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M, Evalustion Abstract (Os et eaceed the seace araidedl

The Cooperative Training and Reswarch Center (the Center)
received & $1.5 ai)1fon grant tarough the National Cooperative
Susiness Association (CLUSA) as Phase 11 funding to promote the
sound growth of the Rwandan cooperative movemant by providing thea
with needed training and other services. This funding was
specifically intended to: increase field training to cooperatives;
develop new training approsches such as radio and video
programs, posters, and 3 correspondence course; increass field
support by fo-ming an Advisory and Support Unit (VAC). The

evaluation was to address whether the Center would eventually
be self-sustaining and what areas of further USAID funding would
be reccsmended.

Evaluation findings established that the Center has
in place an extensive field training and follow-up service for
coopsratives, but that this offort has strained the human
resources of the Center. The objectivas 1aid out for new training
approiches have in general not been mat. Radio shows have been
ainiaa), only one video has been produced at a high cost, a very
good correspondence courss has be daveloped through INADES but 1s
not aggressively proaoted, and posters have been produced and are
found chruughout the country tut are genarally promotionsl in
aature. Jhe UAC has been estabiished and is an ieportant Unit of
the Center providing field follow-up services, assistance in
obtaining loans, and eost recently providing sarket information,
There has baon a high turnover in the UAC and currontly a low
Yeve) of exparience. Tha evaluators folt that the Center {is
serious about baing a salf-sustaining institution, but felt given
the nature of thair sctivity (cducat onal) that somc outside
funding may always ba necessery to osintain 1ts high quality
services. Saveral wﬁemws for furthor USAID funding, such as
support for UAC marketing sctivities end pore involvemeat fn
assisting cooperatives to divarsify their activities, possibly by
seplaying more epprepristo technolegios.

Recommandaticas facluge pursuing sdditional avenuas for self-
financing, installing end using 3 da tbase mna?mnt systea to
offectively track the iepact of traiaing and follow-up services
provided by tha Center to cooporatives, continua to ezphasize
f1e1d training and sentisue to rent tha Center facility for paying
clients whenever possible, identify and izplemant eathods to
fncrease the exparience-level of the Center staff, accelerate the
dissemination of market iaformation to cooporatives and explore
sethods to diversify econcatc activitias of gooperatives, increase
the prosotion of the correspeadence Course, and suggested semm-—
other strategies for video 8ad radio production to increase the~
{mpact of these media.

g COSTS
| 1 _Evaluation Coats
1. Evalation Team Contract Number OR |Contract Cost OR ,
Name Affilation TOY Person Daye TOY Cost (U.S. $} Source of Funds
MSI, 600 Water | pne_g399.7.00-8122-00
St., SW, NBU 7
Wash. D.C. 200 PDS
$33,810 ggojggg 0130
Barbara Howalp ! )
| . | .
| Samayire Frarfo:Ls
2. Mission/Oftice Profassional Stafl 3. Borrower/Grantee Professionsl
Person-Days (Estimate) 10 person-dals Staff Person-Days (zmmm)_m_gez_sg_r_l:géxs_.

AlD 1330-3 (15-37) Fuoo ]




ALY, CVALUAIIUI‘i SUMMVARY = FPART

SUMMARY

J. Summary of Evaluation Findings,
Address the following ltems:
¢ Purpose of evaluation and methodology used
e Purpose of aotivity(les) evaluated
e Findings and conclusions (relate to questions)

¢ Principal recommendations
e Lessons learned

Conolusions and Recommendations {Try not to exceed the three (3) pages providedN

Mission or Office:

Date This Summary Prepared: , Tiile And Date Of Full Evaluation Report:

The Cooperative Training and Research Center (the
USAID funding through the National Cooperative Business
(CLUSA) in the form of an CPG for the period August 198
1989, The goal of the project is to improve the welfar
of Rwanda through the development of an effective and e
cooperative system. The purpose is to contribute to th
the Rwandan cooperative movement by supporting a nation
research center designed to provide the needed training
Rwandan cooperatives. A second purpose was also define
and strengthening of the management and commercial acti
geographical cooperative unions.

The objective of this evaluation is to assess proj
towards achieving outputs ard therefore whether the Pha
objectives have been attained. Specifically the team a

- the effectiveness of training given by the Ce

- whether the Advisory and Support Unit (UAC) 1
its objectives and make recommendations to im
ogerations;
the effectiveness of CLUSA’s assistance to th
- the institutional capacity of the Center to ¢

its role as the Rwandan cooperative training

management institution
- future interventions which A.1.D. might explo
promote the growth of the Rwandan cooperative

movement .

The evaluation’s assessment of the project ac

Center) received
Association

5 through June

e of rural people
fficient

e sound growth of
al training and

and services to

d as the formation
vity of sectoral or

ect progress
se Il project
ssessed:
nter;

s meeting
prove i{ts

e Center;
arry out
and

re to

tivities’

contributions to overall project goals made use of a number of

techniques: document searches of both primary and

secondary data,

interviews with Center and other local non-governmental organizations

(NGO) staff, local government officials and field

cooperatives having benefitted from Center interve
A. IMPACT OF THE CENTER ON PROJECT PURPOSE

That the Center does indeed 1ive up to its mandate
center for cooperative activity in Rwanda depends on th

visits to
ntions.

of being the
e assumption that

it is a viable organization. Measures of the viability of the Center

include financial viability, government support of its
management capability of the Center.

activities and the

The Center has made great strides towards diversifying its revenue
base, but there are other avenues that stil1l need to be explored. It is

sti1]l at issue whether the Center will ever be 100% sel
should be for that matter.

There is 1ittle question that the Center is the re
cooperative development institution in Rwanda. Both th

f-financing, or

cognized
e government and

other local cooperative service providers look to the Center for guidance,

and cooperator identification with the Center is high.

At present staff burnout and high turnover rates are a reality. As a

result, some impact on the quality of services rendered
As a means of addressing an expressed need of cooperati

may be affected.
ve members and as

an enlightened management approach towards its personnel, a recent change
in staff assignment from a task to a case approach is viewed as a positive

development by the evaluation team.

Perhaps one of the most important conclusions to be drawn at the
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program level {s the potential tor problems caused by the lack of a usable

management information system at the Center. Follow-up data is collected

by either the Training Unit (UF) ¢r the Advisory and Support Unit (UAC)
after each training program or field visit, but the data is neither
detailed enough to adequately measure the impact of the Center’s
interventions nor does it serve as a useful tool for planning future
follow-ups.

A summary of recommendations focusing on the Center (here in
abbreviated form) inciude:

1. The Center should continue to pursue efforts to diversify revenue
sources. However, do not emphasize self-financing as an objective at
the expense of program effectiveness.

2. The Center should institute a system to recover the cost for services
rendered. Some possibilities include charging a 1% service fee to
cooperatives for all loans the Center arranges for tiiem, an annual
association fee to cooperatives that have access %o the Center’s
services, a higher charge per day for Kigaii-based training programs,
a library and research charge, and an emphasis on selling products
and services to other cooperative service providers. In general,
test the idea that cooperatives are able to pay more for these
services.

3. The Center’s Unit coordinators should study the current workload of
their staff to evaluate whether additional personnel should be added
to the technical units. More staff time should be programmed for
preparation, documentation of activities, and cross training.

4. The employee compensation study currently in progress should be
concluded and the Center’s management should take action as soon as
possible on its findings.

5. The Center should continue to cultivate collaborative relationships
with the GOR and other development organizations.

6. The Center should continue to dedicate resources and time to the
establishment of regional delegations. OCne- or two-person
delegations should be established in at least the three planned
locations in Rwanda. USAID should consider under Phase III funding
to dedicate a portion for the establishment of the three planned
regional delegations.

7. The promotion of associations and unions : Ad eventually a federation
of cooperatives is a long-term objective of all Center activity. A
continued emphasis of this theme should be included in all training
and follow-up activities.

8. Install a database management system which includes at least the
impact data recommended in Annex 3. It should be kept up to date
and regular (monthly at least) status reports should be distributed

B to Unit coordinators.

The UAC staffing is presently very short on experience. The Unit has
undergone high turnover, with three of the five members having less than 6
months work experience in the Unit. This level of inexperience within the
Unit p}aces additional pressure on its coordinator to maintain quality
control.

The Rwandan credit union, Banques Populaires, offers a loan guarantee
program that is currently managed through the UAC. This is an excellent
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mechanisa to introduce cooperatives to formalized lending and to enhance

their ability to support members’ activities. It has been a very

successful program in that loans are in great demand and there has been a

zero default rate to date. In fact, demand has exceeded supply at this

point. Several cooperatives complained that the loan approval process
took too long and they missed the harvest activities that the loan is
typically intended to finance.

Follow-up visits to cooperatives by UAC personnel are wade in
conjunction with loan requests or as a means of reinforcing formal
training received at the Center. These visits are sometimes too rigidly
scheduled and of too short a duration to meet the needs of some of the
less experienced cooperatives who have obvious operational problems.

Some cooperatives need much morz help with their financial management and

other technical {ssues.

Although site visit reports are a regular part of each follow-up
visit, records of these interventions are not kept in an orderly nor
accessible fashion by the UAC. Information that could be used as a
valuable managexent tool for planning additional follow-up visits is
frequently unused. As a result, several cooperatives that need additional
intensified management assistance may not be receiving it.

The UAC is increasingly concentrating its efforts on improving the
marketing capabilities of Rwandan cooperatives. Commodity and agriculture
input prices and availability, improved storage techniques, and
cooperative experiences in commercialization or product transformation are
made available to members through regular Center newsletters. These
activities improve commercialization activities at the village level and
hence play a role in increasing farm-based income to cooperators.

; ]ugeconnendations focusing on the UAC (here in abbreviated form)

nclude:

1. The UAC should concentrate its efforts on measures to reduce staffing
turnover and accelerate current staff training. UAC may consider
adding one staff member to deal with the current workload.

2. UAC staff should plan to have documentation submitted in a timely
manner to avoid loan approval delays. Banques Populaires should
consider implementing a system to monitor its loan approval process.

3. UAC should pursue a policy with Banques Populaires to expand the loan
guarantee fund so that it more adequately meets loan demand. In
addition, the largest borrower Kopishyaka, given its size, should be
moved out of the loan guarantee program and into a more formal loan
mechanism, in order to free up additional funds for other
cooperatives.

4. UAC shou’d pursue self-financing of its services. Suggestions
include service fees for loan documentation, charges for site visits
and management interventiens, and subscription charges for market
studies and other commercialization activities.

5. UAC should revise field visit recordkeeping to include more pertinent
information on cooperative management ability and financial activity,
and put this information on a data base system that can provide
management with monthly reports. ,

6. UAC should give priority to the establ ishment of 3 regional UAC
offices and explore whether USAID funding could obtained for this
decentralization.
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7. UAC should continue its efforts to assist cooperatives to diversify
their economic activities, including employment of technolo?ies that
can transform raw matciials and add value. Technoserve could be used
as an excellent resource in this area. USAID funding under the
upcoming Rural Enterprise Development Project could be earmarked for
such activities, since these activities fulfill program-ievel
objectives of increasing rural fincomes.

8. UAC should accelerate its efforts to obtain and disseminate timely
market information on agriculture commodity and input prices, and
also on improved storage and marketing techniques. This information
should be disseminated on radio and in the national newspaper as well
as in the Center’s regular newsletters. USAID should support these

c activities as part of its private sector programming.

So far, the UF - because of personnel turnover, heavy trainer
workload on inter-unit tasks, and perhaps a Tack of knowledge on what
information to monitor - has yet to develop an information system to track
the effectiveness of its training. It has compiled primary data on
training sessions held and follow-up visits to individual cooperatives.
However these records are not kept in an usable nor accessible format.
Neither do the records track the long-term impact of UF interventions on
the cooperatives.

The original targets of person-days of resident training for the
period funded were not strictly achieved; the targets were 00 high and
the emphasis was changed by the Center during Phase II to offer more field
training. Nevertheless, training staff are very busy training cooperative
members and employees - over four months per year of actual training -
excluding preparation and report writing.

The Center’s decision to subsidize all Kigali training for coop
members reflects its opinion that coops cannot afford the real costs of
the training. The Center’s experience has also shown that field training
and follow-up are the most effective means of training for coops.
Therefore it appears that an effective training strategy to pursue would
be to conduct the majority of member training in the field and use the
Kigali site for other, payirg activities. As a financial strategy,
replacing non-income producing residential training with paying guests,
and doing a much larger portion of training in the field may be a good
one.

The fact that the Center has placed increased importance on the
training of and collaboration with personnel of other development
projects, the communes and other NGOs is more concrete evidence that it is
serious about finding strategies to train more people at lower cost.
However, the cost of trainers in the field as opposed to trainees in
Kigali needs to be compared to the cost and effectiveness of training
these other trainers.

The audio-visual (BV) activity for Phase Il funding proposes the
production of videos, radio shows and posters. The targets appear high,
especially considering that the trained AV specialist has recently been
appointed coordinator of the UF. Very long production time and the high
cost of appropriate equipment may result in this component being less than
cost effective, despite the promise media holds for increasing the contact
that the Center can have with rural cooperators.
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7.

9.

lo.

11.

A summary of UF recommendations (here in abbreviated form) follow:
A1l personnel should begin immediately to record their labor on time
sheets. These are necessary to track level of effort {nput to the
different activities - essential if cost effectiveness ratings on
impact are to be gauged later.

The UF should reorganize the management information system for the
Unit, which has been neglected for years.

UF trainers and coordinator should immediately identify that data
necessary to tracking UF activities and impact, and work with d-Base
knowledgeable people at the Center to create or add to a master
client file.

The Center should decrease the number of coops served directly by UF
personnel, and increase its emphasis on offering the number of
training programs and provision of training materials for other
organizations and the "conseiller des groupements.*

The UF with the assistance of the Research and Documentation Unit
(URD) should evaluate the market potential for the sale of training
guides. Instead of selling these manuals on a one-time basis,
consider marketing subscriptioiis to a training manual service.

Since non-cooperative users of the Center’s facilities are in a
better position to bear the costs for services rendered there,
self-finan..ing strategies could potentially yo beyond rental of
Center facilities to sales of Center training products to these
organizations. With URD assistance, analyze this potential market.
If service contracts with other organi:ations are found to be
feasible, the UF should consider providing them not only with
participation in a series of training of trainer activities, but with
follow-up services in the field.

The UF should experiment more with technical materials suggested by
field personnel, such as the monthly financial report format
suggested by the Gisenyi Delegation.

The UF should concentrate resources on decentralizing training
activities rather than increasing AV production. Limiting video
production to two per year appears reasonable, however, these should
be less of a promotional and more of a technical training nature.
Even if only two videos per year are produced, production
dif:iculties can be largely overcome with better planning of the
activity.

The UF in conjunction with URD should research the marketability of
training videos. Sale or rental of these videos to other
organizations, especially if they are accompanied by a teacher’s
guide, holds some promise.

De-emphasize production of long radio programs by Center, and instead
collaborate with the Mi

Associatif (MISEUMA) to produce less expensive radio programming,
such as 1-2 minute "sketches” or public service announcements.
Research and Documentation Unit

The URD provides its services tgethe UF and UAC, cooperatives and to

other organizations which work with cooperatives. Most of its recent
research has been more theoretical than practical, treating broad
subjects instead of specific cooperative issues. Only six of the twenty-
two studies undertaken from 1984 could be classed as "practical” works.
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The major exception to this phenomenon appears to be the Center
newsletter, the circulation of which has grown four-fold over the Phase
11 funding period.

A correspondence course conducted with the assistance of and managed
by L’ { INADES)
covers the same technical material as the training courses offered by the
Center, and has become known more as an INADES than a Center service.

The Center’s 1ibrary is underutilized by other coop service providers
in Rwanda, even though it is situated in Kigali, ard despite the
publication of a reference manual on cooperative materials available
there. NGOs have expressed an interest in more access to the Vibrary and
a willingness to financially support the service via users’ fees. This is
a possible means of making the 1ibrary more profitable in both technical
and financial terms.
inel gecommendations focusing on the URD (here in abbreviated form)

nclude: :

1. The Center should utilize the URD for more applied research
a:t;:ities and 1imit the number of theoretical, less applicable
studies.

2. The URD should experiment with ways to re-dynamize the library such
as marketing its services and bringing in more dynamic staff.

3. The URD should research the demand for Center 1ibrary services by
other cooperative service providers. Consider the possibility of a
subscription fee for 1ibrary services, and adding a "New Publications
Arrived® type of circular to cocperatives and associated
organizations on a regular basis.
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