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EVALUATION R[PORT 
REGIONAL RURAL AGRIDUSINESS DEVELOPME1:T PHOJr.CT 

Introduction 

AID Loan Agreement No. 596-T-016 f0r S15.0 million 

and $5.0 million counterpart was signed between ROChP and the 

Central American Ba nk for EconorLic In tegrCl tion (CABEr) on 

February 2, 1977. Initial conditions precedent were s2tis~ied 

on, June 2, 1977. According to the t~rms of the loan agreement, 

the final date for !-eceipt by ',.10 of requests for CO!l"l',':t::1c:nt is 

June 2, 1981, Clnd final date for receipt by AID of requests for 

disburse:::ent is December 2, 1981. The purposes of =..oa:l (;16 

are twofold: 

1. to develop non-tradition~l agribusiness activities 
in Central funerica that bene:i: the rcrLl po~~, 2nd 

2. to improve institution~l cap~city of CABE: an~ 

Interme~iate Credit Institctic:ls (ICI's) to fi~~:lcc,/ 
agribusiness activities orie~ted tc the rur~l poor.~ 

The objectives of this evaluation a~e to assess: 

1. the effectiveness and ·~f:iciency of 102.n implementation 
and 

2. the effectiven'2ss of lo.]n utilization by sub-bo:.:ro","ers 
(lCI's) from C;\DCI in relation to tr.e purposes of 
loan. 

Iprevious ROCAP experience in agribusiness development, 
is described in Annex XI. 
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During the evaluation we have reviewed information on actcal and 

potential economic and social impact of the loan project in 

terms of: 

1) small farmer participation, 
2) "extraordina.ry" employm'2:1".:. generatio.1, and 
3) increased farmer /h'orker i r, ,~:,me. 

We also h~ve addressed questions related to achievement 

of loan pu~poses, inclu~ing possible ~estrictiveness o~ 

crite~i2 and desirability of including addit~onaltypes c~ rural 

rroduction in the project. Specific qucsti:ns addressed in 

the ~valcation include the following: 

1) project achievem0nts to d2te in terms of IG2D 
purposes ~:1d i~ term~ o~ ~~~~ ~is~t have been 
achicve~ unJer alternative 2ppro2ches, 

2) nature of u:1pJanned i~?ac~s and the~r e~~ect, and 

3) specific ch2!n~c~s thet r::ir.:-:t r:e undertal:en to i:-:1prcve 
projec::. ach':"eve:1Hor,ts, 

February 18 ::'hrough February 29. country visits were made t2 

Guatem~la, Honduras u:!d Costo Rica. 1n addition to vis~~~~S 

C Jill E I h e ado u art e r s, '.' i sit ~ \'.' ere m a ci c t (; f u .. n' I C I IS, t h r e e s u !::-

project sites, and t~o country AID ~issions, Several sma.:'l 

farmers bei:!g bene~itted by n sub~rojcct were also visited. 

(See Annex XII for list of persons contacted). 

This report p:::esents the iindings and recommendations of 

the evaluation team ~ith regard to CABSI operations in implementing 

the project and the effectiveness of ICI's in supporting and 

assisting rural agribusiness activities, especially ill terms 

of impacts on emplcyment and incomes. It includes spe~ific 
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recorr.mcnc3ations for re-.,-isions in project design 2-nd iIT:p~ement3tion. 

The report is orga~ized as follows: First, an overall 

assessm"O'Dt of the current proj e::t situation 2.na ?rr:)SP2C ts is 

presented. Next, ten speciiic issues related tu project 

perform~nce and future implementation are addrEssed in tcr8~ of 

the team's findings and reco~mendatiuns. In ac,:::i tion, c. ~eries of 

tables and brief \yo::-}:ing papers provic:inS sU?:Jcirtins aet2i~ are 

included as ann~xes to the ~eport. These are i::ppro~r ia tely 

referenced in the bo~y of the report. 

Current Pro4ecc Sitc2tion 

As of Febr~ary 25, 1980, twenty-five 1eI 1 s had b~en 

, I 

add i t i 0 !1 a 1 I C I 1st h E. ~ a ?? 1 i e ::2 :: 0 r e ~ .:. :: .:.:: :. : .:. ",: y \; erE :c e ~ c .:: t 0<; , .::.' 

CJ~BEI . A~ least two more are ex~ectc~ tc sicn ~hcn ?c~~in:: 

subprojects are a~~~oved. 

ment agree~ents, but declined to acce~t therr en the r--"'-'-."'" ... , r ":' .... \.. ......... _,"'J 

that conditions and reporting reguire~en~s ~Ere not acce9t-

able. 

for seven aaditionnl rCI's, and focr ~.~re hn~c resueste~ 

comrni tme:1t Cl~j .... eeITten'.::s. (See TahJe F ~n A~nex VI.) 

'}\..'enty-three su::,projects h,!\'e been a~::]ro\'ed fOl-

financing by CABEI, with disbursements initiated in fourteen 

lAt least two of these are quite closely nnd directly 
linked to the tar~t groups under the program. 



, ", 1 d' , 1/ SUbpl'O)Ccts an,. cornp_ete l.n nl.nc.-

Another seventeen subprojects have been identifie~ 

and are in active p~ocessin9 by ChEET. Thes, a to~al of 

forty sub?rojec~s r,,~·.'e been idcntifiec and approved 0:- cne 

under consideration by CADEl. (This nunber is approaching 

the fifty subprojects estiffiated in the Project Paper to be 

finar:ced ur:der the ;:;\:::;1:'2.8.) 

Nineteen s~hF~oject loans to seven lCI's totallins 

more than $6.5 million had been apFrovec by the CAEEl pr~ject 

coordinator 2S of Febrcary 27, 1979. 

had received final Ch9~I approval. 

sideration by CABEl as of tha~ date. 

~:1 but t~o of these 

of se\'en IC:::' s 

were uncer active con-

C r'\ -. "I"",~ : 't' -, J_ ,.....,.- f c v\... .... ~ _ • : c. _ U J. ~ 

office were as!:ec to prcjec~ the mos~ pess:~is~ic, most 

and for t~~ ~otal loan prosra~. 

jections arc shown in ;~nex r and II. All project funds 

com.'11itment c12te 1l1~c:C'r each 0: the three sco:12rios. 

the terminal cisbu~semcnt date IS ?~ojcctod to bG 
. . 

.s 1:-: I !'"'. ::.. ~1 e , 

and t·welve months less than 112eded U:1clC: t.he r.10st opti;nistic, 

1 Of these, :lve were processc~ prio~ to the rc-
organ:i.~J.ti:Jn of C:\SE1. No infol"r.13tion h'~!S provided to us fOl­

those five projects. Therefon~, they .:lre not included in the 
subsequent discussion. 
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most probable ane mast pessimistic prpjections, respectively. 

Under the most probable time frame, all presently identified 

subprojects will be disbursed by the termindl disbursement 

di:.lte specified under the Loan Agreement. Based on evaluation 

team discussions ane observations, these project.ions ap~e2r to 

be realis~ic anc reflect a marked increase in disburseme~~ in 

1979 and 1980. 

Following loan approval, implementation was slow. 

First, rCI's were slow in coming forwar~ to request eligi-

bility. Nex~, once a request was received, C~BEI took 

a,rerage 0: three mcnths for ap~)rov2,1. Thel~ I ::m the avera~'c I 

Fin2l1)' I anotne::-

1 / 
~:~'::'c.ienc\P ~i:-Jce rr.id-i979 . .=...' E':':-l~C r.;c.:-~': future ~~ll~-

projects \·;ill bto v:ith rCI's thC!t alre~cy ;·,2\·C :~ad a sub-

the subprojc:ct 

Strcamlinin~ Im~lc~ontation Procedures 

l\s c1isCllSS('C 2.bovc I im?lemel)tZ':: lon has been s 10i,'. 

The follo';'lll'j fClCU.Jl-S ha'le cO:1tributc:d to 510\,' implcmcnta'..:.ion: 

1. There W2.S con3idcrablc d81ay on the p~~t of C~EEI 
in aehicv ins a \','ork.:lL Ie ill tc:-uil.l org~n i:':<1 tiona 1 structure 

15" lIT 1'<',-'.· d V ee nnnc);cs ,t, \ un • 
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responsive t~ the needs of the p::og::am. In fact, 
until reorS2nizQtion ar.d est~h1ish~ent of the 
Coordin~tor'~ 0!£iC0 in mici-1979, implementation 
res? 0 n sib':" 2. i t y .... ; ~ s not WE]. 1 ": c) c: use d, r (; s u 1 tin gin 
con~·i(Jerur~\~·-:: time less throug;: inaction. 

2 • Un t i 1 j.: i c·· 1 S 7 9, a c: t .i \' e r (: c r u i tin c; 0 f 1 C I 's an:J 
sUb?roj0c':.:-. by C;,3}":1 s::2.::= cic: not ti:.!:C p12cE:. 
Even aftcr.- r:.ici-1979. cr.1'.' a r.l:nir::ul i1~ount of E)::'-':):e5-

sional S:'2£: time h~s bec~ 
rec::ui tinr: I 2.S opposeD 

3. P:LE~S(:l;t :::-evi c .... : pro~'c~'Jres \·.'ithin C7.;":.[1 rec;c:irc: 
that SUb?':'Cj0C:~S rnO\'0 fro~ one dc~ar~~cnt \arco: 
to anothc:r In il suc:cess~'.·c :(:sh~_o~;. D.?lays 0:- 2-ac;; 
of adeq~2tc: info~J71atio!l ':"n cne: cCr2:!:""t~lC!lt ~:'Iay :-0~'..:i::e 
goins bu'=:'~ tCl :'hc Ie:-. I.,d"LC:- I ~cr-:.hc:- i.r.:or;-t2~-=.lC'~·: 
malT be rC:'::'J:l-0·j :l-Or:": -:'l>? :c:- t;lS rc":':'e'.': :"L:.}:i:~.'; 

plucf:: i:-:. 2~"}:-= "=~C"~:- cc!):..:r:.~::::.':-;t ~ T: :'~l~ ·, .. ~:-iG:.J.s c.~;~~~,~.::-::­

mental ~e\'i~~ ~~s?cnsi~ili~i~s co~ld be i~~~~~~:(~ 
and ca:-riec o~:. siYr.ul t2;:co',-:~,l~ I c2ns~cc:A2:02-e £.C,",':':'J:::: 

in tirH0: li1':'C:'-:"~ be 2.chie\"cc;. 

4 • T I I c~ r;,~::, -, :-' ::.- ? 2.':- :. 0 ::: C ;-. ~ :: l I 8 C? C: :- (: t i 0:; s ;=' :- i ('I r- t c.-' ~:-. i s 
prcjec': ~c.:-: :':0s·r: c.:.i::-.::;:-: ~C;-jC __ ,;:: -~:: ::::-."::-;';-"':=;": 0:-.:.:>.ies 

ins l': t L: t. i CI;-; ~ ..... ,j'::' '- 1 _ .. • ::."~::-;:, ~ c-,:;:~ t ~, c~ :, -~ ::- L' :-,- :- c. :-: c- ' .. : ~. ~­
in v 0 J. v '2 c: .:i r. a c ~- i !:- ',-~ ~-, j :-j C :.: :~, .:. ;; := -:: ~- :~' :- :... 5:" l.' 5 . ,: ... 1 ~,:~ ( L:: :: :. 

sub] 02'.:-, 

- ',' ~ . :: c a£. .1. C :. _ : :.~. 2- c: ',' :.. f;',: S 

for leI lc~n~=-:!~ ·~O ~,'''':~l-jC·.:-:-c)·,,:c:-~~' L::·!c:e~.- th.:.s p:-(.)~·)._:c": 

in (1 I7'.c.J~~lC.:: ~:'~~'.:'~Z:..:- ::.c t!-:2~~ L:SCC ::~or it.s C':l-C~C:" 

lcnding o~0rn:ions. 

n i c 0.1 ,ee 0 n 0 "l i c I a n cl :: ina n c i Zl 1 f c: .3 ~ . .: ::- 1 l :::. :: y 1 S nor ~..1 1 pro:: Co .:: l: r e 

fOl" CABE1. By' contrLlst, fur this projC':::t. ?ri.;-:-,~l~-Y respo:,-

sibility fo:: feasibility review should rest wtth the le:'s. 

CABEl necds to examine its review procedures to [o:::~s 

on 5oc:-io.l imp<1ct revic\" requircments unique to the projec:-t I 

unCI. se(Jk ways to shift feasibility rcvie\.J elcmcnts to th0. leI Is 
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themselves. Such a shift is consistent with the fact that 

lCl's ~re assuming full economic anc financial risK for dll 

subprojects. Subprojects of financially souna lCI's demon-

strating an ability to carry out competent feasibility stud~es 

should require·only so=ial impact review by CABEI. (The section 

which follO\'ls on tech;; i ca 1 u ss i stance di s cus ses hoy; 1 es~ 

experienced and financially weukcr reI's misht be assisted 

in the preparation of s~bloan proposals.) 

In order to improve tur~ara~nd time withi~ CABEl, 

consideration should be given to secun~ing to the Pro~ect 

Coordinator's Of:::cE:, personnel frer:, t:-Ho various cep2.rt!iien~~s 

(areas) presently reviewin~ subprojects. All review the~ could 

take pJ.ace in the Coor~in2tcr's O~fi~E. 

would consult with their respective ~e~artme~ts on a need 

basis. 

Technical Ass~st~~=e 

Letter No. I, ~~! i~cntify the nec~ for technical ~ssist2nce 

Implementation Letter no. 1 

makes clear th2t tec:-.;;ic.:il Llssistancc is to be provided at 

three lev21s: 1 ) to leI's, 2 ) to agribusinesses, and 

3) '1'0 date, technical assistance bas 

been limited almost entirely to ngribusiness enterFrises, 

made uvnilublc through govcHII,lent ins ti tutions or funded 
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under the appropriate subproject loan. 

The Project P~per estimated that approximately ten 

percent of total project costs v:o~ld be needed for technical 

assisU:J:ce. six approved sutprojcc~s include specific lo~~ 

amounts for technical assistance ranging fro~ S3,200 for smaller 

projects ($62,600 loan) to $65,000 for the Hule sU!:lprojcct 

($3.1 million loan). Total funcins for technical ussi3t3nce 

for sL:teen subprojects \-.'i th total :inancing of appro;·:ir.,G '.:.:21y 

$20 million is approximately S111,OOO or only about O.5~ of 

total sUbpr0ject costs. 

Technical assistance to small farmers has not bee~ 

emphasized, partly !:lecause the ~at~re of a~proved SU~?~Oj0=~~ 

to date does not lend itself to suc~ a reguircme~t. 

has technical assistance to leI's b~~- . . , 
e'!7\~.:':~2s.::.:.eQ . 

ment to sorneo leI's as a part 0: tl1·",i::.- s-...:bv::-o=·cct rcvic'.·,' ::'rocess 

applications ~ere inadesuate. lim·:e: ve ::: , 

appears that many reI's (and thci::- s~~-borro~ers) ~eec 5U!:l-

~ cantial tech~iccl assist3.nce ill su!:::)rojec: identific.)tio;1, 

design and feasibility 3nalysis. 

It is li):ely thet ClI.3=:I ha.s rIot p::'-o\'icied li'.o:-c '.:e:c;-; •. ':'cal 

because of di:f:.culties ir. f~lndins. 

hesitant to finance much of this ty?C 0: tcc~~::icJ.l assistance 

as a direct part 0: subproject leans. It also is unlikely 

that leI's would willingly fin3ncc much teohnical assistQnce 

from their :interest rate margin. Neither is it likely that 
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CABE! is willing to absc=b significant costs of this kind. 

We ~oncludc that a considernble part of the problem 

related to slo~n~ss in ~~ojcct implc~entation can be att=ibute~ 

to the lac): of t£:c[1nical assistance to leI's. To finc'J.nce 

such technical assistancE, \ recornmeno th<lt c closins r.(:E~ 

(probably of 2~) be charged by CASEI to ICI's for all sub-

project 102.:15. Income thereby generated would fU:16 tech~ic~l 

assistnnce to ICI's, One sugg~sLion as to how this technical 

assistance might be o=ganizoc. is as ~8110ws: 

Eli 9 i b 1 c ( (! ;; C. ? () ten tic. 1 1 Y cl i :; i b =. e ) :;: C I 1.5 ::. n E a c ~ 
cou.ntry \"'o~:lc. be clc.s::-.::-:ed ~~' :;-.3=:= 2.~ to :evr::l 0: tec;;;:icc.1 
ass i s t {1 n C (? y- (; r. '..1 i :- e -:-: ~'~ 0 c~ n (?:-- .:! t c: ~ cJ -: ~ s : 2. c:' :J r y s ,.: ~:: r 0 j e C ~~ :.~; C:. -

silJilit), s"tu2ies '"e.O ~2r::lit c;·~~~= :~c:··.r:·2"·.' ~c :;0 l~r,:_:.e2 ~·:-:;..2.:-i-
1 y to soc i .:: 2.:':-;,,? u 2:' c. :-'. 2. 1::' :3 is. =:n~.:-: :: S :: S i'.' 0:": 2 -:: t. Co c: i'; e:-: -: c· 
"'or}~ing \\'i~~; :.he:sc: 2?:-'!:'"O\:ec 2:-;~ ~<:':c~:':'z~l l"Clls :"£12·.,:. Z:.::C 
closely ?:"c:~2~e::: :'G s:-.all :G::-;~'h~~~S G:-_= ;l;:-':-: ~~}.~~~y te· sc~.·~::~::...:-c 
sublo.s.Ds t:-:2~ i:"~·:..:::t :a·~'Oy-a;J~\r c:': sr~~C:.~: ,:2:-:-:-1(::"2'., t2SCC. .=-:~. 

such cla.ss':':ic2t_iclr:, C.:\~:'::I h'O~~,L: C~:.iJ'I:~~C: :('·· .. ,~l:) c: ~~~~'.:.::,"c..l 
ass i s t C1 ;-12 C :~ c :-~ \...: ~ ;- ~ (~ (::' yeo U:; -.,:.:-.,' =- 71:: :. ". i c: ',,: c. 2, ~: --.... - --", _ .. - -

would be c~~t~~C:0~ 
tpchnical c:"~:~o.~2::CC. 

(=u:::-:~·; c~)·--::·."'::·~,' ::~ :_;:-c'::cc L.:~c~: ~c",'c~ --,­
~ r. .-=: s .:; .:. ;-. :: : \. :. :.:: .~~ :: = ~ 0:- :'::-::. ~~ \.: C .~ :.~ :. c: 

rfLo;)itorec =~' ~~:l? ~;' .. :.:,:: Of::C,2 ~:; ~:.::: c:.·....::--,::~_-~.', (::-:: \'::;:..::'=' br:. 
su!)ject to ::-.2:-lC0~:-:l;::::';~ o~/e=-.si:;:l-,- ::;~,,' :=fjt:. ':; .. :\2 I Coo:-'::'~2.tc'r I 5 
Office. 

Considc~ab:e attenti0~ ~as foc~sed by the e~al~a:icn 

desired soc':"2.l - . - -_ - -. 1/ 
ln ~o~o ,-, -,",-,[,,,'-'cr' ~h-c_~'--,\,,>c- -~....... . .• __ '-'- _ ~ \.., _..... 'u L _ - • U __ , J L "- _... \,.......... 

Oft h c s e, f 0 u :" i;: v 0 1 '.' e 

l'dd- - 1 - c -h. ,lt1.0n3 l.n~Orn3tlOl: 0:) the :'-0:"0 of t::e project 
in relation to the target group i.; given in l,nne;.: X. 

http:evaL:ac.in
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marketing of tradition~l grain crops although existing marJ~ct-

ing structures already ~xist. Thus, the degrcp of income 

benefi t to these small farmers may be lirni ~ec at best. It 

still is too early ~o quantify the lev~l of income bene~it5 

accruing to these farmers. Documentation availa~le to us did 

not include estimates of these benefits. PjJ.?IS (P::c:e:-t 

Assessment Forms) should include such esti~atc~ as ~isc~s5e~ 

below. 

The remainder of the t~enty projects reviewe~ ha~c bee~ 

just if i ed on the ba sis of "e ;.; tr a ord inc.: ry E:rr.pl o:.:r:-,e r: t ~:E.:H~;-:: '.:..:. c:: " , 

one of the criteri2 specified in the Loan ~;rce~c~~, ~he 

tion?" One issue is capital intensi\'cncss, i.e., [;0',: r.'...l::::-. 

capital is ir:vested to produce a jo~? The:: s,,-,co;',:: i:::;-,C: c::,,·::..~2.ary 

issue lS the nature o~ the jo~~ Frod~ce~, 

outside the project for the workers? Is there dc~:::ns~ra~:~ 

, 
increase or a decrease in ~he dc?endenc~' rc::laticns~iF c~ wc~~ers 

to owners? We believe these iss~es are critical whct~cr Lhe 
1 / 

employment is on-farm or of~-!ar2.~1 

In our opinion r 
" +­
.... -- IS :10-:' S:"::1.1C~l2n:. to sho· ... ' the::. a 

productivi ty anc. inco;ne potentiZ:.l tho.:-I c'c::'rcntl~; l'revails, 

In the fi.rst place, the problcr.~ of appropr':'c::.te '.:.cc:l:-,clogy j:;c:;t 

be addressed, What realistic alternatives exist fo~ using 

1 1 . d ' 1- ' CAnEI and ROCAP per sonne asslste us In m3~lng a 
preliminary q u.)lit.:ltive .1sseSSl11cnt of the' imp.lcts of the 
approved unc1 proposed subloans. The resul ts arc sho\·:n in 
Annexes VIII and IX. 
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more labor rc1ativG to capital? This issue is important 

because more lQbor-int~nsive tcchnoloriy spreads the increased 

employment opportunities mere widely and stretches scarce 

investment capital over more investment projects. 

As a basis for compari' j the capital costs of creating 

jobs in this program, we have obtained the following estimates 

fo~ job creation: 

Capi tal Per ~lob 

1. Small farm agriculture 
(estimate for Central hmerica) 

~. Guatemala ru~al sma!l-scale 
enterpr ises (oa};ir.g and food) 
Panel stucy 

3. Hondur2s rural s~3ll-sc21e 
industry (sea;-;-,s:'::ess, tailor, 
baker, ~ood~Gr~~ns, b~ick~aking, 
etc.) with cnder S2,50G in-

$ 

$2,000 

$4,850 

vestment (Kelley stucy) $ 117 

4. Industrial ente::?~ises financed 
by LhAD-CA in 1977--Checchi 
Report 

5. ROCAP/CA3~I PrograD 
Emp lov-~'l~ Ge~n--"~O~ sub-~ J"I'~' 2/ -,j'--~Cl~~ ,I 

proJects:-

a. Seven most c2.;-,~tal i:ltensive 
subpro7ccts (S1:-, ,1 millic:-l ne\,' 
inv'8st:1\Cn:'; 1,1,(1:) nc\-. jobs 

$13,880 1/ 
($2,256)-

cre~tcd) $10,786 

b . ? i \' 2 1 C il S t c .?\ ? ita 1 i n ten -
sive subprojects ($3,784,000 new 
invcsbl'~!lt; 900 ne\.; jobs c:'cc1ted) S 4,20'; 

c. RQng0 for apprcvcct sub?~ojccts $2/05~ tn S13,583. 

lsee TQble 3, pngc 76 of Project P~peI for projected 
job creuti.on for Six neprcsentat.iv~ Ll\J\D lH:;ri-industry Projects. (197 

2" II uCC nnex VII. 

http:creati.on
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Guidelines for Estnblishinq Priorities 

As f~r ~s on-form productiofl is involved, we propose 

that job creation benefits be substituted for income benefits 

to sm~ll farmers only where the case can be convincingly made 

that organization of farm production of a product is economi-

cally unfeasible under small farm conditions. Using this 

cri~erion, the rubber subp=oject, for example, would not have 

been ap?rovec1 since production of rubber by small farmers is a 

recognized success in other countries. 

Ou~ review of disbursement pros~2cts under Loa~ 016 

suggests that it is time to establish guidelines for more 

risorous evaluation of the priority to be attached to given . ~ 

social and economic impacts for subproject prop~sals. These 

guidelines should also be applied to the utili:2tio~ of r011-

over funds and any additio~al funding ~hat may bec0me avail-

able for the loan program. 

First priority shDul~ go to subprojects that raise 

incomes of small produce=s. The ra~~ins of a particular 

subproject proposal will therefore depend upon: 

1. increas~d farm income senerated p~r doll~r of 
investment, and 

2. the proportion of the increased income th~t goes 
to small farmers. 

The implication of this criterion is that subprojects 

with the largest impact on small-farmer inco~es will be given 

first priority under tne loan program. A subproject t~at 

merely uses preducts produced by small farmers, but h3s roo 

demonstrable effect on small farmer incomes, would have lower 

priority. 
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Second priority would go to employment generation. 

The criterion for ran}:ing =ubprojects in this group should be 

capital costs per job. The feasibility study should first 

determine that the most labo=-intensive technique that is 

econom~cally justifiable has bee~ selected. Next, any pro-

posal where capital costs per job created exceeds a cut-off 

level should be eliminated. We suggest $5,000 per job. 

FInally, the,lower the capital cost per job created, the highRr 

the priority given to the subproject. 

The implementation of these criter~ requires that 

CABIn assist those ICI I S most directly ll:1ked to small fa).:m2I"S 

in the preparation or ~riority subproject p=o?os~ls that ~ill 

leave larsr: irr.?2cts, He feel this active ap;;ro2ch is !Tluer: 

preferred to a passive ap?roach on eAB~II~ pa~t, involving 

hlere review of ICI proposals. We feel subloans that fi~ the 

proposed criteria exist but they are likely to be i~entifie6 

only if CABEl works closely ~ith ths Iells to identify them. 

Addition.:::l guidelines co'.l1e: ::',:,_ .<,,: 

1. De~'roe of dependency relationship established 
( i', v e r s ere I a. t i Of'. S hi?) , 

2. T~2hnic2l 2ssistance ~oins to s~c:.ll farmers, 
3. rli)~lr(~dins C<= l2b~.:- s}:i11s , 
~. Export pr~~Dtio~, 
5. Import substitutio~, 
6. Incrc~se in dom~s~ic food supply. 

Foreiqn Exch2ncC' Kisl: 

The ]\10 lOur: to Cl,DEI is in Uni ted States dollars. 

CABEI PQSSGS foreign exchnnge and convertibility risks on 

to lCI's. lCI's, in turn, hQve consistent.ly passed on foreign 

exchQnge risk to sub~borrowers, while convertibility risk ill 
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some cases is being assumed by the ICI. In tr.e case of ~~me 

countries (such as Guatemala and Hondurds) that have a long 

history of dollar exchange stability, required assumption of 

foreign exchange ris~ by lel l s does not appear to be a sig­

nificant impediment to loan demand. Additionally, i~ the case 

of public sector lClls, this factor does not o~pear to be a 

constraint to borro~ing.· However, in the case of Costa Rica 

(and now, EI Salvado~ and Nicaragua), privat~ sector leI's 

most likely a~e constrained by this risk. CABET h2s suggested 

that in these countri2s, it may ~e necessary to lend only 

through central banks that will assu~e foreign exchange risk 

for the TCI's. If this is necessary, it dlmin~shes the role 

of CABET as a regional intermedia~y institution for cha~neling 

AID funds to rural agribusinesses. 

Tn the case Gf subprojects producing for the export 

market, theforeisn exchange risk should not loom as a SC~lOUS 

problem. Furthermore, centred ba.:.):s senerally C211 be u:j:Jc:ctec. 

foreign exchange. At th~ present time, WE conclude that 

foreign exchan0e and convertibility risks are not serious 

COn. ,-.r-aints to uti} ization of projec:t funds. 

importance of these risks should be closel:' moni tored. 

Export DeveloD~ent 

The Project Faper empbasized the o:cicr.tation of tbe 

project tow~rj production for the export rn3rket, espcci~lly 

proGucticn uno processing of frui ts and vegeLublcs. ImlHllll 

foreign exchuJlge e.:lrnin<]s for the tot.:ll project were 
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projected at $1.20 nnnually for eoch $1.00 invested. Sub-

projects to date do not approach this level. Only one s\~b-

project (rubber production) involves production for export. 

The rest produce primarily for in-countr~ consumption, and 

gerlerally to increase food supply ruther than ;:0 substi tu~e 

fol. lmports. 

Th~s poor perZorm~nce in e~port develc?~ent will b2 

somev.'hut. improved as some of the subprojects nOH under consicf~ra-

tion corne on-stream (e.g., marailo:1 a .. Ci ajoY'l-ioli productiorl and -------- ~----

processing) . 

Regionali7.y 

basis of: 

The regional no~ure of Loan 016 was justi~ie~ on the 

1. greate~ resources 2~t=actcd to the ~=oje~t ~9ca~se 
of CASEl counterpart (in adcition to leI ~esou=ce~ 
requirec), a,,0 

7. greater flexibility ot resource flows ~n 7.h~ 
region. 

Experience to c~te suggests that t~ese re~so~s co~tinue 

to be vo.liu. O~ a toto.l of $4.2 million of AID loan funes 

being invc:sted in sixteen subprojects, $~.5 

al funds is being invested by C;,.:?::'::} ;..;.;.c; leI;:::, <1;-;0 c;)othe:: 

$11.2 million by sub-borro~e=s ~o:: 2 total o~ ~19.9 ~illio~. 

Thus, for each $1.00 of AID lOQn funds i~vested, a~ additional 

$3.67 of invc~strnel~t is achieved. Further~o=e, resource flo~s 

defini tely 21-e moving more hcuvily into SO::10 cotl!1tries tJ\Cln into 

others. A reviE~ of present approved subprojects ~nd subprojects 

under considerution shows that upproxim.1te1y sixty percent of 
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re50u~ce flows will go to Costa RicD , twenty-seven percent 

to Guatemala, nine percent to El Salvador and five percent 

tv Honduras. 

This suggests that it this loan had besn made on a 

country basis (in Nicaragua, for example) funds may not have 

.been disbursed at all. A similDr situation may well emerse 

in El Sal v' jar. .-n. t the same time, preser.va tion of the regional 

nature of the program r2guires that it not be focused primarily 

in one or two countries. There is danqe r of this happe~ing in 

Costa Rica and Guatemala. We believe that implementation of 

an aggressive technical assistance program as suggested above 

can assure a more balanced.program among countries. Moreover, 

the uniro:.-mity of lending criteria and proccs'-'.res thc:t res\,lts 

from a project of regional scope should bring economics c~ scale 

to the develo?ment of in.'C"·titutional capability at the "secor:c:-

story'! level (CADEl), which otherwise would need to b~ developed 

by an institution in each country. 

Pr0ject Evaluations 

The Project Papcr specifies that three types of evalua-

tions are to be carried out: 

, Joint. CI'.S~I/r-')C.z\? revieh's lliter disbursement of 
each $2. S' million of i-.ID fur.-5~. Th::"s re\'ie\, is 
to focus on StCbPl-Ojc::ct com?ILiJ~ce \,.'i th the Congl-2ss­
ional l-:.:!no2te and ilTl?act 0;; the targe: srou? und 
problem sub;Ju)jects. 

2. Annu.:!l eva:u2tion of subproject progress based 
on buse J in;" r I'. I" 's CIne Cl nrJU,l j ll?Cl.:l Le~ , 

3. Special assessments involving intensive analysis 
of selected subprojects, utilizing outside technical 
personnel. 
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We fee: thdt all t~ree of these evaluations are 

extremely important to ROCAP and to CABEr's own operations, 

as well as in term~ of the operations of rCI's in subproject 

identificatior, design, analysis and imp:ementation. We 

L"ccornrnena that plans be developed immediately for a special 

impact assessment analysis of four or five subprojects in late 

1980. Suggested sub~rojects for bssessment are: 

1. Rubber production - FIGSA 
2. Poul try proc uction - Bf.i~?IN.:"':: 
3. Commerci&liz2tio;) - FeoecacGs 
A. Seed and Concentrates - COFISA 

Utilization of P~F's 

'rhere h2s been SOlne resistance to use of baseline 

PAF's, and annual updates as spccifie5 in the Project Pa?e~ 

have not been required. It is our strons opinion th2~ c~re-

fully prepared baseline PhF's and a~nual updates ~re critic~l 

elements in the implementation of this project. 

concerns about loan disbursement h~ve overshadowed the ~or~ 

func1arn2ntal nature 0: this project, i.<::., to break nc.,· c;::.'oun:: 

in testing the feasibility of utilizing a regionally-based 

intermediate credit-banking mechanisDI to identi~y and fu~d 

rural agribusiness e~terprises that have a clear di~ect be~c-

fit to the rural poor. The nature and extent to ~hich this 

mechanis:n CC::!1 actively accomplish this purpose is a critico.l 

component 0: the project. The baseline P':"'F's and annu~l 

updates are the basic information source by ~hich this ke~' 

component of proj6ctperformance can be measured. Relia-

bility of PAF information will be tested, and complemented in 

turn, through the specinl impact assessments. 
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He feel thut ROCAP should rcaUirm to CheE! the funda­

mental imrortance o[ curefully completed PAF's and annuul 

updates. CABE!, in turn, ihould make this clear to lCI's and 

assist them in ohtuining the necessary inforrnatio~. 

We did not have time i~ this evalu~tion to do more than 

a cu!' sory rev:l ev.' of the Pl~F to detcrlT'.i!le its adequacy to serve 

its purposes. If this is an issuo with CABEl and lCI's, staff 

or consulting time should be ullocated to reviewing the PAF, 

visiting CAESI and leI personllel to determine their speci~ic 

observatio!ls, and revisi!lg the PAF doccments accordingly. 

It seems li};ely that ir..?le::ent,::tion of the techn.:'cal 

assistance program proposed in this report will alleviate ~~ch 

of the criticism of the PAF. 

Future Role of ROCAP 

ROCAP sho~ld continue to receive P~F's for pro~~sed 

subprojects, and shoul~ co~tinue to carry out an i~ternal 

review to assure compliance with benefit re~uire~ents to the 

target grou?s. These reviews sho~ld be based on ~~tually 

agreed criteria as suggested in the section on S~id0]i~cs. 
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TABLE B 
Am!EX i I 

ACTUAL AND PROJECTED CABEI DISBURSEME~TS FOR REGIONAL RURAL AGRIBl!SINESS PROGRAM 

c--------------'------ -' --,----- Actua! and Per iodo de--Fechaflnul -,- _lHanned_ --- ACTUI\L PROYECTADO Y 
Oesemoolso de c. perfodo ;\1 iflicio del Ptograrna Anual .I'\cu/llulado Anual Acumulado 

A(iuflL y 
PIWYECTADO projected 

Anua 1 J'.CUlIIU 1 ado Anual Acu:nulc1do Cor.:-:it!:lcnts 
--------------~. CU::lU-

AnnuJl l~t~ 
~J- 1.0 Ano 1 12/2/78 2.0 2.0 

Aiio 2 12/2/79 4.C 6.0 0.9 0.9' 0.9 0.9 ~.5 4.5 

Ano 3 12/2/80 6.0 12.0 f..4 6.4 6.4 7.3 11. 7 16.2 

Ano 4 12/2/81 TOO ?J 8.0 20.0 c.l 15.1 8.7 16.0 3.8 2/).0 

Aiia 5 9/2/82 
3/ 

Ext. - lI.O 1 S.1 4.0 20.0 

-----,--,. , 

Cils~do ell licrl~Jo "Ids rrcJf)ilhlc" [Iii I';: C(}/I:jl1l'lill' clcsc:.:bolsus ell' lil loL:licl(ld dE.' los fondos del Progl'air.~. 
Ti('.i.;)O "'l/c1S Of}Lilii-j'sla"-nc(,ii~I'-5 a lu', ~,(f;. 18. IliillulH'S (l 1" fc·("llel firl ... l de dcsc:,JlJ()ls()s y rcC]ul'r-il'io un 
pl·,'l(Jdo dL' -s-l'i~'-I'!(;.C'-': de C;.:lCIlSiul" li~;,;ir" "~1:l:" p_l's_i.~II.i~,ti:" 1l('1j;11'i~ <I l(Js SUI 1<1.5 fIlillon~s, a 1,: fc·, 
Clid filHl (J.:: c1e:sCIIiLolsCI:' j t-c'ljll('I'ii )i: l/:: ,:jjr. dc' c/.lcl,~iclli, Sill C:I:/)(;)'I-,O, aun en l'l ticr,ipo "n:55 pC5imista" 
la tutCllidod ae:l pI'(,sli;:J,:J kdd'J ~ic!C! c',.:,:JIl.:Ii:::licJo [lell'(j 1,; fceil;1 (:ctll,.l de CO,l:riOI:,-iso; 0 sci) que cn nin­
gOn casC! SI? r,r(:vc- UIIO CXlr~IISi6'1 ('I, 1,1 1('('11.1 1illal de cOI::proniiso. 

'Z/ re:clla fini11 dcse:::luulsus. d probable). 
)/ Ey,tcllsion rCCjllcridu,'para complctur dc~er.lb()losos (necesida mos 

Preparildo por: 
Be I E -PRO:-:;\G 
27 f e bn:ro 1930 
LER/caa. 

'U 
Lui S E. R 0 j as. /{Z· 
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ANNEX IV 

____________________ TuA~n~.I~.E~D~-~p~R~O~J~f~C~T~I~~~J~·,_'r._·~I~t~T~J~O~':~T~I~~!~f _______________________ __ 
Months of 
Elapsed time to 
com?lete the step 

S T E P {Rounued to nearest month) 

From To Ranqe lo1edian r~veraqe 

1. Eligibility request Elig ibi 1 i ty approviJl 1-6 4 3 

2. Eligibility approval Line-ot-credit re-· 1-8 4 3 
quest 

3. Line of Credit re- Line of creo::..t ap- 1-7 4 3 
quest proval 

4. Line of Credit ap- .:onunitment 2g:::- ee- 1-11 6 5 
proval ment signing 

5 .• Conunitment 2.g:::-ee- 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 C. i sbur s ement 1-2 2 2 
proval 

8. First disbursement Last disbursement }j 

9. El<lpsed ti]C',!:' f:::-om last dction to 2/15/80 2-98 12 7 

}j Completed disbursement~ to da~e h.:1\'<: be-e'.·;., those cases .:here ICI' s used 

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

CABEr. Then, oncc approved thcy obtllncG one-tir.1c reimhursemcnt, 



ANNEX V 

TABLE E - '!'IH::' REQUIRED FOR SUB-PROJECT REVIW BY CABE! 

REGIONAL RURAL AGRIBUSIKESS PROGR&~ 

CABEI Coordinator Analysis I.C.I. Total 
Acceptance Approval Tel.mination Notificatio::!, Jo-lonths 

7/79 7/79 9/79 10/79 4 

7/79 7/79 S/79 8/79 2 

7/79 7/79 8/79 8/79 2 

7/79 8/79 9/79 10/79 4 

8/79 S/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/S0 1/S0 2/S0 2/80 .2 

l/SO 1/S0 2/S0 2/80 2 



A.>.;SU VI T.ul.£ F - INTI::~IEDI.\T~ CREDIT INSTlTlITIO:lS I:H.An:D TO 1'U~ RECIO::M. RURAL ACRlilUSINESS OfVELQPM£1ft PROJtcTS 

(MO<:,\I'/ C,\II£1 1.')"':1 I!O, 596-T-016) 

I.'hen Selected 
Fo r C.;>nsi<l.!f,L tloll 

pro j .!c t durlnt 1=-

1I.1SDU!l.\S 
1. lI.mt In.1n 
2. 11""".10"". 
1. f.":.lch 

'>Co. 8.1n:l(0,", 
S . 11 ':::0 IUpo u ,corlo 

(SOC.::: rln) 
6, 8~0 Cont!n"nt~ l. S,A. 

HI CAR.\r.tJA 

x 
X 
X 

1. t;a",-o Nadon:al(r.n .. nlc) X 
2. Infon",c X 
1. ru"d.: X 
~. toneo Y3cJnaldc P"orrollo 

(llun . fl!d. Inf .. n .. e) 
S. c:a 

f"J (Ilea central) 

CUATr~'IAIA 

1. fhu 
2. Co d In .. 
3. fig"" 
~ , fen.1eOi"': 
S. lIoneOde l o5 TtoboJdotca 
6. lI"ne,,(e 
1. O"nJIlS'" 
8. a"neo Intern .. e!on.l 

COSTA ItI CA 

X 
X 

1. lIanco cr"dl(o a;tlc ., X 
COrt:!!:o 

2. lI.:.nco OIntlo Cll X 
3. C .. fl"" X 
~. 114nco ~.1clonal d e Ck X 
5. lI.1O nco Centra l 
6. tTeo 
1. WfO t,;.cco:l p 

£1. SALVADOR 
1. Fie" p" X 
2. lI':'n.!"!n"" 
1 . Fl u l 
4. fedccrcdl(o 
S •• 'eJ"cocca 
6. BaGeo Hlpo(ccorlo 
1. a.Jnco f.l~cnto Aaropeeuarlo-

X 
X 

X 

X 

x 

X 
X 
X 

x , 
X 
X 
X 
X 

STATUS AS Of 2/25/80 

EU (:lII I1. ITY 
pcnJ-

proY"d 

9/1/11 

11 /d/11 
3/28/11 
11/8/11 

11/8/17 

1/8/11 
1/8/11 

1/14/17 

11/8/17 
1/22/11 
9/1/11 

3/28/19 
S/23/19 
U/8/17 
6/28/18 

12/12/18 

12/12/18 
5/23/19 
1/25/19 

1/2~/18 
1,/26/78 
2/2'/./18 
1/21o/78 
9/26/19 

10/24/19 

1"& 
\llth- r c -

X 

X 

X 

CO~IT,COHTRACT DATE 

."Pd, 
12/22/18 

8/22/18 

6/23/18 

6/15/19 

6/21/79 
9/29/78 
5/10/79 
3/12/19 

X 

X 

X 

X 

x 
X 

X 

~eq,"td_ orrtd. 
o • 

pcnd. 

X 

X 

X 

x 

X 

x 

x 

3 

, 

4 

1 

(10) 

1 

, 

, 
1 

, 

1 

, 

.' 

1 

, 
, 
1 



ANl:EX VII 

TABLE G - ESTIMATED CAPITAL INVESn1!:':NTS PER DIRECT JO!3 CREATED BY 

SELECTED SUE-PROJECTS m;oCR - LOAN 016 

Si~nifj cant 
Small Capital Investment 

Farmer per Direct Job 

ICI Coun~r)' Prolect Ti tle ._--
Benefits 

(yc~ or no) Crented 
1. Figsa Guatemala Crape Production No 2,062 

2. Figsa Guatemala Nilk Processing Yes'! 3,026 

3. FigsE. Cue: t err-,E. 1 a Reforestation No 3,850 

" . Fisal El Salv2dor Irriga::ion No ",265 

5. CaUsa Costa Rica Seed &. Feed Yes 6,970 

6. Figsa Cuater..al3 Reforostation No 9,030 

7. Fisal El Salvodor Irrit.2.tion No 10,2::2 

B. Cotisa CO.st2 Ri.:a Poultry ProG. No 10,311 

9. FigSCl Cua te:7ldla r.ub·~cr Prod. E, Proc. No 11.,000 

10. Banfinnn Hondu:as Poultry Products No 12,083 

11. Banfillnn Eoncluras Poult ry Products No 12,083 

12. Banfin::r. HClnduras Poultry Products No 13,58J 

NOTE: These ~stil:1ates were calculated by RAFAEL FRANCO bas0d on infor.nation available 

in ROCAP. 
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ThilL!:: I 

HOt:,\p/(ABrl ftl.:GIO:;,\l f,UitAI. AGl!lillJSINlSS UlVLLOPl,llNT Pr-ClJElT - LO,\N NO. 5%-"[-016: SUll-I'I<OJEC!" A.';rll.¥SIS ~t;~t·'~\KY. fl:c<lUAkY. J~i!O 

PkllJ fl. T5 

App~uvcJ an~ urll!er cun­
sidt:r;.Jtiof: (35 illJILJ.tcd 

in P .. '.f. cluJ/Ur fh-ujc":l 

.;;;S..:;t..;:;a..:;t..:;u:.;;s,--....:t:..;" ':...:",-," .!J!.0..~L s l ",I y i 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

A 

A 

A 

Cultl\,~[lOn of g~apc 
Figs.J. 

[ll.!f.)rc~lnt.i O"l Fll:sa 

[j~iry Plant Figs.! 

(uj; ... ;",crcializ.J.t. ,") 

Facah 

Cu~ncrci~li.ation 
ro.ca), 

PoultlY £301,finan 

Puultry Bunfin~n 

Poultry BUilfinan 

COt;.mctci"li:ation fc~ccaccs 

lJt:.f0rc~t.J.t lvn Fiisa Fon:sa 

Rut-ber Figs« 

Poultry ("fis.J. 

Sc.!l.!lis Co FceJ Cufi 53 

Irril:~tion i'ls31 

lrrig~tior. Fisal 

CUUl.":l..! I:~ia 1 i!~ t ion h:J<!ca';"s 

-Infon:.J.tion nut 3vail"ble from PAP 

COOp-
Lrut i vc 

Oq;~"i-
::It Ion 

N 

N 

E 

N X 

N X 

N 

N 

N 

N X 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

E X 

~I!l E1' A 

II III 

ICI Of)~:mjzationa.l 5tnICrurc final Borro,",~r Or,""l ~at lanai Structure 

InJi- C00P- InJi- P:i-
\' iJu:.1 h,,\,j ,c I'ri v~tC' l.~rati\'c vlJ",,1 v;:tc Public 
l..:I1trc- PI- i va.t;:! S.:.:ctur Voluntary Org.Jfl- En t rc- (0:::- Sector 
p n.~n,~u r CO;::;l.:.ny ~,n{ it y Cq:ani ~at ion zLatiGn prcn~LJr pallY E'lt ny 

X X 

X X 

A- X 

X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X X 

X X 

X 



, 
~hSL£ I 

~~ 
~rproyc.1 :In..i un.!..,r .:on- Inv,",stlllcnt t.y Soun:c 
sid ... r:lti.,,, (,. ir.Jic:It,,<,l ( S) . 
in P.\F :/.nJ/OT pro ject '" C,\BEI l e I- Fiu l 
(usillility Hudrl '" 25\ Ilorro,",,,r 

Cultivation ,f ,uP" " 60 7S 126 
Hen 

tJ;:(orcHiH ion Fi Cn " (2 SO m 

D:airy Phnt Filn ISO SO SO 2(J 

Co~c rci3lilation 9( J O m 
FiI..:::r.h 

Co~~crciali:3tion 10' ., 
F:u:ah 

POl.lltry Bonri .nn ., , . 12 . 0 

Pouilry Bonrin:l.n 47 ,. 12 '0 

Poullry IWnfln:t.n " 20 12 ., 
Co~erclali:ation " " 

,. 
" Fedc.:accs 

DcCorcsu t ion 188 ., " '" fils", Foun 

~u~"cr Fign :l ,1 2S 115 1,614 6 ,1 6S 

p.,ultry cQn$;! m 1S 150 '" 
Seeds , Fo:e.J. CoHn SJS '" 

,.. <7' 
lrri,:ation Fi~:l1 '0' " "0 l , U9 

lrd,at i on Fiul 12 " 81 m 

Co~cr~ia liz:lti~n ·263 " <01 " f"Jc.::t.ces 
(" , 2~6 I, SS4 l,IN) 11. 20] 

TQt:t.l . ~,6S" 
· In!o~tion not :l.Vlli lllb l .. (ro., PAF 

". 
1""('~ l"cl\l :",,1 I n..:oll''' 

~:I,I::1b"r of ,\trl-
c uh ural l· roJ ... ;;:cr ~ 

ecnl:fittcd 

Tot:! 1 5_11 Ho.:d. I..aq:e 

lO t 

'OS 

~ 6l 4 

830 1 . 

'" 
HS 

I~S 

lol 

98 

710 

10 , 939 

(,29 

1, 394 1 

2,484 

'" 
182 , 

20,8S7 

Ol;O r"c tcr i~ ti cs 

"'mu~ I Rat io of 
I :,cr"as~ I nvl':~ t :;.;.: nt 

in A;:n- To ,'-.. r:ual 
c ulu • .:.rc Inerc:." " (, 
Producer Pr oJuc c( 
lr:coQ:c s (S) I nC;: (..QC5 (S) 

Proport ion 
'f Im::n,;ascd 
I nc"_5 Coins 
To S=.J 1 Faras 

(\) 

0 

SI~EtT II 

It.!.. .. I Fr ;:,nco 

or 

Enterprise Incoee 
Attrlbut:t.bl" to Pr~ J"tt 

Tota.l T~t:t.t R.tio 
Ar.m.::t.l MOU;) 1 Jorru ,l .. s 

to ~Iu 
(n 

Sa les Jom~ l .. s 
($) ($) 

• 



TADLE X 

R.lC.W/CABEI KEGlo."AL I!.URAL :"Gk I 8US I:-I r.SS U[VI:I.QJ':':8;r l'kOJ[CT _ LOAN ~O. S!)t.-T-OI6: 
FtE=;'U,\Ic'( , t !.I .. o 
$ilf.f.7 C 

Pi:aJEL,S 

AI'" ro,· .. oI :.nJ under (on_ 
sIJ~ra(ion {3~ inJ,c3led 
in r AF :lnd/or p r uj"c l 
f~:I~ iI' IIiI\' :> t u<l .. 
C~ltl~3ti on uf ~ rapd 
FIJ;$l 

Oc{orcst3tion Filsa 

Dairy Pl::lnt Fi~s:l 

Co~~crci~liz:ltion 
h":l h 

CO~~ rci:l l l::ltlon 
f:/. c:ln 

Poultry Bonn";).n 

Poultry Bon fi":'n 

Poult ry ~onfin:.n 

Co~~e rcj:lliz:ltion 
Fracca( ... s 

0.: ( ')Te St 3t iOIl 
Fil$l For"~:1 

Poultry Co{h" 

S ...... <.II , f ... ed Coflsa 

Irri~atiun Fis:l1 

Irrl,;ltlon F i~al 

Comr.crciallzallon 
FeJeC:I ';'" 

V 

LOC\TIONAI. OI.\It,\CH: It ISTl CS ' 

("ou"l ry 
(n.u"e) 

lIondur:os 

lIonduras 

1l0nJur:ls 

Il.ln<.lutas 

Iiondura,. 

El S:llvador 

Ost .. Rica 

fl S:l lv:ldo r 

EI Sa lv:ldo r 

""grant 
llllor 

, 
, 

, 
, 
, 
, 

, 
N 

, 

" 
" 

, 
L 

L 

, 
N 

" 
L 

, 
, 

, 

r.=11 
{no COII­

c" 'll r a t ion 
L 

H 

L 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
H 

L 

H 

" 
L 

L 

';Concell ­
tr .. tlon 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

" 
" 

" 
" 
L 

'I tc~, V. VI and VII arc to be r:lt .. d on a Seal .. a s fo llows: N 

L 
nunc , .. 
I:Wdiu", 
hith " " If further e .. pl anation is t' .. quired~ to clarify ~hc T3tin,. <.1 0 so in :I footnot .... 

r"oductioJn 
I"'prn"c",cn:. , . 

L 

H 

" 
" 

" 

" 

" 
" 
" 
" 

Nlhcl franco 

VI 
IMI'ACT k.ATWG- r OM SUB- I'IH)J ECT 

Cr !; .. t u processinl 
...... r~(:t for 
r=- .. ru:o t cri .. l s 
purcil .. seJ fro ... 

SQ:l11 far",ers 

• 
, 
L 

" 
H 

L 

L 

L 

" 
N 

N 

N 

" 
L 

L 

" 

btabliv. non ­
tr .. diti(or. .. 1 

Per"",n!;nt 1;('1" 
Pro- Proc!;ssln2 

ducti ~n ~rkct ir.2 
L L 

H 

L 

L 

, 
N 

L 

H 

, 
L 

L 

L 

L 

H 

N 

" 
" , 
H 

L 

" 
H 

N 

L 

L 

L 

L 

~rlo.C:t I"'?rove.:: ... nt Sf 

::.. ... Tud, 

, 
, 

" 
H 

N 

H 

!! 

N 

N 

H 

" , 
H 

!! 

L 

L 

N 

L 

H 

N 

H 

H 

" 
L 

N 

" 
N 

H 

H 

H 



VI 

Slii.n IJ 

Rafael Fnnco 

PkOJECTS HII'ACT !t,\T1NC*FO!t SUB-PHOJECT 

Idcrt.:',l.!.l.' in l.abol" F')l"cc"· 
f)11'C~-: IIJ'I'olc[ un 

!:ur.·.i Fdlh 11 Y Ap~rov~J anJ unJer con­
shlc-r.ltion (.l> inJlcat.:J 
in ~AF anJ/or project 
ie~sihllity st~Jv) 
ClIltivation of grape 
FI!!sa 

i{~tld of Livin:! C\)jhliti{Jn~ lJp-Cr.Jd1111: 
On-Farm t-:on-Farm En.ploYlnl.:ot Su~loJ.l Pr~)- b:lploy-

S ~t!J. Rur31 LJrt:",)a::;n~.::.to=--.:.l!~£.::~..:.t,"mc::c~nc::t---"lJ:.::uc:;u:.:s:..:i-"IH! ServJ._cL"s l(~..:(~~~~S duer iun nlcnt 
N 1/.2(J(,2 

Dairy Plant Fig~~ 

C0~~ercialization 
Fa.:ah 

Cor.\;!lcrc ia: i ~a t i on 
Fa.:ah 

Poultry Bonfin,," 

Poultry Bonfin.1n 

Poultry Bonfinan 

Co::-.. ~~rcial i.:.ation 
FeJt..:":J.':cs 

[)"::[\Jrcstat iun 
Figs,) rorC:!ia 

Poulay Cofis.1 

SeedS & FccJ Corisa 

lrri~atiun Fisal 

Irriualion Fisal 

Co~~crcialila[ion 
flo!Je~accs 

N L 

L 

L L 

L L 

L L 

L N 

L N 

L N 

N 

N II 

11 

L N 

L N 

N II 

N II 

M N 

L 

L N 

L L 

II N 

II N 

L N 

L N 

L' N 

N N 

N N 

L N 

L N 

L N 

N N 

N N 

N N 

1/~030 

1/3026 

1/12083 

1/12083 

1/13583 

1/11000 

1/10:;11 

1/6970 

1/10222 

1/4265 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

Ii 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

,olteCls V, VI anJ VII aro to t.c rateJ on a Scale ;.~ fuI10,",5: ~~ none 
L ~ 1o'" 

N 

N 

L 

L 

N 

N 

N 

N 

L 

II 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

:-t tilcJium 
11 D high 

If further ~.planation is requireJ to clarify tha ratine, do 50 in a footnDte. 

L 

L 

L 
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L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

M 

L 

L 

L 

L 

L 

Pro- Direct 

DC~I::lc!~:lCI 
k(:l.J,t~"n:.;d~ 

Pro- CI:5~.nc Accrcnl to In- De-
duction .\1arkcting ~malJ' iarr.:(;rs crC3se cr(:'~se 

L L N L N 

L N 

L L L 

L M M N 

L M M N 

N N N N 

N M N N 

N M N N 

L M N 

L M .N 

H M N H N 

N M N N N 

L M N N 

L L N N 

L L N 

L M M N N 
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ROc.;r/CA(J101 REGIONAL RURAL AGRlllUSn;ESS UEVEl.OP~:EN1' I'I(o.JI:C1' _ LOAN NO. S96-T-OI6: SL;S-PROJECT A.'l,\LYSIS su:~~\rtY. Fr:f:i<U/..ity. l!iGO 

SHEET E 

PRu.l!·CTS 
VII 

A~)provl~J anJ unJcr ":Ort- !,-brkl!t Plac·; fur PruJlh': till. 
sijeL1tion (dS inJicatt:J 
in P,\F anJ/ur pr.:>j eet in - Cuuntry CA Rest of 
!"asibilily s~ uJJ') Increas..: SUEPll IP.lport Sub. el 
Culti .... :.t10n of gr~pc figsa L L N 

DefoTc.!5tation figsa L r-; N 

Dairy Plant Figs .. L N N 

Co~"rcialiLation Facah II ~I N 

Co;..=..::rcialization facah II M N 

?ou!try [hnfin.ln 1\ N N 

Poultry 80n finan 1\ rI N 

. Poulttoy Ilonfinan II N N 

Co=.:rcialilatio:l Fccecaccs H L N 

Deforestation Fil!sa Forc:sa II N L 

Rubber Figsa L N L 

Poullry Cofi"a H N N 

Seeds & FeeJ COi.isa H L N 

lrri::;ation FisJ.l M L N 

Irrii:atlon Fis;!l M L N 

Co~erciali~atiun Fedecaces II L N 

.OJuc to Sub-project, annual 

°IteQs V. VI anJ VII are to be rated on a Scale: as follows: N = none 
L ". 10 .... 
:-t I: medium 
H ~ high 

\':orlJ 
N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

K 

H 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N 

If further Cl<pLlnation is required to clarify th" rating, do so in a footnote. 

Rafael Franco 
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PROJECTS 
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in I'.~F "nJ/ur p:·uj ~~t in-. CA Rest of 
f"as~billt)" $tuJy) Country eM Wurld 

C:l ftl\-:;:;-tloll-ot-g r.:. j),:!--FTg:i a L L N :J 

D.:for~:.;tation Fig::i..l L N N N 

Cu~~trciali~atiun Facah L N N N 

COr.1.!L<!c.:ial i:atiun Facah II H N N 

Poultry ecnnnan II ~I N N 

Paul ay BGnrinall II N N N 

Paul try (Jor;finan Ii rj N N 

COGQ<!rcialization tcdecaccs H N N N 

Defo r.:s t.1 t i un Figsa Foresa H L N N 

HuLt.:r rigsa II N L N 

Poultry Cu fi sa L N L H 

Seed,; & FeeJ Cofisa II N N N 

Irrig.nion F .sal H L N N 

IrribJ.tlon F!sal 1-1 L N N 

Co~erciali~ation Fedccaces M L N N 



Annex X 

HACKG ROUIlD ON CENTRAL AI<ERI ClIN I\r,RICULTURE 

A classic d"ualisrr. exists in the Central American agricul-

tural sector. A relatively small group of arms (mostly large) 

"produce traditional export products (coffee, sugar, bananas, 

cot t on, cattle) while a large number ~ small farmers gro ... : basic 

food grains, beans, and other domes~ic food crops. Underemploy -

ment in small-f arm and landless-worker families is endemic, and 

value-add ed pe r farm \",'orker is only 50 percen t or l ess of that 

i n other sectors. Income per hectare of traditioi\al export 

crops ranges from two to ten times tha~ cf basic food crops. 

The "main direct impact of traditiona l export production on small 

farmers and ru ~ al landless is through employrne~t on large fa=ns , 

which is often seasonal . 

Conti nueo high population gro\\'th has l ed t o excessive 

expansion of cultivated land in densely settled aeeas by small 

farmers. This expansion , plus the absence of conservation 

prac tices , has caused widespread degradation in natural reso urces. 

,Further"cutting of forests and steep - slope cultivation ar e 

resulting in serious soil erosion and loss of water r esou=ces. 

The basic requirements for rural progre ss in the ne:-:t 

t\\'enty yea rs aloe to increase production of basic foods Clnd a 

variety o f export pl-oducts, to broiloen the economic p.1rticip;ltion 

of small farme rs and the rur;ll landl esg through prod\lctiv ity 

improveme nts and employment creation, .,nd t.o improve the 

delivery of bc1sic ccononlic and social sel-vices to rurul com-

munitiC's. ThC' key to this trnn SfO ri1l.1lion is to jncl"c.'"l.sr.:' output 

, ., ____ ~ ..... _ ......... ___ ..::iII 
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and income wi thin the tradi tionLll seCt.ors through increased 

access to 1 and and other producti vi ty- i llcreas i nCJ re source s . 

The myth of raising incomes (lnd living 1(:'.'1215 fo~ the ruraJ. 

poor majority by drah'ing them into "cor.u::ercial agricultm"(:11 

must be dispelled! 

Project on the targc:t ?opulation are higher incor.1C:s of sr. . .:,}l 

farmers anc inc::easec ;~ural em?loyr'cr.:. Higher inco~cs coul~ 

result fro:n lm:=:rovcc tecj~n81o;y for c}:isting crops, expance:.: 

new inputs, or lower ~riced in~uts. 

nature of the i:npact be ioe;:tii:ied t'.:t its cost-c:frC"ctin:ness 

should be 2??raiscd as well. 

at the sa:ne level. 

In other words, ~ positive iMp~ct 

,. , . 
.i ." 



Anne>: XI 

ROCAP PREVIOUS PROJECT E:):PEIUEnC~ IN AGRI GUS n:sss DEVELOPi'~~:;·.:' 

The "model" for the C".D~I loC!n \,'as the previous ROCl,P 

lending program to the LC!tin I>.merican Jl.gl'ibusiness Dcvelo?:::c:-,t 

Company (LAAD) I a priva~e develop~ent finC!n2e comp2ny in2or-

porated in Pana~a in 1970. Its principle o~fice is locat~d j~ 

1-1 i am i I Flo ric 0. • 

States agribusiness C!nd financial corporatic~s a~d on~ lntcr-

national dcvelo?2ent corporation. L.;';'.D \':2~, c :-0 ~ ~e (~ to f i n2. nc e 

and develop s~21l and mediu~ sized 

Latin America ':'nvolvi,;~ all phases of prcIGc:c:.ic:-:, !='l'ocess::H; I 

s tor age I s e r vic e san d r.: a r :r. e t i ;; 9 1 11 as ric u 1 t '..: :: (0', 1 i ." e- s to 2}; , 

forestry and ~ishino. In 1971, Lh.\ 1) cst cJ. 21 ish e cas u b sic i .. 1 :- ~. I 

LAAn-CA has invested $11 million in asr':'b~s':'nEss ope-rations in 

the Isthmus. 

It is clo.imoc +.:.h2t this proljrarn is benefiting nec:rly ~',C'QO 

small farmers directly, 2nd has created more th~n 7,000 nc~ 

jobs. The .::':era00 2.nrHlcll net income 0: U.c benc::.:.tillCJ fcu';:-\c::",' 

has increased by $1,·100. Total value acdcd uS 2. r(;sul:: 0: :";,e 

prol]r<l!1l is C:PPl"oxirn,,:tcly $38,0 million ~rid totul [oreis)) c::,::1:ln0e 

eurnings for the first typical \'eiH of the :Jrojccts finuTh-c>,:: 

\·.'ill be in excess of $30.0 million. (These fjqures do not t:I\:C 

into consldcration rollover use of 1l1D .'lnd 1.l\:\['\-Cil nl.:ltchir1'J 

funds, nor 00 they inr.:ludc indirect benefits rc!,ulting from 

LAAD-CA fin~ncing.) 
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An (!v111uction of L!'IIID-CA, '(:omplcted by Checchi i1nd Cornpuny 

in November I 1977 I reached the follov:ing conclusions: 

Acc~ss to r.esou~ces ,Ind O:-mortuilities for the Fll)',,1 Poor 

, .... Raw ~2tcrial Purch2scs 

a. UIAD-CA's maxi1urn potential impact on small farmers 

results from 10aiiS th~t open ne~ mar~e~s for pro~ucts that 

have not traditionally been grown on a large commerci~l scale. 

Loans to processing plants are li}:ely to acccrr,plish this most 

directly. 

b. Small farmers benefit most when processing plants are 

able to offer contracts that offer the far~er gr~ater price 

stnbility cnc an 2ssu~ed mar}:et for all he cLm srcr .. ,' on the 

c. Small farmer p<:lrticipat:ion is rr,Cl;-:};-;-,izec \.::--.c::~ the pro-

portation, it is in their interest to co so. 

may stC'lbilize ra',,' muteriLll supplies, lessen c1c:~2:lCenCe 0:-' 

individu21 suppliers, and allO\·,' for r2.\·: material to be: ?urch~sec 

e. By lflLlking locms to processors o~ nOZl-trZlc:itional 

prOO\.1cts, LiVID-C':\ docs help to crC;:ltc no\,' opportunities for 

economic llnd socl;:tl advC'lncsment to bot1) the liJ:1l1oc: CJ:..-imClrily 

thrOJ9h 1'2.\.,' mC1tel'iCll purchZlses) tlnd l~mdless se::;ments (throllSJh 

employment) of tl,c rUl'<11 poor, whose only previOlls .Jcccss to 
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s~ch opportunities was through migration. AnCl1ysis of Li\AD-Cl\'s 

direct loan ~nd intermediate credit institution subprojects 

seem to indicLltc thLlt greClter eco;-}omic impact is created 

thr ough r UW mLlter ial purch<:l ses r ath er tr.a!1 employment at 

some\,'hat capital intensive, pl..ocessing plants. 

f. The sm211 farmers affected by LV>.D-Ci".' s activities 

tend to be those who are ",ll'e2ldy active in corr.:ncrcial agricul-

ture. T"ney already possess rational emu even 

economic attitudes. Cul::urc::l incompatibility betv.'een their 

new agricultural activities and their nutive cultu=e is 

therefore not an issue. 

g. Participation in L~AD-C~-sponsore~ projects does 

result in even further ch",nges in farmers' c-..:l'.::cr21 2ttitudes 

and value sys::enls, The farmers involveC do not seem to regret 

these ch"ng<2s, and tiley are the ultim~te juc::]t.: of tile cesirab:i:'::.tv 

or undesirability of such cultural ch~nse, 

h. The r~~ mate=ial scarcity ~accd by some processors 

occu~: s because: (i) the processor is attc.:npting to introduce 

into the 2r0a a cC!.i!Jlctcly no\, crop; (ii) he is nut using 

purchasing arr"r.gcl":lcnts \·.'111Ch act Cl5 e1)) ince;~ti\·e fo:::, St02C~' 

and ac1equ;:;te ( :: i i) 

operution of tlle r;,;:;r);ct h~s led formers to g:'O\, ()th:~l' mo:-c 

profitable crops; or (iv) furmers mistrust t11C P::'-OCCSSOl' c:!s Z1 

result of previous m~srn~n~gcrnent. Such sc~rci ty is not lltle to 
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a co:u:ervative or non-receptive attitude on the part of smull 

furme::: s . No::: is It due to a lack of p::-oduction credit, except 

o f s e v (::::- d 1 Y e 2. r s bet -'" e en the in i t i ali n v est ITt e !l ": a n cJ t 11 e fir s t 

harvest. 

2. Em;)lov;-fle:~t 

a. Particip~ltio:1 by sm~lll farmers in 

leads to increases in family labor time, 

V~,\D-C;:.' s pr 0 j e ct s 

~ncreases ip. the 

produe; ivity 0: sud: 1 abo:: , and incred~es in the family's 

agricultu=~l i~v~strncnts. 

althoush to 2. lesssr extent, the l2:jC:,css seg:r,ent of tlle rUYcll 

poor. 

c. The projects eV21u2.ted secrncc. to be capit(1l-i!~tC!1Sive, 

requiring $16,393 to create one full-time job. 

a slight S11ift tc\,:zlrc1s c'1pita1 intcns:,vc:less cO~;.)L:re(: to tL2t 

lncirect 

rurZll emplo~~lc:;'.:: ::.s LJ:cly to be even iJre~:'.::cl'. 

e. t~o'1-tr':H1.it:io;1:_d p;'ooessors l;.~;y 1);-,\'(; (J signific;:nt in­

direct effect 0:1 1:U::"21 C;11p2.ClYll1Cnt :>::--; tr10 ::esult of tile 

encour2gc.!llC!1"t tlley give to non-tr2ciitioil~\1 ll~ccHum .lnO 1~l"gc 



5 

farmcr~, who offcr a n~w type of morc skilled, year-round 

employment. These j0~~~ <lre gualitatively different fro~ th(~ 

un s tab 1 C I hi 9 !: 1 ~. 5 C: .:: S CI riC! 1 ,or m i CJ r C! tor y j 0 h s 0 f fer c d by : a r 9 e 

farmers in Tllo.:;)' trc.c.i:i on21 crc;~s, 

f. S~all !ar~c:rs d2 not ~cnerally utilize labor beyond 

their families "'::1C:r1 i:lj li2.1ly m:::U_!lS the trunsi'c.:'on from 

traditional to non-tradi~ional prcd0c~ion, b~t do create additional 

jobs for hired workers in the mediu~ term. l / 

lChecchi & COi,\?Jny I Evalu..'ltion of Cl\DL' c:e Ccntro!\IT'.el-ic.1. h'ashing 
toni D,C" November 1977. 
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