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13. Summary - Project 931-1134, "Small Farmer Credit: Profitability 
and Repayment", oflcially terminated September 30, 1981. Due to a 
slight delay in Colorado State University completing their final reports, 
the final evaluation was postponed until December 1981. The purpose of 
this final evaluation Was to assess the quality of the project's outputs, 
to analyze the lessons learned, and to make recommendations of how this 
information and experience may be useful now and In the future. The 
Final Evatuation-Roort (Apoendix,A)_J4 tlie bastc-evaluandocument..~ 
Since the Final Evaluation Report was written by an outside consultant 
and an A.I.D. person not related to the project, t r-e are some points 
which the project manager finds dispute with. My r!ijor points of dis
agreement will be discussed under Number 23, Special Comments or Remarks. 
At this point in time all project outputs have been cbmpleted. The only 
major administrative problem encountered with this project was the 
difficulty in locating a second host country to work in. Since this has 
been thoroughly discussed in the previous two evaluations (PES 2, 9/79 
and PES 3, 9/80) it will not be repeated here. The remaining sections of 
the PES are to be read in conjunction with the Final Evaluation Report 
(Appendix A). 

14. Evaluation Methodology - The final evaluation was held in
 
Ft. Collins, Colorado (December 8 - 10, 1981). The evaluation team
 
consisted of Roberto Castro, an agricultural economist; from AID/LAC/DR/RD
 
and Percy Avram, an outside consultant specializing iW agricultural
 
credit analysis. Ralph lanson, AID's project manager, and Richard Suttor,
 
S&T/AGR/EPP's division chief, both participated in the evaluation but
 
were not members of the evaluation team. Other participants included:
 
Ron Tinnermeler, professor of economics at Colorado State University and
 
overall project coordinator; Tom Dickey, the principal investigator in
 
the Dominican Republic; Loren Parks, the principal investigator in
 
Honduras; and J. D. Longwell, a research assistant for C.S.U. during
 
their work in the Dominican Republic. Oklahoma State University was
 
Informed of the evaluation and invited to attend but declined.
 

The purpose of the evaluation was to assets the project's
 
accomplishments, to determine the lessons learned, which could be
 
appropriate for the design and development of new projects, and to make
 
recommendatIons about these findings. The evaluation was carried out by
 
reviewing all project documentation and discussing project details with
 
the project participants at the evaluation workshop held in Fort Collins.
 

Also see eqction C, page seven of the Final Evaluation Report
 
(Appendix A).
 

15. External Factors See Section 0, page twenty, of the Final
 
Evaluation Report (Appendix A).
 

16. ut See Section D, page nine, of the Final Evaluation Report
 

(Appendix A).
 

170 Output a'- Sa Section E, page twelve, of the Final Evaluation Report

(Appendi T).
 



1. Pur-o.o - The purpose of the project as stated in the logical frame
work is "T develop methodologies which credit institutions in LDCs can 
use to carry out budget analysis. To improve credit poli-y, program, and 
repayment." See Section B, page six, of the Final Evaluation Report 
(Appendix A) for a discussion of the purpose. 

[9. Coal/Suboal' - The Program or Sector Coal as statel in the logical
 
fr-ivewnrl ii "Tn increase small farmers incomes thouqh more efficient and
 
0-7foc':e of farm credit," this1agoal which in reality
ti,t!uiaion 
is unattainablo in a two year period of in-country wor1k. Obviously there 
Is no measurable data availa e at this time to demonstrate inceases in 
the farmer's incomes which c , be directly attributed to this project. 
However, the data collection methodologies ha'ne been tested in both 
countries and there is evidence that the credit application and 
dispersement system has been streamlined in both Honduras and the 
Dominican Republic. 

20. Beneficiaries - See Section H, page 22, of Appendix A. 

21. Unplanned Effects - This project did not result in any unplanned 
impacts on the countries' social, structure, environment, health, 
technical or economic situations. Therf: were several unplanned outpots 
ii de.cribed in Section E, number four, page seventeen of the Final 
Fvaluation Report (Appendix A). 

22. Lesions Learned - See Section 1, page 23, of the Final Evaluation 
Report (Appendix A). 

23. Special Comments or Remarks - There are a few special comments the 
project manager would like to make concerning the evaluation by Avram 
and Castro. In general, I feel the evaluation gives an accurate 
assessment of this project and I find myself in agreement with most of 
their points. I would like to emphasie my agreement with point two made 
under Lessons Learned on page 24. The arrangement of tvo separate 
cooperative agreements with two universities on the same project resulted 
in more costs than benefits, 

One area which I disagree with the evaluator's assessment is alluded to
 
on pages six and seven. The documents on which the universities should
 
be evaluated are the cooperative agreements not the project paper. This
 
isoue was discussed at the evaluation workshop but there is still some
 
confusion as is evidenced by the discussion of the outputs. The throe
 
outputs in the cooperative agreements are the outputs which the
 
universities should have been evaluated on.
 

Another area of dispute worth mentioning is the discussion of the
 
personnel time-usage on pages ton and eleven. The project manager
 
does not feel this issue was significant enough to merit discussion.
 
The purpose of this evaluation was not to conduct an audit but instead
 

to assess the technical quality of the project. Therefore in the
 
"roject man4ger's opinion this was an inappropriate discussion for
 
this evaluation. 



Executive Summary
 

This executive summary will briefly summarize the major outputs and
 
conclusions resulting from this project. This document is not intended
 
to summarize the evaluation itself. That information is covered in the
 
first section of the PES.
 

The "Small. Farmer Credit- Prof itabili.tyvand Repaymen "projec .was an. 
applied research project which developed and tested data collection and 
analys 4 methodologies for credit institutions in two LDCs. The outputs 
can be viewed as consisting of four major components: 

(1) enterprise budgets;
 
(2) farm record keeping;
 
(3) training; and
 
(4) documentation and distribution.
 

1. Enterprise Budgets - 163 crop budgets were developed in Honduras as 
part of this project. These budgets were officially approved by the 
Board of Directors of the Agricultural Development Bank in Honduras 
(BANADESA) and were published by the Bank in 1980. A few livestock 
budgets were also developed in Honduras which were a completely new 
concept for the Bank employees, In the Dominican Republic a total of 
101 crop enterprise budgets were prepared. In the Dominican Republic 
variable costs were calculated whereas in the Honduran experience both
 
variable and fixed costs were considered.
 

Two methods of budget specification were used in designing the
 
enterprise budgets. In Honduras the enterprise budgets were based on
 
yield categories whereas in the Dominican Republic the budgets were
 
specified on the basis of the technological package used. 

Due to the fact that agricultural census and other data often are
 

inadequate to established useful yield categories and that farmers often
 
do not know or remember historical yields, the researchers in this
 
project recommend that the technological package approach be used to
 
design enterprise budgets.
 

2. Farm Record Keepin - Farm record books were utilized in both 
Honduras and the Dominican Republic. The Honduran record book was 
organized so that whole farm analysis could be implemented fairly 
directly from the records. As a result of this format the record data 
needed to be reorganized to produce enterprise budgets. 

In the Dominican Republic, the forms were organized for ease of data 
entry by the recordkeeper and to be used directly for producing 
enterprise budgets. A total of 48 enterprise budgets were produced from 
this farm record boot, experiment. Data for whole farm analysis were not 
generated by the farm record format used in the Dominican Republic. 
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This study points out that farm record keeping is not a
 
cost-effective means of gathering data for use by credit or other 
institutions. It is too expensive.
 

3. Training - Training courses for agricultural bank personnel were 
held in both countries. In Honduras two separate courses were offered to 
the Bank personnel, the first course entitled "Economic Analysis of Farm 
Firms" and course two being "Analysis of Investment In Agriculture". The 
first course concentrated on the concepts of variable and fixed costs,
 
synthesis of enterprise budgets, and use of budgets in farm financial
 
analysis. This course was offered-five different times. A total fo 112
 
people participated. The second course, offered three different times,
 
was set up so that the participants wero required to have completed the
 
first course as a prerequisite. The topic areas covered in the second
 
course were partial budgeting, present value, grain storage and
 
marketing, and investment in livestock enterprises. There were 83
 
participants in the second course.
 

The formal training in the Dominican Republic consisted of eight 
three-day courses on the methodology and administration of the budget 
systems. A total of 112 individuals participated in these courses. 
Informal training took place throughout the life of the project. 

4. Documentation and Distribution - Colorado State University produced
 
eight project papers which have been distributed to AID/S&T/DIU, USAID/DR,
 
and to various members of the AID/W technical staff. Over 1000 copies of
 
the enterprise budgets were distributed within the Dominican Republic.
 
Oklahoma State University produced six project papers which have been dis
tributed to various U. S. universities, AID/W personnel, USAID/Honduras
 
USAID/Egypt, FAO, and BANADESA (Honduras). The farm record books and
 
enterprise budgets were widely distributed to Bank officials throughout
 
Honduras.
 

One recommendation of the evaluation team suggests that A.I.D. fund 
one of the universities to write up a summary manual which would describe 
the methodologies, outline the steps and procedures for their implemen
tation, and point out the potential cost-effective benefits to be derived 
from their use. This recommendation iscurrently being studied. This 
may be done through a rural credit project in the Rural Development
Of fice or through some small activity arrangement with S&T/AGR. 

This executive summary only lists the major outputs from this project. 
it is necessary to read all the accompanying documents Including the 
appendixes in order to assess the remaining ouptuts and the quality of 
the work accomplished. 



For ftirther commont% and specific recommendation see Section J, page 25,
 
of Apprendix A.
 

Attichments arA ag fnllows:
 

I. 	Appenlix A - "Finil Evaluation Report" - Percy Avram and 

Ro~tCatro. 

2. 	Appendix B - Colorado State UniversiLy and Ron Tinnermeier's 
critique of the Final Evaluation Report. 

3. 	Appendix C - AID/S&T/AGR/EPP and Ralph Henson's response to
 
C.S.U.'s critique.
 

4. 	Appendix D - Oklahoma State University and Dan Badger's critique
 
of the Final Evaluation Report.
 

5. 	Appendix E - AID/S&T/AGR/EPP and Ralph Hanson's reponse to 
OS.U.'s critique. 
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ENF - Banco Nacional de Famento 
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ECCUTMV SUM'ART 

This "Small Farmr CrediLt;Profitability and Renaymento project dexonstrated 

that methodologies can be developed !or micro-level use in gene:ting accurate 

and reliable statistical data for operational use by lending institutions in 

LICs.Additiona-I tine was required to assure that the data collection s8stens 

-------	 t&± p d pOrtad b7 th ng -- 7 -Lt~int- eo.t-Zn 	 pc 

uti	ons. 

In the auinthis was an applied-research project which uanifested several 

weaknesses, such ase 

a) 	inadequate pre-project preparation on the part of AID/W design 
team,which resulted in difficulty to locate a host country for 
the CSU project. consequently prolongirg the life of the contra-
ctL'4 adding to it's cost. 

b) 	 failure to design a uniform reporting forat,requiring the CCs 
to provide quantifiable bench--ark data for review and compari
son to initially established tarets and time frames. 

c) 	 generous line item flexibility in adzinistration of the project
budget reflected inadequate initial planning in budget prepara
tion. 

d) a need for application of cost-e.ffetlve techniques in :he 
manage mnt of the project itself. 

The CCs have in our opinion produced satistactory outputs in fars data 

collection and analysis methodologiesto comply with the purpose described in 

their scope of vork.Although such methodolgies are not entirely newthis pro

ject has been instrumental in qutemetizing and identifying then with greater 

clarity. These methodologies ares 

i) Small Farm Record-Eeeping System,
 

ii)Enterprise Budget Systeuand
 

iii) Client ClassificAtion Program, 

These methodologies have been thoroughly explained and documented by the 

CCsand can be aplied vith certain degrees of adaptation to the operations 

of lending institutions in LTCuand appear to have built,-in cost effective 

403



featxres and characteristics, 

Output Number 2 in the Scope of Work which called for applioation and 

utilltztizn of such methodologies in credit institutions in two ;elected dev

eloping ccrantriesm was applied in the operations of the two host institutions 

(ACB In the T).R. and MI? in Hon!uras),but due to extzrnal fators,and the add

itional tim which would have been required for firm institutionlization of 

the methcdologies, this output was not satisfactorily realized, 

The 'dissemination of the results to other credit institutions and devel

opi'r countries", the third and last of the agreed upon outputs in the scope 

of work, was not fully realized due to both time and budget conseaints. 

This Evaluating Team considers that the personnel component ;f the Project 

was 'top-heavy" with On-Campus Professionals u4ose contribution could have 

been extremely valuable,but difficult to discern. 

The goal of the project was to increase small farmers' incomes through more 

efficient and effectlve utilization of farm ceditand to improve loan repayment 

capabilities,however at project conclusion there had been no reported realizat

ion of reduced delinquency rates in loan portfolios or increases in smafl far

mer incomes in either of the host country experiments. Factual data to support 

the realization of this goal would have required more time,but it would appear 

that the methodolozies designed should produce these results. 

The purpose of the project as stated in the Cwerative Agreements was to 

'develop methodologies which AID Missions and LICs can use to carry out budget 

ana2uis and cost.-effective data collection for al fa.m credit programs' 

and ' to improve credit polic7 program and repayment". Zn realityit is our 

opinion that the first part of the purpose has been partially achievedtand more 

tim would have been required for full realization of the entire rurpose. 

The prospects for exportine the package of methodologies developed in and 

by itaelf to lendins institutions in LICs does not appear favorable within the 

-4
 



context of cost- .fectivenesso The poesibility of including eithe: in whole 

or in part the m 0ethdolo&7 dvelopd b this proj oct,as an ingree.ent, of a 

larger more ooprehensive pacicage . := s;.tnl~then ranIeria. 

capability in lending institutions in LICs,aMppars to be the cost pr sing 

an~d cost-effective warer in which to introduce and apply it. 

These methodologies should prove beneficial in the lon run to sal 

far eas credit programs and should provide ooat.efeotive tcniques for 

the lending operations of institutions in LICs. 



A. PROJCTRErVVS?C%3 

1. Project Ttle Small Tarmr C:*rt*roiti1itY 
and Repq'ent. 

2. Project Ifhber : 93i-t 

3. Cooperative Agreement Nmbes i A/tA:-CA- (CU1 

4,. Cooperating Institutions a Oaho=a Stat. UdveraityV 
Colorado Stat. Universit7 

5,Principal Irnestigators ,Dr. Loren Parks (06U) Honduras 
Dr. Dan Badger (CU)
 

Dr. Tom Dickey (CVU) :oui.Ranublio
 
Dr. Ronal nrmuler ( UWAn 

Projeot Coordinazr.
 

6. AZ1D/W Project Xazagers aAxune Foreuson (7/76 - 9/77)
Erharett Rupreoht (9/77 - 9/78)
Kann Wese. (9/78 - 6/80)
Ra3ph Hanson (7/0 - 0/81) 

B. PUPS! OF T1r PRO3?CT 

The pmrpose of the project was two-told: first~to develop and apply' 

mthodologies vhich credit nstitutions in LICs can use to can7 out whole 

fara and entarprim analycis tor mall farm creat programs and second, 

to lprove crewdt policyprograms and repqa nt. 

he outpsu to be achieved in order to reach the purpoe of the 

project were stated an foUows 

I. Methodology for Tdget Analysis; 

2. Developunt of ost-ffective methods of collecting datal 

), Increased knowledge of factors affecting =all farmers' 

abilitV ad wii2ng.ss to rvpzy crtdit: 

http:wii2ng.ss


J4. 	 Amalysis of impact of potential changes in credit programu design 
and tiprovwd poliaits mlstod to mu ftuers' credit; 

5.Train loau. Professionals avuilable for budget and credit ans. 

The life of the project was ariglnall7 planned fr= September 13t,1977 

thTm~hAwa~t i31919809bit twas axternddfrono-e ya t Saptanber .3Oth.i,

1981.
 

The initial funding wa $75,O0 which was later inar s,e4a t 4
 

7he CCs argued, that the project was too ambitious in relation to the 

life of the project and the resources allocated, Th er orotlls Cooperative 

Agreemnt concentrated an the first aect of the project pur :se and on 

three outputs, These uutput. were: 

1. 	 Yam~ level data collection and snAlysist 

2. 	 Application and utilisation of such methdologies in ored0t 
institutions in two selected deeloping oountriesand. 

~.Diseiination of the results to otber credit institutions 
ad developiM countries, 

An additional purpose was held by one of the Canot spst'ifica42y 
written into the agreementwhich wu to establish a lon te= intitt. 

lonai relationship between the selected developing country credit instit. 

ution and the Uniwrity,partioularly with thir Departvent of Zeoncdos. 

Baed on thds reduced 3cope of Work for the CCathis evabation con. 

entrate on determin4 the results achievM. 

, -VALATION )THMOM 

The evuluation wu conductad by a teaa consisting of two members.One 

Agricultwa.1 conmist fr the Latin Amrican bArean of AI/Washingtontand 

on outside consultant specialising in Sual Farmers Credit act Institution. 

al Devlopmt. 



The methodology consisted of a review of all project docuenta,project 

papers, cooperative ageementa, nemoranda of basic understanding, project eva

luation sumtaries (F 'a),project management co=rittee revisws,mont.hly re

portsitrip reports,input and output nanlysis,scrutiny of project purpose, 

scope of work and guidelines,inquiry into problemsand assessment of the 

general performance of the CCs. 

A1bvaluaticn "rkshop was held fr= December 8th to the lOth,1981 at 

CSU in Fort CollinsColorado,and the following people were present at this 

workshop: 

Dr. Ronald Tinnermeier - Project Coordinator (C.U/CSU) 
Dr. Thoas Dickey - Chief of Party, (CSU/fIlonican Republic) 
Dre Loren Parks - Chie of Party, (OSU/Honduras) 
Dr, Dick Suttor Division Chief, S&T/AGR/EPP/AID/W. 
Mr. Ralph Hanson - Project Manager,Econo~ics & Plmining Div

ision,)-D/W. 
Dr, Robert Castro Agricutural Econonist,LkC:. .RD/AID/W 
Mr. JD. Lonrwell Research Assistant,(CSU/Do.-nican .epublic) 
Mr. Percy Avra - Consultantamall Far Credit Specialist. 

At the workshop the CCs indicated orally that the outputs may not have 

been fully institutionalized due to the time constraint,and other factors as 

outlined in Section G,pp.20 - 22(External Factors) of this report. Due to 

this,the Pvaluating Team chose not to visit the host countries to verify the 

progress attained in the specific outputs of the project, It was decided to 

contact by telephone various people at the host country agency level an- ob. 

tan viewpoints or corroborate data instead. 

This evaluation review attempted to determine if the initial projection 

of three years was a realistic time frmeand if the project outputs were 

satisfactory and reproducible in other Low Inome Countries (LICes) in their 

Sall Farmer Credit Programs. 

The documents which were made available for the evaluation review are 

listed in Annex B attached to this report. 

0/ h
"''h endz'or the Eval4UL±on WW:kshop i3 attached an Annex A. 



D. FR0JECT INMUTS 

1. Individual Cooperative Agreements signed between AIDnW and the CCs spelled 

out project budgets as outlined below:
 

AID/W Universi .y' s 
Re-imbursement ContribuUons Total 

Cooperative Agreement AID/ta-CA-i 
Oklahoma State University $ 323,590 $ 8,10 $ 331,750 

Cooperative-Agreeent AID/ta-CA-3 
Colorado State University 

. 
$ 400,329 $ 16,400 $ 416,?29 

Totals $ 723,919 $ 24,560 $ 748,9.79 

Both Universities had complete line item flexibility inadjusting the
 

costsprovided the grand totals were not exceeded. OSU was ccnfronted with an
 

unforseen expense item of $10,000 insurance cost for Overseas WorkmenI3
 

Compensation, and when added to other increases in salaries and fringe be.e

fits resulted in an over expenditure of $20,144 in this item when co=pa-red 

to budget, 

CSU overshot it's budgeted salary line item by 10%in year IV as a 

result of a slightly different mix of staff on campusas wel" as between 

campus and overseas. It is difficult to unerstand without a full account

ing,why this mix of staff right not have been arranged in terms mor favor

able to the budget. CSTI calculated it's year IV budget to absorb the total 

amount of $400,329 contributed by AID/W.It is not for this evaluating team 

to determine whether the expenditures made in relation to budget are just

ifiedbut it does raise the questionespecially when the expenditures are 

so heavy in the final year of the contract as compared to former years.The 

total four year M51U project budget included an additional $16,400 indirect 

cost contributed by the University. 

./Annual RportSoptember 1900 (Table 2)(U 
IFinal Administrative Report 1981,(Table 1) by 051 

-. 9
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The original estimated amount was t14,378 and was to be the Cooperating 

University's contribution to the project. Obvicusly the extended period of 

time together with inflation increased this figure. 

Both of the CCs submitted itemized expenditures in their final reports 

(with estimated figur"ss for the last quarter) that coincided with the cost 

figures originr.sy proposed in the budget. This either gives credence to 

the accuracy of the original planning or re~eals a weakcness in permitting 

full line item flexibility at the discretion of the contractors,without a 

percentage control factor placed as a guideline,which would compel both 

parties (CCs and AID) to review purpose and need for increases or deviation 

in line item expenditure. 

A delay of one year in launching the CSU portion of the project created 

a loss in purohazing power due to inflationand is a factor to take into 

consideration when judging r'SU s expenditures. 

2. 	 In examining the inputs by the CCs in terms of personnel and Man/Months 

(M/Ms),the data shown in the following table has been compiled from figures 

shown in the Cooperative Agreements and subsequent terminal reports prepared 

by the CCs: 

Initial 
Budted 

Adjusted 
Budgeted Actual 

_ _s MMs, M/s Difference 

C/A No. AID/t.CA- (m) 

- Field Professionals: Loren Parks
Kurt Rockeman 

3096 25.0 
10.5 

27.5 
10.0 

-2,5 
+ *5 

- On Campus Professionals 14.4 21.0 21.0 .0 

- Non Professionals and Support 
S To 30.0 6.0 6.0 .0 

Totals 75.0 62.5 64.5 -2.0 

0
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Initial Adjusted 
Budgeted Budgeted Actual 

M/Ms M/Ms M/Ms Difference 

0/A .o, AID/ta.-CA-3 (CST) 

- Project Adinistration .0 16.0 18.97 - 2.97 

- Field Professionals: Dickey ) 
Longman ) 24.0 22.0 25.50 - 3.50 

- On Campus ProfeSsionals 30.0 26.0 23.40 + 2.60 

- Non Professional and2SU port 
SI - -

Totals 75.0 79.0 92.87 -13.87
 

In comparing the M/H inputs by the two CCs, it becomes appa.rent that a 

uniform system of reporting was not used by both contractors, CSU for exam

pie,judging from it's table of M/M inputs waz able to determine and adminis

ter this input with greater accuracy than CSU. CSU utilized 21.0 M/?"s of 

On Campus Professional time for backstopping 37.5 M/Ms of Field Professional 

time. CSU on the other hand utilized 23.40 M!Ms of On Campus Professional 

time for backstop.ng 25.5 MIs of Field Professional time. When a portion 

of the Project Administration time in M/Ms is added to the On ("ampus Profess

ional time,it appears that CSU did more work on campus than in the field. 

OSU spent 6.0 M/s of Non Professional time to backstop 56.3 H/Ms of 

Professional time, CSU on the other hand utilized 25 M/Ms of Non Professional 

time to backstop 67.7 H/MS of total Professional time. A rather significant 

difference is evident in this item when the two CC inputs are compared in 

-this light. 

It is our considered opinion that both COs went top-heavy on On Campus 

Professional serviceconsidering the fact that two well qualified technicians 

were selected as Chiefs of Party in each host country,and considering fur

ther that the natare of the research was basically applied and its application 

focussed primarily at the micro-level.
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Without aditional explanation as to the manner in wich thf On Campus 

Professional time was utilized, it can only be deduced that both CCs might have 

created savings in the budget to o.Uow for implementation of Output No. 3 in 

the scope of work, which called for dissemination of the methodologies and res

ults to other LICs. The over expenditure on salaries and fringe 'enefits for 

the Pr ±essicnals fcr coth OCs can also be attributed to the high ti-.e rctio of 

On Campus Professionals to the Field Professionals. 

.~The tu-. research-assistants vere-graduate students,one Irom each-ofte~c~ 

operating universities,who performed their assignments as part of their degree 

work and were compensated. It is felt that the A/Ms time alloted for their work 

was somewhat generousand their in-country stay might have been used in assist

ing to institutionalize the methodologies developed. These positions were not 

foreseen in the initial planning stage, and this added cost for research on 

Item No. I in the scope of -work (Section B,Page 7) took away from the full real

ization of Items 2 and 3. 

3. 	 With minor exceptions, the evaluators are of the opinion that the special

ties and professional status of the personnel provided by the CCs met or exoeed-. 

ed the requirements dictated by the Cooperative Agreements. The hiring of the 

three students from the Instituto Superior do Agricultura (ISA) in the Dominican 

Republic for field data collection, while not creating a major distortion in 

the 	budget, did however add to the costand relieved the Banco Agricola from 

providing the counter part support as was stipulated in the agreement. 

E. 	PROJECT OUTPUTS 

This credit project was designed to develop methodologies which credit 

institutions in LICs could use to carry out analyses to improve al farmer 

credit policies,programs and loan repayment. 

Z 	Refer to age 14. of the Final Administrative Report (CSU) for partial
 
clarification.
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1274a credit project was in the main an uApp ied-Ra search Pro: 3otU designed 

to test certain hypotheses regarding smAll fareer credit. Specifically,three hy

pothesas wre to b put to the tasti 

a) 	 that =.ch of the data collected b. th.e credit institutirns was not 
essential in deterr.ning the eliCibi2ity of an applican' for a loa.; 

are ivolved o. 	 ons in t..eirin the plannang phases the crecit opora 
area,and if they can perceive direct personal bcnefits .1r the data 
ccaloeted, -nd 

C) to dat~jrn-.!:S ' 	 first twoe~tent by W~ich Lthe hypoth.esss wld make 
lending to small faxmers more cost-effective for the lending instit
ution. 

The Project output can be divided into three major areas:
 

1.' Literatmr Review and 1.saemination Activities,
 

2; New or Improved ethodologiesand
 

3. 	 Unplan-ed Cutputs. 

The final rvports of the CCs do not specifically relate the degree in utdch 

the major outpets outlined above fulfill the tost of the hypotheses. From the 

reports and in cur opinion we feel the following has been accomplished. 

. Literature Pevi.ev and Disseination 

An, Annotated mBbliography on Small Farm rta Collection and Analyuis was 

prepared by C. his bibliograph builds upon materials accuslated by the 

authors (Tnnermuier &Longw ) both during the proJect AM previous to it's 

funding. Tht listings in the bibliography provide considerable insights an mth

cdi and problems of collecting fazm-level data in LICs, however from the Authors' 

viewpoint Little information was found on the advantages,disadvantages,and pro

blom associated with farm record keeping, one of the areas for which an output 

was sought by tk.d project. 

The CCs were unable due to budget and time constraints to disseminate proj. 

ect results to other Ts. Zn our judement the disse~nation ouwput fell short 



of it's =ark. The CCs interpzeted the output of dissemination of .cethodolocies as 

synonym of publications and to-wards this end produced at least 12 OccassionaJ. 

Paers. From this anglelit oan be said that dtsseminaton was over-emphasized. If 

however,dissertination isdefined as a process that not only implies written rep

orts but action oriented to reach the intended beneficiary, then this activity 

was only partially acomplishod. 

Project outputs were disseminated in the host countries and 1,000 copies of 

.the Farm Record-Keeping Books-were distributedii-Horuaand--an-extensive

distribution of the Enterprise Budget uws made in the D.R. It would have been 

desirable to have held a seminar in WashingtonD.C.,at the conclusion of the 

project, and in each of the USAID Missions in the cooperating countries-with 

the participation of the CCs and the staff from the host instituticns that were 

involved in the project-at which a full accounting of the project outputs 

might have been disseminated. Both the Honduras Work Plan (CSU) dated 4.7-78 

arid the D.R. Plan of Work dated 10-25-79 were approved by AiD/W and called for 

dissemination of information within the host countries and other LICs. 

2. N e or !mrroved .ethodolonies 

Under this heading the research carried out by the CCs produced three meth

odologies which together with the forms and procedure guidelines full satisfy 

the Farm Level Data Collection and Analysis called for as a major output in the 

Scope of Work, These methodologies are 

1, The Enterprise AWget .ystm, 

2. The Farm-Record Keeping Systmard 

3.The Client Classification Proposal. 

Judgng from the oral presentations made at the Evaluation Workshop,and 

considering the external factors which occurred during and -since the project 

t~es,£o ~invsCAz theae&eee eudid not loom it ncoaccri *.,D the no:. 

tries,to investigate the degme of institutionalization of the methodologies. 
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We are of the opin54 on that the methodolog3.es developed ar, applicable with 

degrees of adaptation in lenling institutions in LICs. We judge that it would 

be difficult to institutionalize cost-offective methodologies i,i an institutiwn 

whose characteristics are not rrofit or cost reductlon oriente, The cost eff

ectiveness and ar~lication of the methodologies develop-ed by this project .1ave 

not been .u l2y tested due to the time Iator. A brlef description of each of 

the methodolo-ies follows: 

i). The 	Enterprise -udget System 

Enterprise Budgets play an importeat role in institutions that
 

finance agricultur-al production. Both the lender and th- borrower need
 

an estimate of production costs and returns to justify rLanned activ

ity and fir.ancial transaction. The lending institution wes a stardard
 

budget for each variety of crop which Is t-hen c-pared to the farmer's 

estimated bucdget. In this manner a judgement can be made as to whether 

the farmer's production techniques,costs and returns are reasonable 

compared 	to a standard. In Honduras. the experiment revealed that the 

credit agents can save time(up to 70%) when filling in .an applications 

by using the pro-determined standard cost figures in the Enterprise 

Budgets. A system was developed to compile the standard budget figures, 

which are deemed to be cost-effective 'f properly institutionalized. 

ii). The 	 Farm-Record Keeping System 

In order to determine the proflitability of each crop and livestock 

enterprise on the farm, and to arrive at figures that were statistically 

accurate for use in the Enterprise Budget Systemit eas necessary to 

desik,,n and introduce an appropiate farm record keeping system. The book 

was designed to exclude all referenc-e to - - :n± was based onn:cme 

8 See Annex C attached to this report for further analysis of the 

Enterprise Bud et System. 

- 5 
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assumption that a local paraprofessiona.l or credit agent from the lend

ing institution would visit the farmers on a regular basis to make the 

required book entries. Use of a paraprofessional was considered necess

ary to ensure that the farmers' activities were entered n a regular 

basis,and also assist those farmers who were illiterat . The Lntroduct

ion of farm ncord keeping and it's importance to the farmer will take 

considerable effort on the part of the lending institutions to make it 

effective. The lending isntitution ha. the leverage to gain farxer re

spons because it can make it a procedural requirement for loan approval. 

iii)., The Client Classification Program 

The Client Classification Program atppears to be a valuable and cost

effective out-ut from this project. The objective of this prc!ra= is to 

reduce a Bank's time in processing loans for farmer clients with a good 

loan repayment record. A basic problem that existed in the lending ins

titutions was that all clients vere treated the same regardless of the 

loan size or repayment record. In the absence of any fort,al methodology 

for allocating scarce officer's time,this was aggravating for the farmer 

who would have to wait for loan approvals and disbursements oftentime 

to the detriment of his production enterprise. The Client Clasification 

Scheme in practise actually gives the farmer-borrower a credit rating 

which enables him to secure his credit requirements with a minimum of 

red tape. 

The applied research carried out by this project and the development of 

these methodologies focusses primarily on gathering op6rationa.l data for credit 

institutions (micro-level) ,in contrast to other titled research performed in ot-. 

her world regions which focussed on collecting farm-level data for policy anal

ysis or descriptive studies. 
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The project demonstrated that accurate and statistical.Ij reliable 

Fnterprise Bugets and Farm Recordls can be produced in a LIC.Additional time 

and support is needed to assure that the data collection systems are fully 

integrated and supported by the participating institutions. The project est

blishes the fact that credit delivery systems to small farmers should have 

cost-effectlve orientation,rates of interest competetive with other capital 

-arkets in the I.ICand the whole farm enterprise be made profitable. The 

Farm Record-Keeping System and the Enterprise Budget proved to be valuable 

tools for use in established groups of farmers,such as Cooperative Farms and 

Irrigation Associations. 

We are satisfied that both CCs attempted to institutionalize the me-h

o~ologies and were successful to a degree. External factors impeded their eft

orts,and the extent to vtich the methodologies developed are being utilized in 

the host institutions is not deterdined. 

3 Training 

A further valuable output eC this project was the training conducted 

by both CCs. Judging frmn the reports,training designs, materials and the num

ber of participants in attendance at the various workshops and training semin

ars,a good effort was made to illustrate the use of the methodologies and their 

imortanca for effective operating results. "ffort- was made to train counterparts 

as teachers and instructors especially in Honduras. The D.R. training program 

was not as well supported by the host institution leaving some doubt as to it's 

full impact. 

i4 . Unplanned Outputs 

The re-design of the Agricultural Credit Rank Policy fnul,although 

not directly related to the scope of work,was another output in the D.R. 

- 17 
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Other unplanned benefits being derived from this project is the dissem

ination of information beina carried out by the Universities and the Profess

ionals in.-voved in the project. These are benefits of no further cost to ATD. 

Specificaly, the Project Coordinator participated and delilvered papers at 

the Second International Conference on Rural Finance in Calgary,Canada. 1ater

ials produced by the project were used in the USDA sponsored si er training.. 

course held at CSU. S-a fa.-r. data collection and analysis is a major topic 

-of a course entitled "Effective Livestock and Crop Management on Small Far- s" 

offered to students from LICs. During 1981 tvo CSU graduate students used data 

produced by this Credit Project for their degree research. 

Drs. Tinnermeier and Dickey are in contact with the World Bank and .DB 

for additional funding to support further credit data analysis,and the prosp

ects are prc.ising. 

Dr, Loren Parka is currently teaching a course entitled *Analyusi of 

Farming System" to graduate students at TI.C. Davis College in California.Two 

of the students wrote term papers on agricultural credit and made use of four 

of the C3 reports. He has made use of materials frcu the Honduras project to 

teach "International Agricultural Development - Y-icro' to 27 students at an 

under-graduate class during the fall quarter at the U.C. Davis Colleg ,and has 

also appeared on a 30 minute program on IXTV in Sacramento 'Focus on Farming" 

discussing the topic of Foreign Technical Ashistance in Agriculture. He is also 

in the process of preparing two articles for submission to appropiate journals 

on foreign technical assistance. 

Judging from the monthly reports of the Field Professionals,t.t would 

appear that they spent a large amount of time consuting with other agencies 

in the host countries and assisting them to plan targets which were not direct. 

ly associated with the scope of work in this projectThis kind of activity may 

have been of value to the agencies concerned and was another side benefit Vhich 

the project provided. 



F. PROJECT .A ONTANT RETCRTING 

Each of the two Universities sicgned separate Cooperative Agreements with 

An/Washinston, Colorado State Ulnivorit7 had the responsibilit7 of overall 

project coordination. The personnel of the CCs developed good oomuwicationa, 

high mtual rezpect and a sooth worring relationship in their progra=ing, 

consultation and implementation o. activities. 

Initial planning for the project to accomplish it's purpobe appears to 
_ 

_ 

I-9
have been satisfactory and detailed. In Honduras for example,the Work PlIn 

specified five major work areas anid a calendar which described these activit 

ies and the time frame for implementation was prepared. 

The Field and Administrative Reports are narratively more than adequate 

in terms of describing the work activity and the problems encountered, but do 

not reflect quantitative azhievementa masured aSainst the logical .rar.ework 

scope of work and tize frames. 

Unfortuneately, this was due to lack of a properly designed reporting for. 

mat,.wich would have caused the reported data to be assembled on a systematic 

and uniform basis for more effective review and appraisal (by periods) of the 

.. progress and constraints faced by the CCs. 

This wealcness in the reporting st ucture should have been detected and 

questioned at an early stage by the AD/w Project Manager and the Project Co. 

ordinator and remedial action taken. 

Several changes in the work plans took place at the host country level, 

which de-embasized planned outputs and added other targets to the initial 

work plan. These extra activities vere decided upon by the Chiefs of Party 

within their respeotive countrieswith only general justification of the man. 

ner in which the output related to the main purpose. 

91 Adrdnistrative Report No. 1ICetotrr 2) to 2; 
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The position of the Project Y=4aior in AZD/W during the ter of thin pro

ject wts filled b7 four different people. M:i lack of continuity in the moni. 

toring process by a single individual is cortin to have been a factor in the 

follow-through and accountability process. 

The Project .anagement Co.Ittee (FIX) Met on three OCcassi.ns on n A=.

ual basis during the implementation period of three years,AD/W Project Nanaq

ers were in atte.a.-.:e, he agenda consi.3ted of review of projec activ.ties, 

budget analysis and adjustments, problems, and future plans and ativities.nThe 

minutes of these meetings miarize the general discuusionh,but there was no 

in-depth quantitative analysis o the project recorded in the minutes. 

Zt would have been desirable to have had the CC hold a meeting between 

themselves at the termination of the project,to evaluate the reoults and to 

arrive at.r--ary c:.nclu:sions and reco-nendatons of a specific nature on a 

joint basis.
 

0 	 E MEM FAC0,11EflNAL AM 

The CCs were faced with certain external !ators ftich impirged on their 

ability to produce the desired results in tem. of their origin,.l sope fs 

work, Some of these factore weres 

1.) Initially the CU had difficulty in locating a host country.The Phlippines 

which had indicated an interest renegged on its ea tment.Ten Niarara ap 

eed,9ut due to internal political turmoil which occurred concurrently with the 

readiness to launch the projectAgain forced the projeot to be abandoned. A year 

following the signing of the Cooperative Agreeunt,"u we able to locate the 

project in the Dominican Republic. AID/V recognized the difficulty and concur

red wit.6h an exe.t,-,i:vi .f t1i-2 (no --fet chir.1*1) to enable CSU to undertake 

and coolets it's task,. This series of events added to cost and produced conet. 

raints for CSU. 

. 20 
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a.) Shortly af'ter C located it's technician in the Dcainioar Republia,hw7r. 

ioa.-e 'Daid" indentified as one of the worst of this century crossed the Is1

and,destroying ptkysical infrastructure and virtually £11 of agriculture in~ it's 

path,. The ACB was called upon by the 0overnent to mobilize it's resources and 

&Wsgw in t.he rehabilitAtion prograu.Tls caused ACB(host institution) to utili. 

ze staff atsinSrd to the project in this emergency measure.This situation coup

led to pcmmy failures and other inconvenien-es created sizeable dela in ;rog. 

ram inp,Ur-ontation,-

.) Tim lost by contract personnel in obtaining custom clearmeso, Linding 

housing ad settling in, was far greater than anticipated because USAT's were 

not supposed and host country agencies lax in theirto render assistance ore 

effort to assist. 

I.,) The A culturl Credit Rank (ACB) in the D.R. expe.rienced three c haz'ges 

in the office of it's Chift Adnistrator during the tnenur of this project. 

This situation did not help in aintaining the project at the detied petor. 

itt level and was a constraint factor in the prooess of institutionlisation 

of the methodologies. 

$.) Both the AC3 in the D.R, and the W in Honduras as small farmer lending 

agencies find themselves urdr enormous pressure fri their respective govern

mnts to satisfy the demand, of thei - political constitusnc.es, Coupled to ds 

is the added impat, on loan portfolio aftnistration and fund disbursements the 

Znternational lending agencies bring to bear on them. pressures bring ab.ohese 

out premature or hastily arrived at policy decisions and actions,and makes sou

nd institutional administration diffilut. 

6.) Bank liquidity problems, computer break.dmms nd frequent changes in per. 

sonnel reduce greatly any effot to institutionalise tthodologios and slowed 

down the pace of in-countr7 work. This lack of capability by the host inhtitut,. 

ions to provide efficient '*r;areslourceseI pciallY in the fDe., Was A 

definite constraint fctor. 
21. 
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7.) The institutionaization process in Hncduras was Jeopardir.d by Ue; fact 

that within a couple of months of the termination of CSU's workthere took 

place a complete change in the '-9NFs personnel from the President on down.The 

WKoperation came to a starstill by orders of the Oovernment.The bank was 

reorganized,the name changed to Banco Nacional do Desazrolo (rbNkrZSA),and 

new officers took over. The extent to which the CSU/CSU concepts and methodom 

og.es are being ut.li:od undsr th5 new .ana-ement .as not been deta.ined. 

8.) A factor which impeded the CC's institutionalization performance was the 

low level of managerial capability at all levels of decision making,analsis 

and adninistration within the host institutions, This weakness .-equires s3trenh

ening if these in~titutions a.re to become self-relian- vehicle: for credit 

delivery and savings mobilization for snall f:Lrers in these countries. 

9.) Lack of -r-li or cost-effective orientation in the institutions lowers 

staff perfor-ance,productivity and morale.This was evidenced by the lack of 

interest on the part of the ACB personnel to attend and participate in the 

training courses in the D.R. and by the extremely high level of union activ

ity in Hondu.-as., 

10.) The low level of literacy and in cases illitracy,as well as an under. 

starxing of the need and function of maintaining a Record System on the mal 

farm by the small farmerwas indeed a factor and will continue to be a oonst. 

raint for fuil and acc ure data collection for the institutions involved. 

2.~EFICLAX= 0? TME PROJZC? 

In our opinionthe principal beneficiaries of this project wre CSU/CSU 

and AID. This research project brought into focus a. .dentified improved 

methodologes for data collection at the farm level for OPERATMIAL use by 

lending institutions in L!Cawhich if rig rously aplied can sorue cost
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dutting benefits and improved productivity. 

The Universities have produced and added a nealth of data to their li4b

raxies on the FCPR progra which is openly available for use by otiers.Their 

experience in working with and applying the methodolcgies and tozhniques in 

the two host countries brought into focus these areas for consiLeration: 

a). that lending systems in no two countries are exactly alike; 

b) be prepared to face problems and constraints not enuountered 
in.d"vloped-countriesand. 

c)recognize that more time is required for the institutionaliz- . 

ation and dissemination process. 

in the sense that recognition mustAZD has benefitted from the exercise 

be given to: 

a) the fact that Small Farmer Credit Programs are essential and 

costly to implement; 

b) hat there must be genuine political will on the part of the 
host go:erent to authorize and demand cost-effective oper

ations from governnent financed lending institutions; and 

a) that International Lending Agencis(World ank,Inter-A-.erican 
Develo .ent Bank, AID,etc.,) shovlld seek such commitments 
from Governments of LICs before the approval and disbursement 
of loans 

We are of the opinion, that the host institutions in this .ase received 

the lesser benefit from the project, because of the frequent changes in their 

administration. Policy directives or lack of such directivesmay have curt

ailed in great measure the trained employees from implementing the methodolo

gies and guidelines produced and recamended by this project. 

The project however, has increased the knowledge base on data gathering 

and $Mall fam record keeping and should benefit all agencies and profession. 

alI involved in small farmer credit, with the end result that the sall farz

er in LICS should in the long run be the main beneficiaries. 

-1. LESSCINS LWARED 

The following suggestions and remarks arpear to be lessons to be lear. 

* -ned from this projecti 
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1. 	 This was a Research Project and research is often diffic'_lt 

to measure,unless the goals are spelled out in specific meas

urable terms.We believe that future undertakings of this nature 

should establish quantifiable targets for each goal in the scope 

of wor?. Fericdic reports by contractors would then show progre.ss 

achieved measured against the targets and time frames established. 

Changes in goals would be undertaken under joint approval by all 

parties to the contract. Narrative reports on -erformance would 

be reduced in size and confined primarily to an explanation of 

the 	variables. 

2. We are of the cpinion that future AID projects of this nature should 

have one main contractor,who might then sub-contract for spec

ific scills a.nd -!:_ned-e to other Ur.ivrsities. We believe that 

an intensive effort was made by the Project Coordinator to maintain 

a high relationship Tevel -tvmen the two CCs vith the result that 

no intra-contractor rroblems eruoted,but the time devoted to disc

ussing different scenaios, problems and options,togcther with the 

visits made to host countries by Professionals from each of the 

Universities, if measured, would prove costlier than if each pro

ject would have been implemented under totally separate and unrel

ated contracts. 

3. 	 In attempting to institutionalize new or improved cost-effective 

methodologes in small farmer credit agencies in LICs,the solvency 

goal of the respective lendinj arency should first be analyzed. 

This is important for two reasons: 

a) it is difficult to inztitutionalize cost-effective meas

ures in an institution 'nose cnaracteristics ae not -ro
fit or cost orent'c,an

b) an insolvent develorment bnk cannot truly be a develot-.ent 

bank other than 4n nMre. 
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4. The CtJ/Honduras experience confirms the theory... 

that "passive" peasants' resistance to change 
could e if involved inbovercome they become 
making group decisions...... 

This theory was confirmed by the CS/UH in discovering that the 

Enterrrise Budget and Farm Record-Keeping Systems were more read

ily received and utilized by the Cooperative Farm and Irrigation 

Groups, than by the small individual farmer who operates in isola

tion from a cohesive economic and social activity. Th-is would 

point to the need to organize the cnafl farmers into cooperatives 

or other like groups. 

J. 	 AECa,2NDATIONS 

1. 	 This Evaluating Team concludes that the three main methodologies pro

duced by this project,namely, i) Small Fa.rmer Record-Keeping System, ii) 

Enterprise Budgets,and iii) the Client Classification Program are usaful 

and cost-effective operational tools for generating statistically valid, 

micro-level data, to be used by lending institutions in LICs for their 

small farmer credit programs. We conclude further that to Ettempt to mar

ket this package of methodologies or any portion of it, in and by itself, 

would not prove to be cost-effective unless the lending institution in a 

LIC is profit or cost-reduction oriented to begin with. 

Therefore , it is recommended that this package of methodologies be 

marketed as an ingredient of a larger more comprehensive package,designed 

to strengthen managerial capability, improve productivity, and enhance 

the overall operations of a lending institution in a LIC. 

2. 	 The experience derived from this project suggests that in applied

research experimentsthe activity should be confined to a small geogra

/ 	 Referred to on page 53 of the PAR for this project, 
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phic area at first. This enables the investigating team to iron our wrink

les, to analyze results, and to decide with a greater decree of firmness, 

the approach to take for application of the methodologies on a regional 

or national levsl.
 

3. To enable USAID Y"issions and lending institutions in LICs-as well as 

other int-nrested agencies and professionals involved in small f'amer cred

it programs-to become informed, assess the value, and decide upon the use 

of the methodologies produced by this project,it is recomended that AID/W 

engage one of the Cooperating Contractors to design and pack-.ge a summary 

manual. Such a manual would describe the methodologies, outl2.ne the steps 

and procedures for their implementation, and point out the potential cost

effective benefits to be derived frm their use. 

To assure wide distribution and positi'e end-use results,this manual 

must be translated into other principal languages. 

. 6
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AMNEX% "A"ft 

SV,.L FAR1 PROFITA3ILITY AJi REPAYIIENT PROJECT REVIEW 

Colorado State."river i ty
 
Decevber 7-11, 1981 

TCT4TAT1 ' =AE)DA 

Decerber 7 -Arrival of Roberto Cas:ro (AID) and Percy Avram (consultant)-
ronday p.m. 1.niversit), Moter Inn (across from campus 
De......ce . r-B -... _-ke view -of ,pro e.....e o:u-ent s -by,_-C as tro -and. Avrama , ..... .. _ 

Tuesday -Arrival in p.m. of Paloh Hanson and Dick Sutter (AID),
 
Loren Parks (OSU resident professional inHonduras-
no longer with OSU), and Thorras Dickey (CSU resident 
professional in Dominican Reoublic--no longer with CSU)
 
All staying at University Motor Inn.
 

December 9 8:30 a.m., Room C-307 Clark Building 
kednesday -uverview of credit project backoround 

-Discussion of protect ob~ect'ves 
-Project operation and ranagement
 

Cooperativye ;re-sts

University and ccn:rv :, ordination 

-hoon-Lunch, ;.ar-uille:.a'n, Student Center
 

1:30 p.m., C-207 Clark Building 
-Overvie7 of cnterprise but;.t systems 

Past budget use in banks 
Perceived need ftr irmprovement 
Operational system 
Budget specificati on 
Results
 

-Vuestions and Discussion 
7:30 p.m., infornal social at Tinnermeler's 

December 10 8:30 a.m.
 
Thursday -Overview of farm records
 

Rationale 
Record books used
 
Operating procedures 
Results 

-Discussicn on far-m records 
-Discussion of other project activities 

bank policies
 
training


-Noon, Lunch at Village Inn--So. College
.1:3D C.,n .
 

-Open session: Subjects and focus at discretion of review team 

Decemyer 11 -reparture of review team and ottior visitors 
Friday
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.MALL FAMIM. CREDIT REPA'INT AND FROTAMLITY PROJECT
 

List of Docu=nts made available for the Evaluation 	Project: 

lProjsct Authorizationand Request For Allotent of 	Funds and Lmendment(AID).
 

2.Piroject Evaluation S.aries- Nos. 1,2 and 3.(AID) 

3.Project Agreaoent ATD ar-d tho Banco Nacional de Fomento/GOI. 

4 Cooperative Agreement No. AZD/ta-CA-I with CZU,ProJe-ct Io.9.'11-lJ-01. 

.. Caoperative -Agreeent No..AD/ta-CA-3 .. SUroJect No, 9 1-4!34-I. 

6. 	 asic ,einorandum of Agreement between CSU and OSUO 

and Cooperating Universities.7. Memorandum of Understanding between RP/Fl,,nduras 

8. Memorandm of Unders-tanding between ACB/DonRep. 	 and Cooperating Universities. 

9. Revised Work Plan for Ronduras Project(1./6/78) CSU. 

10. Honduras Project Work Plan(April 27,1978)CSU, 

11. Plan of Work For The Dominican Repblic (.0/25/79) CSJ. 

12. Field Reports - Dr. Thcaas M. Dickey (CSU/Pominican Republic).
 

13"7ield Reports - Dr. Icren T. Parks (OST/Vonduras).
 

14. Planes do Inversion para nranos Rasicos En Ponduras,190. 

15. Managin, Small Farmer Credit/Honduras (CoSU).
 
16; Records 
 For Small 'arms/'onduras (Cr"U). 

17. Small rarmer Credit Project in Honduras (OSU). 

18. Annual Review(Year 2)Smal Farmer Credit Project/Honduras dated 7/29/79 (OSU) 

19. Training Promrams For Agr.Dev. Pank Personnel/Honduras (OSU). 

20. Production Loans to Groups of Farmers in Honduras (C611). 

21. Annual Report 1977-78/Nonduras (CSU/CSU). 

22. Enterprise Budgets (Parks,Rockenan & Walker,IDS No. 80-I)MU.
 

23; Occassional Paper No. 1 ([ innermeier &Longwell) .
 

24. Production Costs For Annual Crops,1980 - Paper No. 5 (Dickey) CSU. 

25. Tovoloplr. zzr- ?.ntcrprizo - Papor Nlo.6 (innorm:eier b Dichey) CSU. 

26. Famr Production Data for Credit Programs in T-Ilrs - Paper No. 7 C-111, 

...continuod on next ;age 



List of docents con-aU.-ed ..... 

27. An F=pe-i-.-nt with Fa-m Record Keeping in the n R- Pa-er No. 8 CSU. 

28. 	?"zmtes of 4te Project Cciotee Yeetings: 

a) Denver 1 +eeg- Sept. 12-13,1977 

b) StiM-.-ater, fkla. E'eeting Sept 21-23,1978 

c) Yosccw, 7daho 1eeting July 29,1979. 

29. End of 	Ta= R.eport - T)ickey,CSU. 

30. 	 An~ist-atve Report No. 1 (9/26/77 to 9/30/78) CSU. 

31. 	 ,, stx- -ve Report No. 2 (10/1/78 to 9/30/79) CSU. 

32. 	 J.,Irsitz-atve Report No. 3 (10/1/79 -o 9/30/80) CSU. 

3.. _ A.d ist-at.- Pxort - Dacember,191. 
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Annex "C" 

CRITIQUE OF ENTERPRISE BUDGETS 

The methodologies applied in each of the CCs were not the same nor. 

essentially new. In fact, modified versions of them have been usid by some 

-government-ins tit utions -in both countries. .. The..orderly. dt . 

collection and estimation procedures and the 'level of disagregation of the
 

budgets are the main contributions of this SFCRP project.
 

The methodology applied in the D.R. was more sophisticated than the one
 

tried in Honduras, but it was similar, to some extent, to the methodology that
 

the Planning Division of the Ministry of Natural Resources of Honduras had
 

been using.
 

The highlights of the methodology applied in the D.R. were differentiation
 

of five levels of technology and five types of soils for each crop and the
 

methodology considered only variable costs for non-perennial crops.-


In the case of Honduras, two methodologies were applied, one for
 

non-perennial crops and the other for livestock. The first one differentiated
 

three levels of technology (using crop yield as proxy for technology), and
 

emphasized fixed costs. This methodology focused also on farm level prices
 

for both inputs and products. Undoubtedly, this process improved to a great
 

degree the existing budgets in the Development Bank in Honduras, but it would
 

have been desirable that the methodology had proposed a model for forecasting
 

future prices.

- 30 -

UThe emphasis in non-perennial crops may be explained from two points of 
view: first, small farmers in the CCs concentrate in the production of 
bif, irains; second, budgets for perennial crops require a great deal of
i n:orm- +++ 

2/ 	Simultaneously with OSU activitie,,the Planning Division of the Ministry 
of Natural Resources was gathering information on enterprise budgets 
following a somewhat similar methodology to the one applied in the D.R. 
This office was also using a price forecast model for predicting future 
crop prices. 



The level of detail of both methodologies suggests that their obj-c'-ives 

and potential users were different. In the case of the D.R., the methodology 

seems to be more appropriate for policy analysis if used as a component of a 

sectoral analysis model (osing linear programming as a technique). Its
 

potential for project evaluation is also relevant, but it is not the most
 

appropriate for credit use, much less if small farmers are the target group. 

Th gathering of basic data and computation of the budgets require a level of
 

training beyond the capabilities of the "average" credit agent in LICs. SEA
 

technicians, mainly agronomists with training in economics and some with M.S.
 

degrees in 1gr:cLultural economics, were key to the development of enterprise
 

udegets. Credit :articipaz-ein the process of collecting basica~ents 7;stl' 

data.
 

In Honduras, the collection process and computation of budgets were mostly
 

assigned to credit agents with adequate training. The differentiation of
 

three levels of technology for each crop took into account the level of formal 

training and e:xnprience of the credit agents. The addition of fixed costs to 

the tradi:ional variable costs u:ed by BNF made the methodology attractive 

to bank technicians. The methodology nroposed for livestock in Honduras did
 

not have the expected impact and acceptance in spite of the somewhat low level 

of sophistication ;tIatic analysis of a one-year period). It appears that with 

more training cred'.it agent would feel more confident in using the proposed 

methodolo:;y. 

The "quality" of the enterprise budgets will be discussed from two poins 

of view. first, their statistical validity; and, second, their practical 
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not reliable. Each
usefulness. Statistically, the estimated budgets are 

budget was estimated based on five interviews and used average figures. The 

from the research .4ork done injustification for a sample of five fa-mers came 

the D.R. The research assistant in the D.R. analy:ed the effect of two 

tw-'o sam.ple ' enterprise budgets. The twoapDroaches and 	 sizes i estmatin 


approaches were data generated by 	 credit agents vs. data obtained from random 

sizes were five and thirty for eachsamples. The two selected sample 

population (limited to a region). The main conclusions of the study were that 

significantly from theenterprise budgets generated by credit agents differed 


ones based on random samples, but there was not a significant difterence among
 

sample sizes. :n other words, there was not
budgets estimated from different 


an "effect" 	 Iaz- in estimating enterorise budvets, and therefore, a o, ;iz' 

sample of five wcvld give in "acceptable" imate as . sample of a larger 

number. This conclusion should be taken with e:treme caution for the 

Iollowing reasons: first, the study was restricted to only one crop, rice;
 

second, the sample sizes were taken from the "air," there seeing .o valid 

of thestatistical justification for the two figures. (The priori estima.tion 

standard jeiviation of each populat ion necessary for determinin the adequate 

sample size for !;tatistically valid estimates wore not done); third, average 

figures from a sample of five could be mis-leading if the population were not 

uniformly diStributed. (The most frequent value,, i.e., the "model" could give 

a better eitimate than the aweri ,e value- far relatively large popllation; and, 

fourth, the :;upposod 'rando ,;al ple' in mos.,t cases; hcame non-r:i.ndom because 

the credit igmnts were aked to idntif' and int,,rviw the "r t" 

type, andrepre!sentative "arners for e.ach crop, type of technolog;y, soil class 
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other level of detail of the budgets. Based on these considerations, it would
 

have been desirable to replicate the study before generalizing the results for
 

one crop to all crops.
 

For the practical purpose of a financial institution, the quality of the
 

enterprise budgets may be acceptable. A recent Colloquium on Rurrl Finance
 

t-
conc luded-,among othr thrings , -tat'cred ir [s"funglble" ;- the ref ore---ef forts+

directed toward supervising or controlling the use of credit for specific 

crops or activities is not always desirable nor successful. In spite of any 

police action a lending institution may take, it is likely that credit will be 

if this lastchanneled to its best alternative rather than its targeted use 


happens to be less profitable. Given this premise, the enterprise budgets
 

might be useful for estimating the demand for credit, but for attempts to
 

measure farmers' loan repayment capacity may not be essential. If that is so,
 

"accurate" and "reliable" statistical estimates are desirable but not
 

critical. Budgets differentiated by technology and by regions or sub-regions
 

the purpose of these budgets; thai is, to be
 seem desirable, keeping in mind 

part of the operational plans of financial institutions. The need of random 

sampling within each population is not evident. Sampling "representative 

farms" might provide adequate information for financial institutions, 

especially if the selection of those representative farms are done Jointly by 

credit and extension agents. 

In LICs with shortages of highly qualified human capital and limited 

use resources for research, the concept of "second best" applies; that is, the 


are readily accessible to technicians who
of methodologies and approaches that 


will be using them, rather than sophisticated methodologies which may provide
 

a high level of training for
statistically acceptable "estimators" but require 


their.use.
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April 16, 1982 

. _........ .... 

Dr. Ronald L. Tinnermeier 
Department of Economics 
Colorado State UniversityFor t -Collins, _Coloradoa .- _80523-__. ... . 

Dear Ron; 

Thank you for your response to the final evaluation report of the 
"Small Farmer Credit: Profitability and Repayment" project. Your points 
are well taken. As you may recall I argued at the evaluation workshop 
that the cooperative agreements were the binding documents, not the 
project paper, as you presented in the second point of your latter. 

We are in complete agreement on this point. As you stated, several of 
your points were relatively minor but I feel all were presented fairly 
and dcserve =entionin; in the documentation of this project. Your 
coments will be attached to the PES. 

We are interested in the writing of a summary manual as recommended 
in the evaluation report. Once I hold discussions with the Rural 
Development Office I will let you know what develops. 

If I can be of any further help to you let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Ralph R. Ha.son 
Economic Policy and Planning Division 
Office of Agriculture 
Bureau for Science and Technology 

cc: Dr. Dan Badger 



Colorado State Unlversity 
De:artnle of Economics Fort CoIlins, Colorsoo 

April 2,1982
 

Mr, Ralph Hanson
 
ST/AGR/EPP
 
Agency for International Development
 
Washington, D, C, 20523
 

Dear Ralph:
 

I delayed inresponding to the Credit Project evaluation report until Tom
 
and Loren has a chance to read it. My comments will include their
 
observations as well.
 

Generally, the evaluation was a fair and relatively balanced assessment of
 
the project. I know evaluating a project without visiting the countries and
 
institutions inquestion isa difficult task. However, we do have a number
 
of comments--some relatively minor, while others are more substantive. The
 
comrients follow the order of the report and are listed for brevity:
 

1. A goal to increase small famers' incomes and to reduce delinquency is
 
a 1one-ter- development objective. Te expect a two-year project (in
 
country), which istesting some collec:ion methodologies, to increase
 
incomes and reduce delinquency is unrealistic. (Page 4) Obviously, we
 
all use different definitions of goals, purposes and objectives
 

2. 	(Page 6-7) The Coop Agreements specified that project objectives and
 
outputs (scope of work) were to be agreed upon by the Cooperating
 
Contractors (CC) and the host institution, withthe local USAID mission
 
concurrance. Illustrative objectives and outputs found InAID's internal
 
Project Paper and other earlier documents should not serve as a basis for
 

The 	binding docevaluation. There seems to be some confusion on this. 

ument for the CC was the Cooperative Agreements as amended and the in
country plans of work.
 

3. The initial funding for the CC was S787,793 as specified inthe two
 
Cooperative Agreements. Colorado State University's level dropped to
 
5400,329 inAmendment 1 (primarily due to a shift from the Philippines to
 
Central America). The S40,000 increase indicated on page 7 must have
 
been Internal to AID before the-Cooperative Agreements., (My final flgures
 
agree with those on page 9.)
 

4. 	(Page 10) The evaluators suggest full line-item flexibility was a
 
weakness but did not demonstrate how should flexibility diminished achieve
ment of project objectives. Do they suggest less flexibility inproject
 
resource allocation will improve the prospects-of achieving project
 
ob,'i--ves?
 

5. 	(Paje 11) These figures are wrong as are the supporting statements. The
 
25. m/m for CSU field professionals isonly for Dickey, Longwell's work
 
inthe Dominican Republic makes up most of the 25 r/m listed under
 

r = ; . . - J :r : _ X, : 2 + + ::: +:4 t :'+"' , .t / ' +2': JL- = i r :+"+ : 
, + rf m . . .+ 4 + : " + + T -+4 + '1"+ + + ++ : + + + ; +4 +: " '+ + ++ f+ I +" = + + + r+ ; : ++ 4 5' + + + r 4 + 3 + 4 "+ 4 



Deptit ment of Economics --
Colorado State University 

orl Colins. Coloraoo 

April 2,1982 

Mr. Ralph Hanson
 
ST/AGR/EPP
 
Agency for International Development
 
Washington, D. C. 20523
 

Dear Ralph:,
 

I delayed in responding to the Credit Project evaluation report until Tom
 
and Loren has a chance to read it. My comments will include their
 
observations as well.
 

Generally, the evaluation was a fair and relatively balanced assessment of
 

the project, I know evaluating a project without visiting the countries and
 

Institutions in question isa difficult task. However, we do have a number
 

of comments--some relatively minor, while others are more substantive. The
 

conrents follow the order of the report and are listed for brevity:
 

to increase small farmers' incomes and to reduce delinquency is
1. 	A goal 

a lono-term development objective. Tc expect a two-year project (in
 
country), which is testing some colle ::ion methodologies, to increase 
incomes and reduce delinquency is unrealistic. (Page 4) Obviously, we 
all 	use different definitions of goals, purposes and objectives.
 

2. 	(Page 6-7) The Coop Agreements specified that project objectives and
 
by the Cooperating
outputs (scope of work) were to be agreed upon 

Contractors (CC) and the host institution, with the local USAID mission
 

concurrance. Illustrative objectives and outputs found in AID's internal
 

Project Paper and other earlier documents should not serve as a basis for
 

evaluation. There seems to be some confusion on this. The binding doc

ument for the CC was the Cooperative Agreements as amended and the in
country plans of work.
 

3. The initial funding for the CC was S787,793 as specified in the two 
Cooperative Agreements. Colorado State University's level dropoed to 
S400,329 in Amendment1 (primarily due to a shift from the Philippines to 

Central America). The S40,O00 increase indicated on page 7 must have
 
been internal to AID before the Cooperative Agreements., (My final figures
 
agree witn those on page 9.)
 

4. 	(Page 10) The evaluators suggest full line-item flexibility was a
 
weakness out dio not demonstrate how should flexibility diminished achieve
ment of project objectives. Do they suggest less flexibility in project
 
resource allocation will improve the prospects'f achieving project
 
objectives?
 

These figures are wrong as are the supporting statements. Te
5.(page 11) 

25.5 /n for CSU field professionals isonly for Dickey. Longwell's work 

in the Dominican Republic makes up most of the 25 m/m listed under 



Mr, Ralph Hanson
 
Page 2 
April 2, 1982
 

"non-professional and support staff." Thus the total field professional 
time was about 37.5 m/m rather than 25.5 m/m. Interms of m/m, the 
statement that "CSU did more work on campus than in the field" isjust 
not true. 

6. (Page 12) The question of the appropriate level of on-campus support 
-.assotiated.w ith..o-verses.e lproJec!ts, s ahstorical one,, JADfeels the 

levels usually are too high and the universities feel AID wants to cover 
only the marginal but not the fixed costs associated with International 
development work. We obviously need to continue the discussion of this
 
important question.
 

Kurt Rockeman was not a graduate assistant while inHonduras. The
 
returns (output) per project dollar invested in both Rockeman and Longwell
 
were very high and were of direct benefit for reaching project objectives.
 

The use of ISA students in the DR has nothing to do with the Bank's
 
non-compliance in providing a counterpart. In fact, the Bank provided
 
six employees full-time for three weeks for that same data collection
 
effort. The minimal payment to involve ISA students was to: (a)provide
 
further training on farm-level data collection, and (b)help establish a
 
link between an operational agency (the Bank) and an academic/research
 
institution.
 

7. (Page 13) The three hypotheses listed came out of the M. S. research
 
work of Longwell. They were used to guide his work but were never part
 
of the objectives of the Cooperative Agreements or the respective in
country plans of work. To completely test those hypotheses would have
 
implied greatly modified plans of work.
 

8. (Pages 17 and 22) We do not agree with the evaluators' statement that
 
there was a lack of interest in training on the part of Bank employees in
 
the DR. The training In the DR was restricted entirely to the methodology
 
for collecting data and this restricted the participants to those helping
 
with that effort. Infacts participation of the Bank credit agents was
 
superior to that of SEA employees.
 

9. The effective institutionalization of the methodologies tested by the 
project and use of the budgets In the credit delivery system was consid
ered to be extremely limited by the lack of consistency in the Bank's 
enforcement of "official"~policies and rules. The absence of a functional 
Credit Policies Manual Is the principal cause of that inconsistency. If 
we are to be criticized for not completely institutionalizing some data 
collection and analysis methodologies, then we should not also be criti
cized for working on Bank policies and rules affecting field operations 
which allow and encourage such institutionalization. Besides, in the DR 
most of the work on the Policy Manual was performed by three Bank employees 
working for a three-month period. Little direct project time was involved. 



Mr. Ralph Hanson
 
Page 	3
 
April 2, 1982
 

10. 	 (Annex C and Executive Summary) The evaluators seem to consider that 
only one budget methodology, one record book methodology, and one client 
classification system were produced. We feel the most significant out
out oF the proJect was the testina of alternative budoet ano farm records 
t"3-loi: : and e',lu t i t,,e conditions under 'cca rcaches
 

might be used. The budget methodology in the DR might have been more
 
"sophisticated" in the data collection oahse but the Honduran approach was 
more "sophisticated" in that it included fixed costs. Neither approach is
 
"new" but testing to see if they can be usea operationally in a developing
 
country is relatively new.
 

Over the life of the project we have continually heard that the MNR in
 
Honduras was producing similar types of enterprise budgets. We have yet
 
to see proof that: (a)the MNR had a consistent methodology (other than
 
a form to be filled out), (b)that their budget results would be repro
ducible, (c)that the budgets represented different technology levels,
 
and (d)that they were suitable for use in the Bank. We feel the project
 
aii si inificantly add zo what was already being done on budgeting in both
 
countries.
 

We agree with the suggestion that a model for forecasting future prices
 
would have been desirable, however, estimating farmgate prices will take
 
years and would have greatly shifted the focus of the project.
 

The discussion on the question of statistical validity is a little
 
confusing. On the one hand, we seem to be criticized for developing
 
methodoloqies which might not be cost effective, then we seem to be
 
criticized for not obtaining statistically valid sample sizes. That
 
would indeed be expensive! Given the operational deficiencies of most
 
ag development banks in LICs, we submit that our approach of generating
 
a few, high-quality estimates at relatively low cost is most appropriate.
 
Statistical validity does have more relevancy when data are collected
 
for policy analysis. The collection of data for use by credit agents
 
and credit institutions, at least in the short run, has more limited
 
objectives.
 

The previous points are made to clarify certain misconceptions (from our
 
point of view) and errors in the evaluation document. The length and number
 
of comments should not be interpreted to imply that we are upset by the
 
evaluation. Anain, let me emphasize that we feel the evaluation was reason
ably 	fair and balanced, given the materials and time available to the
 
evaluators.
 



Mr. Ralph Hanson
 
Page 4
 
April 2, 1982
 

Finally, we would be interested in further discussion of the writing of a
 
summary manual for wider distribution, as recommended on page 26, if AID
 
is so incl-sied.
 

Sincerely,
 

Dr. R. L. Tinnermeier
 

Professor of Economics
 

RLT: njb
 

cc: 	 Dickey
 
Parks
 
Osborn
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DEPARTME-I OF AGRICUL1 LRAL ECONOMICS 

March 31, 1982
 

Mr ..... .Ph R.. Hanson
 
£conor'ic Policy and Planning Division
 

Bureau of Science and Technology
U.S. Agency for In.tenational Develop-..nt
 
Washington, D.C. 20523
 

Dear Ralph:
 

Thank you for sending us a copy of the final 
evaluation report on the "Small Farm Credit: Profitability 
and Repayment Project." We do have some comments on the OSU 
part of the project and hope they will be considered as part 
of the f2nal reoor-. As you know, O.S.U. was not 
-eoresente. at the final project evaluation. 

i have reviewed notes of late 1976 and early 1977 
meetings -hat we ha wi' th £11 MerrIll and %nne Ferguson on 
tne m&)Jor thrust of the project &nd the need to incorpcrae 
a strzng on-caM u, c0mpcnent intc the project. The major 
concern was that no one professional iocata in cvantry" 
could be compe:ent in ll aspec-s of the smal !a:: crect 
proje:t, and would n,:ed consi -erable fo'--'acnstppn 
knowledgeable faculty on ca.mpus th:.o.gh provision of 
published material and through periodic visits -to Honduras 
by teams of professionals competent in 4heae areas. That 
this type of investment in on-campus back-stopping Jn the 
project was necessary, was clearly evident in conversations 
by Jim Osborn, Odell Walker and me with Anne Ferguson, 
Erhardt Rupprecht, Bill Merrill and Virginia Perr'eli, all 
who worked with us in prep.aring tha staffing needs and in 
developing the budget. Many of the early trip reporun by XX 
which are in you: falet al;o reflec. th consensus cr 
agreement byI" 'Washington,fnd AZr/Hondu:as personnel o!
 

the importa:ice of on-carpu& pro.:ssicnals,
 

Loron Parks was a young professional in 1.977-72,
 
competsnz In Spanish and wIth experience living in Xndia and
 
Chia. He the andidate -,:'-ad on our f "culty
was bas.. to
 
be the field pro.e.-sional in onduras, It .Ls t1h0
 
coilsl ie*...l K.rt Rockl.nwho had co-m.Iti_ z
liput h:1 ...

M.S. Degree in !arm rnnagement under Odell ,-a*%r b cre 
going to Icn:,uras, 4,.d the conakdo.ble.-I iput by sI:: U" 
on-c ai;,pu3 professionals who contributod groatly to the 
ouccessful complstion 2 t'ha -,:objectiv listed in tho Scopt 
of Kork and tie Memorandum o)!Undr:t=znding beti:een 05UJ tnd 
tho 4,nco :Nacional ae Fomonzo in Hondura3. 

http:th:.o.gh
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DEPART7M NT OF AGRICUL1RAL CS051 /O 614, 6081, 6-6 

a rch 31, 1982 

nr. Ralph R~. 1,a.-#so0n
 
rconor-ic Policy,- ,,;  u and Planning Division
-" O. ! e of 74 r e,-.--- ---------__-_: 
Bureau of Science and Technoogy...
 
U.S. Agency .4:In -rnational Developz .nt
 
Kashlngton, D.C. 20523 

Dear Ralph:
 

Thank you for sending us a copy of the final 
evaluation report on the "Small Farm Credit: Profitability 
and Repayment Project." 1'he do have some comments on the OSU 
part of the project and hope they will be considered as part 
of the i.nal epor.. As you know, O.S.. was not 
represen.te! at the final ;roject evaluaticn. 

1 h&_ve reviewed notes of lat- 1976 and early1977 
meetings -.hat we had with Sill .Merrill and Anne Ferguson on 
the zajor thrust of the project and t"he necd to incorporate 
a strong on-campus component into the project. The major 
concern was that no one professional locat.w3 in co.ntr 
could be competent in .11 aepects of the s=1 =1. cred. t 
pO:0.., tnd would need cons.era2.e baclks.0op..pin? !.om 
knctiledgeable faculty on campusshrough provision of 
published m.aterial and through periodic visits -to Honduras 
by t~ams of professionals competent in I.-heae areas. Tha t 
this type of investment in on-campus back-stopping in the 
project was necessary, was clearly evident in conversations 
by Jim Osborn, Odell Walker and me with Anne, Ferguson, 
Erhardt Rupprecht, Bill 1rrill and Virginia Perrelli, allwho worked with us in preparing tile staffing needs and in 
developing tne budget. :any of the early trip reports by n-e 
which are .n your !.la& also reflecL th* consensus cr 
agreement by ,%Am/Washington and AZ/Honduras personnel of 
the importa:;ce of on-camp.z pro.6saionals. 

Loron .arks was a young professional in ,977-78, 
competent in Spanish and with experience living In lnda ana 
Chile. He Was the bust candidate -. had on our .cul.t. t 
be the !iold profecsional in Londuras. It% was tich 
consi4de.-nle input h:iKvr- Ro:kar.n, who had comid.=-'q hi 
M.S. Degree in !arm -nnnagement under Odell .ar b4.fcre 
going to Hzn, uras, i-nd the congido:,ble i:,put by $:., CO"S 
on-campus profe*ssional: who contributod :aatly_ to the 
oucce s ul compl wion :. tho obJcct-i,os listed in the Scopu 
of orh and th.e Mmorandum o! Un3cz:tanding beti:een OSU .nd 
tho 32nnoo ::Acional Sit romianto in Hondur&3. 
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Unfortunately, only tha on-campus professicnals 
grasped how much that they and Kurt Rockeman contributed to 
the project. It is obvious that the importance of these 
people .was not reported to your evaluat-on team on December 
8-10, 1981 in Fort Collins. In view of the significant 
input into the Honduras project by on-campus professionals, 
it 3hould have been very important to your final evaluation 
efforts to have had OSUO f-aculty representation at that 
December .- 10, 1..1 raering. It Is significant to indicat-e 
that Lorain Parks resigned from the OSU faculty two months
=af-tert-his- eeturn . rom- Hondu ras, -and- -has--had-n~otc~wt 

our faculty since that time, Certainly he was not the
 
appropriate person to represent OSU in the final evaluation
 
meeting. Our specific comments on the final evaluation
 
report follow.
 

Page 4 (Executive Summary). (Par 3). The criticism is 
invalid: "personnel component of the Project was "top-heavy" 
with on-campus professionals whose contributions could have 
been extremely valuable, but difficult to discern" Ron 
Tinnermeier, Loren Parks, and/or you could have emphasized 
why we wanted on-campus professionals involvad, as I have 
spelled out abcve. it is also pertient that %ID/iashington 
personnel (Bill Merrill, and later, John Day).=elt the 
involvement of on-casmpus professionals would provide a cadre 
or nucleus of interested and experienced Univdrsity
 
Agricultural Economists to work on future AID projects in
 
developing countries.
 

Bottom page 4 and top page 5 (Executive Summary). The
 
project.was initially funded for three years, with the full 
expectation that we were working on a five year project.
 
Certainly, had we been able to continue the project for two
 
additional years, we could have institutionalized repayment
 
packages of recommendations, as well as sponsored workshops
 
in Latin America and elsewhere to disseminate methodology we
 
developed and implemented in BNF in Honduras. These
 
follow-up workshops to involve AID and Bank personnel of
 
other countries were discussed at length by us and
 
AID/Washington project managers (Ferguson, Rupprecht and
 
Hanson) but never were implemented due to lack of financing.
 

Page 6. My title was OSU Project Coordinator. Ron
 
Tinnermaier is from CSU, not 05U.
 

Page 7. (Par. on life of the project) The OSU part 
of the project was completed and all reports prepared by 
August 31, 1980. We did not receive an extension and we did 
not receive any of the $40,000 increase in budget mentioned 
in the next pa~ragtaph. 



/0 
Page 8. (.Tl St of people at evaluation w,.orkshop).Loren Par-ks did not carry the title of Chi ef of Party(OSU/Honduras). He was our Field Staff 
or In-Country


Professional. We had no Chief of Party.
 

Paoe 10, and No.
(second par. 2-Table) In developlng

the budget with Virginia Perelli, 
AID Contractor, we were
 ge. line item I'e.:ibiliy to shift funds. 
 It also should
be pointed out that when the initial budget 
,-,as developed,

OSU was required by
f-o r state law to compute only $35 per dayi n te rnat ion al,_-t rave __!-_C onv erse l-y--C SU-- used-the-GTR
published rates, whi.h were much higher. Virginia told us
that when OSU regulations increasad the per diem to higher

rates, and/or were amended to allow use of GTR rates, that
she would amend the budget to increase the travel part.
Also, after the 
project was implemented the federal
government initiated the requirement of Overseas Worker's

Compensation (OWC) insurance which was 
not covered in the
budget. Virginia told us that the budget could be amended
later to include this required cost item also.

Unfortunately, due 
to budget constraints and Virginia's

untimely death, OSU was not compensated for the $10,000 for
OWC, no: for the authorized GTR per diem rates. 
 We also
absorbed Loren Parks' salary for two months after his return
to the U.S., while he was on vacation and working on the
final reports on the project. In the table of inputs on the
bottom of 
page 10, it should be noted that we absorbed that
additional salary cost. In essence, OSU spent more ,han the
$323,500 we were reimbursed by AID. So the budget was not
fudged to just accidentally balance. 
 Also in the Table on
bottom of 
page 10, the initial budgeted M/Ys for non
professionals and support staff 
is an ',equivalency
figure" of 30 on 
the basis that 5 M/ms of nonprofessionals

and support staff 
salary equal 1 fulltime professional

salary. This was calculated by me in consultation with
Virginia Perelli. 
 So 30 M/ms should be changed to 6 M/ms
professional equivalent, a footnote 
should indicate the
conversion factor, or 
else the adjusted budget M/ms and
Actual M/ms should 
reflect 30 also. Somewhere along the
line, the equivalency factor was lost. 
 In addition, Kurt
Rockeman worked in Honduras 
for 20 months, which were
converted to 10 months on an "equivalency" of salary of fulltime professionals on the basis of 2 for 1. In reality,Kurt's time in Honduras should be credited at 20 man months
 as he was a full-time professional in the country 
.nor.
 
working on thesis research).
 

Page 11 (last par.). This criticism about top heavy
on-campus professional sorvice in the cazo of OSt is not
justified. See my earlier comments in this letter and also

tho letter I wrote to Karen Wieso on September 27, 197.0. 



Also, t he addition of Kurt Rockeman to the Honduras
 
component sig _ficantly increased the net contributions of
 
the OSU project and was a net increase in in-country
 
professional input into the project that was not ori ginally
 
commited by OSU. Ron Tinnermzeir and Loren Parks could h..ave 

eliminated the contInuing icism of the cor.:tnt-.. 
the report by a few well placed commnents on the signfiicant 
input by on-campus professionals. 

No mention is made anywhere in the report that OSU 
on-campus faculty assisted in the early development of the 
CSU pro ject efforts (Odeil Walker -- enin 
Nicaragua, and Mike Hardin, Dean Schreiner and Odell walker 
in the Dominican Republic). Also no mention is made 
anywhere that Dean Schreiner and Odell Walker traveled to 
Washington and presented a seminar at your and Rollo 
Ehrich's invitation, where the benefits of the Honduras 
project on farm records and budgets were presented and 
related to how our knowledge base could be transferred to 
other developing countries in Afica and elsewhere. It is 
si-gnificant that Karen Wiese requested and took the Honduras
 
reports, farm record books and other OSU developed materials
 
to Egypt. 

Page 12 (second par,.). Kurt Rockeman was a research 
associate, not a research assistant. Kurt completed all 
his .S requirements, including his thesis, under Odell 
Walker's supervision at OSU before leaving for Honduras in 
November 1978. He did not perform his assignment as part of 
his degree work and thus, was not subsidized by the AID 
budget for thesis research as the report implies. Kurt was 
an integral and valuable part of the team, trained and 
thoroughly briefed by OSU on-cam"pus professionals Walker,
 
Mapp, Hardin, Williams and myself) on what had to be done by
 
him in Honduras and how to go about it. There was not added
 
cost to the AID-OSU budget for MS research, and funds were
 
not diverted from items 2 and 3 in the scope of work.
 

Pages 13 and 14 (Literature Review and Dissemination).
 
Failure by AID to extend the project for years 4 and 5
 
resulted in possibly inadequate dissemination of the
 
methodologies developed. However, we have done everything
 
we can at OSU to dissemi nate the methodologies through
 
filling requests for the reports, through phone
 
conversations, and through incorporation of many of the
 
materials developed in Honduras into our courses on farm
 
records, farm management and agricultural finance. We also 
have presented papers and seminars at professional 
association meetings (AAEA, SAEA, WAEA) and at other
 
Universities, as well as to personnel in AID/ashington,
 
where we have disseminatd results of the renearch
 
methodologies developod and other experiancos in Hiondurao. 



mention should ',-e made of this in the evaluation report. 
The criticism in the last sentence of thi- sc..,n or. pag 
14 is not correct with respect to OSU. Ne did disseminate 
the information on Honduras through workshopz with _.F 
employees .ron all over the count ry, as wells ,•ith 
Ministr' or Agriculture emplcyeas in honduras. Der n 
Schreiner, Odell ,.al.,er and li-e Hrdin carried the u-nuras 
results to FAO/Rome, to Egypt, Kenya, and Tanznia, ana 

.reported on th ese efforts in a zeninar presented to your 
group in I/higtn 

Page 17 (Unplanned Outputs). OS U recruite and 
trained three BNF (BANADESA) employees at the MS level in 
Agrlcultural Economics. These are Leila Nasralla, Marco 
Aguero, and Reynerio Barahona. Reynerio is still at OS). 
Marco is,back in the Bank. We also recruited and trained an 
employee of the Ministry of Natural Resources in Honduras, 
Hernan Madrid, as a direct consequence of the Small Farmer 
Credit Project in Honduras. 

Page 30 (Critique of Er.nterprise Budgets). Mention 
should be m.ade that CSt peronnel In the Donmi.,.c R..u.lic 
were able to benefit from the farm records, books, budgetrs 
and other materials 14a developed in Honduras. Wie feel that 
the methodology developed in Honduras to generat- budgets 
was much' better than the procedure used by the PlannIng 
Division of the Ministry of Natural Resources in Honduras.
 
If you will review my Honduras Trip Report for November
 
13-18, 1977, on page 7, you will note that Erhar.dt
 
Rupprecht, Ron Tinnermeier and I visited with Roberto Castro
 
when he was employed by .N.. He had little or no confidence
 
in the M: budgets that time and in essence told us we
-R at 

would have to develop our own system and collect our own
 
data for budgets. This we didI
 

Enclosed is a listing of the reports we published at
 
OSU in connettion with the "Small Farm Credit Project." 
Again, we appreciate your efforts on helping us set the
 
record straight as to our participation in the Honduras 
Project. 

Sincerely yours, 

Daniel D. B4dger
 
OSU Project Coordinator
 

DDBtmdo
 
Enclooura 
cct Dr. Rlon Tinnoriabier 

http:Erhar.dt


OSU PUBLICA1TIONS ON SRLALL FARPER CREDIT PROJECT
 

IN H3.,UR,S, 177-1980
 

Parlks, Loven, Kurt Ro:,,emnn, and Odell alker. Fnterorise Budge: A!ultip~e 
Use Data Base of.' , icult.,al Ban's in Devolcpin, .. I . 
Stillwater. Q l:. .: State Universit ,.Department. ol AcriCltural Ec-n=cmcs. 

August, 1980. 

and Danil :Badger, Training Po-rns for. Auiculturdi evelo v:nentParks, Loren 
B-P onre 1., T ....... ... merionce. IDS S0-2. Stillwater: Okla

.homa State University, Departnt ojF...u... . ... 

Parks, Loren, Kurt Rockeman, Joseph Williams and Mike Hardin. Records for 
U-Small Farms in Honduras: A Development and Critique. IDD 7-+l1-

Oklahoma State University, Department of Agricultural Economics.water: 

August, 1980.
 

Loren and Harry Mapp, Jr. Managing Small Farmer Credit Programs: AParks, 
Case Study in Honduras. IDS 16-4. Stillwater: Oklahoma State University, 
Department of Agricultural Economics, August, 1980. 

Parks, Loren and Ron Tinnermeier. Production Loans to Grouos o- Farmers: 
Exerimcnts in Honduras. IDS 75. Stillwater: OklahJma State Univer
sity, Department of Agricultural Economics. August, 19S0. 

Enterprise Bdgets for GrainsWilliams, Joseph, Mike Hardin and Loren Parks. 
in Honduras: 1980(in Spanish). IDS 80-6. Stilwater: ORlahoma State 

University, Dep'rtment of Agricultural Economics, August, 1980. 

Badger, Daniel. Semi-Annual Report, Small Farmer Credit Prolect in Honduras. 

-O"laroma State University, Department of Agricultural Eco-
Stillwater: 

nomics. October 1, 1977-March 31, 1978. 

Annual Report. Small Farmer Credit Project inHonduras.
Badger, Daniel. 

Oklahoma State University, Department of AgriculturalSti liwater: 


Economics. October 1, 1977-September 30, 1978. 

Report, Small Farmer Credit Project in Honduras.
Badger, Daniel. Semi-Annual 
Stillwater: Oklahoma State University, Department of Agricultural 
Economics. October 1, 1978-March 31, 1979. 

Badger, Daniel. Annual Report, Small Farmer Credit Project in Honduras. 

Stillwater: Oklahoma State University, Department of Agricultual 
Economics. October 1, 1978-September 0, 1979. 

n Honduras.
Badger, Daniel. Semi-Annual Report, Small Famer Credit Proecti 
Stillwater: Oklahoma State University,-Department of Agricultural 

Economics. October 1, 1979-March 31, 1980. 

Daniel, Final Annual Report, Small Farer Credit Project inHondura.Badger, 
Stillwater: Oklahoa State University, Dcpartment ot Agricuitural 
Economics. October 1, 1979,Septhmbor301 1980 

. .. ........................ ...... 

:,: >+. tlwtr": k lon.tt 'nvrlyOpretofArclua + : 



Williamps, Joseph, Mi1-e Hardin mnd Loren Parks. Libra de Contabi].idad uara 
,, "~ ("o iutr .,in 9Stil79":.S. -a"ish) on S-tc 
University, Uparm.n: of Agricultural Economics. May, 1979. 

:illianis, Joseph, Mike Haildin ard Loren Parls. Fnrm Records Bor)k, (in English). 
Stillwvter: Oklaboia State Univrsity, Deparcinent of Agricultursl 
Econ i:sn (editicss Published in !7,, 1980.) 
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