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1. Terms of Reference 

The terms of reference (TOR) for a mid-term evaluation of the ADB funded project titled Afghanistan Community-Based, Gender Sensitive Basic Education for the Poor (JFPR 9019 – AFG) are listed in this section.  The mid-term evaluation was conducted by the Center for International Education at the University of Massachusetts (UMass/CIE) during the period of August 21 to September 10.  A final evaluation of the project will be conducted at the end of the project. 

1.1. Background

CARE International, Catholic Relief Services (CRS), the International Rescue Committee (IRC), Save the Children Federation Inc., USA (SC), and UMass/CIE formed the Afghanistan Basic Education Consortium (ABEC), for the management and implementation of an ADB funded Community-Based, Gender Sensitive Basic Education project.  CARE is the lead agency for the management of this Project.  A Program Coordination Unit (PCU) has been established that is charged with overall coordination of the activities of Project Implementation Partners (PIPs), financial administration of the project, reporting, monitoring and evaluation, and liaison with the Ministry of Education, on behalf of the PIPs.
The project’s purpose is to reduce poverty by identifying effective approaches for assuring increased access to and quality of basic education for Afghan youth, especially girls.

The project supports the following objectives: 
· Build capacity and strengthen partnerships between the Government, schools, NGOs, and communities, for participatory planning and development of basic education for the poor;

· Increase access to basic education, particularly for poor girls;

· Improve the quality of basic education for children in poor communities, particularly for girls and other disadvantaged groups;

· Promote innovative community and NGO partnerships for integrated child and youth development services focusing on reconciliation and development in a post-conflict society;

· Support, where possible, income generation schemes related to school rehabilitation and furniture production; and

· Support policy discussions of the expansion of the pilot scheme developed under the JFPR Project to a broader coverage through follow up ADB loans.

Project activities are organized around six components:

1. Community-based, basic education planning and management;

2. Community-government partnership for school reconstruction;

3. Provision of essential teaching and learning equipment/learning materials;

4. School-based teacher training;

5. Innovative demand –based approaches to NFE and training (targeted at children, girls, youth, special groups);

6. Project management, monitoring, and impact assessment.
Project implementation began in January 2004 in Paktika, Panshir, Paktia, and Faryab provinces.  At the beginning of July 2004 project implementation was extended to four more provinces: Ghazni, Kapisa, East of Jalalabad, and Sar-i Pul.

1.2. Purpose of the mid-term evaluation

The evaluation should review the progress towards achieving the intended outcomes of the project.  More specifically, the evaluation will:

· Comment on project design, in particular the advantages and disadvantages of working as a consortium; 

· Measure progress against objectives and indicators agreed for the project and discuss constraints/challenges/issues affecting progress;

· Examine the extent to which the project has incorporated principles of the project as first described by the ADB (for example, a demand-based comprehensive school development approach, gender-sensitive education, community involvement, and partnerships); 

· Identify lessons learned in project management and implementation;

· Identify opportunities to increase impact and enhance the implementation and management of the project;

· Provide a forum for stakeholders to reflect on project progress and its future and share lessons learned;.

· Review external factors that might influence project implementation; e.g., government view of NGOs, policy changes at the MOE, etc.

1.3. Methodology of the mid-term evaluation

According to the TOR: 

1. The evaluator will review key documentation for the project, visit project implementation areas (as security and time permits), interview PCU and PIP project staff and concerned MOE staff in the central Ministry and provincial and districts offices.  The evaluator will also meet with and interview community members involved, including teachers and students.

2. After field visits and initial interviews and the review of project documentation the evaluator will facilitate a two-day workshop (or as long as needed) in Kabul for stakeholders and guide them through a process of review and reflection on the project progress. 

3. The draft mid-term evaluation report will be presented to the PCU/PIPs and the MOE at the central level for feedback before submission of a final report to CARE/PCU at the end of the third week of the evaluation time.  Any issue over which there is disagreement or difference of opinion between the evaluator and the PCU/PIPs will nevertheless be highlighted in the report. 

4. In addition the evaluator will be expected to provide feedback to ADB in Kabul. 


2. Summary of conclusions

	Performance rating 

for Phase 1

(compared to program objectives)
	 Exceeds all
	Generally met
	Problems, need for action

	Care
	
	X
	

	Save the Children
	
	X
	

	IRC
	
	X
	

	CRS
	
	
	X

	
	
	
	

	PCU
	
	X
	

	
	
	
	


Due to the variety and number of projects undertaken by the four participating partners, I have used a simplified rating system to identify the overall condition of each partner’s program, based on their progress against their own goals established in their approved Phase I proposals.  Since each partner has different approaches, with different outputs to achieve the project’s goals, the ratings should not be looked at as a comparison between partners.  For example, several partners have very ambitious targets for some of their programs with hundreds of participants involved, while some have opted for smaller numbers but more focus on new activities.  I have tried to look at each one individually and assess how well they are doing in relation to the overall project objectives, not in terms of the output numbers.  This is consistent with my understanding of the main purpose of the project, which is to “identify effective approaches” and to pilot these methods so that excellent programs can be identified and supported.  Overall, each partner has found challenges in their programs that have prevented full achievement of their objectives, but all have identified the areas that need to be addressed and have taken steps to resolve the problems.  In particular, I note that CRS has contracted with a domestic company to begin school construction, which is the main reason I had concerns with their program at the time of review.  

More details follow in the sections on each individual partner. 

3. Scope of review

It was unfortunate that due to security concerns there were several severe restrictions that limited the ability of the reviewer to assess many important programs.  These limitations are noted as follows.

Limitations of the review process:

· Site visits were not possible to projects in Patika (Care) and Paktya (IRC) due to security issues. Even where site visits were possible, not all projects could be visited, given time constraints and the inability of a male reviewer to visit female activities.

· As a result, visits were only made to selected locations and projects in the following provinces: Faryab (Save the Children) and the Panjshir (CRS).

· The reviewer was unable, in general, to meet with any women’s groups or observe women teaching, with the exception of one girl’s school in the SC program.   

· No meetings of the Steering Committee or Technical Management Committee were held during the review period; consequently the actual operation of these groups was not observed.

· A review of the financial reports was not undertaken.  It is assumed that a financial audit will analyze the accounting records and systems for accuracy and integrity.

4. Executive Summary

The numerous issues and problems associated with start-up of the consortium seem to be over, with most relationships and responsibilities set.  All of the partners have been actively working on implementation objectives and most have made significant progress on Phase I goals even under very difficult conditions.  Specifically, three of the implementing partners have generally met project goals while CRS has lagged due to difficulty staffing key positions within their organization, leaving few personnel to initiate construction activities. 

According to the Grants Management Unit at the MOE, the consortium is not in default on any of its agreements with the Ministry.  

4.1. Highlights

· Creation of a viable consortium.

· Completion of baseline data survey.

· Three PIPs have nearly achieved Phase I goals.

· Community engagement is very strong in all locations.  

· Teacher training initiated in all locations.

· Substantial materials distributed in all provinces.

· Construction started on 14 schools in three provinces.

· Several innovative projects initiated; e.g., in Early Childhood Development and school libraries.

· Teacher-training programs at IRC are very strong with significant numbers of participants.

· Innovative “contract” approach to VEC development and on-going work by SC/US.

· CARE has trained 30 master trainers.

4.2. Still more to do

· Learning framework is not being utilized.

· In general, all projects are experiencing problems involving women’s participation.   

· For CRS, redouble efforts to start construction on schools.

· The management reports should be revamp.

· Income generation schemes have not really been considered yet.

4.3. Concerns

· Security issues may prevent project expansion in several provinces.  There will be considerably less time to complete the proposed work-plans for Phase II activities.  The presidential and parliamentary elections and the approaching winter season will reduce the total available implementation time to five or six months before the conclusion of the contract.  The PCU should begin discussions for an extension, recognizing that the PIPs may ask for additional management funds during this time period.

· CRS will most likely not complete the construction of Phase I schools before winter.

· Capacity building in MOE offices in Kabul, in provincial and district offices is difficult to assess.

· PCU has no enforcement capability to ensure PIP compliance to agreements between themselves and the implementing partners.

· Each PIP will need to complete eight quarterly reports as Phase II becomes operational, due to the overlap with some Phase I activities.  This will mean more administrative work.  Low management budget means more PIP contributions.

5. General recommendations

This section comments on general issues and questions raised by the PCU and the PIPs in the TOR.

· Comment on the project design, in particular the advantages and disadvantages of working as a consortium.

The project design has a useful purpose if all the pieces are working as intended.  Unfortunately, a significant piece of the organizational design is missing from the current operational form of the consortium.  In theory, the placement of the PCU within the ministry was the mechanism for capacity building of ministry staff.  In particular, as proposed, this “embedded” PCU would provide a window for the MOE to observe and learn from innovative field projects.  Conceptually, there would be a cycle of improvement to these projects as lessons were learned and inputs were added from ministry officials.  With the PCU located outside the MOE, and the difficulty with communication links, the ABEC project has lost much of its intended character as a program for the serious study of innovative methods.

A consortium, one might argue, has a common goal with agreement on methods to achieve it, and would involve sharing of resources between the members.  The advantages of the consortium should be the economies of scale that one joint organization has over separate smaller units.  In theory, joint operational functions and information sharing should enable individual members to implement projects more quickly and efficiently.  The disadvantages are the added layers of reporting, and the costs associated with the management of the consortium activities.  The question is whether the advantages outweigh the disadvantages.  Regarding this particular consortium, with each ABEC partner pursuing their own separate agendas and goals, via its own mechanisms, the members do not receive any of the benefits that might accrue from a more unified approach.  For instance, the members are generally not aware of each other’s activities, and no internal partnerships have formed to develop combined projects drawing on each other’s strengths.  There are arguments why this consortium is actually more of a federation: limited resources within the approved budget and each partner’s programs are sometimes quite distant from each other, which together contribute to the consortium’s tendency to isolate their own project activities.  Overall, the net result is that the members are paying the administrative costs of consortium membership but are receiving few of the intended benefits.

In general, the structure of the consortium has been finalized, and there is no need to radically amend the organizational relationships at this point in the contract.  The interactions with the participating entities are also clearly defined, except in the undesirable scenario where one or more of the PIPs are unable to complete their activities by the contract deadline.  The reviewer has already recommended that the PCU initiate some discussions between the participants concerning default related issues to assist in planning contingency measures.  

The following comments concern specific entities within the project design.

PCU

The PCU staff has had to untangle many problems related to the formation of this consortium, achieving solid results in the process.  Overall, they meet the original project expectations for this unit with only a few exceptions.   As I noted above, the lack of physical space in the MOE for the PCU unit severely compromised any capacity building for ministry officials as was originally intended in this grant proposal.  Instead of providing model structure, where officials could learn from a variety of innovative approaches in education, the interaction was reduced to occasional meetings and transmission of reports.   

The effectiveness of the PCU is hampered by the late and sometimes incomplete submission of reports by the PIPs.  Consequently, the PCU spends valuable time tracking down information for data entry purposes, instead of analyzing the information and then reporting significant accomplishments.  Also, while it is not specifically within their responsibilities, the PCU could be used to facilitate learning events and opportunities for the PIPs and the MOE.  Each of the participants has developed unique strengths in their programs which could inform practices in the overall group.

The PCU has performed its role of consortium representative with the ministry and has colleted data from the baseline survey and quarterly reports.  The next step is to analyze and use this data to adapt PIP implementation practices in the field.  Reports are being adapted currently to reflect this process; further changes have been listed in the recommendation section.  Overall, the PCU should find ways to simplify reporting to ADB and MOE, so that the reports accentuate the key achievements in relation to the overall goals. 

MOE 

Three department heads of the Ministry of Education: the managers from the Construction, Teacher-Training and Primary School departments are members of the Technical Management Committee (TMC).  The head of the Grants Management Unit is also a member of the Steering Committee.  All have participated in scheduled meetings.  The overall relationship between the PCU and the ministry has been somewhat disappointing at this level.  While no problems exist that prevent implementation of the PIP projects, the capacity building at the MOE first envisioned by the ABEC project has not been possible.  Besides the lack of space as noted earlier, the reasons for low levels of development in this area include the lack of time to commit to teaching and learning by both NGOs and ministry officials, and the lack of funds to support this learning process.  For example, MOE officials have no budget to travel to visit projects and the NGOs have a much reduced management budget and therefore smaller staff to spend sufficient training time with MOE staff.  Overall, the central MOE offices in Kabul have a more distant relationship with the ABEC project, not seeing it as the pilot is was intended to be, where new and innovative practices could be studied and encouraged.  Instead, the program became another NGO project that was prioritized according to the level of funding.  The results of the ABEC project have so far not been used to inform any policy decisions, although in several areas innovative approaches could be evaluated for consideration.  

At the provincial level involvement of the MOE is satisfactory and even quite extensive in some project locations, judging by the number of visits by officials to the projects.  Unfortunately, the quality of these interactions and the resulting capacity building is unknown since it is not measured.  While capacity building of officials is probably minimal, the increased field visits by the local MOE representatives (paid for by the NGOs) seem to have visible beneficial effects through improved relations with the community.  Such interactions should continue to be strongly encouraged.  All interviewed provincial officials in the SC and CRS projects reported great satisfaction with PIP efforts and were extremely grateful for the assistance provided. 

 MOF
The Ministry of Finance is no longer directly involved in this ABEC project.  The original process using payment protocols within this ministry was unwieldy and led to lengthy payment delays, which led to construction delays.  At present, ADB funds directly to the PCU, which releases funds to the PIPs after the MOE approves submitted expenditures.

TMC

The Technical Management Committee has approved the Phase I and Phase II proposals.  This group is functional and provides a useful service, especially in their review of school construction activities and materials.

Steering Committee

Although the original intention was for the committee to provide direction and guidance for projects, it has not met since February; therefore, the real usefulness of this group can be questioned.  Now that proposed projects are submitted to this group already designed, modeled and designated for delivery, member contributions would seem rather redundant at this process stage.  This group is now probably best used as a resource to determine policy decisions in problematic situations rather than as a forum to provide initial guidance to a project.

· Measure progress against objectives and indicators agreed upon for the project and discuss constraints, challenges and issues affecting progress.

Overall, if we combine the achievements for the four partners and the PCU in the six component areas, the project objectives are generally being met.  There are considerable difficulties, however, in making this assessment.  Some of these have to do with reporting.  (I have made specific recommendations in the following section, including those which would help establish priorities among the component objectives and those which would indicate the results achieved versus Phase I & II goals.)  Another difficulty is how to aggregate indicators, such as the number of desks or supplies delivered, into the overall project objectives of improving quality education.  An assessment of quality is particularly difficult, because knowing these inputs and others, such as the number of teachers trained, or VECs established, does not indicate the improvement in learning in the classroom.  Finally, with regard to teacher-training, it is nearly impossible to spend such a short time visiting classrooms to fully understand the quality improvements in instruction.  It is very difficult to create indicators that quantify such quality, and it may be more expensive to do so in terms of training and time to monitor as partners have pointed out, but unless it is done, the results that are reported will only be proxies for quality.  The partners are well aware of this deficiency but have also noted that this project is only 18 months in duration, which may be insufficient time to judge improvements in student learning.

If the amount spent by budget line item is used to establish the priority of objectives, then the most significant item by far, within each partner’s budget, is the construction of schools for girls---Component Two.  Each partner has identified at least four schools that they planned to build in Phase I.  By the mid-term evaluation no schools had been completed, but most were almost finished.  There are six planned schools that have not been started, including all of the construction projects in the CRS proposal.  This is the main reason that CRS was rated as having problems.  

In order of budget expenditures, Components One---community-based education planning and management, Three---provision of supplies, and Four---school based teacher-training, are all about equal priority, when aggregated together.  Overall, the partners have met and sometimes exceeded their objectives in these areas.  In particular, the development of community VECs has been noteworthy, with all the partners achieving solid results.  The same is true for teacher-training efforts, although the outcomes differ widely between the approach, content and numbers of teachers trained by each partner.  

The evaluation of Component Three leads to a discussion of the overall purpose of the components and their integral nature.  Until the schools are completed, it should be impossible for any partner to show results in this area, unless there was extra money beyond what was needed for these still unfinished schools.  I am suggesting that these six components should be integrated for each newly constructed girls’ school, and reported on as a unit for these schools.  In this way, the individual component programs will seem less disconnected from each other.  Also, if an ambitious partner begins other additional projects at other schools then those activities can be reported as “additional” work.  I have suggested a format for this report in the specific recommendations section.   

Component Five---innovative approaches to demand based approaches to NFE--- is especially difficult to assess, given the very character of the programs.  Each partner has endeavored to start such programs, and some, such as the early childhood programs, show promise.  Unfortunately, the reviewer was unable to visit any of these programs, and the reports do not help understand either the specific need in a community for these projects, or the innovations that might be involved.

· Examine the extent to which the project has incorporated principles of the project as first described by ADB.

Certainly the partners have implemented a number of excellent programs in new areas.  It is not clear whether some of the programs, such as the teacher-training activities for several partners, were newly created under ABEC funding, since these programs were already formulated and being used by partners in other areas.  If there were innovations specific to the ABEC project, these should be clearly identified.  I also realize that there is probably some confusion over what constitutes an innovative approach, since programs are almost always adapting to specific local contexts.  These definitional problems could be discussed and worked out among the partners.

It is clear that the partners have been consistent with the original goals in several ways: they have established gender sensitive approaches; they have involved the community in all their activities; and government officials, especially at the local levels, have participated in these activities.  Unfortunately, there appears to be little communication between the government provincial and district education officials and the central office in Kabul about these projects; therefore, it is not obvious what lessons are being learned.  As noted earlier, the embedded PCU approach would have greatly helped reduce this problem. 

One of the original ideals of this project, which was to develop new, innovative strategies and pilot these, has not been achieved on the scale envisioned at the beginning of the project.  Perhaps the principal reason for the tendency to lean towards more established and standard approaches is that the final budget did not adequately support an effort to take more risks.  The overall budget consists mostly of construction funding, which must be done according to MOE specifications, leaving little room for new endeavors.  In addition, the management budget for each partner was reduced to such a low level that there were insufficient funds to monitor and implement completely new approaches.

· Identify lessons learned in project management and implementation.

Each PIP should answer this question individually, which should be followed by a discussion to determine common elements.  I would suggest that cost issues are the most important lesson each PIP have learned to date.

Consortium membership involves many hidden costs.  (An example is the additional manpower needed just to complete the quarterly reports.  During the Phase II cycle, each partner will have to submit eight quarterly reports to the PCU.)  The reviewer asked each of the participants whether they would participate in the same consortium with the same terms and conditions if another round of financing became available.  All felt that they would certainly like to continue the programs; however, they could not do so unless the overhead allowance was increased.  All agreed that they contributed substantial capital from other resources to manage and implement their ABEC projects.  The reviewer asked each PIP to quantify this support so that all members associated with this ABEC project have a realistic view of delivery costs.  Responses will be forthcoming after a more careful analysis.  The PCU should follow-up on this request.

· Identify opportunities to increase impact and enhance the implementation and management of the project.

The specific recommendation section includes several ways to improve the impact and management of the project for the next eight months before  contract conclusion.  

· Provide a forum for stakeholders to reflect on project progress and its future and share learning.

In addition to meeting with individual PIPs, the reviewer led a full-day workshop/ discussion on September 7, which was attended by CARE, SC and IRC, and members from the PCU, to discuss improvements to various components of the program.  CRS, the MOE and ADB were unable to send a representative.  Monica Gomes, from UMASS, who was part of the initial design team that helped create the monitoring and evaluation framework attended.  She reviewed the background and ideas behind the M & E framework and commented on the indicators currently being used.  Comments and ideas from this session are incorporated into this document.

· Review external factors that might influence project implementation; e.g., government view of NGOs, policy changes at the MOE, etc.

There are many external reasons why any of these projects would experience delays in implementation.  Most have to do either with security in specific program areas or involve staffing issues caused by the lack of qualified personnel to fill key positions.  For example, CRS is experiencing staffing difficulties due to the increasing competition among NGOs for the best qualified people.  Monthly salaries have increased from $300 to over $1000 and more due to market demands.

· Were the steps taken for the promotion of government and community’s partnership development through the capacity building of education officer’s personnel?

Certainly the partners made substantial efforts to involve communities in decision-making processes.  It is difficult to determine exactly how much capacity-building has taken place because there are no precise indicators that established baselines in this area.  Still, at least the visible evidence of VEC involvement at both the CRS and SC sites indicates that these organizations have a serious commitment to education.  

It is also not clear how much capacity building has occurred at the MOE.  While the education officers did visit sites and did agree to perform specific tasks to support programs in their communities (e.g., the MOU, memo of understanding used by SC), the question of what is actually being learned is difficult to answer.  Still, the partners have made the effort to involve local and provincial officials in their activities.

6. Specific Recommendations

1. Begin regular monthly ABEC meetings with time to discuss “themes”, such as “ways to increase women’s participation”, or “strategies to increase community contributions”, etc. in various programs.  Essentially this should be a time to discuss problems and solutions among the participants.

2. Begin discussing contingency plans should one or more of the partners not be able to meet their project objectives before the contract expires.  Clarify the roles of the PCU, the PIPs, and other partners as well as the disposition of funds.  In particular, consider the obligations of one PIP to another in the event of a single PIP’s inability to complete project goals.  While the legal implications may be minimal, there are other considerations.

3. Currently all the indicators reflect inputs and outputs at a localized level.  Consider “higher level” indicators that might show overall project impact by linking these existing indicators to major project objectives.  Currently, the indicators mostly track physical inputs such as desks and supplies delivered.  Indicators that show the impact of these factors on school learning could be devised and reported, at least at the end of the project.  Of course, such indicators should be implemented in the context of budget and time restraints.

4. Ensure timely and complete submission of reports by the PIPs to the PCU.  Currently the PCU has no enforcement capacity.  Create such capacity in the PCU, or at a minimum establish  a new signed agreement between the PCUs and the PIPs listing the obligations of each party.

5. The current management reports, particularly the summary reports to the MOE and ADB should be reworked to identify trends, achievements and problems.  The following changes should be considered:

· Using a matrix, show a comprehensive picture of the schools under construction for each PIP, listing the six components and the work completed for each objective.  This will show an integrated effort for these core girl schools.  Other efforts should be considered and labeled “additional” in another column; those should be noted as to their contribution to a comprehensive effort at other schools.  The point is to eliminate disjointed efforts and to identify those PIPs, which have used their funds efficiently to fund the most comprehensive program.  The following conceptual outline can be modified and included in all the reports submitted by the PIPs to the PCU.  The PCU could then include the results from each core school into one larger matrix for submission to ADB and the MOE.

	
	School #1
	School #2
	School #3
	School #4
	Other activities

involving other schools

	
	Core girl schools constructed
	
	

	CARE
	

	Component #1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Component #2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	                    #3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	etc.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CRS
	

	Component #1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Component #2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	etc.
	
	
	
	
	
	


· Management reports should also indicate the cumulative accomplishments as of the report date versus the total Phase I objectives, not just the quarterly objectives.  It is currently very difficult to assess the progress of projects against the proposal objectives.

· PIPs should indicate the proportion of contributed funds from other sources to the outcomes reported in the ABEC project reports.  This could be done on a percentage basis.  In particular, the PIPs should note any contributions from their own funds, dividing these into actual cash contributions and “in-kind” donations.  

· Design a matrix that shows clearly defined and agreed upon completion percentages for school construction.  Completion definitions should be based on actual physical construction and agreed to by all PIPs to ensure consistency.  In addition the expected completion date for each project along with community inputs and their expected contribution date should be separately recorded for each project.  Final completion should reflect a “turn-key” finish where all field work has also been completed and all community contributions received.  Moreover, since it is confusing and not consistently applied to classify the construction projects into “reconstruction” and “rehabilitation”,  I suggest that any project including a new foundation should be classified as “new construction”. 

6) PIPs should consider innovative income-generation schemes as part of their programs.  No programs have been discussed among any of the PIPs. The VECs could be consulted for possible projects.  The school building is a considerable resource for many small communities, and they are often not fully utilized after the school day.

7) PIPs might consider field visits to each other’s programs, as part of a learning and training cycle for staff.  Each PIP has shown particular innovative approaches that are largely unknown to the other partners.

8) Each PIP should calculate their actual contribution to delivering the services provided in the proposals.  All PIPs noted that the existing budgeted overhead funds are inadequate.  

9) Each PIP should evaluate the sustainability of each component of their projects by designing and implementing plans that will encourage continuity if they have not done so yet..  It is not clear to the reviewer whether the planned specific components of the projects will lead to ongoing community involvement.  These may exist in some cases, and if so, they should be identified and shared among the PIPs.

7. Individual implementing partner reviews

Each of the implementing partners faces a different set of constraints within the communities where they work.  Each partner has also independently set their own performance targets for each Phase.  Because each implementing partner has these unique circumstances, a direct comparison of outcomes between partners is not viable.  For this reason, each PIP was evaluated based on its ability to accomplish its own proposed goals.  An interesting study at some later date might be to evaluate the efficiency of project delivery systems of the partners but that is beyond the scope of this document.

CARE

The reviewer was unable to visit any projects in the field because of security concerns.  The review was limited to discussions in Kabul with the project manager and an analysis of submitted quarterly reports.  Overall no items of concern are specifically noted; CARE has identified minor problems and has instituted measures to resolve issues.  It is the reviewer’s opinion that Phase I will be completed; most objectives are fully met.  The reviewer’s only concern is the low participation of women in some aspects of the project.  This does not appear to be the result of any lack of effort by CARE; there are extreme difficulties in finding women teachers to train due to extremely low literacy levels in Paktika province.  Security concerns may limit activities in the future.  CARE appears to have the resources and the motivation to meet the challenge.

Save the Children US

Overall there are no areas of concern.  Security issues have not limited access to villages and projects although distances to the sites from Mianamar have meant less contact than desired and more expenses incurred for Phase I.  This problem may be overcome as Phase II will provide more logistical support with a new center in Sari-Pul.  The partner should meet most Phase I objectives on time with the exception of construction of one school.  The partner has systems and capability to resolve this problem.  The reviewer was able to visit several projects in the field and notes that SC made considerable efforts to involve various community groups along with district and provincial ministry of education officials in all activities.  SC has developed the infrastructure to move into the next Phase.  In general, SC non-construction projects are small but conceptualized well.  The library box program is an example of one program that could be expanded considerably with additional funding.

IRC

Most objectives are met.  There are no major concerns, except that security levels have deteriorated considerably in Paktia, reducing the field visits by the staff, which may severely limit future operations.  The reviewer was unable to visit the field projects, limiting the analysis to submitted quarterly reports and interviews with the program manager and field program implemention manager.  The only concern is the timely resolution of the issues surrounding the construction of the school at Chamkini, which has been delayed because of its proposed location in an area often left defenseless along the border.  Understandably, IRC has been unwilling to risk personnel and resources in this project and is seeking alternative solutions.  Overall, IRC training of teachers has been strong, building on much of its experience gained in Pakistan.  

CRS

The partner has not yet achieved the objectives for Phase I.  The major concern is the lack of construction activity on any of the proposed schools, making it unlikely that any will be completed by this winter.  This means that CRS may have Phase I and Phase II schools (seven total) to build before June 30, 2005.  The lack of progress is apparently due to staffing issues internal to CRS.  The reviewer was able to visit projects in the Panjshir; security issues do not prevent project activities in this area.  CRS noted that they recently hired a contractor to begin work on all seven schools.  CRS will quickly need to build internal infrastructure to manage the construction projects. 

In addition, while CRS continues to run an increasing number of innovative teacher training classes, the low level of ABEC funds actually withdrawn, lead the reviewer to believe that training results reported in the ABEC quarterly reports may be partially funded with other sources.  The reviewer has recommended to the PCU that the reports be amended to include percentages attributable to other funding channels.  CRS has used their funds to an unknown extent and these should also be recorded.  

CRS has ably generated community support for its projects and is highly regarded for its accelerated teacher-training program, but risks losing some of this social capital.  The reviewer has a high opinion of CRS training programs and would recommend that they contact the three other implementing partners to learn from their activities and problems, particularly those concerning construction.  CRS must move to expand activities using ABEC funds or risk partially-completed construction projects and incomplete training activities by the project’s termination date.

8. Conclusion

Overall, the project has shown the ability to adapt to new circumstances.  It does not need to change any significant organizational structure at this time, especially given the short time before the conclusion of the contract.  The specific recommendations outline a process to begin sharing information among the partners and hopefully reaping some benefits from this consortium structure.  

In the general comments section I addressed most of the questions raised by the PIPs, so I will not repeat those points here.  My overall impression of the project is that the original structure had considerable promise as a mechanism for promoting a cycle of action followed by reflective learning.  More could have been done in the way of innovative projects, if the management budgets had not been reduced to below subsistence levels, and the emphasis had not been redirected to standard school construction, and the PCU was located within the MOE.  

The future of the consortium at the end of the funding cycle should also be an issue.  The PIPs have spent considerable initial capital in time and money creating this management organization.  To have it end after 18 months would mean that all the effort could easily be wasted.  The discussion should note whether this partnership could be adapted to work with other funding agencies in the future.

Addendums

1. Data sources

Interviews were conducted with:

· The MOE in Kabul, including the directors of the primary education, construction, teacher training and grants management departments;

· Provincial Education officers in Faryab (SC);

· Provincial inspectors office in Panshir (CRS);

· Program managers at each PIP, including field managers for each program;

· Senior staff at CARE;

· All PCU staff;

· Several VECs at CRS and SC projects;

· School administrators, including principals and teachers at several CRS and SC sites.

Documents reviewed included:

· The first and second quarterly management reports, implementation reports and indicators for the four PIPS (total of 16 documents);

· First and Second quarterly summary reports from the PCU to the donor and MOE (two documents);

· Individual PIP proposals for Phase I (four documents);

· Project specific agreements such as the MOU and Project Implementation Manual;

· Background documents;

· Selected correspondence and internal reports.

2. Schedule

	Day
	Activity
	Where
	When 
	Support needed

	1
	Meeting with PCU, reviewing documents 
	Kabul
	Aug. 21
	PCU provides documents.

	2
	Meetings with SAVE, IRC 
	Kabul 
	Aug. 22
	

	3
	Meeting with CRS, CARE 
	Kabul 
	Aug. 23
	

	4
	Developing tools
	Kabul 
	Aug. 24
	

	5
	Field visit 
	Parwan
	Aug. 25
	CRS, logistics

	6
	Field visit 
	Parwan
	Aug. 26
	CRS, logistics 

	7
	Meeting with MOE central level 
	Kabul 
	Aug. 28
	PCU

	8
	Field visit (Kabul – Faryab) 
	Faryab
	Aug. 29
	SAVE, logistical

	9
	Field visit  (Faryab) 
	Faryab
	Aug. 30 
	SAVE, logistical

	10
	Field visit (Faryab – Sur-i-Pul)
	Faryab
	Aug. 31
	SAVE, logistical

	11
	Field visit  (Sur-i-Pul - Kabul)
	Faryab 
	Sept. 1
	SAVE, logistical 

	12
	Meeting with, MOE
	Kabul 
	Sept. 2
	

	13
	Field visit  (cancelled)
	Paktya 
	Sept. 4
	IRC, logistical

	14
	Field visit   (cancelled)
	Paktya 
	Sept.5
	IRC, logistical 

	15
	Prepare for the workshop 
	Kabul 
	Sept. 6
	PCU

	16
	Workshop (PIPs, MOE, ADB)
	Kabul 
	Sept. 7 
	PCU 

	17
	Meeting with ADB
	Kabul 
	Sept. 8
	PCU

	18
	Drafting the report 
	Kabul 
	Sept. 9
	PCU


The original schedule created by the PCU prior to the reviewer’s arrival had to be adapted.  The following is the final version. 
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