PAGE  

EVALUATION OF THE MIF PROGRAM OF DELEGATION OF 

AUTHORITY TO COUNTRY OFFICES

FINAL REPORT

PREPARED BY LEONARDO da SILVA AND RONALD BROUSSEAU

January 31, 2007

EVALUATION OF MIF PROGRAM OF DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO COUNTRY OFFICES 

TABLE OF CONTENTS

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE REPORT 

i

I.
INTRODUCTION








1

II.
MIF PROGRAM OF DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO COs (PDA) 

2

A. Background and Description 

2

B. PDA Operational Guidelines 






2

III. 
STATUS OF THE PROGRAM 






4


A
Overview








4


B
Contribution to Total MIF Portfolio





6

IV.
PDA IMPLEMENTATION 







7


A.
Overall Context








7



1. Allocation of PDA Funds to Priority Areas 




8



2. PDA Workload and Costs






9



3.  PDA Implementation at Country Level




10


B.   
Project Cycle under the PDA






12



1. Overview








12



2. Program Promotion, Project Identification and Selection


15



3. Project Preparation and Approval





18



4. Project Execution







23



5. Monitoring and Evaluation






29


C.
Compliance with Program Guidelines





31


D.
General Overview of Program






34

V.
PROGRAM RESULTS 







36

A. Performance Assessment







36

1. Implementation Efficiency






36

2. “Yellow and Red Flags” Projects






38

B. 
PDA Development Effectiveness, Beneficiaries and Benefits


39

1. Development Effectiveness






39

2.  PDA Beneficiaries







39

3.  PDA Benefits








40

ANNEXES

ANNEX 1 

List of interviews

ANNEX 2 

Definitions of Criteria for Selecting Proposals 

ANNEX 3

PDA Portfolio

ANNEX 4a//b

List of Recommendations and Summary Table
ANNEX 5

CO Allocations and Utilization under the PDA 

ANNEX 6 

Time Profile of PDA projects 
ANNEX 7

Lessons learned from the Implementation of the PDA

ANNEX 8

Best Practices from the Implementation of the PDA 

ACRONYMS

AR

Risk Analysis (Spanish Acronyms)

CO 

Country Office

DC

Donors Committee 

DEU

Development Effectiveness Unit

DO

Development Objective

EA

Executing Agency 

IDB

Inter-American Development Bank 

IP

Implementation Progress

LF

Logical Framework 

LL

Lessons Learned

MIF

Multilateral Investment Fund

MOAFA 
Organization, Operation, Financial and Acquisition Manual 



(Spanish Acronym)
MPPMR
MIF Project Performance Monitoring Report

NGO

Non-Governmental Organization

PDA

Program of Delegation de Authority (Spanish Acronyms)

PEP

Project Execution Plan  

POA

Annual Operation Plan (Spanish Acronyms)

ToR

Terms of Reference
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FINAL REPORT

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE REPORT 

Under the Program of Delegation of Authority to Country Offices (PDA), the 17 participating COs approved 107 projects, with a total cost of $14.9 million and MIF funds of $9.2 million. There are $2 million of uncommitted funds which should be used before June 2007. PDA projects approved in 2005 accounted for 33% of the total number of MIF projects approved in 2005 and 49% by the end of May 2006, when the original final program execution date expired PDA projects conform to the established priority areas and, with few exceptions, met PDA conditions and guidelines. The program has efficiently increased MIF outreach in a cost effective manner. 

PDA projects are located mainly in rural areas and cities not normally benefiting from MIF financing and reached primarily beneficiaries at the lower levels of the economic pyramid. PDA Executing Agencies are relatively small and new to the MIF and other international financing. PDA projects are expected to directly benefit at least 11,800 individual producers and workers, 1,200 micro and small enterprises, 230 entrepreneurs, 110 institutions of different nature, and 290 youth-at-risk.

The PDA portfolio as a whole shows a relatively high level of efficiency and effectiveness. Using the same indicators as the 2006 MIF Development Effectiveness Report, the “efficiency” of 89% of the PDA active portfolio is ranked as satisfactory and 95% have favorable prospects or are effective in terms of the development results (effectiveness). 

The COs are committed to the program and the PDA has empowered Country Offices and enhanced their capacity to perform in all phases of the project cycle. Executing Agencies have been provided with project management tools and instruments that have strengthened their capacity to identify, prepare and execute projects with a focus on development impact. The relationship between the COs and the EAs has been one of true partnership. Executing Agencies sense a high level of “ownership” of their projects, as demonstrated by the fact that practically all the EAs consider the projects to be their own, thus strengthening the continuity between preparation and implementation.  

The project cycle for project approval in the PDA has been relatively efficient. The average time for different phases is: project preparation (eligibility to approval), 3.3 months; approval to contract signature, 3.3 months (of which 2.6 months corresponds to contract preparation and 0.7 months to negotiation), and signature to first disbursement, 3.1 months. This compares favorably with non-PDA projects. Opportunities exist to reduce the time taken to initiate project activities.

The PDA has generated a heavy workload for the COs and the lack of resources in the COs and EAs to contract consultants and/or project assistants has limited the capacity generate and approve projects. The COs spent approximately 9 staff-years from promotion to approval of the 105 projects, of which 8 staff-years corresponded to Specialists and 1 to other permanent CO staff. An additional 5 staff-years was dedicated to supervision, raising the total to 14 staff-years. COs and EAs will need additional resources for project identification and approval. 

The CO staff and EAs interviewed overwhelmingly considered that existing procedures and processes should be streamlined and made more compatible to the characteristics and needs of small projects. The evaluation examined all areas of the PDA from program management and allocation of resources through the various stages of the CO project cycle; it identified areas that should be strengthened to improve the program’s efficiency and effectiveness, as presently designed. The evaluation proposes a series of specific recommendations formulated with the purpose of: (1) simplifying whenever possible, existing procedures, when such simplification would not impact the quality and effective control of the program or projects; and (2) incorporating new instruments and measures when such actions would improve the quality of project preparation, execution and/or development effectiveness (See Annex 4a and 4b for a listing of the Recommendations emanating from this evaluation). 

The PDA has demonstrated that there exists significant demand for projects with the program’s characteristics: small in size, EA that are small and specialized in serving small producers and micro/small enterprises, and beneficiaries that tend to be at the lower levels of the economic pyramid and are located in rural communities and smaller cities. CO Representatives and staff, as well as EAs are highly satisfied with the PDA and recommend continuing and expanding the program on the basis of high demand and expected benefits. 

The PDA, under its basic characteristics, should be institutionalized as part of the operating modalities of the MIF, without any pre-establish limits on overall amount and allocations to individual COs. The per project amount of MIF financing should be raised from $100,000 to $150,000 and the maximum period of disbursement should be 36 months with no extensions. The program should permit follow-up operations of up to $150,000 to consolidate and expand results of the first operation, when the project shows positive and significant results.   

EVALUATION OF THE MIF PROGRAM OF DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO COUNTRY OFFICES

FINAL REPORT 

I.  
INTRODUCTION 
1.1 
The Multilateral Investment Fund (MIF) contracted Leonardo da Silva and Ronald Brousseau, independent consultants, in August 2006 to undertake an evaluation of the MIF Small Project Facility, better known as the Program of Delegation of Authority (PDA). The objective of this study is to evaluate the program overall and at an individual project level, in terms of clients reached and geographic coverage, “relevance” of the projects, effectiveness of the program and the projects, efficiency in implementation of the program, and lessons learned and best practices. 

1.2 
The overall evaluation of the PDA was carried out using the following instruments: (i) three different questionnaires developed specifically for this evaluation (for Country Offices (CO) Representatives, for CO Specialists, and for PDA Executing Agencies [EAs])
; (ii) in situ visits to six countries (Brazil, Uruguay, Peru, Ecuador, El Salvador, and Guatemala) to carry out in depth interviews with CO staff, selected EA, and final beneficiaries; (iii) evaluation of the documentation and site visits for a sample of specific projects for results/impact; (iv) review of available program and project documentation both at the CO and Headquarters and complementary information provided by CO staff and EAs; and (v) interviews of  MIF, Regional Department and LEG staffs who participated in the program. The consultants and the MIF Principal Coordinator selected the countries to visit based on PDA implementation in the different countries.
 

1.3 
This document constitutes the Final Report. It reflects the findings of the consultants primarily based on: (i) the review of available program documentation and project data as of December 2006; (ii) the questionnaire responses from PDA participants in the field (Representatives, COF Specialists, and EAs); and (iii) the visits to Brazil, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Peru, and Uruguay to discuss the PDA program and projects with CO staff and EAs (including on site visits to five projects in Peru and Ecuador, five projects in Brazil and Uruguay, and four projects in El Salvador and their beneficiaries), as well as collective and individual meetings with selected groups of EAs in these countries. At the end of the missions, the consultants briefed CO Representatives and/or Deputy Representatives on their preliminary findings in their countries.  The consultants also followed-up on the questionnaires by email and telephone with CO Specialists to clarify certain responses and to rectify obvious inconsistencies.   

II.
  MIF PROGAM OF DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY TO COs (PDA)

A. 
Background and description

2.1
On July 18, 2001 the Donors Committee approved a Small Project Facility (MIF/GN-62-2) or PDA as it is commonly known, enabling COs to identify, prepare and approve small projects up to $100,000 of MIF funding, for legally constituted local private institutions, capable of implementing small, innovative projects aimed at improving the competitiveness of small enterprises. An initial $2,000,000 was allocated in equal parts to two COs (CBR and CPE) to finance small projects during a pilot two-year period, ending on July 18, 2003. On October 1, 2003, the Donors Committee (DC) acting upon the findings of a progress report on the implementation of this pilot phase (MIF/GN-62-4), decided to grant an extension of one year to commit the remaining funds ($0.6 million).

2.2
On May 23, 2004, the DC approved (MIF/GN-62-5) an expansion of the first phase with $9,000,000 to be allocated in equal part to each of the Regions of the Bank and committed in a two-year period ending May 23, 2006. This raised total MIF allocation to the PDA to US$11,000,000. In approving the new phase the DC required an evaluation of the PDA in its first and second phases in an integrated manner. On October 24, 2006, the DC approved an extension of the execution period of the PDA through June 30, 2007 (MIF/GN-62-6). 

2.3
By enabling the COs to identify, prepare, and approve small projects, the MIF aimed to improve its capacity to respond more effectively to local, private institutions and smaller projects ideas that otherwise would remain unfunded and, to enhance project implementation efficiency by:

· Strengthening the continuity between preparation and implementation

· Enhancing project ownership during the preparation stage, through a more constant dialogue between potential executing agencies and the CO 

· Improving the assessment of institutional capacity of requesting agencies, given the CO familiarity with local institutions, as well knowledge of sector and country priorities

B. 
PDA Operational Guidelines

2.4
The Regional Managers selected the COs that were to be given the authority to approve small projects up to a maximum of $1,000,000 per CO. The expanded phase gave the Regional Managers the authority to reallocate funds originally allocated to one CO to other COs within the first year of the PDA’s 2-year execution period. A total of 17 COs have participated in the PDA, two in the pilot phase and 15 in the expanded phase. CPE participated in both phases.  

2.5
Eligible project areas in the PDA need to be consistent with MIF core activities, and particularly those related to small enterprise competitiveness. In this context, priority for projects is to be given to: 

· Innovative business relationships: Projects that offer small businesses new ways to adapt to quickly changing market realities.
·  Improving SME competitiveness through eco-efficiency: Projects that enhance productivity and profitability of small enterprises by adopting eco-efficient technology to their business practices.
· Use of information and communication technology (ICT): Projects that promote the use of ICT as a means of enhancing productivity of local small businesses, providing access to better information, enabling new forms of distribution and marketing, and opening new markets through e-commerce.

· Improving small business access to the formal economy: Resources could be used to support initiatives of local private institutions to help small enterprises take advantage of relevant regulations.
· Skills standards: Projects that apply skill standards to allow local small enterprise owners and their workers to train and assess performance against criteria established by internationally recognized accreditation bodies.
2.6 
Within these priority areas, projects are to be selected on the basis of the same criteria applicable to other MIF operations, namely: Additionality, Sustainability and Partnership, and Replicability and Innovation (See Annex 2 for MIF\GN-62-5 definitions of these criteria). Projects are expected to be sustainable, preferably through cost-recovery mechanisms.
2.7 
Projects financed under the PDA are subject to the following financing parameters: (i) the execution period of individual projects is established at between 12 and 24 months; (ii) counterpart contribution should account for at least 30% of total project cost (up to half is in cash); (iii) the EA should cover all administrative and auditing costs; (iv) and the overall administrative costs and the purchase of equipment (to be shared equally by the MIF and the executing agency) should not exceed 15% and 30%, respectively, of total project cost. 

2.8
For monitoring project results, COs are to rely mainly on the MIF Project Performance Monitoring Report (MPPMR) and on the periodic review meetings with EAs. Every operation should have a Logical Framework with a few measurable indicators and assumptions to ascertain progress towards the achievement of objectives.

2.9  
No specific organizational structure for the implementation of the expanded phase was defined a priory and the MIF relied on each CO to establish the internal structure that would suit it best. However, all COs adopted an internal structure similar to that utilized by CBR and CPE in the pilot phase, that is, Technical Committees (normally composed of the Representative, Deputy Representative, MIF Specialists, Sector and Financial Specialists), to select potential projects, to review and approve project concepts for submission as Abstracts to the Regions and the MIF for “non-objection”, and to approve projects. 

2.10
The Plan of Operation for project approval was expected to follow the suggested outline annexed to MIF/GN-62-5, which in essence is a simplified and shorter version of the structure of the Donors Memorandum. It was suggested that the number of pages of the Plan of Operation not exceed 5 pages, and that the Plan contain the appendices that are useful for project implementation, such as the Logical Framework, Schedule of Activities, Detailed Budget and Terms of Reference for consultants. One additional important element in the Plan of Operation’s proposed structure was the incorporation under the Justification of a section describing the extent to which the proposal met the criteria of Additionality, Sustainability, Replicability and Innovation.
III
STATUS OF THE PDA

A. 
Overview 

3.1
COs have approved 107 projects with a total of MIF funds of $9,195,697, of which 20 projects ($1,962,600) were approved under the pilot phase and the remaining 87 projects ($7,236,961) under the expanded phase. Of total approvals, $296,136 (3% in nine projects) has been cancelled (three with total cancellations of $202.075 in CES, CGY and CVE and $94,061 in partial cancellations in CPE).
 

Graph 1

Approvals under the PDA 
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3.2
The total cost of projects is estimated at $15.2 million, with a MIF participation of 59%, below the maximum of 70% established by the guidelines. Disbursements amount to $3.8 million, equivalent to 44% of MIF funds, of which almost 45% correspond to the pilot phase in CBR and CPE (80% disbursement rate in CBR and 98% in CPE). A total of 14 projects have been fully disbursed, of which ten correspond to the pilot phase (CPE 8, CBR 2) and four from the expanded phase (one in CGY and three in CTT). Eleven recently approved projects with $841,942 have not been disbursed. Of the total funding of $11 million for PDA projects, $2.1 million (19% of the total) remained uncommitted as of January 2007 (See Table 1).

3.3
Table 1 below shows the status of the PDA in terms of allocations of funds in the pilot and expanded phases. Of the three Regions, RE3 registered the highest amount of approvals (almost $3.8 million), followed by RE2 and RE1 with almost equal amounts ($2.7 million). Given the allocations from the pilot and expanded phases shown in the table, 43% of the funds available to RE1 remained unused, with RE3 showing the lowest level of unused funds (6%). 

Table 1

Status of the PDA (pilot and expanded phases) 
 

	
	Allocation Pilot Phase
	Approvals Pilot Phase
	Unused Funds Pilot Phase
	Allocation Expanded Phase
	Approvals Expanded Phase *
	Unused Funds *
	% Unused Funds

	Region 1
	$1,000,000
	$1,000,000
	0
	$3,000,000
	$1,698,390
	$1,301,610
	43%

	Region 2
	-
	-
	-
	$3,000,000
	$2,732,525
	   $267,475
	9%

	Region 3
	$1,000,000
	   $962,600
	$37,400
	$3,000,000
	$2,806,046
	   $193,954
	6%

	Total
	$2,000,000
	$1,962,600
	$37,400
	$9,000,000
	$7,236,961
	$1.763,039 
	20%


* Includes two projects approved after the extension of the program in October 24, 2006. 

3.4
Due to the participation of CPE and CBR in the pilot phase, the highest level of disbursements of PDA funds corresponds to Region 3 (49% of net approvals), followed by RE1 (46%) and Region 2 (35%). With the exception of CGY, CBR, CPE, and CTT, there are relatively large amounts of undisbursed funds in many other countries, thereby indicating a very young portfolio. The level of disbursements does not reflect progress in the implementation of activities in all cases because the initial advance of funds tends to be high (30%/40%) in most cases.

Table 2

Approvals and disbursements under the PDA 

	COs
	Approval
	Cancellation
	Net Approval
	Disbursement Over

 Net Approval

	Region 1
	
	
	
	

	CBO
	$575,360
	$0
	$575,360
	22%

	CBR
	   $1,000,000
	$0
	   $1,000,000
	80%

	CPR
	$182,750
	$0
	$182,750
	24%

	CUR
	$940,280
	$0
	$940,280
	28%

	Subtotal RE1
	$2,698,390
	$0
	$2,698,390
	46%

	Region 2
	
	
	
	

	CES
	$716,300 
	  $32,700
	$683,600 
	47%

	CGU
	$750,000
	$0
	$750,000
	36%

	CME
	$600,000
	$0
	$600,000
	 21%

	CPN
	$666,225
	$0
	$666,225
	35%

	Subtotal RE2
	$2,732,525
	$32,700
	$2,699,825
	35%

	Region 3
	
	
	
	

	CBH
	$99,575
	$0
	$99,575
	29%

	CCO
	  $300,000
	$0
	  $300,000
	30%

	CEC
	  $435,736
	 $0
	  $435,736
	27%

	CGY
	  $149,375 
	    $99,375 
	 $50,000 
	100%

	CJA
	  $199,900
	  $0
	  $199,900
	10%

	CPE
	    $1,462,600
	    $94.061
	     $1,368,531
	68%

	CSU
	$112,000
	$0
	$112,000
	4%

	CTT
	$240,000
	$0
	$240,000
	81%

	CVE
	569,460
	$70,000
	$499,460
	38%

	Subtotal RE3


	$3,368,646
	$222,825
	$3,145,814
	49%

	TOTAL
	$8,799,561
	$255,525
	$8,544,029
	44%


B.
Contribution to total MIF portfolio 

3.5 
Since its first operation in 2002 and up to 2005, the percentage of PDA projects in the MIF’s overall portfolio has increased considerably, as the Graph 2 below shows. In 2005, when the PDA peaked, the number of PDA projects accounted for one third of the total number of MIF grant projects approved that year. As of May 2006, PDA projects represented more than half (54%) of the total MIF projects approved that year through May. 

Graph 2

Number of grant projects approved in the PDA period
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3.6
The significance of the PDA portfolio to the MIF overall portfolio, however, can better be gauged by examining its contribution to the total number of projects approved at the country level and Regions in the program’s peak year (Table 3). In various countries, PDA projects account for the only MIF approval, (Suriname in 2005, and Paraguay, Jamaica, Trinidad and Tobago and Venezuela in 2006). In others, they represented more than half of MIF approvals. At each Region’s level, the number of PDA project approved is equal to non-PDA MIF approvals (RE1) and exceeded them in RE2 and RE3. 

Table 3

Number of grant PDA and Non-PDA projects approved 

	Countries
	2005
	2006 (5/06)
	

	
	Non-PDA
	PDA 
	Total
	Non-PDA 
	PDA
	Total

	Region 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CBO
	3
	6
	9
	9
	3
	12

	CBR
	5
	0
	5
	5
	0
	5

	CPR
	3
	0
	3
	0
	2
	2

	CUR
	2
	7
	9
	0
	3
	3

	Sub total
	13
	13
	26
	14
	8
	22

	Region 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CES
	2
	9
	11
	0
	0
	0

	CGU
	3
	0
	3
	1
	8
	9

	CME
	6
	0
	6
	3
	6
	9

	CPN
	1
	8
	9
	1
	0
	1

	Sub total
	12
	16
	29
	5
	14
	19


	Region 3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CBH
	2
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0

	CCO
	7
	3
	10
	2
	0
	2

	CEC
	5
	4
	9
	2
	2
	4

	CGY
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0

	CJA
	2
	1
	3
	0
	2
	2

	CPE
	2
	1
	3
	2
	4
	6

	CSU
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0

	CTT
	1
	6
	7
	0
	2
	2

	CVE
	1
	3
	4
	0
	4
	4

	Sub total
	20
	23
	43
	6
	14
	20

	TOTAL
	45
	52
	97
	25
	36
	59


IV.
PDA IMPLEMENTATION

A. 
Overall context

4.1
Chapters IV and V bring together the main findings on the implementation of the PDA to date and recommendations for the future of the program. The specific recommendations have been placed in Chapter IV and have been organized by themes (e.g. conditions prior, disbursement, etc.). Annex 4 contains a listing of all the Recommendations emanating from this evaluation as well as a Table of Recommendations summarizing each issue addressed, summary of the corresponding Recommendation, identifying the MIF/Bank Unit responsible for the action, and comments. The Recommendations have also been validated by the visits to the COs and selected projects, as well as the overall operational experience of the consultants.  The proposed Recommendations have been formulated with the purpose of: (1) simplifying whenever possible, existing procedures, when such simplification, in the view of the consultants, would not impact the quality and effective control of the program or projects; and (2) incorporating new elements or concepts when such actions would improve the quality of project preparation, execution and/or development effectiveness. The consultants are fully aware that, in many cases, some Recommendations would lead to some additional work, especially during the preparation stage; these Recommendations, nevertheless, have been incorporated because of the favorable impact they should have on the overall program, efficiency in project execution, and impact on development effectiveness.  


1.
 Allocation of PDA Funds to Program Priority Areas

4.2
Although the PDA established five major priority areas for eligible projects, it did not rule out other areas related to improving the competitiveness of SMEs.
 Graph 3 below shows the distribution of the number of projects by priority areas (based on 87% of the total number of PDA projects).
  This Graph indicates that the COs have essentially complied with the established priority areas. Operations under “other projects” also conform to the objectives of the PDA to improve competitiveness of small enterprises and to extend CO outreach.
4.3
The categorization of PDA projects in Graph 3 is different from that used by the MIF. Using the general MIF categories, 92 PDA projects, representing 90% of the total (102) 
 are directly oriented towards micro (13 projects) and small enterprises (69 projects (MIC and SME groupings). An additional eight projects benefit the development of labor skills (WSD) and thus also have a favorable impact on SME productivity. Only two projects (INF and FCD) could be viewed as outside the MIF core group established; however they also are expected to have a favorable impact on business activities. 

· SME Development (SME):



69 projects

· Microenterprise Development (MIC):

13 projects

· Environment (ENV):




10 projects

· Workers Skills Development (WSD):

  8 projects

· Infrastructure and Public Services (INF):

  1 project

· Financial Sector/Capital Markets (FCD):

  1 project

Graph 3

Number of PDA Projects by Priority Areas 
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2.
PDA Workload and Costs 

4.4
    Project Specialists (28) in the COs have indicated that an average of 32% of their time is spent on PDA activities, of which an average of 60% is dedicated to promotion, identification, preparation and approval and the remaining 40% to supervision. On the basis of 260 working days used for budgetary purposes, the total number of staff-days in the COs dedicated to the PDA is estimated roughly at 7,300 or the equivalent of about 8 staff-years.   To this total, an estimated 0.5-1 staff-year of other CO staff such as the Representative, Deputy Representative and other sector and Financial Specialists that intervene in the selection and approval process, must be added, raising the total to approximately 8.5 to 9 staff-years. Considering the total number of PDA projects approved by the COs, one may infer that, under the PDA, one staff-year approved roughly 12 projects.

4.5
The COs spent a total of 5 staff years on supervision of PDA projects, according to replies on the CO Specialists questionnaires. As the rate of project implementation in the PDA matures, the supervision workload will increase, especially bearing in mind that most PDA EAs have not had much experience with external financing and the PDA execution procedures and requirements are presently the same as those for non-PDA projects. The increased workload on COs from the PDA needs to be fully taken into account when planning future CO staff needs and consultant and project assistant requirements. Overall, the approval of the 105 PDA projects thus far (including 3 projects cancelled) demanded approximately 14 staff-years or, in value terms, about $800,000, taken into account the average remuneration of local Specialists. This represents only about 10% of the total MIF funds allocated to PDA projects, and less if the development of the PDA pipeline is taken into account.


3. 
PDA Implementation at Country level

4.6
MIF/GN-62-5 established a 2-year execution period for project approval. However, due to a slower-than-expected start-up of the expanded phase, an important amount of funds were not used within this original period. Annex 5 breaks down the allocations, approvals and unused funds by Regions and COs through May 2006, the final execution date of the extended period prior to the recent extension of the PDA by the DC. The slower utilization of funds can be attributed primarily to the relatively short period of time to execute the program, slow start-up in certain countries, and capacity limitations because of other MIF workloads in the COs. The PDA did not include any resources to finance consultants for project identification and preparation. The COs provided the few resources available for the hiring of consultants from their own budgets. In terms of unused PDA program funds, a number of COs have pointed out that there are a number of projects in the pipeline ready to be processed. This would indicate that the balance available, as of the beginning of 2007, could be used up by June of this year.

4.7
Notwithstanding MIF Management efforts to disseminate the experience from the implementation of the pilot program in CBR and CPE, including among others, the internal organization structure for the execution of the program at the CO level, the tool kits for EA and CO supervision prepared by CPE, and lessons learned, several other factors affected the rate of approvals in the expanded phase. 

· The PDA established a procedure by which the Regional Departments selected participating COs and allocated program funds.
 This procedure took longer than originally envisaged. According to information provided by the COs in the questionnaire, RE1 COs were informed on their participation in the expanded program 3-4 months after the DC approved the program and RE2 and RE3 COs 2-10 months after, with several receiving notification 6-8 months after DC approval. The lack of flexibility in allocations among countries also delayed approvals after a CO had used up its initial allocation. 
· The COs had no central focus point in Headquarters to refer to when questions arose regarding implementation of the program, nor did the MIF at Headquarters assure that all available information was distributed to all participants in a timely manner. This led to different interpretations of what could be done, lack of feedback on what was working and what was not, and general lack of systematic information on PDA implementation and PDA projects. PDA project information is rarely found in IDBDOCS because COs have not been systematic in entering the information. (See Recommendation 1). 

· Nine COs did not participate in the program, either because the Regional Departments did not allocate any resources to those COs or the CO opted out of the program.

· There is a learning curve for the start-up of new programs and for the preparation of the documentation that the COs will require for project processing. This is especially relevant for staff that has not traditionally played an important role in project preparation and analysis. This same staff also is responsible for the execution of non-PDA MIF projects in the COs, thereby diminishing the time available for project identification, preparation, and approval.  

· Some COs opted for a structured competitive simultaneous selection process that required promotion of the PDA, development of documentation to be contained in the proposals to be submitted, development of the evaluation criteria for project selection, presentation of proposals by EAs, and evaluation and selection of the eligible proposals. All this was required prior to beginning the preparation of any project. This process in a couple of countries was delayed or interrupted, which further caused delays in the preparation of projects.

4.8
The delay in program start-up is illustrated by the fact that approximately 85% of 
the 85 projects financed in the expanded phase were approved one year after the 
DC approved that phase of the program, of which some 40% were approved in 
2006.
   

4.9
Recommendation on Overall Program Management



PDA Headquarters Focal Point 

a.
Recommendation 1.
The MIF should appoint a person at Headquarters as the focal point for the COs and Headquarters on all matters pertaining to the PDA. This person would be responsible for: (i). clarifying any aspect pertaining the PDA program; (ii) assuring that the data and information on the PDA is up-to-date; (iii) monitoring the implementation of the overall program; (iv) providing project group classification similarly with non-PDA projects; (v) capturing PDA lessons learned and sharing lessons learned from PDA and non-PDA projects with COs; and (vi) preparing the periodic reports of the PDA for the MIF and DC. The person would also follow-up on the responsibility of the Representatives to incorporate all PDA documentation in IDBDOCS and to classify each PDA project.

B.
Project Cycle under the PDA 

4.10
The analysis of the processes used by the COs  was undertaken mainly utilizing the questionnaires, the visits to the six countries (Brazil, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Peru, and Uruguay- with 62 projects approved and $4.2 million of MIF financing), and the data collected from the MIF database. The questionnaires addressed key aspects of each stage of the project cycle as well as the PDA program as a whole. Various questions provided the opportunity for responders to offer their view in the form of commentaries. All replies were tabulated in consolidated tables and used when appropriate in the analysis. During the missions to the six COs, the PDA processes utilized in each country were reviewed with the COs and EAs and the questionnaire replies were discussed with each available EA and CO Specialists. In some cases, replies to questionnaires were adjusted for inconsistencies and clarifications. The consultants also clarified questionnaire replies from Specialists not visited by email and telephone. 

4.11 The process described in the previous paragraph also permitted the consultants to identify certain Best (Good) Practices that they consider could help the COs improve upon project identification, selection, project execution efficiency and effectiveness, as well as impact on the final beneficiaries. These Best (Good) Practices are contained in Annex 8 and have been used, throughout the evaluation exercise, to help formulate Conclusions and Recommendations. The subject matters covered in Best (Good) Practices are: competitive selection process, institutional analysis of executing agencies, basic execution instruments, compliance with conditions prior, tool kit for project implementation, co-execution of projects, executing agency project operation/administration/finance, and acquisition manual, disbursement by results, reviews of disbursements, concurrent verification of disbursements, auditing of PDA projects, project sustainability, strategic alliances, and networking of PDA EAs.

4.12
The in-situ visits to 14 PDA projects in five of the countries provided the consultants with a good sample of the PDA final beneficiaries and a chance to receive feedback on the projects, 
 not only from EAs, but also from final beneficiaries.  These visits, especially to projects in an advance stage of implementation, also enabled the consultants to validate firsthand some of the lessons-learned and some of the beneficiary and EA success stories. All of these findings have been reflected in the report’s Conclusions and Recommendations as well as in lessons learned and best practices (See Annexes 7 and 8). The consultants have also provided the MIF with a file that contains summary reports of the visits to eight of the 14 projects visited.

B. 
Project Cycle under the PDA

1. 
Overview

4.13
Data obtained from the COs show that the time required to promote and select PDA projects has been, in general, very time consuming, given the relatively large demand for project financing and the limited human resources available in the COs. The case of the CO in El Salvador in the Box below, among others, serves to illustrate the steps taken and the time required (16 months) to complete the approval and signature process of its first nine projects. 

BOX 1

Time profile for project approvals in CES

· Program promotion:




August to November 2004

· Identification/selection of proposals



November 2004-to January 2005

· Project preparation





June to December 2005

· Project approval





September to November 2005

· Signature of contractual agreements



October 2004 to January 2006

4.14
Analysis of the time profile (See Annex 6) from a sample of 40 approved projects (almost 40% of  total PDA projects), for which complete benchmark dates were reported by the COs show that it has taken almost 12 months, on average, from application to contract signature and 7.2 months from preparation to signature to process a PDA project. As Graph 4 shows, an average of 3.2 months (45% of the total), was taken by Headquarters units (0.6 months to give its non-objection for project eligibility and 2.6 months for the preparation of the contract). This time is similar to the time taken by the COs to prepare and approve a project (3.3 months). It has taken an average of 4.6 months to identify and select the projects, including projects for the future pipeline. 

4.15
Although not significant in the overall picture (0.6 months), the non-objection by Headquarters to the PDA Abstracts has not provided any significant value added to the process. Region 1 in fact delegated the approval of Abstracts to the COs and in the other two Regions most staff has not paid much attention to the Abstract. At times, the review of the Abstract at MIF Headquarters has been significantly delayed. On the other hand, some staff in the COs would not proceed forward with project preparation until a reply on the Abstract answer was received from Headquarters, notwithstanding the maximum waiting period of five working days for non-objection. Delegating the approval of PDA Abstracts to the COs would increase CO accountability. Any comments that Headquarters would want to make to the Abstract could still be taken into account during the PDA project preparation. (See Recommendation 2)
4.16
An important problem encountered in the approval process is the time taken between the approval of projects by the COs and contract signature. As indicated in Graph 4 below, it takes, on average, 2.6 months to get the draft contract ready for the COs, almost as long as it takes, on average, to prepare a project. This is an important delay in getting projects started. It also creates an air of uncertainty among the EAs as to whether the MIF will indeed approve the financing. EAs perceive the contract as an integral part of the approval process; therefore, delays in getting the contract to them, contribute to the perception that approvals of MIF financed projects take a long time. Major causes for the delay can be found in the low priority given to preparing such agreements by the Legal Department staff when there is a heavy workload at Headquarters, the difficulty of communication at a distance, and the overall lack of direct involvement of the lawyers in the preparation and evaluation of the operations. This delay in contract preparation can be unilaterally corrected by the MIF. (See Recommendation 3)
4.17
The proposal to approval portion of the project cycle (including selection and preparation) takes about 8 months, on average. This relatively long period of time resulted primarily from the CO learning curve in project identification, selection, preparation, and approval and, as mentioned before, from the lack of financial resources to supplement existing staff with consultants/project assistants in the COs. Although some project assistants have helped CO specialists to identify, select and prepare projects, these assistants, for the most part, had many other duties and, therefore, could only provide intermittent help. The CO specialist questionnaires also, almost unanimously, indicate that additional local consultant services were required, especially for short-term assignments. (See Recommendation 4) Processing time for project approval could be reduced as a result of the experience gained from implementing the program, increases in CO capacity (via consultants and project assistants, and streamlining and shortening interventions time in Headquarters units. 
Graph 4

Time Profile of PDA Projects


[image: image4]
4.18
Recommendations on Overview



Non-Objection by Headquarters

a. Recommendation 2.
The non-objection to PDA abstracts by Headquarters (MIF and Regions) 
should be eliminated from the PDA process. Representatives should formally 
approve the Abstracts and send a copy to Headquarters only for information purposes.


PDA Project Agreements

b.
Recommendation 3.
The COs should be given the financial resources to contract local legal counsel 
services on a retainer basis for legal consultation, when required, and for the 
preparation of PDA project agreements. The contracting would be done in coordination with the Legal Department, which would have technical responsibility for the work of the firm. The legal Department would also provide orientation to the local legal firm and develop standard legal agreements.



Consultants and Project Assistants

c.
Recommendation 4.
The MIF should provide the COs participating in the PDA with adequate 
resources to hire short-term specialized consulting services and project 
assistants. Each CO with an ongoing program should receive about six months of specialized consulting services and one year of project assistant resources. The services of the project assistance should be used primarily for PDA project identification, preparation, and execution, but could also help out on other MIF activities.



2.
Program Promotion, Project Identification, and Selection 

4.19
All CO Representatives and almost 70% of CO Specialists indicated that measures to promote the PDA were highly effective in terms of the number of potential demand of projects generated. To promote the PDA, the COs primarily used the following three methods of promotion: (i) personal contacts, (ii) publications (including the internet) and, (iii) seminars. Surveyed EA program participants indicated that they got to know of the PDA through personal contacts with COs staff (53 out of 88 respondents), through publications, including the CO websites (46), and dissemination seminars (24) held by CO staff in different parts of the country. The replies are not mutually exclusive and EAs may have gotten to know the program in more than one manner. The fact that many EAs identified personal contacts as a source of getting to know of the PDA is not surprising, given the knowledge that COs have of country entities. The majority of the EAs had not had prior experience with the Bank or MIF (70) or received external assistance (65). This reaching out is one of the benefits that would be expected from delegating to the COs.

4.20 
Ten COs used seminars to promote the program. The vast majority of these seminars were conducted outside of the capital city to encourage greater decentralization. In fact, some COs (Ecuador and Peru) established that projects in the capital city or district would not be eligible for financing under the PDA program. It is noted that seminars were also used, in conjunction with publications, to explain in greater detail the PDA selection criteria and the contents of the proposed program, as well as to convey project-related information. 

4.21 
All COs, except Brazil, directly carried out the promotion and identification process. Brazil opted to work through the National Confederation of Industry because of that entity’s representation in each and every state as well as knowledge of the various state assistance programs to MSMEs. Both the CO Representatives (100%) and CO Specialists (72%) perceived the promotion/dissemination procedures utilized to be effective in generating a sustainable demand for PDA resources.  

4.22 
COs utilized two basic systems for selecting projects, namely, a competitive simultaneous selection process among various projects presented at the same time or a focalized process based on a judgment made at the time of individual project presentation. Although MIF/GN-62-2 recommended that COs use a mechanism that promotes broad demand, innovation, and competition among potential EAs, this was not obligatory. In addition, the cost effectiveness of this system needs to be taken into account if COs are allocated small amounts of funds. Five countries used a structured simultaneous selection process based on various degrees of promotion (Bolivia, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, and Peru). A few COs developed a specific strategy to aide in the selection of projects (e.g. CTT, CEC). This proved to be an effective instrument to sort out, at the outset, those ideas that are more consistent with MIF strategy in the country.

4.23 
The evaluation found the simultaneous selection process to be more transparent and effective in the screening of the projects and, if done effectively, it tended to screen out weaker projects and non-committed EAs before too much CO time and effort is expended in project preparation. It also provided a common denominator to convey to potential EAs the rationale for not including their proposals in the PDA and generated a pipeline of projects for future consideration. However, structured simultaneous selection/preparation could also be time consuming if not adequately planned or focused (e.g. CES, CPE).The simultaneous selection processes in the five countries were conducted under different degrees of sophistication. The key elements in assuring an efficient and successful simultaneous selection process were: (1) well defined and objective criteria for selection of projects and EAs (including a defined point system); (2), CO team review of the potential EAs and  projects (not just one person); (3) information seminars on the PDA to potential EAs in different parts of the country prior to the initiation of the process (the seminars should allow time for individual consultations with EAs); (4) well developed sample documentation for the process; (5) transparent process  and quick reply to EAs on their selection or non selection; and (6) adequate resources in place for a quick preparation of the projects after selection has been made. (See Recommendation 5 and Best Practices in Annex 8)

4.24  
According to survey results, all Representatives rated the MIF/GN-62-5 project selection criteria as adequate for determining project eligibility. All responding EAs considered these criteria reasonable. The vast majority of CO Specialists considered that the selection criteria could readily be determined or verified, were operationally useful and were not too restrictive as to leave out of the program institutions that are weaker but viable. There is little evidence either at the Abstract level or the Plan of Operation level that the projects financed met the PDA selection criteria and, in discussions with CO specialists and EAs during the visits, it became clear that there was not a common understanding of the meaning of the criteria. Almost half of the CO Specialists indicated that these criteria do not ensure EA institutional capacity and many Specialists indicated that there was a need for further criteria to assure project viability. (See Recommendation 6)

4.25 
There is little mention either at the Abstract level or the Plan of Operation level on how the projects financed met the PDA selection criteria. The only selection criterion that was usually mentioned is sustainability at the Plan of Operation level. However, the Plan of Operation usually addressed sustainability at the final beneficiary level and did not mention sustainability at the EA level, as specified in the PDA authorizing documentation. Some Plans of Operation included the design and creation of sustainability funds (EC, CUR) as part of project execution, but most of these schemes would become operational late in the execution phase or after project completion. However, the Plans of Operation did not specify how much of the costs of services should or would be recovered, neither if beneficiaries had capacity or willingness to pay. MIF/GN-62-5 specifically states that “design of operations should contemplate cost recovery and/or sharing mechanisms to guarantee continuity of the activities. Executing agency (EA) should contemplate service charges as the primary instrument to ensure the long-term project sustainability.” 

4.26
A large number of EAs (57 out of 83 replies) indicated that they did not have cost recovery measures in place. In addition, out of the EAs that had cost recovery systems in place, only five indicated that they expected to recover 100% of the costs of providing their services. Twenty-seven EAs responded that their projects would not be sustainable after project execution, but the majority of EAs (60) indicated that they expected project activities would be sustainable after project completion - a questionable opinion on the basis of the relatively small number of EA with cost recovery systems. (See Recommendation 7)


4.27
A few CO Specialists recommended eliminating the innovation criteria because the projects being financed might be innovative for the EAs and region in a particular country; however, the projects were not new for the MIF. A number of MIF Specialists argued that the PDA should include some new objective criteria, such as benefit/cost calculation, geographic distribution in country, and institutional capacity with a track record with the intended beneficiaries. In effect, selecting a credible EA with a good track record goes a long way to ensure project success. Given the underlying rationale for the program, a geographical distribution criterion should probably be established as well as a criterion on institutional capacity and track record. (See Recommendation 8)

4.28
Recommendations on Promotion, Identification, and Selection



Competitive Project Selection

a.
Recommendation 5. Project identification and selection should be based on a transparent competitive process in all countries. This process should contain quantifiable and objective pre-established criteria, instruments, and mechanisms, and respond to the PDA strategy in the country to aid in focusing scarce resources, both financial and human. There should be a team evaluation of information (and not single person evaluation), notification to all participants of the results, schedule for carrying out the whole process through preparation of the project, and assured resources for timely project preparation and processing. The process should be limited or focused to certain areas/sectors or types of projects, if the PDA/country strategy so warrants or there is a fear of receiving too many proposals (e.g. size of country).



Selection Criteria

b.
Recommendation 6. The criteria for PDA project selection (Additionality, Sustainability, Partnership, Replicability, and Innovation) should be reviewed and reformulated to assure clarity as to meaning – that is any two persons reading a criterion should have a common understanding of the requirements needed to fulfill that criterion. The Abstract and Plan of Operation should contain information on how each criterion is or is not being met. 

c.
Recommendation 7. Long-term sustainability of the EA should remain as a selection criterion. In most cases, some form of charge should be assessed to final beneficiaries to partially or fully offset the cost of continuing a minimum level of services to the beneficiaries by the EA after project execution. The EA should demonstrate to the CO, during project execution, how it will be able to finance the minimum level of services required after project execution in order to consolidate gains made from the project, either from user charges already being collected, membership contributions or from funds obtained from other sources. 

d.
Recommendation 8. The “innovation” criteria should be eliminated because experience has indicated that PDA projects are activities that the MIF normally carries out. A geographic criterion that ties the PDA to one of its underlying rationale, as well as the EA institutional capacity and track record with the intended beneficiaries should be included in the selection criteria.


3.
Project Preparation and Approval
 

4.29 
It is important to note that most EAs of the PDA program are institutions that have not had any previous experiences with the MIF/IDB or been recipients of financing by external agencies. Most PDA EAs are also located in geographically remote areas, are very small, and work with beneficiaries at the lower levels of the economic pyramid. 

4.30
A key factor in the success of development projects is project ownership by EAs. One of the benefits expected in establishing the PDA was that involving COs in project development and approval would enhance the EA ownership of projects, thereby facilitating execution and enhancing the potential for achieving development results.  EAs participating in the PDA overwhelmingly (89%) considered that they own the design of the approved projects. In the relatively few cases that they considered the CO to be the owners, the EAs overwhelmingly (80%) indicated that they were in total agreement with the project’s final design. In this regard, eighty percent of the EAs surveyed indicated that the Logical Framework (LF) for their project had been the product of a joint effort with the CO during project preparation – only nine EAs indicated that they had jointly developed the LF after project approval. MIF Specialists confirmed this joint effort in the development of the LF – 99% of respondents affirming the joint effort at LF development. 

4.31 
The vast majority of EAs (83 out of 91) indicated that they prepared the projects themselves with orientation given by the COs, with less than a quarter of projects being prepared by consultants or CO staff, almost equally divided. In those cases in which projects were mainly prepared by consultants, the consultants were hired directly by the COs. The CO help was provided mostly on an individual basis but also, in many cases, jointly with other potential EAs. Discussions held with EAs during the evaluation missions overwhelmingly confirmed that EAs and CO Specialists were in constant communication during the preparation of the Plan of Operation. This constant communication provided the EAs with a good knowledge of the MIF project preparation and execution instruments, including the Logical Framework, “Hitos Gatilladores” or “Metas Condicionantes de Desembolso”, POA, etc. 

4.32 
Plan of Operation preparation was impacted by the quality of the proposals submitted by potential EAs, the limited time that the CO Specialists had to devote to preparing the Plan of Operation, and the lack of financial resources in the COs to contract consultants. Representatives and MIF Specialists considered that project preparation was negatively impacted almost equally by the lack of EA capacity and resources to contract consultants to help them prepare projects. (See Recommendation 9) 

4.33
Although relatively small, an important number of EAs indicated that they had received no help from the CO to prepare their project (10%) or that the help they did receive was deficient (8%). Some 21 of 90 EAs indicated that they did not received visits by CO staff during project preparation. This is disturbing taking into account the important advisory role that the COs should have in project preparation. Although communication may be maintained in other ways than visits, there is no adequate substitute for at least one visit to EA and potential beneficiaries during the preparation stage of a project, no matter how small the project. 


4.34
The preparation of the Plan of Operation of projects submitted for approval was undertaken primarily by the MIF Specialist, either alone or with the help of a contracted project assistant or in few cases (e.g. CUR and CES), with consultants. On average 31% of the time that Specialists spent on the PDA to date was dedicated to project preparation, or approximately two staff years. About half of the EAs consider that the time taken by the CO to approve projects was reasonable, and a vast majority of Specialists considered the time of preparation/approval to be reasonable or average. Notwithstanding, it must be noted that about 20% of the EAs indicated that the time to approve projects was excessive, most likely reflecting the period between project request to signature of contract, which averaged 11.8 months, rather than the time between selection and approval by the CO (averaging 3.3 months).

4.35
The structure of the Plan of Operation varied considerably from CO to CO as it reflected internal decisions on the nature and composition of the document that the Technical Committee and the Representative require to approve the proposal. The Plan of Operation in various COs is, to a meaningful extent, more complete than that of non-PDA projects. This is the case of various projects in terms of the project execution instruments not normally found in non-PDA projects (e.g. detailed acquisition plans, detailed disbursement projections often tied up with programmed schedule of activities, results indicators tied to disbursements to track progress in achieving project objectives, incorporation of contingency funds in cost tables, participation of EA staff in project teams to increase EA project ownership, and dimensioning of counterpart contribution as a function of EA capacity to generate funds and not as a fixed percentage by country groups). It has been noticed, however, that, many projects had only developed a few of the desirable set execution instruments such as the PEP, POA, MOAFA, Disbursement Schedule tied to “Hitos”, Terms of References for consultants, etc. The Plan of Operation should contain these project execution instruments which, although demanding greater effort during the preparation and approval stage, should result in a quicker project start-up after signature and greatly facilitate execution. The trade off between approval and execution time should favor execution and not approval (promotion of a “Culture of Execution”). (See Recommendation 10) 

4.36
A key element underlying the rationale for the PDA, although not specifically stated, was that the PDA would benefit lower income groups than those benefiting from traditional MIF operations and would reach geographic areas that are not normally reached by the MIF. Although the geographic areas reached by the PDA to date are more remote and poorer than those in the traditional MIF operations, there is little empirical data presented in the Plans of Operation that would establish that the PDA beneficiaries are indeed from the lower levels of the economic pyramid. The  Plan of Operation contains a section describing project beneficiaries; however, the data provided, in most cases, was not adequate enough to appraise if the project was intended (or not) to benefit income groups at the lower levels of the economic pyramid, to improve standard of living, or to create steady job opportunities for its direct beneficiaries. The Plan of Operation should contain this information. 
4.37
On the other hand, the Plans of Operation were often very general or too detailed and did not answer some of the basic questions regarding the rationale of the project, (e.g. the extent to which the project met the eligibility and selection criteria of the PDA or the capacity of the EA to efficiently carry the project. An effort needs to be made to keep the Plan of Operation simple and to the point (e.g. too much in background, too much in project description, not enough in EA execution capacity and not enough in compliance with selection criteria). The Appendices are important and should be the tool for including details; there is no need to repeat their content in the text of the Plan of Operation. (See Recommendation 11)
4.38
The review of Plans of Operation and PDA execution experience to date indicate that PDA project teams did not carry out effective financial administration and procurement institutional capacity analysis prior to approval, as well as carry out adequate EA training in these matters. The content of the Chapter on EA and execution mechanism was mostly descriptive and void of any consideration of elements that assured the reader that the prospective EA was indeed capable of providing project deliverables in a timely manner or that the EA had proper financial accounts and controls in place.  CO Financial and Procurement Specialists should visit the prospective EAs during project preparation to ascertain their institutional capacity and be responsible (or contribute actively) for writing-up sections of the Plan of Operation that deal with these aspects of the operation. The review visits to EAs by the CO Financial and Procurement Specialists should not take, on average, more than one day. These Specialists would also ascertain whether the EA could use its own financial administration and procurement systems or need to adopt the IDB systems. If some institutional strengthening were to be required for project implementation or sustainability, the funds to undertake this strengthening should be included in the project.  (See Recommendations 12 and 13) 
4.39
An area of concern is how late EAs get their project execution instructions/orientations. According to the survey, a very large number of EAs did not get these instructions/orientations until after project approval. This is very late in the game, given the learning curve that many of the EAs have to go through. This documentation should be introduced during the preparation phase of the Plan of Operation and gone through thoroughly with each EA. This should be relatively easy because the COs have maintained very fluid communications with the prospective EAs. The setting up of a smooth system for contracting goods and services, managing resources, and requesting and justifying disbursements is essential to efficient project execution. Discussions with the EAs during the missions also indicated that the training programs on disbursement, financial administration and control, and procurement are too general, lack practical exercises, are too short, and seem to have been designed for larger and more experienced EAs. CO Financial and Procurement Specialists should tailor-make their disbursement and acquisition training programs to reach PDA type EAs – the training program should be specific to the problems encountered in PDA projects (not general of the Bank policies, etc.), contain plenty of exercises, and be long enough to entertain questions and answers. (See Recommendation 14)

4.40
The new guidelines for the design and administration of MIF non-reimbursable technical cooperation issued by MIF Manager (August 8, 2006, see below) indicates that a risk analysis should be conducted during project preparation on the institutional and financial risks affecting project execution and results, with a view to establishing a risk management instrument for project implementation and supervision, including purchasing, contracting and disbursement risks.  The proposed risk analysis and risk management should be applicable to PDA projects; however, its scope and the methodology should be commensurate and compatible with the scope and size of PDA projects. In Ecuador, the CO performs a risk analysis with the EAs on a regular basis at the time of inspection visits, to ascertain any changes in risks. (See Recommendation 15)

4.41
The CO in Ecuador has introduced a new project execution instrument as a condition prior, the Organization, Operation, Financial and Acquisition Manual (MOAFA-Spanish Acronym). By nature, the EAs that work with the PDA have been generally smaller, less experienced, more isolated, and definitely less experienced to working with external entities than are the normal EAs that work with the MIF or the Bank. The MOAFA provides the EA, in one document, all of the basic information needed to carry out its proposed project. Although a condition prior, it is prepared and presented prior to contract signature, as is normal practice in Ecuador. In addition to constituting a very good reference document for EAs that have not previously worked with the MIF, the MOAFA facilitates in the EA a common understanding of the project by all involved, keeps the EA focused, and provides for continuity if there is a change in personnel. (See Best Practices in Annex 8 and Recommendation 17)

4.42
Recommendations on Project Preparation and Approval 



Project preparation


a.
Recommendation 9. The PDA should recognize retroactively the financing of project preparation studies paid by executing agencies from out of pocket costs (hired consultants) as long as the terms of reference of these studies have been agreed by the CO and incurred after the date approval of the Abstract by the Representative. 

b.
Recommendation 10. All PDA projects should have a LF, PEP, a POA, Detail Budget by Activity, Disbursement Schedule with “Hitos”, Plan of Acquisitions, MOAFA, and the Terms of Reference for the main consultants to be hired in the first year of execution. These documents should be included as appendices to the Plan of Operation or identified in the Plan of Operation as available for review in the CO files. The PEP and POA for the project must be real and adequately take into account a realistic timetable for acquisition, based on experience in the country and the capacity of the EA. Acquisition Specialist should comment on the reality of the Plan and agree to its contents.

c.
Recommendation 11. Reformulate the outline of the Plan of Operation along the following lines:



 I
Executive Summary (including special contractual conditions)


II 
Development Issue or problem to be resolved at the Project Level


III
Project

A. Purpose and indicator (intermediate and final)

B. Components (Summary) and indicators (intermediate and final)

C. Cost and Financing

D. Executing Agency and execution mechanism (Legal capacity, track record, experience in the area and beneficiaries of the project, EA financial administration capacity and audit results, EA procurement system and capacity, project execution institutional and decision-making mechanisms, project execution and disbursement timetable and justification for the execution timetable, institutional and beneficiaries sustainability and sustainability instruments and targets, beneficiary capacity and willingness to pay)

E. Project readiness (Are all the elements in place to begin project execution immediately?)


1V
Project Justification and Beneficiaries (Justify how the project
meets each of the PDA selection criteria and justify how the final
beneficiaries will benefit from the project, using rate of return analysis 
when feasible. Provide information on the nature of the final 
beneficiary, including information on income, social conditions, etc)


V
Risks (risk levels-internal and external to the projects) 


VI
Appendices: Logical Framework, Detailed Budget, Disbursement 
Schedule with “Hitos”, Acquisition Plan. Documents in CO files: 
Institutional Evaluation, PEP, POA, MOAFA, Terms of 
Reference for Principal Consultants for the first year of execution.

d.
Recommendation 12. The Project Team should assure that the potential EA has acceptable financial administration/control and procurement systems in place as well as the capacity to efficiently carry out the project.

e.
Recommendation 13. During project preparation, CO Acquisition and Financial Specialists need to visit and review each EA’s procurement and financial administration/control capacity, as well as help prepare the Acquisition Plan and the financial instruments needed for project execution. 
f.
Recommendation 14. CO Acquisition and Financial Specialist should provide specialized down-to-earth training to PDA EAs on MIF acquisition and disbursement/financial administration policies and procedures (including specific examples and practices) during the preparation stage.

g.
Recommendation 15. The MIF, working with the COs should provide the scope and methodology for risk analysis and risk management instruments to be applicable to PDA projects. If weaknesses are found in the EA institutional and financial capacity, funds should be included to support needed activities with a view of ensuring EA institutional sustainability once project is completed. In all cases, the Plan of Operation should include the appropriate summary and considerations regarding the EA institutional, procurement, and financial administration and control capacity.

4. 
Project Execution 

4.43
As indicated in paragraph 5.2, the average rate of disbursement of PDA projects coincides quite well with the average execution time elapsed since contract signature. This fact, by itself seems to indicate that the PDA projects have been well prepared for execution, that EAs are dedicated to assure that project execution runs as smoothly as possible, and that execution timetables are met.  In terms of the 14 completed projects, six were completed within the original execution and the other three projects, on average, needed relatively short extensions. 

4.44
The average time elapsed between contract signature and first disbursement for PDA projects is 3.1 months. This relatively short span of time is due to a combination of factors, such as: (1) relatively well developed project execution instruments at the time of approval (e.g. the PEP and the POA, the ToRs for the main consultants to be hired, Acquisition Plan, Gant charts with “Hitos”); (2)working with EAs on compliance with the conditions prior while the contract is being prepared; (3) not signing the contract until conditions are about ready to be complied with; (4), effective start-up meetings to brief EA on execution procedures; and (5), in some countries, relatively few or no conditions prior in the contracts.

4.45
The time taken, in certain projects, to fulfill the conditions prior for eligibility is quite long given the short execution periods for PDA projects. Many of these delays are is due to the complex nature of some of the conditions prior or to the number of conditions prior. Twenty (20) projects have disbursement periods of 12 months or less and the PDA establishes a maximum period of execution of 24 months. This means that if an EA takes 4 months from signature to first disbursement, it has already spent 17% of its 24 months execution time; if it takes 6 months, 25% of its execution time has been expended, leaving very little time to complete the project within the established timeframe. Such delays significantly diminish the effective time of project execution and almost assure the need for extensions of the execution and disbursement periods.
 CEC have adopted the practice of not signing contracts until conditions prior are ready to be met and CBR projects have no conditions prior other than the standard ones. (See Recommendation 16)
4.46
Notwithstanding the favorable PDA execution profile to date, it must be noted that three completed projects required extensions of the final disbursement date that represented, on average, about half the time of the original disbursement period. Various other projects still in the disbursement stage are showing signs of implementation delays, some of which in the very early stages of implementation.  While the extensions to date are relatively small as compared to extensions in completed non-PDA projects, special care must be taken to avoid extensions of final disbursement date. PDA projects are small projects to be carried out in a relatively short period of time and with quick impact on beneficiaries; long extensions are not consistent with these characteristics. In addition, extensions normally lead to higher administrative costs both in absolute and relative terms, often in detriment of funds that could be allocated to activities directly benefiting project users. The extensions also delay project benefits and diminishes the project’s return on investment. 

4.47
An important number of EAs (31) consider the MIF contracting, purchasing, and disbursing procedures to be too complicated, given the small nature of the projects and the remote location of many of the projects. The concerns ran the gamut from requiring three candidates for any consultant position, to origin of goods, to time for obtaining the CO non-objection to the contracting/purchasing, to overly complicated terms of reference, to ex-ante justification of disbursements, etc. The EAs noted that these procedures were created for large projects and that adjustments need to be introduced for PDA type operations. They also did not take into account the private sector nature of the PDA EAs. Most EAs indicated in the questionnaire that COs had not analyzed their own purchasing and contracting procedures. Taken together, the main concern was that these requirements have a high negative impact on PDA projects because of the sequential nature of the interventions and the short periods of project execution in the PDA – sequential delays of weeks or months in a project that has only a two-year or less execution period is considerable. In addition, the vast majority PDA EAs have not had any experiences with the MIF/Bank, other sources of external funding and have relatively unsophisticated contracting and purchasing systems. 

4.48
In August 2006, the MIF produced new guidelines on bidding, disbursements and auditing procedures to be adopted on all new projects and is piloting these procedures in 7 countries. The DC also recently approved OA-425. These new procedures are, for the most, intended to simplify execution requirements for MIF projects and to mitigate fiduciary risks. No evaluation has been conducted thus far to determine the impact of these measures.  Nevertheless, it must be noted, they are mostly predicated on existing exceptions to standard Bank procedures and, as such, could be less effective when compared to a set of new simplified procedures generally applicable to MIF operations, without a need for exceptions. What is clear from the visits to the countries and interviews with EAs is that there are a series of simplifications that could be undertaken even taking into account the memo of August 2006,  that would greatly facilitate the execution of PDA type projects,  without sacrificing technical, procurement, or financial control quality. The proposed changes in the Recommendations consider: applying retroactively the MIF Manager Memorandum of August 2006 and OA-425; modifying thresholds and time-periods for direct contracting and ex-post review; doing away with origin of goods for on-shelf purchases; and modifying the requirements for audits. (See Recommendations 17 and 18 and 19)

4.49
The disbursement by results (“Hitos”) used by various COs for PDA projects and the lessons learned must be recognized as a major initiative in compliance with the MIF 12 commitments under the Management for Results initiative that places the PDA ahead of non-PDA projects. The MIF Manager Memorandum of August 2006 (See paragraph 4.02) eliminates the need for the COs to review each disbursement request for eligible expenditures in those cases in which targeted results have been achieved. Overall, this initiative could have a major implication for the improvement of the development effectiveness of the MIF PDA projects, if output and outcome indicators and measurement are better defined and monitored. 

4.50 
The disbursement by results is used in six COs (Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, El Salvador, Peru and Venezuela) in 35 projects (one third of the total). This instrument was introduced by CPE during the pilot phase of the PDA. The COs and the EAs agree to the disbursement schedule with “Hitos” prior to project approval. In the case of Ecuador, the cost of the project includes the financing by the MIF of a consultant to periodically evaluate compliance with “Hitos”. In both Peru and Ecuador, the results oriented disbursement procedure has been extended to apply to all MIF projects and is being applied to some of the regular MIF and Bank operations. It should be noted that the disbursement by results does not, at present, exclude the need for the EAs to submit the required disbursement documentation. Discussions with EAs in Ecuador and Peru confirm that EAs in these countries are also thoroughly committed to the “Hitos” disbursement system. In the words of one EA Project Director in Peru – We understand that the “Hitos” add another step to the disbursement process, but we believe that it helps us significantly to keep focused. (See Recommendation 20 and Best Practices in Annex 8)
4.51
 The relevance of the indicators (“Hitos”) used by the COs  in the PDA projects for disbursement purposes varies significantly in Peru, Ecuador, El Salvador, and Venezuela..  In Peru, most indicators utilized for “Hitos” have a direct link to the project Component indicators found in the LF, are usually at the same levels, and correspond to Component level indicators. In Ecuador, although the “Hitos” do correspond to the indicators at the Component level of the LF, they are usually at a lower level than their counterpart in the LF, and other “Hitos” are introduced that correspond more to project Activities than Components. In El Salvador and Venezuela, there are few component level indicators found in the “Hitos” that correspond to Component level indicators in the LF, and many activities are found as “Hitos”. In the future, there is a need to assure that “Hitos” are made up basically by component level intermediate or final level indicators and that they are few in numbers. The Activities should basically be controlled by the detailed Annual Operative Plans. MIF DEV should make a thorough review of the “Hitos” used to date and establish guidelines for the relationship between the LF and the disbursement “Hitos.”

4.52
In terms of auditing, the major problem identified by the CO Specialists and EAs was related to the excessive time and effort required by the competitive procedure that had to be followed to contract the auditors. In addition, the new procedures outlined in the Memorandum of August 2006 recommend changing from one audit at project completion to annual audits. Considering the type of PDA projects and the requirements of the Bank, the annual project audit requirement seems to be excessive, while the previous requirement of one audit at project completion is too late to assure proper financial administration. On the other hand, for purposes of the project and the MIF, it would seem appropriate to require a clean audit of the EA as an eligibility condition (as is done in some countries). Project audits should be done at 50% of grant disbursement and audit done at project completion. The COs should have flexibility to require additional audits if circumstances warrant. Furthermore, to decrease the time required to contract auditors, the COs should, first of all, consider using the same auditor used by the EA or, if unacceptable, choose from a list of pre-qualified auditors from which the EA or the CO could select without competition, and finance with MIF project funds. (See Recommendations 21, 22 and 23)

4.53
Simplification of contracting, disbursements and financial management/control and audit processes and requirements was also a common theme in the Specialists’ response to the evaluation questionnaire, when asked what they would recommend to improve PDA efficiency in project execution. The difficulties generally encountered by the EAs in contracting and disbursements, is illustrated by the fact that CEC decided, from the beginning, to accept CORPEI as co-executor in 5 of its 6 projects. CORPEI, an experienced entity, is responsible for the contracting/disbursements/financial administration of the projects. All “technical” aspects of the projects, however, remain under the “Technical” Partner, who is normally located in the field and has the track record with the beneficiaries. The “Technical” partner is also responsible for all “technical” aspects of the project, including preparing consultant ToRs and preparing specifications for purchases, as well as supervising field activities and specialized work being undertaken. (See Recommendation 24)

4.54  
All EAs with active projects responding to the questionnaire (78) considered that the reporting requirements on project execution were reasonable. However, in discussions during the missions, a number of EAs indicated that these could be simplified by eliminating much of the text and concentrating on the tables with adequate comments. This would seem very appropriate in all matters related to status of project Component and Activities. Specialists overwhelmingly reported that EAs have presented their progress and final reports mostly on time (81%) and that the progress reports addressing project results are adequate (74%). All Specialists but one indicated that they are using the new MIF outlines for progress reports. Implementation of PDA projects, EA Progress and Final Reports, as well as evaluation by independent consultants should focus on lessons learned and best practices consistent with MIF emphasis in strengthening knowledge management initiatives. Lessons Learned and Best practices from PDA projects can be valuable for the design of other PDA and non-PDA projects through an effective feed back mechanism. (See Recommendation 25 and 26) 

4.55
Recommendations on Execution



Conditions Prior

a.
Recommendation 16. Formalize the procedure, already used by some COs, not to sign any PDA contract until all conditions prior are basically fulfilled – that is eligibility can be declared some one week after contract signature.



Purchasing, Contracting and Disbursements Procedures

b.
Recommendation 17. The whole process of acquisitions needs to be better systematized and simplified. Given that PDA executing agencies are private sector institutions, the basic consideration related to acquisition and contracting procedures is that their own procedures should be used for hiring and purchasing with MIF funds. Appendix 4 of GN-2350-7 should be applied to its fullest extent by the CO. Only if EA procedures are not acceptable should the MIF procedures be used. The Plan of Operation should justify why the private sector EA procedures will not be used. In this case, the MIF procedure should be used. If the EA wishes to modify its procedures to conform to MIF procedures, then the project could contain resources to help them make the necessary changes. In this case, the MIF procedures would be applied until the new procedures of the EA are adopted. 

c.
Recommendation 18. The basic concepts of the purchasing, contracting, and disbursement procedures are contained OA-425 and in the MIF Manager memorandum of August 2006, as well as in GN-2349-7 and GN-2350-7. The procedures in OA-425 and MIF Manager Memorandum of August 2006 should be applied not only to new projects, but also made retroactive to all PDA projects.  As indicated in that memorandum, the basic document governing the purchasing and contracting procedures is the Acquisition Plan, developed in coordination with the CO Acquisition Specialist during project preparation and project execution. The Acquisition Plan should be part of the Plan of Operation approved by the Representative.

d.
Recommendation 19. Given that PDA EAs are private sector organizations, that PDA project  are small, that individual purchases or consulting contracts are also for relatively small amounts, that most consultants hired are local, and that the time allocated for project execution is relatively short,  the MIF should develop, in coordination with the Bank’s Procurement Unit, a specific set of procurement guidelines to streamline the acquisition processes for goods and services and for contracting consultants that go beyond the August 2006 memorandum. The new procedures should include, among others, the following considerations:

1. Setting a new threshold below US 30,000 for permitting the direct contracting of national consultants or consulting firms that provide services for more than six months (at least 12 months).

2. Setting a higher threshold (above US 2,000) for the direct contracting local consultants for training and extending the period to at least 3 months.

3. Permitting that the on-shelf goods purchased under paragraph 3.16 of the memo of August 2006 be free of the origin of goods conditions and other considerations contained in paragraph 3.6 of policy GN-2349-7, providing that there are no goods on-shelf available in the area that meet the origin of goods condition.

4. General guidelines should be to adopt ex-post review of all the acquisition of goods and services and contracting of consultants after the CO has processed the first two or three acquisitions using standard or simplified IDB ex-ante review procedures.

5. Notwithstanding the setting of maximum thresholds both in the memorandum of August 2006 and the revisions suggested above, the PDA project team, with the participation of the Procurement Specialist, will determine the actual thresholds to be utilized on a case by case basis taking into account the project characteristics, executing agency capabilities, risk levels and the  Plan of Acquisitions.  

 



Disbursements 

e.
Recommendation 20. Consider, in accordance with MIF 12 commitments on Management for Results, to proceed as quickly as possible to the disbursement by results system in all countries. Have DEU work with the COs to improve the nature and number of indicators utilized in the “Hitos” for disbursements and their relationship to the LF.



Audits

f.
Recommendation 21. All potential executing agencies should have had their financial accounts recently audited and declared clean to be eligible for MIF support. The CO should use the same auditors that the EA uses, as long as such auditors are acceptable to the CO.

g.
Recommendation 22. The CO should require one financial audit after 50% has been disbursed and a final audit at the end of the project, to be conducted by a certified public accountant. CO Specialist responsible for the supervision of the project together with the financial Specialist will determine the need to perform any other audits, as the situation warrants. Audit cost should be financed with MIF project funds and auditors should be hired by the COs.

h.
Recommendation 23. COs should have a roster of pre-qualified auditors to perform audit tasks.



Acquisitions and Disbursement Assistance

i.
Recommendation 24. In the case that the EA need to use MIF acquisition procedures, consider using specialized agency knowledgeable of IDB acquisition and disbursement procedures to co-execute the project and be responsible for the processing of acquisitions and disbursements (e.g. CORPEI Ecuador). This agency could be co-executors of various PDA projects. The co-executor would not receive any MIF grant resources and the Technical Director of the project would remain with the EA co-executor that has the required technical expertise.




Project Execution and Evaluation Reports

j.
Recommendation 25. The structure and composition of EA Progress and Final Reports should be simplified and consolidated with other project reports (PEP, POA, revolving funds, etc) with a view to avoid duplication. These instruments should be modified for the periodic reports to include a section for status and comments, thereby avoiding excessive descriptive text or duplication.

k.
Recommendation 26. EA Progress and Final Reports, as well as evaluation by 
independent consultants should focus on lessons learned and best practices 
consistent with MIF emphasis in strengthening knowledge management 
initiatives. Lessons Learned and Best practices from PDA projects can be 
valuable for the design of other PDA and non-PDA projects through an 
effective feed back mechanism. 

 5.
Monitoring and Evaluation

4.56
In terms of results monitoring and evaluation, the PDA seems to be well advanced, without taking into account, at this time, the quality of the indicators being utilized. As indicated, the vast majority of the LF have been prepared and negotiated with the EAs during the project preparation and six COs have adopted the disbursement by “Hitos” system. Specialists in 10 of the 12 countries that replied to the particular question confirmed that the EAs were collecting the necessary information to evaluate projects after project completion. 

4.57
A review of the LF and MPPMR documents, however, would seem to indicate that there are significant deficiencies in the definition of indicators at the output (Component) and outcome (Purpose) levels. The problem lies in that there are too many indicators and many indicators correspond more to project Activities. There is also a problem of independence of indicators, in that the same indicator is used in more than one level of the LF. These misconceptions lessen considerably the effectiveness of the LF as a management information tool on results. Many of these misconceptions result from the false conception that the LF is a project execution instrument, similar to the PEP, POA or Acquisition Plan. The LF Assumptions are also often not risks posed from outside the control of the project but deficiencies under the control of the project that could and should be corrected within the project structure. It is important that there be consistency of interpretation among PDA Specialists of the LF concept at the Purpose and Component level and DEU should work with the CO PDA Specialists to bring about the needed consistency. This is especially important because these issues are impacting the disbursement by results system adopted by various COs. (See Recommendation 27)

4.58 
One improvement area identified in the Mission to Peru is the interaction between beneficiaries of the PDA, to capture lessons learned and thereby improve project efficiency and effectiveness. For example, EAs in Peru observed that their joint meeting with the consultant to discuss PDA experiences was the first time that most of them had met.  At the end of the Mission, the EAs indicated that they should get together formally, at least once a year, to discuss and learn from their experiences. In Ecuador, the CO Specialist invites all PDA EAs to participate in the “Taller de Aranque” of any new project and to disseminate through the CO website lessons learned, best practices, consultants contracted with areas of specialty, and other useful information. Such interaction among EAs can significantly impact the learning curve and improve project execution and results. (See Recommendation 28 and Best Practices in Annex 8)

4.59
CO staff and executing agencies have shared their views on lessons learned as result of the implementation of the PDA both as replies to the questionnaires and in the various project MPPMRs. In addition ,Lessons Learned have been identified from the analysis of the PDA documentation and meetings held with EAs and CO staff during the six-country missions, as well as the visits to 14 individual projects in CBR, CEC, CES, CPE, and CUR undertaken as part of this evaluation. The main Lessons Learned from the PDA to date are contained in Annex 7. They were selected, among many others, for their greater relevance to the PDA and its projects and are presented on two different levels, the PDA as a whole and individual PDA projects.

4.60
Recommendations on Monitoring and Evaluation.

a.
Recommendation 27. Have the MIF Development Effectiveness Unit (DEU) provide 
training to MIF CO Specialists on Indicators at the Component and Purpose level to 
correct misconceptions and provide better guide to PDA project results. This should lead to a better reporting on the MPPMR.  Assure that reformulated LFs are incorporated into the MPPMR when project modification at the Component level is approved DEU country portfolio review missions should also review the implementation progress and results of PDA projects and recommend measures to improve overall results. 

b.
Recommendation 28. COs should hold periodic meetings with their PDA EAs 
to exchange experiences and lessons learned and therefore improve 
efficiency and effectiveness of their portfolio.
C.
Compliance with Program Guidelines 

4.61
In designing the second phase of the PDA, the MIF capitalized on several previous experiences by the Bank (see MIF/GN-62-2, paragraph 3.1, page 2) and on the experience and lessons learned from the implementation of the pilot phase in CBR and CPE (see MIF/GN-62-5, paragraph 3.2 and Annex 2). With both phases, the major intent of the MIF was to fully delegate to the CO practically all stages of the project cycle, with minimum interference from Units at Headquarters, once the Regions allocated the resources in the expanded phase.
   

4.62
The MIF, however, did establish the following set of parameters or operating guidelines for the PDA:
 

· Priority areas and selection criteria

· Project eligibility through Abstracts

· Eligible institutions

· Financing and execution period at project level

· Financing principles 

· Eligible expenditures

· Counterpart financing (in kind and in cash)

· Administrative and auditing costs

· Purchase of equipment 

· Project sustainability, and

· Monitoring and evaluation

4.63
In order to assess the compliance by the COs in project preparation and approval with each of the PDA parameters and guidelines, 101 of the 104 Plan of Operation were examined and the deviations noted on the basis of information contained in these Plans of Operation and available Appendices.  In general, it can be concluded that the vast majority of PDA projects conforms to established parameters and guidelines. Exceptions noted below are few both in absolute and relative terms, with many attributable to interpretations or to specific circumstances at project level that induced some deviation from the norms. 

a. Program parameters (requirements):

· Submission of Abstracts to Headquarters for non-objection prior to approval: Not fully complied. In certain cases, COs approved projects based on prior approval by Headquarters of their methodology to select projects. A few other COs have indicated that they have not submitted Abstracts to Headquarters for non-objection prior to approval.

· Eligible institutions limited to private sector organizations: 11 projects were totally or partially executed by autonomous public sector institutions or Ministries. In all cases the final beneficiaries of the projects were micro and small private sector enterprises or producers. 

· Project execution period shorter than the established range of 12-24 months: 2 projects. 

· MIF financing in excess of the maximum established of 70%: 4 projects (MIF contribution ranging from 75% to 86%).

· Maximum counterpart in kind in excess of limit established (not more than 50% of total counterpart): 9 projects (unable to tell in 44 projects). In the case of one project, all counterparts were in kind.  

· Equipment not to exceed 30% of total costs: 3 projects, (unable to tell in 12 projects).

· EA not sharing equally in the financing of equipment: 46 projects (unable to tell in 16 projects).

· Project design should contemplate cost recovery and/or sharing mechanisms to guarantee continuity: All Plans of Operation indicates project would be sustainable, but not all makes reference to cost recuperation or sharing mechanisms.

· Projects should have Logical Framework: With one exception, all others projects have LF.  

b. Program guidelines (suggestions):

· Audits not fully covered by EAs: 44 projects (unable to tell in 14 projects)

· Administrative costs not totally covered by EAs: 28 projects, two projects had no provision for administrative costs (unable to tell in 4 projects)

· No independent evaluations, but rather through MPPMR and by-annual meetings due to limited funds: 33 projects do not contemplate evaluations, 46 contemplate evaluation, of which 27 with MIF funds. Seventeen projects contemplate evaluations after 6 months of project completion.

4.64
Analysis of compliance with PDA parameters and guidelines indicates that there have been some deviations in many of the parameters/guidelines; however, these have been in relatively few cases (projects) for each parameter or guideline. Some of these deviations resulted from the lack of clarity in the parameters/guidelines themselves that led to different interpretations (e.g. the use of public sector entities as EAs, sustainability defined at the final beneficiary level). While not condoning the deviations, the consultants believe that they have not negated, in any significant degree, the very positive impact of the overall program or its individual projects. The lack of any focal point at Headquarters for the PDA may have also contributed to these misinterpretations of parameters and guidelines.

4.65
Notwithstanding, the consultants consider it important to reaffirm certain existing parameters and to include others because of their importance in project execution and/or contribution to development impact:

· Continue limiting grants to private sector institutions, because there is ample demand from these institutions and the private sector institutions have the capacity to execute in an efficient manner. Public sector institutions also have other sources of funding not as readily available to the small private sector institutions.(See Recommendation 29)

· Require that at least 50% of the counterpart come from resources that are actually generated internally by the project EA. This is important because counterpart is an important indicator of commitment to the project. (See Recommendation 30).
· Allow private for-profit enterprises to be EAs or CO-EAs of a project, as long as the project benefits directly micro and small enterprises and the counterpart is at least 50% of the total cost of the project. This opening up of the program would facilitate the development of networks and/or supply chains or partnerships as well as provide a vehicle to encourage entrepreneurial social responsibility. The for-profit  enterprise would not be eligible to benefit from any MIF resources (See Recommendation 31) 

· Permit grants in local currency when grants in foreign exchange cause important increases in transaction costs (See Recommendation 32)

4.66
Recommendations on PDA Parameters

a.
Recommendation 29. Grants should be limited to private sector EA entities. Public sector entities can co-execute projects with the private sector entities; however, they should not be the recipients of MIF grants.

b.
Recommendation 30. 30% counterpart requirement should be maintained; however, at least 50% of this requirement should come from resources actually generated internally by the EA. Keep the in- kind counterpart limit.

c.

Recommendation 31. Allow eligibility of for-profit enterprises to execute PDA projects (not-benefiting directly from PDA resources). In such cases, the overall counterpart requirement would be a minimum of 50% of total project costs. 

d.
Recommendation 32. Permit grants in local currency in countries with 
periodic adjustable exchange rates when such grants in dollar terms 
create 
difficulties in financial administration or accounting and adds, in an 
important way, to transaction costs.

4.67
The structure of the PDA financed projects have been as follows: some 20 projects have execution periods of 12 months or less; a lot more have execution periods of 18 months or less, and the remainder have execution periods of a maximum of 24 months. As indicated in the section on execution, a number of completed projects have required extension periods that amount to about half the time of the original disbursement period. While not abandoning the very worthwhile advantages of the keeping the PDA a “Mini Fomin” program with relatively short execution/disbursement periods, there is a clear need to look at the design of certain projects and their assigned financing limits and execution/disbursement periods.

4.68
 PDA projects sometimes involve the beneficiaries undertaking time-consuming changes of attitudes and important changes in the way of “doing business”.  In other cases, projects have been designed so that they can “fit” into the financing limit of $100,000 and 24 months maximum execution period established by the program. These projects have left out certain key activities/components because of time or available financing. Requiring an exception to the parameters or guidelines of the PDA in these or other cases would have been a better course of action, but “exceptions” are not contemplated in the PDA, and probably should not be, taking into account the rationale for the delegation. (See Recommendation 33)
D.
General Overview of Program 

4.69
The overall evaluation of the PDA in terms of implementation, results and beneficiaries can be summarized as follows:

· The COs have basically complied with PDA criteria and parameters; implementation of projects is proceeding satisfactorily (See Chapter 5 A.1); the development effectiveness of the PDA portfolio compares favorably with that of MIF non-PDA portfolio. (See Chapter V, B.1)

· The PDA has reached EAs and geographical areas that have not been normally financed by the MIF. It has also generated benefits mostly to those at the lower levels of the economic pyramid.(See Chapter V, B.2,3)

· The EAs consider the PDA to be an effective instrument of cooperation and learning and it has enhanced their capacity to plan and execute projects. 

· The COs enthusiastically committed themselves to the program. The PDA has empowered COs and has enhanced the CO staff’s capacity to perform in all phases of the project cycle.

· The PDA has increased MIF outreach by supporting projects that, because of their size, would not be cost-effective for the MIF to attend directly from Headquarters (below $300,000). 

· Experience has demonstrated that there is an ample demand for projects of the type and size being financed by the PDA. 

· The PDA approved projects have represented over half of the MIF approved projects in 2005, the year in which the PDA was in full operation - the PDA was in operation only a ½ year in 2006, due to delays in extension of the execution period.

4.70 Considering the allocation experience of the existing the PDA, the overall program results summarized in the previous paragraph, and the Recommendations contained in this Chapter, the MIF should continue the Program of Delegation of Authority to the Country Offices. However, the following four Recommendations should be adopted to further increase overall program efficiency/effectiveness and enhance program and project impact. 

4.71
Recommendations on the Design of a New “PDA” 



MIF Financing Amounts and Execution and Disbursement



Periods
a.
Recommendation 33.  Permit grant amounts up to $150,000 and time limit of 
up to 
30 months for execution period and 36 months maximum for 
disbursement. No 
projects should be approved that require less than 1-year 
execution period. The MIF should not permit any extension of the period of 
disbursement.





Mainstreaming

b.
Recommendation 34. The MIF should institutionalize the PDA as part of its 
normal operating modalities and not assign any pre-established limits on total 
approvals by the COs or allocate specific resources to each CO. The COs 
could approve any number of operations, based on their capacity to process 
PDA operations, demand for such operations, and the MIF priority areas and 
pipeline for the country. In other words, the PDA becomes part and parcel of 
the MIF overall operational program.




Program Characteristics

c.
Recommendation 35. The new “PDA” should maintain its present basic distinguishing characteristics: (1) projects that are small and not normally financed by the MIF at headquarters because of size; (2) EAs that are small and new to the MIF and that specialize in micro and small producers/enterprises; and (3) beneficiaries that tend to be at lower levels of the economic pyramid and are located in rural communities, outside of the capital and main city areas. 




Follow-Up Operations
d.
Recommendation 36. Allow the CO to process another “PDA” project to the 
same EA for further  consolidation or expansion of the results of the first 
project, when the final evaluation of the first project shows positive and 
significant results (as distinct from a second phase operation). 

V.
PROGRAM RESULTS

A. 
Performance Assessment  

1. 
Implementation Efficiency 

5.1 
As indicated above, 107 projects were approved under the pilot and expanded phases of the PDA. Three projects were totally cancelled without initiating activities and two were approved only in November 2006, 17 were still complying with conditions prior to first disbursement and 11 have been completed. The active PDA portfolio (projects in the disbursement stage), consists therefore of 74 projects in different stages of execution and disbursements as shown below.

Table 4

Rates of Execution and Disbursements of the Active PDA Portfolio

.  

	Disbursement levels
	Average disbursement rates
	Average time elapsed since signature

	>0% and <= 25%
	15%
	16%

	>25% and <= 50%
	36%
	34%

	>50% and <= 75%
	64%
	62%

	>75% and < 100%
	88%
	91%


5.2
These data show that, in PDA projects, the rates of disbursement and of execution, as measured by the elapsed time from signature, are very similar, as would be normally the case, indicating that, in general, disbursements and execution are pretty much on line. This contrasts with non-PDA projects, in which the recorded rate of execution is much faster than the rate of disbursements, indicating most likely that there are delays in the implementation of activities (with the exception of projects whose activities are temporally been financed with counterpart, project costs were significantly over estimated or disbursements have not been justified and recorded). In other words, in the case of PDA projects, progress in execution are, on average, as it has been programmed originally, reflecting thus far the efficiency of executing agencies in carrying out the activities according to agreed work schedule.

5.3 
Table 5 presents the differences in processing time between approval and signature as well as from signature until the moment that the executing agencies receive the first disbursement, for PDA and non-PDA projects. This table shows the average time between approval and signature and between signature and approval for: a) non-PDA grant projects, b) PDA projects and, c) all MIF grant projects (PDA and non-PDA) for 2002 - 2006, the same four years of the PDA. As it can be seen, for both approval to signature and signature to approval, the time taken by PDA projects (3 months and 2.8 months, respectively) is shorter than the time taken by non-PDA projects (3.3 months and 5.2 months). 

Table 5

Time Profile of PDA and Non-PDA Projects in the 2002-2006 Period

(in months)

	
	Approval to signature
	Signature to 1st disbursement

	Only non-PDA projects
	3.3
	5.2

	Only PDA projects
	3.0
	2.8

	All projects
	3.2
	4.5


5.4
The Table also shows that recent improvements in the time profile of the MIF active portfolio noted in the 2006 MIF Development Effectiveness Report (Exhibit 9, page 5) could be explained, at least in part, from the more favorable time performance of PDA projects in the MIF overall active portfolio.  Nevertheless, while the time for first disbursement has been reduced somewhat in more recent years for the PDA projects, given the proximity and the closer relationship of the COs with executing agencies of PDA projects, there is no a priori reason for executing agencies having to wait almost six months from approval, on average, to receive first disbursement.  

5.5
Greater implementation efficiency of PDA projects vis-à-vis non-PDA projects can also be assessed by comparing other indicators.  The recent MIF Development Effectiveness Report submitted to the Donors Committee on October 4th, 2006 uses the concept of the Implementation Progress (IP), which is actually used as a measure of the achievement of project outputs at any given point in time, as a “proxy” for measuring project execution “efficiency” (see page 7, 1st paragraph). Comparison between these two indicators would allow the determination of how the PDA projects are performing in relation to the MIF portfolio as a whole and, in particular, with the non-PDA projects. In this context, this section addresses the issue of implementation efficiency using this comparable indicator.

5.6
According to the report cited above (page 6, 3rd paragraph), of the 241 projects in the active portfolio, in 83% of them the “efficiency” was assessed as been highly satisfactory (HS) or satisfactory (S) in the MPPMR terminology. In contrast, using the same classification given by the COs in the latest update of the MPPMRs (August 31st), 89% of the 74 active projects in the PDA portfolio were assessed with these same classification, that is, six percentage points higher than the non-PDA projects. 

5.7
It may be argued that the higher efficiency of the PDA projects, as measured above, is probably a result of the fact that the MIF overall portfolio contains many older projects with less favorable performance. To check if indeed this may be affecting the results and thus invalidating the comparison, the MIF overall portfolio was filtered to contain only non-PDA project approved between 2003 and 2006 and the 2002-2006 PDA portfolio was adjusted to coincide with the same 2003-2006 period. The conclusion is that the efficiency of the PDA projects is still higher as projects classified as Highly Satisfactory and Satisfactory represented 89% of its portfolio as against 86% in the case of the non-PDA projects, with a three-percentage point differential.

5.8
An additional difference between the PDA and non-PDA portfolios is that under the PDA portfolio, only 17% of the projects approved have not been signed, while in the non-PDA program, this percentage increases to 24%. The relatively lower number of PDA project unsigned is a direct result of a more direct participation of CO staff in these types of projects in which they are in full control of all stages of the projects cycle and therefore are capable to assist the EA more effectively.  Furthermore, of the 14 projects that have been completed thus far, six did not require any extension of the disbursement period to complete activities and in the remaining five extensions granted for completion averaged 31% of the original disbursement period. This compares very favorable with non-PDA projects, in which the average extension time granted for completion was double that of PDA projects. 

5.9
There exist significant differences in the approval/first disbursement time profile among countries and Regions as Table 6 below shows.  Projects in RE1 countries received, on average, the first disbursement almost 6.8 months from approvals, followed by RE3 (6.2 months) and RE2 (5.6 months). Although less than the time taken for operations approved at Headquarters, approval time in the COs is still too long. As seen in Graph 4, it took 3.3 months to receive and negotiate the PDA agreements from the date of approval, and most of the time was taken in drafting the agreement. There exists substantial room to improve the time taken to draft the agreements as well as the time needed to meet conditions prior in many countries. The fact that certain COs (Ecuador, Guatemala, Jamaica, and Mexico) averages less than two months from contract signature to disburse the initial advance of funds indicates the potential for improvement. The trick is to assure that approved projects are ready for execution, that agreements are available no more than on month after approval, and contracts are only signed when all conditions prior are ready to be approved. 

Table 6

Time Profile of PDA Projects for Project Initiation

(months)

	Regions
	Approval/Signature
	Approval/1st Disbursement
	Signature/1st disbursement

	RE1
	3.1
	6.8
	3.7

	RE2
	2.1
	5.6
	3.5

	RE3
	4.0
	6.2
	2.6


2. 
“Yellow and Red Flag” Projects 


5.10
The relative number of Yellow and Red Flag projects in the PDA portfolio is lower than that of the non-PDA portfolio-11% in the PDA portfolio (6% Yellow Flag and 5% Red Flag), as compared with 14% in the non-PDA portfolio (8% Yellow Flag and 6% Red Flag).  These classifications, according to the views of the CO Specialists reflect mainly capacity limitations in the EAs and difficulties in acquisitions and disbursement justifications. According to PDA EAs, most implementation difficulties arise from the time required to familiarize themselves with the Bank’s bidding and disbursement requirements as well from delays in obtaining the non-objection by the COs to the hiring of consultants and other actions that require prior approval. 

B.
PDA Development Effectiveness, Beneficiaries, and Benefits  


1.
Development Effectiveness

5.11
Using the same methodology as that of the 2006 MIF Development Effectiveness Report, the overall effectiveness, that is the prospect that the projects will achieved their objectives (DO), of the active PDA portfolio is 94%, three percentage points above that of the MIF total active portfolio (91%). However, when both portfolios are made comparable in terms of the time of approvals as above, the difference in effectiveness of the PDA projects as compared to non-PDA project increases to 4 percentage points. 

2.
PDA Beneficiaries 

5.12
A review of practically all Plan of Operation indicates that PDA projects reach a large number of beneficiaries, the vast majority of whom are outside the capital and main cities and many of whom live in small rural communities.  Enterprises are mostly micro and small in size, with a small number of employees, with low levels of capital, unsophisticated technology and small market penetration. Some, however, albeit small, are exporting their products through strategic alliances. Producers are individuals working either as microenterprises, individual farmers, or farmers organized in cooperatives or other form of agricultural association. A small proportion of PDA beneficiaries are youth-at-risk, school dropouts attempting to acquire skills for employment.

5.13
PDA projects, however, also benefits small enterprises with more advanced technology and with important market penetration, in the manufacturing, agricultural and tourism sectors. They also assist in the development of entrepreneurial capacity and organizations of different nature, like cooperatives, credit unions, associations, etc.  A small number of projects tend to benefit small city or urban areas at large. An important number of Plans of Operation do not identify beneficiaries in terms of numbers. 

5.14
In the words of one MIF CO Specialist in CBR, “PDA projects are micro operations with macro impact”. In situ visits and meetings with EA in the six countries visited   did confirm that the PDA is reaching micro and small enterprise and producers. The following quantification of PDA beneficiaries comes from a review of those Plans of Operation that did indicate a number of beneficiaries. It is noted that there is a number of Plans that did not quantify the number of beneficiaries.

· Number of individual producers and workers:


11, 800

· Number of MYPYMES





  1, 200

· Number of entrepreneurs:





      223

· Number of organizations:





      106

· Number of youth-at-risk





      286


3. 
PDA Benefits

5.15
In addition to the impact that the PDA is likely to have on these final beneficiaries, the benefits of the PDA are many and varied and can be observed at various levels. The questionnaires filled out by EAs, CO Specialists, and Representatives all report that the program has provided benefits that go beyond the beneficiaries.  During the missions to the six countries, the consultants could also verify that the PDA was beneficial on many levels. 

5.16
The PDA provides value added to small organizations (mainly NGOs), that would not likely be object of direct MIF support, by facilitating the implementation of projects with high local development impact and positive effects in their operational capacity. A review of the geographical location of PDA executing agencies shows that these executing agencies are located outside the capital and main cities and their beneficiaries are mainly in rural areas not likely to be supported and reached by non-PDA projects. Reaching these institutions and beneficiaries constitutes one of the major benefits of the PDA as it increases the outreach of MIF activities and provides support to low-income groups. From a somewhat different perspective, the PDA is a valuable instrument to implement MIF priority of creating opportunities for all, especially reaching that segment of the population that is at the lower levels of the economic pyramid with a relatively low investment per direct beneficiary ratio.

5.17
Most EAs indicated that they learned a lot by working with the MIF through the PDA and that their operations in the future would be better for it. It has also provided these institutions with leverage to mobilize resources from other national and international entities. As an instrument to reach smaller institutions outside the capital city area, the PDA provides an excellent opportunity to strengthen the dialogue with other segments of the civil society that would otherwise be left out.

5.18.
 The PDA has greatly empowered CO staffs, who have demonstrated a high degree of motivation and commitment to the program and projects. CO staff feels that these are “their” projects. The EAs and beneficiaries clearly expressed their praise and satisfaction with the work of the CO staff during the consultants’ in-situ visits to projects and beneficiaries. Perhaps one of the greatest benefits from the PDA has been the development of a cadre of CO staff with greater skills to prepare and analyze MIF and Bank projects.

5.19
In addition, the PDA has enabled the COs to increase their outreach to local private sector institutions that, with very few exceptions, would not have been able to access MIF funds. The PDA has expanded MIF benefits to rural communities and to small and intermediate size cities outside the capital city area – the more traditional concentration of MIF Headquarter sponsored operations. By doing so, the PDA has also reached beneficiaries that are lower on the economic pyramid than the traditional MIF beneficiaries. As a result, the MIF and the Bank have received greater exposure. 

5.20
The PDA has increased the MIF portfolio in a significant manner, both at the Region and country levels, and it has done this at a much lower cost than that for larger operations processed by Headquarters. The PDA is consistent with the overall MIF mandate to support the development of the private sector and improve the incomes of producers and the competitiveness of micro and small enterprises and to provide income alternatives to the low income population and poverty alleviation. 
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Maceió, Sergipe

· ATN\ME-8595-BR: Support to Community-based Microenterprises in Alagoas, Projeto OCEANUS and beneficiaries (Field Visit)

Ilheus, Bahia

· ATN\ME-8835-BR: Tourism Microenterprises Integration into the Formal Economy  

· Instituto Floresta Viva and beneficiaries (Field Visit)

Brasilia

· ATN\ME-8643-BR: Quality Enhancement through Human Resource Development,  Instituto de Pesquisa Tecnologica-IPT
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· ATN|\ME- 9483-EC:  Fortalecimiento de la Red de Comercialización de los Pequeños Productores Agrícolas del Cantón Guamote -   ACT/CORPEI and Beneficiarios


CES


San Salvador

· ATN\ME-9485-ES: Apoyo al de Nuevas Agricolas, Especialidad en Achiote, Departamentos de Santa Ana, La Paz y Morazán- EDYTRA y Beneficiarios

· ATN\ME-9523-ES:  Servicio Integrales de Apoyo a la Comercialización de Micro y Pequeñas Empresas Rurales de la Zona Norte de Morazán – Fundación Segundo Montes y Beneficiarios

· ATN\ME-9550-ES: Fortalecimiento de la Competitividad de la Cooperativa de Pesca Artesanal  ACOOPAAC, Municipio de Acajutla - CREFAC y Beneficiarios

· ATN\ME-9479-ES: Apoyo para la Mejora de Productividad y Posicionamiento en el Mercado de 100 MYPES del Departamento de San Vicente -ASDI

La Palma y San Ignacio (Field Visit)

· ATN\ME-9484-ES: Inserción y Fortalecimiento de Micro y Pequeñas Empresas de los Sectores Turismo y Artesanías Utilizando Tecnologías de Información y Comunicaciones – INFOCENTROS y Beneficiarios

· ATN\ME-9461-ES: Competitividad, Desarrollo de Producto y Comercialización para el Sector Artesanal – CASART and Beneficiarios

San Vicente y San Luis Herradura (Field Visit)

· ATN\ME-9549-ES: Producción y Comercialización de Panela Granulada Procedente del Valle de Jiboa, Departamento de San Vicente – ACOPANELA y Beneficiarios

· ATN\ME-9551-ES: Organización de Redes empresariales para la MIPYMES del Sector Turístico, Municipio de San Luis Herradura – AMPES and Beneficiarios

CGU


Guatemala

· ATN\ME-9717-GU: Consolidation of Rural Microenterprises in San Juan La Laguna, Fundación Solar

· ATNME-9717-GU: Commercialization of Artisan Fishing Products, Federacion Nacional de Pescadores Artesanales-FENAPESCA

· ATN\ME-98-7-GU: Consolidation of Production Chains and Competitiveness for Handicrafts Sector, Fundación Interamericana para el Desarrollo Humano-FINDES

· ATN\ME-9714-GU: Sustainable Tourism Certification, Asociación Alianza Verde

· ATN\ME-9713-GU: Tourism Products Development as Alliance to the Sector in Retalhuleu, Asociación para el Desarrollo Socio Económico del Departamento de Retalhuleu

· ATN\ME-9716-GU: Rural Productive Chain of Tea, Cooperativa de Producción Integral El Limón-COELMON

· ATN\ME-9715-GU: Women in the XXI Century  

· Asociación de Gerentes de Guatemala

· ATN\ME-9716-GU: Competitiveness and Productiveness in Copper and Bronze Crafts, Asociación para la Promoción del Comercio Equitativo de Centro América, México y el Caribe-CRECER

CPE

Lima

· ATN\ME-8272-PE: Formación y Fortalecimiento de una Red de Microproductores Rurales en Tallamac - PROPYME

· ATN\ME-8189-PE: Implantación de Tecnologías Limpias en Pequeñas y Micro Empresas de Curtiembre y Calzado en la Ciudad de Trujillo - IPES

· ATN\ME-8156-PE: Desarrollo de Oportunidades de Mercado para Micro y Pequeñas Empresas de Procesamiento de Alimentos  en el Valle de Mantaro y Chanchamayo -  ITDG

Arequipa

· ATN\ME-7935-PE: Desarrollo de Redes Horizontales de Empresas de Confecciones y Tejido en Arequipa y Juliaca - El Taller y Beneficiarios

· ATN\ME-8059- PE: Implantación y Certificación de Sistemas de Gestión Ambiental ISO 14001 en Pequeñas y Medianas Empresas del Sector Turismo de Arequipa. ISUR

Ica

· ATN\ME-8325-PE: Implantación de Buenas Practicas Agrícolas y Fortalecimiento de la Cadena del Espárrago en los Departamentos de Ancash, Ica, La Libertad y Lima -  IPEH y Beneficiarios

CUR

Salto

· ATN\ME-9503-UR: Support for Integration and Development of Cluster Tourism in Salto, Centro Comercial e Industrial de Salto (Field Visit)

· ATN\ME-9442-UR: Competitiveness of Rural Microenterprises of Women, Fundación Gatesi Martinicorena (Field Visit)

Paysandú

· ATN\ME-9501-UR: Increase Territorial Competitiveness of the Department of Paysandú, Centro Comercial e Industrial de Paysandú (Field Visit)

Montevideo

· ATN\ME-9558-UR: System for Technology Transference for Agriculture Sector by Using TIC, Instituto Plan Agropecuario

· ATN\ME-9502-UR: Unionization & Affordable Environmental Management for Micro, Small & Medium Enterprises, Cámara Nacional de Comercio y Servicios del Uruguay-CNCS

· ATN\ME-9696-UR: Institucion Kolping Uruguay

· ATN\ME-9445-UR: Fundación Uruguaya de Cooperación y Desarrollo Solidarios- Production of Hidroponic Vegetables in Stricken Areas, FUNDASOL

· ATN\ME-9559-UR: Strengthening of Corporate Social Responsibility, Asociación Cristina de Dirigentes de Empresas-ACDE

ANNEX 2

Definitions of criteria for selecting proposals (MIF/GN-62-2 and MIF/GN-62-5)

• Additionality:  Through this facility, the MIF will only finance projects that would not be otherwise financed by the Bank. The CO will certify that no other resources are available for the proposed activities.

• Sustainability and Partnership:  In order to help enhance sustainability and partnership, requesting institutions should demonstrate their commitment by providing counterpart funds and human resources necessary to carry out the proposed activities. In addition, design of operations should contemplate cost recovery and/or sharing mechanisms to guarantee continuity of the activities. Executing agency should contemplate service charges as the primary instrument to ensure long-term project sustainability. 

• Replicability and Innovation:  The selected projects are expected to generate positive demonstration effects for other local institutions and sectors. Thus, all operations should be fully justified based on potential replicability and innovative practices (ideas and methodology).
	ANNEX  3

PDA Portfolio as of January 8, 2007

	No
	ATN Numero
	Nombre del Projecto 
	Fecha de Aprobacion 
	Fecha de Firma 
	Monto Original Aprobado 
	Monto Cancelado 
	Monto Actual Aprobado 
	Porcentage Desembolsado

	1
	ATN/ME-9519-BO  
	Strengthening of the Chocolate Sector in Sucre  
	10/13/2005
	3/2/2006
	$92,460 
	 
	$92,460 
	30%

	2
	ATN/ME-9520-BO  
	Support for Formalizing Micro and Small Enterprises (MSEs)  
	11/18/2005
	3/2/2006
	$92,900 
	 
	$92,900 
	24%

	3
	ATN/ME-9521-BO  
	Environmental Adjustment for SMEs of Manufacture Industry  
	11/21/2005
	3/2/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	25%

	4
	ATN/ME-9524-BO  
	Efficient MSMEs Promote the Sustainable Development of Tourism in Uyuni  
	11/22/2005
	3/2/2006
	$90,000 
	 
	$90,000 
	25%

	5
	ATN/ME-9627-BO  
	Integrated Management Sytems Applied to Medium Enterprises  
	12/16/2005
	5/17/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	16%

	6
	ATN/ME-9626-BO  
	Corporate Social Responsability in the Coffe Production Chain  
	12/19/2005
	3/2/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	12%

	6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$575,360 
	$0 
	$575,360 
	22%

	1
	ATN/ME-8595-BR  
	Support to Community-based Microenterprises in Alagoas  
	12/4/2003
	1/2/2004
	$88,130 
	 
	$88,130 
	89%

	2
	ATN/ME-8647-BR  
	Virtual Incubator for Fruit-Processing Microenterprises  
	1/5/2004
	6/8/2004
	$27,700 
	 
	$27,700 
	64%

	3
	ATN/ME-8643-BR  
	Quality Enhancement through Human Resource Development  
	1/5/2004
	4/22/2004
	$95,000 
	 
	$95,000 
	91%

	4
	ATN/ME-8644-BR  
	Development of a Distribution System for Auto Replacement Parts  
	1/5/2004
	3/22/2004
	$77,050 
	 
	$77,050 
	100%

	5
	ATN/ME-8646-BR  
	Worker-Managed Microenterprise Network  
	1/5/2004
	3/29/2004
	$89,850 
	 
	$89,850 
	88%

	6
	ATN/ME-8645-BR  
	Implementation of Quality System in the Civil Construction Sector  
	1/5/2004
	4/29/2004
	$60,150 
	 
	$60,150 
	88%

	7
	ATN/ME-8648-BR  
	Strengthening the Cleaner Production Center in Bahia  
	1/5/2004
	4/29/2004
	$68,000 
	 
	$68,000 
	73%

	8
	ATN/ME-8631-BR  
	Basic Skills for the Entertainment Industry  
	2/19/2004
	2/26/2004
	$60,000 
	 
	$60,000 
	100%

	9
	ATN/ME-8699-BR  
	Competitiveness of the Productive Chain of the Rattan Sector  
	4/12/2004
	6/24/2004
	$89,500 
	 
	$89,500 
	68%

	10
	ATN/ME-8698-BR  
	Microenterprise Development in the Agricultural Sector  
	4/12/2004
	12/9/2004
	$92,750 
	 
	$92,750 
	56%

	11
	ATN/ME-8677-BR  
	Support for the Productive Chain of the Honey Industry in Piaui  
	4/13/2004
	4/15/2004
	$65,000 
	 
	$65,000 
	92%

	12
	ATN/ME-8745-BR  
	Support for the Cooperative Credit System in Tocantins  
	6/1/2004
	8/17/2004
	$95,000 
	 
	$95,000 
	41%

	13
	ATN/ME-8835-BR  
	Tourism Microenterprises Integration into the Formal Economy  
	8/13/2004
	10/18/2004
	$46,870 
	 
	$46,870 
	95%

	14
	ATN/ME-8836-BR  
	Strengthening Management in Microcredit Institutions  
	8/16/2004
	10/27/2004
	$45,000 
	 
	$45,000 
	97%

	14
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$1,000,000 
	$0 
	$1,000,000 
	80%

	1
	ATN/ME-9674-PR  
	Asunción Stock Market Strengthening  
	1/27/2006
	3/14/2006
	$88,300 
	 
	$88,300 
	50%

	2
	ATN/ME-9803-PR  
	Producers of Artisan Embroidered Articles in the International Markets  
	5/12/2006
	10/6/2006
	$94,450 
	 
	$94,450 
	0%

	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$182,750 
	$0 
	$182,750 
	24%

	1
	ATN/ME-9441-UR  
	Strengthening Chain Production and Trade of Aromatic Plants  
	8/19/2005
	10/5/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	37%

	2
	ATN/ME-9442-UR  
	Competitiveness of Rural Microenterprises of Women  
	8/19/2005
	10/5/2005
	$99,880 
	 
	$99,880 
	49%

	3
	ATN/ME-9503-UR  
	Support for Integration and Development of Cluster Turism in Salto  
	11/10/2005
	2/20/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	20%

	4
	ATN/ME-9502-UR  
	Unionization & Affordable Environmental Management for Micro,Small & Medium Ent. 
	11/10/2005
	3/2/2006
	$75,000 
	 
	$75,000 
	36%

	5
	ATN/ME-9501-UR  
	Increase Territorial Competitiveness of the Department of Paysandu  
	11/10/2005
	2/20/2006
	$80,000 
	 
	$80,000 
	20%

	6
	ATN/ME-9558-UR  
	System for Technology Transference for Agriculture Sector by Using TIC  
	12/2/2005
	3/15/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	20%

	7
	ATN/ME-9559-UR  
	Strengthening of Corporate Social Responsability  
	12/2/2005
	3/28/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	36%

	8
	ATN/ME-9696-UR  
	Young Entrepreneurs Program  
	1/27/2006
	4/18/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	20%

	9
	ATN/ME-9726-UR  
	Action Forms ESR in MYPES  
	2/16/2006
	4/18/2006
	$89,000 
	 
	$89,000 
	20%

	10
	ATN/ME-9759-UR  
	Production of Hidroponic Vegetables in Stricken Areas  
	4/4/2006
	8/22/2006
	$96,400 
	 
	$96,400 
	20%

	10
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$940,280 
	$0 
	$940,280 
	28%

	32
	Region 1 Total
	 
	 
	 
	$2,698,390 
	$0 
	$2,698,390 
	46%

	1
	ATN/ME-9461-ES  
	Competitiveness, Product Development and Commercialization Craftsmanship Sector  
	9/19/2005
	10/31/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	73%

	2
	ATN/ME-9485-ES  
	Support for Estableshing New SME Model for 'Achiote' Production  
	10/25/2005
	11/25/2005
	$67,600 
	 
	$67,600 
	39%

	3
	ATN/ME-9479-ES  
	Improvement of Productivity and Positioning of 100 SMEs of S. Vicente  
	10/25/2005
	11/28/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	21%

	4
	ATN/ME-9484-ES  
	Strengthening of Competitiveness of Tourism & Craftsmanship-based SMEs  
	10/25/2005
	11/21/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	67%

	5
	ATN/ME-9523-ES  
	Support for Commercialization of Rural SMES in Morazan's North Region  
	11/22/2005
	12/16/2005
	$92,100 
	 
	$92,100 
	40%

	6
	ATN/ME-9533-ES  
	Development of Competitiviness Producers Gourmet Cheeses in Tecoluca  
	11/28/2005
	Cancelled
	$32,700 
	$32,700 
	$32,700 
	 

	7
	ATN/ME-9551-ES  
	Entrepreneurial Network of SMEs in the Tourism Sector of San Luis la Herradura  
	11/30/2005
	2/23/2006
	$88,900 
	 
	$88,900 
	40%

	8
	ATN/ME-9550-ES  
	Strengthening of Competitiveness of Small-Scale Fishermen Cooperative ACOOPAAC  
	11/30/2005
	1/18/2006
	$35,000 
	 
	$35,000 
	40%

	9
	ATN/ME-9549-ES  
	Production and Commercialization of Ground Brown Sugar Candy from Jiboa Valley  
	11/30/2005
	12/20/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	50%

	9
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$716,300 
	$32,700 
	$716,300 
	47%

	1
	ATN/ME-9711-GU  
	Commercialization of Artisan Fishing Products  
	3/1/2006
	3/27/2006
	$89,210 
	 
	$89,210 
	52%

	2
	ATN/ME-9717-GU  
	Consolidation of Rural Microenterprises in San Juan La Laguna  
	3/1/2006
	3/29/2006
	$93,798 
	 
	$93,798 
	50%

	3
	ATN/ME-9712-GU  
	Consolidation of Production Chains and Competitiveness for Handicrafts Sector  
	3/1/2006
	4/21/2006
	$80,001 
	 
	$80,001 
	50%

	4
	ATN/ME-9713-GU  
	Tourism Products Development as Alliance to the Sector in Retalhuleu  
	3/1/2006
	5/12/2006
	$96,001 
	 
	$96,001 
	30%

	5
	ATN/ME-9714-GU  
	Sustainable Tourism Certification  
	3/1/2006
	5/1/2006
	$99,550 
	 
	$99,550 
	29%

	6
	ATN/ME-9715-GU  
	Women in the XXI Century  
	3/1/2006
	4/6/2006
	$99,790 
	 
	$99,790 
	53%

	7
	ATN/ME-9716-GU  
	Rural Productive Chain of Tea  
	3/1/2006
	6/15/2006
	$91,650 
	 
	$91,650 
	0%

	8
	ATN/ME-9807-GU  
	Competitiveness and Productiveness in Copper and Bronze Crafts  
	5/16/2006
	7/14/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	30%

	8
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$750,000 
	$0 
	$566,992 
	36%

	1
	ATN/ME-9710-ME  
	E-Learning Application for Microfinance Training  
	2/28/2006
	5/5/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	35%

	2
	ATN/ME-9742-ME  
	Development of an IT Model to Improve Efficiency of SMES Business Processes  
	3/27/2006
	5/5/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	10%

	3
	ATN/ME-9787-ME  
	Strengthening of SME's Competitiveness through Enviromental Best Practices  
	4/26/2006
	6/22/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	20%

	4
	ATN/ME-9794-ME  
	Competitiveness Improvement of Vanilla Growers  
	5/8/2006
	6/20/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	20%

	5
	ATN/ME-9814-ME  
	Promotion of a Cluster of Ecotouristic SMEs  
	5/18/2006
	7/14/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	20%

	6
	ATN/ME-9815-ME  
	Strengthening of Agroecological Microenterprises in the Sierra Nevada Area  
	5/19/2006
	7/14/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	20%

	6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$600,000 
	$0 
	$600,000 
	21%

	1
	ATN/ME-9395-PN  
	Agro Industry Strengthening Project (PROFA)  
	7/5/2005
	9/30/2005
	$95,000 
	 
	$95,000 
	58%

	2
	ATN/ME-9405-PN  
	Solid Waste Management Project  
	9/8/2005
	10/14/2005
	$99,225 
	 
	$99,225 
	74%

	3
	ATN/ME-9522-PN  
	Promotion of Corporate Social Responsibility in Panamanian Enterprises  
	11/16/2005
	1/16/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	7%

	4
	ATN/ME-9578-PN  
	Strengthening Organic Production and Commercialization in Valle de Antón  
	12/7/2005
	5/19/2006
	$77,000 
	 
	$77,000 
	26%

	5
	ATN/ME-9579-PN  
	Implementation of Quality Standards in SMEs  
	12/7/2005
	3/9/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	20%

	6
	ATN/ME-9580-PN  
	Tics Aplication for Competitiviness Strategy  
	12/7/2005
	4/19/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	15%

	7
	ATN/ME-9581-PN  
	Support for Handcraft Quality and Comercialization of Molas  
	12/7/2005
	4/25/2006
	$25,000 
	 
	$25,000 
	49%

	8
	ATN/ME-9602-PN  
	Support Instruments Development to Increment Productivity in Small Enterprises  
	12/14/2005
	3/23/2006
	$70,000 
	 
	$70,000 
	41%

	8
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$666,225 
	$0 
	$666,225 
	35%

	31
	Region 2 Total
	 
	 
	 
	$2,732,525 
	$32,700 
	$2,549,517 
	35%

	1
	ATN/ME-9518-BH  
	Inagua Sustainable Tourism  
	11/17/2005
	2/6/2006
	$99,575 
	 
	$99,575 
	29%

	1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$99,575 
	$0 
	$99,575 
	29%

	1
	ATN/ME-9220-CO  
	Standarization and Normalization of Panela Industry in the Rio Suárez Region  
	5/25/2005
	10/10/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	30%

	2
	ATN/ME-9221-CO  
	Commercial Linkages Between Food Microenterprises and Large Supermarkets  
	5/25/2005
	10/3/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	30%

	3
	ATN/ME-9222-CO  
	Development of SME Suppliers Cluster with Large Petroquimical Companies  
	5/25/2005
	8/22/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	30%

	3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$300,000 
	$0 
	$300,000 
	30%

	1
	ATN/ME-9480-EC  
	Competitiveness Improvement of Agricultural Products Chain  
	11/3/2005
	2/2/2006
	$93,417 
	 
	$93,417 
	40%

	2
	ATN/ME-9481-EC  
	Strengthening of Commercialization Network of Small Agricultural Producers  
	11/3/2005
	2/2/2006
	$60,827 
	 
	$60,827 
	40%

	3
	ATN/ME-9482-EC  
	Development of the Productive Chain of Medical Plants  
	11/3/2005
	2/2/2006
	$99,302 
	 
	$99,302 
	40%

	4
	ATN/ME-9483-EC  
	Strengthen of A.D.E.’s Enterprises Services  
	11/3/2005
	2/10/2006
	$46,348 
	 
	$46,348 
	35%

	5
	ATN/ME-9836-EC  
	COPROBICH Competitiveness and Market Access Improvement  
	5/15/2006
	11/14/2006
	$82,043 
	 
	$82,043 
	0%

	6
	ATN/ME-9837-EC  
	Strengthening of the Guinea Pig's Production Chain in Cayambe  
	5/15/2006
	11/14/2006
	$53,799 
	 
	$53,799 
	0%

	6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$435,736 
	$0 
	$435,736 
	27%

	1
	ATN/ME-9200-GY  
	Increasing Net Usable Yields in the Fishery Sector  
	5/9/2005
	Cancelled
	$99,375 
	$99,375 
	$99,375 
	 

	2
	ATN/ME-9201-GY  
	Products Labeling and Presentation  
	5/9/2005
	9/14/2005
	$50,000 
	 
	$50,000 
	100%

	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$149,375 
	$99,375 
	$149,375 
	100%

	1
	ATN/ME-9593-JA  
	Agricultural Marketing Project  
	12/14/2005
	7/3/2006
	$99,900 
	 
	$99,900 
	10%

	2
	ATN/ME-9666-JA  
	Upper Rio Grande Valley and Holywell Commercial Development Project  
	1/20/2006
	7/19/2006
	$92,000 
	 
	$92,000 
	10%

	3
	ATN/ME-9724-JA  
	Financial Management for Small Tourism Entities  
	3/10/2006
	10/4/2006
	$8,000 
	 
	$8,000 
	0%

	3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$199,900 
	$0 
	$199,900 
	10%

	1
	ATN/ME-7935-PE  
	Development of Clothing and Weaving Small Enterprises  
	6/24/2002
	9/2/2002
	$92,600 
	$1,905 
	$90,694 
	100%

	2
	ATN/ME-8059-PE  
	Implementation & Certification of ISO 14001 Environmental Management System  
	10/15/2002
	3/27/2003
	$70,000 
	$14,467 
	$55,532 
	100%

	3
	ATN/ME-8156-PE  
	Development of Market Opportunities Pymes Food Processing in Mantaro Valley  
	12/9/2002
	5/20/2003
	$100,000 
	$15,193 
	$84,806 
	100%

	4
	ATN/ME-8189-PE  
	Clean Technologies Implementation in SMES  
	1/6/2003
	3/27/2003
	$100,000 
	$498 
	$99,501 
	100%

	5
	ATN/ME-8255-PE  
	Strengthening of SME in Textil, Metalmechanics and Agroindustry Sectors  
	3/21/2003
	6/16/2003
	$100,000 
	$10,250 
	$89,749 
	100%

	6
	ATN/ME-8272-PE  
	Network of Micro Size Rural Producers in Tallamac, Department of Cajamarca  
	4/2/2003
	9/26/2003
	$100,000 
	$8,641 
	$91,358 
	100%

	7
	ATN/ME-8294-PE  
	Development of Productive Chains of Export Crops in Morrope, Dept. Lambayeque  
	4/25/2003
	6/17/2003
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	100%

	8
	ATN/ME-8325-PE  
	Strengthening of the Asparagus Productive Chain  
	5/15/2003
	8/14/2003
	$100,000 
	$2,496 
	$97,503 
	100%

	9
	ATN/ME-8387-PE  
	Competitiviness Improvement of Small and Medium Artichokes Producers  
	7/15/2003
	11/4/2003
	$100,000 
	$40,611 
	$59,388 
	82%

	10
	ATN/ME-8889-PE  
	Competitiveness of Rice Crop in Alto Mayo  
	10/6/2004
	1/20/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	91%

	11
	ATN/ME-9508-PE  
	Conversion to Organic Cultivation of Mangoes  
	11/3/2005
	2/6/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	47%

	12
	ATN/ME-9667-PE  
	Conversion to Organic Cacao Farms  
	1/11/2006
	8/11/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	29%

	13
	ATN/ME-9657-PE  
	Quality Standards in Cultivation of Mangoes  
	1/11/2006
	 
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	0%

	14
	ATN/ME-9820-PE  
	Industrial Waste Treatment in Shoemaking and Tanning Industry  
	5/15/2006
	 
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	0%

	15
	ATN/ME-10141-PE  
	Competitiveness in Production and Marketing of Palm Hearts  
	11/30/2006
	 
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	0%

	15
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$1,462,600 
	$94,061 
	$1,368,531 
	68%

	1
	ATN/ME-9417-SU  
	Support Training for Wee Iarono Otjiekano Demonstration Project  
	9/23/2005
	6/29/2006
	$12,000 
	 
	$12,000 
	0%

	2
	ATN/ME-9416-SU  
	Establishment Suriname Gold Mining Association  
	9/23/2005
	1/10/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	5%

	2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$112,000 
	$0 
	$112,000 
	4%

	1
	ATN/ME-9116-TT  
	Standards in the Energy Sector  
	2/14/2005
	7/7/2005
	$10,000 
	 
	$10,000 
	100%

	2
	ATN/ME-9324-TT  
	Image Skills Centre Project  
	7/22/2005
	9/14/2005
	$41,000 
	 
	$41,000 
	100%

	3
	ATN/ME-9325-TT  
	Production of Promotional and Educational Multimedia Content for the Environment 
	7/22/2005
	9/14/2005
	$70,000 
	 
	$70,000 
	50%

	4
	ATN/ME-9326-TT  
	Video and Sound Engineering Skills Training Program  
	7/22/2005
	9/14/2005
	$61,000 
	 
	$61,000 
	100%

	5
	ATN/ME-9656-TT  
	"Adopt a Farmer" Program  
	1/3/2006
	5/19/2006
	$36,000 
	 
	$36,000 
	79%

	6
	ATN/ME-9655-TT  
	Computer Programming Training for Development of Tobago´s ICT Sector  
	1/3/2006
	5/15/2006
	$22,000 
	 
	$22,000 
	91%

	6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$240,000 
	$0 
	$240,000 
	81%

	1
	ATN/ME-9114-VE  
	Skills and Ethical Standards Training Program  
	2/28/2005
	4/1/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	73%

	2
	ATN/ME-9170-VE  
	Develop a Geo-Satelital System of Information for Crops Estimation  
	4/8/2005
	7/19/2005
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	36%

	3
	ATN/ME-9173-VE  
	Production-oriented Partnerships among MSMEs of Sucre District, Miranda State  
	4/15/2005
	5/25/2005
	$99,460 
	 
	$99,460 
	79%

	4
	ATN/ME-9747-VE  
	Fostering Entrepreneurship Culture for New Business Development  
	3/29/2006
	Cancelled
	$70,000 
	$70,000 
	$70,000 
	 

	5
	ATN/ME-9795-VE  
	Competitiveness Development of Small Entrepreneurships of Táchira State  
	5/5/2006
	7/20/2006
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	0%

	6
	ATN/ME-10099-VE  
	Development Strengthening of Birongo’s Community  
	11/13/2006
	 
	$100,000 
	 
	$100,000 
	0%

	6
	 
	 
	 
	 
	$569,460 
	$70,000 
	$569,460 
	38%

	44
	Region 3 Total
	 
	 
	 
	$3,568,646 
	$263,436 
	$3,474,577 
	49%

	107
	Total Regions 1,2 &3
	 
	 
	 
	$8,999,561 
	$296,136 
	$8,722,484 
	44%


ANNEX 4a

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUMMARY TABLE WITH ISSUES

Listed below are the Recommendations from the evaluation of the PDA. The numerals refer to the corresponding paragraphs in the main text of the report. A summary Table with issues follws this listing.

4.9
Recommendation on Overall Program Management



PDA Headquarters Focal Point 

a.
Recommendation 1.
The MIF should appoint a person at Headquarters as the focal point for the COs and Headquarters on all matters pertaining to the PDA. This person would be responsible for: (i). clarifying any aspect pertaining the PDA program; (ii) assuring that the data and information on the PDA is up-to-date; (iii) monitoring the implementation of the overall program; (iv) providing project group classification similarly with non-PDA projects; (v) capturing PDA lessons learned and sharing lessons learned from PDA and non-PDA projects with COs; and (vi) preparing the periodic reports of the PDA for the MIF and DC. The person would also follow-up on the responsibility of the Representatives to incorporate all PDA documentation in IDBDOCS and to classify each PDA project.

4.18
Recommendations on Overview



Non-Objection by Headquarters

a.
Recommendation 2.
The non-objection to PDA abstracts by Headquarters (MIF and Regions) 
should be eliminated from the PDA process. Representatives should formally 
approve the Abstracts and send a copy to Headquarters only for information purposes.


PDA Project Agreements

b.
Recommendation 3.
The COs should be given the financial resources to contract local legal counsel 
services on a retainer basis for legal consultation, when required, and for the 
preparation of PDA project agreements. The contracting would be done in coordination with the Legal Department, which would have technical responsibility for the work of the firm. The legal Department would also provide orientation to the local legal firm and develop standard legal agreements.



Consultants and Project Assistants

c.
Recommendation 4.
The MIF should provide the COs participating in the PDA with adequate 
resources to hire short-term specialized consulting services and project 
assistants. Each CO with an ongoing program should receive about six months of specialized consulting services and one year of project assistant resources. The services of the project assistance should be used primarily for PDA project identification, preparation, and execution, but could also help out on other MIF activities.


4.28
Recommendations on Promotion, Identification, and Selection



Competitive Project Selection

a.
Recommendation 5. Project identification and selection should be based on a transparent competitive process in all countries. This process should contain quantifiable and objective pre-established criteria, instruments, and mechanisms, and respond to the PDA strategy in the country to aid in focusing scarce resources, both financial and human. There should be a team evaluation of information (and not single person evaluation), notification to all participants of the results, schedule for carrying out the whole process through preparation of the project, and assured resources for timely project preparation and processing. The process should be limited or focused to certain areas/sectors or types of projects, if the PDA/country strategy so warrants or there is a fear of receiving too many proposals (e.g. size of country).



Selection Criteria

b.
Recommendation 6. The criteria for PDA project selection (Additionality, Sustainability, Partnership, Replicability, and Innovation) should be reviewed and reformulated to assure clarity as to meaning – that is any two persons reading a criterion should have a common understanding of the requirements needed to fulfill that criterion. The Abstract and Plan of Operation should contain information on how each criterion is or is not being met. 

c.
Recommendation 7. Long-term sustainability of the EA should remain as a selection criterion. In most cases, some form of charge should be assessed to final beneficiaries to partially or fully offset the cost of continuing a minimum level of services to the beneficiaries by the EA after project execution. The EA should demonstrate to the CO, during project execution, how it will be able to finance the minimum level of services required after project execution in order to consolidate gains made from the project, either from user charges already being collected, membership contributions, or from funds obtained from other sources. 

d.
Recommendation 8. The “innovation” criteria should be eliminated because experience has indicated that PDA projects are activities that the MIF normally carries out. A geographic criterion that ties the program to one of its underlying rationale, as well as EA institutional capacity and track record with the intended beneficiaries should be included in the selection criteria.

4.42
Recommendations on Project Preparation and Approval 



Project preparation


a.
Recommendation 9. The PDA should recognize retroactively the financing of project preparation studies paid by executing agencies from out of pocket costs (hired consultants) as long as the terms of reference of these studies have been agreed by the CO and incurred after the date approval of the Abstract by the Representative. 

b.
Recommendation 10. All PDA projects should have a PEP, a POA, Plan of Acquisitions, MOAFA, and the Terms of Reference for the main consultants to be hired in the first year of execution. These documents should be included as appendices to the Plan of Operation or identified in the Plan Of Operations as available for review in the CO files. The PEP and POA for the project must be real and adequately take into account a realistic timetable for acquisition, based on experience in the country and the capacity of the EA. Acquisition Specialist should comment on the reality of the Plan and agree to its contents.

c.
Recommendation 11. Reformulate the outline of the Plan of Operations along the following lines:



 I
Executive Summary (including special contractual conditions)


II 
Development Issue or problem to be resolved at the Project Level


III
Project

F. Purpose and indicator (intermediate and final)

G. Components (Summary) and indicators (intermediate and final)

H. Cost and Financing

I. Executing Agency (Legal capacity, track record, experience in the area and beneficiaries of the project, EA financial administration capacity and audit results, EA procurement system and capacity, Project Execution institutional and decision-making mechanisms, Project Execution and Disbursement Timetable and Justification for the Execution Timetable)

J. Project readiness (Are all the elements in place to begin project execution immediately?)


1V
Project Justification and Beneficiaries (Justify how the project            
meets each of the PDA selection criteria and justify how the final
beneficiaries will benefit from the project, using rate of return analysis 
when feasible. Provide information on the nature of the final 
beneficiary, including information on income, social conditions, etc)


V
Risks and Risk Mitigating Measures 


VI
Appendices and documents in files: PEP, POA, Logical Framework, 
Detailed Budget by 
Activity, Disbursement Schedule with “Hitos”, 
Acquisition Plan, MOAFA, Terms of Reference for Principal 
Consultants for the first year of execution.

d.
Recommendation 12. The Project Team should assure that the potential EA has acceptable financial administration/control and procurement systems in place as well as the capacity to efficiently carry out the project.

e.
Recommendation 13. During project preparation, CO Acquisition and Financial Specialists need to visit and review each EA’s procurement and financial administration/control capacity, as well as help prepare the Acquisition Plan and the financial instruments needed for project execution. 
f.
Recommendation 14. CO Acquisition and Financial Specialist should provide specialized down-to-earth training to PDA EAs on MIF acquisition and disbursement/financial administration policies and procedures (including specific examples and practices) during the preparation stage.

g.
Recommendation 15. The MIF, working with the COs should provide the scope and methodology for risk analysis and risk management instruments to be applicable to PDA projects. If weaknesses are found in the EA institutional and financial capacity funds should be included to support needed activities with a view of ensuring EA institutional sustainability once project is completed. In all cases, the Plan of Operation should include the appropriate summary and considerations regarding the EA institutional, procurement, and financial administration and control capacity.

4.55
Recommendations on Execution



Conditions Prior

a.
Recommendation 16. Formalize the procedure, already used by some COs, not to sign any PDA contract until all conditions prior are basically fulfilled – that is eligibility can be declared some one week after contract signature.



Purchasing, Contracting and Disbursements Procedures

b.
Recommendation 17. The whole process of acquisitions needs to be better systematized and simplified. Given that PDA executing agencies are private sector institutions, the basic consideration related to acquisition and contracting procedures is that their own procedures should be used for hiring and purchasing with MIF funds. Appendix 4 of GN-2350-7 should be applied to its fullest extent by the CO. Only if EA procedures are not acceptable should the MIF procedures be used. The Plan of Operation should justify why the private sector EA procedures will not be used. In this case, the MIF procedure should be used. If the EA wishes to modify its procedures to conform to MIF procedures, then the project could contain resources to help them make the necessary changes. In this case, the MIF procedures would be applied until the new procedures of the EA are adopted. 

c.
Recommendation 18. The basic concepts of the purchasing, contracting, and disbursement procedures are contained OA-425 and in the MIF Manager memorandum of August 2006, as well as in GN-2349-6 and GN-2350-7. The procedures in OA-425 and MIF Manager Memorandum of August 2006 should be applied not only to new projects, but also made retroactive to all PDA projects.  As indicated in that memorandum, the basic document governing the purchasing and contracting procedures is the Acquisition Plan, developed in coordination with the CO Acquisition Specialist during project preparation and project execution. The Acquisition Plan should be part of the Plan of Operation approved by the Representative.

d.
Recommendation 19. Given that PDA EA are private sector organizations, that PDA project  are small, that individual purchases or consulting contracts are also for relatively small amounts, that most consultants hired are local, and that the time allocated for project execution is relatively short,  the MIF should develop, in coordination with the Bank’s Procurement Unit, a specific set of procurement guidelines to streamline the acquisition processes for goods and services and for contracting consultants that go beyond the August 2006 memorandum. The new procedures should include, among others, the following considerations:

1.
Setting a new threshold below US 30,000 for permitting the direct contracting of national consultants or consulting firms that provide services for more than six months (at least 12 months).

2.
Setting a higher threshold (above US 2,000) for the direct contracting local consultants for training and extending the period to at least 3 months.

3.
Permitting that the on-shelf goods purchased under paragraph 3.16 of the memo of August 2006 be free of the origin of goods conditions and other considerations contained in paragraph 3.6 of policy GN-2349-7, providing that there are no goods on-shelf available in the area that meet the origin of goods condition.

4.
General guidelines should be to adopt ex-post review of all the acquisition of goods and services and contracting of consultants after the CO has processed the first two or three acquisitions using standard or simplified IDB ex-ante review procedures. 

5.
Notwithstanding the setting of maximum thresholds both in the memorandum of August 2006 and the revisions suggested above, the PDA project team, with the participation of the Procurement Specialist, will determine the actual thresholds to be utilized on a case by case basis taking into account the project characteristics, executing agency capabilities, risk levels and the  Plan of Acquisitions.  

 




Disbursements 

e.
Recommendation 20. Consider, in accordance with MIF 12 commitments on Management for Results, to proceed as quickly as possible to the disbursement by results system in all countries. Have DEU work with the COs to improve the nature and number of indicators utilized in the “Hitos” for disbursements and their relationship to the LF.




Audit
f.
Recommendation 21. All potential executing agencies should have had their financial accounts recently audited and declared clean to be eligible for MIF support. The CO should use the same auditors that the EA uses, as long as such auditors are acceptable to the CO.

g.
Recommendation 22. The CO should require one financial audit after 50% has been disbursed and a final audit at the end of the project, to be conducted by a certified public accountant. CO Specialist responsible for the supervision of the project together with the financial Specialist will determine the need to perform any other audits, as the situation warrants. Audit cost should be financed with MIF project funds and auditors should be hired by the COs.

h.
Recommendation 23. COs should have a roster of pre-qualified auditors to perform audit tasks.




Acquisitions and Disbursement Assistance

i.
Recommendation 24. In the case that the EA need to use MIF acquisition procedures, consider using specialized agency knowledgeable of IDB acquisition and disbursement procedures to co-execute the project and be responsible for the processing of acquisitions and disbursements (e.g. CORPEI Ecuador). This agency could be co-executors of various PDA projects. The co-executor would not receive any MIF grant resources and the Technical Director of the project would remain with the EA co-executor that has the required technical expertise





Project Execution and Evaluation Reports

j.
Recommendation 25. The structure and composition of EA Progress and Final Reports should be simplified and consolidated with other project reports (PEP, POA, revolving funds, etc) with a view to avoid duplication. These instruments should be modified for the periodic reports to include a section for status and comments, thereby avoiding excessive descriptive text or duplication.

k.
Recommendation 26. EA Progress and Final Reports, as well as evaluation by 
independent consultants should focus on lessons learned and best practices 
consistent with MIF emphasis in strengthening knowledge management 
initiatives. Lessons Learned and Best practices from PDA projects can be 
valuable for the design of other PDA and non-PDA projects through an 
effective feed back mechanism. 

4.60
Recommendations on Monitoring and Evaluation

a.
Recommendation 27. Have the MIF Development Effectiveness Unit (DEU) provide training to MIF CO Specialists on Indicators at the Component and Purpose level to correct misconceptions and provide better guide to PDA project results. This should lead to a better reporting on the MPPMR.  Assure that reformulated LFs are incorporated into the MPPMR when project modifications at the component level are approved. DEU country portfolio review missions should also review the implementation progress and results of PDA projects and recommend measures to improve overall results. 
 

b.
Recommendation 28. COs should hold periodic meetings with their PDA EAs to exchange experiences and lessons learned and therefore improve efficiency and effectiveness of their portfolio.

4.66
Recommendations on PDA Parameters


a.
Recommendation 29. Grants should be limited to private sector EA entities. Public 
sector entities can co-execute projects with such entities providing assistance; 
however, they should not be the recipients of MIF grants.

b.
Recommendation 30. 30% counterpart requirement should be maintained; however, 
at least 50% of this requirement should come from resources actually generated 
internally by the EA. Keep the in- kind counterpart limit.

c.
Recommendation 31. Allow eligibility of for-profit enterprises to execute 
PDA projects (not-benefiting directly from PDA resources). In such cases, the 
overall counterpart requirement would be a minimum of 50% of total project 
costs. 

d.
Recommendation 32. Permit grants in local currency in countries with periodic 
adjustable exchange rates when such grants in dollar terms create difficulties 
in financial administration or accounting and adds, in an important way, to 
transaction costs.
4.71
Recommendations on the Design of a New “PDA” 




MIF financing and Execution and Disbursement Periods

a.
Recommendation 33.  Permit grant amounts up to $150,000 and time limit of up to 
30 months for execution period and 36 months maximum for disbursement. No 
projects should be approved that require less than 1-year execution period. The 
MIF should not permit any extension of the period of disbursement.




PDA Mainstreaming

b.
Recommendation 34. The MIF should institutionalize the PDA as part of its 
normal operating modalities and not assign any pre-established limits on total 
approvals by the COs or allocate specific resources to each CO. The COs 
could approve any number of operations, based on their capacity to process 
PDA operations, demand for such operations, and the MIF priority areas and 
pipeline for the country. In other words, the PDA becomes part and parcel of 
the MIF overall operational program.




Program Characteristics

c.
Recommendation 35. The new “PDA” should maintain its present basic distinguishing characteristics: (1) projects that are small and not normally financed by the MIF at headquarters because of size; (2) EAs that are small and new to the MIF and that specialize in micro and small producers/enterprises; and (3) beneficiaries that tend to be at lower levels of the economic pyramid and are located in rural communities, outside of the capital and main city areas.. 




Follow-Up Operation
d.
Recommendation 36. Allow the CO to process another “PDA” project to the 
same EA for further consolidation or expansion of the results of the first 
project, when the final evaluation of the first project shows positive and 
significant results (as distinct from a second phase operation). 
ANNEX 4b

PDA ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

	
	ISSUE
	RECOMMENDATION 
	RESPONSIBILITY 
	COMMENTS

	1

P4.9a
	No contact point in Headquarters to resolve issues or clarify policy interpretation. All go their own way, sometimes outside of established guidelines. No unit at Headquarters paying real attention to the program.
	Appoint one person in MIF to oversee the PDA program and be the link with all participating COs.
	Multilateral Investment Fund 
	PDA projects now represent about 50% of all MIF project approvals per annum. The importance of the program requires oversight, accountability, and special reporting and lesson learning.

	2

P4.18a
	Little or no input from MIF or Regions on Non-Objection to Abstracts. Simply delays processing and takes away from accountability. Abstracts also contain little information.
	Eliminate need for non-objection of MIF and Regions for the Abstract. Let the COs be accountable. Abstract sent to Headquarters. Redefine Abstract to include adequate information to determine that project will most likely meet selection criteria.
	Multilateral Investment Fund and Regions
	Study indicates that, overall, Regions provided no oversight and the MIF comments are significantly delayed. Not incentive for accountability.

	3

P4.18b
	Significant time delay in getting draft Agreements to the COs from the Legal Department. 
	Have each CO contract local legal counsel services on a retainer basis, in coordination with Legal Dept. Legal Dept prepares standard agreements for the PDA and provides orientation and oversees legal work of local counsels. 
	MIF and Legal Department
	PDA is the last priority on the list of projects to do for the lawyers. Experienced lawyers consider this work as sublevel to their capacity.  

	4

P4.18c

	The COs lack adequate consulting service resources to help identify, prepare, and process even a similar level of PDA projects as in the past. Lack of consulting service resources has made it difficult to process operations in a smooth and consistent manner.
	The MIF should provide the Country Offices participating in the PDA with adequate resources to hire short term consulting services and project assistants. Each CO with an ongoing program should receive about 6 months of specialized consulting services and 1 year of project assistant resources. These services should be utilized primarily for PDA project identification, preparation, and execution. 

.
	MIF


	The identification, preparation, and processing of PDA projects has suffered important delays because COs do not have the manpower to adequately follow-up on project identification and preparation. COs have done their best to provide consulting resources and research assistant help, but resources are not adequate or timely. Research assistants assigned are often doing many other CO tasks at the same time. The whole process has to be streamlined and strengthened.

	5

P4.28a
	Process of project identification and selection not systematic in many countries and inefficient in some countries that have adopted competitive selection process.
	Project identification process should be based on a competitive process in all countries. This process should have definitely pre-established criteria, instruments, and mechanisms beforehand (CEC –best practice – quantified guidelines, team evaluation, notification to all participants of results, and provision of timetable for project preparation and processing). Process can be limited to certain areas or types of projects, if PDA strategy so warrants. 
	MIF-CO
	The competitive process has been well utilized in some countries. Key to the success has been pre-established well defined criteria for selection, seminars explaining the information requested and criteria for selection, team review and selection of the winning proposals, and immediate work on the preparation of the projects for those proposals selected. 



	6,7,8

P4.28b,c,d
	Selection criteria requirements are unclear and subject to different interpretations. Sustainability criteria rarely complied with regard to “ EA should contemplate service charges as the primary instrument to ensure the long-term project sustainability” .  No objective criteria included.
	Eligibility Criteria should be reviewed and some eligibility criteria reestablished in clear terms – that is, any two persons reading each criterion should have the same interpretation as to the meaning of a specific criterion. Long- term sustainability should remain an eligibility criteria and some form of charge should be assessed to assure a continuance of minimum services. Innovation criteria should be eliminated and objective criteria on geographic distribution (outside capital) and EA capacity and track record included. 
	MIF
	Once the criteria are established, the Abstract and Plan of Operations of each future operation should address how the proposed project complies with each criteria. 

	9

p4.42a
	EA have no resources for consultants
	Recognize retroactively financing of project preparation work by EA hired consultants as part of local counterpart
	MIF


	EAs also have insufficient resources and have suffered in the same fashion as the COs. Providing for retroactive recognition of consultants financed by the EAs would help the project cycle and take some of the burden off of the COs. Only the work done after selection would be eligible and COs would have to non-object to consultant and terms of references.

	10

p4.40b
	Projects take a relatively long time to initiate disbursements and need to extend execution and disbursement periods. 
	Have basic instruments for project execution ready at the time of project approval by the Representative and annexed to the Plan of Operation. Basic documents include LF, Detailed Budget by Activity, Disbursement Schedule with Hitos, Acquisition Plan, MOAFA, and Terms of References for principal consultants.


	MIF and COs
	The documents will provide all the instruments to facilitate project execution. Time between approval and signatures can be used to hire people that are necessary to structure the EA for the project and to meet conditions prior – in other words be ready when the contract is signed to hire people and contract consultants.

	11

p442c


	Plans of Operation are wordy in many instances and do not concentrate on items that should be of major importance
	Reformulate the outline for Plans of Operations along the following lines:

Executive Summary

1. Issue to be resolved

2. Project 

· Purpose

· Components (Summary)

3. Cost and Financing

4. Executing Agency (Legal capacity,  experience in area of the project, overall institutional capacity)

5. EA Financial Administration Capacity

6. EA Procurement Capacity

7. Project Execution Institutional and Decision Making Mechanism

8. Project Execution and Disbursement Timetable and Justification for Execution Timetable

9. Project Justification (Justify how project meets each of the Selection Criteria and show how final beneficiaries will benefit from the project, using rate of return analysis when feasible.

10. Risks

Appendices: LF, Detailed Budget by Activity, Disbursement Schedule with Hitos, Acquisition Plan, MOAFA, Terms of References for principal consultants.
	MIF
	Keep the Plans of Operation simple and to the point. No need to repeat what is in Appendices. Must emphasize what is important to project and its execution: Meets criteria, EA has institutional capability, is ready to execute. Includes all pertinent instruments for execution and monitoring so that project can initiate upon signature of contract.



	12

P4.42d
	Execution delays due to EAs lack of experience and relatively weak institutions. Lack of attention paid by Project Team to these aspects in developing project.
	Project team should assure that EA has acceptable financial administration/control and procurement systems in place and capacity to execute project.
	COs
	EAs are normally strong in technical aspects of the projects (TA etc) but need to strengthen institutional aspects. Also suffer from lack of experience in dealing with MIF/IDB and its procedures

	13

p4.40e
	EAs have difficulty in gearing up to meet procurement and financial administration project requirements. 


	Acquisition and Finance Specialists in the COs need to visit and review each EA capacity during project preparation and participate fully in the design and strengthening of procurement and financial administration/control systems to be used.
	COs
	Finance and Acquisition Specialistss need to get involved during project preparation and not wait until the problems appear in the execution stager.

	14

p.40f


	Present procurement and disbursement training too general and theoretical. Also provided too late in the game.(after project approval)


	CO Acquisition and Financial Specialists need to provide specialized down-to-earth and specific training separately to PDA EAs on procedures – with practical examples-prior to project approval.


	COs
	EA should understand fully what is expected before project is approved. Training programs have been designed for large projects and to cover many subjects. Need to adapt training to PDA type EAs and size of projects.

	15

p4.42 g
	Risk analysis when carried out is often times to complex and therefore discourages its use.
	Adapt risk analysis for institutions and projects of the type and size of PDA. 
	MIF/COs
	Risk analysis should be undertaken but adapted to needs of PDA type projects. Concentrate on certain key aspects of EA and project that have come out of lessons learned to date.

	16

p4.55a
	Significant amount of time required to comply with conditions prior in many countries.
	Adopt the procedure already utilized in many countries to not sign any PDA contract until all conditions prior are basically fulfilled- that is the eligibility can be declared some one week after contract signature.
	CO
	One of the expected benefits of the PDA is the supposedly seamless difference between approval and execution (erring on the culture of execution rather than approval) Approved projects should be ready to execute immediately. Plans of Operation should contain all the documents ready to execute.

	17

p4.53b


	COs do not adequately study the capacity of EAs to process acquisitions with their own system. 


	Acquisition procedures of private sector should be applied. EAs must be evaluated and a conscious/written decision made to accept or not accept such procedures – prior to imposing IDB procedures. Only if EA procedures are unacceptable, should IDB procedures be utilized. Provide opportunity to change in mid-execution if EA willing to modify its procedures.
	COs
	EAs are private sector institutions and their procedures should be utilized. Only if unacceptable, should MIF procedures be utilized. Start with premise that EA procedures are acceptable to meet criteria of efficiency and economy and there are no conflicts of interests. 

	18

p.4.55
	The acquisition process for goods and services is time-consuming and complicated significantly impacting PDA project execution timetables. There is confusion as to what can be done.
	Acquisition process should be based on MIF Manager Memo of August 2006 and OA 425, both of which should be made retroactive to existing operations. Acquisition plan is the basis of moving ahead. 

.


	MIF/CO/DEV-PMP
	There is a need to get the acquisition Specialist involved in the preparation stage. Must start using the full authority of the direct contracting and ex-post review, unless some specific problems have occurred. In general, given the amounts involved per contract, the risk of a mistake is relatively small. However, small delays because of procedures or ex-ante review impact execution significantly when timetable for execution is relatively short, as in PDA projects.

	19

P4.55
	
	
	
	

	19(1)

P4.55d,1
	There is relatively few direct contacting of consultants, delaying project execution.
	Set new limit below $30,000 for direct contracting and extend period for up to 12 months
	MIF/PMP
	The $30,000 limit scares people and is not needed in PDA projects. 12 months is more relevant than the amount. The amounts involved will still be very small because a vast majority of consultants are local. Risk is small. 

	19(2)

P4.55d2
	Training is an important part of PDA contracts and yet direct contracting is limited to 1 week
	Set a higher limit for training for local consultants (presently $2,000) and extend period to three months.
	MIF/PMP
	Training is an important part of the PDA yet Memo of August sets one week limit and $2,000 limit. Seem to have international consultants in mind.

	19(3)

P4.55d3
	Many of the small purchases for PDA are from the shelf and origin of goods requirement creates delays when such goods are not readily available. 
	Free goods of origin of goods requirement and other requirements of par.3.6 of GN2349-7 when there are no goods on shelf available in the area that meet the requirement
	MIF/PMP
	The amounts involved are small and delays of importation create significant problems in PDA type projects. Amounts involved would not impact rationale of why the origin of goods clause was imposed.  

	19(4)

P4.55d4
	CO reluctant to adopt ex-post review of acquisitions 
	General guidelines should be to adopt ex-post review of acquisitions after first two or three acquisitions have been processed satisfactorily utilizing ex-ante review.


	CO
	There should be no great risk of reviewing ex-post after one or two acquisitions are reviewed ex-ante. Early participation of Procurement Specialist in project preparation and institutional strengthening should also ameliorate possibility of problems.

	19(5)

P4.55d5
	Tendency in COs to always apply the maximum amount of threshold permitted
	Let thresholds be determined by characteristics of the projects and dialogue between MIF Specialist and Procurement Specialist when discussing Plan of Acquisition
	CO
	There is a need for more involvement of Procurement Specialist up front in the project preparation.

	20

p4.53e
	Use of payment stubs to disburse does not provide adequate follow-up to assure that project results are being pursued. Need to go from activities to component level results.
	Move as quickly as possible to disbursement by results system for all PDA projects, assuring that there are at most one or two intermediate or final component results indicators for each disbursement tranche, in addition to the Activities indicators that may need to be included.  Consider ex post review of disbursement documentation after first one or two requests have been processed. Make sure that results indicators are consistent with the project LF.
	CO 
	Although the disbursement by results adds another step to the disbursement process, it keeps EAs on focus and is generally liked by EAs that are subject to it.

	21

p4.42f
	Inadequate financial administration and control in EAs.

.
	As a condition of eligibility, all EAs should have clean audit. If acceptable COs should use same auditor for future program audits.

.
	MIF/DEV-FMR
	The requirement of a clean audit in potential EAs establishes a minimum capacity in financial/administration and control.

	22

p4.42g
	Although annual audits for EAs are sound financial practice and should be encouraged, project audits need not be so frequent and may in fact be required more often depending on circumstances.
	Bank should require one project audit at 50% of grant disbursed and one at the end of the project. CO could require additional audits if circumstances warrant. Audits should be financed by MIF funds and contracted by CO.
	MIF/DEV-FMR
	Audits of projects should be used to assure that moneys are being used adequately and not simply be a routine matter. Annual audits are not necessary in PDA projects

	23

p4.55h
	Delays in the hiring of auditing firms because of cumbersome processes.
	CO should maintain a roster of qualified certified accountants that the EA or the CO can use for auditing purposes. EA and CO should be able to choose from the list without competitive process.
	MIF/DEV-FMR
	The size of the PDA projects does not require competitive bids among auditors. CO should prepare a list of qualified auditors from whom EAs and CO could choose. 

	24

p4.53 i
	Cost of EA’s gearing up institutionally for one project may be inefficient and costly. Consider using specialized agencies.


	In cases where any EAs need to use IDB procedures, consider using specialized agency knowledgeable of the IDB mechanism to be in charge of managing and processing  acquisition procedures, disbursements and preparing reports (a la CORPEI Ecuador) for a number of EAs..
	CO
	Practice has proved efficient and lets EAs concentrate on the “important technical matters” of the project while co-executor, knowledgeable of MIF procedures takes care of those matters.

	25

p4.55j
	Reports are very duplicative wasting the time and  energy of the EA and the CO.
	Structure of the EA Progress and Final Reports should be simplified and consolidated with other project reports with a view to avoid duplication.
	MIF
	The project execution instruments PEP,POA. Etc. should be used as much as possible to manage the project, inserting comment columns, status columns when appropriate. Avoid lengthy dialogue. Basic reporting should come from inspection visit reports and result indicators. Information costs money and therefore the request for information should be limited to what is absolutely needed.

	26

p4.55k
	Lessons Learned and Best Practices are essential to improving projects. 
	EA progress reports and Best Practices should focus on Lessons Learned
	MIF/DEV
	Lessons learned should be limited to those aspects of the project that is different or unique and not simply state the normal occurrence

	27

p4.57
	A significant number, if not most, LF and MPPMRs fill Component levels with Activities type indicators and do not include actual Component intermediate and final indicators. 

Purpose level indicators often do not measure outcome and often are repeat of indicators at the Component level. 

Portfolio Review Missions do not adequately review and report on PDA. 
	Have  MIF DEU provide training to COs MIF Specialists on Indicators at the Component and Purpose level to correct misconceptions and provide better guide to PDA project results. This should lead to a better reporting on the MPPMR 

Reformulate LF when needed because of approved project modifications to components. Portfolio Review Missions review PDA and recommend measures to improve program


	MIF/DEU
	There seems to exist confusion on the rationale for the Logframe and many Specialistss view it as a project management tool rather than the Management information tool that it is. Reporting on activities will not necessarily provide the outputs. There is a need to clarify concepts. There are also too many indicators for each component. 

Portfolio Missions are not paying attention to the PDA, even though it may represent an important part of the MIF country portfolio in terms of number of projects. 

	28

p4.60b
	Lack of communication between PDA EAs in a country has EAs inventing the wheel over and over.
	COs should hold periodic meetings with all program EAs to exchange experiences on Lessons Learned and Best Practices. 
	COs
	Make full use of the Talleres de Aranque and local MIF website to also disseminate information. 

	29

P4.66a 
	COs have granted resources to public entities to finance projects for the private sector, although the program was limited to providing grants to  private sector entities.
	Grants should be limited to private sector entities. Public sector entities can co-execute projects with such entities providing assistance but should not be recipients of MIF grants.
	MIF
	There are enough private sector entities in all borrowing member countries to absorb the potential resources assigned to the PDA. MIF should not seek to change its basic grant philosophy for the PDA.

	30

P4.66b
	30% counterpart requirement sometimes fudged by Executing Agency because it gets resources from other grants and not from its own resources.
	30% counterpart requirement should be maintained and at least 50% of this requirement should come from resources actually generated by the Executing Agency. Keep the in kind counterpart limit.
	MIF
	The 30% counterpart requirement has been an important factor in executing agency project ownership and in complying with the additionality selection criteria. This criteria needs to be strengthened to assure that it represents resources from the EA.

	31

p4.766c
	Potential of working with for-profit enterprises not tapped as much as it should be MIF\ GN -62-5 does not exclude but also does not show as potential EA example.
	Allow for-profit enterprises to be EAs as long as such enterprises don’t directly benefit from MIF resources and counterpart is a minimum 50%
	MIF
	For-profit enterprises can demonstrate real world situation to beneficiaries and also develop social responsibility.

	32

p4.66d
	EAs and projects are significantly affected by currency fluctuations.
	Permit grants in local currency when situation in country raise transaction costs in a significant way. 
	MIF
	Currency should not get in the way of efficient project execution, nor should project be delayed because of fluctuations in currency.

	33

P4.71a


	Quality of the projects is being affected by the grant amount limit ($100,000) and limit for execution (2 years). 


	Permit grant amounts up to $150,000 (highest level authorized by Bank) and time limit of up to 2 1/2 years for execution period (three years disbursement). No projects should be approved that require less than 1 year execution period.
	.MIF


	Review of projects indicates that projects sometimes leave out certain key elements because of lack of money and/or time (Red formation, adequate marketing experience once established, site visits to successful experiences in other countries.

	34

p4.71b
	Allocation of resources and limits to amounts  have obstructed the efficient execution of the program
	MIF should institutionalize the PDFA as part of its normal operating procedures and not establish any pre-established limits on total approvals or distribution by countries
	MIF/Regional Departments
	COs have proven that they are capable of identification and approval of projects. PDA has performed well. Program is a very important part of the MIF portfolio.

	35

p4.71c
	There is a lack of resources in international agencies dedicated to small projects among lower income levels in rural areas and smaller cities
	PDA should maintain its basic characteristics: small size projects; small EAs specialized in micro and small enterprises; beneficiaries tending to be at lower levels of the economic pyramid.
	MIF
	Small projects can have an impact but also need close communication between parties. COs have comparative advantage and dedication/commitment

	36.

P4.71d


	Projects and EAs that are successful do not have opportunity consolidate or expand results. 


	Permit follow-up operation for consolidation and expansion of results


	MIF
	Quality of work done to date and number of projects also justifies larger limits and second operation. This would also permit successful EAs to consolidate the work in the same region or other areas and possibly graduate to larger programs. 


ANNEX 5
CO Allocation and Utilization under the PDA

(as of January 8, 2007)

	COs
	Original allocation
	Final Allocation
	Approvals
	Unused funds

	Region 1
	
	
	
	

	CBO
	$1,000,000
	$1,000,000
	$575,360
	$424,640

	CBR
	$1,000,000
	$1,000,000
	$1,000,000
	$0

	CPR
	$1,000,000
	$1,000,000
	$182,750
	$817,250

	CUR
	$1,000,000
	$1,000,000
	$940,280
	$59,720

	Subtotal RE1
	$4,000,000
	$3,000,000
	$1,698,390
	$1,301,610

	Region 2
	
	
	
	

	CES
	$750,000
	$750,000
	$716,300
	$33,700

	CGU
	$750,000
	$750,000
	$750,000
	$0

	CME
	$750,000
	$750,000
	$600,000
	$150,000

	CPN
	$750,000
	$750,000
	$666,225
	$83,775

	Subtotal RE2
	$3,000,000
	$3,000,000
	$2,732,525
	$267,475

	Region 3
	
	
	
	

	CBH
	$0
	$100,000
	$99,575
	$425

	CCO
	$300,000
	$300,000
	$300,000
	$0

	CEC
	$300,000
	$435,736
	$435,736
	$0

	CGY
	$150,000
	$150,000
	$149,375
	$625

	CJA
	$200,000
	$200,000
	$199,900
	$100

	CPE
	$2,000,000
	$2,000,000
	$1,462,600
	$537,400

	CSU
	$150,000
	$150,000
	$112,000
	$38,000

	CTT
	$200,000
	$240,000
	$240,000
	$0

	CVE
	$300,000
	$569,460
	$569,460
	$0

	Reserves
	$400,000
	$254.804
	-
	($35,196)

	Subtotal RE3
	$4,000,000
	$4,000,000
	$3,368,646
	$621,354


	ANNEX 6                          

	TIME PROFILE OF PDA PROJECTS

	Número
	Fecha de la solicitud d/m/año (A)
	Fecha Abstracto enviado en consulta a la Sede d/m/año (B)
	Tiempo entre solicitud y Abstracto (m)
	Fecha No Objeción por la Sede d/m/año
	Tiempo para la non-objeción (m)
	Fecha aprobación por Representación d/m/año
	Tiempo aprobación después Abstracto (m)
	Tiempo aprobación desde solicitud (m)
	Fecha del contrato para firma recibido por la Rep d/m/año
	Tiempo entre aprobación y recibo contrato (m)
	Fecha de firma d/m/año
	Tiempo para firma (m)

	ANT/ME-9519-BO
	03-12-04
	08-09-05
	9.30
	13-09-05
	0.17
	13-10-05
	1.00
	10.47
	27-01-06
	3.53
	02-03-06
	1.13

	ATN/ME-9520-BO
	03-12-04
	08-09-05
	9.30
	13-09-05
	0.17
	21-10-05
	1.27
	10.73
	09-02-06
	3.70
	02-03-06
	0.70

	ATN/ME-9521-BO
	03-12-04
	08-09-05
	9.30
	13-09-05
	0.17
	21-11-05
	2.30
	11.77
	09-02-06
	2.67
	02-03-06
	0.70

	ATN/ME-9524-BO
	03-12-04
	08-09-05
	9.30
	13-09-05
	0.17
	18-11-05
	2.20
	11.67
	09-02-06
	2.77
	02-03-06
	0.70

	ATN/ME-9626-BO
	03-12-04
	22-11-05
	11.80
	01-12-05
	0.30
	19-12-05
	0.60
	12.70
	23-02-06
	2.20
	02-03-06
	0.23

	ATN/ME-9627-BO
	03-12-04
	22-11-05
	11.80
	01-12-05
	0.30
	16-12-05
	0.50
	12.60
	02-05-06
	4.57
	17-05-06
	0.50

	ATN/ME-8631-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	19-02-04
	 
	11.23
	26-02-04
	0.23
	26-04-04
	2.00

	ATN/ME-8644-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	05-01-04
	 
	9.73
	08-03-04
	2.10
	22-03-04
	0.47

	ATN/ME-8646-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	05-01-04
	 
	9.73
	09-03-04
	2.13
	29-03-04
	0.67

	ATN/ME-8595-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	04-12-04
	 
	20.87
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ATN/ME-8677-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	13-04-04
	 
	13.03
	20-04-04
	0.23
	15-05-04
	0.83

	ATN/ME-8835-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	13-08-04
	 
	17.10
	25-09-04
	1.43
	18-10-04
	0.77

	ATN/ME-8643-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	05-01-04
	 
	9.73
	05-04-04
	3.03
	22-04-04
	0.57

	ATN/ME-8836-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	16-08-04
	 
	17.20
	25-09-04
	1.33
	27-10-04
	1.07

	ATN/ME-8645-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	05-01-04
	 
	9.73
	05-04-04
	3.03
	29-04-04
	0.80

	ATN/ME-8648-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	05-01-04
	 
	9.73
	05-04-04
	3.03
	29-04-04
	0.80

	ATN/ME-8699-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	05-01-04
	 
	9.73
	01-06-04
	4.93
	08-06-04
	0.23

	ATN/ME-8745-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	12-04-04
	 
	13.00
	12-07-04
	3.03
	09-12-04
	5.00


	Número
	Fecha de la solicitud d/m/año (A)
	Fecha Abstracto enviado en consulta a la Sede d/m/año (B)
	Tiempo entre solicitud y Abstracto (m)
	Fecha No Objeción por la Sede d/m/año
	Tiempo para la non-objeción (m)
	Fecha aprobación por Representación d/m/año
	Tiempo aprobación después Abstracto (m)
	Tiempo aprobación desde solicitud (m)
	Fecha del contrato para firma recibido por la Rep d/m/año
	Tiempo entre aprobación y recibo contrato (m)
	Fecha de firma d/m/año
	Tiempo para firma (m)

	ATN/ME-8647-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	12-04-04
	 
	13.00
	16-06-04
	2.17
	24-06-04
	0.27

	ATN/ME-8698-BR
	19-03-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	01-06-04
	 
	14.67
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ATN/ME-9114-VE
	01-10-04
	19-10-04
	0.60
	18-01-05
	3.03
	28-02-05
	1.37
	5.00
	31-03-05
	1.03
	01-04-05
	0.03

	ATN/ME-9173-VE
	10-01-04
	30-11-04
	10.83
	09-12-04
	0.30
	15-04-05
	4.23
	15.37
	24-05-05
	1.30
	25-05-05
	0.03

	ATN/ME-9170-VE
	30-09-04
	09-11-04
	1.33
	16-11-04
	0.23
	08-04-05
	4.77
	6.33
	09-06-05
	2.07
	19-07-05
	1.33

	ATN/ME-9795-VE
	15-12-05
	16-12-05
	0.03
	17-01-06
	1.07
	05-05-06
	3.60
	4.70
	10-07-06
	2.20
	20-07-06
	0.33

	ATN/ME-9441-UR
	01-03-05
	18-03-05
	0.57
	18-03-05
	 
	19-08-05
	5.13
	5.70
	25-09-05
	1.23
	05-10-05
	0.33

	ATN/ME-9442-UR
	 
	03-01-05
	 
	03-02-05
	 
	20-08-05
	6.60
	 
	25-09-05
	1.20
	05-10-05
	0.33

	 ATN/ME-9501-UR 
	 
	11-04-06
	
	11-04-06
	 
	10-10-05
	 
	 
	16-02-06
	4.30
	20-02-06
	0.13

	 ATN/ME-9502-UR 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	19/08/05
	 
	 
	02-12-05
	 
	03-02-06
	2.10

	ATN/ME-9503-UR
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	11-10-05
	 
	 
	16-02-06
	4.27
	20-02-06
	0.13

	ATN/ME-9558-UR
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	12-02-05
	 
	 
	03-01-06
	10.83
	15-03-06
	2.37

	ATN/ME-9559-UR
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	12-02-05
	 
	 
	17-03-06
	13.27
	28-03-06
	0.37

	ATN/ME-9696-UR
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	27/01/06
	 
	 
	04-02-06
	 
	18-04-06
	2.43

	ATN/ME-9726-UR
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	16/02/06
	 
	 
	04-03-06
	 
	19-04-06
	1.53

	ATN/ME-9759-UR
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	04-04-06
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ATN/ME 9116- TT
	21-01-05
	17-03-05
	1.83
	22-03-05
	0.17
	14-02-05
	 
	0.80
	26-06-05
	4.40
	07-07-05
	0.37

	ATN/ME 9324- TT
	16-05-05
	09-06-05
	0.80
	09-06-05
	 
	22-07-05
	1.43
	2.23
	12-09-05
	1.73
	14-09-05
	0.07

	ATN/ME 9326- TT
	12-04-05
	19-05-05
	1.23
	19-05-05
	 
	22-07-05
	2.13
	3.37
	12-09-05
	1.73
	14-09-05
	0.07

	ATN/ME 9325- TT
	15-04-05
	19-05-05
	1.13
	19-05-05
	 
	22-07-05
	2.13
	3.27
	12-09-05
	1.73
	14-09-05
	0.07

	ATN/ME 9655- TT
	17-11-05
	19-12-05
	1.07
	21-12-05
	0.07
	03-01-06
	0.43
	1.57
	04-05-06
	4.03
	15-05-06
	0.37

	ATN/ME 9656- TT
	26-10-05
	15-12-05
	1.67
	19-12-05
	0.13
	03-01-06
	0.50
	2.30
	24-04-06
	3.70
	19-05-06
	0.83

	ATN/ME-9416-SU
	 
	21-04-05
	 
	09-06-05
	1.63
	26-07-05
	1.57
	 
	03-01-06
	5.37
	01-10-06
	9.03

	Número
	Fecha de la solicitud d/m/año (A)
	Fecha Abstracto enviado en consulta a la Sede d/m/año (B)
	Tiempo entre solicitud y Abstracto (m)
	Fecha No Objeción por la Sede d/m/año
	Tiempo para la non-objeción (m)
	Fecha aprobación por Representación d/m/año
	Tiempo aprobación después Abstracto (m)
	Tiempo aprobación desde solicitud (m)
	Fecha del contrato para firma recibido por la Rep d/m/año
	Tiempo entre aprobación y recibo contrato (m)
	Fecha de firma d/m/año
	Tiempo para firma (m)

	ATN/ME-9417-SU
	 
	27-04-05
	 
	09-06-05
	1.43
	22-05-06
	11.57
	 
	29-06-06
	1.27
	29-06-06
	0.00

	ATN/ME-9674-PR
	05-10-04
	27-12-04
	2.77
	05-01-05
	0.30
	27-01-06
	12.90
	15.97
	08-03-06
	1.33
	14-03-06
	0.20

	ATN/ME-9803-PR
	27-03-06
	12-04-06
	0.53
	13-04-06
	0.03
	12-05-06
	0.97
	1.53
	31-08-06
	3.70
	06-10-06
	1.20

	ATN/ME-9395-PN
	29-04-05
	20-06-05
	1.73
	24-06-05
	0.13
	05-07-05
	0.37
	2.23
	30-09-05
	2.90
	29-09-05
	 

	ATN/ME-9405-PN
	08-03-05
	13-06-05
	3.23
	01-08-05
	1.63
	08-09-05
	1.27
	6.13
	14-10-05
	1.20
	14-10-05
	0.00

	ATN/ME-9522-PN
	02-06-05
	17-11-05
	5.60
	18-11-05
	0.03
	07-12-05
	0.63
	6.27
	22-12-05
	0.50
	16-01-06
	0.83

	ATN/ME-9578-PN
	09-09-05
	01-12-05
	2.77
	01-12-05
	 
	07-12-05
	0.20
	2.97
	06-04-06
	4.00
	19-05-06
	1.43

	ATN/ME-9579-PN
	25-08-05
	01-12-05
	3.27
	02-12-05
	0.03
	07-12-05
	0.17
	3.47
	16-02-06
	2.37
	09-03-06
	0.70

	ATN/ME-9580-PN
	23-08-05
	01-12-05
	3.33
	02-12-05
	0.03
	07-12-05
	0.17
	3.53
	03-04-06
	3.90
	19-04-06
	0.53

	ATN/ME-9581-PN
	08-10-05
	04-12-05
	1.90
	01-12-05
	 
	07-12-05
	0.20
	2.00
	03-03-06
	2.87
	25-04-06
	1.77

	ATN/ME-9602-PN
	21-06-05
	07-12-05
	5.63
	14-12-05
	0.23
	14-12-05
	0.00
	5.87
	15-02-06
	2.10
	23-03-06
	1.20

	ATN/ME 7935-PE
	2001
	 
	 
	 
	 
	24-06-02
	 
	 
	15-07-02
	0.70
	02-09-02
	1.63

	ATN/ME 8059-PE
	2001
	 
	 
	 
	 
	15-10-02
	 
	 
	nov 2002
	0.57
	27-03-03
	4.87

	ATN/ME 8189-PE
	13-11-02
	17-12-02
	1.13
	24-12-02
	0.23
	06-01-03
	0.43
	1.80
	13-02-03
	1.27
	27-03-03
	1.40

	ATN/ME 8156-PE
	13/11/02
	 
	 
	 
	 
	09-12-02
	 
	 
	05-02-03
	1.93
	20-05-03
	3.47

	ATN/ME 8255-PE
	28-10-02
	27-01-03
	3.03
	31-01-03
	0.13
	21-03-03
	1.63
	4.80
	10-04-03
	0.67
	16-06-03
	2.23

	ATN/ME 8272-PE
	13-06-02
	27-01-03
	7.60
	31-01-03
	0.13
	02-04-03
	2.03
	9.77
	July 2003
	3.00
	26-09-06
	39.43

	ATN/ME 8294-PE
	2001
	 
	 
	 
	 
	25-04-03
	 
	 
	June 2003
	1.23
	17-06-03
	0.53

	ATN/ME 8387-PE
	2001
	29/1/03
	 
	 
	 
	15-07-03
	 
	 
	04-09-03
	1.70
	04-11-03
	2.03

	ATN/ME 8325-PE
	2001
	 
	 
	 
	 
	15-05-03
	 
	 
	 
	 
	14/8/2003
	 

	ATN/ME 8889-PE
	01-07-04
	 
	 
	22-06-04
	 
	06-10-04
	3.53
	3.23
	 
	 
	20/1/2005
	 

	ATN/ME 9508-PE
	01-11-04
	26-04-05
	5.87
	30-06-05
	2.17
	03-11-05
	4.20
	12.23
	09-01-06
	2.23
	06-02-06
	0.93

	ATN/ME 9657-PE
	01-11-04
	26-04-05
	5.87
	30-06-05
	2.17
	11-01-06
	6.50
	14.53
	20/7/2006
	 
	 
	 

	ATN/ME 9667-PE
	01-11-04
	26-04-05
	5.87
	30-06-05
	2.17
	11-01-06
	6.50
	14.53
	23-05-06
	4.40
	09-08-06
	2.60

	ATN/ME 9820-PE
	29-10-04
	26-04-05
	5.97
	30-06-05
	2.17
	15-05-06
	10.63
	18.77
	 
	 
	 
	 


	Número
	Fecha de la solicitud d/m/año (A)
	Fecha Abstracto enviado en consulta a la Sede d/m/año (B)
	Tiempo entre solicitud y Abstracto (m)
	Fecha No Objeción por la Sede d/m/año
	Tiempo para la non-objeción (m)
	Fecha aprobación por Representación d/m/año
	Tiempo aprobación después Abstracto (m)
	Tiempo aprobación desde solicitud (m)
	Fecha del contrato para firma recibido por la Rep d/m/año
	Tiempo entre aprobación y recibo contrato (m)
	Fecha de firma d/m/año
	Tiempo para firma (m)

	ATN/ME-9710-ME
	14-03-05
	22-04-05
	1.30
	19-05-05
	0.90
	28-02-06
	9.50
	11.70
	12-04-06
	1.43
	05-05-06
	0.77

	ATN/ME-9742-ME
	16-05-05
	08-06-05
	0.77
	09-06-05
	0.03
	27-03-06
	9.70
	10.50
	20-04-06
	0.80
	05-05-06
	0.50

	ATN/ME-9787-ME
	01-08-05
	13-09-05
	1.43
	13-09-05
	 
	26-04-06
	7.50
	8.93
	24-05-06
	0.93
	22-06-06
	0.97

	ATN/ME-9794-ME
	27-07-05
	13-09-05
	1.60
	13-09-05
	 
	08-05-06
	7.90
	9.50
	24-05-06
	0.53
	20-06-06
	0.90

	ATN/ME-9814-ME
	09-06-05
	27-06-05
	0.60
	27-06-05
	 
	18-05-06
	10.83
	11.43
	06-07-06
	1.63
	14-07-06
	0.27

	ATN/ME-9815-ME
	09-06-05
	27-06-05
	0.60
	27-06-05
	 
	19-05-06
	10.87
	11.47
	12-07-06
	1.80
	14-07-06
	0.07

	ATN/ME-9593-JA
	15-12-04
	29-04-05
	4.50
	12-05-05
	0.43
	14-12-05
	7.20
	12.13
	13-06-06
	6.03
	03-07-06
	0.67

	ATN/ME-9666-JA
	22-06-05
	30-06-05
	0.27
	13-09-05
	2.50
	22-06-05
	 
	0.00
	22-06-06
	12.17
	19-07-06
	0.90

	ATN/ME-9461-ES
	15-11-04
	09-03-05
	3.80
	19-04-05
	1.37
	19-09-05
	5.10
	10.27
	31-10-05
	1.40
	31-10-05
	0.00

	ATN/ME-9484-ES
	15-11-04
	09-03-05
	3.80
	19-04-05
	1.37
	25-10-05
	6.30
	11.47
	21-11-05
	0.90
	21-11-05
	0.00

	ATN/ME-9523-ES
	15-11-04
	23-04-05
	5.30
	18-05-05
	0.83
	22-11-05
	6.27
	12.40
	16-12-05
	0.80
	16-12-05
	0.00

	ATN/ME-9485-ES
	15-11-04
	02-05-05
	5.60
	18-05-05
	0.53
	25-10-05
	5.33
	11.47
	25-11-05
	1.03
	25-11-05
	0.00

	ATN/ME-9479-ES
	15-11-04
	12-07-05
	7.97
	06-09-05
	1.87
	25-10-05
	1.63
	11.47
	28-11-05
	1.13
	28-11-05
	0.00

	ATN/ME-9551-ES
	15-11-04
	09-03-05
	3.80
	19-04-05
	1.37
	30-11-05
	7.50
	12.67
	23-02-06
	2.83
	23-02-06
	0.00

	ATN/ME-9550-ES
	15-11-04
	12-09-05
	10.03
	13-09-05
	0.03
	30-11-05
	2.60
	12.67
	18-01-06
	1.63
	18-01-06
	0.00

	ATN/ME-9549-ES
	15-11-04
	31-10-05
	11.67
	01-11-05
	0.03
	30-11-05
	0.97
	12.67
	20-12-05
	0.67
	20-12-05
	0.00

	ATN/ME-9480-EC
	09-05-05
	04-07-05
	 
	 
	 
	03-11-05
	 
	5.93
	03-01-06
	2.03
	02-02-06
	1.00

	ATN/ME-9481-EC
	09-05-05
	04-07-05
	 
	 
	 
	03-11-05
	 
	5.93
	03-01-06
	2.03
	02-02-06
	1.00

	ATN/ME-9482-EC
	09-05-05
	04-07-05
	 
	 
	 
	03-11-05
	 
	5.93
	03-01-06
	2.03
	02-02-06
	1.00


	Número
	Fecha de la solicitud d/m/año (A)
	Fecha Abstracto enviado en consulta a la Sede d/m/año (B)
	Tiempo entre solicitud y Abstracto (m)
	Fecha No Objeción por la Sede d/m/año
	Tiempo para la non-objeción (m)
	Fecha aprobación por Representación d/m/año
	Tiempo aprobación después Abstracto (m)
	Tiempo aprobación desde solicitud (m)
	Fecha del contrato para firma recibido por la Rep d/m/año
	Tiempo entre aprobación y recibo contrato (m)
	Fecha de firma d/m/año
	Tiempo para firma (m)

	ATN/ME-9483-EC
	09-05-05
	04-07-05
	 
	 
	 
	03-11-05
	 
	5.93
	13-01-06
	2.37
	10-02-06
	0.93

	ATN/ME-9483-EC
	09-05-05
	04-07-05
	 
	 
	 
	03-11-05
	 
	5.93
	13-01-06
	2.37
	10-02-06
	0.93

	ATN/ME-9836-EC
	09-05-05
	04-07-05
	 
	 
	 
	15-05-05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ATN/ME-9837-EC
	09-05-05
	04-07-05
	 
	 
	 
	15-05-05
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ATN/ME-9220-CO
	30-11-04
	11-01-05
	1.40
	18-01-05
	0.23
	03-05-05
	3.50
	5.13
	21-07-05
	2.63
	10-10-05
	2.70

	ATN/ME-9221-CO
	30-11-04
	11-01-05
	1.40
	18-01-05
	0.23
	03-05-05
	3.50
	5.13
	21-07-05
	2.63
	03-10-05
	2.47

	ATN/ME-9220-CO
	30-11-04
	11-01-05
	1.40
	18-01-05
	0.23
	03-05-05
	3.50
	5.13
	21-07-05
	2.63
	22-08-05
	1.07


Note: No information provided by CGY.

ANNEX 7

LESSONS LEARNED (LL) FROM THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PDA

a. 
LL at the PDA level

· The PDA is a valuable empowerment instrument for the COs to identify and approve projects that benefit institutions that work with low income groups in areas outside the capital city and for which the opportunities for financing are generally very limited or non existent.

· The COs have demonstrated a capacity to handle the full range of functions from programming to identification, preparation and approval of projects, 

· The PDA plays an important catalytic role, in facilitating the mobilization of local counterpart from participating EAs, as well additional resources from other local institutions that would not otherwise be available to these EAs.

· Small grant interventions can have important development impact both at the level of the institutions and final beneficiaries in strategic and high priority areas for the private sector as long as these interventions are well targeted, opportune and agile.
· PDA projects can be an important instrument in linking MIF support programs for the private sector, job creation and poverty alleviation.
·  PDA projects, in addition to facilitating the delivery of needed services, can have an important impact in strengthening the institutional, operational and technical capacity of beneficiary institutions to program and execute projects following more rigorous instruments and methodologies with favorable long term consequences.
· The decentralized delivery of small projects through the COs is more cost effective than processing similar or slightly higher operations through Headquarters. The PDA requires less transaction costs per operation for the Bank and can be accomplished in a much shorter time framework.
· Allocation of PDA funds to selected COs and for limited time frames is less effective and more costly than an open-ended allocation.
b. 
LL at the project level


i. 
Overall

· It is possible to achieve meaningful results at the local level through the financing of small projects with limited MIF funding.

· PDA projects, in most cases through smaller and less experienced private sector institutions, demands a proactive participation of CO staff in all phases of the project cycle, but especially in initial stages in which targeted training of executing agencies on Bank/MIF procedures is fundamental for an efficient implementation.

·  Effective PDA implementation at the country level requires strengthening of CO capacity through short-term consultants and project assistants.


ii. 

Selection, preparation and approval

· Competitive selection of projects in light of great demand for funds and limited funding capacity is more effective in ensuring a better selection of EAs and projects and, therefore, likely to have greater development impact than alternative selection procedures.

· Competitive selection by themes and/or sectors and projects with similar objectives and comparable tends to be more effective than among unfocused targets. 
· Joint development of the projects from conceptualization to approval, including the logical framework and results indicators, has proven to be highly effective to ensure project ownership and higher probability of success.

· To improve the probability of achieving expected results, COs must ensure an acceptable “Project-Beneficiary-Executing Agency” relationship. In general, projects should provide an adequate answer to at least the following four questions? a) Does the project respond to the needs and interests of the beneficiaries?  b) Is the EA providing assistance to the targeted beneficiaries? c) Is the EA working with the project theme? Is the support to be provided within the regular functions of the EA?  

· To ensure rapid initiation of activities, projects should be ready for implementation at the time of approval with all the necessary execution instruments fully developed and agreed upon. Signature of agreements should only take place when all special conditions have been met or ready to be met by the EA immediately after the agreement is signed.

· Given lack of familiarity of executing agencies with Bank/MIF execution procedures, it is necessary that these procedures be effectively conveyed and the time required for compliance be reflected in the scheduling of activities and in the overall project execution period.

· Bank/MIF project programming instruments such as the PEP, POA, Activities and Disbursement Schedules greatly facilitate project execution and improve operational capacity of executing agencies.

· Lack of a systematic and objective methodology to select projects affects the quality of the portfolio, leaving out potentially attractive initiatives.

· General project eligibility criteria (Additionality, Sustainability, Innovation, and Replicability), does not provide specific and objective guidance for project selection and as a result are paid lip service by project teams. 
iii.

Execution

· Inexperienced executing agencies have difficulties in complying with conditions prior to first disbursement and with execution procedures, causing significant delays in implementation and shortening the time available to complete programmed activities within the established period.

· With weak financial administration system, large disbursements (e.g. 30%/40%) through the revolving fund mechanism represent a great risk and are inconsistent with good risk management practices.

· Close monitoring of implementation progress and constant dialog with executing agencies tends to increase project ownership by the beneficiary institution. 

· Conversion of dollar denominated funds to local currency can represent an extra burden to weaker executing agencies in justifying disbursement requests and presenting project accounts, especially in situations in which the value of the dollar fluctuates daily.

·  Networking among PDA executing agencies is an effective instrument to improve the understanding of execution procedures and facilitating project implementation.

· Ex-post verification of hiring and purchasing may have very negative impact upon the EA financial conditions if procedures adopted are not acceptable to the CO.

· Given the lack of familiarity of executing agencies with Bank/MIF execution procedures it is necessary that these procedures be effectively conveyed and the time required for compliance be reflected in the scheduling of activities and in the overall project execution period.

· To ensure rapid initiation of activities, projects should be ready for implementation at the time of approval with all the necessary execution instruments fully developed and agreed upon. Signature of agreements should only take place when all special conditions have been met or ready to be met by the EA immediately after the agreement is signed.

· Origin requirements for the purchase of goods should only be a condition if readily available in the local markets. 

· Risk analysis and risk management are key instruments to ensure an appropriate project execution and more effective supervision of project performance.

· Identification of technically and experienced consultants for PDA projects is often difficult and time consuming and likely to cause project implementation delays. The creation of a consultant reference data base would greatly facilitate this process.

· Disbursement by result is an important instrument to keep performance focused on outputs and outcomes and to enhance development effectiveness.

· Rather than establishing a parallel financial/accounting instrument (e.g. SAFOBID) specifically for the project, the project should strengthen EA own system.

ANNEX 8

BEST PRACTICES FROM THE IMPLEMENTAION OF THE PDA

I.
IDENTIFICATION AND SELECTION

CEC- Competitive Selection Process
In the seven (7) month period April 1 and November 5, 2005, CEC carried out a competitive selection process for PDA projects and approved 4 projects, (6 were ready for approval, but CEC had not been allocated enough resources to approve all six at that time).  The selection process was completed in three (3) months and the preparation process for the six projects took four (4) months, both short periods of time considering the amount of work involved. 

Twenty-six   potential EAs presented projects and 10 passed the selection process threshold (minimum 2.5 on a 5.0 scale). These projects required MIF financing totaling about $672,000. The selection process provided CEC with more projects than it effectively process for approval given its allocation of PDA resources ($300,000 originally and an added $100,000 later). The selection process took little time.

The distinguishing characteristics of the process can be summarized as follows: 

· In accordance to the PDA strategy developed by CEC, the effort was concentrated in the poorer areas of the country, (use of published social indices), and in areas that the MIF has little presence, if any.

· The process was divided into two steps: Eligibility, Selection. Eligibility will be base on whether the project profiles are related to and consistent with the CEC PDA strategy for the country and the potential EA meets certain institutional parameters, including having worked in the area of the project for at least three years. 

· CEC developed a point matrix and checklists for the project selection process. Five basic criteria were taken into account: Institutional Capacity, Local Counterpart, Sustainability, Innovation, and Additionality. There was a maximum qualification of five points for each criterion.

· The Project Team received and pre-selected the projects, with each member of the team individually rating the different aspects. An average was then calculated for the team as a whole.

· The Project Team presented the results to the PDA Technical Committee in CEC for final selection approval in a matrix that summarized the evaluation of each of the 26 that were presented.

The process was effective in great part because of the work that CEC did to prepare the selection process. In addition to providing each potential EA with the type of project and institutional documentation that should be presented, CEC held three seminars in the interior of the country to explain the program and what was expected. In addition, CEC left time opened at those seminars to discuss the documentation and selection criteria individually with interested EAs. As a result, the proposals presented were very complete. A review of the proposals presented indicates that the core of the projects changed little during project preparation and that the preparation process was dedicated more the making the project more ready for execution and putting it in “Biddish”. 

II.
PREPARATION

CBO- Institutional analysis of executing agencies 

The analysis of the executing agency institutional capacity and corrective measures are crucial elements in project approval, especially of eligible institutions wishing to implement PDA projects. A good example of an institutional analysis associated with a PDA project is the case of ATN/ME-9626-BO. Annex 5 of this Plan of Operations contained a detailed institutional analysis of the executing agency (Fundación Ayuda en Acción), including an analysis of the executing agency’s mission and vision, managerial organization, administrative capacity, staffing, decision making hierarchy, access to beneficiary groups, experience in project monitoring, income, capacity to mobilize additional funds, experience in the project area, track record, recent similar projects, experience with activities related to the project, knowledge of local conditions, possible conflict of interest, working experience with private and public sector institutions and with bilateral and multilateral agencies, communication systems, market positioning, and institutional strategy. This same analysis was also performed in the case of other projects (as for example in ATN/ME-9520-BO, ATN/9519-BO). With the results of this analysis, it was possible to assess the various elements in the Institutional Evaluation tool kit for MIF projects. In addition, CBO uses this tool kit to determine the executing agency capacity to execute the project and, if it were the case, to identify any institutional weakness and needed corrective measures to be addressed prior or during the implementation of the project.

III.
PROJECT READINESS/CONDITIONS PRIOR

CEC- Basic Execution Instruments

As a general rule, CEC requires that all basic documents for the effective execution of projects be completed and accepted by the Bank prior to signature of the contract and that conditions prior also be completed or close to completion prior to contract signature. These basic documents include the Logframe, Detailed Budget, Disbursement Schedule with “Hitos”, Plan of Acquisition, Risk Analysis, PEP, MOAFA, Table of compliance with conditions prior, Terms of Reference of the Principal Consultants. This has enabled CEC to effect its first disbursement within an average of two months after contract signature.

CBR- Compliance with conditions prior 

To avoid project implementation delays and to initiate quickly project activities, CBR adopted a procedure through which all conditions prior to first disbursement were thoroughly discussed with the executing agency prior to project approval and complied with at the time of the signature of the agreement. With this process, none of the PDA project in CBR has special conditions prior for eligibility and first disbursement. 

CUR- CONDITIONS PRIOR

Within the first month after the first disbursement, the executing agency must have formed the executing unit for the implementation of the project with specific functions and responsibilities, and submitted to the CO the POA for the first year of project execution, with subsequent updates for the following period.

Revolving fund is limited to 20% of the MIF funds and disbursed against an expenditure program approved by the CO. 

As a special condition, all projects require that the executing agency comply with conditions prior within 60 days of the signature of the agreement, a period shorter than the standard 180 days in the General Norms.
 The development of all these requirements is supported by consultants
 and CO staff with a view of avoiding excessive delays in executing agencies meeting conditions prior to first disbursement.  

IV.
EXECUTION

CBR- Tool kit for project implementation

 To aid executing agency in the implementation of PDA projects, CBR has developed a series of standard documentation that were used in orientation workshops with potential executing agencies and subsequently for the presentation of proposal and for project execution.  This documentation was later placed on a CD developed by MIF specialists in CBR containing standardized documents for the operational and financial execution of MIF projects, with links, among others, to standard financial and procurement guidelines and manuals, execution policies, monitoring and evaluation guidelines, models of terms of references, including for the elaboration of baselines, intermediate and final evaluation, guidelines for the preparation of Progress and final reports by executing agencies, audit procedures, forms and standard audit terms of reference for audit, disbursement procedures and forms. All relevant and updated (as of May 2006) execution related policies, procedures, manuals, forms and guidelines applicable to MIF projects can be easily accessed by any executing agency.  Copies of this CD can be obtained with Ismael Gilio (ismaelg), MIF specialist in CBR.

CEC-   Co-Executing Projects, CORPEI/ Local-Regional NGOs

CEC has opted in most of its PDA projects in Ecuador to forming alliances between the Export Promotion Corporation (CORPEI) and other NGOs for the purpose of co-executing projects. CORPEI signs the Bank Agreements with the Bank but the project is co-executed jointly with the NGO that has the “technical” experience in the field and knows the beneficiaries (e.g. FEEP Cuenca, ACT in Rio Bamba, ERPE in Guamote, APROCUYC in Cayambe). 

The rationale is: (1) to combine the project management, financial administration/disbursement/acquisition capability of CORPEI in executing projects financed by international organizations with the technical and beneficiary knowledge capability of the regional NGOs; (2) to reduce the cost of project management because CORPEI can be co-executor of various PDA projects with the same staff; and  (3) to permit local NGOs to concentrate on what they knows best – providing technical assistance among beneficiaries that they know and have worked with (while gaining experience in project development and execution with international organizations). It is noted that the project proposals were presented to the CEC by the “technical” NGO in the competitive selection process.

CORPEI is basically in charge of the overall project management and disbursement and acquisition processes, with offices in Quito.  The locally based NGO, with offices in-situ, is in charge of “technical” aspects of the project, (i.e. preparing the POA, supervising the technical work in the field, preparing the project advance reports, coordinating the work in the field, preparing the basic terms of references for consultants, and all other functions related to the technical work in the field). 

The following basic structure is established for project execution: (1) Executive Committee, comprising the Project Promotion and Development Manager of CORPEI and the Executive Director of the local NGO. This Committee establishes project strategies/policies/instructions and approves the annual PEP and POA, contracts for consultants and purchases, and evaluates project advance; (2) Project Coordination Unit, headed by a Director of the Coordinating Unit, Project Director, and Technical Coordinator( located in the field). The Project Director and the Technical Coordinator are on the hierarchical level. The Project Director manages and supervises all financial and administrative aspects of the project. The Technical Coordinator manages and supervises all technical aspects of the project.

Although the Bank PDA projects have financed some of the project level technical person of CORPEI, the counterpart provided to project administration and other components by CORPEI far outweighs the resources provided by the MIF. The financing of the project Administration costs by CORPEI has also liberated administration resources in the local NGOs that can be used for the “technical” components of the projects.

As Rosa Guamán, Technical Coordinator of the Aromatic and Medicinal Herb Project in Rio Bamba, indicated to the Consultant during the evaluation mission, Let CORPEI take care of the paperwork while we do the important work.

CEC- Executing Agency Unit Project Operation, Administration, Finance and Acquisition 
Manual (MOAFA – Spanish Acronym).

By nature, the EAs that work with the PDA are generally smaller, less experienced, more isolated, and definitely less experienced to working with multilateral entities than are the normal EAs that work with the MIF or the Bank. The MOAFA provides the EA, in one document of some 75 pages, all of the basic information needed to carry out its proposed project. The MOAFA is a condition prior for the EA; however, as common practice in CEC, it is prepared and presented prior to contract signature.

The Manual has four Chapters: I Organizational Structure of the Program, II Operational Structure of the Program, III Financial Administration System, and IV Acquisition Flows and Processes. Chapter I present the EA structure for carrying out the program, the functions of the major actors, and processes for decision making. Chapter II basically describes the major aspects of the project (Objective, Components, Benefits, Disbursements, Evaluation, Follow-up). Chapter III details the budget and accounting systems for the project and includes process flows for the steps that must be taken for different actions (e.g. disbursements, revolving fund justification). Chapter IV goes through the processes for purchasing goods and services and contracting consultants.

In addition to constituting a very good reference document for EAs that have not previously worked with the MIF, the MOAFA facilitates a common understanding in the EA of the project by all involved and continuity WHEN there is a change in personnel. 

V.
DISBURSEMENT

CPE- Disbursement by Results, “Hitos Gatilladores”

Conditioning disbursements in PDA projects to results is an effective way of combining development effectiveness considerations with the MIF’s regular project supervision procedures. 

Introduced by the Country Office of Peru, early on in the first stage of the PDA program, the “Hitos” driven disbursement system is now  being utilized in four (4) Country Offices ( Peru, Ecuador, El Salvador, and ??????. Two of the Country Offices, CPE and CEC, have expanded the system to other MIF financed projects. 

The systems presently utilized basically requires the that the EA comply with two sets of conditions for disbursement after the initial revolving fund disbursement: (1) a summary report on EA compliance with a set of agreed upon results (benchmarks) to be complied at the time of the tranche disbursement under consideration; and (2) the documentation required by the financial sector to justify expenditures made to date. It is hoped that, with time and experience, the financial sector documentation can be eliminated and disbursements can be undertaken when an EA complies with the stated “Hito”. Various COs now reserve the right to review ex-post the financial information after the first two disbursements. No CO has gone to the point of disbursements being made only on compliance to “Hitos”. Paraphrasing the IPEH Project Director in Peru: “We are aware that the “Hitos” add another condition to disbursements, but we support it because it keeps us focused on why we are doing the project”.

The PDA program has been able to introduce the disbursement by results system because most COs require that all basic project execution documentation be ready when the project is approved (e.g. Project Execution Plan (PEP), Annual Operative Plan (POA),  Logframe, detailed Disbursement Schedule with “Hitos”, etc). In the case of Ecuador, the PDA budget includes resources to contract a consultant to provide an independent review of compliance with “Hitos” that is used for disbursement.

CUR- Reviews of disbursements

For the implementation of PDA projects, CUR required as a condition prior to the first disbursement that the executing agencies, among others, named an accountant that would be responsible for all project financial transactions and reporting with detailed scope of work and terms of references, including compliance with Bank’s disbursement norms and procedures. Disbursement requests must have been review and approved by the project accountant indicated before, as a result of which disbursement requests do not need to be accompanied by receipts and proof documents- these are kept in the executing agency for latter verification by CUR on a sample basis, and in addition, CO have to spend less time reviewing disbursement request while at the same time having reasonable assurances that these request are satisfactory pending any ex-post revision. 

CBO- Concurrent verification of disbursements 
External auditing of the project, in certain cases, is undertaken by an independent to be hired by the CO at the beginning of the project to review all disbursement requests and issue an acceptance report, without which CBO will not proceed with the disbursement request (ATN/ME-9627-BO, ATN/ME-9524-BO, ATN/ME-9520 and ATN/ME-9519-BO).  This review process is financed with MIF funds in the project and is not a substitute for the final project audit which has to be done in accordance with existing policies and procedures. 

VI.
AUDIT

CBR- Auditing of PDA projects 
To facilitate the auditing of the 14 PDA projects, a major task if done individually as is normally the case, CBR decide to hire an independent certified public account to undertake all said audits in conformity with existing policies and procedures.  The terms of reference of for this consultancy were prepared with the assistance of DEV\FMR and are proposed as a lump sum work to be financed with MIF funds and disbursed by an initial 10% of the value of the contract (which includes travel per diem) and by a specified amount at the satisfactory completion of each audit. The period of the consultancy is for 1 year in accordance with the scheduled project completion dates, within which all the 14 audits has to be completed.  For the audits, the consultant must follow the guidelines of AF-100, AF-300 and AF-400.  CBO have also adopted a similar procedure but instead of an individual consultant it had to hire a consulting firm.

VII.
SUSTAINABILITY

CUR - Project sustainability 

Project ATN/ME-9501-UR, “Program to Increase Territorial Competitiveness of the Department of Paysandú”, makes specific reference to financial sustainability of the executing agency after project completion. It estimates that future sustainability of the project is based on the belief that the value added by various tourism clusters will exceed the costs that have to incur in adapting their business. One of the key elements of this sustainability is the creation of a Forest and Wood training Center (“Centro de Capacitación Forestal y Maderero”), an initiative that requires the financial participation of the private sector and users. With this in mind, the project will create a Fund with an independent bank account for the deposit of the charges for the training programs and contributions quotas from the clustered firms.  

In the case of ATN/ME 9502-CUR, “Asociatividad y gestión ambiental rentable en micro, pequeñas y medianas empresas”, financial sustainability is sought by creating a fund with the income generated by the executing agency from the training and technical assistance programs, as well as from the sales of technical publications. Charges for the training programs have been initially set at $80-$120 for each participating firm, which is expected to generate $12,000 at the end of the project. All funds generated by the project will be immobilized in a special bank account for the purpose of continuing with the training and technical assistance programs once all project funds are used. The operational regulation of the fund has already been prepared and considered by the CUR. 

It must be noted that in neither case the creation of the funds is a contractual condition. Rather, executing agencies have committed themselves during project preparation and analysis to implement the funds and to achieve sustainability. CUR is monitoring the implementation of these funds but it is too early yet to measure results.

VIII.
ADDITIONALITY

CBR-Strategic alliances for the mobilization of additional resources

Given the relatively small size of PDA projects, initiatives and measures to mobilize additional funds and support to complement PDA projects are of great importance. The project “Apoio a Criacao de Micro-Empresas Comunitarias da Cadeia Produtiva da Maricultura no Estado de Alagoas”,  Brazil” executed by the NGO OCEANUS (now Instituto Oceanus) is a case in point. With a small MIF funding of $88,130, representing 64% of the project total cost ($136,730), OCEANUS managed to mobilize additional funds from the Government of Alagoas and the private sector (PROFERTIL) as counterpart in excess of 3 times the original amount, as a result of which MIF relative contribution decreased from 64% to 25% of the total. In addition, OCEANUS developed a comprehensive support network for sustainable mariculture programs all along the coastal area of the State of Alagoas through long term strategic alliances and partnership arrangements with a variety of local, state and federal institutions, including:

· Various Municipalities of the State of Alagoas 

· Secretaria Especial de Aquicultura e Pesca da Presidencia da Republica (SEAP/PR)

· SEBRAE/AL

· Universidade Federal de Alagoas (UFAL)

· Fundacao de Amparo a Pesquisa de Alagoas (FAPEAL)

· Instituto do Meio Ambiente do Estado de Alagos (IMA/AL)

· Instituto Brasileiro do Meio Ambiente e dos Recursos Naturais Renováveis (IBAMA)
· Secretaria de Apoio da Uniao (SPU)
· Servico de Apoio ao Comercio (SENAC)
· Banco do Brasil (BB)
· Caixa Economica Federal (CEF)
· Fundacao Nacional de Saude (FUNASA) 
· Secretaria de Ciencia e Tecnologia de Alagoas
· Fundo de Combate e Erradicacao da Pobreza do Estado de Alagoas (FECOEP) 
IX.
NETWORKING 

CEC: Developing a Network of Learning

It was apparent in the mission to Ecuador that the different EAs of the PDA knew each other and had profited from the experience of each other’s projects. This is due to the conscious effort by CEC to develop a network of learning. In addition to the extensive information provided in the Ecuadorian MIF Project Network website maintained by CEC, the CEC invites all PDA EAs to participate in the “Taller de Aranque” of new PDA projects. This enables EAs to discuss lessons learned and interchange experiences. 
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� These questionnaires contained a total of 117 questions. Ninety four of 104 EAs (3 projects were totally cancelled and 2 operations were approved in November) replied to their questionnaire. Twenty eight CO Specialists and 16 Representatives in the 17 COs participating in the PDA have responded. There were 9,912 possible replies by the respondents. The evaluation tabulated and analyzed some 8,900 (with most of the replies in the form of multiple choices but also with an important number of comments and suggestions). The reply rate for possible replies was 94% indicating a high rate of reliability. No replies were received from CGY. Copies of the questionnaires can be found in the files of this evaluation.


� See Annex 1 for a List of Interviews conducted for the purpose of this evaluation.


� Unless otherwise noted all data in this section are as of January 8, 2007.


� See Annex 3 for CO portfolio breakdown.


�  Since PDA expanded phase was not extended until October 24, 2006, only two additional projects were approved in the year; therefore, 2006 as a whole cannot be considered typical in terms of possible PDA approvals. 


� MIF/GN-62-2, which is an integral part of MIF/GN62-5, indicates  that to avoid duplication, the PDA should not be utilized for projects that could otherwise be supported by  Headquarters and specifically mentions micro finance, microenterprises business services, among others. As seen in the paragraphs that follow, many PDA projects are directed to microenterprise, thus raising the question as to whether they should have been supported under the PDA. Nevertheless, given their small size and higher transaction costs, it is doubtful that if they would in effect be attractive for Headquarters financing.


� No replies from CGU and CGY.


� Does not include two projects approved in November 2006 not yet classified.


� A few CO staff were requested to provide their own estimate of the costs involved in the approval of a typical PDA project, which the consultants adjusted in certain cases for comparability (CEC $9,000, CES $10,000, CME $13,000, CTT $15,000, and CBR $25,000). These estimates include the time of project assistants in the process.





� After consultations between the Regional Departments and the COs, the following 10 COs did not participated in the second phase of the delegation program: CAR, CBA, CBE, CBR, CCH, CCR, CDR, CHA, CHO and CNI.


� In the case of the pilot program, the first approval (CPE- June 24, 2002) took place almost one year after the PDA was approved by the Donors Committee.


� The 14 projects visited in-situ are identified in the List of Interviews in Annex 1.


� CES lost six months in beginning to prepare the projects/ Plans of Operation.


� Approval is defined, for this evaluation, as including all steps through signature of the Agreement with the EA.


� In ten projects (12% of the active portfolio) the time elapsed between signature and 1st disbursement was 


25% or more the project overall execution time. The overall average for the active portfolio was 17%. 


� The only two points of contact with Headquarters were with the Legal Department and with the Region/MIF.


� Project execution was also to follow the same Bank and MIF procedures and policies, with no particular exception or simplification granted.


� There are many project-specific lessons learned that are not reported here. These can be found in the MPPMRs and on the replies to the questionnaire for the executing agencies.





� CES also requires that the executing agencies comply with conditions prior in a shorter time frame (45 days) from that of the General Norms. 


� All PDA projects in CUR have been prepared with the support of consultants.
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