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Consultant Report CEDEM March 21, 1987

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CEDEM was temporarily moved from COAGRO to IFACOOF early
last year. The purpose of this consultancy was to examine the
alternatives for repositioning CEDEM, to define its role, service
mi and potential clients.

It is recommended that CEDEM be organized as an "entidad
awxiliar al cooperativismo" to provide marketing services for
cooperatives, their federations, producer owned service oriented
firms and producer associations. In addition to its existing
activities, services would then focus on promoting new crops for
specific markets and creating markets for existing and new crops.
Agronomic technical assistance should be provided to facilitate
this process. CEDEM would also provide gquality assurance for
buyers of cooperative products as well as coordinate container
and vessel scheduling, GOF export paper work and would eventually
begin acting as a broker/agent ond/or exporter/importer.

A feasibility study should be prepared for CEDEM but only
after a national level "intercooperativa" appoints a steering
committee, which would then establish the basic parameters for
the feasibility study and act as the organizing committee for
CEDEM R.L.

To develop markets for cooperative member grown products,
CEDEM would advertise and do promotional work for food
manufacturing and distribution firms via mass media and at retail
+ocd distribution sites. Froject grant funds could assist CEDEM
ouild a track record helping food processors and manufacturers
increase sales by improving the quality, appearance and
acceptability of their products. The firms assisted would be
tizd to cooperative producers vis—a-vis supply contracts.

To help cooperatives overcome management problems parallel
financing to contract management assistance and training services
should beprovided. This methodology would include, for example,
up to 10 'percent of the loan principal to be granted or lent
‘from zer®d to market rates of interest) to the borrowing coop-
erative, which would then be free to contract T/TA from the
souwrce of their choice (hopefully from CEDEM).

CEDEM employees should participate in the profits of the
firanced priojects to help ensure intensive monitoring and that
good loan requests are presented. CEDEM should be housed in
rented or donated quarters but not in COAGRDO nor IFACOOF and
aonce the feasibility study has been completed and adopted CEDEM
should apply for "personeria juridica" and become operative
before the mext winter vegetable/fruit enport window, which cpens
in late December.
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II. SCOPE OF WORE

The Scope of Work for this consultancy relates to the long-
term strategy for CEDEM, which was originally designed to
function in COAGRO but due to its financial and administrative
difficulties it was moved to IFACCOF approximately one vyear ago.
The speciiic scope of work follows:

l. Review the Froject Paper, Froject Agreement and the
project guarterly and annual reports, as well as
the ACDI short-term consultant reports relating to
COAGRO and/or CEDEM.

2. Visit IFACOOF, BDA, COAGRO and selected cooper-—
atives to discuss COAGRO's ability to achieve:
project purposes as relate to CEDEM, and the long-
term location of the center.

3+ Frepare a draft report with recommendations to be
discussed with IFACOOFP, COAGRO, the BDA and USAID
before leaving Fanama.

4. The consultancy is for 12 working days - two weeks.
I1I. METHODOLOGY

The consultant arrived in Panama on 3/18 from Costa Rica.
The following day interviews were conducted with Gary Bayer and
Tomas Ugarte at USAID, Heriberto Rodriguez, Executive Director of
FROMECOOF and with Eduardo Matheu, the ACDI marketing advisor to
CEDEM and his staff at the Center.

That afternoon, the consultant, Miguel Angel Rivarola, ACDI
chief of party, Eduardd Matheu and Mark Gaskell, Team Leader
Rutgers University IDIAP Agricultural Technolecqy Development
Froject, spent several hours brainstorming the subjects contained
in the Scope of Work. The result of that session is presented as
Attachment A. Two replies were received to attachment A,
although 8 copies were distributed in USAID, CEDEM and FROMECOOF.

Following this session, the consultant reviewed several
Fieces of project written material, familiarized himself with the
computer systems at CEDEM/PROMECOOF and reviewed the draft 041
Compliance Report on the BDA's performance prepared earlier this
vear by Frice Waterhouse under contract to USAID/Panama. On
Saturday, Z/21, the consultant briefly attended the Annual
General ineeting of FEDFA. '

Two field trips were made to consult with cooperatives which
have participated in the project. On 3/22 the consultant, Miguel
Angel Rivarola and Heriberto Rodriguez attended the annual
general meeting of COAS in Las Tablas, Los Santos Frovince. The
consul tant remained in the Azuero peninsula through Monday night,
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and visited five cooperatives the following day, i.e., UCAFE,
FENCOSFA, COAS, El Progresso and La Unién in addition to
attending an evening meeting of the board of directors of UCAFE.
Attachment E is the trip report documenting theze visits.

Tuesday - Saturday (3/24 - 28), visits were made to sevseral
organizations in Panama City and the consultant began drafting
the final report. Aid Memoirs from the meetings are presented ag
Attachment E.

Following these five da}s in Fanama City, another visit was
made to Chitré to attend the annual general meeting of COAGRN
held on 3/27. A major point of discussion during the COAGRO
meeting related to COAGRO's future and the Marketing Center. The
trip report regarding this visit is presented in Attachment D.

The last two and one half days in Fanama were spent visiting
additional agencies and revisiting several missed the first week
due to scheduling conflicts, as well as preparing the draft final
report, discussing the findings and recommendations with the . '
three Fanamanian agencies involved with the project and USAID.

In all the discussions, with cooperatives, GOP agencies and
Private organizations a brief explanaticn was given about the
overall purposes of the Cooperative Marketing Froject, functions
of the CEDEM were mentioned as was the situation of COAGRO. The
people and organizations interviewed were then asked for theisr
ideas as tao:

&) services they thought the CEDEM might per form,
b) for whom these services should be performed?
c) how should CEDEM be structured?

d) if a membership organization was recommended, who
should be CEDEM's members?

&) Eﬁﬁqhich.private agency or organization could CEDEM

‘‘‘‘‘‘

'be ‘attachad?

£) ‘should CEDEM's radius of action be expanded to
include cooperatives not affiliated to COAGRO
and/or other private business?

g} should CEDEM concentrate on perishables for export,
all agricultural products, industrialization of
agricultural products or any other specific segment?

With several organizations not directly involved with the

marteting project a slightly different tact was taken, e.g., we
explored ways TECHNOSERVE and the Froject could collaborate and

[E‘] Agricultural Cooperative
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Consultant Report CEDEM March 31, 1937

whether or not CONDEPRO would be interested in "adopting" the
marketing center if the parties involved would be willing to make
this substantial change.

The results and recommendations of the above worlk are
presented in section IV below.

IV. RESULTS/RECOMMENDATIONS

The -eader interested in the detailed discussions and
origins of the resulta and recommendations should first read the
Aid Memoirs attached to this report.

A. Structure: Examining CEDEM and the suggested service
mix outlined in Attachment A, there are a limited number of
options available to the project. The center can either be
private or belong to the GOP. It can function as a cooperative
entity, some kind of hybrid (the law permitting) or be non-
cooperative. It can be a service oriented or production oriented
and finally, 1t can be user owned and controlled or investor
driven.

From discussicns during the interviews and meetings the
opticns for the structuring of CEDEM appear to be:

- It is spun-off into an "auxiliar al cooperativismo"
taking advantage of the facilities in the actual co-
operative law.

- It remains where it is for the time being and
later this year or early next (1988) is returned to
COAGRO;

- The center is attached to UNPAF;

The Panamanian cooperative sector interviewed overwhelmingly
relected the first alternative. The first alternative is the
most viable and was supported by the principal actors in the
oroject. This path should be adopted by the projec:t as the
future for CEDEM and efforts should be undertaken to crganize
CEDEM R.L. before the end of CY 1937.

E. GSwer.iz2e Min: From the prelimirary discussicns and
reflzoting common seéense, it is -ecommended that the center focus
on thicze o fouwr marketing activiti=s, in addition to those

4artivities and services already being undertaken or planned for
o, the center, e.g., feasibility studies/loan applications to the
EDA, supervision of the projects financed, and marketing
information which would include the computerized information and
glectronic mari system currently under development. The service

G]ﬁ Agricultural Cooperative
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mix for the center should be income generating or capable of
becomming income generating after success has been achieved for
the clients. The following new busimess lines would appear to be
the kind of services that would fulfill the income generating
criteria:

HOW FAID FOR %
SERVICES FDOR WHOM SERVICE
WOULD RE OFFERED

1. Fromction of new crops among producers, 1. FPotential %

exploring markets for existing crops, actual stock-
some applied research on new crops. holders. Fees

2. Advertising, promotion, nutrition 2. Stockholders
education, etc. Encouraging people and entrepreneurs
to eat more non—traditionals. Promote using stockholder
specific products that are manufactured produced products.
using member raw materials. Fee basis and/oi

check-o+f

3. CGuality control of non-traditional 2. Froducers, coops
exports from Fanama. exporters, GOF
Check off
4. CEScheduling of containers % follow-up 4. Stockholders or
with shippers, agents, etc. their members.
Fees and/or
Check-off
S. Government/export paperwork, licenses. 5. ©Stockholders
Fees

5. FBroker/Agent, exporter/importer 6. Stockholders
. Commissions

C. Faasibility Study: In order for the center to beccme an
awrtiliary cooperative entity with stockholders, clients and
services a feasibility study should also be completed. However,
before this can be completea the project should promote a
nztional level ‘“intercooperativa" to discuss the issues, analyze
the zalterratives, and appoint a steering committee of serious
business oriented producers to guide the developmental work to

follow.

From the "intercooperativa'" a consensus would hopefully be
treached which would outline the initial service mix, potential
firnancing, membership, capitalization requirements and commit-
ments which would permit the actual CEDEM employees to prepare
the feasibility study. Among the "pautas" or bases for the
feazibility study some of the following should be considered:

G]ﬁ Agricultural Cooperative
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- CDAGRO would invest the current interest spread of
2.5 percent in CEDEM as equity capital in the names
of the individual borrowing cooperatives.

- The project would cover all operating expenses
(rent, salaries and benefits, travel expenses,
vehicle maintenance and operation, etc.) and the
assets currently being used by CEDEM would be
dormated to CEDEM at the end of the project.

- Funds for starting-up pilot services such as adver-
tising campaigns, developing FOF materials and/or
promoticnal activities would be donated at first
and then depending on the results, subsidized on a
declining basis.

- Membership in CEDEM would be open to all coop-
eratives, federations, other auxiliary cooperative
firms, producer associations, and medium/small
producer owned firms located in the rural areas.

- Stockholders/members would pay an initial $100 as
membership fee and an additional #1000 for their
first share of voting stock. Other than COAGRO's
investment through the 2 1/2 percent interest
contribution on the marketing loans, stockholders
would be encouraged to buy additional shares but tne
major accumulation of stockholder equity would
result from "profits" made during operations and
capitalized.

D. Clients/Ownership: As insinuated above, the CEDEM should
aoffer services to its stockholders but contemplate a liberal
interpretation of this cooperative principal. By working with
small food manufacturing and distribution entrepreneurs to design
marketing and promotion programs and to improve the quality of
the product should boost sales. At the same time CEDEM member
cooperatives and/or CEDEM itself can supply the raw materials
on a contract basis (persuading the cooperative to produce for
this market created by CEDEM). By creating a market or expanding
an existing market for cooperative member products the functions
of the marketing center will be fullfilled.

Clients for marketing services, which should be intrepreted
broadly, would be anybody using and/or producing fresh or
prrocessed coonperative products - including cooperatives and
asgociations on the production side and individual entrepreneurs
as well as cooperatives and asscciations on the manufacturing and
distribution side of the equation.

[ﬂ Agricultural Cooperative
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CEDEM's stockholders, on the other hand (members, using
cooperative terminology), should be any cooperative, federation,
producer association and/or otiier service oriented producer owned
firm.

E. FBorrowing Cooperatives: One of the principal functions
of CEDEM is to prepare feasibility studies for cooperatives
wishing toc obtain marketing credit from the EBDA. Eut most
cooperatives require management development and training to
help guarantee the success of these loans. The guestion is how
to accomplish this within the short-run in a professioral manner
without providing extensive grant funding to the borrowing
cooperatives?

The IDE's Small Frojects Frogram cffers loan fipanzing for
the principal project activity and an opportunity for borrowing
organizations to request parallel grant funded financing for
T/TA. The borrower follows IDB rules for contracting T/TA and is
closely monitored by Sector Specialists.

However, given the potential return on investment of some
projects, and recognizing the financial and institutional
strength of some cooperatives as a result of the 041 project, it
is not proposed that 100 percent of the parallel technical
assistance be grant funded. An example will illustrate the
concept:

- ¥500,000 loan principal
- 15,000 parallel technical assistance of which
¥5,000 is grant financed, %5,000 is to

be repaid at zero percent interest

and ¥$5,000 is to be repaid at 7% interest
after a grace period of three years, for
axample.

The d@mount of parallel technical assistance could vary
but probably -should have an upper limit, say 10% of the loan
amount. Likewise, the percentage breakdown between grant, zero
interest and 7% (or another agreed upon rate) interest would
depend upon the overall return on investment of the project and
the relative strength of the borrowing cooperative.

The borrowing cooperative would be encouraged to contract
CADEC and/or CEDEM for the technical assistance, however, they
probably shiould be free to contract with other organizations or
individuals, providing the TA contract agreed to delegate
supervisory authority to CEDEM and CEDEM had the right to veto
the selection.

[j Agricultural Cooperative
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An additional provision should alsoc be included in the loan
agreement between the BDA and the borrowing cooperative that
ensures the cooperative will develop a program to increase member

capital (equity) by an amount equal to the amount of grant plus
zero rate technical assistance during the period of the EDA loan
or line of credit.

If the above procedures are adopted, management development
assistance can be provided to help ensure good loan repayment
while at the same time helping the cooperatives overcome one of
their chief weaknesses.

F. Fhysical Location: The physical location of CEDEM is
unimportant, given that it will be a private cooperative
crganization with its board of directors, manager, etc. Quarters
should be well located, rented (or supplied by one of the
stockholders or another interested party, like perhaps the
Chamber of Commerce) but independent from Government, including
IFACOOF.

CEDEM rneeds to project itself as a private firm. Close
physical assocciation with a GOF dependency or with an entity
interviened by the GOF (COAGRO) will not give the CEDEM an
independent image. Close physical proximity to COAGRO may also
project a negative or government connotation. This should be
avoided.

l.ocating CEDEM in CONDEPRO might identify it too closely
with USAID financing. The Chamber of Commerce might be better
hbut the consultant has not visited this organization so is unable
to recommend CEDEM be located there. Separate but decent rented
gquarters showld be sought as soon as legally incorporated.

G. Direction: As soon as CEDEM is legally organized and
the board elected, the ACDI Chief of Farty and the marketing
acdvisor should develop a job description and summary of
qualifications for the manager position. The board, with
1&51standilfrnm the expatriate advisors, should recruit a general
manager uhn, tngather with the CEDEM team should prepare:

A business plan for the remainder of 1987;
- Budgets;

~ Accounting system;

~- Reporting system;

~ Training plan for CEDEM staff and manager.

8 G] Agricultural Cooperative
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H. Incentives: Given that CEDEM may become a private
business, there should be incentives built into its operating
procedures. An alternative would be to have CEDEM participate in
the profits of the projects they design and present to the bank.
For example: if the coffee mill financed produces "u" profit,
CEDEM could receive 1% per year for employee bonuses. This
incentive system would help ensure that the CEDEM tecnicians
submit studies that will be profitable for the cooperatives and
then carefully supervise and monitor them ... their yearly
bonuses would depend or it!

V. ATTACHMENTS

A. Memo to Anybody in USAID/Fanama Interestec
in the Cooperative Marketing Project

m Agricultural Cooperative
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Fanama City, Fanama
March 20, 1987

T0O ! Anybody in USAID/Fanama Irterested in the
Cooperative Marketing Project

FROM : Robert Flick - ACDI Short Term Consultant

SURJECT : Ideas for the Marketing Development Center

The attached notes were produced during a brainstorming',
session at the Marketing Development Center on 3/19. We would
like your opinion on the material contained in the attached.

Don't worry about signing the memo - its an informal
exercise.

The more USAID/Fanama people providing me with feed-back the
better, I believe.

Flease return your copy to Tomas Ugarte by /23 COB in the

mgiricultural Office. Thany you. Your collaboration is
appre2ciatad.

[ﬂﬁ Agricultural Cooperative
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On Thursday, March 19th, Robert Flick, ACDI consul tant, Eduardo

Matheu, ACDI resident marketing advisor, Miguel Angel Rivarola,

ACDI chief of party and Mark Gaskell, production specialist from
Rutgers University spent several hours brainstorming with regard
to the following:

* What might be a recommended STRUCTURE for the
Marketing Center which is now attached to
IFACOOF but which was originally designed to be
part of COAGRO.

* What might be the service mix the Marketing
Center would offer and to whom.

* Additional organizations/people who should be
interviewed regarding the above.

The results of this session are presented below. We would
like your reaction to this ASAP, additional ideas, suggestions ag
well as your ideas as to organizations/people Flick should
interview.

A) STRUCTURE

The assumption here is that the Center will function as a
separate entity. This may or may not be realistic. No
consideration has been given to the cooperative law. The
structure presented below may or may not be legal in Fanama.

An additional assumption is that the Center may wish to
provide services to other groups, companies, farmers, etc., that
are not necessarly associated with COAGRO. This may not be a
realistic assumption either!! '

STRUCTURE
ICOOF or Centro de Mercadeo S.A.
i or a Mixed company of various
! business forms needing market
| assistance and services.

{COOF1:  !COOF2!  ICOOFI!  {FARMER! !FRODCER! (EXFORT! !EXFORT!
m———— o e IGROUF | 1ASSN | | S.A. | ! 5.A. !

] t

1 [}

[} [} 1) ! ' [}
t t ' 1) ) !

1

'

j

Froducers, farmers, stockholders, other cooperatives, userc.
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The company or cooperative would provide "marlketing
services" to all comers/stockholders... The stockholders/members
could be cooperatives, farmer producers’ assocciations, individual
entrepreneurs, non—-cooperative companies, etc., all of which
would rneed the services of the Center, be willing to invest and
participate as members/stockholders/users.

It was thought this might be necessary to increase the
number of clients/owners/users to generate sufficient volumes of
business to enable the Center to be self supporting.

Your Comments on the above, please:

Discussion regarded the kinds of services needed in Fanama
by producers, coops, exporters of non-traditional and traditional
agricultural products, marketeers dealing only in the local
market, etc.

The list was divided into two, i.e., a) those services that
might require substantial capital investment, and b) those
services not requiring substantial capital investment. The lists

follow:
HOW FAID FOR %

SERVICES NOT REQUIRING EXTENSIVE FOR WHOM SERVICE

CAFITAL INVESTMENTS WOULD BE OFFERED

l. Quality control of ALL exports of ag. 1. Producers, coops
products from Panama, including exporters, GOP
traditionals, non-traditionals, etc.

A la Chilena quality control group. Check off
A seal of guaranteed Panama quality.
.;‘ :WL e . .

2. Information on prices, opportunities, 2. Stockholders or
innovations, grades, standards, U.S. their members.
requirements, prospective clients, etc. User fees.

3. Scheduling of containers % follow-up 3. Stockholders or
with shippers, agents, etc. . their members.

Fees and/or
Check—-off.

4. Government/export paperwork, licenses. 4. Fees.

U

Frocurement %/or buying service for Members.
members/ztockholders not having offices Commissions.
in Fanama City nor contacts in U.S.

]
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10.

11.

16.

—
\_J

Translation services.
Spanish.

Broker/Agent, exporter for the account
of exporting companies in FPanama. Not
taking title to merchandise, operating
on consignment.

Fromotion of new crops among producers,
exploring markets for existing crops,
some applied research on new crops.

Training in quality control, grades %
standards, U.5. guaranteen require-
ments, packing % stacking techniques,
post-harvest physiology of perishables,
etc.

Investment promotion. Looking for
joint venture partners for coops.

Construction facilitator for projects
with loans from EDA for market’ng
infrastructure.

Marketing technical assistance and
market development services. Find
markets for coop/member products.

Logistic support in Panama City for
provision of office space, secretary
service, telex, fax, telephone,
computer, etc. ’

Accounting services for export of
perishables, % of cartons, trailers,
payments. etc.

Feasibility studies, pre-feasibility
studies, budgets, cash flow, financial
analysis for borrowers, etc.

Advertising, promotion, nutrition
education, etc. Encouraging people
to eat more non—-traditionals and/or
promoting Fanamanian products in U.S.
and/or Ewropean markets.

Crop monitoring for pests, diseases.

acdi

Sparnish/Englishy

lc).

11.

12,

—
R

14.

16.

17.

Members/stock-
holders. Fees.

Members % non-
members,
financed by
commissions.

Members. Not
charged for on a
direct fee
basis.
fnybody. On fee
basis.

Anybody. Fees i¥
venture is mades

Members. Fees.

Members. Fees.

Members. Direct
cost basis for
some services.

Members. Fees.

Members. Fees
if loan is

successful.

For members’
products but
aimed at the
general public.
On fee basis or
check—-off.

Members. Fees.

Agricultural Cooperative
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18. Facilitate obtentionrn of credit on 18. Members. 7% of
behalf of members for marketing interest.
infrastructure, etc.

19. Monitoring of loans, performance of 19. Members. No
cooperatives, ensure marketing plans charge

B O I N T T S T o I T o o o I T o T o o o o e o o I o 0m s o o s ot ot 2 ) T e e s e e e e e e e o e et e e o st e e

are being followed.

SERVICES RECQUIRING EXTENSIVE
CAFITAL INVESTMENTS

HOW FAID FOR &
FOR WHOM SERVICE
WOULD BE OFFERED

1. Refrigerated transport, storage in 1. Members. Faes.
Fanama city.

p Development of packaging technology 2. Anybody. Faes.
and improvements in boxes, cartons,
etc.

3 Marketing supply procurement - boxes, 3. Members.
wax, specialized chemicals/fertilizers, Commissions
other items to stock & sell to members.

4. Testing - soil tensing, chemical 4. Anybody. Fees.
residues, leaf analysis, etc.

. Manufacturing - wire-bound crates, S. Anybody. Mark-
cardboard boxes, pallets, canned up.
goods, frozen vegs, etc.

6. Froduction, packing and marketing 6. Self.

of non-traditionals.

Comments on abovei
THE FQLLOWING COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED IN THE TWQ FQRMS RETURNED
RESPONDENT Az

1) Develop secondary use of product that dosen’'t meet quality
control standards, ®.g. puree, industrial use, feeds, etc.

2) Diversification of the industry - fresh pac, frozen, whole,
cut, wholesale, retail packages, etc.

3) Check amounts and quality of imported foods and see if local
production could compete.

Agricultural Cooperative
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RESPONDENT Bz

1) Increasing the clients that the center can service while
generating sufficient business volume for the center's self
sufficiency would also result in:

1.1) The center becoming a clearing house of
centralized marketing information for Panama’'s
agricultural sector.

1.2) Users of the center would need less investment of
time and money in order to enter export
activities or improve national activities in:
marketing.

1.3) The centar would serve as a filter preventinrg
duplication of efforts on the part of the users,
saving time, energy and money better used in
producing and selling.

1.4)° The users would have a meeting place where
efforts could be pooled to establish new
companies or joint ventures, the center serving
as a catalyst for these activities.

2) Individuals in the marketing area in Panama and outside have
mentioned the hope of the center evolving in this direction.

2.1) Presently the center is the only institution
moving to be a marketing house within the private
sector doal;nq in agriculture.

3) The center can serve as a catalyst in developing agro-
industry in Panama.

4) The above services and activities project the center towards
the future and would accelerate the center’'s self
suffiglency.

‘BND OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE

C) ORGANIZATIONS TO VISIT/INTERVIEW FOR IDEAS.

The following organizations in the country (outside Fanama
City) have been identified as possible sources of ideas as to
what can be done with CADEM and how it might be structured.

* UCAFE, Chitre

« CDAS, Las Tablas

Agricultural Cooperative

* (Cooperativa Horticola de Mercadeo, BoqueE;
Development [nternational
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*

*

Fruitexpo, Chitre
UNFAF - Rodrigo Marciaq (grupo politico)
Assoc. Froductores de Cafe, EBoquete

fAssoc. de Froductores de Arroz, Chrigui

The following crganizations have been identified as possible
sources of ideas and opinions regarding the CADEM (Marketing

Center)

*

*

*

*

in Fanama City.

CONDEFRO, Juan Antonio Varela
TECHNOSERVE

FEDFA

COAGRO

Centro de Distribucion de la Coop. de Mercadeo de
Boquete, Sr. Aleman

FRUITEXFO % AGRD—EXPDRf

Camera de Comercio, Agricultura y Industria
American—-Panamanian Chamber of Commerce

El Centro Nacional de Inversiones (GOP)
Assoc. Nacional de Ganaderos (ANAGAN)
Assoc. Nacional de Avicultores (ANAVIP)
Supermercades El1 Rey, Sr. Tagaropulous
Super GABD, Sr. Lazarc (ago

Casay de la Carne

Instituto Promotora de Comercio al Exterior

Suggestions, comments, ideas:

IT WAS SUGGESTED BY ONE RESPONDENT THAT THE CONSULTANT SEE TOMAS

UGARTE FOR SUGGESTIONS

* 3 % %

[ﬂ Agricultural Cooperative
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5

E. Memo to Heriberto Rodrigquez -~ Flan de Trabajo
Consultoria with Itinerary
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Fanam&, Fanama
20 d= marzo de 1987

FARA ! Heriberto Rodriguez - Director Administrativo
FROMECOOF

DE : Robert Flick - Consultor ACDI

ASUNTO : Flan de Trabajo-Consultoria

Los terminos de referencia (scope of work) de mi
consultoria son:

1) Revisar la documentacién del proyecto referente a COAGRO
v el Centro de Mercadeo. Incluya: Froject Faper, Project
Agreement, informes trimestrales y anuales y 1nformes de:
los consultores de corto tiempo que trabajaron en
COAGRO/CADEM.

2) Visitar IFACOOF, BDA,'CDAGRD y algunas cooperativas para
discutir la abilidad de COAGRO de lograr los objetivos
del proyecto y la ubicacidn definitiva del CEDEM.

Z) Recomendar posibles acciones relacionado con la abilidad
de COAGRO lograr los objetivos del proyecto (CEDEM).

4) Freparar un informe del trabajo con las recommendaciones,
etc.

Fara hacer mi trabajo pienso viajar al campo de acuerdo al
itinerario adjunto y entrevistar el maximo numero de personas
posibles quienes tienen conocimientos del CEDEM, del proyecto y/o
estan comercializando proyectos agropecuarios.

Luege, pienso visitar personas y organizaciones en Fanamd
para obtener opiniones sobre CEDEM y los problemas enfrentados en
= mercadco de productos agropecuarios para tratar de obtener
algunas ideas sobre- posibles nuevos servicios que posiblemente
puede/debe ofrecer CEDEM. Una lista preliminar de contactos en
Fanama esta en el memo que escribi a los funcionarios de USAID,
la cual tiene copia Ud.

Cual quier ocbservacién a lo de arriba seria bier venida.

Gracias

[ﬂﬁ Agricultural Cooperative
1 EG Development International
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ITINERARIO ROBERT FLICK

Reunidn FEDFA

Salida Fanamd&/COAS - 0600 hrs

Regresar a Fanamd - Chitreana de Aviacién - 0700 hrs
Fanama Citvy 0BOO hrs

Fanama - visitar organizaciones en la ciudad

A Chitré 1500 hrs - reunidn directorio COAGRO
Asamblea COAGRO, R.L.

Terminar borrador del informe final, reuniones con
COAGRO, BDA, FROMECOOF y USAID para resumir trabajo y

recommendaciones.

Ultima reunidn y salida p/EEUU 1235 hrs.

I
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C. Trip Report - Chitre, Los Santos
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ACDI IMNFORME DE VIAJE

FARA : Miguel Angel Rivarocla, ACDI/Fanama;
Heriberto Rodriguez, FROMECOOF/IFACOOF

ASUNTO ¢ Informe de Viaje a Chitre

DE : FRobert Flichk, Consultocr ACDI

FECHA : 24 de marzo de 1987

LUGARES VISITADO : LCooperativas: UCAFE, COAS, El Frogreso,
FENCOSFA, La Unidn Agricola

FECHAS DE VISITA : 22 - 2T de marzo de 1987
FROFOSTTOS : 1. Asistir & la Asamblea Anual de COAS,
R.L.

2. Visitar COAS, UCAFE y otras cooperativa&
para oir ideas, opiniones y ocbtener
sugerencias para el futuro de CEDEM.

. Conocer FENCOSFA, sus aspiraciones vy las
posibilidades de adelantar un proyecto
de cria de camarones con la federacion.

REDUMEN/RESULTADOS

1. fAsamblea Genmeral Anual de COAS: AFsictl a la asamblea
general de COARS, R.L., . la cual se llevd & cabo normalmente en los
salones del Club de Leones en Las Tablas.

Tuve la oportunidad de conversar con el Sr. Eugenio
Bustamante, actual presidente de la cooperativa Sal Sarigua y
Tesorero de la Federacitn de Cooperativas de Sal (FENCOSFA).
Tambien conoci a varias otras personas del movimento cooperativo
igjropecuario, incluyendo funcicnarios y dirigentes, ertre otros:
.csé Gutierrez, Director Ejecutico a.i., de IFACDOF, Euclides
Dzlgado presidente de UCAFE, Hilario Castillo gerente de UCAFE,
Emilio Vergara gerente de COAS5, Diomedes Cordova, nuevo director
de COAS, vy otras.

)

DEM: En las cooperativas visitadas, es decir COAS, El
o] x nidn y LCAFE expligué la razdn por la cual les
Jirltaba. 3solicite ideas para CEDEM. Las dos areas de
= sacion centrayon en cuales serviciocs deberla ofrecer CEDEM

CE
'
L.

E! topico de mas interés fué COAGRC y su futurc. Sin
embargo, crec que logré convincer lo siguente, por ejemplo:

[jo Agricuitural Cooperative
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a) Les hablé de gque existe un Centro de Mercadeo que
se llama CEDEM y qus su futuro dependia de la
decisidn y dinamica del movimento cooperativo agro-
pecuario.

b) OQue este Centro estaba en COAGRO, perc, que por
rarones de la situacidn de COAGRO se habia pasado
al IFACOOF temporalmente.

c) G(ue CEDEM no deberla seguir por mucho tiempo en el
IFACOOF y que la USAID pensabs que el centro
deberia tratar de mantenerse en el sector privado.

d) (ue después de hacer unos cuantos estudios de
factibilidad y atender los & - 8 cooperativas que
podrian estar sujetas de crédito de mercadeo,
deberiamos pensar en cuales otras funciones podria
hacer el centro y si era necesaric expandir el
radio de accion del Centro hacia cooperativas no
afiliadas a COAGRO y/o hacia otras empresas en el
sector agropecuario.

€) (ue muy posiblemente iba a ser necesario expandir
€l radio de accidn del Centro puramente del punto
de vista de la generacién de recursos financieros
para poder sostenerlo, ya que ninguna organizacién
prrivada deberia costar mas gque genera.

La lista de ideas para posibles intervenciones del Centro
que resultd de nuestra tormenta de ideas la semana pasada en
CEDEM les pareci¢ viable. Las ideas gque mas simpatia tuvieron
fueron (la "N" guiere decir nueva idea):

- la cocordinaciodn del uso de los contenedores,
tramites en el gobierno para facilitar la
exportacidng

(M) - gestionar los papeles del CAT (Certificado de Abono
Tributario)

(M) encontrar usos para el melén y la sandia gue no
sirve para exportacioén, incluyendo industrializa-

cion, etc.:

Investlgaclidnes para nuevos cultivos y asistencia
técnica para éstas variedades y productos;

- control de calidad de productos no-tradicionales
erportados y cobrar una suma pequefla por cada cajaj

[ﬂ Agricultural Cooperative
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- servicio de tranduccidén/intreprete entre inglés vy
espaflol y vice versa para conexiones con los
brokers, reglamentos de los EEUU, etc.;

= Promocion de proyectos de agro-industria usando
productos primarios de los productores, disefos,
estudios de factibilidad, etc. (encontrar usos
industriales para sus productos y sub-productos);

M)

Planificar la siembra de melones y sandias;

- transporte refrigerado y una bodega en Fanama para
almacerer en frio los productos perecederos como
tiene la Cooperativa Horticula de Mercado; '

(N} - que UNFAF sea el hogar para CEDEM y que esto podria
dar legitimidad a UNFAF y darle alguncs servicios
claves para el arranque de la unionj

- Qque el gobierno haga "borrén y cuenta nueva" en
COAGRO y gue el Centro de Mercadeo regresa a la
federacion;

El 24 de marzo, habré una "intercooperativo" en Chitre para
discutir 21 futuro de COAGRO y para analizar un poco mas sobre el
Centro de Mercadeo. Espero recibir informacidn sobre ideas
adicionales y otras sugerencias como resultado de ésta reunidnm.

Sin lugar a dudas la situacion de COAGRO esti arrojando
sombra sobre 21 futuro del CEDEM y muy posiblemente insisten en el
concepto de "borron y cuenta nueva", ya que dieron unos cuantos
clemplos de otros fracasos en el sector oficial y privado, las
cuales fueron tratados de ésta manera por el gobierno.

El problema de COAGRO, de no solucionarse, puiede evitar gue
los cocperativistas piensen objetivamente sobre las funciones
ubicacion definitivo del centro.

No hubo acuerdo sobre la sugerencia de poner al Centro en
CONDEFRO. Decian gue CONDEFRD agrupaba todo tipo de firma,
crganizaéidn, etc., con intereses contrarios al sector agro-
fEcuario. Pensaban que si podrian organizar UNFAF, esta orga-
mizacion, una vez obtenida su personeria juridica, podria ser
miembre de CONDEFRO para representar a los productores y posible-
mente hasta las cooperativas agropecuarios.

Jtra tema de mucha discusiédn en COAS fueron los silos del
IMA. La cucperativa piensa que deberian haber pasado a manos de
CORS v posiblemente a otras cooperativas para el almacenamiento
de granous. 5in embarqo, mencionaron que la comercializacisén de
grancs no &ra nuy rentable y habia que pensar en la industrial:i-
zzcldn para agregar valor y poder vender un producto elaborado.
Dzsde uwn punmto de vista global, al elaborar un proyecto de incus-—
E]ﬁ Agricultural Cooperative
E]G Development International

.
)


http:CooperaivInternation.al

trializacidn de maiz y sorgo aprcovechando la materia prima en
Azuero y el deseo de privatizar a los silos seria una posibilidad
que podria explorar CEDEM.

Otra cosa que me sorprendid es la estiructura de UCAFE vy la
complementarisdad de sus servicios con los de las cooperativas
que Tuvieron la iniciativa en organizarla. UCAFE es, segun mne
di jeron, una cooperatve cuyos socios son personas raturales
s0C10s de una de los siguentes cooperativas: COAS, La Ynisn
Frogresista, El Frogreso de Agua Buena y La Unidn fAgricola.

En la cooperative El Frogreso, me manifestaron que han
habido various nuevos socios sclamente porque querfan ser socics
de UCAFE vy comercializar melones. También me manifestaron gue
firmanciaban insumos y fertilizantes solamente a agricultores que
hablan 1ngresado a UCAFE v tenlan cupo de melones.

Asisti a una reunidn del Conzeio de Administracién de UCAFE.
Tu.z oportunidad de hablar con las 10 personas que asistieron vy
@ 2licar la razon de mi visita. Algunas de las ideas presentadas
arvrioa fuercon sugeridas durante ésta reunién. También vale notar
que algunos de los directores de UCAFE son personas relacioradas
con el gobierno y los gerentes de las cuatro cooperatives que
wrganizaron la Unidn tienen mucho influencia en su direccién vy
administracion. Hize la sugerencia al gerente de que en lo
pusitle el directorioc deberia constituirse con productores serics
qu= dependen de la agricultura para ganar su vida.

Hay wi problema serio de super produccidn de sandia. Esto
€2 debe a los bajos precios en los EEUU y la inabilidad de la
cocoperative e cubrir sus costos de manejo y exportacién con los
Arecios existentes. UCAFE habia recibido muchas sandias, las
Cuaies estaba devolviendo a los productores ya que no podian
vendarlas en ninguna parte. 5Segun Hilario, los precios de
mayorista en Fanama apenas cubrian los costos de transporte vy
venta emn Fanama sin mencionar costos de produccidn del productor.

Otro factor interesante es la nueva manera en que vienen
“rabajando con el Banco (EBDA) y COAGRO. Segun me informaron
durante las visitas, a La Unidn v El Frogreso, el EDA aprueba un
cridito de produccidn a un productor "X". Le dan un vale para
insumos, el cual &l puede entregar a una cooperativa afiliada a
COAGRO v recibir insumos y fertilizantes. La cooperativa usa
#zte vale para pagar a COAGFO. COAGRO, a'la vez, entrega el vale
al BDA cara rebajar parte de la deuda que éste tiene con el

Eanco. x% dos cooperativas mantifestaron que debido a ésta
poiscedimiento sus ventas de insumos habifan aumentado por lo menos
erntre 10 - Z0W en el ultimo atro y habian ganado unos cuantos

- P . — e cem e . R . . —
MUEy 03 S0010% & 1& vel.
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El zuraente regional de ventas de CCAGRO, el cual encontramo:s
2n ] Frogreso, aparentamente forina parte de los cuadros directi -
o de UCAFE, v es productor de melones también, menciond que 3us

4
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ventas a cooperativas socias a COAGRO han aumentado debido a gsta
procedimiento. Es una musstra de un plan que esta funcionando
para sanear a las cooperativas y a su federacion y merece
felicitacidn.

Z)  FENCOSFA: La federacién Nacional de Cooperativas
Salineras de Fanama, R.L. estd compuesta por tres cooperativas,
es decir: Santefia, Reyes de Fino y Sarigua. Hay otra coopera-—
tiva salinera en Agua Dulce que no es miembro de la federacidén.
La federacion tiene aproximadamente 174 sociocs, mientras la co-
operativa en Agua Dulce tiene 115, aparentamente.

La federacion esta autorizada comercializar la sal y desde
Nnoviembre del afo pasado funciona en esta tarea. Tienen
ambiciosos plames para dos proyectos basicos:

al Industrializacidn de la sal, es decir, hacer
me joras en la tecnologla del proceso de obtener sal
y en la purificacidn de la misma;

b) Industrializacion para obtener sub-productos, como
por ejemplo: <cloro, carbonato de scdio, bicarbo-
nato de sodio, hipoclorito de sodic y blanqueador.

Alegaban los seflores de la federacidn que actualmente estos
sub-productos son importados al pals y mediante un proceso
1industrial v mejoras en la tecnologia de cristalizacion de ia
sal, podrian ahorrar cantidades substanciales de divisas. La
serfa un sub-producto, entonces.

i

o
e

Gtro proyecto con mucho mérito que posiblemente padria
ejecutarse con los salineros es la cria de camarones en
estangues. Me manifestaron que algunos productores de sal ya
estaban criando camarones y sequramente podrian hacerlo mas
intensivo y obtener un producto de exportacidn.

Vale la pena mencionar que los salinercs son todos, aparen-
tamente, pbquehos productores ya que para explotar sal y ser
miambro de la federacion debian tener entre 100 v Z0C destajos
por socio (un destajo mide aprodimadamente 20 metros cuadrados) -
zntre 2,000 a 6,000 metros cuadrados por socio.

La federacion no esta afiliada a COAGRO y no es una cocop-
erati a agropecuaria. S5in embargo tienen tres posibilidades para

pro,ectousz: mejoras en la producr~idn de sal, industrializacion de
la zal y <ria de camarones. Me parece que vale la pena investi-
gar maz & tondo sobre la federacidn y sus cooperativas para

detzrminar s1 trabajar con ellos tierme mérito o no. Un proyects

ahorra divisas y el otro pusde producir muchas divisas si pueden
gaportar camarones congel ados!

Adjunto unas estadisticas que me proporcionaron scbre 1oo
sub-uroductos de la industrializaciédn de la sal.,

[ﬂﬁ Agricultural Covperative
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Los Santos, 8 de tubre de 198€

INFORME = REUNION COM EL TECNICO = DOCTOR ROBUSTIAMO ALVAREZ.

ASUNTO 13 BS'!UDIO“IAMD!!.DBSUB-WDBHN
Y CONTACTOS FINANCIEROS PARA EL FIRAI/CIAMTENTO DEL

POSIBLE PROYECTO.
mmmmswmumm-aﬁu 1984,

A [ 9 8 ¢
B K g L,
DETALTLE Bruto Meto ares AL 08 Délares
CoI Y. Hatce C.I.F.
Xilos
“lorox y sus compo=
nentes 9:;,@2 793,066 ‘3.22{ 198,267 1 59
~arbonato de Sodio 1,947 -] 48 42 87,031
‘droxido de Sodio 2.707.492 2005.766 429,741 523,942 107.435
‘carbonato 6 58
. orito de {0}l 3 (] 15 2 2 1
‘oductos B o=
res vi ' 98,372
TOTALESS . 3,396,336 3,558,025

.......“.......
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IMPORTACION DE SUB~PRODUCTOS DE LA SAL, PRIMER SEMESTRE DB
1 985

DETALLE PESC ( KILO8 ) % ﬂi 9%
Bruto Neto Cel.re. Valoxr C.I.F.

29,102

[r—u‘ur— LR T P ¢ I P T
LS 1Y Ly W L S < P § L P
T T T T e T

TOTALs 2,063.896.3 2,039.257

IMPORTACION DE LOS SUB=-PRODUCTOS DE LA SAL &M LA RBPUBLICA
DE PANAMA 1984 - 1985, SEBGUN PRS0 NETO (EM LIBRAS) y VALOR
C.I.F. (EM BALRBOAS)

DEPTALLE e N M
Salals unitario

Clorox y sus complemen=
tos 1,148.393 434,394 0.25

*‘arbonato de 8odio 4,278,178 348,125 0.08

idroxido de Sodio * 4,620,326 429.241 . 0.09
Tcarbonato I 3I.T ~ 0.8

ipoclorito de So@io | 8,282.162  2.574.123 0.31
Productos

‘O...O.../.......
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OTROS PASOS RRALIZADOSS

Se prevee un crédito bancario de dos millones de
ddlares, con una tasa de interés de 4 1/2 X mfs el aval d¢ un
banco Nacional que cobrarfia un interés de 3.

Igualmente se visitéd Oeganismo de Asesoria y fi
nanciamiento a la Pequefia Empresa, para ver la posibilidad de
que nos brinde asesoria administrativa, esta pendiente de respuesta.

Por dltimo, lograr averiguar que el crédito que

el Banco Nacional, Administra (otorgado por la Repdblica de Arxgen
tina) puede ser de abceso.

Besiio port
Almuerzo, jueves, viernes y sfbadc y domingo,.
Cena ¢ jusves, viernes y sébado,

Pasaje de Regreso de Panamf a los Santos y movilizacién en Panamd.
B/s 50,00 |
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D. Trip Report - COAGRO Annual Meeting
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ACDI INFORME DE VIAJE

FARA ! Miguel Angel Rivarola, ACDI/Fanamaj
Heribertoc Rocdriguez, FROMECOOF/IFACOOF

ASUNTO : Informe de Viaje para asistir a la Asamblea
fnual de COAGRD en Chitré&

DE : Robert Flick, Consultor ACDI

FECHA 1 29 de 6ar:o de 1987

LLUGARES VISITADD : Chitre - Asamblea Anual de COAGRO -
FECHAS DE VISITA i 29 de marzo de 1987

FROFOSITOS : Asistir a la Asemblea Anual de COAGRO,
R.L.

RESUMEN/RESULTADDS

La asambles anual se realizéd Chitré el domingo 29 de marzo
de 1987 con toda normalidad y fué honrada con la asistencia del
Vice Ministro de Agricultura, Lic. tuis Olmedo Castillo, el
Gzrernte Genesral del BDA, Lic. Darinel Espino Z., el Director
Ejecutivo Encargadu del IFACOOF, Prof. José Del C. Gutierrez, el
reprzsentante de USAID/Fanama Ing. Tomds Ugarte y autoridades
locales. a~sistieron delegaciones de aproximadamente 20 coope-
rativas. Ademas del suscrito, Jel ACDI asistieron el Ing. Noel
Pelyadc, Lic. Generoso Nicolas e Ino. Eduardo Matheu. Del
IFARCO0OF estuvieron, ademas del Director Ejecutive Encargadc men-
cionado arriba, el Lic. Heriberto Rodriguez, varios auditores v
otros funcionarias.

Copia de la Memoria Anual fué enviado a USAID y FROMECOCF vy
contine los estados financieros debidamente auditados, el informe
ce los Consejos de Administraciodn y Vigilancia y graficas
1lustranda la evolucidn de la empresa durante 1986.

Entre los discursos pronurciados, &1 del Lic. Espino, del EDA
fue uno de los mas destacados. Copia de su discurso se anexa.

Mis impresidnes las presento a continuacién:

1Y Hubc mas asistencia, creo, de personas ajenas a COAGRO
¥y las cooperativas que del sector:

=) & administraciédn judicial esta realmente tratandoc de

"limpiar", rectificar v poner orden en COAGRD pero esta enfren-
tando muchas dificultades, por ejemplo:

Agricultural Cooperative
1 E]G['jﬁ Development International



=~ Sustraccidn de documentos;

- Falta de constancia de muchas transaccicnes:

= Malos habitos y poca ética de trabajo en el
sector cooperativo;

- Debilidades administrativas y financieras en
las cooperativas que impiden aumentar ventas de
COAGRD en el sector cooperativo;

- Financiamiento para el sector agropecuario esta
restringido a todo nivel,

Z) Falta de viabilidad para el pequefio productor gue
generalmente opera ineficientemente con altos costos de
produccidn. Cuando el productor no gana en sus operaciones es
mal cliente v mal prestatario, lo cual se refleja en sus
operaciocnes con su cooperativa y el banco.

4) La mentalidad cooperativa no esta desarrollada vy los
socios en muchos casos actuan como individuos ajenos a la
cooperativa, anteponen el interés individual y dejan de
patrocinar a la cooperativa, especialmente cuando a corto plazo
ven ventajas de precios. Los socios no tienen la idea de
enfrzntar los riesgos del mercado entre ellos para evitar gque la
cooperativa pueda endudarse al actuar como un intermediario mas
guz =specula en el mercado.

2) Las debilidades gerencia—-administrativas en las
enpresas, las cuales dificultan la expansidn y dinamismo en las
cooperativas.

Durante la reunién tuvé la oportunidad de conversar con
muchas personas sobre la misidn de la consultoria. La gran
mayoria de ellas estaban de acuerdo que:

CEDEM debe quedar en el sector cooperativo,
~ CEDEM deberia independizarse del gobkierno,

— CEDEM deberia organizarse independemente o regresar
a COABRO cuando sea oportuno,

- 3Se debe "abrir" el radio de servicios de CEDEM para
poder atender entidades cooperativas no afiliadas a
COAGRO y posiblemente hasta otras formas de
organizaciones compuestas por medianos y pequefos
agricul tores.

96 H %
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E. Aid Memoirs from Meetings in Fanama

- TECHNOSERVE

- CONDEFRO

-  FEDFA

- FRUTEXFO

- COAGRD

- CEDEM Fersonnel

— Consejo Nacional de Inversiones

-  ANAGAN

- Horticola de Mercadeo Distribution
Center in FPanama

- EBEDA

[ﬂ Agricultural Cooperative
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AID MEMOIR

SUBJECT ! Meeting with TECHNOSERVE
DATE : March 24, 1987

By : Bob Flick - ACDI/Consultant

Miguel Angel Rivarcla, Heriberto Rodriguez and 1 visited
with Arnulfo Quiros F., Frojects Marager of TECHNDSERVE/Fanamm
The purpose of the meeting was two fold:

1) To discuss TECHNOSERVE ‘s involvement with
cooperatives in Fanama and promote more
coordination and mutual assistance between
the Marketing Froject and TECHNOSERVE;

2) To discuss the Marketing Center, potential
service mix, membership, structure, etc.

The TECHNOSERVE/Fanama Director was out of the country at
the time of our visit so we met with OQuiros instead. QGuiros
promised to call us as soon as Mario Ganusa returned to continus
cur discussions.

TECHNOSERVE has found the major weakness in the rural
cooperative sector is in the administrative and financial areas,
samething ACDI found several years ago when beginning the design
wort on the FProject Faper. (Quiros feels that unless major
improvements are made in this aspect of most cooperatives’
operations little benefit will be derived from attempting to
orovide marketing credit and assistance.

TECHNOSERVE is apparently working with four cooperatives
including: Nata: (delivers to Mestle), Esperanza de los
Campesinosg (coffee), Montijo (fishing) and Juan XXIII (multi-
service). They are finishing a large study (178 pages and the
prrinter was . still working) on La Esperanza de los Campesinos
.ooperattvo. Quiros mentioned that Juan XXIII made a profit in
1786, the first time in several years, and that TECHNOSERVE would
not be imtensively assisting them in the future.

In our discussions, Quircs felt credit could hurt
ccoperatives whose mamagement was marginally successful unless
substantial training and technical assistance were provided. He
wazs aware that the Marketing Froject was not considered a
cooperative or institutional strengthening project and thought
TECHMOSERVE could provide that missing eslement, if provided w~ith
funding. Guiros also mentioned TECHNOSERVE had a very good
rzlationship with the EBDA and had worked out an arrangement
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through which the BDA was providing some funding to thém to
provide advisory services toc some borrowers. The cooperatives
also pay something for the ascistance. When we asked far
additional details on this arrangsment Ouiros suggested we deal
with Ganusa when he returns to Fanama.

fluiros thought the action radius of CEDEM should be expanded
and the center allowed to serve all cooperatives and other
producer cwned associations, firms, etc., whether or not
affiliated to COAGRQA. With regard to the potential list of
services, he felt most of them sounded OK. He also was in agre-
ement that there should kbe more cocordination between their
activities and the Marketing Froject and that perhaps some more
formal arrangement could be developed. Quirocs had no ideas on
the structure, or whether or not the center should stay where it
is orF organize itself i1nto a rew organization.

lLater, reflecting with Miguel Angel and Heriberto Rodriguez,
it was felt that by bring another party into the already
complicated mix of actors, committees and layers of bureaucracy
could only complicate matters. Rcdriguez and Rivarola felt
strongly that if TECHNOSERVE was going to participate at all they
would have to submit to the disclipine of the project and work
under 1ts leadership, something which they hadn’'t been too
willing to do in the past.

Three areas of tension in past relationships with
TECHMOSERYVE were mentioned and we speculated that their involwve-—
awent with the BDA might cause a fourth:

1) The diagnostic study of COAGRO’'s members was bid.
COLAC and TECHNOSERVE submitted proposals and COLAC
was selected over TECHNOSERVE.

2) There were differences between the technology
recommended for a coffee dryer for La Esperanza de
los Campesinos. The cooperative accepted CEDEM's
recommendations and the dryer was built accordingly.

%) CEDEM was not in agreement with the methodology of
the feasibility study prepared by TECHNOSERYE for
the dryer. CEDEM's model was based on an analysis
of costs while TECHNOSERVE's model was based on the
Zavings with the new dryer vs the previous air
drying technology. When clarification was
requested TECHMNOSERVE was unwilling to provide the
Lases on which some of their costs were estimated.

b3
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4) TECHNOSERVE has developed a relationship with the
BDA's general manager and thevy are receiving funds
to advise some borrowing cooperatives. This
tangential involvement could undercut the project’'s
ability to effectively work with EDA credits, may
have already affected the ACDI advisor ‘s ability to
perform at the bank, could cause confusion in the
cooperatives when conflicting advice is given, and
eventually could lead to additional tersion between
IFACO0OF and the BDA.

We agreed to try to meet with TECHNOSERVE after the director
returns.

¥* 36 % 3¢ %
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AID MEMOIR

SURJECT ! Meeting with Juan Antonio Varela, Chairman of
COMDEFRO

DATE ! March 24, 1987

EY : Bob Flick - ACDI/Consultant

Miguel Angel Rivarcla and I met with Juan Antonio Varela to
learn about CONDEFRO and to inform him about the marketing
project, CEDEM, etc. and hear his opinicns.

He informed us that COMNDEFRO had signed (or would sign
within a day or two) & contract with ROCAF to act as coordinator
for the regional non-traditional export promotion project
sponsaored by ROCAF and implemented by Chemonics.,

We cutlined the Cooperative Marketing Froject, the delema
with CEDEM and asked for ideas. WVarela's first suggestion, of
course, was for CEDEM to pass over to COMDEFRO since they would
be working with Chemonics and the two projects could be
coordinated better if they were under one roof. He felt by
fiaving CEDEM under CONDEFRO it would give legitimacy to the
council and provide an avenue to offer services to agricultural
producsrs.

He mentioned that UNFAF (Unidn Nacicnal de Froductores
Agricolas de Fanama) was a member of CONDEFRO but that as far as
ne knew they didn't have personeria juridica. Varela also
mentlioned that several other producer associations were members
af COMDEFRO and the cooperatives had been invited to participate.
He seemed csur2 several cooperatives, including COAGRO and UCAFE,
would Jjoin the council.

Yarela had no real ideas as to poscgible services CEDEM could
cffer but the several I identified as potential he thought made
TEnse.

Reflecting on CONDEFRO and the lack of an agricultural
froducers association similar to the Farm Bureau we felt CEDEM
woitld be lost if attached to COMDEFRO. EFut 1f CONDEFRO actively
agzizted 1n the formation of UNFAF, then CEDEM might be attached
bo UNFGF and serve to get that organization started as well as be
in & position to provide assistance to all producers without
regard to thelr membership in a cooperative or ancther form of
produser assaciatlon.,

The +tollowing reflections were raised im various discussicons
Wit Miguel Angel Rivarola, Eduardo Matheuw and several of the
Famainanlans at [FACOOF, CEDEM and CADEC during variocus informal
zpzelons over the hours and days following the COMNDEFRO ineeting.
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- COMNDPEFRO has recently sigrned a contract with
ROCAF/Chemonics to fulfill the role as coordinator for the
regional non-traditional export promotion project. Originally,
we were told, UNFAF was suppcsed to carry-out that function,
however, becausze UNFAF was not granted personeria juridica by the
GOF the regional non-traditiornal export promotion project will be
coordinated by CONDEFRO.

- COMDEFFRO is an oirganication focused on improving the
productivity of the private sector through specific actions in
the industrial, agricultural, service, and financial sectors. 1t
has been encouraged to promote the Chemonics-1ed regional proljesct
and has actually spent time and effort in the rural areas of the
country promoting this project. This is its only agrizultural
I OGr am, apparently.

The ACDI team has encouraged cooperatives to join
CONDEFRO so as to be able to take advantage of the ROCAF funded
technical assistance and training for producers of non-
traditiornal agricultural products, such as UCAFE without having
to use zcarice project resources. Mors coordinaticon of this
rmature is envisioned for cooperative projects involving rnon-
traditional agricultural items as the ROCAF project is
implemented.

- BGiven the conditions, incentives, etc. apparently
contalned 1n Law # 2 of March 20, 1986 as recommended by
the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the traditional weak-
mEsE of the Fanemanian agricultural sector, a spokes crgan-
Tution, zuch as UNPAF, is urgently needed to speak-out and seek

LA

te address i1ssues of importance to agricultural producers. This
L2 hexlthy and 1s consistent with a private enterprise oriented,
democratic, capitalistic system. However, if the group deviatecs
from agricul tural related issues its credibility as a sericus,
ifswes oriented producer spokes group may easily be destroyed.
Howsver, Ly providing assistance and training to UNFAF through
LUSAID the group could be started in the right direction, given a
tzgimitate mission and bring the many problems of the farming

«ction to the forefront for discussion and resoclution.

Ll
i
it
rt

- In the U.5. and other tLatin countries similar
asscclations exist, for example: the Centros Agricolas/Cameras
de Agricultura in Ecuador, the Organizacidn Nacional Agraria

CHA) v Feru and the many commodity and valley asscciations
within 1ks zhructure, the commodity associations and camer as

ire Balivia and the American Farm Bureau Federation (AFEBF),
Mational Farmers Union (MR and the National Farmers
Grgamization (MFO) inm the United States. Similar organizaticns

gxiat in other Central American and developed courtries. Many
@mE omembher s of the I[nternational Federation of Agricultural
Feodooess (IFARY headquartered in FParis, as is the AFBF and the

Mathorial Council of Fearmer Cooperatives (NCFD).
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- VMarious USAID missions have been providing assistance to
farmer associations for some time. Eolivia has recently bid a
large Frivate Agricultural Organizations project in which they
envision working with over 20 commodity and producer groups and
gventuslly to form a national group to cohesively and rationally
represent the agricultural producers and provide them with
ser s ices. [n Feru the USAID mission has been assisting the
Organiracion Nacional Agraria (ONA) and selected associations
with T/TA and some funding using small grants, purchase order
furded T/TA (ACDI has provided some of this), etc. The USAID
mission 1n Ecuwador has also provided funding to the Asociacisn
de Froductores de Ciclo Corto (AFROCICO) and the Camara de
Agricultura de la Frimera Zona (Quito) and a service cooperative
they have spun off.

~ USAID assistance to such a group is consistent with
promoting agricultural development and by providing assistance
and helping UNFAF become issue oriented, professionally managed
and supported by the producers and their organizations, including
large % small farmers, cooperatives, producer owned agri-
business, etc. the Mission could make a significant LONG-TERM
contribution to Fanamanian agriculture.

- Although studies tend to clutter library shelves, it
would be appropriate, we believe, for the mission to support &
study to scope-out the potential role of UNFAF, provide them with
some guidance relating to organization, services they might
offer, methods of financing, etc., and specifically recommend
whether or not there is a role for UNFAF in any of the USAID
funded agricultural projects currently being implemented in the

mission.
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organizations controlled by the producers but that the center
should not go out of its way to offsr services to normal limited
liability comparnies or siole proprietorships, unless the owners
were medium or small producers. He also thought that several
credit anicns might be interested in obtaining services from the
center and agresd that the salt cocoperatives should be able to
participate in the project.

Yauwghan also verbalized two interesting concepts. The first
was that by creating CEDEM as a cocoperative institution, parallel
but separate firom COAGRO, the movement could be building the new
federation if GOF support was ever withdrawn from COAGKRO before
it was ready to operate on its own once again. Secondly, Vaughan
mentioned that if &all cooperative sectors were brought into
CEDEM, 1t could also be the hasis for building the corfederation.

Folliowing the meeting in FEDFA I went to USAID and met with
Tomas idgarte. In the meeting with Ugartz, FEDFA's ideas were
discussed and additional discussions with Tomas centered on
several other i1deas and concepts regarding T/TA and the loan
funds as presented below.

It had been suggested in earlier meetings between the ACDI
in-country team that perhaps each loan could consist of two

conponents:
1} Loan capital for the project at the going rate:

v A small amount, say S - 10 % of the principal,
for technical assistance and training on a grant
basis during year I, at zero interest year II and
at 7% in the following years until the loan is
paid off.

Fior example, if the cooperative borrowes F300,000 for a project
it could also be granted (or borrow) automatically up to 10% for
techrnical assistance which it could contract from CEDEM or from
the source of its choice providing the T/TA was coordinated and
zupervised by PROMECOOF (CADEC and/cr CEDEM). CEDEM would help
the cooperative prepare the feasibility studies and then be hired
bt provide technical assistance or training. Alternativelvy,
uther private consultants and/or firms and CEDEM/CADEC could
zompete to provide the T/TA as agreed to in the loan agreement
and projected in the project. It would be important, however,
For all T/T% tiy be coordinated by the project so the parameters

e,
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50,000 for T/TA could be structured as focllows:

= 320,000 grant for T/TA;

- ¥20,000 at O% interest but repayable over the
life of the loan in equal monthly installments
after a grace period of "x" months;

- F10,000 at 7% interest repayable over 10 YEArSs
after a grace period of "x'" years.

The sources of the funds used for T/TA will have to be identified
and an amendment of the project agreement may be required to free
them up from other sources. One source might be a sort of
endowment established by the funds generated through the sugar
quota off-set that could be managed by the EDA or even IFACOOF as
& technical assistance fund. FProjections would need to be made
but by sudiciously managing the endowment, recovering some funds
at zerc percent and others at seven or more percent interest it
prokzably could be made to at least break even.

In addition to the above,. possibility, I suggested we might
want toc have CEDEM participate in the profits of the projects
they design and present to the bank. For example: 1f the coffee
mill +imarnced produces "u" profit, CEDEM could receive 1% per
vear for providing T/TA and supervision. This incentive system
woule help ensure that the CEDEM techniciams submit studies that
will be profitzble for the cooperatives and then carefully
gupersvlse and monitor them ... their yearly bonuses would depend
a1t The disincentive in this procedure would be no bonus at
the end of the vear. A&n IFACOOF audit might be the impartial
Judge to determine the amount of the profits.

Currently COAGRO and the borrowing cooperatives are each
sJupposed to receive 2.3J percent of the interest for capital-
ization. If the funds to be received by COAGRO are invested in
CizDEM as COAGRO's equity (but recorded in the name of COAGROD's
nwember cooperatives to avoid loss in the event COAGRO is declared
sankrupt) in the center, this could also provide the capital basse
for CEDEM. It would have to be supplemenrted by other investments
from the cooperatives and/or other federations.

We felt we were on the right track with CEDEM, that the
FEDFA meeting had been productive and that if some of the above
s codld be built into the CEDEM structure it might work.

LR B
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AID MEMOIR

SUBRJECT i Meeting with Ariel BRarnett Herrera, FRUTEXFO
DATE : March 28, 1987

gy b Bob Flick - ACDI/Consultant

Miguel Angel and I met with Ariel Rarnett Herrera from
FRUTEXFO to discuss owr project, CEDEM and UCAFE. FRUTEXFOD
operates two packing plants and has been exporting melons for
one, mavbe two vears. They are looked on as competitors by
UCAFE.

Barnett stated that Fanama had competitive advantage with
about 14 products, including melons, watermelons, pirneapple,
yucca, peppers, etc. He claimed they would begin exporting
p:reapple and yucca (fresh) in April and of course they had bheen
exporting melons regularly since the season began.

When gquerried regarding problems, he cited:

- coordination with UCAFE;

- centainers and red-tape to export;

= prablems in the U.5.

- g=tting good varieties that do well in Fanama.

He was critical of the attitude displayed by UCAFE and the
great degree of mistrust demonstrated in their dealings with the
conperative. He gave examples of problems with cartons, use
of cold storage facilities and the idea that everybody was out to
scirew the cooperative.

In discussing the services that CEDEM might possibly offer
he thought most of the items on the list were needed but stated
that their group would be manufacturing boxes in Fanama next
season and that they were capable of providing communication,
Fremslating, guality contirol, document service, etc. to their
tocal growsrz and packing sheds. Their cperation is directly
wnder thels conrtrol and they do not have to struggle with
creating/sztrengthening small farmer groups, dealing with farmer
dirsctors, =tc, Parnstt was optimistic next year would be better

Lham tihls vear.

FRUTEXFD will probably join CONDEFFO and Barnett produced a
blarmk application form Lo demonstrate they were essentially "“on-
noard! with COMDEFRO. Barmett was unaware, however, about the
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regional non-traditiconal export promotion project beind
implemented by Chemonics, although he was plarning to attend a
breakfast next week.

darnett thought CEDEM could work under CONDEFRO and that
services should be provided to all kinds of firms, cooperatives,
etc., that were willing to participate. However, he thought
firms like FRUTEXFO wculdn’'t need many of CEDEM's services,
most likely. Barnett admitted that a non-traditional exporters
association would make sense, especially to deal with shipping
lines, container companies, the GOF and others with which
producers and exporters of non-traditionals interface with,
Fiowever, he felt there were already too many actors at this time
and that perhaps CEDEM would be better under CONDEFRO initially.

Barnett seemed to recogrnize the need of assuring good
quality of Fanamanian products through a producer financed
inepection/qguality comtrol system and thought this role would be
a natural for the asscciation, not CEDEM. He also felt CEDEM
shaould concentrate on nomn—-traditionals.

A subsequent meeting was arranged between Rivarcola, Matheu
and Barnett to discuss additional details of the project and to
attempt to foster more coordination, eixchange of information and

ideas.,
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AID MEMDIR

SUBJECT ! Meetings with Juan Jose Franco, COAGRO
DATE ! March 26 and I1, 1987

RrY : Robert Flick - ACDI/Consultant

Heriberto Fodriguez and I met with Ing. Juan Jose Franco,
Admirl strador Judicial, COAGRO to discuss CEPEM, 1ts location,
future, possible services, etc. om 3/26. On /34 Miguel Angel
Rivarocla and I met with Franco to present the recommendations.

At the first neeting Franco was adamant that CEDEM must
return to COAGRO late this year or early next year. He stated
that the whole project was designed around three institutions,
i.e., COAGRO anrnd the cooperatives, BDA and IFACOOF, and that by
removing CEDEM from COAGRO permanerntly would essentizlly withdraw
COAGRO from the project and would violate the basic structure of
the project.

Frarmco thought that a resolution probably would be passed
at the annual Gerneral Meeting to be held on Z/29 in Chitre
inz1s%ing that CEDEM be returned to COAGRO late this year.

France &lso was adamant that CEDEM could not be taken cut
ot the coopirative sector and that if it was organized in such a
way that non-cooperatives were brought intoc CEDEM as "owners",
CEDZM would tale the path of least resistance ard worlk more with
thesze organizations than with cooperatives. Franco stated the
nan-cooperative sector 'is more advanced and better able to take
advarntage of CEDEM’'s services than the cooperatives.

Franco agreed that the services listed as potential areas
i3f activities for CEDEM all sounded good and necessary for the
conperatives. He raised the issue of potential competition
rwtween COAGRO and Horticcola de Mercadeo if COAGRO actuslly gct
1nto the business of marketing crops for the cooperatives not
2zs0Ciated with the Boguete group - a good point. He alsco
mentioned that the buying/manufacture of bores, specialized
packing supplies, etc., was COAGRO's role. Franco seemed willing
toc opern the scupe of CEDEM's services to other cooperatives not
affiliated to COAGRD or from cther sectors. He alsoc seemed
ammenabble to having some kind of "asscciate" member status for
organizaticonz contralled by oproducers, such as ANARGAN, or other
producer asscciations as these are organized.

Franco mentioned that the evolution of CEDEM was envisiorned
to inmcliade services to other sectors at the time the project was
planned several years ago and that the initial thoughts were to
concentrate efforts in the beginning in the agricul tural
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cooperative sector and later - perhaps in year fow or five -
b=gin to attend other non-cooperative sectors. He repeated
several times his view that if CEDEM was allowed to serve anybody
from the beginning it would naturally take the path of least
effort and be steered toward the commercial sector. He also
emphasized that the non—cooperative private sector has devel oped
Lts own marketing infrastructure, citing Nestle, Estrella Azul,
Grupo Melo, etc. They have the resources, the know-how and the
abeliby to develop their own marleting center and would rot need
Ay services from CEDEM anyvway.

Frramco thought that by adding a production specialist to the
technical assistance team we could help cocperative members
Lnprove their production technology to make them more competitive
in ooth the local market and in the international market place.

I rai1sed the issue of COAGRO’s finances and that by limiting
the radius 3f action of CEDEM fo agricultural cooperatives
aftfiliated to COAGRO CEDEM wou.d never be viable and would drain
valuable resources from COAGRI. I also raised the possibility of
orgarnizing 4 separate entity "auxiliar al cooperativismo" to
which COAGRG, FEDFA, cooperatives, etc., could become members.

He didn’'s oppose this, provided CEDEM was still located in
CI3AGRO.

Franco provided us with copies of COAGRO's 1986 Annual
Feport and claimed much progress had been made in 1936. He was
o -beat saving that they hoped to turn a profit by the =nd of
17387 amd bz on the path of finarmcial health. I suggested he
pregare regects, grafics, charts, stc., demonstrating, with
ninizers, progress made in the year of GOF administration and that
he should sch :dule a presentation at AID to illustrate their
proagress and plans for the future. My initial impression is that
CGACGRO 15 on the path to better health and that most of the
trniernal bad habits were being corrected. Whether or rnot Franco
and Fi1e team will be able to succeed will depend on the patronage
and investment from the cooperatives and the willingness of the
z0F to hold off the wolves while things are set straight.

I am optimistic. I think the cooperators may have learned a
juod lasson and that if COAGRO can be run right for a couple of
sears and be a real economic service to its cooperatve members it
will succeed. I also think we should help where poscsible; being
supportive, offering treaining cpportunities, TA, etc., on an as
nzedsd and a5 requested basis. My impression is that Franco is
weriaus, caseble and 1s on the right track. We should support
s Lo the Best of ouwr abilities but let them do the job, them-—

wee ¥ -
BHE L WS .

We agresed to meet on Tuesday Z/21 at 3:00 to continue
discuzsions on CEDEM.

m Agricultural Cooperative
- E]G Development International


http:EJL1L9.JL

In the wrap-up meeting on Z/21 I presented the
recommendations contained im the final report. Although Franco
presented his points of view Fegaimding the specific
recommendations vigorously he seem in agreement to most or at
least indicated the ideas had merit and he would consider them on
that basis.
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~ID MEMOIR

SURJECT ! Meeting with Fedro EBatista/Eduardg Mathzu

DATE : March 26, 1987
By : Bob Flick - ACDI/Cornsultant

On several occasions the future of CEDEM was discussed and
their ideas were sclicited. Eduardo participated in the
brainstorming sessions.

Fedro was concerned about How CEDEM would exercise control
over the cooperatives as relates to their marketing credits and
the follow—-up after credit was granted. He used the example of
Blanca Flor, which agreed to market coffee on a consignment basis
in the feasibility study but then accepted the advice of a
reglonal director of the EBDA to buy the coffee from the member <.
The cooperative will loose probably $125,000 more or less in the
sharp fall of coffee prices several months ago.

If CEDEM was so busy doing all the things on the list with
the few people currently on staff it would be impossible to
adequately =upervise the credits. Fedro felt that without proper
supervision, on-the-job training, constant monitoring, etc., the
cooperatives could loose significantly in marketing.

We discussed the ideas in reference to the possibility of
#haring 1n & percent of the profits of the projects being
finarnced as a way to ensure good studies, good projects and haird
work.  While Fedro thought the idea was interesting he mentiocned
Lt might be difficult to determine just what the profits were,
@ipe=cially if the cooperative's accounting system did not
separate profits corresponding to specific areas of economic
activity.

Fedro also mentioned that sometimes ore department will
subsidize another but that the overall coop. "ative might rot be
@rofitable and then how would the amounts be allocated to CEDEM,
Fedro also mentioned that the interest rates in the project were
hi1gh and if we add another cost factor into the mis of project
costs the cooperatives would resist. He reminded us that the [OE
hes 1t's zmall project fund, that the Inter-American Foundation
Ji @3 away maney and that the BDA has lines of credit at interest
mataes lower than the AID/FROMECDOOF rates.

Ry charging for 7,78 (cost of feasibility studies, etec.),
geklting a cut of the profits and having high interest rates will
drive away the cooperative borrowers. Fedro thought that by
ortering other services reeded by the cooperatives, most of wkich
were meiticoned in the preliminary list, CEDEM could he finarced.
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capitalized, etc. He also believed that CEDEM should actually
market products and become a business. He liked the idea of
tontrolling quality of export fruit but thought it would be
difficult to get the authorization and/or legislation needed to
undertake this service.

Fedro also thought that be operating as a commission agent
to facilitate the marketing of coffee CEDEM could also earn
s1griificant income. He claimed the coffee cooperatives pay
&agents 1.5% of the sale price for facilitating the marketing of
coffee and felt CEDEM could perform equally or better than the
ajents curr-ently used by the cooperatives.

We discussed the feasibility study that would be required
for CEDEM and I told Fedro that within the next month or so the
technicians at the center would have to prepare such a study. He
felt the most important part of the study would be determining
the parameters, structure, assumptions, etc.

In genersl Fedro was enthusiastic with the prospect of

developing CEDEM as a private business and felt it would work.

LE 2 L
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AIDE MEMOIR

SUBRJECT ! Meeting with Julio Sosa, Consejo Nacional de
Inversiones

DATE ¢! March 26, 1937

gY : Bob Flick

Miguel Angel Rivarcla and I met with Julio Sosa, Executive
Director of the National Investment Council (Consejo Nacioral de
Inversiones) to discuss several issues:

1. Marketing constraints being faced by Fanamanian
farmers.

2. Ideas he might have for services the CEDEM might
offer to farmers, cooperatives and/or other types
of firms and his suggestions regarding the
structure of the CEDEM.

Sosa urged us to focus the CEDEM toward non—traditional
products that could be produced for export. He thought that there
should be technical assistance for the producers to enable them
tc compete abroad since the guality of Fanamanian products in
their local condition cannot compete in international markets.

Zoea emphnasized that the GOF is very interested in
nraomoting the export of non-traditionals and in developing
varieties, products, etc. which can be profitably grown/produced
Ly zmall and medium size farmers. He thought the center should
focus wn ceveral specific products and undertake the work to
develop these items, like melons, asparagus, for example. By
limiting the center’'s work to several products and doing the
agronomic work, the extension and farmer development,
and moving the product to market an impact could be made. If
CEDEM tries to cover the waterfront, its efforts will be dilutsd
arnd little will be accomplished, Sosa thought. He alsoc felt
midular technical and cost packages should be developed for
zp2cific items being promoted.

Sosa emphasized new products, new markets and new lines of
busirness cshould be CEDEM's focus. He also thought the list of
potentlal services developed in the brainstorming session at
CEDEM seemed like services CEDEM should offer and are nesded
in corder toc pronote the export of nom—-traditionals. He agreed
that 1+ CEDEM could act as a quality control and logistics
courdinator /commission agent these two services alone would be
eit-@melv valuable to all Famamanian producers. He thought CEDEM
should work with medium and small producers whether or not they
arz affiliated with cooperatives and that CEDEM's expenses could
proabkabl , e covered from the gquality control work.

G] Agricultural Cooperative
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AID MEMOIR

SUBJECT : Meeting with Gofredo Grimaldec V., Executive
Secretary of the National Cattlemen’'s Association

(ANAGAN)
DATE : March 27, 1987
BY : Bob Flick - ACDI/Consultant

Miguel Angel Rivarola, Heriberto Rodriguez and I met with
Gofredo Grimaldo to discuss CEDEM, our project, and try to gather
additional i1deas for the marketing center.

RNAGAN 15 an association for representatiocnal purposes, non-
profit, non-stock composed of approximately 4,500 dairy and beef
producers. They are apparently financed by a tax on each animal
slaughtered in Fanama. They have nine (9) chapters, each headed:
by a president, which together form the council of presidents,
their goverming body.

Afccording to Grimaldo, the beef situation in Fanama was
better comtrolled and the people were better served when the
Instituto Ganadero was coperating. However, the institute was
disbanded as a result of the 1972 "revolution.”

There are several dairy cooperative members of AMAGAN and
Crimaldo 1= very interested in supporting the development of the
dairy sector. I suggested they contact Land O’'Lakes and gave
those present a brief run-down on the international dairy devel-—
opment efforts of LOL. Using. LOL resources as a source of T/TA
plus project loan resources to develope the cooperative dairvy
secztor could be an interesting challenge for our project.

Rivarola explained that CEDEM had completed the feasibility
ztudy for ‘@ dairy cooperative in Chorrera. Grimaldo phoned the
cooperative to ask them to arrange a meeting with CEDEM. Another
loan request had apparently been submitted by the cooperative to
the Inter-American Development EBank (IDEB) and Miguel /Eduardo will
be following—up with the IDB to learn what the status of this
regquest is.

Grimaldo informed us that the cattlemern owned two slaughter
huuses which were underutilized but controlled carefully by the

Miniztry of Health inspectors. Apparently the municipal slaughter
holses weras ot well inspected and are operating at 150% capacity
@5 a4 rezult, The association has been trying to have this issue
put on the sgenda for serious discussions with the GOF without
much success.  He claimed the GOF inspectors are not deoing the

joby in the municipal plants because of politics. ,

G]ﬁ Agricultural Cooperative
1 EG Development International

-~

o (’)
-~



Grimaldo thought the marteting ceriter ‘s potential service
list was reasonable and that most of the services mentioned are
currently nct beimg provided by amybody. He thought the dairy
sector would probably be the sector which could use trhe services
of CEDEM the most.

s far as the crganization of CEDEM itself, Grimaldo didn 't
X al wontributions except to confirm that an association
s3ue stock or get involved in business transacticns to

S

by

Rave any re
could not |
garn profit
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AID MEMOIR

Mesting with Ascanio Alemén, Manager of Ferishable
Distribution Center - Coop. Horticela de
Mercadeo/Fanama

SUBJECT

DATE : March Z0, 1987

BY : Eob Flick - ACDI/Consultant

Eduardo Matheu, Miguel Angel Rivarola, Heriberto Rodriguez
and I met with Ascanio Aleman, the manager of the perishable
distribution center owned by the Coocperativa Horticola de
Mercadeo in Fanama to discuss the Marketing Center and learn of
any i1deas he might be able to contribute.

Aleman provided a brief description of the services
performed by the center and mentioned they were negotiating for a
new building 1in the former Canal Zone. They are also planning to
continue to sffer chopped lettuce, carrots and red beets to
McComalds and 53460 supermarkets and are plarnning to upgrade their
eguiipment to offer a better product.

sleman thought more effort had to ke put into improving the
qualit s of «ll Jderishables by starting in the field. Through
bapravenests ino growing, harvesting, FIELD PACKING, transporting,
wbor b ana displaying in the supermarket less product would be
wasted and & bhetter product would be presented to the consumers.
He f2lft more had to be done toc promote the consumption of
gisFables, including promotion via mass media, in the
upermarkets and with supermarket personnel so their products are
nicely disgplayed and remain fresh for the customers.
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Aleman also thought the Marketing Development Center should
actually export and import food products. He suggested that when
thie right moment arrives the Center should be able to import as
~311 as export. He cited an euample with onions, e.g., his
cooperative has imported onions from Costa Rica and Guatemala and
arotzably nade considerable profits. He thought the Center could
nendle the eiports of melons and other perishables and this would
AV atives from having to develop all the contacts and
Lizar= the siport business over and over.

e coopper

ALeman aleo mentioned that the Marketing Center could help
thz small entrepreneur who is currently handling and processing
agricelteral commedities and gave an esample of the small
proczsuor ot thile sauce which could avail himsel+ of marketing
zervices provided by the center, such as: advice on designing
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and celery have only been available locally on a limited basis,
apparently, and are high value rutritiocus crops that could be
promoted by CEDEM as a pilot effort. The Cooperative Horticola
de Mercadeo could distribute the product locally and CEDEM could
undertake the advertising campaign ~ for a percentage of the
profits, perhaps or on some kind of partial fee or discounted
cost basis. This first effort could initiate this kind of
activity in CEDEM.

Arather new activity might be to select a product, an
entrepreneur and follow the scheme presented by Aleman above.
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