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EVALUATION RLPORT

REGIONAL RURAL AGRIBUSINESS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

and $5.0 million counterpart was signed between ROCAP and

AID Loan Agreement No.

Introduction
566-T-016 for $15.0 million

the

Central American Bank for Economic Integration (CABEI) on

February 2,

on June 2, 1°277.

1977. 1Initial conditionc preccdent were saticfied

According to the terms of the loan zcreement,

the final date for receipt by AID cf reguests for commitment is

June 2,

are twofold:

1.

N

981, and final date for receipt by AID of recguests for
disbursement is December 2, 198l1. The purposes of Loan (16

to develop non-traditional agribusiness activities

in Central America that benefit the rurel poor, and

to improve institutional caracity of CABEI and

Intermecdiate Credit Instituticns (ICI's) to f_nancc1/

agribusiness activities oriented tc the rural poor.=

The objectives of this evaluation are to assecs:

l'

2.

the effectiveness and »fficiency of loan implementation

and

the effectiveness of loan utilization by sub-borrowers
{ICI's) from CABEI in relation to the purposes of
loan.

1 . . . . .
Previous ROCAD experience in agribusiness development

is described in Annex XI.



During the evaluation we have reviewed information on actual and
potential economic and social impact of the loan project in

terms of

l) small farmer participation,

2) "extraordinary" employment ceneratioa, and

3) increesed farmer/worker inczme.

We also heive addressed guestions related to achievement
of loan purposes, including possible restrictiveness of subloan
criteria and decsirebility of including additional types cf rural
rroduction in the prcoject. Specific cuestizns addressed in
the evaluvation include the following:

l) project achievements to date in terms of loar
purposes and in terms ol whet might have been
achiceved under alternative zpproaches,

2) pature of unzlanned impacts and thelir effect, and

3) spe:151 at micht e undertalen to imprcve

m

(@)

¥

)

Cvaluation *eam members were in Central America

4~
-

February 18 through February 2¢. Country viesits were made

0N

Guatemala, Hondurac and Costa Rica. 1In adédition e visi<in
CABEI headguarters, visite were made to four ICI's, three sub-

project sites, and two country AID missions. Several small

1s

farmers being bencfitted by a subyroject were also visitc
S ) J

-

toe

(See Annex XII for list of persons contacted).

This report presents the rindings and recommendations of

the evaluation tecam with regard to CABEI operations in implementing

the project and the effectiveness of ICI's in supporting and
assisting rural agribusiness activitics, especially in terms

of impacts on emplcyment and incomes. It includes specific
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recommendations for revisions in project design and implementation.

The report is orgarnized as follows: First, an overall

t

[N

it

&}

=
(=N

s

assessment of the cu

1

rent preaect on and prespects is

presented. Next, ten specifiic issues relatced to project

performance and future implementaticn are addressed in terms of
the team's findings and recommendatiorns. In addition, & czries
tables and brief working papers providing sunoarting detall are

included as annexes to the report. These are appro

3
H
(=
o
ct
[}
}_I

ta

referenced in the body of the report.

Current Proijecc Situsiion

r

As of February 25, 1980, twenty-five ICI's had been

approved by CABEZI as eligible for participetion in the proiec:i.

Seven of these institutions were anong the thirteen oricirmally
identified in the Project Paper as poientizi varticipants. Thre
1/

2 - (R s =1

additional ICI's thea. applied for eligililizy were reiccied.

of

f the elicible ICI's, eicght have sicned comnmiiment coniracts with
CABEI. At least two more are expeciel ¢ sicn whern pendinc
subprojects are arproved. Four 17T . wire ciZored comnlit-

ment agreements, but ceclined to accept ther cn the grounds
a nditions and reporting reguiremenis were not cept-

that conditions d reporting Tul S were not accep

able. Commitment ¢greements have been approved by CABEI

for seven additional ICI's, andé four nore have recuestecd

~commitment agreements. (See Table F n Annex VI.)

47}
)

n approved for

Twenty-three subprojects have b

iated in fourteen

‘J
t
(=

financing by CABEI, with disbursements ini

lAt least two of these are quite closely and dircctly
linked tc the target groups under the program.
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subprojects and completed in nine.=

Another seventeen subprojects have been identified
and are in active precessing by CARBEI. Thus, & total of
forty subnrojects have been identified and approved cr are
under consideration by CABEI. (This number 1is approaching
the fifty subprojectec estimated in the Project Paper to be
financed urder the orogram.)

Nineteen su:prélect loans to severn ICI's totalling
more than $6.5 million had been aprroved by the CABEI prosect
coordinator as of

had received final CrRBEZI approval. Another $10.5 nmillicn

0
[e]
n
n
[t}
)
3
(@]
|28}
n

in loans for sixtecn identified subpreoiect

(four without previcus stburcijects ) were under active con-

-~ —~ de - £ heire R lind ~ - 4 -
Project implementaticn staff in the CABEI Cecrilinato:
., 3 & - N Es s 4 = - 4o =~ -
office were asked to prcject the most pessimisiic, most

. —~+ Eonyy A - - S - - N - ' . PR ~ >y
mrofect funds (loan  and ccounterpart) for existing subrrotocts
£ [ 4 - - - m - bl o ke 4 - -

and for the total loan program. The rcsults ol these pro-

($20.0 million) are projectec to be comnitied by the ferninal
commitment date under each of the three scenaricos. Hewever,
the terminal @isburscment date 1s projecte

and twelve months less than needed under the mest optimistic,

1 .
Of these, five were processced prior to the re-

organization of CABEI. No informaticn was provided to us for
those five projects. Therefore, thev are not included in the
subsequent discussion.
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most probable anc most pessimistié projections, respectively.
Under the most probable time frame, all presently identified
subprojects will be disbursed by the terminel disbursement
date specificd under the Loan Agreement. Based on evaluation

observations, thesec projections appear To

(9]

team discucssions an

be realistic and reflect a marked increase in disbursement in
1979 and 1980.

Following loan approval, implementation was slow.
First, ICI's were clow in coming forwardé to requeét eligi~
bility. Next, once & recuest was reccived, CABEI took an

average oI three mecnths for epproval. Then, on the averade,

about cne year elapsed from the tinme of elicibility approveal

&

until & commitment ecreement was sigred. Finally, another
eight monuihe elauvsed befcore sulrojects  were presentec.
However, from the time of subr:ioiect roresentation to first

improved c¢ificiency cince mid-197¢.
projects will be with ICI's that already have had a sub-
project under the program, 1t 1¢ reasonable to expect CAREL

and ICI pericormance cfficiency fo continue to improve during

M

the subproject approval stace of project Impliementation.

m

Streamlining Implementation Procccdure

As discussed above, implementasion has been slow.
The following facturs have contributed to slow implementaticn:
jo] s

l. There was cons

ideorable delay on the port of CARBEI
in achieving a worka

ora
rle internal organizational structure

lSee Annexes IIX, IWK. and V.
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responsive to the needs of the program. In fact,
until recrgonization and establishment of the
Coordinator's office in mi1a-1975, imclementaticn
respensibllity wae not well focused, resulting in
convideranl ime se through inaction.

2. Until micd-1%79, active recruiting of
SprrOjggt( by CABLT staif 2id not tane

Even aftcer mid-1979 only a minimal amount

sional stzff <ime hzs bheen avellable for
recruiting, as opposea Lo monitcring and

3. Present review procedures within CREEI recguire
that subprciects move Irom ono department arca,
to another in a successive fachion Derlave or lacx
of adeguatc information In cne department may requlire
going bacr to the ICI. Later, further iniormation
may be recuired IZrom the ICI Icr ths nivg
place 1 thaer dopar k. IZ the =
mentel ; respensibilitices could z
and car t simpultaneously, conc Lo
in time micht be achleved.

4. The art of

prcojec: noCire

or maicr o¢ Lh

large p Unde

as & "=oc c

called

United

institu

involved
subloan

tively
You CRLEII

for ICT 1¢

TN S
s rgrioect

tech-

thelr direcct len
nical, economic, and financiel feasib:lizy i1s normal proccdure

for CABEI. By contrast, for this project, primary respon-

“n

sibility for feasibility review should rest with the ICI'

Lgla}
O
)
2
%}

CABEI needs to examine 1ts review procedures to
on social impact review requirements unique to the project,

and seck ways to shift feasibility review elements to the ICI's



themselves. Such a shift is consistent with the fact that

ICI's are assuming full cconomic and financial risk for all
subprojects. Subprojects of financialiy sound ICI's demon-
strating an ability to carry out competent feasibility studies
should require-only social impact feview by CABEI. (The section
which follows on technical assistance dicscusses how less
experienced and financielly weaker ICI's wmicht be assisted

in the preparation of subloan w»roposals.)

In order to improve turrnaround time within CABECI,

O
+

consideration should be given to secunding to the Proje

o

1{

Coordinator's Office, personnel frcrn the various departmenis
(areas) presently reviewing subprojects. All review then could
take place in the Coordéinater's OFfice. Secunded personnel
would consult with their respective departments on & necd
basis. An intcr 2) leoarn conmmittee then could act on
a given subproiect based on theo sinuzle report (Dictamwen) Irom

the Coordinztor's ¢ffice. This repor:z would reguire clearances

(Visto Bucnc) cof secunced persenncl from each depariment.

Technical Assistance

pol)

per, the Loan Agreement, and Implementation

Letter No. 1, &ll icentify the neecd for technical assistance

as a part of the lcan program. Implementation Letter No. 1

makes clear that technicazl assistance is to be provided at

threk levels: 1) to ICI's, 2) to ajribusinesses, and
3) to small farmers. To date, technical assistance has

ness entergrises,

—

been limited almost entirely to agribus

macde available through government institutions or funded



under the appropriate subproject loan.

The Project Paper estimated that approximately ten

percent of total project costs would be needed for technical

o

assistanrce. Six approved subprojec+ts include speci

Hh

ic loan

amounts for technical assistance ranging from $3,200 for smaller

l"

projects ($62,600 loan) tc $65,000 for the Hule subprcje

Hy

~
(&)

3

($3.1 million loan). Total funcding for technical assiziz

st}
t
[§4]
y—
(9%

for si:teen subprojecté with total Zfinancing of epproxima
$20 million is approximately $111,000 or only about 0.5% cf
total subproject costs.

Technicel assistence to smalil farmers has not been

emphasized, partly because the nature cf epproved sufprojeczs

to date does not lend itself to such a reguirement. Neithsr
has technical assicstance to ICI's beern emphasiczed. CRIII

has provided some advice ané assistance in subdrolject develop-
ment to some ICI's as a part of thzir subprotect review Drocess
when subprojec+ &applications were inadeguate. However, It
appears that many ICI's (and their sub-borrowers) neec sub-

stantial technical assistance in subproject 1dentificati

design and feasibility

4

"
l/
m

rt

It is likely that CABII has not provided morve tcchnical
assistance to ICI's (and insistecd on mcre in subprctects)

because of difficulties in fun

[oh)
,J
\’!
97]
[
ur
!
U
O
LB
1o

owers may he
hesitant to finance much of this type ©f technical assistance

as a direct part subproject lcans. It also is unlikely

O
bt

that ICI's would willingly finance much technical assistance

from their interest rate margin. Neither is it likely that



[
d

il
We
related to s

to the lack

ling to abscrb sicnificant costs c¢f this kind.

of the problem

conclude that a considerable part
p

lownoss in project implementation can be attributed

of technical To finance

such technical accistance, v recommend that & clesing fee
(probably of 2%) be charged by CABEI to ICI's for all sub-
project lozns. Inccme thereby gererated would funa technical
assistance to ICI's. One suggestion as to how this technical
assistance might be crganized 1s as Iollows:

Eligibl I's In each
country woull be -1 ¢of technical
assistance requir aegnerate bSrtroject fca-
sibility studies to pernmit Cail irized
ly to socizl impact analysis civen o
working w Sprov thet are
closely re te cern
subloans besed ¢
such classiii CING . cI teczinlical
assistance Individuale or firms
would be contr=z. . C = lovelo i
technical asel would Do
monitored Ly t Towoull be
subiject to man rélnator's
Office.

Achievement of Social Imnact Chiectives

Considerable attentiorn was focused by the evaluation
team on the euwtent to which the prcoject is achieving the
desired socizl impact and income distributicrn obj‘C:ives.~/
Only six of twenty subprojects reviewed for that purposce show
significant small Zarmer impacts. Of these, four invclve

1, ..., - . .

Additicnal information on the role of the project
in relation to the target group 13 given in Annex X.
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marketing of tracitional grain crops although existing markect=-
ing structures already exist. Thus, the degree of income
benefit to these small farmers may be limited at best. It
still is too early *o guantify the level of income beneciits

accruing to these farmers. Documentation availalle to us did

Y

)

-

not include ecstimates of these benefits. Par's !

'

~
~

5o

Lo

1)

Assessment Forms) should include such estimates as discusce
below.

The remainder of the twenty projects reviewed have been
justified on the basis of "extracrdinary employment cenerztion",
one of the criteric sperified in the Loan kgrecemcnt. ~he
guestion arises as to what is "extreordinary emplcrment genara-
tion?" One issue is capital intensivencss, i.e., how rmuch
éapital is invested to produce & joL? The szcond ant coucl
issue is the nature ol the Jjoksz vroduced. Do they dovelop
skills that lead to higher wacce and employiment oprortunitics
outside the project for the workers? Is there demonstrazle
impact on familv welfare and livinc levels” Is there arn
increase or a cdecrease in the dependency relaticneship cf weorkers

to owners? We believe these issues are critical w

employment is con-farm or off-farm.

&

t s

In our cpinion, it ig not suiilicient to show that a

o
0
b
]
—
s |
0
joN)
oy
)_J
9]
z
4
-
0
0]

project generates employment even wit

ncome potentizl than currently prevails.

-

productivity and

In the first place, the problem of appropriat

L

1
*
0
@]
I
O
bt
O
o]
w
L
cr

be addressed. What realistic alternatives exist for using

lCABEI and ROCAP personnel assisted us in making a
preliminary qualitative assessment of the impacts of the
approved and proposecd subloans. The results are shown in
Annexes VIII and IX.
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more labor relative to capital? This issue is important
because more labor-intensive technology spreads the increased
employment opportunities mcre widely and stretches scarce
investment capital over more investment projects.

As a basis for compari.; the capital costs of creating
jobs in this program, we have obtained the following estimates
for job creation:

Capital Per Job

$

1. Small farm agriculture

(estimate for Centrel america) $2,000
2. Guatemala rural small-scale

enterprises (bakirng and food)

Panel study i $4,850
3. Honduras rural small-scale

industry (seamstirecss, talilor,

baker, woodwcriing, brickmaking,

etc.) with under $2,500 in-

vestment (Xelley stucy) $ 117
4. Industrial enterprises financed

by LA\D Ca in 18677--Checchi :

Repor: $13,880 1/

($2,256) =
5. ROCAP/CABEZI Procran
3 T Y ERaRI h] -

Emp¢0}m;ﬂ§/GCﬁC- “ion sub

projects: =

a Seven most carital intensive

subproieccts ($15.1 millien new

investment; 1,40D new jobs

created) $10,746

b, TFiva lcast caplte nten-

000 new

bR ]
sive subprojects ($3,784,
bs created) $ 4,204

1
investment; 900 new J

vbprojects $§2,062 tn $13,583.

jo ¥
on

c. Range for apprcve

lSee Table 3, page 76 of Project Paper for projected
job creaticn for Six Representative LAAD Agri-industry Projects. (197

250e Annex VII.
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Guidelines for Establiching Priorities

As far as on-farm production is involved, we propose
that job creation benefits be substituted for income benefits
to small farmers only where the case can be convincingly made
that organization of ferm production of a proauct is economi-
cally unfcasible under small farm conditions. Using this
criterion, the rubber subproject, for exampie, would not have
been approved since production of rﬁbber by small farmers is a
recognized success in other countries.

Our review of disbursement prospects under Loan 016
suégests that it is time to establish guidelines for mcre
ricorous evaluation of the priority to be attached o given

sccial and economic impactes for subprocject prowvosals. These

[

1~

guidelines should alsoc be applied toc the utilization of ro
over funds and any additiocnal funding *hat ma
able for the loan program.

Pirst pricrity should go to subproiects that raise
incomes of small producers. The ranxing of a particular
subproject proposal will therefore depend upon:

l. 1increased farm income generated per collar of
investment, and

2., the proportion of the increased income that goes
to small farmers.

The implication of this criterion is that subprojects
with the largest impact on small-farmer incomes will be given
first priority under tihe loan program. A subproject that
merely uscs precducts procduced by small farmers, but has rno
denonstrable cffect on small farmer incomes, would have lower

priority.



13

Second priority would go to employment generation.
The criterion for ranking cubprojects ;n this group should be
capital ccsts per job. The feasibility sfudy should first
determine tha; the most labor-intensive technique that is
econom’.cally justifiable has been selected. Next, any pro-
posal where capital costs per job created excceds a cut-off
level should be eliminated. We suggest $5,000 per job.
Finally, the lower the capital cost per job created, the higher
the priority given to the subproject.

The implementation of thvup criteriza reqguires that
CABEI.éssist those ICI's mest directlv linked to small farmers

in the preparatior of priority subp rogoc- proposalc that will

o
n
2!
o
9]
-

We feel this active approac

ct
]

leave large impac

art, involwving

U
Yy

preferred to a passive apprcach on CRBEZI':

mere review of ICI proposals. We feel sublcans that {it the

proposed criteria exist but they are likely to ke identif

!h

ied

T 3.

only if CABEI works closely with the ICI's to idertify them.

Additionel guidelines coulcd Incoluvde:

1. Decree of dependency relationship established
(i“vevse relationship),

2. Technical essistance coing to small farmers,

3. Lpgldd7ﬂn of labcr skills,

4. Export pronoction,

5. Import °Jastitution,

6. Increase in domestic food supply.

Foreign Exchance

=S
[
0

n to CABEI is in United States dollars.

(o]
]
)

The AID
CABEI passes forcign exchange and convertibility risks on
to ICI's. 1ICI's, in turn, have consistently passed on forcign

exchange risk to sub-borrowers, while convertibility risk in



some cases is being assumed by the ICI. In the case of some
countries (such as Guatemala and Heonduras) that have a long
history of dollar exchange stability, reguired assumption of
foreign exchange risk by ICI's does not appear to be a sig-
nificant impediment to loan demand. Additiomnally, ir the case
of public sector ICf's, this factor does not &ppear to be a
constraint to borrowing. However, in the case of Costa Rica
(and now, L1l Salvador and Nicaragua), private sector ICI's
most likely are constrained by this risk. CABEI hes suggested
that in these countries, it may be necessarv to lend onlv
through central banks that will assume foreign exchange risk
for the ICI's. If this is necessary; it cdiminishes the role
of CABEI as a regional intermediary institution for channeling
AID funds to rurai agribusinesses.
In the case ¢f subprojects producing for the exyport

market, the foreign exchange risk should not loom &s & serious
roblem. Furthermore, central banhs cenerally caen be expacteld
to pornii convertiblility for enterprises
foreign exchange. At the present time, we conclude that
foreign exchanaoe and convertibility risks are not serious
con...raints to utilitaticn of project funds. lowever, the
importance of these risks should be closely monitored.

Export Develcpment

The Project Faper emphasized the orientation of the
project toward production for the export market, especially
producticn and processing of fruits and vegetables. Annual

foreign exchange earnings for the total project were

iz



15
projected at $1.20 annually for each $1.00 invested. Sub-
proiects to date do no% approach this level. O©Only one sub-
project (rubber production) involves production for export.

The rest produce primarily for jin-country consumption, and
generally to increase food supply rather than to substitute
for imports.

This pcor perfprmnnce in export develcpment will be
somewnat Improved as some of the subprojects now under considera-
tion come on-stream (e.g., maraiion and ajonioli producticr and

processing) .

Regionality
The regional nacure of Loan 016 was justified on the
basis of:
1. greater resources atiracted to the proiest because
of CRBZI counterpzart (in addition to ICI rescurces
reguirec), aand

2. greater flexibility ot resource flows in the
reaiocn.

Experience to cdate suggests that these reasors continue

to be valid. 0f a total of $4.2 million of AID loan funcs

being invested in sixteen subprojects, $4.5 million of adéition-
al funds 1is being invested by CABEI «nd ICI; =, and another

$11.2 million by sub-borrowers for a total o §19.9 million,

Thus, for cach $1.00 of AID loan funds invested, an acdéitional

=

$3.67 of investment is achieved. Furthermore, recsource flows
definitely are moving more hcavily into some countries than into
others. A review of present approved subprojects and subprojects

under consideration shows that approximately sixty percent of
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resource flows will go to Costa Rica,.twenty-seven percent
to Guatemala, nine percent to E1 Salvador and five percent
to lHonduras, |

Thi; suggests that if this loar had bez=n made on a
country basis (in Nicaragua, for example) funds may not have
been disbursed at all. A similar situation may well emerge
in El Salv' dor. At the same time, preservation of the regional
nature of the program raquires that it not be focused primarily
in one or two countries, here is danger of this hupwow1ng in
Costa Rica and Guatemala. We belieﬁe that implementation of
an aggressive technical assistance program as suggested above
can assure a more balanced program among countries. Moreover,
the uniformity of lending criteria and procedures that resultis
from a2 project of regional scope should bring econcmies ci scale
to the development cf institutional capability at the "second-
story" level (CAREI), which otherwise would neced to ba developcod

by an institution in each countr

The Prcject Paper specifies that three types of evalua-
tions are to be carried out:

1. Joint CABEI/ROCARP? reviews after disbursement of
each $2.5 million of AID Iurdes. This review 1is

to focus on subproject complianrce with the Conqvoss-
ional Mandate and impact on the target group and
problem subprojects.

2. Annual evaluation of subproject progress based
on baselins PAF's anéd annual updates.

3. Special assessments invelving intensive analysis
of selected subprojects, utilizing cutside technical
personnel.
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Ve feel that all three of these evaluations are
extremely iImportant to ROCAP and to CABEI's Own operations,
as vell as in terms of the cperations of ICI's in subproject
identificatiof, design, analysis and implementation. We
recommend that plans be developed immediately for a special
impact assessment analysis of four or f{ive subprojects in late

1980. Suggested subnprojects for assessment are:

1. Rubber producticn - FIGSA

2, Poultry production - BARHFIRNADL
3. Commercialization - Fedecaces
4. Seed and Concentrates - COFISh

|=8

Utilization of PAF's

There has been somme resistance to use of raseline

(&N
[
3
it
o
(0]
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O
wJ.
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t
*J
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'IJ
[n]
4

fie

bt

PAF's, and annual updates as spec
have not been reguirec. It is our sircng copinicen that care-

fully prepared baseline PAF's and annual updates are critice

L

elements in the implementaticn of this project. It avpcars that

concerns about loan disbursement have overshadowed the moro

rural agribusiness enterprises that have a clear direct bene-
fit to the rural poor. The nature and extent to which this
mechanism can actively accomplish this purpose is a critical
compenent of the project. The baseline PAF's and annual
updates are the basic information source by which this key
component of projéct performancc can be measured. Relia-
bility of PAF information will be tested, and complemented in

turn, through the special impact asscssments.
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Ve feel that ROCAP should reafiirm to CAREI the funda-
mental importance of carefully completed PAF's and annual
updates. CABZI, in turn, should make this clear to ICl‘s and
assist them in obtaining the necessary information.

We did not have time irn this evaluaticn to éo more than
a cursory review of thc PAF to determine its adecuacy to serve
its purposes. If this is an issue with CABEI anc¢ ICI's, stafif

-
Loy

J

or consulting time shpuld be allocated to reviewing the
visiting CAETI and ICi personnel to determine their specific
observations, and revising the PAF documents accordingly.

It seems likely that implementition cf the technical
assistance program proposed in this report will alleviate much
of the criticism of the PAF.

Future Role cf ROCAP

ROCAP should continue to receive PAF's for prorposed

subprcjects, and shoulcd continue to carry out an internal

M
ey

review to assure compliance with benefit regulrements to the
target groups. These reviews shouléd be based on mutua

agreed criteria as suggestec in the section on guidcliines.
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" ANHEX I - TABLE A

REGIOMAL RURAL AGRIRUSINESS PROGRAM

CRITICAL PATH FOR SUB-PROJECTS

Andlisis

-

e

Institucibn AT OLa- Comuni-  Aproba- [Lase-- Optimicta lizvel de
Intermedia- Tdentifi- cibn Co- Termina- cacién ci6a Lalso Pesizista Confian—
EROYECTOS 1/ ria HMonto cado 2/  Aceptade Ordinadar 2o IZCOTS FOCAP Comnlatadg 3/ za (%
bR varesitiva FIGSA 40,00C 10- 7-78 N/A ?.I.— 7-78 NS A 21- 7-78 2- B-78 31- 3-7% 1350
fr.éﬁﬁ-_?aa, Licteas FIGZA 200,000 23- 6-78  N/A 22°°1=29 N/A 2 LRSI ST TIS 100
~o—ezcializicién FACACH 126,000 22- 8-78  N/A 5-22-78 /5 2512378 826512-78 83 Logasiaz 109
Reforestacida FiGSA 50,000 17- 2-78 /s $3SA0CIBRISH/A 3:11=768 82031298 SR31243279 100
fefczestacida FIGSA 250,600 1- 6-79 1 -8-79 28 -8-19  2-10-79 18-10-79 7-12-79 27-12-79: 1o0c
Cultivo du Hule FIGSA 3,100,000 5- 4-79 5- 7-79 10- 7-79 17- 5-79 25-10-79 16-19-79 1-12-81 100
Gzzzja Avfcola El Virrey DANFINAN 62,600 15- 6-79 1#- 7-79 31- 7-73 13- 8-79  21- 8-79 18- 9-79 26- 9-79 1c0
Granja *~fcola Ticamaya LALPINAN 62,600 15- &-79 1§- 7-79 .31- 7-75 13- 8-79 21- 8-79 28- 9-79 1-106-79 160
Cc-ercializaczién FEDECACES " 56,800 1- 5-79 g- 6-79 3l- 7-79 13- 8-79 28- B-79 28- 9-79 23-10-79 1co
Gzanja Avicola FIPASA COF1SA 300,000 B- 6-79 23- 7-79 13- 8-79 14- 9-79 24-10-79 7-12-79 30- 3-80 100
Sezillas y Concentrados COFISA 712,500 8- 6-79 0- §-79 12- 9-79 "28- $-79  26-10-79  7-12-79 15- 3-80 100
Goanja aviccla Choloma BANFINAN 78,600 10- 8-79 10- 9-79 17- 5-79 27- 9-79  26-i0-79 7-12-79 23-11-79 100
Cerciles bajo Rivgo FISAL 95,900 30- 6-79 10- 9-79 19- 9-79  26-10-79  31-10-79 7-12-79 15- 4-20 &0
ales bajo Riego FISAL 125,500 30- €-79 10- §-79 28- T-79° 26-10-79 31-10-79 7-12-79 15- 4-80 80
ccializacibn de Arroz FEDECACES 350,000 15- 8-79 1-10-79 J1-10-79 27-11-79 3-12-79  1- B8-80 1- 5-60  (16-24) 1c0
oirdustria de Alimentos BAUFINAN 179,500 “1-11-79 11-12-79 14-12-79  08- 3-80 15- 3-80 1- 4-80 1- €-B0 ¢ 4-10) S0
ola El Switch BANFINAN 202,300 2- 1.-80 - 14- 1-50 22- 1-80 13- 2-80 19- 2-80 15- 3-80 15- 4-80 ( 2-6 ) 100
Prcduccibn de Pollos BANDEINSA - 500,000 2- 1-80 4- 1-po 238- 1-80 18- 2-80 21- 2-80 15- 3-80 30- 3-80 ( 4-10) 100
Cooparativa San Alajo FEDECACES 36,376  2- 1-80 15- 2-p0 27- 2-80 18- 3-80 21- 3-80 15- 4-80 30- 4-80 ( 2-8B ) 160
6,529,076,
Adoajol( FIGSA 500, 000 1- B-69 1- 4-80 15-.4-80 15- 5-8B0 20-.5-60 20-.6-B0 1- 8-60 { 4-12) S0
Eﬂlagada de Frutas COFISA 500,000 1- 8-79 1- 6-g0 15- 6-80 15- 7-80  20- 7-60 20- 6-80 1-10-80 ( 4-12) s0
P AT e 2,900,000 1-10-79 15- 4-po 15- 5-80 15- 6-80 20- 6-80 20- 7-8G 1- 1-8l  (48-56) 80
RCan g S 2,156,500 1-10-79 15- 4-po 15- 5-80 15- 6-80 20- 6-80 20- 7-80 1-12-61  (48-95) 20
ﬁp;cultu:a 1TCO 162,500 1-10-79 15- 4-80 15- 5-80 15- 6-83 20- 6-80 20- Y-B0O 1-11-80 ( 8-23) S0
LU3COPAPA TEFOCO0P 1,050,000 1- 1-80 15- 4-g0 )0- 5-060 30- 6-80  5- 7-80 5- §-80 1-11-80 ( 8-26) 80
Fikr:ica de Jaleas 1HFOCOOP 120,000 1- 1-80 -15- 4-g0 9= 5-80 30- 6-00 5--7-80  5- 6-80 1-10-80 ( B-20) R0
4lzazén Llanoverde 11:FOCO0P 25,000 1- 1-80 15- 6-80 12~ 7-80 15- 8-80  20- 8-80 20- 9-60 1-11-60  ( 8-20) 23
CSPESTLENCIO IHFOCO0P 275,000 1~ 1-80 15- 6-80 13- 7-80 15- B-80  20- 8-80 20- 9-60 1-11-80 [ 8-20) 75
Diversificacifn Pequeda Empress FEDECKEDITO 182,900 10--1-50 15- 4-80 1= 5-80 1- 6-80 8- 6-80 8- 7-80 1-11-80 ([ 6-24) 70
TS S Y FEDI-CREDITO 16,000 1n--1-80 15- 4-gy - 5-80 1- &-80 8- 6-80 8- 7-80 1-11-80 ( 6-24) 76
Expansién Coop. CATACAYAS FACACH 250,000 15- 2-£0 15- 3-go 17 4-80 1- 5-80  S5- 5-80 5- 6-80. 1- 7-80 [ 4-10; -100
2a. Exzansién Ccop. CATACAMAS FACACIL 250,000 15- 2-80 1-10-go 1711780 1-'1-61 = S- 1-81 ~S- 2-80 1- 3-80 [ 4-10) 90
Caoozerativa Yoro FACACII 1,000,000 15- 2-80 15- 3-80 15~ 4-80 15- 5-80  20- 5-80 20- 6-80 1-10-80 ([ 8-32) <0
Indistrias Kaspo DANCATE 160,000 1p- 1-80 30- 3-80 30— 4-80 30- 5-80  5- 6-80 S- 7-80 1- 8-80 ( 4-16) 80
ranja Avicola Garita COFISA 900,000 25- 2-80
SUS-TOTAL 10,387,900
GRAND TOTAL 16,916,976 e
1/ o incluyen los primeros cinco proyectos del programa, -
2/ Fechas cstimadas, onl daan by
3/ Cifras en paréntesis indican tiempo (en scmanas) optimista y pesimista 4’ 108 descmbolsos.
N/A Mot availablao, -
-
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TABLE B

ACTUAL AND PROJECTED CABEI DISBURSEMENTS FOR REGIOMAL RURAL'AGRIBUSINESS PROGRAM

AHMEX 11

s Y S A S - . - - 3k 41T} 2 Actual and
Periodo de  Fecha final — __PBlannecd L 1 ACTUAL Y .
Desembolso  de c. periodo Al inicio del Programa Anua?CTgﬁtmu]ado AHEE?YEEZSES]dé; PROYECTADO Cgifijizzggs
Anual Acumuiado  ° T ' Anual Acumulado T cumu-
‘ Annual ictive
Ano 1 1272778 2.0 2.0 - - ~ - - - 2.9 1.0
Ano 2 1272779 4.C 6.0 - 0.9 0.9 - - 0.9 0.9 2.5 4.5
Ano 3 12/2/80 6.0 12.0 - - 6.4 6.4 6.4 7.3 11.7 ° 16.2
2 .
Ano 4 ~12/2/81 TOD ¢/ 8.0 20.0 - - €.7 15.1 8.7 16.0 3.8¢ 20.0
3
Ano S 9/2/82 Ext.—/ 4.0 16.1 - 4.0 26.0 I =
1/ Proyecciones:
Casado en ticmpo "wis probable" pare completar desewbolsos de Ya totzlidad de los fondos del Programa.
Tiecipo “"mas_oplimista” Mlegard a Yoo 04 18, willones a le fecha {inad de desembolsos y requeriria un
periodo de sels meses de extension. Ticapo "mds pesimicta” Negaria a los SCA 14.5 millones, a e fe-
cha final de desembolsos y requerivic uhg aho de extension. Sin ewbargo, aan en ¢l tiempo "mdés pesimista”
le totalidad del préstemn halrd sido commometido para la fecha actunl de compromiso; 0 sta que en nin-
glin €casou se prevé una cxtension en la Techa final de comproniso.
2/ fecha final descmbolsos, : .
3/ Extensidn requerida-para completor desembolosos (nccesidad mos probable).

'Preparado por: Luis E. Rojas./CA:'

2

BCIE-PROMA
27 febrero 1930
LER/caa.
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TABLE C
ANNEX 111

Vooyo L

| gunTvAIA

: FICEM
FIASA
CORFIIN
BAIMESA .

BINCO TETTA-
BACTOMAL

‘. roncoic

BANCO DE 103 4
TRABATADONCS

 BAIDEINSA

FIsAL
| FEDECREDII0

. FIDECASLS |

BCO, NIPOTECARIO
g BCO, FOMDNTO ACRO-

TACACH

' + BCO, NI POTLCARIO
¢ (SOCIRI¥)

DLO, CONTINIETAL
B.h.

: BANTINAN
4 BANAFON
H. Hmw..-. rﬁl.lr_ﬁvn
TLD (4CO, CLITRAL)
BANANTC
(251

rvsoc

IRFONAC

*1IRroco0?

Coriss

ounérd) TIME
HIDTAN

MVERACT

poNTHS RAKCE

(zounded)
FIDIAN

AVERAGE

BANTT HAN

DAXTIXAN

BANTIUN
COrisa
FIDLCASES
FICSA
YiBAL

APPROXIMATE ELAPSED TIME TO COMPLETE LOAN 1MPLEMENTATION PROCESS

RAKGL OF ELAPSED

BY 'INTERMEDIATE CREDIT INSTITUT1ON

(Sub-Projeccts to December 31, 1979) : 3 1
k L]
Fligib/lity Linc ol Line of Con, ‘et  Projec. Clepsed _ .
Elioibiitty  raprevel to eredit eredit BifA  MEN  pPrENN= Approval t Year i |
Fequest teo Iine o0 £re= jprquest epptoval ta m Lation ko first since . '
approval @it requeit tw ap= te coa- JecCLy, %= RO #p disburse- lést .
proval tract SLntAta N proval mant action [fo
signature . 2/15/00)
(weaks) (weaks) (vueks) (weaks) (weaks) '
1 s i 23 8¢ 2 - e el 1 e 2
1] 0 " e A .1 T
L] 1) 12 - (refused by 1€1) 77
15 L X i - & # L w7 R
8 — -— - BS 7
- o - - g 4% " {rejected 7 .
s by Camll) _
N ¢ | '
Fi L] 7 - 2 el '
il 12 d - 22 7% ’
19 ‘11 14 48 Ly M 7 )
13 2 . 14 '8 49 ) - 15 281
L ] Y] 0 20 41 Lk y
10 330 (] 30 13 2 ] 16 77
3 - -- - 20 7y
[4 4 - .- 12 2%
20 3 " 14 22 —- ek "
14 3 1) - (refused by 1€1) 77
11 [} 19 - . oty P
L}
10 3 10 .1 b 1 a0 L] 5 o 7 37
10 . 11 . 20 Tufes
st
17 24 a9 -— (3] 7 :
] 1] - - LH . 7
— - - o {redecicd By 7%
- , CABEZ) =
-— - - - s 7 :
] 17 16 - % 7
& 15 ' — T el ) :
|
27 11 1% -— 7 78 H
[}
1 ¥ 1 9
1 10 s 11 ¢ 13 .- 1 FE IR
|
$-27 -0 4-30 $-40 6-58 516 4-12 7-98 _
16 18 17 7 32 11 ] 52 I
1 12, 1) n 25 ’ 9 SR e 1 _
1-4 1-8 1-7 1-11 1-1) 1-4 3-3 2-2) !
4 4 4 L3 7 3 2 1 12 _
3 10 3 s i) 2 3y N Il
- i.
0 . Al 4
. ' . !
3 5 ‘ 20 < !
n 6 f 12 _
alhi=y 5o = e ’ |
A \
. : . n i 1 30 _
O_u& 1 ’ -- io )
3 LABLE GOV T :
BEST AVA e L 5, 1 10 1 ;
ot A 4 (1] 1 L — 13
b _ Tx K fosh A .
A .tn ¥ Rt e . ¥




ANNEX TV

TARLE D - PROIECT IMPLTELTATION TIMYE

Months of
Elapscd time to
complete the step

STEP {Rounded to necarest month)
From To Range Median Average
1, Eligibility request Eligibility approval 1-6 4 3
2, Eligibility approval Line-of-credit re- 1-8 4 3
quest
3. Line of Credit re- Line of credit ap- 1-7 4 3
guest proval
4., Line of Credit ap- Commitment agree- 1-11 6 5
proval ment signing
5. Commitment agree- Sub~-Project 1-13 7 8
ment signing presentaticn
6. Sub-Project Sub-Project 1-4 3 2
presentation approval
7. Sub-project ap- First cdisburscment 1-2 2 2
proval
8. First disbursement Last disbursement 1/
9. Elapsed time from last action to 2,/15/80 2-98 12 7

1/ Completed disbursements to date havi beéw. those cases where ICI's used

bridge funds to carry out sub-projects wiile their applications were sending in

CABEL.

Then, once approved they obtiined one-time reimbursement,



ANNEX V

TABLE E - TIMS REQUIRED FOR SUB-PROJECT REVIEW BY CABEI

REGIONAL RURAL AGRIBUSINESS PROGRAM

CABEIX Coordinator Analysis I.C.I. Total
Acceptance Approval Termination Notification Months
7/79 7/79 9/79 . 10/79 4
7/79 7/79 8/79 8/79 2
7/79 - 7/79 8/79 8/79 2
7/79 8/79 8/79 10/79 4
8/79 8/79 10/79 10/79 3
8/79 9/79 9/79 10/79 3
9/79 9/79 9/79 10/79 2
"9/79 9/79 10/79 10/79 2
9/79 9/79 10/79 10/79 2
10/79 10/79 11/79 12/79 3
12/79 12/79 3/79 | 3/80 4
1/80 1/80 2/80 2/80 2

1/80 1/80 2/80 2/80 >



ANNEX VI

s npprvd.l;eqstd. offrd. Suh-Projecr Srarus (he
project during im- ap- slpn. 4 & in dis- ap- in prepara-
(;qur plemencacion lpruvud drovn jeceed] sipued |pend. ’pcnd. refsd. |burscoent| proved |pendIng reJected

HONDURAS -
1. Banflinan X - 9/7/11 - 12/22/78 3
2. Bancahsa X - —
3. Facach X - 11/8/17 - 8/22/378 2
44. Banafom - X 3/28/11 X
5. Beo llipotecorio - X 11/8/17 - - X

(Sogerin)
6. Bvo Continental, S.A. X 11/8/17 X
NICARAGUA
1. Banco Noclonal (Pananic) X - 7/8/117 X
2. Infonac X - 7/8/17 X
3. Funde X - -
4. Bonco vacinnlde Pearrollo

(Bun,Fed,Infanac)
STRCNT - X - ~

Fed (Beo central) 1114777 X
GUATEMALA
1. Flasa X - 11/8/17 X
2. Cozfina X - 1/22/127 - - - X
3. Figsa - X 9/71117 6/23/18 4 1
4. Fenacoac - X -
5. Boncodelos Trobojdores - > & 3/28/719 X
6. Bancafe - X 7123/79 X
7. Bandesa - X 11/8/77 - - - X
8. Banco Internacional - X 6/26/78
COSTA RICA
1. Banco credito agric »: X - -

Cortago
2. Bancc anglo CR X — =
3. Cofisa X iy = 12/12/378 6/15/79 2
4. Banco MNacional de CR X - =
5. Banco Central - : X 12/12/78 X
6. ITCO - X 5/23/79 ' X
7. INFQ Ccop - X 7/25/79 x
EL. SALVADOR
1. Figape X - -
2. Bandeinsa - X 1/24/78 6/21/79
3. Fisal - X 4/26/78 9/29/78 2
4. Fedecredico - X 2/22/18 5/10/19
5. Fedecaces - X 1/24/18 3/12/79 1 1
6. Banco Hipotecorio - X 9/26/79
7. Banco Famento Agropecuario- X 10/24/79 X

. (10) (6)

When Selected
For Considceration

ELIGIBILITY

(ROCAP/CABEL LOAN NO. 596-T-016)
STATUS AS OF 2/25/80

COMMIT. CONTRACT (DATE)

TABLE F - INTERMEDIATE CREDIT INSTITUTIONS RELATED TO THE REGIONAL RURAL AGRIBUSINESS DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS

- e




ANREX VII

TABLE G - ESTIMATED CAPITAL INVESTMENTS PER DIRECT JOB CREATED BY

SELECTED SUR-PROJECTS URDER - LOAN 016

Significant

Small Capital Investment
Farmer per Direct Job

ICc1 Country Project Tirtle (yggnggigg) Created
l. TFigsa Guatemzla Grape Production No 2,062
2, VFigsa Guatemala Milk Processing Yes? 3,026
3. FTigsa Guatemala Reforestation No 3,850
4. Tisal El Salvedor Irrigation No 4,265
5. Cofise Costa Ricae Seced & Feed Yes 6,970
6. Figsa Guatemala Reforestation " No : 9,030
7. Fisal El Salvador Irrigation No 10,222
8. Cofisa Costa Rica Poultry Proc. No 10,311
9. Tigsa Guatemala Tubber Prod. & Proc, No 11,000
10. Banfinan  Honduras Poultry Products No 12,083
11. Banfiuan  Ronduras Poultry Products No 12,083
12. Banfinan  Honduras Poultry Products No 13,583

NOTE: These estimates were calculated by RAFAEL FRANCO based on information available

in ROCAP.
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TABLE I

ROCAP/CARTL

PROIELTS

Approved and under con-

ICI Orpanizational

REGIONAL KURAL AGRIBUSINESS DUEVELOPMENT PRQJECT - LOAN

Il

NO. 596-T-016:

Structure

SUB-PROJECT ANALYSIS

SUMLKRY,
SHIET A
Rafuel Fr

11

final Borrower Orzantz

FEBRUAKY, 1%£0

anco

ational Structure

BedT AN ALAELL cOorY,

el o Coop- Indi- Cocp- Indi- Pri-
sideration (as itndicated .. . o S R s : . N s .
in PAF and/or project Type of project erutive viduul fubllic Frivate vrative vidual vate Public  Private
) N = New Organi- Etotre- Private Scctor Voluntary Organ- tntre- Com- Sector Voluntaery
Status feasibility study) E = Expinsion zation prencur  Company Entity Crganizatrion  zaticn preneur  pany  Entivy Orpanizarion
D Cultivacion of grape N X X
Figsa
D Deforestation Figsa N X X
] Dairy Plant Figsa e ry X
D Comnercilalizat: N X X
Facah
0 Cosacrcialization N X X
Facah
] Poultiy Boufinan N X X
D Poultry Bonfinan N X X
0 foultry Beafinan N X X
D Cowmetcialization Fedecaces N X X
0 Leforestation Figsa Foresa N , X X
D Rubber Figsa N X X
D Poultry Cufisa N X . X
D Seeds § Feed Cofisa N X
A Irrigation Fisal N X X
A irrigation Fisal N X X
A Comacrcialization Fedecaces E X X

*Information not availuble from PAF



TASLE I

ROCAP/CABEL REGIONAL RURAL AGRIBUSINESS DEVELOPMENT VROJECT -

LOAN NO.

596-T-N16:

SUB-PROJECT ANALYSIS SUMMARY FEBRUARY, 1520

SIHEET B

Rafael Franco

IV
Livestment and lncome Charicteristics
PEOJECIS Number of Agri- ??ﬁtfl‘“ Ratio of Proportion Entcrprise Incoce
Approved and under con- Investment by Source cultural Producers thlt::: Ihvfbwmfht of Increascd Attributable to Procject
sideration (as indicated L L ($) 520 Benefitted cull:rc To ":““1 Incomes Coing Total Total Ratio of
in PAF and/or project AID CABEl IC¥ Final PLoANRET ;ncjc“”e In To Small Farms Ag:?:i j“"“fi Jornales
feasibility study) 75% 253 Borrower Total Small Mcd. Large fIrcomes (§) Incomes ($) (1) ??;5 i to(?;les
- - - - -
Cultivation of grape 40 60 75 126 3ol 1
Figsa
Deforestaticn Figsa 318 12 50 555 605 1
Dairy Plant Figsa 159 50 50 213 463 4
Cocmercialization 91 30 759 880 1
Facah
Cozmercialization - 100 67 - 167 1
Facah
Poultry Bonfianan 47 16 22 60 145 1
Poultry Bonfinan 47 16 22 60 145 1
Poultry Bonfinan s9 20 22 62 163 1
Commercialization 44 15 26 13 98 1
Fedecaces
Deforestation 188 62 99 421 770 1
Figsa Foresa
Rubber Figsa 2,325 775 1,674 6,165 10,939 1 0
Poultry Cofisa 225 75 150 179 629
Seeds § Feed Cofisa 535 178 210 476 1,394 1
Irrigation Fisal 102 34 160 2,189 2,484 1
Irrigation Fisal 72 24 81 €59 836 1
Comaercialization 263 87 407 25 782 1%
Fedecaces

(4,226 1,554 3,874) 11,203 20,857

Total - 9,654

*Information not available from PAF




TABLE I
ROCAP/CABEI REGIONAL RURAL AGRTBUSINESS DEVELOPHMENT PROJECT - LOAN NO. 596-T-016: SUB-FROJELT ANALYSIS SU'CLARY, FEBEFUARY, 19350
SHELT C
Rafael Franco -
. vi
LOCATIONAL L.'II.\I!:‘:ET_I_i:itISTI(,'S‘_ IMPACT RATING* FOR SUB-PROJECT
PROJECTS SUB-PROJECT AREAS
Create processing Establish non- - 2,
Approvea and under con- large LR e Tty Marker Izprovezent SF
sideration (as indicated wigrant  migrant small farm Taw materials Perpanent Crap . TTad.
in PAF and/or project Country laibor labor furm con- concen- Production purckased from Pro- Processing Trad. Annual ok
: s 4 i ; : - Ani-
feasibility study) (l_l,_l-n'-_'—‘_J out-flows in-flows centration tration Improvement small farmers duction Marketing Crops Crens 1s =
Egltiutmn of grape = QCuatemala N N L L Lisie N LSs L K 1Y R
igsa
Deforestation Figsa Guatemala M N M L L N N N N N N
Dairy Plant Figsa Guatemala N N L L M L N N N N
Commercialization Honduras N L o L M H L H H L
Facah - LLE
Commercializacion Honduras N L H L M H L H H L
Facah — [
Poultry Bonfinan Honduras N N M L M L N N H N
Poultry Bonfinan Honduras N N M L M L N N N N
Poultry Bonfinan llonduras N b M L M L N N N N
Comzercialization » N i
Fcdecaces o El;Salvador S i L k H L L H L
Deforestation Guatemal M N L M N
Figsa"Fnrcu i > H - . N
& Rubber Figsa Guatemala N H L H H N H H N N
1 Cofi Cos ic
Poultry Cofisa Costa Rica N L M M M N N N N N
Seeds § Feed Cofisa Costa Rica N N M M M
H L L .Ii L
Irrigation Fisal El Salvador M N L H i
L E L N N
Irrigation Fisal El Salvador M N
Commercialization El Salvador M N 1"
Fedecaces = L M H L L H 4
*Items V, VI and VII are to be rated on a Scale as follows: N = none
¥ L = low
M= medium
H = high

If further explanation is required to clarify the rating, do so in a footnote.

'
:
:
P
=8




TABLE [

ROCAP/CABED REGIONAL RURAL AGRIBUSINESS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT - LOAN NO. S96-T-016:  SUB-PROSLCT ARALYSIS SUMCYARY, FLERIARY, 198¢C

SHELT L
Rafael Franco
!l
PROJECTS IMPACT KATING* FOR SUB-PROJECT
. Direct Impact on Technological Improvement 9] y
Approved and under con- Licrease in labor Forcess fured Famly Skills cne e T ik u?c?dan/,
sideration (as indicated Kattu of Living Conditions Up-Crading Pro- Dircct helationshiz
in PAF and/or project On-Furm Non-Farm Employment Soctal Pro- kuploy- Pro- cecssang Accrual to In- De-
feasibility study) S M/L Rural Urbap to Investment lousing Services Incomes duction ment  duction Marketing Smat) Farmers creass  crease
Cultivation of grupe N . L L N 1/2002 N N L Sk L L N L X
Figsa N L
Deforestation Figsa N L LN 1/9030 N N L N L L N N N N
Dairy Plant Figsa L L L L 1/3026 N N . L N L L L L N N
Commercialization L L -H N ’ N° L M N L L M M N N
Facah h
Commercialization L L H N N L M N L L M M N N
Facah
Poultry Bonfinan L N L N 1/12083 H N L N L N M N N N
Poultry Bonfinan L N L N 1/12083 N N L N L N M N N N
Poultiry Bonfinan L N L N 1/13583 N N L N L N M N N N
Commercialization ‘
Fedecaces MON N N N N M N L L M M N N
ctforestation 1) 1/3850 N {
igsa Foresa L N N /3 N L L L L M N N N
Rubber Figsa _ N oH L N 1/11000 H H L N . M H M N H N
Poul:iry Cofisa L N L N 1/10311 N N L N L N M N N N
Secd Feed C © 3 G- . -
Seeds & Feed Corisa L N L N 1/6970 N N L L L L M N N N
Irrigati Fisal
rrigation Fisa N H N N 1710222 N N L L L L L N N N
ipati Fisal ; *
Irrigation Fisa N H N N 1(4265 N N L L L L L N N N
Commercialization M N N
Fedecaces N N N M N L L M M N N
‘*ltems V, VI and VII arc to be rated on a Scale as follows: N = none
L = low
M o= medium
H = high

If further eaplanation is required to clarify the rating, do so irn a footnote.



TABLE I

ROCAP/CABELD REGIONAL RURAL

PRUJLCTS

Approved and under con-
sideration {as indicated

Vil

Market Place for Product**

AGR1BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT - LOAN NG,

596-T-016:

If further explanation is required to clarify the rating,

in PAF und/or project in - Cuuntry CA Rest of
S.'as§bilily study) Increase Supply Import Sub. &3] World
Cultivation of grape Figsa L L N N
Deforcstation Figsa L N N N
Dairy Plant Figsa L N N N
Cocmercialication Facah il M N N
Corzercialization Facah 1§ M N N
' Poultry Bonfinan H N N N
Poultry Bonfinan H =l N N
“Poultry Bonfinan H N N N
Coazercialization Fececaces H L N N
Deforestation Figsa Foresa H N L N
Rubber Figsa L N L H
Poultry Cofisa H N N N
Sceds & Feed Cotisa H L N N
Irrication Fisal M L N N
Irrigation Fisal M L N N
Coapercialization Fedecaces H L N N
**due to Sub-project, annual
*Iteas V, VI and VII are to be rated on a Scale as follows: = none
=, low
= medium
a2 high

do so in a footnote. -

SUB-PROJECT ANALYSIS SU:MARY, FLERUARRY, 1930

SHEET E

Rafael Franco



TABLE 1

ROCAP/CABET REGIONAL RURAL AGRIBUSINESS

PROJECTS

Aoproved and under con-
sideration (as indicated

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT - LOAN NO.

Market Place for Product

in PAF and/or project in-* CA Rest of
feasibility study) Country CM World
Cultivation of grape Figsa L L N N
Deforestation Figsa L N N N
Comzerciailzation Facah L N N N
Comuwetcialization Fucah H M N N
Poultry Beonfinan H M N N
Poultry Becnfinan H N N N
Poultry Bonfinun H 1] N N
Comamercializution Fedecaces H N N N
Deforevstation Figsa Foresa H L N N
Rubber Figsa H N L N
Poultry Cofisa L N L H
Seeds § Feed Cofisa H N N N
Irrigation F.sal H L N N
Irrigation Fuisal M L N N
Coamercialization Fedecaces M L N N

596-T-016:

SUB-PRQJECT ANALYSIS SUMMAK

£H
fa

Y, FEERUARY,

cET F
fael Franco

1980



Arnex X

BACKGROUND ON CENTRAL AMERICAN AGRICULTURE

: A classic dualism exists in the Central American agricul-
tural sector. A relatively small group of farms (mostly large)
‘produce traditional export products (coffee, sugar, bananas,
cotton, cattle) while a large number of small farmers grow basic

food grains, beans, and other domestic food crops. Underemploy-
ment in small-farm and landless-worker families is eAdemic, and
value~added per farm worker is only 50 percent or less of that
in other sectors. Income per hectare of traditional export
crops ranges from two to ten times that{ cf basic food crops.
The ‘main direct impact of traditional export production on small
farmers and rural landless is through employment on large
which is often seasonal.

Continuead high population growth has led to excessive

expansion of cultivated land in densely settled areas by small

farmers. This expansion, plus the absence of conservation
practices, has caused widespread dedradation in natural resources.
'Further:cutting of forests and steep-slope cultivation are
resulting in serious soil erosion and loss of water resources.

The basic requirements for rural progress in the next
twenty years arc to increase production of basic foods and-a
varicty of export products, to broaden the economic participation
of small farmers and the rural landless through productivity

improvements and employment creation, and to improve the

delivery of basic economic and social scrvices to rural com-

munities. The key to this transformation is to increcasce output




2
and income within the traditional sectors through increascd
access to land and other productivity-increasing resources.,
The myth of raising incomes and living levels for the rural
poor majority by drawing them into "commercial agriculture"
nust be dispelled!

The main potential impacts of the Rural'kgribusiness
Project on the target population are higher incomes of smell
farmers and increased rural employrent. Higher incomes ccould
result from improved tecinology for existing crous, expanded
marﬁets or improved marketing for exiszting crops, new CIGpRS,
new inputs, c¢r lowecr priced inzuts., ANot only should the

nature of the impact be identified kut its cost-ecffectivensss

should be appralised as well. In other words, & positive 1Impzact

(9]
ye
o]

tive programs Iunced

large or larger than the impacts of alt

at the same level.



Anncey YI

ROCAY PREVIOUS PROJECT IXYPLERIENCE IN AGRIGUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

The "model" for the CABEI loan was the previous ROCAD
lending program to the Latin American Agribusiness Develosment
Company (LARD), a private developrent finance companv incor-

porated in Panama in 1970, Its principle office is located in

Miami, Floricda. The fiftcecen shareholders cf LEAD are United

[
)
ct
@
v
1

States agribusiness and financial corporaticns and one
national development corporation. LARD was created to finance
and develop smzll and medium sized agritusinecss companlies in

es £ procucTicn, TLrocessing,

1

Latin America involving all pha
storage, services and marxeting in agriculture, livestock,

hin

i

'y

forestry and In 1971, LAXD cstablished a subsidiary,

i
wn

tQ

-

LEAD de Centroamérica, S.a. (LRAD-Cx). Undéer two ROCAP Louns
LAAD-CA has invested $11 million in agribusiness operaticns In
the Isthmus.

It is claimed that this program is benefiting nearly ¢,200
small farmers directly, and has created more than 7,C00 new

jobs. The average annual net income of the benefiting farmers

r

has increcascd by $1,400. Total value added as & result of ilhe

-

program 1s approximately $38.0 million and total fo
earnings for the first typical vear of thec projects financed
will be in excess of $30.0 million. (These figures do not take
into consideration rollover use of AID and LAAD-CA matching
funds, nor do they include indirect benefits resulting from

LAAD-CA financing.)

‘eign exchange



An evaluation of LAAD-CA, completed by Checchi and Company
in November, 1977, reached the following conclusions:

Access to Pesources and Onnortunities for the Rural Poor

1., Raw Materizl Purchases

a. LAAD-CA's maxiaum potential impact on small farmers
results from loans that open new markets for products that
have not traditionally been grown on & larae commercial scale,
Loans to processing plants are likely to accemplish this most
directly.

b. Small farmérs benefit most when processing plants are

able to ofier contracts that offer the farmer grester price

4

or a2ll h

D

stability &and an assured mariet can grow on the
contractec azcrecage.

c. Small farmer participation is maximized whcn the pro-
cessing plant takes charge of trensportation errangements,

d. Although many processors have not traditionzlly dealt
directly with smzll farmers nor taken respensitilisy for trans-
portation, it 1s in their interest to do so. Swch arrangements
may stabilize raw material supplios,.lessen dgerendence on
individual suppliers, and allow for raw meterial to be purchased
at a slight discount below the average oven market nrice.

e. By making loans to processors of non-traditional
products, LAAD-CA docs help to create new opportunities for
economic and social advancement to both the landed (primarily

throagh raw material purchases) and landless segments (through

employment) of the rural poor, whosc only previcus access to



such opportunities was through migration. Analysis of LAAD-Ch's
direct loan and intermediate credit institution subprojects
scem to indicate that greater economic impact is created
through raw material purchases rather than employment zt
somevwhat capital intensive, processing plants,

f. The small farmers affected by LARD-CA's activities
tend to ke those who are aiready active in commercial agricul-
ture, They already possess rational and even entrepreneurial
econcmic attitudés. Cultural incompatibility between their
new agricultural activities and their native culture is

therefore not an issuec.

g. Participation in LAAD-Ch-sponsored projects Goes
esu 1 ren further changes in farmers ulzurzl a<titudes
result in even I her ch e n farmers' cul 12 4

and value systems. The farmers involved do not seom to regret

these changes, and they are the ultimate judge of the desirabi

My

or undesirability of such cultural change,

a

scarcitv faced by some PICCessors

ct
[fo]
vy
3
e
b—r

h. The raw

!

occurs because: {i) the processor is attempting to introduce
into the area a completely new crop; (ii) he is not using
purchasing arrargements vhich act as an incentive for ¢
and adequate supply; (1ii) the normal supply-zand-comand
profitable crops; or (iv) farmers mistrust the processor as a

result of previous mismanagement, Such scarcity is not duc to



a consecrvative or non-receptive attitude on the part of small
farmers, Mor is 1t due to a lack of production credit, except
in the case of such crops as fruits, which reguire a scparation
of several yvears between the initial investment and the first
harvecst,
2, Emplovment

a. Participation by small farmers in LAAD-CR's projects
leads to incrcescs in family labor time, increases in the
produciivity of such labor, and increases in the family's
agricultufal irveectments,

b. Although AID/ROCHP has‘st-ongiy emphasized the landed
segment of the target group, LARD-C/-sponsorcd commercializa-

tion of non-treditional agriculturel oroducts can also benefit,

although to a lescser extent, the landcicss segment of the rural
poor .,

c. The projects evaluated seomed to be capital-intensive,
requiring $16,393 to create one full-time job. (This represents
a slight shift tcwards capital intensiveness compared te that
found in the first Checchi evaluation of LAAD-CA activities,)

d. A mojor ypropostion (V4 percont) of LALDR-CA's projec
create direct employment opportunities in rurl areas, Indircct
rural employmoent is likely to be cven greator,

e. Non-traditionul processors way have a significant in-
direct effect cn rural employment as the result of the

encouragament they give to non-traditional medium and large



farmers, who offer a new type of more skilled, ycar-round
employment. These Jcbs are qualitatively different from the
unstable, highly scasonzl, or migratory jobs offered by large
farmcers in many treditionzl crops,

£. Small fa

"

mers Gc not generally vtilize labor bevond
their families when initizlly making the transition frem
traditional to non-traditional prcduction, but o create additional

1/

jobs for hired workers in the medium term.=

1 . . . . .
Checchi & Company, Evaluation of CADD de CentrohAmerica. Washing
ton, D.C., November 1977.




ANNEX XII
LIST OF PERSONS CONTACTED

ROCAP

1. Robert Hechtman, Acting Director

2. Donald Feister, Rural Davelcooment Ofiicer

3. william Naylor, Controller

4, Rafael Franco, Acting Capital Development Officer

Project Xanager

USAID/GUATEMALA

1. James Bleidner, Rural Develcprent. Officer
2. Clemence Weper

3. David Peacock

4, David rlesdderionn
USAID/CCSTA RICA

1. Steve Knaspel, Dirzctor

USAID/HONDURAS
1. William Janssen, Rur:
2. Den anderson, Senio

CABET

l. 1Ing. Carlocs Ortega, Cccrdinator Ganeral

2. Manuel Lepe B. Tascraria

3. Leonidez Maran B. Tiag

4. Recdrigo MacGregor

5. Adzn Palacio, Jeies Tiag

6. Ruben A. Rcda.no, ines

7. Renan Sacastume F., Juridico

8. Oscar Tulio Lopez, Tes

9. Luils T. Rojas, Proma

0. Julio L. Pereirz Zackman, Tes

HULE Subproject Stai:l

1. Dr. Romeo Marztine:z, Tisiologo

2., P.A. Antonic CUvalls

3. Ing. Agr. Max =dgar Zepeda

QTHZRS

1. FACACH: Ceneral Manager, President, Chief of Ag
Industrial vrojects

2. Guillermo Serranc, COFISA

3. Jorge Arreca, COFISA

4., Luis Fernando ITscalante, COFISA

5. Manager oI Agricola Ce Cartago

6. Edgar %uniga, Info Coop

7. Rizardo Charpenticr, CA3ZEI Ravresentative in Cos
8. FIGSA: Genexal Manager, Agro-Industry Specialist

and

Rica



