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C. The technical activities were not successful due to low quality
personnel, lack of planning and coordination, and poor initial se-
lecticn of the activities.

D. The project was toc ambitious in the number of activities
undertaken and the size of the project area. SCF had neither sufficient
funds nor experience to attempt a multifaceted project such as this.

E. The OPG had the following distribution of expenditures:

1. Salaries and personnel 38%
2. Transport (employees only) 10%
5. Cooperative projects and loans 34%
4. Training 18%

Even without considering the quality of the items in 3 and 4,
this is a very expensive way to approach community development.

F. It does not appear that serious evaluations were made during the
life of the project in order to provide guidelines for mid-course changes.
In part the small size of the OPG can be blamed in that it puty this
project at a very low priority for AID personnel.
13. Sumaryv

Project was terminated in September, 1980.

14. Evaluation Methodologv

This end of project evaluation was conducted by a private non-profit
Honduran institution, Instituto de Investigacidn y Formacién Cooperativista.
The report was based on data obtained through interviews (questionnaires)
with beneficiaries and Save the Children staff, site visits by technical ex-
perts, and review of reports and financial records.

15. External Factors - N.A.

16. Inputs - N.A.
17. Outputs

In general, the objectives of the project were not achieved due to:

a. poor planning and over-ambitious goals (e.g., production),

b. poor administration (e.g. credit and cooperatlves),

c. Unrealistic estimation of potential impact of SCF (e.g.,
health and education).

18. Purpose
Help a target group of 20,000 people living in the Pespire Valley to



develop their organizational and financial capabilities in order that they
become able to continue and expand their own development efforts. (See
17 regarding shortfalls in achieving purpose).

19. Goal/Subgoal

To improve the economic and social well-being of low-income persons
in Honduran rural commmities (See 17).

20. Beneficiaries

a. Education and training (direct recipients) 1900
b. Cooperative development 1300
c. Agricultural technical assistance 450
d. Child health and nutrition 1500
e. Improve household income 6000

(see 17 regarding validity of beneficiary targets)

21. Unplanned Effects - N.A.
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Lessons Learned (Other)

A. Without adequate technical and administrative capacity and talent
a project will not work, even through a PVO. The high cost of personnel
in this project did not guarantee quality. AID must look at the human
resources which will implement the project before accepting even good
ones (of which this is not among).

B. SFC essentially became the patron of the Pespire area. Inde-
pendence and responsibility were limited-to a very few people. This pre-
vented a major improvement in the capacity for self inspired action by the
beneficiary groups. The PVO undertaking a commmity development program
must be willing to develop itself out of a job, and not to create a de-
pendence upon 1its ability to introduce resources into the area.

C. A low level of preparation of the beneficiary group precludes many
development alternatives. Careful assessment of its capabilities will help
in the design of the program. For example, in the SCF/OPG the project
area is charactericed by high illiteracy and general low level of education
and development (economic and social). To attempt to impose a cooperative
system which requires active and knowledgeable participation by members on
this group with\intensive preliminary educational inputs is suicidal for
the project. out





