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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose and Cbjectives of the Evaluation

On Novemder 13, 1974 the Government of Panemf signed an $8.1
million loan agreement with the Agency for International Development
(MIDA-AID-525-T-0L1) to iinance the Rurel Cocperative Development Pro-
Ject. The 041 Project contributed $6.75 million to establish a Coopere-
tive Revolving Loan Yund for providing sub-loans to rural producers
ar.d cooperatives affiliated with Panama's three principal cooperative
federations: FEDPA (credit), FECOPAN (consumer), end COAGRC (agricul-
tural and multiple services). The remaining $1.35 million was earmarked
for "Institutional Development" intended to strengthen the Ministry of
Agriculture's (MIDA) ability to provide rurael cooperatives with agronomic
technicel assistance, management subsidies, asuditirg, employee training,
and other services they required to meke efficient use of Revolving
Loan Fund resources. Although disbursements under the loan were origi-
nally intended to terminate within a three-year period (1975-1976), the
Project received two extensions and was finally terminated in early

1980.

The purpose of the present eveluation is to assess the overell impact
of Loan Oil on the Panamanien cooperative mcvement. Among the evalua-
tion's specific objectives are the following: (1) to determine the in-
stitutional effectiveness of Panarmsrian cooperative organizations and
government institutions serving cooperatives; (2) to determine the ex-
tent tc which cooperative members, particularly smell farmers and

ranchers, benefited from technical assistance, credit, and other ser-
vices provide@ by the Project; (3) to evaluate the use and results cf
credit from the Revolving Loan Fund, including reflows; and (L) to

make recommendations for strengthening the rurel cooperative movement.

B. Methodology and Activities of the Evaluation

In addressing the above otjectives, Rural Develcpment Services
made use of two professionel consultants (the co-authors of this report)
and eight Panamanian research assistants who were entrusted with the
completior of in-depth questionnaires to a sample of 2L representative
cooperatives assisted under the Project, and farm-level interviews with
some 250 co-op members who received production loans financed with ok
resources. The fieldwork in Panama was conducted in three stages;, as fol-
lows:

STAGE I (February 23 to April L, 1981): Dr. Lanac arrived in Panana
on February 22r.d. He spent the first veek in reviewing Project documents
and in establishing initial contacts with USAID, IPACOOP, BDA, FEDPA,
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and COAGRO. At this time a tentative list of cooperatives to be visited
was jointly determined by Dr. Leneo and IPACOOP., From March 5-18 Dr.
Lanao made his first field trip. Accompanied by IPACOOP or feceration
regional personnel, he visited all of the co-ops designated in the
sample; at several he visited & number of small farmers who had re-
ceived production loans under the oLl Projcct. Dr. Lanao returned to
Panama City for the period March 19-2k, During this week he continued
his review of Project documents, redesigned questionnaire formats, and
intervieved candidates for field research assistants. Out of 28 appli-
cants he selected eight; of these, six were IPACOOP regiorel employees
who had elected to conduct research activities during their vacaticn
period. From March 25 to April 2 Dr. Lanao conducted a second field
trip during vhich he trained the Panemanian research assistants and
field-tested the questionnaires. He concluded Stage I of the evaluaticn
in Penama City (April 2-}4) with debriefings at IPACOCF and USAID.

STAGE II (April 2-30, 1981): The Panamanian research assistants worked
most of the month of April. Organized in teams of two peorple per region
(Chiriquf, Veragues, Herrera-Los Santos, and Coclé-Panamf), each tean
was assigned a coverage target of six cooperatives and 90 farm-level
interviews. The cooperative questionnaires (24) were all completed.
Within rcasonable levels of reliatility this instrurent (sce Annex C)
yielded about 22 indicators of cooperative performance and five indi-
cators measuring services delivered by outside institutions. Two in-
struments vere used for farm-level interviews, one for crop enterprises
and one for livestock enterprises. Of the proposed 360 farm-level in-
terviews, reliable and useable net income summaries were obtained for
214 prcducers. Two primary reasons fcr this shortfall were aprarent.
First, the livestock instrument proved inadequate for genersalized ep-
plication to different types of livestock with operaticns generating
income at intervals ranging from three months to three years: Hence,
ambiguity of the format caused interviever confusion which resulted in
inconsistent application from one region to another, and many question-
naires had to be eliminated. A second reason for the interview short-
fell wes a generally unsuccessful attempt to interview non-perticirents
in the O4l Project to establish a control group. These producers either
refused to be interviewed in sufficient numbers or proved tc be general-
ly unrepresentative of the target group. Notwithstanding thesc limita-
tions, Stage II generated an enormous volume of information which was
collected in a very short period cf time under at times very adverse

circumstances. The Panamenian research assistants did an outstanding
Job and deserve the most effusive congratulations fcr their efforts,

STAGE I1I1I (April 286-May 25, 1981): Dr. Hatch reached Faneme or April 2&
and was joined by Dr.’ Leanao the following day. After initial meetings
with USAID and IPACOOP staff, the evaluators traveled to Volcén (Chiri-
quf) where a three-day conference was held with the Panamanian research
assistants to share their field experiences and discuss strengthe, weak-
nesses, and opportunities facing the rural cooperative movement in gene-
rel. Following this very insightful encounter, Lanao and‘Hatch spent

two veeks in the field making follow-up visits to all of the 2k ccopera-
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tives which had been selected for in-depth evaluation. The evaluators
vere accompanied during these visits by the Panamanian research assis-
tants who had completed the original questionnaires. These follow-up
visits were very useful in filling data gaps and developing a more
unified consensus of the problems and needs of the rural cooperative
movement. The evaluators returned to Panama City on May 16 to spend

a final week meeting for intensive discussions with each of the co-op
federations and government agencies who participated in the 04l Pro-
ject. Dr. Hatch left Panama on May 23 to begin data analysis and write-
up tasks. Dr. Lanao remained until May 26 in order to collect important
information concerning the Revolving Loan Fund from the Agricultural
Development Bank, together with data from FEDPA on loan balances.

The evaluation report was completed at the offices of Rural Develop-
pent Services in New York City during the period June 1-19.

A detailed 1ist of activities by the consultents, and their itineraries,

is presented in Annex A. In Annex B we present a list of all individuals
contacted during the course of the evaluation.

C. Summary of Evaluation Findings and Recommendations

Overall, the Obl Project can be regarded es a highly success-
ful develcpment undertaking. Even though the Project got off to a very
slow start, even though its external technical assistance arrived quite
late, even though only & fraction of the agronomic supervision and edu-
cation services ever materialized, and even though the Federation of
Consumer Cooperatives went bankrupt in 197f--despite these major de-
ficiencies the Project achieved significant positive impact. Before
1979 only half the resources of the Revolving Loan Fund had been dis-
bursed; but in the following two years not only was the balence of the
Fund utilized, but total loan disbursements to cooperatives had reached
$11.7 million--indiceting scme $4.5 milliorn in lending from reflows.
Although available records dc not permit a pre:ise calculaticn of de-
linquency rates, the loan repayment performance by recipient coopera-
tives is considered to be excellent and the Agricultural Development
Bank currently estimates totel delinquency at less than 3 percent.

Judging the Ohl Project in terms of its own benefit targets identified
in the original project paper, most have been achieved or surpassed.
Membership in agricultural and consumer cooperatives was expected to
increase by 60 percent, while that cf rural credit cooperatives by 3%
percent; in reality the membership increases actuelly achieved ere 76
percent (agricultural), 65 rercent (consumer), and 46 percent (credit).
COAGRO was expected to reach a volume of business in farm input whole-
saling of $3 million per year; in 1986 it had reached $4.l4 million.
(These figures apply to sales to cocperatives only). At least 50 per-
cent of agricultural cocperative members were expected to receive pro-
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duction credit and technical supervision; in practice, the coverage rate
for credit cooperatives can be estimated at above 70 percent of rural
members, while in agricultural cooperatives--cn a case by case basis--
coverage ranges from 55 to 100 percent.

Our survey research data on selected cooperatives (24 out of L6 co-ops
benefitted under the Project) paint e suprisingly positive picture of
consolidetion and growth of the rural cooperative movement, particularly
in its economic aspects. From 197€ to 1980 the total assets of sampled
cooperatives increased by 119 percent, membership savings by 96 percent,
net profits bty 81 percent, and patronage refunds by 35 percent. Among
social indicators, attendence st genersl assemblies and frequency of
meetings by co-op administrative, vigilance, and credit cormittees

were markedly improved over the project period.

Lack of baseline data prevents a reliable estimate of growth in fermer-
member productivity end income. However,inferences that can be drawn
from crop and livestock summaries conducted during tke evaluation would
suggest that the Oll Project has enabled hundreds of rural households

to capture yield and income opportunities which otherwise would have
been unavailable to ithem. Extremely high levels of fertilizer and in-
secticide use were observed. In high value commodities like potatos,
onicns, and tomatos, very few losses were recorded such that net income
per hectare renged from $1,200 to $2,200--an achievement which in part
must be explained by the availability of credit. In cortrast, net income
for more traditional crops such as corn, rice, sorgo, and yuca ranged
from $92 to 490 per hectare. Similarly, availability of credit enabled
many small producers to undertake livestock operations--principally
cettle and swine--requiring cash investments of $2-5,000, but which
generated net income of between 27 and 61 cents for every dollar invest-
ed. Very few deficit operstions in livestock were observed.

The 04l Project was also instrumental in achieving several unexpectec
but highly significant benefits for Panama's cooperative movement. Tre
creation of a Revolving Loan Fund for exclusive use by cooperativec
helped to reorient GOP agricultural policy away from a rather narrcw
focus on asentamientos (group farms), gave cooperatives an opportunity
to demonstrate their viability es instruments of agricultural develcp-
ment, and virtually made cooperatives the preferred borrower cf the
Agricultural Development Bank. The 041 Project also estrengthened the
relationship and coordination of three sectors of the cooperative move-
ment which had never worked together before--credit, consumer, ard ag-
ricultural. This wnity of common interest is said to have been directly
responsible for the creation of the Autonomous Cooperative Institute
(IPACOOP) in 1980 (which replaced both the Cooperative Department cf
MIDA and the OLl Project Authority) and the passage of a Kational Co-
operative Law (Ley 38)--both being initiatives actively promoted ty
the Panamanian cooperative movement.
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Of course, the Okl Project was not a corplete success, and several
major deficiencies were observed. A variety of implementation weak-
nesses were noted previously: slow start-up, under-staffing, cur-
tailment of services, late arrival of external technical assistance,
and the btenkrupcy of FECCPAN. To these may be added a number of con-
tinuing problems wvhich await solution: (1) COAGRO is dengerously
indebted to commercial credit sources, seriously undercapitalized

by its affiliates (97 cents of every dollar of assets has been pro-
vided by ocutside creditors), and is being eaten alive by soaring
interest charges or borrowed capital; its debt must be refinanced
immediately if this organization is to survive. (2) Foth at the level
of individual cooperatives or their fecerations who have borroved
from the Revolving Loan Fund, inadequate controls heve been estab-
lished to prevent co-mingling of Oll resources witb other funds;
separate bank accounts and recording procedures exclusively for the
monitoring of Okl funds must be established as soon as possible. (3)
One of the major objectives of the Ok Project--to establish a co-
operative marketing system--was not achieved, and efforts in this
area ty COAGO, FEDPA, and IPACOOP have so far been negligible; mean-
while, at the level of the Project's farmer participants,.the absence
of adecuate marketing services has become a constraint to production
and income which is far more seriocus than adequate technology and
technical supervision. (4) For lack of suitable reporting formats,
inadequate decentralization of steff, frequent shifting of staff from
one area to another, and inapprecpriate in-service staff training,

the direct impact of IPACOOP services on recipient cooperatives re-
mains rather tenuous and unmeasureable. (5) The rapid economic growth
of Panama's rural cooperatives is fast outstripping their social and
ranagerial capacity; trainirg activities for managers and co-op lead-
ers and members must not be merely intensified but at leest tripled.
(6) The Okl Project has been possibly too successful, for it hes
awekened a demand for credit among small fermer members of coopera-
tives which presently far exceeds thc supply of funds availatle for
lending; a follow-on project to increase the size of the Revelving
Loen Fund and continue velueble institution-building activities is
urgently needed.

The final chapter of this evaluation report presents a detailed set
of guidelines for such e follow-on project, a so-called "Stage II"
to the Rural Cooperastive Development Loan. The proposed Stage IT
strategy suggests a variety of components, as follows: (1) An ex-
pansion of Revolving Credit Fund resources by $6 million, coupled
with a revision of credit poliey requiring btorrowers to provide not
10 percent but at least 20 percent of the value of their loan in
share capital subscription; (2) A refinancing of COAGRO's commercial
debt up to a maximum of $3 millior, but on a matching basis with
equivalent subscriptions of member share capital; (3) The selection
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of the most successful credit, agricultural, and consumer cooperatives
in each region, to provide them with subsidies to organize educational
and technical assistance activities in support of smaller or weaker
co-ops of each type; this self-help model would serve to mobilize
excellent expertise already available in the movement and would er-
hance the integration of cooperative activities at the regional level,
from the bottom-up. (4) Finally, continuing institutiorn-building sup-
port for IPACOOP to improve its capacity to provide audit, training,
supervision, and general support services to cooperatives on a decen-
tralized regional basis.

D. Acknowledgements
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manian research eassistants, namely: Alejendro Saldefia, Rosibel Senta-
marfa, Avis de Delgado, Osvaldo Gomez, Alfredo Concha, Tomfs Higueras,
Carlos Julio Bernal, ard Ricardo Callender. Considering what they were
paid, the work of these fine individuals was far above and beyond the
call of duty.
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federations and of government institutions serving the movement who

vere particularly supportive of the efforts of the evaluators. To name
but a few: Euclides Tejada, Danaik Garcia, and José Gutierrez of IPACOCP;
Rodrigo Botello of BDA; Simén Pastor Gonzélez, Ernesto Voughan, and Hum-
berto Osorio de FEDPA; Orlando De Vicente, Pablo Calvo, y Rafil Veldivie
de COAGRO; and Tomfs Ugerte and TomAs Chapmen of USATD.



II. COMPONZINTS OF THE Ol1l LOAN: PLAKKET VERSUS ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION

A. Project Goal

The stated goal of the OLl Loan was to irprove the relative
economic position of smell and medium-sized rural producers in Panara.
According to a survey conducted by USAID in 1974, it was found that
farmer members of rural cooperatives tended to be significantly larger
in terms of land holdings than the averuge farmer. At that time the
average land holding of 57 sampled co-op farmers was 46.5 hectares
and only 25 percent had less than 5 hectares. This reality aprears to
have shifted dramatically. As shown in Table I, a sample of 86 co-or
farmers interviewed for the present evaluation in April 1961 yielded
an average land holding of 6.7 hectares, and 56 percent had less than
5 hectares. An additional 37 percent had between 5> and 20 hectares.

TAELE I. COMPARISON OF CO-0? MEMBER LAND HOLDINGS
(197} VERSUS 1981)

197k USAID COOPERATIVE SAMFLE 1981 EVALUATION SAMPLE

Area No. farms 4 No. farms 4
Less than 3 Has. 11 20 37 4=
3 - 4,9 Has k 5 11 13
5 - 9.9 Has. 1¢C 18 18 21
10 - 19.9 Has. L T 14 16
20 - 49,9 Has. 9 16 5 0€
Over 50 Has. 19 3k 1 _01

5T 100 86 100

The above figures do not include: ranchers, for whom size of operation
is tetter measured by heads of livestock. Excluding swine producers,
a sample of Sk co-op ranchers in April 1981 revealed that 28 percent
(15) vere small producers (10 heed or less), 24 percent (13) were
medium-scale ranchers (11-20 head), and 48 percent (22) were large
ranchers. It weas determined that most ranchers hold an average of
slightly more than 1 hectare per hend of livestock. But assuming

& straight 1:1 ratio, this would give the average co-op rancher a
holding of 26 hectares. If livestock and crop arees are combined,
the average land holding of co-op mecrbers would rise from 6.7 to
1L,1 hectares. Even so, this figure remeins far below the 46.5 hec-
tare average obtained in the 1974 survey. In precise compliance with
the Ol Project goal, it reflects a sharp downward shift in co-op
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membership toward small and medium sized rural producers.

B. Cooggrative Revolving Loan Fund

The bulk of the Oil Loan was earmarked for the establishment
of a Cooperative Revolving Loan Fund. The sur of $6.75 million vas
set aside for this purpose. An additional $500,000 was to be cortritu-
ted to the Fund by the Agricultural Development Bank (EDA) out of its
own resources. All borrowers from the Fund—Federations and individual
cooperatives--were expected to contribute 10 percent of the total fi-
nancial requirements of their loan projects. These contributions were
estimated at $725,000. However, since they did not enter the Fund it-
self, and because the BLA exercises no discretion over their uese, they
should not be included in the total velue of the Revclving Loan Fund.
Thus, the totel value of Fund resources (excluding interest earnings)
should have been $7,250,000. Table II shows that this capitalization
target was not quite reached, resulting in a minor shortfall in AITC
disbursements of $14,255.

TABLE II: PERFORMANCE OF THE REVOLVING LOAR FUND (197L-61)

Description Planned Actual ® Difference
AID Loan resourcec 6,750,000 6,735,Th4S 14,225
BDA Contribution 500,000 500,000
7,250,000 7,235,745
Reflows:
Capital 4,646,227
Interest 809,960
Tatal 5,756,187
Totel Income to Fund 12,991,732
Total Loen Disbursements 11,713,352
Balance 1,275.579
1981 Loan Commitments® 479,661
Net Balance Available 798,918

¥ As of April 30, 1981
Source: Gerencia de Desarrollo del BDA

Table II also shows that the Fund has to date generated an aggregate
lending of 62 percent more than the originel value of the Fund's re-
sources. This is a rather exceptional accomplishment considering that
AID disbursements to the Fund were only 10 percent of its commi tment
in 1976, 17 percent in 1977, and 2C percent in 1978. In other words,
by the start of 1979, some 53 percent of the AID commitment to the
Fund remained to be utilized for cooperative lending.
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C. Lending to Federations and Cooperatives

Revolving Loan Fund resources were to be made available for
loans to the three cooperative federations-~-FEDFA, COAGRO, and FECO-
PAN--as well as to their affiliated cooperatives. In the case of FED-
PA, some $2 million was made available to the federation for sub-
lending to its affiliates under its own cognizance and responsibility.
However, in the case of COAGRO and FECOPAN, sub-loans to their affilia-
tes were made directly by the BDA; the federations did not shurc
loan supervision and administrative responsibilities. Originally, all
sub-loans to the federations were to be made at an interest rate of
9 percent. Any resources loaned directly to cooperatives were to be
made available at the same rate for on-lending to farmer members at
12 percent. In the case of FEDPA, the fedcraticn reloaned to.its af-
filiates at 9 percent and the latter made loans to their members at
12 percent. In 1980 the Okl Project loan Agreement was amended to.
permit the BDA to raise its interect charge from 5 ‘o T percent, and
to allow the credit maximum for sub-loans to farmers to be raised
from $7,500 to $12,000.

Table III shows the distribution of lending from the Revolving Fund
among the three federations and their affiliates. Detalled breakdowns
of lending by individual cooperative ard by loan type--production
credit, working capital, and infrastructure/equipment--are presented
in Chapter V,
TABLE III.
COMPARISON OF REVOLVING FUNLC LENDING TO FEDERATIONS
AND AFFILIATES (197L-1981)

BORROWER PLANNED y4 ACTUAL Z
COAGRO
Federation 760,000 19 2,185,657 28
Affiliates 3,220,000 81 5,762,225 T2
Total “},000,000 100 7,947,882 100
FEDPA
Federation . 200,000 9 - 806
Affiliates 2,000,000 91 2,0 * 100
Total 2,200,000 100 2,095,896 100
FECOPAN
Federation 511,000 Wk 371,551 23
A*filistes 739,000 59 1,298,024 77
Total 1,250,000 100 1.3%9.575 100
GRAND TOTAL 7,450,000 11,713,353

Actual aggregate value of on-lending to farmer-or
rancher-members for production credit is estimated
at $4,166,724 (Source: FEDPA)

>urce: Gerencia de Desarrcllo del BDA
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In relative terms Table IIT shows that COAGRO received significantly
more resources for its own working capital and infrastructure require-
ments than originally planned. These changes were authorized by two
separate imrlementation letters. Because of its bankrupcy in 1978,
FECOPAN's relative share of Revolving Fund resources declined sherply
from the planned target. On first glance it would appear that COAGRO's
affiliates received a much larger aggregate sharz of Revolving Fund
resources than did FEDPA's affiliates, but this imrression is mis-
leading. Two points should be mentioned. First, F:DPA's $2 millior
share was disbursed in 12 separate installments and the full amount
was not received until late 1979. This fact severely limited its
ability to expand its aggregate lending through the use of reflows.
But secondly, not withstandine the above constreoint, FEDPA records
estimate that the totel aggregate value of production loans made by
its affiliated cooperatives to their members vith Cll financing is atout
$4.2 million. IPithis unofficial estimate is indeed accurate, the re-
sult is all the more impressive considering thet FrDPA has provided a
much larger relative share of Oll funds for medium-term livestock
operations than has COAGRO.

D. External Technical Assistance

After the Revolving Credit Fund there were six components in
the Ol loan paper which were identified as institutional development
activities. The first of these was External Technical Assistance. Under
this component AID was to provide $6L40,000 for external advisors to
MIDCA's Department of Cooperatives, the BDA, COAGRO, and FECOFAN. MIDA
was committed to provide an additional $220,C00 for miscellaneous con-
sultants and for salaries of Panamanian counterparts to the external
advisors. MIDA was to receive 96 man-months of advisory ascistance
in Agriculturel Credit and Financial Systems, Rural Administration/
Farm Management, Financial and Management Auditing, and Date Gethering
and Evaluation. The BDA ‘was ‘to receive 12 men-months of & specialist
in Cooperative Credit. COAGRO was to receive 37 men-months of assistence
in General Cooperative Administration, Procurement and Distributicn,
Prcduct .on, and Marketing. FECOPAN was to receive 60 man-months of
assistance in Administration, Financiel Systems, Procurement, Inventory
Control, anéd Distribution.

Table IV shows the planned versus actual performance of external tech-
nicel assistence under the Obl Loan. Of 205 man-months of planned
assistance only 146 man-months were prorided. The cut-back was in
part due to the late arrival of the advisors, which in turn caused

a rebudgeting of their costs. No advisors begar work in Penama until
late 1976, and these were for BDA and FECOPAN only. The advisors for
MIDA (DINACOOP) and COAGRO did not begin work until 1978,
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TABLE IV: COMPARISON OF PLANNED AND ACTUAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Recipient Institution PLANNED ACTUAL
Man - enditure Man- Expenditure

Months $ Months $
MIDA (DINACOOP) 96 302,000 59 188,450
BDA 12 36,000 37 120,293
COAGRO 37 112,000 30 164,739
FEDPA - - 2 10,000
FECOPAN 60 180,000 17 . 50,082
Equipment . 10,00C 2

205 0,000 L5 553,15€

Source: Direccifén del Proyecto de Desarrollo Cooperative

E. Establishment of an Audit Section Within MIDA

The Obl Loan earmarked $160,000 in finencing to estatlislh &
section within DINACOCF for the guditing of cooperatives. The unit
wvas to be staffed by 5 auditors, and MIDA was expected to provide an
an edditional $45,000 in salary support. In practice, it was possible
for MIDA to hire 12 auditors with the funds that hed been budgeted,
an action authorized by implementation letter in 197€. Eventually
a total of $182,078 was spent for this component out of loer funds.
0f this amount, $19,801 was spent on equipment and $1€2,277 for
salaries and per diem.

F. Agronomic Technical Assistance

This Obl Project component provided for the recruitment of
60 agricultural technicians to be assigned to individve) cooperatives
or clusters of cooperatives assisted under the Project. These techi-
nicians were to assist co-op-members in the planning of production
loan projects, supervision of loan use, and general technical train-
ing of co-op members in sutjects of crops and 1ivestock technology.
Helf the egronomists were to be assigned to FEDPA affiliates and the

other half to COAGRO affilistes.

The component was to be financed with resources totaling $725,000

from three sources. From loan funds $175,00C vas set aside for commodity
support, particularly vehicles and equipment. Salary support of $440,000
was to be provided by MIDA, vhile salary supplements totaling $110,000
would be provided by the federations and individual cooperatives.

In practice the shortfall in this component was perhaps the most drama-
tic in the entire Project. Of 60 agronomists only 19 were hired, of
vhich 4 were assigned to FEDPA and 15 to COAGRC. Of the $175,00C in
loan firanced budget, $160,16L4 was spent. A hiring freeze within MIDA
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has been blamed for the Ministry's failure to hire the programmed
number of agronomists. :

G. Mobile Cooperative Education Teams

Another critical component of the Rural Cooperative Develop-
ment Project was the crestion of an intensive training program for
co-op managers, employees, and directors at the local level. Two mo-
bile training teams of four technicians each, plus & program coordi-
nator, vere to have been hired by MIDA to conduct treining courses,
short seminars, and lectures for co-op personnel at the local level.
These teams were to teach cooperative management , financial and account-
ing practices, marketing skills, inventory control, memtership promotion
and education, savings mobilization, and other subjects of vital interest
to rural cooperatives. The total budgeted cost of the Motile Team Com-
ponent was $575,000, of which AID loen funds were to provide $25,000
for vehicles and commodities. MIDA was to contribute $550,000 in salary
support and trainee participation expenses.

The mobile education teams vere never organized. Indeed, the external
congultant for cooperative education did not begin werk in Panama until
three months before the Project's termination date. Eventually $47,730
of loan funds were spent for equipment to support educationsl activi-
ties. DINACOOP and eventually IPACOOP organized co-op education activi-
ties on a sporadic basis throughout the Project period, but these
efforts tended to be too general in content, too lacking in rigorous
technical skill training, and too brief to have & :rajor impect in tUp-
grading tle quality of co-op management expertise nt the local level.
Hence, thé failure of the Project to mowunt an arbitions and effective
co-op training program must be considered a me jox deficiency in imple-
mentation; this shortcoming has resulted in & huge management skills
deficit which must be overcome quickly if the yural ccoperative move-
ment is to sustein its present rate of rapid growin.

H., Menager and Accountant Trainees

The Oh1 Loan Project designated $350,000 for en innovative
service of providing subsidies to rurel cooperatives tc finance the
galaries of-qualified managere and accountants. Under this component
some 40 managers and 30 accountants were to bc giver a thrce pontl in-
tensive training program at Penama's Rural Management Training Center,
after which they would be assigned to rural cocperatives which most
needed their services. The Project was to pay 90 percent of the salary
of any of these technicians during his first year of service to &
recipient cooperative, 60 percent the second year, and 30 percent the
third and last year; the balence of salary costs would be progressive-
ly assumed by the cooperative.
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This subsidy scheme is widely acknowledged to have been extrenmely suc-
cessful. At the co-op level it served to dramatize the importance of
qualified management and up-to-date accounting records. The presence
of trained staff in the weaker cooperatives greatly jmproved the effi-
ciency of Project services directed at these institutions and, in many
instances, permitted the co-ops to access Project resources in the

first place.

Surprisingly, howvever, guch positive impact was achieved even though
the subsidy scheme fell considerably short of its target. No more then
40 out of the 70 programmed technicians ever completed training and
provided gervice at the co-op level. COAGRO received 20 technicians,
FECOPAK T, and FEDPA 10. FECOPAN received only a few can-months of ber.e-
£it from the subsidy program vecause the Federation went bvankrupt in
1978; et that time the subsidy funds budgeted in its name were passed
to MIDA (DINACCOP) to help finance 10 accountants recruited by thie
agency for service to co-ops at the regional level. Misunderstandings
concerning the size, purpose, and logistics of subsidy management led
to a discontinuation of the subsidy program to COAGRO affiliates in
late 1978. Possibly the pest use of the program was made by FEDPA,
vhich even before the 041 loen had organizecd a management suppor lo&r
service (interest free) for its aftiliates. The okl Project simply
consclidated and broadened this initiative.

of the $350,000 initially budgeted for the subsidy program & total of
$240,876 was eventuelly spent.

I. Training Progrems

Aside from the Mobi.e Team and Management Subsidy components,
no other activity deseribed in the original project paper of the 0Ll
Loan was specifically directed at education or training initietives.
In practice, however, & seperate component Jabeled "Training" came te
be included in the budget of Okl loan funds. From 1975 to 1980 sore
40 treining activities were financed under this component .’ Ten cf
these were international courses Cr seminars held in Costa Rica, Chile,
Colombie, Salvador, and the U.S.; the remainder were held in Panema.
Of the 4O treining activities, € vere directed at DINACOCF, BDA, or
other steff of government agencies serving ccoperatives. FECOPAN anéd
its affiliates received 12 +raining activities, COAGO receiveé 10,
FEDPA received 9, and 3 activities were orgenized for the joint pAr-
ticipation of staff from various federations. In totel, $48,138 in
loan funds were spent on these activities.
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III. FARM-LEVEL IMPACT OF THE OLl LOAN

A, Initial Clarifications

To describe the impact of the Rural Cooperative Development
Project we have chosen to begin with the farmer--the Project's intend-
ed beneficiary--and work upwards. All impacts created by the Project
at higher levels--at the cooperative, the federation, and finally at
the level of government agencies serving the cooperative movement--
these are of secondary importance tecause they are all means to the
same end of improving the income and well-being of rural producers,

particularly small and middle-sized farmers and ranchers.

Theoretically, the Ol Loan could generate benefits for farmers and
ranchers in several ways. First, it could provide them with producticn
credit. By financing investments ir yield-increasing technolcgy or pro-
ductive assets, such credit can help rural producers ‘o increase their
prcductivity and income. Second, by providing rural cooperatives with
loans :for working capital and infrastructure/equipment investments, the
Oll Loan could essist cooperatives tc provide rural producers with more
efficient services, particularly in the fields of input supply and mar-
keting. Third, by providing farmer-members with technical assistance
and supervision in the use of modern inputs and credit (egroncmic and
veterinary services) it is presumed that farmer and rancher productivity
can be enhanced even further. Fourth, by making available munagement
personnel on a subsidized basis, the Oil Loan could improve the effi-
ciency with which the atove-mentioned services are made available tc
rural producers through cooperative institutions on a profiteble basis.
And fifth, if profitable operations are achieved, the rural procucer

————

is benefitted once again through an end-of-year patronage refund.

All of the above benefits can be translated into a net increase in
the income of farmer-members of rural cooperatives. If the 0Ll Loan
were to be evaluated as successful, it would therefore have to meet
two prerequisites: (1) it enebled rural producers to generate income,
and (2) it enabled them to generate more income than non-memters of
equivalent means.

Both prerequisites are almost impossible to measure reliably because
under the 0kl loan no information system was established for gether-
ing data on changes in the income of farmer-members. So the evaluators
designed an instrument--for application to farmers receiving productior.
loans under the Oll Project--intended to measure the net income gene-
rated by each respondent's most important (financed) crop or livestock
enterprise. This instrument enables us to estimate how much income--on
the sveresge--vas generated per hectare of eny given crop or any head of
1ivestock financed under the Project.
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Far more difficult is . the task of measuring income changes over time
emong Project participants, or differences in income between co-op
members and non-members operating similar crop and livestock enter-
prises. The strategy for use of control groups composed of non-membter
farmers and ranchers was only partially successful. Among crop enter-
prises (151 sumraries) we vere able to obtain only 1l control farmers
--5 in rice, 4 in tomato, 3 in corn, 1 in onion, 1 in flame, and none
in potato and sorghum. Among livestock summaries (93) there were only
7 control ranchers that could be utilized--5.in cattle and 2 in swine
production. Because the size of the control groups is so limited, the
reader is cautioned that the data are not completely reliable and
should be considered indicative of possible tendencies only.

At different points in the following narrative the reader will fird
references to "COOPLEX data". The COOPLEX is a credit planning instru-
ment (it stands for Cooperative Production Plan) which consists of
estimates of input use, machinery, and general credit requirements

of co-op farmers requesting production loans for any given year. The
data are drawn from the production plans accompanying the credit re-
quests of individual farmers and aggregated on a regionel and nationel
basis. The data also permit estimates to be made of total production
costs, income (but not yields), and net income per hectarc. The COCPLEX
has two serious limitations. First, it covers only co-op farmers who
request production loans, tkereby excluding non-member farmers and
those receiving credit from cther sources. Second, the COOFLEX has been
used exclusively. as a planning (pre-plenting) instrument rather then

ac an evaluation (post-harvest) information system for measuring the
results achieved with production credit.

B. Onion

The highest value commodity grown by co-op farmers on & per
hectere basie was onion. Among 33 sampled farmers, only two lost morey
orn this crop in 1980, which reflects a8 low level of risk. The averege
net income per hectare was $2,202 against costs of $3,705. This result
vas 2 percent stove the COOPLEX estimate in terms of net income and
5 percent above in terms of cost. It indicates that for every balbca
invested, the average onion farmer earned 59 cents net profit, The
averege yield per hectare was 350 quintals, vith a range of 160 to
.600 quintals. Of the 33 sampled producers, all used fertilizer {with
an average investment of $48T/hectarc) and.likevise all used insecti-
cide or other agrochemicals (averege investment $315/hectare). Labor
use everaged 1,151 man-days per hectare, reflecting extremely labor-
intensive cultivation practices. The average erea plented was .49 hec-
tare, with a range of .25 to 1.5 hectares. Ten of the 33 producers
rented the land they used to grow onion. Co-op growers had quotas to
sell 60 percent of their production to the National Marketing Agency
(IMA) at $17.50 per quintal, with the remainder sold on the free mar-
ket at prices reported to fluctuate from $14-28 per quintal.
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There was only one control farmer for onion-growers, and he did sig-
nificantly better than the norm. On e& per-hectare basis he used 32
percent more fertilizer and achieved a yield (480 quintales/hectare)
vhich was 37 percent above average. His nei income was 49 percent
above average. Of course, this single case is not sufficient to demon-
strate the superiority of non-member over co-op onion grovers. However,
vhat can be concluded is that onion is a potentially very remunerative
enterprise, but it requires a large investment of cash and labor. Few
small farmers could afford to grow this crop in the absence of produc-
tion credit. We can infer that the key benefit provided by co-op mem-
bership is that it has given small farmers access to credit, and in
doing so it has given them access to an agricultural income opportunity
wvhich otherwise might be beycnd their reach.

Finally, it bears mentioning that the OUl Loan resulted in the genecra-
tion of significant rural employmert. Of the 37 sampled growers of
onion, the average labor use was 566 man-days per farmer or 1,150 man-
days per hectare. A total of 9,419 man-days (50 percent of all lator)
was generated in non-family hired labor employment. It is safe to
assume thut some small farm participents in the Obl Project received
edditional benefits from the sale of their labor services in onion
cultivaticn to other co-op and non-member growers.

C. Potato

Close behind onion, the next highest value crop grown by co-op
farmers was potato. This crop also proved to be low risk with only two
lcsses ocecurring out of 30 growers sarpled. Average net income was
$2,157 per hectare against costs of $3,263 per hectare. This income
result was 34 percent below the COOPLEX estimate while the cost result
was 5 percent above the COOPLEX projection. Thus, for every balboe in-
vested in potato production, the everage grower earned & net profit of
66 cents. The average yield per hectarc was 303 quintals with a rangc
of 160 to 600 quintals. Of 30 growers sampled, all used fertilizer
(average investment was $627/hectare) and all used insecticide or other
agrochemicals (average investment $318/hectare). Average lator use wes
201 man-days per hectarc, of which 50 days (25 percent) represents
hired labor. The average area planted in potetc was 2 hectares, with
a range from 1 to 11 hectares. Five of the 30 growers rented the lané
on which they produced potatos.

There were no suitable control farmers among potato growers. However,
once agein the crop is one requiring high levels of investment and use
of modern technology requiring heavy reliance on purchased inputs. The
self-evident benefit of the cooperative is that of allowing small and
undercapitalized producers to participete--through production credit
--in this high value and profitable crop enterprise. A secondery bene-
fit for co-op and non-member rural househclds selling labor services
is the generation of employment income resulting from okl firanced
potato cultivetion.
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1t is appropriate to mention that the bulk of the potato grovers
sampled are members of a single very successful co-op gociety: the
Boquete Vegetable Production and Marketing Cooperative {cnriquf).
This organization has gradually acquired its own refrigerated storage
facilities, transportation units, and is developing a marketing dis-
tribution center: .for a variety of vegetables in Panama City. The low-
risk, high-profit characteristics of sampled potato production is in
large measure the result of this co-op's successful marketing opera-
tions, which has integrated in a single structure an ertire commodity
industry from production to final distribution to the consuming pub-
lic. The Boquete exanple constitutes an important precedent for the
entire agricultural cooperative movement of Fanema.

D. Tomato

The third highest value crop grown by co-op members with Okl
financing is tomato. Of 37 growers.only seven jost money on this cTob,
which reflects a moderate to low level of risk. Average net income rer
hectare vas $1,190 against expenditures of $1,585. This income result
was 10 percent below the COOPLEX estimate vhile the cost result vas
23 percent below COOFLEX projections. For every balboa of expenditure
the average farmer earned 75 cents of net profit. The average yield
per hectare was 439 quintales, with a range of 33 to 800 quintales.
0f 37 producers, &1l used fertilizer (average investment $2L9/rectare)
and 3L used insecticide or other agrochemicals (average investment
$48/hectare). Labor use averaged 186 days per hectare, of which 86 per-
cent was contributed by hired workers. The everage &rea planted was
> hectares, with a range of 1 to L hectares. To an even more signifi-
cant degree than with onion and potato, 28 of 37 producers sampled
hed to rent the land they used to grovw tomatc. Most of the tomato pro-
duction was marketed to the Nestle Company with factory outlets in
Coclé and los Santos.

Comparing co-oOp Erowers with the control group (L producers) we find
that 0Ll Project veneficiaries achieved slightly higher net income

per hectare: $1,193 vs. $1,1€7 for a 2 percent adventage. Co-op growers
used 16 percent more fertilizer and 28 percent more labor than non-
member producers, but these investments failed to translate into a com-
mensurate advantage in yield or net jncome. Overall, the comparisor
suggests that the adventagcs of co-op membership among tometo growers
were not dramatic. This can be explained because the Nestle Company alsc
provides credit and technical assistance as well as a ready market for
tomato production. But once again, the key benefit of the co-0p is

that it mekes available productior credit to small farmers who would
othervise have no access to finarcing (possibly even from Kestle) end

would therefore have no chance to perticipate in the income opportunity
represented by industrial tomato, & high-velue and high profit enter-

prise.
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As before, Obl-financed tomato production generated significant rurel
employment. Among 37 sempled growers, 86 percent of all labor used
was provided by hired workers--a total of 4,995 man-days in T4 hec-
tares. Co-op members who sold labor services undoubtedly benefitted
from such employment as & source of additionel cash income.

E. Rame

Onion, potato, and tomato constitute a distinct group of high-
value, capital-intensive, and highly profitable crop enterprises
which also enjoy rather secure market outlets. In contrast, teginning
with fiame we encounter the first of several relatively low-value, low-
cost, and low-profit traditional crops, all sharing as well the defi-
ciency of insecure markets. In descending order of incore potentinl
this second category of crops consists of flame, yuce, rice, :sorghur,
and corn.

Only three flame growers were sampled, one of them e control. All three
nade a profit. The average net incore wes $579 per hectare aceinst an
expenditure of $888 per hectare. (There does not exicst e COCPLEX pro-
jection for flame). This suggests a return of €5 cente for every balbou
invested. The average yield wes 126 quintales per hectere with & range
of 50 to 177. Two of three growers used fertilizer ($73/hectare) ané
ell three used insecticide ($31/hectare). Lator use avereged 40 days
per hectare, 80 percent consisting of hired workers. The average area
planted was 2.2 hectares with a range of 2 tc 2.5 hectares. Two of

the three flame growers rented the land on which they produced the Crog.
The control farmer did significantly worse than his two ceo-op counter-
parts. He used no fertilizer, the least arount of insecticide, and
half the labor input of co-Op Erowers; his was the lowest yicld er.d
his net profit was only $112, or 25 cents for every balbca of expendi-
ture. The comparison is bty no meens conclusive, tut it suggests a de-
cided advantage for CO-Op Browers, and shows the impact of credit.

F. Yuca

Only four growers of yuca were sampled, all of ther co-op nen-
bers. All four earned a net profit, the average teing $490/hectare
against expenditures of $514 for e return of 95 cents per belbos of
expenses. Average income was 7 percent below the COOPLEX estiratc
while expenditures were 70 perccat of the COCPLEX budget. The &average
yield was 377 quintals per hectare with a range from 25C to 500 quin-
tals. Three of the four yuca growers used fertilizer (average: $70/
nectare) and two of the four used insecticide ($5S/hectare). The area
planted averaged 3.2 hectares with a range from 1,25 to 5 hectares,
all on self-owned farmlend.
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G. Rice

Out of 53 growers sampled only twc lcst money groving rice.
Average net income was $337/hectare against expenditures of $416 per
hectare. Thus the average rice grower earned 81 cents of net income
for each balboas of expenditure. The ret income result was 35 percernt
above the COOPLEX estimate while the cost result was 18 percent below
the COOPLEX projection. The average yield wes 68 quintals per hectare
wvith a renge of 8 to 313 quintals. Of 53 producers, 51 used fertilizer
(aversge investment: $66/hectare) and 50 used insecticide ($50/hectar=).
Labor use was only 29 days per hectare; ir contrast, machinery use
constituted the single largest production cost, with an average of
$137 vorth of machinery services useé per hectare. The average area
planted was 7.6 hectares, with a range of 1 to 33 hectares. Gf the
53 co-op producers, 1l rented the land on which they grew their rice
crop.

Control group farmers (5) fell significantly below the performarce
norms cited above. This group earned net income of only $280/hectare

or 17 percent below the average for co-op farmers. Non-members ‘alsc
experienced higher average costs of production ($43k/nectare) and

lower yields (L6 quintals/hectare) then cc-op growers. These figuree
suggest a clear adventage in support of co-op membership. This result
is quite plausitle for two reasons. In tke first place, 33 of the samp-
led growers belong to the large and long-esteblisked San Antonio Credit
Cooperative of Fuerto Armuelles (Chiriquf). This co-op has not one but
two full-time agronomists prcviding technicel supervision toc its large
farrer membership, and it also supplies required inputs to farmer-mem-
bers on en efficient, decentralizec sales basis. Secondly, this cc-

op establishes supply contracts with regional rice mills for the de-
livery of member production, which strengthens commodity prices to tire
grover and improves his net income.

E. Sorghum

Out of 11 co-cp grovwers of sorghum there vere no losses. Average
net income was $251/hectare against expenditures of $379/hectare for &
return of 66 cents per balboa of investment. Averege net income wes 9€
percent atove the COOPLEX estimate, which suggests an error either in
the eveluation data or the COOPLEX; expenditures were T percent abtove
the COOPLEX projection. The average yield vas 69 quintals/hectare with
a range of 4B to 94 quintals. All growers used Tertilizer (average in-
vestment $115/hectare) and 10 out of 11 used insecticide ($23/hectare).
Sorghum production in Faname is highly mechanized, with labor use avereg-
ing less than one half day per hectare. The average area planted wes
17 hectares with a range of 5 to L0 hectares. Five of the 1l grovers in-
terviewed rented the land on which tkeir sorghum was produced.
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Although not reflected precicely by the data, co-op membership brings
two benefits for sorghum producers. Credit access gives them the capi-
tal to purchase or rent tractor services, without which this enter-
prise is difficult to make a profit at. In the second place, cO-OpP
grovers of sorghum have a reasonable market outlet because the COAGRC
operated cattle feed plant in Los Santos (MIDARINA) buys some 80 per-
cent of its sorghum supplies from co-op growers. At present these
purchases range as high as 35,000 quintals.

I. Com

After rice, the single largest crop grown by co-or members
is corn. OF Lk co-op growers interviewed, 1l lost money producing this
crop, which gave corn the lowest averasge net income per hectare of
all crops evaluated--$92/bectare, which was 18 percent below the COCPLEX
estimate. Corn was also the crop vhich adsorbed the least expenditure:
$341 per hectare, or 27 percent below the COOPLEX projection. On the
average, Co-Op grovers of corn earned only 27 cents for each balboa of
expenditure on this crop. The average yield was 46 quintels per hec-
tare, vith a range (excluding totel loss) of 10 to 82 quintals. Of the
L4 growers, all used fertilizer (average expenditure:$11h/hectare) but
only 34 used insecticide. Labor wes very scarcely used, and after ferti-
1izer the major production cost component was pechanization. Area plan-
ted averaged 11 hectares with a range from 2 tc 50 hectares. Of the
L4 growers sampled, 21 rente@ the land they used for corm production.

The control.group (4) fell well below co-Op @rowers in net income
(only $56 vs. $92), incurred higher average production costs ($368 vs.
$241), and experienced slightly lower yields (43 vs. 46 quintals. The
data would suggest that co-op membership is advantageous for reasons
similar to those given in the case of sorghum. It may be added that
the MIDARINA cattle feed plant in Los Santos also purchases about 80
percent of its corn raw materisl requirements from co-op farmers, O¥
about 24,000 quintals Per year.

J. Scme Concluding Remarks on Crop Enterprises

The net summaries of production and income by crop enterpricse
conducted for some 150 co-op farmer-members allow us to drawv a nurber
of general conclusions. First, the summaries reflect a bewildering
variety of production strategies even within the same crop enterprise.
Some producers use more labor-intensive practices, others more mechani-
zation; fertilization is widespread but application rates (presumed
from expenditure data) vary considerably; there are large differences
in insecticide and other agrochemical applications; and inevitably,
there are huge differences from one co-Op farmer to another with regard
to yields and net income. Faced with this infinite variety, it ie im-
perative that Panamanian cooperatives improve their data ccllection
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capacity concerning production systems: What heppens to credit at the
farm level? How are crops actually grown? What are the real costs of
production? What are the real yields? In sum, vhat is the result of
production credit? The Project has no business introducing new tech-
nology vhen its field staff are still fnable to measure the results
of their recomrendations, or even the results of rarming practices
currently preferred by co-oP growvers.

Secondly, the wide range in yields within any given crop enterprise
suggests not only that there are pany bad farmers but many good ones

as well. These are the producers,vith the highest yields, the highest
net income per unit of expenditure. Their performance demonstrates

that, appropriate technology is alreedy available, ulready exists at

the locel level, for rapid expansion of small farmer produstivity and
income. If all less successful farmers did was to imitate the example
of their more successful neighbors, yields and income of the poorer
producers could be easily doubled or tripled without introducing aay

new technology. It is urgent that the Project begin to measure and
jdentify who are the most successfuvl producers. These farmers should
then be incorperated into the agricultural extension process &5 teechers
and demonstrators. A methodology for meesuring results end identifying
the most successful farmers already exists: the COOPLEX. It or.ly needs
to be applied after each year's harvest. In this way planned performance
can be compared with actuel performance. Planning ggg_evaluation rust

go hand in hand. One without the other is next to worthless, and rep-
resernts a vaste of valuable staff time.

Finally, it is the conviction of the evaluators that the most critical
area for improvirg Project venefits tu small farmers lies not on the
production side but on the marketing side. It is our consistent ex-
perience in other countries &s well as Panara (and the date collected
in Panara support the conclusion) that the fastest wvay to achieve a
breekthrough in productivity and income is to provide farmers with a
secure market for their produce. Giver. 2 secure market, farmers will
autoratically tegin to intensify their use of yield-increasing cush
inputs. Given a secure parket, farmers will rent additional land to
expand their commercial production. Given & secure market, farmers
will diversify into higher valve commodity production. But gecuring
the market must be the first step; it must occur even before credit.
No production loen should ever be epproved for a cooperative or for
i+s member farmers until e marketing plan for the sale of the commo-
dities to be finarced has been completed and tentative buyer commit~
ments obtained. In a word, marketing--not production--mnst become the
Project's foremost priority.
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K. Feeder Cattle Operations: Ganaderfa de Ceba

The 0Ll Project has financed hundreds of loans for cattle
reising. One of the most prominert models is that of ganaderfa de
ceba or simple cattle fattening operations. The rancher buys young
steers, fattens them for 12 months or sc (usually ir pasture rather
than in a feedlot), and then sells ther for the best price he can
arrange. The advanteges of this kind of operation are that it re-
quires very little labor, is relatively low in risk, and permits the
owner to obtain a return for his investment in a feirly stort period
of time, i.e. one year. The principal disaévantage is that the cattlc
herd to be fattened must be purchased at the outset, and this can rep-
resent e serious problem for the rancher with limited resources.

Out of 22 feeder operations sampled (no control group), only two
experienced & deficit. The total herd size of these producers--con-
gisting of animals bought and sold during the evaluation period--was
486. Of these, eight animals died. Thus, the mortality rate is a mere
014 percent. The average net income per head of 1ivestock was $97.
Since the average herd size was 25 animals, this suggests an average
net income per rancher of $2,417. Average total cosis were $L,179 per
herd, which means that for every balboa of expenditure the average
rancher received 58 cents in net income.

Table IV provides & treakdown of performence indicaters by herd size.

A small herd is defined as 1-10 animals, & medium Lerd as 11-20 eni-
mals, and a large herd as 21 or more animals.

TABLE IV: PERFCRMANCE INDICATORS FOR FEEDER OPERATICNE
BY SIZE OF HERD

Ranch Category Av.Herd Av.Totel Input Use Av.Net Ahs %

Size Costs®*  per Kead Income Costs
Small (%) o $2,115 $28 $2,027 .96
Medium (6) 16 $2,979 $15 $1,381 L6
Large (12) 3k $5,467 $13 $3,512 .6
All Categories 25 $4,175 $15 $2,017 .58

# Includes purchase price of animals, labor, purchased in-
puts, and other meintenence expenditures; interest charges
on borrowed capitel excluded.
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Table IV shows that the small rancher fared relatively better than
medium and large ranching operations benefitted by o4l financing. For
every balboa of expenditure the average small reancher obtained a sur-
prising 96 cents in net income. The Table also shows that the small
rancher invested almost twice as much in- cash inputs per head of live-
stock (for salt blocks, medicine, etc.), dut even $28 per head appearc
to be very low and suggests modest levels of technical management of
feeder herds. :

The data collested in the 22 feeder cattle summaries alsc permit an
analysis of comparative differences in purchase and seles price of
Yeeder animals between large, medium, and small ranchers. The large
ranchers bought their herds for an average price of $13T per animal,
sold them for an average price of $260, and realized a gain of $123.
The medium rancher bought for an average price of $150, sold at $2i8,
and gained $98. The small rancher paid an average of $185 per animal,
gold at $277, and realized a gain of $92. These data either reflect

a significant marketing advantage on the part of large ranchers, or
could signify that small ranchers bwy somewhat older animals and per-
haps sell them at en older age as well.

L. Breeder Cattle Operations: Ganaderfe de Cria

More popular then fattening operatione is the raising of
breeder livestock, or ganaderfa de crfa. In this model the rancher
breeds his own herd. He can breed for beef, for dairy, or for mixed
purpose cattle. He can reserve the cption of sellirg off his young
animals to other ranchers (beef or dairy) or he can fatten them to
be sold as adults. The edvantage of this model is that the rancher
does not have to purchase his herd outright; rather, he allows it
to increase through netural breeding. The disadvantage is that it
usuelly takes much longer to make any income from the operation.

A total of 37 net income summaries (including 5 controls) were col-
lented on breeder cattle operations. These have in turn been divided
into two groups: (1) herds where no sale has yet occurred, and (2)
herds where & portion of the mnimals heve been sold.

BREEDER CATTLE WITHOUT SALE: In this group are 18 producers including
2 controls. Collectively they own 369 animals, the average herd size
being 21 animals and the range between 4 end 53 animals. Of this
total herd 15 animals died during the evaluation period (12 monthksi,
which indicates a 4 percent mortality rate. The average value per
head of livestock at the beginning of the period was $206, end at
year's end $271, for a net gain of $65 per head. The average rencher
realized a (paper) net income cf $8€1 against total expenditures for
the period of $467; this suggests a return of $1.8L net profit for
every balboa invested in the operation. The two control ranchers did
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significantly poorer than the average. While their average level of
expenditure was not unreasonahle--$hhl per herd--net income wes 8
mere $92 because one of the operations prcduced & deficit due to
deaths of two animals plus poor growth in the value of the herd in-
ventory. This result suggests 8 mere 21 cents of net income for every
balboa of expenditure. There would therefore appear to be an incore
advantage associated with €c0=-0p memtershir.

BREEDER CATTLE WITH SALES: Included in this group are 19 producers
and 3 controls. Collectively they achieved & maximum herd gize of
animels, with an average of 26 per rancher and a range per herd of 5
to 82 animals. A total of 16 animals aied during the year for e mor-
tality rate of 3 percent; all deaths occurred in the larger herds. A
total of 99 animals were sold during the year, vhich gives an averegc
of 5 sales per herd at an sverage sales price of $206. The averege
rancher earned total income of $1,650, of which 65 percent cane from
cash sales and 35 percent represents & (peper) increase in the inven-
tory velue of his herd. Average operating expenses PETr herd vere $199,
jeaving a net profit of $1,151. This suggests e pet return of $2.31
for every balboa of expenditure.

The control ranchers did not fare nearly as well., Their average herad
gize was bl animals, but sales reached only 46 percent of total in-
come, average operating expenses per perd were of course muck higher
_-$638 vs. $u9B--and net profit wes only $638, suggesting @& return of
$1.03 per balboe of expenditure.

Table IV shows & preakdown of performence indicators ¥ herd size.

Once agein the data indicate the ability of the small rarcher to con-
pete successfully with larger producers ir. the operation of this kind
of livestock enterprise. Regarding input use (an indicator of the exterti
of technical herd management) we find that srall rancher.expenditures
per head of 1ivestock far eyceed those of larger renchers.
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TABLE V: PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR BREEDER OPERATIORS
BY SIZE OF HERD

Ranch Category Av.Herd Av.Tctal Input Use Av.Net As %

Size Costs*® per Head Income Costs
Small (6} 8 $226 $11 $551 2.k2
Mediur (3) 15 $337 p12 $368 .98
Large  (10) 39 $716 '$3 $1727 2.l
A1l Categories 26 $499 &) $1151 2.7

# Land rental, if erny, and interest cherges on torrowed
capital are excluded.

M. Deiry Cattle

Six dairy farmers vere interviewed (no control farmers)
with e total collective kerd of 659 animals. The average herd size
was 109 animals, with a range of 1l to 313 animals, indicating rela-
tively large deiry operations. During the period of operations evalua-
ted (12 months} there were 32 deaths recorded, which gives a mortality
rate of 05 percent. The sampled operations were mixed teef anc dairy
renching, with sales of fattened animals and old cows representing
68 percent of totel income and 32 percent from milk seles. There wee
a net(paper) decline in the value c¢f animal inventcries as deaths end
cales exceeded increments through births and value added. Average total
income per dairy farm wes $8,815 against expenditures of $1,693 for
a net income of $7,122 and & return of $4.21 for every talboa of ex-
penditure. These figures may represent an exceptionally Ligh incom
year ceused ty large numbers of anirals sold. Tt is elsc notewcrihy
thet investment costs in fixed plent and equipment are not considercd
in the calculetion. Within operating costs the level of expenditure
on inputs was rinimal--a mere 89 cents per head--while lebor costs
(perticularly for milking) reached 94 percent of total costs.

Witk the exception of two dairy farmers operating herds of 1k and 2€
animals respectively, none of the producers sampled could be considered
small or mediur operators. They should not have bteen considered as
quelifying clients for Obl production credit. The same problem can

also be seen in & number of ceses for large ranchers operating feeder
and breeder cattle operations.
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N. Swine Production

The 0Ll Loan financed many swine raising projects. These were
generally of two types: (1) fattening operations, with the herd pur-
chased and eventually sold within e 3-6 month period, and (2) breeder
stock operations utilizing gseveral resident sows producing up to two
litters a year. Income summaries were completed for 22 feeder swine
operations (with 2 control producers) arnd 6 breed stock operaticns (no
control).

Of the feeder swine operators, the total animals purchased for fattening
were 341, for an aversge of 16 per opcration (range 5-30 animels). Dur-
ing the evaluation period (6 months or one purchase-sale cycle) there
were only 5 deaths, suggesting a mortality rate of 015 percent. The
average purchase price per pig was $31, the average seles price $90,
for a net gain per animal of $68. The average operator earncd seles
income of $1,51k from each production cycle against operating expendi-
tures of $1,274, for a net income of $240. Operations vere highly risky
with 11 of 22 producers experiencing & deficit. For the average opera-
tor, his net income was only 19 cents per balboa of expenditure. The
principal cost component wac feed, representing 54 percent of total
expenditures, followed by the cost of purchesing the feeder stock

(36 percént). The two control procducers did worse than the average,

one operating at a deficit while the other exactly broke even. Both
raised herds smaller than the average--of 5 and 8 animals only. The
averege sales price reported by the non-members was only $76 per fat-
tened pig; their feed expenditures were higher than cc-op producers
--$60 per head vs. $iL. The data suggest distinct advantages for co-

op swine producers in regard to lower-cost feed and improved market
prices. This, indeed, reflects the case of the multiple service co-
operative of Juan XXIII in Santiago, the principal sponsor of swine
fattening operations. This co-op has its own feed mill for sales €x-
clusively to members. It also markets its members' swine productior

on an advance contract basis, a system vhich is coordinated with &
planned production component so as tc avoid excess supplies of swine

marketed.

The six breed stock swine operations describe a somewhat different
reality. Collectively. they have a.breed stock of 3k sovs, vhich avera-
ges 6 per operation (range is 3-10). The end~of-year value of this
stock averaged $412 per sow, with an average increase in value per sow
of $178. The total breed stock produced a total of 251 piglets or an
average of T per sow. There were 26 desths for a mortality rate of 10
percent. The average sales price per fattened pig was $8L. Average
total income for eech rancher was $36L9, of which 67 percent came fromw
sales and the remainder reflected a (paper) increase in the value cf
the breed stock. Net income of the average swine producer was $1,54T
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against expenditures of $2,103, indicating & net return of T4 cents
per balboa of operating costs. Surprisingly, average labor use and
feed per head was almost identical between the fattening and breed
stock swine operations. None of the breeder operations lost money.

0. Concluding Remarks on Animal Enterprises

As wae the case with crop enterprises, the likestock summaries
reflect a wide variety of operating strategies-~some more labor-inten-
sive, oth2rs more capital-intensive. Each of these strategies consti=~
tues a producer's response to & particular set of constraints and
market options. In some cases the livestock operation is & complimen-
tary activity to crop production, but in the majority of instances
the livestock enterprise represented the single most important source
of cash income to the rural household. These considerations meke it
imperetive that the Project undertake twc responses. First, as was the
case with crops, it must begin to implement information systems that
meesure the-production results of Okl credit and not simply plan vhet
they might be. One of the outcomes of gethering such evaluation data
will be an improved understending of the dynemics and variety of exist-
ing livestock operations. Second, the Project must make & sharper dis-
tinction between farmers and ranchers within its client population
and prepare credit activities (and credit policies) that match the
specialized needs of these two fundamentelly different types of rurel

producers.

The livestock data demonstrate drematically that "time is money", and
that the slower-maturing breeder 1{vestock operations are much more
profitable to rural households then animal fattening operations. Breeder
operations also require less up-frornt jnvestment capital and are there-
fore less risky from the viewpoint of the small-scale producer. In
terms of straight return for every balboa of investment, breeder stock
operations out-earn fattening operations by & 2¢1 vretic., NMoreover,
livestock operations in general (with the exception of feeder Figs)
out-earn most agricultural jnvestments evaluated by at least 8 2:1 re-
tio. With these considerations in mind, the Pruject would do well to
conduct a comprehensive study of the production credit needs of its
rural clients, with the possibility in pind of joint credit packages

to farmers covering both crop and livestock enterprises.- The Project
should elso consider the placement of more of its resources into
medium-term livestock lending.

But if the Project gives renewed emphasis oL livestock operations,

it must also establish very strict controls, including explicit loan
qualification criteria, to guarantee that livestock financing be giver.
exclusively to small end medium-sized ranchers. A cut-off on loan
projects exceeding 20 heed of livestock may be necessary.
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IV. COOPERATIVE-LEVEL IMPACT OF THE OUl LOAN

The information for this chapter is drawn from two sources. The first
gource consists o an in~depth questionnaire adrinistered to & regre-
gentative sample of 2l co-ops (out of 46) vhich received 041 Loan fi-
nancing or technical assistance. Data was algo collected én some indi-
cators for two edditional cooperatives. For each indicator the data was
collected on an annual basis for five years--from 1976 through 1980--
vhich allows us to monitor changes in co-op performance over the pro-
ject period. In the first two sections of this chapter ve present &
summary of 12 indicators of economic performance and 8 indicators of
social performance of the sampled cooperatives.

The second source of information for this chapter comes from personel
obeervations by the evaluators which resulted from one Or more visits
to all of the cooperatives in the sample. Based on these observations
we present @& review of observed strengths among the co-Ops visited
followed by a section identifying co-op deficiencies with recommende-
tions for their correction.

A. Indicators of Cooperative Economic Performance

1. TOTAL ASSETS: Total assets of the sampled cooperatives ir-
creased from $6.8 million to $15.0 million, which represents a growth
of 119 percent compared with the base year 1976. This means that the
sampled co-Ops increased their assets by $2 million & yeer, signifying
a growth rate of 30 percent. By type of cooperative, Credit Co-oOps
accounted for 64 percent of the gross increase {in assets, followed by
Agricuitural Cooperatives vith 18 percent, Consumer Cooperatives with
9 percent, and Multiple Service Cooperatives vith 8 percent. In rela-
tive terms the largest increese in assets occurred among Consumer Co-
operatives, which grev by 278 percent, whereas Credit Cooperatives
grew by 1bl percent, Agricultural by T7 percent, and Multiple Service

by 60 percent.

2. MEMBER SHARE CAPITAL: During the Broject period member
share capital in their cooperatives incressed by $2.8 million, whick
represents a 96 percent growth compared with 1976. The annual average
rate of growth was 2U percent, which is approximately double the rate
of inflation and therefore signifies & significant net increase in mem-
ber share capital. In absolute terms some 85 percent of the growth in
share capital was contributed by Credit Cooperatives; in contrast,
only 7 percent came from Agricultural, 5 percent from Multiple Service,
and 3 percent from Consumer cooperatives. Howvever, in relative terms
share capital grew by 97 percent in Credit, 91 percent in Multiple
Service, 89 percent in Agricultural, and 78 percent in Consumer cO-0pS.
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3. GROSS INCOME: During the Project period gross income (from
sales, interest on loans, etc.) increased from $8.9 million to $16.2
million, which represents an 82 percent incresase.in relation to the
base year or an annual growth rate of 21 percent. In absolute terms
the increase was generated by Multiple Service (37 percent), Agricul-
tural (36 percent), and Consumer cooperatives (22 percent) because
Credit co-ops are almost solely dependent or interest income earned
from lending operations. In reletive terms, however, the fastest
growth was registered by Consumer co-ops (12l percent), followed by
Credit (88 percent), Multiple Service (78 percent), and Agricultural
(70 percent).

. BET INCOME: Out of 25 cooperatives saxpled, only seven ever
registered & deficit income in any one or more years of the Project
period. Five of the seven experienced only one deficit year. Net in-
come of the sampled cooperatives increased from $1.0 million te $1.9
million per year, which represents en 81 percent growth with respect
to the base year of 1976. In absolute terms, 41 percent of the totel
net income increase was generated by Multiple Service, 28 percent ty
Agriculturel, 16 percent by Credit, and 1k percent by Consumer cocpere-
tives. However, in relative terms the fastest growth in net income
was registered by Credit Cooperetives (225 percent), fcllowed by Mul-
tiple Service (99 percent), Ccnsurer (75 percent), and Agricultural
(28 percent).

5. SURPLUS FOR DISTRIBUTION TO MEMBERS: Cver the period the
amount of surplus income distributed to cc-op members toteled $1.2
million. The surplus generated in any giver year renged f{rom $206€,000
(1977) to $328,000 (1980). This indicator is extremely significant
becausc it measures the total amount of additional income earned by
co-op members from their participation in these orgenizations--income
which is in eddition to any net earnings ottained from their crop and
livestock enterprises finenced under the Project. Expressed differently,
for every balboa of share capital invested in their cooperatives (i.e.
$2.8 million--see Indicator No.Z) co-op members earned L6 cents on
the average.

However, when surplus eernings are broken out by type cf cooperative
the distribution is quite uneven. In ebsolute terms, 49 percent of
the surplus went to Agricultural co-op recbers, 30 percent went to
Multiple Service members, 25 percent went to Credit members, and a
negative surplus of L percent was generated by Consumer Cooperatives.
If we divide the surplus ty the number of active members per each
type of cooperative we #ind that the average Agricultural co-cp mem-
ber earned an impressive $90.43, the Multiple Service member $52.24,
the Credit member $8.77, while the Consurer co-op member actually
lost $4.73 of his invested capital.



-30-

€. OPERATING COSTS: Turning to liability accounts, we see that
Operating Costs in the sampled cooperatives increased from $1.0 mil-
lion per year in 1976 to $2.0 million in 1980, vhich represents an
increase of 97 percent with respect to the base year. For the tive
year Project period, for every valboa invested in operating costs
the cooperatives generated 85 cents in net profits (see Indicator
No.k, Net Income). In atsolute terms, 33 percent of the increase
in operating costs must be credited to Multiple Service CO=OPS,
followed by 26 percent for Credit, 23 percent for Agricultural, and
19 percent for Consumer. In relative terms, the fastest growth in
operating costs was registered by Consumer CO-OPS8 (126 percent in
crease), followed by Multiple Service (122 percent), hgricultural
(83 percent), and credit (76 percent).

7. SHORT-TERM INDEBTEDNESS: Between 1976 end 1980 the sampled
cooperatives increased their short-term debt burden from $2.4 millior
per year to $3.9 million per year, vhich represents an increase of
66 percent. Cf the total indebtedness in 1980, almost half (L6 per-
cent)is found in Agricultural co-OPSs while enother 36 percent is
oved by Credit co-ops; Multiple Service and Consumer co-OPpS carry
only 10 and 8 percent respectively of total short term debt oblige-
tions among the sampled cooperatives. In relative terms, however,

the reverse is true. The fastest increase in short-term indebtedness
during the Project period was registered by Consumer co-Ops Or 132
percent. This corresponds very closely to the growth rete of Consurer
co-op operating costs. Short-term bvorrevwing by Credit co—Ops increased
by 82 percent, Agricultural by é5 percent, and Multiple Service by
only 8 percent.

8, LONG-TERM INDEBTEDNESS: During the Project period the total
long-tern indebtedness of the sampled cooperatives increased from
$705,000 to $3.0 million, which represents a growth of 328 percent.
By the same token, long-term indebtedness has grown from & 23 per-
cent share of +otel debt to @& 43 percent share. In absolute terms,
€3 percent of total long-term indebtedness is held by Credit co-CPS,
which reflects their greater emphasis on gedium~to.1ong-teru produc-
tion credit for 1ivestock enterprises. In relative terms, long-term
dett during the Project period has grown fastest among Consumer co-
ops--a one hundredfold increese in five years--folloved by Credit
(587 percent), Agricultural (99 percent) and Multiple Services (a
decline of 1 percent).

The structure of the debt portfolio and its growth can be somevwhat
misleeding unless placed in per-capite terms--i.e., debt per active
co-cp member. It js also useful to deséribe dett in relution to mem-
ber share capital gubscribed. These relaticnships are presented in

Table VI.
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TABLE VI. CO-OF INDEETEDNESS IN RELATION TO ACTIVE MEMBERS
AND SHARE CAPITAL INVESTMENT (19860)

Co-0 e INDEBTEDNESS PER ACTIVE MEMBER Shares as
Short-Terr Long-term Total % Debt
Credit $16€ $221 $387 1.45
Consumer $135 $2L5 $36L .20
Agricultural $1,098 $158 $1,25€ .19
Mult.Service $205 $152 $357 U7

repie =V dreratically demonstrates the tendency fcr agriculturul
cooperatives to become dangerously over-financed relative to pember
share capital subscription. The picturc is even more disquieting
when one considers that Agricultural co-OPpSs registered the largest
surplus distribution ($9C.43) of any other type (see Tndicator No.5,
page 29) while consributing next to the smallest share (7 percent)
in member share capitel contributions.

9. IKDEX OF SCLVENCY ¢ This indicetor measures turrent assets
as & percentagé of current 1jetilities, i.e«» for every talboa of
current obligetions hovw much the co-CP has in hend to meet these
otligations. Overall, the sampled cooperatives registerec a high
jevel of solvency in.1976 (6.76) which only continues to grow
(15.45 in 198G). By co-op types: Credit had by far the highest
average solvency, growing from 15.5 to 42.17 over the Froject period.
Multiple Service gre¥ in solvercy from 2.51 to 3.89, Consumer from
$1.16 to 1.82, while Agriculturel registered a slight decline frem
1.38 to 1.0%. Five cooperatives registered an average solvency cf
jess tkan 1 for the period, which is considered & danger signal. Ct
these, four were Agricultural co-ops end one Multiple Service. From
a financial perspectivc the weakest sector of the rural cooperative
movement is that of the Agriculturael, although the movement as &

whcle appears quite healihy.

10. EAPID LIQUIDITY TEST: This is @& second solvency indicator
vhich measures strictly liquid assets (current assets less inventcry
as a percentage of current 1iebilities. The jpdicator is not appli-
cable to Credit co-ops. Out of 15 cooperatives tested, the povement
passed the test with an average score of 1.08. However, in reality
only four co-Ops passed (average gccre 2.26) and 11 failed (average

gcore 0.65).
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11. INDEX OF DEBT CAPACITY: This indicator measures the total
indebtedness of a business (short-terz and long-term debt) as a per-
centage of total assets. There exists no hard and fast rule as to
wvhat the most desireable debt/asset ratio should be, but generally
speaking any level beyond 75 percent of total assets should be con-
gidered undesireable. By this standard the rural cooperative movement
passed with an aggregate average gcore of .60 for the Project period.
Of 24 co-ops, 5 exceeded the maximum acceptablée score (average was
1.02). Agein in support of a trend signaled by other indicators, k4
of the excessively indebted co-ops were Agricultural and one vas &
Multiple Service.

12. FINANCIAL AUTONOMY: This indicator measures member share
capital contributions as a percentage of total co-op assets. Out
of 26 co-ops sarpled, the average score was .27, indicating that
for the rural cocperative movement &s a whele, slightly more than
one quarter of its assets are owned by co-op members and the remainder
by their creditors. Breaking dowr the scoring by co-op type gives &
very favorable picture of rural credit cooperatives, & barely accept-
gble picture of Consumer, and a very poor picture of Agricultural
and Multiple Service cooperatives. The average score for Credit wes
an excéllent..lU7, with a range of .37 to .Th. Consumer co-ops regis-
tered .23, with a range of .13 to .30. Agricultural co-ops averaged
.11 (rsnge .01 to .18) and Multiple Service averaged .16 {range: .C3
to0.21). From a development viewpoint, the financial autonomy indica-
tor should be considered the "acid test" of cooperative instituticn-
building. In the case of Panama its application has yielded very
mixed results, suggesting a collection of very successful coopera-
tives mixed with others that arc financially quite precarious. For-
tunately, the "average" picture is ore of strength and rapid econo-
mic growth.

. Indicators of Cooperative Sociel Pertormance

1. REGISTERED MEMBERS: Out of ok cooperatives sampled there
ves an increase of 5,078 members during the Project period. From &
total of 12,653 members in 1976 the number of registered co-op par-
ticipants reacked 17,731 in 1960, which represents & growth of 40
percent or 10 percent per annum. Tke registered membership of Credit
co-ops grew by L9 percent, Consurer vy 37 percent, Agricultural ané
Multiple Service by 26 percent. In 1680 the average Credit co-op had
1,262 members, Consumer 9L8, Multiple Service 506, and Agricultural
282,



2. ACTIVE MPMRERS: Of the same 2k garpled cooperatives the number
of-active members 'as a percentage of total registered members was T8
percent in 1976 and 81 percent in 1980, The active membership of Credit
co-ops averaged a high 87 percent in 1976 and slipped slightly to 85
percent in 1980. Consumer co-op active members increased from 66 tc
80 percent over the Project period, Multiple Service from 66 to 75 per-
cent, and Agricultural from 69 to T3 percent.

3. MEMBERSHIP ATTENDANCE AT GENERAL ASSEMBLIES: For 24 co-ops
sarpled, an average of 28 percent of total active members attendec
their cooperative's annual General Assembly in 1976. In 1980 the
average attendance wvas 36 percent. Having re.atively much fewer mem-
bers, Agricultural ard Multiple Services co-ops achieved the highest
attendance levels for the Project period: Agricultural--62 percent--
ernd Maltiple service--52 percent., This compares to attendance levels
cf 36 percent for Credit and 27 percent for Consumer cc-ops. _t ie
notevorthy that the highest attendance levels for all typcs of cc-
ops were reached in years prior to 1980, wher the 6ET'FroJect was
in full implementation. Since the financing of the institution-building
components of the Project terminated in March 198C, the impact of thet
cut-off appears to be clearly registered at the cooperative level.

4, MEETINGS OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE COUNCIL: For 21 of the 2L sam-
pled co-ops for which data is available, their Administrative Councils
met an averege of 18 times in 1976, 19 times in 1977 and 1978, .22 times
in 1679, and slipped back to 18 ir 1980. The highest average frequency
of meetings was recorded by Agricultural co-ops (25 times per year
during the period), followed by Multiple Service with 19, Consumer witl
17, and Credit with 1k. An average of 12 would be corsidered acceptatle,
i.e., an administrative council that meets monthly.

5. MEETINGS OF THE VIGILANCE COMMITTEE: For 16 co-ops with available
records. their Vigilance Committees met an average cf 8.5 timee in 197C,
gradually ircreasing to 12 times imr 1979. However, with tne cessation
of OUl Ioen-sponsored institution-building in 1980 the frequency of
Vigilance Committee reetings declined once more to 9 per year.

6. MEETINGS OF THE CREDIT COMMITTEE: For 15 co-ops with available
records (note: Consumer co-ops do not use this committee), their Credit
Cormittees met an average of 23 times in 197€¢ and gradually ircreased
to an average of 27 meetings in 1979. But rollowlng the same trend
cited above, meeting frequency slackened to 26 in 198G.

7. MEETINGS OF THE EDUCATICK COMMITTEE: One of the most disapproint-
ing areas of Project performance was that of cooperative education ac-
tivities. The leck of intensive erphesis or education by government
egencies and cooperative federations was reflected at the local level
by & nearly total absence of co-op member education activity. Out of



-3h-

2L sampled cooperatives, only ten had any record of their Education
Committee having met during the Project period. Of these, 5 had a
committee that held meetings in only one of the five years of the
Project. None of the cooperatives had an Education Committee which
met consistently in all five years.

8. MEMBERSHIP TRAINING ACTIVITIES BY COOPERATIVES: As above,
only ten of 24 co-ops had eny record of ever organizing membership
education activities. The absence of data for this indicator speaks
eloquently for the designation of Membership Education as one of
the most deficient areas of Project activities.

C. Observed Strengths Among Rural Cooperatives

The foregoing indicators generally describe a rural coopera-
tive movenment whicli demenstrated repid economic growth during the
Froject period; and with the exception of the indicators of educationel
activity, they show significant strengthening of member participation
in their cooperatives. Of course, it ic impossible to demonstrate
from the figures a direct and explicit ceusality betveen Okl Loan
activities and cooperative performance per se. Some of the movement 's
growth would undoubtedly have occurred anyway despite the Project.

But the fact .remains that the cooperative-level data show extremely
impressive growth--growth vhich coincided with the Project period and
vhich, by association, must be credited at least in part ac e positive
irpact of the O4l Loan. In sum, the very positive and impressive
characteristics of the survey data allow us to conclude that the Pro-
ject was highly successful, ard this reality constitutes one of the
most imporcant strengths observed in the movement by the evaluatore.

4 second strength observed is the fact that the movement can boast

of some truly exceptional human resources. Here end there the evalua-
tors encountered a number of highly dedicated and talented cooperativc
managers; here and there ve meet co-op directors, employees, and mem-
bers of exceptional intelligence, leadership capability, and experience.
Most of these individuals do not have more then a primary school educa-
tion; but theirs are diplomas earned in the classroom of life ané the
School of Hard Knocks. Panamenian rural cooperatives have made many mis-
takes, lost money to dishcnest employees, suffered poor leadership, and
survived sometimes disasterous technical advice from outside advisors.
These cooperatives are intimately familiar with the endless difficulties
of requesting proéduction loans, supervising credit use by their members,
arranging for input procurements, locating market opportunities, con-
structing buildings, and resisting the tax bite of municipal authorities.
But rarely have these cooperatives made the same mistake twice. In many
instances their leaders and employees mey be considered as experts in
running & cooperative business. They may lack specific bookkeeping,
accounting, and management skills, but they have generally vast experience
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in addressing the problems which most afflict the rural poor. In
general , these jndividuals have more to teach outsiders than the
Jatter have to teach them. And in the future co-op leaders must
be used increasingly as teechers and trainers.

A third strength area of the rural cooperatives is the quality of
their services to members. Among farmers intervieved, 80 percent
said they had been recipients of multiple production loans, while

86 percent expressed gatisfaction with the services offered by their
cooperatives. Among 1ivestock ranchers interviewed, 52 percent had
received multiple production loans and 100 percent expressed satis-
faction with co-op services. In sum, the rural cooperative movement
has created a successful service delivery system. There is much room
for improvement, but the system works.

The federations cf COAGRO, FEDPA, ard FECOPAN were estatlished to
integrate the cooperative movement along the functional lines of
agricultural, credit, and consumer services. In FEDPA's case the
federation developed over many Years, largely as the result of initia-
tives from the bottom-up, with only modest resource contributions

from external donors. This self-help, bottom-up model largely explairs
vhy FEDPA is by far the strongest cooperative federation in Faname.

In contrast, both COAGRO and FECOPAN were relatively recent initia-
tives, heavily sutsidized with external resource contributions, and
generally top-down in their progran approach. FECOPAN never really

got off the ground and finally collapsed in 1976. COAGRO is in ex-
tremely delicate health, is severely undercapitalized in terms of
equity owned by its affiliates, and presently requires emergency fi-
nancial assistance.

However, with little fanfare and without spectacular institutional
investments, the Agricultural and Consumer co-ops of rural Parnama

have begun & process of integration from the bottom-up. The growth
process seems to center around one primary cc-op institution--the
strongest and best capitalized--which draws into its service retwork

g set of smaller end weaker cO-OpS of the same type. The result is

a "mini-federation” at the. regional level. In this regard the moet
successful prototyre is Juen XXIII in Sentiago (Verraguas), & Multiple
Service Cooperative, which has established 1€ branches or sucursales..
Other examples include Maria Auxiliadora in David (Chiriquf) with 12
rurel consumer stcre branches; Horticola de Mercadeo in Boquete (Criri-
quf) which is establisting a vegetatle marketing distribution center
in Panema City with prospects for serving the vegetable growers cf
other co-ops as well; Agricole Santefia in Los Sentos with 2 sucur-
gales; and Agricultores Palmefios in Las Palmas (Verraguas), a net-
work of € rural consurer steres vhich in turn is affiliated to Juan

XXII1I.
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Among Credit cooperatives there were a number of strengths that greatly
impressed the evaluators. First, FEDPA has enforced a narrov relation-
ship betveen member savings and the arount of credit a member can re-
ceive, i.e. a ratio of 1:5. It has instituted a forced savings program
vherein a loan recipient must capitalize 10 percent of his loan pro-
ceeds as share investment. These measures have been very instrumental
in meking the credit cooperative sector at leest twice as solvent and
financially autonomous as the rest of the movement. Furthermore, the
rural credit co-ops are addressing one of the most gerious constrainte
facing rural producers:the scarcity of land. As ‘documented "earlier

(see Chapter III), some 39 percent of all farmers intervieweéd had to
rent thc land on which they grew their principal commercial crop. In
gome cases (e.g. tomato) renters reached 76 percent of totel producers.
The rural credit co-ops have been providing an increasing number of
loans for land purchase and land rent, and they are doing so from their
owr capital resources. Credit co-ops have also given consumer credit
loans for two-veek periods to assist zafreros (laborers) in the sugar
cane harvest; they have been giving greet emphasis to the development
of market arrangements for financed crops before approving rroduction
loans; and overall these co-ops have provided quite efficient agronomic
technical assistance. Overall, acs a sector, Credit co-ops have performed
exceptionally well.

Among Agricultural and Multiple Service Cooperatives several organize-
tiorns stood far above the norms for this sector. The marketing activi-
ties of the Hortfcola y Mercadeo in Boquete establish an extremely im-
pcrtant precedent for the cooperative movement in general, and serves

es an example for other co-ops to study, imitate, or integrate with.

The powerful Agrfcola Industrial (elso of Boquete) presents an out-
standing model of input supply ard consumer goods services to the rural
population. It also hes an employee incentive system worthy of emulation.
The excellent performance of Juan XXIII--socially &s well as economically
--makes it a model worthy of replication not merely ir Panawa but through-
out Latin America. Among its many special features: the programming of
livestock production and marketing, excellent educational program ac-
tivities, creative visual aids for teaching illiterate members about
co-op performance and results, & member insurance program, & subsidized
employee lunchroom, and the fact that this institution's notable achieve-
ments heve indeed been engineered ty farmers, most of vhor have had less
+han five years of primary educatior.

Among Consumer Cooperatives, the major strength observed is that this
sector, following a period of very rapid growth, is entering a ccnsoli-
dation stage. The branch system is getting established, Joint duying

and procurerent arrangements are occurring, and both supply and demancd
linkages to other sectors of the rural cooperative movement are presently
being planned. The physical infrastructure of Consumo Verraguas and
Marfa Auxiliedora are outstending; the human and particularly managerial
resources of these co-ops must now grow quickly to keep pace wvith the
opportunities created by their physical plant and equipment.
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D. Dbserved Cooperative peficiencies

At the outset it must be stated that many cooperatives have
hed to face an extremely hostile environment for their institutionel
development. Some cO-OP leaders have been Jjailed es subversives for
their promotion activities. A parish priest who is virtually consi-
dered the father of the rural cooperative movement in Verraguas was
kidneapped and never heard from again. Cooperatives have received fre-
quent {intimidation from large landowners, merchants, and cthers whose
i{nterests were threatened ty co-op organization. local punicipalities
have been particularly aggressive in their (almost punitive) taxation
of co-op businesses; because these institutions are required to keep
up-to-date and auditable records they often become & more vulnersable
target for taxation than are private firms. Finally, some cooperativee
have beern virulently attecked in the radio and press by locel Chambers
of Commerce which accuse then of unfair and jllegal business practices.
Let there be no question in anyone 's mind: promoting cooperatives in
Panama is no picnic. And rural cooperatives particularly are engaged
in a difficult struggle against vested interests seldom tefore chal-
lenged. At times this struggle has become extrerely dangerous to the

1ives and property of co-op leaders.

RECOMMENDATION: Mere Government sponsorship and external tech-
nical assistance and finencing is sometimes not sufficient to
overcome the "locel opposition that some cO-OpS face. At times
they need high-level support, even direct intervention, on very
ghort notice. It is recomrended that IPACOOP should have & "hot
1ine" telephone number that rural cooperatives can call when
they have an emergency requiring special outside helg.

The biggest observed deficiency in the performance of almost all co-
ops visited was their lack of educational gctivity for their own mem-
bers, as well as jnadequate treining opportunities for co-op employecst
and directors. Cooperative Education Committees rarely meet. This cen-
tral fact would suggest there exists little appreciation for the rolec
and importance of member education, almost no avereness of what kird

of education is needed, and fev skills fer conducting educationsel ac-—
tivities or preparing teeching materiels.

RECOMMENDATION: The only cooperatives with anything resembling
a successful education program are Juan XXIII and Despertar
Cempesino, both of Verregues. These co-ops both employ group
discussion activities held in rural districts on a rotating ba-
sis. It is recommended that both co-ops be avarded funds. to
subsidize the costs of developing treining programs for leaders
of other co-ops. .The funds would finance visits by other co-0OT
leaders to observe education activities at Juan XXIII end Desper-

tar; they would also finance advisory visite by staff of these
co-ops to assist organizations in the same and other regions to
establisk education programs for their members.
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A second deficiency area within education is that of management
training. Courses organized for co-op managers by IPACOOP and the
federations have committed the misteke of mixing participants of
~ widely differing levels and experience. Courses have also been re-
ported to be far too theoretical. In general, management training
has been conducted and controlled ty outsiders who in meny instances
no less about the dey-to-day problems of running co-op businesses
than their trainees.

RECOMMENDATION: Management training activities by IPACOOP
must be given on a far more selective, decentralized basis.
Whenever possible it should be conducted on a mobile basis,
co-op by co-op, with programmed follow-up visits. Management
trainers should not be assumed competent tc teach until they
have spent several weeks each year in locel level field work
learning fromr co-op managers and directors abcut their real
management problems, needs, and resources.

RECOMMENDATICN: Several maragers of rural cooreratives are

at this moment highly quelified (by their experience and their
tested skills) tc teach other managers. These individuals in-
clude the managers of San Antorio (P.Armuelles), Educadores
Verraguences (Santiago), and José del C. Dominguez (Las Tetlas)
among Credit Cooperatives; the managers of Consumo Veraguas

and Juan XXITI (Santiego) among Consumer Cooperatives; the
managers of Horfcola y Mercadeo (Boquete), Agrfcola Industrial
(Boquete), and Agropecuaria Santefia (Las Tablas) amcng Agricul-
tural Cooperatives; and again thLe manager of Juan XXIII ané

the ex-manager of Esperanza de Los Campesinos (Sar Juan) for
Multiple Service Cooperatives. It is recommended that funds be
made availeble by IPACOOP to finance the participation of these
managers in cooperative management training programs conducted
et the regionel or locel level. At the very least, these munu-
gers should be used to train IPACOCS trainers, and to assist in
the design of IPACOCP-sponsored management training activities,

A third deficiency area involves cooperative record-keeping. Muck has
been accomplished during the Project period just to get co-ops to

keep up-to-date records. But there is still much room for improvement.
In most recipients of OLl financing there exists no separete accounting
of Okl funds, which are co-mingled with co-cp funds or resources fron
other sources. This seme problem has occurred at the fecderation level
in the case of FEDPA. Many co-ops (possibly the majority) do not have
copies of their loan contracts prepared by the BDA, and they are there-
fore ignorarnt about their repayment schedule and interest payments.

For these reasons it is extremely difficult to know what is the un-
paid balance on Okl-financed loars, how much is overdue, and vhat ic
the delinquency rate, if eny. It is surprising that USAID could be sc
strict about designing O4l loan restrictions and prerequisites, yet
have been so lax in making sure Oll funds--once lent--were properly
accounted for at the cooperative and federation levels.,
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RECOMMENDATION: Cooperatives receiving o4l funds (including
federations) should be required to place loan proceeds in &
gseparate bank account so that their use and repsyment cen be
sdequately monitored.

Credit Policy constitutes another deficiency area. Lending for live-
stock enterprises should be made less restrictive in terms of time
(at least 48 months for breeder cperations) but more restrictive
regarding who can qualify for a loan. At present there exists a very
real danger in rural cradit cooperatives that members (1ike teachers)
whose secondary profession is farming or ranching are qualifying for
1ivestock loans that should be made available exclusively to members
whose primary occupation is farming/ranching.

Elsevhere in credit policy there exists an inadequate association
besween amounte lent end member share capital. With the exception
of FEDPA and its affiliates--where g minimm 5:1 credit/share capi-
tal ratio exists--the rural cooperative movement has borrowed rela-
tively large amounts of capital compared to what it has mobtilized
in member equity investment. Severel examples are notorious. Agro-
pecuaria Santefla has 11 cents of member investment per balboe of
assets, Avicola (David) has L cents, lLa Libertad (Ei Valle) 2 cents,
and La Constancia (Puerte Gago) only i cent.

RECOMMENDATION: Livestock loans should be made exclusively to
producers "whose primary occupetion is ranching or farming, and
loan projects should be restricted to small and medium-size
operators with & maximum herd size to be financed of 20 head
of cattle. loans financing breeder cattlc operations should

require repayment beginning no .sooner than L8 months.

RECOMMENDATION: Any Ohl-financed loan should be tied to the
recipient's level of shere capital investment. Within the cur-
rent absolute loan meximum ($12,500), & borrowcr should only
be able to qualify for maximum credit of fives tires the valuie
of his share capital investment in the cooperative.

Marketing presents & final area of serious deficiency with some co-
operatives. Happily, many co=-OpS have from ' necessity worked out

rather successful marketing arrangements. But scrious protlems remain.
For example, €cO-OPp relationships with the Netional Marketing Institute
(IMA) are becoming unworkat:le in several instances because this agency
sometimes tekes as long as two months to pay for produce delivered.
Meanwhile the farmers are responsible for payrent of the interest
charges incurred meanwhile on their production loans. IMA has also
been uncooperative with oLl beneficiaries (for example, Los Produc-

tores of Natd) because it gives preference to privete suppliers for

its onion dehydration plarit ‘at”Chitré. Overall, the so-called “Co-
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operative Marketing Syatem" which was to have resulted from the 0Ll
Loan never materialized. The marketing services responsibility was

to have been shared by COAGRO and FECOPAN but in practice was addressed
by neither. Faced with continuing market constraints, some co-ops

have simply left the marketing responsibility to individual members.
Others have suggested expensive egro-industrial processing schemes
(eig. coffee) but without defining the structural arrangenments re-
quired to sell the product to the ultimstée consumer.

RECOMMENDATION: IPACOOF and the BDA should initiate discussions
vith IMA to encounter = moré ejuitable .solution to- the problem
of interest.chargés incurred by co-op growers which are the re-
sult of delayed payment by IMA tc the seller. It is recommended
that a study be conducted to identify the average amount per
cuintel sold of additional interest rate charges resulting from
delays for which IMA is responsible. A second alternative may
be to transfer ownership of the commodities sold to IMA from
the grower to the BLA as of the date of delivery, with accrual
of interest to cease as of that date.

RECOMMENDATION: A renewel of the "Cooperative Marketing Systerm"
should be attempted. However, it is recommended that this recs-
ponsibility should not be assigned to COAGRO, which has enough
problems as it is, but rather to the Hortf{cole y Mercadeo of
Boquete. The vegetable marketing distributicn center being estab-
lighed by this cooperative in Panams City deserves support end
subsidy so that its services can be offered to other co-ops ac
well.
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V. FEDERATION-LEVEL IMPACT OF THE OlWl LOAN

A. National Federation of Credit Cooperatives

1. SOCIAL INDICATORS: FEDPA's affiliates consist of both
urban and rural credit cooperatives. The Federation began the Project
period with 83 co-op affiliates in 1976 with a comtined mezbership
of 22,400. In 1980 FEDPA had 91 affiliates representing 32,800 mem-
bers. Growth in aggregate membership was therefore 46 percent. All
the new affiliates were urban co-ops. During the period the number
of rural co-ops remained stable at 35. However, membership in these
same co-ops increased from 11,500 to 16,10C, an increase of U0 per-
cert, while the share of rura. cc-op members relative to tctal FEDPA
membership dipped only slightly from 52 percent to L9 percent. Ir
general we can conclude that the rural sector of FEDPA "held its own"
and in fact showed signs of significant consolidation because their
membership expanded significantly within the same cooperatives.

The attendance of FEDPA affilietes at the Annual General Assemblies
improved from Tl percent (59 out of 83 co-ops) in 197€ to 78 percent
(71 out of 91 co-ops). Frequency of Administrative Council meetings
increased frem-6 to 9 per annum during the period. FEDPA's Vigilance
Committee, which met only 5 times in 1976, met 23 times in 1979 and
for the entire period averaged 1l meetings per year. The Credit Com-
mittee increased its frequency of meetings from 16 in 197€ to 22 in
1980, with an average for the entire period of 21 meetings per year.
All the above indicators indicate significant evidence of institutional
strengthening during the Project period. With regard to educatior. and
training activities, FEDPA does not have an Education Comrittee; ra-
ther it has a Depurtment of Education with a full-time director. Re-
tween 1976 and 1980 the Department's activities notably intensified.
Training Courses to co-ops grew from 71 tc 118 per yeer with an in-
crease in participation of from 1,666 to 2,010 participants. Visits
tc co-ops grew from 1,054 to 1,249; seminars from 11 to 19 per year
with an increase of 199 to 343 participants.

2. ECONOMIC INDICATOPS: The Federation's economic indicators
reveal a veritable "take-off" for FEDFA during the Project perioc.
Betweer 1976 and 198C FETFA's total assets increased from $3.2 million
"to $7.8 milliorn, a growth of 1Ll percent. Member share capital invest-
ment in the Federation expanded from a modest $336,000 to $1,7€7,000,
which represents an increase of 426 percent. Total Federation income
(from interest on lending, deposits, audits, accounting services, etc.)
grev from $315,000 in 1976 to $800,000 in 1980, an increase of 15L per-
cent. Even though operating costs increased by an even faster rate
(189 percent), the Federation registered a net profit in all five years
and generated an average anrual surplus for distribution of some $28,C0C.



=42~

FEDPA's index of solvency declined during the Project period from
9.52 to 2.43, indicating a sharp increase in external borrowing;
however, the decline in the index is not wcrrisome since anything
above 1 is acceptable. FEDPA still has $2.43 in assets for every
balboa of liability. Over the period FEDPA's financial autonomy in-
dicator--the acid test of institutionel consolidetion--increased
from 0.17 to 0.22. This means that for every balboa of FEDPA's total
assets, 22 cents are owned by FEDPA's affiliates and the balance by
its creditors.

3. USE OF REVOLVING LOAN FUNDS: Of FEDFA's 35 rural co-op affili-
ates, 17 received loans financed by Okl resources. Of the total $2.0
million in OLl resources received from the Revolving Loan Fund, some
$1,750,000 (88 perceat) was on-lent to co-ops for agricultural and
livestock production credit. The balance was lent for "Rural Industry"
financing. The breakdown of loan use and repayment -performance, by
co-op, is shown in Tdble VII. As of December 31, 1980 e total of
$661,776 against obligations due of $1,02L4,893 had been paid. Of thic
latter amount, the total of delinquent balances was $13,325, which
suggests a delinquency rate of only 1.3 percent.

Table VIII gives the breakdcwn of total OLl loens on-lent by FELFA
affiliates to their individual members. Of the original $2 million
received, these 17 co-ops generated an aggregate volume of credit
(including multiple use of reflows) totaling er astounding $4,16€,72k.
A total of 1,306 loans were made between July 1976 and February 198C.
Of these, 1199 loans were made for crop and livestock production for
an aggregate value of $3.9 million (94 percent of the total) while
107 vere mede for Rural Industry with a total value of $258,000. The
average production credit loan was $3,260. The average rural indusiry
loen was $2,409. What is quite amazing about the observed doutling

in aggregate value of lending from $2.0 million to $L4.1 million is
that this result was achieved with only a fraction of the original

$2 millior received from the Revolving Loan Fund. Ir the first place,
from 1976 to 1979 FEDPA only received about half its $2 millior com-
mitment from the BDA. But secondly, an estimated 40 percent of all
resources received went into livestock production loans with a slcw
rey-beck period.

L. SERVICE INDICATORS: With Obl Loan financing through MIDA, the
Federation provided 5 agronomists (L field staff and 1 supervicor)
to provide technicel supervision tc¢ credit co-or members using Chl-
financed production loans. All €ight credit cc-ops visited by the
evaluators reported positively about this assistance. For the average
co-op,estimated assistance was about L0 man-days per year. In the san-
pled co-ops alone, these agronomists supervised & total of 8Ll crop
and 211 livestock loans éuring the five-year period. Through the ac-
counting and manager services (loan) program FEDPA provided 10 accourt-
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TARLE VIII.

EEDERACIC
DETALLE DE SOCIOS DE COOPERATIVAS DE_AHORRO V. CREDITO

BENEFICIADCS CON SUB-PRESTAMOS DEL FONDO ROTATIVO COOPERATIVO 525-T-041

DE JULIQ 1976 a FEBRERO 1980

Pafs tamos Agropecuanio Empresas Runates Total
Nombae de la Cooperativa Socdos Nonto Socios Monto Socios Monto
Beneficia - Paestado Bemeficiados  Prestado Beneficiados  Prestado

Punierics Unidos, R. L. 15 74,833.89 7 14,170.00 52 £9,003.89
Widn de Clubes Agaicolas Santeiios, R. L. 13 23,192.40 5 6,750.00 18 29,942.40
€L Educadon Santero, R. L. 65 220,374.54 ! 1,210.00 64 221,584.54
Santa Elena, R. L. 1 16,049.00 2 4,000.00 13 20,049.00
Santa Bdabara, R. L. 54 98,921.65 23 19,000.00 17 117,921.65
Jos€ del Canmen Domimgucz, R. L. 136 297,474.50 6 19,000.00 142 316,474.50
Gtad,s B. de Ducasa, R. L. 49 164,825.70 29 81,575.00 78 246,400.70
San Seba:lian, R. L. 49 75,001.00 2 7,000.00 51 82,001.00
Santiaqo Apostol, R. L. 9 4,975.00 - - 9 4,975.00
Avance, R. L. 2 9,000.00 - - : 2 9,000.00
£L Educadon Veraguense, R. L. 73 300,716.25 24 75,000.00 97 375,716.25
€L Poaveriin de Guarumal, R. L. 37 £3,030.00 - - 37 83,030.00
De Educadones Coclesanos, R. L. 10 39,861.00 - - 10 39,861.00
Natariegos Unidos, R. L. 617 99,301.45 - - 67 99,301.45
Enic Delvalle, R. L. 26 59,349.00 7 20,100.00 33 79,449.00
San Antonio, R. L. 555 2,342,013.84 - - 555 2,342,013.84
Nueva Wri6n, R. L. - - 1 10,000.00 _ 1 10,000.00

Total 1,199 3,908,919.22 107 257,805.00 1,306 4,166,724.22
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ants with Okl financing and L, more accountants out of FEDPA's own
resources. All eight credit co-ops visited by the evaluators re-
ceived at least one FEDPA audit during the Project period. Of
these, 5 received annual audits while the remainder may have re-
ceived more than 1-2 audits but there were no jocal records avail-
able to prove this was the case. In the education field, T of the
8 co-ops reported receiving annual training courses from FEDPA for
employees, perticularly managers; 6 of 8 reported FEDPA-sponsored
training courses for co-oOp directors; and 2 of 8 reported member-
ship training activities organized by FEDPA. Overall, both from
jts own records as well as fror the results of the evaluation field
survey, FEDPA demonstrated intensive service delivery during the
Project period.

5. OVEPVIEW OF FEDERATION STRENGTES: Some of FEDFA's mary strengths
have already been jdentified previously in this evaluation report. The
excellent general performance of rural credit co-ops reletive to those
of Consurer, Agriculturel, and Multiple Service is itself dramatic
evidence of FEDPA's success in supporting its affiliates. But this is
a symbiotic relationship: FEDFA strengthens its affiliates, but the
affiliates greatly strengthen the Federation in return. Overall FEDPA
enjoys excellent professional management. It is relatively solvent,
fairly well capitalized, and is cperated at &8 prcfit. It owns its own
two-story building in Panama city (which it will soon outgrow). It
hes installéd a centralized computer-processed accounting system for
its affiliates; and the print-outs reach the co-ops within 30 days
from the close of business for the previous period on which the com-
puter is reporting. FEDPA pays its agronomists petter-than-MIDA sala-
ries, including an extra cuota paid by each teneficiary co-op. The
Federation's auditing programn works very well, particularly because
FEDPA audits must be paid for by affiliates rather than received on
a subsidized basis as is the case with similar services provided by
IPACCCP. Generally, FEDPA has an excellent ectivities reporting end
evaluation system, particularly for education activities, althougn
these are not separated for oLl beneficiaries. A system of short-
vave radio communications greatly facilitates feedback between the
field and the central office. But finally, the wellspring of FEDPA
strength is pbased--in the opinion of the evaluators--on & trilogy of
principles vhich the Federation has never abandoned: (1) intensive
end continuous education cf affiliates, (2) almost militent insistance
on constent menber investment in share capital, and (3) credit policies
which 1imit borrowing to five times vhat a member has saved in his

co-0p.
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6. DEFICIENCIES: It has been demonstrated in this report that
the economic benefits of Obl-financed agricultural and livestock
credit have been very substantial. It has also been shown that FEDPA
utilized Ol Loan resources very efficiently, while local co-op affil-
fates managed to double the aggregate value of credit disbursed be-
cause of excellent repayment performance and relending from reflows.
¥inally, by linking credit availability to member saving the Federation
and its affiliates have created a veritable explosion in membership
share capital investment. All these factors combined have produced a
demand for credit which FEDPA can not meet from its available resources.
As of December 31, 1980 the Federation estimated its excess credit de-
mand at $3.5 million. This figure represents the difference between
its loan capital (member equity plus external financing)--calculated at
$7 million--and the total credit demand (existing loan balances plus
loan requests approved)--calculated at $10.5 million.

RECOMMENDATION: FEDPA would make excellent use of additional
financing--as a follow-up to the Ol Loan--of at least $2 mil-
lion, which is roughly equivalent to the rural portion of its
excess demand cited above.

The evaluators encountered inconsistencies between the way FEDPA
charges interest on loans to affilietes, and the way affiliates col-
lect interest on loans to their members. For example, on & .Joint
agricultural and livestock production loan to a co-op, the repayment
plan is sometimes based on an averaging of repayment dates between
short-term (crop) and medium-term (livestock) sub-loans which differs
from the actual repayment dates specified in the repayment plans be-
tween the co-op and its member borrowers. The result is that FEDPA
usually calls in its repayment obligations from affiliates before the
latter has collected theirs from sub-torrowers. This produces.occasicrai
licuidity crises for affiliates, or forces them to tie-up prematurely
resources which might have otherwise been available for lending but
are retained in anticipation of interest peyments falling due tefore
those of the co-of.

RECOMMENDATION: FEDPA should strive to make sure its repayment
plans on loans to co-op-affiliates match, as closely as possible,
the repayment plans of sub-loans from co-ops to their members.

It is suggested that FEDPA loan analysts refrain from averaging
repayment periods in preparing credit packages combining short
and medium-term uses. It woulé be more appropriate to make two
separate loans tc the affiliate, one for short-term use end one
for medium- or longer term use.
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It is the opinion of the evaluators that the FEDPA agronomists who
supervise Obl-financed borrowers (end others too) are in some cases
spread too thin (must cover too many co-ops over too large an area)
or in others provide coverage over too few rural producers to Justify
the cost involved. In interviews to two FEDFA agronomists it was found
that one covered five co-cps and the other six; the former supervised
148 producers, the latter 122. The number of producers supervised per
co-op variec from 66 in "large" -cooperatives to 3 in "small" co-ops,
with the aversge being 25. Agronomist visits to the larger co-ops
occur twice a veek and to the smaller co-ops twice & month. The
agronomists believe thet as a general norm, farmers require super-

vision every 8-10 deys, vhile ranchers should be visited 2-3 times
per year.

We do not claim this coverage is inadequate; we are merely concerned
abcut ite cost. Including his travel costs and the co-op financed Lo-
nus, an agronomist costs about $535 per month. Assuming he covers 6
co-ops of 25 borrowers each, the agronomist's cost is $21.40 per client
per month, or almost $260 per client per year. Assuming further an aver-
age value per production loan of $3,260 (see page L2) and one loan per
year, the supervision cost represents 8 percent of the loan value,
which makes the supervision system too expensive to be potentially
financed by the co-ops themselves out of their normal interest income
on lending. What is neceded is a mechanism for increasing the total
number of clients supervised per agroncmist while reducing the inten-
sity of supervision without destroying its current effectiveness.

RECOMMENDATION: FEDPA is urged to consider the selection and

use of farmer-paratechnicians on & part-time tasis. Based on
production performaxnce, CO-OPS would identify the most succesc-

ful producers (those achieving highest yield per unit of lanc,

or highest net incooe per unit of investment, etc.). These pro-
ducers would be asked to participate in the extension and super-
vision system, teaching other producers how to imitatc their re-
sults. In large co-ops, perhaps one paratechnician for every 12
farmers should be selected, with 3-6 farmers per paratechnician

in sgaller co-ops. The .paratechrician would visit his neighborirg
co-op lcan clients at least once & month. Visitation costs would
be reimbursed by FEDPA. A podest -honorarium for his services may
also be paid to the paratechnician. By using such individuels

it is possible to provide equal if not mwore intensive supervision
of clients, while reducing the frequency of visitation by the mcre
expensive agronomist; this, in turn, frees more time of the agrono-
mist tc allow coverage of an expanded number of total loan cliente.

RECOMVENDATION: In conjunction with the above initiative, FEDFA
agronomists arc urged to apply the COOPLEX methodology after the
harvest or market sale to measure the results of production credit
and their own technical advice. However, the methodology must be
expanded to collect information on yields.
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A final deficiency involves FEDPA monitorship of Obl resources. Re-
sources received from the Revolving Loan Fund have been lumped by FED-
PA with its own and other external financing in the same accounts. The
situation is repeated at the local level, where the separation betweer
Oll and other resources is not always made. At the request of the evalua-
tors, it took FEDPA personnel several days to disaggregate oLl loan
vclume, repayments, balances not yet due, and delinquent belances. llow-
ever, lack of a separate record-keeping and accounting system for okl
funds is not FEDPA's fault because USAID monitors never requested thet
such procedures be implemented.

RECOMMENDATION: All Revolving Loan Fund disbursements of Ol re-
sources should go into a seperate FEDPA bank account with its own
checkbook and records. At the local level, all Okl-financed credit
peckages to co-ops should also be deposited in a separate bank
account and accounied for separately from resources.provided by
other sources.

B. National Federation cf Agricultural Cooperatives { COAGRO)

1. SOCIAL INDICATCRS: Between 1976 and 1980 COAGRO's atfiliates
increased from 29 co-ops to 30. Their aggregete membership grew from
6,570 to 8,115, which represents an increase of 24 percent. Attendance
of COAGRC affiliates at Annuasl Gereral Assemblies actually slipped dur-
ing the period, from 27 out of 29 in 1976 (93 percent) to 25 out of 30
(83 percent) in 198C. Frequency of meetings of COAGRG's Administrative
Council also dropped, from 29 meetings per year in 1976 to 17 meetings
in 1980, with the average for the period 21 meetings per year. Ferfor-
mance of the Vigilance Committee was tetter in relative terms, registcr-
ing ar improvement from 17 to 19 meetings per year over the pericd with
the average being 18. COAGRO's Credit Committee is composed of the same
directors who comprise the Administrative Council; hence, this cormittee
does not meet separately. Furthermore, since COAGRO affiliates receive
their OlUl loans directly from the Agricultural Development Benk there
has not existed to date a strong incentive fcr CCAGRO to maintain a Crecit
Committee that meets separately. In all its history (10 years) COAGRO did
not get around to forming an Education Committee until 1980. This Commit-
tee consists of one member representing each of COAGRO's three regions,
where COAGRC has also organized Regional Education Committees to which
a full-time COAGRO education officer has been assigned. COAGRO's national-
Jevel Education Committee met 5 times in 1980. Among the regional commit-
tees, the Eastern Region met 9 times (2 more than 1979), while thc Cer.-
tre! and Western Regions met for their first’year of operations in 198C
4 and 2 times respectively. Overall, the picture offered by COAGRO's
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social indicators is one of significant consolidation in terms of
membership, declining participation eith respect to General Assemblies

and Administrative Council, improved functioning of the yigilance Com-
mitiee, and & significant nev departure in the ares of Education.

2, ECONCMIC INDICATORS: COAGRG's economic indicators shovw & mixed
bag of results: podest economic growth pixed with precarious financial
health. COAGRO's total assets during the Project reriod grew from $9.6
million in 1976 to $11.2 million in 1980, en increase of 17 percent.
Member share capital jnvestment in the Federation grevw from $105,50C
to $358,000, & gain of 239 percent. Although member equity growth ves
impressive in reletive terms, it must be seen 8as dangerously inadequate
because Zor every balboa of COAGRC assets only 3 cents are owned by
the members. CCAGRO's total income has grown frcm $7.7 million per year
in 1976 (94 percent from farm supply sales) to $10.7 million per year
in 1980. Net income on sales income hes been negative in all five years
of the Project; however, in three of the five years &8 very modest surplus
was generated thanks to other income. Theée_surpluses,‘combined with &n
inventory writeoff in 1978, have allowed CGAGRO to reduce its accunule-
ted deficit from $827,000 to $388,000 over the Project period.

From 1976 to 1980 COAGRO's solvency has been precarious but shows some
improvement. Tts solvercy index grev from & dangerous 0.85 in 1976 to
1.36 in 1980, with an ennual iverage for the period of 1.43. COAGRO's
capacity for supporting additional indebtedness is virtually exhausted
in the absence cf some scheme for refinancing. Total debt (long and short-
term) as a percentage of total assets was 1.0l in 1976 and 0.99 in 198C.
COAGRO's financial autonomy has improved but remains dangerously lov.

In 1076 COAGRO's effiliates owned 1 cent of every balvoa of Federation
assets; in 198C they owned 3 cents.

With the soaring interest rates of the last yesar COAGPO hac found it-
self increasingly trapped by its external debt burden. Upon repeying
operating capital joans from the okl Revolving Credit Fund which only
cost S percent, COAGRC must frequently replenish its operating capital
with commercial loans at interest rates ranging from 17-21 percent per
annur. In 1978 COAGRO paid $763,253 in interest payments while in 198C
the Federation paid $1,166,676 , an increase of 53 percent in only two
years. As 8 percentage of operating costs, interest payments comprised

c percent in 1978 end 56 percent in 1986. The cost of its éebt turden
is now beginning to soar geometrically. In the first four months of
1981 alone, COAGRO's interest payments reached $178,0003 if this trend
is projected for the entire year, total interest payments will exceed
$1.4 million, & 23 percent increase over the year before. Clearly, vitr-
out a refinencing of its debt with lower-cost capital, COAGRO's prospects

for survivel are not bright.



TABLE I
MINISTERIO DE DFQARROLLO AGROPE{UARIO

PROYECTO DE DESANROLLO COOPERATIVO

MIDA-BDA-A1D 525-T-04l

WNENO: A-1
sJTULO: DESEMBOLSOS EFECTUADOS A COAGRO Y AFILIADAS
+E110D0: AL sbril de 1981 _o-
PECUFERACIONES
CREDITO DE CLPI1TAL DE THFRAES. JMORTIZACTON
. QOPERATIVAS TOTAL PRODUCCION TRABAJO Y EQUIPO A CAPITAL INTERESES
T3 —ooms—===% = =F=====S==== ==== = ===z RS B i B s===z=====
Blanca Flor 523,077.77 523,077.77 434 ,330.49 14 ,8L8.9¢€
La Constsncia 4,79,080.57 4,79,080.57 471,157.02 12,078.7)
5. M. Chiriqui 4,0,000.00 4,0 ,000.00 4,0,000.00 4,00.2}
';Lmertad del Valle 83,975.21 59,761.97 9,330.00 14,883.24 34,075.50 s,703.2f
‘Agropecuaria Santefia 616,439.80 514 ,685.00 69,975.80 31,779.00 471,871.25 16,734 . 6§
'£1 Pragreso 1,59,749. 62 4,02,011.39 57,738.23 353,980.42 20,019.7¢
Juan XXI1I 399,022.00 86,361.00 212,661.00 | 100,000.00 239,79".52 1,3,502.6"
Fé y Progreso 96,119.87 65,155.87 30,964.00 72,367.63 5,688.5
Productores de Leche 451,600.00 394 ,600.00 57,000.00 318,600.00 8,491.7%
COAGRO 2,185,656.55 1,910,656.55 | 275,000.00 594 ,226.31 190,155.8%
Bejuco, Chame,San Carlgs 24,7,147.49 13,274,82 157,284.67 76,568.00 120,775.19 9,0803.9%
1CACAL 500,000.00 250,000.00 250,000.00
COCABO 871,409.61 182,000.00 689,409.61 772,220.09 22,271.0§
Ganadera Chiricena 94 ,096.92 at ,096.92 16,934.72 u,13e.3p
[0TLES___ I 7,047, 375.61 |1 1,987,174.75 4,b16,248.19 _663,952,47__] 3,940,333.14 | 354 842.6p
\BSEViCIONES: .
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TABLE IX
HINISTERIO DE DESAHROLLO AGROFPELUARIO

PROYECTO DE DESARROLLO COOPERATIVO
MIDA-DM-ALD 525-T-041

aNEKO: A-1 c .

TITULO: DESEMBOLSOS EFECTUADOS A COAGRO Y AFILIADAS onsolidado

reliopo: AL abril de 1981 _ 2.

RECUFERLCIONES
CREDITO DE CAPITAL DE, INFRAES. AMORTLZACION

f  OOPERATIVAS TOTAL PRODUCCION Tit.B:WJ0 Y EQUIPO A CAPLIT/L INTERESE
San Sebastian 18,917.39 5,000.00 5,617.39 8,300.00 1,751.99 748.01
Horticola Mercadeo 565,513.63 300,000.00 |265,513.63 315,518.63  ; 45,63L.16
Despertar Campesino 2,886.00 2,886.00 1,4063,.00 1664.93
Coclesana 25,000.00 25,000.00 6,249.99 1,951.06
Agr€iola Industrial 51,000.00 51,000.00 "14,100.00 L,654.25
Agricola Palmeiios Uniflos  7,200.CO0 7,200.00 2,155.61 363.11
Esperanza Campesina 20,363.00 20,363.00 11,363.00 336.95
Productores de Naté 199,626.57 166,920.57 32,706.00 179,157.39 14,737.83
Nuestro Porvenir 10,000.00 10,000.00

[CTALES_ _ | 7,9u7,882.00_b,469,005,32_|u,739,912.2) [ 738,844.47 h,472,002.75 _h23.032.2)

)BSERIVL.CIONES &
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3. USE OF REVOLVING LCAN FUNDS: The breakdown of total borrowing
by COAGRO and its affilistes from the Oil Revolving loan Fund is present-
@d in Table IX. hs of April 1981, total loans were $7.9 million of
+.a.ch $2.2 million (27 percent) was borrowed by COAGRO itself and $5.7
pillion by its affiliates. Of Revolving Fund loans to COAGRO, $1.9 mil-
lion was for operating capital and $275,000 was for infrastructure con-
struction and equipment. The BDA was unable to provide a report showing
either delinquent balances Or loar balances not yet due. 7t ic therefore
impossible to determine from the information aveilable vhether COAGRC's
repayment performence has been satisfactory. All we can say is that re-
payments by COAGRO on its borrowings (as of April 1980) resched $59%,0CC
or about 27 percent.

In contrast, COAGRO affilistes borrowed a total ot $5.8 million., Of this
amount $o.5 miilion (42 percent) was for production credit, $2.8 million
(49 percent) was for operating capitel, and $L6L,000 (8 percent) was for
infrastructure and equipment. The overall repayment rate on total borrow-
ings by affiliates was 67 percent. The available information suggests &
superior repayment performance by COAGRC affiliates than by +he Federa-
tion itselt; however, without knowing the current joen belances (not-
yet-due as well as delinquent) it is necessary to regard such a conclu-
sion &s impressionistic only.

L. GERVICE INDICATORS: Witk Gl funds (managed through MIDA) COAGRC
obtained for its a’filiates the services of 15 agronomists. Of the sam-
pled co-ops visited by the evaluators, 10 out of 13 hed received the
services of full-time resident agronomists assigned exclusively to one
co-op. Two more of the 13 co-ops received part-time ggronomic assist-
ance and the third received none (it already had a MIDA veterinarian).
Informaticn at the co-op level was aveilable on .he work of T agrono-
mists: collectively, they supervised 1,191 production loans during the
five-year Project period, which suggestc an average of 34 loans per
agronomist per year. (This compares with an average cf 58 loars per YVC&r
fcr FEDFA agronomists). Through the accountants and manager services
prcgram, COAGRO affiliates some 8 gccountants and 12 managers in 197€.
There was an attrition of 5 menagers in 1977, and before the program
was terminated in 1978 there were only 4 accountants and 6 managers.
Since 1973 several co-ops heve nired back the personnel formerly ascigned
to them on a subsidized tasis.

COAGRO has no auditirg responsibility with regard to its affilietes.
This service as been performed by DINACOCE (now TPACOOP). Of the 13 co-
ops visited by the evaluators, 12 had been audited ty DINACOOP during
the Project period, and all of them on LO less than three occassions.
With regard to Education, COAGRG organized two innovations of grest
merit: (1) Regional Inter-Cooperative Committees, and (2) Regionel Edu-
cation Committees. The first entity consists of a membership of co-0p
managers and presidents that meets once every 1=2 months with COAGHO
top management to discuss problems, air complaints, and plan strategy.
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Two of the three Inter-Cooperative Comrittees were organized in 1979
and the third in 1980. Collectively, these committees met 10 times in
1979 (average: 5 meetings per committee) and in 1980 they met 26 times
(average: 9 meetings per committee). As for the Regional Education Cox-
mittees, one was formed in 1979 and two more in 1980. Collectively
they met 6 times in 1979 and 15 times in 1980. COAGRO records show
they organized 51 educational activities in 1979 and 88 activities in
1980. Of the 13 sampled co-ops visited by the evaluators, however,

only T gave any indication of having received & COAGRO-sponsored edu-
cation activity. '

COAGRO's primary gervice to its affiliates is the supply of production
inputs, particularly fertilizer, agrochemicals, and animal feed. In

1976 COAGRO's total input sales were welued at $7.2 million, of which

43 percent represented sales to affiliates, 27 percent to group farme
(asentamientos), 16 percent ‘to the 6oveimment (MIDA), and 14 percent

to private farmers. In 1980 COAGRO's input sales had reached $10.1 mil-
lion, with the relative shere sold to co-ops unchanged. However, sales
to private farmers have more than doubled to 2 32 percent share of to-
tal shares, with the Government and the asentamientos sharing one-quarter
of the total. This development suggests & progressive distraction of CC-
AGRC energies from their appropriate purpose: service to cooperatives.
It cen be argued thaet COAGRO has become overly-specialized as & farm
input ‘supplier. In its rush to operate on & profitable vasis it has
progressively expanded its sales voluee beyond the demand level of its
own affilietes. Now, stuck with lerge supply inventories that arc fi-
nenced by commercial credit at extremely high interest rates, COAGRO
must sell increasingly to non-members (who are willing to pey on a cash

basis) simply to meet its accounts rayable.

5. OVERVIEW OF FEDERATION STRENGTHS: The miracle of COAGRO is that
it has survived for as long as it haes, which is testimony to the ad-
ministrative talent of its managers and directors. The present COAGRC
manager--Orlando De Vicerte--andé his predecessor.have dorie puch to con-
sclidate COAGRO administration. The sales push of recent years is be-
ginning to be complimented vith e long-postponed concem for educatior
and tight working relationships vith affiliates. The evaluators did
not sense great enthusiasa for the Federation among affiliates, and
we heard meny complaints‘against Federation policies, but in the last
analysis we sensed & reluctant support and adhesion by its affiliates
to COAGRO;because they do feel benefitted, and the benefits ere tco
substantisl for them to Think of withdrawing from the Federation. The
formation of the Inter-Cooperative Committees has served as &n excellert
way for affiliates to meke their opinions and needs known. COAGRO's
completion of a fertilizer mixing plant in Coclé is a great source of
pride to the rerbership. COAGRC's consignments of farm supplies on &
credit basis is very much appreciated. Recently COAGRO received &

$300,000 grant from the Inter-Arerican Toundation to acquire its own
business computer, establish a centralized accounting system for its

affiliates, and provide specialized accounting services to - )=0pPS On a
regional basis. COAGRO may still be in precarious financial heslth, but
the patient definitely has the will to survive and is gaining strength.
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6. DEFICIENCIES: Most of COAGRO's principal deficiencies have
already been mentioned previously--most of them sttributable direct-
1y or indirectly to the Federation's overemphasis on sales of farm
inputs as its principal reason for existence. The Federation was
originally established to be a full-service organization. It was
to provide such services as parketing of member produce, production
credit mediation, agro-industrial processing, etc. In the long run
COAGRO must become s provider of multiple services if it is to meet
the needs of its affiliates and sustain their loyelty.

RECOMMENDATION: As soon as possible COAGRO must, like FELPA,
begin to provide a credit brokering service to its affilietes.
The fact that COAGRO affiliates must directly deel with the BDA
regarding the procurement and repayment of production loans re-
sults in the loss, fcr COAGRO, of one of its most important
opportunities for meeting a top priority service need for its
affiliates. It is recommended that COAGRO request technical
assistance from FEDPA in designing a credit services program
along the credit cooperative model, including a strategy for
rapid mobilization of member share capital and the formulation
of credit regulationc. Preliminary conversations by the consul-
tants with the BDA suggest thet the Bank would welcome COAGRC's
participation in providing credit intercediation services to
its affiliates.

COAGRO has created excess capacity for input supply that goes far
beyond the needs of its affiliates. A conscious policy of halting
further expansion of this function, and progressively reducing the
volume of input sales (and the éxternal borrowing required to fi-
nance them) is long overdue, Far preferable to selling inputs to
private farmers would be their sale to co-or members of FEDPA.

RECOMMENDATION: COAGRO is urged to engage in discussions with
FEDPA to determine the input needs of FEDPA borrovers, and to
discuss vhether COAGRC can meet these needs less expensively

than private suppliers.

COAGRO is dangerously--almost hopelessly—over-indebted to outside
creditors, who own 97 cents of every balboa of its assets. This huge
dependency on external capital must be financed with exorbitantly

high interest charges vhich are jrexorably consuming larger and larger
shares of COAGRO's total operating expenses and driving those costs
sky high. COAGRO urgently needs & refinancing of its external debt,
but unless such finencing is coupled with impoved mobilization of mem-
ber equity it will provide COAGRO only temporary relief..
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RECOMMENDATION: USAID/Panama is strongly urged to consider mea-
cures for refinancing COAGRO's burden of high-cost debt to com-
mercial sources. In the short-run this might include discussions
vith the BDA for relaxing or postponing COAGRO repayment oblige-
tions to the Ol Revolving Credit Fund. In the event of & follovw-
on loan to the okl Project, up to $3 million should be considered
as a set-aside for COAGRC debt refinancing but exclusively on e
matching tasis. In otler words, for every balboa of new merberchip
share capital inveszted in the Federation, the refinancing fund
would match it ~a, say, & 2il basis.

Even before input supply and credit intermediation services, COAGRO
should have become involved long ago in providing its affiliates with
commodity marketing services. There is probably no service more criticel
to farmer success, Or more appreciated by them, than that of marketing.
Under the auspices of the okl Froject COAGRQ was supposed to have acsist-
ed in the crestion (along with FECOPAN) of & "Cooperative Marketing Sys-
tem". This never happened. The failure to develop such & system must be
considered one of the greatest deficiencies of the oLl Project, and of
COAGRO itself. Unfortunately, at this time COAGRO is beset by such fi-
nancial difficulties that it cen not afford tc inaugurate a major new
initistive in marketing services. Nor does it have the staff or the ex-

pertise tn manage such a service.

RECOMMENDATION: It is recormended that COAGRC begin to acquire
experience in thLe comrodity marketing field by filling a market
brokerage function for jts affiliates. Without major infrastruc-
ture investments, COAGRO would simply explore market opportuni-
ties--domestic and external--identifying potential buyers of com-
modities produced by affilistes. The Federaticn would also make
available its legal counsel to agsict in establishing commodity
purchase and supply contracts between interested buyers and COAGKC.

affiliates.

According to aveilable data (collected during thre evaluation), the
unit cost of COAGRO agronomist services per sarmer or rancher assisted
are considerably higher--perhaps double--those of FEDFA.

RECOMMENDATION: The use of farmer-paratechnicians--suggested for
assisting in the supervision of okl Project teneficiaries of FEL-
PA--is avpropriete for censideraticn by COAGRC as well. COAGFGC-
assigned agronomists are also urged to implement the COCPLEX sys-
tem on e post-hervesi basis, thereby adding en evaluation cape-
bility to an instrument heretofore used for credit plenning only.
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C. The National Federation of Consumer Cooveratives SFECOPAK!

Little attention will be devoted to FECOPAN in this report.
Despite multiple inquiries, the evaluators vere unable to find any-
one who knew where FECOPAN's records were. Not even IPACOOP had copies
of the Federaticn's Annual Reports or financial statements Zfor the
1976-1978 period. What little we learned about the Federation con-
sists of an inventory of its problems--gleaned from previous evalua-
tion reports--and a list of the loans FECOPAN and its affiliates re-
ceived from the Revolving Loan Fund.

1. GROWTH INDICATORS: FECOPAN never really grew, never got
off the ground. It was born in September 1972 with 21 co-op affilia-
tes who reportedly contributed aome $2,000 iu share capital. The num-
ber of affiliated co-ops increased to 32 in 197€, and share capital
investment peaked that year at $3,780. It was alleged by several res-
ponents to the evaluators that FECOPAN pushed the affiliation of new
co-ops in the early days of the 0Ll Project precisely to qualify fo:
a larger share 'of that ProjJect's resources.

2. USE OF REVOLVING LOAN FUNDS: According to the Ol Loan
Project Paper, FECOPAN was to receive $300,000 for working capitel
and $211,000 for infrastructure and equipment. In practice the Fede-
ration only received $371,551--as shown in Table X. Of this sum,
$241,551 was for working capital and $130,000 for infrastructure and
equipment. However, it is noteworthy thet only $9C,00C of the above
funds . (all for infrastructure) came from the AID-financed contribution
to the Revclving Loan Fund. The balance came from BDA contributions to
the Fund. AID actually rejected $136,050 in reimbursement requests from
the BDA in the name of loans to FECOPAN. Considering FECCFAN's extreme-
ly poor solvency, AID was undoubtedly correct in identifying the Federa-
tion as a poor risk. Of the $371,551 eventually borrowed ty FECCPAN
from the CUl Revolving loan Fund, no capital has yet been repaid.

As for FECOPAN affiliates, of its 30 members eventually 11 co-ops
qualified for OUl financing for a total of $1.3 million. Of this sum
$725,000 (56 percent) was for working capital and $573,100 (4L per-
cent) was for infrastructure and equipment. The two big users of in-
frastructure mone; were Marfa Auxiliadora (Chiriquf ) and Consumo Vera-
guas, both of “hich have built excellent facilities which will pro-
vide growth opportunities for many years to come. The third biggest
client for O41 lending was Juan XXIII, this time for operating capi-
tal. It is relevant to note that in 1977 FECOPAN designated Marfa Aux-
iliadora and Juan XXIII as its regional distribution points. But this
ves something ¢f & jJoke since both these cc-ops were, from the beginning,
far larger and much better capitalized than FECOPAN itself.
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of the total of $1.3 million in Oll-financed borrowings by FECOPAN
affiliates, as of April 1981 some $292,000 (22 percent) had been
repaid. Once again, tiae BDA was unable to provide either a report
on delinquent balances or balances not-yet-duc. It is therefore
impossible to confirm whether the repayment performance of FECOPAR
affiliates is satisfactory or not.

3. FINAL COMMENTS: The brevity of this section results from
the fact that FECOPAN no longer exists. It wes apparently liquidated
in July 1980. The reasons for its demise have been documented in pre-
vious reports and need only be summarized here: (1) FECOPAN was a
paternalistic initiative imposed from the top-down: Rather than
being an outgrowth of the felt needs c¢f consurer co-Ops themselves,
FECOPAN was created even before many of its eventual affiliates
yet existed. (2) Fot representing en expression of their own needs,
FECOPAN affiliates nver contributed more than token share capital in-
vestment in the Federation. (3) For the same reason, few consumer co-
ops used FECOPAN as a vholesale supplier. In some cases the affilietes
were far larger, better capitalizeé, and more efficient than the Fede-
ration itself, so it was much easier for them to arrange for their own
commodity supply directly. (L) Accustomed to a high level of subsidy
from the beginning of its existence--soft-credit, donations, personnel
costs paid by other institutions——FECOFAN never really had to discip-
line itself. It did little to control operating costs which, relative
to income, were considered excessive by previous evaluation reports.
(5) FECOPAN sold on credit and wes lax asbout enforcing timely repay-
ment. For these and many other reasons TECOPAN was doomed to fail.

Although FECOPAN disappeared, this does not mean that there no longer
exists & rural Cornsumer cooperative movement. To the contrary, the
movement is stronger than it ever wes and is growing rapidly. The
principal consumer co-oOp borrowers of QlUl funds have established then-
selves as engines of growih--or growth poles--around which mary smaller
(particularly rural) consumer stores are beginning to cluster. Soon ai
the regional level (Chiriqui and Vereguas) there will exist in effect
one or more "mini-federations" of consumer CO-OPS. This positive de-
velopment should be allowved to expand at its own pace, and irregardless
of external assistance it most likely will. This is the way the consurer
co-op movement should have grown in the first place—from the bottom-ur.
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V1. OTHER INSTITUTIONS: THEIR PERFORMANCE UNDER THE Okl LOAN

A. Agricultural Development Bank

1. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE OLl LOA¥: Prior to the 0kl Project
the BDA did not have a lending program specifically for cooperatives.
It lent to individual or group borrowers, but the latter category con-
sisted predominantly of asentamientos or group farms. There existed
few BDA employees with co-op experience. No regulations governing
co-op lending and sub-lending had teen formulated. And client or cre-
dit project approvael criteria definitely favored larger rural produ-
cers with clear title to their land.

The Obl Project changed this situation permanently. A so-called "Co-
operative Window" now exists in the BTCA. The Revolving Credit Fund
represents 1C percent of the Bank's outstanding loan portfolio

(vhich totals about $72 million) ané 32 percent of its entirc lending
to group borrowers. Moreover, according to the Bank's Annual Report
for 1980, the delinquency rate on cooperative loans does not exceed
S percent. Formerly a séction of the Group Loens Division of the BDA,
Cooperative Credit has been elevated to the status of a sepa.ate de-
partment. This Cooperative Department has its own Lirector, an Audi-
tor-Accountant , ‘Secretary, and five regional supervisors. From both
an institution-building and economic development perspective, these
achievements under the Ol Project are very significant.

They also developed very slowly. The Revolving Credit Fund was estab-
lished in February 1975. Loan regulatiofs and procedures were designed
by March of that year, and the first $860,000 disbursement of AID loar
funds was made in June. Nonetheless, only four loan projects were for-
mulated in 1975, and only eight more in each of 197€ and 1977. It wes
only in 1978 that Nl Project lending began to catch fire: 20 projects
were formulated that year and 23 in 1979. Today the awakened demand
for production.credit, working capital, and infrastructure/equipment
loans on behalf of rural cooperatives is much too large to be satis-
fied vith the resources presently assigned to the Revolving Credit
Fund. The Menager of the Croup Credit Division of the BDA (Credito

" Asociativo) estimates that the cooperative portfolio should expand ty
million to meet present demand.
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2, OBSERVED STRENGTHS: The evaluators vere very jmpressed with
the quality of BDA staff assigned to the Group credit Division, and
particularly its informed Director, Rodrigo Botello, vwho has provided
excellent support to the okl Project -and displays an enlightened will-
ingness to coordinate closely with IFACOOF, COAGRO, and FEDPA. The
Bank appears to be quite open about admitting its deficiencies and
is implementing soze very important corrective irnovations at this
time. Thanks to a BID loan the BDA is installing a Computer Frocessing
pivision’ to expedite loan processing operations. 1t is creating & com-
puterized data pank to enlighten jts choices about vhich borrovers de-
serve priority agsistance, and to evaluate the impact of its loans on
the clients it finances. To improve co-OF client use of 04l Revolving
Loan Funds, the BDA is preparing & sirple-language version of the
Fund's credit regulation's for distribution to co-op management and
directors. The BDA has backstopped some of its ohi loans with the
assignment, at bank expense, of professional managers (five in all)
to recipient cooperatives. In conjunction with MIDA it has sponsored
technical seminars for co-op persornel in crop and 1ivestock nroduct-
jon practices for vhich they have received financing. It has assisted
several co-ops with the design of their credit packages, and several
cooperatives can nov prepare these packages without assistence. BDA
field supervision of co-ops with okl financing is generally conducted

on at least a monthly basis.

Perhaps what most impressed the evaluators about Botello and his staf?f
is that they are truly ernthusiastic .about lending to cooperativec, and
truly proud of BDA achievements in tris area. They wish to do even
more. The Group credit Division is planning intensified training of
BDA central and regional staff in cooperative subjects. It plans to
hire an agronomist to help support technical training and supervision
of co-op borrowers. 1t is designing @& model contract committing co-Cp
borrowers of Oll funds to the purchase of audit services, and it plens
to develop with IPACCOF an auditing format vhich more closely meels the
Banks needs. Regarding the federations, the BDA would be delighted to
support COAGRC's involvement as an intermediary (1ike FEDPA) in pro-
viding credit to its affiliates. And finally, the Bank is willing to
discuss arrengements with IPACOCP, FEDPA, and COAGRO to assist in the

financing of their credit supervision costs.

3. OBSERVED DEFICIENCIES: The BDA has already overcome meny de-
ficiencies, including its own inexperience in co-CF lending. It hes
progressively decentralized loan supervision and locel analysis erd
approval of loens at the regional level. Loan apgproval delays are
fever and loen disbursement is pecoming much more agile. Still there
remains considerable room for improvement. Local and regional-level
coordination remains a problem. It ig theoretically possible for @
co-op farmer in Nat&, for exarple, to get four separate production
joans for the sanme (tomato) crop: from his credit co-0p, agricultural
co-op, the Kestle Company, and from the BDA as &n individuel farmer.



~56-

The evaluators encountered geveral cases where recipient co-ops of
obl resources did not have a copy of their BDA loan coptract (because
all copies had remained at the regional Bank office) and were ignor-
ant of the'interest and repaymenti terms of what they had borrowed.
One co-op paid derechos de tramite (loan request expenses) of $228.49
and subsequently had its approved loan cancelled, but the derecho was
not refunded. The BDA penalizes co-op borrovwers who sell to IMA be-
cause it continues to charge them interest on their loans even though
IMA takes delivery of their harvest but does not pay off the Bank

for several weeks and even months. And finelly, the BDA does not yet
have a system of reporting 0Ll loan balences which are overdue, and
by hov long (days, months). ‘Despite verbal assurances that the rate
of delinquency on Oll loans did not exceed 3 percent, and the 298¢
Annual Report statement that the rate did not exceed 5 percent, the
Bank was unable to provide the evaluators with e report showing the
actuei amruni of delinquent balances as of a given date.

RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that the BDA--together with
IPACOOP, FEDPA, and COAGRO representatives--establish a Co-ordi-
nating Comrittee in each regicn to screen sub-borrovers of Okl
funds and prevent the occurrence of multiple production loans
made to the same individuel.

RECOMMENDATION: Upon initiel approvel of a loan contract, the

BDA 'regional supervisor shculd meke certain the co-op torrower
receives & copy. Even if the contract is retained at the Bank for
additional signatures, the cc-cp's representative should be given
a xerox copy of the document thet Las been initielly signed. In
their subsequent visits to co-ops for loan supervision purposes,
BDA supervisors should make sure that the co-cp's copy of loen
documentation is complete, properly wmderstocd, and loan reccrds
adequately stered. BDA technical assistance to co~of borrowers

ir organizing their files appears necessary in meny instances.

RECOMMENDATION: In the event cf cor.celation cr disaprroval ot
s co-op loan request, the BDA shculd immediately refund that

client's derecho de tramite.

RECOMMENDATION: Once a harvest delivery from co-op memters to

IMA has been made, for which the BDA retains first claim for re-
payment of loen obligations, intercst charges to the co-op borrcw-
er must cease as of the delivery dete or they must be transfered
to IMA. For the co-op producer tc pay extra interest to subsidize
IMA's inefficiency and deleys is highly inequitable.

RECOMMENDATION: Every co-oOp recipient of Clul loan funds should
should be required to place these resources in a special bank
account so that use and repayment of sub-loans to individual
vorrowers can be monitored mcre effectively.
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RECOMMENDATION: The BDA should establish the capacity to report
oLl loen balances on & monthly tesis. Overdue balances should
be classified as less than 30-days, 30-60 days, and more than
60 days delinquent. The delinquency report ghould be made by
type of cooperative-—Credit.(ifrapplicable), Consumer, and
Agricultural or Multiple Service. Each cooperative federation
as well as IPACOOF should receive a monthly report of okl
delinquency and balance available for lendiag (net of funds

already committed but not disbursed) from the Revolving Credit
Fund.

B. Autonomous Institute of Panemanian Cooperatives

One of the primary purposes of the OLl Loan was to strengthen
the institutionel capability of the Ministry of Agriculture (MITA)
to support the rural cooperative movement. At the time the Loan was
designed and approved, Panama did not have 8 cooperatives promotion
agency as such. Rather, what existed wac 8 National Department of
Cooperatives (DENACOOP® located within.MIDA's Social Promotion Divi-
sion. In those days DENACOOP was an inconsequential operation consist-
ing of some.l2 employees. Once the Ol Loan was approved, DENACOOP was
upgraded to & Division and became DINACOOF in June 1976 with a staff
of 100 (80 professionals and 20 support personnel). Over the Project
period DINACOOP organized three regional offices and gradually acquired
a staff of 150 by 1980--111 professionals and the rest support person-
nel. Included in this growth vere several units contemplated in the
okl loan: an Auditing Department, & gtatistics and Evaluatior Depart-
ment, and a Department of Education. Simultaneously, the oLl Loen es-
tablished a Project Authority known as PRODECOOP, also located within
MIDA. PRODECOOP's primary responsibility was coordinating Project im-
plementation activities, particularly institutional development invect-
ments such as the agronomic technical assistance and management stheidy
components. In July 1980 a single cooperative promotion agency celled
TPACOOP was formed to replace bcth DINACOCP and PRODECOQP.

1. PERFORMANCE INDICATORS: Like the BDA, DENACOOP/PRODECOOP got
off to a fairly rapid in meeting initial corditions for loan disburse-
ment. A Project Coordinating Committee-—consisting of the Ministries
of Agriculture, Plenning, Commerce, the BDA, COAGRO, FEDFA, FECCFAIl,
and USAID--was initiated in early 1975. A Project Implementation Flan
wvith budget and activity targets, & comprehensive evaluation and Quar-
terly reporting system, and both' the Audit and Statistics Units were
established by May 1975. But then, as was the case with the BDA, Pro-
Ject implementation bogged down. Only 6 co-op audits were completed
in 1975; 11 months passed without & single Project implementation letter
betveer. 1975-1976. "By the end of the Project's gecond yeat-1less than &
quarter of its Institutional Development budget had been. spent, and ty

the end of 1978 expenditures had parely reached a third of budgeted re-
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Project implementation vas delayed for a.variety of alleged reasons
including (1) & very unstable intériational political environment
between the U.S. and Paname; (2) high turn-over in USAID personnel,
including four changes of Mission Director in four years; (3) the
adsorption of PRODECOOP within the Ministry of Agriculture, vith e
consequent distraction of energies and resources intended for Pro-
Ject use; (L) unsuccessful leadership in the Project Authority (first,
a passive Director, followed next by aiccnfiictive one); (5) the de-
layed arrival of external advisors; and other reasons. In general it
can be said that prior to 1979 PRCDECOOP/DINACOOP displayed little
institutional effectiveness.

Tn Jacuary 1979 Euclides Tejada (an ex-assisiant manager of the BLA)
wvas appointed Director of PRODECOOP. Under his energetic leadership
the OLl Froject caught fire. In the 13 months following Tejade's
aprointment nearly hulf of all Revolving Credit Fund resources vere
finelly disbursed; in this same period L6 percent of all Insiitutional
Develcpment funds were spent. In 1979 the Auditing Department of DINA-
COCP covered 29 co-ops; the achievement was repeated in 1980. In 197S
the First Cooperative Census was implemented, the Project reporting
end evaluation system was redesigned (for the third time), an Annual
Plen of Activities was establishked, end the COOFLEX production credit
planning instrument was introduced. Finally, Tejeds has supervised
the reorganization of DINACOOP and PRCDECOCP into a single coopera-
tive promotion agency, IPACOOF.

2. OBSERVED STRENGTHS: The eppointment of Euclides Tejada to
direct the OLl Project in 1976 wes an excellent choice. As an agrono-
rist he has precticel familiarity with rural production; he is a cc-
operstive specialist; he also has extensive experience with produc-
tion credit, having worked many years for the BDA. It is hard to ime-
gine a more qualified candidete for providing the Rurel Cooperetive
Tevel.pment Project with the leadership it has always required. As
Acting Director of IFACOOP, he has surrounded himself with a quite
excellent group of dedicated and talented staff. Unuer Tejada IPACCOF
is expected to embark soon on a decentralization plan designed to re-
duce the nurber of specialized personnel assigned to Panama City (tre
Central Office) and to reassign them to four regional offices: Western
Zone (Chiriquf, Bocas del Torro), Central Zone (Vereguas, Coclé),
Azuero Zone (Herrera, Los Santos), and Eastern Zone (Panama, Darien,
Colér, and San Blas)., Tkis decentralization is intended to place legel,
auditing, accounting, education, management, and agronomic services
as close as possible to the co-ops therselves--this to reduce service
delivery costs and make possible more intensive assistance with better

follow=-up.
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A major strength of the actuel and proposed IPACOOP operations con-
sists in the fact that this agency is, as its name says, an sutonomous
cooperative promotion institution. Its policies and general execution
is monitored by a Board of Directors composed of Government and co-
operative movement representatives. Furthermore, by lav all co-ops

in Panama will be expected to set aside each year 5 percent of their
net profits as a contribution to finarcing IPACOOP activities. This
excellent arrangerent inevitably mekes IPACOCP quite accountatle tc
the cooperatives it was created to serve, and such accountability
can be expected to protect the Institute from slipping into e tradi-
tional bureaucracy of the government type.

3. DEFICIENCIES: The evaluators found IPACOOF field staff to be
generally quite dedicated, fairly stable (there are many with & or
pore years ir service to cooperatives), and with e highk respect for
the co-ops they serve. At the same time we found samg IFACCOF employ-
eec inadequately trained to provide the specialized kinds of services
that co-ops require. On the other hand, there exists & small number
of co-op managers and other employees whc, by reason of their exten-
sive practical experience in day-to-day co-op operations, are more
qualified to teach co-op management skills than are IPACOOF personrel.

RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that IPACOOP techmical staff,
particulerly those expected to teach management and accounting
skills to co-ops, be required tc spend 2-3 wveeks of in-service
training per yeer working at rural co-ops to familiarize them-
gelves with the problems faced by these organizations and to
benefit from the teachings of experienced co-op managers or

other staff. These would be "vork-study" assignments, with the
trainee expected to do a lot of listening, not tellirng. His or

her professors would be co-Op personnel who should design different
learning experiences for the trainee.

RECOMMENDATION: It is recomrended that IPACOOE technical stafy
identify which co-op personnel have the best experience and
teaching skills to be selected for participatior in IFACOOF-
sponsored training activities as instructors. The ideal is for
co-op personnel to share knowledge and skills, to teach each
other. The preferred role for IPACOOP staff is not that of
trainers but rather of catalysts who assist co-op personnel tc
learn from each other.

IPACOOF field staff may be fairly steble with regard to continuous
gervice to the cooperative movement, but the normal situation is for.
such staff to te transfered frequently, if not between regions than
reassignment of coverage responsibility to different cooperatives. In
the case of highly-specialized IPACOOP pe:sonnel--like auditors--it
is not productive for co-ops to receive constantly changing advise
from different professionals. Some degree of continuity requiring the
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same professional to assist the same co-op clients over-periods of
1-2 years would appear to be useful, if not & prerequisite, for the

effective communication of technical skills.

RECOMMENDATICN: Auditors should be assizied on & decentralized
regional basis tc the greatest extent possible. Each auditor
should complimert his audit of e cc-op with at least two follow-
up visits to ascertairn whether audit recommendations are being

implemented.

RECOMMERDATION: All field staff should have a coveragc res=
ponsibility for a minimun pumber of co-OPs (say L-5) that they
are responsible for visiting several times a year irregardless
of the specialized skill of the employee. Such continuity is
vital to irproved corrunications because repeat visits breec
greater trust, more honesty, better willingness to learn &s

vell as listen.

IPACOOP has made a good beginning with its Annual Work Plan and
activities reporting system, but there is room for improvement. At
the present time the zajority of activity goals are expressed by
non-quentifiable iandicators. For example, the goal--"teach bookkeep-
ing to treasurer"--could be achieved by a single one-day or one-hour
visit, or it might entail meny treining sessions and many visits;
however, the existing IPACOOF reporting system would classify both
responses with an identical check-mark :signifying"activity achieved"
Similerly, the goal--"organize Education Committee'--would receive
the same check-mark whether or not the Committee, orce organized,
ever bothered to meet oOr organize educational activities. In other
words, the reporting system should endeavor to quantify activity in-
dicators in a meaningful way SC that relative intemsity of assistance

can be measured.

RECOMMENDATIOK: Co-op visits and other IPACOCF service activi-
ties should be quantified in terms of person-days.

RECOMMENDATICK: Each-co-op assisted should be encouraged to
keep & book in which are recorded the nemes and dates of all
visitors, purpose of the visit, general comments (including
recommendations or agreements reaeched), and signature of the

visitor.
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The statistics-gathering instruments used by IPACOOP to date leave
much to be desired. The Cooperative Census has yielded very incomplete
results. When the evaluators requested an up-to-date list of Pana-
panian cooperatives, by region, IPACOOP statistics gave us a total
of 218 co-ops. However, of these there existed membership estimates
for only 143 (€5 percent), while the number of co-ops with data on
estimated share capital, total assets, or other basic information
was considerably less. Many reasons were given for the inadequacy

of the Cooperative Census, amorg them: (1) lack of interest by co-
op leaders and employees, (2) lack of support from co-oOp federations,
(3) ambiguity of the questionnaire format, (4) lack of sufficient
staff resources, and most importantly (5) lack of up-to-date finan-
cial records at the co-op level.

The last reason is not the fault of the co-ops necesarily but ra-
ther the result of existing accounting regulations that allow co-

ops in Panama to close their fiscal yeear after any 12-month period
they like. Of the cooperatives visited by the evaluators, only about
helf of them used the conventionel calender year of January to Decem—
ber. Other options encountered--in order of popularity--were July to
June, April to March, February to January, March tc February, August
to July, and September to August. In the absence of a law requiring
ell cooperatives to use the same fiscal yeer, the only solution from
the census viewpoint is to collect financial data on the operations

of the most recent coggleted year.

RECOMMENDATION: The five-year format used by the eveluators
to collect basic co-op performance data eppears to bc more
useful and less trouble than the Census format which requests
a comparison of the last two years. If a copy were always left
on file at the co-op, and up-dated little by little as fiscel
years end and financial statements are completed, census data
would be much less work to collect. The five-year format also
allows a better perspective of cc-op perfcrmance trends,

RECOMMENDATION: IPACOOP might encounter more interest in census
data collection among coO-OPS if (1) a copy of the. questionnaire
(fully completed) were left with the co-op, and (2) IPACOOF took
the trouble to teach co-ops hovw to use these data to analyze
their own performance, set more realistic performance targets,

and diagnose veaknesses.
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VII. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR A FOLLOW-ON COOPERATIVE LOAN PROJECT

A. Justification

The O4l Loan was an extremely successful development project.
It took the existing rural cooperative movement and reoriented it tc
assisting much smaller and poorer rural producers. It provided a mechan-
ism whereby many of Panama's small farmers and ranchers acquired access
for the first time to production credit. This credit, in turn, allowed
hundreds of rural households to invest in high-value ‘commodity produc-
tion--utilizing yield-increasing cash inputs on an intensive basis--
to capture income cpportunities never before available to ther. The
development bang for the buck was extraordinary: (1) in farm income,
(2) in member share capital investment, (3) in co-op membership growth,
(4) in co-op profits, and (5) in expansion of fixed assets and equip-
ment. For every balboa in loan capital disbursed from the Project's
Revolving lLoan Fund, there were generated two balboas of aggregate
lending to farmers. loan repayment performance was so good that co-
op borrowers have tecome the preferred cliert of the Agricultural De-
velopment Benk. Two strong cooperative federations were consolidated
by the Project, and the union of their combined interests forced the
establishment of a new, autonomous cooperative promotion agency to-
gether with a new Cooperative Law. Frojects this successful are rare
in the development business. When they occur, it is imperative that
they be expanded and replicated.

Nov that it is off the ground, nov that it has generated great mo-
mentum, there are very compelling reasons why the Rural Cooperative
Development Project--with a follow-on loan--could become an even

greater success:

1. CREDIT DEMAND: The OLl Project has awakened a huge demand
for production credit. FEDPA estimates its excess credit demand at
$3.5 million while the BDA estimates that of Agricultural cocperatives
at $4.0 million. This demand is very real and growing rapidly. It is
coming from cooperatives which have now handled a number of credit
packages and are experienced. In part the demand comes from borrowers
vho are also experienced with production credit because they have had
multiple loans; and the majority of these are investing in co-op share
capital at an accelerating rate (currently about 22 percent growth
per year) to acquire ever larger claims on their co-ops' loan resources.
To stiffle this demand will destroy a development opportunity that, at
least among small farmers, is relatively rare.
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2, MULTIPLIER EFFECT: Even vith late disbursement of Revolving
Credit Fund resourcer (half of which vere delayed until 1979), the
Okl Project still achieved an aggregate lending level of $13.9 mil-
1ion (see page 9) egainst Fund resources of $7.25, vhich represents
almost a doubling. With experienced co-Ops now approaching an ex-
perienced BDA, di sbursements would undoubtedly move much more quickly
and reflows would be relent with even greater efficiency. A tripleé
or even quadruple expansion of aggregate lending from Revclving Fund
resources is a definite possibility.

3, INCOME IMPACT: As documented in Chapter I1I, crop investmenis
generated net incomes ranging from 2T to 95 cents per balboa of ex~
penditure, with an average of 67 cents. Livestock investments rangec
from 19 cents to $L4.21 per balboa of expenditure, with an average of
¢1.65. Meanwhile, the average FEDPA sub-loar was $3,260 and the average
COAGRO sub~-loan was $2,612 according to data gathered in the co-Ops
sampled. For the sake of simplicity, let us assume &n average sut-loau
of $3,000 for all co-Op sub=-borrowers. Because the sub-borrower is re-
guired to put up 10 percent of the tctal credit package, the average
sub-borrover investment increases to $3,300. At the above average
rates of return the typical sub-borrower would eern between $2,211
and $5,445 in net income. Seldop in the developing world have income
opportunities this dramatic been documented. They are SO dramatic,
in fact, that some 3C percent of all farmers jnterviewed rented the
land on vhich they grew their principal commercial cash crop. Truly,
here is an opportunity to generate handsome income opportunities for

disadvantaged rural producers.

L, INSTITUTION-BUILDING: It took the Okl Project quite & while
to become successful. DINACOOP did not begin to be effective until
1979, and neither did the BDA. Both now have the momentux to become
even more effective. 17PACOOF plans & decentralizetion which will lo-
cate co-op support professional services much closer to their intend-
ed clients. BDA is developing computerized asecounting anc evalustiorn
systems to improve iis loan processing officiency. Designation of co-
AGRO as a credit intermediary, support for agronomic services, and
partial subsidy of IPACOOP and federetion loan supervision costs are
all initiatives programmed for realization by the BDA in the near fu-
ture. With this quelity of enthusiasm and coordination, an outstand-
ing institutionel support syster could emerge in benefit of the rural
cooperative movement.

5. BOTTOM-UP CONSOLIDATICN: In the fields of Credit, ConsumeT,
or Agricnltural and Multiple Service, the stronger co-ops of each
type are beginning to assert their strength in consolidating service
linkages with smaller co-Ops. Joint buying end marketing operations
are emerging. Joint educationel and technical assistance initiatives
lie in the near future. Here is a wnique opportunity for external
assistancc agencies to support ambitious development models conceived
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by farmers for farmers.

6. COAGRO'S SURVIVAL: If a follow-on Cooperative Development
Loan is not approved, one of the costs to be paid for this decision
will be the loss of COAGRO. This Federation was the direct outgrowth
of a GOP/AID project undertaken in 1967 to provide technical assist-
ance to subsistence farmers. Since COAGRO's legel creation in 1969,
USAID/Paname has consistently supported and otherwise encouraged CO-
AGRO for more than a decade. Most of COAGRO's major investment de-
cisions were made with USAID knowledge and approval. The Agency
therefore has a debt of conscience to continue supporting the Federa-
tion. A refinancing plan conducted on & matching basis with share
capital investments by affiliates would once and for all give the
Federation the breathing space it needs to recuperate its financial
health. On the other hand, if COAGRO fails it will be a disaster many
times lerger than FECOPAN's. Its loss would certainly neutralize any
credibility gained by USAID with the 0Ll Loan, and it could permanent-
ly tarnish the nevly-achieved positive reputation of the rural co-
operative movement. Finally, it would constitute a severe econoric
shock to many affilieted co-ops because they would lose not only a
significant equity investment but the very input delivery system on
which their high levels of technification are so heevily dependent.

B. The Volcfn Conference: Field Steff Ideas for a Follew=0On
Cooperative Loan

For three days (May 1-3) the evaluatcrs met with their Pana-
menian research essistants in a conlerence held ir Volcln (Chiriquf).
During the first two days the eight research assistants gave individ-
ual verbal presentations deceribing the strengths, weaknesses, and
problems facing the co-ops they had been assigned to interview. Each
assistant was asked to give three scores for every co-op visited--
scores based on his or her subjective overell impression of the co-
operative's social and economic performance. Finally, on the last day
of the Valc&n.conference the research assistants were asked to meet
in twc separatc vork groups to discuss their reccmmendations for a
follow-on Cooperative Loan Project. In particular, they wvere asked to
identify (besed on their research at the co-op and farm levels) what
should be the Project's objectives, its geographic coverage, what prcb-
lems it should address, and what activities it shiould undertake. Since
six of the eight research assistants are IPACOOP field staff, their
opinicns represent an extrenely timely host-country contribution to
Project design. We therefore summarize them below.
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SOCIAL AKRD ECONUMIC PERFORMANCE INDICATCRS: Fundamental to the
conclusions of the Panamanian research assistants were their subjec-
tive perceptions of the social and economic performance of the co-
operatives they visited. For each of three indicators they were asked
to score cooperative performance on a scale of 1 to 10, with the high-
est possible score being a tern. The results were as follows:

PERFORMANCE SCORES FOR 23 COOPERATIVES SURVEYED
£0-0P IDENTIFICATION SOCIAL PERFORMANCE SCORES ECON. TOTAL .

- Name/Location Type (Co-op to Members Average SCORE SCORE
Members to Co-of

CHIRIQUI
San Antonio Cr 8 3 5.5 8 13.5
Her+fccle Ag 6 2 b0 10 14.0
Avicola Ag 10 3 €.5 € 12.5
Ag. Industriel Ag 10 10 10.0 10 20.0
Marfa Auxil. Con 8 _b 6.0 7 13.0
Total L2 22 2.0 L 73.0
Average 8.4 b4 6.4 8.2 1L4.6
VERAGUAS
Porv. Guarumel Cr 9 L 6.5 T 13.5
Ed.Veraguence Cr 7 9 8.0 10 18.0
Despertar Cam. AMS 4 L h,0 7 11.0
Esperanza Cam. AMS 9 8 8.5 9 17.5
Juan XXIII AMS 10 10 10.0 10 20.0
Consumo Vereg. Con L 3 3.5 _8 1.5
Total i3 38 0.5 351 91.5
Averege 7.2 6.3 6.8 8.5 15.3
HERRERA-LOS SANTOS
San Sebastian Cr 7 7 7.0 6 12.0
Gladys DuCasa Cr 9 9 9.0 9 18.¢C
José Gutierrez Cr 8 8 8.c 7 1.0
Agua Buena Ag T 3 5.0 2 10.0
Santefia Ag 8 8 8.0 8 16.0
Consumo Azuero Con 7 .0 8 15.0
Total 16 L'zl k.0 L3 B7T.0
Average 7.7 7.0 7.3 7.2 k4.5
COCLE
Eric del Valle Cr 1C 8 9 1C 19.0
Natariegos Un. Or 8 5 6.5 7 13.%
Productores Ag 7 4 5.5 € 11.5
La Constancia Ag 6 5 5.5 5 10.5
Behuco~Chané Ag 8 7 7.5 8 15.5
La Libertad  AMS 1 L 5.5 _5 10.5
Total ke 33 32.2 55 . 8. E
Averege 7.7 5.5 . .5 13,
OVERALL AVERAGE 7.7 5.9 6.8 8.1 1&.t
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Several geners) observations about these scores are relevant. First,
in each region there exists at least one outstanding cooperative (with
a score of 18-20) that could be considered a "model". Second, there

is at least one outstanding representative of each co-op type, with
the possible exception of consumer. Third, overall the average scores
for economic performance are significantly higher than scores for so-
cial performance, which reflects the generalized neglect of emphasis
on member education within the cooperatives surveyed. And finally,
within the area of social performance, the indicator of co-op services
to members shows generally higher scores than the performance of mem-
bers in support of their co-op. This last tendency reflects inadequate
membership investment in share capital (and other meesures of partici-

pation).

OEJECTIVES FOR A FOLLOW-ON COOPERATIVE LOAN PROJECT: As their
first and foremost objective for a follow-on loam project (herearwer
iderntified as "the Project"), the Panamanian research assistants sug-
gested: "The strengthening_ of those cooperative organizations that
show deficient economic and social performance indicators! The singu-
lar.importance:of this objective is that it emphasizes the need to
éstablish priorities, nct only between weaker and stronger coopera-
tives but between social and economic activities. It alsc implies
the establishment of a viable information system that permits tirely
measurement of performance deficiencies.

The second Project objective was "to promote cooperestive integratior,
by type and by region". In this regard thLe research essistants iden-
tified a strategy of selecting the "model" co-ops as a focal point or
growth pole around which to build integrative relationships with
smaller or wesker cooperatives. Integratior is viewed in terms. of éco-
nomic services (Jjcint btuying, selling, processing, transporting, etc.)
and social services (education, training, technical assistance).

The thiré Project objective wes "to recruit quelified personnel for
institutions that support the cooperative movement (particularly IPA-
COOP), and to provide them with intensive in-service training".

PROJECT COVERAGE: The research assistants believed the Project
should be on a nationel scale. All provinces except San Blfs were
included in the coverage area. In addition to the co-op types covered
under Loan Obl (Credit, Agricultural, Multiple Services, and Consumer)
the research assistants suggest that Fishing, Forestry, and Salt-
mining cooperatives also be included.

PROBLEMS TO BE ADDRESSED: The research assistants idemtified 1k
key problems which the Project should address, ac follows: (1) need
for more agressive and intensive education of co-op members, (2) lack
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of adequate co-op information systems, both to monitor cooperative
performance and services to members as well as to measure benefits
(income, yields, etc.) at the farm level; (3) low levels of member
ghare capital investment in their cooperatives; (4) lack of secure
market outlets for co-op member production at remunerative prices;

(5) lack of sufficient resources to meet existing credit demund of
co-ops for production credit, working capital, and infrastructure

or equipment investments; (6) lack of adequate technical assistence

in the areas of farming, co-op administration, accounting, auditing,
and marketing; (7) lack of separate accounting controls fcr OLl Loan
financed resources at the co-op level; (8) excessive delay in global
loan disbursement from the BDA, Revolving loan Furd; (9) excessively
short repayment periods for livestock loans; (10) lack of finencing
for land purchase; (11) land@ séarcity, lack of title, or insecure land
tenure for many cc-op members; (12) excessively inflexidtle lending
eriteria; (13) inactivity of co-op directors in some instances; and
(14) lack of transportation facilities for IPACOOP perscnnel providing
technical assistance to co-ops in the field.

PROJECT COMPONENTS OR ACTIVITIES: The princiral Project components
recommended by the research assistants were:-(1) an expanded Revolving
Credit Fund, operating under reformed loan criteria; (2) intensified
cooperative education and training; (3) a marketing program; (L) more
careful moritorship and control of Project resources ; (5) a progran
to assist co-op members in acquiring secure tenure to land, or to in-
crease their present holdings; (€) intensified technical training of
IPACOOP field staff; and (7) establishment of a practicel methodology
or information system for Project plenning, monitoring, and evaluation.

C. Consultants Recommendations for & Follow-On Cooperative Loan

In the following pages is.presented a tentative Project profile
for a follow-on Cooperative Loan. This profile seeks to combine the cb-
servations and recommendations of the Panamanian research assistants
who participated in the present evaluation with those of the principal
consultants. The profile also incorporates suggestions for a follow-on

loan received from representatives of the different cooperatives visited,
the cooperative federations, and BDA and IPACOOP.

The proposed Project consists of four large areas of activity which are

subdivided into many sub-components. Of the sub-components, some repre=

sent continuation of existing Oll Lcan activities while others are brand
new. The total loan-finenced budget for the Prcject is $l1.3'million for
a three year period. A Project Logical Framework is included at the end

of the descriptive narratives on suggested Project components.
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D. Project Purpose

The overall purpose of the Project is to increase the net income
of small- and medium-sized farmers and ranchers who are members of rural
cooperatives. A small farmer is defined as a rural producer with title,
rental access, or usufruct to less than 5 hectares of land. A redium
farmer is defined as one who operates 5-19 hectares. A small rancher
operates a herd size of 10 animals or less, while a medium rancher has
11-20 animals. This definition applies to beef and dairy cattle only.

ACHIEVEMENT INDICATORS: The Project purpose will be considered
achieved when the following results have been generated:

1. An average annual increase of 20 percent in the net income of
rural families receiving production credit under the project.
This increase will be measureable in any of three ways: (a)
net income per balboa of expenditure, (t) net income per hec-
tare of crop enterprise financed, and (c) net income per head
of livestock financed.

2. An average annual increase of 10 percent in the memtership of
rural cooperatives participating in the Project.

3. A 25 percent absolute increase (over three years) in the num-
ber of small:fairmer co-op members and users of production
credit as a percentage of total membership

Considering the data generated by the present evaluation as the
baseline, the minimum performance targets tc demonstrate achievemeni cf
Project purpose would be the following:

Description of Indicator Baseline Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
INCOME 219805
Net income per balboe of

expenditure: crops $0.67 $0.8c $0.96 $1.15
: livestock $1.€5 1.96 $2.36  $2.86
Net income per hectare crop $928  $1,11k $1,337 $1,604
Net income per head livestk  $€8 $62 $98 $118
MEMBERSHIF
COAGRC Affiliates 8,000 §,800 9,680 10,6L8
FEDFA Affiliates 16,000 17,600 19,360 21,296
Small Farmer Percentage L3% - - €8
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E. Project Objectives

Each of the four proad areas of Project gctivity would have
a specitic-obje¢tivé and one or more ipdicators of achievement of thet

objective.

1.

3.

The four primary objectives vouid be as follows:

REVOLVING CREDIT FUKD: To provide gsufficient credit to rural
cooperatives and sub-borrowers, on & timely basis, for use
in production credit, operating capital, end infrastructure/
equipment investment.

Achievement Indicators: (a) Each year at jeast 80 percent of
co-op member demand for credit (farmers and ranchers only)
is satisfied. Demand is defined as the total value of loars
approved by co-op Credit Cocrittee. (v) Approval of global
joar. requests by Project £iauciary agent (BDA} dc not entail
delays which average more than 45 days, from date of submis-

eion to date of ‘approval.

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE TO MOST DEFICIENT co-0PS: To identify those
cooperatives with the most deficient performance indicators
gnd provide then with assistance on & priority basis.

Achievement 1ndicator: For all co-OPS assisted, achievement
of & minimum of 25 percent financial autonomy (membership
equity as a percentage of total assets), monthly meetings by
all co—-op committees, and the existence of an active member-
ghip education progran.

COOPERATIVE INTEGRATION: To promote cooperative integratior.,
by type and by re;ion, based on the sharing of economic ser-
vices (joint buying, selling, transport, precessing, etc.) ané
social services (education, training, and technical assistence
on an inter-cooperaxive basis.

Achievement Indicator: Existence of at leas*t six "mini-federa-
Yions" built.around Tmodel" co-ops which offer smaller and
veaker cooperatives of the same type OT region & variety of
support services.

INSTITUTION-BUILDING COMPONENT: To strengthen the recruitment,
training, and mobilization of 1PACOCP field staff so that they
can offer more effective cervices to co-ops on & decentralized

basis.

Achievement Indicator: The existence of four regional IPACOOF
offices, and of the staff of each office & unit of four pro-

fessionals (auditor, agronomist, sociologist, economist-account-
ant) will work exclusively with co-ops airectly assisted by the

Prolect.
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F. Project Component : Revolving Credit Fund $$2,000,000)

REFINANCING OF COAGRO'S COMMERCIAL DEBT: A sum of up to $3 mil-
lion of the additions to the Revolving Credit Fund would be designated
for the refinancing of COAGRO's commercial debt. The funds would be
made available exclusively on a matching basis, or 2 balboas of re-
financing money for every balboa of new merler share cepital contribu-
ted by COAGRO. Any unused balance from these fur.ds would, efter one
year, enter the Revolvinz Credit Fund for general lerding purposes. Re-
financing would be offered at 5 percent interest with a repayment period

of five years.

OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS TC THE REVOLVING CREDIT FUND: Of the remain-
ing $6 million in resources to expand the Fund, $2.5 million would be
designated for on-lending to COAGRO and its affiliates, with not less
than 73 percent ($1.9 million) tc be reserved for production credit
loans to individusl farmers. Another $2.5 millior would be designated
for on-lending to FEDPA affiliates. Firally, $1 million would be reserved
for loans to Consumer cooperatives.

COAGRO AS CREDIT INTERMEDIARY: Under the Project, COAGRO woulé
acquire the responsibility of credit intermediation services alcng si-
milar lines as those presently offered by FEDPA. In other words, COAGRO
(with IPACOOP help) would: (1l)assist its affiliates to prepere credit
project requests;(2) qoula review and correct these loan proposals, ag-
gregate them for severeal affiliates, and present ther to the BLA for
approval and disbursement; (3) would redistribute the EDA loan disburse-
ments, supervising their use and distribution as sub-loars; and (L)
would be responsible for loan collection and repayment to the Revolving
Fund.

REVIEW AND REFORM OF CREDIT CRITERIA: As a complementary action
to expanding the Revolving Credit Fund it is necessary to review and
improve credit policies and loan criterie. One proposcd irnovation is
to ir.rease the required borrower contribution from 10 percent to ALE
percent of the value of the credit project requested. This contribution
would be in the form of member share capital investmert in the cc-op.

It is already a prerequisite. of FEDPA loans and has worked very success-
fully as a capital motilization mechanism. Other credit policy or lcan
criteria revisions would include (1) specification of prerequisites

for approval of loans for land purchase; (2) lengthening repayment
periods for livestock loans; (3) placing & herd size limitatior on live-
stock financing; (L) standardization of interest payment due detes be-
tveen sub-loans and co-op global loan obligations to their federation;
and (5) other changes, as appropriate.
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G. Project Component : Special Assistance to Deficient Co-ops
13100,0005 ’

The purpose of this component is to concentrate technical
assistance on selected cooperatives vhich need the most help, i.e.,
vhich have the most deficient indicators of economic and social per-
formance. They would be identified using & data collection instrument
gimilar tc that employed -in the Ol1 Project Evaluation (see Annex C)
combined with a scoring system such as that shown on page €5. In eack
regional office of IPACOCP, a four-person team would be assigned to
work {exclusively if necessary) with the problems of the selected co-
operatives. This wnit would consist of (1) an auditor, (2) en economist-
accountant, (3) an agronomist, and (4) a sociologist or education spe-
cielist. Salaries and travel expenses for this personnel would be peid
by IPACOOP; vehicles end 1imited maintenence (gas and 0il) would be
provided ty the Project (see Tnstitution-Building Component ) .

It is proposed that 12 co-ops be selected for top-priority special assist-
ance in the first year of the Froject, 16 co-ops in the second year, and
20 in the third year. Whether a co-op receives more than one year of in-
tensified technical assistance would depend on the decision of IPACOOF
based on end-of-year evaluation of the co-op's performance. Essentially
there would be four areas of technical assistance, &s follows:

1. AUDIT: Each selected co-op would be eudited on two occasions
during the year: an initial intencive audit at the beginning of the
year plus a follow-up audit after six months. The same auditor would
conduct both audits whenever possible, and every effort would be made
for this professionel to céntinue auditing the same cooperatives through-
out the Project period. Following each audit a detailed meeting with
co-op directors and employees would be held to review audit findings
and discuss required actions to overcome deficiencies. The auditor
would be assigned a training responsibility. For each audited co-cp
he/she would provide two days of technical assistance and treining
services per trimester to help co-op personnel overcome the deficien-

cies identified in the audit. The achievement indicators for a single
auditor over the Project period would be the following:

Activity Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total
PER AUDITOR
Co-ops audited 3 L S 5
Total audits 6 8 10 2k
Tech.assistance
and training (days) 2l 32 Lo 96

Auditor salaries would be paid by IPACOOF but each co-op assisted would
be charged an auditing fee to partly finance the costs of this service.
As a prerequisite for receiving credit, every co-op would be required
to sign an agreement which commits ther to receiving and financing
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2. ECONOMIST~ACCOUNTANT: Each co-op selected for intensive assist-
ance would be assisted by an IPACOOP economist-accountant. His/her du-
ties would be the following: (1) to work on a continuing basis with
the co-op menager and accowntant to solve general problems of co-op
administration, (2) to make sure co-op records arv properly organized
and kept up-to-date, (3) to work with the Credit Committee to design
credit project proposals, teach credit supervision and evaluation
skills, (4) to: train principal co-op directors in basic accounting
concepts, budgeting, financial plenring, and the analysis of financial
statements; and (5) serve as a technical liaison between the co-cp and
outside institutions such as the BDA, IMA, MIDA, and IPACOOP. In con-
ducting these functions, the IPACOOP economist-accountant will serve
as a credit project analyst who will screen co-op proposels before they
are submitted to the federation or the Bank. During the year, for each
co-op assisted, the econmomist-accountant will provide three daye per
month of technical assistencc, and he/she will provide at lenst three
two-day workshops to co-op directors and employees concerning account-
ing skills and credit management. The achievement indicaters for a
single accountant-economist over the Project period would be the follow-

ing:

Activity Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total
PER ACCOUNTANT
Co-ops assisted 3 L 5 5
Credit proposals reviewed 3 L 5 5
Co-op level technical

assistance (days/yr) 99 132 165 396
Co-op level workshors in

credit and accounting 9 12 15 36

3. AGRONOMIST: Each co-op selected for intensive assistance would
receive special supervision from an IPACOOP agronomist/livestock spe-
cialist. His/her duties would be the following: (1} to assist the co-cp
in technical aspects of designing its preduction and credit plans; (2}
to provide technical training workshops for credit users; (3) to pro-
vide assistance to federation-sponsored agronomists in the introduction,
supervision, and post-harvest use of farm management record-keeping sys-
tems; (L) to assist in the supervision of farmer-paratechnicians utili-
zed by the co-op; (5) to serve as a liaison between the co-op and IMA
or other market outlets to promote cooperative marketing activities. In
conducting these functions the'IPACOOP agronomist would provide at least
three deys per month of technical assistance at the co-cp level, and he/
she would visit all co-op farmer-paratechniciens at least once a month.
The agronomist would also be responsible for summerizing data gathered
in the farm management record-keeping syster, and for using its results
in co-op credit planning and evaluation. Finally, the agronomist would
be expected to organize no less then 4 farmer-level technical training
activities per co-op per year. The achievement indicators for a single

agronomist are the following:



Activity Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total
PER AGRONOMIST -
Co-ops assisted 3 i 5 5
Credit proposals reviewed 3 N 5 12
Co-op level technical

assistance (days/yr) 99 132 165 396
Paratechnicians super-

vised 12 16 20 20
Farmer-level technical

wvorkshops organized 12 16 20 48

4., EDUCATION SPECIALIST: The final member of the IPACOCP special
assistance team for cooperatives with deficient performance indicators
would be an Educatior. Specialist. Among his/her duties would be the
following: (1) to work with each co-or's Education Comrmittee, assist-
ing it <c become ective; {¢') to help each Education Committee design
an Annusl Educatiocn Plan, and to implement education ectivities called
for by the plan; (3) to teach Fducatior Committee members and cc-cp
employees skills in the preparation of visual aids, group discussion
techniques, and other teaching methods; (k) tc coordinate with and
assist other members of the IPACOOF special assistance tean in planring
end irplementing co-op training activities. The Education Specialist
would provide at least three days of technical assistance per month
to each co-op within his/rer responsibility. He/she would be expected
to help organize and yarticipate in at lcest six membership education
activities per co-op per yeer. The achievement indicators feor a single
Education Specialist are the fcllowing:

Activity Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total

FER EDUCATION SPECIALISY

Co-ops assisted 3 L 5 5
Education Committees

activated 3 ] 5 5
Eduratiorn Programs organiz. 2 I 5 1°
Co-op level technical

assistance (days/yr.) 99 132 165 396
Membership education ac-

tivities organized 18 2L 30 T2

5. FUND FOF CO-OP LEVEL EDUCATIOK/TRAINING ACTIVITIES: Under the
Project a fund to support costs of co-op level training and educatiorn
activities would be estatlished with en initial capital of $100,000.
Assuming & total of 20 co-ops jdentified for special technical assist-
ance, there would be $5,000 availabtle per cooperative. The resources
would be used on a straight 1:1 metching tesis, with the co-op assisted
providing one balboa for every balbce received from the fund. Thece
resources would be available to help finance the education and treining
activities organized by IPACOOF personnel of the special assistance
team: namely, the auditor, economist-accountant, agronomist, or educaticn

specialist.
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H. Project Component: Cooperative Integration ($200,000)

This component is based on the discovery that in each sgector
of the rural cooperative movement--Credit, Consumer, and Agricultural
~-there exists at least one co-op of each type which has demonstrated
superior growth, cffers effective ané well-maneged services to its
members, and is characterized by excellert management staff resources.
These co-ops can be considered "models™. The:objective of the Coopera-
tive Integration Component would be to use these model co-ops a&s
sources of technical assistance, training, and services to other co-
ops of the same region or of the same type. Each model co=-0p would
thus become a growth pole around which other co-ops might cluster,
creating a "mini-federation" based on jointly shared services and
common interests. An average mini-federation might consist of 5 co-0pSs.

2. TNTEFR-COOPERATIVE EDUCATICN/TECHNICAL ASSICTANCE:
With the participation of IFACOOF cstaff (particularly the uwnit for
special assistance to deficient co-ops) several model cooperatives
would be identified--at least four during the first year, four addi-
tional co-ops in the second year, end four more in the third year for
a total of 12. For each model cooperative at least two directors or
employees will be identified whe are considered excellent humen resources
for providing technical assistance and training tc the staffs of other
co~ops. An IPACOOP education specialist will assist the representa-
tives of each model co-op to design en inter-cocperative trainirg and
technical assistance proposal to essist at least five other co-ops.
Such proposals will program workshops or 6-12 day training visits for
personnel of other co-ops to learn rmanagement skills, economic ard
social activities, etc. as practiced ty the mcdel cooperative. The
ccsts of trensportation, room anc toard, and miscellaneous trairing
expenses incurred by these inter-cooperative activities will be finarced
on a grant basis out of an Inter-Cooperative Training Fund maneged by
IPACOOF. The training staff will consist of steff of the model coupcra-
tivc, who will receive modest honoreriurs for their servicez. The Fund
will alsc pay the travel costs arnd hororariums of these instructers
while visiting other co-ops to provide follow-up technical assistance
on a scheduled basis. A preliminary estimate of achievement indicators
and budget for this component is giver below:

Description Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total
ACTIVITY INCICATORS
Model ce-ops (mini-feds) b 8 12 12
Total co-ops assisted 2c Lo €c €0
Total trainees: other co-ops Lo 80 120 120
Training workshops (days/yr) LE 96 144 288
Co-0op instructors ) 1€ 2L 2L
Instructor days/yr (20 each, 16¢ 32C 480 960
BUDGET

Education Fund Expenditures $16,LC0 $32,800 $50,800 $100,00C
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2, PROMOTING INTER-COOPERATIVE ECONOMIC SERVICES: A second $100,000
fund would be established under the Project to finance the research and
development costs of inter-cooperative economic services. Such services
might include jJoint procurement of supplies, marketing, storage, trans-
portation, and processing facilities. The Fund would bte utilized to fi-
pence the costs of feasibility and market studies, initial service pro-
motion, hiring locel consultents, and finencing specialized technical
training of co-op personnel. It is expected that eu:h model co-op or mini-
federatior would develop at least one Jjoint project for the provision of
economic services to its co-participant cooperatives. This would mear
that there would be slightly more than $8,000 in.research and development
financing from the Fund for each project. A preliminary estimate of
achievement indicators and budget for this sub-component is as followe:

Deseription Year 1 Year &  Yeer 3 Totel
ACTIVITY INDICATCRS

Model co-ops N 8 12 12
Joint projects developed L k4 L 12
BUDGET

R and D Fund Expenditures $33,000 $33,000 $34,000 $100,00C

I. Project Component: Institution-Building Elements ($2,00C,C00)

-

This fourth and final component of the Project would consist of
a cluster of activities which largely represent a continuation of the
Institutional Development agenda of the OL1 Loan. Hcwever, a number of
strategic additions have been included.

1. DECENTRALIZATION CF IPACOOP: As a service-prcviding agency, anc
particularly one which seeks to provide assistance on & priority basisc
to the rurel cooperative movement, it is of eritical impariance ine!
IFACUCE employees entrusted with providing services te loca'ed as cluscly
as possible to the co-ops they hope to assist. While location of field:
staff is important, it is equally necessary that there be continuity in
the technical assistance relationship--that is to say, that the same tech-
nicians work with the same co-ops for extended periods of time. Withcut
such continuity co-ops receive conflicting advice from different techni-
cians, while the technicians themselves feel less of a sense of responsi-
bility to the co-op and less eccounteble for the results of their recom-

mendations.

Under the Project IPACCOF will complete its present process of deccntralii-
zaticn of its technical staff. There will be four regional offices, ac
follows: (1) Western Zone (Bocas del Torc, Chiriquf), (2) Central Zone
(Veraguas, Coclé), (2) Southern or Azuero Peninsula Zone (Herrera, Lcs
Santos), and (4) Eastern Zone (Panamé, Darien, Colén, and San. Blés).

Fach zonal office will bave a director, an administrator of genersl
services, clerical staff, and from 8-10 technical staff including & lew-
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yer, 2-3 auditors, 2 accountants, 2 agronomists, 2 education specialists,
and an information specialist (for statistics, special studies, data-
collection in general). In other words, IPACOOP would not maintain a
pool of specialized techniciens at the centrel office level but would
give this personnel a permanent regional assignment. Whether the Eastemm
Zonal office will be maintained separate from IPACOOF central head-
quarters in Panama City remains to be decided. Basically, the idea of
the decentralization scheme ic to gei awey from the concept of "nationzl
technical specialists". The only naticnal-level staff of IPACOOP would
be the Director, Deputy Director, four divisional directors (Planning
and Evaluation, Audit, Promotion, and Adminisiration), arpropriate sup-
port staff, and four nationel supervisors (for suditors, accountants,
agroromists, and education specialists).

Of IPACOCP'a totel decentralized field staff--which is officially rec-
ponsitle for assisting scme 218 Fanamenian cooperstives et the preseni
time--special upnits of four stafi members esch will be organized to
work exclusively with those co-ops identified for highest priority
assistance. The activities of these units have been detailed previoucly
(see Section G).

IPACOOP will complete its decentralization with existing staff for the
most part. No loan-funded resources are allocated for salary support %o
decentralized staff. However, the Project would contribute loan-funded
financing for staff vehicles--8 per regional office end three for na-
ticnal supervisors.

2. EXTERNAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: In tris area some 48 man-mecnths
of external technical assistance by long- and short-term econsultants
are estimated. Of this amount, 2L men-months would be prcvided to COAGRO
and FEDPA aftiliates in the area of agricultural marketing via the ser-
vices of a resident adviscr. The short-term consultants vcould provide
continuing support in the areces of staf® treinirng, {nrr menagcrien’ record-
keeping, training and supervision of farmer-peretechnicians, and gencrol
Project support services. Tentatively, the external cornsultarnt inputs
might be programmed as follows:

Activity Year 1 Yeer 2 Year 23 Totel
SHORT-TERM CONSULTANTS (in man-montks)

Initial Froject design assistance 3 - 3

IPACOOP Staff Treining 2 2 2 3

Information Systems and Farm

Management g ? 2 6

Paratechnician Program A 2 €

General Project Support 1 b 1 3

LONG-TERM CONSULTANT (in man-months)}

Marketing advisor £ 12 6 2L
16 10 13 L8

BUDGET
Total expenditures for short- $112,000 $133,00¢ $91,000 $336,00C

and long-tern consultants
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3. AGRONOMIC TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE: This component would continue
to provide the services of agronomists to the rural cooperative move-
ment on a subsidized basis. However, this time their salaries would be
loan-funded and their contracts would terminate after three years of
service. Such a provision is necessary to emphesize that the primary
role of these agronomists is to teach their skills to others, par-
ticularly farmer-paratechniciens, sc that agronomic assistance does
not become a permanent subsidy. Of the 20 agronomists to be financed,
10 would be assigned to COAGRO, 6 to FEDPA, and 4 to IPACCOP for assign-
ment to the special assistance units of each of the four regional offi-
ces. (See Section VII-G-3, pages T2-3 for a description of the agrono-
rist's responsihilities).

The Project would also loan-fund the travel costs and honora-
rivms of up to 150 farmer-paratechnicians. These individuals would be
sejectcd from emong the farmer members of cooperatives receiving inten-
sive assistance from IPACOOF or those farmers routinely supervised by
agronomists assigned through COAGRO and FEDPA. For each of the 20 agrono-
rists mentioned above, he would have supervision responsibility for at
least 4 fermer-paratechnicians in the Project's first year, about 5
paratechnicians in the second year, and 7-8 paratechniciens in the third.
To be a paratechnician, the farmer must mect the following preraquisites:
(1) be 'a co-op member, (2) be & full-time farmer or rancher, (3) be recog-
nized as one of the better producers in the co-op, and (L) demonstrate
superior performance (as measured by farm records) in terms of yields
per hectare, net income per hectare,’net income per head of livestock.
The function of the farmer-paratechnicien would be to teach his/her
superior farming practices to other co-op members by (1) perticipation
in methods demonstrations organized by the co-op's agronomist, or (2)
providing periodic technical assistanée to other co-op férmers during
visits to their farms. Each farmer-paratechnician would be given an
honorarium of $50 per month to cover travel expenses and time devoted
to visiting other farmers. Each paratechnician would be assigned a cover-
age responsitility of up to 10 other farmers. The tertaiive achicvement
indicetors and budget fcr the agronomic component would te thne foullowing:

Activity Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Totel
Agronomists assigned to IPACOOP & 4 Tl I
Agronomists assigned to COAGRO 10 10 10 10
Agronomists assigned to FEDPA 6 6 6 €
Farmer-paratechnicians selected 75 100 150 150

BUDGET
Agronomists ($400/mo.x 14 mos) $112,000 $112,000 $112,000 $336,000

Paratechnicians ($600/year each) $45,000 $60,000 $90,000 $195,00C
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L. MANAGER AND ACCOUNTANT SUBSIDY PROGRAM: This activity has been
very ‘important.:for.many rural cooperatives and should be continued.
However, rather than provide the services of managers and accountants
on a declining subsidy basis ( as originally designed), the consultants
feel the most effective arrangement as vell as the easiest tn adminis-
ter is to provide managers ané accounts on an interest-free loar basit.
FEDFA already operates its managemeni subsidy program this way. The
cost of continuing this program, for 20 managers and accountants, is
estimated as follows:

Description Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Totel
Managers assigned 10 10 10 10
Accountants acsigned 1C 10 10 10
RUDGET

Salaries (‘$4CO/mo.x 1M mos/yr)
per menager or accountant $112,00C  $112,00C $112,000 $236,000

5. IN-SERVICE TRAINING OF TPACOCP FIELD STAFF: It was found during
the CUl Project evaluation, and confirmed by the recormendations whickh
emerged from the Volcan conference, that the present technical expertise
of many IPACOOP field staff is inadequate. To'up-grade field staft’ skills
it is proposed that each employee receive a minimum ¢£ 15 days of in-ser-
vice training per year, of vwhich 5 days would be clascroor activities.
The remaining 10  days of training per year would be spent in a rural co-
operative. Each host co-op would be asked to participete in the design of
its own applied training program for IPACOCP staff. The purpose of such
training would be to give the trainee exposure to (1) the mcst common
rroblems faced by the co-op, (2) routine management operations, (2) the
production environmert and constraints of member-farmers, etc. A train-
ing budget for 40 IPACOOF field staff personnel (roughly 10 per each of
the four regional officec) it proposed at a daily cost cf $20/dev.

Description Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Totedi
IPACOOP staf? treined Lo 40 Lo hc
Training deys/year 800 goc 800 2,k00
BUDGET

Training costs ($400/yr)  $1€,000 $16,000  $16,000 $48,000
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6. ADVANCED MANAGEMENT TRAINIKG: There currently exist a number
of highly qualified managers among the rural cooperntives of Panama,
most of them located in the "model" co-ops. Many of these individuals
are so knowledgeable they could teach management skills to their co~-
leagues in other cooperatives, and already they know much more thean
the average IPACOOP technicien assigned to teach management and
accounting skills. But these highly talented managers must also con-
tinue to grow professionally, and to do so they need accesS to adveanced
panagement training opportunities. At the same time, just to keep up
with these managers, IPACOOP staff must also acquire advanced manage-
ment skills. Finally, the managers assigned to cooperatives under the
subsidy program also need to routinely refresh their expertise with
new training.

tndur thic component an advanced menagement training fund would be
establisted Lo finance the participation of skilled menagers and IIA-
COOP staff in nationel and international-level training seminars.
Estirated participants end budget would be estimated as follows:

Activity Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 ~ Total
PARTICIPANTS
Model co-op personnel 8 16 2L 2k
Managers assigned under
subsidy program 10 10 10 10
IPACOOP Staff 18 18 _18 _1&
36 i 52 52

BUDGET
Expenditures ($600/year

per participant) $21,600 $26,L00 $21,200 $79,200

7. VEHICLE PLAN: In the 1ast enalysis, providing services to a
rurel cooperative mcvement con & centralized basis reguirec thet i<l
staif nave asdequate transportaticn to end from the sitec vhere their
services are needed. Experience in Panama and many other countries
demonstrates that it is not enough simply to make vehicles available
to dévelopment agencies end rinistries. When the assignment of velhicles
is to the institution, rather than to individuals, they tend to be mis-
treated because their occassional users do not feel responsibility fer

their condition and maintenence.

Under the proposed Project vehicles would be assigned to individual
members of IPACOOF staff. The recipient staf{ member would sign a con-
tract wherein he/she will essume responsibility for major maintenence
and repair of the vehicle, and efter 36 months of use the vehicle would
become the personal property of its user. Aside from financing the origi-
nal purchase price of field staff vehicles, the Project would financc
gasoline, oil, and minor meintenence up to a maximum of $1,50C per year.
The Project would glso finance one complete change of tires during the
three-year period covered by the personal assignment contract. The re-
cipient staff member would finence the insurance for the vehicle. A
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proposed total of 35 vehicles would be financed under the Project,

of which 32 would be assigned to IPACOOP's regional offices (8 vehicles
per office) and three vehicles for national-level supervisors. Small,
sgas-efficient models would be acquired. The initial purchase cost of
each vehicle is estimated at $10,000.

Description Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Totel

Vehicles purchased for: :
-Regional Offices 32 - - 32
-National Supervisors 3 3

BUDGET
-Initiel purchase of vehicles $360,000 - - $360,000
-Gacoline and mainor rairt. ¢rno,000 $52,500 $52,500 $1°T,S00

8. MISCELANEOUS ACTIVITIES: A smell contingency fund of $152,30C
is included in the Project budget. It would be used exclusively in sup-
port of the Institution-Building Component of the Froject.

J. Project logical Framework

The proposed Follow-On Cooperative Loan Project ic summarized
below in a single chart utilizirng the format of AID's logical Fremewcrk.

In concluding, it is to be emphasized that the foregoing project proposal
should be considered merely a first approximation of what a Follcw-On
Cooperative Loan Project might look like. A detailed project design effort
rerains to be undertaken. Such an effort must be conductrd with the com=
plete participation of Fanamenian cooperative institutions. If the present
proposal serves as a catalyst for discussion, criticism, and revision on
behalf of a more comprehensive project document it will have served its

puurpose.






ANKEX A.

ITINERARY AND ACTIVITIES OF THE CONSULTANTS
(ITINERARIO Y ACTIVIDADES DE LOS CONSULTORES)

PRIMERA ETAPA: ACTIVIDADES DE' AQUILES LANAO ‘FLOPZS

FEERERO
2/22 Viaje Lima-Panamf, Brenif 970
2/23 Reunién en USAID/Panama con Coordinador del Proyecto Okl
Reunifn en IPACOOP, ‘con Director y funcionsarios
2/24 USAID/Panama: revisidn de documentos
Reunién en IPACOOF, y revisién de documentos
Reunién en FEDPA, con Gerente General y funcionerios
2/25 USAID: Revisifn de documentos
Seleccibn de candidatos para realizar emcuesta a cooperativas
2/26 IFACOOP: seleccidn de cooperativas por visitar Yy itinerario
Reurién en BPA, con Gerente General ¥y funcionarios
2/27 Reunién en IPACOOF, entrevistas con funcionarios
Reunidn en COAGRO, con Gerente General y funcionerios
2/28 USAID: Revisién de documentos
MARZO
3/01 Revisifn de documentos en el alojemiento
3/02 USAID: Revisifén de documentos de COAGRO
3/03 Dia feriado en la Republica de Paname
Revisién de documentos en el alojamiento
3/0k Duelo lacionel
Revisién de documentos en el alojamiento
3/05 VieJe Panema-Chitré, Alas Chiricanas
Reunidrn, Oficine Regional IPACOOF de los Santos, con Jefe y
funcionarios

Rewnidn, Cooperetiva de Ahorro Y Credito Gladys B. de Ducasa,
R.L., Las Tablas
Reunidn, Cooperativa Agropecuaria Santefie, R.L., Las Tablas
Entrevista con Socio No.325, Avidel Saavedra
3/06 Rewnidn, Oficina Regional de FEDPA, las Tablas, con Coordina-
dor Agropecuario y funcionariocs
Reunifn en la Cooperative de Ahorro y Credito José del Carmen
Dominguez, R.L.
Entrevistas con Socio 495, Nilson Garcia; No.161, Victor Dfez;
y Fastor Garcfa, No.104.
Reunién, Cooperstiva Agrfcola E1 Frogreso R.L. de Agua Buena
Entrevista con Socio 39, Remiro Villarroel
VieJe Agua Buena-Chitré
3/07 Reunifn, Cooperativa de Consumo Azuero, R.L.
Reunibn, Oficina Regional de IPACOOP in Chitré con Jefe y
funcionarios
Reunidn, Cooperativa de Ahorro y Credito San Sebastien, R.L.
Oct
ViaJe Oc{i-Las Tablas



3/08

3/09

3/10

3/11

3/12

3/13

3/1k

3/15
3/16

3/17

3/18

3/19

3/2C

ii

Reunién, Cooperativa de Ahorro y Credito Miras del Progresc
Tonosiefio, ReL.s Tonosi

Visita a la Cooperative de AhOrro y Credito Sente Elena F...,
Los Asientos

Visita a la Cooperativa de Ahorro y Credito Puriefios Unidos,
R.L. , Purio

Viaje Les Tablas-Santiago
Rewnifn, Planta Central Ge IPACOOP, con Sub-Director ¥ funcionerios

Reunibn, Oficina Regional de Veraguas, con Jefe ¥ funcionarios
Reunién, Cooperativa de Servicios Multiples Juan III, R.L.

Reunién, Cooperativa de Ahorro y Credito El Educador Veraguense, R.L.
Reunifn, Planta Central je IPACOOP con funcionarios de Estadisti-

ca y Evaluacibn de Datos
Rewnién, Cooperative de Servicios Multiples El Despertar Campesino,

San José

Reunién,:ﬂooperativa de Servicios Multiples La Esperanza de los
Campesinos, R.L., Senta Fé

Viaje Santiago-David

Reunidn, Cooperativa de Consumo Marfa Auxiliadora, R.L.

Reunidn, Cooperativa de Froduccién y Mercadeo Avicola de Chiriqui

Reunidn, Oficina Regional de IPACOOP con Jefe ¥ funcionarios

Reunifn, Cooperativa Hortfcola de Mercadeo, R.L., Boquete

Entrevistas con Socio 181, Isaac Castillo, ¥ Socio 46, Wilfredo
Landao Rios

Reunién, Cooperativa Agricola e Industrial, R.L., Boquete

Viaje David-Puerto Armuelles

Rewnidn, Cooperativa de Ahorro y Credito San Antonio, R.L., Puerto
Armuelles

Reunion, Cooperativa Productores de Leche, R.L., David

Reunién en la Sucursal de COAGRO, David

Disefio de formularios para la encuesta a cooperatives

Viaje David-Santiago

Disefio de formularios para la encuesta

Viaje Santiago-Naté

Reunibn, Cooperativa de Servicios Multiples loa Productores, Naté

Reuniofi, Cooperativa de Ahorro y Credito Natariegos Unidos, Naté
Reunién, Cooperativa de Ahorro y Credito Erick del Valle, E.L.,

valle de Antén
Reunifn, Cooperativa de Produccién y Mercadeo la Constancie, R.L.,

Puerto Gago
Reunidn, Oficina Regional de IPACOOP en Penonomé-Coclé, con Jefe

Yy funcionarios

Reunién, Cooperativa de Produccién Rural Bejuco-Chemé-Sen Carlos,
R.L., San Carlos

Viaje Capira-Panamé

viaje Panami-Icacal-Panamé

Reunién, Cooperestiva Agro-Industrial CAICA, R.L.

USAID, calificacién de postulante para reelizer encuesta

Reunidn en COLAC-FECCLAC, con Gerente 7 funcionerics

USAID, disefo de formularios para le encursta
Feunidn en IPACOCP, cox funcionerios, para estatlecer futuras acti-

videdes



3/21
3/e2
3/23
3/2k

3/25
3/26

3/27
3/28
3/29
3/30-31

4/1
L/2

4/3

4/
L/5

iii

Reunifn en IPACOOP para evaluaciSr de viajes de reconocimientc,
y entrenamiento de dos candidatos pare realizar la encueste
Reunifn en APEDE con Grupos GTA y cendidatos para realizer en-
cuesta

IPACOOP, revisién de documentos

Reunifn con funcionerios de FEDPA

IPACOOP, reunién con Director y funcionarios para informar sobre
el viele de reconocimiento del 5-18 Marzo, sobre seleccidn de
encuestadores, y entrenamiento de 28 Marzo a 1 Atril en Santiagc
de Veraguas

USAID, reunifn con Coordinador del Proyecto 0Ll para intormar
sobre viaje de reconocimiento y formularios disefiaios

Viaje Panamé-Santiago

Visita a Escuela de Divise (Instituto Nacional de Agricultura)

IPACOOP, Planta Central, Santiago: Redisefio y prueba de formu-
larios de encuesta, reunidn con Jefe del Dept.Auditoria y reunidn
con Jefe del Dept. Planificacidn

Viaje Santiago-Aguadulce-Santiago: asistencia a Asamblea Anual

de COAGRO

Prueba de formularios de encuesta en la Cooperativa de Ahorro y

Credito El Porvenir de Guarumal, R.L., Son&
IPACOOP: preparacién de.documentos para el entrenamiento

Entrenamiento de tres encuestadores
Entrenamiento de encuestadores para entrevistas a productores

Entrenamiento sigue
Viaje Santiago-Panama
Reunién en Oficina Regionel IPACOOP en Penonomé, presentando &

un encuestador
IPACOOF/Panami: reunién con Director y funcionarios para presentar

informe verbal sobre primera etapa de la Evaluacifén
USAID: reunién con funcionarios, informe vertal sobre le Evaluacién

Preparacién del Informe de Progreso parz AID
Vieje Panamé-Lima, Braniff

SEGUNDA ETAFA :-ACTIVIDADES DE AQUILES LANAC FLORES Y JOHN K. EATCH

ABRIL

L /28
L/29

4/30

5/1-3

Viaje New York-Fanamf en Braniff 903 (John K. Hatch)
Viejé’Lima~Panaff (Aquiles Lanao Flores)

Rewnién con funcionarios de USAID

Reunifn con Director de IFACOOP y funcionarios
Pevisifn de documentos en el aloJjemiento

Viaje Pananmf-David, Aero Perla

Reunidn, IPACOOP/David
Visitas a cooperutivas Maria Auxiliadora, Avicola, Hortfcola de

Mercadeo, 7 Agricola e Industrial

Viaje a Volcén
Semindrio en Volc&n con encuestadores para conocer sus e€xpe

durante la encuesta y escuchar sus recomendacifnes sobre un segundc
proyecto de prestamo para cooperativas.

riencias



5/0k

5/05

5/06

5/07

5/08
5/09
5/10
5/11
5/12

5/13

5/14

5/15

5/16
5/17
5/18

5/1¢9
5/2C
5/21
5/22
5/23
5/2k
5/2%
5/2¢

iv

Visita a la Cooperativa de Produccién y Mercadeo Cerrorunta
Revisién de aatos de le encuesie

Vieje Volcén-David
Reunifn, Director de MIDA

Reunién con funcionarios de

IPACOOF/David

Visita a las cooperatives Productores de Leche (Devid) y San
Antonio (Puerto Armuelles)
Viaje David-Santiago

Reunién con funcionarios
Visita a las cooperativas

los Campesinos
Visita a las cooperativas El Forvenir de Guarumel y Sen Juan
de Dios (Consumo)
Visita a la Cooperativa Juan XTI
Revisién de datos de la encuesta

Visita a las cooperativa

Visita a le
Reunidn con
Revisifn de
Visita a la
Visita a la
Visita a la
Visita a la
Visita a la
Visita a la
Reunidn con
Reunibn’ con

Viaje los -Santos-Nat4
Visitas a las cooperat

Cooperativa

IPACOCP/Santiago
Despertar Campesino ¥ Esperanza de

s Consumo Veraguas Y Fl1 Educedor Veraguence

Upion de Agricultores Palpmefios

funcionarios de IFACOOF

datos de leo
Cooperativa
Coopereative
Cooperativa
Cooperative
Cooperetiva
Cooperativa
IPACOGP/Leos

encuesta

San Sebastian

Consuzo Azuero

El Progreso de Agua Buena
José del C. Dominguez
Gladys B. de Ducasa
Agr{cola Santefa

Santos, Jefe ¥ funcionarios

FEDPA/Oficine Regional Los Santos, con: Coordinador
Agropecuario y agrcnomos

jvas Erick del Valle, Los Froductores, La

Constancia, &nd Natariegos Unidos
Viaje Nata-El Valle
Revisifn de datos de la encuesta en el alojamiento”
Reunién con la Cooperativa Agricola Los Libertadores
Revisidén de datos de la encuesta en el alojamiento
Viaje El1 Valle-Panamé
Reunifén con IPACOOP/ Fanama
Entrevista con Rodrigo Spiegel
USAID: revisibn de datos de la encuesta
Reunifn con BDA, Jefe de Credito Asociativo ¥y f:mcionarios

USAID: computo de detos

Reunién con

COAGRO, comn

USAID: computo de datos

Reunifn con

FEDPA, Sub-

USAID: computo de detos

Reunién con funcionerios

de la encuesta
Gerente y funcionarios
de la encueste

Gerente y funcicnerios

de le encuesta
de USAID pera informe vertal sobre con-

eclusiones de la eveluacidn

Sigue el computo de d
Selida de John Hatckh,
Reunién con funcionsrio
Reunifnes de Dr.

etos
Panara-lew York, Braniff
s de FEDPA para sacar saldos de prestamos

Laneo con

de la encuests

suncionerios de FEDPA, EDA, y IPACOCP

para recolectar estedisticas faltantes ¥y saldos de prestamo
Salide de Lr. Lensc, Papari-Lima, Breniff 979


http:Palmef.os

ANEXO

B.

RURAL DEVZLOPMENT SERVICES

EVALUACION

I IH?RCTO-MIDA-AID-S25-T-Oil

PCRSONMS CONTRCTADAS

Tonde Chapren
Harlen Daic
Roterto Jordar.
rembs Ujarte
Robarto Hechtmaln
frank Miller
Aura Gthed

vilza Jaln

h.I .D.

cficina Rultisectorial'
oficina ce peserrollc AgrOgecuc:ic.
oficine ce Préstamot

Coordinador del P:oyocto-c41
de Planlficaci&n

ar Planificacién

hultiscc:orial

oficine
oficinc
oficina

Oficina ée Contrel

IFACDDP—O?IClRA?:ZﬁRhMA

guclices Tej33¢2
panaik Garsfe

Jcsé Del Co sutiérrez
manuel AllC

13aiides dc Quinzede

victor Carsesguilic

piractcr®

oflcina Planiflca:ién
Desarrvullc Coore:ativo*
Aduinint:aclén
Sec:eta:ia-Di:ectcr

superviser crédito r.groecussic

IFRCOOP-PLA%TA CENTRAL

centiagc de Veragust

Ciro da 1& viceorie
carles ofez

alicis Gordde

Juans Pinc
Lecdegaric Reyes
hiza de HiC

Joud sarfc nerrers
Avis ae pelgal
mercgarite Arrocne

Carmen Cecilie Tristén

sub-Director

romento Coorerative
Formento Coope:ativo
Coopera:ivc

de Planitlca:ién

Foaento
oficina

pstad{stice V¥
supezrvisor hg:o-Credicicio

pvaluacidn

Contedora- Fomento
ne:cado:ecnin

hdniniuttaC16n.

BEST AVAILABLE DOCUMENT



Elia ce conzélez
mivuel Sitonter

-yl

Auditccio
Asescr Legal®

FERSRACICH DE COOFERATEVAS CU RHOGNS Y CRENIY
FEDPM
sicén Pastor Gonzdle: Gerente
Ernesto Voughan Sub=Gerenta Técrnico
Blzs Rcdrfguez Jefe de)l Departamentc de Laucacicon

Esteban Sinesterrcsa
Huxberto Osoric
Luis Altonso Diac
Delores Zarzaville
Leonides Garcfc

Analista Pinancierc
Supervisor hgrénomcs =41
agrénomo =ud1

Tec. Rardrome=041

hsesor ~ Cocle.

EANCO DI DEMARROLLC AGRUPECURRI

B. s. ).

René Gonzélle:z

Geronte Genereal

sup-Uerente de Préctaur Azucielivos

Superviscr = Loe Saniv

trland:.. De Vicente
Pably Celve

rall valdivic
Eriziio Chec
Fermin “ozerd
Yaxdn
Jeixe

sances:
ADyeyyd

COCDURATIV.: GLALYS

Gerente Genaril
Supervisor Tecnicos ~AjIore
Asecsr

Gerente =2ona Centre!’
Gerente xocicnal Lavil.
hsistente Tec. ¢e Ventas=lavis
Azistente de Vontao,
aduiniscravor kegionel =-bavic.

. L om mgls
- wa s wdnsdlo g oo

canw

Gezentu..


http:Pr&ta:&.at
http:IRECUP.ML
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Victoriano Vergara socio K® S8¢
Libracio del Cermen Jaén Bozio N& 146

COOPERATIVA AGRUPECUARIZ SANTENA, R.L.

Esilic Verjare Garente
Iris de Urefin Secreteris Conzojo de Acministracién
Avidel Saavedre socio K& 323

COOPCRATIVA DI AB.Y CR. JOSE DEL C. DCMINGUEZ, R.L.

Laniel Pérez Cerente
Arzands Vergare Asistente del Gorente
Victor Uias Socio N8 1€1
Nileon Garc{sa socio N8 495
Pastor Garc{a Bocio N2 104

COOPERATIVA AGRICOL: LCL PROGRISZ, Fk.lL.

Herndn.. Cuerv;. Gerente
Julio R. Agurro Tec, Agrogecuario=04:
Jogé-Sigarrists Supervisor BeD.A.

ureste Solf:z Contador Particular

Liléa Nartfnez Secretaries Conseje de Ad=inistracién
ii Yy Secretaria Comite de Ecduc. COAGRO,
Raairo Villaroel Socio N# 33

COOPERATIVA CONSGUMC DE AZUBRO, R.L.

rarfa de Peralte Gerente
Concepcidn Vargas Presidente~Conscjo de Administraciédn
José hercaedes Moreno Contador ee la Cooperativ..

COOPERATIVA CE All, Y Clis EAN SLBASTIANL, R.L.

Leounardo kar{: Gerente
José DenSstenes Carrizo Precidente-Conscio de Adainistracion


http:Corin.jo
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COOPCRATIVA DE AN, ¥ CR. MIRMAS DLl PrL.UGT el

TONCSIZT L, Rele

rlfcnso Cedelio visquesz

sorice Durén

COOPERATIVA

pT AL. [ CR, SANTA ELEW

Cu

Fresidcnte=lonse

ok

Ju ée AZi.intezTis

2 I v
do @ Y oX ]

Leticia Pardo, FeLle

COOPERATIVA DC Ali.

Gerente

y Ck. PORIENOS UNICUS, Rele

L{lia Pérez

Gorente

COGFERATIVA LE s/M JUAR XXXI1, Kelo

porfirio Flores
santos Goneflez
Hodeato kcjlce
Encfio Trejos
piilbertd boncso
Hegibarto Delg2rid
Luis Dujano

lg2ac Atencic
Enar Urri.ola

santiago Barrios
Arturo Alvarado
pernacds Goazdle:

Juan De Dios Lujanc

gverente

Gerente-Compre de Productul
TesOLCrc

Sub=Gerente

Garente de Compras

Gerante de ConsuXo Y agricale
Gerente~-sucursales

Des-to. de sducaciér
Agministrador-supervisor seccidn
consumO.

Supermercaio Agrfcola
Desartazento de Contabilical
Técnico Ajrovecuario=v+1
Administracor Susurssl 21 andn
Relo

o)

EL LCUCADOZ VERALGUEES

pedro Pinzdn

narcel Guardle
kubén Alvaraav

Gerente

y Presidente de FECOPAX
Sub=-Gearente

Tecnico Ag:opecuario-Od%

.l
Sau



~1x-

COUPERATIVA CONSUNC DE VERAGUAS; Poele

frencisce he Torrez
Georsilio TreioC

Aristides Abredc

CCOPEPATIVA DE S/F LA

ESPERAKZA DE LO% CAMPEEINLS,

Ceronte
sup=-Gerente
Contador

Hose

porfirio Pineda

pozingo Urriocla
serviliano Aguilar
Alfredo Pérex
Marcel Gonzflez
pedro Caballerc
Jacinto Pefida
Leonel Rodrfiguez
Florentino brriclz

v
Ei

COOPERATIVA DE €/l

Gaerente.
y Vocsal del Consejo
gub=~Gerente

recnico Ag:opocuario -041
del Consejo de

de ACaSn=CCAGRC

vice-Presidente Adnéne

vocal-Consejo de Administraclén
Secrcta:&o-Consejo de acministsacion

Ex~Gerente

Contador
auxiliar de contabilidad.

Dﬂﬁ?ﬂﬁ?ﬂﬁ cuMpaSInG, Rels

paulino Concepcidn
rorés Rodrfgues
peringu Rearfguez Mendoza
silvestre concepcién

Ledn Pinto rodr {guez

COOPERATIVA DE CONSUMO KARIA AUXILIADORA, ReL.

1snasl RoZrigvez
penetrio Mirands
Ivan Conzéler
Osvaldo Andegrson
Gerardo Leive
Francisco Ortega

CONPZRATIVA D=

proODUCCICH ¥

lresldcnte-Concejo de pdministracidn
Gerente

Vice-?:esiuente—Consejo de AARON.
secretarioc del Consejo as vigilancia
vendedor.

Gerente General
Vice-Presidente-Conse)o Je AAEdn.

presidente-Congejo de Administracidn
presidente del Consejo de¢ vigilancla
Jafe de Contabilicad

vocel Consejo de vigilancia.

percatcd AVICOLA TE oHIRIOUD, Kol

coringo Torres

Gerente.



-

Miguel Angel De Gracis técnico Agropecuario=041
Rafael Aparicio presicente=Conteso oe Aesinizizacidn

COOPERRTIVA HORTICCLA TL MLRCADED, Kele

Manuel ¥irande Gerente

iarioc Serranc vécnico hgropecuario=041
Mariano Gonzllez Sub=Gerente

Isaac Cagtillc socio Ne 181

viiltredo Landaso gocio N8 4C€

Graciano Cruz presidente del Consgjo &e héciniztoacidn

COOPEFRATIVA AGRICCLA E INDUSTRIAL, B.l.

Evelio Gonzélez Gerente
Goazdlo Rojas presidente del Consejo ce hecintatracién

COOPZRATIVA DE AR, Y Ck. SAR ANTCHIC, Reloe

Apel Araid:z Gerente

Eduer Madrid Técnico Agropacuaric of 1z Couperative
Acleus Gouaz péenico Agropecuarioc por la Cooperativsa
Prancisco Rosat Técnico Agropecuario=041

COCPERATIVA DC PRODUCTORES DT L¥ClE, Hole.

Jogé Kiguel Rerndndez presidente dsl Consejo de AdmSn.
Carlog Castillo Gerente

CCOPLZRATIVA DL 5/!%. LCS PROCUCTURES , Relo

Santiege O08s¢3, Gerente=041

Rito Arrochia Precidente del Consejo ce rAcdn.
José Gorddn sresidente del Consejo de vicilancic
Carlos Meysaric vice-Presidente Consejo ce &z
Alejandro Chanis cecretaric c¢el Consejo de AGEOR «

CCOPLEATIVA DT Ak, Y CR, NATARIEGLCD TUIDOs, ile de

cebriel rarciegs Gerente
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Manuel Burgos presidente del Consejo ce Adnén

Rafael Pére:z presicente Gel Consejo de vigilancia,.

Sosé Vargas Vice-Presidente del Consejo ae Vizileact
COCPERATIVA DT AE., ¥ CR. ERICK DEL VALLE, Rels

Igilic Ostec?d Gerente

Claudic Riete Presicente del Consejo de ACRON

Tosfs Dozinguer precidente del Consejo de¢ vigilancia

Damays Diaz secretaria Consejo de Administracién

Luig Narvas Vice-Presidente del Consejo do h2mdn.

1éinec Donoso conité de Préstamc

pfraln de Gracia Comité de Préstarce

Tonds Nieto Comité de Préstaos

Reynaldo Ledesxe Presidente del cozité de Crécitc.

COOFERATIVA BE PRCDUCCION‘T-MBRCADEO Lb CONSTANCIA, Rele

pedro Rufz Drago ‘presidente del Consejo ce Adadn

victor Ortege Geresnte.

COOPERATIVA DE PRCDUCCION RUPAL, BEJUCO, CHAME, SAN CARLOS, R.L.

vicente Riega Gerente

Presidente del Consejc de vigil .CUAGEY
pemifn ¥ontenegro presidente dal Consejo de AczOn.
Manuel Cedef presidente del Conselo de Vigi{lancisz
Ceferino Antunes Tegoreso.

COCOPERATIVA AGRO=-INDUSTRIAL CAICR, R.L.

Fecrc Bolanod Gerente General Y
Tesorerc de COAGRC.,
Faustino Eernlndez Vice—Presidente Consejo de AdisOn.

Sotero Norenc PresiGente del Congejc de Vigilencia.

COOPZRATIVA DE AH. Y CR. EL PORVENIR, Rele

liarcos Aurclic CezllaFr presidente del Consejo ce Rrardn.



exii-

rrancisco Moreno Presidente del Consejo dc vigilancia

Paulo Adrego . Gerante
Pastor Arorets Asiztente Gerenclal,



~xii-

INSTITUTO PAKAMERIO AUTONCHMO COOPEPATIVC

OPICINA REGIONAL CE LOS SANTOS

Felipe Frontenegro Jefs del Dopn:tamonto'
Eliglc Poveds eécnico Agropecuario -081
Lois C. Jiménez Contador

Dalvis B. de Leiva Contador

Maximino Vergare Téc,. Agxopecuaxio—041'

OFPICINA REGIONAL “DE HERRER}

Toxfs Eiguecas Jefe Regional®
Alcibiades Quintero© Depto. £ducacidn =041
Rubielka Barragén Contador =041

Rubén Castillero gducacidn=-041
agulilina Qe Centella secreterie-041
Alfredo Coacha Adzinistrador®

OFICINA REGIONAL DL VERAGUAS

xacrcelino Atqncio Jefe Regional®*

OFICIN& RCGIONAL DE CHIRIQUI

Laura Chia de Kordock Jefe Regional?
Alejandro saldatis Contddor

Rosibel gsantacarfs récnico Aqropucuario-O‘\
Carien de Requent Econonista®

OFICINA KEGIONAL pE COCLE

pedro Bodriyue: Jefe Reglional?
Carles Julio Berncl Contador?*

OFICI¥A REGIORAL DL CAPIRA

guintf{n Sanjur Jefe Regional
Aguilino Quintero contador=Cd1l.




-xiv-

CFICINA REGICEAL DE BUE!L: VISTA=COLOM

Jefe Penional

Contadcr
Trabajalora sSocialt

Rafeel Reynose
Nicolas Visquez
Xlsa Raros

* Puncionarios con quien se viajé,
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RURAL DEVELOPMENT

'SERVICES

K FEDERACTON — TECHA
| -UBICACION: REGION PROVINCIA DISTRITO
_SOCI0S 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
INSCRIT. | ACT. INSCRIT. | Act. '] Inscmiv. | AcT, | INSCRIT, | ACT. | INSCRIV. ACT.

- -FRECUENCIA Y PARTICIPANTES EN REUNION&S:

4.1.-Asemblea General
4.2.-Consejo de Admdéd
4.3.-Conse jo de Vig.

A.d.—Comlté de Ct.d.. .

6.5.—C0l1t‘ “ Emco

a.6.‘----oooocoo.¢oo
4.7o‘.~-¢-.oo¢.vooo-o'

Q.B.-...............

5, -ASIGNACION DE PERSONAL TECNICO:

5.1.-DINACOOP:
'511.1.Contadore-
5.1.2.Cecentes
5.1.3.Agrope.

5.2.-B.D.l.
5.2.7.Contadores
5.2.2.Gerentse
5.2.3.Agrops.

5,3 .-FEDERACIONES

5.3.2.Garentes
5.3.3.Agrope.

res




-POR DINACOOP:

rTRENAHIENTD Y CAPACITACION
1.

f;z.

6.1.1.-Cureae
6. .20‘&"1".

1

1
.1.3.-Cursos.

1

s

6.1.46.-Semin.
6.1.5.-Cursos
6.1.6.-Semin.

-POR B.D,A.
6.5-1.-53:003
6.2.2.~-Ssmin.
6.2.3.-Cursoce
6.2.4.-Semin.
6.2.9.-Cursos

6.2.6.‘&"‘1“.

Empleados
Empleados
Dirigentes
Dirigentes
Socios
Socios

Empleedos
Empleadon
Dirigentes
-Dirigentes
Sacine
Saocios

6.3.-POR FEDERACIONES:

reos
6.3.2.-Semin.
6.3.3.-Cursos
6.3.4.-Semin.
6.3.5.-Curscs
6.3.6.-5emin.

leades
Empleados
Dirigentes
Dirigentes
Socios
Socios

6.4.-POR LA COOPERATIVA

~4.1.~Luresoe
6.4.2.-Semin,
6.4.3.-Cureoa
6.6.46.-Semin.
6.4.9.-Cureos
6.“ 060-&“’1“.

eados
Empleados
Dirigentes
Dirigentes
Sociog
Socios

EVALUACION'DE'IMPACTO'MIDA-AID&SZS-T-0&1

— 976

—1977

— 3978

1979

1980

NO

Di{as/Hom.

Ne

Dfes/Hom.

Dfas/Hom.

Dfas/Hom.

" N2 | Dfas/Hom.




EVALUACION DE IMPACTO MIDA-AID-525-T-041 PAG...J3

g “ASISTENCIA AGIOPECUARIA Y
EMPRESARIAL.

1976 1977 1978 1979 1980

7.1.-POR DINACOOP Ne Dias/Hom.] Ne Dias/Ham. Ne Dias/Hom. | N® | Dfas/Hom. N2 | Dias/Hom.

7.1.1.-Agist. Agrop.

7.1.2.-Asigt. Cont.

1.3.-Asist. Administ,

-4.~-Diagndst. Brpres.

7.
7.1
7.1.8.-Evaluacién
7.1.6.-Auditoria

7.1.7.-Otros

(Especifique)

7.2.-m BaD-Ao :

7.2.7.-Rsist. Agrop.

7.2.2.-Asigt. Contable

. 2.3-‘ABj.Sto mninlﬂt.‘;-

7
7.2.4.-Diagndst. Enpres.
7

.2.5.~Evaluacién

7.2.6.-Auditoria

7.2.7.ﬁt°8

(Especifique)

7.3.~POR FEDERACIONES ¢

7.3.T.&sist. Agrop.

7 .3.2.-Mist . C(Tlta.’)lﬁ

7.3.3.-Asist. Administ.

7.3.4.-Diagnést. BEnpres.

7.3.5.-Evalyacién

7.3.6.~Aauditor{a

7.3.7.-Otros

(Especifique)

7.4.-ASISTENCIA EXTERMA

7.4.1.-Asist. Agrco,

7.4.2.-Asigt. Contable

7.4.3.-Evaluacién

7.4.4.~Otrog

{Eaperifique -




|.n£VALUACION DE LOS TECNICOS
EN EL AREA DE PRODUCCION
AGRICOLA.

(Tec. Asignado a la Coop.)

8.1.-AGRICULTORES ASISTIDOS
. INDIVIDUALMENTE
8.2.-FRECUENCIA DE ASIST.
8.3.-REUNIONES EN GRUPO
8.4.-FRECUENCIA DE REUNIONES
8.5.-DEMOSTRACION DE METODOS
8.6.-FRECUENCIA DE DEMOSTRAC.
8.7.-N2 DE HAS. ASISTIDAS
8.8.-N2 DE HAS. SUPERVISADAS
6.9.-RUBROS:

809.1 -

8.9.2.~

8.9.3.-

809'40-
8.10.-FRECUENT. VISIY, AL CAMP.
8.11.-N2 DE RRESTAMOS
8.12.-VALOR TOTAL DEL PREST.
8.13.~PRACTICAS PROBADAS COMO

PROVECHOSAS.

8.13.1.-

8-13020-

8.13.3,.~

8.‘30“0"

8.14.-UTILIDAD FOR HECTAREA
( RUBROS)
8.14.1.-
8.14.2.-
8-1".}--
8.14.4.~

EVALUACION DE IMPACTO MIDA-AID-525-1-041 PAG. . .4
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
N2 Dias/Hom. N@ Dfgs/Hom. | N pfas/Hon. | Ne | Dfas/Hom. 1 Ne Dfas/Hom.




EVALUACION DE IMPACTO MIDA-AID-525-T-041 PAG...5

.-EVALUACION Dcosgs tccuxcosAgn
EL AREA DE PRODUCCION PECUARIA
(Técnico Asignado @ la Coop.) 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
9.1.-GANADEROS ASISTIDOS NQ Dfas/Hom.| N@ Dfas/Hom. | N2 —onsvom ] Ne| Dfes/tiom.| N9 | Dias/Hon <
INDIVIDUALMENTE. =
5.2.-FRECUENCIA DE ASISTENCIA
9.3.-REUNIONES EN GRUPO
~ 9-4.-FRECUENCIA DE REUNIONES
9. 5.-DEMOSTRACION DE METODOS
9.6.-FRECUENCIA DE DEMOSTRAC.
9.7.-N@ DE CABEZAS DE GANADD
ASISTIDO

9.7 .1 ™
9.7.2.-
9.7.3."
9.8.4.-

9.8.-FRECUENCIA DE VISITAS
AL CAMPO.
9.9.-N2 DE PRESTAMOS
9.10.-VALOR TOTAL DEL PREST.
9.11.-PRACTICAS PROBADAS
COMO PROVECHOSAS.
9.11 01 [ A
9.11 020-
9-11 -3.-
9.11 oao"
9.115.--

9.12.-UTILIDAD EN ACTIVIDAD
PECUARIA
9.12.1.~
9.12.2.-
9012.3--
9.12.4.-

|

\

\

|

\

\
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EVALUACION [OE IMPACTO MIDA-AID-525-T-041

ASPECTO BOONCMIQOD .
TTUACION FINANCIERA: ~ 1976 . 1977 1978 - 1979 1980

ACTIVO B/. B/. B/. : B/, B/.
10.1.~ Activo Corriente

10.2.- Activo Fijo
10.4.- Activo Diferido

PASIVO:

10.6.- Pagivo Corriente . ‘ -
10.7.~ Pasivo Largo Plazo

CAPITAL Y RESERVAS

Aportacién
10.9.~- Ahorros

10.10.- Cuotas de Inscripcién

10.11.~ Donaciones

10.12.- Excedentaes For Dias-
tribuir afive anter.

10.13.- Reserva Legal

10.14.~ Reserva de Bducacifn

10.15.~ Reserva de Previsién
Social.

10.16.- Ocras Reservas

10.17.~ Excedenta por distri-
buir actual Ejercicio

10.18.- TOTAL PASIVO Y CAPITAL I



EVALUACION DE IMPACTO-MIDA-AID<525-7-0461 PAG...7

11.-ESTADOS DE EXCEDENTES Y

'(’Ezg;‘.’:zi“ e Ageicoles 1976 ’ 1977 | 1978 1979 1980
y de Consumo.) 8/. u/. 8/. B/. B/.
11.1.-VENTAS .

13.2.-INVENTARIO INIGIAL
> 11.3.-COMPRAS EN EL ARO

11.4.-MERCADERIA DISPONIBLE
PARA LA VENTA

11.5.-INVENTARIO AL CIERRE
DEL EXRCICIO

11.6.-COSTO DE LA MERCADERIA
VENDIDA

11.7.-GANANCIA BRUTA EN VENI.-
11.8.-GASTOS DE OPERACION

11.9.-EXCEDENTES NETDS EN
VENTAS

11.10.-0TR0S INGRESOS M
11.11.-MENOS RESERVAS:

11.11.1.~Rossrva Logal

11.11.2.~Resspva Provg_
elén Social

11.11.3.~Reserva Educ.

11.11.4.-0tras Reserves

11.12.-EXCEDENTES POR DISTRI-
BUIR




12.-ESTADO DE EXCEDENTES Y
PERDIDAS.
(Cooperativa de Ahorro
y Crédito.)

INGRESOS

12.1.-INTERESES SOBRE PRESTA
MOS.
12-2.-

EVALUACION DE IMPACTO-MIDA-AID- 525-T-041

PAG‘ L] .6

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

B/.

B/.

B/.

B/. .

/.

12.30"

12.“.' ’

12.5.-

12-60-

12.7.-01R0OS INGRESOS
12.8.-TOTAL DE INGRESOS
12.9.-GASTOS DE OPERACION
12.10.-EXCEDENTES EN EL
€EJERCICIO
12.11.-MENOS RESERVAS
12.11.1.~ Renerva Legsl

12.11.2.- Reserva Previ
sién Social

12.11.3.~ Reserve tduc.
12.11.4.- Otras Reserv.
12.12.-EXCEDENIES POR DISTRIB.

|

|
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13.-ANALISIS FINANCIEROS

1976

1977

T

1978

1979

1960

8/.

B/.

B/.

B/.

B/.

13.1.-INDICE DE SOLVENCIA

Activo Corriente
asivo Lorriente

Reeultedos .

13.2.-PRUEBA DE RAPIDA
LIQUIDEZ

Activo Corriente-Invent .
aslvo Lorriente

Resultado

13.3.-CAPACIDAD DE ENDEU-

DAMIENTO
Deuda Total (P.C.sP.L.P)

[+] vos
Resultado

13.4.~AUTONOMIA FINANCIERA

Cap. rt. por Afil,
ota vos

Resultedo




14 .-PRESTAMOS RECIBIDOS 041

14.1.~PRESTAMOS SOLICITADOS
14.1.1.-Cep.ds Trab.
14.1,2.-Equip. e In-
fraestructutre
14.1.3.-Prést. Produc:
-.-Agricolas
-,=0anaderos
14.1.4.-LInea de Cred.
14.2.-PRESTAMOS APROBADOS
14,2.1.-Cep. de Trab.
14.2,2.-Equip. ® In-
frasstructura
14.2.3.~Prést,. Producs
-.-Agricolae
-.~Ganaderos
14.2.4.-LInea de Cred.
14.3 . -DESEMBOLSOS
14.3.1.~Cap. de Trab.
14.3.2.-Equip. e In---
freestructura
14.3.3.-Prést. Produc
=.~Agricolaes
-.=-Ganaderos
14.3.4.-LInea ds Cred.
14.4.-SALD0S DE PRESTAMOS
14.4.1.~Cap, de Trab.
14.4.2.-Equip. e In-
frasatructura
14.4.3,-Préet. Produc:
~+.=Agricoles
-.-Ganaderos.
1%.4.4.-Linea de Cred.
14.5.-INTERESES PAGADOS BDA.
14 .A,-INTERESES PAGADDS A
FEDERACIONES.
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J.-SUB-PRESTAMOS OTCRGADOS POR

LA COOPERATIVA-041 1978 ~ 977 — 1978 079 980

— N§ B/~ NE B7. NG B/, e 6/. W | 8/,

15.1.~-PRESTAMO SOLICITADO

RUBROS AGRICOLAS
15.1.1.

15.1.2.

15.1.3.

15.108. ) t

15.2.-PRESTAMOS APRUBADOS

RuBP5 AGRICOLAS

[ ] e ¥o

15.2.2.

15.2.3.

15.2.4

RUBROS PECUARIDS

1_5.2.5.

15.2.6.

15.2.7.

15.2.8.

15.3.-SALDO DE PREGTAMIS
RUBROS AGRICOLAS
15.3.7.

15'3—2-\

A ————

15.3.3.

15.3.4.

RUBROS

15.3.5. T

15.’.6,

15.3.7.

15.3.8"

15.4.-MOROSIDAD

15.4.1.Agricole

——

15.4.2.Pecuaria




(Interessse Ganados)
16.1.-RUBRO AGRICOLA:
16.1 .1 Pl
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1975 Yo77 1978 879 Y980
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16.1 020-

16.1 .3.-

16.1.4.-0tro3

16.2.~RUBRD PECUARIO:
16.2.1 .-

16.2.2.-

16.2.3.—

16.2.4.-0Croe

16.3.~OTROS INGRESOG @
16.3.1.—

16.3.2.~

16.3.3.—

16.3.4.-0Otros

TOTAL INGRESOS

GASTOS

16.4 .-RUBRO AGRICQLA:
16.‘.1 S

16.4.20-

16.4 .3.-

16.4.4.-0tros

16.5.-FBRO PRCUARIO:
16-5.1 Pl

16.5.2.-

16'5.3.-

16.5.4.-0tros

16.6.~0TROS GASTOS

'IUYNJGAS’IW"[ELPKI?RAW\

QAL EXCEDENTES

ad v s o emasnsats o -




FOLLOW-ON RURAL

LOGICAL

COOPERATIVE

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

FRAMEWORK

PROJECT ELEMENTS

OBJECTIVELY VERIFIABLE INDICATORS OF ACHIEVEMENT

. PURPOSE

To increase the net income of small- and medium-sized
farmers and ranchers who are members of rural coopera-
tives.

Definitions

A "small" farmer is a rural producer with title, rental,
or usufruct to less than 5 hectares of land; a "medium"
farmer: 5-19 hectares.

A "small" rancher operates a herd size of 10 animals or
less; a "medium" rancher 11-20 animals. Definition ap-
plicable to beef and dairy cattle only.

A.1l

A.2

A.3

An average annual increase of 2C percent in the net income
of rural families receiving production credit under the
Project, measured by:
-Net income per balboa of expenditure (1980 baseline =
$0.67, average of 8 crops, $1.65 livrstock average);
-Net income per hectare of crop enterprise financed
(1980 baseline = $928/hectare average for 8 crops);
-Net income per head of livestock enterprise financed
(1980 baseline = $68/head average for beef and dairy).

An average annual increase of 10 percent in the membership
of rural cooperatives participating in the Project (1980
baseline = COAGRO: 8,000; FEDPA: 16,000).

A 25 percent total increase in the percentage of small-
farmer members and users of production credit (1980 base-

line: -43% of total ‘membership).

B. OBJECTIVES

1. To provide sufficient credit to rural cooperatives
and sub-borrowers, on a timely basis, for production
credit, operating capital, and infrastructure/equip-
ment investment.

To strengthen cooperative organizations that show de-
Tficient social and economic performance

3. To promote cooperative integration, by type and by
region, based on the sharing-of economic and social

B.1

B.2

B-3

Each year at least 80 percent. of co-op member demand for -
credit (total value of approved loans) is satisfied.

Approval of requested loans by co-ops to fiduciary agent
(BDA) do not exceed average delay of L5 days.

For all assisted cooperatives, by the end of the Project
a minimm of 25 percent financial autonomy (membership
equity as a percentuage of total assets), monthly meetings
by co-op committees, and an active membership education
program.
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To provide sufficient credit to rural cooperatives
and sub-borrowers, on a timely bascis, for production
credit, operating capital, and infrastructure/equip-
ment investment.

To strengthen cooperative organizations that show de-
ficient social and economic performance

B.2 Approval of requested loans by co-ops to fiduciary agent
(BDA) do not exceed average delay of 45 days.

B.3 For all assisted cooperatives, by the end of the Project
a minimm of 25 percent financial autonomy (membership
equity as a percentage of total aasets), monthly meetings
by co-op committees, and an active membership education

3. To promote cooperative integration, by type end by program.
region, based on the sharing«of economic and social
services. Econcmic services include joint buying, B.4 Existence of &t least six "mini-fcderationis! built around

selling, processing, transporting, etc. Social ser-
vices include education, training, technical assist-
ance between co-~ops.

To strengthen the recruitment, training, and mobiliza-

tion of IPACOOP field staff to provide more effective
services to co-ops on a decentralized basis.

"model" co-ops which offer smaller and weaker cooperatives

of the same type or region a variety of support services.
B.5 By the end of the Project, the existence of four regional
IPACOOP offices. Of the staff of each office, & unit of
four professionals will work exclusively with co-ops di-
rectly assisted by the Project.

C. OUTPUTS (ACTIVITIES AND SERVICES) Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Total
1. Revolving Credit Fund
-COAGRO affiliates receiving loans 25 27 30 30
~-FEDPA affiliates receiving loans 20 22 25 25
~Consumer cooperatives receiving loans 12 13 15 15
2. Special Assistance to Co-ops with Deficient Performance Indicators
~Cooperatives assisted intensively 12 16 20 20
-Per Cooperative Assisted: In Year
Membership education activities organized - T2 96 110 278
Co-op level accounting courses organized 2 24 32 4o 96
Co-op level workshops-on credit project-.design,
management, and evaluation 3 36 L8 60 14y
Completed audit, findings discussed with co-op 1 12 16 20 48
Follov~upivisits by auditors per year 2 24 32 ko 96
3. Cooperative Integration
-No. of "model" cooperatives assisting weaker co-ops h 8 12 12
~No. of weaker co-ops assisted 20 4o 60 60
L, Institution-Building Components
-Man-months of external technical assistance to COAGRO, FEDPA, IPACOOP 2L 18 6 48
-Agronomists assigned to cooperatives on a subsidized basis 20 20 20 20
-Farmer-paratechnicians assisting with technical supervision T5 100 150 . 150
» =Managers and accountants assigned to co-ops on .an interest-free loan basis 20 20 20 20
—In-service training of IPACOOP field staff (av.20 days per year): persons 40 1) ko 4o
RAe t a3 itk dnfaleme mavane Frend A ! 24 Lh 52 52

—



Co-op level workshopg-on credit project-.design,

management, and evaluation 3 36 48 60 1hd
Conpleted audit, findings discussed with co-op 1 12 16 20 48
Follow+~upivisits by auditors per year 2 24 32 4o 96
3. Cooperative Integration
-No. of "model" cooperatives assisting weaker co-ops l 8 12 12
-No. of weeker co-ops assisted 20 4o 60 60
4, Institution-Building Components
-Man-months of external technical assistance to COAGRO, FEDPA, IPACOOP 2L 18 6 48
-Agronomists assigned to cooperatives on a subsidized basis 20 20 20 20
-Farmer-paratechnicians assisting with technical supervision 15 100 150 150
~Managers and accountants assigned to co-ops on.an interest-free loan basis 20 20 20 20
-ln-service training of IPACOOP field staff (av.20 days per year): persons 40 4o 40 40
—Advanced management training: persons trained 36 Ly 52 52
~Vehicles individually assigned to IPACOOQP field staff and nat.supervisors 35 35 35 35
/
D. \INPUTS (BUDGET)
1. Revolving Credit Fund ($9,000,000 increment)
-Refinancing of COAGRO's commercial debt $3,000,000 - - 3,000,000
~Resources to be lent to COAGRO affiliates 2,500,000 - - 2,500,000
-Resources to be lent to FEDPA atfiliates 2,500,000 - - 2,500,000
-Resources to be lent to consumer cooperatives 1,000,000 - - 1,000,000
2. Special Assistance to Co-ops with Deficient Performance Indicators
~Fund to support co-op level education activities 50,000 25,000 25,000 100,000
3. Cooperative Integration($200 ,G00)
-Fund to support inter-cooperative education programs and tech.assisteance 16,400 32,800 50,800 100,000
-Fund to-finance research and development of Joint economic activities 20,000 40,000 40,000 100,000
k. Institution-Building Components ($2,000,000)
-External Technical Assistance ($7,000/month) 168,000 126,000 42,000 336,000
-Agronomists ($400/month x 1k months/yr x 20) 112,000 113,000 112,000 336,000
-Trangportation/honorariums for farmer-paratechnicians($600/yr per PT) 45,000 60,000 90,000 195,000
~Managers and Accountants (20 x $400/mo.x 14 months) 112,000 112,000 112,000 336,000
~-In-service training of IPACOOP Field staff ($L400/yr x L40) 16,000 16,000 16,000 48,000
-Advanced management training ($600/yr per person) 21,600 €6,400 31,200 79,200
-Vehicles: initial purchase cost ($10,000 each) 360,000 - - 360,000
-Vehicles: gasoline and minor maintenence ($1,500/yr. each) 52,500 52,500 52,500 157,500
-Miscelaneous ~0,000 50,000 52,300 152,300
10,023,500 652,700 623,800 11,300,000




