canipaan IPalawan 10.00I - - I - 

4f 13rooke's Pt-Rio Tuba iPalawan 58.2I 2 1 5. 2 1 24() 216 15.j 15.9- 162.4 3..3 
5a San Fernando-Marigondon ISibuyan I 29.7 __ 2 1. 18_ 325 25.4;t I 53.4;t95 , 
5b Magdiwang-Amoulong T 3i.uyan 1 3.0 165 165 24.4_ 24._4 _ __ 5.5 1.1 


__0_.0 -Sc C<,iongan-Bagto iTatas 27.3 - -I - - 
6 ISta. Fe-Rosales Luzon 76.0 1 6 . 111 3914 I 31.5 , 31.5- 60.5 4. 6 

,
7 Vadea- asiguran Luzon i 113.3 1 1 12.8i 550 i 550 i 3377t 1i . 9 5,-.9 4.2,; 
,
8 IGasan-Santa Cruz j1arincuque T 75.1 2 44.4 276 1 474 1 15.6 . i 25.5--a 87.0 1. 

9 IMactan Circumferential iCeou i 27.0 1 0 1 0.01 - I - -- - I _ 

10a Aitavas-lvisan IPanay 1 28.8 1 3 1 2.o 481 1 513 1 16.1%0 i 21.6% 97.3 i 3.36 
10b Baasan-Car es-Banca jPanay 1 16.3 1 1 1 16.3! 316 1 316 1 23.3%t 'j., _ .t _. __1_2._ 

tavas 31.3 31.3 1 1_E7.__ -.
1Od Ivisan-Lanot Panay_ _ _ 8.0 1 8.0 3,91 13,11 18., 18 5 57.6 7§7. 
11 lKabankalan-Basay INegros T 132.2 1 01 0.0 - I - 1 - V - I- 

1 anga- Panay 2 537 1 7341 16. iit- 2C.i% ___ I , 

1 12 IMorta-Bulalacao 1,'indoro t 108.21 7 i 35.5 1 252 t 976 1 16.3c., 1 5G.2c, 120.3 3. ', 

13 ISurigao-Davao Coastal IMinaanao 1 143.7 1 7 104.7 "1-6 1017 j 15.7% 32.8% 497.9 4.73 
14 jTubay-Lake Mainit 1Mindanao ' 79.9 1 3 18.0 185 313 t 15.6' J 17.2;/o 40.3 ( _.__,___ 

TOTAL _ 1,307.01 541 635.91 - - - j - 2,410.01 3.73 

Note: 1. If there Is only one section feasible, high and low AADTs are equal. 
2. If there are more than one section feasible the Ilow' represents the lowest IRR for all the sections.
 

'High' IRR represents the highest IRR of all the feasible sections on the road.
 
3.' -" - not appropriate 

Source: Concultant's estimates 

http:2,410.01
http:1,307.01
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Table 1-2
 

fIIF PE1OJECT PORT FEASIBILITY STUDIES
 

CONSTRUCTION 115 
ORT FS-FEASIBILITY INTERlNAL ECONOMICALLY COST OF REMARKS 

DD-DETAILED RAIE OF FEASIBLE? UPGRADE 
DESIGN REIUIIN (PESOS) 

FS 31.56% Yes 5,434,000 
FS -0.00% No 8,387,000 
FS N/A N/A NIA PPA Jurlsdlcllon, dropped 

n FS/DD 2,1.413% Yes 30.181,000 
FS/DD 22.69% Yes 11,938,000 

gayan FS 28.329% Yes 2.998,000 
can FS/DD 17.49% Yes 12,143,000 

ioan FS/DD 16.1G% Yes 8,536,000 
gan FS 23.59% Yes 12,194,000 
,an FS 0.52% No 15,843,000 

FS/DD 15.7496 Yes 9,735,000 
FS 44.610% Yes 2,172,000 

)s FS t. 7G% No 5,355,000 
an FS -0.00%6 No 8,002,000 

FS 12. 81% No 7,384,000 

s FS/DD 5,1.31% Yes 3,670,000 
oc FS -11.76% No 12,755,000 
Jes FS 39.90% Yes 1,522,000 
)s FS 10.85% No 5,904,000 Recommondod now building only 

P 628,VJO 
FS/DD 26.93% Yes 9,546,000 

FS/DD 11.81% Yes 14,255,000 Incorporalod with porl of Panacan 
FS/DD 20.22% Yes 8,955,000 

)ud FS 10.46% No 1,070,000 
n VS 18.65% Yes 1,474,000 
jan FS -0.00% No 16,656,000 

FS/DD 16.49% Yes 4,308,000 
liban FS/DD 22.28% Yes 2,896,000 
ing [alo FS 14.71% No 9,925,000 Another silo recommended 
o FS/DD 21.WP% Yes 15,178,000 

FS 13.60% No 21,071,000 Includos total cost of access roid 

)poan FS/DD 28.39% Yes 10,247,000 
,an FSdDD 26.5,1% Yos 13,202,000 
Ion FS 23.8 /% Yes 5,436,000 

FS -( 0MY% No 2G,0113,000 Anolhot si' recommended 
apu FS 11. 16,b No 4,803,000 

F/!DD 
FS 

"'146"% 
0 0010 

Yos 
Yo 

5,91/,000 
12,419,000 1Icornimondod duo to isolation of area 

in 
IFS/DD 

[S 
1I I;P0 
V) '10% 

YOs 
Yos 

19.5.28,000 
8,132,000 

livr wharf and inlor-Island facilily 

Scual FS/DD e-'.84,2b Yes 12,922,000 

FS 10 (01j" No 3,,,,61,000 

(,;o J(yJ) 
I S l)) ;1) 3(j,10 

;, /'1)4 
Yoe 5,002,000 

159,000 
Io'r oxiond ion only 
Mlnaclh iml)rovo nlnt only 

r5..IV(, Y"" 911)0 
I o;ll co',l for ;Il lIn oif! ; ; ";3, 4000 l'-- n-
0,uI ;r',l( !toflIi'l ijl' • 2I"" ,'II),000 I'w'.'; 

1-40 
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The Project Paper's (PP) estimated cost were 
considerably lower than the actual costs incurred . The 
consequence of underestimating at the design stage is that in 
order to stay within budget, the number of kilometers of road 
and ports to be constructed have had to be reduced from those 
originally planned.
 

Road construction costs have generally exceeded PP 
estimates by a factor of 2 or more, as shown in the sample 
table: 

PP1 ESTIMATES ACTUAL LOW BIDS $/Km Ratio
 
Road Km US$m V/Im Km US$m VU Increase
 

Quirino 72 $13m .18m 64 $21m .33m 1.83
 

Kalibo 96 9.4 .1 50 10.9 .22 2.2
 

PP 1,515 135.1 .089
 

8 Contracts 236 60.8 .258 2.9
 

Port construction estimates in the Project Paper were 
similarly low -- as illustrated by the costs for MANDAON, 
SANTA ROSA and BABAK ports which were estimated at $773,000. 
The actual bid prices for these ports totaled $1,533,096 -
again almosEt double the estimate. 

Establikihed DPW11 guidelines, procedures and regulations
 
are used t,( prepare Approved Agency Estimates (AAE) which fix
 
the limitt; in considering construction bids. In the foregoing
 
instances, tini.ealistically low estimates resulted. Since only
 
two Ameriii firms -- each joint venturing with local firms -
together wil~l six local construction contractors were involved
 
in the co.;l analysis, the increased cost cannot be attributed
 
to hehi lier cost of consttuction by US firms working
 
overseas.
 

For Itt-ure projects, more research into current local 
construction costs should be undertaken by engineers on 
USAID's PI()tect Paper Design Team. Comparison of these 
estimates witl )[1WII AAE's could result in the preparation of 
more reali;t:ic construction estimates.
 

Other factors contributing to the escalation of 

constructioni costs include: 

1. A .1-4 year period of annual cost escalation. 

2. A devaluation of the PESO of 25 to 30% 

|The dil contributifng to these comparative cost analysis are derived 
from the SelrLm ebor1987 IP and figtires 5 and 6. 
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PROJECT FUNDING
 

The September 1987 Project Paper identified $90 million
 
for "Life of Project Funding" in the following subsectors:
 

ROADS & BRIDGES $ 40.2 million

IPORTS 8. 
AIR NAVAIDS 3.8
 
RUIRAL ELECTRIFICATION 36.27
 
RURAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS 1.73 i
 

$ 7070O0 million 

Proje(A Paper Amendment #1 dated August 1989 was issued
 
to delete aissistance to the Rural Electrification subsector
 
and expand assistance to the NAVAID subsector and Roads,
 
Bridges and Ports subsectors as follows :
 

ROADS & BRIDGES $ 61.87 million 
PORTS 10 . 8 
AIR NAVAIDS 16.2
RURAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS 1 13

$ 90:00~ million 

ProjecL Paper Amendment #2 dated May 1990 increased "Life
 
of ProjecL I'unding" by $80 million (to a total of $170.0 
million) of which $30 million was attributed to General Santos
 
City and $,) million to expand the Roads, Ports and Bridges
 
subsectors as follows :
 

OADS PORTS & BRIDGES $ 122.185 million
 
AIR NAVAIDS 16.18
 
GEll. SANTOS CITY 30.00 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & OTHER 
TECHNICAL SERVICE 1.635

$ 170.000 million 

PROJECT XL'EllL1lTURES - ACTUAL vs PP 

1Y 88 F' 8? FY 90 FY 91 TOTAL 
(In us Millions) 

LANNED
 
11-- 23.504 25.504 16.725 79.722
1-1.989 

PER PP Amendd#2 18.370 51.997 70.367
 

ACTUAL
 
PER STATUS RIPTS 1.034 4.259 8.668 -
PER Oct. 21, '91, USAID EARMK & COMM. STATUS RPT 21.811 

As nl v!(1 above actual expenditures were about 30% of the 
projected -),,),!nditures in PP Amendment 2. The most probable 
reason foei f;,Ich an over estimation of expenditures was USAID 
optimism iii ;,ssess ing the capabilities of the GOP (DPWII) -
and to a I, ,s;erextent, the Mission -- to procure engineering 
services, ,ulw Ii fy contractors, and carry out con'struction 
bidding aid awards. 

Comm it f,,I funds for roads, bridges and ports as well as 
other suhs~lu1- were roughly calculated by breaking down the 
$ l00,07(,'1V/. -7 total commi tted funds shown in the Mission's 
mid-OctobIi, "F'aijrmark and Commitment Status Report" acquired by 
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the evaluation team. The findings, compared to the breakdown 
of the $ 170 million "Life of Project" funds are as follows : 

PP AMEND. #2 ASSIGNED COMMITTED 

ROADS & PORTS ENGINEERING $ 13.280 million 11.031 

ROADS & PORI'S CONSTRUCTED 108.245 54.655 

ROADS & PORITS SERV.COMM. & TNG .660 	 .175
 

NAVAIDS 	 16.130 4.356
 

GEN. SANTOS 	 30.000 28.411
 

TELECOM & YTIER 	 1.635 .433 

MT. PINATUB ENGR. 	 INCL. IN ENGR, .997
 

TOTAL 	 $ 170.000 million
 

$100.58 (Calc.)
 

$100.076 (Act.)
 

Illustrations of delays in bureaucratic processes are 
shown below. They have been particularly singled out for 
comment becatise road, bridges and port construction constitute 
the bulk (70%) of project finding. The following 
implementat ion actions and dates were gleaned from the 
Mission's Quarterly Progress Reports. 

SELECT]iON OF LONG-TERM ENGINEERING CONSULTANT 

September 1987 Execution of Pro-Ag. 

January 1988 CBD advertisement published 

.t1noe 1988 	 Proposals to DPWI[ 

Dee*itber 1988 	 Selection finalized 

Jantuary Extended negotiations -

to May 1989 resultinq in failure 

Ati( I.it 1989 	 48 month I1[1 contract approved. 
PACD extended to December 1993. 

The logu-term consultant mobilized durinq October and 
November I9119. 

M(.llh i I o, in i) attemlnpt to eXp(!(I i te project 
implementat in, USA 1)/Phi I i ppi ne, i)roces;sned an indefinite 
Quantity (n.tzract (IQC) for some short-term consultants to 
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conduct fearibility studies and design updates on selected 
ports and two major roads -- Quirino and Kalibo. However, the 
record shcows, that although AID Project Implementation Orders 
for Technic'al Services (PIO/T's) were first issued in November 
1987, they wore not approved by AID/Washington until almost a 
year and a half later -- in March 1989. 

Impl]neivitfation for construction was undertaken by AID
 
with CBD adveitising for interested US and/or Philippine firms
 
in June .on. Priequalification was carried out in August and
 
September by the DPWI but inadequate response to Quirino
 
prequalifi,at ioiu necessitated its being readvertized. A pre
bid confeiiiw((e for prospective bidders on .both Quirino and
 
Kalibo suhlpiojects was held in April 1989. Low bids on both
 
projects weve approved and contracts for both roads were
 
awarded to a Torno/-Foundation Specialists Joint Venture in
 
January 1990.
 

Althuoti(I the contractor continued mobilizing and 
construct'.iIj camp facilities further unexpected construction 
delays occ-iited on both projects throughout 1990. Delays up 
to six moiiths. were incurred through AID/W approval of 
Environment i I Assessments one of which necessitated some 
redesign ()( (tiirino highway. Customs release of construction 
equipment ;ailo slowed active work. The greatest delay was 
encountere-<d at the Quirino site. The contractor received a 
203 day tme extension in the contract for a combination of 
no-fault dl,,lays on his part -- resulting from late releases of 
equipment byI Customs, and insurgent activities at the project 
site. 

When ,,,viewing the low rate of disbursements during FY 88
 
thru FY 9) 'the foregoing incidents, when taken in total, were 
the primal 7 factors contributing to delayed implementation 
and, sinco vmos-;t of them involved bureaucratic actions of both 
AID and tll, I)II1ll, the only recommended action to preclude such 
future or'll1-,01r(e1es would be serious consideration of 
pessimi t iwloperentation assessments frequently expressed by 
experienc, 1J.I;AII) technical staff. A closer examination and 
review (I l)a t L host country and USAID implementation 
experienc(, ,,,,ij(d result in a more real istic, but pessimistic 
preparatioi of cash flow in 1Project Papers. 

It miihll al So be more appropriate to assess project 
financial , b greater to extentby giving the 
funds-, corti I I ot :;ince these figures represent both contracts 
for short 1('11n procurements and the more costly long-term 
contracl; I lm conr;truction, engineering service; and technical 

','; credence of 

With mr"51)ect to the RIF there is little that can done to 
rectify pa: delays. 
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updated program. 

* Ongolrg Cont 

Subproject & Location Estimate 

•: I:..o:. 
Z . KaJib. Mlirh-y, Capi. F. no|1o 

, 089
10.943 RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT 

3. Z.Rnr.-AJ. Rd. 3o.lo 9.250 Programmed vs Actual Disbursements 
4. a R d. kloI. 2.840 

. U1a-"n Fahlo Rd. 11 8 Looa 

. ro, 
S-8.-7 

- -l-T e Rd., r. M0.coro 20T1 
120 

2. Sua.Ia. l-. Re4a- d, Fa-1-ananR~.. d.C€k,,.o 6.5403.193 M i 10. . . 

11. AboAts--.o Rtd. Talaa 3.894 10 
12. Tabo'--Uke W.iolt ld. A,-a. 

313. P ... a. Pot. ,.... 

1.6 Al o-.ro Fort, Wester Sa-ar 

N 2.303 
0.083 

0.165 

1 
1 

90 
15. Sta. F,. Port. Ceb. 

* 16. Manda. Port. M.hate 

0.530 

0.545 0 80 
* 17. Babak Port. Daao del Nor1. 

18. So. Jo . Port. S.rgao del Pr 
0.438 
0.552 

n 
s 70 
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20. E.Ia Port. Sor.ooo 0.436 

'I. P Fa.mopoanort. Le5e050 

23. Sabang Port., 11mr.e. S r 0.:194 

24. Cawlt Port. varlnduqa. 0.464 D 40 
25. C.Jldioo.a Port. Ro.blo, 0.838 0 
24. Sa P.. .. l Port. t..b.te 
-. Moloo Port. a.IaZ.. 

0.548 
0.140 

I 
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25. Nar- Port. P.a-. 0.760 a 20 
22. SacUay Port. Camarino Sur 0.703 r 

30. Ors. Port. Samr 0.593 

31. Moro1 Port, Eat-..t 0.628 9 10 

32. Plo rn Port. Ab. 0.8-1 

C onI.ottne" 14.27 0 

TOTAL 8113.0 t Q1 q 4 q1 Q2 q3 q4 QL Q2 Q3 Q4 QI Q2 Q Q4 Q Q2 Q3 Q4 
1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

RURAL IN)V.ASTRUCTUPE FUND 

1170 M1111on Autborization -- ACTUAL N 
= 0 uio S PROJECTEDACTU 
$140 (E-SF) 
- 10 Million (Mt. Ptnatubo) 

1130 MilUon 
- 17 .M]lIton (Nay. ids) AS or etme 30, 1991 

1113 MillIon (32 Poads & Parts 
Subprojcects) 
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NAVIGATIONAL AIDS SUBSECTOR
 

The 1987 Project Paper (PP) provided $3.8 million for
 
upgrading air navigational aids at 13 provincial airports and
 
Manila's Ninoy Aquino International Airport (NAIA). Funding
 
included $2.9 million for equipment, $0.8 million for
 
construction, and the remainder for training, technical
 
assistance etc. Provincial airport equipment consisted
 
generally of VOR (visual omni range); NDB (non-directional
 
beacon); DME (distance measuring equipment) and the larger
 
airports, ILS (instrument landing systems).
 

PP Amendment #1, August 1989, reallocated funds made 
available through deletion of the Rural Electrification 
sector. Since implementation of the Navaid funding was 
exceptionally efficient (expending $3.4 million over a 15 
month period) and a further need for equipment was 
demonstrated - an additional $12 million v .,s authorized to 

upgrade facilities at 11 additional provincial airports and 

expand facilities at 3 of the airports in the current program. 

About one year later the technical specifications and bid
 

documents had been developed, and the Invitation for Bid (IFB)
 

for Phase 2 was issued in June 1991. As of this writing
 
(October 1991), bids have been received and analyzed but a
 

protest has been registered and the procurement is now "on
 

hold", pending resolution of the protest.
 

The implementation of this subsector -- both physical and
 

financial -- has been exceptionally efficient and rapid
 
compared to the Roads, Bridges and Ports subsector. However,
 

such a comparison is unwarranted because the circumstances
 
were so different. Factors contributing to its success
 
include the following:
 

a. 	 Only one contractor was needed to procure, install
 
and provide training.
 

b. 	 Only one office (ATO) of the Department of
 
Transportation and Communications was involved.
 
They apparently were able to control implementation 

and had jurisdiction over the airports involved. 

c. 	 The major contracting method was a direct contract 
with USAID. 

Except for consideration of All) direct contracting, none 
of the above mer i t.; of tli ; -;uh.:;ector i mplementation can be 
replicated for the Roads and Ports subsector. Roads & Bridges 
implementation incorporates a larger GOP bureaucratic 
structure and a potentially unlimited pool of contractual 
participants. 
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TELECOMMUNICATIONS SUBSECTOR
 

Assistance to the telecommunications subsector was ill
 
defined in 1987 in terms of identifying a particular discrete
 
"project" for USAID implementation. Other international
 
lenders (ADB, IBRD, CIDA, etc.) as well as private and public
 
utilities were likewise seeking to identify viable projects
 
and investments. The DOTC (Department of Transportation and
 
Communications) was concerned with assessing, organizing and
 
managing the GOP telecommunications sector. Under these
 
circumstances, the Mission's 1987 Project Paper provided $1.73
 
million to provide "... top level consulting assistance to
 
define subsector issues ..." which required refinement before
 
"project" type assistance could be initiated.
 

During the twenty month period following the 1987 project
 
authorization, the Mission and AID/W continued to encourage US
 
public and private involvement in DOTC's telecommunications
 
development. USAID repeatedly reminded DOTC to avail itself
 
of the high level technical assistance already authorized by
 
USAID. By June 1989 a PIO/T was forwarded to DOTC and the
 
duties and responsibilities of the advisor were advertised to
 
solicit candidates. A final candidate was placed under
 
contract in January 1990 following interviews in U.S. and
 
trial TDY's to Manila and several withdrawals of prospective
 
candidates.
 

The PP Implementation Schedule was about 3 or 4 months
 
behind the actual contracting. Delays were mostly by the DOTC
 
and their efforts to get the best advisor possible once their
 
needs were clearly defined. The AID-financed advisor is now
 
in his second year and is apparently providing satisfactory
 
technical advisory services to his GOP counterparts. However,
 
a recent progress report indicates that he too is still
 
encountering some administrative difficulties in attempting to
 
resolve issues concerning contractual Terms of Reference.
 

Of the $1.73 million $433,091.01 has been committed and
 
$260,906.17 disbursed. In addition to the long-term advisor 
contract ($265,404.01 committed) the remaining funds (about 
$172,000) have been disbursed for short term TDY's and 
observation tours. 

In summary, the expenditures and accomplishments have
 
been consistent with those envisioned in the PP. At this time
 
(October) the utilization of the funds remaining in the
 
subsector have not been finalized.
 

http:433,091.01
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O1PER1ATI9 NG ACS PL.ANNED? 

[QUESTION 7]
 

Q7. 	Is the project operating as planned in the Project

Paper and Project Agreement? Are the sub-project
 
selection and approval procedures outlined in the
 
Project Agreement being followed and do they ensure
 
the involvement of local governments? If there are
 
significant deviations from the mechanisms described
 
in the PP and PROAG, have they been clearly justified
 
and documented?
 

The RIF is operating generally as planned in the
 
Project Paper (PP) and the Project Agreement (PROAG), with
 
the 	exception of local government involvement. The project
 
as descruibed in the PP was based on an "umbrella" concept,
 
including a variety of components expected to have an
 
immediate impact on the improvement of economic productivity
 
in 	 rural areas, yet lay the foundation for sustained
 
improvement in productivity and employment.
 

In 	 keeping with the Country Development Strategy
 
Statement (CDSS) of 1987, the project was intenied to
 
provide USAID and the GOP with a degree of flexibility in
 
addressing the question of rural development. The core of
 
the 	project consisted o2 a roads component and a .iunicipal
 
ports component. The project also included components for
 
improving air navigational aids, rural electrification and
 
rural telecommunications. However, implementation cf the
 
latter components was predicated on ensuing assessmepts of
 
their potential contribution by USAID and the GOP.
 
Subsequent amendments to the project paper removed rural
 
electrification from the project.
 

Selection PrpcprdVr_
 

As outlined in the next major section -- in response to 
Question 8 -- the G0P has a well-established system for 
identifying and prioritizing development projects, which 
takes into consideration a wide variety of factors pertinent 
to development and in far greater detail than mentioned in 
the Project Paper. 

RIF sub-projects were nominated and selectod after
 
screening by thi; system. Unfortunately, in order to meet
 
economic viability tests, sub-projects sometimes tend to be
 
fragmented and Lneconomic portions deleted. The end result
 
is thus not always a completed stretch of highway from point
 
A to point 13as envisaged, but rather several intermittent
 
segments along the route.
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Local Government Involvement
 

The Project Paper and the Project Agreement called for
 
the involvement of local government units in the selection
 
and maintenance of sub-projects to be implemented under the
 
project. The Project Paper notes that many of the sub
projects being considered for financing under the RIF were
 
already included in the 1987 GOP Budget and Appropriations
 
Act. It also called for technical support to local
 
management and engineering units of the Department of Public
 
Works & Highways (DPWH). However, the project paper did not
 
indicate clearly how local government units would be
 
involved or what kind of technical support was intended for
 
the local units of DPWH.
 

Local governments were involved in the selection of
 
projects in an inlirect way -- but this involvement was long
 
before the RIF began. Road and port projects that had been
 
identified in provincial and regional development plans and
 
on which the DPWH had completed internal feasibility studies
 
(as far back as 1974) were reviewed by the National Economic
 
& Development Authority (NEDA). NEDA then selected a subset
 
of these projects for inclusion in the RIF. DPWH then
 
forwarded the approved list to USAID/Philippines as proposed

sub-projects for review and inclusion in the RIF project.
 

Other than having originated this long-standing "wish 
list", there is no indication of any subsecquent systematic
involvement of local government units in the RIF. The local 
district offices of DPWH are periodically involved during 
the construction phase of RIF sub-projects, because they are 
responsible for securing the rights-of-way for roads, and 
when the roads are completed, will eventually assume the 
responsibility for their maintenance. However, district 
offices are branches of the ntiqnal DPWH rather than 
agencies of the local government. Furthermore, the RIF has 
not targeted these offices for any equipment support or 
institutional development effort to handle the maintenance
 
aspects that will ensue from the project.
 

Local politicians regularly interact with the RIF
 
project -- through various channels, direct and indirect -
with requests (and initiatives) to modify sub-projects. 
These efforts are usually viewed by the parties directly 
involved with the RIF (i.e. the contractors, consultants,
 
RIF-PMO, and USAID) as unwanted intrusions, which tend to
 
delay the implementation of on-going sub-project

construction efforts. However, there are instances 
where
 
the involvement of these local 
leaders have resulted in
 
making the subprojects more suitable to local needs.
 

Disputes between the RIF and local residents over
 
rights-of-way are expected to become more serious 
as sub
projects' construction progresses. In some cases, disputes
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involve questions of legal ownership and appropriate levels
 
of compensation. In other cases, the issue will be how to
 
remove persons encroaching on rights-of-way (ROW) already

secured by the DPWH in light of the Aquino Administration's
 
prevailing sentiment that alternate shelter and/or
 
resettlement areas be provided to persons so displaced.

Although the DPWH can establish the legal ROW for the
 
contractor, forcible removal and relocation of persons is
 
not a DPWH responsibility. Furthermore, DPWH contractors 

particularly American contractors -- are not prepared to 
bulldoze their way to the job site when confronted by angry

(often armed) local citizens in such situations. [Numerous

violent encounters and recriminations have already occurred
 
in other areas of the country where similar problems of
 
access have been experienced.] In one sub-project area, the
 
DPWH District Engineer has urged the formulation of a local
 
citizens' committee to validate ROW claims. However, there
 
is no evidence of any coordinated approach by the DPWH and
 
other concerned and involved agencies -- such as the
 
Philippine National Police, the Department of Social Welfare
 
& Development, and the Commission on Human Rights -- to 
resolve these disputes in cooperation with the local
 
government units in which the sub-projects are being
 
constructed.
 

The absence of specific plans in the Project Paper (PP)

for the institutional development of local management and
 
engineering units seems to stem from the opinion in USAID
 
that road projects are already well understood by both USAID
 
and the implementing agencies. Advice to the mission from
 
the AID/Washington Asia-Near East Bureau's Project Advisory

Committee (ANPAC) predicated construction in subsectors of
 
the RIF on agreements between the mission and GOP
 
implementing agencies defining how and when key policy and
 
institutional changes would be implemented. ANPAC
 
anticipated serious policy and institutional problems with
 
the rural electrification and telecommunications subsectors
 
and recommended that assistance to these subsectors be
 
limited to studies until the issues involved could be made
 
clearer. However, the institutional constraints associated
 
with road construction were seen as less burdensome and more
 
easily removed.
 

The ANPAC guidance stressed the need for infrastructure
 
investments to be economically viable and contributory to
 
sustainable recovery of the local economy. It also urged

the RIF to deal with institutional issues and ensure that
 
they were not driven out by more immediate day-to-day
 
concerns with construction. However, in the design and
 
implementation of the RIF, institutional issues 
 were
 
apparently not foreseen, and have not been addressed in a
 
systematic way.
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PR1OJECTr S ELJECTION 

METHODOLOGY
 

[QUESTION 8]
 

QB. 	What is the overall methodology which DPWH uses for
 
matching donor funds with proposed sub-projects? Does
 
this methodology assure that the more viable sub
projects are being prioritized for implementation? Do
 
accomplishments under RIF compare favorably with the
 
accomplishments of other donor agencies working with the
 
same implementing agencies?
 

Under normal project identification and prioritization

procedures being followed by GOP, it is presumed that the
 
line-up of RIF projects have been thoroughly screened by the
 
National Economic & Development Authority (NEDA) and are
 
contained in the Medium Term Public Investment Program (MTPIP) 
of the GOP. Currently, this procedure requires that projects
proposed to be included in the MTPIP follow the steps outlindd 
in Illustration A on the following page -- the so-called 
"bottom-to-top" approach in project planning. 

While various political/social forces may attempt to
 
bypass and/or influence any of the steps outlined, the
 
indorsement of the Regional Development Council (RDC) has
 
become the focal point in project prioritization. RDC
 
approval is considered essential prior to indorsement of the
 
project to any funding institution or its inclusion in the
 
MTPIP. Thus, any project proposal that finds its way to NEDA
 
without the necessary RDC indorsement is now referred back to
 
the appropriate local Development Council for review and
 
indorsement.
 

Once the project has been indorsed to NEDA, it is again
 
subjected to evaluation based on the comprehensive grading
 
system for project ranking/prioritization outlined on the
 
chart on the page following Illustration A, and detailed in 
Appendix 6. The project listings are then submitted to the 
Investment Coordinating Committee for approval as the Official 
MTPIP of the GOP. 

In the case o[ IFII projects, NEDA made a call to the 
Regional I)evelopment Counc i.ls (RI)Cs ) for project proposals to 
be included in the IJJ, with the primary re|u rement that ;uch

be _Qr . 
fe-sibil.ity s..tud i__..atltest-ing . to .. e.z" viab ity. In 
response, the DCs' prep, red project l it ings by type (for
example -- Koad projects ) cullIed I rom )ro joct,; wh i cTh had 
already been included in variour; earli er fea;ihbi I Ity n;tuoI ef 
prepared for other )urpos;es;. Many of th:)ese ,,tfuo I ,,had b)een
undertaken for other donor,; -- s.uch as, the WorldIiank (1 1R)),
the Asian Development Hank (ADD) and the Japanese Over;eas 

projects either ready ,11)] ementaJ el1 or i. re;.dy live 



128 

Economic Cooperation Fund (OECF) -- but had not been selected 
for implementation funding institutions due a combination of 
funding constraints and/or relatively low priority. 

The procedure for RIF project selection was then
 
conducted, as shown in Chart B on the following page.
 

Once the set of potential projects had been selected
 
(about 1,000 kilometers of discrete projects), updating of the
 
feasibility studies were undertaken by the RIF-PMO Consultant
 
to determine their present economic viability. As the
 
technical feasibility of these projects was updated, if they
 
still passed the economic feasibility criterion, they were
 
indorsed to USAID for review and approval. No new NEDA
 
approval was required since NEDA had already approved the
 
initial listing of projects proposed for implementation under
 
the RIF in the first instance.
 

Consultants were hired -- first by USAID under IQC, and 
later by I)PWI{ -- to update the feasibility studies of selected 
road/port project; and eventually, the detailed design and 
engineering of the approved projects. 

As the NEIDA prioritization system indicates, the process 
of selecting a project includes a wide variety of Economic, 
Organizational and Social factors and sub-factors of 
importance to GOP nati ona I development. While an 
intrinsically important consideration, Economic Desirability
only con;ti tutoes 261" of this comprehensive we ighting. In 
turn, Economic Feasibility per "3(o is weighted as only 17% of 
Economic )0e; i rabi lity. jtlotie,_ word's, oly 17% of 26% -- or 
approximatel y 4 ..VL v_ the tota4_ i.ritc¢.t __0ct rcrua 
_cIooi)(; vii )ii tJ.y. (; i v th i ; wei (Jhtinq, tlerq J - nQ 

-aisu r{!lco tlht ti)e more v ivto. tP P_ i QoiLZQ/d 
£1_r_ . mp1em t2oj -- onl y that economic vi abi .i ty was a|t oi 
con; i dertit on. 1'urthermoreo, lbcau,;e ,;o many of the initial 
co;t oe;timalte:; have pIowV11 to be0 unreali.stically low, and the 
time I rame!; I orI imnj leineitat i e ee(d:ed(1 , onI(c a contraCt is 
awarded th' e('onomic i i i ity il"pect,; are (ivon little if any
lurt-h(r coil.; dorat joil. How(.ver, th,.e otler "'ecoll)oMi c 
des;i ra,) I i ty " , ":;o(' ilai (10!;irat)i I ity" and "reglional qrowth & 
di ",|W.I-",r;ail " f WA-¢.t-or t(n(1 e Tch peIr!" t. ;ta eto u I1 oIeI ;J ';tn [ dt l 
indi(:ator:; ,for a ; ;;ig national dve lopmollt Led!; 

CoIlI; ilor; k )1 ,J (!thou ht i Ind I Ior!11II I:; Jollo I to do; i (1111i(g 
in 0) jct, i Ve ;y:t.m I tdh r ,::df; and iia tt-,ri )1: to il 1anr:. vari out; 
factor!;, illid ;i;; r thlt piro joct,'.; whi (:,h :;urV lve thI ; revi ow 
ac(corl wi L11 oVel-a I I (; p prior i-i o!"; . ,ovo'rti il o , ;! 1oct Iri 
individlilil lu -loIect2; Itrom a nationial "wish li' ultimately 
tenl'; to tC:Lr i mip IementLat i on act I V i t i el ovor it w de a rea, 
shat t-r i nC aiy concept of it coherenit "I nteqrated aroa" 
transportat.ion network. 
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RIF vs Other Donor Accomp ishments
 

• From what the team has been able to discern from
 
discussions with NEDA program/project monitoring officers,
 
various PMOs and project officials of other donors,
 
accomplishments under RIP are not significantly different from
 
those of other donors. 

All tend to encounter some slippage, and the reasons for 
slippage are similar -- delays in awarding contracts, slow 
procurement of equipment, delays in clearing customs, lack of 
adequate equipment on site, and right-of-way problems on the 
job. 

In several conversations with various officials it was 
implied (but not substantiated) that projects by French and 
Japanese .bilateral donor agencies tend to be more self
contained direct-contracted turn-key operations, and encounter 
fewer constraints and time delays than those of other 
bilateral donors (such as USAID), or multilateral donor
 
agencies.
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To the extent that institutional issues have arisen
 
during the course of the project, they have been dealt with
 
only on a case-by-case basis as unique obstacles to be
 
overcome or minor irritants to be circumvented or endured -
rather than endemic impediments to be resolved. The
 
evaluation team considers that a priori certification of 
capacity of the District 
 Engineer (and/or Provincial 
government entity) to absorb/sustain the proposed
highway/port maintenance operations should play a larger
role (i.e. a major prerequisite) in the project
 
nomination/selection process.
 

_SgnifcaFt__Devjations fronm & PROAGat:e PP 

The disbursement mechanisms outlined in detail in the 
Project Paper (PP) and the Project Agreement (PROAG) were 
not followed. Instead Section 7.3 of the PROAG "Other Forms 
of Disbursement" was invoked. This states that 

Dishursemerits of the Grant may also be made
through such other ineans as pheParties may
agree to inLwriL - -[ niiihasis ours. ] 

The "other means" -- of direct payment by USAID to the 
contractors involved., after certification by the DPWH -- is 
much simpler than the proc2dure outlined in the Pl & PROAG 
system, and appears to be working well. Tlhis process was 
tentative]y agreed to by USAID in November 1989 under 
Project implementation Letter # 25, and reconfirmed .jy USAID 
letter to the P140 in January 1991. 
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DISBURSEMENT PROCESS IHRIFP PROJECT PAPER (PAGE 25)
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ADUAICE REQUESTS TO 
DON ON IPPROVED ANto 

EYECUTED COITRACT 

|EZZ 

IA 

ISSUES CIIECXS 
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IA 
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RIFF PROCESS FOR IAYlENI OF CONTRACTOR VOUCHERS 

( ROCP FORWARDS TO OFN
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APPROVED COPY 
OF VOUCHER TO 

lJSAI D 
ACCOIJNTANir/Ocp 
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TO DrIIN FOR 
APPROUAL 

ISAID CASHIER FICKS
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DISTRIBITES TO 
RECIPIENIS 
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VOUCHER AND

FORWARDS TO Iphil)
OCP FOR APPEOVAL 

STOP 
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WORI NG U-RELATIO NSH F1IP -SM i 

[QUESTION 9]
 

Q9. Does USAID staff maintain effective working
 
relationships with the implementcing agencies with 
regard to the resolution of problems encountered
 
during the implementation of sub-project activities? 
Is USALD able to respond in a timely manner to GOP 
requests under the project?
 

Perusal of the RIF files indicates that USAID and the 
DPWH have experienced a number of official disagreements (as 
well as some personality conflicts) in the past. However, 
the current incumbents appear to enjoy good personal 
rapport, and to have established a sound professional 
working relationship. 

The DPW! is implementing the RIF Project through a PMO
 
(Project Management Office) structure which is also used to 
manage other international lending projects as well as other 
USAID projects. A separate "RIF-PMO" has been established 
to handle the RIF project. The I)PWI has promulgated 
extensive guidelines, rules and regulations to properly 
manage all infrastructure projects i.e. roads, bridges, 
ports, schools, markets and slaughter houses, etc. Their 
manuals and guidelines, etc. are comprehensive and are very 
similar to those issued by USAID. Thus, in general, the 
DPW11 manages the RIF project in a manner consistent with AID 
requirements, and familiar to USAID personnel. 

Meetings between USAID and the PMO and its consultant
 
are now held at regular intervals where macro issues are 
discussed, and agreement can usually be reached. Itowever,
 
the micro issues -- i.e._those of direct concern to the 
construction contractors_-- are apparently1 _not as easily 
disposed of. In particular, these tend to revolve around 
the interpretation of contractual terms and conditions. 
This responsibility rests with the DWI and, in most cases, 
their decision is final. Since the consultant engineer 
(LBII/TGCI) is also under contract to the DPW11, the 
neutrality of their role in reviewing such issues -- and 
their ability to make objective decisions -- is possibly 
influenced by such on arrangement. Presently, however, 
LBII/TCGI is only in a position to recommend and offer 
advice -- not to make final and binding decisions on behalf 
of DPW!I. 

The evaluation team visited and discussed problems with 
several construction contractors -- both US and Fl I ipi.4o -
and three prime issues were identified as in urgent need of 
resolution by sQpmcone; be it the engineer, the PMO, the DPWH 
or USAID.
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These issues are:
 

1. 	Right-of-Way Free access to all construction
 
rights-of-way is not available, due to squatters
 
encroachments and improvements erected by
 
abutting property owners. Utility poles also
 
need to be cleared from the rights-of-way.
 

2. 	 contractor Reimbursement The billing process
 
usually takes 60 - 90 days from initial
 
submission to receipt of a USAID check.
 

3. 	 Taxes Since USAID cannot reimburse contractors 
for payment of taxes, the amounts added to 
imported equipment and supplies by the GOP, as 
well as taxes paid on selected goods and services 
procured locally by the contractor, are not 
reimbursable. USAID refusal to reimburse 
identifiable taxes is accepted by contractors; 
however frequently the VAT tax is imposed by the 
supplier on all local purchases -- without any 
identification or evidence. In most cases, the 
contractors and USAID "estimate" and subtract 10% 
from the item to reflect the VAT -- particularly 
as a 10% factor for VAT had been included in 
estimating most contractors indirect costs. In 
some cases however, only the amount specifically 
identified as VAT is deducted. Since USAID does
 
not pay the VAT it is assumed that thie DPW1I does 
-- or will, eventually. 1lowevPr; the precise 
mechanism and timing for such reimbursement is 
not 	clear.
 

In practice, USAID's response to contractor concerns 
over these issues is that the contractor is under a host 
country contract and it is the Gop's responsibility to 
resolve the issue, rather than USAID's. even if not in 
accordance with USAJ) definition or interpretation of 
contract terms. similarly, problems brought to the 
attention of the A&E Consuitant (L1311/TCGI) are met with 
understanding. However, as _'ndicated earlier, LBII/TCGI is 
not currently athorized to give interpretations or make 
decisions on this issue. 

A possible sol ution has been recommended by the 
Evaluation Team and i 5 apparently being .oriou;ly considered 
by the PMO and at h.igher ]eve 1, in the Department of Public 
Works & llighways. The gi.s;t of this proposal, and possibly 
the solution to most problems raised by the contractors is 
as follows:
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The "Conditions of Contract (International) for 
Works of Civil Enqineerino Construction" under 
the Federation ,nternationale des Ingenieurs-
Conseils (FIDIC) define the "Engineer", and 
throuphout the contract his duties are noted. 
The 'C,iditions of Particular Application" in 
the FIDIC defines the "Engineer" as ".he 
consultant duly appointed by the employer to act 
as his representative". tius it would imply 
that LBII/rCGI is the d-siqnated engineer.
However there appear to , some unresolved 
questions between the consultL t (LBII/TCGI) and 
the employer (DPWII) as to which LBII/TCGI 
individual is appointed by the DPWH to act on 
behalf of the employer in contractual matters.
 

Discussions with DPWtl, PMO and LBII/TCGI are now 
presumably leading to the designation of an "Engineer" -
and the authorities and responsibilities associated with 
that role. USAID recognizes the need for such action by the 
DPWH but since LBII/TCGI is under a host country contract, 
the matter can only be resolved by DPWII. 

Regarding right-of-way, USAID, Li3II/TCGI and the RIF-
PMO are all acutely aware of the problem and the 
consequences of future contractor claims, if the issue is 
not resolved in the near future. In this instance, the 
responsibility for right-of-way procurement and settlement 
lies with the DPWII District Engineer. Because PMOs are 
separate line entities established solely to implement 
externally-funded projects, the RIF-PHO has no 
responsibility regarding resolution of ROW issues, or 
authority over the DPII District Engineers. The PMOs only 
recourse is to refer the issue for action "through DPWH 
channels" to the appropriate Under-Secretary, and 
periodically follow-up until positive action is taken. To 
date, this process has not been very fruitful. Under these 
circumstances it is recommended that USAID circumvent the 
regular bureaucratic channels within the I)PWII and discuss 
the right-of-way issue directly with the I)PWII at the 
Secretary level.
 

VAT reimbursement is another issue which is beyond 
AID's ability to resolve. As a Host country contract 
concern, i.t is IJDWII' s responsi bi I ity to establ is h an 
appropriate procedure for re IMltUrs i nq contractors VAT costs. 
However, a lthough not an AI) re'-spons i bi lity, VAT 
reimbursement is of concern to All). Contractors financial 
problems directly relate to effic i.ent constructi on progress. 
and their host country contract,; are fundled with iU; (o]lars. 

Ihe xecut ive Secretary, Iederation Internat ionale des 
Inqenieurs-Conscils, Care l van BylandLt laan 9, lhe Hague, Ilhe 
Netherlands; &/or lhe General Secretary, federation Internationale 
Europeene do la Construction, 9 Rue la Perouse, 75116, Paris, France, 
March 1977.
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Thus it behooves the Mission to exercise its good offices to
 
the fullest extent, in order to assure smoother project
 
implementation.
 

With respect to delays in receipt of payments, the
 
reimbursement process follows the GOP procedures. This
 
involves review and approval by both LBII/TCGI and several
 
other offices within the DPWH. A chart showing the routing
 
of documentation in order for the contractor to get paid is
 
shown on the following page. Once the billing passes
 
through the DPWH system it usually takes 3 - 4 weeks for the
 
contractor to be paid by USAID.
 

The recent DEPARTMENT ORDER 55 issued by the DPWH 
places greater responsibility on the Regional DPWH 
Directors. The team met with one Regional Director (RD) who 
evidently takes his responsibility and authority seriously. 
However, in order to be assured that billings are correct, 
he has requested voluminous backup material -- including 
detailed estimates as well as numerous cross section 
drawings -- from the LBII/TCGI Resident Engineers to support 
monthly billings. Further, the Regional Director has also 
assigned a junior engineer to the RIF project staff to 
monitor activity. it was obvious from a recent billing that
 
the 24 kilos of backup material requested for a single bill
 
will contribute further to the already long billing approval
 
progress.
 

Again, this is an internal GOP issue under a Host
 
Country contract, and AID has no direct say in the matter.
 
As an interested observer, however, USAID should again
 
exercise its good offices to try to alleviate this new
 
delaying factor. In this regard, the evaluation team
 
suggests that the PMO initiate such action necessary within
 
the DPWII to modify Regional Director involvement in the RIF
 
-- particularly with respect to RIF billings.
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Conclusion & Recommendations
 

USAlD _personnel do lav a gQod workip grelatonlihi]i 
with their counterparts in the lI_ However, the question 
of whether or not AID has an effective relationship with the 
GOP is begged by the fact that USAID is not a party to the 
contracts under which the project is being implemented. 
Thus the scope of AlDl's effectiver-s_- n nime n t i rAthQ 
project and reso]vinq contractor-relate(_difficulti__and 
issues with the GOP is considerably cutaiOled. In the 
examples noted above, many of these issues have continued 
without resolution for a considerable time. Although AI) is
 
technically removed from day-to-day problems, since their 
resolution is beyond the PMO's authority, additional USAID 
intervention is needed -- at the highest I)PWII levels -- in 
the interest of effective project implementation. 

USAID does respond in a timely manner to GOP requests, 
however for the most part, the I)PWI has no reason to turn to 
USAID for help with RIF problems. The major bones of 
contention between the two entities are differing 
interpretations of contracts as seen b, contractors. 
Throug, (and together with) LBI I/TCGI, the I)PWII keeps LSAID 
up-to-date on all projects and problems with regular RIF 
meetings and extensive, voluminous monthly status reports.
 

The NAVAIDS and Telecommunicat i ons subsectors are 

implemented by USAID contracts for commodities and technical 
assistance. The GOP agenci es affected (DOTC and i ts ATO) 
appeared satisfied with USAII)' s handling of the contrricts. 
Some reluctance was observed however on the part of the ATO 
to seek USAID assistance in confronting the NAVAII) 
contractor on the issue of spare parts. In the recent 
protest by a bidder on a follow-up contract, the -joint 
constructive involvement of both USAID and ATO staff
 
appeared effective and cooperative.
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F I NANC) NF -TI N # 3TC 

Replenish the fund; reprorammled [or the General Santos 
and 1linatubo activitie.,. in order to provide adequate 
fund; for the oriqinal target s;ub-projects 

.?PKQ6"_ '_"CON{S'"' 

1. The GOP if; expectinq the 1. Money is tight.
item; which were de';iqned and Therefore USAID should 
found feas i ble, to be mi nimi ze further 
completed -- as, "implied" by expendi tures under the 
the project aqreement. pro ject. Project estimates 

were low, thu; the costs
per-item have exceeded the 
amount p)l dune.d. AID 
commi tt ed funding to 
accomp Ii;lih work "up to" a 
particular level -- not to 
complete al l acti vi ties 
rega rd Ie,;,- of cost. 
Therefore, honor tile 
obligation to co.fl)lete the 
ex it i nq ,;ub-pro jects 
al.rea(ly under .on-,!;truct ion, 
but do inot 1U(l1 th)e .. )Qr_t q 
i11 r I(d'J_!;. . - W orz.;k 

Gprnp e ted. btit.. whvrv__b,E.;V0 -: roj ; "". .. _!re ..- . i-s 

'rQcce( . 

2. ' ho funding transfer was a 2. The' GOP was aware of 
reprogramming expediency for the po.nihi lity that when 
AID, and the GOll had little fund; were diverted from 
choice it the matter. the basic RIF concept to 
Al though the GOP may have (;nera I Santos., and 
"understood" tihlt there waiv. no J1i natuho , there was no 
u~oy.taiitpe of the fund!; bein, (uarantee the funding would 

rep. en i ";hed, ti :; i ; a I way!; bo replenished. 
the IilId(JP(! of -,uch 
aqreoment!; -- hut. (o(es niot 
ref le(t "good la i th iest 
*f fort ;" . 'hIe GO' woul(l 
regard All) a!; gu il el u I i f they 
rene(led on t ih; I mp. led 
comini tment. The U.J; does not 
need thii; "Bad image". 
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"PROS" "Cons"
 

3. The GOP is expecting the 3. The PMO to construct 
items which were designed and new ports is being 
found feasi b l e, to b)e transferred from I)PWI! to 
completed -- ils "impl led" by I)OTC. Thi s is an ideal 
the pro ject agreement. time to terminate further 
Li kewi.;e, the l)oTC wi I I ex)ect support . Conti nuati on of 
tile fund!; to accompany the R I, I und i Ij Wi 1I entail 
transfer of P140 USAII dea l i In( wi th a 
respons.i bi 1 i ty. di f f erent organ izati onal 

structure, and pos,. i ly a 
new A&E contractor to 
over.,ee the construction. 
(Berger'!; contract is with 
DPWII). 

4. Honor the terms of the US 4. The project is 
Commitment. Tis-_gas Wfit__Wai, i)egi fil i nij to .xperi (!e___ 
i fltCrliend iy the_ US , aini numb)er of, management 
eXp~cted .. y the, GUI at the di f i ul tie; ( ictern "v-L.j. 

l
t i me the a']r It' lm t- Wa; lanad . I )w) . ''lso 1robi (.1:; ! 
Jlon ' t r io(t p' now s i ImJ) I y i k1e y to .. iIl ....,O 

because-.,ome, as0110 are ()xponrintj in near''pects more a 1ly the 
d if f i cu I t to ii4) lement than f uture, 1owiinq down the 
antic i pa ted. ra t, of ro-ject 

mj)I erelnt at ioin, whi Ie at 
the :;me t imeI( operiating 
ox(eIvIes," w i I illcr se!w. 

a. 1)0 55 may not apply to the a. I)epartment Order ),) --
RIF. I'WII i ; a I ready r- (;i v i nq 1v(q i ona 1 I) i rec tor; 
rev iew iI(i it5; pos it i oil o() re!; po 1!;I ) iI i t y and 
thiS, Mnd ha; ad a tenlta ive autJhority for RIF 
pol icY (7(0 i ; i oil re: UTu i riIto i np I ementati ion in their 
and Kali 1o -- the two bi(t(!est are.s- -- confici; with the 
sulb-prlo Wt addit i (olila] d i rectIon,i th centre I ized 
All) rE'i)10501 lti otv; , the provided by PHO manriagement. 
ent i reM RIF )or(,.::t (ould I 1)v 
oxem;t torl ) II( Jor al)( 1i, 
"Grarif atherilI" rtr Ol ale. 
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"PROS! "CONS"
 

b. Rights-of-Way issues are b. The DPW11 has
 
"normal" problems faced in accomplished little or
 
construction projects and are nothing about the Rights
not unique to the Philippines. of-Way in the past four 
Altlough the GOP bureaucracy years, and given the 
is mov i fl( very .- Iowl y, traditional GOP stance 
expecti nq ROW c lea rance arid toward. squatters and the 
ul.,;tIructed C:C:,,;,; to job apparent unwi lli ngness to 
site!; l, ofore undertaki rig enforce property rights can 
construct ion if, unrea iLi;tic. probably do very little in 
If this approach were adopted, the future. 'ihiP; inability 
tiere wou Id never be any i s evidenced by encroach
construct ion pro jects -- even merits on sidewalks, roads 
in tie USA. and , teros in various 

areas in and around Mani la. 
Indeed, eleot t-rici-ty 
connect- ion. and water are 

eie ig .poyided . y___ tile 
gove,7nment --- to .... -;quatte 
area.;, which only compounds 
the probl em. Recent 
violent confrontat-ions 
erupted1 i i Cebu andl Quezoni 
City when eviction and 
demol ition wa; attempted. 
''hi.; is a d(p social 

prob)Iem wh i oh wi l l get 
increas:qingly dif ficult. 

c. Such problems are merely c . The GOP ha; done little 
J3?JMtg,9 of i nstitut iona I or noth i riq to resolve 
under-deve Iopment. T1"hat is why Cu:;tom; c Iearan(:es, duti es, 
gAl i) .j ; .here - to he111) tax or other 

overcomo 5;10' ill(g I I asc ou" I 'ssues".cont i fill m i[ .1 
a(Imi ni,;trativ1, (Ii II iou lIti e,. 'Ihi.; indicat!,; a low 
lt... .,,' ' ,; ireO r .,; and for( " !ot o-.o pr i or i ty concern 

to-.... i,t. All) nr ,e(lIs to I i nd the RIF project. 
c rea L i V( Wily; t() rs() lv !;u(.h 
i !;u; U0) ; 1 (OIt- i fiu i 11ls 
.:omprehen.. bavl i ,; ra ti er 
than (de!al i nq witlh them case
by-cane. 
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"PROS" "CONS" 

d. While USAID's "Paper d. The RIF "Purpose" will 
Purpose" may no longer be not be attained. Due to 
attained due to the delays, the long delay, the 
tile RIF project is still original objective of 
desired by -- and eventually moving money rapidly to the 
will be an incremental benefit rural areas to stimulate 
to -- the inhabitants of tile the economy did not occur, 
areas where tile sub-projects and cannot be achieved. 
are being implemented. Thus, this is no long an 

economic deve Qpj
In 
project -- it is "just 
another construction" 
project. Don't continue to 
throw good money after bad. 

e. Don't chase ambulances. e. Pre;sent and Future Fund 
The RIF is development- Shorta(Jes. With a 
oriented. Disaster relief can Congres.!;-ional "Continuing 
be funded under another Reso ut-ion" for All), new 
program appropriation. A program; i n Eastern Europe, 
great deal of time, effort and and elsewhere, the funding 
cost has already been sunk ivailable for the 
into developing this project, Philippine All) program in 
to meet a long-term need. The the future is (or will be) 
rat i ona I e is ;t iII va 1.id. very limited. These funds 
Allow the pro ject time to run ingiht b put to better use 
its course, rather than ( i .e. hi gher prioritics) 
reprogramming to accommodate w i th i n the 14 .;s ion -
the latest felt need. particularly in light of 

recently emerging natural
 
disasters. 

f. It is already too late to f. Make a "Fresh Start". 
start over on this project. All) ha!- "1Io. cor t rol" of 
The major sub-projects are the F the Hosth e through 
a I ready we 1 1 underway. "Wi nd- Country Contracting mechan
i ng down" curroent coatriact i ;in and i t i s too late to 
commi tment:s -- with Torno for change to Direct 
instance -- wi I I take another Contract n;q at thit; stage. 
couple of years . I t i,; un- Therefore wind the project 
real istic to at:tempt a "fres;h down a; ra pi dI y as 
-tart" o th i! pro joct. poss-;i b le. Then, if 
IHowev r, i L i 5. riot Ull oles i 1( d, regain controldaon-

Il a n n i n q able to ,;t:art for a under a Direct Contract 
follow-oil in fraat:ructlure pro- with new ground iules.
 
ject incorporatiI g tle les;ons
 
learned on this project.
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"PROS" "CONS"
 

5. RIF is not a "Project" per 5. USAID does not have 
so; 1t is a funding mechanism. adequate "Control" over the
That mechanism is alreadyr Host Country Contracting
 
plaAe and is accomplishing its mechanism, and this situa
objectives for funding and tion will not change.
 
contracting for infrastructure Funding for future infra
projects and sub-projects. It structure projects and sub
take; a long time to develop a project activities should 
new project or- put a sys;tem in uti I i:'e mechanisms predi
place and (jet it working cated on lessons learned to 
effectively. It i f; better to date -- not simply 
go with the ,;y.-tem you have perpetuate the existing
and know, and work to improve inadequate system. 
it, rather- than to start over, 
and incur both delays as well 
as new (i.e. unforeseen) 
problems. 
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NATIONAL ECONOMIC & DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

CRITERIA FOR PRIOITI ZATION 

OF PROPOSED
 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROJECTS
 

IN TIIE MEDIUM-TERM INVESTMENT PROGRAM
 

CRITERIA/SUB-CRITERIA 
 WEIGHTS (%) 

A. 	ECONOMIC DESIRABILITY 
 26%
 

1. 	Economic profitability (internal 17
 
rate of return or benefit-cost
 
ratio)
 

2. 	Generation of employment 16
 
opportunities
 

3. 	Strengthening and diversification 10
 
of the rural sector
 

4. 	Generation of net foreign exchange 10
 

5. 	impact on sectoral targets and 10
 
objectives (production level,
 
growth rate, productivity)
 

6. 	Increase in income levels of 
 13
 
target clientele
 

7. 	Relative strength of forward 
 7
 
and 	backward 1'nkage
 

8. 	Judicious use of local resources; 10
 
i.e, that which protects the
 
environment and maintains
 
ecological balance
 

9. 	Promote appropriate technology 7
 
(i.e., low-cost and indigenous)
 

TOTrAL (for Criterion A) 	 100%
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B. 	PROJECT COST AND FINANCING 17%
 

1. 	Project has revenue generating 28%
 
capability
 

2. 	Project does not require excessive 
 23
 
budgetary counterpart
 

3. 	Project is cost effective 
 30
 

4. 	Project has high potential for 19
 
grant financing
 

TOTAL (for Criterion B) 	 100%
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C. 	SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 24%
 

1. 	Target beneficiaries are the 16%
 
socio-economically depressed
 
and priority groups
 

2. 	Promotion of active popular 
 11
 
grassroots participation in order
 
to: -strengthen local capabilities
 

-encourage self-reliance
 

3. 	Strengthening/improvement of 10
 
institutional capabilities especially
 
at the local levels in support of
 
decentralization and linkages at the
 
community level
 

4. 	Improvement in the level and 11
 
quality of community services
 

5. 	Development of the full potential of 12
 
human resources in terms of health,
 
education, and skills, and its
 
effective harnessing thru productive
 
employment
 

6. Promotion of a healthy political 10
 
climate and a stable social environment
 
(peace and order, industrial peace
 
and harmony, discipline, etc.)
 

7. 	Fulfillment of the basic needs of 12
 
target beneficiaries
 

8. 	Promotion of a more equitable 12
 
distribution of income and wealth
 

9. 	Facilitate transition to stable 6
 
demographic conditions, i.e. trends
 
in level and age composition of
 
population that could be supported
 
and sustained by available resources.
 

TOTAL (for Criterion C) 	 100%
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D. 	REGIONAL GROWTH AND DTSP AL 19% 

1. Relative impact on regional growth 26%
 
and overall economic performance,
 
i.e., consistency and support to
 
regional thrusts and strategies
 

2. 	Relative impact on regional 22
 
dispersal and inter-regional
 
disparity through improvement in
 
the distribution of scare resources
 

3. 	Relative impact in reducing 17
 
intra-regional disparity
 

4. 	Promotion of regional cohesiveness 17
 
and intra-regional business linkages
 
(regional integration)
 

5. 	Relative absorptive capacity of 18
 
the region to benefit from
 
increased investment.
 

TOTAL (for Criterion D) 	 100%
 

E. 	INSTITUTIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 14%
 

1. 	Agency has absorptive capacity 28%
 
financial, manpower, organizational/
 
institutional capability, resource
 
mobilization.
 

2. 	Agency has appropriate mandate/ 25
 
authority to carry out the project
 

3. 	Institutional arrangements for 23
 
implementation and operation are
 
appropriate and consistent with
 
governrent policies
 

4. 	Provision of arrangements/linkages 24
 
to encourage the private sector
 
to contribute input!;/nugqestions 
(i.e., innovative arrangements ) 
to project implementation. 

TOTAL (for Criterion E) 

Points for each of the above categories are awarded us 
indicated on the following pages. 

100 
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CIZI'EIZIA AND POINr SYSTEM 

FR FANK ING PRcOPOED PROJECTS 

ECONOMIC DESIRABILITY POINT SCORE 

1. Economic Profitability 

Economic Profitability (EIRR, B/C) 

EIRR > 50% 10 

EIRR = 40 - 49% 9 

EIRR = 30 - 39% 8 

"EIRR = 20 - 29% 7 

EIRR = 15% - 19% 6 

EIRR = 10% - 14% 4 

No estimate of EIRR (GOOD POTENTIAL) 4
 

No estimate of EIRR (FAIR POTENTIAL) 3
 

No estimate of EIRR (POOR POTENTIAL) 1
 

POSITIVE EXTERNALITIES + 2
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2. Generation of employment Opportunities 

a. Labor component > 50% of total project 
cost 4 

Labor component = 40% - 49% of TPC 3 

Labor component = 30% - 39% of TPC 2 

b. Project utilizes labor-based 
Techniques and construction 
resource/labor-intensive production 
methods 

2 

c. Project directly Supports and Promotes 
employment generation and marketing 
-facilities 

4 

Project indirectly supports 
employment generation 

Project has little iwpact on 

employment generation 

3 

1 

Scoring 

Add point in case project meets ir 
than one of above categories a, b, ..id c. 
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3. Strengthening and Diversification of the Rural 
Sector 

a. Project is Located and a Rural area or 
directly benefits rural residents in 

- less developed areas (provinces) 5 

- the poorest 1/3 of the regions 3 

- rest c regions except NCR 1 

b. Project engaged in agro based or agro
processing activities work. 

strong linkages among rural economic 
activities 

5 

- indirectly but positively influences 
rural economic activities 

3 

- marginally affects rural economic 
activities of adjacent rural areas 

1 

Scoring 

Add points in case project meets both of the 
above categories a and b. 
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4. Generation of net foreign exchange 

a. Export revenues generating project 

- short generating 10 

- long generating 8 

b. Import substituting/saving project 

- short gestating 8 

- long gestating 6 

c. 

d. 

Indirectly generating foreign exchange 
revenues 

Indirectly promoting foreign exchange 

savings 

5 

4 

e. Indirectly supportive of (a) and (b) 4 

f. Marginal foreign exchange earnings/saving 1 

Scoring 

Projects are scored based on only one of the 
above categories 
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5. Impact on Sectoral Targets and Objectives 

a. Increases output/production level of the 
priority sector (s) as well as related 
sectors similarly in the priority less 
for a certain areas, region or province 

- significantly increases output 4 

- fairly 3 

- marginally i 

b. Enhances the growth rate of priority 
and related sectors in a certain area 

Increase in growth is significant 
sustainable 

3 

+. Growth rate of output is only 
maintained 

1 

c. Enhances the productivity levels and 
growth of priority and related sectors 
in a certain area 

- Improved and sustained productivity 3 

- Productivity levels maintained, 
no growth 

1 
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6. 	Increase in Income Levels o jTarget Clientele
 

a. 	Provides additional eiployr.ent
 
opportunities that augments incomes
 
of project beneficiaries in both urban
 
and 	rural areas
 

b. 	Promote rural-based (agro-based, agro
processing) off-farm economic activities
 
that increase farm incomes
 

c. 	 Facilitates transfer of appropriato 
technology to beneficiaries, that will 
enhance their future income potential.
 

d. 	Provides for increase demand for
 
indigenous material and human resources
 
through their utilization and harnessing,
thereby raising incomes to localities owning/ 
controlling said resources
 

e. 	Makes available cheap and useful public and 
community services (parks, artesian wells, 
health centers, etc.) that will reduce 
drain on family budgets of beneficiaries.
 

Give 2 points for each yes answer to the above.
 

7. 	Relative strength of forward and backward
 
linkage
 

a. Project operates along tile major/dominant 3 
economic activity in the area. 

b. Projects will be 
inputs, that will 

dependent on indigenous 
be supplied by 

3 

identified strong and priority sectors. 

c. Project 
support 

wil provide material or input 
tr identified priority sector 

2 

d. Project will encourage adoption of 
technology that enhance,, indigenization 

2 

of sectort; and local inter-sectoral 
dependence. 

aQrL UY 

Add points in case project meets more than
 
one of above categories a, b, c, and d.
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8. Judicious use of local resources 

a. Project objectives will be to restore 
ecological balance among resources 
degraded by relentless exploitation 
and/or install an effective 
environmental management system 

10 

b. Local inputs or resources to be 
harnessed/utilized/exploited by the 
project will be a relatively small 
portion of total resources, thus 
posing no ecological danger 

8 

c. Project while exploiting resources 
contains a plan to either minimize 
adverse environmental effects, or 
restore possible imbalances to be 
created by the project. 

6 

d. Moderate risk of environmental 
degradation from the project. 

2 

Scoring 

Projects are scorpd based on only one of above 
descriptive categories. 
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9. 	Promote appropriate technology
 

a. 	Promotes transfer and dissemination of
 
indigenous locally developed technology
 

b. 	Promotes transfer and dissemination of simple

adoptable technology appropriate to local
 
development needs
 

c. 	Promotes transfer of advanced and sophisticated
 
technology that is sustainable and within the
 
country's technological transformation capacity
 

d. Promotes technology that optimizes the use of
 
abundant indigenous resources (labor, minerals,
 
crops, etc.)
 

e. 	Promotes technology which is tailored to
 
human resource capability and in which the
 
country has a strong potential competitive
 
edge.
 

Scoring
 

Fulfillment of 	any 3 conditions above 10
 
any 2 8
 
any 1 5
 

Indirectly fulfills any one 3
 
Marginally fulfills any- 1
 



160 

B. PROJECT COST AND FINANCING 
Point 
Score 

1. Project has revenue generating capability 

a. Potential for attainment of financial 
surplus/profits 

10 

b. Potential for full recovery of 
investment and 0 & M cost 

8 

c. Potential for full recovery of 
investment cost only 

6 

d. 

e. 

Potential for full recovery of 0 & M 
cost only 
Potential for Partial recovery of 

5 

4 

investment on 0 & M cost only 

f. No revenue generating potential 2 

Scoring 

Projects are scored based on only one of 
the above descriptive categories 

2. Project does not require excessive budgetary 
counterpart 

a. Project is not likely to experience 
local cost overruns which have to be 
financed through additional government 
appropriation 

5 

b. 0 & M cost of the project 

- does not exceed 10% of investment cost 2 

- does not exceed 20% of investment cost 1 

c. Percentage of government budgetary 
counterpart to total project cost 

less than 10% 
less than 20% 
less than 40% 

of total project cost 
of total project cost 
of total project cost 

3 
2 
1 

ScorJg-11 

Add points in case project meets more 
than one of the above categories a,b, & c. 
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3. Project is cost effective 

a. Project can be considered as less 
expensive than two or more investments 
alternative that will essentially 
realize the same benefits or 50% less 
expensive than a similar alternative 

5 

Project can be considered as less 
expensive than another (1) alternative 
that will essentially realize the same 
benefits or 20% less expensive than a 
similar alternative 

3 

b. Project cost is not sensitive to foreign 
exchange fluctuations 

- short gestating (less than 2 years) and 
imported components less than 10% 

3 

- investment phase less than 3 years, and 
imported components less than 20% 

1 

c. Project depends heavily on locally sourced 2 

inputs that are abundant and inexpensive 

Scoring 

Add points in case project meets more 
than one of the categories a,b, and c. 
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4. Project has high potential for grant financing 

a. Projects of this nature were previously 
financed 

- completely through grants 
- partially through grants 

3 
2 

b. Projects of this nature are currently 
being financed thru grants in other 
countries (at similar levels of 
development) 

2 

c. Favorable indications from donors, about 
possible grant financing of the project 

indications obtained from official/ 
formal government contacts with donors 

3 

- indications obtained thru informal 
contacts of proponents with donors/ 
implementors of similar projects 

2 

d. Strong probability for donor's grant 
approval based on: 

- donor's identifying the project to be 
within current or future priority areas 

2 

- donor's strong track record to provide 
the necessary technology/expertise to 
project execution 

s2=iJlg 

Add points in case project meets more than 
one of the above categories a,b,c and d. 
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C. SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 

1. Target beneficiaries are the socio
economically depressed and priority groups 

a. Target beneficiaries belong to the 
lowest 30% of income earners 

10 

b. Direct beneficiaries are categorized/ 
classified under the following groups: 
urban poor, industrial laborer, urban 
homeless, cultural communities, rural 
poor, landless farmers, farm laborers, 
sustenance fishermen, rebel returnees, 
women and children 

Scoring 

- any 3 classified groups 
- any 2 groups 
- any one group 

10 
8 
5 

c. 

d. 

Project only indirectly supportive of 
target beneficiaries 

Project marginally supportive of 

identified depressed and priority groups 

3 

1 

Projects are scored based on only one 
of above descriptive categories 
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2. Promotion of active popular grassroots 
participation in order to: 

- strengthen local capabilities 

- encourage self-reliance 

a. Project effectively involves local 
citizens in the identification and 
assessment of needs and on the 
planning, management and monitoring 
of project implementation 

- Extensive citizen participation 10 

- Moderate citizen participation 8 

b. High incidence of citizen 
participation in the project 

- participation by 50% or more of 
total population in project influence 
area 

10 

- participetion by 20%-50% of total 
population in project influence area 

8 

c. The potential for local beneficiaries 
to effectively continue, manage and 
thereby prosper with the project, is 
high/lower 

8/3 

d. The response rate to awareness programs/
information campaigrs re-project is 
high/low 

7/3 

e. Project only indirectly encourages 
participation 

5 

f. project offers marginal/limited 
participation of beneficiaries 

1 

5(Mdfu 

Projects are scored based on only one of 
above descriptive categories 

3. Strengthening/improvement of institutional 
capabilities especially at the local levels 
in support of decentralization and linkages 
at the community level 

a. project positively influence nascent 
capacity of local units (re local 
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government units, NGO's and civic and 
other groups) to conceptualize, design and 
implement programs at the local level 

b. Increase the rate at which local units 
are consulted about matters affecting 
their constituencies 

c. Facilities dialogue: and consultations 
between national and local units 
concerning local, specific and broad 
national developments 

d. Increase public awareness of the 
functions of local government and other 
local units 

e. Project increases local units' 
potential for participatory planning and 
decision making processes 

f. Project has strong potential to improve 
local units' turn-around time and the 
quality of their outputs 

Scoring 

Attainment of any 4 of above indicators 
any 3 
any 2 
any 1 

Project marginally :-upportive of 
capability-building efforts 

10 
8 
5 
3 
1 
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4. Improvement in the level and quality of 
community services 

a. Increase in the number of people served 
by public markets, public artesian wells, 
clinic/dispensary/health center, parks, 
playgrounds and other Ecial and 
recreational facilities in 'he project 
influence area 

- By > 50% more 
- By 30%-49% more 
- By less than 30% 

i0 
8 
6 

b. Project facilities access to above 
mentioned public facilitie3 

5 

c. Project indirectly upgrades the level 
and to a certain extent, quality of 
community services 

5 

d. Project marginally supports goal/ 
objective 

1 

Projects are scored based on only one 
of the above descriptive categories 
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5. Development of the full potential of human 
resources in terms of health, education, and 
skills, and its effective harnessing thru 
productive employment. 

a. Project contributes to better heelth thru 
improvement in environmental sanication 
(waste management, water treatment, etc.). 

b. Project contributes to better health thru 
improved personal hygiene and effective 
health care and disease prevention 
practices. 

c. If project will result in the reduction 
of proportion of children who are under 
Weight and undernourished. 

d. Positive change in literacy rate due to 
project; improved functional literacy 
of populace. 

e. Project contributes to formulation of 
programs for educatiun and training 
responsive to development needs of the 
influence area. 

f. Project provides new knowledge and skills 
specific/relevant to local livelihood 
requirements (e.g., proper HYV use of 
farmers). 

scorinlg 

Any 3 of the following indicators/ 
measures across sub-sectors 

10 

any 2 7 

any 1 5 

Where project indirectly (at best 
positively) influences the goal 

3 

Where project marginally supports goal 1 
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6. 	Promotion of a healthy political climate and
 
a stable social environment (peace and order,
 
industrial peace and harmony discipline, etc.).
 

a. 	Project will contribute to reduction in
 
the incidence of crime
 

b. 	Project will contribute to the reduction
 
in accident incidence
 

c. 	Enhances peoples' confidence in the
 
judicial system
 

d. 	Reduction/decrease in incidence of strikes
 

e. 	Perceived reduction in the degree of
 
itnfluence/infiltration of subversive groups/
 
elements
 

f. 	Perceived increased feeling of well-being
 
and public confidence in law -nforcement
 
agencies
 

g. 	Enhances people's respect for law, leading
 
to greater public discipline and order
 

Scoring
 

Attainment of any 4 
 10
 
any 3 7
 
any 2 5
 
any 1 3
 

Project indirectly contributes to goal 1
 

7. 	Fulfillment of the basic needs of target
 
beneficiaries
 

(Measurement of degree of achievement/fulfill
ment of basic needs)
 

a. All basic needs fulfilled i0 
b. Most basic needs fulfilled a 
c. Some basic needs fulfilled 5 
d. At least one identified basic need 

fulfilled 3 
e. Project indirectly fulfills/paves 1 

way for fulfillment of basic needs 
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8. Promotion of a more equitable distribution 
of income and wealth 

a. Project will directly enhance incomes/ 
benefits accruing to lowest (30%) income 
families 

b. Project will directly enhance incomes/ 
benefits accruing to residents of less 
developed areas and/or poorest rejions 

c. Project will directly augment assets/
wealth that will be placed unde:. owner
ship and/or control of poor families 
(individually, or collectively, cooper
atives or other associations) 

d. Project will directly reduce the number 
of families living below the poverty 
threshold. 

Scori-ng 

Project which meets 3 of the above 
2 of the above 
only one 

Project indirectly contributes to any 
Project has marginal support for any 

10 
7 
5 
3 
1 
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9. 	Facilities transition to stable demographic

conditions, i.e. trends in level and age
 
composition of population that could be
 
supported and sustained by available
 
resources
 

a. 	Potential for providing employment
 
opportunities to women
 

b. 	Potential for educating/informing couples

regarding responsible parenthood,
 
including family planning methods
 

c. 	 Potential for enhancing employment
 
opportunities in rural areas
 

d. "Potential for enhancing the status of
 
women that leads to increased independence
 
in women's decisions re childbearing and
 
career
 

e. 	Potential for providing opportunities for
 
families to spend resources in improving
 
the quality of life of each child, rather
 
than investing on more children (i.e. more
 
health/education expenditures per child)
 

f. 	Potential for upgrading material and
 
career aspirations of both husband and
 
wife
 

g. 	Potential for providing security at old
 
age despite having less children
 

Scoring
 

Attainment of any 4 10 
any ! 8 
any 2 6 
any 1 4 

Project indirectly supports 3 
achievement of goal 

Project marginally supports 1 
achievement of goal 



171 

D. REGIONAL GROWTH AND DISPERSAL 

1. Relative Impact on regional growth 
and overall economic performance, 
i.e. consistency and support to 
regional thrusts and strategies 

a. Project has direct and immediate 
positive impact on production 
levels and output growth of any 
of the following: 

- rural based agro-processing industries 
- off-farm activities 
- other regional priority sectors/areas 

Scoring 

Any one 3 

b. Project triggers an increase in average 
productivity through the following: 

- technological breakthrough along 
regions major economic activities 

- technology transfer at the grassroots 

- improvements in production and management 
arrangement along region's priority 
(major sectors) 

Scoring 

Any one 3 
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c. 	Project contributes to creation of
 
overall economic conditions favorable
 
to regional growth and develoi;ment
 
through the following:
 

-	 direct public services to low income groups 

- improving infrastructure support to 
priority areas/sectors 

- helping in the broad counter-insurgency 
insurgency program 

Scoring
 

Any one 3
 
If Any of above is met only indirectly 2
 

2. 	Relative Impact on regional dispersal and
 
Inter-regional disparity through improvement
 
in the distribution of scarce resources
 

a. 	Project involves infrastructure support
 
to logging regions bottom 30% of regions
 
in terms of per capita RGDP) and/or less
 
developed provinces
 

b. 	Project promotes investment and/or provides
 
investment incentives to logging regions

and/or less developed provinces
 

c. 	Project promotes or facilitates
 
decentralization of policy formulation
 
and program/project implementation to
 
the regional units
 

d. 	Project involves the upgrading of social
 
infrastructure and basic services delivery
 
to logging regions and/or less developed
 
provinces.
 

scoring
 

If 	any 3 of the above met 10
 
any 2 8
 
any 1 5
 

Indirectly any of the above met 	 3
 
Marginally meets any of the above 	 1
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3. Relative impact in reducing intra-regional 
disparity 

a. Project involves intrastructure support 
to relatively less developed areas in 
the region (i.e. far-flung rural areas 
areas, urban areas other than regional 
capital or provincial centers, and/or 
4th - 5th class towns in the region). 

b. Project promotes investment and/or 
provides investment incentives to 
relatively less developed areas in 
the region. 

c. Project involves upgrading of basic 
services delivery to relatively less 
developed areas in the region. 

d. Project helps attain basic minimum 
development for a lagging sector in a 
region, thus helping actual sectoral 
balance within, and across regions. 

ScoriW 

Any 3 of the above 
Any 2 
Any 1 
Indirect meets any of the above 
Marginally meets any of the above 

10 
8 
5 
3 
1 

4. Promotion of a regional cohesiveness and 
intra-regional business linkages 
(regional integration) 

a. Project facilitates resources and 
commodities transfer among provinces 
in the region 

2 

b. Project facilitates resources and 
commodities transfer among neinboring 
regions 

2 

c. Project has inter-provincial coverage 2 

d. Project has inter-regional coverage 2 

e. Project has no cultural-linguistic 
group bias 

2 
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5. Relative absorptive capacity of the region 
to benefit from increased investment 

a. Project builds up on existing agricultural 
and industrial capacity in the region 

4 

b. Project will tap available manpower, 
will require skills currently potentially 
available and will enhance employability 
of beneficiaries 

3 

c. Project does not strongly require 
installing new or complex organizational 
structures and management arrangements. 

3 

Scoring 

Add points if projzc# meets more than 
one of the above categories. 
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E. 	 INSTITUTIONAL CONSIDERATIONS
 

1. 	Agency absorptive capacity
 

a. 	Agency has good track record in terms of low
 
slippage rate in previous projects
 

b. 	Agency has good track record on funds
 
disbursements (no delays, no anomalies, etc.)
 

c. 	Agency has enough skilled technical personnel
 
to handle technical aspect of project
 

d. 	Agency has enough trained managers/
 
administrators to ensure efficient project
 
management
 

Scoring
 

Evaluate agency's past performance in
 
implementing projects on the following scale
 

NO 0 
If answer is yes to a. 1- 4 

b. 1- 2 
c. 1- 2 
d. 1- 2 

2. 	Agency has appropriate mandate/authority to carry
 
out the project
 

a. 	Specific provision(s) on the agency's enabling
 
act explicitly mandating the conduct of the
 
proposed project
 

b. 	Specific government policy (Cabinet, NEDA
 
Board directives, legislation, Plan Statement)
 
vesting agency with authority to carry out
 
the project.
 

c. 	Scope/objective of the proposed project is in
 
line with the proponents' sectors/areas of
 
responsibility, and/or functional objection
 

d. 	The agency has previously undertaken similar
 
projects
 

Scoring
 

If answer is Yes to item
 
a 3 
b 3 
c 2 
d 2 



176 

3. 	Institutional arrangement for implementation and
 
operation are appropriate and consistent with
 
government policies.
 

a. 	There is fair amount of grassroots participation
 
in the formulation, planning, implementation and
 
monitoring of the proposed projects.
 

b. 	Encourages substantial and effective utilization
 
of resoures (manpowei, technical, and physical)
 
at the sub-national levels consistent with
 
decentralization
 

c. 	Encourages capability building at the sub-national
 
levels consistent with decentralization
 

d. 	Coordination/linkaoys between the national,regional
 
and sub-regional bdies that will lead to more
 
effective project planning and monitoring
 

e. 	Specific organizational set-up for project
 
execution and monitoring unit that are consistent
 
with recent policies and laws of government.
 

Scoring
 

For 	each yes answer 2
 

4. 	Provision of arrangements/linkages to encourage the
 
private sector to contribute inputs/suggestions to
 
project implementations
 

a. Establishes channels for 
participation (including 

private sector 
NGO's) to the 

implementation and monitoring of proposed 
projects 

b. Helps in establishing an environment conducive to 
enhancing private sector economic aotivities 

c. Lessens the role of gover~ment in business 
(privati zation) 

d. Increases private sector participation In MTPIP and 
MTTA P 

e. 	 Encourages the ventilation of private sector views 
on Issues affecting project formulation, planning,
 
and implementation
 

scoriig
 

For 	each yes answer 
 2
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Memorandum
 

OCT 03 1991 

TO : 	 All Concerned 

FROM 	 Leroy Purifoy 
Chief Enginee fi e of pi .al Projects 

SUBJECT 	 Rural Infrastructure , (RIF)
 

Project No. 492-0420
 
Mid-Term Project Evaluation
 

In accordance with the terms of the Project Agreement between
 

the Government 
International 
evaluated by a 
of October and 

of the Philippines and the U.S. Agency for 

Development, the subject project will be 

joint American/Filipino Team during the months 
November 1991. 


Dr. Kenneth F. Smith 


Mr. James A. Anderson 


Eng. Robert F. Fedel 


Dr. Thomas 	 1. Morgan 

Mr. Joselito P. Supangco 


Atty. James S. Villafranca 


The objective of the study is 

The Team Members are as follows:
 

- Team Leader & Project
 

Management Specialist
 

- Contracts Specialist 

- Civil Engineer
 

- Management Specialist
 

- Transport Planner &
 

Economist
 

- Legal Consultant
 

to identify administrative and 

socio-political constraints impeding the efficient 

implementaLion of project activities. To this end, the team 

wili review project documents, conduct interviews with involved 
parties, and iinspect representative subproject sites. 
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-2-


The evaluation team has been contracted to provide an "outside,
 
unbiased" assessment of the project, to identify weaknesses in
 
the existing set-up, and recommend practical improvements that 
can strengthen both DPWf's and I)OrC's as well as USAID's 
capability to meet the project's objectives. 

While the evaluation is a standard requirement under all USAID 
projects, this study is extremely important and USA ID would 
appreciate iF all personnel involved woull coooerate fully with 
the team members in providing them with any information and/or 
assistance required in conducting their study. 



180 REPUBLIC OF THE PHILIPPINES 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND HIGHWAYS
 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
 
MANILA
 

07 October 1991 

MEMORANDUM
 

TO 	 Undersecretaries, Assistant Secretaries, 
Bureau )ircctors, Regional Directors, 
Service Chiefs; District F~iwueers, 
atIa all others concerned 

RE 	 RUIZAL. INIRAS'IRUCI'URE FUND (RIP) PROJECT 
(492-0,120) 

SUBJECI 	 Mid-'l'cri Projct Evaluation 

accorda llIcc with th,,r ftie Ihroject Agrec mcit between the Government of the 
I'lhililppinci ard the 1IJ.S. Agency [om IlItcrllatiomal Development, experience in 
iI lti-tillg the p)wjct to datc will he eva;luated by a joint American/Filipino Team 
dum int the Iimitk ) ()ctul)r and November Ih'l'eam Meibers arc as follows: 

iI 	 tc-s 


1991. 	 c 

Dr. Kenneth F. Smith - Icaimi Leader & liojcct
 
Manage mielit Specialist
 

Mr. James A. Ammcson - Contracts Specialist 

Engr. Rohcrt F.Fedel - Civil Fmigincer 

Dr. 'lhm iw, F". Mgan - Mnag,cient Specialist 

Mr. J.sclilc 1'. S p"Ulmigco - 'l'anspJt 'lanrmer &
 
Follmmil't
 

Atty. .a11 c,S. VIII;liau;I- I.e,;l ('-m ',mgltal't 

"lh 'lc Jilli ht< .t l a1t the lIAI )I'-l'NI( , I)I'VI I ('oi)lmunm d,Second Street, Port Area, 
NhIem Ii.emIi.mtIl phiiij iIItY t Ic , 1 ;Ill 83 l:10 I.( 11(110h )l(.;I 

:,tlily 1', 	 m=[lililt
'iIc(W!j,', (1"(,' 1)1 thf " 1() I(Il'ltik, i~t d rmw ip flitical conlstraints 
Jil~llpr'tll)" I, (11 ltill 14111,t 1t1ta1tim (1ti ' I ctt ;1(11vitic',. T1() 111t. wc ic'~ l thlis' tcllt, Icamll ill 
It'vic',w 1)I (1h 'till t ltt~ il(l w itl v lvtcd llt(-(it' (*I',, ",;, villi 	 andi:,inlspect
 

jt'cl ",11w, -	 klt',itIICPI (".VIIII'llllVC: 1,=l111 III ()Itl<l l i~ It)l vt,;I III ite ctlllenl pJ<ocess. 
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The following topics are priorities for the Team to review: 

1. 	 GOP guidelines for host country contracts with consultants 

2. 	 Procurement procedures for construction contracts 

3. 	 Organization and management of implementing agency (DPWH), 
consultants, and contractors 

4. 	 USAID direct contracting procedures 

5. 	 "Peace and Order" and/or other socio-political constraints affecting 
implementation 

6. 	 Actual implementation and expenditures compared to plans/targets 

7. 	 Compliance with established procedures 

8. 	 Subproject identification, prioritization, selection and funding 

9. 	 RIF accomplishments and experience compared to other donor agency 
funded projects 

10. 	 USAID working relationships with -- and responsiveness to Department 
requests under the project 

The evaluation teami Is been contracted to provide an "outside, unbiased" assessment 
of the project, to identify weaknesses in the existing set-up, and recommend practical
improvements that can strCngIletI our capability to meet the project's objectives. We 
intend to use their evalunation report as a management tool to decide on changes in 
implemeltation )rOcelulrcS or arrangements, including restructuring project design if 
neces.,ary, to facilitate future implementation. 

This study is extremcly important to our Department in improving implementation
procedures with USAID-assisted (as well a:; other donor agency-funded) projects, and it 
is recLuested thalt all DPW!I officials ald personnel cooperate fully with the team 
members in providing them with tiny information and/or assistance required in conducting 
their study. 

ED 	"UNDOV.tUnqesceari 
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ject Name : RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND RIF 183
 

. Completion : DEC 1992
 
3 of Revision:
 
[gn Team USAID/Philippines & GOP
 

rative Summary (NS) Measureable Indicators (OVI) Means of Verification (HOV) Important Assumptions
 
1; .  1. AINL TTSI. 

TiLiy expansion er 1.1 During the project, and 1.1 NATIONAL STATISTIC: 1.1 GOP Priorities of income
economic activity inrural 
 within 3 years after the Data reflecting incomes; redistribution,

areas, including increased PACD agricultural and employuent generation,

opportunity for the - Rural enployment 
 comserce at regional and and poverty alleviation
developmen of rural levels 
 national levels. remain ucnanged.

enterprises S employment - Rural household income
 

- agricultural changes inprovinces Continued

productivity, and where subprojects are politigal/social
 

- rural incomes implemented stability. 
-Agricultural yields
and gross output Macro-economic factors 

- Reductions in and demand for
producer-processor agricultural products

costs and input/ remain positive.

production ratios
 

pose:
ro upqrade and expand 1.1 1.1 Record of tradelcommerce 1.1 Investment inrural
 
rura infrastructure taken place inimpacted enterprise development
facilities inorder to pioject areas tVaffic will be mode when
anhance the flow of and drogage sfatistics; adequate infrastructure
 
,ommerce, attract reports on rural coops 
 exists.

investment and provide for power deliveries Commercial and overall.urtheV rural econgmic rgvenuq floWs ani. conomic activity will
xpansion. Specifc financial viability, increase thus creating)roject purposes are: 
 port and shipping employment oportunities
statistics pigfor t4e rural
 

mulation. ,
 
cing regulations and 

other GOP interventions
 
are not disincentives to
 
agricultural and rural 
commercial investmnt. 
Planned inputs can be 
delivered and outputs
generated ina timely 
manner.
 

'RANSPORT: To facilitate 2.1 TRANSPORT: Improvement 2.1 2.1

.hemovement of qoods from of selected rural roads
 
arm and manufacturing & bridges and the rehab
 
ireas to market & process- ilitation &/or construc
 
ng areas tion of small ports.


Small islands and remote 
agricultural areas will 
be better linked to 
market towns and
 
transport networks.
 

URAL ELECTRIFICATION: To 3.1 RURAL ELECTRIFICATION: A 3.1 3.1 
pgr[de .nd strengthen the financially viablecnd 
nstitutional and physical oNrationa ly efficient
 
ural electrification national rural electrif
nfrastructure inthe ication system inplace.

hilippines
 

URAL TELECOHNUNICATIONS: 4.1 RURAL TELECORHUNICATIONS 4.1 
 4.1
 
o study interventions and GOP studies &decisions
 
olicy concerns which to impvove inter-i~1§nd

ould enable rural communications facili
ommunities to join the ies & azsociated intra
 
odern economy and begin island telephone systems
 
ocorrect the extreme Potentil intqr-island

verconcentration of connections will be
 
elecommunications studied.
 



services inMetro Manila 1 84 
Outputs:1 ADS & BRIDGES: Upqraded 1.1 Approximately 250 kus of 1.1 GOP department and 1.1 Weather, natural 

rural roads and bridges, rural roads, bridqes & 
highways completed. 

consultant's project 
reports. 

disasters and area 
security conditions will 

Project officer 
monitoring reports. 

havq minimal effects in 
project areas.
Dlay insecuring 

Disbursement records. 

USAID Evaluatio,s. 

rights-of-way
contracting and 
procurement are 
minimized. 

Funding mechanisms and 
payments flow smoothly. 

Inputs:
l.d Engineering Services 

Inputs/Resources:
USAID ESF FUNDS: $O00s 

Engineering 6,950
Construction 46,450
Technical Assistance 5,220
Commodities 29,650
Training 1,210 
Other 570 

TOTAL: 90,050 

1.1 Payment vouchers; GOP 
department and 
consultant's reports;
project officer 
monitoring records and 
Procurement Services 
Agent's reports. 

1.1 Conditions precents are 
mot on schedule 

Contractor selection 
procurement and staffing 
proec d on schedule. 

Commodities are proqured 
and moved to subproject
sites expeditiously 

Funding i adegvate hnd 
released in a imely 
manner. 

PCLogFRAME (C) 1988-1990 Team Technologies, Inc.
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Project Name : RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND RIF 


Est. Completion : DEC 1994
 
)ate of Revision: NOV 1991
 
)esign Team : Ken Smith & Checchi Eval Team
 

Narrative Summary (NS) Measureable Indicators (OVI) Means of Verification (MOV) Important Assumptions
 

Goal:
 
1 Expanded rural economy 1.1 Within 3years after the 1.1 NATIONAL STATISTICS: 1.1 GOP Priorities of income
 

PACE, a "significant Data reflecting incomes; redistribution,

increase" inmodal: agricultural and employment generation,
 
- Rural employment commerce at regional and an poverty alleviation 

levels anu 	 national levels. remain unchanged.

- Rural household income 
inareas where sub- Continued 
projects are implemented politigal/social
as compared to similar stability.

(but unassisted) areas,
 
ue to 	 Macro-economic factors
 

- Increased Agricultural and demand for 
yields and gross output agricultural products 
- Reduced producer-	 remain positive. 
processor costs and
 
input/production ratios
 

Purpose:
 
1 Upgrad~d and expanded 1.1 	 1.1 SPECIAL CONTRACTED STUDY 1.1 Investment inrural 

rural infrastructure 	 of records of trade/ enterprise development

facilities. 	 commerce inimpacted will be made when
 
Specific projoct purposes 	 project areas, using adequate infrastructure
 
are: 	 indicatgrs such as exists.
 

production and marketing Increased commercial and
 
of agricultural overall economic

products; traffic and activity will increase
 
drogage statistics; employment opportunities
 
revenue flows and for the rural
 
financial viability, population.

port and shipping Pricing regulations and
 
statistics. other GOP interventions
 

are rot disincentives to
 
agricultural and rural
 
commercial investment.
 

2 TRANSPORT: Movement of 2.1 TRANSPORT: Selected 2.1 	 2.1 Planned inputs can be
 
goods from fare and 	 rural roads &bridge3; delivered nd outputs

manufacturing areas on 	 and small seaports generated in a timely

small islands and remote 	 upqraded or constructed, manner.
 
agricultural areas, to ahd airports upraded to
 
processing areas and international light

market centers facilitated navigation &safety
standards.
 

3 RURAL TEL COHIIUNICATI91S: 3.1 RURAL TE ECOMHUNIqA'[IONS 3.1 	 3.1
 
Interventions and policy GOP studies &decisions
 
concerns which would begin to improve inter-island
 
to correct the extreme communications facili
over-conceptration of t.;s& associated intra
 
telecompmnications island telephone systems
services inMetro Hanila Potential inter-island 
studied 	 connections will be
 

studied.
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Outpts: 
1 OADS & BRIDGES: Uuqraded

rural roads and bridges. 
1.1 259 kms of Vural roads,

bridqes & highway
construction and/or
rehabilitation 

1.1 DPWH RIF-PHO and LBII/ 
TCGI A&E consultant's 
project reports. 

1.1 Wqather, natural 
disasters and area 
security conditions wil 
have minimal effects in 

completed. USAID QPSR roj~ct
officer monitoring 
reports. 

project areas. 

Delays insecuringrights-of-way 
USAID & GOP Disbursement 
records. 

contracting and 
procurement are 
minimized. 

USAID Eva. uation. 
Fundinq mechanisms and 
payments flow smoothly. 

Inputs:
1.1 Engineering Services 

Inputs/Resources:
USAID ESF FUNDS: $O00s 
ORIGINALLY PLANNED 
Engineering 6,950 
Construction 46,450
Techniqga Assistance 5,220 
Commodities 29,650 
Training 1,210 
Other 570 

TOTAL: 90,050 
AS OF 30 JUN 91 

1.1 USAID Payment vouchers; 
DPW11 P110, LBII/TCGI A&E 
consultant's reports;
DOTC/ATO reports and 
rec9rds; USIID project
officer monitoring
records. 

1.1 Conditions Precedent ar( 
met on schedule 

Contractor selection 
procurement and staffin 
proceed on schedule. 

Commodities are Drocure 
and moved tQ9ub roject
sites expeditiously 

Engineering 12,000 
Constvuction 82,605
Technical Assistance 2,150 
Commodities 12,000 
Training 12720 
Other (Audit,H&Eval) 525 

Funding isadequate and 
released in a timely 
manner. 

Engineer/SAI/GSC-SC 5,750 
Construc/SAI/GSC-SC 23,950 
Other (Audit,M&Eval) 300 

TOTAL 140,000 

PCLogFRAME (C) 1988-1990 Team Technologies, Inc.
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- - ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - ---- -- -- -- -- - -

MID-PROJECT PROCESS EVALUATION OF RURAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND PROJECT [RIFP] (492-0420)
USAID/PHILIPPINES -- DEPARTMENT OF PUBUC WORKS & HIGHWAYS (DPWH) and DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION & COMMUNICATIONS (DOTC)

7 OCTOBER - 8 NOVEMBER 122 NOVEMBER 1991 
/1/ P /I = PRIME Res;cnsib tv f-or Draft 

ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY CHART S = Technic,! Su porl
AID PROJECT OFFICER Phone 521-7116 
Office of Capital Projects (OCR) 
Leroy Purifoy x 2414 12474 Ken Jim Bob Tcm Li*o James 
Maribelle (Bei) Zonaga jKENNETH ITemporary I JAMES IROBERT THOMAS JOSELITO !,I'AMES
Manny Misiano SMITH ISecretary IANDERSON IFEDEL MORGAN SUPANGCO t V!.. A CAI 

ITeam Ldr & office IContracts Engineer kanageen Economist At!c-mey 
I M Midtown support IM Midtown M Midtown !Mii,,n " . ,. C ' 
IRm 1713 PRAGMA I Rm 1614 Rm 1631 Rm "615

TASK QUESTION/ISSUE 1521-7001 1521-5477 1521-7001 1521-7001 1521 -70,1 991 -737, 

Computer disk & WP System used, 13.5 disk Provide Need T spt Need Typing 13.5 d&sk 13.5 sk 5.25 dsk or Typing Support Needed :- MS Word IT Support or Computer ISupport MS Word Wcdsar ,,,,,s I 

1 	 GOP GUIDELINES FOR HOST COUNTRY I S Ito Jim IA, P /111/ S 
CONTRACTS I Anderson I.....I----------------I 	 - ---.---- l------------..----------

2 I PROCUREMENT PROCEDURES FOR I S I I S S S 	 F 
I CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS I I 

3 IORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES I S S - AID S -AID ," ,S

I 1 Contracts Engineers IDOT
 

4 1AID DIRECT CONTRACTING 	 S IT Support I //P// S S S S 
SIto 	 Jim I I 
I 	 Anderson I 1 

5 I PEACE & ORDER PROBLEMS S I I 	 I';P.' S S
I SOCIO-POLITICAL CONSTRAINTS I I I 

---- I------------------------------------ I--------I-----------------------
6 1ACCOMPLISHMENTS VS PLAN S IT Support I S /8 P/ /i S P-anning
 

I EXPENDITURES VS PLAN 
 Ito Bob I Process 
IFedel j

I-----------------------------------I--------I--------------------------
7 I 	USE OF PP & PROAG PROCEDURES S I j , P.;
 

& DEVIATIONS -- JUSTIFIED? 
 I 
- ----------------------------------- I--- -I------------------ -------- --- 

8 DPWH METHODOLOGY FOR MAi-CHING SI I P I 5 
IDONOR FUNDS & PROPOSED PROJECTS I 

-- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -- ----	 I 9 IUSAID STAFF WORKING REL'NS S T Support I I /flIP'// ,'P ,
I 4 RESPONSIVENESS TO GOP to Bob j 
 DOTC DPH I 
Fedel

\\\\\\\\ \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\,\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ \\ \\ \ \ \ \,\ \ \ \\ \, v M 6\, 	 , ,0\\ \\ 
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A,HU. tI"NALUATION SUMMARY - ARE 190 " 

I.n re um our urns Frnm, MlAD 1116 AT TAC0E 

( ....t IDI A T I 0 N UI II A 

-A.-nhpoilig A.I.D. Ui: - f. Wnl Evalunflon Schoduled in:Current FY? c, EvaIuutlonmining~ 
Annual Evaluation eil? 

J.i/.LAY yen , [D oo i i,,tekii 1i 
(ESNf ---- I____ E.veitintou rial SUiiwniasio011 D~aOW rPv _92 aIN CJ M .IIIC 
L0.Actiiyo Acllvilios0-Uvg : II. i Inrwhip lostamniMIlm,1 fiV060Iswoal,cc ot..io evaluaseqI It not ..ppicabM, litti atod dole af tIN 

Milsloi 	 or AIUW 01lioo .J0 I , b Sipped Ad I inasi 

lo'ii 	 , 

kvJlut 't:u 	 rihst PIlKIAC) rianeied LOPr'toloot No. h !!' ttelille 	 Most neont Amoutd Oblgaled 
or 11qUlvalent PACU Cost 1000) to Date 10099 

|PY) IMolYr

492-0420 Rural InfriasLiucLure Fund Project 28 Sep 87 Dec 	94 $170 $160 (Sep, 91) 

*8 	 . ,, . 2 

....... ... CTIO NA C I H' S__ 	 _______ 

E. 	 Action-D0o1sIns AI!Ipjs.l.1Jv h11vsllut~orA1lLUW 9 t L.---. ,, Name of Officer a-e- Date Action 
sporisiblo for Action to be CompletedAullori(s) fIequlrod

1. 	 Develop new Life-or-Iroject implementation & expenditure OCP 

2. 	plan (Roc 10, 21) . 
Mission Direct(r
2. 	Determine future level of funding for project (Rec 12) 


3. 	Establish procedure fur resolving major Issues (Rec 17) Mission Director 
4. 	Segregate managenenL and accounting of RIF components 


(Rec 18) 0FM 
.
 

5. 	Initiate contracting action for A&E contractor (Rec 19) OCP
 
.-. ,6. Follow-up DOTC requirements for effective airport OCP 


operations (Rec 20) .
 
' .7. 	Reassess and upgrade (or supplement with Filipino legal OCP &OLA . . 

advisor) familiarity with GOP laws, rules, regulations -. 

and procedures re contracting and taxation (Rec 22) 
.8. Follow up with DPWII re: 	 " 

a. 	designating an Engineer (Rec 1) 
. 

* 	 b. exemption from Department Order 55 (Rec 2) 
c. 	modifying AGEs &AAEs (Rec 4) 
d. 	conducting Joint inspections of contractors 

* facilities and equipment (Rec 5) 
e. 	 expediting right-or-way clearances (lRecs 7, 8 &9) 
f. 	 requirements and procedures for contractor , " 

reimbursement/payment (Recs 13, 14, 15 & 16) , -. 
s " • *, * 

, Alai, eats i te l Ill inegsll f . 
AVIIIto VALg 

(MonDlA |Year)(GOY)UIiluo 	11oview Of EvAlutlofIP. nte 0l Mission Ol AIUIW 

-ro. -),O- lP. fo gn fl ~lIiioor Oorowofehpele snitivelrtsnderof Evakiallon Of ficer M 
0s10 

is ion
Direor
or AIIW 

_____________a_ 

.... ...ed 	 m
Hatte 

t------------------
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eisijtijijp~dr ntloi Abstract IQ2.LewAjI 

.---,,A id-Leri process evaluation or the USA!D/PIhi1ippine R~ural hInrastructure, Fund (RIF) 
Project (492-0420) improve rural roa s &brldgs; por:s arid airports-in orde to stiniu a .. 

econriouc expansion and grmwUi of ,ural areas. 

IUF was auUiorized In 19.1 as a secLoral funding uiectanismi -- fur construction services primarily through 
host couLry contractli (IICC) !yIhe Cuverient of Lle Phtilippines (GOP) Department of Public Works &Higt1wys/ 
(DWI); and pIucrutuiiL or alh ii .,iiaviatiunal aids an'd acillary trainhKj through AID-direct contracting for 
the IX'arnent or TraiisportaLt &C(unliications (WIC). 

-A six person ,ulLidiscipi tiiy lei"i reviewed project docuientaLion, visited sub-project siLes and discussed 

issues and aspects with USAII, (i' mid contractor personnel to investigate nine USAID concerns -- regarding .1 

contracin mid procuraitciiL iietI;"k; organizai/onal/naiiagoient &adninistrative processes and procedures; and .I 

socio-polical factors -- to Ideti.fy past and co~tlning constraints, and recwniend where iiprovownts could 
be effected. Major find-s mid ro-cuie'dations: 
FINDINGS:
 
--T[UIC aspect wemL esse,,.i;d iyas planned. IJII cuijenL was initially delayed for two years -llh 


Ue GOP and the bhkler for A&E I
f irst (k!1)extekod twtJi![tidr; KIfii luie to iech agicirnL Ixiwei 

lie PAC wasServices; and slAJ(piKt!ity by a ivluiraimL U.) wtkl additional emviriietal assessmeris, 
to be cuipleted within Ue rnw scliedule.subsequeiiLly extended, and IKpmJecL is expected 

RECOMMENDATIONS:
lieTllaI cost estiathIj Inhies sluuld be ilure rigrous durhg project design, and contracting s,3ages. I.: 

IbsL Country Contracthig repihies alist as imch USAID involvetent as direct contracting -- wth less contro. 
-

issues beyld Ute innedlaLe project manager level need to be established.- Wlhaisiis for resolving iLerapccy 

,.,II
 

Conliaol Iumbelor On ConirfoIc Coil OnI, Evl, llI,, 
TOY Colt $1 Source of Faun,

Name Alfliation TOY Persoil Days IU.S. 

N/A 492-0,120-C-00-1239- $20,000 ProJect Fundec
Kense Lh F. Smtl h 


Chccl & Co. l(C IIC-00.-1-00- $84,393 Project Fundec
 
Jmes A.Airson 
 9060-0 D.O. 40
 

I PUC-W-I-00 $84,393 Project FtIn--
Uecc & Co.
RoUert r. redel KJGO-C0 D.O. 40 
ClI &Co. IQC I'UC-0015-I-0- $84,393 project Prund
 

90.O-00 0.o. 40.
 
saw as above ,393 Project runde
Clecci &Co.
JoselIto P.Suargo a'
Clcc &Co.a .... , ,
J-awes S.VilloframO ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~3 Co~llllloPootnollIIllll Owtlot 11U0y Pr~otf3,~ ~~ ~ 

o12."11ito a', 

3. 0 age 

http:Ideti.fy
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A.I.D. EVALUATION SUMMARY " PART II 

J. smllinry Oi Evnlunllon Flldivn, CuOtcluslono and floeolmiiondntion l (Tiy.iot toexceed the .ive.e (3 page. provlded. 
Addires 	 tlie followhlu orae:s

" Purpose of ovnlunlot mid mothodology used e Principal reoommendations
 
* Purpose of notlvity(Ion) uvnlualed % Lessons learned
 

S Prindings rind conclitouilo, (relnie to (luOItlonse)
 

Mislion or offices IlInto lhl uimimnry Propnred ltle Avd Unole Of Full Evaluation Reports
 
Silles ! Nvmher 1991 Rural Infrastructure Fund (RIF) Project Process
SAI/Pil Evaluation - November 1991 

Purpose of ivactlvity
 

The objective of the ura] Infrastructure Fund (RIF) Project is to develop adequate 
physical infrastructure -- particularly roads, bridges, seaports and airports -- to 
support ard sustain econumic growth In the rural areas of the Philippines. t 

Purpose of Evaluation & Methodology Used: 	 " < 

This was a mid-teriii "l'rcess-Evaluation" to identify existing adlliistrative, 
organizational and soclo-pulitical constraints impeding RIF implementation. USAID asked.'. 
tile evaluation team to study ntine specific issues of priority interest to mission 

identify administrative and sociomanagement, examine project performance to date and 
political constraints Impeditg the efficient implementation of project activities, theq-, 
recoiniend practical improvements to strengthen GOP and USAID capability to meet the 
project's objectives.
 

The team -- six individuals with different specialties -- initially conducted several 
group interviews, but thereafter individual team members separately reviewed and 
researched pertinent doctmeIts, interviewed key individuals, and visited major organiza
tions and several field sul-lroject sites on a judgement sampling basis. During the 
course of the evaluation, periodic meetings were held with USAID and DPWi personnel. 

Findings & Conclusions 

lihe RIF project got Orr to an exceedingly slow start -- due to a series of unexpected, 
and largely unforeseeable events. While protracted, this delay was not attributable to 
managemlent failures by either USAID or the GOP, but largely by a lengthly host country: 
negotiation with a U.S. coi tractor which failed to be consummated. 

Once the project "really" got underway, Implementation has been reasonably satisfactor, 
and almost all available funds have been committed. 

Three major road sub-lrojects (including bridges) are under construction, ind a 

relatively minor fourth spur recently received notice to proceed. Of the six seaports " 
been completed, and the other five are nearing completior,slated for construction, oe has 

tested; technical .The 	 navigational aids equilplment has been del Ivered, installed and 
operational. Designs have beentraInIng has been provIded and the equipment Is now 

on a number of other relatively minor sub-.projects -- roads & bridges, andcompleted 
giver Notices to Proceed (NIP), or are awaiting NIPS subject;ports -- and have just Ieei 

to availability of funds. 	 --

With the two year extenslon of tLhe project to December 1994, it is reasonable to
 
-- and those in the pipeline can be


expect that all the sub-projects underway 
ompleted without any further extension to the PACD. 

1 0 

.:i; AID13306 	 (t~allpage34" 



8 V M A 11Y (Cohiuedd U. 

ECOMM ENDAT! ON S
 

Several "process" problems exist which requires management attention and, If 
intttonlzd-coud Iprve-finpleme-ntaioi an-d po6ssIlbly -also beinefit future projects.'

The most notable of these are 

1. 	 Improved GOP/JSAID review of contractor selection under Host Country Contracting. "' 

2. 	Formal derintloulby !1.1! Gov or responsibil ILies ancd concomitant authorities to

limpl omen t the projectI.
 

3. r Improved procedures by hie GOP for acceleratirig the documentation review i;.ocess for 1contractor re iibursemenl.. j 

4." Prompter resolution of Hight-of-Way Issues by the GOP to permit contractor access. to.
.the job site. 
 •ii 

5,. 	 Resolution or issues (auud comp) lance with the terms of the PROAG) by the GOP regarding
clearance of e(luipment Urough Cus toms. 

6. 	Resolution of issues by the GOPI regarding reimbursement for taxes. 

7. 	Establ ishment of a formil procedure by USAID and the GOP to accelerate the resolution'
of 	 issues -- particularly those thaL Involve GOP agencies other than the Implementing: 
agency (OPWII). 

Twenty-two speci f Ic reciunendations were made addressing these -- and other -- issues." 

LESSONS LEARNED
 

rour major lessons were derived from the RIF experience which are applicable to future 
projects : , 

1. Host Country Contracts require almost as much attention from USAID technical project.
officers as direct USAIII contracts, with less control over the outcome.
 

2. 	Greater attention should be paid to developing detailed cost estimates' and factoring
in 	 cosL escalation in ruLure projects. [RIP costs were greatly underestimated.] 

3. 	Additional time should be factored 'in for "unforeseeable problems" -- particularly,
durig the start-up stagje of the project. 

4. 	Coii.tnent rates are a more appropriate Indicator of progress in Infrastructure 
projects than actual expenditures. 

. . 4 4 
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