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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A. PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

While the Social Stabilization and Municipal Development Strengthening Project 
Project") is being phased out over the next two years, it is important to preserve the 
lessons learned fiom this fascinating experiment in participatory local government. 
Arising fiom the context of civil war, when vkhdly all govenunent development 
programs were aimed at counter-insurgancy, MEA turned into a vehicle for strengthening 
local democracy. Even in peace time the program operates in an unusual setting: the 
implemenring central government agency, CONAM (now called SRN), is decried by 
leftists as the embodiment of evil; dozens of mayors have been in exile; and local NGOs 
are considered a bnlnsparent cover for the liberation h n t ,  now turned political party. - - 

The Government of El Salvador (GOES) developed the MEA P r o m  in a rather hit-or- 
miss fashion in an attempt to find an effective way to rebuild small scale infkasttuclture 
in areas of FMLN activity. With the assistance of USAID, thi: government began in 1986 
to channel funds to local government mayors for building the small infrastructure 
projects. 

A year later, in 1987, the MEA process began. To promote popular support for the 
government, USAXD began to require that all ~ ~ t r u c ~  projects be identified at an 
open town meeting, called cubildo abierto . While already formally required to hold 
cabildos four times a year by the 1986 revision of the municipal code, the mayor now 
had real financial incentive to convene cabildos : to receive MEA h d s  from CON- 
All projects had to be identified by the community at a cabildo abierto, then prioritid 
and selected by the municipal council, over which the mayor presides. CONARA then 
transferred the h d s  for eligible projects to the mayors for implementation. 

By 1989 the MEA program was able to work in the entire country, with the exception of 
19 northern municipalities controlled by the FMLN. Sirace 1989, municipal governments 
have implemented neariy 9,000 projects, primarily in roads, schools, watex9 and 
elcctrifrcation, reaching into remote rural cantons thoughout the country. In the jmt 
year, MEA projects have been im$:mented in all 261 municipalities of the country 
(except the capital city), and MEA has become a cornerstone of the National 
Reconstruction Program. 

Based om selected field interviews with mayors rtnd beneficiaries, previous evaluiptiom 
contracted by USAID indicated that the MEA process was successful in promoting 
participation and improving attitudes toward local ,ovefnment. According to both USMD 
officials and representatives of the left, the F M 2 4  did not destroy a single MEA project 
because the projects were chosen by the people. 



Despite these earlier evaluations, the program amacted critics. In 1982 and 1993 30 
Washington-based NGOs published highly critical reports on MEA based on field visits 
to a number of communities in the ex-cenflict zones (Yariv and W s ,  1992; Sollis, 
1893). Cornunity leaders told them the mayors did not invite d1 co~~ltnunity groups to 
the cabildos abiertos (Sollis, p. 28; Yarh and Curtis, p. 13), that the mayors selected 
projects that benefited the wealthy few (Yariv and Curtis, pi. 10), and that the 
iaplemented projects did not reflect grassroots priorities (Sollis, p. 25). The authors 
reported widespread mistrust of 'local govement in a highly polarized situation made 
even more tense by what they characterized as the negative image of CONARA and its 
successor organization, the SRN (Yariv and Curtis, pp. 13 and 15). These sharp attach 
were heard in the halls of the U.S. Congress. 

In the face of the diametrically opposed findiigs from these previous studies, USAID 
decided to incorpsrate a full-fledged public opinion survey in this fmal evaluation of 
MEA. A major purpose of this evaluation, then, wm to conduct the survey.- The results 
of a random sample of over 1,000 people from throughout the camby, ex-conflict md 
non-confiict zones dike, are reported here. 

Another purpose sf the eaduation is to assess the attitude sf mayors towards MEA, 
looking particularly at changes implemented recently to wean die mayow from a "give- 
away" mentality to one of eosbrecsvery and self-sufficiency. T"lme evduation also assesses 
the evolving institutional context surrounding M A  a d  the effectiveness with which it 
continues to deliver small scale public works to remote locations. Finally, the evaluation 
makes recommendations for sustaining the achievements of the program beyond its 
expected two-year p h e  out, and points out pmticular concerns and opportunities arising 
fiom the post-eiection context in 1994, when up to 40 fist-time FMLN mayors are 
expected to take office. 

B. FINDINGS 

I. Popular Attitudes Toward Municipal Government 

The survey results show that there is a significant level of support for local and national 
government, and that the level is higher among those who know of, or have attended, the 
cabildos abiertss, or who have benefitted fiom a ,MEA prqject. Thus, it can be 
concluded that the MEA process has increased popular support for the constitutional 
political process. 

The survey also shows that most people have at least some degree of confidence in. local 
g0vernmg9.t~ even in the ex-conflict zones. Public opinion ranks local government below 
churches a?d community organizations; above the military, labor unions, and political 
parties; and aboilt the same as national government. Name recognition of the mayors is 
high--in fact, much higher than that reported in a prior CID/Gdlup poll (Seligson, 1993). 
Ahnost every me plans on voting in the 1994 mayoral elections. 



People have much more contact with local government than national government. They 
have much more contact with mayors than seny other elected officials. Thus local 
gwernment is the principal interface between the citizenry and the state. The survey 
shows Qhat as people gain confidence in locd government, their attitude toward national 
government improves a3 well. 

The survey does point out a major weakness of local government. Despite the growth in 
cabildos abiertos, people perceive a lack of opportunity for popular participation in local 
government. The municipal councils contribute to this perception. The municipd code 
currently allows council meetings to be closed to the p&k. Very rarely do councils hold 
open meetings or call consultas populares , which are similar to referendums. Public 
confidence in the comcils is very low compared to public confidence in the mayors. 

People see community organizations as the mast important promoter of their interests and 
want local government to work more closely with their organizations; - Ironically, 
communities that have legally recognized community organizations show higher 
confidence in local government than those communities that do not, and those individuals 
who are active in their community organizations have higher confidence in locd 
government than those who are not. Thus it would be in the mayor's interest to promote 
community organization and work with the community organizati.om. 

2. Popular Attitudes Toward Cabildos AbierPos 

The MEA program has had a large impact on public awareness of cabildas abiertos. The 
people see the mayors' efforts to hold cabildos as a genuine expression of concern for the 
community's needs. They consider the cabildos to be open to all and broadly 
representative of the various cornanunities in the municipality. They appreciate the 
opportunity to be heard and would attend cabildos even if the mayor had no funds to 
distribute. 

Nevertheless, the people are dissatisfied with the level of p~fticipation that the cabildos 
afford. They want to do more than just ask for projects. They want to be involved in 
discussing problems, proposing solutions, and prioritizing projects. They are willing to 
contribute their own resources to have more projects, if only the mayor would ask. 

3. Popular Attitudes Toward CONARMMEA Projects 

MEA projects have widespread visibility and benefit a large majority of the population. 
People feel that infrastructure projects are the test use of the funds and consider road 
pro-jects to be the most beneficial. Residents of county seats feel that the projects have 
met a ! ~ g e  part of their infrastructure needs, while ma1 residents feel they have covered 
only a small part, in spite of MEA's 3:l ratio favoring rural areas. 



Most of the beneficiaries feel the projects were identified by the csmuniw, and as a 
result many feel a sense of community respnsibility for maintaining them. Nevertheless, 
m ~ s t  do not consider the cabildos to have been very important to the project identification 
process. They also feel that the mayors have not done much to involve them in project 
implementation, other tRan through direct labor. 

CONLIRA (SRN) enjoys a positive public image throughout the country, including ex- 
conflict zones. Its allocation of funds among municipalities is seen as apolitical, in spite 
of the fact that cabildo attendees in the ex-conflict zones feel a smaller percentage of their 
requests have been implemented than do attendees in the non-conflict zones. The survey 
results also show that the popular image of CONAWSRN would be W e r  enhanced 
if it were to work more with commimity orgwJzations. 

4, Institutional Sustainability - 

USAXD has supported three institutions for implementing the MEA program: 

a. The Secretariat for National Reconstruction (SRN), formerly CONAIRA, does an. 
efikctive job of getting the funds out to virtually all municipalities and helping the local 
governments with project Implementation. 

b. ISBEM provides training and technical assistance to the mayors an issues ranging 
fiom revenue generation, fmmcial management and strategic planning, to voter 
registration. Although closely tied to the party in office, ISDEM is perceived by most 
mayors, community leaders, and other government officials as a non-partisan technicel 
agency. It has been particularly successful in helping municipalities to increase revenue 
generation. 

c. COMURES, the national association of mayors, is the lead institution in promoting 
a national policy dialogue on decentralization. In spite of the fact that 60 percent of the 
country's mayors are &om one party, COMeRRES has created a multi-partisan image that 
has turned it into an effective voice for decentralization. 

The general consensus among the thirty mayors interviewed for this evaluation is that the 
MEA program is the most effective mechanism in the country for responding to citizens' 
needs for local infrastructure. With limited financial and administrative capacity, locd 
governments have implemented nearly 9,000 MEA projects. Price Waterhouse audits 
show less than one percent of questionable funds. 

The major challenge facing USAID and the MEA propun during its last two years of 
funding is how to sustain the program's achievements beyond the life sf the project. The 
three major issues involved in sustainability are how to transfer more financial 
responsibility for future infrastructure projects to the municipal government, how to 
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encourage the mayors to continue the cabildos without direct financial incentive, and how 
to incorporate the new mayors elected under peacethe conditions next year. 

USAID has already begun to address the issue of fmmcid sustakdbility. Through 
ISDEM's t e c h i d  assistance to the local govex'~11~fents, revenue generation has improved 
markedly in most of the municipalities. TJSND established a new incentive h d  
administered by SRN to reward local governments for cost recovery; it has h e n  wed at 
a brisk pace. Nevertheless, the current mayors evid e little interest in setting aside a 
portion of increased revenues for intf.mtrrlctbue projects, preferring to spend the money 
on administration. And while the rnayors have been taking advantage of the incentive 
fund, they show little attitudinal c h g e  about the importance of cost recovery. The 
predominant sentiment is that k e y  need n ~ t  worry about these issues during their term 
while foreign aid is still plentiM. - 

While this attitude may seem alarming for the sustainability of the MEA -process, it 
appears that the new mayoral candidates and candidates for re-election are aware sf the 
decline in foreign aid and the need to find local resources to make projects possible. 
They will need assistance in generating those ocal resources, but USAHD's new Municipal 
Development Project has directly anticipated that need. 

On the legal front COMURES has already been making efforts to promote municipal 
preprty tax legislation, but with no indication that the desired results are close at hand. 
Nevertheless, USAID has Gone what it can by making such legislation a condition far 
continuing its new Municipal Development Project. COMURES should probably try b 
get legislators md N W s  represented on its inter-institutional decentralization committee, 
in order to increase its clout. 

A crucial factor in the smtzinability of the MEA process is the mayors' attitude toward 
the cabildos abiertos. Interviews with more than thirty mayors indicate that despite the 
best efforts of the MEA program, most of the mayors do not see rn inherent benefit to 
them in holding cabildos. Even with MEA's financial incentives, mayors as a whole have 
not held the legally required number of cabildos . What nay replace MEA's financial 
incentive, however, may be even more effective: the popular demand for cabildos thnt 
the MEA program has generated As the survey results show, the citizens like the 
cabildos and wmt further opportunities to participate. 

Another issue is how to preserve the managerial and technical capacity for assisting local 
governments that has been developed in the three national implementing institutions. The 
largest of these is SRW, which is designated to close at the end of the National 
Reconstruction Project in about five yeas. Reasonable proposals are being developed to 
absorb some of the capacity into already existing departmental committees of mayors md 
some into the larger municipalities. 



Finally, a number of mayors have brouzht up the issue of how to accommodate the needs 
of MEA "graduatesf"-i.e. mayors who ape ready to move beyond isolated, small scale 
projects. To some extent the mayors have been takirng care of this problem on their own. 
Many have begcan to coordinate inve~wents at a multi-municipal or departmental level, 
through the departmental committees of mayors known as CEDs. Some have begun to ask 
ISDEM md the Vice MiGstry of Housing md Urban Development for technical assistance 
in doing strategic development plans for their municipality. While a number of these 
MIEA "graduates" find MEA's size limits on infrastructure investments to be frustrating, 
it is probably advisable to keep them in place in order to provide broader coverage and 
maintain the emphasis on process. 

The issue of how to inc~rporate the new mayors to be elected for the fust time under 
peacetime conditions in 1994 has not yet been addressed by USAID officials. They 
found that the learning curve of the new mayors after the last election was rapid and that 
the elections created no real impediment to suseainability. However, a mjor difference 
with the tmpcoming elections is that a significant number of FhrZEN mayors may be trying 
their hmds at institutionalized change for the first h e .  This issue remains the greatest 
weakness in USAID'S efforts to sustain the MEA process, and some recommended actions 
ape included below. 

5. Conclusions 

The survey results are conclusive that the MEA program has had widespread success in 
increasing confidence in local government. It is clear that the MElh program contributes 
directly to two of USAID'S strategic objectives: (1) to help the country make the 
transition from war to peace by building local level democratic institutions and increasing 
civic participation; and (2) to promote enduring democratic institutions by strengthening 
local government and responding to the basic infkastmcture needs of the comtnunity. 

Contrary to the findings of the Washington studies (Sollis, 1993, and Yariv and Curtis, 
1992), people see the cabildos as a genuine expression of the mayor's concern for the 
community's needs. They consider the cabiHdos to be a representative forum open to d1 
members of the community. They consider the projects implemented to be beneficial to 
the community. 

The positive impact of the MEA program on atthcles toward lo& government has been 
felt almost as strorigly in the ex-coIlflict mnes as in the rest of the w-mky. fviost 
surprisingly, the popular image of CONARA is quite positive in both ex-cordlict and 
non-conflict zones, based on the agency's ability to respond to people's needs for 

The people of El Salvador me much M e r  along the road to reconciliation than most 
ideologues and politicos imagine, whether they are from government or non-governmental 



organizations. A deep-seated faith in legitimate government institutions and a strong 
desire to work with them permeate the Salvadoran popdation. 

Yet at the same time something the Washington critics were saying is accurate. People 
have great faith in the community itself to solve its own problems. Most of El Salvador's 
rural communities and urban Barrios are organized into legally recognized community 
associations. Most of them want to work with local government. Mayors should build 
bridges to the community groups. They are a powerfir1 source of support f ~ r  local 
development. 

6. Lessons Learned 

Abstracting from the case of El Salvador, there are some important findings for other 
developing nations interested in strengthening local government and promoting 
participatory democracy: - . 

Local government is an effective vehicle for prioritizing and implementing multi- 
sectoral investments. 

. Mayors are willing to collaborate at a regional level to prioritize investments and 
plan strategically. 

The popular image of national government is enhanced by improving the image 
of local government. 

Organized communities have a more positive attitude toward Pocal government 
than do unorganized communities. A natural bridge is waiting to be built between 
local government and ce.munity organizations. 

. People want to participate in local government. The more they participate, the 
more willing they are to contribute their own resources and to help maintain 
projects. 

7. Recommendations 

a. To promote reconciliation and the transition to peace in El Salvador, USAPD 
sbrrld plush for rapid ress!u?im of land tealwe issues, wbkh are impedimmt to h4EA 
projects. 

b. USAID should promote better working relationships between local government and 
community organizations. 



c. To address the needs of the first time mayors taking office in 1994, many of 
whom may be from the FMLN Party, USAID will need to weigh the efficacy of pursuing 
cost recovery as rapidly as possible, versus allowing less restrictive h d i n g  to kelp the 
new mayors get mcIe involved. 

d. The Government of El Saivador should channel all local-level public infrastructure 
investments though micipal  government. 

... 
Vlll  



I. THE MEA PROCESS: WEW FROM BELOW 

While the Social Stabilization and Municipal Development Strengthening Project ("MEA 
Project") is being phased out over the next two years, it is important to preserve the 
lessons learned from this fascinating experiment in participatory local government. 
Arising fPom the context of civil war, when virtuaiiy all govemmeE:t, development 
programs were aimed at counter-insurgency, MEA turned into a vehicle for strengthening 
local democracy. Even in peace time the program operates in an unusual setting: the 
implementing central government agency, CONARA (now called SRN), is decried by 
leftists as the embodiment of evil; dozens of mayors have been in exile; and local NGOs 
are considered a transparent cover for the liberation front, now turned political party. 

The Government of El Salvador (GOES) developed the MEA Progfam in a rather hit-or- 
miss fashion in attempt to find an effective way to rebdd small scale infmmtmcture 
in areas of FMlLN activity (interview: General Vargas, October, 1993). Attempts at using 
the central government's sectoral ministries -- e.g., Ministry of Health, Ministry of 
Education, Minis* of Public Works-to provide small scale m a l  inf?astructure quickly 
and cheaply had proven to be a failme. With the assistance of USAID, the govenment 
began in 1986 to channel directly to local government mayors for building the small 
infrastructure projects. 

A year later, in 1987, the MEA process began: To promote popular support for &e 
government, USAID began to require that all infktructure projects 3e identified at a .  
open town meeting, called cabildo abierto. While already formally required to hold 
cabildos four times a year by the 1986 revision of the municipal code, the mayor now 
had real fmancial incentive to convene cabildos: to receive MEA h d s  from CONARA. 
All projects had to be identified by the community at a cabildo abierto, then prioritized 
and selected by the municipal council, over which the mayor presides. CONARA then 
transferred the fbnds for eligible projects to the mayors for implementati~n. Initially 
CONARA allocated an equal amount of funds to each municipality, but after 1990 it 
changed to a need-based hrmula. 

By 1989 the MEA program was able to work in the entire country, with the exception s f  
19 northern municipalities controlled by the FMLN. Since 1989, municipal governments 
have implemented nearly 9,000 projects, primarily in roads, schools, water, and 
electrification, reaching into remote ma1 cantons throughout the country. Ira the past 
year, MEA projects have been. implemented in all 261 municipalities of the country 
(except the capital city), and MEA has become a cornerstone of the National 
Reconstruction Program. 



Bas& on selected field interviews with mayors and beneficiaries, previous evduarions 
contracted by USAID indicated the MEA process was successfil in promoting 
participation and improving attitudes toward local government (Austin, 1988; Stout, 
1990). According to both USAID officials a d  at least one qmkesperson for the left 
(Uzquimo interview, October, 1993), the FMLN did not de-oy a single MEA project 
became the projects were chosen by the people. 

Despite these earlier evaluations, the program has attracted critics. In 1992 mci 1993 two 
Washington-based NgiOs published highly critical reports on MEA baed on field visits 
to a number of camunities in the ex-conflict zones (Yariv and Curtis, 1992; Sollis, 
1993). Community leaders told them the mayors did not invite all commurity groups to 
the cabildos abiertos (Sollis, p. 28; Yariv and Curtis, p. 131, that the mayors selected 
projects that benefitted the wealthy few (Yariv and Cmtiss2 p. lo), and that the 
implemented projects did not reflect gmsrosts priorities (Sollis, p. 25). The authors 
repflIcffed widespread mistrust of local government in a highly polarized situation made 
even more tense by what they characterized as the negative popular image ~f C O N a  
and its successor organization, the SKN (Yariv and Curtis, pp. 13 and 16). These sharp 
attacks were heard in the halls of the U.S. Congress. 

In the face of the d iae t r id ly  opposed findings from these previous studies, USAID 
decided to incoporate a full-fledged public opinion survey in this final evaluation of 
MEA. A major purpose of this evaluation, then, was to conduct the survey. The results 
of a random sample of over 1,000 people from throughout the country, ex-conflict aPld 
non-confltct zoaes alike, are reported here. 

Another purpose of the evaluation is to assess the attitude of mayors towards MEA, 
loolung particularly at changes implemented recently to wean the mayors flom a "give- 
away9"entality to me of cost-recovery and self-sufTkiency. The evaluation also assesses 
the evolving institutional context surrounding M A  and the effectiveness with which it 
continues to deliver small scale public works to remote locations. Finally, the evaluation 
makes recommendations for sustaining the achievements of the program beyond its 
expected two-year phase out, and points out particular concerns and opportunities arising 
firom the post-election context in 1994, when up to 40 first-time FMLN mayors are 
expected to take ofice (source: Mauricio Ch6vez interview, November, 1993). 

Dr. Patricia A. Wilson, associate professor of community axad regional plamhig at the 
University of Texas, Austin, served as Team Leader and was responsible for designing 
and interpreting the public epinion survey. Dr. Wilson was the primary author of PG 
I. Duke Banks, a municipal development consultant from Washington, D.C., was the 
primary author of P a t  II. kwis  Taylor, a civil engineering consultant from Okl&ma, 
was the primary author of Part 111. 



An how-long questionnaire was edministered to 1,034 people from throughout the colmtry 
by a team of fifteen Salvadoran surveyors trained and experienced in surveying 
Salvadorans fism all walks of life. 

Twenty-four municipalities wax chosen randomly from fow different population size 
categories in order to represent the Czi~crenc regions as well as ex-wnflict and non- 
conflict zones. Rural areas were given a greater weight in keeping with MEA allocation 
criteria. Within each municipality respondents were selected rmdomly by age and sex. 
The urban residents were selected by randomly shmpling blocks and houses within the 
town where the municipal sert is located. Rural midents were selected by randomly 
choosing cantom, and within the chosen m t ~ n s ,  randody sampling caserim and 
residences. Within each residence, if more than one hotshold member of the required 
age and sex cohort were present, then one was selected randomEy on the basis of birthday. 

Of the 24 mmicipal seats mi 48 cantons that the survey &team visited, in only one case 
did cil~mr;outfity lsaders deny entq;. In Del Tawa, TewEua, an ex-conflict m e  in San 
Vicente, the surveyor was tolE she would need pmnksion fkom the Zocd cornunity 
organi;Eabim to conduct the m e y .  The peimission process w d d  have delayed hef. 
beyond the time she ).ad available. 

The resulting survey population of 1,034 is consistent with the regional and demographic 
breakdown of the universe, although it emphas'ms nnal areas (see Table 1). The 24 
municipalities chosen include 11 from ex-wnflict zones (defined as one of the 115 
municipalities in the National Recomtms-tion Program). Two sf the forty municipalities 
where the mayor was in exile are represented in the sample. The proportion of 
municipalities with Arena mayors matches that. for the entire cornby (arow~d 60 p a n t ) .  
(See Appendix r -  :or M e r  detail on m e y  methodology and a map &owing the places 
surveyed.) 

C. POPULAR ATTITUDES TOWARD IMUNICPfi GOVERNMEm 

The survey results show that there is a cignifimt level of support for l o d  and national 
government, and that the level is higher ahlong those who knsw of, or have attended, the 
cabildos ahierbos, or who have benefitted from a M A  project. Thus, it @an be conduded 
that the MEA process has increased popular suppxi for the consiitutional politid 
process. 

The survey shows that most people have at least some degree of confidence in local 
government, even in the ex-conflict zones. Public opinion ranks local gcvemment below 
churches and community organizations; above the military, labor ~lions,  and political 
parties; and about the same as national gcvemment. Name recognition o- the mayors is 
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&&--in fact, much higher than that reported in a prior CD/Gallup poli (Seligmn, 1993). 
Almost everyone plans on voting in the i994 mayoral elections. 

People have much more contact with local government than national government They 
have much more contact with mayors than any 0 t h  elected oficids. Thus l d  
government is ?&e principal himfe between the citizenry and the state. The survey 
shows that as people gain confidence in local government, their attitude toward natioml 
government improves as well. 

'Fhe suwey does point out a major weakness of local govemment. Despite the growth in 
cabildos obiertos, people perceive a lack of opportunity for popular participation in local 
government. The municipal councils contribute to this perception. The municipal code 
currently dows  comcib meetings to be closed to the public. Very rarely do councils hold 
open meetings or call colzpultas populares , which are similar to referendums. Public 
coofidence in the councils is very low compared to public confidence in the mayors. 

People see cornunity o r g h t i o n s  as the most important promoter of their interests a d  
want I d  g~~emment  to work more closely with their organizations. Ironically, 
communities that have legally recognized community organizations show higher 
confidence in local government than those communities that do not, and those individuals 
who are active in their community organizations have higher mnfidence in load 
govemment than those who are mot. Thus, it would be to the mayor's interest to promote 
community organization atrd work with the wnamuniq grganizations. 

A satrrmary of the relevant statistics supporting these findings follows: 

Municipal government is the major point of interface bet wee^; the popda.tion and 
the state. 

o Most of tk population has contacted the municipal government (alcaIciia) to 
resolve a problem while a mall percentage has contacted the national government. 
(See Table 2) 

O Over 70 percent of the respondents know the name of the mayor, while less than 
20 percent know the name of a legislator (diputado). (Table 2) 

O While 54 percent have contacted the mayor, only 3 percent have ever contacted 
a dip~tado. (Table 2) 

O Awareness of local government is high in both ex-conflict and non-conflict zoges. 
(Table 2) 
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The large majority expresses at least some confidence in local government m d  looks 
fmwaad to peaceful dectisns. 

O Nearly two thirds of the population express at least some confidence in local 
government, including a quarter sf the population that expresses strong confidence 
in local government (Table 3). The level of confidence is not influend by the 
politid party of the mayor. Expressed a different way, about half the population 
considers the work of the alcaldia to Ire good, and another 38 percent t~ be 
average. About half the population says their confidence in I o d  government is 
growing, even in the ex-conflict mnes and among non-beneficiaries of 
CONARAlMEA projects. 

O While 64 percent voted in the last mayoral elections, 90 percent plan on voting 
this time. 

O Eighty percent of the population believe that the alcaldr'b helps them to resolve 
their wmunity's problems at least some of the time. Very few people consider 
the ulcaldia a frequent obstacle to resolving the mwnunity's problems (11 
percent), even in the ex-conflict mnes (13 percent), However, nearly 40 percent 
say that it is sometimes an obstacle. 

a Public opinion on the ability of local government to manage funds is divided, with 
thirty to forty percent even refixing to respond to questions on the subject. Those 
who have benefitted from a CONARA(MEA project and especially those who have 
attended a cabildo have a much more positive opinion, and are also more likely 
to believe the 1 0 4  government's capacity to manage h d s  is improving. 

There is still a signfieant minority that expresses little contidence im local 
government. 

Up to a third of the population expresses low coniidence in local government. 
(Table 3) 

Living in an ex-conflict zone influences ones confidence in municipal government 
less than whether or not one's community received a C O N M A  project. 

Table 4 lists various factors that influence public confidence in local government. 
The most important single factor is whether or not one's cornunity received a 
CBNAR.A/I'~EA poject. 



The levd of confidence in municipal government is about the same w the level of 
confidence in national government. 

About Mf the population considers both 1 4  and national govenment to be 
dohg a goad job, ranacing them well above labor unions and political parties, but 
&ow churches and mmmunity orgdzations. (Table 5 )  

Less than 10 percent of the population consider the government--either municipal 
or national-to be doing a bad job. (Table 5 )  

A Iarge majority of pe~ple (abut 85 percent) considers the decision for whom to 
vote at the national level as very important. A similar percentage also considers 
the decision for whom to vote at the local level as very inmportslnt. 

The level of confidence in both municipal and national governrent is nearly as 
high (within 6 percentage points) in the ex-conflict zones as in the rest of the 
country. 

The MEA program has increased confidence in both local and national government. 

O Cwfidence in local government is sifl~3blltly higher among those who have 
benefitted from a C O N M A  project and those who have attended a cabildo. 
(Table 4) 

O Confidence in national government is also higher among MEA beneficiaries and 
cabildb attenders. Fifty percent of beneficiaries consider national government to 
be doing a g o d  job, v e m  forty percent of ma-beneficiaries. Skdarly, 54 
percent of cubildo attenders rank national g o v e m e ~ t  as doing a good j ~ b  versus 
44 percent of non-attenders. 

O Those who have a positive atti?ude toward local government tend to have a more 
positive attitude toward national government. 

Despite the growth in cabildos abierfos, local government is not seen as very 
participatory. 

O Nearly two thirds of the population think the mayor makes very little effort to 
promote popular participation. (Table 6). 

O Similarly, three fourths of the population know of little or no opportunity to 
participate in Iocal government. 

O Even those who have attended a cabildo abierto do not consider municipal 
government to be very participatory. (Table 6)  



The comejo municipal is not seen as interas#& in public participation. 

O W l e  over sixty percent sf the population realizes there is a municigd courncii, 
less than 5 percent generally take any probIems to a council member. 

O FdIy 85 percent of the popdation h o w  of few, if my, attempts by the anuni@ipd 
councils to seek c o m d t y  input. 

Local government wsdd benefat from making a greater effort to work with 
community groups. 

The majority of the population sees comuslity o r g h t i o n s  as the principi 
agedpromoter of the community's interests, while 40 percent see the mayor as 
the principal promoter of the community's interests. 

Confidence in local government is higher among those whose communities are 
organized, and among those peopl: who are most active in community 
organizations. 

D. POPULAR ATTITUDES TOWARD CBBlUMlS ABPERTUS 

The MEA program has had a large impact on public awareness of cabildos abiertos. The 
people see the myors' efforts to hold cabildos as a genuine expression of concern for 
the community's needs. They consider the cabildos to be open to all and broadly 
representative of the various communities in the municipality. They appreciate the 
opportunity to be heard and wodd attend cabildos even if the mayor had no fimds to 
distribute. 

NeverthePess, the people are dissatisfied with the lwei of participation that the cabildos 
fiord. They want to do more than just ask for projects. They want to be involved in 
discussing problems, proposing soiutions, and prioritking projects. They are willing to 
contribute their own resources to have more projects, if only the mayor would ask. 

Statistical support for these findings follows: 

Awareness of the cabildos is widespread. 

O Two-thirds of the population h o w  what a cabildo is (Table 7).  

O Residents of municipal seats show more awareness (70%) than do residents of the 
rural cantons (60%). 



Attendance is much more limited. 

a About a fourth of the population has attended a eabildo, and another f o d  knows 
someone who has (Table 7'). 

O About the same percentage attends from the municipal seats as fiom the ma1 
cm1:ons. 

a Only 13 percent sf the population attended a community meeting to help 
choose a representative to send to a cabilda. 

Women's awareness of, a d  participation in, cabipdos lags behind men's. 

Q About 76 percent of the men know what a cabildo is, while only 58 percent of the 
women do. 

O Forty percent of the men have attended a cabildo, while only 16 percent of the 
women have. 

O Nevertheless, of those who know about cabildos, most women (64%) perceive that 
they participate at least as much as the men, and most women (70%) perceive tbat 
the cabildos address their needs at least as much as they do the men's needs. 

Popullar opinion of the cabildos is very positive. 

O The vast majority of those who know about cabildos believes that the mayors 
convene them not because it is required by law or required to get h d s ,  but in 
order to Jind out the people 's nee& (Table 8). 

O The vast majority believes that the cabildos are open to all who want to attend, 
not just to those whom the mayor invites (Table 9). 

O Three-fourths believe that the cabilHos represent all sectors of the community 
(Table 10). 

O A majority believe that cabildos are more imnortant now than before (Table 11). 

Those who have attended cabildos say they would continue to attend even if no 
project funds were available. 

o Almost all who attended a cabildo were satisfied with the experience, would attend 
another cabildo, md, in fact, plan to attend the next cabildo (Table 12). 



a Nearly 90 percent would attend even if few project fElnds were available through 
the cabildos, and nearly 80 percent say they would attend even if there were no 
project h d s  available (Table 13). 

Cabildos have improved popular attitudes towards local government and involvement 
in community organizations. 

a? hose  who have attended cabildos have a much higher degree of confidence in 
mumicipal government than those who have mot (Tables 4 and 6). 

0 Most of the attendees say that they are now more active in community 
organizations as a result of having attended a cabildo (Table 14). 

Nevertheless, many people think that cabildos do not provide enough apportunity to 
participate. 

More than half of the population at large feels there is little opprhmity to 
participate in local government (Table 6). About half of those who have attended 
a cabildo, while having more confidence in local government, also feel there is 
little opportunity to participate in 1 4  government (Table 6). 

In the ex-conflict zones r l ly  half of those who know about cabildos feel that the 
they provide very brief and insuff~cient oppotunities to participate (Table 10). 

Regardless of location, those w h ~  have attended cabildos see them as an 
opporhmity to ask for projects, rather than as a vehicle for discussing problem 
and developing solutions (Table 15). 

POPULAR AITITUDIES TOWARD CONNUMEA PROJECTS 

MEA projects have widespread visibility and benefit a large majority of the population. 
People feel that infrastructure projects are the best use of the f h d s  and consider road 
projects to be the most beneficial. Residents of county seats feel that the projects haw 
met a large part of their infrastructure needs, while rival residents feel they have covered 
only a small part, in spite of MEA's 3:l ratio favoring rural areas. 

M ~ s t  of the beneficiaries feel the projects were identified by the community, and as a 
result many feel a sense of coinmunity responsibility for maintaining them. Nevertheless, 
most do not consider the cabildos to have been very important to the project identification 
process. They also feel that the mayors have not done much to involve them in project 
implementation other than through direct labor. 
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Nevertheless, reqmadents prefer the MEA process to that of the Social Investment Fund 
PIS). Whereas MEA projects are identified locally and implemented by the local 
government, FIS projects involve neither local participation nor local government. 

CONARA (SRN) enjoys a positive public image throughout the country, including ex- 
conflict zones. Its allocation of h d s  among municipalities is seen as apolitical, in spite 
of the fact that cabildo attendees in the ex-conflict zones fix1 a smaller perceritage of their 
requests have been implemented than do attendees in the ne>n-conflict zones. The survey 
results also show that the popular image of CONWSR3M would be further enhmced 
if it were to work more with community organizations. 

Supporting statistical results fiom the survey follow: 

CON-A projects have received widespread visibility and benefitted a large 
majority of the population. 

O When read a list of CONARAAEA projecb in their municipality, over ninety 
percent of the people knew of at least m e  of them (Table 16). 

O Three-fourths of the people said they or their f d l y  had directly benefitted fiom 
at least one of them (Table 16). 

Many people do not associate the projects with CONAM or the MEA process. 

O Two thirds of the beneficiaries knew of a project following the CONAR-A 
process--i.e. a project identified at a dildo and built by the municipal 
government. 

8 Less than half of this group was aware that the h d s  had come from CONARA. 

e Virtually none was aware that the program through which the funds mine was 
called MEA. 

CONARA itself, however, enjoys high name recognition and positive image among 
the people. 

O Among public works providers, CONAM (as SP? is still known popularly) ranks 
among the top four in terms of name recognitdon and among the top three in terns 
of positive image (Table 17). 

O About 85 percent of the popukitiofn know of CONkiIW and two-thirds rank it as 
good or very good compared to other public works providers (Table 17). 



O CONARA's name recognition and image are almost equally positive in the ex- 
conflict zone as in the rest of the country (Ta3le 17). 

O About hdf the population (regardless of zone) feels that CONARA works 
adequately or well with their community organizations (Table 21). 

O As with popular opinion of Bd government, popular opinion of CQNARA is 
higher among those whose wmmwnities are org- and those who are active 
in their m~~ll~lunity organizations. 

a Ironically,' people whose cornmities participate in Municipal Remmtruction 
Committees @articipatory committees involving representatives fiom b d  
government and the community, including the FWN) have a higher opinion of 
CONAWSRN than people in areas without the wmn$iaees. 

Awareness that the projects are identified through a cabildo is not widespresd, 

O Abut  40 percent of the general population consider the cabildo to have beep1 very 
important in identifying the projects (Table 18). 

o Of those who have attended a cabildo, 60 percent consider the cabildo as being 
very important for project identification, while of those who have not attended 
only 30 percent consider it to be very important. 

O R e g d e s s  of whether they had attended a cabildo, people thought that about a 
quarter of the CONARAMEA projects they recognized had been identified by the 
mayor (Table 19). 

O Very few think that CONARA or the national government identified the projects 
(Table 19). 

Project selection is seen as being shared by the municipal government and the 
community. 

O People thought that about a third of the C O N M A  projects they recowed  
had been selected by the cornunity and a third by the mayor (Table 19). The 
MEA process, however, calls for the community to identify projects and the 
mdym (along with the municipal council) to select fiom among those identified. 

CONARA was seen as playing a small role in project selection. 



The community feels the mayor does not involve them much in project 
implementation. 

o People believed the cu~~l~unity had provided manual labor on about a third of the 
projects they identified (Table 20). 

O People did not know of any community participation in implementing nearly half 
the projects (Table 20). 

Cl For more than half the projects, people did not feel that the mayor had kept the 
community irformed on the project's f m c i a l  and physical progress (Table 21). 

O Nevertheless, people rank the municipal government higher than the Social 
Investment Fund Ca('IS) in terms of using h d s  effectively; c o d t i n g  the 
community; using the most local materials, contractors, and labor; project quality; 

. project benefits; and project nicaintenanee (Table 221, 

The community does feel a responsibility to help maintain the projects. 

O For more than a third of the projects, people thought the comm~ty was taking 
the respsns~bility to maintain them (Table 19). 

a For nearly another third of the projects, people considered the municipal 
government b be responsible for maintaining them (Table 19). 

O For over a fourth of the projects, people could not identifj who was responsible 
for maintaining them (Table 19). 

Rural cornmumities do not feel that the CONARA projects have met their 
infrastructure needs as thoroughly as do the urban (cabecera) communities, 

About 60 pereent of urban (cabecera) residents feel that the projects have covered 
a great part of their itnfj,tructwe needs, as compared to 38 percent of rural 
(canton) residents. 

In the ex-~onflizt zones, roads and schools are considered the most beneficial 
projects. In the non-conflict zones, water and electric projects are also considered 
very important. 



Nearly all the respondents feel that basic infmstructnre is the best use sf CON= 
funds. 

O An overwhe1Iming 95 percent of the people, regardless of zone, feel that basic 
infiastruccture needs are the most important (Table 23). It should be pointed out, 
though, that alternatives were not prompted, but idt to the respondent to identify. 

Q Roads are considered the most beneficial inlti.astructute projects (Table 24). 

CONARA'S allocation of funds among municipalities is seen w apolitical, yet cabifdo 
attendees in ex-conflict zones report a much lower percentage of requested projects 
being funded. 

O More than three-fourths of the population, regardless of zone, believe &at 
CONAM assigns funds to municipalities on the basis of need rather tban political 
interests (Table 23). 

O Nevertheless, less than half of the projects requested at cabildos in the ex- 
zone are being h d e d ,  compared to nearly three-fourth in the nonanflict zones. 

o Similarly, only 50 percent of cobihb attendees in Oriente region rep& getting 
their projects fbided, compared to 74 percent in the Occidente region. 

F. POPULAR A'IT-ES TOWARD D E C E W I Z A T I O N  

The common perception that most people expect the government to pay for local 
improvements appears to be udounded. Most of the respondents said they would be 
willing to contribute their own resources in order to have more local projects, if the 
mayor would only ask. When it comes to the public's attitude about local government 
taking over basic sewice provision, there is more skepticism. 

Statistical support f ~ r  these findings follows: 

The public is ready to contribute more of its o m  resources to loenl improvement 
projects. 

O According to the vast majority of people, the mayor has not asked the community 
to help pay for local infrastructure projects (Table 25). 

o Neverthefess, a majority say the mayor should ask (Table 25). 

O Most are willing to contribute to such projects fiom their own resources (mainly 
labor, but also cash). (Table 25) 



The public is not ready to support the decentra1'iaticta nf r;cho&, electricity, or even 
water to municipal government. 

O Most people do not believe that municipal government could administer the 
schools, electricity distribution, or water distribution better than the national 
government at this point (Table 26). 

G. coNCL~sIONs  

The survey results are conclusive that the MEA program has had widespread success in 
increasing confidence in local government. The vast majority of the population plans to 
vote in the upcoming mayoral elections. It is clear that the MEA program contributes 
directly to two of USAID's strategic objectives: (1) to help the country make the 
transition fiom war to peace by building local level democratic ins5tutioas and increasing 
civic participation; and (2) to promote enduring democratic institutions by strengthening 
local government and responding to the basic hfhstructure needs of the community. 

Contrary to the fidi.ngs of the Washington studies (Sollis, 1993, and Yariv and W s ,  
19921, people see the cabildos as a genuine expression of the mayor's concern for the 
community's needs. They consider the cabildos to be a representative forum open to all 
members of the eoxnmunity. They consider the projects SmpPemented to be beneficial to 
the community. 

The positive impact of the MEA program on attitudes toward local government '.as been 
felt almost as strongly in the ex-conflict zones as in the rest of the country. The survey 
showed very small differences in results between the two areas of the country. Even in 
the war-torn enas of the country, the popular will is toward reconciliation and working 
with government institutions. Most mqxisingly, the popular image of CONARA is quite 
positive in both ex-conflict and non-conflict zones, based on the agency's ability to 
respond to people's needs for infrastructure. 

The people of El Salvador are much fbrther along the road to reconciliation than most 
ideologues and politicos imagine, whether they are fkom govenuneent or non-governmental 
oagdzations. Faith in legitimate government institutions and a desire to work with them 
permeate the Salvadoran population. 

Yet at the same time something the Washington critics were saying is true. People have 
great faith in the community itself to solve its own problem. Most of El Salvador3s w a l  
communities and urban barrios are organized into legally recognized community 
associations. Most of them want to work with lo& government. Mayors shauld build 
bridges to the community groups. They are a powerfd source of support for local 
development. 



. LESSONS LEARNED 

Abstracting from the case of El Salvador, there are some important findings for other 
develloping nations interested in strengthening local govemment and promoting 
participatory democracy: 

The popular image of national government is enhanced by improving the image 
of local government. The coattail effect of increasing confidence in central 
government as confidence in local government goes up should be of particular 
interest to legislators, since as the m e y  shows their base of popular support is 
very thin in contrast to the base of support for mayors. 

Organized communities have a more positive attitude toward local government 
than do unorganized comunities. Those who are more active in community 
organizations also have a better attitude toward load government. Thus a natural 
bridge is waiting to be built between local government and community 
organizations. 

Participating in cabildos motivates people to participate more in community 
o r g ~ t i o n s .  

Peupk definitely want more opportunity to participate in local government. They 
want to do more than "pedirn-4.e. ask for projects. They want to plan, prioritize, 
problem solve, implement, help pay for, and maintain projects. They would attend 
cabildos even if the mayor had no project funds to distribute. 

Urban intellectuals are often more cynical about participatory govemment 
programs than are the grassroots groups themselves. In fact, reconciliation may 
take place first in the minds and hearts of 'the people' before it ever affects the 
hard shell of the urbm intellectual. 

The MEA program has generated interest in other Lath American countries h a w e  of 
its unique design and solid success in both process and product. MEA is often compared 
to Mexico's showcase of participatory local infrastructure provision, PRONASOL 
(National Solidarity Program), since both insist on local participation, putting at least as 
much emphasis on the participatory process as on the eonstnilction of small scale 
infbtructure projects. Yet the MEA program makes an important contribution beyond 
that of PRONASOL: MEA reXorces local democracy by channeling the h d s  through 
municipal govemment. Rarely has a central govement in Latin America given such solid 
support for a decentralized multi-sectoral program channeled though local govemment. 

hEA makes a fufther important contribution as well. By requiring the mayors to spend 
most of the h d s  in the rural areas of their municipalities by a ratio of 3:1, local 



government in El Salvador is becoming responsive to 'the entire municipality.' Rarely in 
Latin America have municipal mayors been so motivated to seek participation fiom 
residents in the rural cantons isolated by poor roads from the municipal seat. 

I. ~ C O ~ N I P A ~ O N S :  

1. USMD should examifle why some cantons have received no MEA funding and 
seek to address the reasons. 

Confidence in local goverr~~ent is directly related to whether or not a community )ass 

received Ci)NAR.NMEA projects. In the ex-conflict zones the people who have attended 
eabildos perceive that only half of their requests have been implemenQed, while in the 
non-conflict zones the people perceive hat over thee-fourth of their requests have been 
granted. The explanation of these results may lie in the fact that entire cantons, mainly 
in the ex-conflict zone, have not received projects. 

2. To promote rewnciliation and the transition to peace, USMD should push for 
rapid resolution of land tenure issues, which are an impediment to MEA projects. 

The cantons that have not received MEA funding may largely be resettlement areas, where 
individual property titles have not been regularized. USAID requires that individual 
property titles be held in order to negotiate legally valid easements for infrastructure 
improvements. T b  MEA projects have been impeded by legal difficulties in some of 
these resettlement areas. 

Through the MEA program, USAID could create incentives for municipal governments 
to help settle property title disputes. These incentives coutd be tied in with municipal 
cad8stre preparation and property valuations for municipal tax c d e c h .  

3. US AID should promote better working relatiorships between local government and 
community organizations. 

One way to improve these relationships is to provide the mayors training and technical 
assistanc~:: on working with community organizations. 

Another way is to provide a special incentive fund, such as USAID has done in the 
Philippines and elsewhere, to encourage mayors to work with local NWs.  This may be 
a particu!arly good veL !e to begin working with newly elected FMLhT mayors. 

1,  Municipalities in Latin America are bike mmtks in the 3.S.--an urban area that serves as the csmty seat 
surrounded by a rural hinterland. Each province, or department as they are known in Latin America, is divided 
into municipalities. In El Salvador the mumcipalities are fkrther divided into municipal seat and rural cantons. 
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The proposals in the new Municipal Development Project to strengthen community/ 
municipal relations should be actively pursued and progress monitored: eg. community 
advisory boards, geographically rotating cobildar, support of ccm.munity organizations, 
public education on community-municipal relations7 a d  open municipal council meetings 
(see Part. II). 

4. To address the needs of the first time mayors talring office in 1994, many of 
whom may be f i o ~  the FMLN party, USAU) wilt need to weigh the eficacy ofpumring 
cost recovery as rapidly as possible v e m  allowing less restrictive filnds to help the new 
mayors get more involved. 

The FMLN and its related NGiOs show keen awareness of the need to become accountable 
in the management of funds, do strategic planning, promote productive investments, anand 
pursue cost recovery (mww: various NGQ interviews, December7 1993). Yet newly 
elected mayors may have a difficult time in implementing such steps. FMLN mayors in 
particular may represent c0mmuGti.e~ where the local government does not have a strong 
track ramrecord in implementing MEA projects. Thus USPJD should d o w  some MEA 
funding during the first two years that is free of any requirements to show a track record 
and incorporate cost recovery. 



'Source : Preliminary Results of the National Census - Oct.93. 

MALE 
FEMALE 

1,823,577 
1,927,665 

49  
5 1 

464 
570 

45 
55 



AWARENESS: OF MUNICIPAL vs. NATIONAL GOVERNMENT 

Know name of mayor 
Have ever contacted mayor 
Have ever contacted municipal employee - 
Know name of any "diputado" 
k v e  ever contacted any "diputado" - 

Have ever contacted a national gov't. employee 

TOTAL 

CONFIDENCE IN MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 

I 
I 
I 
I 

N = 1034 - L 
Note: "Mercha," "algo," and "poca" translated as "high," "medium," and "low." 

TOTAL 
RESPOM 

Yo 



CONflDENCE IN MUNDCIPAL GOVERNMENT 

WRY ACTIVE IN C13MMUNlTY ORWIZAVKIN 
SOMEWHAT ACTWE 
NOT ACTWE 

ATTENDED CAW30 
DID NOT ATTEND 

MUNICPK) HIS A CRM (MUN. RECON. COhA) 
DOES NOT HAVE 

VOTED FOR MAYOR 
DID Wr VOTE K)R MAYOR 

NCNWIMKTZONES 
EX-CONFUCTZONES 

VOTED IN 1991 
DID NOT VOTE 

MAYOR WAS IN EXILE 
WYOR WAS NOT IN EXILE 

MEDIUM 
96 

38 

29 
41 
38 

32 
40 

38 
38 

37 
38 

39 
34 

40 
31 

38 
38 

37 
4 0  

42 
37 

391 

LOW 
% 

39 

30 
24 
33 

29 
32 

24 
32 

25 
35 

27 
45 

29 
40  

29 
35 

31 
33 

31 
31 

32% 

NO. - 
1034 

73 
119 
842 

274 
760 

128 
906 

383 
276 

795 
239 

767 
267 

573 
4 6 1 

659 
375 

84 
950 

1034 



TABLE 5 
PUBLIC OPINION OF LEADING INSTiTUTIONS 

Religious Institutions 
Csrnmunity Organizations 
Municipal Government 
National G~vernment 
Armed Forces 
Labor Unions 
Political Parties I 

NOTE : Total reflects percentage of respondents ranking 
the institution as "Good", as compared to "Average" and "Poora. 

TOTAL 
% 



PERCEIVED OPENNESS OF MUMQPAL GQVERNMEHT TO POPULAR I 

low ofton dws tho mayor consult 
he community's oplnlon? 
TamlmmY 
xx&mALLY 
SEUX>M 
JEVER 
)O not know 

low much opportunlty do you have to 
mticlpate In your local government? 

JEDlllM 
.ow 
Jo Response 

(NOW WHAT CdBllDO IS BY N M E  
(NQW WHAT CABILDO IS, BUT NOT BY NAME 
4AVE ATTENDED A CABlLDO 
4AVE NOT ATTENDED, BUT KNOW SOMEONE 
WHO HAS 
- I A E  W E D  TO Ct-KXXE A REPRESENTATIVE 
TO ATTEND 

TOTAL 
% - 



TABLE 8 

POPULAR PERCEPTION OF WHY MAYORS CONVENE CABILDOS 

mayor to  receive what the people want a dialogue with the response 
project funds p w l e  





CabiMos represent all sectors of the community 
Mayor calls cabildos only when dhe has money to distribute 
Mayor calk cabildos so the community can participate 
Cabildos offer few & very brief opportunities to participate 

TQTAL 

IMPORTANCE OF CABILDOS 

TOTAL 
% 

ARE CABILDOS MBRE IMPORTANT NOW THAN BEFORE? 
More important than before 
Less important than before 
Equally important 
Do not knowho response 

N E 
NON-CON 

% 

58 
3 
33 
7 

N = 370 

TABLE 12 
PUBLIC OPINION OF THE CABILWS 

TOTAL 
% 

Were satisfied with the experience 
Would attend another cabildo 
Wouldl attend the next cabildo 



aOLE OF PROJECT MONEY 

R THQSF WHO KNOW WHAT A Is: 
Know of a project identified at a d i ldo ,  implemented by 

local government 

A C-: 
Community asked for a project at a cabildo 
The requested project was built 
Would attend cabildo if little funds available for project 
Would attend cabildo if no funds available for project 

TOTAL 
% 

62 

N = 680 

96 
61 
88 
78 

N = 234 

z c 
EX- 

% 

60 

N = 310 

92 
48 
83 

- 69 

N = 120 

EFFECT OF CABlLDOS ON WMMUNI?Y PARTlClPATlON 

For having attended a cabildo, are you now moire 
mctlve in community organizations? 

YES 

NO 

TOTAL 
% 

76  

24 

N = 274 

2 c 
EX-CON 

% 





AbqARENESS OF CONARAIMEA PROJECTS 

I KNOW OF A PROJECT WILT WITH CONARAlhAEA FUNDS 

I FAMILY HAS DIRECTLY BENEFITED FFUiA A FWNECT 

KNOW OF PROJECT IOENTlFlED AT CABILDO, BUILT BY MUN. 
Aware that funds came from CONARA 
Aware that funds came from MEA - 

T8 
NO. -- 

I 
NOTE : Respondents were read a list of CONARNMEA projects in tho 

z 
EX- 

% 

93 

79 

41  
4 0  
0 

- 
municipality. From that list 

they idmtified projects they knew, without necessarily knowing they were funded by CONARAWEA. 



COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT PUBUC WORKS PROVlDERS 

AGENCY 
WNISTFW OF HEALTH 
MNISTRYOF UXK=ATJoN 
MATIOMAL WATER AGENCY (ANDA) 
m R A / S R N  
SOCIAL INVESTMENT FUND (FIS) 
WINISTRY OF PUBUC WORKS (MOP) 

VERY 
eOOO - 

Yo 

9 
9 
5 
15 
11 
4 
3 

- 
GOOD 

K - 
70 
70 
56 
63 
62 
52 
58 

- 
AVE. - 

% - 
18 
18 
27 
16 
17 
32 
23 

TOTAL 
% - 

100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 
100 



ROLE OF CABILDOS IN PROJECT IDENTIFICATION 

I TOTAL 

bEDlw 
HIGH 
Do not knowho response 



MEA PROCESS 

>ommunity 

Jlunicipal government 

;entral government 

X)NARA 

Ithers 

10 not knowlno response 

Who proposed 
project? 

% 

42 

24 

3 

6 - 

2 

23 

100 

N = 2476 

Who selected 
project? 

96 

Alho lmplsmented 
project? 

% 
ro ect? 5fel 



TABLE 20 
COIIEIMUNITY PARTICIPATION IN CONAWEA PROJECTS 

TOTAL 
PFKUECJTS 

K 

rABLE 21 
COMMUNITY RELAWNS IN C O N A W E A  PROJECTS 

IF YES. HOW WELL? 
WELL 
ADEQUATELY 
POOFLY 
Do not knowlne respons 

TOTAL 
% 



TABLE 22 
CSMPAM!3ON OF AGENCY CHARaCTEWlSTlCS 

WHICH OF THESE AGENGIES 
W S  MOST EFFECTIVE USE Of  FUNDS? 

I CONSULTS THE OOMMUNCTYM MOST? 
I USES M E  MOST LOCAL MATERIALS? 
USES THE MOST LOCAL coNTRArnOR$? 
USES THE MOST LOCAL LABQR? 
18lJlDS THE BEST QUALITY PROJECTS? 
'WILDSTHE MOST B E N B M  PROJECTS? 
WAINS PROJECTSTHE BEST? 
I 

NOTE : Row totals exceed 180% because some people responded with more than one institution. 



OPINIONS OF CSNARAMEA 

RA ASdGN FUNDS TO 4- 

h not knowho response 

h not know/no response 

4 M S T  ALL 
4 LARGE PART 
4 S M U  PART 
UlOsTldONE 

TOTAL 
% 

77 
6 
0 
16 
100 

95 
3 
1 

TOTAL 
Yo 

7 
40 
38 
15 
I00 

N = 1034 

- 
z 

EX-CON 
Yo 

78 
6 
0 
16 
100 

- 9 6  
3 
1 

100 

N = 461 

URBAN 
% 

10 
5 0  
33 
7 
100 

N r 369 

N E 
NON-COI 

% 

77 
7 
1 
15 

108 

95 
4 
1 

1 QO 

N = 573 

RURAL 
% 

6 
34 
40 
20 
100 

N i 665 



'ABLE 24 
MOST BENlFlClAL PROJECTS 

c 
Roads 
Schools 
Water systems 
Electric projects 
Health facilities 
Municipal buildings 
Community centers 
Other 

TOTAL 
% 



TABLE 25 

PERCEM -- 

HAS MAYOR ASKED COMMUNTTY TO PAY PART OF PROJECT3 

1RE Y W  WTLUDJG TO CONTRlBLm MORE OF YOUR OWN 
3ESOWCESTO HAVE MQRE PF#XIECTS? 

N WHAT FORM WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO CONTRIBUTE? 
VOLUNEER LABOFQ 
C A S H r n I B U T I O N  
TAXENCREPISES 
UEREES 
CBMRIBUTED MATERIALS 
O M  

TOTAL 
% 

21 

N = 1,034 

43 
45 
9 
2 
7 
2 
4 

N = 217 

56 

N o 1,034 

83 

PI = 575 

71 
27 
3 
4 
5 
1 

N r: 479 

z ( 

EX-CON 
% 

24 

N = 461 

43 
41 
12 
2 - 
5 
4 
5 

N = 111 

54 

N P 061 

78 

N = 250 

74 
26 
2 
4 
5 
1 

N E 
NON-COI 

Yo 

19 

N P s3 

43 
4 8  
7 
3 
1 Q 
0 
3 

N = 106 

57 

N = 573 

87 

N =r: 325 

69 
28 
3 
5 
6 
1 

N = 284 



WHICH INSTITUTION COULD 
BEST ADMINISVER 

WATER? 
E L & C R r n ?  

P U B U C ~  

M C H  1NSTITVPK)N COULD 
3EST ADMINISER 

WATER? 
U E C T R r n ?  

PUBUCSCHOOLS? 

-- 

WV. EM. 

YO RESP. 



11. INSTITUTIONAL SUSTAINABILITY 

A. INSTITUTIONAL BACKGROUND 

Since the inception of the MEA program in 1986 USAIB has channeled MEA h d s  
through C O W  (brmer name of the SIW), which was crated in 1983 as a semi- 
autonamo~rs institution under the Ministry of Planning. The General Coordinator of 
CONARA is a presidential appointee. 

Previous evaluations have focused on the ability of CONMA to deliver small-scale 
bfhstmctarre projects to communities affected by the war. The evaluations gave 
CONARA high marks for implenknting a successfid program that promoted l d  
participatory democracy and generated significant changes in attitudes while also 
delivering small scale infrastructure projects at relatively low cost. The 1990 evaluation 
stressed that an important lesson learned is that technically efficient programs which are 
apolitical and which respond to perceived needs can induce impressive attitudinal changes 
in a remarkable short time. 

Major recommendations in the 1990 e v d d o n  (Stout, Ternent and Om, 1990) to 
strengthen the MEA progam included: 

0 Initiating multi-year action plans. 

0 Phasing in user fms and cost recovery for public investment. 

B Promoting the pre-cabildo process so as to strengthen grass roots participation. 

Since 1990, USAID has responded to all three recommendations to differing degrees. It 
has encouraged multi-year action plans, but has been constmind by funding limitations. 
It has promoted legislation that allow municipalities to establish user fees based on the 
true cost of providing services. It has pushed for mayors to have more open door 
meetings. It has supported complementary efforts in promsting more open door meetings, 
such as the USAID/CLASP Project that trained approximately 140 mayors in the United 
States im 1991 and 1992. Other aspects of the pre-cabilds process, however, have received 
little attenti~n. 

Since these t w ~  evaluations, there have been significant changes in the environment in El 
Salvador that impact municipal development. The major changes have been the signing 
of the Peace Accords between the government and qhe FMLN in January 1992 that has 
resulted in the cessation of military and guerilla activity; a d  the establishment of a 
National Reconstruction plan (RRFJ) in February 1992 that increased MEA activity in the 
ex-conflict zones. 
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As part of the reconstruction plan CONARA was renamed Secretaria de Reconsbruccio'n 
Nacional (SRN), arrd i:harged with directing the reconstruction effort. SRN is virtually the 
same as CONAIL4 and many p p l e  still refer to the SRN as CONAWL 

The M A  program has two funding sources that are channeled through the SRN. The 
first source is called "MEA Regular" and is earmarked for 146 municipalities not 
classified as ex-conflict zones, The second source is called "MA'PRN" and is earmarked 
for 115 municipalities which are classified as ex-conflict zones. The mly difference 
between the two funding sources is that the average allocation per municipality is higher 
in the MEA/PRN program because these municipalities were affected by the war. 
Likewise, "MEA Regular" funding is scheduled to expire in two years, whereas 
MEAPRN will continue for the life of the Reconstruction Plan (an estimated five years). 
Until 1993, all municipalities were eligible for "MIEA Regular" fun&. Only in 1993 was 
a distinction made between ex-conflict zones and non-ex-conflict municipalities for 
purposes of determining MEA funding eligibility. - .  

The MEMRN program is an important part of the National Reconstruction Plan. Funds 
are funneled through the SRN to one of three modalities: 1) the MEAIPRN for 115 
municipalities, 2) a large number of NGOs, and 3) various central government institutions. 

Both the MEA Regular and MEmW use an allocation formula that distributes h d s  
to all municipalities (except the capital city of San Salvador) weighing factors such as 
size, population, and relative poverty. Generally, the small poor, rural municipalities are 
favored in the allocation process. This docation process results in an apolitical proass 
whereby all municipalities have the opportunity to tap inta the -A program for Eunding 
infrastructure projects. 

To oversee the process and provide technical advice to municipalities, the SRN maintains 
a head office, five regional and fourteen departmental offices throughout the country. 
USAID assists SRN with field personnel who mon2or the MEA program by working with 
SRN field offices and attending cabildos abiertos. After completion ofthe National Plan 
for Reconstruction, the S W  is expected to dissolve. 

USAID provides h d s  for technical assistance to two institutions: ISDEM and 
COMUIQES. ISDEM, the I'tituto Salvadoreiio de Desizrrollo Municipal, was established 
in 1987 by presidential decree to provide technical advise to municipalities. It has 
recently helped 2 10 Salvadoran municipalities to update their user fee structures (Ingresos 
Tributarios). This has resulted in 157 municipalities reporting revenue hcreases of an 
average of 70 percent in cornparison to the previous year. Also in 1993 ISDEM played 
a pivotal role in assisting in helping municipalities to register voters for elections 
scheduled in March 1994. 

COMURES, the Curporaci6n de Municipaliahdes de la RepzibIica de El Salvador, was 
established in 1941 as an umbrella organization for the 262 mayors and municipalities of 
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the country. Whereas this organization remained inactive for many years, it has convened 
five consecutive annual congresses since 1987. Since its revitalization in 1987, the 
organization has been able to define itself as a non-partisan entity that can represent the 
interests of the municipalities to the central government and legislature. It has recently 
indirectly become involved with the MEA program because mayors sometimes invite 
COMURES to their cabildo abiertos. COMURES responds by sending sacid promoters 
fiom the Analysis Section d o  go to the cabildo abierto and provide assistance to the 
mayor. Assistame is provided by following up on behalf of the mayor with central 
government agencies to facilitate or improve specific service delivery in a given 
municipality. The Analysis Section is presently conducting a survey to determine the - . 
technical assistance and training requirements of all municipalities in the country. 

Since the last evaluation, GOES has promoted state moderniaation efforts that were 
initiated as a result of the United Nation's Management Development Programme Project 
in 5991. State modernization efforts includes not only a decentdimtion component, put 
also privatization, reform of the civil service system, a .  streamline of central g o v m e n t  
operations (including transferring of some central government respomib'iities to the local 
level). In May 1933, a Commission to coordinate the decenbralization eEort was 
established. Members of the commission, known as Cbnrisidn CoordilUlCiOra del Proceso 
de Descentralizacidn y Desarrollo Municbal (CBM), include the ]President of ISIDEM, 
the General Manager of ISDEM, the President of COMURES, the Vice-President of 
COMURES, the Planning Migistry, and the Secretary General of the SRN; In the near 
hture it is expected that the Finance Minister will be incorporated into the Commission. 
USAID forms part ofthe Consultancy Committee to the Commission along with the GTZ, 
and the UINDP. 

The technical arm of the coIlunission has only recently been organized, a d  is expected 
to develop a decentralized fimework that will failitate MEA's goal of strengthening 
municipal government. It is presently working on developing an institutional framework 
for the delivery of public services at the Departmental level tentatively know as Comejos 
Departmentales de DesarroIIo . 

B. INS-IONAL FINDINGS 

SRN 

The SRN contimes to be a very effective organization in establishing a procedural system 
to "get the funds out" in a timely manner. This can be attributed to its staff depth in 
engineering and architecture. However, it does not give the same attention to the social 
dimensions of nurturing local participatory democracy. For exam~le, several SRN staff 
members gave the impression that the cabildo c qierto is the first step in the project cycle 
without underscoring the importance of the eabzddo in strengthening participatory local 
government. Little emphasis is made on the need for, or importance of, pre-cczbifdo 



activities and/or the community reconstruction committees as viable mechaslisms to 
strengthen lscd participatory democracy. 

ISDEM 

ISDEM provides training and technical assistance to the mayors on issues mging &om 
revenue generation, financial management, and strategic planning, to voter registration. 
Although closdy tied to the party in office, ISDEM is perceived by most mayors, 
community leaders, a d  other government officials interviewed as a non-partisan technical 
agency. It has been particularly successful in helping municipalities to increase revenue 
generation, as reflected in an increase in service fees by 157 municipalities. 

COlWuRES 

COMURES, the national association of mayors, is the lead institution in-promoting a 
national policy &d~gue on decentrabtion. In spite of the fact that 60 percent of the 
country's mayors are h m  one party9 COMURES has created a multi-partisan image that 
has tumed it into an eflective voice for decentralization. 

The techical arm sf the CDM Commission is housed in COMURES. By being basxi in 
COMURES, the efforts of the mayors, sectoral ministries, and the Ministry of Phmbg 
to define an institutional fbmework for ,dntralization should be enhanced. 

Municipal Institutional Capability 

With limited financial and Ildministrative capacity, local governments have implemented 
nearly 9,000 MEA projects. Price Waterhouse audits show less than one percent of 
questionable furnds. 

Municipal financial capability is severely limited in most municipdities, even with recent 
increases in user fee revenues. Until municipalities are provided with more revenue 
sowces (more c e W  government transfers, and/or authority to levy a property tax) it is 
not realistic to expect municipalities to be able to pay for their own infhtmcture. A 
revenue sharing program where a percentage of the national budget is earmarked for 
municipalities is highly recoanmenrled. As an example, in Guatemala, 8 percent of the 
national budget is distributed ta municipalities. The existing Fondo du Desaraollo 
Econbrnico y Social (Economic and S o d  Development Fund) establishes precedent for 
a Revenue Sharing Program. However, the Fund only earmarks $25 million to be 
distributed to the 262 municipalities , this represents less than one percent of the national 
budget, and provides each individual municipality with such limited resources that no 
major projects can be realized. 

One of the main requisites towards promoting sustainability is sound fisd management 
at the municipal level, including the need to distinguish between two types of budgets: 



the capital budget, and the operating budget. It is also important to keep in mind the 
Einancial ratio of debt service as a percentage of total expenditures in he operating budget. 
From &is perspective USAID needs to reexamine the requirement that a municipality 
dedicate 20 percent of its budget for Xkasheture. This 20 percent makes the assu~~pption 
of using recurring revenues to finance non-recurring emditures, a precedent that could 
potentially undermine the credit worthiness of municipalities. 

The MEA program to date has constructed over 8,600 projects, yet there has been no 
concerted effort to build up maintenance and operational capab'ity at the municipal level 
Pbr this infrastructure. Survey results do not indicate that popular perception of the 
maintenance of MEA projects has become a problem as yet, but the potential for the 
erosion of public confidence in local government due to poor maintenance an8 operations 
should not be underestimated. Becairse these are over 200 municipalities with less tfian 
20,000 population which lack a critical organizational mass, maintenance and operational 
c a w i t y  will probably be more effective if done from a departmental perspective. 

Mayors' Attitudes and Persptivea 

The g~~ mnsensw among the thirty mayors interviewed for this evaluation is that the 
MEA program is the most effective mechanism in the com'Jy for responding to citizens' 
needs for local infrastrw:ture in a timely manner. They were very cognizant that MEA 
projects were being done at less cost than equivalent FIS projects9 and with more 
community involvement. 

For the mayors the MEA project is the only existing program for municipal hfiastx'uettwe. 
There is no other source of funds for municipalities to tap so that kfhstmcture programs 
can Be implemented. If MEA funding were to cease, municipal idkstmctuae would grind 
to a halt in practically all Salvadoran municipalities. 

Through the haEA program, the mayors feel that they are receiving technical assistance 
primarily frsm SRM. The technical assistance pravicied by SRN Includes developing 
feasibility W e s  for project requests. However, several mayors complained that these 
studies are not done in a timely manner because there is too much dependence on using 
outside engineering consultants to develop project profiles. The delay in doing the studies 
makes the mayors hesitant to 4 1  another cabildo abierto until they have received a 
definitive notice fiom the SRPS concerning the status of projects. The mayors feel 
fi.ustrated because they feel that the time delays erodes their position as mayor, and makes 
the SRN assme a more important role than is desirable, thereby undermining their 
authori@. This hiis resulted in several cases of local community leaders going directly to 
SRN to determine the status of a given project effectively bypassing the mayor as the 
representative spokesman for the comunity. This was confinned by one of the evduators 
that while at the SRN, he was able to observe one incident when eight mmmunity leaders 
came to the Operations Department inquiring about projects for their community, yet not 
one of them was a mayor. 



'While mayors recognize USAID field personnel, they axe not aware of any specific 
technical assistance that is provided. Neveptoldess, the mayors seem to enjoy their 
presence at cabildos to lend them credibility. 

Concerrning cabildos abiertos, the mayors feel that haEa projects are truly identified by 
the community. In these areas, the mayors expressed concern about manipulation from 
politically-motivated NWs. In some of the resettlement areas, however, mayors 
expressed concern about the competing interests between the resiclent community and the 
non-resident property owners. 

The interviews with the mayors indicate they are hesitant to promote more open door 
meetings. While they appreciate the impoace  of the cabildo abierto to solicit 
co~~lglunity input for MEA projects, there is great reluctance to promote citizen 
involvement in the prioritization process or to promote dialogue to discuss community 
problem. Mayors generally have not made the connection between open partkipation ant3 
willingness to pay or contribute towards projects. If it were not for the financial incentive 
to receive MEA hnds, mayors would prefer not to hold cabildos abiertos, even though 
they are required by 1aw.h fact, even with the financial incentives mayors are not holding 
the number of cabildos required by law (sx Appendix J).What may replace MEA's 
financial incentive, however, may be even more effective: the popular demand for 
cabiktos that the MEA program has generated As the survey results show, the citizens 
like the cabildos and want further opportunities to participate. 

A number of mayors have brought up the issue of how to accommodate the needs of 
MEA *graduates'--i.e. mayors who are ready to move beyond isolated, small scale 
projects. To some extent the mayors have been taking care of this problem on their own. 
Many have begun to coordinate investments at a multi-municipal or departmental level, 
through the departmental colrrmkittees of mayors known as CEDs. Some have begun to ask 
ISDEM and the Vice Ministry of Housing a d  Urban Development for technical assistance 
in doing strategic development glws for their municipality. W e  a number of these 
MEA 'graduates' h d  MEk's size limits on infiastruci"rue investments to be fhtrduing, 
it is pmbably advisable to keep them in place in order to provide broader coverage and 
maintain the emphasis on process. 

The major challenge facing USAID and the MEA program dwhg its last two years of 
h d b g  is how to s w t a h  the program's achievements beyond the life of the project. The 
three major issues involved in sustahbility me how to transfer more financial 
respwnsibility for future infrastructure projects to the municipal government, haw to 
encourage the mayors to continue the cabildos without direct financial incentive, and how 
to incoprate the new mayors elected under peacetime conditions next year. 



USAID has h & y  begun to address the issue of financial sustainabiiity. Beginning in 
1992, the MEA project was expanded to give mayors incentives to pmmote swtahabi1it-y. 
These include two sperrific funds called the Fondo de Incenttho Municipal VIM) 
(Municipal Incentive Fund), and the Fondo de Fortalecimiento Municipal (FFI) 
(Municipal Strengthening Fund). The FIM is designed to reward municipalities who have 
demonstrated improvement in project and financial management capabilities with 
additional projects. In order to qualifjr for this fund, municipalities need to have 
completed prior MEA projects in a timely manner, realized four cabildos abiertos during 
the past year, and increased their municipal service fees by 30 percent during the past 
yea. 

The FFI is designed to help municipalities improve their financial and management 
capabilities. As opposed to idhstmcture projects, this h d  encourages municipalities to 
improve their finance and management systems such as cadastral ahhistration. 

- .  

These new modalities of the MEA program have &own initial success. As of September 
1993,128 municipalities participated in the FMI h d  which financed 190 projects totaling 
$1 5,999,995. During the same time period 39 municipalities participated in the FFM h d  
where 65 administrative improvement projects were financed. See Appendix I, Tables 1-2 
and 1-3 for a breakdown of how these funds were distributed on a departmental basis. 

Csmplexnenting these two modalities is a third fund available only to departmental 
communities of mayors, known as CEDs (Comite' Especial Departamental). The purpose 
of this fund is to encourage two or more m1micipalities to jointly develop projects with 
a broader geographic impact. Through September 30, 1993, 163 municipalities had 
participated in this fund implementing 264 projects. See Appendix I, Tabie 1-4 f ir  a 
breakdown on how thezt.l h d s  were distributed on a departmental basis. 

What is striking is that the initial success of the new modalities is not reflected in the 
general attitude of the mayors on the need to increase revenues as a fijrst step towards 
financial autonomy. When asked how they intended to use the extra revenue generate& by 
the increase user fees, most mayors indicated that the increased amount of revenue could 
not fmce infrastructure projects, and they anticipated using the money primarily to 
cover administrative expenses. Likewise the mayors generally do not understand the policy 
criteria behind these special modalities. They continue to think of all funds as part of 
MEA and as a potential source of "f~ee funds." 

Mayors have not placed much emphasis on cost-recovery. As a group they do not 
appreciate the relationship of the need to generate more revcnues fiom local resources so 
as to minimize central government transfers and thereby establish their own autonomy in 
a decentralized fiamework. Many mayors give the impression that sustainability will not 
occur under their mandate, and therefore it is a low priority item. 



While this attitude may seem d&g for tbe sustainability of the IbEA processZ it 
appears that the new mayoral candidates and candidates for re-election are aware of the 
decline in foreign aid and the need to find local resources to make projects possible. 
They will need assistance in generating those 1 4  resources, and USAID's new 
Municipal Development Project has directly anticipated that need. 

Also there is anecdotal evidence of cases where municipalities have made conscientious 
efforts to promote local contribution for projects. These include San Carlos in the 
Department of M o d  where the community complemented MEA fimding- by 
contributing $1 62,OOO to complete a water system; Apzdepeqe where a high school was . . - - 

b&ld with local resources; Teeoluca where the Health Center was paintid by the local 
community; San Antonio Masahuat where the local c o m d t y  funded the Mshings  
for the health center, Corn i i ~  the Department of San Miguel where the water 
distribution system was extended wing ccmmnity resources; and Santa Elena where the 
street system is being maintained with l d  resources. In several municip~ties, such as 
Apopa and Texistepeque, the community has donated labor as its counterpart for 
idhtructure projects (Source: In te~ews  with USAID field persmiicl). 

On the legal fiont COMURES has already been making efforts to promote municipal 
property tax legislation, but with no indication that the desired results are close at hand. 
Nevertheless, USAID has done what it can by making such legislation a condition for 
continuing its new Municipal Development Project. COMURES should probably try to 
get legislators and NGOs represented on its inter-institutional decentfalizati~n committee, 
in order to increase its clout. 

hother issue is how to preserve the managerial and technical capacity for assisting local 
governments that has been developed in the three ~l~~tional implementing institutions. The 
largest of these is SRN, which is designated to close at the end of the National 
Reconstruction Project in about five years. Reasonable propods are being developed to 
absorb some of the capacity into already existing departmental committees of mayors and 
some into the larger municipalities. 

The issue of how to incorporate the new mayors to be elected for the first time under 
peacetime conditions in 1994 has not yet ken addressed by USAID officials. They 
found that the leaming curve of the new mayors after the last election was rapid and that 
the elections created no real impediment to sustaimbility. However, a major difference 
with the upcoming elections is that a significant number of FMLPJ mayors may be trying 
their hands at institutionalized change for the first time. This issue remains the greatest 
weakness in USAID'S efforts to sustain the MEA process, and wne recommended actions 
are included below. 



Impiieations for New Municipal Development Projects 

Beginning in 1994, a new Municipal Development Project W P ,  5 19-0388) will come 
on-line. This five year, $15 million dollar project is aimed at strengthening local 
democratic participation and increasing municipal institutional capacity. The fm phase 
of the project is designed to reform policies that are crucial for municipal autonomy. 
These policy prhities include the introduction of legislation allowing for a property tax 
system at the municipal level and legislation authorizing the decentralization and 
devolution of water systems &om ANDA to municipalities. 

The MDP program should build on the lessons learned in MEA -for increasing 
hstitutional capacity building at the municipal 1evei.For example, following the 
recontmendation of the International -City Management report @lurphy, Ohnesorgen and 
Salcido, 1993), MEA project h d s  that are earmarked for a given municipality could be 
used to help h t  municipality develop its capital budget. in other words, h d s  received 
through MEA would be designated to a separate capital budget as opposed to W i g  
blended with the operating budget as it is presedy done. 

As a step towards developing two separate budgets, ISDEM could provide technical 
assistance to municipalities on the need to manage two sepiaate. budgets. By the end of 
1W4, the requirement of municipalities to have two separate budgets could then be 
incorporated as a p-ndition to receiving MEA hds. 

C. CONCLUSIONS 

The MEA process has proven a good way for mayors to coordinate public investments 
in their municipalities. The MEA process is repliciible to other public hvestment projects, 
such as schooPs, and water systems which may be financed by other mechanisms such as 
FIS or within the budget of the various sectorial ministries. Because sf the success of ?be 
MEA program, it would be desirable for the GOES to develop a policy that any 
infizstmcture project, regardless of h d h g  source, adopt the MEA process and consult 
with the mayors and their respective communities before initiating the project, 

D. LESSONS L E m D  

One of the important lesson learned by the MEA project is that local development is 
multisectoral by nature. Yet, many development programs md projects try to force fit 
components of municipd development into a specific sector (eg. housing and urban 
development; water and sanitation; heal&; education). From a development perspective 
this results in various projects hdirig traditional central government sectors, and 
bypassing   ad or under-utilizing local participatioa through the mayor. From the 
perspective of promoting decentralization, and to delivery more cost-effective development 
projects, where possible both multilateral and bilateral organiZ;ations should include 



processes that incorporate the local mayor and hidher commwity so that the; c;m defme 
their respective community nee&. 

E. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. ISDEM, in collabo~ation with the Vice Ministry of Homing and Urban 
Development, should provide technical assistance to interested municipalities to help 
them develop strategic plans. Once a strategic plan is developed for a given municipality, 
MEA funded projects should be defined within the context of this plan, plus l d  
community participation. It should be emphasid, that the iterative process of developing 
a strategic plan will encourage community input, which should allow for more open door 
meetings and improved dialogue between elected local officials and the citizens. 

2. For municipalities in non-conflict zones (eg. 146 municipalities that participate 
in the "MEA Regular" program), the miplimum base-line requirement to receive initial 
funding should be the existing requirement of the Incentive Fund (FIM). This 
recommendation is already contemplated in tbe MPB. but could be impkmented 
immediately. 

3. All municipalities who participate in the MEA program should be required to place 
some portion of increased service fee revenues into an interest earning municipal reserve 
account. For the vast majority of municipalities the amounts deposited would be 
insufficient to h d  any infrastructure project in the near fbture. However, with two or 
more years accumulated growth in that account, there should be suf5cient amounts that 
the rese..=ve funds can be used as counterpart funding for inhstructur~e projects. Likewise, 
by tnis time the MDP would have developed financial management guidelines to assist 
municipalities on how to use these reserve h d s ,  and municipalities should begin 
receiving revenue fiom property taxes, assuming that property tax legislation is passed. 

4. For those municipalities with a sizable reserve account balance, 70 percent of the 
reserve balance should be required to be used as counterpart hd!mg for MEA projects. 
(Note: Balance figure an8 percentages should be b& on the firli.tnc&d capability of the 
25 municipalities classified in categories A and B by the GOES). 

5. Projext criteria for the Municipal Strengthening Fund (FFM) should be expanded 
to allow for funding of the deveIopment of municipal strategic gllans as well as improved 
finmcizl management systems. 

6. Project criteria for the Municipal Strengthening Fund (FF'M) should also be 
expanded to help municipalities establish and develop their operati,ud and maintenance 
capability, 

7. More technical assistance and training is required onpre-c~obildc activity so as to 
promote more transparent, participatory local government, through open door meetings 
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as a condition for mA h d i n g  in 1994. CQEvlURES should be provided with technical 
assistance so that they can promote to all mayors the desirability of open meetings. The 
mayors should dso be provided with on-going training on pre-ccxbildo techniques as a 
continued follow-up to the 19% and 1992 CLASP Training Program. The iterative 
process of incorporating the community in developing a strategic plan should facilitate the 
acceptance by mayors of open door meetings. This would include hcoprating the 
vaticow Social Control, Technical Reeonsbruction, and Municipal Reconsttuction 
Committees that presently exist. Likewise, the b e 1  of dialogue needs to be expanded so 
that instead of focusing primarily on soliciting from the community what projezts they 
want, mayors also need to frnd out the degree of willingness of the lo& community to 
pay for the service5 khey want. 



111. INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES 

A. OVERVIEW 

The MEA program supports a d  encourages development and credibility of local 
government by h d i n g  and building small infPastrucfurc projects which have been 
requested by the local people. Shce 1987 the MEA program has evolved a MEA 
mechanism for selecting, designing, funding, building, and accounting for h d s -  for 
projects built by or under qx?Nision of municipal government. The system works, it has 
been successful, and survey results show it to be ref;pected by both the mayors and the 
majority of the people. It is, in fact, the only system now hctioning that has the 
capability to execute projects in every municipality of the country simultaneously. 

The MEA program has developed its own process, organization, and methodology. It has 
proven capable of performing project work in support of a broad range of other programs 
and projects. Thus, the MEA mechanism, or something very much like it, should be kept 
in place so long as Mastructure projects are Wing executed with h d s  &om outside the 
municipality, whether fiom GOES or external donors. 

B. ANALYSIS 

Financial Resources and Project Outputs 

USAID and SRNICONAM documents record that 5,881 projects ahroughout the country 
have been completed with host country owned 1 d  currency, allallocated directly to the 
MEA program since 1988. In addition, the muaici.galities have constructed at least 2,722 
other projects fimded by other special programs, from reforestation to emergency urban 
programs, to school construction, roads, and potable water. 

The total of not Iess than 8,603 projects has been b d e d  by a variety of programs in a 
total amount of approximately $1 33,550,000. (The exchauge rate has varied over the life 
of the project. An average of 7.5: 1 has been used to reflect the changes fiom 5: 1 to 8.7: 1 
fiom 1988 to 1993; weighted to try to compensate for greater funding in later years of the 
program.) The programs and projects for which work has been done, and the annual 
MEA h d i n g  increments are shown in Appendix I, Table of FJnancial Inputs. 

In approximate order of priority, or number of projects Kit, the program has constructed 
or repaired roads and bridges, schools, electrical distribution extensions, and potable water 
supplies. One reason that water systems do not rank higher is that the size, and therefore 
the cost, of many desirable water supply projects is greater than can be h d e d  by monies 
available to the municipality, at least until recently. The program has also built, in accord 
with requests from open town meetings, cornmunity buildings, health posts, public 



markets, fences around wh~cpls, and retaining walls. Projects have been built which 
benefit all municipalities, although not in every canton. 

Coverage of l[Fsfrastructure Neds 

Financing is not in prospect to cover all the priority needs of the municipalities. That is 
especially true in the cases of municipal and neighborhood roads and municipal water 
systems. 

1. With loans from PPB, and USAID Project 320 funds, MOPJCaminos is repairing 
and rebuilding roads on the national network. There is not adequate h d i n g  from similar, 
or any other, sources for the 2,500 kilometers of neighborhood roads. Some of those roads 
are closed, even to oxcarts; many are passable only in the dry season with automotive 
vehicles, and all that have been traversed by the evaluation team have been travekd at 
an average speed of abut ten kilometers per haurs in four wheel drive vehicles. The 
only funds available to date for these roads are from the MEA program which fund what 
d y  are small projects. In other words, there exists a large gap between national road 
programs and the needs that can be met by MEA projects. 

2. From the same hd ing  sowces, ANDA is rebuilding water systems which belong 
to ANDA in some municipal towns, and is installing small system, d y  laand pumps, 
in rural communities. FIS is also W i n g  somewfrat larger, although still small, systems 
in nual areas dso. 

MEA has begun, with limited h d s ,  to install systems in municipal towns where no 
systems exist. Nevertheless, a large hdirmg gap also exists in the water supplyIsanitation 
sector. This is especially noticeable on systems owned and opatated by municipalities, as 
well as in the cantons and casen'os. 

3. The MEA mechanism is in place rand ideally positioned to meet the needs of the 
people in both roads and water systems operated or W l e d  by the municipalities. 

MEA and Other Agencies of Government 

Given the performance of the municipalities and MEA to date, the organization and 
methodology are well suited to execute infiastaucture projects planned and funded by the 
ministries. MEA has built schools, some of them relatively Iarge, at very economical cost, 
The mayors could do the same on schoo1Is funded by the Ministry of Educa5on. The 
same can be said for mal and municipal health posts (probably not hospitals, which 
involve highly technical equipment, mechanical and electrical systems.) 

MEA has shown an ability to build suitable electrical distribution systems and water 
supply networks. MEA should not, however, sabsidize CEL, the electric distribution 
companies, and ANDA by paying for projects in those areas from the MEA budget 
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without reimbursement. Any work done on systems operated by those entities should be 
paid for by those entities. 

MEA and Other USAID Projects 

Most of the success of the MEA program can be attributed to the dedicated and 
enthusiastic professional employees of SRN in regional offices and the departmental 
representatives. If success of the MEA system is to be assured in support of other USAID 
projects, most of the organization should rmain in place. If infrastructure hding from 
local currency or frsm the Peace and National Recovery Project No. 519-0394, is to 
obtain maximum benefit -in d o n a 1  remllstauction or support Municipal Development 
Project No. 519-6388, most of the projects should be implemented through the 
municipalities, with continued M A -  technical assistance. 

MICA and Larger Projects - . 

If MEA decidesto pennit larger projects, it is probable that the cost of some projects will 
exceed the $250,000 threshold above which USAID host country contracting procedures 
will be invoked. Such procedures require that the contracting process and administration 
be performed by a mti~nal agency having the necemry capability and capacity and that 
agency be certified by USAZD to be eligible to do host country contracting. 

Neither SRN nor any municipality has been certified as eligible to administer the host 
country contracting procedure. The construction management office in MIPLAN (Director 
General for Reconstruction), however, is a certified agency with more thatr five years 
experience in host contracting for various agencies and ministries. In fact, DGR assisted 
the office of the Mayor of San Salvador in construction of several public markets, costing 
in total more than $17,000,000. DGR thus already has experience in working directly 
with mayors. All MEA projects costing more than $250,Q00 should be administered by 
the mayors with DGR contracting construction management assistance using techniques 
and methodology essentially the same as that used on market construction for the 
municipal government of San Salvador. In a q  event, splitting of projects into small 
components to stay below the $250,000 limit is a violation of USAID regulations and 
should be avoided. 

Sustainability 

Financial sustainability of the program for irpfiastructure projects will require funding from 
sources outside the municipalities. The municipalities can increase revenues to cover 
operation and maintenance costs, and possibly to buy some of their vehicles; and with 
increased taxing powers they may be able to raise funds to cover debt service on loans. 
But they will not raise h d s  internally to meet the up-front costs of building the 
infi.aStructure projects they need. 



Whether by loan or grant, external (to the municipality) funding for infi.asbructure needs 
will be required in El Salvador just as in municipalities in other countries. 

The ANDA W e r  system serving the Municipality of San Salvador required hancing 
from IDB in the amount of about $100 permipita to scpplement the existing water system 
to xneet the needs of the urban population. ANDA dm arranged for a loan of about $25 
to $50 per capita to repair ANDA water systems in municipal towns, but no arrangements 
were made in the loan for the municipalities which operate their own system. The 
MOPICaminos required a loan of about $15,000 per existing kilometer of road to repair 
a portion of the national network, not including all the bridges. N0thing.h that loan is 
devoted to neighborhood, or  municipal roads. It is not realistic to expect -that municipal 
govemenrs can do what the capital city and national ministry could not do: meet their 
needs for infi.astructure without external f m c h g .  

There are potential sources of h d s  that might be developed to fmce the necessary 

a. Continued grants by expatriate donors, or combination loan- grants. 

b. Revenue sharing fiom the central government in some form to be determined, to 
be distributed by impartid formula, not politically. At the very least, 
municipalities should receive a part of the gasoline tax to Pnaintah roads. 

c. Loans and loan-grants fiom a revolving loan h d  administered by a central 
government agency. That would require a large initial outlay by a backer of the 
h d ,  probably an expatriate SO=. 

d. A portion of the proceeds &om sector loans or grants to the central government 
by international lending institutions and bilateral donors. 

Any sector loan for road rehabilitation, for example, shodd include m allotment for 
neighborhood roads. Any loan for municipal water suppPy systems &odd include a 
portion for water supply systems operated by the municipalities. Concentration of loan 
proceeds in central agencies works against the principle and process of decentralization 
by cutting local government out of the remurw chain. 

Findings related to the MEA hfhtructure projects are listed here. See Apgend[iPr D for 
further discussion of findings with respect to the specific topics listed in the scope of 
work. 

O The MEA progm has developed a highly successhl methodology for 
implementing small infrastructure projects. It cam be made applicable to large 



projects nearly m y  size by enlisting the assistance of the Director General for 
Reconstruction to provide construction management services to the mayors. 

The we of private consultants to prepare project documents and plans is a good 
and workable method, and it releases SRN regional and headquarter% personnel to 
spend more time with m a p  and communities to improve the project selection 
and public participation processes. However, projects cycles would be shortened 
if the field staff assisted the mayors in preparing documentation for small projects, 
rather than sending them to codtants. 

Quality of co&tion is acceptable due to skills and pride of 1 4  craftsmen. 
Qn larger projects, systematic illspection by professional construction supekvim~ 
will be required, as is presently proposed. 

NRECA has made a significant improvement in the quality of construction on 
electrification projects undertaken by the municipalities. 

MEA unit costs in general are lower than those of central agencies, and are 
reported by the people to be much lower than those of FIS (see survey results). 

The MEA program is a cost effective way ta provide both training and incentive 
to mayors and the eithns in selecting and implementing projects and in working 
together for the common good. 

The MEA program and hhstructure projects meet at least some of" the perceived 
needs of the people. 

Success in involving m a w  an8 the people in municipal development is due at 
least in part to incentives provided by projects the people want. It should not be 
assumed that any other development program without those incentives would be 
as successful. 

Needs for Wktructure are much greater than any funding availability now 
mticigated, but that is true all over the world. A program of steady 
improvements, even in small increments, however, could sustain the momentum 
that has been developed. 

There is good depth of comtmction skills and of engineers and architects 
bhfOughout El Salvador. 

LESSONS LEARNED 

Certain lessons learned in the MEA program may be transferred to other projects and even 
to other GO-surtries. 



Small projects can make an important diffefeplce in the people's lives, and in the 
way they see themselves relating to their society and government. 

S d l  infrastructure projects simple in design can be imp1emented efficiently and 
economically by employees of the municipality. That success is not necessarily 
transfeerrable to larger or more complex projects, nor to projects undertaken by 
central ministries or authorities. 

Infiastruccture programs are successhl when led by dedicated professionals who 
believe in what eey  are doing and cran see that they can make a difference. 

Local professionals, when properly qualified and carefblly assigned, can have a 
strong impact on USAID -project success with a minimum of expatriate 
supervision, provided that the supervisor is knowledgeable, willing to spend time 
in the field and is M y  committed to project success. - 

The behavior modification desired in nunicipal anministration practice, and in the 
relationship between central government and municipalities, appears to be a long 
term process. A low level of effort ova a long period of t h e  probably is more 
effective than doing the same amount of construction quickly. 

Many municipalities are too small to handle all road improvements and 
maintenance in the fiiture. Re-assignment of maintenance for neighborhood roads 
to a departmental organization sometime in the future is probably the ultimate 
solution. 

The MEA organization and methodology should be kept in place to support other 
projects, even if local currency for allocation to the MEA program becomes unavailable. 

2. SRN and GOES should address the large hding  gap in meeting the municipal 
needs for roads, bridges, and municipal water systems. 

3. An inventory of infrastructure conditions in the municipalities covering, as a 
minimum, roads, bridges, water supply, ancl schools should be conducted at the earliest 
possible time. 

4. Strategic development plaflning should begin in the municipalities targeted in the 
new Municipal Development Project (No. 5 19-0388) using the inventory recommended 
in 3. above. 



5. Municipal Mhstructure needs in roads and water systems should be addressed 
with the same or greater urgency than has been demonstrated in arranging loam for 
national roads and M A  water systems. 

Other recommendations and discussion, ate included in Appendix F. 



IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The MEA program has had widespread success in building load infrastructure projects, 
promoting participation in local government, and increasing confidence in bcal 
government. It is clear that the MEA program contributes directly to two of USAID'S 
strategic objectives: (1) to help the country make the transition fiom war to peace by 
building local level democratic i a s t i o n s  md increasing civic participation; and (2) to 
promote enduring democratic institutions by strengthening local government and 
responding to the basic infrastructure needs of the community. 

Contrary to the findings of the W8shgton studies (Sollis, 1993, and Yariv and Curtis, 
1992)' people see the cabildos as a- genuine expression of the mayor's concern for the 
community's needs. They consider the cabiMos to be a representative forum open to all 
members or" the comm~ty .  They consider the projects implemented to bebeneficial to 
the community. 

The positive impact ofthe MEA program on attitudes toward local government has been 
felt almost as strongly in the ex-conflict zones as. in the rest of the c o m ~ .  Most 
surprisingly, the popular image of CBNARA is quite positive in both ex-conflict and 
non-codlict zones, based on the agency's ability to respond to people's n& for 
infrastructure. 

The: people of El Salvador are much further dong the r o d  to reconciliation than most 
ideologues and politicos imagine, whether they are from government or non-governmental 
organizations. A deep-seated faith in legitimate government hutititions and a strong 
desire to work with them permeate the Salvadoran population. 

Yet at the m e  time something the Washington critics were saying is true. People have 
great Zith in the community itself to solve its own problems. Most of El Sdvdor's nual 
communities and urban bmrios are organized into legally recognized community 
associations. Most of them want to work with local government. Mq~ors should build 
bridges to the comunity groups. They are a powem source of support for local 
development. 

The main shortcomings of the MEA program are: (1) the cabildos, as currently structured 
provide insufficient opportunity for pop0lla.r participation; (2) most of the mayors are still 
reluctant to pronote popular participation or work with community organizations; (3) the 
people consider that the mayors do not keep them well enough informed; (4) a large 
percentage of people do not consider the cabildos as being very important in the project 
identification process; (5) few mayors have asked their constituents to contribute their own 
resources to M A  projects;(6) the program promotes individual, isolated projects that do 
not build on each other strategically; (6) some cantons have received no MEA projects; 



(7) despite good efforts by USAID to ensue the smtahbillity sf the MEA process, there 
is a significant risk that the process will halt once USAID h d s  are ehusted. 

mCOUlWIEmATIONS 

1. USAID should examine why some cantons have received no MEA h d ' i  and 
seek to address the reasons. 

2. To promote reconciliation and the transition to peace, USAID should push-for 
rapid reso1ution of land tenure issues, which are an impediment to MEA projects. Through 
the MEA program,  US^ could create incentives for municipal governments to help 
settle property title disputes. These incentives could be tied in with municipal &&re 
preparation and property valuations for municipal tax collection. 

3. The s in the MDP to strengthen communitylmunicipal relations should be 
actively pursaed. and progress monitored: eg. cornunity advisory boards, geographically 

ildos, support of commlunity organizations, public education on community- 
1i%tions, and open municipal council meetings (see below). 

4. To improve community participation in local government, COMURES should 
provide tratiaing and technical assistarace to local govenment in conducting open meetings 
and working with community organizations. USAID should establish incentive h d s  to 
reward such efforts. 

5. To address the needs of the &st time mayors taking office in 1994, many of 
whom may be from the FMLN party, USAID should weigh the efficacy of pursuing cost 
recovery as rapidly as possible versus allowing less restrictive funds to help the new 
mayors get more involved. 

6. To respond to the desire by many mayors to go beyond the construction of 
individual, isolated projwL, SDEM in conjunction with the Vice Ministry of Housing 
and Urban Development should provide training and technical assistance to local 
government for preparing strategic plans. The planning process should incorporate broad- 
based community participation and address the physical, social, economic, and fiscal 
dimensions of locat development. Once a strategic plan is developed for a given 
municipdity, MEA projects should be defined within the context of this plan, 

7. The Government of El Salvador should channel all local-serving public 
infrastructure investments through municipal government. 





Appendix A 

SURVEY METHODOLOGY AND SAMPLE DESIGN 



The w d l  metWorCrgY utiliEed in the Survey involved p d  intenrims with a ten-page 
cpdaanaire oornsisthg of 142 closed'-and ogen-en& questions, admhkkred to a 
representathe smple of 1,034 urban ;md r u d  irihabitarnts, 20 years of age and older. The 
q u e S f i d  used to amduct the intewkws is pieseated in Section A-1 ofthis appendix. 

~ ~ h w a s g i v e a ~ t h e s e l e c t i o n ~ t h e  P u b a a a n d d w o n  
i a ~ i n t h e m e y p b a s c o f t h t ~ u a t i o 1 1 ,  w i i h t h e s a m p k ~ d  

defined by W c i a  Wdson and Daniel Cam, 24 mmidpalities and 46 . 
of 70 communities)  we^^ mndody Seaat& usiag a 'strict, pbaliity, 

multistage p c e s s  The rnehxkhgy used can be bmken tdown into s e y d  stt.,ps: 

A) pcqdatbsize P than 80,000 inhabitants (4 muJliciparli~es). 
B) 40,000 to 80, inbabitants (15 mukipdities), 
C) 20,000 b 39,999 inhabitants (30 mmicipalities). 
D) 1- tbarv 20,808 inh/.Ibitaaas (203 rnmi~5pdities). 

1) West, hludiag the &@men& of Ah- Santa Ana, a d  Somamk 
2) -I, hc1ubg the -ts of -go, San Salvador, and La L i b d  
3) h f i u  ~cluding the dqmtumts of &scat@ cbbaik, L% lk, and &R viceate. 
4) l b t ,  indudirqg the departments of Usduth, San Miguel, Mom&, aad 7ta Uni6n. 

W d a n  of 24 m ~ ~ t i e s  using a seaies of ~ ~ - g ~ f p n  ranborn numbem. A f k  
establishing the sample frzune in each region, the 1 1 ~ ~ ~  wae s e l d  using the 
~ t y ~ ~ t e c h n i q u ~ i n ~ h ~ ~ t h a d a k w , w n c h % n ~ o f b e i u g  selected. 
The 49 municipatities in the A, B and C strsata were assigned qUat weights w i t h  their 
e v e  subgroups, while the ~~maining 203 aunicip;alities with less Yhan 20,000 
inhabitants were wg.ig-k,+kd p i a p d e y  to size. 

Table 2 p v i &  in Section A-2 shows the classification and design of the samp1e fiarne used 
to select the 24 municipalities in the survey. The list of nrral eoremwities selected in each sea 



HI. Work 

To any out the survey, M d  Canr k Associsates selectee imd train& three supervisors and 
Nteen M w e m ,  with experkax in s,&&r types of Yrb;m and rival population surveys. 
T h e f i e l d p a s o I l n e i w a s ~ i n ~ ~ - t e a m s , a n 8  ihm OcHobea 11 through 13, DC&A 
conducted the t&bg sessions, ~~ the f0110wing fundiu'laaa~tal areas.. 

During the 3-day tlnioing pab& in addition to repatsd mlqpiaying d a m ,  a M d  trip was 
madetouhianandnrral~ of Appt, topn,vi&addWd expzie~nce underactid field 
mnditi,ons, and to co&m the hdional eflktivmess ofthe final version of' the qwdiQanaire. 
An additbd briefing ofthe in tenriewerkamswasMdonOclYobep 1 4 t o c ~ t h e ~ a n b  
instructio~~~tBeq~onnaire,andbsdiscussthe~ywmkphsaad~with the 
t i ? a m s u % # r v i s e s s ~ ~ f m t h e f i e l d .  

On October 30, the survey teams completed a total of 1,034 interviews. The distri'butim and 
&m&qhic characteristics of the sample, as well as the universe, are presented in Table 5. 





1 MEA v.(10/13/93) 1 

04% .... 1 CTL .2  PCTL ... 3 OTE .... 4 

IIPO PQB. UWANO .............. 1 RWML .............. 2 --- E X - W N  .............. .1 NO-CON .............. 2 

! u w P K k  DEPARTAMENTO 

BlEWS DIAWBUENM TARDES. Mi nmbre 
sstamos realizando una encuesta entre personas de 2 0 anos o m&, para conocer diferentes aspectos de la comunidad, 
( nos interesarla muchisZmo platicar un ratito con usted o alguien de su farnilia para conocer sus opiniones. LG 
xeguntas que le voy a hacer se relacionan con el desarrollo de su comunidad, los servicios basicos que hay aquf, ad 
:orno el trabajo que han realizado diferentes organiSmos para el mejoramiento de la comunjdacl. Recuerde que lo que 

W k  su nornbre. 
ne lnteresa es su opinidn sincera, y tenga la seguridad que esta encuesta es an6nhna y en ningQn momento le voy a 

- - I 
20-29 0 30-49 0 50-65 0 

~Quienes se encuentran ahwita y que reunen esos requbltos? 

En esta ocasidn me gustarfa conversar con un(a) hornbrdmujer de - a , afios de edad. 

€NTREVISTAOOR: Anote todas las personas que reunen ks fetpisitos de edad y sex0 y e m l a  el mlembro de la familla 
wya M a  de arrnplecdlos es mas wcana a la M a  de My. 

HORA lNlClO 

1. Para comenzar, &me puede decir si su farnilia es originaria de este municipio? 
SI ......................... 1 (Pase a preg. 33 
NO ........................ 2 (Pase a preg. 2) 

2. &uBntos anos tiene su familia Be wivir aqui en esta comunidad? (Mlnimo 6 meses) 

3. &CU& es la fuente principal de ingresos de su familia? 
(Agricuitura, industria, comercio, servicios, artesanfa, otros) 

1 4. LA qu6 se ddedica usted actuamente? (Ocupaci6nlactiuidad principal del entrevistado) 
(Indagar si tiene trabajo o si estCl actualrnente sin empleos) Empleado .............. 1 

Trabajo propio ...... 2 

Best Available Copy Sin trabajo ............ 3 
Otros .................... 4 

I (estudia, hogar, jubilado, e;.) 

Ninguno ................ Q 
Primaria (1 -6) 
BAsica o mas (7+) 



. 6. jVot6 usted en las 410ias elecciones para skalde? SI ..... 1 NO .... 2 W.... 3 (Si no vot6 pw.8) 

7. iV0t6 usted por el alcalde actual o por otro candidato? 

8. ~Usted piensa votar en hs  prbxknas ebcciones para alcalde? 

ALCALDE .............. 1 
OTRO ................... 2 

9. &En quB medida est& usted de acuerdo o en desacuerdo con k s  ssiguientes frases? 

19- lmporta much0 pa quien ae vota a nivel municipal. I I 1  1 -  I 4 . - f  

12. ~Sabe usted el nornbre d d  alcalde ectuaI? St ..... 1 N L . 2  

13. &De q ~ e  partido es el alcalde actual? 

10. lmporta mucho por quien se vota a nivel naciondil, 

11. Los alcaldes emplezan a reparar calles, puentes, etc, s6b 
cuando se acercan las ebcciones. 

14. &Conoce usted el nornbre de algdn diputado de su departamento? SI ..... 1 NO ... 2 

................. 15. &Sabe usted si en la akk l la  hay un concejo municipa!? SI HAY 1 

NO HAY ............... 2 
r ............. 

1 NO SABE 3 

16. Cuando usted time algdn problema para exponer a la akaldls municipal. ~generalmente a d6nde se dWie usted? 

1 

1 

LEA: Al alcalde ....................................... 1 

A1 concejo municipal .......................... 2 

Empleado de la akaklfa. ................... 3 

2 

2 

20. En su municipio, cuando se elige tsn nuevo akalde de otro partido ALGUMOS ............. 1 
politico, jacostumbran o no cambiar 10s empleados municipales? LA MAYORIA ........ 2 

17. &El Senor Alcalde les lama a los habitants pars consultar su opini bn...... 

3 

3 - - 

LEA : 
17. El Wfbr Alcakle? 

4 - 

4 

21 . iC6mo califica usted el trabajo de .................. 
5% akaldla municipal 
22. El gobierno nacional 
23. Las Qlesias, templw o cultos 
24. Los sindicatos 
25. Los diferentes panidos poilfticos 
26. La Fuerza Armada 
27. Las aganihaciones de su comunidad 

MUCHO 

1 

i 18. El Concejo Municipal? 1 

AUiO 

2 

BUENO 1 REGUIAR 

19. En su opinibn, &cud1 es el principal promotor de 10s intereses de su cmunidad? 
.... .... Alcalde 1 Una organizaci6n de la comunidad 2 Otros (Especif icar) 

2 

5 

1 

1 

MALO NiR 

3 I 4  

3 1 4  

POCO 

3 

2 
2 
2 3  

1 1 2 1 3 1 4  
1 1 2 3 1 4  

3 

4  

1 I 2 

NU- 

4 

3 1 4  

WOSABE 

- 
4 

I 1 I 2 1 3 j 4  

5 

5 



..... 35. &Usted tiene forma de participar en su alcaldla? MUCH0 ..... 1 ALGO 2 
(En proyectos u obras) 
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28. ~Estaria us td  dispuesto a trabajar en otrras 

..... ..... 36. &u&nto confla usted en su alcaldla munidpal? - MUCH0 1 ALGO 2 

relacionadas directamente con .................... 

28. La elcaldla municipal 
29. El gobierno nacional 
30. Las iglesias. templos o cultos 
31. Los sindkatas 
32. Los dlierentes partidos politicos 
33. ha. Fuerza Armada 
34. Las organizaciones de su comunrclad 

poco..... 3 . .  

(NIR). ............... .4 . 

Poco..... 3 
(NIR) ............ ..,..4 . 

N IS 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

3 

SI 
1 

1 
1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

37. La alcaldia municipal es un o&t&ulo M s  para resolver sus problemas. 1 2 
38. La akaldla municipal ofme a trtrbajar con bs lfderes de la comunidad. 1 2 

NO 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

2 

39. la akaldla municipal nos ayuda a resolver nuestros problemas. 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4 1  
De 

U). &OM tan de awerdo Q en Qesecuerdo ate usted cm estas frases? En cb lndifa No uRs 
Acuerdo aeusrdo rente NIR 

I 

to. Ahora, tengo m a  confianza en la akakila municipal que antes. 1 2 3 4 

n. Tengo m e  confianzt en la akaldfa m u n h i l  quo en el gobiemo central. 1 1 2 3 4 

42. ~Alguna vez ha contactado usted a1 senor alcalde para soliitarle su ayuda o su cooperaci6n para resolver un 
problma personal o comunal? (REPITA LA PRffiUNTA PARA CADA UNO) 

50. &bno considera usted que le han tratado 
ha tenldo que if a una oficlna de ...... I Yw B,EN 1 MEN I REoUlAR I MAL 1 MUY MAL I N/R 

47, ~ Q u 6  tan de merdo o en daacuerdo esta usted con Ias DE 
siguientes frases? &CUEROO 

DES- 
ACUERW 

2 

2 

2 

47. La alcaldla municipal presta m& alencidn a las 
necesidades del pueblo urban0 que a 10s mtones. 
48. El partldo del alcalde controla demasiado al senor 
alcalde. 

49. Las organizaciones de la cmunidad controlan 
demasiado al alcalde. - 

1 

1 

1 

5Q. La alcaldla municipal? 

51. Alguna institucidn del gobierno? 

INDHE- 
RENTE 

pppp 

3 

3 

3 

NO 
RESBQ;JD#) 

4 

4 

4 

1 \ 

1 

1 

5 

5 

6 

6 

2 

2 
3 

3 
4 

4 



5% . EI sewicio de e&triczidad? I 2 
54 . Las escuelas ptBlctas? 1 2 

mejor .............. 

CONOClMlENTO Y OPINIONES SOBRE LOS CABILDOS ABIERTOS 

55 . &tbe usted que es un cablkjo abierto? SI .................... ..... l a  (Pam preg . 57) 
NO ........................ 2 a  (Pgse preg . 56) 

56 . ~Conoce usted las reuniones en d m e  partlcipan bas autoridades y SI ......................... l a  (Pase preg . 57) 
ks habitantes de la munkiad. incluyendo IQS dlferrentes cantones? NO ......................... 2 e  (Pase preg . 92) 

o la aicafdla municipal 
3 152 . El sewicio de agua potable? 

....................................................................... 
57 . ~Sabe usted si ha habiio alqJCln cabiMo abierto-en 8ste munidpio? SI HA HABI DO ..... l a  (Pase preg . 58) 

NO HA HALUM) ... 2 (Pas0 a preg . 76) 
NO %BE ............. . . 3 a  (Psse png . 76) 

68 . ~Quien o quUnes lo llmaron (o invitaron. o hicieron 119 buHa)? 
...................................... LEA: EL ALCALQE 1 

................ EL CONCEJQ MUNICIPAL. 2 
........... DlRECnVOS CQMUNITARIOS 3  
............ CONARAbSECREXARIA (SIRN) 4 

.................... OTROS (ESPECIFtCAR) 5 
NO $ABE/NO RESPCMMO ................ 6 

Una empresa privada 
1 

59 . &Para qu6 llarnaron al cabildo? (lndicar la razdn principal) 
LA LEV LO OBUGA .................................................................................................................... 1 

ES CONDICION PARA LA CUAL EL ALCALDE RECIBE DINER0 PARA REPARTIF! ..................... .. 2 
PARA $AB€R LO QUE QUIERE EL PUEBLO ............................................................................... 3 
PARA ESTABLECER UN DIALOG0 COPS EL PUEBLO .................................................................. 4 

.............................................................................................................. OTROS (ESPECIFICAR) 5 
NO SABUNO RESPOND10 ......................................................................................................... 6 

el gobierno nacbnal 
2 

60 . ~Recwrda usted cu(LnIos cabildos ha convou6o el alcalde actual? (Desde 1991) 

6 1 . 6 Y curntos han habido este afio (1 99311 

62 . Aquf en su municipio. GquUnes asisten a un cabiio? 
............................ TODOS LOS QUE QUIEREN ASSTIR 1 

........................... LOS WRECTIVOS DE LA COMUNIDAD 2 
............................................................ LOS INVITADOS 3 

................................................... OTROS (ESPECIFICAR) 4 

.............................................. NO SABmO RESPOND10 5 

63 . ~Usted ha asistido a algtn cabildo? 

64 . ~Usted conoce personas que han asistido a algdn cabildo abierto? 

............. . NINGUNO l a  (Pase preg 64) 
LA cu&ttos?- 2 (Pase a png . 65) 

. $1 ...................... ... l a  (Pase preg 75) 
........................ . NO 2 a  (Pase preg 75) 



Consegulr una parte de 10s fondos disponlbles ............... 3 
Otros (Esgecificar) ...................................................... 4 

171. ~Saba usta  si otras comunidades recibieron obras? 1 1  1 2  i 3 ' 1  

74. POP haber asisaids a algunss cablldos abiertos. busted ahora asiste a m& SI .................. -... 1 
retankma sobre algdn prablema o sobre Jgunsz mejon en su comunidad? NO ........................ 2 

72. Si hubieran poco6 fondas para repartir, tiria al eabildo? 
73. Y si m Rubieaan fon8os para reyarti?, ~ a e e  usted que iffa? 

75. (Usted h~ partidpado en una feunidn ptevia para escoger SI ......................... 1 

ura repsentante de su munidad para asisttt a un cabildo? NO ........................ 2 ------- --------------.------------------------------------------------ 
76. Para ~st&, &cual es m8s importante, votar en ELECCIONES ..... 1 CABIW ..... 2 

efecdmes ole alcalde o aslstir a un cabildo? NINGUNO ..... 3 INDIFERENTE ..... 4 

1 
1 

77. En su opinibn, ~ i o s  cabildos ssn rn& impsrtantes, men3 importantes o igual de importantes, ahom que antes? 

Mas inrwarrtes ..... 1 Menos importantes ..... 2 lgual Be importantes ..... 3 No sabeho respondid .... 4 

2 
2 

3 - 

3 

78 ~ Q u e  toan de awerdo o en desacuerdo estd usted con las 
siguientes frams? 

78. E?3 6 cablidos estdn representados todm los sectores 
de la munidad. 

79. El alcalde convQca a bs cabiMos sdlo cuando 'time 
fondos para reparffr. 

80. El alcaCde Uacna a los cabiMos porqlmls le interesa la 

I 

84. &A cudntas de !as cmwnidades del municipio invita el alcalde a partidpar en ios cabildos? 

1 

1 

82. ~ L o s  cabildos respden a las necesidades y preocupaciones de las mujeres 
m k ,  rnenos o Qual que a la$ necaidades y preocupaciones de 10s hombres? 

83. ~ L a s  mujeres particlpsn en 10s cabildoa m&, menos o igual gue 10s hombres? 

U3k a casi tsdras? ..... 1 a atgunas? ..... 2 o a casi ninguna? ..... 3 NO S A H O  RESPOND10 ..... 4 

M 
A-DO 

parllcipaeidin ds Oa comunMad. I 1 

I 81, Los cabHdos dan gocas y muy breves oportunidades 
para participar. 

85. &Los habitantes de su sornunidad Ran intentado cmbiar la forma en que se lleva a cabo un cabiklo? 

INDIFE- 
REWE 

M I  
ACUERDO 

2 

2 

2 I 

MAS 

ENo§ 

lGUM 

SI ..... 1 (Pase a preg. 86) NO ..... 2 (Pass a preg. 88) NO SABE ..... 3 (Pase a preg. 88) 

NO 
REsPONOo 

2 

I 

3 ~ 4  

86. &El alcalde ha apoyado esto? SI ..... 1 NO ..... 2 NO SABE ..... 3 

3 

3 

1 
2 
3 
4 

87. LY GONARA (SW) ha apoyado esto? SI ..... 1 NO ..... 2 NO SABE ..... 3 

4 

4 

3 

el 
2 

3 
4 

88.  hay organizacimes en la comunidad que se oponen a los cabildos? SI ..... 1 NO ..... 2 NO SABE ..... 3 
s' 

B " 

4 



89 . ~Conoce usted alguna obra que surgi6 de un cabildo abierto. y SI ......................... l a  (Pase preg . 90) 
que luego f ~ e  realizado con kndos que Ilegan al alcalde para NO ........................ 2 (Paw a pre g. 92) 
Bas necdlsidades de la m w l d a d ?  

98 . ~Cu4les obras? (Wi icar  segQn los siguientes tipas de obras) 

Vias de acceso .................................. 1 

Escuelas ............................................. 2 
.................................................. Salud 3 

Electrificaciones ...... .. ....................... 6 

............................. Casas comunales 7 

Otros (Especificar) ............................. 8 

No Especific6 .............................. 9 

91 . LSabe usted de d6nde vinieron los tondm para esas obras? 
................................ Goblerno Central 1 

CONARAtSRN (Secretaria) ................. 2 

FIS ..................................................... 3 

AID .................................................... 4 

Del exterior (sin especifiiar) .............. 5 

Programa MEA .................................. 6 

Iglesia. templo. culto .......................... 7 

Bartido politico .................................. 8 

Alcaldla ............................................. 9 

............................. Otros (Especificar) 10 
No sabelno respondit3 ........................ 11 

92 . Le voy a mendonar vaoios organismos que han realizado obras aquf en su municipio . 
~Cuales erganismos conoce usted? (LEA USTA EN CUADRO ABAJO) 

PARA CADA UNQ W E  CONOCE 
93 . &Que oplni6R time wted de ....... (mencione cada organism0 que wnoce) 
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94. Ahora I8 voy leer algunas obras realizadas en su comunidad con fondos de CONARA. ~Cudles conoce usted? 
(Lea lista conespondienta y anate c6digos de proyectodobras en cuadro abajo. 
Sl NO CBNOCE IVINGUN PROYECTO/OblRA - Psse a pregunttll65) 

95. ~Usted o su familia han sido beneficiados con uno de estas obras? SI ......................... 1 (Pase a preg. 96) 
NO ........................ 2 (Pase a preg. 98) 

96. ~CudkS? 
(Amk cbdigos de pmyectos y circuk tlpo canespandiem en Col. P.96) 

PARA HASfA TRES OBRAS MAS IMPORTANT€& -- 
~Quien o quidnes propusieron esta obra? 
(1. La comunidad, 2. Alcaldfa, 3. Gdalerno Central, 
4. CONARA. 5. Otros (Especificar), 6. No Saberno repondib) 

97. AY cudi obra ha sido la mas beneficiosa para usted o su familia? (Circule tlpo en 601. P.97) 

~Quien o quienes escogieron esta obra para llevar a cabo? 
(1. La munMad, 2. Alcaldfa, S Gobierno Central, 
4. CONARA, 5. Otros (Especificar), 6. No SaWNo repcndib) 

~Quien o quidnes manejaron la obra? 
(1. La comunidad, 2. Alcaldfa, 3. Gobierno Central, 
4. CONARA, 5. Otros (Especificar), 6. No Saberno repondid) 

Edidicadones munkipabs 
Ebctrificaciones 
Cssas m u n a b  
Otros 

&En qu4 aspectos partkip6 la comunidad en la realizacidn de esta 
obra? (1. Ninguno. 2. Escoger conbetistas. 3. Proporciona~ mano de 
obra. 4. Vigilar el uso d8 los fondos. 5. Otros, 6. No sabe 

&a akaldla mantuvo lnformada a la comunidad sobre el estado flsico 

5 - -  
6 
7 
8 

y financier0 de esta obra? 
(1. §I, 2. NO, 3. NO SABE) 

LCdmo se ha mantenido el estado ffsico de esta obra? 
(1. WEN. 2. REGULAR. 3. MALO, 4. NO SABE) 

5 
6 
7 
8 

LQuien o qui6nes se han responsabiliado poa el mantenirniento? 
(1. La comunaad, 2. Alcaldla, 3. Gobierno Central, 
4. CONARA, 5. Otros (Especificar), 6. No SabeJNo repondib) 

......... 105. En su opini6n jcree usted que CONARA asigna fondos a su municipio principalrnente por 

sirnpatla poiitica con el Alcalde? ....... 1 

L €A: necesidades de la comunidad? .......... 2 

o por 0tf0 motivo (iCu%l?) ................ 3 

NO S A W N 0  RESPOND10 ................ 4 
.% - ." 



106 . ~Hasta que punto Cree usted que las obras realizadas con fondos de CONARA han lsgrado satisfacer las 
necesidades baicas de su cornunidad. en crsanto a caminos. escuelas. agua potable. etc? 

................... ............... LEA: Casi todo .. 1 
.................................. Una gran parte 2 

............................ Uaa pequefia parte 3 
................. ............ Casi nrtda ... 4 

107 . Y en su opini6n. &para qu6 se deberhn destinar estos fondos? 19eberlan ser destinados ............... 
a pequefias obras de servicios b~sicot tales como cminos. escuelas. agua potable. eft...... 1 

0. se podrla aprovechar mejor para otros tipos de necesidades? (CuBles) ............................. 2 

108 . &Q& tan Importantes han sido 10s cabMos en la identiflmdbn de obras? 

....................... ~ LEA: POCO IMPORTANTES 1 
............ ........ ALGO IMPORTANT ES .. 2 

.......................... MUY IMPORTANTES 3 
................ NO SABUNO RESPONMO 4 . . 

109 . En su opinibn. &cud1 de estos organismos ........... piL- 

1 1114 . ~Cutl l  realiza obras de mejor calidad? 1 1 1  2 1 3 1  4 1 5 1 6 1  

109 . &aprovecha mejor 10s fondos? 
110 . &A cuU aeude m& la comunidad? 
11 1 . usa m e  los mleriaks de este lugar? 
112 ~Culll usa m8s ernpresas construct- de este lugat? 
113 . &CuBI usa m& mano de obra de este iugar? 

115 . &Cutll realiza obras m8s beneficiosas para la comunidad? 1 2 3 4 5 6 
116 . &CuO da mejor mantenimiento a sus obras? 1 2 3 4 5 6 

CONARA 

11 7. En su munidpb &ha pediio el aleaMe el aporte de la comunidad para SS ......................... 1 
$agar parte del costo de las obras? NO . ........................ 2 a P  (Pas 119) 

. 190 SABE ............. 3 a P  fPase 119) 

1 

1 
1 
1 

1 

1 1 8 . &En qu4 f m a ?  (LEA SI ES NECESARIO) Mano de obra no remunerada ........... 1 

FS 

..................... Contribuci6n monetaria 2 
......................... Mayores impuestos ... 3 

................ ........... Pagos por uso ... 4 

......................... Aporte de materiales 5 

OTROS (Especificar) .......................... 6 

11 9 . dusted estai de acuerdo o en desacuerdo que se pida este aporte? De acuerdo ........... l a P  (Pase . 120) 
En desacuerdo ..... 2 a P  (Pase . 122) 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

1 120. &Est& usted dispuesto a aportar m8s de sus propios recursos (tales SI ......................... 1 a P  (Pase . 1211 

OTRS 
tNST.bUB. 

coma: mano de obra, dinero, materiales) para tener m& obras en su NO ........................ 2 a P  (Base . 122) 
comunidad? 

NO PUEDE ........... 3 a P  (Pase . 122) 

3 
3 
3 

' 3  
3 

.................................... . @e que forrna apertarla? (LEA SI ES NECESARIO) Mans de obra 1 

...................... Contsibucidn rnonetaria 2 

Mayores impuestos ................ ... .... 3 
................. Pagos por uso de la obra 4 

......................... Aporte de materiales 5 
OTROS (Especificar) .......................... 6 

J' 

NIM- 
UO 

NO 
Y 

4 

4 
4 
4 

4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
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623 . El programa C B N M N R  da demasiado poder a1 

122 . &Que tan de acuerdo o en desacuerdo esta usted con las 
siguientgs frases? 

122 . La alcaldia municipal maneja fondos mejor que antes . 
(antes de 1991) 

125 . &US autoridadgs (CONARA,SRN. MEA. alcalde) le mantienen informado SI ......................... 1 
sobre la ejecucidn de las obras? NO ........................ 2 . 

PARBICIPAClON EN M COIYUNIDAD 
1 26 . 48u comunMad escoge directhros comunales? Sl ..... l NO ..... 2 NOSAB E. .... 3 

DE 
ACUERDO 

1 

alcalde . 
124 . La alcaldfa municipal todaviar tbne dificudtad para 
manejer fondos . 

L 

................ 127 . &Usted particips en alguna organizadbn de la c&nunidad? MUCH0 1 
LEA: A160 ................... 2 

. .  
POCO ................... 3 

1 

1 

el hombre o la rnujer? 

129 . &CONAFWSRN trabaja con 1% organlmacisnes de sra comunidad? 

1 30 . iTrabaja bien. regular o mal con ellas? Bien ..... 1 Regular ..... 2 

131 . &Hay un Cornit6 para la Reconstruccidn Municipal en su rnunicipio? 

132 . &la alcaldia ha apoyado bs  esfuerbas de la comuniclad para crear un 
Cornit6 de Reconstruccidn Mun!cipal? 

133 . ~Participa usted en los proyectos del Cornit6 para la Reconstruccldn 
Municipal? 

MWER ................. 2 
AMBQS ................. 3 
NINGUNB ............. 4 

$1 ......................... 1 a P  (Base . 130) 
. NO ........................ 2 a P  (Pase 131) 

134 . En su opinibn .  el Qmitt5 para la Reconstruccibn Municipal ha sjudado su 
comunidad mucho. algo o poco? 

135 .   cons id era usted que el Cornit6 de la Reconstruccidn Municipal , rabaja 
bier1 o ma1 con la alcaldla? 

136 . &El programa CONARAISRN colabora con el @omit4 de Ca Reconstruccidn 
Municipal? 

Mal ..... 3 No sabe ..... 4 

. 81 ......................... 1 a P  (Pase 132) 
NO ........................ 2 a P  (Pasa . 437) 

............. . NO SABE 3 a P  (Pase 137) 

SI ......................... 1 
NO ........................ 2 

............. NO SABE 3 

................ MUCH0 1 
ALGO ................... 2 
POCO ................... 3 

............. NO SABE 4 

WEN ..................... 1 

MAL .................. .... 2 
NO SABE ............. 3 

SI ...................... ... 1 

NQ ........................ 2 
............. NO SABE 3 

137 . iEn qu4 medida esta usted en acuerdo o en desacuerdo con la siguiente frase? 
Tenennos que superar la desconfianza y reconciliarnos para recsnstruir la cornunidad . 

AGR.AD ECER Y DESPEDIRSE 



UNICAMENTE SECTOR URBAN0 
Pam terminar, quisiera solicitarie algunos datos para nuestra clasificacidn estadlstica. Esta informacibn . 

la utilizamos para analizar 10s resultados de la encuesta y nunca se rh  usados individualmente. 

138. iCuAl es su ocupaci6n? 

139. iCuAl es la ocupacibn del jete de ia familia? 

140. iCuAntos vehlculos tiene la familia? (MAS RECIENTE) ANO MODELO 

141 . iTiene servidurnbre en su casa? Ninguna ... 1 S61o por horas ... 2 Una ... 3 Dos o mas ... 4 

142. 8Cuales de los siguientes enseres dom6sticos ocupan en su hogar? 

........ TV BUNCO Y NEGFIO 1 EFRIGERADORA ELECTRiCA ... 4 BETAMAXEQUIIPO VIDEO .... 7 
- .  

................. ....................... TV A COLOWES 2 COCINA DE GAS 5 LAVAWRA DE ROPA ........... 8 

........... RADIO ............................ 3 COClNA ELECiRICA ................. 6 SECADORA DE RQPA 9 

TELEFONO ......................... 1 0 

Hora Final : 





SECTION A-2 

TABLE 1 
S BY POPULATION 

D 
D 
D 

WEST 
Ex-conflict 

Non-conflict 

0 
D 
D 

s 

25 
3 
22 

CENIRAL 
Ex-conflict 

Non-conflict 

233.601 
28.628 
204,973 

D 
D 
D 

64 

26 
3 8  

1,4.9% r 

12% 
88% 

MIDEAST 
Ex-conf lid 

Non-conflict 

430,953 
146,817 
284,136 

D 
D 
D 

3 
0 
3 

3 8  
20 
18 

120 
0 

120 

27.5% 

34% 
66% 

EAST 
Ex-conflict 

Non-conflict 

272,322 
137,674 
134,648 

C "-- 

6 
2 
4 

76 
51  
25 

, SUB-TOTAL 'Dm STRATA 
Ex-conflict 

Non-conflict 

240 
80  
160 

17.4% 
5'i Or 

49% 

630,606 
412,316 
218,380 

MEA PROJECT (Source: 1992 Census) 

203 
100 
103 

3 
2 
1 

120 
80 
40 

40.2OA 

65% 

35% 

1,567,572 
725,435 
842,137 

8 
5 
3 

100.0% 
46% 
54% 

320 

200 
I 

120 

20 
9 

1 t 

SO0 
360 
440 



TABLE 2: CLASSIFICAIUCIN OF THE SAMPLE- SECnON A-2 

M U  PROJECT (Source: 1992 Census) 

,.z 







MEA PROJECT (Source: 1992 Census) 



TABLE z: AF TOP E F- s t ~ i  I I V ~ Y  a-z 

I I I 1 I 
MEA PROJECT (Source: 1992 Census) 



TABLE 3: UST OF MUNI-D CANTONS SURVEYED SECTION A-2 

1 1 . I LOS TABLONES I 
2. SANJOsE 

SANTA ANA SANTA ANA 3. AWNTA 
4. PLANES BE LA LAGUNA 

sONSmAlE SAN JULlAN 5. EL ACHKlTAL 
6. AGUA SHUCA 

scINsmATE SANTA ISABEL ISHUATAN 8. 
Gl-UUA- SAN IGNACK) 9. 

CLlSCATLAN MONTE §AN JUAN 20. 
21. 

PEW BLANCA - 

EL CARMEN 
LAS R8RES 
JUAN HK;lblO 0 LA CUMBRE 
EL P U M  
SANTA ROSA - .  

PNAUTOS 
LA FLORIDA 
LA CABAfiA 
EL MoFm 
JOYAGRANDE 
SAN MARTIN 
SAN JOSE 

TAPALHUACA 24. LA BAZA 
25. LAS W A S  

VICTORIA 2 6. EL CARACOL 
2 7. SANTA MARTA 
28. ELARCO 

XCUAPA 29. EL AMATON 
3 0. LOMA DE LA CRUZ 

SAW BUENAVENTURA 3 1. EL AGETTUNO 

7- 

3 2. LA TRONCONADA 
USULUTAN SANTA ELENA 3 3. 'EL VOLCAN A 

34. EL NANZAL 
35. LA ESTANCIA 
3 6. EL PLATANAR 

SAN RA-EL ORIENTE 3 7. SANTA CLARA 
38. I LOS ZELAYA 

GUAVAIIAGUA 3 9.1 SAN BARTOLO 
~O.~MAK;UERA 

EL W E N  41 .~OLOMEGA 
i 

4 2. I EL CAULOTlLLO 
LA UNION U S W E  4 3. ( EL DEFWLlMBADO 

44. i ELEFEFKI 
LA UNION SANTA ROSA DE LIMA 4 5. [ EL ALGODON 

~~.~LQsMQONES 



IA UNION 

$ M A  ANA 

U S f  OF 115 COMMUNITIES 
ELBGIBE UNDER THE NRB 

SAN MIGUEL 

SAN SALVADOR 

JSULUTAN 



~oncepcidn 
de Ataco 
Santa h a  

San ~ u l i i h  
Smta Isabel 
1shuat6n 
San Ignacio 

9. E l  Paisnal 
- 

15. Tecoluca 
Santiago 16. Jucuapa 
Texacuangos 

17. San h~enaventura 
Monte San Juan . 

18. Santa Elena 
San Rafael Cedros 

19. Moncagua 
Tapalhuaca 

San Rafael 
Oriente 
Guata j iagua 

E l  Carmen 

Y 

Lislique 

Santa Rosa 
de Lima 



DX2 Chalatenango San lgnacio 4 0  6 6 14 14 
B La Libertad Quezaltepeque 72 32  15 1 7  1 4 0  20 20 

DX3 
DX3 
DN4 

DX4 I Morazlln Guatajiagua 4 0  11  5 6 29 14 15 
aU La Unibn Santa Rosa de Lima 4 8  11 5  6 37 18 19 

DN4 La Unibn Ef Carmen 4 0  11 5 6 29  14 15 
DX4 LaUni6n Lislique 4 0  11 5 6 29 14 

DX4 Usuluthn Jucuapa 4 0  
DX4 Usuluthn Santa Elena 4 0  
DN4 San Miguel Moncagua 4 0  
DX4 San Miguel §an Rafael Oriente 40 

Cabatias 
San Vicente 
Usulutan 

11 
11 
11 
11  

Victoria 
Tecoluca 
San Buenaventura 

5 
5  
5 
5 

4 0  
4 0  
4 0  

6 
6 ------ 
6 
6 

12  
6 2 
11 

29  
29 
29 
29  

6 
6 
5  

14 
14 
14 
14 

6 
6 ' 

6 
15 
15 
5 5 

-E--l 

28 
28 
29 

14 
14 
14 

14 
14 
15 



TABLE 5 

llMYERSE-- 

M A E  1,823,577 
FEMALE 1,927,665 - z :  1 z;: E-1 

'Source : Preliminary Results of the National Census - Oct.'92. 
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APPENDIX B 

SCOPE OF WORK 

A. 'This evaluation shall address the following Project specific questions, raised as 
consequence of the Project's purpose, strategy, implementation procedures and objectives, 
as well as certain assaunptions which are implicit in them. 

Do beneficiaries view MEA projects as having been identified by them? . - 

If yes, does the cabildb abierto figure prominently in the process, are the 
residents of the municipality ahat attend the cabilcios abiertos viewed as 
representative of ahe- municipality's various communities, or is mother 
mechanism equally or more important? If not, how were projects 
identified and by whom? - . 

Do the responses to the previous question also apply to the larger projects 
implemented by service ministries or agencies? If not, what is responsible 
for the diffmnce? 

How does a sampling of serviixs ministry and agency officials view locd 
responsibility for project identification? 

Are effective wmmunity organization and popular participation fostered 
and enhanced by this type of project? This question should be focussed 
fiom the standpoint of both splst;riinability and transferability of the Project 
to host country bding, e.g., if the MEA Project were to disappear what 
should we expect that cornmunitis and smaller municipalities with a 
limited ax base and administrative capacity would do? Do the 
beneficiaries view this effort as svstaimable? 

How critical to the success of the MlEA Project --and to its Wastructure 
sub-projects -- is the technical assistance provided by the SRN, ISDEM, 
COMURES and the USAID? Discuss each organization separately, 
including the quality oftheir technical assistance inputs a d  how long they 
will be required. Also discuss how each of these organizations are viewed 
by its clients. distinguish between the requirements of larger and smaller 
~~*~unicigalities and discuss the impact of changes in incumbents resulting 
from elections. 

As a result of the MEA Project, does a sampling of beneficiaries view heir 
local government and the central government now in a more positive light 
than prior to 1987? If yes, why and how significant is the change? If not, 
why? 



Do beneficiaries believe that the responsiveness of local government and 
participatory democracy, e.g. the frequency of cabikdos abiertos, would 
suffer if outside hd 'mg were to cease? 

As a corollary to question 6, is there any evidence to suggest that increased 
popular support for the csmtitutional political process exists as a result of 
these efforts? 

Assess f&e MEA Project's contributions to the USAID'S Strategic 
Objectives- framework, specifically Objective 1 (assist El Salvador make 
the transition fiom war to peace) and 3 (promote endwing democratic 
institutions and practices). 

B)o the Beneficiaries believe that the basic infrastructure needs of isolated 
and traditionally neglected areas are beiig satisfied to a significant degree? 

Assess the technical adequacy and quality of wnstnvction of MEA Projects, 
giving due attention to complaints from ANDA, ANTEL and GEL. 

Compare the costs and quality of similar service Rlinistry and Agency 
projects to MlEA Projects. 

Are there any overlap or other issues for the MEA Project caused by the 
activities of the GOES'S Social Investment Fund (FXS)? 

Compare the maintenance of service Ministry and Agency projects to MEA 
Projects? 

Assess the local economic impact of locally generated income fkom labor 
and the purchase of materials and the related perceptions of roc& residents. 

To what extent do MEA Project leverage local resources? 

Critically evaluate the actual and/or potential effectiveness of the MEA 
Project's "new modalities," the Challenge Fund, income producing projects 
and loan funds. Relate to Project sustaimbility. 

Assess the probable impact of the USAID's Peace and National Recovery 
Project and planned Municipal Development Project on the W A  Project 
and vice versa. Should any changes be made in any of these Projects to 
strengthen their synergistic effects? 

Have there been any Project spin-offs, i.e., objectives not particularly 
sought, but achieved, for batter or worse? 



3. v 7 ~ m e n  in Development issues and objectives should be addressed thughout  the 
report. .wever3 thc fol!owing questions-should tc amwed in arr annex to the report. 

Design, Appraisal a d  Imp1emmtati~~11: 

- How were the interests and roles of women (eompmed to men) 
talc@ into account in each of the design, appraisal and 
implementation stages of the Project? 

- In what ways did women (compared to men) participate in these 
processes? 

- 
Effects and Impacts Cmicerning Women: 

- What were the effects, positive or negative, of the Pro-jmt 
concerning women's (compared to men's) access to inwme, 
education and a d  with respect tg worMoaafs, robs in 
howehoid and c0~11111,uILity~ a d  hdth cs~p&tionsT 

- How were the interests and roles of women [compared to men) 
taka into account in the evduation stage? 

- Were significant factors concening women (compared ta men) 
over1mked at the appraisal strage? 

Data Availability: 

- Were gender-specific data available for each of the Project stages? 

*Design 
*ApprakdApproval 
*Implementation 
*Moriitdng 
*Evaluation 

Sustainability : 

- How did women's integration in Project activities affect the 
sustainability of Project outcomes? Were outcomes more sustained 
(or less sustained) when women were taken into account in Project 
activities? 



A two week visit to El Salvador by the Team Leader (Social Scientist and 
E v d d o n  Specialist) in August 1W3. During this visit the Tearn Leader 
shall: 

a) Regive an indepth briefing on the Project &om the USND md 
SRN. 

b) Visit a & rqmxntative sample of projects. 

c) Gather basic Project Documentation (1988 and 1990 evaluations3 
Municipal Code; Legislation creating ISDEM, COMURES, the 
Fondo and the Ley de Arbitrios; SRN, COMURES and ISDEM 
Adon Plans; Project Papers far 0394 hand Municipal Development 
(draft); Municipal Development Strategy; Infk-cruae: 

nc etc.) 

d) Ihfl a sunrey instrument for USAID approval and sub-contract, 
with USAID pidance, for a poll which could provide more reliable 

&atistisally significant answers to a number of questions 
regarckg beneficiary d o a s .  A h might ask, for example, if 
respondents h o w  about SIPN/CONARA, MEA, COARJRES and 
XSDEM. If ss, Eaow do they view them? Have the respondents 
d v e &  dircsct befits f i ~ m  subprojects? What were they? Were 
the subprrojects h s e .  &at the respondent wodd have chosen? Are 
tlae subprojwts having zri si$ruaBeat]~t impact on meeting I o d  
hfhi&um requirements? How do respondents view local 
gov-ent? How do they view central government mhistries and 
service agencies? Are they mom responsive or efficient than in the 
past? 1s the project significantIy impacting on the development of 
a culture of dmwracyl! 

The '~~1Untr13(:tor conducts the survey md tabulates the results during 
Slepbrnhr 1993, and provides the results to the USAID and the 
Contractor. 

The evaluation team works in El Sdvador during October 1993 conducting 
extensive interviews in Sm Salvador and the field (SRN, sewice ministries 
and agencies and other COES officials; Mayors; Comunity Leaders; etc.) 
anc2 the evaluation. 
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RESPONSE TO SCOPE OF WORK 

1. Project Identification 

About 80% of those interviewed consider themselves beneficiaries of CONARA projects 
in their municipio, although only half associated the projects with CONARA. Most 
beneficiaries view the CPJNARA projects as having been identified by the community. 
About half of the beneficiaries consider the cabildos to have figured prominently in the 
selection process. A quarter of the beneficiaries, however, assume the projects were 
selected by the mayor. The cabildds are seen as open to all and broadly representative 
of the various communities in the municipio. 

- 
2. Beneficiary O~inion of Proiect Identification among Larger Public Works 

Providers 

The larger projects implemented by service ministries or agencies, including FIS, are not 
seen as being identified primarily by the community (see survey results). 

3. Opinion of Proiect Identification Process by Agency Officials 

Central agencies do not criticize the MEA process for project identification, but they do 
not use it themselves. 

Central ministries and other agencies plan, arrange for funding, and implement projects 
for their own sectors independently fiom the SW, although some (Caminos) perform 
work under the PRN if h d e d  by the Secretariat. There is no formal input from the 
municipalities. Work on some rural roads under USAID Project 519-0320 has been 
reprogrammed to conform to the national reconstruction plan, but the municipalities did 
enter directly in that decision. 

In the case of FIS, eligible projects are sought out by private sector implementers, who 
enter into agreement wi% community organizations to design and build projects after 
approval by FIS. The amount of actual community input shodd be high, although there 
can be an incentive for implementers to sell a project rather than respond to the expressed 
desire of a community. 

4. Sustainabilitv 

Project construction activity, whether called klEA or some other name, cannot survive 
without an infbsion of funds. Even if fimd infusion were converted to a 100 percent loan 
program, a large up-front capital outlay would be required to keep the program alive for 
up to five years until re-flows became consistent and reliable. 



As an dternative to converting to a lorn p g r a m  it is suggested that a given percentage 
of gross national revenues, from 5 percent up to 10 percent, be earmarked for distribution 
to the municipalities on the basis of some fomda incorporating the effects of area, 
population, tax base, and sales tax generated in the municipality (or something similar and 
equally equitable). A national program similar to the U.S. community development block 
grant program should keep the municipalities solvent and growing. (This is being 
initiated in Ghana on a World Bank decentralization project and gives the dc ipa l i t i es  
a relatively secure source of revenue with which to survive while local revenues sources 
develop and grow.) At the very least municipalities should receive a fair portion of the 
gasoline tax for road maintenance. 

5, Institutional Ca~acitv 

The major institutional players involved in supporting municipal development are 
SRN/CONARA, ISDEM, COMURES, and USAID. - .  

While SRNKONARA has been very effective in establishing a procedural 
system to "get the funds out" in a timely manner fiom a project 
management perspective (because of staff depth in engineering and 
architecture), it does not give the same attention to the social dimensions 
of nurturing local participatory democracy. For example, several SRN staff 
members give the impression that the cabildo abierto is the fust step in the 
project cycle without underscoring the importance of the cabildo in 
strengthening participatory local government. Little emphasis is made on 
the need for, or importance of, pre-cabildo activities andlor the community 
reconstruction committees as viable mechanisms to strengthen local 
participatory democracy. 

ISDEN 

ISDEM, established in 1988 to provide technical assistance to Salvadoran 
municipalities, has helped municipalities revamp the User Fee Structure 
(Ingresos Tribtc'tmios). These new user fees were bas& on costs, and 
resulted in 210 municipalities updating their tariff schedules and in 
generating an average increase of 70 percent user fee revenue in 157 
municipalities. These recent revenue generation shows the untapped 
potential of increasing resources at the local level that could be used to 
begin financing loeal idiastructure. 

COPMURES 

O COMURES is exemplary in having a non-partisan, or multi-partisan 
organizational philosophy that is lacking in other institutions. It still lacks 
depth in managerial and technical areas, however. 



The technical arm of the recently established Comisidn para 
Descentralizacidn y Desarrollo Municipal (CDM) is based in COMURES. 
This Commission consists of the key national entities that are establishing 
a decentralization fiamework as part of the on-going state modernization 
process initiated by GOES-as a result of the United Nation's Management 
Development Programme Project in 1991. Members of the CDM includes 
the President of ISDEM, the General Manager of ISDEM, the President of 
COMWWS, the Vice-President of COMURES, the Planning Minister, and 
the Secretary General of the SRN. In the near future the F imce  Minster 
is expect4 to be included in the Commission. USAID foms part of the 
Consultancy Committee to the Commission along with -the GTZ, and 
WNDP. 

The Technical swn has only recently been organized, and is expected to 
develop a decentralization framework that will facilitate MEA's goal of 
strengthening municipal government. 

USAID assists CONARA/SRN with field personnel who monitor the MEA 
program by working with CONAWSRN field ofices and attending 
cabildos abiertos. However, the mayors do not see them as providing 
technical assistance. 

6. Attitudes towards Local and Central Government 

Those who have attended cabildos or even know about the cabildos have a much more 
favorable opinion of both locd government and national government than those who have 
not attended or da not h o w  about the cabildos. Most people have some degree of 
confidence in local government. Confidence in local and national government ranks third 
and fourth after confidence in community groups and the church. Confidence in local 
government i s  at about the same level as confidence in national government. 

7. Sustainability of Cabildos Abiertos 

Respondents who know about the cabildos do not believe that the mayors hold them 
simply to get money or comply with the law. They strongly believe they are holding 
them to find out the people's needs. If outside funding were to be reduced or even to 
cease, people would still attend the cabildos Most of the mayors interviewed, however, 
still show reluctance to hold cabildos. Even with strong financial incentives through 
MEA mayors are not holding the number of cabildos required by law. In fact, the 
number s f  cabildos held did not increase fkom 1992 to 1993 (see Appendix J). 



8. Effect on Popular Sumrt for Constitutional Process 

The survey results show that there is a significant level of support for Iocal and national 
government, and that level is higher among those who know of, or have attended, the 
cabildos. Thus, it can be concluded that these efforts have increased popular support for 
the constitutional political process. 

9. MEA's Contribution to USAID's Strategic Objectives Framework 

As the survey clearly &om, the MEA program has contributed directly to two of . , 

USAID'S Strategic Objectives. By encouraging local participatory democracy, it has 
helped the country make the transition from war to pace (Strategic Objective No. 1). 
Primarily through the cabildos abiertos MEA has promoted enduring democratic 
institutions and practices (Strategic Objective No. 3). Not to be overlooked within this 
strategic objective is the non-partisan nature of COMURES and of that institution's efforts 
to promote technical instead sf political solutions. 

10. Infrastructure Needs of Neglected Areas 

Abu t  40 percent of the respandents think that nual needs are being addressed as much 
as urban needs through this program. Most sf  the respondents think that some--but not 
most--of their basic infiastmctwe needs are being met by this program. 

3 1. Technical Adequacv and Oualitv of Construction 

The methodology for engineering studies and preparation of plans is adequate. A review 
of plans and scope of services for engineering contracts shows that plans can be properly 
prepared, and are good when prescribed procedures are followed. There is nothing 
organically wrong with the system for preparation of plans and specifications. 

The= is no shortage of technically qualified professionals for design, but all projects 
above $500,000 ($58,000) should be reviewed for technical adequacy by DGR, NRECA, 
or Caminos, as appropriate. 

All attempts to split projects into components to keep each contract under $250,000 
($2,170,000) should be disapproved. Conversely, the existing mechanism for 
accomplishment of projects abve $250,000 exists and shodd be utilized Mly. ?day  
water, and some bridge and road projects will be above the $250,000 threshold but are 
critical for the people and for giving credibility to the mayor. They should be pursued 
with all diligence. 

Quality of construction has not been investigated on site extensively by the consultant but 
is reported to be adequate and improving. Those projects which were observed were 
deemed adequate. 
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ANDA did not criticize quality of constrplction of water systems but one engineer's 
personal opinion was that "quality will improve with time as they gain more experience." 

CEL declined to csmnaent on quality of m y  electrification projects performed by 
municipalities. NRECA, however, who works closely with the mayors, is convinced that 
quality of new work on electric distribution has improved dramatically over the last year. 
In addition to other technical assistance, NRECA has prepared and issued standard 
specifications d drawbgs for electrical work on the MEA projects. 

12. Costs a d  Quality- 

Compared to other agencies, haEA projects are inherently mare cost-effective in the use 
of resources, and MEA unit costs for equivalent construction are lower. The types of 
work for which current construction cost comparisons can be made are between MEA and 
Caminos on roads and between h492A a d  FIS on water systems. Differenas in project 
selection and implementation procedures betwzen MEA and FIS cause a difference in 
costs. FIS relies on "implementas", hdividuals or f m s  fiam the private sector, to 
contact local community groups, and with those groups identifj projects to be done. The 
implementer then designs and builds the project for the client group. The client group 
is usually a cornunity organization, not a government entity or municipality. The non- 
competitive desiga-construct project implementation process, using private sector 
contractors, is justified on the basis of the number of projects that can be built 
simultaneously with a minimum of administrative delay. 

For most projects of the size and complexity undertaken by MEA, using local material 
and labor, municipal projects cost less than central agency projects. For instance, 
contractors working for Caminos are bidding competitively on reopening of lower class 
rural roads, and costs are approximately $87,000 ($10,000) per kilometer. Municipalities 
report $30,000 -$40,000 ($3,450 - $4,600) per kilometer for similar work on municipal 
roads. The classes of roads on which Caminos contractors work are slightly higher than 
most of the MEA work, and the projects are somewhat larger. The mobilizing of 
equipment and manpower from outside the municipality for relatively small jobs causes 
costs to be higher than is the case on the typical MEA project, done close to home with 
local labor and minimum equipment. 

MEA h a  not done as much as was expected on projects above $250,000. On those 
projects, costs should approach the cost of work by ether ageacies, but probably will 
c~ntinue to be slightly lower because of lower overhead and1 indirect costs not charged 
against lMEA projects. 

13. over la^ between MEA and PIS Projects 

Both MEA and FIS work in the fields of water and sanitation, school and health post 
construction, and to a limited degree in market construction. Overlap is inevitable, 
therefore, but would not be detrimental if FIS activities were coordinated with the 
municipality. The needs are so great that x~ot all can be met by the combined efforts of 



MEA md FIS. A problem md does, a r k  when FIS undertd'ces a project already 
scheduled for construction by the municipality. It should not be detrimental to the FXS 
program, however, to extend to the mayor the courtesy of advising him of approved 
projects. To do less tends to undermine the mayor's status, arad thus to work at cross 
purposes with the ME:\ project. 

14. Oualitv of Maintenance Com~ared between UEA and Larger Pr~-ieck 

Little difference is observed in maintenance of infrastructure on municipal projects-and 
those of larger agencies. As a general rule all can be said to be u n d e h d e d  and 
deficient. However, in some schools the parents of students take a pr~prietary interest in 
projects built with MEA fimds and do a reasonable job of maintenance. 

In defense of the mayors, most do not have a maintenance budget, and it is only very 
recently that some of them have begun to generate enough revenue- to pay for 
maintenance. According to the survey, communities often feel a responsibility to maintain 
projects selected in open meetings and constructed by the municipality. They consider 
maintenance of haEA projects to be better than that of some other agencies. 

15. ha1 Economic Impact 

Exact employment data I'or the projects impkmentd d e r  the MEA program are not 
available. However, examination of costs for a small representative sample of different 
types of projects shows that approximately 27 percent of total project costs was expended 
for direct labor on site and approximately 48 percent for domestically produced materials. 
On this basis, MEA funding since 1986 has generated approximately 19,300 person-years 
of direct labor and 13,600 person-years of indirect labor in production and delivery of 
materials. These cztployment rates are not a high percentage in the total national 
employment picture, but the jobs have been seen by mayors as important to a significant 
number of families otherwise unemployed. With a spread effect of money in the 
economy, usually estimated as a factor of 3 or more, the program can be estimated to 
have generated the equivalent of 13 0,000 person-years of employment spread throughout 
the country during the life of the project. 

The projections calculated here are not presented as precise, but demonstrate the order of 
magnitude of the impact of the project on employment in the country. 

16. Leverme of Local Resources 

There is no indication that municipal funds are being used widely far construction, but 
that is not surprising since municipal revenues until recently have not been sufficient to 
cover even operation and maintenance of all government services. The municipalities do 
administer the projects with municipal h d s  and employees. However, until very recently 
most municipal governments have not had money with which to match or contribute MEA 
project fwnds. That should change in the future under revenue enhancement programs of 



the municipalities, but for the foreseeabk fiptaue local funds will be adequate to meet only 
a mall percentage of the infrastructure nee 

In a limited number of municipalities some projects have been completed or extended by 
contributions of local citizens, usually as: labor but occasionally as money. This is not a 
general pattern, however. 

17. Mew M A  Initiatives and Proiect Sustainability 

Based on discussion with pver thirty mayors, the following capabilities and observations 
are noted: 

Most mayors felt that the MEA program was probably the best program in- 
country that responded to citizen needs, and was able to respond in a 
reasonable amount of b e .  They were very cognhnt that MEA projects 
were being done at less cost than FIS projects, and with more community 
involvement. 

The MEA project is  the only existing program for municipal infiwdriicture 
in-country. There is no other source of funds for municipalities to tap so 
that infkastructure progrziis can be implemented. If MEA fwdiig were to 
cease presently, municipal infrastructure ianplementatic*l would grind to a 
hdt in practically d l  Salvadoran municipalities. 

Through the MEA program, the mayors feel that they are receiving 
technical assistance primarily fiom SWCONARA. 

A number of mayors complain that SRN does not do feasibility studies in 
a timely manner because there is too much dependence on using outside 
engineering consultants to develop project profiles. This lack of doing 
studies in a timely manner makes the mayors hesitant to call another 
cabildo abierto until they have received a definitive notice fiom SIQN. 

Several Mayors feel fitstrated with SRN in not conducting feasibility 
studies in a timely manner because they feel that it erodes their position as 
mayor, and makes SRN assume a more important role than is desirable, 
thereby undermining their authority. This hm resulted In severd cases of 
local community leaders going directly to CONARA to determine the 
status of a given project, and bypassing the Mayor. This was confirmed by 
one of the evaluators that while at SRN, he was able to observe one 
incident when eight community leaders came to the Operational 
Department inquiring about projects for their community, yet not one sf 
them was a mayor. 

Mayors are hesitant to promote more open door meetings. While they 
appreciate the importance of the cubildo abierto to solicit community input 



for MEA projects, there is great reluctance to promote citizen involvement 
in the prioritization process or to promote dialogue to discuss commuIllity 
problems. Mayors generally have not yet made the comectfon between the 
desirability of having open meetings as a mechanism to generate 
community support for projects, and to discuss with the community their 
willingness to pay or contribute: towards projects. 

While mayors still have not placed muck emphasis on cost-recoveiy. As 
a group they have not appreciated the relationship of tke need to generate 
more revenue fiom local resources so as to Hninimize central govenunent 
transfers, &d thereby establish their own autonomy in a decentralized 
fiamew~rk. 

Related to the above, there does not appear to be m.clcB apprecisrtion of the 
need to become self-sdXicient. Many mayors gave the impression that 
sustainability will not occur under their mandate, and therefore it is a low 
priority item. 

I) A main complaint directed against MEA is that because of fhding 
limitations, projects m o t  be funded within the context of a long range 
strategic plan. Mayors want to develop strategic plans for their 
co~llfnunities, and base MEA fullding on this plan. However, they feel that 
the limits on project financing undermined any incentive that could 
promote strategic plming. 

. While there may be new modalities in the MEA program through FFI, 
FIM, and. CED, the importance of the policy criteria behind these special 
modalities is not clear to the mayors. They continue to think of all funds 
as part of MEA and as a potential source of "'free M s . "  

18. relations hi^ between h/lEA. Peace and National Recoverv Bmfect. and Munici~al 
Develo~ment Project. 

. There are actually two MEA programs. One @IEA regular) is directed 
towards 146 municipalities. The balance of the 115 municipalities is 
included in the MEAMW which is one of the components of the National 
Recovery Project. Both programs use the same modus opermdi. The 
average allocation per municipality is higher in the MEPLIPRN program. 

The MEA process has proven a good way for mayors to coordinate public 
investments in their municipalities. The modalities of the PvaEA process are 
replicable to other public investment projects, such as schools, and water 
systems, which may be fmmced by other mechanisms, such as FIS or 
within the budget of the vaious Central Government ministries. Because 
of the success of the MEA program, it would be desirable for the GOES 
to develop a policy that any infrastructure project, regardless of funding 



source, adopt the MEA process and consult with the mayors and their 
respective communities before initiating the project. 

. The W A  program complements the Mdcigd  Development program in 
several areas. It has been an exemplary program that has demonstrated the 
capacity of project implementation at the local level, even though it has 
been embodied primarily in the mayor. It has been a good first step 
towards strengthening local government capability. The MDP will build on 
the lessons learned in MEA, by emphasizing institutional capacity bui!ding 
at the mMcipal level. The initial synergiftiz effect will be in the financial 
management are whereby m~micipalities can use MEA funds to begin 
developing two separate budgets: a capital budget, d an operating budget. 

19. Project S~in-Offs 
- .  

One objective not particularly sought but achieved is that of improving public perception 
of national government by strengthening local government. This relatiomhip is 
particularly important for legislators (diputados), whose local legitimacy is very \v&, 
according to the survey. 

20. Other Ouestions and Issues 

Dwing the evaluation period some ideas surfaced which, while not purely w i t h  the 
purview of the scope of work of the MEA program or the contract, may prove to be 
worth consideration by USAID and GOES. 

They are submitted here as suggestions which may prove u s e l l  in the future, not 
necessarily as recommendations of what should be done under the MEA program. These 
suggestions are based on observations and experience in other countries and the U.S., and 
some of them, at least, may be germane in El Salvador. 

(1) In many U.S. municipalities, any construction by a private person, group, h, or 
contractor, including those working on contracts for government agencies, requires 
a building permit and business license. The permit is issued to the contractor, or 
in case of private owners doing their own construction, to the owner. It irs the 
responsibility of the party performing the work to obtain the permit fiom the 
municipdity and to pay fees established by the municipality. The fees are based 
on the cost of the work and/or the size of the structure/facility. 

Such a system assures the municipal government that it will be aware of all work 
lira the municipality, and if ordinances require, give municipal inspectors the 
opportunity and authority to inspect the work to assure both compliance with 
building codes and the public safety. 

Such a permit system is extremely valuable for tax purposes, and also helps 
prevent duplication between municipal projects or programs and construction 



undertaken by any other entity, including another government agency. In the 
htmt case, it would be very valuable on FIS projects, and wodd provide 
dditional municipal revenue. 

It has been found usell in seme -places in the U.S. for small municipalities and 
towns to hire jointly a professional city manager (also called a "Raage Rider" city 
manager). Two, three, or four small municipalities, none of which can alfford nor 
need a t h e  city adminisbc~tor, share the services of a professional to assist the 
mayors and wmcils in dl aspects of management of municipal affairs. .The 
professional should be a w e  of the central government laws programs, projects, 
and policies which aE&t municipal government and municipal administration. 

In El Salvador, such a person would be expert in preparing for and helpkg 
mayors to conduct open town meetings md in working with wmasefty 
orgmkaaions in the municipality. The g e r m  would attend all open 'c~wn 
meetings and all council meetings of fit: mayors md their wmci1s9 spending, on 
average9 at least one fW day each week in each of the @ontrac;thg municipalities. 
Conceivably the person eodd be involved with the Comejo Departmental de 
Desmollo. 

USAID or SRN might choose to fund a trial of this system in some of the 
municipalities which have low resources and populations all in the same general 
area where driving between them is feasible. It may be possible to repiace or 
supplement SRN technical assistance by this ~nechanism. 

The U.S. agency which most nearly resembles the SRN at this point in time 
probably is the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA), altltough FmNA does not 
cover as wide a range of activities. The purpose of FmHA is development of 
small towns and d areas of the United States. Among other things, it finances 
water and sewer systems and in the past has financed homes on soft loans for low 
income mral people. 'Fhe FmHA deals primarily in loans, but also in combition 
loan-grant combinations for aural and small town hfktmctute. Tenns of 
financing depend on the project and eondiiion of the community. 

It should prove profitable to mange a trip for a tem~ of approxhiate1y ten to go 
to the U.S. for a visit to FmHA h e a d q ~ s Y  field offiees, communities, 
appropriate engineers, and a few typical projects. A visit with the congressmen 
responsible for the F m A  legislation committee might alscl grove profitatsle, 
especialIy for COMURES and legislative members of the team. A team composed 
of two or ttaree members each fiom SRN, COlbfURES, ISDEM and the National 
Legislature would probably be appropriate. Such a visit would be hifly 
recommended were FIS funding arad programs ever trms5erred to SRN, or the 
Ministry of L d  Government suggested earlier. 

True decentmkation would require a legai charter for each mmicipalitqr 
recognizing its autonomy and granting it authority, responsibifity agd jPui&ction 



in appropriate areas. This probably is widely known and sccepted now, at least 
culturally, but both the existence and limits of each municipGty should be spelled 
out legally in wmetbg equivalent to a charter form. 

National legi~laihi~ shal; be encouraged as part of the decentralization process that 
wauld set broad p'mmeters so that each municipality could prepare its own 
charter, with legd assistance, and afler aoproval by popular vote in the 
municipality, submit it to appropriate national al:thoaity for approval. hfunicipd 
charters should describe the duties of the municipalities to the central govermcr-t, 
as well as the fonn of govermnnf jurisdiction, privileges, and responsibilities of . 
the municipal go~emment. 

To the extent that this has mr been done to date, it would provide an excellent 
vebicle for involving the grass mots h mdm participation in local affaifs: 

and :odd be incorporated in the devdapme~t of a community's plan. 
The rnunicip&ty, and nunicipal govemeant, in effect and actadally, should be, and 
should hs r m w  as, s corporation owmi and managed by its citizens. 

if municipal citizens were given tbe opportunity to a p v e  by vote, in their 
charter, non-partism local e l~et ias  and the right to vote for local sales tax to be 
devoted to municipal infiast.r~ckure~ those two points alone would make the charter 
process wmthwkile. 

(5 )  GOES should consider the feasibility of purttlng responsibility for neighborhood 
rcad maintenance (that is, all roads not on the natioaal network mainteined by 
Caminos) under an organization at the Department level, such as the tentatively 
proposed Consejos Departamemtales de De~xollo. A Department road 
maintenance force of forty to sixty laborers, wi~. transportation and tools, and 
with reasonable svpe~sion should be able to improv~ existing rods over a few 
years without a major new road building investment project That is not the -best 
of all possible worlds, but it may be the best of all feasible worlds. 
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MEA PROJECT EVALUATION TEAM 

Patricia AM Wilson, associate professor of community and regional planning at the 
University of Texas, Austin, served as Team Leader. She was responsible for designing 
and interpreting the beneficiary survey. Duke Baoks, a municipal development consultant 
from Washington, D.C., was responsible for the institutional analysis and assessment of 
mayors' attitudes. Lewis Taylor, a civil engineering consultant from Oklahoma, evaluated 
the effectiveness of project design, construction, and maintenance. 

Dr. Wilson was the primary author of Part I; Mr. Banks was the primary author of Part 
11; and Mr. Taylor was the primaw author of Part 111. 

- .  

Dr. Wilson, Mr. Banks and Mr. Taylor were contracted by Checchi and Company 
Consulting, Inc., located in Washingtoq D.C. 
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WOMEN AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Women's awareness of, and participation in, cabildos lags behind men's. 

O About 76 percent of the men know what a cabildo is, while only 58 percent of the 
women do. 

O Forty percent of the men have attended a cabildo, while only 16 percent of the 
women have. 

- .  

O Nevertheless, of those who know about cabildos, most women (64%) perceive that 
they participate at least as much as the men, and most women (70%) perceive that 
the cabildos address their needs at least as much as they do the men's needs. 

NGOs involved in women's hues  have begun to see cabildos abiertos as an accessible 
vehicle for women to gain a voiee in municipal government. 

A feminist with an NGO related to Convergencia ( leEi  political coalition) said that 
"municipalismo para mujeres" (municipalism for women) was going to be introduced in 
the platform of a broad-bad women's coalition of NGOs. She said the idea came from 
some successful experiences by organized women at cabildos abiertos in the ex-conflict 
zone. (interview: Angdlica Batras, October, 1993). 

Women are underrepresented in local government office. 

About 12 percent of all mayors in El Sdvador are women. A higher percentage of 
municipal council members are women. 

Women's issues are not explicitly considered at SRN, COMURES, or ISDEM. 

While top officials at SRN COPYlURES are disproportionately female, no special 
consideration of the role of women appears to be made in the design, approval, 
implementation, or monitoring of projects. One official explained that problems in the 
countryside affect men and women equally. COMURES, however, did express awareness 
of the importance of women's participation in cabildos in an article in La Prensa Grcifica 
in June, 1993. 



Gender-specific data were available on the mayors, but not on the beneficiaries of 
the MEA project. 

Gender-specific data on the beneficiaries- was generated only at the program evaluation 
stage through the survey of beneficiiares carried out as part of this report. 

- 
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SUMMARY OF RECBMlWENDATIONS 

Popular Participation 

USND should examine why some cantons have received no MEA funding and 
seek to address the reasons. 

To promote reconciliation and the transition to peace, USAID should push for 
rapid resolution of land tenure issues, which are an impediment to MEA projects. 

Through the MEA program, USAID could create incentives for municipal 
governments to help settle property title disputes. These inentives could be tied 
in with municipal cadastre preparation and propeq valuations for municipal tax 
collection. 

USAID should promote better working relationships between local government and 
community organizattions. One way to do this is to provide the mayors training 
and technical assistance on working with community organizations. Another way 
is to provide a special incentive h d y  such as USAID has done in the Philippines 
and elsewhere, to encourage mayors to work with local NGOs. 

The proposals in the MDP to strengthen community/miilnicipal relations should be 
actively putsued and progress monitored: eg. community advisory boards, 
geographically rotating cabildos, support of community organizations, public 
education on community-municipal relations, and open municipal council meetings 
(see below). 

Institutional Sustainability 

ISDEM, in collaboration with the Vice Ministry of Housing and Urban 
Development, should provide technical assistance to interested municipalities to 
help them develop strategic plans. Once a strategic p1.m is developed for a given 
municipality, MEA funded projects should be d e f i  within the context of this 
plan, plus local community participation. It should be emphasized that the iterative 
process of developing a strategic plan will encourage cormtnunity input, which 
should allow for more open door meetings and improved dialogue between elected 
local officials and the citizens. 

For municipalities in non-conflict zones (eg. 146 municipalities that participate 
in the "MEA Regular" program), the minimum base-he requirement to receive 
initial funding sh~uld be the existing requirement of the Incentive Fund (FIM). 
This recommendation is already contemplated in the MPD, but could be 
implemented immediately. 



All municipalities who participate in the MEA program should be required to 
place some portion of increased service fee revenues into an interest earning 
municipal reserve account. For the vast majority of municipalities the amounts - 

deposited would be insufficient -to fund any infrastructure project in the near 
fitwe. However, with two or more years accumulated growth in that account, 
there should be sufficient amounts that the reserve funds cm be used as 
counterpart funding for infrastructure projects. Likewise, by this time the MDP 
would have developed financial management guidelines to assid municipalities on 
how to use these reserve h d s ,  and municipalities should begin receiving revenue . 

from property taxes, assuming that property tax legislation is passed. 

For those municipalities with a sizable reserve account balance, 70 percent of the 
reserve balance should be required to be used as counterpart h d i n g  for MEA 
projects. (Note: Balance figure and percentages should be based on the financial 
capability of the 25 municipalities classified in categories A and B by the GOES). 

Project criteria for the Municipal Strengthening Fund (FFha) should be expanded 
to allow for h d i n g  of the development of municipal strategic plans as well as 
improved financial management systems. 

Project criteria for the Municipal Strengthening Fund (FFM) should also be 
expanded to help municipalities establish and develop their operational and 
maintenance capability. 

More technical assistance and training is required on.pre-cabikbo activity so as to 
promote more transparent, participatory local government, through open door 
meetings as a condition for MEA funding in 1994. COMURES should be 
provided with technical assistance so &at they can promote to all mayors the 
desirability of open meetings. The mayors should also be provided with on-going 
training on pre-cabildo techniques as a continued follow-up to the 1991 and 1992 
CLASP Training Program. The iterative process of incorporating the community 
in developing a strategic plan should facilitate the acceptance by mayors of open 
door meetings. This would include incorporating the various Social Control, 
Technical Reconstruction, and Municipal Reconstruction Committees that presently 
exist. Likewise, the level of dialogue needs to be expanded so that instead of 
focusing primarily on soliciting h m  the community what projects they want, 
mayors also need to fmd out the degree of willingness of the local community to 
pay for the services they want. 

Infrastructure Provision 

Fifteen municipalities will be targeted for special technical assistance and 
iniiastructure programs. It is strongly recommended that a comprehensive 
inventory of infrastructure status and assessment of needs be made. The inventory 
should be such that it can serve as a basis for future planning, and as a model for 



subsequent inventories of the remaining municipalities. It should be conducted in 
conjunction with a cadastral survey. 

2. The MEA program in support of Project No. 0519-0388 should remain tightly 
concentrated on development of responsive and effective municipal governments, 
and continue to support that goal with infrastructure projects which respond to 
needs of the local people as they perceive them. 

3. The roads and water systems for which each municipal govenment is responsible 
should be more clearly defined. In the past, confusion on this matter has been . . . 

detected in communication with various mayors. 

5. The W A  project implementation apparatus should remain in place in order to 
support the National Peace and Recovery Project, 519-0394 and Project No. 5 19- 
0388. - .  

6. The SRN and GOES should address the large unfirnded gap in the roads and water 
sectors between what the national agencies are doing and what the municipalities 
are doing presently by funding much larger projects in municipal water systems 
and municipal roads. 

7. Projects costing more than $250,000 equivalent should be assigned by SRN to the 
DGR for implementation in cooperation with the mayors using the same processes 
as were used with the mayor of San Salvador in construction of municipal 
markets. 

8. Any attempt to split large projects into smaller components in violation of USAID 
regulations should be rejected. 

9. If infrastructure projects are to be implemented after completion of expenditure of 
MEA funding, another mechanism or source for funding from outside the 
municipalities must be found or developed, since initial expenditures cannot be 
met using only h d s  generated within the municipalities. 

10. SRN should expedite processing and approval of technically simple and relatively 
inexpensive projects by preparation and review of documentation by S W  staff. 
Contracting for design, estimates, and documentation should be confined to larger 
or technically difficult projects. A lower limit for project documentation assigned 
to contractors might be $200,000. 

11. There are MIEA financed electrification projects on which all consumers are 
connected to the CEL or other electric utility system and those consumers pay 
their electric bills to the utility (CEL or other). For those projects the utility 
should pay the municipality for the project and take over ownership of the 
installation. To the extent the same situation arises on extensions of ANDA water 
systems, ANDA should buy the extensions from the municipality also. The W A  
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APPENDIX G 

GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS AND TERM$ 

ACRONYMS 

AID 

ANDA 

ARENA 

BID 

Cminos 

CED 

CDM 

CEL 

DGC 

Agency for International Development: Agencia para el Desarrollo 
International 

Administracid n Nacional de Acueductos y Alcantarillados: National 
Administration for Water and Sewers 

Asociacid n Nacional de Telecomunicaciones: National- .Telephone 
Company 

Asociacid n Republicma Nacionalista: National Republican Association 

Banco Interamericano del Desarrollo: Inter-American Development Bank 
- IDB 

See DGC 

Cornit6 Especial Departmental: Special Departmeatal Committee 

Comisi6 n para Decentralizaci 6n y Desarrollo Municipal: Commission for 
Decentralization and Municipal Development 

Comisidn Ejecutiva Hidroel6ctaica del Rio Lempa: Executive 
Hydroelectric Commission of the Lempa fiver 

Corporacidn de MmicipaliBades de la Repliblica de El Salvador: 
Corporation of Municipalities of the Republic of El Salvador 

Comisici n Nacional de Restawiicid n de Areas: Na,tisnal Commission for 
Area Restoration 

Corte de Cuentas: GOES Coritroller's Office 

Departamento de Distribucidn de CEL: C U  Distribution Department 

Direcci6n General de Carnitrss: General Directorate for Roads - MOP 



FFI 

FIM 

FIS 

F& 

GOES 

GTZ 

IDB 

ISDEM 

LBIP 

MID 

MOB 

Direwi6n G e n e r s h m  la Reconstrueci 6n: General Directorate for 
Recon 

Fondo de Fortalecimiento Institutional: Institutional Strengthening Fund 

Fondo de Incentive Municipal: Municipal Strengthening Fund 

Fondo de Inversidn Social: Scacid Investment Fund 

. " Farmm Home Achmmtmtion: Administracid n para Viviendas de 
Campesinos 

Frente Farabmdo Mm' para la Libeaacidn Naciod: Farab-mdo Marti 
National Libemtion Front 

Government of El Sdvador: Gobierno de El Salvador 

Cooperacidn Tkcniul Alemima: German Technical Cooperation 

IntemationaI City Management Association: Asociaci 6n Internaciod de 
Gerentes de Ciudades 

InterAmerican Development Bank: Barn Interameti-a de Dewzrolls 
- BID 

Infrastructure and Regional Development Office USAID: Salud, 
Poblacidn y Nutricih 

I&tmto Sdvadore?io para Desmollo Mdcipd:  Sdvdom I e for 
Mmicipd Development 

Louis Berger International, Inc. 

Bivisien: Division de I h e  



NRD National Reconstsuction Division: Divisidn de Reconstruccio' n Nslcional 

P m  Programa de las Naciones Unidas par2 el Desarrollo: United Nations 
Development Program 

PRONASOL Programa Nacional de Solaridad: National Solidarity Program 

RTI Research Triangle Institute 

RUD Regional and Urban Development Division: Diva'si6n & Urbanizacidn 
Regional y Urbana 

SETEFE Secra:t;Kia Tkcnica de-Financiamiento Extemo: Technical Secretariat fbr 
Foreign Financing, in the Ministry of PI 

- 
SRV Secretaria de Rec~nstrumi6n Naciond: Secretariat for Nqtio'id 

Reconsbruction 

See AID 

TERMS 

Alddia: 
Cabildo abierto: 
b t 6 n :  
k r i o :  
Cabecer a: 
Cedula de identidad national: 
Consejos departamentales 

de d ~ o l l s :  
Consejo municipal: 
Diputssdo: 
Dkeetivo c o m d :  
kngresss tributatios: 
Municipio : 
Occidente: 
Oriente: 
Pedir: 
Proyecto puntud: 
Tenedores: 
T i p  dc Cambio: 

hfayor's office 
Open town meetings 
Rural jurisdiction in municipality 
Rural community 
Municipal seat 
National identity card 

Development departmental councils 
Municipal wmci! 
Member of National Legislature (Assembly) 
Community leader 
User fee structure 
Municipality, similar to wmty in U.S. 
Western 
Eastern 
To ask for 
Project on schedule 
Squatters 
Exchange Rate (US$1=$8.70 as of Dee. 1, 

t 993) 
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LIST OF INTERVIEWS 

u s m  

Tom Hawk, Division Chief, IRDRUD 
Aldo Wanda, Deputy Director, IRD/RUP) - 
Jacob Harroueh, Regional Officer, IRD/RUD .. . 

Carlos Pinto, Municipal Development Specialist, IRDIRUD 
Jorge Abullarade, Regional Officer, IRDRUI4 

- 

Roberto Martinod, Regional Officer, IRD/RUD 
Emesto Palomo, Regional Officer, IRDRUD - .  

James Habron, Divison Chief, IRDMID 
Rafael Callejas, Project Engineer, IRDMD 

Raymond Douglas, IRD/Mission Senior Engineer 
Flor de Maria de Rivera, IRD/Assistant to Mission Engineer 

Rosa Maura de Mayorga, IRDMRD 

Allen Austin, Senior Technical Advisor, Legislative Strengthening Project 
Lorien Pace, Consultant, Legislative Strengthening Project 

Secretaria de Recolstrucci on Nacional 

Norma de Dowe, Secretary 
Lic. Ludmila de Rodriguez, General Manager 
Arq. Elizabeth de Rebollo, Operations Manager 
Lic. Claudia Maria de Anaya, Chief Division of P k d g  
Lic. Jose Chicas, Group 2 (1 1 municipalities), Departmental Office, 

Zacatecoluca, La Paz 
Arq. Carlos Humberto Rodriguez, Deputy Program Manager 
Ing. Reynddo GaId4mez, Consultant 
Ing. Ricardo Vega, Regional Engineer, Central Region 
Ing. Gabriel Soriano, Regional Engineer, Chalatemngo 
Ing. Mauricio Aguirre, Regional Engineer, Eastern Region 
Ing. TomAs Veldsquez, Regional Engineer, Western Region 
Ing. William Gbchez, Regional Engineer, San Vicente 
Miguel Angel Rarnirez, SRN/CONARA 
Victor Valdivieso, Programming and Evaluation Unit 



Lic. Catty Shchez Fortis, General Manager of COMURES 
Arq. Marina Murillo, Director, Analysis Division 
Lic. Julio Char Rios Andrade, Cbnsultant, Legal Division 
Requel Mancia, Promotor, Analysis Division 
Mguel Coto, Promotor, Analysis Division 
Lic. Miriam de Melendez, Director, CDM Division, COMURES 
Don Bryan, Senior Technical Advisor 

ISDEM 

Lic. Edgar Mejia Flores, General Manager 
- 

Lie. Ren6 Medina, Operations Manager 
Ing. Roberto Modes, Regional Programs Coordinator - 
Lit Albeto Rodas, Operations Office 

ANDA 

Ing. Raul Rodriguez Rivera, Manager of Works and Projects 

CEL 

Lic. Jose Antonio Garcia, Acting Manager DISCEL 

DGCICamims 

Ing. J m  Francisco Bolaiios, DGC Director 

DGR 

Ing. Enrique Vega, Director 

FIS 

Lic. Herbert Mauricio Blanddn, General Manager 
Ing. Mario Vddez, Project Manager 

MIPLAN 

Lic. Maura de Montalvo, National Consultant, Modernization of Public Sector 
Project 



Ministerio de Obras Phblicas WOP) 

Arq. Roberto Paredes, Vice Minister, Housing and Urban Development and 
President of FONAVIPO 

Ing. Elizabeth Rivas, Director of Urban and Regional Development 

NRECA 

Ing. Leone1 Bolaiios, PRN/NRECA Program Coordinator 

Office of the President o a ~ l  Salvador 

General Mauricio Vargas, Advisor -- 

FMLN -- - 

Mauricio Chhvez, Member of Reconstruction Team 

GTZ 

_vlauricio Chhvez, Member of Reconstruction Team 

GTZ 

Prof. Martin Rieger, Director 
Lic. Peter Dineiger, Public Finance Expert 
Ing. Edmundo Chichilla M., Consultant 

ONUSAL 

Michael Gucovsky, Deputy Director 

UNDP 

Bruno Morro, Deputy Representative 
Fredy M. Justiniano F., Principal Technical Advisor 

Mayors 

Department of San Salvador 

Juan Mario Gutitrrez Valencia, Mayor of Panchiglalco 
Humberto Chac6n Reyes, Mayor of Nejapa 
Jose Antonio Ortiz Visquez, Mayor of Rosario de Mora 
Rodolfo del Trhnsito Bojorquez, Mayor of San Marcos 
Carlos Shnchez Vhsquez, Mayor of Santo Tomhs 
Romeo Humberto Gonzhlez, Mayor of Apopa 
Filadelfio VBldez PCrez, Mayor of Mejicanos 
Julio Barrera Fuentes, Mayor of Tonacatepeque 
Manuel de Jesds Palacios, Mayor of San Martin 



Jorge Vaquez Corena, Mayor of Soyapango 

Department of La Libertad 

Carlos Miguel Romero Alas, Mayur of Ciudad Arce 
Raul Alberto Pleitez Flores, Mayor of Tepecoyo 

Department of Chalatenango 

Sofia Rafaela Reaos ,  Mayor of Chalatenango 
Manuel Serrano ~errano, Mayor of San Isidro Labrador . . 

JosC Rigoberto Alvatado, Mayor of Nueva Trinidad 
Osmin Santos Calles Medina; Mayor of San Jose Las Flores -- 

Orbelina DuMn de Herrera, Mayor de Arcatao 
J o d  Alfredo Guardado Menjivar, Mayor of Las Vueltas .. 

J o d  Edwin Pefia, Mayor of Nueva Concepi6n 
Jo& Efrain Peiiate Recinos, Mayor of San Antonio Los Ranchos 

Department of Smta Ana 

JQ& Gabriel Murillo Duarte, Mayor of Texistepeque 

Department of Sonsonate 

Abraham Eldifonso L6pez de Lebn, President of COMLlRES and Mayor of 
Sonsonate 

Francisco Manuel Alfi:do GonzBlez Vega, Mayor of Izalco 
Manuel de J e d s  Caiias Blanco, Mayor of San Antonio del Monte 

Deparment of La Paz 

Saul Rivera, Mayor of Zacatecoluca 
Ismael Alt%na, Mayor of Mercedes de La Ceiba 
Valentin histides Corpeiio, Mayor of San Luis La Herradura 

Department of San Miguel 

Enris Antonio Arias, Mayor of Comacaran 
Lorenzo Saiil Rivas, Mayor of Chinarneca 
Marciano Elmo Chavarria, Mayor of Chapeltique 

Department of San Vicente 

JosB Alfonso Pacas, Mayor of Apastepeque 



Department of M~raziin 

Modesto Martinez, Mayor of Guatajuiagua 

Community Leaders 

Em& Edgardo Vdsquez, Representative of Ciudad Delgado, San Salvador, 
Antonio Cebaiies, Cornunity Leader, Guajula, Chalatenango 
Jost -, Candidate for Mayor, San Antonio Los Ranchos, Chalatenango - 

- - Foreign Aid Monitoring Project, Washington, D.C. 

Cynthia Curtis, former staff member - -. . 

CIPHES 

Elena Martin de VelAsquez, Director 

FundacirSn Segundo Montes 

Mieya Melgar 

Iniziativa para el Desarrollo Alternative (IDA) 

Leatldro Uzquiano, Director 
Angelica Batras, Proyecto Mujer 

Programa de Capacitaci 6n y Apoyo a las Comisiones Municipales de Desarrolio 
y Reconstruccidn (PROCAP) - (American Friends S e ~ c e  Committe'j 

Sandra Dunsmore, Executive Secretary 

REDES 

Xoberto Alfaro, Director 

Washington Office on Latin America 

Peter Sollis, Senior Fellow, Washington, D.C., and 

Also representatives of CCR, CORDES, PROGES. FASTRAS and 16 de Enero 



Other 

Development Associates, Inc. 

Eliseo Carrasco, Country Director 

Louis Berger International, Inc. 

Ted Tidiken, Advisor to DGClCaminas 
David Doupglas, Advisor to ANDA 
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APPENDIX I 

~ TABLE 1-1 

TABLE OF FINANCIAL INPUTS 
(Extracted from SRN and USAID Reports, Records, and hndiag Documeats by the Evaluator) 

FtJNDING IDENTIFIED FOR THE n#E.A PROGRAM 
Host Country Owned Local Curreney - 1,000 colons 

Total MEA PROGRAM FUNQmG 6548,242.5 
- - 

MEN88 6 65,313.6 
,WEN89 : 71,313.4 - 
MEAl90 165,980.0 
MEA Contingency 65,QOO.Q = .. 

MEN9 1 45,800.0 
MEN93 134.835.5 
Total MEA Program Funding $548242.5 

Approximately $73,100,100 at an estimated average exchange rate of 7.51 over the life 
of the Program to Date. 

MEA FUNDING OBLIGATED 

Colons from Foreign Exchange - U.S. Dollars 
(Funded in 1992 and 1993) # 1,000 

Potable Water and Sanitation - USAID Project No. 5 19-0320 8,400 
Nationat Peace and Recovery Plan - USAID Proiect No. 519-0394 322.000 
Total $330,400 

Approximately $37,975,000 at current exchange rate of 8.7: 1. 

LOCAL CUaRENCY FROM OTaER PROJECTS IMPLEMENTED THROUGH 
MEA 

1988 TO 1993 # 1,000.0 
Emergency Urban Projects 53,334.6 
Chalatenango Special Program 26,378.9 
Oriente Special Programs 26,427.7 
Other Urban Projects 34,824.4 
Reforestation 1,308.4 
National Recovery Plan 11,731.4 
Other 14,566.4 
Total $168,571.8 

Approximately $22,475.000. 

b.? 



RECAP. OF FUNDING 

Equivalent Dollars 





TABLE 1-3 

MUNICIPAL STRENGTHENING FUND TO SEPT. 30,1993 

DEPARTMENT NO. OF PROJECTS 

- .  

Source: CONARA-MunicipaliWes en Accidn, Fondo de Fortalecimiento Municipal, Cuentti 1-42-505, computer printout 
as of September 30, 1993, providing information on projects. 



TABLE 1-4 

SPECPAL DEPARTMENTAL COMMITTEE TO SEPT. 30, f 993 

1 NO. OF I 1 

Source: CONAWA-Municipaliddes en Accidn, Cornit6 Espia l  Departamatzl, 
Cuenh 1-42-505, cornpter printout as of September 30, 1993, providing 
infomation on projects. 





- - - - * Total documented through September, 1993 
Source: SRN-MEA Action Plan for 1993 and CONARA Quarterly Report November, 19, 1993. 

APPENDIX J 
TABLE El 

OPEN TOWN MEETINGS CONVENED ANWALLY 
1988-1993* 

TABLE J-2 
OPEN TOWN MEETINGS BY DEPARTMENT 

FIRST THREE QUARTERS OF 1993 

. . 

YEAR 

1988 

1989 - 
1 990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

NUMBER OF MEETINGS NO. OF MUNICIPALITIES 
DEPARTMENT 

AHUACHAPAN 39 12 

SANTA ANA 26 13 

SONSONATE I 29 I 16 I 3,767 

NUMBIX OF MEETINGS 

263 

35 1 

475 

82 1 

853 

571* 

CHALATENANGO I 62 I 33 1 6,349 

ATTENDANCE 

3,700 

77,000 

121,000 

208,000 -- 

208,000 

80,225. 

SAN SALVADOR 39 19 9,448 

CUSCATLAN 36 16 2,6 13 

LA PAZ 53 22 6,492 

SAN VICENTE 28 13 3,111 

USULUTAN 5 1 23 6,599 

MORAZAN 
-- - - 

SAN MIGUEL 64 20 10,415 

LA UNION 29 18 3,239 

TOTALS 
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