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PROJECT ASSISTANCE COMPLETION REPORTS -CA-5190382AO0022600 

I. SUMMARY OF THE PROJECT 

A. Goal and Purpose of the Proiect 

The goal of the project was to increase rural employment, 
income and production. The purpose was to develop self- 
managed enterprises and assist instltutions which service 
these enterprises. 

B . Proi ect Com~onents 

1. Onsoins and new assistance for Phase I and Phase I11 
cooperatives 

Provides technical assistance and training in farm 
management, accounting, production, marketing and 
social development. Technoserve would analyze the 
appropriateness of developing non-traditional crops in 
varlous enterprises. 

During the life of the project, the assistance should 
have been provided to an estimated 22 Phase I 
cooperatives and an estimated 18 Phase 111 
Cooperatives, and other Agrarian Reform coops. 

Coogerative enterprises outside the reform sector 

Provides technical assistance to 10 cooperatives in the 
traditional sector, including those created prior to 
the Agrarian Reform. 

3. Assistance to GOES and private sector instltutions 

Reinforce its relationships with other institutions, 
both public and private, working in cooperative and 
enterprlse development. Assistance to public sector 
institutions would consist mainly of information 
sharing and work sessions at senior, regional, zonal 
and cooperative levels. 

Under this component Technoserve would also provide 
technical assistance and trainlng to 5 federat~ons of 
cooperatives to improve operations and asslst them to 
serve as vehlcles for transmlttlng this knowledge to 
member cooperatives. 

Place emphasis on production and enterprlse development 
of non-tradltlonal agricultural products among the 
cooperatives with which Technoserve was worklng durmg 
the perlod of a no-cost extension (Aprll 1994 - April 



1995) Also would collaborate wlth natlonal and 
international organszations to develop a long-term 
instltutlonal structure to provlde sustained promotlon 
of NTAE1s. 

C. Status of the Prolect 

The Rural Enterprise Development I1 Project (No. 519- 
0382) was lnltlated on June 28, 1990 wlth the signing 
of a Cooperative Agreement between USAID/El Salvador 
and Technoserve, Inc. In the amount of $6 5 mllllon. 
Thls Agreement funded TechnoServefs rural cooperatrve 
development program for four years, and contmued a 
relatlonsh~p wlth USAID whlch began In 1978. The 
orlglnal completion date for the Prolect was May 31, 
1994 On Aprll 25, 1994 the Agreement was extended for 
another year at no addltlonal cost to USAID. The 
objectives of Technoserve's program were also expanded 
to cover the promotlon of non-traditional agricultural 
export products (NTAEs) . The final completion date of 
the Prolect was April 30, 1995 

11. FINANCIAL STATUS 

A. Obliuations versus Expenditures 

COMPONENT OBLIGATION/ 
COMMITMENT 

EXPENDITURE PIPELINE 

TECHNOSERVE 
ACTIVITIES 

EVALUATIONS 

TOTAL 

$6,450,000. 00 

$50,000.00 

$6,500,000.00 

$6,450,000.00 

50,000.00 

$6,500,000.00 

$0.00 

$0.00 - 
$0.00 



B. Summarv of Counterpart Contributions made bv the 
B/G, donors and partlcl~ants. 

111. PROJECT ACCOMPLISHMENT 

Description 

Cash 
Project fees 
TNS donors and others 

In-Klnd 
Enterprises 
Institutions tralnlng 
Investments 

TOTAL 

A. End of proiect status (EOPS) 

PLANNED EOPS PROGRESS 
Jobs Created/Sustained 
(Person-years) 42,181 47,956 
Famlly Income ($C 000) 162,567 254,254 
Area under cultivation 
(Mz 88,190 81,835 

Direct Assistance NA 23,409 
Sphere of Influence NA 58,426 

Planned 

$ 697,000 
$ 197,000 
$ 500,000 

$1,470,000 
$ 294,000 
$ 147,000 
$1,029,000 

$2,167,000 

TO DATE %LOP 

114% 
156% 

94% 
NA 
NA 

Cumulative to 
date 

$ 689,665 
$ 313,966 
$ 375,699 

$2,824,371 
$ 267,226 
$ 93,675 
$2,463,470 

$3,514,036 

TechnoServe has reached or exceeded the levels put forth in the 
Cooperative Agreement. Targeted levels of employment, income and 
area cultivated are equal to the sum of the initial levels 
encountered in the cooperative and sustained over the life of the 
Project plus the additional quantities generated through 
TechnoServe1s interventions. Employment and income figures are 
cumulative and represent a summation of yearly values over the 
life of the project. 

The total cultivated area is the sum of the cultlvated area on 
cooperatlves that were directly assisted by TechnoServe through 
technical assistance contracts as well as those areas wlthln ~ t s  
"sphere of influence". The latter corresponds to the area 
cultlvated by member cooperatlves of second-degree organlzatlons 
whlch recelved assistance from TechnoServe, such as the Unlon of 
Coffee Producers, Processors and Exporters (UCRAPROBEX) and the 
Unlon of Coffee Cooperatives (UCAFES) . 



B. Mai or out~uts 

ITEM I LOP CUMULATIVE % LOP 

Number Asslsted 

Number Graduated 

Persons Tramed 

Women 

Men 

Women 

(INDIVIDUAL COOPERATIVES 

- -  - - 

Publlc and Pnvate Panlc~patmg inst~tut~ons 

Tra~nmng Actlvmes 

Persons Tra~ned 

Technoserve successfully assisted 65 cooperatives and 44 
were "graduatedu to a degree of organizational maturity 
which is an Important element of sustainability Primary 
benefits have resulted from the installation of management 
information, control, and planning systems, including basic 
accounting and budgetary control procedures. These basic 
management development efforts have paid off over the long 
term. However, the path toward "graduationu from 
Technoserve's management training does not give the 
cooperative the perception that technical asslstance is an 
input in the production/marketing process. There 1s no 
conceptual transition from the "hand-holdingN to the 
advisory function of external professionals 

50 

38 

700 

N A 

N A 

IV. EVALUATIONS AND AUDITS 

52 

74 

3,500 

A. Evaluations 

65 

44 

I INSTITUTIONS 

-- - 

6,343 

414 

5,929 

1. Previous evaluatlon 

130% 

116% 
-- - 

906% 

N A 

N A 

- 

92 

140 

5.393 

A mid-term evaluatlon was not carried out for thls 
Project. The prevlous external evaluatlon of 
TechnoServe1s actlvlty was done by Checchl Consulting 
Co. of Washmgton, D.C , In November, 1989. This was 
the final evaluatlon of the previous Rural Enterprise 
Development Prolect whlch ended In March, 1990. Major 
conclusions and recommendations of the Checchi 
evaluation were as follows: 

- - 

177% 

189% 

154% 

- Technoserve's highly participatory approach to project 
asslstance and tralnlng was unlquely appropriate to its 



required task. Its servlces were critically needed lf a 
significant portion of the cooperatlve structure 
developed under Phase I of the agrarian reform program 
was to be retained. 

- The Checchi evaluation team recommended that the project 
be extended for at least 8-10 more years, with 
consideration being given to a shared development effort 
with the banklng industry, the Mlnistry of Agriculture, 
DIVAGRO, and a second level cooperatlve federation. 

2. Final evaluation (July-August 1995) 

An evaluation of USAIDfs program for the promotion of 
non-traditional agricultural exports (NTAEs) in El 
Salvador was carried out by AGRIDEC (Attachment I). 
USAID chose three different nmodelsll, or approaches, to 
promote the NTAE industry. Four NTAE projects were 
implemented by three different organizations using 
widely differing strategies. One of them was 
Technoserve. However, this Project was not originally 
deslgned for NTAE promotion, and the requirement was 
slmply added to the ongoing activity as it was drawing 
to a close. Furthermore, no targets or performance 
indicators were established. Not surprisingly, 
TechnoServe played a fairly llmited role in NTAE 
development, and collaboration with other projects and 
institutions promoting non-traditional agriculture was 
not substantial. The major conclusions of the 
evaluation are: 

a. The quality of TechnoServe1s performance as the 
Implementing institution of the Project must be rated as 
acceptable based on its compliance with the targets set 
in the Cooperative Agreement. While the quantitative 
indicators presented indicate that essentially all 
targets were met, questions remain as to the 
slgnlficance of this vsuccessw. The indicators of 
impact for this project measure anythlng but impact. 
They measure process. 

To ~ t s  credlt, TechnoServe established genulne xmpact 
targets at the cooperatlve level as part of ~ t s  plannlng 
and management actxvltles. Even though the cooperatlves 
dld not reach these targets In most cases, thls does not 
detract from the intention. Shortfalls can be explained 
by a number of conditions, not the least of whlch are 
that the Agrarian Reform cooperatives are barely viable 
business enterprises The creation of an operational 
management system in these cooperatlves first requlres 
the creation of an operational management environment. 

In a less than perfect world, TechnoServe found ltself 
in the position of havlng to apply its methodology to 



cooperatlves whlch lacked an organizational environment 
consistent with the adoptlon of sound management 
practices. Thls was especially true with respect to the 
Phase I11 cooperatlves, whlch had few physical assets 
and lacked a splrit of integration among its members. 
Many of the Phase I11 cooperatives were created by then 
members to fulfill the requirements for recelvlng land, 
whlch they intended to work on an mdividual basis. 

b. The success stories in the TechnoServe portfolio were 
generally the large, plantation-like cooperatives 
specialized in the production of sugar and/or coffee. 
More commonly, however, was the case of the mid-size 
cooperative, which also relied on coffee and sugar, but 
had a significant portion of its farm dedicated to the 
production of basic grains. On these cooperatlves the 
adoption of the TechnoServe management system was 
tentative, and would have greatly benefitted from 
follow-up vlsits providing continuing advisory servlces 
and training. A foothold was gained in many, or perhaps 
most, of the client cooperatives which was all but lost 
when TechnoServe withdrew. 

As a result, technical assistance is not viewed as a 
legitimate input to be purchased in the marketplace, 
thus requiring that the cooperative become self- 
sufficient in all aspects of enterprise management No 
successful enterprise, agricultural or otherwise, is 
required to develop this capacity and they all utilize 
outslde sources of expertise. This 1s unfortunate for 
TechnoServe itself, and its goal of achieving 
sustainability. Given its misslon as a rehabilltator of 
organizations and ~nstitutions, it is difficult to 
envlsion any but the largest belng able to pay 
commerclal rates for the services TechnoServe offers. 

c. Based on TechnoServe1s recent experience, it 1s 
concluded that a program of integrated technical 
services to cooperatives is not sustainable on a 
commercial basis. However, TA can be provlded to 
second-level assoclatlons at commerclal rates. Thls 
mlght serve as a focal polnt In the future for 
Technoserve's technical servlces. 

d. Successful cooperatlves generally shared some common 
features: a stable management structure separate from 
the board of directors, few rotations in the board of 
directors, and consistent policies. Unsuccessful 
cooperatlves had high turnover among the board of 
directors, managers who were also board members, and 
policles whlch changed with each new adminlstratlon. 
One frustrated coop dlrector described these later cases 
as "clubs of beneficlarlesn 



e. The evaluation determined that TechnoServe played a 
limlted role in NTAE development, and collaboration with 
other projects and institutions was not substantral. 
The ob~ective of working with NTAEs came only durlng a 
fmal 12 month extension of the project, and there was 
no accompanying change in targets to include NTAEs. 

Some of the cooperatives originally served by 
TechnoServe were later picked up by CLUSA, and are today 
sustainable NTAE producers. TechnoServe has had an 
impact on NTAEs through its institutional assistance to 
UCRAPROBEX and PROEXSAL. From the beginning however, 
TechnoServe helped cooperatives producing whlch were 
already producing NTAEs by applying the same management 
tools and technical assistance to these activities as lt 
would have done for any venture that the cooperative 
might be involved in. 

f. In spite of the current enthusiasm for splitting 
cooperatively held lands into individually held parcels, 
the evaluation team was concerned over the likelihood 
that this process might lead to the loss of the scale 
advantages that the cooperative enterprises currently 
hold. Such a process could produce yet another version 
of a rural peasantry, living on subsistence sized plots, 
producing crops for home consumption, and unable to 
afford new technologies or share in the bargaining power 
that many of the existing cooperatives now possess. 

g. The evaluation judged TechnoServels initial strategy in 
working with the cooperatives to be a fairly successful 
one. Technoserve's success stories often begin by 
working with a willing and able accountant. Subsequent 
achievements build on this initial effort whlch lends a 
disciplined approach to cooperative work. 

h. TechnoServe has provided assistance to a small number of 
traditional services cooperatives. The evaluation was 
impressed both with the nature of these cooperatives and 
with the assistance provided by TechnoServe. These 
resemble the North Amerlcan and European cooperatives 
whlch asslst farmers In obtaining cred~t and ~nputs, and 
whlch asslst Ln the marketing of crops. Well managed 
servlce cooperatives could be an effective way to 
achleve galns for many rural producers In El Salvador. 

1. Of all the skllls TechnoServe attempts to transfer to 
cooperatives, plannlng was considered by the 
cooperatives to be the most difficult to adopt, followed 
closely by marketing. Suggested technical changes ln 
production, or installing new accounting systems were 
falrly straightforward by comparison. 



B. Audits 

Based on information provided by Controllers Office, 
audits are conducted at the TechnoServe maln office in 
Connecticut. Price Waterhouse performed the audits for 
FY90, FY91; and Paneth & Haber carrled out the audit for 
FY92. There are no findings pending. The FY93 audlt is 
ongoing. 

V. SUMMARY OF LESSONS LEARNED 

- The project's goals, strategy, performance measures, and 
indicators should be consistent. TechnoServe stated that 
its goals were to mcrease rural employment, income and 
productxon through worklng with self-managed enterprises. 
Results cannot be measured because performance measures were 
designed to track process, not progress. 

- The problem with working toward a standard set of broad 
goals is that there may be occasions in which these goals 
and the strategy for achievmg them become ~nconsistent. 
Technoserve's strategy for mstitutional development of 
client cooperatives was to help improve management systems 
and to control costs. Given this strategy, employment could 
be expected to decline, at least in the near term. 

- When an environment that cannot be changed adversely affects 
progress , lt may become necessary to change the strategy 
for Project implementation. Thls was particularly 
applicable to the problem of rotating cooperative 
leadership. The evaluation team heard repeatedly that 
frequent turnover of cooperative decision makers meant that 
the cooperatives either could not graduate, or otherwise 
would drop recommended policies once the board of directors 
changed. TechnoServe could have made stable management a 
pre-condition for providing services. Possible solutions 
might have been to ~nsist, as part of the agreement with a 
cooperative, on their providing stable management for a 
flxed period of time, or to nominate a permanent steerlng 
committee to manage crop production. 

B . RECOMMENDATIONS 

Slnce the project has been completed, no recommendat~ons are 
made. 

VI. POST-PROJECT MONITORING AND FOLLOW UP ACTIONS 

A. Follow-up the audits pending for FY93, FY94 and FY95. 
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ANNEX I1 Fmnl Evaluat~on of  L e  Rural Enterprise Development 11 P ~ o J ~ c ~  (No 519-0382) (Technoserve) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Rural Enterpnse Development I1 Project (No 519-0382) began on June 28, 1990 wlth the 
srgntng of a Cooperatlve Agreement between USAIDE1 Salvador and TechnoServe, Inc In the 
amount of $6 5 mrlllon Thrs Agreement funded TechnoServe's rural cooperatrve development - 
program for an addltlonai four-year perlod and contmued a relatronship w t h  USAID whlch began 
In 1978 The Project goal was to Increase rural employment, Income and production Its 
purpose was to develop self-managed rural enterpnses, and to asslst lnshtutlons whrch serve these 
enterprises When the Agreement was extended for an addrtronal (fifth) year, the objectives of 
Technoserve's program were expanded to cover the promotton of non-traditlond agrrcultural 
export products (NTAEs) The find compIetlon date of the Project was ApnI 30, 1995 

Major concIuslons and lessons [earned from the Project are shown as follows Smce the Project 
has been completed, no recommendatrons are made 

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS 

TechnoServe has achieved or exceeded the performance targets establ~shed In the 
Cooperatlve Agreement However, In vlew of the method used by TechnoServe to 
measure rts performance, rt 1s unclear how many new benefits were generated 

The evaluation team attempted to analyze the Impact of ~ekhno~erve ' s  efforts by trackmg 
several lnlcators sugar and coffee productrvlty, cooperatwe profits, cooperatlve net 
worth, cooperatlves' managend capacity, and employment for men and'women Results 
were ~nconclusrve 

TechnoServe's rmpact on the producaon and export of non-tradrt~onal crops was small, 
but the requrrement was introduced durrng the fifth year of the project Netther objectives 
nor performance ind~cators were established for NTAE crop producaon under the new 
requrrement 

TechnoServe has successfully assisted tts clients to achieve a degree of organizational 
matunty whlch 1s ar, important element of sustamabllrty Prrmary benefits have resulted 
from the installation of management ~nformatron, control, and planning systems, includrng 
basic accountmg and budgetary control procedures These baslc management 
development efforts have pad  off over the long term For example, many of CLUSA's 
successfui cooperatlves currently producmg and expomng non-trad~t~onal crops have been 
ass~sted by TechnoServe 

The problem of frequent changes In cooperative leadership was a major obstacle to the 
successful completron of TechnoServe's program Technoserve's investments in trme and 
energy for mst~tutronal strengthening of the cooperatlves were often lost w th  the arr~val 



ANNEX I1 Ftnel Eveluaaon of the Runt Enterprise Development I1 Project (No 519-0382) (TechnoSme) 

of new cooperatlve management TechnoServe has had to dedlcate too many of ~ t s  
resources to overcome th~s  problem 

LESSONS LEARNED 

Smce the Project has ended ~t would be superfluous to make recommendatrons, thus a look at 
lessons learned 

A project's goals, strategy, performance measures, and rnd~cators should be consistent 
TechnoServe stated that tts goals were to Increase rural employment, Income and 
production through workmg wlth self-managed enterprises Results cannot be measured 
because performance measures were desgned to track process, not progress 

The problem urlth worklng toward a standard set of broad goals IS that there may be 
occasions In whlch these goals and the strategy for achievmg them become ~nconslstent. 
TechnoSemets strategy for ~nstrtutlonal development of cl~ent cooperatlves was to help 
rmprove management systems and to control costs Given thls strategy, employment 
could be expected to decllne, at least In the near term 

When an environment that cannot be changed adversely affects progress , ~t may become 
necessary to change the strategy for Project ~mplementatlon. T h ~ s  was pamcularly 
applicable to the problem of rotatmg cooperative leadership The evaluat~on team heard 
repeatedly that frequent turnover of cooperatwe decrsion makers meant that the 
cooperatlves elther could not graduate, or otherwise would drop recommended pollcies 
once the board of &rectors changed Technoserve could have made stable management 
a pre-condltron for provldmg services Posslble soluttons mrght have been to ~ns~s t ,  as 
part of the agreement with a cooperatlve, on theu provlding stable management for a 
fixed perlod of tune, or to nominate a permanent steermg committee to manage crop 
producnon 

RESPONSE TO REVIEWER'S COMMENTS: 

The draft evaluat~on report was arculated to USAID Officials as well as to the management and 
staff at TechnoServe who were involved In lmplementlng the Rural Enterpnse Development 
Project In most cases the find report was mod~fied as appropnate to Include the addlt~onal 

- rnformatlon provlded by the revtewers In other cases thelr comments are shown as footnotes to 
the relevant sectlon of the text In all cases the evaluat~on team has attempted to f ady  reflect 
the comments of the revlewer In the final evaluatron report 

TechnoServets response to the major conclusions of the report are shown rn the Attachment. 



ANNEX I1 Fmal Evaluat~on of the Rural Enterpnsc Development I1 Project (No 519-0382) (TechnoServc) 

I INTRODUCTION 

A PROJECT BACKGROUND 

The Rural Enterprrse Development I1 Project (RED-11) (No 519-0382) was rnrbated on June 28, 
1990 wth the signlng of a Cooperatrve Agreement between USAIDIEI Salvador and 
TechnoServe, Inc rn the amount of $6 5 mrlllon This Agreement funded TechnoServe's rural 
cooperatlve development program for four add~tronal years, and contmued a relatlonshlp wth  
USAID wh~ch began in 1978 The onglnal complet~on date for the Project was May 3 1, 1994 
On Apnl25, 1994 the Agreement was extended for another year at no addltronal cost to USAID, 
whrch moved the final complet~on date to Aprll 30, 1995 

The Project goal was to rncrease rural employment, Income and production Its purpose was to 
develop self-managed enterpnses, and to assrst ~nst~tutrons which servlce these enterprrses 
Project actrvitles were geared ta strengthen cooperatlves formed under El Salvador's Agranan 
Reform programs as well as tradrtronal cooperatwe enterpnses In the rural sector Over the life 
of the onglnal four-year project, ~t was planned that TechnoServe would provrde technrcal 
assistance and tratnlng to fifty cooperatlves 

The overall objectwe of the Project was to convert a target group of agricultural cooperatrves 
expenencrng moderate to serious management and/or product~on problems Into profitable self- 
sustamed, self-managed enterpnses 

w , -L 

Specrfic objectxves to be accomplished were the followng 

a) To substantrally Improve the profitabrlrty of agnculturai enterpnses servrng low Income 
people by reonentlng therr actlvrtres or by the lntroductron of mnovaave busmess 
practt ces 

b) To strengthen the management capab~lrtres of the assrsted organlzahons by prowdmg 
comprehensive technrcal assistance 

c) To fuiiher Increase the earnlngs of rural enterpnses by provrdrng tranmg programs to 
strengthen the second-level cooperatwe federations and other instrtuttons servrng these 
enterprises 

d) To drssemrnate TechnoServe's knowledge of enterprrse development to the benefittrng 
organizatxons 

e) To support other, related organrzatrons worklng In rural enterprise development wth 
technrcal assrstance and tranlng programs 



ANNEX I1 Fmal Evaluatton of (he Rural Enterprise Development 11 Project (No 519-0382) @chnoScwe) 

Targets were establrshed for these objectives and expressed as expected Project outputs A 
comparrson of planned and actual accompl~shments is shown rn attached Tables 3 and 4 

At the trme when the Agreement was extended for the final year, Technoserve's program 
objectrves were expanded to Include the promotron of non-tradrt~onal agricultural export products 
(NTAEs) Three addittonal objectrves were added 

f) TechnoServe was required to emphasrze NTAE productlon and the development of 
cooperatwe enterpnses capable of the~r productlon 

g) TechnoServe was requ~red to coordrnate NTAE promotlon w t h  other organlzatlons 
such as the Salvadoran Foundatron for Economrc and Social Development (FUSADES) 
and the Cooperatrve League of the U S A (CLUSA) 

h) TechnoServe was also requ~red to collaborate wrth national and rntematlonal 
organ~zatrons to develop an rnstituttonal structure for the sustarned promotron of NTAEs. 

Spec~fic targets were not set for the add~tronal requrrements 

The ongrnal Cooperative Agreement specrfied counterpart funds amountrng to almost $2 2 mdiron 
would be provrded by Technoserve. Of this amount, $697,000 in cash was to be prov~ded by 
donat~ons from thrd parties and supplemented by servlce fees collected from cl~ent cooperatlves 
The remamng amount ($1.5 m~llion) was the value of rn-kmd servrces to be provrded by the 
Project partmpants Attached Table 1 compares the budgeted and actual expenditures for the 
entlre Project 

1 Technoserve 

TechnoServe is a non-profit corporation based m NorwaIk, Connectrcut 
wth  agricultural cooperatlves, agro-processrng companres, cred~t and 

The organ~zabon works 
loans assoc~abons, and 

technrcal and commercial semce enterprrses. TechnoServe attempts to Improve the economrc 
- and social well berng of low Income people m developmg countries through an mtegrated 

program of enterprrse development, focused on product~vrty improvement, and rncreased jobs and 
income. Its programs are supported by contr~butrons, and by fees earned from project 
management servlces 

The local TechnoServe office operates In El Salvador as a branch of TechnoServe Internattonal, 
and IS legally constrtuted as an "Intematronal l k s ~ o n "  TechnoServe began rts El Salvador 
operatron m June, 1975 under a five-year contract w~th the Nat~onal Councrl for Economrc 
Plannrng and Coordinatlon (CONAPLAN), the predecessor to the current Mlnrstry of Plannrng 
(MIPLAN) Under the agreement wth CONAPLAN, TechnoServe was obligated to develop 
between four and eight self-help producer organrzatlons annually, ded~cated to the productron of 
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e~ther agrrcultural crops, livestock, or handicrafts The ong~nal program was financed jolntly by 
CONAPLAN (50%) and TechnoServe (41%), wth a small percentage of ~ t s  costs offset by 
modest collect~ons from the benefittmg organlzatlons (9%) 

TechnoServe began work~ng wlth USAIDLEI Salvador In 1978 The first grant agreement 
provrded $680,000 In funds for cooperatwe development, wh~ch enabled that the CONAPLAN 
program be expanded Subsequent Cooperative Agreements carr~ed the program forward, and 

m ended when the current Project (519-0382) was finahzed in ApnI, 1995 

A summary of USAID grants under the d~fferent Cooperatwe Agreements is as foilows 

USAID GRANTS TO TECHNOSERVEIEL SALVADOR 

GRANT NO DURATION PURPOSERITLE USAID FUNDING 

519-0197 09178-09182 Rural Cooperatrve Development 680 
5 19-0286 10/82-04/86 Rural Cooperatwe Development 3,250 
519-03 12 05186-05190 Rural Enterprise Development 5,320 
519-0382 06190-04/95 Rural Enterpr~se Development - II 6,500 

TOTAL AMOUNT d 

1 15,750 
." 

In add~tlon to the programs camed out on behalf of USAID, ~ G h n o ~ e r v e  has worked wth  a 
1 number of other ~nternat~onal donor agencies, the Government of El Salvador, and numerous 

second-and-thlrd-level cooperatwe assoclatlons Acbv~t~es are generally carned out In the field 
of rural enterprise development, and In some cases the funds collected from the collaboratmg 
organlzatlon have been used as counterpart funds for the USAID-sponsored projects 

TechnoServe's chents were those cooperatlves created under both Phase I and Phase 111 of the 
agranan reform program Technrcal assistance and trsunlng was provlded in farm management, 
accounting, production, marketing, and soclal development. Asslsted cooperatwes were producers 
of crops such as coffee, henequen, cattle, basic grams, vegetables, and other crops, wth some 
potential to achieve the status of self management The selected cooperatwes were expected to 
fall wthin the Salvadoran banking system's four-tiered classifrcatlon of credrt worthmess as  
category "B" or "C"' Table 2 of the Attachment lists the cooperatwes whlch received assistance 
from TechnoServe over the course of the Project 

'The banking svstem's highest classdcation. c s e p r v  " 4" applies to cooperntives with demonstrated ab111ty to manage both productton 
and mvestment credit. 4 catcgorv "B" coopmtnc 1s one with a problem cn either production or management. while a "C" cooprrative has 
problems In both arras Category "D" cooperatlres have serious problems and ye ehglble only for short-term production credit Therefore. 
the nature of TechnoServe's services under the Cmperative Agreement a thus more comparable to h a t  of a rehabilitation program than to a 
trad~t~onal t e~hn i~a l  Yscsmncc program 



ANNEX I1 Ftnal Evalwt~on of the Rural Enterprise Devciopmcnt 11 Pm~ect (No 519-0382) (TechnoServe) 

B PREVIOUS EVALUATIONS 

1 Checchl Consulting Co Evaluation 

A mld-term evaluation was not carrred out for this Project The most recent external evaluatlon 
of TechnoServe's actwty was done by Checchl Consultmg Co of Washmgton, D C , m 
November, 1989 This was the final evaluat~on of the prevlous Rural Enterpnse Development 
Project whlch ended m March, 1990 

Major conclusions and recommendatrons of the Checchl evaluatlon were as follows 

1) TechnoServe's highly pmclpatory approach to project assistance and triunlng was 
uniquely appropnate to rts required task Its servlces were critlcaIIy needed rf a 
s~gnlficant portton of the cooperative structure developed under Phase I of the agranan 
reform program was to be retamed 

11) Measurement of impact of the Project on production, employment and income was 
difficult because data were skewed as a result of a severe drought; the length of t m e  for 
cooperatwes m poor condltron to show posltlve results, and because some crops take 2 - 
5 years to reach productron matunty 

iil) The cooperatwes themselves were the greatest constrant to thelr conversion Into self- 
managed and self-sustamng agrrcultural enterprises Root causes were that the 
beneficranes - the cooperatwe members - came from one of the most disadvantaged 
groups rn soclety, w th  low levels of education and llteracy Due to a long history of 
exploltabon, cooperatwe members had a deep suspmon of strangers and government 
ofictals Compoundrng the problem was contrnumg uncertanaes In the agranan reform 
process, and the perceived tenuous nature of the benefits achieved 

iv) A high rate of turnover withln the leadershsp structure of the cooperatwes was 
detr~mental to the ~nstmt~ondizatron of effectlve management skltls Also, the rate of 
development of management skills was found to be much dower than the deveIopment 
of technrcal skiIIs 

i) The Checch~ evaluat~on team recommended that the project be extended for at Ieast 8- 
10 more years, wth  consideration being-given to a shared development effort w th  the 
bank~ng mdustry, the Mlnlstry of Agriculture, DIVAGRO, and a second level cooperatwe 
federation 
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11) The team also recommended that three specral actlvittes be curled out 

A specral rmpact study should be made to track trends rn profitabrlity and net 
worth of cooperatives with more than two years' asslstance 

. Technoserve should recommend to USAID desired changes in government 
regulatrons to mlt~gate agsllnst excessive turnover of cooperatwe officials 

USAID and Technoserve shouId rnvestrgate the possibility of generatrng a broad 
production and financial data base to facllrtate monitoring of the cooperatlves' 
progress 

2 TechnoServe's Internal Evaluatron of Impact 

In an effort to tdentrfy its strengths and weaknesses and Improve rts methodology, TechnoServe 
recently conducted an Internal evalua~on of rts performance rn ~mplementrng the RuraI Enterpnse 
Development I1 project The evaluation, although somewhat subjectwe, presented an honest look 
at the functlonrng of the lnstrtutron rn rmplementlng the Project and recognrzed many of the 
shortcomings of rts technrques for measurrng progress The results of the evaluatron was based 
largely on client rntervrews 

I 

The pnmary conclusion of the rnternal evaluatron was that 1t.s client cooperatwes rated 
TechnoServe wrth highest marks rn the areas of admrnrstratron, financral management, accountrng 
and productron. These are completely consistent wth this evaluation team's field observatrons 
Posrtive feedback on TechnoServe's performance was recerved equally from cooperahve members 
and dxrectors, non-affiliated professronals and members of the NGOs wth  which TechnoServe 
has worked. 

Customer satrsfactlon was hrgh In most cases, and 88% of the cooperatives interwewed gave 
TechnoServe an excellent or very good ratrng Wlth regard to the man thrust of the 
TechnoServe message, admlnrstratron, it IS ~nterestmg to note that 90% of "graduated" 
cooperatrves rated TechnoServe h~gh on admrnrstratrve systems as an area of major value, 
whereas 71% of those cooperatrves whlch were st111 In the process of management tranlng rated 
~t as the most lrnportant area of asslstance In splte of thrs hlgh ratrng for management trarning, 
Technoserve observed that weak cooperatwe busmess admrn~stra~on is perhaps the major 
Iim~tatron to the~r developmg rnto vlable enterpnses The major crtticrsm of the TechnoServe 
program was that rts tramng program reached relatrvely few members of the cooperatwe, an 
Important weakness that TechnoServe recognrzes 



ANNEX I1 F~nsl Evaiuatron of the Rural Entcrpnse Development I1 Project (No 519-0382) (Technoserve) 

b Assrsted cooperatwe unions 

TechnoServe has worked closely with a lrmited number of second level cooperatlve mstrtutlons 
Among which the princtpal recipients of Technoserve technical assistance were I) The Un~on of 

- Production, Processing and Export Cooperatives (UCRAPROBEX), li) The Un~on of Coffee 
Cooperatives (UCAFES), and 111) The Federation of Agricultural Development Cooperatrves 
(FEDECOOPADES) 

UCRAPROBEX and UCAFES: Technosewe prov~ded assrstance rn several areas dunng therr 
formative years, includrng 

I) Dlagnostlc analyses of strengths an weaknesses 

11) Advrsory servlces on and desrgn of financ~al and accountmg systems, and their 
computenzatlon 

ill) Strategic development plans 

IV) Forrnulatlon of operatmg norms 

v) Financ~aI/account~ng feas~bll~ty studies for assoc~ated cooperatrves 

These institutions contlnue to maintam contact wth  TechnoServe and seek occasronal techn~cal 
assistance in its areas of expertise for specrfic analyses and studies 

In ~ t s  self-evalua~on, Technosewe rnd~cated that customer sat~sfaction was high, partrcularly m 
the area of admmstratwe assistance When asked In wh~ch area they would seek assistance from 
TechnoServe, all respondents md~cated admin~strat~on However, it was noted that TechnoServe 
was not given the highest ratmg In the quality of its services nor ~ t s  methodology The pnnclpal 
suggestrons for improvement m these areas were related more to presentat~on than to content and 
professional capacity, as indicated by the followng examples of feedback recewed from these 
organizations: 

i) Trsuntng should be less theoretrcal and more practscd 

11) Fewer documents should be required 

~ i i )  The language used in TechnoServe documents and presentations shouId be more 
pedestrian 

FEDECOOPADES: One of the team members conducted interviews wth  the Federat~on of 
Agricultural Development Cooperatwes (FEDECOOPADES) which provided suppIementary 
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lnformat~on to the Internal evaiuation Thts situation was unique in that FEDECOPADES 
requested that TechnoServe tram the former's field technical advisors m Technoserve's 
methodology of enterprise deveiopment, with the ~ntentlon of apply~ng ~t to the majority of ~ t s  
assoctated cooperattves This request came after FEDECOOPADES spent th~rteen years w th  
l~ttle success attempttng to Improve the operatrons of ~ts '  5 1  member cooperatwes An internal 
anaiysis of those thlrteen years led FEDECOOPADES to conclude that their extenston agents 
were not capable of managtng an integrated assistance program including productton assistance, 
admln~strat~ve and organizattonal definrt~on and social development 

The vlew of the FEDECOOPADES Director on the results of Technoserve's Interventions are 
summartzed as follows 

The concept of managing the cooperatives as a busrness has become instrtuted wthin the 
cooperatives themselves, and by the members on therr rndividual plots 

The cooperatlve members have decrded to employ professional managers in order to 
separate the economic from the soc~aI funchons of the cooperatwe and to mamtam 
adm~nistrative continuity in the face of per~odic changes In the membershrp of the board 
of d~rectors, and in senlor cooperative management. 

FEDECOOPADES has adopted the practlce of contractmg specialtzed advisors to work 
at the cooperative level, whose efforts are coordinated by an in-house technlclan in 
collaborat~on with the cooperative manager Thrs has enabled the Federahon to reduce 
costs by greatly reducmg rts permanent staff, and to target technical assistance based on 
specific, ~denttfiable needs 

FEDECOOPADES has instituted this practice In thlrty of ~ t s  fifty-one assocrated cooperatives and 
plans to expand it to the remamder when resources permrt 

11. ANALYSIS 

A. SUITABILITY OF PROJECT DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION STPATEGY 

The Rural Enterprrse Development 11 Project was planned to be a contrnuatron of Technoserve's 
cooperatlve development efforts In wh~ch ~ t s '  standard "package" of technical asststance and 
trarnrng would be prov~ded to fifty addltronal cooperatwes Fifteen cooperatwes recelwng 
services from TechnoServe at the close of the prevlous project made a smooth transition to the 
current project, wth  no d~scernable difference In the level of servrce provrded In ~ t s  fifth and 
last year the Project became linked to the overall USAID strategy of promoting non-traditional 
agncultural exports from El Salvador Seml-annual status reports reflected USAID's expectat~ons 
for NTAE development, stating that "The Project places emphasis on product~on and enterprrse 
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development of NTAEs among coops, coordinates on-going activltles In the promotlon of NTAEs 
w~th CLUSA and FUSADES, and collaborates wlth other lnstltutlons in the development of long 
term lnstrtutlonal structure to provrde sustainable promotlon of NTAEs" However, thrs Project 
was not or~g~nally des~gned for NTAE promotlon, and the requirement was slmply added to the 
ongolng actlvlty as ~t was drawng to a close Furthermore, no targets or performance lndrcators 
were establ~shed Not surpr~s~ngly, TechnoServe played a fzllrly limlted role In NTAE 
development, and collaboratron with other projects and mstltut~ons promotmg non-trad~t~onal 
agnculture was not substantla1 

B ACCOMPLISHMENT OF PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECnVES 

1. Quant~tatlve Targets 

The Cooperatlve Agreement between USAKD and TechnoServe establ~shed quantltatlve global 
targets for the project and outllned qual~tat~ve goals for TechnoServe's techn~cal assistance to 
cooperatlves The quantltat~ve targets can be broken down Into two categones- 

lntermedlate targets (means), and 
Flnal targets (ends) 

Intermediate targets measure the scope and rnagn~tude of TechnoServe's efforts to help ~ t s  
cllent cooperatlves reach their targets Attached Tables 3 and 4 summarize the ~ntermed~ate and 
final targets established In the Cooperatlve Agreement and the degree to whlch they were 
achieved It 1s ~mportant to note that achtevtng intermediate targets does not lnd~cate Project 
effecttveness and Impact, but rather that planned actlvltles were carned out 

In the case of the lntermedlate targets, ~t IS rather strzllghtforward as to whether or not the planned 
levels were reached (see attached Table 3) TechnoServe has presented via ~ t s  quarterly and 
seml-annual reports, lnformatlon which permlts a cornparatwe summary of proposed targets and 
the levels ach~eved dunng project implementation 

Finai targets (see attached Table 4) relate to employment, lncome generation and cult~vated area 
Not only are the numbers difficult to Interpret, but thelr slgntficance 1s conditioned by the 
followng TechnoServe defin~tlons 

I) Targeted levels of employment, lncome and area cultivated are equal to the sum of the 
1nltiaI levels encountered In the cooperatwe and sustained over the life of the Projectplus 
the addlt~onal quantltles generated through TechnoServe's mtervent~ons 

11) Employment and lncome figures are cumulative and represent a summation of yearly 
values over the hfe of the project For example, a permanent job wh~ch already ex~sted, 
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or wh~ch was created In the first year of the project and contmued (and was therefore 
sustatned) for the enttre five-year Project was counted as 5 person-years of employment 

HI) The total cultrvated area for which TechnoServe "takes cred~t" IS the sum of the 
cult~vated area on cooperatlves that were directly assisted by TechnoServe through 
techn~cal asslstance contracts as well as those areas wthin ~ t s  "sphere of influence" The 
latter corresponds to the area cultivated by member cooperatlves of second-degree 
organtzat~ons which recetved asslstance from TechnoServe, such as the Un~on of Coffee 
Producers, Processors and Exporters (UCRAPROBEX) and the Union of Coffee 
Cooperatives (UCAFES) 

In the case of both the tntermed~ate and final targets ~t 1s evident that TechnoServe has reached 
or exceeded the levels put forth rn the Cooperatwe Agreement, glven the above qualifying 
assumpttons Yet, there rematns the question of how many nddiiional benefits were generated 
and how well the recip~ent cooperattves were prepared as busmes; enterprtses to maintam their 
levels of productlon and Income over the long run TechnoServe's practice of combining mtial 
and Incremental figures for income and employment, and of uslng "dtrect" and "sphere of 
~nfluence" areas cultivated as a surrogate for productlon makes it v~rtually impossible to judge 
the Impact of TechnoServe's efforts 

2. Strengthening Cl~ent Cooperatives 8 

The focus of the ortginal Cooperatwe Agreement was on man&inent development and did not 
include a mandate for TechnoServe to develop NTAEs. TechnoServe would evaluate the 
product~on optlons open to ~ t s  cl~ent cooperatlves, determine the best means for improving income 
and tnstall an effecttve management system In general, the cooperatxves chose to stay unth the 
tradrttonally domtnant crops sugar and coffee. The magnrtude of productxon by TechnoServe- 
assisted cooperatlves durmg the penod 1990-1994 accounted for an average of 9.7% and 3 1 0% 
of El Salvador's production of sugar and coffee, respectively Smce both are pnmary export 
crops, pamcularly coffee, the importance of TechnoServe's efforts IS obvious. 

C CALCULATIONS OF PROJECT IMPACT 

In an attempt to extract meamngful data from the mix of i n ~ t ~ a l  and cumulative total values, the 
team selected five rndicators which were used to calculate the incremental benefits of 
TechnoServe's interventrons to a sample of cooperatives 

- Changes rn production and crop yrelds of sugar and coffee 

- Changes tn cooperative profits 

- Changes In cooperatwe net worth 
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- Measures of the cooperattves' managerlal capaclty 

- Changes In employment for men and women 

1 Changes In Productton and Crop Yields of Sugar and Coffee 

Addtttonal product~on on TechnoServe-ass~sted farms could have resulted from either Increases 
in the areas dedicated to a crop (or herd sue  In the case of m~lk product~on), tmproved 
product~v~ty, or some comblnatlon of the two Whde shlfting land between crops and planfing 
prevtously tdle lands could reflect good farm management practtces, lt not evident that thts was 
the case for the ma~ortty of asststed farms In the aggregate, experrence wth  the two prlnctpal 
crops produced on TechnoServe-asslsted cooperatlves demonstrates that a slrght tncrease tn area 
planted to sugar (12 7%) was offset by decreasing ytelds and that an Increase In coffee output 
was gamed through hlgher y~elds on essentdly the same area Attached Table 5 shows the 
changes In area, ytelds and product~on of these ~ w o  crops on the cooperatrves asststed by 
TechnoServe between 1990 and 1994 

An exammatron of some twenty-five "graduated" cooperatlves wth whlch TechnoServe had 
worked for two or more years showed rnlxed results for crop ytelds of the two selected crops 
A companson of sugar and coffee yields between a "base" year (1990191) wth the average results 
over the next three years (1991/2 - 1993/94) showed that for seventeen cooperatrves whrch 
produced sugar durlng the penod, five had tncreased ylelds, elght expenenced decreases and two 
rematned at the same level, wth the end result that the wetghted average change for the 
seventeen was essent~ally zero A sample of fifteen coffee produc~ng cooperafives showed that 
eight had tncreased ytelds, SIX registered decreased yields and one that displayed no change The 
wetghted average tncrease was 80 pounds per manzana whlch was a 27% improvement over the 
base year T h ~ s  tncrease, however, could well have been the result of the except~ondly large 
1992/93 harvest 

A stmllar picture IS presented In attached Table 6, wh~ch compares sugar and coffee y~elds 
achteved by TechnoServe-assisted cooperatrves wth the nattonal average y~elds for these two 
crops Whrle the production yields of Technoserve's chents kept pace wth natrond ytelds, the 
more important trends are that coffee producttvtty stagnated whde sugar product~v~ty decreased 
s~gn~ficantly Unfortunately, and tn fatrness to TechnoServe, dunng the penod of observafion 
El Salvador suffered a stgntficant drought and low coffee prtces, both of whtch could account for - much of the lackluster showing 

2. Changes in Cooperat~ve Profits 

Technoserve's pnmary tnterventton tn cooperative development was to tmprove management 
skllls This effort was complemented by productlon technrcal assistance for those crops grown 
by the cooperative In general, the cooperatlves dtd not change thetr product~on patterns as a 
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result of TecnoServets mterventrons Any change In the type of crops grown by the cooperatwe 
was based on an analysis of the farm enterprise, wh~ch seldom resulted In changes to croppmg 
patterns Only rn a few notable cases was crop select~on altered, such as the recommendation 
to abandon cotton product~on The effectlveness of the "new" management sk~lls of the 
part~crpatrng cooperatwes must be measured In light of th~s  situat~on 

Wlthln the Iim~ts of the quality of the data collected and the short perlod of observation, attached 
Table 7 presents a poss~ble mdrcat~on of the effects of better management Thls compares profit 
levels In the 1989/90 base year wth average profits achleved by twenty-five "graduated" 
cooperatives durrng the subsequent three-to-four year penod. (A time per~od of elther three or 
four years was selected for each cooperatlve in the sample, dependrng on the avadabtlity of data) 
It should be noted that many of the profit "increases" shown In Table 7 were in fact reduced 

1 losses, whrch also rndrcates a degree of success glven the low mitlal level of entrepreneurial and 
management skrlls As shown by Table 7, over half (52%) of the cooperatwes showed 
substant~ally rmproved profitabdity over the three-to-four-year time penod Slrghtly more than 

f 
one-fourth (28%) reg~stered substantially lower profits compared to the base year, wh~le one-fifth 
(20%) remamed relat~vely unchanged 

> 
I 3 Changes in Cooperative Net Worth 

Another ind~cator of management effect~veness 1s change In the net worth Attached Table 2 l~sts  
all sixty-five of Technoserve's cooperatrve clients, and for those cases where informahon 1s 
avalable, tracks the changes In net worth from the txme the client entered the Rrogram untll the 
chent left the program Of twelve cooperahves for which data are avadable, elght cooperatwes 
rncreased the~r net worth durrng their penod of ~nvoivement, while four cooperatwes registered 
a declme in net worth. It should be noted that many of the cooperatwes that suffered large losses 
m net worth and/or sign~ficant decreases in profits dunng the perrod were heady  dependent on 
coffee productron Coffee prlces reg~stered h~stor~cal lows dunng this penod 

4 Meettng Production Goals 

Another indrcator of the Impact of TechnoServe asslstance on its' chents was thelr abillty to meet 
the~r own product~on goals As part of its management development mefiodology, TechnoServe 
would perform a thorough diagnos~s of each cooperatlve which was the basrs for a five-year 
operatxng plan, formulated jointiy wth the cooperatlve Production and cost objectrves were 
estabhshed in the plan for each crop or other product~on actlvlty undertaken by the cooperatwe 
Reachmg the targets was dependent on the cooperatwe's w~llingness and abil~ty to adopt both 
technrcal and management recommendat~ons ~ncorporated rn the plan 

In almost all cases the targets were overstated in the five-year plans and were seldom reached 
rn the perrod contemplated Data were complled for coffee, me, and m~lk production for 
Technosewe's entrre program The results are shown rn attached Table 8 The table 
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demonstrate the d~fficulty that the cooperatrves had in reach~ng the agreed-upon targets In 
general a success rate of about 65% was achreved 

5 Employment Changes - Men and Women 

Using data obtamed from quarterly cooperatlve payroll reports, the team developed employment 
figures for 28 enterprises wh~ch were assrsted by TechnoServe for at least 24 months The first 
avalable payroll figures for each cooperatlve were compared wth  the latest avsulable figures for 
that cooperatlve during the per~od January, 1990 - September, 1994 Payroll data were gathered 
systemat~cally by TechnoServe for the per~od of tlme when the cooperatwe was an actlve cl~ent 
After the cooperative "graduated", however, the tendency was to report this data for only one 
quarter per year For t h ~ s  reason, as well as to offset seasonal changes In employment, only the 
figures taken from the same quarters were compared (e g first quarter of 1990 wth  the first 
quarter of 1994) 

The results of this analys~s are shown In attached Table 9 Employment declrned by about one- 
th~rd on the 28 cooperatlves sampled, over nearly a four-year per~od It IS important to note, 
however, that this approach d ~ d  not differentlate between permanent and temporary employment 
It is poss~ble that the reductron In overall employment may have been caused by a reducnon In 
temporary employment and a greater rellance on permanent, better p a ~ d  employees Data were 
not avadable to confirm t h ~ s  temporary-permanent employment hypothesis, however 

Previous evaluattons have noted that Agrarlan Reform Phase I cooperatrves often carned a 
slgn~ficant amount of underemployed and redundant labor, which have adversely affected the 
financlal health of the enterpnses The employment sh~fts we detected suggest that TechnoServe 
may have achieved some success in controlling labor costs The bottom half of Table 9 suggests 
that management strategy may poss~bly play a role In the employment sh~fts Those cooperatwes 
whrch were considered to have achreved self-management status were much more hkely to have 
reduced their employment than were those that had not ach~eved self-management status 

D GENDER IMPACT 

The project paper for the Rural Enterpnse I1 TechnoServe project d ~ d  not spec~fically Identify 
women as bemg one of the targeted popuIatrons, other than to lnclude equal opportumty among 
the crrter~a for enterprise selectron However the population targeted was low lncome populat~ons 
and the means to ass~st them was pnmmly through strengthening cooperatwe enterprrses 
Clearly women figure prominently among the natlon's lowest Income populatrons, and are present 
In large numbers In the cooperatrve enterprrses targeted However, nerther specrfic objectives nor 
targets accordmg to gender were set for the Project 

Wlth the excephon of persons trarned, project monltorrng data as reported In the Semr-Annual 
Reports (SARS) were not d~s-aggregated by gender Data from SARs concerning tralnlng 
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actrvitles rndicate that approxrmately SIX percent of the 5,472 rnstitutronal tranees and 6,343 para- 
technrcrans tra~ned were women 

Regardless of whether or not the project actwtles were desrgned to Impact on women, rt does 
seem clear that there were instances In whrch rmportant Impacts have been achreved m the way 
that women and men are percewed In the case of a trad~tronal cooperatwe from the non-agrarlan 
reform sector which had recerved admrnistrat~ve, technical, and accountmg assistance from 
Technosenre, a woman who had rece~ved trammg In admmstrat~on from TechnoServe eventually 
became the cooperatlvets admmstrator In the vrew of the evaluat~on team member who vlsrted 
the cooperatlve, she was the most effectrve admmstrator visrted dunng the evaluatron 

TechnoServe's approach to gender Issues was to work toward prov~ding equal particrpatron for 
men and women rn as many aspects of the cooperatwe enterprlse as possrble Thrs was reflected 
in an emphas~s on lncreaslng coffee processing, and in encouragrng non-trad~bonal agriculture, 
both being areas rn wh~ch women play a large role In therr focus on lmprovrng cooperatwe 
a.tmrnrstratwe functions, TechnoServe urged the tra~ning and hrrrng of women There were 
several cases of women accountants who were traned by TechnoServe In the case of El Castaiio 
cooperatrve, TechnoServe helped a predomrnantly women's cooperatlve develop Into an agro- 
rndustr~al enterpnse. Finally, many of TechnoServets field staff were women, prov~drng both 
opportunrtres for profess~onal enhancement and posltlve examples for cooperatwes 

E IMPACT ON THE ENVIRONMENT 
* 
) -il. 

The ~mpact of the Rural Enterprrse project on the envlronment has been neutral rn most cases 
because the emphasis of TechnoServe was less on changmg productwe actxvrties than on 
managing the farm enterpnse Nevertheless, Technosenre has actrvely intervened in certam areas 
of production whrch had a posrtrve effect on the envrronment Courses in pestrcide use and 
handlmg was one of the core toplcs of rts tranrng program, and when the cooperatwes' 
productron package rncluded NTAEs, pmcular attentron was pad  to pestrcrde applicatron 
standards. 

The focus of TechnoServe's program on enterprlse management grves part~cular attentron to 
productron economrcs The use of economrc crltena led TechnoServe to recommend changes in 
crop seIect~on whrch benefitted the envrronment For example, the economrcs of cotton 
product~on prompted TechnoServe to recommend that the crop be drscontrnued due to the large 
amounts of costly pestic~des requ~red for successful productron Livestock and sugar were often 
subsfituted for cotton wh~ch resulted In much ~mproved condlt~ons and a posmve impact on the 
envlronment In add~t~on, when econom~cally just~fied, TechnoServe supported the use of orgamc 
productron systems. 
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F IMPACT ON NTAE PRODUCTION 

TechnoServe's approach was to examtne the profitability of existmg activlties, and recommend 
changes where approprlate Given this "rehabllitatlon" approach, it wouId be surprrslng to find 
an aggressrve NTAEs promotional program The addition of NTAEs to this Project came only 
durlng the last year, and d ~ d  not appear to have a h ~ g h  prionty The team did w s ~ t  some 
cooperatives where TechnoServe had assisted in the production of non-trahhonal agnculturai 
crops However, ~t was apparently the decision of the cooperative itself to grow the crops 
TechnoServe helped them apply the same management tools and technical assistance to NTAE 
activlties as they would have applled to any other venture By the end of the project, 
TecbnoServe reported that 2,381 hectares of non-traditional crops were grown by the assisted 
cooperat~ves, although tt was not clear how much was actually being exported There were 17 
drfferent products mvolved baby corn, yucca, cucumber, papaya, coconut, cashew, peanuts, 
mangold, black-eyed peas, sesame, okra, papam, bananas, honeydew melon, shrimp, and fish 
Nelther was it clear whether these represented ~nltral levels of productlon, or increases In - 
production 

TechnoServe estimated that wthin the total cultivated area of the assisted cooperatrves, some 
20% of the producing area was dedicated to NTAE production 

G. SUSTAINABILITY OF PROJECT BENEFITS 

The sustanabil~ty of benefits derived from the Project should be analyzed from three points of 
vlew 1) The capabrlity of TechnoServe/El Salvador to prowde ongolng services to cooperatwes 
without continued USAID support, 2) the financ~al viability of the cooperatives asslsted by 
TechnoServe, and 3) the economic viab~lity of techn~cal assistance and tmning programs 
provided to rural cooperatives 

1. Sustanabrlity of TechnoServeEl Salvador 

While ~t was never contemplated In the Rural Enterpnse Development I1 Project that 
TechnoServe would carry on beyond the end of the Project, the orgamzatlon has developed a 
three-part strategy to ensure the continuity of its serv~ces a) over the long term, the organizahon 
plans to create a trust fund whrch wII cover the operatrng costs of a core staff organizafion, b) 
TechnoServe has tnrnmed overhead costs through staff reduction and is currently marketmg its 
services as an expenenced NGO capable of implementrng development projects, and c) 
TechnoServe has sponsored the creatlon of a local NGO to ensure the contmuity of cooperatwe 
development servlces in the event that TechnoServe should cease to funct~on in El Salvador. 

Trust fund to cover core operations: TechnoServe's general strategy for survival is to mantam 
a core staff wh~ch would not only ensure the permanence of the organrzation by markettng ~ t s  
services, but would also provide its institutional "memory" As new projects are generated by 
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the core staff, TechnoServe would contract for addrtronal staff and consultants as needed to 
~mplement the new actrvrty, who would be released upon completion of the work TechnoServe 
estrmates that a $2 mrIlron trust fund would generate approxrmately $250,000 per year, an amount 
sufficrent to cover operatrng expenses for a core group of seven people If an internat~onal 
donor cannot be found to help create the trust fund (TechnoServe submrtted a request to USAID 
rn November, 1994, for asslstance to establrsh a $2 mrll~on fund, but the proposal was not 
accepted), then TechnoServe hopes to create the fund over the long term by allocatrng a 
percentage of rts servrce fees toward burldrng the fund. 

New projects: When the RED-I1 Project ended rn Apnl, 1995, TechnoServe reduced ~ t s  staff to 
the mrnlmum level needed to carry out rts remarnrng projects. In the rntenm penod, TechnoServe 
has managed to survrve from project fees generated by rts' two remillnrng projects, and by 
brrdging funds from Technoserve Internatronal The level of support from the parent 
organizatron IS reported to be around $20,000 per month. 

Technoserve currently recerves admrnrstratrve fees from the Natronal Reconstructron Secretarrat 
(SRN) for ~mplementrng a project to provrde trmnlng and credrt to demobrlized forces The 
organlzatlon also recelves servrce fees from the Internat~onal Fund for Agricultural Development 
(IFAD) of Rome, Italy for admrnrsterrng a long-term cooperatrve development project 

TechnoServe IS presently negotratmg an agreement wth USAID to implement a $700,000 prlot 
project to help create water user's groups on government-ownqd ~rngatron schemes in Atracoyo. 
If the two partles can reach an agreement, the new project $11 begm in September, 1995. 
Counterpart funds pledged by TechnoServe Internatronal In the amount of $250,000 should cover 
most of TechnoServe/El Salvador's core operatmg costs until the project ends in early 1997 
Additronally, TechnoServe is now prepanng a proposal to the Internabonal Development Bank's 
Multrlateral Investment Fund to fund an $8 millron project for rmgation asslstance as an 
expansion of the USAID pilot project 

I 
FUSADAR: In 1993, twelve TechnoServe managers and staff members created the Salvadoran 
Foundatron for Rural Development (FUSADAR) The foundatron is a prrvate, non-profit NGO 
whrch spec~alrzes rn tranlng services, technrcal assistance to agnculture, and cred~t to small and 

P 
1 

medrum enterprises (SMEs) FUSADAR IS envisioned as  an organizatron whrch will work 
closely with TechnoServe in a mutually supportive manner While FUSADAR's servlces are 
complementary to those offered by TechnoServe, the two organtzations have become l~mited 

1 competitors For example, FUSADAR was awarded a technical asststance contract by the 
I Secretary of National Reconstruct~on (SRN) to admtnlster a small and medium enterprise (SME) 

credit program for ex-combatants upon the exprratron of a s~mtlar program administered by 
I Technoserve FUSADAR was awarded the contract because ~t provtdes srmtlar services at lower 

cost than TechnoServe Many former employees of TechnoServe are employed by FUSADAR, 
and its service fees are lower slnce FUSADAR cames no home-office overhead burden, as does 
TechnoServe 
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The concIusron of the evaluatron team after a revrew of TechnoServe's strategy for surv~val IS that 
if the contract with USAID for rrrrgatron servrces IS successfully negotrated, the El Salvador 
organizatron wll  likely scrape by - at least, untrl early 1997 However, lts long term outlook is 
tenuous at best, and its survlval over the long run wll  hkely depend on whether or not lt can 
obtam a major servrce contract wth  an lnternatlonal organrzatron TechnoServe appears to have 
been caught off guard by the compietron of the RED-I1 Project, and apparently had not developed 
a long-term strategy for survival before the Project ended 

Structural barriers to sustainability: TechnoServe prov~des "Integral Assistance" to 1ts clrents, 
combrnlng trarnrng wth  rntegrated assrstance In the management, organlzatxon, accountrng, 
marketrng, productron, and socral areas When asked to assess TechnoServe ass~stance, technical 
assistance was reported to be easrly unaerstood, accepted, and rmplemented Care had been taken 
to see that technologies recommended were approprrate for the situatxon, and cost efficient zs 
well Much the same was sard rn the case of accountrng systems However, due to the problem 
of rotatlng adrnrnistrat~ve counsels, the rnvestments made rn management assrstance were often 
lost w th  the arrlval of new cooperatrve management 

TechnoServe has been confrontrng thrs structural problem for years, and has developed a strategy 
to address rt By focusrng on traming a mrd-level cadre of potentral leaders as para-techn~crans, 
~t was anticipated that future leadership would emerge from thrs group, and thus would adhere 
to TechnoServe's recommended course of actxon However, there was still great concern among 
the cooperatives that future Ieadershrp rotabons could undo much of the progress achreved A 
second TechnoServe strategy to deal wrth thrs issue was to focus on the membership base and 
educate the members on the responsrbrlrtres of cooperatwe membership Thls is an actxvlty 
several cooperatrves mentroned as belng parhcularly necessary, even after Technoserve's servlces 
had ended Thrs is a problem wrthout srmple solut~ons, and TechnoServe has had to dedlcate 
much of rts resources to ensunng contlnurty rn rts reforms once the cooperatrve has graduated 

Net-worth analysis: Over the course of the RED-II Project TechnoServe provlded support 
services to SIX@-five rural cooperatlves In the Salvadoran context, the concept of "sustamabriiiy" 
of cooperatlves is a matter of degree - not a precise measurement The reasons are that current 
government policy protects even insolvent cooperatrves, and thls pollcy distortion is compounded 
by the legal and political 1mposs1bll1ty of foreclosure and selzure of land and other assets of 
~nsolvent cooperatlves The result IS that many ~nsolvent cooperatlves contlnue to operate In one 
way or another, some In name only 

If the same cntenon for bankruptcy In the Salvadoran prwate sector IS also appl~ed to the 
cooperatrves, then a good rnd~cator of financial solvency and therefore sustamabrlity can be 
derwed Negatrve net worth ("patnrnonlo") IS the standard for the pnvate sector Attached Table 
2 shows the net worth of the asslsted organrzatrons as reported on thelr last available financral 
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statement In some cases data are avatlable to compare the latest results with the value of 
reported net worth when the cooperative entered the TechnoServe program Of the forty-srx 
cooperatives for whrch information 1s avadable, a total of thlrty-four (74%) show a positive net 
worth Considertng the remaining twelve cooperatives (26%) wth negative net worth, seven of 
these (1 1%) have shown improvement In their financral sltuatlon slnce TechnoServe asslstance 
began Th~s suggests that even settlng aslde the protection that the Salvadoran Government 
provides to the cooperatives, about three-fourths appear to be sustamable. 

3 Sustamabllity of Technical Services 

Serv~ces provided by TechnoServe under the RED-I1 Project were charged to the beneficlanes 
at a nominal level, amounting to about ten percent of actual cost This was Technoserve's policy 
toward all ~ t s  cllents - cooperatlves and second-level organizations allke - who were project 
benefictaries All the cooperatlves reslsted even the nomlnal charges for services received. 
Reasons clted by TechnoServe for the unwlllngness of the cooperatlves to pay the full cost of 
services were the followng 

a) Many other organizations offered technrcal asslstance to the cooperatwes free of cost, 
includ~ng the Agrarian Reform Inst~tute, ISTA, second-level federahons such as the 
Unlon of Coffee Cooperatlves (UCAFES) and the Union of Salvadoran Small Farmers 
(UCS), and even assistance provided under the US AID-funded NTAE Producnon and 
Marketing Project w b -&A 

b) Technical assrstance 1s not perceived by the cooperatlves to be as essential as other 
inputs such as seed, chemicals, and fertilizer for agricultural production Even when the 
benefits of TA were abundantly clear, there was reluctance to pay anythlng greater than 
a nomlnal amount. 

c) Many cooperatlves wtth the greatest need for TA (those wth deficient management 
or production practtces) are also the poorest cooperatlves, and cannot afford to purchase 
techntcal servrces 

Technoserve has continued working of its own accord with six cooperatwes since the 
Cooperatwe Agreement ended on Apnl 30, 1995 Because TechnoServe 1s bemng the full cost 
of t h ~ s  effort, the organization has Increased tts serwce charge to the maxlmum possible level 
A prlce for TA whlch IS at a level corresponding to approxlmateIy 30% of cost appears to be the 
"hard" resistance pomt beyond which the demand for servlces would disappear Based on 
Technoserve's recent experience, it u concluded that a program of mtegrated technical servlces 
to cooperatives IS not sustsllnable on a commercd bass Thls 1s a reasonable conciusion in that 
most of these services are "developmentd" in nature, and are not commerctally sustainable 
However, t'commercial" servlces (such as export assstance, or post-harvest handling) are 
recogn~zed for their commercial value by the cooperatives, and are indeed sustamable 
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Technoserve's experience w t h  second-level organlzatlons was ent~rely dfferent TechnoServe 
has worked w~th a number of these organrzatrons on programs funded by other agencies, whose 
po l~c~es  wth regard to subs~d~zed servlces was drfferent from USAID pohcy under the RED-11 
Project In some cases, the fees charged to the beneficmy amounted to about 80% of actual 
costs Furthermore, TechnoServe recently worked w~th  UCRAPROBEX on new actwitles not 
related to the Rural Enterprise Development I1 Project, and charged a fee calculated to recover 
the full cost of its services 

The reason why second-level organlzatlons appear more wllllng to pay is that many denve 
Income from ~ t s  members, often based on the amount of product exported Secondly, the level 
of educatron, and appreclatron of the benefits whtch can be derived from TA IS hlgher for the 
declslon makers of these organrzatrons than most rank-and-file members of the cooperatlves 

Based on Technoserve's experience, ~t 1s concluded that TA can be provldec? to second-level 
assoclattons at commerc~al rates Th~s  mlght serve as a focal point ir, the future for 
Technoserve's technical servrces 

H EFFECTIVENESS OF PROJECT MONITORING AND MANAGEMENT 

Over the course of the Technoserve evaluatron, the team vxs~ted seven "community based" 
cooperatrve enterprises and one ~nsatutronai cooperatlve In the course of evaluatmg the other 
projects, we ws~ted another five cooperatlves that had aIso rece~ved TechnoServe assstance m 
the past In nearly each case, the reports that we recelved regard~ng Technoserve's management 
assistance were qulte posrtlve Often menboned were the usefulness of estabIish~ng goals and 
plann~ng to reach these goals, settmg up Improved accountmg systems, cost control systems, 
equipment mamtenance programs, and profitability analyses on a crop by crop basis In several 
Instances, years after TechnoServe had left the cooperatwe, records cont~nued to be kept on the 
profitability of each of the cooperatwes acavrtles, and these data were bemg used In declsron 
making regarding future actlvltles 

One area where the TechnoServe approach needed Improvement was m the case of developrng 
workplans. We noticed something of a pattern In wh~ch TechnoServe wou'ld develop lengthy 
documentat~on for short, rntermedrate, and long term plans, only to find these documents years 
later gathertng dust on the shelves of the cooperatwe offices. In one Instance, we were told that 
someone had misplaced the plannrng documents, and that thls was the reason for the cooperatlve 
abandoning the TechnoServe recommendations In nearly all cases, developtng workplans was 
seen as an actrv~ty which required outs~de assrstance to complete successfully Gwen the very 
basrc educatronal sk11ls present In most of the cooperatwes, an lntens~ve plannlng exerclse which 
produces a complex document that few can understand, only contrxbutes to the notron that 
outsiders are needed to organize members' lwes Showng how to develop very slmple workplans 
wh~ch bulld on the inputs from the other management systems would do much to help develop 
local dec~sron rnakrng capacity 
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TechnoServe also provided management assistance to "second degree" cooperative 1nstItutrons 
Two instituttons, UCRAPROBEX and PROEXSAL, rece~ved TechnoServe assrstance dunng the 
contract period Here agam, the pattern is one where TechnoServe provided soird management 
assistance, heiped the organization chart rts course, and installed good accounttng procedures and 
cost control methods 

TechnoServe did not aggresswely search out markets for NTAEs, nor promote the product~on of 
NTAEs, nor provrde large amounts of spectalized assistance to solve NTAE production problems 
It had no commitment to do so for any but the last 12 months of the project pertod 

I. PROJECT COST EFFECTIVENESS 

TechnoServe determtnes the cost effectiveness of its servtces to each chent by means of a model 
developed by the parent organlzafion In 1989 The model provldes cost-benefit calculat~ons for 
each project, as we11 as subjective, non-quantifiable mdices of changes tn poIrtical, socrai, and 
economlc benefits obtamed by the asslsted organizations and the~r members Quanbfiable 
benefits ~ncludes net profits, dlvtdends, and salaries and wages p a d  by the cooperative to its 
members, and hued labor 

The cost-benefit analysls is based on a calculation of the value of current benefits (profits, 
dividends, and salaries) added to the expected value of future benefits obtamed over a ten-year 
honzon This calculation is made for each TechnoServe - assi~ted cooperattve, and compared 
wth what they mrght otherunse have achreved if assstance had-not been provided The net 
difference in financial benefits obtamed by the cooperatwe "wth TechnoServe" to those "wthout 
Technoserve" 1s dwided by Technoserve's cost of provllng the servlce. Thus, the ratro of the 
net benefits obtained by the cooperative to Technoserve's actual cost of providmg the servlce IS 

the "cost-benefit ratio" 

In theory, the analysis appears sound However, tn effect, the accuracy of Technoserve's cost- 
benefit model for rts' program in El Salvador IS highly questionable Ftrst, the projectton of 
benefits is made over an assumed life of ten years into an uncertain future Technoserve's 
projectloqs of benefits obtamed "wth Technoserve" over the ten years appear highly optlmisbc 
Second, Technoserve's esttmate of the financial results whlch couId posstbly have occurred 
"wthout Technoserve" (and which could have continued tnto the future, for an entlre period of 
ten years) are often depressed by severe changes in producoon and marketing parameters which 
affect the calculat~ons and therefore the outcome of the projechons In many cases the 
projections assumed that dramattc reduct~ons In produclng area, crop yrelds, and market prlces 
would somehow have resulted In the future had the cooperatwe been "wthout Technoserve" 
assrstance The analysis skews the outcome to the scenarlo "wth TechnoServel'and greatly 
rnflates the "cost-benefit ratio" The team concluded that Technoserve's method of "keeping 
score" In terms of cost effectiveness does not reflect reality and therefore serves no benefit to the 
evaluatr on 
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Nor was ~t possible to make an independent calculat~on of cost effectlveness srnce TechnoServe's 
method of measurmg Impact considers only gross parameters related to the assxsted cooperatwes 
and do not md~cate the incremental effect of TechnoServe's work Therefore, ~t was not posslble 
to determme the cost effect~veness of the Project Based on the avarlable rnformatron, the only 
meanmgful cost indrcator whrch can be denved IS that the cost for each cooperatlve ass~sted 
under the Project was $97,015 Based on an est~mated average of 133 members per cooperatlve, 
the cost per member served was $729 43 

111. CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS LEARNED 

CONCLUSIONS 

The quality of Technoserve's performance as the lmplementlng lnstitutron of the Project 
must be rated as accept~ble based ~ t s  compl~ance wth  the targets set m the Cooperatwe 
Agreement, although wth caveats noted m the text While the quanbtahve mdicators 
presented ~nd~ca te  that essent~ally all targets were met, queshons remsun as to the 
significance of t h ~ s  "success" The mdicators of Impact for thrs project measure anythmg 
but impact They measure process 

To ~ t s  credit, TechnoServe establ~shed genuine Impact targets at the cooperahve level as 
part of its plannmg and management act~v~ties Even though the cooperatlves did not 
reach these targets m most cases, t h~s  does not detract from the rntentron Shortfalls can 
be explamed by a number of cond~trons, not the least of which are that the Agrman 
Reform cooperatrves are barely vrabIe busrness enterprises The creatron of an 
operattonal management system m these cooperatives first requires the creation of an 
operational management envlronment 

In a less than perfect world, Technoserve found rtself in the posltlon of havmg to apply 
its methodology to cooperatlves wh~ch lacked an orgamzational envlronment consistent 
w th  the adoptron of sound management practxes T h ~ s  was especraily true with respect 
to the Phase I11 cooperatwes, whlch had few physical assets and lacked a spmt of 
integrahon among ~ t s  members Many of the Phma III cooperatives were created by 
their members to fulfill the requirements for receivrng land, which they Intended to work 
on an ~nd~v~dua l  bass 

The success stones In the TechnoServe portfolio were generally the large, plantat~on-like 
cooperatlves spec~alized In the productxon of sugar and/or coffee More commonly, 
however, was the case of the mrd-s~ze cooperatlve, which also relred on coffee and 
sugar, but had a slgnlficant portion of ~ ts '  farm dedicated to the production of basic 
grams On these cooperatlves the adoptron of the TechnoServe management system was 
tentatwe, and would have greatly benefitted from follow-up v ~ s ~ t s  prov~d~ng contrnulng 
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advlsory servlces and tralnlng A foothold was gamed tn many, or perhaps most, of the 
cl~ent cooperatlves which was all but lost when TechnoServe wthdrew 

Technoserve has successfully asslsted its chents to achieve a degree of organlzatlonal 
maturrty whlch IS an rmportant element of sustamabdity Primary benefits have resulted 
from the tnstallatton of management rnformatron, control, and plannmg systems, 
tncludmg baslc accounttng and budgetary control procedures These baslc management 
development efforts have paid off over the long term However, the path toward 
"graduation" from TechnoServe's management traintng does not gwe the cooperative 
the perception that techntcal assistance IS an Input in the production/marketlng process 
There IS no conceptual transition from the "hand-holding" to the advlsory functlon of 
external professionals 

As a result, techn~cal assrstance 1s not viewed as a legifimate input to be purchased in 
the marketplace, thus requtnng that the cooperative become self-sufficieni In all aspects 
of enterprise management. No successful enterpnse, agricultural or otherwse, IS 

requrred to develop thls capactty and they d l  utrlize outstde sources of experttse This 
IS unfortunate for TechnoServe ttself, and its goal of achrevrng sustamability Gwen tts 
mlsslon as a rehabllitator of organtzatlons and tnsbtutlons, ~t rs difficult to envmon any 
but the largest being able to pay commercial rates for the servlces TechnoServe offers 

, 

Based on Technoserve's recent experience, lt IS concIkded that a program of tntegrated 
technical services to cooperatlves 1s not sustainable on $'commercial basts However, 
TA can be provrded to second-IeveI assoctattons at commercial rates T h ~ s  mtght serve 
as a focal potnt In the future for TechnoServe's techn~cal semces 

. Technoserve's method for calculatmg project Impacts makes ~t lmpossrble to determine 
the Impact of the program When a cooperatwe and TechnoServe sign an assistance 
agreement, the rnttlal employment figures, area cultrvated, and rncomes from that 
cooperattve become part of TechnoServe's overall impact, and become Inseparable from 
any Increases that may or may not subsequently occur. 

When the evaluat~on team examrned other change md~cators production, profits, net 
worth, employment, and managed capacity, the record was mlxed The number of 
people on the payroll declmed by 33 percent from the first quarter for whlch lnformat~on 
was avalable (when the cooperatwe entered the project), to the last quarter that 
mformatron was avalable The number of people on the payroll of the sampled 
cooperatlves declined on average by one-thlrd from the trme they entered the program, 
unt~l TechnoServe stopped keeping records, after a pertod whtch ranged between 30-48 
months 
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Sugar yrelds dropped twenty percent in TechnoServe assrsted cooperatlves at a trine 
when nattonal yrelds remalned constant. Coffee ytelds went up by around 10% In 
TechnoServe assrsted cooperatrves, consrstent wrth the nattonal average However the 
average yield of TechnoServe asslsted cooperatrves was sllghtly below the nat~onal 
average 

Successful cooperatlves generally shared some common features a stable management 
structure separate from the board of d~rectors, few rotations In the board of dlrectors, and 
conststent pollctes Unsuccessful cooperatrves had htgh turnover among the board of 
drrectors, managers who were also board members, and polrcles wh~ch changed with 
each new admlnistratlon One frustrated coop director described these later cases as 
"clubs of beneficlanes" 

The problem of frequent changes In cooperatlve leadershrp has been a major obstacle for 
followng through on TechnoServe recommendztrons The rnvestments made m 
management assistance were often lost w t h  the arrtval of new cooperatlve management 
TechnoServe has had to dedrcate too much of ~ t s  resources to addressing thls lssue 

One of the crrtrcal shortcomrngs of the TechnoServe methodology IS that rt does not 
reach the shareholders of the potentral enterpnses that tt 1s trying to create In lrght of 
the requirement that cooperatlves change the~r  board of dlrectors every two years, t h~s  
practrcally guarantees that the rncomrng decrslon makers wll have had llttle preparation 
for their new responsibilrhes However, of those mzmbers of the conperatrves who are 
exposed to a threshold level of preparat~on by Technoserve, the intent to adopt and try 
to mplement what they have learned is reasonably hrgh 

The evaluation team felt that projects workrng wlth produchon cooperahves must achreve 
a separatron of cooperatlve management, whlch have soctal and pol~hcal concerns, from 
the management of the cooperatrves buslness Sustiunabrlity must be created on the 
busrness srde of the operahon Technoserve should make such a separation a condihon 
of provtdlng servrces 

The team found that TechnoServe played a llmtted role rn NTAE development, and 
collaboratton wth  other projects and lnstltuttons was not substantla1 The objectwe of 
work~ng w t h  NTAEs came only dunng a final I2  month extensron of the project, and 
there was no accompanying change rn targets to tnclude NTAEs 

Some of the cooperatives orlgmally served by TechnoServe were later picked up by 
CLUSA, and are today sustainable NTAE producers TechnoServe has had an Impact 
on NTAEs through tts ~nstitutional assistance to UCRAPROBEX and PROEXSAL 
From the beglnn~ng however, TechnoServe helped cooperatwes producing whlch were 
already producmg NTAEs by applyrng the same management tools and technical 



ANNEX 11 Ftnai Evaluabon of the Rural Enterprise Development I1 Pmject (No 519-0382) (TechnoServe) 

asslstance to these actrvltles as rt would have done for any venture that the cooperatwe 
mrght be rnvolved rn 

In splte of the current enthusrasm for splrtting cooperatwely held lands rnto rndrvldually 
held parcels, the team was concerned over the lrkelrhood that thrs process might lead to 
the loss of the scale advantages that the cooperatrve enterpnses currently hold Such a 
process could produce yet another versron of a rural peasantry, lrvrng on subs~stence 
srzed plots, producing crops for home consumptron, and unable to afford new 
technologies or share rn the bargaming power that many of the existing cooperatrves now 
possess. 

We judged TechnoServe's ~nrtlal strategy In workrng w t h  the cooperatrves to be a farrly 
successful one TechnoServe's success stones often begm by workrng wth  a willrng and 
able accountant Subsequent achrevements burld on this lnrtial effort which lends a 
disc~plrned approach to cooperatwe work 

TechnoServe has prov~ded asslstance to a small number of traht~onal services 
cooperatwes The team was rmpressed both w t h  the nature of these cooperatrves and 
wth  the asslstance prov~ded by TechnoServe These resemble the North American and 
European cooperatrves which assist farmers In obtanrng credit and rnputs, and wh~ch 
ass~st In the marketing of crops Well managed service cooperatwes could be an 
effectrve way to achreve gans for many rural produces-in El Salvador. 

Of ail the skiIls Technosewe attempts to transfer to cooperatwes, plannlng was 
considered by the cooperatives to be the most drfficult to adopt, followed closely by 
rnarkefing Suggested technrcal changes In product~on, or lnstallrng new accountrng 
systems were fsurly straxghtforward by comparrson. 

LESSONS LEARNED 

Srnce the Project has ended rt would be superfluous to make recommendafions, thus a look at 
lessons learned 

A project's goals, strategy, performance measures, and Indicators should be consistent 
TechnoServe stated that tts goals were to Increase rural employment, Income and 
product~on through workmg wth  self-managed enterpnses However, results cannot be 
measured because performance measures were deslgned to track the process, xnstead of 
progress. 

The problem with worklng toward a standard set of broad goals 1s that there may be 
occasions In wh~ch these goals and the strategy for ach~ev~ng them become inconsistent 
TechnoServe's strategy for ~nst~tut~onal development of cllent cooperatlves was to help 
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Table 1 

Ftnal Evaiuatlon of the Runl Enterprise Development I1 Project (No 519-0382) (TechnoServe) 

Improve management systems and to control costs Gwen thls strategy, employment 
could be expected to decllne, at least in the near term 

When an envlronment cannot be changed that adversely affects progress , it may become 
necessary to change the strategy for Project lmplementatxon This 1s part~cularly 
applicable to the problem of rotatmg cooperatrve leadership The evaluatxon team heard 
repeatedly that frequent turnover of cooperatwe decision makers means that cooperatlves 
either do not graduate, or else drop recommended pollcles once the board of d~rectors 
changes TechnoServe could have made stable management a pre-condltxon for 
providing servlces Possible solutions might have been to Inslst, as part of the agreement 
wth a cooperative, on thelr provldlng stable management for a fixed penod of tme,  or 
to nomlnate a permanent steenng commtttee to manage crop production 

RURAL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT I1 PROJECT 

PLANNEDANDACTUALEXPENDITURES 

UNDER THE COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT 

ITEM PLANNED M O U N T  I ACTUALMOUNT 11 

11 Oflice Expenses I 405 I 417 II 

AID CONTRIBUTION 

11 General and Admmstrauve 1,151 1,125 

Personnel Expenses 

Travel Allowances 

I TOTAL AID I 6.500 I 6.450 

ITCHNOSERVECOUNTERPART 

11 TOTAL COLTERPART 2.1 67 3,554 W 

3.600 

48 1 

11 TOTAL COST OF PROJECT I 8.667 I 10,004 11 

3.568 

511 
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Table 2 

Fmal Evaluat~on of the Rural Enlerpnse Development 11 Project (Xo 519-0382) (Technoserve) 

COMPARISON OF BEGINNING AND ENDiNG 

NET WORTH 

OF TECHNOSERVE-ASSISTED COOPERATIVES 



ANNEY I1 Fmal Evaluatton of the Rural Enterprise Devefopment 11 Project (No 519-0382) (TechnoSnve) 



ANNEX I1 

TabIe 3 

Flnal Evaluation of the Rural Enterpnse Developmmt I1 Project (No 519-0382) (TechnoServe) 

RURAL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT I1 PROJECT 

INTERMEDIATE OBJECTIVES 

t 

ITEM PLANNED AMOUNT ACTUAL AMOUNT SUCCESS RATE 

IVIDUAL COOPERATlVES 

I 

Table 4 RURAL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT I1 PROJECT 

Number Assrrkd 

Number Graduated 

bagnost~c Analyses Made 

TA Contracts Slgned 

Act~vlty Analvsu Completed 

Enterprise Plans Developed (1) 

Men 

Number of Partrclpatmg Instltuhons 

Trammg Actlvltles 

Pnhmmary Evaiuat~ons 

Act~v~ty Analyses 

Prqect Planning Actlv~hes 

Coordmat~on Act~vd~es 

TA Proposals Developed 

Persons Tramed 

FINAL TARGETS 

50 

38 

72 

72 

204 

142 

65 

44 

72 

133 

382 

192 

185 

Persons Tra~ned 

Nomen 

11 lTEM I PLXXNED AMOUNT 1 ACTUAL AMOUNT I SUCCESS RATE 11 

Entemnse Plans Executed I I I 1 98 

130% 

116% 

100% 

185% 

187% 

135% 

189% 

i 
- - - - 7 

N A 5,629 N A 

I INSTITUTIONS 

70d 

N A 

52 

74 

32 

48 

24 

112 

16 

3,500 

6,343 906% 

414 N A 

Women 

Men 

< 

(1) Annual and five-year plans 

92 

140 

26 

. 97 

56 

233 

72 

5393 

215 

5,178 

N A 

NA 

177% 

189% 

81% 

202% 

' 233% 

20896 

450% 

154% 

N A 

NA 

I I 1 

Jobs CreatedtSusUmed (Person-yean) 

Famtly Income (SC 000) 

Cooperatwe h a  (Sfz) 

Cull~vattd Area (Mz) 

b a  - Dlnct bs~sturce 

Area - Sphere of Influen~e 

1 14Y0 

156% 

137% 

9496 

N A 

N A 

42.181 I 47 956 

162.567 251.254 

29 900 

88 190 

N A 

Nd 

41.000 

81 835 

23 409 

58.426 
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Table 5 

Final Cvaluilllon of the Rural Enterprise Development I1 Project (No 5194382) (Technoserve) 

RURAL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT I1 PROJECT 

TOTAL AREA, AVERAGE YIELDS AND TOTAL PRODUCTION 

OF SUGAR AND COFFEE ON COOPERATIVES ASSISTED BY TECHNOSERVE 

Area expressed m manzanas, sugar pmductton in metnc tons, coffee pmduct~on m hundredweight 

- - 

YEAR 

1 99019 1 

1991192 

1992193 

1993/94 

Table 6 RURAL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT I1 PROJECT 
) 

AVERAGE YIELDS FOR SUGAR AND COFFEE 
I - *  , 

SUGAR 

NATIONAL AVERAGE VERSUS TECHNOSERVE-ASSISTED COOPERATIVES 

COFFEE 

AREA 
(Mz) 

4.2 10 

4,6 10 

4.690 

4,750 

AREA 
(MZ) 

6,526 

6,563 

6.591 

6,597 

Sugar yields expressed m metnc tons per manana. coffee yields expressed in hundredweight per manzana 

YIELD 
(MTMZ) 

71 0 

66 0 

60.0 

YEAR 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

PRODUCTION 
(000 MT) 

299 2 

323 3 

298 9 

YIELD 
(QQIMz) 

110 

12 0 

17 0 

12 0 57 0 1 270 9 

PRODUCTION 
(OOO QQ) 

71 6 

74 5 

108 9 

88 7 - 

SUGAR 

NATIONAL 

59 6 

65 1 

60 7 

58 9 

COFFEE 

NATIONAL 

12 0 

14 0 

14 0 

TECHNOSERVE 

71 0 

66 0 

60 0 

DIFFERENCE 
(".I 

119% 

102O'O 

9996 

14 0 I 12 0 I 8396 

TECHNOSERVE 

11 0 

12 0 

17 0 
1 

57 0 96% 

DIFFERENCE 

92% 

87% 

119@6 



ANNLY I1 

Table 7 

Fmal Evduauon of the Rural Enterprise Development I1 Pro~ea (No 519-0382) (Technoserve) 

RURAL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT I1 PROJECT 

CHANGES IN PROFITABILITY 

OF TECHNOSERVE-ASSISTED COOPERATIVES 

CHANGE IN PROFITABILITY NUMBER OF COOPERATIVES PERCENT OF TOTAL 1 

7 Stable profits (vanatron less than ten petcent) 28OA 

TOTAL 25 100% 

Table 8 RURAL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT I1 PROJECT 

PERCENTAGE ACHIEVEMENT OF PRODUCTION GOALS 

BY TECHNOSERVE-ASSISTED COOPERATIVES 

YEAR 

199019 1 

1991192 

1992193 

1993194 

COFFEE 

YIELD 

64 7 6  

66 70'0 

89 5% 

63 1°6 

' MILK 

PRODUCTION 

79 696 

68 5% 

94 596 

86 0°/6 

PRODUCnON 

89 6% 

83 6% 

91 606 

77 9O6 

-\A 

RICE 

YIELD 

104 296 

67 1% 

80 Owo 

80 O?b 

PRODUCTION 

62 2O6 

403?6 

63 P o  

48 8% 
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Table 9 

F~nal Evalwon of the Rural Enterprise Development 11 Project (No 519-0382) (TechnoServe) 

RURAL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT I1 PROJECT 

CHANGES IN LEVELS OF EMPLOYMENT 

FOR A SAMPLE OF TWENTY-EIGHT COOPERATIVES 

I NO women employed I 2.174 954 (56%) 

GENDER 

11 GRAND TOTAL EMPLOYMENT 1 8.666 I 5.727 I (33%) 11 
- 

Achtcved Self-Managemen1 Status? 

Yes - Total Employment 1 8,000 5.087 1 (36%) 4 

FIRST AVAILABLE 
QUARTER 

I NO - ~ o t a l  employment 666 640 (4%) II 
GRAND TOTAL EMPLOYMENT 1 8,666 1 5.727 I (33%) I 

LAST AVAILABLE 
QUARTER 

PERCENT CHANGE 

I I 
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Attachment 1 TECHNOSERVE'S COMMENTS 

ON THE DRAFT REPORT 

OBSERVACIONES Y COMENTARIOS A LA EVALUACION DE PROYECTOS 
NTAE EN EL SALVADOR, REALIZADA POR CONSULTORES DE 

AGRIDEC 

DespuQ de haber revlsado el documento de Evaiuaclon de Proyectos, NTAE en El Salvador, se 
tlene las srgulentes sels observac~ones, y sus respectivos comentanos y a1 final se hacen 
obsemaciones de forma a1 documento especifico de TechnoServe. 

I. LIMITADO IMPACT0 DE TECHNOSERVE EN LA PRODUCCION DE NTAE 

La evaluac~on reallzada por el grupo de consultores de AGRIDEC, estuvo m b  or~entada a 
evduar un proyecto de NTAE, en donde CLUSA y FUSADES SI tenian responsab~lidades 
especificas de promover y fomentar la produccion de cult~vos no tra&cionales y TechnoServe 
tenia sus responsabilidades mas orientadas hacla el desarrollo de empresas cooperatnm del sector 
agropecuarlo de El Salvador 

El proyecto Rural Enterpnse Development If, en sus pnmeros cuatro aiios de v~da, no tenia 
responsab~lidades especificas en la producc~on y fomento de 10s cultivos no tradk~onales, por lo 
tanto no puede calificarse que el lmpacto de TNS fue limitado, ya que por 10s proposltos y 
objetwos onglnales del proyecto, fue e1 de promover el desarrollo empresartal en las empresas- 
cooperativas y en las ~nsatuciones de segundo grado inhmarnente relacionadas a las cooperatrvas 
del sector agropecuarro Af final deI proyecto, (en el qulnto aiio ) se agregaron objetlvos 
relac~onados a la producci6n y fomento de cultivos no tradxionales 

TECHNOSERVE, desde 10s pnmeros aiios deI proyecto, estuvo apoyando la producci6n de 
cult~vos no tradlclonales, prueba de ello es que durante 10s cinco aiios se promow6 la producci6n 
de 2,381 hectbeas de 17 cu1t:vos no tradlcionales Ademis, en un semmano que se Ilevi a cabo 
en 1994, en donde se analizo Ia problemahca de 10s NTAE, pamaparon representantes de 
US AID, CLUS A, TECHNOSERVE, FUS ADES, LAC-TECH, PROEX ANT Y PROEXAG, 
TECHNOSERVE, en su presentaclon, expuso que dentro de Ias keas de produccibn agricola de 
las cooperatlvas, el 20 % se dedlcaba a la producclon de cultlvos no trad~clonales de exportac16t1, 
esta ~nformac~on estuvo dispontble para 10s evaluadores 

Por todo 10 anter~ormente expuesto, se cons~dera que el esfuerzo de TECHNOSERVE en 10s 
NTAE no fue Ilrn~tado, como lo cons~deran 10s evaluadores, stno que la contnbuclon que se h~zo 
a la producclon y fomento de NTAE, fue mas alla de las responsabilldades que se tenian en el 



ANNEX 11 Fmal Evaiuat~on of the Rural Entcrpnse Development 11 Prqect (No 519-0382) (Technosewe) 

Acuerdo Cooperatwo, a1 promover mas de qulnce productos no trad~cronales en un amblente poco 
favorable para la producclon y exportation de estos cultivos agricolas 

1I.SOBRE LA PROBLEMATICA DE LOS CAMBIOS DE LOS CONSEJOS DE 
ADMINISTRACION Y SU EFECTO EN LA SOSTENIBILIDAD DE LAS EMPRESAS 

A diferenc~a de lo que consrderan 10s evaluadores sobre el problema de carnblos de Consejos de 
Adm~nlstrac~on, como el problema que mCls pueda afectar el futuro y sostentbilidad de ias 
empresas, TECHNOSERVE, cons~dera que no es un problema muy serio, ya que durante el 
period0 que se proporclona la asistencla tdcnica a las cooperatlvas, se apllcan las slgulentes 
estrategl as. 

1 Se capac~ta pnnclpalmente a 10s mandos medios de la empresa (contador, bodeguero, 
encargados de la parte agricola y/o ganadera, encargados de la planta de procesado o beneficlo, 
encargados del irea soclal), y al gerente, a 10s que TECHNOSERVE ldent~fica como 
PARATECNICOS, quienes son las personas que tienen mayor permanencla laboral dentro de la 
empresa 

2 El asesor de Technoserve del h a  Gerenclal/Admln~strativa, participa en todas las reunlones 
del Consejo de Admtnistrac~on, esto le perm~te orrentar dentro de la empresa, la toma de 
decurones. Su partlc~pac~on es con voz, no con voto 

v. 

Ademis, en 1995, el Goblerno Central a travds de un ~ i & e t o  Legislatwo, rnodlficir el 
Reglamento Regulador de 10s Estatutos de las Cooperativas, el cual dentro de sus reformas, esta 
contemplado la gradualldad del hemp0 de 10s cargos, dentro del Consejo de Administrac~on, de 
manera que siempre exlstan personas con anbguedad y expenencia en 10s Consejos 

Muchas de las empresas cooperativas que as~s td  TECHNOSERVE, a travtis de este convenio y 
con 10s antenores convenlos finanaados por AID, se encuentran trabajando exrtosamente y por 
lo tanto son sostenlbles, a pesar del camblo de algunos mlembros del Consejo, 10s cuales slempre 
conttnuan siendo lideres del grupo 

Por lo anteriormente man~festado, se consrdera que 10s cambios de 10s consejos de 
adm~n~stracron, no es un probIerna que afecte sustanclaimente el futuro de [as cooperativas 

III.NO FUE POSIBLE MEDlR EL IMPACT0 DEL TRABAJO DESARROLLADO POR 
TECHNOSERVE, POR EL METODO DE REPORTAR EL PROGRESO 

De acuerdo a 10s evaluadores, 10s mdrcadores ernpresar~ales 6 inst~tuc~onales del proyecto, no 
reflejan lo que se pretendia alcanzar con el objetlvo general del proyecto, que fue el de 
rncrementar el empleo, el rngreso rural y la producclon agropecuana, ya que estos reportan la 
mformac~on en una forma acumulada, pero estos md~cadores y su metodologia fue d~scutlda y 
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aceptada por AID, cuando se present0 la propuesta, por lo que se reportaron sus cumpl~mientos 
de acuerdo a la metodologia aceptada Si la metodologia no fue la correcta, se consrdera que esto 
debera ser motlvo de otro anallsls y discusion Por lo que debemos de tomar, que el 
cumplrmento de 10s indrcadores reflejan el impacto logrado en las 66 empresas asrstrdas durante 
el period0 de duracron del proyecto. 

De acuerdo a1 cumplimrento de 10s indicadores, se considera que el impacto que tuvo 
TECHNOSERVE en el sector agropecuarro de El Salvador fue : 

Haber contrlbuido a la generation de 47,956 empleos por aiio 

Haber generado 6 254,254,000 por concepto de tngreso familiar global, el cual proviene de 
salarros pagados, prestaciones soclales y excedentes economrcos A1 hacer un andlsrs especifico 
del ingreso rural per caprta promedio en las cooperatlvas, se encontro que en 1990, el mgreso 
rural per ciprta promedio en las cooperatlvas fue de g! 3,850 y para 1994, se rncremento a g! 
5,524 
Esto refleja un rncrernento en el rngreso farnrlrar 

Se tuvo un efecto direct0 en el 11% de la produccron nacional de caiia de aaicar y en el 31% 
(directa e indtrectamente) de la production naclonal de cafe f 

Y 
->. 

Se capacltaron a 5,472 personas relaclonadas con el sector agropecuano (profesronales, t6cnicos, 
socios de cooperatrvas, miembros de diferentes gremrales, ex miembros de la FAES etc.) 

Nuestra mayor contnbucion e impacto, fue el que 10s mrembros de las 66 empresas cooperatxvas 
asrstrdas, hallan mejorado las condwones economtcas y soc~ales de ellos como la de sus farnilias 
y que vean a la empresa como el instrumento de desarrollo para ellos y su comunidad. 

1V.SOBRE LA CREDIBILIDAD DE LA METODOLOGIA DEL COST0 1 EFECTIVIDAD 

Cons~deramo~ que la metodologia empleada en el cilculo del costo beneficlo obtenido en 
algunos de 10s proyectos aslstidos por TNS, merece todo el credit0 y respeto, ya que no es una 
metodologia exclus~va de la corporaaon, sino que esta enmarcada en un concepto metodologrco 
utllrzado por Insmuclones financradoras tnternac~onales como el BID y BANCO MUNDIAL, para 
medir el rmpacto que tendra un determinado proyecto de inversi6n 

Las personas que dtsefiaron esta metodologia fueron profesionales de mucha experiencia que 
habian trabajado con organismos tnternacionales, instrtuc~ones de desarrollo y en unwersidades 
y ademiis fue consultada con drstintas universrdades de USA 
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En aigunos casos se ha calculado el ind~ce "ex post" y 10s resultados han sldo pos~t~vos El 
costo/efect~v~dad es un ind~ce, da una Idea del beneficlo o rentabilldad de la ~nversion El 
metodo tlene Irmltacrones, pero no por eso deja de ser absolutamente mcreible 

V, COMPARACIONES DE COSTO BENEFIC10 ENTRE LOS TRES PROYECTOS 

En eI cuadro en donde se establecen comparaclones del costo beneficlo de 10s proyectos, para 
el caso de TECHNOSERVE, se pueden agregar 10s siguientes lnd~cadores. 

COSTO DE CADA DIA EMPLEO GENERADO POR TECHNOSERVE 

El cud se puede cdcular de la slgulente manera 

Costo total del proyecto $ 6,500,000 
S135.54 costo empleo aiio 

Empleos aiio generados 47,956 

Costo del empleo aiio $1 3 5 54 
$ 0 62 costo del dia empieo 

dias habiles por aiid 220 *\. .. 
La c~fra antenor de $ 0.62, es mucho mas baja que el costo del dia empleo generado por 
CLUSA, el cual es de $ 8.60 

COSTO DE LA ASISTENCIA POR CADA MIEMBRO DE LA COOPERATIVA 

Costo por cada cooperatlva as~shda $97,O 2 5 
$ 729 43 

Promedro de socios por cooperatlva -133 

La afra antenor es supenor en un 20% a la obtenrda por CLUSA, per0 no se debe de olvldar 
que la aslstencla ofrec~da por TNS es de bpo lntegrd, en doude se assten todas Ias funclones de 
la empresa (gerencd/admmlstratwa, financrem contable, produccion, comercd~zac~on y 10 
social), en carnbio la asxstencla proporcionada por CLUSA, unlcamente esta centrada en la 
produccion y comercrai~zacion de NTAE 

Los resultados obtenldos en 10s dos rndlcadores anter~ores, demuestran la eficlencia en el costo 
por dia empleo generado y en proporclonar la aslstencla de t~po mtegral, ya que hcamente 
exrste un dlferenclal del 20%, a1 compararla con una as~stenc~a de tipo parclal 
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VI.NO EXISTEN RECOMENDACIONES PARA TECHNOSERVE 

NO se dan recomendacrones para TechnoServe, no se hace nrnguna mencicin para nada de la 
propuesta del Ftdercomrso que se le hizo a la AID, la cud es una de las altematrvas de 
sostenibilrdad del Programa Asimismo, no exrste nmglin comentario sobre la propuesta de 
asrstenwa tdcnrca a1 Distnto de hego  de Atrocoyo, la cual irene srendo tambiin una de las 
dtematrvas del futuro del Programa, en el sentido de potenciar la aslstencra tticnica a la 
agricultura bajo nego. 

VI1,OBSERVACIONES DE FORMA AL DOCUMENT0 DE EVALUACION DE 
TECHNOSERVE 

En las paginas antenores para nada se hace mencion dei proyecto FODEAGRO (PROGRAMA 
DE FORTALECIMIENTO AL DESARROLLO EMPRESARIAL EN EL AGRO), eI cud era un 
proyecto estrateg~co para el futuro de TechnoServe, el cud tendia a mejorar lb calidad del recurso 
humano de 10s pequeiios y medianos productores agr~colas, a fin de elevar su nivel y calidad de 
v~da, el proyecto se tenia proyectado realizarlo en las reglones para central y onental del pais y 
en aigunas cooperatrvas ya asisbdas por TECHNOSERVE, en donde se rmpulsarian nuevos 
proyectos y producci6n de cultivos no tradicionaIes . 
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Chapter. 700, Pro j ect Implementation Transmittal Message: 94- 1 16 

Sub-chapter: 7 7 0 Supersedes: NEW 

TITLE: PROJECT CLOSE-OUT Date: 03/02/94 

Responsible Office: PRJ 

PURPOSE 

The purposes of the project close-out process are: a) to 
determine whether the project has met its goals and will continue 
after A.I.D. participation has ended, arAd b) to conduct the 
administrative processing to officially close project records. 
Project close-out is conducted when: 

1. The Project Assistance Completion Date (PACD), or the 
end of its extension, has been reached; 

2. USAID/El Salvador has fully executed its 
responsibilities as established in the Agreement; and 

3. A Project Evaluation concludes that it is no longer 
desirable to continue project implementation. 

REFERENCES AND AUTHORITIES 

Handbook 3, Chapter 14, "Project Completion and Post Project 
Considerations 
MOM Sub-Chapter 545, "Project Implementation Committeett 
MOM Sub-Chapter 680, ttMission Evaluation Policy and Processw 
MOM Sub-Chapter 710, "Overview of Project Implementation 
Responsibilitiesn 
MOM Sub-Chapter 930, "Financial Implementation Actions 
Policy and ProceduresM 
MOM Sub-Chapter 8015, "Closeout of Contracts, Grants, and 
Cooperative Agreements 

POLICY 

Project Assistance Completion Reports provide the vehicle 
for facilitating orderly completion of a project, capturing 
lessons learned and useful implementation procedures, and 
establishing any residual responsibility which USAID may have 
after the PACD. PACRs are the responsibility of the Project 
Manager, supported by the Project Implementation Committee (PIC). 



IV. RESPONSIBILITIES AND PROCEDURES 

As a project moves into its operations and completion 
phases, the Project Manager will continue to perform a number of 
the support and monitoring duties, e.g. site visits, approvals of 
granteelrecipient actions, coordination with other donors, 
reporting, effecting project changes, etc, 

A. Before Proiect Assistance Com~letion Date (PACD) 

1. Six months prior to the PACD, all actions 
necessary to close-out the project should be considered by the 
Project Manager and the PIC, and discussed with the implementing 
agency and, when indicated, with the participating 
GranteeIRecipient or contractor(s). The Semiannual Report (SAR) 
for this period will reflect the closeout preparation as a 
project activity. 

2. The Project Manager prepares any correspondence 
between the Mission Director and implementing agency needed to 
facilitate project close-out. All such correspondence is 
translated into Spanish and reviewed by PRJ prior to submission 
for the Technical office Director's signature. 

3. The Project Manager calls for a Project 
Implementation Committee (PIC) meeting to analyze the status of 
the project and discuss all actions necessary to the closeout of 
the project. This analysis will include evaluation, final audits 
and financial liquidation, contract and/or grant termination, 
repatriation of project staff, disposition of vehicles, 
deliveries of commodities, phase-out of technical assistance, 
GranteeIRecipient management of post-project activities, and any 
A.I.D. post-project responsibilities such as monitoring. 

4 .  The Project Manager should ensure that the project 
final evaluation scope of work includes as a requirement the 
preparation of a draft Project Assistance Completion Report 
(PACR) , 

5. The Project Manager prepares a statement 
confirming that the GranteeIRecipient has complied with all 
applicable terms and conditions of the Grant/Cooperative 
Agreement and recommends to the Office of Projects (PRJ) that the 
project be closed. A checklist (Attachment 1) will be used to 
register the completion of the different close-out actions. 
Information on the status of the close-out actions will be 
included in the Project Semiannual Report that 1s prepared a 
semester before and after the PACD. The Technical Office is 
responsible of completmg the checklist and coordinating the 
obligations of each responsible office. 

6. At the PACD, the Project Manager will advise the 
GranteeIRecipient in a PIL signed by the Technical Office 
Director, that, except as A.I.D. may otherwise agree in writing, 



no project related costs incurred after the PACD will be 
reimbursed under the Grant/Cooperative Agreement. 

7. The PACD is explicitly stated to be an estimate of 
the date by which all project costs are to be incurred. On a 
case-by-case basis, the Mission Director may agree to finance 
certain costs after the PACD without formally extending the 
entire project. For example, costs associated with the final 
project evaluation, the Project Assistance Completion Report, and 
other close-out expenses may be approved for financing. Other 
individual items performed or furnished after the PACD and 
meeting the criteria of Handbook 3, Appendix 6B, may also be 
approved by the Mission Director for financing even though they 
would not otherwise meet the PACD test. Limited extensions of 
this type must be approved in writing by the Director, and 
specify which activities are to be extended. The Director shall 
specify a new PACD and the Controller wlll adjust the Mission's 
Accounting Records to reflect the new PACD. 

B. After Project Assistance Comnletion Date (PACDI 

1. The Project Manager prepares with the assistance 
of the Office of Projects the Project Assistance Completion 
Report (PACR) for Mission review and approval. The Project 
Manager also prepares any Contractor Evaluation Reports. The 
PACR table of contents is shown as Attachment 2. 

2. Project close-out documents are cleared by PRJ, 
the Project Manager, the Office of Development Planning and 
Programming (DPP), the Office of Contracts, and the Controller. 
PRJ circulates the documents, follows-up on any delays in the 
reviewing offices and recommends project close-out to the Mission 
Director when all the documents have been cleared. 

3. The PACR will be prepared and approved by the 
Mission Director within six months after the PACD. The PACR will 
be kept on file in the Technical Office, PRJ, and DPP for the 
three years after PACD to facilitate briefings and program 
development. 

4. PRJ is responsible for notifying the appropriate 
implementing agency of pro~ect close-out through a final PIL 
signed by the Mission Director. 

5 .  The Project Terminal Disbursement Date will be 
notified by the Controller to the Grantee/Recipient, in order to 
ensure that timely liquidation of the project finances can occur. 

6. The Technical Office will undertake any residual 
project monitoring, maintaining open files for 12 months after 
PACD . 



8. PRJ will arrange for final distribution of the 
Project Assistance Completion Reports (PACR) and the Final 
Project Financial Status Report (FPFSR) as follows: 

Mission Director 1 COPY 
PRJ 1 copy -- working file 
DPP 1 copy -- information copy 
CONT 1 copy -- information copy 
CO 1 copy -- information copy 
Technical Office 5 copies -- project files 
C&R 2 copies -- chron file and reading file 
Implementing Agency 1 copy 
AID/W-LAC/DR 1 copy plus diskette 
AID/W-LAC/DP 1 copy plus diskette 
AID/W-M/SER/CM 1 copy of the Contractor Eval. Report 

Drafted by: NdeMata, PRJ/MWilliams, RLA 
Cleared by: JMDeal, PRJ date: -- 

CSteele, DPP date: 
LMcGhee, CO date: 
ADahlstedt , EX0 date: 
TClarkson, CONT date: 
JLovaas, DDIR date: 
CCostello, DIR date: 



Attachment 1 

ACTION 
DATE 

PROJECT CLOSE-OUT CHECKLIST 

PERSON/OFFICE RESPONSIBLE 

1. Close-out actions discussed 
with the implementing agency 

2. Preparation of correspondence 
for the implementing agency 
needed to facilite project 
close-out 

Project Implementation 
Committee (PIC) meeting 
scheduled and held 

Project Manager 

Project Manager 

Project Manager 

4. Statement of GranteeIRecipient 
compliance with terms and con- 
ditions of the agreement Project Manager 

5 .  Project Assistance Completion 
Report prepared Project Manager 

6. Final Project Financial Status 
Report prepared Controller 

7. Project Assistance Completion 
Report approved by Mission 
Director and distributed office of Projects 



Attachment 2 

PROJECT ASSISTANCE COMPLETION REPORTS 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 

SUMMARY OF THE PROJECT 

A. Goal and Purpose of the Project 

B. project Components 

C. ~nalysis of the Present Status of the Project 

11. FINANCIAL STATUS 

(Obligations versus Expenditures by Line Item) 

111. PROJECT ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

IV . EVALUATIONS AND AUDITS 

A. Evaluations 

B. ~udits 

V. SUMMARY OF LESSONS LEARNED 

VI . RECOMMENDATIONS 

VII. POST-PROJECT MONITORING AND FOLLOW UP ACTIONS 



AGENCY-ISSUED 

In  accordance w ~ t h  the authorlzrtlon of thb F~scal  Assistant Secretary. Deprrtment of the Treasury, there is hereby authorized for the 
account and respons~biltty of the ~ s s u ~ n g  agency r k n r r  of c rsd~ t  

ISSUING AGENCY 

A . I . D .  
M/FM/CMP/GIB, Rm 7 0 0 ,  SA-2 

AGENCY STATION SYMBOL 

72000004 
1 

IN FAVOR OF 

TO Treasury Dtsburs~ng Center or Regtonal O f f l u  

ACH BY ECS PHILADELPHIA D I S B U R S I N G  CENTER 

TECHNOSERVE 
49 Day Street 
Sou th  Norwalk, CT 06854 

LETTER OF 
CREDIT 

Auth Treasury Department 
Circular No 1075. Rev~sed 

IFOR AGENCY USE1 
519 0 3 8 2  A-00 0 2 2 6  (A-4) 

ADDRESS. N/A 

1 TREASURY CHECKS TO BE MADE PAYABLE TO 

"FOR DIRECT DEPOSIT ONLY" 

LElTER-OF-CREDIT NUMBER 

72001358 

AMENDMENT NUMBER 66 

TECHNOSERVE 
2248816 
011900571 
CONNBRHTFD 

I 

Ime Desranerton Each Ftrcai Yrar 

I 

THIS CHANGE 
Increase 

$ 1 8 , 3 2 6 . 0 0  
Decrease 

$ 

AMOUNT AUTHORIZED 

$ 4 0 , 6 7 6 , 6 4 0 . 5 0  

1 The u n h l d  balance of this lener of credtt IS revoked at the end of each fiscal year and the full amount authortzed 18 r e e ~ t a b l ~ s h e d  at the beglnnlng 
of each f ~ s c a l  year unless you are adv~sed In  wrttlng that this letter has been revoked 

OR - ~ 

1 The unpaid balance of t h ~ s  lener of cred~t  IS carrtad forward at the end of each flscal year and w ~ l l  remaln avatiable durmg the foliowtng fiscal 
year and, tn add~tton, the full amount author~zed 18 rerstabl~shed st the begtnntng of each fmcal year unless you are advtsed In wntlng that tilts 
letrar has been revoked. 

TIME DESIGNATION 

n EACH FISCAL YEAR 

WITHOUT TIME UMlT  

Ime Destgnatron Without Time L ~ r n ~ t  
1 The u n p a ~ d  balance of thls ietter of cred~t  wtll remain ava~iable unttl you are advtsed In  wrlrtng that thts letter has been revoked 

PRIOR AUTHORIZATION 

$ 4 0 , 6 5 8 , 3 1 4  50  

ne amount of thls ietter of credrt 18 hereby centfted to be drawr agalnst. upon preaentatlon t o  you of Standard Form 183, Request for Payment 
7 Latter of Credtt and Status of Funds Repon. by  the offtc~al(s) of the reclplent organlzatron whore  s~gnature(s) apprar(sl  on the Standard Form 
194. Authortzad Stgnature Card lo r  Payment Vouchers on Loner or Credtt. attached hereto or prevtourly or subsequently furntsheo you 

The amount of each Request for Payment p a ~ d  b y  the Department of the Treasury t o  the rectplent organlzatlon at  a des~gnated commerctal bank 
la l l  constnure payment t o  the recipient organtzarion by the Unltad States 

i cer t~ fy  t o  the Department of the Treasury that the pavmentr author~zed heretn are correct end proper for payment from the approprcailons or 
nda iegaily commttred and avatlable for the purpose. when p a ~ d  tn accordance w n h  the terms and cond~rtons ccted above 

Thla letter of credtt IS trrevocable to the extent the rec~ptent organlzarlon has obhgated funds In good fatth thereunder In  executlna the author~zeo 
'aerai program In accordance w ~ t h  the grant contract, or other agreement 

ATE CERTIFIED 

HENRY S HOLLAND JR , FIN MGT OFFICER 
TYPED NAME AND TITLE 

c USAIDISAN SALVADOR 
=a01 S 1 A W A t Q  HYUl 11- 



TECHNOSERUE 

LN FAVOR OF: 

TECHNOSERVE 
49 Day Street 
South Norwalk, CT 06854 

1 TRaSURY Q(PEXC ~6'k MADE PAYABLE TO* 
"BOR DIRECT DSPOSXT ONLY" 

L - -  . J .  - I _  . *"- -t~k.?k&~' - _. .- --- 
-4 "r,'- 

> 
T h e  Oelgnadon: Each Fiscal Year 
0 Thsun pid bolanq of this letter qf credit isievoked at%e e"d of each fiscal qar agd ths full amount d= - . - ,  A - .. .- ! 

I uthonzu 18 re8stabBahef at the beginn~ng of each fiscal year unless you are a wsed in writing that this 
h t e r  has been revoked. ':- +r- *- a . -_ - - 

OR ' '*'-' -3 i L - a Tha unpaid bdana of thk k n r r  of trrdtt ~r err& t b r r d  at the sndof wch f t r d  yorr urd wUI romah .vailrbb during dn tdlorvinp fmcal 
yrrr md. k rddltlon. a fuU rmount rurhorlred Ir twatrb1l)wd r t  tho &gM*g of or& fhul yaw unk.. you am advimd in mitine that thk 
kltbr hw b..n  dud. - i. -. i r  - - ,-. - .-f$ - c e  

5.- 8 . I - * - t i * ,  &< n~ mignation: wthout nmo umlt - * 
5 T h  unprld b.1.n- of lh& kmr of wodk will ~amrin *uoilrbk untli you am ad&d h w k n i  &&hb kttar hm d;;n"rmvokrd. 

2. - - - - .+. 
Tha amount of thh knu of aadit b hmraby wnih'md to ba drawn agcrtrut. upon pramm~don c you of Smdmrd Form 183, Request for Payment 
on b ~ e r  of Cred~t and 6tshu of Fund. Rapart. by the oHic:al(r) of the raa'pnnt 0rg.nhation w h w  8ignatum4rl sppearbl on the Standard Form 
1'1%. Authorhod Slgnr tw Card for Paymrnt Vouchom on Lonor or Clodit, rumhad herota or pnvi$hly or aubnqwndy furnbhod you. - . 3 

Thd rrnount of each Requmc fw Paynwnt pad by tho 0apanrn.n~ of thr Tr.a.uy to dn n d p h t  organhadon 8t a dosignatrd commardal bank - - . " ehsll c#ntmru prymrmt to th. rqcipnnt wganuruon by d n  Unrtmd Statma. - 
- - 

I crrtlfy to th. Depmmm .of th. T,r.aury thclt th. plyrnrntr surhhed hnin mrm correct md propmr f8t pay~n;frorn thr qpr~riarlon8 or 
fun& lagally oommtttod and evrdabk for cha purpwr when paid in accwdanw with tha Wrm and condHionr cited sbow. 

Thi. kner of m d l t  k imvocclhie to tha axtsnt the nclpmnt orqaniro~icn 
h k r r l  program in r c c o r d ~ w  or ather 40r6ema 

DATE CERTlRED 
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Date : July 9, 1996 

To : Davld Gardella, PRO - - .  
From: Leone1 T. Plzarro 

Contractmg Office 

Subject: Closeout of Contract "NO. 519-0382-A-00-0226-00 
TECHNOSERVE SECOND REQUEST 

Reference: Project No 519-0382 
Project Tltle Rural Enternprlse Dev I1 

USAID/El Salvador records lndlcate that the subject Cooperative Agreement was 
physically completed as of Aprll 30, 1995. 

To facilitate the formal closeout of the subject contract, please advlse the 
following. 

1 The Contractor has fully complled wlth all the terms and condltlons 
of the subject contract lncludlng the dellvery of all requlred reports 
hereunder. 

2. The Contractor has not fully complled wlth all the applicable terms 
and condltlons of the subject contract, the speclflc terms and condltlons 
whlch were not met are clted below. 

7 4  0/96 
Date 


