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Executive Summary

Introduction. This report presents an independent assessmenbwioting Higher
Education Partnerships for Global Development,agr@am financed by the United States
Agency for International Development (USAID) andpiemented by the Association
Liaison Office for University Cooperation in Develoent (ALO). The American

Council on Education (ACE) is the fiscal agentAdO, which is a partnership of six
sector-based U.S. higher education associatioreserassociations, combined, represent
some 4,000 U.S. colleges and universities.

ALO is financed under a cooperative agreement (§igned by USAID and ACE in
September 1997. The authorized level of fundifjgssunder $72 million. As of early
August 2004, USAID had obligated $59 million unttee CA and 25 subsequent
modifications. USAID has extended the program st £LO can make new sub-awards
to participating universities until September 2005programs that will be fully
implemented by September 2007.

The CA provides support to the U.S. higher educatiommunity (HEC) to facilitate a
working partnership with USAID. It is designed tagpport the achievement of
USAID’s strategic objectives, provide support tgher education institutions in
USAID presence countries, strengthen their roleaditressing development problems,
and increase the attention given to internatioe&ketbpment issues on U.S. campuses
and by constituents and cooperating institutions.

ALO’s work under the CA has been largely focusedopport of higher education
partnerships -- collaborative projects between ddeges or universities and similar
institutions overseas. To date, ALO has finance@l @2tnerships in 59 countries where
USAID operates. There are two categories of ALQrmaships: Institutional
Partnerships (IPs) and Special Initiatives (SIB¥. &re funded centrally, whereas Sls
are funded by Missions or AID/Washington Bureaud @ffices. Overall, the program
has involved at least 139 U.S. colleges and unitvessand 174 higher education
institutions overseas. Other activities that haerbconducted under the CA include
policy roundtables, working groups on priority deymment issues and, since 2003,
technical and advisory assistance.

ISTI Assessment.The goals of the assessment were to assess th@alshments of the
ALO program and to provide recommendations fomgjtieening long-term strategic
cooperation between USAID and higher education camties in the United States and
host countries. The assessment team consistedrodéaior consultants and two

program analysts, who carried out their work betwepril and October 2004. The
team’s methodology included a review of relevardudoents, a comprehensive survey of
180 partnerships that began between 1998 and 2Q03isits to 34 partnerships in 10
countries, structured interviews with a wide ranfistakeholders in the United States
and abroad, and two facilitated dialogues withalt@kder groups, one on the
partnerships programs and the other on the bras@&-USAID relationship.

Vi



Executive Summary

Evaluation Findings: Partnerships

Institutional Partnerships. A key goal of ALO is to promote partnerships atrdtegic
alliances among higher education institutions fvelopment cooperation. The primary
means for achieving this goal has been the IP progihe assessment team’s principal
findings with respect to IPs are as follows:

» Achieving ObijectiveslPs aim primarily at change in the overseas higleication
institution that will enhance its capability in @csor of interest to USAID. ALO’s
outreach and selection processes have been efféatattracting and incorporating a
large and diverse group of U.S. higher educatigtitirtions (universities, colleges,
community colleges and historically black collegasll overseas partner institutions.
IPs have been undertaken on a very broad arraypafd reflecting the interests and
priorities of the key individuals involved. MostdRchieve their planned results, and
many go beyond initial plans to achieve unanti@datositive results. The
achievements of many individual IPs are particylaripressive in view of the small
amount of USAID resources provided to them.

* Impact. Measuring the impact of individual IPs is difficuhnd, in fact, little has been
done in this respect so far. The team’s observatndr34 IPs suggest, however, that
many will have or are likely to have significantpact, at least on their immediate
environments.

* Relation to USAID.While most Missions are generally aware of the Air@gram,
in many, there is little knowledge of the centrdliypded IPs operating in their
countries and, as a result, they do not take fithatage of the possibilities.

Special Initiatives. SIs have several advantages over IPs, includnggidudgets,

longer terms, and potential renewal. The fundinge® from the Missions, which set the
priorities and desired outcomes, prepare the scbp®rk for the request for applications
(RFAs), and often select the host country partngne. Missions are also actively
involved in planning, implementation, and monitgrin

Overall Partnership Findings. Over the course of its work the team developeigjla h
regard for both the IP and Sl programs. Multiplstémces were found of projects that
achieved or were achieving their objectives ananamy cases, went well beyond their
initial scope. The principal shortcoming was theklaoverall, of sufficient integration of
partnerships, particularly IPs, into USAID stratefyfameworks.

Evaluation Findings: Non-Partnership Activities

The 1997 CA anticipated a wider range of collaborabetween USAID and the HEC
than that involved in the partnership programs.damentally, these additional activities
were designed to increase USAID’s direct accessiter HEC technical resources to
facilitate and support the Agency’s work. Work lnstarea started strongly, and a series
of high-level meetings were held between the HECWS8AID in 2000 and 2001 to
identify and analyze possible ways to achievedbal. For whatever reason, interest
eventually waned and the meetings were discontinligese discussions, in large part,
were replaced by policy roundtables. So far, fimendtables have been held, all of them
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Executive Summary

in Washington, D.C. All five were of high qualitpe were well attended, but in the
majority of cases seem to have had limited impact.

The technical and advisory assistanomponent was present more in concept than
reality during the first years of the CA. Howevier September 2003, efforts to tap its
potential were initiated. Although underway for yal little more than a year, the results
are promising and bode well for future initiativaghis area.

Findings: Program Management

ALO management of the program has been of gendrgjly quality, particularly with
respect to the partnerships programs. Efforts Weld@ broader collaboration between
USAID and the higher education community have mbieved the desired results, but
ALO alone cannot be held responsible for this. AW&3 generally maintained a cordial
and productive working relationship with the EGAD/Btaff. ALO’s relationships with
Missions have been more complex. Recent effori&lldy to be more helpful and
responsive to Mission (and AID/Washington) needseap to have begun to change
perceptions.

Findings: Financial Management

ALO and ACE'’s financial management of the program is of highli(iand appears to
meet all basic requirements. The team believeseliery that improvements in financial
reports would improve both the ability of ALO an@AID to monitor and manage the
program.

The team encountered a number of USAID official®wRkpressed concern about what
they perceived to be the high costs of ACE/ALO adstiation. The team explored this
guestion. It found ALQO’s direct costs to be queasonable. It further determined that
indirect costs are based on ACE’s approved NICRA fidnlike some organizations that
have two or more indirect rates that apply to défe types of activities (e.g., to direct
costs and to subcontracts), ACE has only one iotiege. It thus applies the same
indirect rate to both the direct costs of ALO opieras and to the USAID funds provided
to the participating university partners. The tdaomd that the application of this rate to
Mission-funded Special Initiatives, especially theger ones, may be a factor in keeping
some Missions from utilizing the ALO mechanism. Team believes that this issue
should be carefully considered in the design offatyre program.

It should be noted in this context that the paghgrs have been successful in bringing
in a high level of cost share from colleges andrersities and their partners. Matching
resources often substantially exceed the requeeeld, and ALO reports that as of
June, 2004 matching funds have exceeded $22 milimouchered and auditable cost
share expenditures, or 116% of the amount expeodgmhrtnership programs.

USAID management of the program, while affected at tibyeswork and budget
pressures, has been generally supportive and of gaality. Program monitoring has
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been conducted according to requirements, althtugie appears to have been
insufficient use of the program data. EGAT/ED steft/e worked with ALO on
partnership policy and management issues, as welhgolicy roundtables and other
matters, and have participated regularly in ALOrgseThe staff has made a number of
attempts to publicize the ALO program and to geteefiaancial support from other
AID/W Offices and Missions. The relative lack ofjhtlevel USAID knowledge of or
interest in the program has been a constraint.

Findings: Summary. The team found the ALO partnership programs todreeally
successful, sometimes exceptionally so. At the dame there are significant
opportunities for improvement in program impacteThost prominent shortcomings
were lack of an overall strategic framework for gnegrams, insufficient integration of
IPs into the USAID programs they were designedifipsrt, and inadequate program
evaluation and dissemination of results. The migsiificant strengths were the ability of
university partners to stretch their resourcesigteisnovative projects based on local
needs, and build the base for sustainable partipsrahd longer-term relationships
between the universities and colleges. Anothengtteis the ability to open the doors to
many non-traditional higher education institutiamsl engage new faculty and students
in international development work.

The team’s assessment of the non-partnership @esivs less positive. While a number
of good things have been done, particularly themeefforts to begin to mobilize at least
some of the vast technical and advisory capalsliethe HEC, the overall picture is one
of modest achievement.

The public diplomacy value of the partnership pamgs is high. While this is not
generally regarded as an area of USAID respontibilie program’s attractiveness in
this regard is likely to have a positive impacttba environment for USAID’s work at
home and abroad.

The bottom line, from the team’s perspective, & the CA and the programs that
resulted have been an overall success and hatleesgtage for a stronger, more
sustained USAID-HEC collaboration in the futureisTeollaboration will enlarge higher
education’s contribution to the realization of tiegion’s international development goals
while continuing to benefit the HEC.

Recommendations

General. The team’s recommendations for the next phase @fiD<higher education
community collaboration are based on totality @& timdings and seek to build on the
achievements of the current program, while addngsiss shortcomings. Also reflected
are the team’s best judgments as to where theatsp@agendas of USAID and the
higher education community most strongly overlapiclv is the most critical factor in
ensuring an enduring, productive, and mutually bera relationship.
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The core goals are to provide the means, througd At its equivalent, for USAID to
access a broader range of higher education cagmtitinelp it achieve its objectives and
to offer U.S. and host country colleges and unitiessa wide range of opportunities to
participate in national development programs, walollary benefits to their teaching,
research, and outreach programs.

Other goals are to continue to encourage the imvoént of new and non-traditional U.S.
colleges and universities; leverage USAID resouticesugh cost-sharing and the
generation of complementary support from other d@rfoundations, and the private
sector; ensure maximum sustainability at both tiegam and project levels; and seek to
expand the program by providing a reliable, coneeniand cost-effective channel for
other interested funders. Other funders might helather U.S. Government agencies,
foundations and the private sector.

General HEC institutional capacity developmentaitin the United States or in host
countries, is not a goal of the proposed programe. §irengthening of specific HEC
capacities critical for achieving the objectivesaafiven partnership could be considered
on a case-by-case basis.

Program Strategy and Approach

The team recommends that USAID, in collaboratiotihwhie HEC, design and launch a
new Higher Education for Development Initiative (FIH), the overriding objective of
which would be tdacilitate and expand U.S. and host country higheducation
support for achievement of USAID development objees.

Four sub-objectives are proposed:

* Tosupport USAID strategic objectives (SOs) throughegrated planning,
development, and implementation of university pagtships directly keyed to
individual SOs

* To involve key host country higher education institons more directly and
effectively in national development

» To facilitate USAID access to higher education agery and technical assistance to
support achievement of Agency objectives

» To assist USAID to develop a new generation of depment professionals for
service in the Agency.

Program Components.To achieve these objectives the team proposesitbiaDI
include the following five program components:

* A New Program of USAID-Generated Higher Education Rrtnerships. Under
this strongly demand-driven component, an annualpstition would be held to
recruit and select partnership teams to implemetntiaes developed and proposed
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by AID/W Bureaus and Offices, Missions, or both. @ecourage use of this facility,
HEFDI project funds would be employed to match “iy” from AID/W and
Missions funds 50-50 up to a maximum of $200,006),(EGAT would provide up to
$100,000). Funds beyond the maximum would be peakitD0% by the sponsoring
unit or units or from other donors. Awards woulddbgible for renewal, at the
discretion of the USAID sponsor or sponsors, whicluld again be responsible for
funding or finding other sources to cover the aast. Interested Bureaus and
Missions would propose scopes of work consistettt thieir respective strategic
plans, which fall within the broad priorities edtabed for the competition. The
administering organization would issue a combiregliest for applications (RFA) to
the higher education community. Partners’ proposalsnitted in response to the
RFA would be screened, evaluated, and ranked ®earpview process similar to
the one currently in use.

A Continued but Redesigned Program of InstitutionalPartnerships. The second
component would be an annual competition to proaig@ndow for a reduced, but
still critical number of “at-large” applicationsoim college and university
partnerships. As is the case in the current Ingiital Partnership program, higher
education partners would be free to propose prejgictheir own choice, so long as
they fall under the priorities set for the competitand meet all other requirements of
the solicitation. There are two principal reasamsificluding this component. The
first is the desire to continue to increase anthturdiversify the pool of U.S. higher
education institutions with in-country relationshignd experience. The second is to
continue to tap the energy, creativity and entnepueship that has generally
characterized these projects in the past.

At-large proposals would be 100% centrally-fundBge award maximum would be
increased to $125,000 and the maximum term to 3@msoUnder the new program,
at-large projects, as such, would be non-renewahleywould be eligible to receive
supplemental awards from Missions. All things besagal, preference would be
given to projects involving new partnerships. Idarto fully capitalize on future at-
large investments and correct problems noted ititicengs, the program would be
redesigned in important ways. In particular, propsvelopment, monitoring,
reporting, and evaluation processes for these ansrduld be revised to increase
Missions’ involvement at key junctures.

A Continued Window for Special Initiatives. In addition to the annual partnership
competitions, the current window for special sdditons would continue to be
available. While it is envisaged that many of thejgcts now procured by Missions
and AID/W through special initiatives would be chaled in the future through the
new USAID-driven partnerships program, it is aqéded that initiatives that are not
a good fit with that component will continue. Inded might be projects to provide
research and analytical support to AID/W Bureau®ffices; Mission partnership
proposals that for substantive, size, or timingoes are judged to require a special
solicitation; and a possible program or programassist USAID to recruit junior
development professionals. The special solicitatvordow also would provide a
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convenient means for other U.S. Government agerfciesdations, the private
sector, and other funders to access the same tegleation resources as USAID.

* A Strengthened Program of Technical and Advisory Seices. The fourth
component would be a substantially stronger progmaprovide USAID access, as
needed, to higher education advisory and techagsiktance resources. This would
be accomplished via the creation of a capacityli®@Ao provide USAID with
flexible, on-demand technical and advisory servicesuch purposes as planning
and design of higher education inputs into BuregaiMission SOs (including
partnerships), monitoring and evaluating the imgd&&uch inputs, identifying and
analyzing new and cutting edge development issauessuch other technical and
advisory tasks as may be defined by the Agency.

* A New Component to Assist USAID with Recruitment ofa New Generation of
Junior Professionals This component is included for two reasons. That fg that,
reportedly, this is a perceived need on the pattt@fAgency. The second is that an
organization such as ALO or its equivalent wouldheeideal mechanism to carry out
whatever program of this kind that USAID might dkxio implement.

Among the possibilities are a USAID Junior Profesai Internship Program (JPIP),
a formal USAID Junior Professional Trainee Prog(aRiTP), or both.

HEC Program Management.The HEFDI Implementation Office (HIO) would be a
U.S. higher education organization or consortiunth Wwroad access and high credibility
in higher education. It would have responsibility program management; peer review
selection; and marketing, alliance-building, ansbrece generation. A number of
recommendations for improving selected program meameent systems are provided.

The primaryprogram instrument would continue to beaperative agreement.In
establishing a new program, USAID and the implemgnbrganization should be
sympathetic to the shift in focus to give greataphasis to the achievement of USAID
strategic objectives. They also should commit thelaes to ensuring that there are fully
effective mechanisms in place for monitoring, anely, and evaluating program
activities and that the system for allocating iadtrcosts under the program is fair,
appears reasonable to potential clients, and datedeter demand.

Program Coordination and Relationships.General guidance and oversight would be
provided by a Joint USAID-HEC Advisory Committe@(J), chaired by the Assistant
Administrator under whom the responsibility for frgram falls, and including three or
four additional members from each of the two comitiesy with appropriate staff
assistance as needed. The JAC would be convemezkdsd, but at least twice a year, to
discuss broad program priorities, review monitoramgl evaluation results for their
program priority implications, assist with marketiand resource generation, review
program modification ideas and recommend apprappedgram modifications, and take
suchadditional steps as needed to assist the progtasniforeseen that the program, as
outlined in the report, would basically define tkéationships between the two parties. It
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has been designed to be mutually beneficial in wagswill foster an effective and
enduring USAID-HEC development partnership for délsbievement of program goals.

USAID Program Management.The USAID office assigned overall responsibility f
managing the program would provide general prograersight, conduct and
commission monitoring and evaluation programs veelfield support and information
services to all interested USAID units, provide adstrative support to the JAC, and
coordinate USAID inputs into program planning anddeting processes. These
functions would be performed by a small staff heblo a person with broad experience
in the Agency, good familiarity with higher eduaatiin the U.S. and abroad, and a
strong commitment to realizing the program’s goals.

Conclusion. The team is convinced, as a result of its wordt the time is ripe for the
development and implementation of the proposed HEEDelieves, moreover, that the
program, which will build on the successes of thgent one but in a way that more
firmly anchors it in the shared needs and interefsboth USAID and the HEC, will
strengthen the relationship in enduring ways atrd@tresources.

Xiii



|. Introduction
A. Background

This report presents an independent assessmenmbBng Higher Education
Partnerships for Global Development, a progranmicea by the United States Agency
for International Development (USAID) and implemathby the Association Liaison
Office (ALO) for University Cooperation in Develomnt. The American Council on
Education (ACE) is the fiscal agent for ALO, whisha partnership of six sector-based
U.S. higher education associations, including,desACE, the American Association of
Community Colleges (AACC), the American AssociatadrState Colleges and
Universities, (AASCU), the Association of Americlniversities (AAU), the National
Association of Independent Colleges and Universiti¢AICU), and the National
Association of State Universities and Land-Granté€ges (NASULGC). These
associations, combined, represent some 4,000 Dli8ges and universities.

The ALO project is financed under a cooperative agreement {Gigned by USAID

and ACE in September 1997. The authorized levé@limding is just under $72 million.
As of early August 2004, USAID had obligated $5%iom under the CA and 25
subsequent modifications. USAID has extended tbgram so that ALO can make new
sub-awards to participating universities until @apber 2005 for programs that will be
fully implemented by September 2007. (A fuller dission of program finances appears
in Section I, C, 3.)

Goals of the ALO Program.The CA provides financial support to the Ameri¢cagher
education community to facilitate its working inrpeership with USAID. That
collaboration is intended to support the achievanoétSAID’s strategic objectives,
provide support to higher education institution®Ji8AID presence countries (host
countries) to strengthen their roles in addresdexelopment problems, and increase
the attention given to international developmesties on U.S. campuses and by
constituents and cooperating institutions.

Additionally, the program is intended to achieve tbllowing objectives:

* Collaboratively address an array of complex soe@abnomic, and educational
development problems and issues

» Strengthen their respective capacities for condgdine educational missions of
teaching, research, and service to address develagpniorities, including the
improvement of basic education and the reform ghar education

» Contribute to the preparation of a responsibleeitry and a skilled workforce
engaged in a global marketplace

» Increase the attention to and understanding ofnatenal education and
development issues on U.S. and host country cars@rsamong institutions'
constituencies

2 The program is generally referred to as “the ALO progreatiier than by its formal name. This report
will follow that custom.
3 Cooperative Agreement HNE-A-00-97-00059-00.
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» Disseminate information and share results of dgwaknt cooperation both
abroad and in the U.S.

Program Activities. The CA and subsequent modificatiduiefine the following key
program areas:

* Networks USAID-Higher Education Community partnership eityi (networks,
partnerships, and pilot activities for Missions aadional Bureaus) that reflect
emerging policy and technical solutions to develeptproblems

» Partnerships Academic and technical training, imbedded initnsbnal
partnerships, at U.S. colleges and universities

» Policy RoundtablesPolicy and program roundtables that can affor@ AHPA,
and regional Bureaus opportunity to engage in galialogue on emerging
development issues and cutting edge knowledge eaddipe to address these
issues

» Workforce Development PilotsThese were intended to be partnerships between
higher education and industry, drawing on suchatafation in the U.S., to
promote models of education and training that wekhtribute to a productive
workforce.

» Advisory AssistanceHigher education policy, technical, and advisasgistance
for Missions and other USAID operating units

* Information Dissemination Synthesis and dissemination of appropriate rebear
and best practices related to the above items

The relative importance of these categories hdgeslhsomewhat over the life of the
program. With respect tNetworks, a recent ALO publicaticridentifies 12
partnerships as falling within that category. NertALO nor USAID now regard
Networks to be a separate program category or k@ctive, but rather as one of many
variations present among ALO’s 226 partnershifadicy roundtableshave been a
small part of the overall prograorkforce development pilotswere undertaken
early in the project through U.S. community collegeut this variation on partnerships,
like Networks, has been folded into the generatrieaiship programAdvisory
assistancehas been limited, although a significant activetyscheduled to begin soon.
Although modest in terms of financinigformation dissemination is an important
component. Activities consist mainly of the ALO Wale, a number of annual and
periodic publications and the annual Synergy Carfee attended by partnership
directors from the participating U.S. and overseastutions. Theartnership
component has dominated ALO’s work, and it is cgprndingly given the greatest
attention in this program review.

ALO’s actual work under the CA has been largelyufsed on university-to-university
partnerships. To date, ALO has financed 226 pastps in 59 countries where
USAID operates. Each partnership is a collaborativéertaking between a U.S.

* Modification No. 21 (September 2002) expandedpttegyram to include advisory assistance and
dropped workforce pilots as an area of emphasis.
® See the 2004 edition of ALO’s publicatittigher Education: Partnerships for Global Developte
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college or university and a similar institution oseas’ The program has involved 139
U.S. colleges and universities and 174 partneitirigins overseas. (A listing of all
involved institutions is included in Appendix C,rBership Data.)

ALO partnerships are of two types: institutionaftparships (IPs) and special
initiatives (SlIs). Table A summarizes the differembetween these two programs.

Table A
Characteristics of ALO Partnerships
Characteristics Institutional Partnerships Speciallnitiatives
Who (what The university partners, USAID Missions or the
organization) subject to competitive Washington technical office

determines the overseaselection by an ALO peer financing the program indicate
venue and program review group; programs can| where the program is to

content be in any country in which | operate, the purpose and the
USAID operates and must be major activities to be
broadly consistent with implemented, and may identify
USAID interests the local university partner
Relationship to USAID| Within broad areas of USAID Designed to contribute directly
SOs interest to an SO
Size and length of Usually $100,000 and two | From $200,000 to several
awards years million dollars

Grants are not renewable Can be for 3-4 years
although no-cost extensions| Mission decides whether grants

can be awarded are renewable
Source of USAID EGAT/ED Missions or Washington
finance technical or regional offices
USAID partnership Little, if any Considerable oversight
oversight and particularly for larger
monitoring partnerships

The resources for IPs, the largest component oAtl@ program, are provided
annually to ALO by the Office of Education (ED) GBAID’s Bureau for Economic
Growth, Agriculture and Trade (EGAT). Following thbkligation of funds, ALO issues
RFA” and makes IP awards through a competitive peéeweprocess. Awards are
typically limited to $100,000 to be disbursed oadwo-year period and are non-
renewable. In addition to paying for the partnepstosts, the award is expected to
cover the cost of both partners attending ALO’sumirsynergy Conference. The
universities themselves are expected to contrifige match) at least 25% of total
program costs, often in the form of faculty salam@d other university expenses not
charged to the award. Matching resources oftentanbally exceed the required levels,
and ALO reports that as of June, 2004 matching $urare exceeded $22 million in
vouchered and auditable cost share expenditurdsl % of the amount expended on

® Some partnerships involve more than one college or uitivérshe United States and more than one
institution in the partnering country. Because “foreignd éoverseas” do not have the same meaning from
one country to another, the assessment team often usesthi@on-U.S. partners” or “non-U.S. project
directors” when referring to the U.S. institutions’ pars

" Until 2002, ALO solicitations were sometimes called RequestBroposals (RFPS).
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partnership progranfsReflecting the small size of individual awardsstitutional
partnership programs tend to involve, at each efgértner institutions, a few faculty
members who contribute their time to partnershipvaes while carrying out a full
load of teaching, research and administrative nesipdities.

The major sectors of partnership activity are dieves:
» Agriculture/Agribusiness/Animal Science

 Community Development

 Democracy & Governance/Public Policy/Law/Journalenad the Media
* Economic Growth and Trade

e Education

* Environment/Natural Resources Management

» HIV/AIDS

* Internet and Communications Technology/Distancecatan
» Population/Health/Nutrition
* Workforce and Entrepreneurial Development

Program focus varies greatly
within each of these sectors
Many programs are intendec
to improve curriculum, to
establish new courses or ne
programs, to improve
research and teaching
methods, or to establish new
centers to help the
community or the
government solve economic
and social problems. An
illustrative list of

institutional partnership
objectives is provided in the
text box.

lllustrative Partnership Objectives
In Uzbekistan, partners established a training eent
in environmental technology.
In Romania, partners helped to create a School of
Criminal Justice.
In Tunisia, partners upgraded the skills of compute
science faculty.
In India, partners developed a model for estabiighi
community colleges.
In South Africa, partners developed and launched a
pilot entrepreneurship course.
In Ghana, partners are improving training programs
for the hospitality industry.
In Peru, partners are investigating the potental t
expand production and sales of unique Andean roof
crops.
In Mexico, partners established university-based
business development cent

Any accredited U.S. college or university can partand compete for these awards
with any host country university in a country iniatn USAID operates. While the RFA
provides guidelines regarding the issues of pyanterest to USAID (which form part

of the selection criteria), interested U.S. colkegad universities have great latitude to

choose the country, partner, and topic of theiiadolo date, ALO has made some

164 IP awards.

8 These estimates of matching funds and partnership expersdinclude both institutional partnerships

and special initiative partnerships.
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A special initiative is also a partnership betwedd.S. college or university and an
overseas academic institution. However, Sls ardddrby USAID Missions, Offices,
or Bureaus.Some Sls are similar to the IP program, but anétdid to a specific
geographic area. USAID/Mexico, for example, hasatzd and funded the Training,
Internships, Exchanges and Scholarships InitigiiVES) that provides funding to ALO
to finance 35 partnerships between U.S. and Mexicaversities. As in the EGAT/ED-
funded IP component, the TIES program permits doBeges and universities wide
latitude to choose their preferred Mexican pararet to propose a program based on
their mutual interests. Similarly, the Office of &l#h in AID/W has recently funded a
program to support U.S. university partnershipshwitrican universities, with a focus on
public health and health issues of interest to UsAh both the Mexico TIES program
and the Africa health initiative, interested unsiges have considerable latitude to
choose their partners and the specific programctiisgs.

More commonly, when a USAID Mission provides resas;, it seeks to establish a
university partnership to produce specific outcortied it sees as critical to the
achievement of its strategic objectives (SOs). Mlagedonia Mission, for example,
named the local university it sought to suppor, dbhjectives of the assistance, and the
types of activities it expected to be carried douthese S| programs, the venue, the
objective, the program, and sometimes the ovensadser are determined by USAID.
These Sl partnerships are established to complefardtto be complemented by) a
series of other USAID investments that share a comgoal.

Sl awards range in size from $100,000 to severbiomidollars, and the length of the
implementation period can be as long as four y&drey are also potentially
renewable. As with IPs, ALO manages a competiteerpeview process. ALO reports
identify 62 partnerships in 13 countries as beimed by Mission resourcés.
However, perhaps two-thirds of these are Missiamd&d programs that, like the
Mexico TIES program, have much in common with IPs. (they defer largely to the
university partners to define the activities. Thenber of Missions that have seized the
opportunity to define partnership programs so thay are directly supportive of the
Missions’ respective strategic objectives is stibdest.

® USAID Bureaus and Missions financing Special Initiativesude the Bureau for Africa; the Office of
Democracy and Governance (D&G) of the Bureau for Democracyfli@pand Humanitarian Assistance;
the Bureau for Global Health; the Regional Center for Sofiilcad and Missions in Bangladesh, Egypt, El
Salvador, Ethiopia, India, Macedonia, Mexico, Rwanda, aedt\Bank and Gaza. In addition, the
Missions in Nicaragua and Peru have funded partnershipgats that resulted from the general
competition for Institutional Development awards.

9 The actual list (starting on page 124 of the ALO docurigintified in footnote 4) includes only 30
partnerships. However, the 30 TIES partnerships on p2igare also Sls. Several of the small SI
partnerships were programs that the universities designesbandtted to ALO under the IP program. As
EGAT/ED funding was insufficient to fund them, Missidnsseveral cases were willing to provide the
funds.
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B. Assessment Goals

Simply put, the purpose of this program assessmasattwofold:
» To assess the accomplishments of the ALO program
» To provide recommendations for strengthening l@gatstrategic cooperation
between USAID and the U.S. HEC, bringing to bearrésources of the higher
education community for international developmédtSAID’s scope of work
for this review appears in Appendix A, GEM-ALO Asseent SOW.)

C. Methodology of the Study

The ISTI assessment team consisted of four senmsuitants and two program analysts.
The senior consultants included Richard Dye (tezsdér), Maria Nagorski, Peter
Pelham, and Gerald Wein. The program analysts Westi Mueller and Saba Farzaneh.
The team received valuable assistance on the sdessiopment, management and
statistical analysis from Alex Short, ISTI data ragement specialist. (For additional
information, see Appendix L, Assessment Team MerBi@graphies.) The team carried
out its work between April and September 2004. {Haen’s methodology is summarized
in the following paragraphs. (The team’s work pdgopears in Appendix B, ALO
Cooperative Agreement Program Review Work Plan.)

Document ReviewThe ISTI team reviewed the CA and its 25 modifaag, ALO
publications, ALO financial and progress reportepgosals and progress reports on 34
partnerships, and a variety of other documentggpial list of publications reviewed
appears in Appendix J, Bibliography.)

Meetings with Key Stakeholder§eam members met and interviewed dozens of
individuals from USAID and ALO, the ALO Board of i2ictors and Advisory Council,
and institutions implementing similar programs. 3&@terviews served to educate the
team about the history of the ALO program, and geywided insights into its strengths
and weaknesses. (The protocols that the team oséd f/arious categories of interviews
appears in Appendix F, Interview Protocbis.

Partnership Site Visits and Interview$Vith inputs from USAID and ALO staff, the

team selected a sample of partnerships to visitewmidw. The sample was chosen
keeping a number of factors in mind. Key charastes included the type of partnership
(IP or SI), the type of U.S. institution (collegewniversity, public or private, etc.), the
sector of work, and the year of initiation (to asetcompleted as well as ongoing
programs and to avoid programs that were too néarthe overseas sites, it was
important to choose countries that included mudtiphrtnerships and countries in each of
the USAID regions.

" The team'’s notes for all interviews were exchanged ameng#m members and are on file at ISTI.
However, to encourage full and candid responses, the teammid interviewees that all comments would
be treated as confidential unless they specifically agreed offeerfhus, the team’s interview notes are not
being shared with others.
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The sample consisted of 34 partnerships in tentdesnincluding at least two in each of
USAID’s geographic regions. It included 25 activejpcts and nine completed projects
and represented all of the above-noted sectorkeyndreas of interest. The countries
included Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Ghana, India, Ind@eéMacedonia, Mexico, Peru,
Romania and South Africa. A senior team memberagagyned to visit each country. (A
list of the partnerships visited appears in ApperttiAssessment Team Partnership Site
Visits.)

Once the sample of countries and partnerships hwasen, the team member assigned to
each country reviewed the ALO file material for fhertnerships in that country. This
material included the partnerships’ agreementstia@demi-annual progress reports.
Team members then arranged to interview the Udgegrdirectors, either on camptfs,

in Washington or by telephone. Campus visits tylpiggermitted meetings with

additional faculty members involved in the parthgrsas well as with administrators
and students. The team interviewed more than 50ddlege and university faculty
members and administrators, and discussed ALOmahy other faculty and
administrators at the ALO Synergy Conference. (®geendix G, ISTI Assessment
Team Contacts.)

A team member also visited the overseas univesgityof each of the 34 partnerships in
the sample. Those visits afforded team membersghpertunity to meet and to discuss
ALO with more than 100 participating faculty memdand college and university
administrators, dozens of students, community leadeisiness people, government
officials, and workers in collaborating non-goveemtal organizations (NGOSs). The site
visits also gave the team an opportunity to medtiaterview a number of USAID
officials in the ten countries visited. (See Apper@d, ISTI Assessment Team Contacts.)

Survey of Partnership DirectorsThe team developed an Internet-based survey threa
the U.S. and non-U.S. project directors of the A&@nerships that began between 1998
and 2003. Notice of the survey was sent by e-roailltof the U.S. project directors
(PDs) and to 158 of the overseas PDs (because sanadl addresses were not
available). The ISTI team developed the surveyumsént with valuable contributions
from staff at ALO and USAID. Four experienced Up&ject directors tested the draft
instrument and provided additional comments thaevikcorporated.

Overall, the response rate was 48%. This includ€drésponses from U.S. PDs (56%)
and 62 from the non-U.S. PDs (39%). The surveyidema wealth of quantitative and
qualitative information, which the team has incogted into Section I, Findings.
Overall, the survey showed that both the U.S. hedverseas partnership directors are
very supportive of the program, feel that they hasieieved a great deal, and are very

2 An ISTI team member visited each of the following tenitusons: Maricopa Community College
District, University of Arizona, University of Califora at San Diego, San Diego State University, Texas
A&M University, Howard University, Virginia Polytechnic drState University, University of Illinois
(Champaign-Urbana), Ohio University, and Eastern lowar@onity College District. Additionally, team
members were able to meet face-to-face with a number of othepaitBership directors and other
collaborating U.S. faculty in Washington DC, or at theemseas partner university during the time of an
assessment team member’s site visit.
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complimentary of ALO’s management of the prograime §ood marks partnership
directors give to ALO are certainly an importardicator. On the other hand, PDs’
assessments of their own planning, implementatnohrasults merit independent
verification. This was, of course, one of the teapuirposes in making site visits. In large
measure, the field visits confirmed the data ctdléddn the survey. This report cites data
gathered through both methods, as the team deeppedpaiate. (The survey instrument,
summary tables developed from the survey and seledmments from respondents
appear in Appendix D, Analysis of Web-Based SuiRegults—ALO Assessment.)

Survey of Selected USAID MissionEGAT/ED staff and consultants assisted the
assessment team by developing and executing aysofven Missions that financed Sls.
Five Missions responded, providing important infation on the Mission perspective on
the larger Sl partnership programs.

Facilitated DialoguesThe assessment team conducted two facilitatedglials

involving individuals from the HEC and from USAIDhe dialogues afforded the team
an opportunity to present some of its preliminangihgs, to receive feedback and to
explore program options. The first of these meatilogused on the partnership
programs. The second, involving the president®ofesof the university associations and
a number of senior USAID staff, focused on the BevdHEC-USAID relationship. (See
Appendix H, Facilitated Dialogues.)

D. Organization of This Report

The remainder of this report is divided into twatpaSection Il, Evaluation, includes six
subsections: A. Findings: Partnership Programs (&, B. Findings: The Larger
USAID-HEC relationship (Part B, C. Cross-Cutting Issues; D. Program Management
and Governance; E. Non-USAID Partnership Programd;F. Summary. Section Ill.
Recommended Future Strategy and Approach includessabsections: A. General; B.
Program Strategy and Approach; C. Program CompsnBntProgram Instruments; E.
Program Management and Governance; F. Program {Datimh and Relationships; G.
USAID Program Management; H. Timetable and Tramsjtand I. Conclusion.

3 The Scope of Work (SOW) for the assessment was dividedwo Parts; Part A concerned the
evaluation of the partnership programs and Part B focusedauation of the larger USAID-HEC
relationship. Initially, the two parts were to be doneusadjally, but after discussion, the team’s proposal
that data collection on both be done simultaneously waegp. (See Appendix B for the team’s Work
Plan.)

 bid.
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A. Findings: Partnership Programs
1. Institutional Partnerships

A key goal of ALO, examined carefully by the assesst team, is to promote
partnerships and strategic alliances among higthacagion institutions for development
cooperation. The primary means for achieving tlial dpas been the IP program, which
has proven to be generally effective in its owmigrThe results have been positive in
both numerical and qualitative terms, and partitylianpressive in the variety and
diversity of institutions (universities, collegemmmunity colleges, historically black
colleges) and programs brought in through the aotreand selection process. The
principal assessment findings are as follows:

» Objectives of Institutional PartnershipdPs aim primarily at some change in the
overseas higher education institution that will@mte its capability in a sector of
interest to USAID. (Of the programs that the teawiewed, a few aim at producing a
joint degree program or some similar activity irted to benefit both local
development, through training, and academic devedop at the partner institutions.)
The specific objectives tend to be based on a nede combination of the overseas
partner’s perceived needs and the interests arabdeyp of the U.S. partner. In a
small number of cases, the objectives seem to bese unduly dominated by what
the U.S. partner thought it had to offer. Partngrgjoals are often ambitious, given
the modest level of financing, even taking intoast the significant matching from
the universities. (A sample of partnership objextiappears in the Introduction.)

* Meeting Stated Partnership Objectivedost IPs are able to achieve planned results
and many went beyond the initial proposal plansxjgand the scope and achieve
unanticipated results. Morej
than 83% of U.S. and non-|| Many partnerships exceed planned targets
U.S. partnership directors | * Although not anticipated in the partnership plan,
responding to ISTI's surve the U.S. partner now hosts MBA interns from the

stated that the partnership overseas partner every summer.
was very successful or * A partnership program helping a woman’s group
more successful than with goat production has yielded results on famil

ted i hieving it income that far exceeded expectations. The
EXpected In achieving Its program has expanded fourfold, reaching more

stated objectives. While families and additional villages.

there may be some elemen . A small ALO award for HIV/AIDS control in

of exaggeration in this high Kenya grew into a $20 million project.
percentage, site Visits « The program created by a partnership in South
confirmed the general Africa is becoming a national model for expandi
correctness of the workplace opportunities for the disabled. rlF
conclusion.
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Impact of IPs.Measuring the impact of individual partnershipshe program as a
whole is difficult, and, in fact, little effort isxpended by the colleges and
universities, ALO or USAID in trying to do so. Iome ways, this is understandable,
as the effect of most partnership programs wilbatdy not be felt until some time in
the future, and measurement will be complicatethkymyriad of unrelated programs
that exist and events that occur. Moreover, giendollar size of the IPs, efforts to
measure impact could cost more than the prograngluirried out. This
notwithstanding, the team would have hoped to fimade evidence of efforts to
evaluate impacts, at the level of both individualjects and the program as a whole.

The assessment team'’s observations of 34 IPs dupgésnany will have a

significant impact within a particular departmehtite overseas university, on a
particular program of the government or in a specibmmunity or region. A few of
the programs that the team observed have drawndesable attention, are being
expanded with non-USAID resources, and may haviematimpact. In general, the
effect of partnerships is enhanced when complementaestments are made and the

momentum for constructive change continues afieAhO award ends.

Partnerships as an Effective Development Tobhe team observed that the
partnership relationships are typified by talergedple working with great
enthusiasm, and that these characteristics ofteblethe partners to overcome

financial limitations,

travel and visa
restrictions, inertia,
and a myriad of other
constraints to achieve
impressive results. The
experience under this
program supports the
concept that sound
alliances with even
modest funding can
contribute significantly
to the development
process needs and
enhance U.S. higher
education’s
participation in and
understanding of
global education,

partnerships and

A Partnership Director describes unexpected bersfit
Our partnership was designed t, develop curricuamd train
teachers in order to establish a small undergraduat
department of social work. Within the first yedue President
of our partner university decided to establish aduate
school of social work — the only one in that coynirhe
partnering institutions pooled resource and ideatf
volunteer teachers from Europe and the US to trew
faculty, to establish new admissions procedurestartevelop
curriculum. Over 40 professionals from the Intefaaal
Association of Social Workers volunteered theietisre
covering their own travel costs and are workingselly with
the faculty. NGOs created an alliance to supplegtschool
and the students. The Ministry of Education anduhiversity
provided a new building, facilities, equipment anBean and
Assistant Dean. The first class began in Septe@2d@4. The
ALO grant started this process, bringing the paring
institutions together (which did not have a prigstbry of
working together) and serving as a catalyst fos ttmajor
changt. (Paraphrased comment from a U.S. partners

capacity building.
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Planning and Implementing to Benefit Both PartnerSurvey responses and
interviews highlight the importance of joint wogkeferably face-to-face, on the
planning and development of project proposals &sraenants of partnership
success. Partnership directors underscored therfampe of designing the program
so that both institutions benefit, although theurabf their respective benefits may
be quite different. For example, the U.S. instintmay gain valuable overseas
experience, research opportunities for faculty stadents, publications, and possibly
talented students for its graduate programs. Tleeseas university often gains
improved curriculum, research methods, opportuniioe publication in
internationally recognized journals, and a bettetarstanding of and ability to
conduct outreach activities, especially suppoltbtal development.

Sustainability of the Results Realized by the IHfie assessment team’s site visits
suggest that most of the programs establishedghrthe partnerships are likely to
continue after the ALO award ends. The interestemttusiasm of overseas partners
does not seem to wane after the ALO award is camnbld he evidence, however, is
limited, as the team was able to visit only ninenpteted partnerships, and most of
these had ended within the past year or two. (8e&dd Il, C, 2 for further
comments on the sustainability issue.)

The Key Role of Partnership Leadershe enthusiasm, energy and initiative of
individual faculty members can drive the initiatsass (or failure) of the project and
strongly influences the long-term relationshipse Tdam found many examples of
faculty members who volunteered time and moneyewegative about raising
resources, stretching limited dollars, finding delamaterials, and engaging other
faculty and students in building and sustainingghgnership. This sometimes had
an adverse affect on sustainability when a keylfgenember left or moved on to
another role in the university. More frequent wexamples of faculty members who
were able to research and find other donors (US#iD non-USAID) or identify new
partners and attract key players into an allianderther the work and build a base
for sustainability.

Generating Cost Sharing Resourcd®s are centrally funded, limited to modest
amounts of funding and a short period of time, arednon-renewable. Partner
universities and colleges take the cost
sharing requirement very seriously, and | Matching funds often far exceed
U.S. college and university grants USAID requirements
management offices are rigorous about | In the partnership between the Kabu
what they are willing to include. Thus, cofl Medical Institute and Loma Linda
shares are real resources reflecting budg| University, the matching contribution
allocations or re-allocations. ALO data | to the $124,000 ALO grant amount i
suggest that it is common for a $710,000.

partnership’s matching contributionto
equal or exceed the amount of the USAID/ALO funding
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The assessment team cannot know with certainty,whapecific cases, would have
happened with respect to program activities omfana flows in the absence of the
partnership. However, interview responses (paditythose with overseas
partnership directors) suggest that most of theipg@rogram activities that
partnerships are carrying out exist as a directlre$ the partnerships (i.e., they
would not have been initiated without the ALO prag)). Initiatives to create new
training programs, courses, or research activiteesgxample, typically grew out of
the discussions between the partners.

The Size and Length of IP AwardSurvey and interview responses to questions
about the size of grant were fairly consistentt@tisg that the amount of money,
while small, was sufficient to start up, initiatedatest programs and strategies. Many
said that ALO grants played a catalytic role arehted energy and momentum for
more substantive initiatives. There were relatifely recommendations for
increasing the grant size. However, there was @ geal of support for lengthening
the grant period from two years to three years. years was reported as too short,
especially given frequent delays in start up, tireeded to build trust and bridge
cultural divides, and the pace of project impleragah in often difficult
circumstances.

Application and Selection High-level support makes a difference
ProcessThe IP program is The president of our university and the rector of
highly regarded by the our overseas partner university exchanged

honorary degrees during our first visit. This
cemented a relationship that culminated in a

, . . major conference on the University’s Role in
program s SUCcess in generating Community Justice Administration. The Ministry
a diversity of responses, of Justice contributed to conference costs, and the
creativity and flexibility were Rector secured the U.S. Ambassador as keynotf
highly praised during interviews|| speaker. Graduation ceremonies were held for tfie
and meetings with Association | first Master’s class at the conference. Our
leaders and with college and university president was the graduation speaker
university faculty and (Paraphrased survey response from a U.S.

administration. They described | Partnership directol
the application process as being

successfully opened up to non-traditional acadensiitutions, community colleges,
technical colleges, historically black colleges atiters new to international
development work.

participants from the higher
education community. The

The data collected show that the application atet8en process is an open and fair
competition with a carefully planned and implemerggstem for evaluating
proposals. The peer review system is well thoughtand it receives high marks for
transparency and fairness from faculty at partiongaU.S. institutions, including a
number of individuals who had been turned downwards.
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ALO'’s interest in encouraging applications fromlegkes and universities with
relatively little international experience undensthe need for careful planning and
relationship building between the U.S. and non-ga8tners. Results have been good
in partnerships in which the planning process haluded sufficient time for partners
to collaborate on setting the agenda, identifyiagds in local institutions, planning
outcomes and writing the proposal. In instanceshith the planning effort did not
fully involve both partners in a collaborative pess, implementation issues and
misunderstandings often occurred, causing delagseduced outputs.

Relation to USAID.Interviews and site visits to Missions in courgnehere there are
partnerships indicate that most Missions are gdgexaare of the ALO program, but
in many cases there is little interest in or knalgle about the centrally-funded IPs
operating in their countries. The main reason sderbg that, like other centrally-
funded activities, there is no sense of ownershgoa result, Missions do not take full
advantage of the possibilities of these partnessai do not link them to their SOs
and development agendas. The situation is diffelewever, where a Mission funds
an Sl. In those instances, generally close paitiehskages exist with Mission
programs, staff are knowledgeable, and involverntestbstantial.

The visibility of the ALO program within AID/W vaeis widely. There is a tendency
to view ALO as a higher education development paog(rather than what it is
designed to be, i.e., a program to harness higheration resources to development)
and a resulting lack of appreciation for the progisapotential. On the other hand,
there have been instances, for example, in demparratt governance, agriculture,
and health, in which the ALO potential has beemgaced and exploited with
positive results.

The wide latitude that RFAs for IPs give to intéeelscolleges and universities to
propose topics and countries of their own choiaarages creativity and

innovation, but it does not tie partnership adegtto the strategic direction of the
Mission. For the IPs, the universities and colleigesitify the priorities and needs,
propose an approach and strategy for addressirgetredopment needs and select the
country. The needs are, for the most part, idextiby the local institutions in
collaboration with their U.S. institutional partsetJSAID Missions are given the
opportunity to review the proposals and concur whnapproach. However, Mission
staff interviews suggest that such requests focawoence typically are not given
much time or attention. Thus, concurrence is oftgmo forma process and should not
be taken as evidence that the Mission is realgre@sted, has been involved in the
development of the grant applications, or is wijlio provide advice and assistance,
as needed, during implementation of the partnership
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2. Special Initiatives

Special initiatives have several advantages owituional partnerships:

» Sis have larger budgets, longer terms and are ierlew

» Sl funding comes from the Mission. The Mission gkéspriorities and desired
outcomes and prepares the scope of work for the. RFA

« U.S. colleges and universities respond to moreiip&FAs™ and often the
Mission selects the host country partnering instifs

* The Missions are actively involved in both the plsng and implementation
phases and are responsible, along with ALO, foritndng the Sl partnerships.

3. Results of Institutional Partnerships and Specidnitiatives

A strong majority of partnership directors desctihe results of their partnerships in
positive terms. The ISTI team found multiple exaaspbf projects that went well beyond
their initial scope as both partners increased theolvement, contributions and
commitments to each other and to project goals.yMeamtnership directors gave
examples of increased exchanges, new researcltisrajed training significantly more
students, faculty or community members than theydraginally envisioned.

Some project directors, however, were notably éegbusiastic in their views. A small
number of partnership directors described the tesidiltheir partnerships as not adequate
to meet the local country needs or the expectavbiiseir institutions. In explaining the
failure to achieve expected outputs, the most-afterd reason was a lack of joint
planning time and insufficient collaboration betweke partners in identifying relevant
needs, making plans and clarifying roles. A lacknoftual collaboration during the
planning or implementation phase apparently lea fack of trust and an inability to
bridge cultural differences. Several of these vpengnerships between universities or
colleges that had no prior history of working tdgetand that did not have the time or
resources to have face-to-face planning meetingaglthe proposal writing or early
implementation phase.

In addition to the direct results of
project activities, the ISTI team
examined the effects on the partnering

!nstltutlc_)ns and their goals for faculty an opportunity to apply their
increasing the capacity of the theoretical notions of social change, while
institutions to engage in international || giving the local community an opportunity
development, in both the short and lorfgincubate their ideas to enhance the qualit
runs. Seventy percent of survey r”g of their lives” (From a survey respondent)
respondents indicate that their
partnerships have substantially improved the c&patithe non-U.S. university to
prepare its faculty, administrators and studenttdribute to economic and social

Increasing university involvement in
the community
"This partnership has given students and

5 The Mexico TIES program is something of an exceptichaiit gives interested universities wide
latitude to propose what they wish to do. In this setfeeTIES program is similar to the worldwide 1P
program, except it is limited to Mexico.
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development. Further, 61% of respondents repaubdtantial improvements in the
capacity of the non-U.S. universities’ ability togage in research, training programs,
and other outreach activities. (See Appendix D,lysia of Web-Based Survey Results—
ALO Assessment, Questions 4.a and 4.b.) Surveyrenmts indicate that many host
country universities are now able to cite incredsedlty and student involvement with
governments, NGO'’s, business and industry. Intersi@ith partnership directors
suggest that increasing the capacity of the overseaersities is often the key
motivating factor behind their efforts.

Similarly, the program’s partnership activities aomtributing to increased capacity and
attention to international development issues dd. dampuses and, in many cases, the
surrounding communities. Among survey respondéii%s judged the impact on the
U.S. colleges and universities to be substantradfleer 35% saw some impact. (See
Appendix D, Analysis of Web-Based Survey Results©Mssessment, Question 4.c.)
Several U.S. directors pointed to new departmehfiscan Studies, International
Tourism), study abroad programs and more facultynbers engaged in international
development work. Some of the smaller colleges spdkbeing able for the first time

to have international development as a core patiaf curriculum. They described
being asked to present papers at major conferemueso participate in new
international opportunities. For them, the ALO piaxg has made some major changes
possible. In other, often larger, institutions, timpact tends to be smaller. Some
institutions reported only a few faculty membersd gnaduate students involved in the
project and no visible support or engagement beybisdsmall group.

4. Building Successful Partnerships

The keys to sustainable partnerships most oftertiorad by interviewees are these:

» Building trust between individuals and betweenitagbns. This is helped by
building strong personal ties between individuautty members on both sides of
the partnership.

» Taking the time needed to build trust befdesigning and implementing projects.
This is especially true for partners who had littteno prior relationship or history
of working together.

* Closely related is the importance of cultural sevisy and learning about each
other’s customs and practices before trying to wodether on project activities.

» Shared, mutually beneficial agendas (i.e., cleaefits for all partners of
engaging in the partnership).

» Possibility of long-term outcomes such as develgpincountry graduate
programs, access to U.S. graduate faculty and ressuJ.S. graduate students
internships or study abroad, on going researcheptsj

» A strong contributing factor mentioned by many parships is obtaining high-
level university support. This type of visibilityd support was mentioned as
important to achieving the partnership results,rbast critical for future
sustainability.

* Atheme heard frequently during site visits wad tammunication is essential
during all phases of the project.
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Good Communication is Critical The biggest hurdles in the planning process
“We were successful because we seem to have been caused by communication
maintained good and ongoing problems in the non-U.S. countries and by time
communication between our constraints in pulling the proposal together.

institutions. This requires face-to-face|l Because some non-U.S. partners did not have e-
contact and frequently finding other || mail or reliable phone lines, the planning

ways to keep in touch regularly.” process required a lot of patience and a long
(Comment from a partnership director lead time to get things done.

5. Future Program Design Issues

During the dialogue meetings conducted by ISTI wlith HEC and USAID, there was
discussion of the partnership programs findingstaedmportant program design issues
to address. Several themes emerged as the dorgeaes. These are discussed below.
(See also Appendix H, Facilitated Dialogues.)

Integration of Partnerships into USAID Strategic Frameworks

One of the issues generating the most discusslatesgo the goal of bringing ALO
partnership programs into a closer relationshifn widst country Mission’s specific
development agendas (strategic frameworks, in US#dance). Restructuring the
programs to accomplish this is widely recognized agcessity. But it is not fully clear
how to do it and still retain the energy, innovatiand flexibility that characterize the
current program. Nor, is it clear how to persuddeNlissions that the change is in their
interest, given the many pressures under which dipeyate and the extra work that
would be entailed.

One way to resolve the problem is through greateslvement of Missions in the early
planning and development of the projects. Anothéo iprovide them with more and
better information as the project progresses. Altisi to involve them in the evaluation
process, especially formative evaluation.

Of course, success will require the participatibbath parties. The assessment identified
a number of apparently very successful IPs thaewetiated by the partners addressing
real development needs in the country, which Misgiersonnel were not currently
thinking about. The Missions, thus, were unabledlp the team judge whether they are
as successful and important as they appeared Ttheeaeal issues are not whether the
team’s judgment is correct or whether or not thesdulin’s lack of information was
justified, but rather what steps can be taken@nftiture to make certain that this
information gap is eliminated.
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Numbers and Length of Grants

The number, size, and length of partnership griaate already been described as key
design points. The experience of ALO partnershigggests a need to seriously consider
lengthening the terms of the grants to at leasttlyears to allow for appropriate start up
and planning by partnering institutions. Althougle dollar size of awards appears to be
sufficient when strictly viewed as seed money, mglenough dollars available to enable
projects to reach the desired results would sedpe ®wise investment. Another issue is
whether there should be an opportunity, in casexoéptional performance and results,
for selected projects to be renewed at least once.

Higher Education Community Capacity Building

The question exists whether or not capacity bugdor the HECs in the U.S. and abroad
should be a priority goal of the program or, asas/ most often the case, a collateral
(albeit important) objective. If it is to be a piity, the CA would need to be substantially
revised to include appropriate policy guidance enitéria for activities under this
heading and additional funding most likely wouldri®eded. If it is not a priority but
nevertheless a desirable outcome, the parametedstadoe well understood by all
parties.

Annual Synergy Conference

The ALO conducts an annual Synergy Conference,wdlicactive projects are expected
to attend with representatives of both partnennggitutions. Interviews and data clearly
show the benefit of this conference in terms ofwoeking, information sharing and
lessons learned. Partnering institution in the blo&- countries tended to be most
complimentary of the conference and its benefitgHeir institutions and capacities.
Despite the many positive comments, many of the'e@terviewees and survey
respondents suggested that changes be considdrexidesign and use of the
conferences to make them more of a tool for achgeprogram objectives. Among the
latter were suggestions for smaller regional otaelsased conferences (or both), a
greater focus on identifying, compiling, and commgating best practices and lessons
learned and on capacity development activitiesngiartance to the higher education
partners.

Another suggestion was to use the conference ap@ortunity for increased marketing
and visibility for higher education institutionssing media exposure and visits to
congressional and USAID leaders to tell the stdmhe partnerships and their
development impact.

Finally, a frequently mentioned concern was thénlagst of the conference and the
requirement that partners take money away fromraragctivities to cover travel and
conference costs. The suggestion was frequentlertred a separate budget be set aside
to cover the conference costs and that an effomdde to reduce the high cost of travel
and hotels.
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B. Findings: The Larger USAID—Higher Education Comnunity Relationship

1. Non-Partnership Activities

The 1997 CA anticipated a wider range of collaborabetween USAID and the HEC
than that involved in the partnership programs.damentally, these additional activities
were designed to increase USAID’s direct accesslttitional HEC technical resources
to facilitate and support the Agency’s work.

It was expected, for example, that ALO would beimp source of cutting-edge
expertise to assist USAID in defining and analyznegv or emerging development
issues. It was anticipated, further, that ALO woaddist USAID to tap the knowledge
and skills of the higher education community to tregeecific, ongoing program needs in
areas where other available technical support m&sficient. Program components
available to ALO and to USAID under the CA to faeile this broader collaboration
included policy roundtables, joint working grougesshnical and advisory assistance
arranged through ALO to meet needs identified byAlI§ and ALO assistance in the
collection and dissemination of information relgtio the effectiveness and impact of the
ALO program and potentially other USAID programs.

The results of these non-partnership activitiesaasessed below.
USAID-HEC dialogue on development issues

This component started strongly. ALO organizedraesef high-level meetings between
the HEC and USAID in 2000 and 2001 to increaseaboltation between the two
communities. These meetings drew together impreggioups of people. Reports of
those meetings suggest that the participants wemenitted to and enthusiastic about
building a stronger HEC-USAID collaboration.

A number of cross-cutting strategies and prograeaswere identified in which there
was believed to be a nexus of USAID and HEC interdhese included research
applications for development and “knowledge-based@mming,” human capacity
development and training, and information technpldgcusing these endeavors on
agriculture and economic growth, poverty reductlorgwledge generation and transfer,
management of water resources, trade and investarahHIV/AIDS. The higher
education community hoped that, among other actid8AID would create a special
office for university relations, expand the Boaod nternational Food and Agriculture
Development (BIFAD), and carry out other measuoegite the HEC a larger voice in
USAID, including in the formulation of developmesitategies. USAID interest seems to
have waned. In any case, these meetings did rbtdesignificant collaborative activities
or to fundamental changes in the relationship. 8gibsntly, the main focus was on the
use of policy roundtables, conceived of as a wayrioiging university expertise to
USAID on important development issues.

Since the initiation of the current CA in the lgstarter of 1997, five roundtables have
been held, all of them in Washington, D.C., whicaught HEC and USAID staff and
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experts together to discuss selected isSual five were of high quality and were well
attended, but in the majority of cases they repiytead limited impact, defined as a
systematic effort to use the roundtable resultaftaence policy, disseminate research,
upgrade Agency skills and knowledge, or other ltetga outcome$’ One reason for
lack of impact was the absence of any organizddviolip. Another was that, by and
large, representation from USAID was at the workiaidper than policy level. Participant
assessments provided at the conclusion of indivieents were generally favorable.

Policy roundtables were held regularly under trevjmus USAID-ALO cooperative
agreement, with six programs conducted between &885.997. Three of those
roundtables were regional, hosted by leading usitres in Indiana, Louisiana, and
Washington State. Two of those roundtables focosegrogram assessment, analysis,
and monitoring and evaluation issues.

Technical and Advisory Assistance

This component was present more in concept thdityraathe first years of the CA.
However, in September 2003, an important effotafits potential was initiated.
Although underway for only a little more than a yathas already produced a number
of positive results. Valuable assistance has beavided to interested Missions,
Bureaus, and technical offices in designing pasimerprograms. Recently, the scope of
work under this rubric has been expanded to incas$gstance to USAID/DG in
designing a solicitation for HEC expertise to supjgs efforts to measure program
impacts and derive insights for strengthening fijpnrograms. A suggestion that ALO
develop an electronic database of the HEC's teehaied other development-related
capacities to help USAID take advantage of thisponent is under consideration.

Collection, Analysis, and Dissemination of Progranbata

Significant results along this line have been adde The team believes, however, that
much more could have been done. Activities to datesist mainly of the ALO Web site,
a variety of publications, and the annual Synergpf€rences attended by partnership
directors from the participating U.S. and overgaastutions.

The website and the publications are availablenymae, and it is difficult to know
precisely who is being served. Certainly, partioigan the partnerships appreciate these
activities, and a broader audience at the particigaolleges and universities also find
them useful. Neither the website nor the publicetiprovide a great deal of information

16 A sixth roundtable, “Change in Political Parties,” is cutlsebeing designed for a new ALO client, the
Office for Democracy and Governance (USAID/DG/EPP). Thegae of this roundtable is to increase
that Office’s understanding of the incentives for chammggtasis in how political parties fulfill their
democratic functions and of the process through which galliarties become more competitive and
representative.

" The principal exception is the Roundtable on Collaboratiddistance Education, in October 2002,
which resulted in a valuable and widely disseminated repiodtwhich reportedly has had significant
impact.

18 See cooperative agreement modification #23.
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about lessons learned, innovative approaches testélae analysis of emerging
development priorities. However, they may leadriggted users to other websites or to
contact the partners for more technical information

The Synergy Conferences are primarily targeteti@participants in the partnership
activities. As far as evaluation and learning anecerned, their primary function has
been to provide opportunities for partnership leadie exchange information and
experiences, not to systematically collect, anglgpel disseminate partnership lessons
learned and best practices.

The conference reports for 2002 and 2003 indidete25-30 USAID staff members
attended one or more sessions and presumably ssctelaeir knowledge of the program
and individual partnerships. However, the Synergnf€rences are not specifically
designed to inform or influence USAID staff. Nowvkahey been used as occasions to
inform Congress of program activities.

In sum, while a good deal of value has been acHiewneler this component, there is need
and potential to do much more. In this respectfdbas should be ALO program
evaluation, including stronger efforts to gathed disseminate lessons learned and best
practices and to provide more and better infornmategarding the program’s
considerable accomplishments to the Congress, U3#dBers, and others.

2. Future Program Design Issues

In the team’s view, two key issues need to be vesbif a stronger USAID-HEC
relationship for the future is to be developed:

* What are the best ways to ensure that productigdesastained collaboration
between USAID and the HEC takes place? The firglsuggest that the main
need is the development of a mutually beneficinb§@rogram activities, the
implementation of which will give meaning and puspdo the relationship, rather
than to focus on dialogue and collaboration inaghstract.

» What kinds of programs will create sufficient conmmnoterest between USAID
and the HEC on which to build this kind of effeetiand enduring collaborative
relationship? The findings suggest that prograrasfticus on helping USAID
achieve its development objectives in multiple gsecand in the process provide
challenging opportunities for participation and easure of related capacity
building by colleges and universities in the U.&d &ost countries, will provide
that bedrock of mutual interest.
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C. Cross-Cutting Issues in the ALO Program
1. Quality Assurance, Performance Monitoring and Rporting

The assessment found that the methodologies anlamisens for quality assurance,
performance monitoring, and reporting have beesarably adequate at the level of the
individual partnerships but inadequate for the piagas a whole. In other words,
rigorous, systematic, formative and summative paogevaluation appears not to have
been a priority for either ALO or USAID. The teamlieves that the program, which as
noted, has accomplished a great deal, would hase &een more successful had such a
system been in place.

Individual partnerships, as part of the selectiootpss, are required to have monitoring,
reporting, and evaluation plans. These, in turegiporate a series of standardized
reports and indicators developed by ALO and USAiBich provide an element of
comparability among the various partnerships. Baetfound a high degree of
compliance with these requirements. However, ttheevaf the data for program
evaluation is limited, due to the de facto greffedences among the projects and the
inability of the standardized monitoring systentépture them. Moreover, few
partnerships were found that had their own, inddpenhevaluation systems.

Although there is considerable exchange of inforomeamong individual partnerships,
collection, dissemination, and utilization of lessdearned and best practices is more
anecdotal than professional, more personal thandbrPartnership reports are read by
program associates and others at ALO but are ra#lywdisseminated or analyzed for
external use, nor are they put on the ALO websitdlfe benefit of other stakeholders.

There seems, as well, to be little disseminatiorepbrts to appropriate USAID officials
and others who might have a need to know (inclutlegMissions in countries where
partnerships are underway or, perhaps, concludirg .situation within USAID

Missions often exacerbates this problem; infornraisonot always shared with everyone
who might be interested, and frequent staff turnogsults in reports ending up on the
wrong desk.

Similarly, there is sometimes a lack of communmatvithin partnerships. ALO

generally does not communicate with the oversaastdirs, leaving that function to the
U.S. project directors. Where there is clarity quagtnership’s objectives, sound data and
feedback result; where there is less congrueneeceet the two partners (which may
arise from ill-prepared, hurried, or inappropriptetnerships on topics identified by the
U.S. institutions), less is learned and dissemuahate

As noted earlier, ALO’s annual Synergy Conferemuewide the program’s best
opportunity to share lessons learned. At the 2@decence, the first-time film
competition provided a brief but welcome glimps®implementation issues and
substantive outcomes. But generally, the confeenoéerutilize the opportunity for
comparing and analyzing the wide variety of experés thus shared to find the
commonalities and process them as aids to desiduinge partnerships.
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2. Sustainability of the Partnerships

Although it is not stated as a specific objecti¥¢he program, all the major stakeholders
(USAID, ALO, the U.S. higher education associatjarsd both the U.S. and the
overseas colleges and universities) share a dessee the partnerships sustained over
the longer-term. Long-term collaboration offers ogipnities for a continuing transfer of
technology and collaboration, and more of the si/mes of development and
institutional development benefits that are produdering the period of the ALO
support. Moreover, longer-term relationships offarblic diplomacy” benefits, which

are certainly important to the United States artiqyes to the partner countries.

The assessment team’s data on this issue cometimsurvey of partnership directors
and from site visits. Survey responses of partaegaged currently in active ALO
projects indicate that almost all believe thatithelationship will continue after their
ALO award ends, with 85% indicating that they exgbat relationship to include joint
activities. (See Appendix D, Analysis of Web-Bas&edvey Results—ALO Assessment,
Question 28.a.) Most expressed a strong interesintinuing and sustaining the
successful project work. Several partners who haked together in prior years
expressed confidence that they will find other teses to continue their work.

Survey responses from partnerships in which the Al@rds have been completed
provide an opportunity to determine whether rel&tops are in fact sustained. Those
responses show that 94% continue communicatiorsthgtr partners, and almost two-
thirds (65%) continue to collaborate on some jaitivity. (See Appendix D, Analysis of
Web-Based Survey Results—ALO Assessment, Ques8idn)2The assessment team
believes that 65% is a high rate of continued bolfation (although that rate is 20%
lower than expectations of partners still implenrantheir programs). The high rate of
continued collaboration probably reflects the thett many partnerships were established
long before the ALO grant. Further, that ALO suggdor most institutions ended only
recently may mean that rates will be considerabieet after a few more years have
passed. It would be interesting to monitor thissgio® over a longer period of time.

Site visits confirmed that the partners in manyhaf completed ALO partnerships do
continue to communicate and often to collaboratgon activities. In some cases, new
project activities have been started, buildingl@relationships established during the
initial ALO grant period. Funding is always an iss&ustainability is generally a greater
challenge for the IPs, which in comparison to Séstgpically smaller, less well
integrated into USAID strategies, and less likelydceive additional USAID funding.
Continuing substantive collaboration is difficulithout additional funding or strong
support from university or college leadership. éveral instances, local universities were
waiting for some additional funding or initiative order to follow up their initial work. A
number had submitted applications to ALO for newjgets, with mixed success.

Success in obtaining follow-on financing is pasljyunction of experience. A number of

the overseas universities and the U.S. collegesinivérsities with little overseas
experience suggested that ALO might provide assistan helping partners to identify
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sources of follow-on financial support. Specifiggastions included having ALO
provide written guides on where and how to acqiuirels and using the Synergy
Conferences for making contacts between univepsityners and potential funders.

3. Program Finances
Sources of Funds

USAID ResourcesAs of early August 2004, USAID’s authorized lewéfunding for

the program was about $72 million, an increasexdfa from the initial level of $28.3
million.*® Of this total, approximately $59 million had bessligated. Of the latter
amount, AID/Washington offices had provided a tafa$36.2 million, or 61.5% of total
obligated resources. EGAT/ED, the most importamglsi source of funds, provided $29
million (49.3%). (See Appendix K, USAID Sources frO Funding.) However,
EGAT/ED’s share has declined somewhat over theseoof the program, partly because
other USAID offices have stepped forward and pasdigause EGAT/ED has
experienced sharp budgetary constraints. As inelicabove, EGAT/ED fully finances
the competition for IPs.

Other AID/W technical offices and regional Buregusvided a total of about $7 million,
or 12.2% of total obligations, for Sis that refldoeir specific program interests. Other
parts of USAID offering financing include the Butefor Global Health, the Office of
Agriculture in EGAT, the Office of Democracy and&onance, the Bureau for Africa,
and the State Department’s Middle East Partneisitigtive. Contributions from
Washington offices were particularly important ®03 and 2004, suggesting a possible
trend.

Most Sl funding comes from Missions. Mission furglio date has totaled about $22.7
million, 38.5% of obligated resources. These mon@se largely from nine Missions.
Mexico and Rwanda provided more than half the t@tadl Bangladesh, Egypt, El
Salvador, Ethiopia, India, Macedonia and West B@akéa provided most of the
remainder.

The assessment team believes that diversity of DSéhding sources is important to
this program for several reasons. First, giverlithiations of the EGAT/ED budget, the
program would clearly not have grown to its currgiae without those other sourc8s.
Second, the “buy-ins” from these other USAID missi@and bureaus demonstrate that
ALO can be an attractive mechanism to USAID offisesking innovative ways to
achieve their strategic objectives. It is import@némphasize that it is the ability of the

19 The authorized level was increased first by $13,676,4R4bitification 21, dated September 30, 2002,
and then subsequently by $30 million in Modificatic@®) @8ated September 30, 2003.

2 The assessment team noted during the period of its warkJ®AID was experiencing considerable
difficulty in finding adequate resources to maintain proglavels. This problem was particularly acute for
EGAT/ED, whose resources fund the competition for IP aw&id® and USAID were actively discussing
the possibility of there not being adequate funds td halompetition in 2004. This problem, which
USAID staff believe will worsen in future years, underscanesimportance of marketing the program to
other USAID offices and possibly to other funding ses:
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USAID clients to determine the partnership’s ohjexg, the overseas venue, and (if they
wish) the overseas partner that makes this meahaatisactive to many of these USAID
clients. Conversely, there has been relativellglititerest outside of EGAT/ED in the IP
program, which allows these decisions to be madiéyolleges and universities.

The ALO and EGAT/ED staffs deserve credit for attireg this additional demand.
However, to date, only 14 out of some 70 USAID Miss have used this mechanism.
Mission personnel tend to think of ALO only in tesmof the IPs—higher education
institutions conducting collaborative programs ta, at best, only loosely tied to
USAID strategic objectives. Missions are generatly aware of the SI window and the
possibility of using ALO as a potentially importanechanism for achieving Mission
objectives.

Cost ShareThe ALO partnership programs generate significaist sharing. University
and college partners are required to provide rest flean a 25% cost share; many have
provided more. ALO has informed the team that thaye records documenting cost
sharing to June 2004 of approximately $22 millionabout 75% of expenditures of
USAID funds on all programs and about 116% of tI8&AUD/ALO funds awarded to the
colleges and universities. This contribution ig &y from the participating colleges and
universities, much of it, reportedly, in the forinfaculty time, travel, tuition, and
indirect costs. In addition, ACE has informed tam that its contribution in staff costs
to the program in the past year was approximately 0.

Uses of Funds

Expenditures by Type of ProgranThe CA and its subsequent modifications show a
budget plan divided into the results, shown in &bl Because there is no separate
budget for staff or other direct costs or for iedircharges, planned expenses for these
items are clearly incorporated into the variousiitss

Table B
Authorizations as of September 30, 2003
CLIN1 Activity/Program Authorized* %
Result 1 Networks $12,000,000 17%
Result 2 Partnerships $54,411,424 76%
Result 3 Policy Roundtables $940,0P0 1%
Result 4 Workforce Pilots $2,200,000 3%
Result 5 Diffusion: lessons, results $2.050,000 39
Result 6 Higher Ed. Policy & $357,000 <1%
(Mod 21) Tech. Advisory Services
Totals $71,976,424 100%

*Authorized and obligated levels based on modificationS&Ehtember 30, 2003.

ALO is not required to report to USAID on expendgsi by these (or by alternative)
program categories, so it is impossible to showeerfiures against these planned
figures. The team’s interviews with ALO and USAlDicers suggest that the program
has essentially dropped Networks as a separategmo@nd that the level of expenditure
on those partnerships is only a fraction of the §illlon authorized in Modification 23
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for that line item. Some partnerships are idezdifas Networks (partnerships with two or
more primary partners) in ALO’s annual publicatmmpartnerships, but the factors that
distinguish some of the partnerships listed frohect are not cledr and virtually all
partnerships involve the establishment of stakedradthd knowledge networks. The
partnerships component (including the associatgtl @hd overhead costs) probably
receives more than 90% of total resources.

Expenditures by FunctionThe ACE/ALO accounting system provides data on the
amount of USAID resources provided to universit@spartnerships, provided to ACE
for support services (indirect costs), and experaedozens of direct expense
categories. It does not summarize direct expemsesneaningful categories that would
facilitate analysis and review by ALO managers,Ah® Board, or USAID. However,
in response to this assessment, ALO and ACE wdeetaldlivide ALO direct costs
(exclusive of sub-agreements for university paghigs) into categories of “other
programs” and “management.” Table C1 summarizpsmditures by these four major
categories by fiscal year.
Table C1
ALO Program Expenditures of USAID Resources, by Cagory and Fiscal Year
(In thousands of U.S. dollars)

2004* 2003 2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 Total %
Partnerships 4,403 5,577 4,526 2,943 1,025 580 0 19,054 64.5%
Other Programs 148 221 206 146 146 67 43 977 3.3%
Management 702 798 757 727 508 504 366 4,362 14.8%
Indirect Costs 1,090 1,399 1,188 784 358 238 86 5,143 17.4%
Totals 6,343 7,995 6,677 4,600 2,037 1,389 495 29,536 100.0%

Source: ALO *Fiscal year 2004 is represented by actual assfslune,2004.

Table C1 shows that sub-agreements with univesditiepartnership programs used
$19.1 million, or 64.5% of the USAID funds expendAdO estimates that almost
another $1 million expended by the ALO staff wasdu® finance other program
activities, bringing total program expenses tdtielover $20 million, or two-thirds of
total USAID resources expended to date. Directscobprogram management (staff,
travel, meetings, etc.) absorbed about $4.4 millleh8%), and indirect costs absorbed a
little more than $5.1 million (17.4%).

Table C2 provides information on total program spsicluding both USAID and
reported cost sharing. These data show that therindevoted to partnerships
(partnership awards with USAID resources plus umsitye cost sharing) totals $41.1
million, or almost 80% of total program resourcégwed from the perspective of total
resources, ALO management and indirect costs ascamtage of the total are about
18.4%. A more complete analysis, of course, woldd take into account the

%L This statement is based on interviews with ALO andlDSersonnel. The assessment team is not
aware of any written agreement confirming the parties’ agreentieistnot clear why USAID’s
cooperative agreement modifications continued to increase th@i¥stline item if this component was
not being implemented.
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universities’ management and overhead charges. tHawedata on those charges are not
available.
Table C2
Total ALO Program Expenditures, by Category and Figal Year
(In thousands of U.S. dollars)

2004*| 2003 | 2002| 200[2000(1999(1998 Total | %

USAID Contribution 6,343 7,995 6,6774,6002,03711,389 49529,536 57.3
Partnership awards 4,405,577 4,5262,9431,025 580 0/19,054 36.9
Other Programs 148 221 206 146 146 67| 43 977 1.9
Management 702 798 757 727 508 504 366 4,367 8.5
ACE Indirect Costs 1,0901,399 1,184 784 358 23§ 86 5,143 10.0
Cost Share 3,757 5,943 5,21492,6501,0613,444 0]22,07Q0 42.8
Totals 10,10013,93811,8947,2503,0944,833 49551,606 100.0
Source: ALO *Fiscal year 2004 is represented by actual cosfslase 2004.

Costs of Special InitiativesThe nature of the ALO program, particularly thetfdnat it
includes several hundred sub-awards that need neobéored and to which funds need
to be disbursed, suggests that supporting mechamsgessarily entail considerable
expense. It is becoming increasingly clear, howexat ALO costs are not perceived as
acceptable to Missions wishing to use ALO to esthllarge partnership programs. Two
Missions, in Macedonia and Rwanda, reportedly riégeiecided, largely on the basis of
cost, not to continue using ALO to manage partripssim their countries.

To better understand this issue from the Missiasective, the assessment team
reviewed the funding arrangements for those twgranms. The results are summarized
in Table D. (Macedonia figures are based on plamatger than actual costs.)

Table D
Cost Analysis of Two Large ALO Special Initiatives USAID Resources Only
Rwanda Macedonia
Funding | % of | % of University | Funding | Total % of University
$000 Total sub-award $000 (%) sub-award
U.S. University
Sub-award 3,879 78.4 100.0 2,325 775 100.0
Direct Program Costs 3,095 62.6 79.8 1,859 62.0 80.0
Univ. Indirect Cost
Charge 784 15.9 20.2 466 15.5 20.0
% of Funding | % of % of
ACE/ALO $000 Total ACE/ALO
ACE/ALO 1,067 21.6 100.0 675 22.5 100.0
ALO Direct
Management 194 3.9 27.7 154 5.1 22.8
ACE Indirect Costs 878 17.7 72.3 521 17.4 77.2
Total Costs 4,946/ 100.0) 3,000 100.0

Source: Assessment team analysis based on ALO data. Prepetret?, 2004
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Table D shows that, for these two large Missiony“ms,” using the ACE/ALO
mechanism costs the Missions about 22% of the ludgsomparison of this table with
Table C1 shows that ALO costs as a percentageedd 8AID budget are significantly
lower for these large programs than is typicaltf@r project as a whole. This reflects the
fact that ALO direct management costs do not irsegaoportionally to the dollar size of
the program, and ALO has made it a practice tofglyeproject those costs for Sls and
to charge the Missions accordingly. However, AC#inect costs are charged on the
entire Sl, including the funds included in sub-adgamMissions see this indirect cost
charge ($873,000 for Rwanda and $521,000 for Magejlas a very large tax on their
programs, particularly painful as they also payuheersities’ indirect rates. The sum of
ALO costs and the universities’ indirect cost cleatgtals about 38% of the USAID
budget allocation for these programs. This is thece of the Missions’ concern.

ALO and ACE correctly point out that the resourgesg to these partnership programs
also include the cost sharing provided by the usitepartners. Table E shows what
happens when those contributions are taken intousxtcACE/ALO costs as a share of
resources falls to between 17% and 19%, and, asguime cost sharing is all directed to
partnership activities, the share of resources rdge directly on program activities

increases.
Table E
Cost Analysis of Two Large Special Initiatives, Intuding Matching Contributions
Rwanda Macedonia
Funding % of % of University | Funding % of % of University
$ 000 Total Sub-award $ 000 Total Sub-award
ALO Sub-award to
Univ. 3,879 61.7 100.0 2,325 64.9 100.0
Direct Program Costs 3,095 49.2 79.8 1,859 51.9 80.0
Univ. Indirect Cost
Charge 784 12.5 20.2 466 13.0 20.0
% of ACE/ALO % of ACE/ALO
ACE/ALO Costs 1,067 17.0 100.0% 675 18.8 100.0
ALO Direct
Management* 194 3.1 27.7% 154 4.3 22.8
ACE Indirect Costs 8783 13.9 72.3%| 521 14.5 77.2
Total USAID/ALO
Costs 4,946 78.7 3,000 83.7
Cost Share 1,341 21.3 585 16.3
Total Costs, All
Sources 6,287 100.0 3,585 100.0

Source: Assessment team analysis based on ALO data.
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ACE notes that it is charging the same federallgraped rate to all of its many
activities, and that this rate is based on actosiscfor the totality of ACE programs.
Moreover, ACE provides a considerable set of sesjiazvhich include the following:
* Preparing and reviewing budget for all participgtpartnerships
* Reviewing and paying monthly/periodic invoices frathpartnerships
» Tracking program costs by program
* Ensuring each program/partnership meets requineshéial match provisions
» Oversight and monitoring of partnership per fedgraht compliance
requirements and cost allowability
* Administrative support in areas such as human ressuinformation technology,
publications, senior executive administration aadegal council services.

ACE clearly provides important services to the Ap@gram. The team does not have
the data to judge the precise relationship betwee’s indirect charges to the program
and the actual cost of services provided.

Clearly, given that it has one federally approvedirect rate for all activities, ALO is
following the only course open to it at this timeder federal regulations. Nevertheless,
as noted, the way the program’s indirect costaboeated is creating concern. For
example, the $5 million Rwanda program, which igibs larger than a typical
$100,000 partnership award, pays 50 times the A@Edct costs, i.e. $873,000 vs.
about $17,008° Reportedly, the recent decisions of the RwamiaMacedonia
Missions not to use ALO for the second phasesaif firograms were prompted in large
part by these concerns.

ALO’S Pipeline. ALO’s total expenditures as of June 30, 2004l¢ctapproximately
$29 million. This represented only about 50% ofigdttions, leaving a pipeline of
approximately $30 million. However, this pipelineats to be viewed in terms of the
nature of the ALO program. First, because univiessgpend their own money and
receive reimbursement, actual or accrued expemrditaire higher, and the pipeline is
correspondingly lower. Further, the size of theepipe reflects a decision not to depend
on incremental funding for ALO’s two-year $100,088tnerships. Given that
incremental funding delays could affect literallyndreds of U.S. and overseas
institutions, ALO’s policy in this regard appeaemsonable. ALO estimates that $20.5
million is committed for the already-awarded parshgps. Most of the remaining
pipeline funds are slated for ALO staff and otherecexpenses, such as peer review
panels ($2.8 million) and ACE indirect costs ($s#lion).

2 some institutions have different overhead rates for @iffieclasses of programs. Were that the case for
ACE, it might result in a lower rate being charged onrstiere of USAID funds that are administered
through sub-awards to participating U.S. universities.

2 Indirect costs on a $100,000 award are approximately @0, 7vthereas they are $873,000 for the
Rwanda program (50 times larger). Direct management codtsefprogram are about 15%, or about
$15,000 for a $100,000 sub-award. In contrast, directapement costs for Rwanda are $194,000 (13
times larger).
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Financial Management

Interviews overseas, at U.S. universities and wltkd and ACE, all suggest that funds
are used with great care and that the accountintpéouse of funds is taken seriously by
all parties. Expense reports are apparently sazetincarefully by university financial
offices and then again by ALO and ACE. Severalrineavees commented that their
university financial offices are extremely insidtémat every expense be fully
documented, including matching contributions thratdaimed.

Financial management, however, could be improvesweral ways, which would
enhance ALO and USAID’s capacity to monitor andlenpent the program. As
indicated above, USAID has not required that AL&kror report expenditures by major
program or type of activity. The financial datadiaavailable from ACE are extremely
detailed. Data have not been regularly summarizedreports that would allow the
executive director to monitor key indicators anddentify trends.

Further, the team believes that current finan@pbrting to USAID, particularly to the
program’s COTR, is inadequate. The ACE/ALO finahoégporting that the assessment
team has seen shows only total expenditures ipréngous quarter, and that report
apparently has been sent only to the people dbm@SAID accounting and
disbursement. The COTR has not received or requiestia that allows him to see
financial trends that may be of interest or concterBGAT or to other USAID clients.
He has had little information about managementscosthe allocation of resources
between program activities. This has limited higitghamong other things, to explain
the program’s finances to other potential USAI2ts.

Finally, in the cases that the team reviewed, thegss through which ALO and USAID
Missions set the budgets for SIs was not suffityeindnsparent. The results of the
negotiations that ALO has had with the Missionsehast been routinely transcribed and
shared with others. The assessment team was pleEasete that ALO management is
currently taking aggressive action to improve thegsgems.

D. Program Management and Governance

This section presents the assessment team’s fimdimgprogram management and
governance. The section first presents an assessinige role of the higher education
community and follows with an assessment of USAlDls.

1. The Higher Education Community

The U.S. HEC is represented in this program byetiprincipal sets of institutions:
» The six national university associations that caogether to form this program
and that are represented on the ALO Board of Dorsct
 ACE/ALO (i.e., ACE and its ALO staff)
* The various U.S. universities that have particigatethis program
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Because these three groups of institutions shaponsibility for most functions, this
discussion is organized around key functional areas

Leadership and Management of the Partnershipt=C management of the program has
clearly accomplished a great deal, particularlyhwéspect to the university partnerships.
As described previously in Section II.A, ALO managt, guided by its board of
directors, established an effective and transpgmerttess for reviewing proposals and
selecting partnerships for awards, guided the usityepartnerships in how the
partnerships were to operate, disbursed funds @nwtead their financial and progress
reports, managed annual conferences, and so dnePsrip directors gave high scores to
ALO for most of its management systems. The assassi@am’s survey of ALO
partnership directors indicated, for example, dh&yel of satisfaction with the RFA
process (See Appendix D, Analysis of Web-Based SuResults—ALO Assessment,
Questions 13-16.) Similarly, the project directiongnd that the regulations and ALO
staff permitted them sufficient flexibility to makdanges in plans to deal with
unforeseen events. (See Appendix D, Analysis of \Babted Survey Results—ALO
Assessment, Question 18.)

ALO requires semi-annual progress reports and gugrfinancial reports from each
partnership. ALO program associates review thogerts to detect implementation
problems and to ensure that each partnership simg its stated objectives. Both ALO
and ACE staff review quarterly financial statemeantsl vouchers to determine that the
items are reimbursable and conform to the partiggshudgets. This system seems to be
effective in detecting and resolving serious impatation issues.

These processes that ALO created led to 226 pahipst most of which have functioned
well, eliciting strong performance from U.S. ancemseas universities, and producing
many excellent programs. The creation of theseesystand the management of the
implementation process are major achievements afhwthe ALO management and staff
should rightly be proud.

Areas in which the team found the ALO managemesiiesys somewhat lacking include
reporting, evaluation and marketing. The partn@shsemi-annual progress reports vary
in quality. Most partnership reports give a cleatication of implementation problems
encountered (e.g., delays because of visas) apdtswchieved (e.g., the number of
people trained in the previous semester). Theyiatdade reporting on the indicators
that can be summed across partnerships. Howeeeinditators on which ALO asks
every partnership to report (e.g., number of cdstaith decision-makers on policy
issues, the number of exchanges and internshipsepd)—indicators that EGAT/ED
has asked ALO to use—often do not fit well with whartnerships are doing, and the
resulting data are not always of wide intefést.

ALO'’s difficulty in reporting results stems in lagart from the nature of the program.
ALO can, and does, make an eloquent and compeltisg in its reports and publications

24 ALO organized a roundtable meeting in March 2004 to disthesidicator issue. It is unclear what the
follow-up and likely impact of this event will be.
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regarding its achievements in reaching a large murabU.S. colleges and universities in
international development, in working in many dey@hg countries, etc. However, when
it comes to telling the story of outputs and imp#dtO is faced with the daunting
challenge of summarizing 226 extremely diversesrofixcellent partnership stories.

Progress reports are only marginally helpful inkdimg ALO to identify exemplary
programs, and it would probably be unreasonabéxp®ct them to do so. However, if
one of the objectives of ALO partnerships is t@piest different development
approaches and to disseminate information abostanding results, then the program
needs some mechanism for identifying those progtaatsare truly exceptional and that
deserve to be replicated across a nation or irr otdwgons. The reporting system does not
achieve this, and ALO has neither the staff noffitnencial resources to conduct field
assessments to fill this gap.

Marketing is another area requiring more attentidre team noted that ALO efforts in
this area increased with the hiring of a deputgaor (currently the acting executive
director), but there has been relatively littledior attention given to interesting USAID
Missions and Washington offices in using the ALOgram. The team believes that
more systematic attention to marketing could paydsame dividends in terms of
increased demand for partnership programs.

The management of individual partnerships is alreastely the responsibility of the
cooperating colleges and universities. Because AlaRes its awards in all cases to the
U.S. partner, the U.S. partner is responsible fanaging and reporting on the use of
funds. The assessment team'’s interviews suggdsh#hd.S. project directors and the
university financial offices take their respongti®k seriously and do a commendable job
in carrying them out. Overseas partners, similanynost cases also do an excellent job
in managing their side of the programs.

The team did on occasion surface some criticismm foverseas partners of ALO’s policy
of making awards only to U.S. colleges and unitiesi The criticisms focused on the
implied inequality in the relationship between gagtners and on the overseas partners
often receiving less than half of the partnershipigds. The assessment team believes
that while these criticisms are understandabléosas the ALO policy. Sub-awards to
overseas institutions with vary accounting systamaccustomed to U.S. accounting
standards and not knowledgeable about U.S. Governragulations, would be
unmanageable and unacceptable to both ALO and USAID

Leadership and Management of Other Elements of figram As indicated in

Section II.B, efforts to develop broader HEC-USAd@llaboration have not achieved the
results desired. It appears that the HEC and US#zer truly agreed on the nature of
the program. At one high level meeting of USAID-HEE€Id early during the period of
the CA, the higher education community had an @feahat it would like to provide to
USAID (e.g., high-level advice on strategic issués)f USAID either did not perceive a
need for this advice or believed that this wasamoappropriate mechanism through
which to obtain it. In other words, USAID did naive a clear idea about services that it
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wanted from the HEC beyond what it was alreadyialbitg through BIFAD,
Cooperative Research Support Program (CRSP), aadety of other grants and
contracts. As a result, there was no follow-ugh®meeting and no real growth in this
component of the HEC-USAID relationship.

The history of ALO’s efforts to create higher-lew#lategic collaboration suggests that
interest in collaboration in the abstract is nsu#icient basis for a fruitful relationship.
There also needs to be a common perceived needr@&pllaboration) that the
relationship fills. Such areas or needs do exideast that was the perception of many of
those USAID and HEC representatives attending la-tagel, facilitated dialogue that the
assessment team organized in August 2004. SeniaiJ&ficers indicated that USAID
faces numerous issues, with new ones constansiyngrion which the enormous talent in
the higher education community could provide aasist. The higher education
community would presumably welcome that opportunitye mechanisms to identify
those areas and to define the nature of the coliéilba do not currently exist. (This issue
is discussed further in the context of the teamtommendations in Section 1l1.)

Generating Resources for the Programhe CA explicitly establishes that ACE/ALO
has a responsibility to generate a matching cantioh equal to not less than 25% of
USAID'’s contribution to the program. The HEC refogtand team interviews indicate
that it has far exceeded this requirement. (Seadpeit.A.)

Although not explicitly a responsibility of ACE/ALQJSAID has from time to time
encouraged ACE to seek resources from non-USAlDcesyincluding the private

sector, foundations and other federal agenciesiddra believes that, perhaps due to the
pressures resulting from the rapid expansion dhpaship programs, little effort was
made in this regard.

ALO Relationship with USAID ClientsALO has generally maintained a cordial and
productive working relationship with the EGAT/Ea#t Interviews with USAID

officers indicate that ALO has been flexible ansp@nsive in some areas (e.g., adjusting
RFAs for institutional partnerships to reflect charg USAID priorities), occasionally
reluctant in others (e.g., to seek funding fromeotsources), and protective in still others
(e.g., in treating proposals as proprietary infdrarabelonging to the submitting college
or university).

ALO relationships with Missions are more complex.@\has helped a nhumber of
Missions to develop scopes of work for specialatites. Missions’ assessments of that
work are generally positive. The Mexico Missior, é&xample, has found ALO helpful in
almost every regard. In some cases, however, Missielieve that ALO staff were more
interested in protecting and serving the interethe higher education community than
those of the Mission.

The biggest issue is that Missions, including mahgre ALO has IPs, are typically

uninterested and uninformed about ALO and aboupé#rerships in their countries.
Although ALO and many universities themselves caldd better job of keeping
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Mission staff informed, such efforts that have baadertaken are generally not
successful. Many partners, both U.S. and overseldsthe assessment team that USAID
officers showed little interest in their prograrite team’s main conclusion from these
reports is that the actual or perceived relevartleoprojects for the achievement of
Mission objectives was insufficient.

2. USAID

General. USAID management of the program, while affectetina¢s by work and
budget pressures, has been generally supportivefayjubd quality. Program monitoring
has been conducted according to requirements,ugththere appears to have been
insufficient use of program data. EGAT/ED staff ke with ALO on partnership policy
and management issues, as well as on policy robledtand other matters, and
participate regularly in ALO events. The staff alles made a number of attempts to
publicize the ALO program and to generate finansigdport from other AID/W offices
and Missions. The relative lack of high-level USAtBowledge or interest in the
program has been a constraint.

Generating Interest and Financial Support for ther®gram. EGAT/ED has made a
number of attempts to publicize the ALO program amdenerate financial support from
other AID/W offices and Missions. This effort hagtmvith some success. However,
marketing efforts do not appear to have been plhnnelespread or coordinated with
ALO.

Interviews with USAID officers in Washington andtime field also revealed perceptions
that undoubtedly contributed to making EGAT/ED naditkg efforts more difficult.

Some of these perceptions included that the proggairiven by university interests
rather than by development needs (or USAID neetigshware often equated); that the
program is a higher education development progeard thus not particularly relevant to
health, agriculture, democracy and governancep#mer USAID strategic objectives),
and that it was created to meet a political neaduolve U.S. universities. Any effective
design and marketing strategies will need to take account and overcome these
negative biases.

Other constraints on marketing ALO have been tlaive lack of high-level USAID
knowledge or interest in the program and the lichiiee that has been made of the
program'’s achievements in the legislative and puddfiairs area.

Monitoring of Performance.USAID has worked closely with ALO on many issuasd

it has helped to make the IP program a success.TESE#f members have provided
guidance on USAID priorities for inclusion in RFAsd have participated in peer
reviews of proposals. At the same time, the assasisteam believes that USAID might
have been more assertive in providing leaderslaigiqularly in seeking ways to
strengthen the relationship between IPs and Mission
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E. Non-USAID Partnership Programs

The State Department’s Educational and CulturahitdfBureau’s Educational
Partnership Program (EPP) and its predecessorgmsgnave funded more than 700
partnerships since the program began in 1982, avitamphasis, consistent with the State
Department’s public diplomacy mandate, on the hutiesnand social sciences.
Reportedly, the program recently lost its line itstatus in the State Department’s budget
and is currently operating, on a much-reduced scalger the umbrella of the Fulbright
Scholars program. State Department field stafsaré to be moving away from it, citing
its opportunity costs vis-a-vis Fulbright, Humphrand other individual grants. Its long-
term future, thus, would seem to be in doubt.

Other programs of interest are those managed bpdipartment of Education’s Fund for
the Improvement of Post-Secondary Education (FIR®E)by the United Negro College
Fund (UNCF).

UNCF's International Development Partnerships (IR2&)vity is the closest to what
ALO does, albeit on a much smaller scale. The gofalse International Development
Partnerships program are to “strengthen the alafityigher education institutions in
Africa, Asia, Eurasia, and Latin America and theiklzean to respond effectively to the
socio-economic needs of their societies, incred3€W presence in international
development, and advance the strategic objectiveSAID missions.”

Further information on the State Department, FIRSH, UNCF programs is presented in
Appendix I, Non-USAID Programs of Interest.

F. Summary

Summarizing the team’s assessment of the ALO proggaifficult, due in large part to
its breadth and complexity. The partnership prograrare found to have been generally
successful, sometimes exceptionally so, but sicanii shortcomings were discovered.
The most prominent weaknesses were lack of an lbggr@tegic framework for the
programs, insufficient integration of IPs into ti8AID programs they were designed to
support, and lack of adequate program evaluatidndgssemination of results.

The public diplomacy value of the partnership paogs is high. While this is not
generally regarded as an area of USAID responipilie program’s attractiveness in
this regard is likely to have a positive impacttba environment for USAID’s work at
home and abroad.

The team’s assessment of the non-partnership @es$ivé in general less positive. While
a number of useful activities were carried outtipalarly the recent efforts to begin to
mobilize at least some of the vast technical arnlsady capabilities of the HEC, the
overall picture is one of modest achievement alatlaof leadership (and perhaps
interest) to do a good deal more than partnerships much of the life of the CA.
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This somewhat mixed assessment, however, onlydaitsof the story. Current, ALO,
USAID and higher education community leaders seaphrand jointly have told the

team that they are interested in making a fregth $teom what the team can determine,
USAID is desirous of retaining the program whileeagithening and even expanding it,
including the non-partnership components. Its print@ndition for doing so is that the
program be brought into a closer relationship \thit Agency’s objectives and programs,
at the same time preserving the flexibility andatiraety of the current partnership
programs and the benefit these and other prograimg to the HEC. The HEC, for its
part, has said clearly and repeatedly, that ibrefortable with the move toward closer
integration into USAID strategic frameworks, sodams the principles of partnership and
mutual benefits remain strong.

The bottom line, as the team sees it, is that tloperative agreement and the programs
that resulted from it have been an overall sucaadshave set the stage for a stronger,
more sustained, collaboration between USAID andctbker education community in
the future, which will enlarge higher educationtmtribution to the realization of the
nation’s international development goals, whileldiameously benefiting the
participating colleges and universities.
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lll. Recommended Future Strategy and Approach
A. General

This section sets forth the team’s recommendafionthe next phase of USAID-HEC
collaboration. They are based on the totality effihdings presented in Section II, and seek to
build on the achievements of the current prograhileacorrecting its shortcomings. Also
reflected are the team’s best judgments as to whereespective agendas of USAID and the
HEC most strongly overlap, thus creating the mastal element needed to ensure an enduring,
productive, and mutually beneficial relationship.

The core goals are to provide the means for USAIBccess a broader range of higher
education capacities to help it achieve its obyestiand to offer U.S. and host country colleges
and universities a wide range of opportunitiesadipipate in national development programs,
with corollary benefits to their teaching, reseaiid outreach programs. In other words, the
program is doubly demand-driven.

Other goals are to continue to encourage the imvoént of new and non-traditional U.S.
colleges and universities, leverage USAID resouticesugh cost-sharing and the generation of
complementary support from other donors, foundatiand the private sector, ensure maximum
sustainability at both the program and projectlleaed seek to expand the program by providing
a reliable, convenient, and cost-effective chafmebther interested funders, including other
U.S. Government agencies, foundations, and thafgrisector to also access higher education
resources for development in accord with their eespe needs.

General HEC institutional capacity developmentaitn the U.S. or in host countries, is not a
goal of the proposed program. It is proposed, hawnedhat strengthening of specific capacities
integral to achievement of the goals of this pragshould be considered on a case by case
basis.

B. Program Strategy and Approach

The team recommends that USAID, in collaboratiothwhe HEC, design and launch a new
Higher Education for Development Initiative (HEFDThe overriding objective of the HEFDI
would be as follows:

1. To facilitate and expand U.S. and host couhigyer education support for
achievement of USAID development objectives.

The current ALO program has been successful inrekpg the capacity and involvement of
higher education in development in most, if not sdictors, not just education. However, its
impact has been limited by insufficient integratioto USAID Mission and AID/W strategic
frameworks. In the next phase, this needs to bectad, without losing the energy, creativity,
and entrepreneurship of the current program.

Four sub-objectives are proposed, as follows:
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1.1 Tosupport USAID strategic objectives through integthplanning, development,
and implementation of university partnerships diekeyed to individual strategic
objectives.

1.2 To involve key host country higher educatiatitutions more directly and effectively
in national development.

1.3 To facilitate USAID access to higher educatidmisory and technical assistance to
support achievement of Agency objectives.

1.4 To assist USAID to develop a new generatiatesélopment professionals for
service in the Agency.

C. Program Components

The team proposes five program components. Thentteatical reference in each component
heading suggests the sub-objective or sub-objectosgvhich the component could respond.

1. A New Program of USAID-Generated Higher Educati®®artnerships. (1.1, 1.2)nder
this strongly demand-driven component, an annualpstition would be held to recruit and
select partnership teams to conduct projects dpedland proposed by AID/W Missions, or
both. Central funds would be employed to match AVCAnd Mission funds 50-50 up to a
maximum of $200,000 (i.e., EGAT would provide ugti00,000). Funds beyond the
maximum would be provided 100% by the sponsoringamunits or from other donors.
Awards would be eligible for renewal, at the disicne of the USAID sponsor or sponsors,
which would again be responsible for funding odfirg other sources to cover the full cost.

Interested Bureaus and Missions would propose scoip@ork consistent with their
respective strategic plans, which fall within thredd priorities established for the
competition. The latter would be established arlguaider the guidance of the Joint
Advisory Committee proposed in Section Il F. A s&eening mechanism would be created
within the Agency to assure that proposals broé&tliyithin program guidelines, following
which the administering organization would issummbined RFA to the HEC.

Partners’ proposals submitted in response to th& Réuld be screened, evaluated, and
ranked by a peer review process similar to thecomeently in use. Evaluation criteria might
include:

» Evidence of the partners’ capacity to carry outghmposed activities.

» Evidence of the strength and quality of the paghigr, including successful prior
experience working together, the availability oafijiied, committed leadership, and
strong institutional support.

» A program description that, among other thingsartyeoutlines how the proposal meets
the objectives for the project established by fiensoring Mission for the project, as
stated in the solicitation.

* A performance measurement plan clearly stating piject performance will be
measured, reported, and evaluated.
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» Areporting and communications plan to ensure dliatoncerned parties, including the
sponsoring unit or units and EGAT are kept fullformed and have timely opportunities
to participate in key project decisions.

» Afinancial plan that includes a budget clearlkiitg expenditures to project objectives
and indicating the respective share of money flgwmeach partner, and a joint cost-
sharing plan presenting the source and natureobf east-sharing component.

» A long-term sustainability plan focusing on generabf complementary resources both
for the project itself and follow-on activities.

2. A Continued but Redesigned Program of Institutel Partnerships (1.1, 1.2, 1.3The
second component would be an annual competitipmaweide a window for a reduced, but
still critical number of “at-large” applicationsaim college and university partnerships. As is
the case in the current IP program, higher educat#stners would be free to propose
projects of their own choice, so long as theydalller the priorities set for the competition
and meet all other requirements of the solicitation

There are two principal reasons for including tosponent. The first is the desire to
continue to increase and further diversify the piddl.S. higher education institutions with
in-country relationships and experience. The se¢®tal continue to tap the energy,
creativity and entrepreneurship that have genechlyracterized these projects in the past.

Although certain weaknesses were observed, the lheam high regard for the IP program.
A smaller program is recommended in order to freéumds for additional USAID-
generated partnerships. But if the demand for tbpgsed new program falls below
expectations, the team believes that any surphdsfwould be well invested in the IP
program, provided it is redesigned as recommended.

Successful at-large proposals would be 100% céyvfiiaided. The award maximum would
be increased to $125,000 and the maximum term ta@@hs. Under the new program, at-
large projects, as such, would be non-renewablef highly successful, they would be
eligible to receive supplemental awards from MissiAll things being equal, preference
would be given to projects involving new partnepshi

In order to capitalize fully on future at-large @stments and to correct problems noted in the
findings, the program needs to be redesigned imitapt ways. In particular, project
development, monitoring, reporting, and evaluapoocesses for these awards should be
revised to increase Mission involvement at key jures. For example, prior consultation

with Missions needs to be increased. Mission careoae with proposals should be real, not
pro forma, and a formal liaison person on the Misstaff should be identified. In addition,
reporting and other communication mechanisms neée tdjusted to ensure that Missions
are kept well informed at all times, and opportiesifor Mission participation, as desired, in
performance monitoring and evaluation be made abka! In this way, the at-large program
will also become more demand-driven.

At-large proposals would be screened using esdigriti@ same peer review processes and
selection criteria as proposals responding to Missponsored projects.
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3. A Continued Window for Special Initiatives (1.1,2, 1.3, 1.4)In addition to the two annual
partnership competitions described above, the stwerdow for special solicitations would
continue to be available. While it is envisaged thany of the projects now procured by
Missions and AID/W through special initiatives wdudde channeled in the future through the
new USAID-driven partnerships competition, it igiaipated that initiatives that are not a
good fit with that component will continue. Examplaight include projects to provide
research and analytical support to AID/W units; $ibs partnership projects that for
substantive, size, or timing reasons are judgeddaire a special initiative; and a possible
program or programs to assist USAID to recruitgurdevelopment professionals. In such
cases, the sponsoring unit or units would be resptanfor funding, finding other sources to
financing the full amount of awards, or both.

The special solicitation window also would provaleonvenient means for other U.S.
Government agencies, foundations, the private semtol other funders to access the same
higher education resources as USAID.

4. A Strengthened Program of Technical and Advis@grvices (1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4)he fourth
component would be a substantially stronger progmprovide USAID access, as needed,
to higher education advisory and technical assigtaesources. This would be accomplished
via the creation of a capacity in HIO to provideAIB with flexible, on-demand technical
and advisory services for such purposes as plarandglesign of higher education inputs
into Bureau and Mission strategic objectives (idelg partnerships), monitoring and
evaluating the impact of such inputs, identifyimglanalyzing new and cutting edge
development issues, and such other technical andaay tasks as may be defined by the
Agency.

While much could be accomplished in this vein uraleooperative agreement, consideration

should be given to complementing the agreement avitbader With Associates (LWA)
contract.
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5. A New Component to Assist USAID with RecruitmentaoNew Generation of Junior
Professionals (1.5)This component is included for two reasons. The fg that, reportedly,
this is a perceived need on the part of the Agenbg.second is that an organization such as
ALO or its equivalent would be the ideal mechantsroarry out whatever program of this
kind that USAID might decide to implement.

Among the possibilities are a USAID Junior Profesal Internship Program (JPIP) or a
formal USAID Junior Professional Trainee Progra®1@®), or both. The former would
provide a range of flexible short-term work-cumitrag opportunities, designed primarily to
meet specific AID/W or Mission needs, but also itwegooth the Agency and the interns
exposure to each other. The latter, in contrastil@gvimvolve the recruitment and short-term
appointment of possibly annual classes of JuniofeBsional Trainees (JPTs), who would
undergo a structured, possibly one-year formal qanogof training and familiarization,
following which the most successful trainees wduddeligible to be considered for longer-
term appointments. The target group for both pnogravould be well-qualified and
interested recent graduates, graduate studentgy@iod faculty.

D. Program Instruments

Cooperative Agreement.he primary program instrument would continue écalbocooperative
agreement. The proposed program, as envisagee)ycfds the requirements for such
agreements. For example, it will be of interest badefit to botHJSAID and the U.S. and host
country HECs. The first three program componehts twvo partnerships programs and the
special initiatives, will be implemented througtbsagreements between the HEC management
institution and the U.S. college and universitytpars. Substantial cost-sharing will be provided
by the management institution and both U.S. and ¢cmstry partners. Both U.S. and
cooperating country HECs will assume responsibibtyseeking additional ways to leverage
USAID funds and ensure sustainability of the pragrand, although AID/W and the Missions
will be closely involved in the design and monitayiof partnerships and other specific program
activities, overall responsibility for the programil rest with the HEC management body and its
board of directors.

Principles. In establishing a new program, USAID and the imm@ating

organization should be sympathetic to the shifoous to give greater emphasis to the
achievement of USAID strategic objectives. Thesoahould commit themselves to ensuring
that there are effective mechanisms in place fanitoang, analyzing, and evaluating program
activities and that the system for allocating iadtrcosts under the program is fair, appears
reasonable to potential clients, and does not dieterand.
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E. Program Management and Governance

HEC Program ManagementThe management center for the HEFDI would be a higher
education organization or consortium, with broaceas and high credibility in higher education.
It would have responsibility for program managemeeer review selection; and marketing,
alliance-building, and resource generation.

The HEFDI Implementation Office (HIO) would reptota strong and broadly representative
board of directors, which would provide active msight and leadership. If desired, an academic
advisory body could be created to assist the semiecutive on program matters, without,
however, assuming any of the oversight respongéslof the board.

The HIO would support both USAID and the HEC equallthe achievement of program
objectives. It would have primary responsibility fnanagement of the five program
components and for ensuring that its own and it8pes’ cost-sharing commitments are met. It
would share quality assurance, performance mongpgvaluation, marketing, alliance-
building, and external resource generation respditss with USAID. As a key element in the
latter work, the HIO would create and maintain raterinal learning program aimed at supporting
the monitoring, evaluation, and marketing needd ®AID and the HEC.

Program Management SystemEBhe current peer review—based selection systexeisplary
and, in the team’s judgment, does not require Baamt changes. Other program management
systems, while currently meeting the basic neeaxtgjire review and possible modifications.
Included are program reporting and communicatiogysorting on individual partnerships and
other activities, program evaluation, financialogmg, and the use of special events.

Program Reporting and CommunicatioWhile a good deal of general program informat®n i
generated and disseminated, more is needed, ioarithe collection and analysis of lessons
learned, best practices, and what a large numhbadfidual project results add up to in terms
of impact. (See the earlier comment on develofiegHIO as a learning center.) Related to this
is the need for better communication of resultshlvdthin and outside the program.

Doing a better job on program reporting and comcations is critical for a number of reasons.
More and better communication of data is needeg@rfogram and project evaluation, both
formative and summative, and for preparation oicgations and the criteria by which they will
be judged. Improved and more widely disseminatéatimation is also critical for marketing the
program within USAID and the HEC and to other ptitsdrdonors, both public and private.
Finally, strong, persuasive information on programnd their impacts is extremely important for
explaining the program and its accomplishmentsdogtess and demonstrating accountability.

Activity Reporting.The current reporting system on individual parthgrs and other activities
works reasonably well in providing USAID with reqedl performance data and general updates
on activities, progress toward goals and futur@slét is intended also to provide a common
base of information to compare and aggregate dagarbgram evaluation and comparison
purposes. In the latter respect, however, the tegliaves that it falls well short of the mark. It
recommends that an expert review be conducted lzembes made as required.
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Program Evaluation.To the team’s knowledge, the current assessmerdggents the first effort
to evaluate the ALO program and its various comptsas a whole. It recommends that for
HEFDI, a formal system of formative, as well as suative, evaluation be designed and
implemented. Specifically, it recommends that segioonsideration be given to contracting with
an outside group to conduct an annual formativéuetian designed to aggregate and analyze
the individual project reports data, regularly ujeddat data and analysis, and make timely
suggestions to stakeholders regarding any probdgrdsoncerns which require attention.

Financial Reporting.The team is satisfied that basic financial repgrtequirements have been
and are being met. At the same time, the teamvesimsufficient analysis and presentation of
cost and financial data exists for purposes ofifathg program management and evaluation
(see Section II, C, 3). The team recommends thakpart study of this issue be commissioned
and changes made, as warranted.

Special EventsSpecial program events such as workshops, rouedtadnd conferences are an
important feature of the program. The team beli¢kieg should be considered, designed, and
evaluated as support mechanisms for the achieveshéariger program purposes, not as
programs in themselves. For example, all such ew&rduld lead to specific plans for follow-up,
with responsibilities for executing them clearlgndified and assigned. To assist in the follow-
up process, written reports should be preparedimsgminated and follow-up progress reports
provided on a regular basis.

In addition, special events, with rare excepti@mguld be designed to inform and influence
audiences external as well as internal to the pragFor example, invitations to senior USAID
staff, key members of Congress or their aides,ntialedonors, and the media should be
routinely considered in event planning.

The team believes that the concept and contentrafal partnership Synergy Conferences
should be reviewed to ensure that they are ust#teimost effective way to achieve the above
objectives. A range of alternatives to the presendiel should be considered. For example, is
there a case for convening smaller groups by sectargion? Could conferences be employed
to develop specific ideas on how higher educaticoistributions to development can be
increased and, in the course of doing so, prowddiiack to USAID and the HEC on ways to
strengthen the program? Could conferences play adte in meeting the program requirement
for compiling and disseminating partnership progtassons learned and best practices? And
could a conference or several be devoted to abidnuelding and resources generation issues?
F. Program Coordination and Relationships

General guidance and oversight would be provided bgint USAID-HEC Advisory Committee
(JAC), chaired by the Assistant Administrator under wham program responsibility falls, and
including three to four additional members fromleatthe two communities, with appropriate
staff assistance as needed.

The JAC would be convened as needed, but at \eas & year, to discuss broad program
priorities, review monitoring and evaluation restitir their program priority implications, assist
with marketing and resource generation, review gaogmodification ideas and recommend
appropriate program modifications, and take suditiahal steps as needed to assist the
program.
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The program, as outlined above, would define thaiomships between the two parties. It has
been designed to be mutually beneficial in way$whih foster an effective and enduring
development partnership for the achievement of ramoggoals.

G. USAID Program Management

The USAID office assigned overall responsibility foanaging the program would provide
general program oversight; conduct and commissionitoring and evaluation programs;
deliver field support and information services liaraerested USAID units; provide
administrative support to the JAC; and coordina8AlD inputs into program planning and
budgeting processes.

These functions would be performed by a small $teffided by a person with broad experience
in the Agency, good familiarity with higher eduaatiin the U.S. and abroad, and a strong
commitment to the program’s central gobb facilitate and expand U.S. and host country érgh
education support for achievement of USAID devetoyrabjectives.

H. Timetable and Transition

If the above recommendation, or approved variahtsemm, are accepted by the end of the first
guarter of FY 2005, it should be possible to iss@elicitation or solicitations to obtain the
required program services and have a managemetytiantlace by the fourth quarter, i.e. in
time to conduct the first partnerships competitioiler the new program in autumn 2005. If this
schedule should slip, the first competition undher mew program probably could not take place
until the second quarter of FY 2006, with projesxieimencing late that fiscal year or early FY
2007.

While the procurement proceeds, it would be prutieatrrange for the conduct of the 2006
competition under the current CA, incorporatingremy as possible of the innovations proposed
for the new program, in order to ensure that there gap in the availability of new partnership
opportunities.

l. Conclusion

The assessment team is convinced, as a resuttwbik, that the time is ripe for the
development and implementation of the proposed étfigiducation for Development Initiative.

It believes, moreover, that the program, which Willld on the successes of the current one but
in a way that more firmly anchors it in the shanegds and interests of both USAID and the
higher education community, will strengthen thatiehship in enduring ways.
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l. Program Identification

Association Liaison Office for University Cooperatiin Development
Cooperative Agreement HNE-A-00-97-00059-00
September 30, 1997- September 30, 2007

I. Background

In September 1997, USAID awarded a five-year Caatper Agreement to the American

Council on Education (ACE), for a program in "Umisiy Partnerships"” to include 1) networks,
2) partnerships, 3) policy roundtables, 4) workéopdlots, and 5) diffusion: lessons and results.
Under Modification No. 21 (September 2002) expantthedorogram description to include the
five areas below and Modification No 23 (Septen®&r2003) extended the period of
performance until September 29, 2005 and “enabse(s)awards executed before September 30,
2005 to be fully completed by September 30, 20®i& dctivity focus continues to be the five
areas:

a) USAID-Higher Education Community partnership adtiinetworks, partnerships, and pilot
activities for Missions and Regional Bureaus) whieflect emerging policy and technical
solutions to development problems;

b) Academic and technical training, imbedded in instinal partnerships, at U.S. colleges and
universities; and

c) Policy and program roundtables that can afford RERZ, and Regional Bureaus opportunity
to engage in policy dialogue on emerging developgnssnies and cutting edge knowledge
and practice to address these issues;

d) Higher education policy, technical, and advisorsistance for Missions and other USAID
operating units;

e) Synthesis and dissemination of appropriate researdibest practices related to the above
items.

In pursuit of these objectives, USAID partneredwite Association Liaison Office for
University Cooperation in Development (ALO), whistas formed by ACE. The ALO uses a
policy board made of up representatives of théngjker education associations: the American
Association of Community Colleges (AACC), the Anoam Association of State Colleges and
Universities (AASCU), Association of American Unigdies (AAU), National Association of
Independent Colleges and Universities (NAICU), gr@lNational Association of State
Universities and Land Grant Colleges (NASULGC) tidg its operations and relationships
between USAID and American higher education.

Through the ALO, the higher education associatssek to support American academic
institutions as they engage with higher educatssoaiations and institutions in developing and
newly independent countries to:



Appendix A: GEM-ALO Assessment SOW

1) Collaboratively address an array of complex soei@hnomic, educational issues and
development problems;

2) strengthen their respective capacities for condgdtie educational missions of
teaching, research, and service to address develdgriorities including the
improvement of basic education and the reform ghér education;

3) contribute to the preparation of a responsibleeitry and a skilled workforce
engaged in a global marketplace;

4) increase the attention to and understanding ofriateonal education and
development issues on US and host country campungkeamong institutions'
constituencies; and

5) disseminate information and share results of dgweémt cooperation both abroad
and in the U.S.

lll.  Purpose of the Cooperative Agreement

The purpose of the Cooperative Agreement is to@dppe participating U.S. higher education
associations in their efforts to engage the Amerlugher education community in shaping a
collaborative program of 1) enhanced partnershtph WiSAID in support of its strategic
objectives, 2) support to higher education ingtng abroad to enable their stronger roles in
addressing development problems; and 3) incredsaatian to international development issues
on U.S. campuses and by constituents and coopgtiastitutions.

IV.  Purpose of Cooperative Agreement, Partnership Ativity, and Overall Program
Review

As part of its involvement in monitoring progreesvard the achievement of program objectives
during the course of the Cooperative Agreement,iamdder to made recommendations for
strengthening the collaboration between USAID dredAmerican Higher Education
Community, USAID will conduct a Cooperative Agrearh®rogram Review with the active
participation of collaborating partners. The pugo$the Cooperative Agreement Program
Review is:

1) To assess and compare the accomplishments of Atigties with the activities in
the Cooperative Agreement as outlined under Sedii@above;

2) To provide recommendations for strengthened cotiperbetween USAID and
American higher education, and

3) To assist USAID and ALO to achieve optimal resuitbringing to bear the resources
of the higher education community for internatiodelelopment.

The review will be conducted in two parts — Pardmd Part B.
Part A considers and reviews the implementationisapéct of partnerships themselves and

considers how interaction with U.S. colleges anidensities enabled higher education
institutions abroad to strengthen their capacitgddress development problems.
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Part B considers and reviews the activities, acdisimpents, strengths, and weaknesses of ALO
and USAID’s (EGAT/ED) activities within the Coopéiree Agreement to develop and enhance a
strategic partnership between USAID and the higldeication community in support of strategic

development objectives.

The two stages are designed to proceed from thefigpeview of institutional partnerships
(Part A) to a more general review of the workinigtienship pursued via the Cooperative
Agreement (Part B). Part A will contribute to andbrm Part B.

Part A. The objectives of the USAID Higher Educatia Partnership activities review
are to:

1. Assess how well ALO, USAID (Regional and Central&us, Missions) and the higher
education community designed, funded, and impleetkatvariety of activities (e.g.
institutional partnerships, pilot initiatives) dgsed to achieve critical and significant short
term development impacts in the most cost-effeatiagner and produce conditions that
enable the accomplishment of development results @Vong period.

2. Assess how well the Agency and ALO developed affeauality assurance measures and
established program and results monitoring mechamis

3. Assess how well the Agency and ALO developed anthdtized grant implementation plans
for monitoring and reporting results and impacsiteng from institutional partnerships.

4. Recommend how USAID Bureaus and Missions and thleehieducation community can
improve measurement of impacts.

5. Consider whether these reports provide the typesaape of information needed to facilitate
improved program implementation or foster lesseasried. Consider whether these reports
reflect the effectiveness of the partnership’'s enmntation. Determine whether and how
reports were processed and employed by ALO and DSRE&gional Bureaus, Central
Offices, and Missions. Consider whether these tsgmovide feedback that was
incorporated into subsequent RFAs, peer review gamdbnce to awardee institutions. In
reviewing the ALO reports, consider how well the@lactivity results were communicated
to EGAT/ED for their annual reports, the apprommass of EGAT/ED’s Strategic Objective
2 indicators as measures of the results of the @atipe Agreement activities, whether other
indicators be more appropriate, and whether reglétstified from the assessment can
contribute to improved SO2 indicators.

6. Assess the means by which programs are monitaeedits reported, and success stories
disseminated. Assess the advantages and disadearmgbstandard quarterly reports in hard-
copy vs. continual entries into a web-based repgntechanism and make
recommendations.

7. Assess cost-sharing and other leveraging requirssnEramine the sources of matching and
leveraging and the significance of these contrdngito the effective implementation of the
institutional partnership and links to the impaéist resulted. Examine whether the match or
leverage increased the productivity of the partmprsy any measurable fashion. Examine
what types of cost-share and other leverage is apgspriate under varying circumstances.

8. Assess how well the results and lessons learned ifistitutional partnerships are currently
shared with stakeholders. Assess how quickly afetifely lessons learned are applied in
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the program and give recommendations for how thshe done more easily and cost-
effectively.

9. Ascertain the views of the host country higher adioo institutions as recipients and
beneficiaries of the USAID/ALO partnership progreegarding the extent to which they
strengthened their capacity to address developprebtems. Ascertain whether institutions
with strengthened capacities assumed more signifrodes in development.

10. Ascertain the impacts and results of the variotisides and approaches implemented under
the partnerships to determine their comparativaesatlative to each other and relative to
other possible approaches aimed at comparableajevweht objectives, for example, a)
service to the community based on the U.S. landtgraiversity and community college
models, b) workforce development, and c) HIV/AIDS.

11.Assess the degree to which the Cooperative Agreea)dras affected or facilitated the
achievement of U.S. partner universities’ own otiyes or goals, where they exist, in
development and b) has encouraged U.S. partneensities to incorporate development
goals in their institutional strategies.

12. Assess the impact of the annual conferences coedibbgt ALO, how valuable participants
judge them, whether the conferences result in pragrhanges or help partners address
implementation, monitoring and evaluation, and camitation issues.

Part B. The objectives of the overall Cooperative §reement assessment are to:

1. Assess the effectiveness of ALO engagement of rayy af higher education expertise
through the Cooperative Agreement, and ALO dialogite USAID, and make
recommendations for enhancing this engagement iatmbde.

2. ldentify activities that have been of mutual benefiUSAID and American higher education
in service to the Agency’s strategic developmendives.

3. Assess the effectiveness of ALO in facilitatingatgic engagement of the higher education
community in support of USAID’s development ageraiad make recommendations for
enhancing this. Assess the success in working Wi minority-serving institutions.

4. Assess the effectiveness of EGAT/Education initatihg strategic engagement of Central
Bureaus (e.g. other offices in EGAT, PPC, DCHA/[BIybal Health, and LPA), Regional
Bureaus, and Missions with the higher educationmanity in support of USAID’s
development agenda, and make recommendationstianeimg this.

5. Assess the policy and program roundtables, semiaadsdialogue agendas and their utility
in furthering USAID’s thinking and programming.

6. Assess the impact of the annual conferences coedibbgt ALO, how valuable participants
judge them, whether the conferences result in arihgrihe role of U.S. higher education as
a strategic partner.

7. Ascertain the views of senior USAID officials, eAAs, DAAs, regarding priorities and
opportunities for more strategic collaboration viltle higher education community.

8. Assess the quality of the special reports and patitins produced under the Cooperative
Agreement.

9. Ascertain the views of selected higher educatiadées regarding priorities and
opportunities for more strategic collaboration WitBAID.
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V. Program Review Methodology

The program review will consist of two distinct betated parts. The methodological approaches
will differ from Part A to Part B.

Part A shall rely more on the assessment and asalysformation. It will also draw upon
interviews and facilitation that will be designedimquire and probe into how well the
partnership program performed in relation to thgctives set forth in the Cooperative
Agreement.

Part B shall be informed by the process and outsarh®art A and will rely more heavily

though not exclusively upon a facilitated dialoguith program stakeholders: USAID, ALO, and
U.S. and host country higher education. The fatibh and collaborative assessment shall be
designed to examine the array of activities (potmyndtables, annual conferences, publications,
dissemination of best practices) and processesvirat designed to contribute to the broader
objectives of the Cooperative Agreement. Througis¢hactivities and processes, ALO and
USAID endeavor to build a productive, mutually bisiel relationship between the U.S. higher
education community and USAID. The facilitation aas$essment will examine the dynamics
and success of these efforts and will tap intcetigeriences of program participants in a manner
that contributes to mutual learning and elicitsghss into areas in need of further attention. The
goal of the facilitated dialogue and collaboratssessment is to develop a consensus on how
USAID and the U.S. higher education community migheéngthen their working relationship.

The program reviewers(s) shall:
1. Develop a work plan for achieving the goals andveehbles of this SOW.

2. Review all key documents, including the Cooperafigeeement, modifications, ALO
request for applications, sub-grant agreementsdetvALO and universities, activity
progress reports, final reports, ALO annual confeeereports, quarterly reports, results
indicator data, roundtable reports, special repottser publications that have been
produced, and USAID/ED's Higher Education Stratégigective 2 results framework,
indicators, and targets.

3. Develop an assessment instrument to review theitaesi of the institutional partnerships;
work closely with the EGAT/ED Cognizant Technicdfi€er, USAID's Higher Education
Strategic Objective 2 Team staff, and ALO to ensheepracticality of the resulting
instrument.

4. Work with the Cognizant Technical Officer to seladiroad sample of partnerships to be
assessed under Part A. Factors of selection indedir, institutional type, regional
distribution, region or mission initiated vs. cextity funded, seed grant vs. large award,
ongoing vs. completed, and/or other factors.

5. Interview in person or by telephone senior offisialithin USAID, senior leaders within the
higher education community, selected institutigredtnership directors and co-directors (US
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8.

and host country) and other development partnetstakeholders associated with this
relationship (public and private partners, NGOs,)aising the instrument to study the issues
and questions in Sections IV and V.

Develop a strategy, program, and schedule forabiitated sessions in Part B. Work closely
with the Cognizant Technical Officer, USAID's Higleducation Strategic Objective 2
Team staff, and ALO to ensure the practicalitynaf strategy.

. Participate in and/or facilitate any other schedw®rkshops, seminars or meetings held

during the course of this assessment that will helpgeve the goals of this review.

Work closely with the Cognizant Technical Officerdathe ALO Executive Director.

The following questions are a representative buerbaustive list of questions to be considered
in addressing the issues in Section IV.

Part A. The reviewer(s) shall address the followingjuestions and concerns in

conducting the review of institutional partnerships

1.

w N

8.

9.

To what degree did selected partnerships achievelifectives set forth in the sub-
agreements between ALO and partner institutionpéoierships under both ALO's annual
grant competition and special mission-funded itites?

What impacts did the selected partnerships andarksahave or are now having?

What factors facilitated or constrained the achieset of the partnership objectives, impacts
(e.g., management, financing mechanisms, capaadtgmunication, etc.)

How effective was the solicitation process, inchglthe development of the solicitation, the
peer review process, and the determination of etialu criteria used to review proposals in
generating excellent project proposals, activities?

How effective were the partnership models, appreacand working assumptions in
achieving program objectives; in achieving sigrifitdevelopment impacts?

To what degree were the local partners satisfi¢d thie partnership program? What were
their interests and concerns? How did such intesti concerns contribute to the ability of
the partnership to achieve its objectives and agreént impacts.

. To what extent did the partnerships continue beybrdJSAID grant? Are development

results likely to continue? What factors promotdimder sustained collaboration and
sustained development impact?

How was the communication and collaboration betwmsatnering institutions and the
relevant USAID Missions?

How well were results communicated to EGAT/ED togit Annual Reports?

10.What medium would best capture results for feedlaakother uses and disseminates

success stories: quarterly reports, or continucls-based results input?

11.How well do EGAT/ED's Higher Education indicatoedl the story of the Cooperative

Agreement and partnerships? What other indicatmutdeenhance the story? Could any of
the results assessed serve as additional SO2 todiga

Special questions for:
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EGAT/ED-funded Institutional Partnerships

a)
b)

c)

Did the partners incorporate Mission input in tlesign and objectives of the partnership
application?

Did the implementing partners communicate or caltate with the Mission in the
subsequent implementation of the partnership?

Were the Missions kept informed about the partnpsshefore, during and after the funding
period?

Special Mission-funded Initiatives

a)

b)

Did the partners involve the Mission in the desagial objectives of the partnership
application?

Was the Mission satisfied with the level of invaivent it had in the design or
implementation of the partnership? Did the Missapress concerns or interests? Were they
satisfactorily addressed?

Part B. The reviewers shall address the followingwestions and concerns in

conducting the review of the Cooperative Agreement.

1.

2
3.

Which activities have been of mutual benefit to USAnd American higher education in
service to strategic development objectives?

. How have policy roundtables furthered USAID’s thimkand programming?

How effective is ALO’s engagement of an array affter education expertise through the
Cooperative Agreement, and ALO dialogue with USANVRAat recommendations can be
made for enhancing this engagement and dialogue?

How effective is EGAT/ED in facilitating the straie engagement of Central Bureaus (e.qg.
Global Health, DCHA, PPC, LPA) and the Missionshatite higher education community in
support of USAID’s development agenda? What recont®é actions could enhance
effectiveness?

How effective is ALO in facilitating the strategimigagement of the higher education
community in support of USAID’s and partner univges’ development agenda? What
recommended actions could enhance effectiveness® Mtommended actions could
support universities’ development goals?

What are the views of senior USAID officials, eAdhs, DAAs, regarding priorities and
opportunities for more strategic collaboration vitile higher education community?

What are the views of selected higher educatiotdiesaregarding priorities and opportunities
for more strategic collaboration with USAID?
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VI.

Deliverables

The reviewer(s) shall produce the following. Eaghmission must be approved by the
EGAT/ED CTO.

1.

A work plan with due dates, outlining how Partsdd@ will be implemented and how the
overall goals of this SOW will be achieved, duehwittwo weeks after beginning work.

. An interview questionnaire for Part A, due withimeée weeks after beginning work.

An oral progress report on Part A, due halfway tigiothe period for Part A.

A revised work plan for Part B, as appropriateludimng a strategy for and schedule of
facilitated forums, due one week before the endaot A.

A report presenting the results of Parts A and lile $eparate sections on Parts A and B shall
contain the results of the findings and recommeadaton the objectives and questions

listed in the relevant portions of Sections IV ahdrhe section on Part B shall include a
summary of the facilitated discussions and theicames, including areas of consensus, and
an actionable list of agreed upon recommendationedw the USAID and U.S. higher
education community relationship, fostered by th€®ACooperative Agreement, can be
strengthened strategically and programmatically.

The report shall be no longer than 50 pages, miidmg appendices, and shall include an
Executive Summary. The appendices shall contaigtiestionnaire instrument for Part A, the
strategy for Part B, the notes of the facilitateztdssions, a bibliography of written sources
consulted, a register of persons interviewed andmgforums facilitated, and other relevant
items to be agreed on.

A draft in 10 copies shall be submitted to both WSAnd the ALO for their review, due ten
days before the end of the SOW period. The teath stteedule a meeting with USAID, ALO,
and higher education representatives to reviewaoeive comments on the draft. From that
meeting the team shall prepare a final report ahdnit 20 copies to the EGAT/ED Cognizant
Technical Officer (10 copies for USAID and 10 capfer ALO), along with a digital copy to
each in Microsoft Word, due by the of the SOW perio

VII.

Timeline

The period of this SOW is on/about February 1542@0on/about July 31, 2063.

% Procurement was delayed and USAID modified the timeline.

-8-
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Background

The Scope of Work (SOW) states that the purposéseo€ooperative Agreement Program
Review are:

1) To assess and compare the accomplishments of Atigties with the activities in
the Cooperative Agreement;

2) To provide recommendations for strengthened codiperbetween USAID and
American higher education, and

3) To assist USAID and ALO to achieve optimal resuitbringing to bear the resources
of the higher education community for internatiodelelopment.

The review will encompass two broad kinds of inguir

The first, labeled Part A in the SOW, will considard review the implementation and impact of
ALO partnerships and consider how interaction WitB. colleges and universities enabled
higher education institutions abroad to strengtheir capacity to address development
problems.

The second, Part B will consider and review thevaigts, accomplishments, strengths, and
weaknesses of ALO and USAID'’s activities within theoperative Agreement to develop and
enhance a strategic partnership between USAID landigher education community in support
of strategic development objectives.

Approach

The program review team’s approach to the assessmilebe guided by the SOW. Close
contact will be maintained throughout with the UBATognizant Technical Officer (CTO) and
the Executive Director of ALO.

Given the inter-relationships between the two s&edout related sets of concerns and the need
to collect data in the most efficient way possilbhe team will conduct Parts A and B in an
integral fashion. For example, information relatedPart B will be gathered throughout, as
opportunities arise. Similarly, particularly in weof the range of academic calendars involved,
data collection on the partnership programs wilitcaie into the summer. This way, Part A will
contribute to and inform Part B, and vice versegulghout the review.

In sum, the team will address the totality of tHeOAprogram experience, with a view to
deriving critical insights and lessons to recommigmibvative and effective ways to strengthen
the long-term USAID-HE relationship, including th&O program.



Appendix B: ALO Cooperative Agreement Program Review Workpéan

The work will be carried out in six stages overagproximately five and one half month period,
as follows.
1: Startup and Planning (March 24—April 26)°

1)

2)
3)

4)
5)

6)
7)

8)
9)

Collect and review relevant documents and mateaiadsinitiate a cumulative
bibliography to be attached to the final report.

Hold initial briefing/information-gathering meetiagvith USAID and ALO.

Prepare drafts of the work plan, report outlineseasment instrument, and site visit
plan, for review by USAID and ALO.

Revise drafts as needed to incorporate USAID an® Auggestions.

Develop lists of key USAID, other USG, ALO, and lgErsons to be contacted, draft
interview protocols, and prepare an implementapiam >’

Design and initiate database.

Participate in the April 22 ALO Advisory Board magf to brief the Board on the
team’s work and obtain feedback and suggestions.

Make detailed preparations for the initial roundsioé visits.

Work with USAID and ALO to ensure that plans antextules for the assessment are
fully communicated to the missions, associationd, @l partners in a timely way.

2: Data Collection: Phase One (April 26—June 7)

1)
2)
3)

4)

5)
6)
7)
8)
9)

Distribute surveys.

Tabulate survey results.

Initiate individual (or possibly facilitated groumterviews) with key USAID, ALO,
HE, and other sources.

Make U.S. partner site visits or calls prior tosb@verseas site visits, which will take
place during Phase One.

Conduct initial overseas site visits, accordinglem.

Oral progress reports to USAID and ALO at approxtehamid-phase.

Follow-up to site visits, as needed.

Participate in ALO democracy and governance roabtet

All Phase One data to be entered into the databagene 4.

3: Mid-Review Analysis and Planning (June 7-14)

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Review Phase One data.

Discuss preliminary conclusions and critical gapthe data.

Dratft plans for facilitated dialogues among keyst@lders.

Revise the work plan as needed.

Meet with USAID and ALO to review tentative condluss, the facilitated dialogue
plan, and the state of the review.

4: Data Collection: Phase Two (June 14—August 2)

1)

Develop detailed plans and schedules for interviemgsfacilitated dialogues, per the
approved plan.

% All dates are indicative and are subject to some modificadiemending on how the work proceeds.
27 A cumulative list of all contacts will be maintained andexpted to the final report.
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2) Review detailed plans and schedules with USAID AhO.

3) Prepare for facilitated dialogues, keeping USAID &b.O fully informed.
4) Conduct remaining individual and group interviewsr plan.

5) All Phase Two data to be processed by July 31.

5: Facilitated Dialogues (August 2—-27)

1) Conduct facilitated dialogues, per plan.
2) All data to be processed by August 27).
6: Report Preparation and Review (August 27-Septends 30)

1) Analyze data.

2) Develop tentative conclusions and recommendations.

3) Meet with USAID and ALO to review tentative conaluss and recommendations.

4) Plan report preparation.

5) Draft report sections, as assigned.

6) Assemble first draft and share for comments.

7) Assemble second draft and share.

8) Draft addenda.

9) Submit draft report to USAID and ALO for their rew.

10)Schedule meeting with USAID, ALO, and HE represtewa to review and receive
comments on the draft.

11)Incorporate comments, holding follow-up discussiaasieeded to clarify specific
points.

12)Submit final report

-11 -
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Appendix D
Analysis of Web-Based Survey Results—ALO Assessment

l. METHODOLOGY

In order to collect as much feedback as possiblexperiences, ideas, and opinions about the
USAID-ALO grant program from those directly invoblethe assessment team surveyed the
partnership directors (PDs) of grants that had laeearded between 1998 and 2003. There were
180 grants awarded during this perf8dror ease of transmission and data collectionstineey
was designed as a Web-based questionnaire. Thesassat team sent memoranda via e-mail to
the target audience explaining the purpose oftineey and asking that they use the Internet to
access and complete the questionnaire, and torietiar the team. E mail messages were sent to
338 of the potential 360 respondents, includind.80 U.S. partnership directors and 158 (or
88%) of the non-U.S. partnership directors. Thent@éaas unable to obtain e-mail addresses for
the other 22 overseas partnership directors.

The Questionnaire

The ALO assessment team developed the survey imstruwith considerable input from those
most directly concerned with the management ofjtiaat program, including the ALO
executive director and deputy executive directsnvall as the USAID cognizant technical
officer (COTR) for the ALO grant program and ott#8AID personnel in the EGAT/ED office.
The survey instrument had 39 questions divided éijht areas of concentration:

* Overall Results

* Planning the Partnership

* Implementing Partnership Activities

» Characteristics of the Grant Award

» Cost-Sharing

 USAID’s Role

» Sustainability of the Partnership

» Networking and Disseminating Information about Rarships.

The survey was pre-tested with five involved ALQurpartnership directors, who had all also
previously served on the ALO Advisory Council. Tegsetest participants provided thoughtful
and useful comments that were helpful in finalizing survey instrument.

The Respondents

The assessment team received 162 completed swueps a total of 338 (a 48% response rate);
56% were U.S. partnership directors and 39% of wereU.S. partnership directors.

The assessment team tracked certain demographties sfirvey respondents based on
information provided by the ALO database for parshgs. These demographics are provided in

%This number excludes eight ALO grants that were paatsafb-agreement between ALO and the American
Association of Community Colleges (AACC). Those eight weaeked by AACC.
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Appendix D: Analysis of Web-Based Survey Results—ALO #gsessment

Table 1 (see end of the report), Summary of PastmgiSurvey Response Coverage. It is
interesting to note that 47% of public and 51%rfaie schools responded. Participating
colleges and universities in each of the six nali@ssociations had a response rate of 41% or
higher. Each of the 10 sectoral categdtiés partnerships was represented and respondée to
survey; the response rate varied from a low of 4Aggiculture) to a high of 65% (Community
Development). Response rates by region were atsspsable, ranging from a low of 42% for
the Asia and Near East Bureau to 63% for the EuamgeEurasia Bureau.

The survey included both ongoing and completedhpaships. Of the ongoing partnerships, 108
of 223 (48%) responded. Of the closed partnersbipsf 115 (47%) responded.

Award amounts for the ALO grant program varied wyd&he majority, 290 partnership
directors (86%) in this population receive fundfog$125,000 or less. However, six partnership
directors had awards worth more than $1 millione Tésponse rate was good for all award
amounts, ranging from 40% to 100%.

Finally, responses were categorized by yearly gracie (for Institutional Partnerships) or by
initiative (for Special Initiatives). The responsge for these was greater than 30% for all
categories with the exception of the West Bank/Gaitiative >

# These included1) Agriculture, (2) Community Development, (3) DG/Pultiglicy/Journalism, (4) Economic
Growth and Trade, (5) Education, (6) Environment/NatResdources, (7) HIV/AIDS, (8) ICT/DE, (9)
Population/Health and Nutrition, and (10) Workforce/Epteneurial Development.

%0 Only one of 12 partnership directors in the West Bank/@aiggory responded.
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Appendix D: Analysis of Web-Based Survey Results—ALO #gsessment

Il. THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT AND RESULTS *

The responses for each of the survey questionsuanenarized below. For some questions, the
survey instrument permitted respondents to inditteeit was too early in the project to respond
if they did not know the answer. These were treated the person did not respond in order to
calculate percentages of those who chose eacle attier possible responses.

Survey Category: Overall Results (of the Partnersip Program)

1. How successful has this partnership been ingesfrachieving its stated objectives (such as
problem-focused research undertaken, new coursesroiculum developed, faculty skills
enhanced, teachers trained, new technology intredunew outreach programs launched, etc.)?

* More successful than we thought possible

* Very Successful

» Successful

* Adequate

* Not successful

60%
54%
82

50%

40%

29%
45

30%

20%

14%
22

Percentage of Responses
(number of responses below)

10%

3%

4 ] 0%
0% 4 °
More successful Very Successful Successful Adequate Not Successful
than we thought
possible

31 Due to rounding percentages, some of the charts in thersadll add up to 99% or 101%.
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Appendix D: Analysis of Web-Based Survey Results—ALO #gsessment

U.S. and non-U.S. partnership directors had panadisitive responses. More than 83% of each
group rated the achievement of objectives in tpetwm categories.

60%

55%
© sa06 54% Onon-U.S. BU.S. OTotal
3

82

50% -

N
o
S

30% 29% 29%
18 45

30%

Number of Responses Below)

20% -
=~ 16%
14%

12% 2
10% +— 7

Percentage of Responses per Category

% 0% 0%

0%

More successful than Very Successful Successful Adequate Not Successful
we thought possible

2. Please briefly describe the one or two most mamb results achieved from this partnership.

The responses from this question were rich andlgldamonstrated that the ALO grant program
has accomplished a diverse set of results throngtersity partnerships. The following sample
of comments is organized around recurrent themes.

Institutional Development and Training

» Contributed to the creation or improvement of aadpent within the university (multiple
responses)

» Establishment of the nation’s first and only Faguwit Letters and Social Sciences and
Departments of Political Science, and ManagemethtRarblic Administration

» Developed curriculum for a Community Justice Mdstdegree

* Increased stature of their department

* Graduated 20 pediatricians and launched a threehyteanal medicine training program

» Established a training program for community depeient practitioners that already
graduated 50 practitioners and currently has 100areollees from all levels of government
(program is now self-sufficient, running on feesl anition)

» Created a specialized center for tuberculosis dMdAIDS research training

Collaboration with the Public Sector, Private Seetad/or Community Development
» Developed a model health delivery system to presadttreat HIV
* Launched a regional watershed management program
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Established a network of university-based smallrimss development centers based on the
U.S. model

Introduced GIS and created the first atlas forecg region

The coordination of a national conference on the ob historically disadvantaged
institutions in contributing to sustainable devet@mt in [country]. The registered audience
of 150 participants includes senior and mid-lewhanistrators from each of the historically
disadvantaged institutions in the country; goveminudficials from the national and
provincial governments; government, private, angbamte funding agencies, including
USAID, the Ford Foundation, Microsoft, and Coca#&@nd local and international media,
including CNN

Information Technology

Opened a computer laboratory where previously meoisted

Enhanced communication through the creation ofre¢wemmunity and university Web
sites

Developed skills in distance learning used to teawhputer literacy to teachers from poor,
underdeveloped communities

Generated Web-based continuous distance education

Enabled 560 secondary school teachers to use cemspumithout problem

Knowledge Share/Networks/Sustainability

Improved mobility of students and administratorsn@en the two partnering countries
through student exchanges, international confeenomt research projects, field
experience, and enhanced communication

Established “An abiding sense of mutual trust agpect which has allowed us to continue
our relationship beyond ALO funding”

Generated momentum for the creation of furthemeaships

The international conference provides an opponuboit both universities to exchange ideas
and seek for other ways to cooperate in the future
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3. Has the partnership produced important unanatgal results?

* Yes
* No
If yes, please describe those results.

9
70% 66%
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Percentage of Responses per Category
(Number of Responses Below)

10% A

0%
Yes No

The partnership directors supplied a plethora ahgXes of unexpected results of their projects.
Many partnership directors gave examples of how thetnership was able to exceed the goals
set in their SOs. Many referred to training many@students, faculty and community members
than they had originally envisioned. Several memtthe unanticipated, positive long-term
relationships that were formed, additional contaetgond the field of the partnership, and
potential for future collaboration.

Exceeded Expected Outcomes

More faculty trained than anticipated

A new faculty was created whereas the original ged simply to create a department

An American university now hosts several MBA intefrom the partner country every
summer. This was not part of the original plan, img become a key feature of a continuing
relationship.

1,981 people trained, instead of only the 1,20€nded

The expansion of a woman’s group for goat productirceeded expectations and the impact
that a modest number of goats had on village fasilvas also more than had been expected

Increased Funding/Leveraging

ALO grant grew into a $20 million project in HIV/BIS control in Kenya
Additional funding to expand the scope of the panthip to other areas
Additional funding leveraged from private foundaiso
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» Donation of equipment (60 strong-motion accelerpgs
* Foundation support acquired to establish a new mdimstitution
* An agreement under which the U.S. partner allowsylda students in-state tuition

Increased Interest by Higher-Level Stakeholders

* Increased interest in the administration of the. paBtner in collaborative international
activities

* Increased host government interest in the estabésih of an agriculture technical institute

* Increased interest in promoting community colle@edia)

* Increased respect of in-country university by farsrend agribusiness leaders

* A continued two-way flow of students (to and frame tUnited States) and new collaborative
research between the universities

* Minister of Education interest in expanding thegveon to other universities

» Establishing a University Council with the locahemunity to support local and regional
development

U.S. Higher Education Influence
* Increased awareness of the value of U.S. higheragidun
* A new orientation toward employment in the privagetor

Local University Benefits

* Increased faculty and student involvement with goreents, NGOs, business, and industry
» Increased quality of curricula and training at plagtner schools

* Website development of non-U.S. university

Other

» Establishment of a digital library of millions obduments

* Implementation of an approach to patient careldthto less post-operative complications, a
reduction of hospital-acquired infections, shohespital stays and a collaborative
relationship between nurses and doctors

* New channels of collaboration were opened by ugthearning Centre and the center staff
at the non-U.S. campus in the project
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4. The ALO partnerships contribute to shared, lar¢nger-term objectives. How would you
assess your partnership’s actual impact on theeadment of the following larger objectives?
>
> 4a. Improving the capacity of the non-U.S. uniugrsr institution to prepare its
faculty, administrators and students to contribit@conomic and social development
(commensurate with the size of the grant).
» Substantial
* Somewhat important
* Not significant or none

>
80%
70% 0%
6 4
112
60% -
33
o
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0 o
O 0
x 3
52 40% A
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20%
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Substantial Somewhat important Not significant or none
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4b. Improving the capacity of the non-U.S. uniugrs engage more fully (through
research, special training programs, policy studiestreach programs and other
activities) with the private sector, NGOs and goweent to help address national
development problems.

» Substantial

* Somewhat important

* Not significant or none

70%

61%

60%
97

50% -

40% -
33%

30% 52

Percentage of Responses
(number of responses below)

20%

10%

6%
10

0%

Substantial Somewhat important Not significant or none
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> 4c. Improving the capacity of the U.S. universitg &s students to participate in
international development programs, to increasewedge and understanding of
international issues and/or to incorporate that Wwhedge and understanding into its
academic programs.

» Substantial

* Somewhat important

* Not significant or none
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Substantial Somewhat important Not significant or none
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> 4d. Establishing a long-term (beyond the periothefALO grant) mutually
beneficial institutional relationship.

» Substantial

* Somewhat important

* Not significant or none

90%

80%
80%

130

70%

60%

50%

40% -|

30% -+

Percentage of Responses
(number of responses below)

20%

14%

10% = 6%

9
0%

Substantial Somewhat important Not significant or none

The assessment team disaggregated these datammitet whether the responses of the non-
U.S. partnership directors differed from thosehaf U.S. partnership directors. No significant
differences were present.

This question was intended to elicit opinions fribra partnership directors on the types of
impact the program is having. This question bearthe issue of the overall program
development impact and on the discussion abowpbeopriate goals and program strategy for
follow-on programs.

As advocates and champions of their respective@estips, partnership directors are obviously
likely to assess these impacts more highly thaepeddent observers. Although partnership
directors see their partnerships as having a suofitaffect on each of the four higher-level
objectives identified in this question, there areiesting differences in their responses to each
of the four parts. Partnership directors see tharelst impact on the establishment of long-term
university-to-university linkages (part “d” of tlgiestion), in which at least 80% see the
program as having a substantial impact.

Parts “a” and “b” of this question both addressasming the capacity of the overseas (nhon-U.S.)

university, but in somewhat different ways. Paftfcuses on the development of university
capacity in the traditional areas of teaching azatlamic research, preparing young people for
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their careers and generating knowledge. Part “bu$es on university outreach capacity (i.e.,
increasing the interest and ability of the univigrep act as an active participant with
government, the private sector, and NGOs in resgleurrent development issues). With respect
to these two questions, 70% of respondents alsa sabstantial program impact on capacity of
the non-U.S. university to prepare its studentsfaodlty, and 61% percent see a substantial
impact on the capacity of the overseas universitiesigage with other actors in addressing
development problems in their countries.

Respondents gave the lowest impact scores to gaof ‘he question: 57% of respondents see
the program as substantial enhancing the capafcihedJ.S. partner to participate in
international development, to understand intermaficssues and to incorporate that knowledge
into its academic progranis.

These responses contrast somewhat with the datdhéhseam collected in its numerous
interviews with partnership directors. Those iniewws, both in the U.S. and overseas, suggested
the institutional development of the non-U.S. partfparts “a” and “b” of this question) as the
key motivating factor behind most partnershipsgasting that longer-term impacts would be
most notable in that area. The survey data, suiggesiat the most likely impact is on the
building of a long-term university-to-universitykage, is not necessarily inconsistent with that
impression. It may be, for example, that the clstane most common impact, or both, is on the
creation of linkages, but the most important isittgtitutional capacity development of the non-
U.S. university.

%2 The survey did not query partnership directors reganatmegher their programs significantly impact the
achievement of the local USAID Mission’s strategic objectivée 8ssessment team believed that partnership
directors would not be sufficiently familiar with strategigjectives or with USAID indicators to make that
assessment.
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5. Given the amount of resources devoted to youneeship (from USAID, cooperating
institutions and other public and private sectousmes) and the results achieved, how cost-
effective is this program?

Percentage of Responses

» Highly cost-effective. The results were exceptignatn the resources devoted to this
effort.

* About as cost-effective as the average universtgrams

* Not very cost-effective

Comments:

80% 76%
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B
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b
c
2 40%
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3
< 19%

20% -

28
10%
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0%
Highly Cost-effective Average Cost-effective Not Very Cost-effective

Of the 147 partnership directors who answereddghestion, 76% found their partnerships to be
highly cost-effective; 19% observed only averag&t-affectiveness, and 5% thought their
partnerships were not very cost-effective.

Following are a few of the positive comments tlesjpondents offered:

Each person graduating from this program must predufinal project addressing
sustainable, effective, community-based developnigath of these projects affect hundreds
of families

One partnership director mentioned being ablettactmany more participants to a training
program as part of the ALO grant; thus the progveas very cost-effective

Remarkable results for the investment. Much béltien average university programs
Partnership activities were outstanding given resmsidevoted to this project

Many partnership directors noted that long-terne@f of the partnerships’ work need to be
considered in calculating cost-effectiveness. EXxammclude:
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A network of continuing activities and interactiamong international professionals is
priceless and will have even more future benefits

Long-term collaborative relationships have beeal@sthed, which is helpful for capacity
building

A few partnership directors said did not have emofugding to accomplish their goals, and the
partnership was therefore not cost-effective. Soamments from partnership directors on this
include the following:

The administrative procedures, reporting, and actiog mechanisms were, in the end,
greater than the overall resources than their outsowould justify

The vast amount of time taken for acquiring vigaspoth sides, is too time-consuming and
expensive for our university to continue

Our dual degree program was labor intensive. Gikiersmall number of students in the
program (3 non-U.S. and 2 U.S.), the administratvgts were too high relative to the
number of students

Too little amount funding was available for actpedgram development

Several respondents commented that USAID is gedsiingxcellent deal through this
program. Some partnership directors consider thid #e universities do is like a gift to
USAID due to the amount of leveraging the univezsitindertake
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Survey Category: Planning the Partnerships

6. Which institution played the dominant role iemtifying the development problem addressed
and the kinds of activities carried out under thétnership?

» The U.S. university or college

* The non-U.S. university

* The U.S. and non-U.S. institution, playing equso

« USAID
* Another institution (Please identify that institut)
Comments:

These data were disaggregated to determine whibign&t.S. and non-U.S. partnership directors
had similar or different perceptions about theemitl nature of the planning process.
Differences in perception between the two groupsevgenall.
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X
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w
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200 3% 2%

2% 195 1%
0% . [L ] I 11

The U.S. university or The non-U.S. university The U.S. and non-U.S. USAID Another institution
college institution, equally

A frequent observation by partnership directors thas non-U.S. institutions often played the
major role in identifying the problem, but that tHeS. institution played a larger role in
designing the activities to address it. In somesamstitutions outside the partnership played a
key role in problem identification or planning.
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7. Which of the following statements best desctibbeplanning process for your partnership?

* The university/college partners started with vargikar views, and were able to reach
agreement about objectives, activities, roles, letidgtc.

» Although the partners started with quite differer@ws about the purpose of the
collaboration, through a process of sharing iddasinstorming and compromise they
reached full agreement on an acceptable plan.

» The partners initially had quite different viewsoaib the purpose of the collaboration,
and not all of those issues were fully or adeqyatesolved during the planning process.

Comments:
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reached reached

Of the 159 partnership directors who answeredgheéstion, 72% responded that the
university/college partners started with similaews, and were able to reach agreement over
objectives, activities, roles, budget, etc. Appnoxiely 22% said that partners started with quite
different views about the purpose of the colladorgtbut through sharing ideas and
compromise, reached full agreement on an acceptddnte The remaining 6% believed that the
partners had quite different views about the pugpmighe collaboration and that not all of those
issues were adequately resolved.

Separating the partnership director responses 8y\s. non-U.S. shows some interesting
differences. The U.S. partners had a more posiiew about the collaboration in the planning
process. Of the 98 U.S. partnership directors wiswared, 80% considered the partners to have
started with similar views, and were able to reagteement over objectives, activities, roles,
budget, etc. However, only 61% of the non-U.S.ad felt the same way. At the same time,
31% of the non- U.S. and 16% of the U.S. partnerdivectors thought that the partners started
with quite different views about the purpose of tefaboration, but through sharing ideas and
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compromise, they reached full agreement on an &alskepplan. Along the same lines, almost
8% of the non-U.S. but as few as 4% of the U.Stnpaship directors felt that the partners had
quite different views about the purpose of theatmdration and that not all of those issues were
adequately resolved.
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Similar views, agreement reached Different views, agreement reached Different views, agreement not reached

Partnership directors offered a number of intengstibservations. One said that budget issues
were always a sticking point, stemming from diffigriattitudes about the access to money for
activities not directly related to the project. Sopartnership directors mentioned problems due
to the non-U.S. partner’s role. One stated thaptrénership developed problems when the non-
U.S. partnership director lost interest in the @cbj Another wrote that although they had
collaborated with the non-U.S. partner in develggime proposal, when it came time to
implement, the non-U.S. partner was not clear atimibbjectives.
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8. How would you rate the effectiveness of therptanprocess for your partnership and
preparation of the application?

* Excellent
* Quite good
» Satisfactory
« Poor
* Completely Inadequate
Comments:
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o 2
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=
SE 20%
o 2
o <
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10% - 19
1% 0%
0%
Excellent Quite Good Satisfactory Poor Completely
Inadequate

The responses for this question were generallytipesOf the 161 partnership directors who
answered the questions, almost 39% rated the asesxcellent and almost 49% expressed
their planning process to have been quite goodufAb2% of partnership directors regarded
their process as only satisfactory. Only one dinexdnked the process as poor.

This question was effective in capturing examplesoov partnership directors felt about the
effectiveness of the planning process of theirm@aghip and preparation of the application.
Many comments on this question reinforced the tlaaprevious collaboration between the
universities builds trust and greatly enhancegtbspects for success. Along the same lines, a
couple partnership directors mentioned the stemmileg curve of a first attempt at this type of
project. Another element that should not be ovéswabis the importance of joint development of
the project at the planning stage. Equal partimpatrom the onset leads to a better proposal and
a commitment to excellence in implementing the gubpy all players.

Several PDs mentioned the value of face-to-facding=eof the partners during the planning
stage. One even suggested that ALO could requre-application, and from that a list of
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potential grantees would submit a more extensiepgsal after having an in-person meeting of
all partners.

The biggest hurdles in the planning process sedmue been caused by communication
problems and by time constraints in pulling thepmsal together. Because some non-U.S.
partners did not have e-mail or reliable phoneslirtiee planning process required patience and a
long lead time.

A couple of noteworthy criticisms were mentionedhe comments. One PD noted that he had
experienced difficulty obtaining budget informatitsam its U.S. partner. Another non-U.S. PD
suggested that higher-level participation (in tase, the Ministry of Education) from the
beginning could have avoided problems that ardse.la

9. How would you describe the interest and supfvorh senior level departmental and
university leadership for this application?

> 9a. Within the U.S. university, departmental antversity leadership were:
* Very supportive
» Positive, providing some support
» Generally neutral, not very involved
* Somewhat negative, occasionally slowing the process
» Often a barrier to the planning process
Comments:
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> 9b. Within the non-U.S. university, departmental aniversity leadership were:
* Very supportive
» Positive, providing some support
* Generally neutral, not very involved
* Somewhat negative, occasionally slowing the process
» Often a barrier to the planning process

Comments:
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On part “a” of this question, more than 77% of tloe-U.S. directors and 66% of the U.S.
directors believe that the U.S. university was supye. Almost 2% of non-U.S. PDs and 7% of
U.S. directors rated their university leadershigeaserally neutral or not involved. All other
responses stated the U.S. university leadershposiive, providing some support. There were
no negative ratings for this question.

On part “b,” the answers about the leadership sdgpom the non-U.S. university were more
varied than those of the U.S. university. Of then6@-U.S. PDs who responded to this question,
66% declared their universities to be very suppertsimilarly, 63% of the U.S. PDs found the
non-U.S. universities to be very supportive. M@spondents found the non-U.S. leadership to
be neutral and not very involved (3% of non-U.S31 &f6 of U.S. PDs) than the U.S. university
leadership. Interestingly, 5% of the non-U.S. PBsctuded that the non-U.S. leadership was
somewhat negative, occasionally slowing the prodesthermore, 2% of the U.S. PDs found
the non-U.S. leadership to have often been a Ibdaridne planning process.

A number of respondents substantiated their pesratings, mentioning U.S. university

administrators (including U.S. university presideanhd deans) demonstrating their support by
visiting the non-U.S. partner. A few PDs thougldttthe U.S. university was not significantly
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interested in the partnership application, butrlaecame involved when they understood the
value of the program.

At the same time, the comments indicated that Sdr8e universities were not supportive.
Respondents provided various explanations for thigging from U.S. research universities
undervaluing this type of linkage to U.S. univaesitbeing leery of investing in African
universities. A couple of PDs mentioned that theensity was not supportive due to the high
amount of cost-share that was required and thedughinistrative workload. One respondent
noted that university administrators “did have algem with the little amount of money and the
large cost-share requests.” This same respondésrated this point by asking the question,
“When is USAID going to ask the consulting firms twst-share?”

A majority of the PDs comments suggested that treW.S. partners were very supportive. One
respondent noted that cooperation with the U.8 vigy to earn accreditation.

A number of respondents mentioned financial isstieese included:

» The initial planning and budgeting was driven mpbt} the U.S.. The non-U.S. partner was
concerned that the overhead was too low

* The main constraint for our non-U.S. partner wamsling, not lack of desire to provide it

* Financially, the non-U.S. partner was not able abilize funds to support the initial stage of
the project

* The non-U.S. partner felt that a significant portaf the ALO funds should have been given
directly to them to take care of other needs nlated to the project

* ALO funds were not available for the non-U.S. partto make a project related trip to the
U.S.. Hence, the non-U.S. university expeditedpttoeess and made travel funds available
for the trip
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10. Did the Request for Applications (RFA) prowtEar and adequate information about the
program’s objectives, the conditions of awards, leggion requirements, the application review
process and other relevant information?

* Very clear information

* Reasonably clear

» Not clear or sufficient information

Comments:
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A majority of PDs, almost 62%, found that the regjufer applications (RFA) contained very
clear information; about 38% said the RFA was reabty clear. Only one PD answered that the
RFA was not clear or that it did not provide su#fit information.

This question was structured to determine whetheRFA provided clear and adequate
information about the program’s objectives, theditbans of awards, application requirements,
the application review process and other relevantimation. Most comments echoed the high
percentage above, with positive comments. Sev@all®uded the ALO staff for always being
helpful and available to answer questions.

A number of suggestions were offered for improvRigAs. A few mentioned not being aware
they were expected to fund travel to the ALO coerfees and that this should be clearly
indicated in the RFA. Other funding issues wersadisuch as the instructions for preparing the
budget being complex and lacking clarity. One P&remended that ALO establish a fixed
policy for the institutional overhead rate so ttiegre is not a cumbersome negotiating process
for this.
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11. Did the RFA provide adequate time for the dgsmlent of your application, including
collaboration with your partner and discussionstwhigher-level university authorities?
* Yes
* No
Comments:
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Yes

Responses were similar from non-U.S. and the UDS. Phe majority (82% of U.S. and 86% of
non-U.S.) answered that adequate time was provided.

Most comments were from PDs who considered thengrto be tight. Many noted the time lags

in correspondence with partners in developing aiemtA specific request was made to be
given three to four months to develop the proposal.
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12. Did you find the level of specificity that wwere required to include in your application
about objectives, activities, budget and other eletmto be reasonable?

* Yes

* No

Comments:
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(number of responses below)
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Most comments provided addressed criticisms ofittcial section of the proposal. Several
comments indicated that the budget instructiongewao rigid. Many said the required detailed
was too specific and did not allow flexibility. Paers encountered problems when costs
surfaced for which they had not planned. One P@yssigd that ALO allow a miscellaneous
expense item, whereas another claimed that thedblmicked specific detail on indirect and
direct costs. Another mentioned the difficulty learly identifying the monetary value of the
matching university contribution, because mostotontribution was in-kind and scattered.

A few respondents suggested that the applicatioogss is onerous, especially in view of the
small size of the grants and the possibility of makiving the funding.
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13. ALO’s Request for Applications (RFA) specitfegibroad areas in which applications could
be submitted. Which statement best describes yewrof the guidance provided?
* The technical areas specified in the RFA were toadb. It would be better to
give interested universities more guidance on dipecs that USAID sees as
particularly important.
» The technical areas were sufficiently broad to gieene guidance without
restricting our options.
» The technical areas specified in the RFA led usdoe away from what we
thought was needed.

Comments:
100%
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. 70%
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Too broad Sulfficiently broad Not what was needed

Of the 132 PDs who answered this question, 7% thioilng technical areas specified in the RFA
were too broad and that it would be better to gierested universities more guidance on the
topics that USAID sees as particularly importarg.many as 90% of respondents answered that
the technical areas were sufficiently broad to gieme guidance without restricting their
options. Only 3% of respondents indicated thatRRé& guidelines had caused them to shift their
proposals away from what they perceived as needed.

Few PDs elected to comment on this question. OnéhBlght the category was too restrictive
and limited their multidisciplinary approach. Anetrsuggested that more guidance be provided
on the topics that USAID sees as important.

Survey Category: Implementing Partnership Activities
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14. Did the partners share the same view of thespective roles and responsibilities?
* Consistently from the outset.
» Usually, but the expectations about these rolesetiomes needed to be clarified or
adjusted.
* There were often misunderstandings about rolesrthatled to be negotiated.

60%

57%

ONon-U.S. BU.S. OTotal

34
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50% | 49% 48%

74

44%
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(Number of Responses Below)
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2% i 3%
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0%

Consistently Usually Frequest misunderstandings

Almost 57% of non-U.S. PDs believed that they cstesitly shared the same view of their roles
and responsibilities as their U.S. partner, whetlead).S. response was much lower, at 44%.
About 42% of the non-U.S. and 52% of the U.S. doescreplied that the partners usually share
the same view of their roles, but that the expewtatabout these roles sometimes needed to be
clarified or adjusted. Whereas only 2% of the naB-Ulirectors thought that there were often
misunderstandings about roles that needed to b&tinggd, as many as 4% of the U.S. had this
complaint.
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15. Which of the following statements best dessribe availability of college or university
faculty (professors and other professional staffjvbrk on partnership activities?

> 15a. Professors and other professional staff froemtl.S. college or university
were:

* Always available when needed

* Usually available when needed

» Fairly often not available when needed

» Typically not available when needed
Comments:
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70%
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> 15b. Professors and other professional staff froenrion-U.S. university were:
* Always available when needed
* Usually available when needed
» Fairly often not available when needed
» Typically not available when needed

Comments:
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Always available when Usually available when Fairly often not available when Typically not available when
needed needed needed needed

The responses suggest that faculty members fromthetU.S. and non-U.S. partners are
generally available when needed. Interestingly nibve-U.S. PDs gave higher ratings to
professors and staff on both sides than did the RS, as indicated by the larger percentage of
responses in the “always available” category. Thight suggest that the U.S. PDs are more
committed to the partnership’s schedule or that theve tougher standards.

Comments were not extensive. With respect to tladahility of U.S. faculty (part “a” of the
guestion), several PDs commented that U.S. uniydietulty members were short of time due

to heavy teaching loads and to other responséslitteveral comments specifically attributed
the occasional lack of attention by U.S. professotbeir time being donated (i.e., considered an
in-kind contribution under the cost-share elemédrthe agreement).

With respect to the participation by the non-U&ulty and staff (part “b” of the question),
many PDs mentioned that a change in personnetatdh-U.S. university disrupted the
program. A couple of PDs noted that the non-U.&qg®el were somewhat under-qualified to
carry out the project activities. As with the Uf&culty and staff, there were references to the
non-U.S. staff not being able to dedicate apprégtiane to this “extra” project due to their
responsibilities in their paid work commitmentshét factors mentioned include the political
environment (i.e., war), illness, and communicatmapediments in developing countries.
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16. During the grant period, which of the followistatements best describes the higher-level
support for this partnership activity?

Percentage of Responses per Category

(Number of Responses Below)

>
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30%

20%

10%
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16a. Within the U.S. college/university:

There was encouragement and the college/univeadgated or shifted
resources to support this program.

There was verbal encouragement, but few resouraelsl be made available.
There was little or no interest, support or res@®sc

Non-U.S. .S. OTotal
91% ONon-U.S. BU.S. OTotal
48
Li InU
69% 116
31%
23%
35
9%
5
0% 0% 0%
Encouragement and resources Encouragement but no resources No encouragement and no resources
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> 16b. Within the non-U.S. university:
* There was encouragement and the college/univealidgated or shifted
resources to support this program.
» There was verbal encouragement, but few resourmelsl e made available.
* There was little or no interest, support or res@sc
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Encouragement and resources Encouragement but no resources No encouragement and no resources

With respect to higher-level support at the U.Srgar the overseas PDs tend to see the support
as more substantial than do the U.S. PDs. Ninegypamcent of non-U.S. PDs answered that the
U.S. universities were providing financial resowres well as encouragement, whereas only
69% of U.S. PDs held this view. Proportionally, mamore U.S. PDs (31%) than non-U.S. PDs
(9%) see the U.S. university as providing verbaoemagement but no resources. None of the
PDs felt that that the U.S. universities providetthrer encouragement nor financial support.

With respect to higher-level support at the non-pagner institution, overseas partners again

rated the performance more highly. Sixty-sevengmrof non-U.S. PDs, whereas 53% of the
U.S. PDs answered that there was encouragememésoigrces to support this program.
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17. Did you need to make significant changes im pantnership plans during the
implementation period?

* Yes

* No

If yes, please describe the changes briefly:
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63%

60% -+ 101

50% 4

40% 37%

60
30%

Percentage of Responses
(number of responses below)

20%

10%
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Yes No

This question was designed to determine whethemdnad types of changes were made in the
partnership plans during the implementation per®aleral themes surfaced in the comments.
One important theme was timiniglany partnerships had to extend the period af tirant to
accomplish their goals. Many PDs mentioned thaiobig U.S. visa$or either faculty or
student travel posed a serious problem. Many tessekceived visas late or not at all. Even
more comments mentioned personnel chamgésn the partnership that caused lulls in atyivi
Lack of participatioron either side of the partnership created extnkvier numerous PDs. One
PD emphasized the trouble caused by the non-U.SviRDrefused to travel to the U.S., even
though he had agreed to do so in the planning sRiffecult communicationsn developing
countries had a great impact on meeting deadloresény partnerships. Several partnerships
progress was disrupted by war

Another major theme was budgetary constraiitsne partnerships did not have enough funding
and had to modify the program accordingly. One Ridtioned the trouble encountered when
the value of the dolladropped drastically compared to the non-U.S. ayef that partnership.

A couple of PDs criticized the ALO disbursementtegs One had the understanding that funds
would be available prior to project implementatand when this was not received some
initiatives had to be dropped. Another cited baamgrded the ALO grant in March 2002, but not
actually signing the agreement until late July 2003
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18. Does the ALO grant award allow partners sudiintiflexibility to make needed changes as
the partners learn from experience or because bfiga, economic or organizational changes?
* Yes- able to make needed changes
» Sometimes able to adapt and change
Not able to make changes as needed
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70% | 68%
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60% -+
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40% -|

30% 26%

Percentage of Responses
(number of responses below)

39
20% -

0
10% 5%

]

Yes-able to make needed changes  Sometimes able to adapt and Not able to make changes as
change needed

0%

19. Please briefly describe the most serious obstsicthat arose during the implementation of
partnership activities and how it/they were handled

The responses to this inquiry were rich and infdivea oftentimes providing more detail about
the implementation problems noted in Question 17.

Funding/BudgetPartnership directors mentioned the followingiéss

* A problem for some was the delay in time thataki®éo award the grant money. Because of
delays, preliminary activities either had to beasdied or supported financially by the
implementing institutions. One partnership indicktteat it had not been notified that it had
been awarded a grant until shortly before the ghblil start date.

» Transferring dollars from the U.S. to overseastimsbns is sometimes complex, requiring
the partners to deal with monetary controls, taxl, additional overhead issues.

* The U.S. partners often need to explain U.S. Gowent accounting procedures and
requirements to their overseas partners.

» Accounting for the “cost-sharing” is onerous amdetconsuming.
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» Several PDs suggested that ALO budgeting guidelnesoo rigid. They would like to see
partners given added flexibility to make budget modtions “without having to secure prior
approval, which can cost value time.”

» Several PDs mentioned that overhead and supplagdsbe included in the budget

Partner RelationsSome PDs noted their major obstacle as pooligekatvith their partner

institution.

» Several PDs noted resentment from overseas ingtituthat all ALO partnership funding
goes initially to (and much of it stays at) the Up8rtners.

* The inequality of salary levels can be an issue2 PD wrote that, “north-south collaboration
requires 'north’ institutions to treat 'south’ cdarparts equally, especially in terms of
compensations. This was not easy to accomplish.”

» Several U.S. PDs mentioned that their overseaagrarsometimes wanted to use ALO
funding for non-partnership purposes, requiringwh®. partner to exert discipline.

CommunicationSeveral respondents suggested that ALO couldtsoe®do a better job of
providing information to the grant recipients. QP2 mentioned having difficulty getting the
August 2003 conference because of the short nfsboe ALO.

Grant LengthA plethora of comments suggested that the geangth is too short to implement
sustainable changes. One PD advised “ there nedmsdontinuity if the investment is going to
last, and this means the two-year limit is veryoutunate.”

Continuation GrantOne PD mentioned the need for a more signifibadge between the
completion of the USAID/ALO university partnershigsd further USAID funding
consideration.
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Characteristics of the Grant Award

20. Most ALO Grants are for less than $125,000hWiiich of the following statements do you
most agree?
* ALO and USAID should maintain the current dollamilis on grant size in order to
permit a high number of education partnership aveard
* ALO and USAID should increase the amount of thatgraven though it means
supporting fewer partnerships.
* Not sure
Please explain your answer
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Of the 158 responses to this question, almost 3&kéur that ALO and USAID should maintain
the current dollar limits on grant size in ordeptymit a high number of education partnership
awards, about 44% think that ALO and USAID shoulcteéase the amount of the grants, even
though it means supporting fewer partnerships,adimedst 18% were unsure.

With this question, the assessment team was ttgiiegllect input and opinion on whether the
grant size of $125,000 or less is adequate. Regmtmgvere roughly split between supporting
the current size and number of partnerships veatipg larger grants and fewer partnerships.
Many responses suggested that the dollar size &f gilants makes it difficult to pay for the
multiplicity of program expenses, including traespenses and attendance at the ALO annual
conference. Some respondents suggested additsmprate) funding for resources (material
and equipment) and actual project activity sucfugther research. Several respondents
suggested that ALO and USAID should focus on treityurather than the quantity of
partnerships. Several commented on the need fidrgiagrants. Other comments relate to the
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unstable nature of exchange rates, especially Wiewnalue of U.S. dollar presents a great
constraint.

Selected comments worth noting are the following.

A great deal of money is used in travel for facekghanges. However, resources should be
available for materials and equipments too.

The amount of project funds provided by ALO onlydseto create partnerships, and does not
allow partners to do some practical project wonkoltgh funding should be allocated by
ALO to implement some of the visions developed urtde initial ALO grant.

ALO/USAID should fund projects that can have a majgpact even if the number of
projects funded is less.

If real results are to be realized, then finanoladtacles need to be removed. Offering more
partnership on miniscule budgets sacrifices quality

ALO grants are seen as a means to start the priwdsseeds to acquire new funding from
other sources.

The fund supports the initial collaboration. Parsnghould look for other sources of fund for
their collaborative activities after the projectisn

Grants of up to $200,000 would be more practicdlmore attractive based on current costs.
Travel from the U.S. takes up a significant chuhthe budget and additional amounts are
used for attending the annual ALO meetings. Oupgetdocations are in distant rural areas
that also increase the cost of travel, administettie project, transportation of items to the
project site, etc.

The grant size does not leave you with enough rmoexpand to do much. You are in a
sense compelled to work with less.

Changes in exchange rate can, to a large extemplaate original plans. A very large part
of the funds goes to the U.S.-university and in parison the host university and project
participants have access to a small part of thetgra
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21. In your judgment, what should be the time ligntmplementation of an ALO award?
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The responses suggest that more than two yeaegded to implement an ALO award. Out of
158 respondents, 15% thought that two years sHmuttie time limit for implementation of

ALO awards while 59% believed that the time linfibsld increase to three years. Nineteen
percent of respondents chose 5 years, 2% stated sh@uld be more than 5 years, and 5% were
not sure.
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Monitoring and Reporting

22. Did the partners adhere to an evaluation, assent and reporting process that was
effective in keeping the partners, USAID and ALformed?
* Yes, the process was effective.
* The process was not very effective.
* There was no evaluation or assessment process ipastnership.
Comments/Explanation:
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Out of 150 responses, 91% believed that this peoses effective, 7% thought that it was not
effective and 2% indicated that there was no poetsill.

The responses show that the majority of the PDsidenthe current systems to be effective.
However, there were many difficulties in this preseFor example, there were communication
barriers with non-U.S. partners, the burden of répg was mainly on the U.S. partners, and
very limited access to input from non-U.S. partners

Selected comments from partnership directors aredibelow.

» The reporting was excellent based on the quarteefmeiving ALO funding.

* We are submitting a six months progress reportlt® According to their reporting
procedure. | think it is important for both don&lLQ) and the partner institution to keep
track of their activities and if things are doneacling to plan.

* The required reporting was a pain, and can't hawdyced any important information. One
report at the end of the project is reasonablenbtifrequent reports.

» | think that the rate of evaluation is rather estes
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Too many reports, often duplicating each other.

Data were not always forthcoming from the interoadil university and this resulted in
reporting problems.

The process was effective, although it was tedamgstoo oriented to financial outcomes.

There were also a few comments about USAID Missaiah their interaction with partnerships.
Examples of these include the following.

Missions became very interested in the reportingedhey learned that project supported
their SOs.

We had a difficult time getting USAID to pay attemt to our project during this past year...
We were unable to get a meeting with USAID to slwarework... | think it would be very
good if there were a grant requirement to meet WEAID at least twice during the grant
funding. In this way, USAID would get onsite feedkahat could benefit both the U.S. and
the non-U.S. institution.

Several respondents commented on the fact than®npartners are not given enough
opportunities to contribute to these reports. Seramples are the following.

| understand that this is done through our U.Svensity.

Not that | know of as a foreign partner.

While the non-U.S. partner made inputs in the répgythe final report was only seen after
it was handed in at ALO; sometimes not.
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23. The reporting that USAID and ALO required ois frartnership was:
» Appropriate to the size and nature of the actiwityl appropriate in content
* Appropriate to the size and nature of the actibity required information that was not
very relevant to the activities and goals of ourtparship activity
* More than should be required for grants of the gimevided

 Not sure
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This question had 158 respondents. Of these, 7a8&dsthat the reporting was appropriate in
size, nature and content. Eleven percent belidvaikihe reporting was appropriate in size and
nature but the content was not always relevantiddm percent of the respondents thought that
the reporting was too much, and 4% were not sure.

This question asked partnership directors whethed’a reporting requirements were
appropriate and effective. Most comments alludda¢oreporting being appropriate and at times
helpful, but some said it was excessive.

Examples of comments:

» The reporting needs to be modest.

» | think that, overall, the reporting is appropridt®wever, having financial and cost-sharing
reports due every three months is a lot of prott@ssigh university systems. It took a lot of
work for the Pl and accounting offices on campus.

* Reports required too often with unreasonable egbect as to what can get done given time
and $$ available.
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* Given that the USAID contribution to this projecasvnot much more than 10% of the total
value of the project, the reporting requiremenesrssd excessive. We could not report on
10% of the project; we had to report on the ergrgect.

» There was more concern for financial leveraging tteehnical accomplishments.

» Compared to other grants, | found the USAID/ALOrgnaeports to be very detailed and
sometimes repetitive.

Several respondents commented on the lack of fe&gdbam ALO or USAID.

» Especially since, no matter what we wrote, there m&ver any response or interest. We
could have written anything.

* As above, this was a waste of my time and youmvided that anybody ever read it, which |
doubt).

Cost-Sharing

24. Most RFAs required a minimum 25 percent coatestBased on your experience, which of
the following statements about cost-sharing is2r(ou may mark more than one response.)
* Most or all of the contributions were “in-kind” andid not require additional budgetary
resources.
* The universities in our partnership were able taldpet significant additional financial
contributions to the program.
* Obtaining resources from the universities has b@areedingly difficult, and the effort to
obtain those resources distracts those trying tol@ment the program.
» Although obtaining resources is difficult, the effto obtain such resources strengthens
the university’s perceived and real commitmenhtgrogram.
» Partnerships that make the effort to cost shareracee likely to have a source of
financing to continue activities after USAID/ALQosgorship ends.
* The cost share requirement may keep my university participating in future
USAID/ALO Institutional Partnership programs.

There were 154 respondents to this question. Relgmis could choose more than one answer:

» 55% (84PD9 felt that most or all of the contributions wera-kind” and did not require
additional budgetary resources.

* 21% (33 PDs) thought the universities in the paini@ were able to budget significant
additional financial contributions to the program.

* 14% (22 PDs) stated that obtaining resources framuniversities had been exceedingly
difficult, and the effort to obtain those resourdestracted those trying to implement the
program.

* 26% (40 PDs partnership directors) answered tiiadadh obtaining resources was difficult,
the effort to obtain such resources strengthenedtiversity’s perceived and real
commitment to the program.

* 21% (33 PDs) felt that partnerships that made tlugt¢o cost share were more likely to
have a source of financing to continue activititerdJSAID/ALO sponsorship ended.
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* 19% (30 PDs) believed that cost share requiremegtkaep their university from
participating in future USAID/ALO institutional perership programs.

The purpose of this question was to obtain the sieflPDs about cost-sharing, both about the
difficulty in getting their respective universitiés budget for the partnerships and about the
possible longer-term consequences of the matclkeiggirement. The responses suggest that PDs
do not see the matching requirements as terribdyaars, since most of the match is “in-kind.” A
small but significant minority acknowledged thattolang may have positive benefits: 26% as
showing the university’s commitment to the programad 21% as increasing the likelihood of
sustainability. However, 19% saw the universityiscdmfort with the match as potentially
keeping the university from participating in simif@ograms in the future.

25. Did the partnership obtain resources from paibli private sector sources (other than
USAID/ALO and the participating partner univers#)@
* Yes
* No
If you answered “yes” please indicate where theiaddal resources came from the
estimated dollar value of those resources.
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There were 153 responses to this question, of ws2éf responded that they had been able to
obtain other resources, while 48% responded tlegt\were not able to obtain resources from
other public or private sector sources. These@resxamples of funding sources:

* Private individuals, mainly within university fac¢ul

e Private U.S. industry
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* Non U.S. private firms (i.e., Ghana Airways)

» Private foundations (Hewlett Foundation, Packardrigiation, Gates Foundation, MGM
Foundation, Ford Foundation)

 U.S. state government

* U.S. local government (i.e. Chamber of Commerce)

* Non-U.S. Government (Ministry of Science in Romania

* U.S. Government (NIH /Fogarty International Cené$DA/FAS, USFWS, U.S.
Department of Education)

* Other USAID funding (UNCFSP, disaster relief funB§DI)

» Bilateral organizations (i.e., Texas/Mexico Bor@sralition)

* U.S. NGOs (MERLOT, Conservation International, AGBDCA)

* International organizations (United Nations, Wdslank, FAO)

* Farming organizations

The amount ranged from $500 to $450,000 (EDDI)hwait approximate average of $80,000.
However, most comments indicated that the most rtapo contributions were in-kind.

USAID’s Role

26. Did the USAID Mission make substantive suggestio you about the application, either
before or after it was submitted to ALO?

* Yes

* No

If yes, please describe
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Out of 118 respondents, 31% believed the USAID Missnade substantive suggestions to the
partnerships about the application, either beforafter it was submitted, and 69% responded
that USAID had not.

In general, most comments indicated that the USKIBsions were very supportive and gave

useful and strategic directions. Selected commanitsded the following.

» USAID was very helpful in the design and promotadrihis linkage.

* They strongly supported our proposal and wrote stpetters to ALO when we submitted
the proposal.

* They provided feedback on the proposal, espeaialited to the exchange criteria for non-
U.S. institutions partners.

* They were helpful in explaining what needed to beal

* Yes, they made us aware of the program and helpg@depare the proposal.

* They were very friendly in supporting the program.

Some comments reflected that the USAID Missionsaradjgestions, albeit unsubstantive, or

that they showed no interest in the project befloeegrant was awarded.

* We met with the Mission on several occasions amefieed from the supportive nature of
the general discussions but did not receive speoifimnments about the submission to ALO.

* While answers to some questions were providedetbesld not be described as substantive
suggestions.

» They made suggestions, but | would not say theywabstantive.

* The AID Mission provided no input before the apation but was a very enthusiastic partner
once the project was approved and work was in pssgr

» After submission and during implementation.

» After the award, USAID was quite helpful with sugtens.

* The Mission did not seem patrticularly interestethia project.
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27. Which of the following best describes the I&d@AID Mission’s interest in your
partnership?

* One or more USAID staff members see this prograceasal or very important to the
USAID development strategy in this country and Haeen involved in a number of
discussions about the partnership award program.

* One or more USAID Mission staff members are inteces the partnership program
and monitor progress, but rarely if ever meet wiitbse implementing partnership
activities.

* One or more USAID Mission staff members have inddccéheir general support for the
partnership, but they do not discuss progress suas with us.

» USAID Mission staff members have no apparent istarethis partnership.
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Forty-five percent of respondents said that onmare USAID staff members saw this
partnership as central or very important to the UIbdevelopment strategy in their country and
had been involved in a number of discussions atbheupartnership award program. An
additional 16% stated that one or more USAID Misstaff members were interested in the
partnership program and monitored its progresstdrety if ever met with those implementing
partnership activities. About 24% answered that@mmore USAID Mission staff members had
indicated general support for the partnershiptihey did not discuss progress or issues. Finally,
15% stated that USAID Mission staff members ha@pparent interest in the partnership.

These responses suggest a higher level of USAHDast then was apparent in the field
interviews conducted by the assessment team.
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Sustainability of the Partnership

28. Please respond to either question (a) or (Wpwealepending on whether your ALO grant
partnership program is active (defined as thosw/imch the USAID/ALO funding is still being
utilized) or completed (defined as those in whighWSAID/ALO funding has ended).

> 28a. For active partnership awards onilyhich of the following is most likely
when the USAID/ALO funding ends:
« Communications and joint activities between thevewrsity partners will continue
» Joint activities will cease but communications wdhtinue
» Joint activities and communication will end
* Itis impossible to predict whether the relatiorshiill continue.

Comments:
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Communication and Communication will Communication and Impossible to tell
activities will continue continue activities will cease

For those with an active ALO grant, 96 responsa®weceived. More than 85% stated they
believed communication and joint activities betwé®s university partners would continue.
Around 7% believed that joint activities would cedmsit communication would continue. Only
about 1% thought that both communications and gadtit/ities would end once the grant had
finished, and another 6% said they could not ptedi future of the partnership.

Most comments expressed the need and the strargshfrom both partnerships to continue
communication, as well as the projects itself. Samdecated that the projects had been so
successful that the partners were fully determioddok at possible ways of expanding the
project and to find other sources of funding, a&ytknow USAID/ALO would not continue to
extend funding. Some examples of comments areotleaving.

» Sustainability of the partnership is central andhynaptions are being explored.
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Percentage of Responses

| expect that we will seek funding for new actiegi

We are now discussing an expansion of this pragecbver all secondary schools. This
requires additional funding and we hope we can &rsponsor.

We have been partners since 1999. We have othetr fgrads, which will continue beyond
the life of this project, and [we] intend to pursadditional funds to continue the work this
specific project has begun.

The two partners are trying to find a way of conéd joint activities, not necessarily under
USAID. (USAID has already indicated it will not extd the life of this project).

| am optimistic but it certainly would be beneficiar AID to consider allowing successful
partnerships to be renewed for at least anotheartgeansure sustainability.

Partnership activities will definitely continue.dpgcts of such nature are not entirely
dependent on USAID funding.

> 28b. For completed partnership awards only, whitgiesnent best describes the
current relationship between the partnering ingtans?
* The partners continue to communicate and to wogkttzer on joint activities.
* The partners are sill in communication with eachest but they are no longer
working on any joint activities.
« Communications and joint activities between thenens have ended.
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65%
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= 30% 29%
2 22
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£ 20%
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Continue to communicate and Continue to communicate No longer communicate or work
work together together

Out of the 77 responses regarding completed pahips, 65% reported continuing
communication and joint activities. An addition&%2 stated that partners were still in
communication with each other, but they are no éorvgorking on joint activities, and 6%
indicated that communications and joint activitiesween the partners had ended.
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Most comments indicated that the ALO grant streagéu the relationship between the partners
and encouraged them to seek other opportunitieggand their activities. A primary cause of
partnerships ending seems to be that key faculiylmees retire or are no longer affiliated with
the project.

Selected comments from PDs include the following.

* This partnership is enduring and we continue tatstjize with our partners to develop
additional projects.

» Unfortunately, my co-director on the South Africgide was forced to retire by South
African regulations (all faculty 60 years of ageshretire).

* |l am no longer at [institution name] and there wa®ne there to continue the partnership.

29. Have the partners identified and obtained ficiahresources that will enable the
partnership to continue after ALO grant funds aryfexpended?

* Yes, resources have been identified and obtained

* Resources have been identified, but not yet oldaine

* No, resources have been neither identified noriabth

Comments:

45%

40% 3904
36% 60
35% A 56

30% A
25%
39

25%

20%

15%

Percentage of Responses
(number of responses below)

10%

5% A

O% T T
Resources have been identified Resources have been identified, No resources identified or obtained
and obtained not obtained

Out of 155 responses to this question, 25% have akke to identify and obtain resources to
continue their partnership. Thirty-six percent hadentified resources but have not yet obtained
funds, and 39% have neither identified nor obtameéditional resources.

Most comments reinforced the notion that many wsities were in the process of identifying
sources of funding; however, they believed thatatild be difficult to obtain them. The sources
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of funding that had been identified and obtainedeweainly through the universities

themselves, but some were also through other U$Atlgrams and initiatives. Selected

comments include:

* The funding comes from within the university in floem of assistantships.

» The partnership received additional funding fromESAID of approximately $300,000
to build and sustain for one year that first unsitgrbased community resource center in
Africa.

* Resources have been obtained to continue workitigadhandful of institutions, but not on
the original purpose of the ALO grant.

» Our university will use its resources to continbe program.

» Our university continues to support exchanges withpartner university.

Networking and Disseminating Information about Partnerships

30. With what audiences have you shared informatlmwut this partnership? (You may choose
more than one response.)

» Faculty within the department

» Other faculty members in the university or college

» Broader professional networks

* USAID personnel

» Others

There were 158 responses to this question:

* 78% (126 PDs) said they shared information abait fhartnership with faculty within the
department.

* 89% (141 PDs) shared information with other facutigmbers in the university or college.

* 67% (106 PDs) shared it with broader professioeaiarks.

* 57% (90 PDs) shared their information about thantership with USAID personnel

*  40% (63 PDs) responded that they shared theirnmdton with others.

The responses suggest that information about thiegrahips is shared with faculty members
and within the higher education communities.

31. Please describe the most effective ways yoel iiged to disseminate information about
partnerships.

These were the most effective ways as noted bynesnts:

» Conferences (organized by universities, ALO, arpinternational organizations such as
the World Bank, UNDP, and other U.N. agencies)

* University Website

* Newspaper articles, publications in professionayj@aaes, university newsletters

* Presentation to faculties of other universities
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32. Do the annual ALO partners meetings (the AL@eRyy in Development Conferences) and
the periodic reports provide adequate means toelraormation about partnerships among the
participating institutions?

* Yes

* No

100%

90% 88%

118

80%

70% -

60%

50% -

40% -

Percentage of Responses
(number of responses below)

30%

20%

12%
10% + 16

0%

Yes No

33. What (if any) additional dissemination methsksuld be employed to increase interest in
and support for ALO university or college partnepsh

Responses ranged from suggesting a change imthegtof the ALO conference to
recommending innovative ways of communicating, saglereating chat rooms for the
partnerships. Below are selected responses:

* The current arrangement is effective.

» Chat room and website testimonials that includesss stories.

» The ALO meeting is at the worst possible times Ibetween summer and fall semesters.
Overseas partners who combine the ALO Synergy Cenée with a campus visit do not get
the opportunity to see the colleges and univessitiesession.

* ALO synergy in development conferences could bamizgd at the level of USAID country
Mission. Such conferences could involve NGOs ani sbciety groups with similar
research agenda.

* More opportunities should be made available togregesults to USAID.

* ALO should have their program officers visit sugfabprojects with a video and PR crew.

 The ALO Synergy Conference needs to be expandedhade invitations to other funding
agencies, both public and private, that are alsyeésted in international development.
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Grantees should make significant efforts to puldiir findings as well as present at various
of their professional organizations.

* Newsletters, community newspapers, public infororabulletins.

» Develop a better ALO Web page.

* One PD’s negative comment stands out: “| don’tteegourpose of just dissemination of
information when you don’t provide enough fundsddong enough period of time to
maintain a program.”

34. How would you assess the usefulness of theabAD Synergy in Development
conferences in terms of the following benefits?

* Extremely useful

* Very useful

» Somewhat useful

* Not worth the time and expense involved

> 34a. Learning about other partnerships
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> 34b. Meeting people in other colleges and univesithat have similar interests
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> 34d. Sharing information about the partnership imeh you participate

45%
41%

40% - 57 38%

53

35%

30%

25%

20% -+
15%
21

15% ~

Percentage of Responses
(number of responses below)

10% -
5%

5%

0%
Extremely useful Very useful Somewhat useful Not worth the time and
expense involved

A\

34e. Meeting with the ALO staff to resolve issues
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> 34f. Please indicate any other important benefagfthe annual conferences not
included above.

Respondents see networking as the most benefidgiebme of the conferences. Other repeatedly
mentioned benefits include learning about the ditgeof projects and having the opportunity to
share experiences about implementation issues.

35. Overall, how useful are the annual conferences?
* Extremely useful
* Very useful
 Somewhat useful
* Not worth the time and expense involved
* | have not attended

Comments
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Most of the 138 respondents viewed the confereaseseful. However, it is noteworthy
(particularly in light of the positive responsegtiost survey questions) that 18% of respondents
rated them as onlyomewhat usef@nd 7% rated them a®t worth the time and expense
involved

Comments to this question were similar to the conmtsgiven to Question 34e. Respondents
believed that the conference provided partnersingctbrs an excellent opportunity to network
and learn about other partnerships. However, sdbsetifought the conference should be more
focused and less costly and elaborate.
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Selected comments are the following:

Would be more useful if we knew what priorities atichtegic interests USAID has and how
proposals are evaluated by peers.

The conferences are useful, but costly, givendhatmust fly in their international partner
for a conference that only lasts 2.5 days.

My main hesitation about the annual conferencesharéerrific expense involved for both
the U.S. and overseas partners.

The interests among partners are too varied, #ulsrig focus on specific themes around
which to build common interest.

My main hesitation about the annual conferencésagerrific expense involved for both the
U.S. and overseas partners. Also, the new TraihgtJal visa requirements have been a
significant drain on staff time.

This may not be true now, but | found my secondratance at the conference not to have
presented very much additional information thanfitst. Continuing participants should
have a separate agenda than first year attendees.

36. Did your patrticipation in an annual confereread to changes in the way you plan,
implement, monitor, evaluate or communicate about partnership?

Percentage of Responses

* Yes
* No
If you answered “yes,” please explain briefly.

80%

70% - 67%
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50% -+

40%
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The objective of this question was to determine ligeful annual ALO conferences are in
assisting with planning and managing projects anpgarthers. Most comments reflected
positively on ALO conferences. Most project diresteaid they were able to learn about other
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methods of fund raising, how to improve their pregils, how to focus more on results, and how
to better coordinate and implement new ideas aowigthts into their proposals. Most felt they
were able to prioritize better, prepare reports @migtance their presentation style.

Selected comments include the following:

* We were able to improve our coordinating activities well as improve methods of
communicating with apprehensive citizens of comriesiwith whom we are working.

* It made me concentrate aggressively on results.

* New concepts regarding communication of projecsilte to higher education and external
audiences.

* | returned to the project with increased focus.

* The methodology of conducting the programs andgoeere changed.

37. Should changes be made in the length, venganmation, participation or other aspects of
the annual conference to make them more productive?
* Yes
* No
If you answered “yes,” please explain briefly.

60%
56%
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50%
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40% 58

30%
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The objective of this question was to determinetiviePDs had any recommendations and
suggestion for improving the annual conferenceshenvdto make them more useful. Responses
varied greatly. The following are representativeno@ents.

On the issue of length of the conference
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The length could be shortened to 2 days only.

Increase the length of the conference.

It would be good to have more time for discussiatiWwoth other participants as well as the
ALO monitor.

On the issue of cost of the conference

We do not need to have such an expensive venue.

A minimum of two participants are required to attexach conference. This is a significant
expense, generally 5%—-8% of the total grant. | atrsaore if it was particularly cost-
effective.

Having an expensive conference in Washington isargiod use of the limited funds
available.

Cheaper accommodations should be made available.

On the issue of timing and location of the confesen

Have the meeting away from DC, particularly in Asgu

Move the time of the conference to the middle dfdaspring semester.

Consider a regional meeting in Latin America, AsiidAfrica.

Consider having them in a country with more reabtmaisa requirements.

Do not hold it in August when most American univies are not in session, thus making it
very difficult to schedule substantive meetings.

38. What additional networking opportunities andsgimination methods should be employed to
increase interest in and broaden the support fatmperships?

Selected comments from partnership directors atedibelow:

| think it would be useful for experienced progrdirectors to hold seminars for first-time
project directors.

Develop a better ALO Web page.

Allocate additional funds from ALO to develop goadbsite for projects.

Web-based networking; funding to visit each othergects when relevant.

It would be nice to have a “mentor” institution éthat has had several successful grants)
meet with a first-time institutions at the annuahference.

USAID should more actively participate in the caefeces.

Get local USAID Missions to take interest.

Organize regional conferences.

Make far greater use of the Web by ALO.

ALO should take initiative to introduce selectedtparships to each other (e.g., in the same
country or the same discipline).

An electronic publication on project updates oegutar basis would be helpful. Also, some
way in which project directors could electronicahyeract with each would be good.
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39. What advice, if any, would you give to otheversities planning an ALO-assisted
partnership so that they plan and implement effegbrograms?

Many comments highlighted the importance of commaitons, particularly with USAID

Mission staff. The PDs seem to believe that thdireteive additional funding and support if

they have a strong networking and communicatioh wie Mission staff. Typical comments

include the following:

» Communication is essential. We were successfulusscave maintained good, on-going
communication between our two institutions.

« Communicate with your partner institution and witle USAID Mission in that country.

» Obtain support of USAID Mission staff.

* The limited amount of funds is an issue. To be BogrELO demands a lot for a small
investment. People need to be aware of that.

» Establish partnership relationships early, joimj@ct planning prior to proposal submission
and carefully read the ALO request for proposals.

» Meet your future partners early. Plan together.f@owith the AID Mission to make link
with SOs.

* ALO should help to sustain the partnership progaart is because of the paucity of
resources we are not able to continue many ofctieitees, nor able to have frequent
interactions.
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Table 1. Summary of Partnership Qualities

Total Surveys Completed Total Percent Completed
162 338 48
Completed  Total Percent Completed
U.S. 100 180 56
Non-U.S.: 62 158 39
2-Year: 20 40 50
4-Year: 138 289 48
Public: 128 270 47
Private: 30 59 51
HSI: 10 30 33
HBCU: 15 32 47
TCU: 1 2 50
MPI: 10 16 63
ACE: 143 299 48
AACC: 20 40 50
AAU: 43 90 48
AASCU: 31 75 41
NAICU: 18 40 45
NASULGC: 102 206 50
Sectors Completed Total Percent Completed
Agriculture: 23 56 41
Community Development 13 20 65
DG/Public Policy/Journalism: 25 46 54
Economic Growth and Trade: 34 61 56
Education: 53 95 56
Environment/Nat Resources: 38 82 46
HIV/AIDS: 9 20 45
ICT/DE: 33 56 59
Population/Health and 19 45 42
Nutrition
Workforce/Entrepreneurial 39 79 49
Dev:
Regions Completed Total Percent Completed
Africa 68 134 51
ANE 35 83 42
EE 17 27 63
LAC 42 94 45
Active/Closed Completed Total Percent Completed
Active 108 223 48
Closed 54 115 47
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Table 1. Summary of Partnership Qualities (Continue)

Award Amount
<$50,001
$50,001-100,000
$100,001-125,000
$125,001-150,000
$1 50,001-200,000
$200,001-250,000
$250,001-300,000
$300,001-1,000,000
>$1,000,000
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6
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Percent Completed
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0
50
50
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100

50

Percent Completed
50
52
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50
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100
53
50
50
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Assessment Team’s Partnership Site Visits

Partnership Year Status
Evaluator US Partner Non- US Partner Total| Year | Active |Completed
Awarded
Africa
South Africa
Peter Bronx Community Collegé&Jmgungundlkovu Further Edu. & 1 2002 1
Pelham Traing Inst.
Highline Community Cape Technikon 1 2007 1
College
Highline Community False Bay College 1 20027 1
College
Howard University University of the Transkei 1 1998 1
Michigan State University esATI 1 2000 1
Oregon State University | Fort Cox College/Universityof 1 1998 1
Hare/University of Natal-
Pietermaritzburg
Spelman College Mongosuthu Technikon 1 2002 1
Ghana
Maria University System of University of Cape Coast 1 2000 1
Nagorski Georgia - Kennesaw State
University
University of Delaware Institute of Local Gov't 1 2000 1
Studies/Erasmus Univ.
University of Northern  |University of Cape Coast 1 2002 1
lowa
Ethiopia
Maria Langston University Awassa College of Agriculture, 1 1998 1
Nagorski Debub University
University of lllinois, Addis Ababa University 1 2002 1
Chicago
Semi-total Africa Region 12 8 4
LAC
Mexico
Jerry Wein |University of Arizona Universidad Autonoma de 1 2002 1
Chapingo
Maricopa County Universidad Veracruzana 1 200(9 1
Community College
District
UC - San Diego Universidad Autonoma de Baja 1 2001 1
California
San Diego State Universityniversidad Autonoma de Baja 1 2002 1
California
Montana State Universidad Autonoma de Baja 1 2000 1
California
University of Georgia Universidad Veracruzana 1 1998 1
University of Texas, San |Universidad de Guadalajara 1 1
Antonio
Peru
Jerry Wein |Texas A&M University | Universidad Nacional Agraria La 1 2002 1
Molina
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lowa State University Universidad Nacional Agraria La 1 2001 1
Molina
Johns Hopkins Univ. (ScHJniversidad Peruana Cayetano 1 2001 1
Public Health) Heredia
Semi-total LAC Region 10 8
ANE
Bangladesh
Dick Dye University of Houston Bangladesh University of 1|7 1
Engineering & Tech.
Southern lllinois Independent University of 1 2002 1
University at Carbondale Bangladesh
Virginia Polytechnic Bangladesh University of 1 2003 1
Institute and State Univ. |Engineering & Tech.
Indonesia
Dick Dye Ohio University State Inst. of Islamic Stud. Syari 1 2002 1
Hidayatullah
University of lllinois, Institute of Technology, Bandung 1999
Champaign-Urbana
India
Dick Dye Eastern lowa Comm. Vasavi College of Engineering 2001 1
College District
Houston Comm. College|University of Delhi ] 1999
Southeast
Michigan State University Tamil Nadu Agricultural Univeysi 1 2004 1
(TANU)
Cornell University TANU 2004 1
University of California - | TANU 1 2004 1
Davis
Semi-total ANE Region 10 8
E&E
Macedonia
Peter Indiana University South East European Universityf 1
Pelham
Romania
Peter Tiffin University (GCDC) | University of Bucharest 1999
Pelham
Semi-total E&E Region 2 1
TOTALS 34 25
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Interview Protocols

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL A
AID Leadership and Key Staff
(To follow a brief description of the assessment)

Name of Person Interviewed:
Title and Organization:
Date of Interview:

=

Do you have any questions regarding the purpasgéscope of this assessment?
What is the extent of your prior knowledge o #.O program? What ALO activities have
you participated in?
How does AID view the role of local higher ediia institutions in the development of
countries it is assisting? Has that view changdtenast few years and, if so, in what ways?
Looking forward, what are the prospects for incegbimvestment in the sector?
What in-country higher education activities didodlD focus on?

» Developing sustainable inter-university linkages?

» Capacity-building?

* Increased involvement in and support of nationaktigoment?

* Research?

* Some combination?
In AID’s view, what should be the role of U.Sgler education?

» Supporting AID’s efforts?

» Creating linkages?

» A broader capacity and alliance-building effort?

* Some combination?
What are your thoughts and suggestions for gtiheming the AID — Higher Education
relationship?
How well-equipped is AID, from a budget and ftaf point of view, to hold up its end of an
expanded relationship with the higher educationroomity?
Are the existing mechanisrfe AID communication, coordination, and coopesatwvith
U.S. higher education, e.g. ALO, adequate or dy tleed strengthening?
If there are improvements or areas to be sthemgtd, what is most needed? Higher level
communication? More sector and problem-specifidys@and collaboration? Different or
additional means for AID missions to access higdtrcation resources to assist them with
their work? Other?

10. In your view, what are the strengths and wesse® of the current ACE/ALO cooperative

agreement?

11. Do you think the ALO program, or its equivalestiould be continued more or less as is,

changed, or ended in favor of one or more new pirogP

12. Do you have any other comments regarding theeswhich the assessment should address

or suggestions for the team?
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL B
USAID Missions
(To follow a brief description of the assessment)

Name of Person Interviewed:
Title and Department:
Date of Interview:

1. How familiar are you with the ALO program as hole and the higher education
partnerships in this country? Have you participateginy ALO or partnership activities?

2. Do you have any questions about the purposes@k of this assessment?

3. How can the assessment be of the greatestaassasio the mission?

4. What is your view of the current and past ALGtsigd university partnerships in the
country?

5. What have been their greatest accomplishmedtganhat ways might they have done a
better job?

6. Would you welcome or are you planning to sokltlitional such partnerships through
ALO? If so, what would you seek to accomplish?df,why not?

7. To what extent and in what ways is higher edonat part of the Mission’s current strategic
framework, either in terms of development of theteeitself and/or the involvement of local
higher education institutions and capacities inNh&sion’s work? Are or might there be
changes in the role of higher education?

8. Irrespective of the future of the current AL@gram, if additional resources for higher
education development were to become availablerendued how would you invest them? In
additional partnerships? In enhancing specific @igkducation capacities? In bringing
existing capacities more effectively to bear onalepment needs? Other?

9. What do you see as the greatest contributiahés)U.S. higher education institutions are
making or could make in assisting this country BI&AID achieve their development
objectives? Higher education linkage and capaaitiding? Advisory and research
assistance to local development activities? Adsaioe assistance to USAID? Training?
Other?

10. Do you see ALO as an effective mechanism fsisting institutions in this country and
USAID in accessing the full range of U.S. higheuedtion resources that are required? If
not, what are examples of some of the uncoveredstee

11. How might access be improved? By adding cajpaaind features to the ALO program?
Creating a more direct but still convenient mechkamisuch as a higher education 1QC or
package of IQCs? Other?

12. Are there any other issues that you wouldtikdiscuss and/or do you have any further
guestions?
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL C
Higher Education Leadership
(To follow a brief introduction of the assessment)

Name of Person Interviewed:
Title and Organization:
Date of Interview:

1. Do you have any questions regarding the purpasssope of this assessment?

2. How does the U.S. higher education communityyts role in international development?
* As a source of development assistance?

* As a partner in the development of local highercation?

» As a means of strengthening its own teaching, reeeand service capacities?
* As a generator of resources to support its intevnak program objectives?

e Other?

3. Where and how do higher education’s goals afetties intersect with those of AID? Is
your answer different today than it would have badew years ago? If so, in what way?

4. What are your thoughts and suggestions for gtheming the Higher Education — AID
relationship?

5. What would you like to see happen in that refethip? More university linkages? Increased
opportunity to participate in USAID higher educatiand other development projects?
Increased AID funding for academic and specializanhing utilizing U.S. higher education
resources? Other?

6. Does the higher education community currentlyehadequate policy and other access to
AID?

7. Are the existing mechanisrfe communication, coordination, and cooperatiatinthe
Agency, e.g. ALO, adequate or do they need stremiutiy?

8. If the latter, what is most needed?

* More and higher level communication?

* More sector and problem-specific study and collaton?

» Additional means for AID missions to access higiducation resources to assist them
with their work?

* Other?

9. Do you have any other comments you would likengdke on the issues that the review is
addressing or suggestions for the assessment team?
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL D
Partnership Directors
(To follow a brief description of the assessment)

Name of Person Interviewed:
Title and Organization:
Partner Institution:

Date of Interview:

1. Are you familiar with the purposes and scopthefpresent ALO program review? Do you
have any questions?

2. Did you receive and have you responded to theeguwhich was distributed by the
assessment team?

3. Do you have any questions about that surveyipbplans for selected in-depth site visits and
interviews?

4. Could you tell me a bit about the history of gagtnership, when and how it was conceived,
and its goals and purposes?

5. How would you rate the accomplishment of yougioal goals and anticipated results?

6. Are you familiar with the ALO solicitation anélection processes and, if so, what do you
see as its strong points and the areas in whibuid be improved?

7. What were the planned roles of each partnethamddid it work out in practice? Will there
be a longer term effect of these relationships?

8. What kind of relationship developed betweengaeners and the local USAID mission? Do
you believe the relationship was or is of benefiyour institution and how did it work out in
practice?

9. What were or have been the greatest accomplisisroéthe partnership?

10. Are there areas in which more could have behreged and if so, which areas and how
could the results have been improved?

11. Do you have any comments on the size of thedaimarelation to the partnership’s
objectives? On the matching requirements?

12. What were the most useful parts of this pr@jétww did they help your institution build its
capacities and strengths?

13. To what extent have the partnership’s sustdityagoals been achieved and what are the
prospects? What unanticipated linkages and ressufamy, have resulted from the
partnership?

14. If you had it to do over again, what would yamdifferently?

15. Are you interested in continuing this partngrsind/or developing others? What would be
the goals and purposes?

16. What advice would you have for other institnidhinking about applying for a partnership
award?

17. For non-U.S. respondents only: Did participafiothis partnership
influence how you, your colleagues or your studerdgs the United States and U.S. higher
education, science, and culture?
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INTERVIEW PROTOCOL E
Advisory Council and Staff

Name of Person Interviewed:
Title and Organization:
Date of Interview:

1. Do you have any questions on the purposes apsuf this assessment?

2. What was ALO created to do in 1992 and how widale change with the signing of the
current cooperative agreement in 1997 change?

3. How has the ALO program, and ALO itself, changexte the signing of the agreement?

4. What have been ALO’s major accomplishments sirg9¥?

5. What, if any, major opportunities were lost dgrthis period and why? How could this have
been avoided?

6. Inyour view, what has been the impact of thwensity partnerships component of the ALO
program?

7. How effective have the policy roundtables anecsdized workshops been in influencing
policy and action by USAID and/or the universities?

8. Has USAID taken effective advantage of the higdtication advisory assistance component
of ALO?

9. How effective have ALO’s major program managensystems been? For example:
» Solicitation, peer review, and selection
* Program monitoring and reporting
» Collection and dissemination of best practiceslasgons learned from the partnerships
» Dissemination of the results of roundtables anckaloops and follow-up

10. Have AID/W or USAID missions expressed concewer ALO costs and if so, how do you
evaluate those concerns?

11. If given the opportunity to start over, whatulbyou do differently?

12. Looking to the future, what do you foreseehasgriority needs for higher education
assistance and involvement?

13. In a similar vein, what do you foresee as th®. Higher education community’s priority
needs and interests?

14. How well do the two prospective agendas magchiiow can the differences, if any, be
narrowed?

15. What should be ALO’s role(s) in addressing isssie and how, if at all, would its
approaches and capacities need to change?
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ISTI Assessment Team Contacts

THE HIGHER EDUCATION COMMUNITY

ALO Board of Directors

George R. Boggs, President, American Associaticd@arhmunity College

Constantine W. Curris, President, American Assb&tate Colleges and Universities
Nils Hasselmo, President, Association of Americamversities (Chair)

C. Peter Magrath, President, National AssociatioBtate Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges

David Ward, President, American Council on Educatio

David Warren, President, National Assoc. of Indejee Colleges and Universities

ALO Advisory Council

Michael Baer, Sr. Vice President, American CountiEducation

William Bertrand, Executive Director, Payson Ceriterint’| Development

Blaine Brownell, President, Ball State University

Montague (Tag) Demment, Director Global Livestda€RSP Professor, UC Davis
Elizabeth Hayford, President, Associated Collegeb® Midwest

John Hudzik, Dean, Int’l Studies & Programs, MicmgState University

Earl Kellogg, Associate Provost, International Pamgs, Univ. of lllinois at Urbana-
Champaign (Chair)

George Mehaffy, Vice President, AASCU

James McKinney, Vice President, Economic Develogm®ACC

Mortimer Neufville, Executive Vice President, NASGC

Norman Peterson, Director of International Progravsntana State University
Norman Uphoff, Director, Cornell Int’l Inst. for I6d, Agriculture and Development
John C. Vaughn, Executive Vice President, Assamatif American Universities
Carolyn Williams, President, Bronx Community Coleg

Association Liaison Office (ALO) for University Coqgoeration in Development
1307 New York Ave. NW, Suite 500, Washington, D@@8-4701; 202-478-4700

Joan Claffey, Retired Executive Director
Marilyn Crane, Program Associate

Ronna Eddington, Executive Assistant
Charlie C. Koo, Senior Program Associate
Christine Morfit, Acting Executive Director
Kay Ikranagara, Director of Partnerships
Johnson Niba, Administrative Associate
Chike Nwabukwu, Program Assistant
Jennifer Sisane, Program Associate
Anthony Wagner, Communications Coordinator
Michelle Wright, Program Associate

-02-



Appendix G: List of Contacts

American Council on Education (ACE)
« Michael Baer, Sr. Vice President
« Kristin Carter, Accountant
« Yvonne Kankam-Boadu (formerly Wills), Finance O#ic

U.S. UNIVERSITIES

Arizona
Maricopa Community College District
« Bertha A. Landrum, Coordinator, Special Projeatgginational and Intercultural
Education
University of Arizona
« Kimberly Heath, University Finance Office
« Mark Riley, Associate Professor, Dept. of Agricudtiiand Biosystems Engineering
« Donald C. Slack, PhD, Professor, Dept. of Agricdtand Biosystems Engineering
« Muluneh Yitayew, PhD, Professor, Dept. of Agricuttiand Biosystems Engineering
Others at this University
« Armando Bareto, MS student under partnership
« Teodulo Dominguez, MS student under partnership

California
University of California at San Diego
« Elizabeth Santillanez, MPA, Interim CoordinatorSUMexico Border Health
Commission
« Eduardo P. Tanori, MD, Binational Education Cooadar, Border Health Education
Network
San Diego State University
« Paul Ganster, Director, Institute for Regional $t8df the Californias
« Bertha Hernandez, Administrative Coordinator, bus#i for Regional Studies of the
Californias
« Alan Swedler, PhD, Professor of Physics, Diredianter for Energy Studies and
Environmental Sciences

Delaware
University of Delaware
« Steven W. Peuquet, Ph.D., Director, Urban Affair®@&blic Policy Program, School of
Urban Affairs & Public Policy
« G. Arno Loossner, IULA Office of Research and Tnagn
« Kiristie Fitzwater Mikus, graduate school intern
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Georgia
Kennesaw State University

« Akanmu G. Adebayo, Ph.D., Executive Director, lngé for Global Initiatives

Spelman College, Atlanta, University System of Gegra
« Olivia Scriven, Special Advisor for Sponsored Peogs & Partnerships

University of Georgia
« James McLaughlin, Partnership Director
« Rusty Brooks, Professor

lllinois

University of Illinois at Chicago
« Jane Addams, College of Social Work
« Alice K. Johnson

University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign
- Earl Kellogg, Associate Provost for Internationdfais
« Allison Walter, Assistant to the Director of Intational Engagement and Protocol
« Elvira de Mejia, Assistant Professor of Food Scéenc
« Elizabeth Jeffery, Professor of Nutrition and Tategy

Indiana
Indiana University
« Paul Foster, On-Site Manager, US-Macedonia Linkage
« Charles Reafsnyder, Associate Dean, Office of hatonal Programs

lowa
lowa State University
« Jan Flora, Principal Investigator, lowa State Ursitg (ISU)

University of Northern lowa
« Annie Vander Werff

Eastern lowa Community College District
« George Varchola, Director
« Ed Stoessel, Director

Maryland
Prince George’s Community College

« Marilyn Puch
¢ Mary Helen Spear

University of Maryland Eastern Shore
« Emmanuel Acquah, Director of International Programs
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Montana
Montana State University
« Norm Peterson, Assistant Vice Provost for Inteoral Education
« Yvonne Rudman, Assistant Director for Academic &edhnical Programs, Office of
International Programs

Minnesota
University of Minnesota
« David Chapman, Professor and Chair, Departmentiat&tional Policy and
Administration

Michigan
Michigan State University
« David Wiley, Director, Africa Studies Center

New York

Bronx Community College
- Barbara Schaier-Peleg, Associate Director Nati@wadter for Educational Alliances
e Carolyn Williams, President

Cornell University
e Terry Tucker

Ohio

Ohio University
« Joseph Rota, Associate Provost for Internationadjiaim
« Elizabeth Fuller Collins, Associate Professor

Tiffin University
« Theodora Ene, Assistant Professor, Director of MB#ollment Services Program
(working at the University of Bucharest)
- Keith Haley, Professor, Initial Project Directore@n & Associate Vice President, School
of Off-Campus Learning
« Laura Mays, Associate Professor for Organizatién@&ransnational Management,
School of Business

Oklahoma

Langston University
« Roger Merkel, Garza Institute for Goat Research
« Tilahun Sahlu, Director

Oreqgon
Oregon State University

« Badege Bishaw, Research Associate, College of fgrasd Forest Research
« Marion McNamara
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Texas
Texas A&M University

« Luis Cisneros-Zevallos, PhD, Associate ProfesseptDof Horticulture Services

« David T. Inbody, Assistant Center Director, CerfiterGrazinglands and Ranch
Management, Department of Rangeland Ecology andalyement

« Rodolfo Mayga, Professor, Department of AgricultllEeonomics

« Manuel Pina, PhD, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Spdtiagrams, The Agriculture
Program

« Theresa Pesi Murphrey, PhD, Visiting Assistant @&ebr, Department of Agricultural
Education

« Andres Silva, Agricultural Engineer RA, DepartmehiAgricultural Economics

« Gary Wingenbach, Assistant Professor, DepartmeAgatultural Education

University of Texas at San Antonio
« Robert M. McKinley, Associate Vice President, Ihge for Economic Development
- CIiff Paredes, Director, Small Business Developn@enter, International Trade Center,
Institute for Economic Development

Virginia
Virginia Polytechnic and State University
« Frederick Krimgold

Washington
Highline Community College, DeMoins

« Jack Bermingham, Vice President for Academic Afair
« Michael Allen, Dean Professor Technical Education

Washington State University
« James, B. Hensen, Professor

Washington, D.C.
Howard University
« Melissa Clarke, Director, EMITT Project & Associddean

Other U.S. University Contacts
« Malcolm F. McPherson, Senior Fellow in Developmétdrvard University
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OVERSEAS UNIVERSITIES

Bangladesh
Bangladesh University of Engineering & Technology

Sk. Sekender Ali, Professor and Head of the Degartrof Civil Engineering
A.K.M. Abdul Quader, Professor, Department of ChmahEngineering
Tahmeed M. Al-Hussaini, Associate Professor, Depant of Civil Engineering
ljaz Hossain, Professor Chemical Engineering Depeamt

Mohammad Tamim, Professor

Independent University Bangladesh

Bazlul Mobin Chowdhury, Vice Chancellor

M. Omar Rahman, Director, Center for Health, Popaiteand Development

Haroun Er Rashid, Professor, Faculty of Environn@gience and Management
Mahboob Aminur Rahman, Assistant Professor, PojomaEnvironment Department
Nashid Kamal, Medical Demographer, Professor araddHe

Mehedi Ahmed Ansary, Civil Engineering Consultant

Ethiopia
Addis Ababa University

President Andreas, President of Addis Ababa Unityers
Seyoum Gebreselassie
Melese Getu, Associate Dean, College of Socialrgeig
Andargatchew Tesfaye

Awassa College of Agriculture, Debub University

Dr. Girma Abebe, Project Director

Dr. Adugna Tolera

Dr. Behranu Nega, Dean of Education, and the Hé&bmputer Lab
Dr. Tegene Negesse

Ghana
University of Cape Coast

Dr. Kofi Awsabo-Asare

Dr. Frank Bediako, Senior Lecturer
Dr. James Opare, Dean of Education
Dr. Joseph Turour Co- Director

ILGS Accra

David Fiankor, Head of Information and Documentatio
Ester Ofei-Aboagy, Director
Paul Schuttenbelt, IHS, Netherlands

-97 -



Appendix G: List of Contacts

Indi
Tamil

a

adu Agriculture University

Manian, Dean

Ramaraj, Professor, Horticultural Research &tati

Vadivel, Dean

Selvaraj, Professor and Head of Horticulturas&sch Station
Ramasamy, Vice Chancellor

Kombairaju, Dean, School of Post Graduate Ssudie
Thangavel, Professor and Head, Post Harvest. Teshter

N
R
B
E
« N
C
S
K
R. Viswanathan, Professor, Department of Agricaltérocessing

Vasavi Academy of Education
- P. Balaji, Chief Executive

Vasavi College of Engineering
« D. Madhava Rao, Dean (HR)

Center for Vocational Education and Workforce Devebpment
« Adrian J. Almedia, Director

University of Delhi
« Sankara Reddy, Principal, Sri Venkateswara College
« Santosh Jain Passi, Reader in Nutrition, DepartoieNutrition and Dietetics
« S. Lakshmi Devi, Principal, College of Applied Suies

Indonesia
Institute Teknologi Bandung
- Widiarto, Research Board Member
« Hastu Prabatmodijo, Ir., Assistant Professor
« Roos Akbar, Associate Professor/Head of Department
« B. Kombaitan, Sekretaris Eksekutif
¢ Tommy Firman, Professor and Director
« Ir. H. Krishna Nur Pribadi, Faculty of Civil Engiagng and Planning
« Johny Patta, Faculty of Civil Engineering and Plagn
« Haryo Winarso, Faculty of Civil Engineering and itiang
« Edwan Kardena

Universitas Islam Negeri Syarif Hidayatullah
« Azyumardi Azra, Rector, Professor
« Farida Hamid, Director, Madresah Pembangunan UariSiidayatullah
« Jamhari, Executive Director, Center for the Stuflislam and Society

- 98 -



Appendix G: List of Contacts

Macedonia
South East European University (SEEU)
« Henry Dixon, Visiting, SEEU
« Dennis Farrington, Secretary General (SEEU)
« Alajdin Abazi, Rector
« Zamir Dika, Director, Computer Center and membehefBoard of Trustees
« Blerim Jegeni, Chief Information Technology
« Abdylmenaf Bexhati, Dean, Business Administration
« Michel Bourse, Dean
« Vladimir Radevski, Assistant Dean, Communicationgefce & Technology Faculty

Mexico
Universidad Autonoma de Baja California — Mexicali
« Lic. Dalel Cuevas Periz, Coordinadora de Vinculaciéscuela de Enfermeria
« M.A.l. Adela Figueroa Reyes, Directora, Facultaddiencias Sociales y Politicas
- Patricia Moctezuma Hernandez, Profesora, Facuka@diencias Sociales y Politicas
« M.C. Cesar Angel Pena Salmon, Jefe del Depto. Bgrfado e Investigacion
« Guillermo Torres Moye, Director General of Reseaanl Post-Graduate Studies
« Andrea Verdugo, Director, School of Nursing

Universidad Autonoma de Baja California — Tijuana
« Dra. Adriana Carolina Vargas Ojeda, Vicerectora @asnlijuana

Universidad Autonoma Chapingo
e Dr. Mauricio Carrillo Garcia, PhD, Partnership Qirer and Principal Investigator
« Diane Fumiko Miyoshi Udo, Intercambio Academico gulitos Internacionales
« Dr. Marcos Portillo Vazquez, Director General Acaiien

Universidad Autonoma de Guadalajara

« Ing. Gilberto Calderon Renteria, Director (Aptoli@stramiento par el Trabajo
Organizado, Corporate University

« Lic. Alfonso Escamilla Sanchez, Director, Misionugdtiva, EDUCON

« Dr. Silviano Hernandez Gonzalez, Direeccion de \ao@mn, Corporate University

« Lic. Ivan Ibarra del Rio, Director de Mercadotegr@arporate University

« Arg. Jose Morales Gonzales, Director General, QatpdJniversity

« Lic. Jorge Orlando Salazar P., Director, Mexico Eemple SBDC, Corporate University

- Lic. Rafael Vazquez Torres, Subdirector, Banco dseddrollo, Corporate University

« Patricia Vigna Rincon, Exim Knowledge, Corporatevénsity

Others at this University

« Lic. Salvador Cuevas Acuna, Presidente, Latin BesgsrAssociation, Mexico Chapter

« Lic. Armando Sojo Garza Aldape, Delegado Federed phEstado de Jalisco, Secretaria
de Economia
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Universidad Veracruzana

Arg. Jose M. Aparicio Medina, Gerente General, @ebiniversitario de Servicios a la
Empresa (CUSEM)

Dr. Ricardo Corzo Ramirez, Director General, DirendGeneral del Area Academica de
Humanidades

Dr. Julio Garcia de las Mestas, Depto de Vinculadon el Sector Productivo

Arg. Mario Fernandez de la Garza, Director de Viacidn General de la UV y respon.
del Programa de Brigadas Universitarias en Ser@ocal, BUSS y del Centro
Universitario de Servicios a la Empresa, A.C., CUSE

Lic. Carlos Garrido

Dr. Jose Manuel Hernandez Alonso, Jefe del DeptoViDculacion Social

Mtra. Laura E. Martinez Marquez, Directora, Dirextde Planeacion Institucional
Arga. Maria de lo Angeles Morales E., Relacionelieas, CUSEM

Dr. Mario Miguel Ojeda Ramirez, Director Generaitdacion General del Area
Academica Economico Administrativa

Mtro. Daniel A. Romero Leon, Jefe del Depto., Daiea General de Desarrollo
Academico

Peru
Universidad Cayetano Heredia

Andres G. Lescano, M.H.S, Partnership Project Dared raining Coordinator and
Research Coordinator, GEIS Program, U.S. Naval téddResearch Center (Peru)
Dr. Alejandro Llanos Cuentas, Dean, School of RuHkalth and Administration

Universidad Nacional Agraria La Molina

Ing. Victor M. Barrena Arroyo, Decano, Facultad@iencias Forestales

Dr. David Campos, PhD, Profesor Principal, Institdé Biotecnolgia

Manuel Canto-Saenz, Decano, Facultad de Agronomia

Dra. Maria E. Fernandez, PhD, Directora, Instiléda Pequena Produccion Sustentable
Salomon Helfogott, PhD, Facultad de Agronomia

Waldemar Fernando Mercado Curi, Economista, Profleégacipal, Facultad de

Economia y Planificacion

Ing. Walter Francisco Salas V., Profesor Principal

Romania
University of Bucharest

loan Mihailescu, Rector
Elena Zamfir, Head of Department of Social work

South Africa
Umgungundlovu Further Education and Training College

Sipho Khuzway, Rector

Susan Smith-Baillie,Finance Director

Amil Nundkumar, Director, Quality Assurance andtRarships
A.S. Mumela, Student Support Director

Annella Markides, Curriculum Department
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« Grant Bache, Marketing and Policies Manager
« Cynthia Stephens, Human Resources Manager
« A.A.B. Mkhre, Information Technology Manager
« S. Doorasamy, Campus Operations Manager

« Simeon Shamase, Chair of Council

« Sipho Mthethwa, Member of Council

e T. Ngcobo, Member of Council

« Thabani Zulu, Acting Municipal Manager

e Mark du Preez, Campus Manager

« Teddy Tango, Campus Manager

University of Ft. Hare, Ft. Cox College of Agriculure and Forestry, University of Natal-
Pietermaritzburg

« Steve Worth, Acting Director/Senior Lecturer, Cerite Rural Development

e Mike Underwood, Program Coordinator, Community Stme

Mangosuthu Technikon
« A.M. Ndlovu, Vice Chancellor and Principal
« Mbali Mkhize, TELP Coordinator
« Allan Femi Lana, Dean Faculty of Natural Sciences
« Vis Subrayan, Senior Director, Marketing and Comioaitons
« Sjabu Vilakati, Assistant to the Director of Mariket
« Thembinkosi Sithole, Schools Liaison Officer

University of Transkei (UNITRA)
e D.L. Mazwai, Director of EMITT Unit
« V. Madibi, Professor of Urology
« J. Suker, Associate Dean, Health Sciences
« Adupa Daffala, Professor of Neurosurgery
« Steyn Swanepoel, Telecommunication

False Bay College (FET)
« Cassie Kruger, Chief Executive Officer
« Nickey Cilliers, Senior Manager, Education and iiinag
« Lee-Ann Faure, Disability Coordinator
« Karin Hendricks, Student Support Manager
« Mercia Van Eeden, Head of Tertiary Department

Cape Technikon
« Nico Bente, Dean, Faculty of Engineering Electrieafineering
« lzak “Sakkie” Smit, Director, Center for E-learning
« Jaco de Kock, Data Management Network Administratio
« Andre du Toit, Head, Life Long Learning
« Allison Conning, Lead Coordinator, Life Long Leargi
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OTHER OVERSEAS CONTACTS

National Institute of Public Cooperation & Child Development, India
« Adarsh Sharma, Additional Director

United States Educational Foundation in India
« Jane E. Schukoske, Executive Director

American Cultural Center, Bucharest, Romania
» Mark Wentworth, Counselor for Public Affairs

INdlovu Partnership for Life Long Learning, Pieterm aritzburg, South Africa
« Rekha Nathoo, Project Manager

ESATI (Eastern Seaboard Assoc. of Tertiary Institutons), Durban, South Africa
« John Butler-Adam, Executive Director

The American Center Cultural Attaché, Bangladesh
e Michelle Jones, Deputy Director
- Arefin Jahan, Educational Advisor

University of Rwanda
« Charles Ndagije

USAID/WASHINGTON
« Gary Bittner, Education Program Specialist, EGAT/HD
« Jon Breslar, DAA/PPC
« Roberta Cavitt, Indonesia Desk Officer
« Rebecca Cohn, ANE/TS
« Carolyn I. Coleman, Education Policy Advisor, AFR/S
« Patrick Collins, Education Specialist
+ Bob Emrey, SH/HIDN/HB
« Nancy Eslick, India Desk Officer
« David Evans, Chief, LAC/RSD
« Hens Fajfer, EGAT/ED
« Judy Gilmore, Director, DCHA/PVC-ASHA
« Ron Grayzel, , EGAT/ED
« Seema A. Harding, ANE Education Center
« John Hatch, EGAT/Basic Education
« Martin Hewitt, Program Officer, EGAT/ED
« Roberta Hilbruner, Environmental Communicationscsgdest, EGAT/NRM
« Rosalyn Hobson, Science and Technology Fellow, AAAS
« Michael Kerst, Program Officer and Mexico Desk ©éfi, LAC/CEN
« Ken Lee, EGAT/ED
« David Liner, DAA/LEG
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Mark Lopez, Desk Officer Romania

Tim Mahoney, Director, EGAT PR

Bob Maushammer, Macedonian Desk Officer

Carol Peasley, Counselor of the Agency and ActidghiR
Ron Raphael, Field Training Advisor, EGAT/HCD,
Ronald Senykoff, Senior Education Officer, EGAT
Emmy Simmons, Assistant Administrative, AA/EGAT
Lynne Schaber, Education Policy Analyst

John R. Swallow, Senior Education Advisor, LAC
John Thomas, Agriculture Development Officer
Torina Way, Ghana Desk Office

Jack Winn, Office Director, DCHA

USAID OVERSEAS MISSIONS

USAID/Bangladesh

Caryle Camisa, Program Officer

Gene George, Mission Director

Shaheen Parveen, Training Specialist

Syed Sadrul Ameen, Mission Engineering, Senior RrmgManager
H. M. Nazrul Islam, Democracy Program Specialist

Bruce McMullen, Senior Energy Advisor

Sughra Arasta Kabir, Education Advisor

USAID/Ethiopia

Aberra Makonnen, Director of Education Programs

USAID/Ghana

Sharon Cromer, Mission Director

Lisa Franchett, Education Team Leader

Ted Lawrence, D/G Team Leader

William Osafu, Acting Education Team Leader
Torina Way, Desk Officer

USAID/India

David Heeson, India Program Officer

N. Ramesh, Project Development Specialist

Aleen Mukherjee, Project Management Specialist fichdfure
Larry Paulson, FAS India

USAID/Indonesia

Jill Gullicksen, Education SO Team
Richard Hough, Director of Programming
Theresa Tuano, Education Officer
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USAID/Macedonia
« Cecilia Sun, Education Specialist

USAID/Mexico

« Edward Kadunc, Mission Director

« Molly Lindner, MPH, Coordinator of the TB Program

« Nora Pinzon, Coordinator of the TIES Program andi¢?gant Training

USAID/Peru

« Adrian Fajardo-Christen, PhD, Senior Economist ldedd of the Andean Region Trade
Capacity Building Program, Economic Growth

« John Irons, Deputy Director, Economic Developmesdim

« Richard Martin, PhD, Director, Office of Health

USAID/Romania

« Brian Rudert, Acting Director

« Ecaterina Vasile, Project Management Specialisat&fy Development and Operations
Office

« Gita Raj, Secretary

USAID/South Africa

« Cynthia Chassy, USAID/South Africa, Education amdiiling Team Leader
« David Farirai, Higher Education Specialist

« Melissa Williams, Director, Office of Program ancbfect Development

OTHER CONTACTS
« Jonathan Cebray, Director Academic Exchanges
« Amb. Jeffery Davidow, former U.S. Ambassador to Mex
« Nadia Emmons, State Public Diplomat (Indonesia)
« Thomas Farrell, Deputy Assistant Sec. for Acadeiffairs, Department of State
« Ken Sherper, Board for International Food and Agtize Development
« Mujib A. Siddiqui, Management Consultant
e Charles Silver, US Embassy PAO-Indonesia
« Andrew Stowe, US Embassy, Indonesia
« James Van Fleet, Consultant
« Mark Wentworth, Counselor for Public Affairs, UBmbassy, Romania
« Paul White, former USAID/Mexico Mission Director
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INTERNATIONAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY INSTITUTE (IST

ISTI Assessment Team

Richard Dye, Team Leader, iesrdye@cloud9.net
Maria Nagorski, mtnagorski@aol.com

Peter Pelham, pdpelham@aol.com

Gerald Wein, weingr@yahoo.com

Saba Farzaneh, sfarzaneh@istiinc.com

Kristi Mueller, kmueller@istiinc.com

Participating ISTI Management and Staff

Alex Short, LAN Administrator

Bechir Rassas, Senior Associate
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The ISTI assessment team conducted two dialoguededders from the higher education
community, partnership directors from the Unitedt& and host countries, and USAID Bureaus
and key staff. The first was held on August 10,£2Q6 coincide with ALO’s annual Synergy
Conference. The first dialogue was primarily foausa ALO’s partnership programs,
particularly institutional partnerships, and theli@ace was people from academic settings
engaged in the active implementation of projects @SAID staff who have knowledge or
responsibility (or both) for the partnerships.

The second dialogue, on August19, 2004, was focosdte relationship between the higher
education community and USAID leadership. Univgrpitesidents, association directors,
USAID key staff, associate administrators and latjigee and policy staff attended the second
dialogue.

For both dialogues the purpose was to share teatftidings, gather additional data and explore
key issues in the assessment. In both instancesritegive findings were designed to signal the
current direction of the team’s thinking and progakscussion.

This appendix contains meeting notes, agendaspantidipant lists for both dialogues.

A. Meeting Notes and Agenda for August 10, 2004 Dague on Higher Education
Partnerships

August 10, 2004, 1 pm to 5 pm
Fairmont Hotel, Washington, DC
1:00 to 3:00 pm

Purposes of the meeting

« Provide an opportunity to engage in a dialogue ati®ALO partnership programs with
project directors, other key stakeholders and fisessment team

« Share preliminary findings from field visits conded by the ALO assessment team
members, test ideas and emerging themes and rdeenligack

« Discuss future needs and opportunities for unitaeartnerships and how the program
might be strengthened to meet the needs of keglstdders, (USAID/Washington, AID
Missions, and higher education community)
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Meeting Agenda

1:00 pm Introductions of participants and ISTI team
Purpose and agenda for our meeting
Present assessment teams approach and activities
Discussion of preliminary findings

2:20 Coffee Break

2:40 Group Work on Key Questions
Reports from small groups and discussion
Recommendations for the future

5:00 Summary of the day and Closure

Meeting Notes

The meeting was well-attended, with participatimnf USAID, ALO, partnership directors
(both U.S. and host country), and the higher edocaiommunity. Thirty-two people were
present at the opening, excluding team members.

The meeting was opened by Dick Dye, the ISTI Teaader, and Maria Nagorski, who
welcomed the participants, provided them with sami@mation about the team and its charge,
and informed them of the purposes of the meetimgthe plan of work for the day.

This was followed by a discussion of the team’dimieary findings regarding the ALO
partnership programs.

Dick Dye noted that the differencbstween institutional partnerships and speciakitives are
marked, although there are shared similaritiefolésns:
« Special Initiatives are by definition strategicrtpat a larger Mission effort that is
designed to create greater development impactghenerships could achieve by
themselves. They also do better when and if Missrenew funding.
« Institutional Partnerships are short-term, canmotdnewed, and exist on their own terms.
They are micro-projects often not linked to lardevelopment efforts. As such it has been
difficult for them to have a broad impact on deyefent problems.

The similarities are:
« Both institutional partnerships and special inti@$ can be of high quality and strategic
in their objectives.
« Both can build excellent relationships with parter
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The quality of implementation plans and designeisegally good in each.
Both identify important problems and approach thermstrategic ways.

Characteristics of institutional Partnerships ideu

Objectives and activities are clearly articulated.

Develop and maintain effective relationships. Whetationships already exist, this gives
a boost to the partnerships.

Planned activities and results are achieved.

A great deal is achieved with limited resources.

Demonstrably small amounts of money can do sp#tiadis under good management.
Have generated substantial non-USAID resources.

Elicit very solid contributions from universitiesd., true costs).

Benefits:

Accrue to U.S. partners commensurate with the le/glvestment.

Accrue to individuals and their departments bub adsthe institutions as a whole,
particularly the smaller and less-experienced ones.

The previous notwithstanding, tend to accrue momverseas partners.

Overseas partners often increase capacity in naataas related to the projects.

There are also somewhat wider institutional imp&mt®verseas partners (e.g., raises the
profile of the partner within the community andiatssthe institution to become more
involved in development activity).

Both partners benefit from the ALO conference adfeérs an opportunity to network and
obtain new ideas.

Strong relationships between partners usually tesndl. partners want and expect the
partnership to continue.

Keys to sustainable partnerships:

Build trust between individuals and institutions.

Share key benefits.

Students graduate from in-country institutions §iloly under sandwich program
arrangements)

Enable regular flows of students under; for examplernships and exchanges.
Provide ongoing ways to identify new grant oppoitigs.

ALO handling of RFA and selection process:

RFAs are very effective, but time constraints aeese and are not always sufficient
where no relationship exists.

In terms of the award length, as much as one semeat be required for a planning
phase of the partnership.

Institutional partnership subjects outlined in RIA are broadly linked to USAID
objectives, but do not adequately focus applicantMission specific objectives.

RFAs vary in the extent to which they meet locatper needs.

Results are best when there is enough time bettheeissuance of the RFA and the
submission deadline and there is sufficient involeat of both partners in the design and
planning stages.
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The peer review process is excellent.
The selection process is fair and open.
The system has resulted in a broad selection fdrdifit types of institutions.

Communications:

Communications within USAID are inadequate. Missiane not informed about
proposals that do not win. In general, they areobtihhe communication loop.

Desk officers are generally not aware of ALO prtgan their countries.
Communications between the partnerships and thsidfis is inadequate. In only a few
cases did Missions report regularly receiving ahregorts.

Communications within partner institutions are ofteadequate, particularly in the larger
U.S. institutions, which may reflect the small sif¢he projects.

Monitoring, assessment and evaluation:

Monitoring and assessment is limited. Project doescdo most of the reporting; the
indicators vary in importance, and some are sedargsly irrelevant.

ALO is not involved in technical monitoring of peajts, and neither USAID Washington
nor field staff visit on a regular basis.

There is no ongoing evaluation at the program level

Funding and cost factors:

Modest amounts of funding can result in excelleogpams. Though small, the awards
can be stretched and leveraged, though many psinipedirectors are articulate about
what they could do with a bit more money.

A great deal more impact could be achieved by asirg the length of the partnerships.
Because the programs are centrally funded, in noasgs there is little Mission
ownership and interest in the program.

Cash flow is a serious issue for many partners. Abgkes no advances, which causes
problems for small institutions, which have diffiustarting projects with no money.
Administrative expenses, particularly overhead,s&®n as high by some USAID clients.
The team indicated that it believes these conaamsbe justified.

Design of the institutional partnership program:

The program has limited strategibjectives.

There are basically three components in the degigan opportunity for U.S. colleges
and universities to pursue a wide variety of depelent goals; 2) encouragement but no
fixed requirement that partnerships should respondSAID objectives as these are
broadly defined in RFAs; and 3) requirements tlosts be shared between USAID and
the partners and that activities be sustained kktlomlength of the awards.

There are, de facto, few direct links between @uengrships and USAID’s strategic
objectives. This may have something to do withadbmunications problems, the lack of
resources and time to meet all project activitges] the difficulties often encountered in
sustaining and building on projects to create geaimpact. Finally, Mission concurrence
should not be interpreted as necessarily indicatiagthere is real agreement or that
serious thought has been given to the project.
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In the ensuing discussion, a number of issues regsed, and subsequently discussed:

Partnershipsls the goal to entice new players into a relaiop with USAID, and if so,
why are the larger institutions such as Michigaat&tniversity being funded under this
program? If the goal is to involve new playersntseme institutions will need more help
in the process.

One of the strengths of the ALO program is itsifddity and breadth. It could also serve
as a research arm of the Agency. Is there a cob#itveen meeting USAID'’s strategic
objectives and flexibility? The program is one thas unintended contradictions and
imbalances. Increasing program breadth may miltaes time against the ability to
connect the dots and say there is a major aggregptet on development objectives. If
the program is redesigned to merely meet USAID&tsgic objectives, it may lose
breadth. It needs to be seen as a program thdtecahbenefit over decades, not just in
the immediate future.

Missions may have different objectives for gettimgolved or not getting involved in the
ALO program. They may be interested in getting@xtioney when their own budgets are
cut (e.g., Bangladesh). They may, as in Mexicanbexested in supporting university
linkages in and of themselves to build human capatiMexican universities. They may
simply not want to be bothered with very small aggaias Missions tend to put money
into a few large programs. There may be no poirggrein some Missions (e.g.,
Ethiopia), and the ALO program can help fill covggayaps.

The ALO program allows needs to be met that wooldoe met by Missions. It allows
knowledge to be built that could lead to new stgetebjectives. Small grants can be used
to broaden Mission perspectives.

Future Program Strategyhe side benefits to the higher education comtgunay not
have been captured. By extending the involvemetitraach of higher education, the U.S.
is made more aware of issues outside its own bsréddso, small awards allow
institutions to come at a problem more or lessqasks.

A new direction that could be taken is to take USAlgoals and begin a series of policy
roundtables to focus on strategic objectives amdblenmore networks to be built by
inviting in a broad representation of the commuaityl USAID sectors.

ALO should create closer links with Missions, buegtion were raised about the breadth
of Mission strategic objectives, as well as theditiss’ interest in the partnership
approach? On the USAID side generally, there neetle a broader interest across the
Agency. What is ultimately needed is that Missignshack to Washington and say that
the ALO effort is important. More ways could be fouto engage Missions in the
program.

Suggestions for a new program mix included: plagmyrants, outreach components built
into RFAs; sustained monitoring and evaluation congmts built into awards so that the
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results can be used to inform Congress and realthedias as to how higher education
assistance is perceived as benefiting the U.Stutieh. The action orientation should be
emphasized.

« ALO may not have taken full advantage of the sghler education associations as
shaping agents. This could be seen as an oppgriunissed.

« The ALO program should underscore the role of lasalvell as U.S. universities in
development and how appropriate this is. The ptdges should be seen from the
developing country perspective.

e ALO can be an honest broker. ALO can play multiolkes and serve multiple purposes.

After the coffee break, the participants dividetbithree working groups. Subsequently, each
group made a report to the full gathering, as suna®ead below.

Group 1: ALO’s Mission

There are many forces and players and lack of atiamebetween them (e.g., within
USAID/Washington/Missions/within higher educatiosiitutions and institutions that sponsor
ALO and ALO itself.

There need to be more conversations between ALQJ&#D.

New program models should be based on country n€edple can be sent out to see what these
are.

There should be incentives for involvement with USAfor example, institutional planning
grants, partnerships.

Universities are not all things to all people, sbhould they be.

There need to be policies and some intentionallyidg programmatic efforts.

The FIPSE model and strengthening grants coulckamimed.

Group 2: Sustainability

Sustainability must be a dynamic process that Isegynbuilding relationships based on trust and
mutual benefit. Benefit flows go both ways. Onasestris developed commitments can be

obtained for the future. Partnerships and netwoaksbe built on relationships and can lead to
sustainability. ALO activities should be the fissép in a larger vision.
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Group 3: Financial Resources

There should be better marketing of the ALO concépiartnerships to Congress and Missions,
in terms of the funding required.

Through cost-sharing and other factors, as a wihel@LO program results in dollars coming
out of higher education, not bringing in money tgher education. Institutional contributions
are significantly undercounted in ALO applications.

There could be two tiers of awards: initial anddat-on grants. The second tier could include
another partner that would strengthen the relatiigns

A fact sheet could be prepared on contracting Misions; for example, what to do after
getting the grant.

Should Missions be part of the RFA process; thaghsuld they have an opportunity to directly
outline their needs, thus ensuring better results?

Meetings with USAID partners should be arrangefit&ture the work of ALO.
USAID would like to include more youth and youngpke in its programs.

Following the reports from the breakout groupséhgas a discussion of recommendations for
the future, as follow:

Recommendations for the Future

That the Mission of ALO be rewritten.

That the program be reshaped to provide a straagienale that will attract more resources.
That greater attention be given to the public diay in telling the ALO story. The program is
an incredible leveraging force, building a natiocabacity for the United States. U.S.
international involvement that is deep and sustdeéa

That support needs to be built in the AppropriggiQommittee. Two arguments need to be
made: 1) the specific value of universities in depang countries as vehicles for development;

2) the expansion and preservation of knowledgeéwelopment.

The meeting was concluded by Dick Dye, who thartkedparticipants for their valuable
contributions to the team’s work.
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B. Participant List for August 10 Dialoque

. Michael Baer, American Council on Education

. Badege, Bishaw

. Gary Bittner, USAID

. Maureen Breditte, Director of Student Finanéial at NAICU
. Rusty Brooks

. Patrick Collins, Education Specialist

. Luba Fajfev, USAID

. John Grayzel, USAID/ED

James B. Hensen, Professor, Washington Statestdity

. Martin Hewitt, EGAT/ED USAID, CTO of ALO

. Kay Ikranagara, Director of Partnerships ALO

. Elizabeth Jeffery, University of lllinois, Chaaign-Urbana

. Alice K. Johnson Butterfield, Professor, U @it IChicago

. Fred Krimgold, Virginia Tech University

. Guadalupe Loarea-Pena, Mexico

. J. McKenney, AACC

. Marion McNamara

. George Mehaffy, AASCU

. Charles Ndagije, Senior Lecturer, National @nsity of Rwanda
. Portia Persley

. Norm Peterson, Montana State University

. Manual Pena Jr., Assistant Vice Chancellor asex&M

. Marilyn Puch, Professor, Prince George’s Conityuollege

. Ron Raphael, EGAT USAID

. Sandra Russo, EGAT/ED USAID & U Florida

. Lynne Schaber, Education Policy Analyst

. Mary Helen Spear, Professor, Prince Georgemar@anity College
. John Swallow, USAID

. Terry Tucker, Associate Director, CIIFAD & I'fGs, Cornell

. John Vaughn, Exec, Vice-President AAU

. David Wiley, African Studies Center, Michigatate University
. Carolyn Williams, President, Bronx CommunityllEge

. Richard Dye, Team Leader, ALO Assessment Team

. Maria Nagorski, ALO Assessment Team

. Gerald Wein, ALO Assessment Team

. Peter Pelham, ALO Assessment Team

. Kristi Mueller, ALO Assessment Team
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C. Meeting Notes and Agenda for USAID-Higher Educabn Community Dialogque

Thursday, August 19, 2004, 1-5 pm
1307 New York Ave. NW, Washington, DC 20005

Purposes of the meeting

« Share and discuss preliminary findings of the Als9essment conducted for USAID by
the International Science and Technology Insti(LE&1)

« Engage in a dialogue about the ALO program objestand results with senior leaders in
USAID and higher education institutions

« Discuss ways of strengthening the relationship betwthe USAID development agenda
and the higher education community

Meeting Agenda

1 pm Introductions of participants and assessment team
Review meeting agenda, goals and purpose of the &ds@ssment
Overview of ALO program goals and findings of #esessment
Questions/ Comments
Discussion of two key questions:
« How valid are ALO’s goals? Do they still reflect atHJSAID and higher education
want to accomplish?
« Where do you see ALO fitting into the broader USAdigjher Education
relationship?
2:30 Coffee Break

2:45 Summary of discussion

3:00 Breakout Discussions: USAID and Higher Educatioougs Prioritization of goals and
future direction

3:45 Reports from the breakout groups followed by dssaan and comparison of priorities
4:15 Implications for the Future:
« Does the USAID-Higher Education relationship neagrovement or strengthening?
If so, how?
« How can/should the program be revised to best theejoals?
« What resources will be needed?

4:45 Concluding remarks and summary
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Meeting Notes

The meeting was well attended with high-level ggptition from USAID and the higher
education community. There were 30 participants@ibpening.

The session was opened by Emmy Simmons, AA, EGAID, welcomed everyone saying that
USAID was committed to this meeting being a wayvard for a substantive dialogue of AID
with the higher education community. She noted wiate USAID supported and worked well
with many individual university partnerships, she dot feel there was a strong partnership with
the higher education community as a whole. She asipéd the importance of finding ways to
build and strengthen the partnership between HEOUSAID and encourage methods for bring
the vast resources of higher education communitiigalevelopment agenda of USAID.

Maria Nagorski opened the meeting for the ISTI teantd was followed by a presentation of the
findings from the assessment by Richard Dye, tfig i&m leader.

A discussion followed about the findings. Areasdssed included:

ISTI was asked (by Emmy) to share some examplesoohising approaches (models) that we
found during our site visits. Several examples weoeided and the discussion centered on
ways to disseminate information, methods for regian etc. The finding stated that there
seemed to be many promising programs within theg2eerships but they were not being
replicated nor was AID and Missions in particularagae that these models were out there.

Dave Evans of the Latin America and Caribbean Bureded that 47 grants of the 71 ALO
projects in the LAC region are in Mexico, an eagyndry to work with. Not enough is being
done in other countries such as Honduras becaageatk more difficult and need more
development assistance.

There was a good deal of discussion about susilipaénd relationship building. It is clear

that many partnerships are strong and have bed#rolar the years between universities and, in
particular between individuals or departments witthie universities. Many of the most
successful partnership programs were those in whighiniversities had a prior history of
working together and already knew how to work vatiitural differences and how best to use
each other’s resources and skills. Several unityepsesidents discussed the challenge of
capitalizing on the interest and individual enteepgurial spirit of faculty members interested in
pursuing international development and buildingpapinerships. While this has made for
successful projects, it is also not necessarilyasable if key faculty members leave or move to
another college. A fundamental issues is how lmegiriiversities to make the institutional
commitment to work with AID and its development ada.

Policy roundtables have not been as frequent effastive as during the earlier years of ALO.
A number of suggestions were made for revitaliang strengthening these roundtables.
Michael Baer (ACE) suggested thinking of them askemds to the projects. Before the RFA’s
go out, convening a policy roundtable with a breaidtegic focus and inviting USAID and
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especially Mission staff to help shape the focugefRFA’s for that year. Then at the end of
project cycle, have another roundtable for a waletience to examine results and what worked
well and the implications for the future. Earl ke spoke of the need to revitalize the
roundtables and hold them more often and stratkygica

Additional ideas were for USAID to broaden the diion of policy roundtables and use them to
systematically bring in the university communityU&AID strategic meetings.

Martin Hewitt spoke of the need to encouraging mteveraging. He indicated there are good
examples of partnerships that have worked welllemeraged resources well beyond the grant.

John Grayzel raised the need for the assessmentdeget to some of the “why” questions—in
particular why are the Missions not aware of thegpam? Why there is not more proactive
behavior on university side or AID? Why are thenmdiables not as effective as they could be?

Jon Breslar raised a question about how ISTI dsfeftectiveness and how USAID defines
effectiveness. A discussion of both effectiveness sustainability made it clear that there was a
good deal of anecdotal evidence of successful pastiips that have moved into more and
expanded work (e.g., Earl Kellogg talked aboutwek at University of lllinois having led to
broader national projects in countries where thay initial partnerships). Dick Dye noted that
his presentation was referring to “effective” agihg been measured by each partnership’s
stated objectives and that, in contrast, the Missend the team see the partnership activities as
not directly contributing to the achievement of Mas SOs and intermediate results.

How valid are the current ALO goals?

Dean Curris: One goal always present but neveggiatrelated to adaptability to change and
changing conditions. ALO has always been flexilrld &xies to be responsive to USAID’s
changing needs. ALO’s adaptability without comprsimg quality or principles is one of its
biggest assets. Original goals were more focusgubbicy (roundtables, etc.) and lately, ALO
has had to respond to AID’s requests to expandfgigntly the grant pool and the staff size,
leaving little to no capacity to do anything el8&O has been very good at handling expanded
workload without loosing quality. Have drifted awfgm strategic and policy linking of
university community with AID strategies and diiect

Nils Hasselmo (AAU): “If ALO did not exist; we wodlhave to invent it. The question is how to
preserve the essential entrepreneurial activityadride same time guide partners into areas that
are closely related to USAID strategic objectives.”

Tag Dement noted that a key issues was how to thakgrogram more demand driven without
losing the important entrepreneurial function tingividual professors were playing and without
losing the innovative programs that sometimes tedathportant new technologies and insights.
He offered the Leader with Associate (LWA) struetas having potential applicability to ALO.
He also brought up the idea that ALO create a iimisvith responsibility of engaging with the
Mission. Its role would be to market the progranMigsion staff, which would require more
staff resources and better communication mechanisnmsder to engage with Missions ALO
will require capacity and authority.
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Rebecca Cohen suggested that the program migi®@a& resources to create incentives for
Missions to participate. Incentives might be useddnerate Mission resources, particularly if
Missions defined the work they want to see caroed She suggested that ALO make more
effort to tie in with other AID mechanisms and iaiives. One-hundred thousand dollars is not
an insignificant effort, and many AID initiativeswd be tapped to expand these projects. It is
important to go beyond the education officers aseksout agriculture, heath, and technical
staffs. Make a greater to connect with entire EGAIFeau. Help them see the benefits of
working with higher education.

Other ideas for ways to provide USAID useful assise are to look at USAID needs for human
capital development. Universities can help mektHis need. Think of ways of creating
internship programs; involve young people in USAVDrk (counter the problem of AID’s aging

staff).

Further discussion continued around the theme &ID$eeding to understand the key
importance of education for any sustained succedswelopment agendas. The academic world
looks at long-term change, capacity building anchain resource development as the priorities
for any development effort. USAID wants short-testrategic results they can embrace and
report to Congress. The university community ndedsd more effective ways to communicate
what they are doing and its results. Perhaps irgdiaite results can be developed that meet the
needs of both.

Carol Peasley asked how the different levels o¥ensity and higher education capacity in
countries influence this program. For example, inc& and some other regions, the universities
are not at all developed, are struggling to redistathemselves after war and devastation, and
need very much to have partnerships with U.S. dneranstitutions to build the local capacities.
Should institution building be a more explicit godlthe ALO program?

Emmy Simmons pointed out that the main challendg®ig to capture a more strategic focus and
yet keep the considerable benefit of funding cveadind innovative ideas.

There was agreement that the ALO goals need tpbated and changed to reflect realities and
current conditions. They were created 7 years agada not necessarily reflect what is
happening or what should be happening with thenaragThere is a lack of focus in these goals
and in the ALO program that must be addressed esalved.

After the break, Jerry Wein summarized the disaussiVein suggested that it might not be
enough to come up with an alternative (i.e., befismgramming structure, but perhaps an
alternative governance structure for the programs also needed. He suggested that USAID and
the HEC might consider a joint advisory board thatild meet on a quarterly basis. This might
help the various mechanisms (e.g., partnershipsidtables, and others) to respond better to
USAID needs and also facilitate a continuing setewel dialogue between the two groups about
the broader USAID-HEC relationship.
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The discussion around goals continued as Earl gglindicated that U.S. universities and
colleges need to be able to do this kind of develaqmt work and have to find ways to engage
their faculty in developing countries. ALO is onfetlee only mechanisms for universities engage
in development. He noted that ALO could learn aeddme better. Both ALO and USAID need
to change constantly to reflect the pace of chamgigeir environment — they need to be
“learning organizations” ALO could be a major resmmuto USAID in keeping them up to date
and current with research, learning and stratdgnking.

The discussion returned to the need to link twod@gls instead of seeing them as conflicting —
1) expansion of number of institutions and facudyolves in broad development work with the
goal of 2) meeting Mission strategic objectives.

How can ALO be more strategic, strengthen facédiadialogues and in cooperation with AID
and other development agencies identify and worgrarities? The large number of SOs and
constant changes in them also pose a major chall@entis partnership because communicating
and responding to these multiple priorities is extely difficult. Tag spoke of creating
mechanisms to make this work in the long run. kuags to work with Missions: identify their
objectives and then have ALO identify institutidrat can help meet these objectives. ALO
needs to be the broker and also needs the stafiness to play this role. Think about a demand
driven system with AID identifying needs, univeiessit responding to these needs and allowing
for innovation and calculated risks.

USAID and higher education worked in small groupd eame up with their priority goals:
Report by the Higher Education Community Group
The group identified a progression of four goals:

1. To enable the higher education community to bexa resource that USAID uses in
developing its strategic objectives and intermediadicators.
2. To provide a mechanism through which USAID cae the HEC to implement its
program
3. To build and enhance the capacity of the HE@rémluce U.S. national capacity to
address issues in developing countries in the maitioterest
. To identify and disseminate useful approaclessdns learned, etc.

N

Feedback to the higher education group was thatwdbts to focus on one overarching goal
and have sub objectives- rather than have mulgpéds.

An overarching goal could be to ensure that U.8/arsities develop and make available to the
developing countries and USAID resources, skilld eapacities.
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Report by the USAID Group
The USAID group had identified this overarching lgoa

Address key development issues through partnerginipstrategic alliances between HEC
institutions and USAID (and other organizationsaexpand the range of partners).

How the program will achieve this:
Promote

Facilitate

Mobilize

Dialogue (roundtables)

Strategic

Identify promising models
Involve generational participants.

NoakwNpE

Results anticipated (list only begun)
« Provide support to enable U.S. colleges and uniesgo be involved in international
development

Report highlighted that

Tension between SOs and the need for clear rgsat€ongress) and the benefit of ALO
stimulating entrepreneurial and creative projeats @pproaches

« Need to find more and creative ways to build laagacity of in country higher education
institutions and stimulate local higher educationvbrk for development in their
countries.

« High need to inspire technical leadership and bcalpacity

« Problem of AID ownership — there is ownership afqas but not commonality or
ownership of the overall program.

How to’s include:
« Mobilize local universities and show how this caorease development impact

Discussion followed about how to capture innovasipeit and research and resources that
universities represent and at the same time coxatership in USAID.

In rapidly changing conditions, any organizatios kabe a learning organization and should be
able to learn more about successful approachesetsities do this all the time. How can they
help USAID and ALO do this more effectively?

Need to find ways to partner and strengthen andlmpeluniversities to address key
development issues. Need to scale up efforts ddihgoat promising approaches.

Be more strategic and communicate development ragdio not tighten things so it stifles
innovation.
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D. Participant List for August 19 Dialogue

Participant List

NoakwnNpE

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

George R. Boggs, President, AACC

Gary Bittner, USAID

Carolyn I. Coleman, Education Policy Advisor,AIB/AFR/SD
Emmy Simmons, AA/EGAT/USAID

Montague Demment, Professor/Director, UC Davis
Carol Peasley, A/AID/C (and Acting AA/AFR)
Roberta Hilbruner, Environmental Communicatige@&8alist and Sustainable Tourism
SpecialistEGAT/NRM

Bob Emrey, USAID, SH/HIDN/HB

Nils Hasselmo, AAU, President

C. Peter Magrath, NASULGC, President

Mort Neufville, NASULGC, Executive VP

Jack Winn, USAID/DCHA, Office Director
Christine Morfit, ALO Acting Director

Earl D. Kellogg, Chair of ALO Advisory Counclniversity of lllinois
John Grayzel, Director, USAID/EGAT/ED

Michael Baer, Senior Vice President, ACE

Martin Hewitt, USAID

David Liner, DAA/USAID

Dave Evans, LAC/RSD

Jon Breslar, DAA/PPC

Rebecca Cohn, ANE/TS

Deno Curris, AASCU

Kerry Bolognese, NASULGC

John Thomas, Agriculture Development OfficeBAID
Richard Dye, Team Leader ALO Assessment
Maria Nagorski, Facilitator, ALO Assessmentifiea
Peter Pelham, ALO Assessment Team

Jerry Wein, ALO Assessment Team

Kristi Mueller, ALO Assessment Team

Charlie Koo, ALO
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Agency: Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs (ECA)*

Program Overview:

A.

Educational Partnership Program

The Educational Partnerships Program (EPP) foBisages in the humanities and
social sciences between U.S. and foreign acadesiitutions. Grants support
curriculum, faculty and staff development and dudiative research, and outreach
activities having a multiplier effect and positiag-term impact. The program has
extended to all world regions, except those covesethe Freedom Support Educational
Partnerships Program. Eligibility of countries viftleach world region has varied for
each competition.

Recent discussions in ECA suggest that the EPIRebastly undergone significant
reduction. The program has lost its line item statucongressional appropriations and is
now being funded from Fulbright Scholarship monasa level of about $1 million per
annum. Reportedly, many of the field posts are mpaway from new EPP
commitments, in order to maximize funds availableifdividual grants.

Freedom Support Educational Partnership Program

The Freedom Support Educational Partnerships Rro@farmerly the New Independent
States College and University Partnerships Progiaim academic institutional linkage
program for the Eurasia region (Armenia, Azerbaipelarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan, TurkmeamstUkraine, and Uzbekistan). This
program has fostered linkages between U.S. andcslmracademic institutions in the
following fields: social, political, and economiciences; business/accounting/trade;
public administration/public policy; journalism/madstudies; law; education/civic
education/continuing education; library sciencear@®s have supported curriculum,
faculty and staff development, collaborative reskaand outreach activities having a
multiplier effect and positive long-term impact.

3 Much of the information for this section on ECA isrfrohttp://exchanges.state.gov/education/partnership/

-121-



Appendix I: Non-USAID Programs of Interest

With FSA funds and programs coming to an end, o partnerships are being funded.

C. Number of Grants

Beginning in 1982, more than 700 partnerships, kg nearly 250 U.S. colleges and
universities in 47 states and higher educatiorntutgins in some 135 countries have
been supported under the EPP and predecessor mogral the FSA program.

Il. Agency: U.S. Department of Education, Office ofPostsecondary Education —
Programs, Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondarfducation®*

Program Overview

FIPSE currently has three specific internationahgg and a fourth grant program, the
Comprehensive Program, which has a few internatiorkages. These programs include:
» The Program for North American Mobility in Highed&cation (North American
Program: Canada, Mexico, United States)

» The European Community/United States of Americap@oation Program in Higher
Education and Vocational Education and Training{E&Program)

» The US-Brazil Higher Education Consortia Prograr{Brazil Program)

» The Comprehensive Program (mostly national but tiease granted to international
linkages as well)

A. The Program for North American Mobility in Highe r Education

The Program for North American Mobility in Highed&cation is a grant competition

run cooperatively by the governments of the UnB¢ates, Canada, and Mexico. The
purpose of this competition is to promote a stuaemitered, North American dimension
to education and training in a wide range of academd professional disciplines that
complement existing forms of bilateral and trilalezxchange programs among the three
countries.

The program aims to improve the quality of humaouece development in the three
countries and to explore ways to prepare studentwdrk throughout North America
through:

1. The mutual recognition and portability of acadeonedits among North American
institutions

2. The development of shared, common, or coreauaiamong North American
institutions

3. The acquisition of the languages and exposutteetcultures of the United States,
Canada, and Mexico

4. The development of student apprenticeshipshmravork related experiences

34 Much of the information for this section on DepartmafEducation is from:
http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ope/fipse/internatibhtml|
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5. An increased cooperation and exchange amongagagersonnel among North
American institutions.

Program History:

The Program for North American Mobility in Highed&cation fosters student exchange
within the context of multilateral curricular degpiment. Conceived in the spirit of the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), studdrenefit from having an added
"North American" curriculum and cultural dimensitintheir studies through a
combination of trilateral curricular innovation astlidy abroad. The program is
administrated collectively by the Fund for the loygment of Postsecondary Education
(FIPSE), U.S. Department of Education; Human RessiDevelopment Canada
(HRDC); and in Mexico by the Direccion de Desardlloiversitario, Secretaria de
Educacion Puablica (SEP).

Funding:

Grants provide four years of funding. Each couptigvides support only for
participating institutions within its borders.

FIPSE, HRDC, and SEP awards are made to successfsibrtia via the lead partner in
each country. Each government provides support fonlgarticipating institutions within
its borders.

The U.S. expects to provide to this program a totapproximately $2 million over the
next four years.

For U.S. institutions, financial support per cotiswn for the life of the project is
anticipated to be on the order of $200,000. U.8sodium members are expected to
limit their budget to $30,000 for all U.S. partnéws the first-year preparatory phase.
U.S. institutions may also request funds in years three, and four for the purposes of
curriculum development.

B. European Community/United States of America Coogration Program in Higher
Education and Vocational Education and Training

The European Community/United States Cooperatiogi@m (EC-US) is a grant
competition run cooperatively by the US DepartnariEducation’'s Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE)l@duropean Commission's
Directorate General for Education and Culture. phgose of this competition is to
promote a student-centered, transatlantic dimertsibigher education and training in a
wide range of academic and professional disciplifibe program will fund collaborative
efforts in the form of consortia consisting of @h$t three academic institutions from
member states of the European Union and from thetStates.

The EC-US Program fosters student exchange wikld@rcontext of multilateral
curricular development. Students benefit from hgan added "international”
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curriculum and cultural dimension to their studi@®ugh a combination of curricular
innovation and study abroad.

Funding:

Fiscal Year 2000: $2,304,000
Fiscal Year 2001: $2,149,000
Fiscal Year 2002: $2,239,000
Fiscal Year 2003: $2,254,000

Grant Size:
Average Award, $55,000 for FY 2003

C. The US-Brazil Higher Education Consortia Program(US-Brazil Program)

The US-Brazil Higher Education Consortia Prograr®{Brazil Program) is a grant
competition run cooperatively by the governmentthefUnited States and Brazil. The
purpose of this competition is to promote studearitered cooperation between the
United States and Brazil to increase cross-natiedatation and training opportunities in
a wide range of academic and professional dis@plifhe US-Brazil Program will fund
collaborative efforts in the form of consortia.

The program aims to improve the quality of studémisndergraduate and graduate
education in both countries and to explore waysrépare students for work through:
(1) The mutual recognition and portability of acauie credits among US and Brazilian

institutions

(2) The development of shared, common, or coreaaamong US and Brazilian
institutions

(3) The acquisition of the languages and exposutiee cultures of the United States and
Brazil

(4) The development of student apprenticeshipshmravork related experiences
(5) An increased cooperation and exchange amordgatea personnel at US and
Brazilian institutions.

Funding:

Fiscal Year 2001: $287,000
Fiscal Year 2002: $900,000
Fiscal Year 2003: $1,495,000

Grant Size:
Total grant amounts for each U.S. consortium wkitlly be about $200,000 for the four-
year period. This amount will be matched on theziliem side.

D. The Comprehensive Program
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The Comprehensive Program is the central grant etitigm of the Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE).chmepetition is designed to
support innovative reform projects that hold praras models for the resolution of
important issues and problems in postsecondaryagidnc

Several characteristics of the Comprehensive Pnognake it unique among Federal
programs.
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Funding:

Fiscal Year 2000: $27,665,000
Fiscal Year 2001: $27,656,000
Fiscal Year 2002: $26,362,000
Fiscal Year 2003: $25,225,000

Grant Size:
The average annual amount (awards are renewaltlerésr years) is around $80,000.

. Agency: United Negro College Fund Special Progams Corporation Global Center®®

Grant Programs: Grant programs of the Global Center that fundraships between U.S.
institutions of higher education and those abroatude:

1. The International Development Partnerships Acti(ibP)

2. The Cross Hemispheric Partnerships (CHP)

3. The Education for Development and Democracy Iivea(EDDI)

4. The Tertiary Education Linkages Project (TELP).

A. IDP Description:

IDP is a performance-based cooperative agreeméneba the United States Agency for
International Development (USAID) and UNCFSP.

Objective - The three-pronged mission of IDP is to:

» Strengthen the ability of higher education insittng in Africa, Asia, Eurasia, and
Latin America and the Caribbean to respond effetyito the socio-economic
needs of their societies

» Increase HBCU presence in international development

» Advance the strategic objectives of USAID mission.

Background

The agreement with USAID in June 1998 was firshidNCF and then in April 2000
was transferred to the UNCFSP.

Additional Funding:
USAID Funded. USAID Missions, geographic bureaus arivate sources may fund

additional competitive or non-competitive partngpshn their regions and the amount
and timeframes for these additional awards may.vary

*Much of the information for this section on DepartmerEducation is from:
http://www.uncfsp.org/IDP/programlist.aspx?Title=43

- 126 -



Appendix I: Non-USAID Programs of Interest

Grant Size:

IDP budgets a minimum of $800,000 each year to at@pminimum of four IDP awards
of up to $200,000 each. An initial cash advangeadavided and then incremental funding
after that.

Cost Sharing Requirements

Cost sharing must include, at minimum, 25% in miaighunds by the applicant. All
contributions, both cash and in-kind, shall be pte@ as part of the applicant’s cost
sharing when such contributions meet certain caitested in the RFP.

B. CHP Description and Mission

CHP is a program between HBCUs and Afro-Latino nigaations and universities that
focuses on curriculum development in Latin Ameri&ndies with emphasis on Afro-
Latino Studies for K-12 teachers.

Eligible institutions:

HBCUs or consortia led by HBCUs are eligible tolgdpr the awards. Faculty in
departments or schools of education are the tgrgetp for the awards, but faculty from
other disciplines are free to apply, provided thaye education majors.

Funding:
Awards are offered subject to the availability whds.

Grant Size:
Maximum amount is for $50,000.

Focus of Grants:

Faculty in departments or schools of educatiortteedarget group for the awards, but
faculty from other disciplines are free to applsoyding they submit a letter from the
university’s department or school of educationifygng that the focus course will
become an elective or required course for educatiajors.

How managed?The HBCU is the lead organization in the partngrsithe HBCU is
responsible for the management and financial ogktsf the partnership and the Afro-
Latino partner works with the HBCU to make sure tha project is successful in
meeting all the objectives and goals outlined engghoposal. The Afro-Latino partner
should have to same level of commitment from hisithgtitution, which is the desire to
make the partnership a successful partnership.d@ée not have to develop the same
course to be included in the curriculum at hisihstitution but the relationship should be
mutually beneficial to both institutions.
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C.

EDDI Description:

EDDI is an interagency initiative that concentratesmproving the quality of and access
to education in selected African countries withcsgleattention paid to girls and women,
technology access, and citizen participation inggomnent in order to accelerate Africa's
integration into the world community of free-markigtmocracies. It promotes
sustainable partnerships among African educationd@mocracy organizations and
between them and their sister organizations il EDDI offers training to children
and adults, involves communities, and implement hasiness models. (Note: ALO has
assisted with the administration of partnershiparaed under this program.)

How many grants awarded?There are currently seven posted on the GlobaleZent
website. This is a much smaller program.

TELP Description:

TELP is a technical assistance program aimed a@sing the institutional capacity of
Historically Disadvantaged Universities and Teclomd& in South Africa to assist the
Government of South Africa to develop and implemenhigher education policy.

How many grants awarded?There are 19 posted on the Global Center website.
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January 2000.
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Synergy in Development 2003, Higher Education Raghips: Connecting to the World
Washington D.C., August 6-8, 2003.
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Challenges in the New Millenniyashington D.C., August 12—-14, 2002.
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Brief Quarterly Report, July 1, 2003—-September283.
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ALO Requests for Proposals

1998 Request for Proposals; 10 grants for up t® 00 each for two to three years;
Closing Date: March 31, 1998.

1999 Request for Proposals; 10 grants for up t® ®00 each for two to three years;
Closing Date: April 21, 1999.

1999 Request for Proposals, Community College andk¥rce Development
Partnerships; approximately six grants of less $&0000 each for use over two years;
Closing Date: May 14, 1999.

1999 Special Request for Proposals—EI SalvadoyEzrlldhood Education; one grant
for up to $1.1 million for a three-year period; €ileg Date: July 20, 1999.

2000 Request for Proposals; 10 grants of up to $000for a two-year period; Closing
Date: March 31, 2000.

2000 Special Solicitation for Africa Education fdevelopment and Democracy
Initiative (EDDI); up to 23 awards up to the amouahprevious awards to the same
partnerships; Closing Date: April 6, 2000.

2000 Special Request for Proposals—Rwandan Agui@jlbne agreement for up to $2.9
million; Closing Date: June 10, 2000.

2000 Special Request for Proposals—Pakistan Linkaggram; up to seven grants of up
to $100,000; Closing Date: Sept. 26, 2000.

2001 Special Request for Proposals - Ethiopia Lako8| Program; up to $150,000 over
two years; Closing Date: April 5, 2001.

2001 Request for Proposals; 10 grants of up to $0D00each; Closing Date: April 10,
2001.

2001 Special Request for Proposals—Ethiopia JosmdProgram; one grant for up to
$100,000 over two years; Closing Date: April 26020

2001 Special Request for Applications—Macedonig&kage Program for five faculties
of Tetovo (SEE) University; up to $2.325 milliorrfiliree years; Closing Date: Aug. 23,
2001.

2002 Request for Applications; 10 grants of up206@&000 each for a two-year period;
Closing Date: March 15, 2002.

2002 Special Request for Applications Egypt Busindanagement and Marketing; one
grant of up to $750,000 for a two-year period; @igdDate: July 10, 2002.

2002 Special Request for Applications—includes gp&tSAID interests (e.qg.,
HIV/AIDS, workforce development, Islamic schoolgdaeacher education); up to 33
grants of $125,000 each; Closing Date: Nov. 192200

2002 Special Request for Applications—Elections tnadpolitical process in developing
and newly independent countries; one grant of U§2@0,000; Closing Date: Dec. 17,
2002.

2002 Special Request for Applications—Bangladestnie Hazards, Energy and
Opportunities for Women; three awards of up to $$Q0 for seismic hazards and
$120,000 for the other two awards; Closing Datec.18, 2002.

2003 Special Request for Applications—Middle Easivarsity Partnerships; eight
grants of up to $100,000 each; Closing Date: JUB0D3.

2003 Special Request for Applications—Bangladesér@nSector; one award up to
$120,000; Closing Date: Aug. 21, 2003.
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e 2003 Special Request for Applications—Bangladesbiniie Hazards; one award up to
$200,000; Closing Date: Aug. 21, 2003.

» 2003 Special Request for Applications (Closing Dal@vember 4, 2003).

» 2003 Request for Applications—Mexico Training, mmghips, Exchanges and
Scholarships (TIES) Partnership Initiative (Closibate: Nov. 12, 2003); eight awards of
up to $300,000 each.

» 2003 Special Request for Applications—India Paghgas in Agriculture (Closing Date:
Dec. 17, 2003); up to six awards of $300,000 each.

» 2004 Special Request for Applications—Mali Agricuél Development (Closing Date:
April 8, 2004); one award for up to $400,000.

ALO Final Partnership Reports

* ALO, Final Report GuidelinesThis includes FINAL Financial Expenditure Report
Form.

» University of California, Davis, Instituto Nicaragnse de Investigacion Agropecuaria,
and Universidad National Agrariinal Report no month state, 2003.

* National Association of Schools of Public AffainsdaAdministration (NASPAA) and 24
Latin American institutiongrinal Report: Higher Education Network to Strengthe
Public Management, Civil Society and Democratic &aance in the America®ctober
31, 2003

» Harford Community College and Moscow Medical Codlet],Final Program Progress
Report: Designing and Implementing a Nursing Caritig Education Program to
Promote Russian Nursing Refgr@ctober 2003.

* Indiana University and Kathmandu Universifynal Report: Human Dimensions of
Natural Resources Manageme@ictober 13, 2003.

» Florida Agricultural & Mechanical University and thersidad Iberoamericang&inal
Report September 2003.

* American Association for the Advancement of Scieffo@AS) and Jomo Kenyatta
University of Agriculture and Technology (JKUATHinal Report: Women in Higher
Education and Science: African Universities Respumtb HIV/AIDS Grant No.
HNEA-00-97-00059-00, September 2003.

* Washington State University and Tashkent Institdterigation and Agricultural
Mechanization Engineers with Advisory Support fre@source Exchange International,
Inc., Partnership for Environmental Protection and Intaged Water Management,
September 2003.

» Lincoln University of Missouri and University of N&wi, Bunda College of Agriculture,
Final Report, Addressing Childhood Malnutrition Higeand Survival: A System
Approach to Promoting Household Food Security antBREnterprise in Malawi
August 2003.

* University of North Flora, Florida Community Collegt Jacksonville, Florida
Agricultural and Mechanical University, Senegalbtiristry of Education and Centre
Universitarire Regional de Bambeyreating Healthy Communities in Senegal: Linking
Education to Community Needs and Vajuese 2003.

* Maricopa Community College District (MCCD) and Uergidad Veracruzana (UV),
Final Report: Microenterprise and Healthcare Inifilzes June 2003.
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* Langston University, Debub University (Ethiopia)Jda@klahoma State Universitigjnal
Performance Report: An Institutional Partnershipohance Food Security and Income
Generating Potential of Families in Southern Eth@phrough Improved Goat
Production and Extensiodune 2003.

* Montana State University and Autonomous Universitaja California (Mexico)Final
Report: Human Capacity Building for EnvironmentaldaPublic Health Protection in
Mexicq June 2003.

* Walla Walla Community College and Al-Azhar UniveysiEgypt),Final Reporf May
2003.

» Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State Universatyd Malawi Institute of Education and
the Domasi College of Educatidfinal Report: Incorporating Research to Encourage
On-going Development and Evaluation of Malawi BdSilucation Policy and Programs
April 2003.

» Highline Community College, Community Colleges @ioBane and National Access
Consortium Western Cape (South Africastitutional Partnerships Program Final
Report March 2003.

* Southern New Hampshire University (The School ofm@wnity Economic
Development) and The Open University of TanzaRiaal Report April 2003.

* Florida State University and Potchefstroom Univgrir Christian Higher Education,
Final Report: A Collaboration to Raise the Perceggaf Disadvantaged Students
Qualifying for University Admission in South Afri¢gebruary, 2003.

* University of Colorado and Tribhuvan University (), Curriculum Development for
Renewable Energy Technologi€stober 2002.

* Riverside Community College and University of Asen@Eritrea) Final Summary for
Workforce Development GrantSeptember 2002.

» University of South Carolina and Mapua InstituteTethnology (Philippineskinal
Report: Enhancing Sustainable Development Throughrenmental Education and
Research in the Philippinedugust 2002.

ALO Partnership Statements of Work and Progres®Rep
The team reviewed statements of work and progegssts for all of the 34 partnerships
listed in Appendix E, Assessment Team'’s PartnerSiigp Visits.

Byrne, John V.ALO Today: A Review of The Association Liaisonc®ffor University
Cooperation in Developmertseptember 1, 2001.

Byrne, John V.Evaluation of the Association Liaison Office foritarsity Cooperation in
DevelopmentA report to the U.S. Agency for International Diey@nent, April 30,
1997.

Millennium Challenge Corporation, Overviewldtp://www.mcc.gov/about _overview.html
April 23, 2004.

Report on Countries That Are Candidates for MilleniChallenge Account Eligibility
in FY 2004 and Countries That are Not CandidatesaBee of Legal Prohibitions
http://www.mcc.gov/Documents/candidate_report. ggiril 23, 2004.

National Science FoundatioBngineering Research Centers Program Division ajigeering
Education and Centers National Science Foundatfomual Review Protocol and
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Review Criteria for Engineering Research Centerar¥ &our through SixNational
Science Foundation, January 15, 2004.

Peterson, Normamough Draft: Small Investment Produces High RetarriMexico/Montana
Association Liaison Office for University Cooperatiin Development, Washington
D.C., April 13, 1998.

Sherper, KennetiREVISED DRAFTBoard for International Food and Agricultural
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and the U.S. Agency for International Developmem@eration: Strengthening the
Partnership September 12, 2003.
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Promise or Peril The International Bank for Reconstruction and &epment, The
World Bank, 2000.

United Negro College Fund Special Programs Corpmranternational Development
Partnerships Activityundated brochure.
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Stanley O. lkenberry) for Award No. HNE-A-00-97-@%00, September 29, 1997.
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White Paper: U.S. Foreign Aid, Meeting the Challesigf the Twenty-first Centyry
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FY 2003 Performance and Accountability Repem/w.usaid.gov/policy/par03/

Foreign Aid in the National Interest: Promoting ledom, Security, and Opportunity
www.usaid.goy 2002.

, The National Security Strategy. (Team gvasn incomplete version w/o title page,
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, Reaction to the Kenneth SheFI&IAL DRAFT: Board for International Food and
Agricultural Development and the U.S. Agency feerdnational Development
Cooperation: Strengthening the Partnershijo date.

Vaughan, George BT,he Community College Story, A Tale of Americavation The
American Association of Community Colleges, 1995.
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Binder:Internationalizing U.S. Universities, A Time forddership Washington State
University, Spokane, WA, June 4-June 7, 1990. Bimt#udes supplementary readings such
as:

Christensen, George @Q\n Overview of One University’s Efforts to Makeshmiational Central
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Groennings, Sverf,he Empires of the Mind: The Global Economy andheig=ducations’
Agenda Speech presented at the Annual Assembly of then€ilofor Advancement and
Support of Education in Anaheim, California, JuB88.

Presentations

Rastegar, S. and Nguyen, Center for Subsurface Sensing and Imaging (CenSSo8jth
Annual ReviewEngineering Research Centers (ERC), Divisionrgfiieering Education
and Centers (EEC) and National Science Foundafd8§), April 1 — 2, 2004.
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($ thousands)

1977 1998 1999 200d 2001 2002 2003 2004 Totals % of
Washington Total 2900 3,201 4,389 2,100 2,000 9,335 6,483 5,795 36,203 61.5%
Wash. Global Bureaus 2,900 3,201 4,389 1,800 2,000 8,850 5,483 4,595 33,218 56.4%
EGAT/HCD -ED 2,900 3,201 4,389 1,800 2,000 8,600 3,800 2,360 29,050
G/Health 433 1,810 2,243
EGAT/AG 1,250 200 1,450
Japan Trilateral 225 225
G/D&G 250 250
Wash.Reg. Programs 0 0 0 300 0 485 1,000 1,200 2,985 5.1%
Africa Sustainability 300 485 785
MEPI 1,000 1,20Q 2,200Q
Country Programs 0 150 1,500 3,475 3,398 4,725 6,242 3,200 22,690 38.5%
Nicaragua 100 100
Eritrea 50 50
El Salvador 1,500 1,500
West Bank/Gaza 1000 1,000
Rwanda 1,875 1700 1000 371 4,946
Ethiopia 300 600 900
Mexico (TIES) 200 360 1,000 2,972 3,200 7,732
Egypt 100 1005 1,105
Macedonia 1000 1000 2,000
Bulgaria 188 188
India 100 2200 2,300Q
Peru 50 50 100
Bangladesh 670 670
Nepal 99 99
Total, All Programs 2900 3,351 5,889 5575 5,399 14,060 12,728 8,995 58,893 100.0%
% from Central Bureaus 100.0%95.5% 74.5% 32.3% 37.1% 62.9% 43.1% 51.1% 56.4%
% from Regional Bur. 0.0% 0.099 5.49% 0.09%9 349 7.99%9 13.3% 5.1%
% from Missions 45% 25.5% 62.3% 62.9% 33.6% 49.1% 35.6% 38.5%

File: Sources of Funding CM Data.xls Source: Assessment Talalations based on ACE data. Updated: 8/2/04
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Appendix L
Assessment Team Member Biographies

Richard Dye (Team Leader)

Mr. Dye is an international educational developmamd training consultant
specializing in strategic planning, program desigd management, and evaluation. He
has worked in Asia, Latin America, Africa, and Esiea Recent consulting assignments
include: Chief of Party of a three-person teamsisgj USAID/Bangladesh to develop
its education strategic objective; Education Sgestiassisting USAID/Armenia to
conduct a comprehensive education sector assesdewer of a nine-person team
assisting USAID/Honduras to evaluate the Missi@dscational development
programs and proposing a revised sector strateglaasisting the USAID regional
office in Budapest with the design of an innovatiggional training program in
Hungary for development leaders from the BalkamsviBus positions include: Foreign
Service Officer in the State Department; Ford Fauiwh Program Officer and
overseas representative; and Executive Vice-Pres@fdhe Institute of International
Education. He holds undergraduate and graduatedsd@rom Cornell University, was

a Fellow of the Center for International Affairskdrvard University, and is a member
of Phi Kappa Phi. He is fluent in Spanish.

Maria T. Nagorski

Ms. Nagorski has more than 20 years of nationaliatetnational experience, working
with a variety of international and domestic clentler areas of expertise include
program and organizational development, leadershtpmanagement training, project
start-up and evaluation, team building, youth amchimunity development, strategic
planning and capacity building. Examples of Ms. biagi's past experience include
project management, leadership development andl joes@rnment training in Warsaw,
Poland; designing and conducting training progréenshe Corporation for National
Service, and the U.S. Peace Corps; technical assistand project management for
USAID projects; design and management of shortlang-term evaluation studies for
Lilly Endowment, Goldman Sachs and MacArthur Fouiwdes. She is fluent in Polish
and has worked extensively in Poland, as well agrsg on short-term assignments in
Bhutan, China, Italy, India, Georgia, Egypt, and®ana.

Peter Pelham

Dr. Pelham has experience in higher and secondhrgagion nationally and
internationally, especially in the areas of stratgdanning, training, development
initiatives, and opportunities for collaborativeceanges of academic staff and
students. Educational planning and development baea the common threads
throughout Dr. Pelham's career, which has inclungigge administration, four-year
college and university curricular initiatives, amdange of overseas assignments
involving training, project management, and assesssn He also served as Vice
President and Director of the Washington Officehaf Institute of International
Education (IIE). All of Dr. Pelham's appointmentsdaconsulting assignments have
contributed to a worldview of teaching and learnitigough activities ranging from a
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USAID educational assessment in Albania to the am@ntation of collaborative
research and internship programs between the Wsityef Virginia and the University
of Bath (UK).

Gerald Wein

Mr. Wein’s career has focused on international tgy@ent, much of it within or
supporting USAID programs. As a USAID employee, Mfein began as an education
economist and rose to become the Deputy or Actimgdior of USAID Missions in
Nicaragua, Tunisia and Ecuador. His extensive e&pee, including 15 years living
overseas, afforded him numerous opportunities latlorate with U.S. universities in a
wide variety of roles and development settings @nldecome familiar with the history
and importance of the USAID-U.S. university relasbip. Mr. Wein also spent two
years at the Debt-for-Development Coalition whegehbd the opportunity to work
closely with several of the U.S. university asstoiss, including NASULGC and
MUCIA. Later, at Abt Associates, Mr. Wein directad58 million worldwide project
on health financing and management reform. In ¢hatcity he encouraged and
facilitated an expanded role for sub-contractorsvei@ University and Harvard
University. In recent consulting work, Mr. Wein led participated in evaluations and
assessments that highlighted the contributionatermational development of Boston
College, Georgia State, Georgetown University amtiyrcommunity colleges. He is
fluent in Spanish.

Saba Farzaneh

Ms. Farzaneh is a Program Associate with Internati®cience and Technology
Institute, Inc. in Arlington, Virginia. Her curremésponsibilities include management
of international development projects worldwideiloPto her employment with ISTI,
Ms. Farzaneh acted as Program Coordinator witttbdd Bank in Washington, D.C.,
providing support for the design, implementationd avaluation of operational
activities; and organizing workshops, courses amhts related to core World Bank
operational topics. As Information Analyst with tBaha'i World Center in Haifa,
Israel, Ms. Farzaneh performed research, analysigranslation of legal documents.
She also engaged in the organization and coordmati international conferences
involving more than 1000 participants from morentfT® countries. Ms. Farzaneh holds
a Master of Public Policy from the University oftBdam, Germany and a B.A. in
Economics and Education from the University of €@aiia at Davis.

Kristi Mueller

Kristi Mueller is a mid-level professional with nethan five years of research and
program support experience. Currently, Ms. Muellerks as a Program Associate for
the International Science and Technology Institlite,, where she executes program
management activities, and performs research fwortgreparation. Ms. Mueller
worked for more than two years as a Research Anfdys$ndiana University where she
prepared reports on economic development and coadlamalysis on Latin American
resources. Previous to her work at Indiana Unitgr#ds. Mueller worked in program
and planning support at FINCA International, Ine.\WWashington DC. She has also
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acquired experience working in program and confeeesupport for Cook, Inc. in
Spain, and the Department of State in Washingtd@h, $he has excellent
organizational and coordination skills. Ms. Muelterlds an MPA from Indiana
University in Public Finance and Economic Developim&he also earned a BA in
Spanish and Business from Indiana University. SHeuent in Spanish and English.
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