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Introduction 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide a synthesis of the conference, “Paving the Way 
Forward for Rural Finance: An International Conference on Best Practices” that took place 
June 2-4, 2003 in Washington, DC.  This conference effort was initiated and funded by the 
US Agency for International Development (USAID) Office of Agriculture and Food Security 
and Office of Microenterprise Development and supported by the BASIS Collaborative 
Research Support Program (CRSP) and the World Council of Credit Unions, Inc (WOCCU).  
The Department for International Development (DFID) provided additional monies in 
support of the conference effort.  Catherine Ford was project manager for the conference 
and responsible for coordination with all involved persons from the three cooperating 
institutions, in particular: Lena Heron, Marty Hanratty, Eleni Pelican and Barry Lennon from 
USAID; Michael Carter and Danielle Hartmann from BASIS CRSP; and Brian Branch, Lucy 
Ito, Curtis Slover and Ursulla Schiller from WOCCU.1 
 
Over 400 representatives from donor/government institutions, implementing agencies, 
academic institutions and other organizations attended, coming from 50 countries.  
Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Benin, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cameroon, 
Chile, Cote D'Ivoire, Croatia, Ecuador, El Salvador, England, Eritrea, France, Georgia, 
Germany, Guatemala, India, Indonesia, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, 
Madagascar, Mexico, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Panama, Paraguay, Perú, 
Philippines, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Serbia & Montenegro, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan, 
Sweden, Tanzania, The Gambia, Uganda, United Kingdom, USA, Uzbekistan and Zambia. 
The Administrator for USAID, Andrew Natsios, opened the conference, and the U.S. 
Executive Director of the World Bank, Carole Brookins, talked about lessons learned in risk 
management.   
 
Considerable time and energy was involved from the onset from all involved persons.  
Shortly after the start of the project, the group decided to utilize a consultative group work 
ethic to formulate all major decisions.  This effort involved weekly conference calls and email 
exchanges in which to decide upon major objectives, among which included: selection criteria 
for theme authors; terms of reference for theme papers and case studies; selection of 
submitted case study abstracts; determination of breakout session topics and design of 
conference agenda.  The organizing group relied on the website for information sharing and 
felt from the beginning that this was going to be the major difference with this conference.  It 
was the group’s goal that this would be a better conference from previous conferences 
because both the audience and the presenters would be more informed.  The organizing 
group decided that contact with all presenters would precede the actual event and to the best 
extent possible, all documents would be placed on the website in advance of the event so that 
attendees would be prepared for the discussion and interaction at the conference.  This goal 
was achieved and it was evident from reading through the conference evaluations and hearing 
people’s reactions at the event itself that everyone was very impressed with the level of 
preparation and depth in which topics were tackled.  
                                                 
1 These people made up the conference working group, also referred to as working group and organizing group. 
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Theme Topics 
The working group determined six themes to provide the scaffolding for the conference: (1) 
macroeconomic policy and political dimensions, (2) legal and regulatory requirements, (3) risk 
management, (4) models of rural financial institutions, (5) innovative products and 
adaptations for rural finance, and (6) institutional outreach and sustainability.  A theme paper 
provided the background information and a forum through which invited discussants 
provided comments and reactions.   
 
Case Studies and Breakout Sessions 
The organizing group extended a call for papers across various media to identify potential 
case study authors; the call for papers invited a two page abstract and from this pool of 135 
submissions, 40 were selected to produce expanded case study papers.  The different case 
studies were grouped together into specific breakout sessions and these were built around the 
major relevance to themes (listed above).  Topics for the different breakout sessions included: 
regulation, vendor financing in input markets, commercialization, Islamic financial policies, 
rural financial institution restructuring, information technology, savings mobilization, non-
financial services, and rural finance in the age of HIV/AIDS.  Again, the process for both the 
selection of case study authors as well as breakout session layout/topic required considerable 
consultation with the conference working group.  
 
The following report is an opportunity to document and commend the considerable time and 
energy of the working group members involved in the creation and completion of a highly 
successful conference.  The source of the reports comes from information recorded from 
conference evaluations and audio recordings of the conference plenary sessions.  The 
objective of the report is to provide conclusions on where future directions and opportunities 
may lie in rural finance.   
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Section 1: Profile of Evaluators 
 
The group of evaluations represents roughly 15% of the conference audience (60 conference 
evaluations were completed).  Thanks to all the diligent evaluators; the forms were very 
thoroughly completed and the information is very valuable.  To maintain a level of 
confidentiality, evaluator’s names and contact information are not included in this report.  
Annex II lists the name of the evaluator’s organization.  Organization name is listed only 
once even if multiple evaluators were from that organization.   
 
Composition of Audience 
Who are the conference attendees and what do they do professionally?  This is important for 
future events and how to outreach to the desired population(s).  Referring to Annex 1, 
Question 2 investigates into type of work and how it relates to rural finance.  The analysis of 
the responses is illustrated in the donut diagram below, according to different 
specializations/foci.  In an effort to accurately represent the data, responses were aggregated 
according to six responses: financial technical assistance (e.g. providing loans, grants for 
agricultural projects, rural trade financial product development), non financial technical 
assistance (project implementation, institutional development), policy formulation, non 
specific outreach to rural areas (e.g. research), regulation and supervision and agriculture.   

Referring above, evaluators are primarily involved in providing financial technical assistance 
or non-financial technical assistance; an indication of the breakdown in responsibility 
between the two rural financial activities.  This assistance divide could certainly be part of the 

Evaluators' Specialization in Rural Finance

Non specific outreach to rural 
areas
9%

Policy Formulation and Related
17%

Technical Non Financial 
Assistance

30%

Financial Assistance
34%

Regulation and Supervision
8%

Agriculture
2%
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reason for failed projects and programs, as the financial assistants may not be incorporating 
all pertinent non financial information into the financial programming and vice versa.  On the 
flip side, this could also be a reflection of expansion of rural financial services and the 
specialization of technical consultants in areas that are not purely financial, but rather more 
social.  This also could be representative of the divide between field work (non financial 
technical assistance) and funding (financial technical assistance).  This is confirmed from 
many of the case studies presented at the conference.  
 
Positions in Rural Finance 
The evaluation form also inquired into the position held; the list below profiles different 
evaluators: 

- Credit and agricultural advisor for donor supported non-bank financial institution;  
- Financial economist, rural and microfinance; 
- Project manager on rural development projects in Africa; 
- Regulator of cooperative lending intuitions (farm credit systems); 
- Financial services coordinator for international development division, providing credit 

and financial services assistance to all country projects; 
- Team leader for credit ratings of MFIs; 
- Banking & Financial Markets specialist for a donor; 
- Technical Assistance provider to different rural finance institutions, eg. in Phillipines, 

Uganda, Azerbaijan, Mexico; 
- Financial Sector/Services; IQC; 
- Regional loan portfolio manager; 
- Risk credit program manager in the rural financial sector. 
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Organizational Representation 
 
The evaluation form (Annex 1) also asked for the type of organization (donor, 
government/policymaker, private sector/financial and other).  Many of the evaluators checked 
“other”, but specified the type of organization; this is reflected in the following groups: non-
profit organization, non-governmental organization, and independent consultant.  The analysis of 
the responses is shown in the pie chart below and provides evidence that the private 
sector/financial sector has the most relative representation, followed by donors, while NGOs 
and independent consultants are closely tied as the third largest groups.   

 

                                

Types of Organizations Represented by Evaluators

Non Profit 
Organization

3%

Other *
12%

Government / 
Policy Maker

8%

Non 
Governmental 
Organization

12%

Consultant
13%

Donor
18%

Private Sector / 
Financial 

34%

 
* Other = 1 of each: Cooperative, Facilitator, Int’l PVO,   

Int’l Technical Multilateral, Network, UN Special Agency, University 
 
The Private Sector /Financial group includes organizations that are implementers/consulting 
firms that often depend on donor funding assistance for project support.  It would not seem 
illogical, then, if many of the evaluators stressed the importance of additional donor assistance 
and project support for implementing agencies.   
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Motivation for Attending the Conference 
 
This section examines the evaluators’ motivations and expectations for attending the 
conference. The responses to question four were analyzed and the interpretation is that the two 
primary reasons for attending the conference were: 1) to share/hear about what activities are 
being carried out in the rural finance field (Current RF activities) and 2) to learn about 
innovations in rural finance products and services (Learn about Innovations).  Agriculture and 
Lessons Learned/Best Practices tied as the third reason. The breakdown is illustrated in the 
graph below. 

 
 

 
 

It is easy to understand why people get excited about conferences and networking and 
creating/hedging social capital with the above graph.  While networking is listed as a motivation, 
more than half of the people wanted to hear about what others are doing in rural finance in order 
to get caught up on the current state.  Conferences are a very important element in information 
sharing, particularly in a sector that is often criticized as being segmented by different 
organizational funding, and different objectives with project policies.  The conference provided 
an invaluable opportunity to get involved persons together in order to discuss and talk through 
specific problems each may be facing in order to improve upon current practices.    
 

Evaluators' Learning Expectations

Lessons Learned/Best 
Practices

13%

Agriculture
13%

Network
10%

Financial Services
10%

Other
2%

Current RF activities
29%

Learn about Innovations
23%
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Relative Importance of Themes and Topics 
 

Responses from question six provided a relative indication about which topics were the most 
relevant to conference attendees.  Since the evaluation did not distinguish between plenary 
session and individual breakout session, the responses to question six, which were breakout 
session specific, were not included in the graph below.  Instead, sign-in sheets for each 
breakout session were used to determine the relative popularity of breakout topics.   The 
breakout session distributions follow on the next page.   
 
Relative Importance of Plenary Issues/Topics 
 

 
Looking at the distribution above, innovations and risk management have the highest relative 
importance.  The third most popular topic is rural financial institutions, with a relative weight 
of 12%.  Supplier/Trader Financing, Legal Issues, RF Outreach and Sustainability, and Policy 
(assumed to be macroeconomic/political policy) are all close to one another in relative 
weight, followed by remittances and donor interventions.    
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Relative Importance of Breakout Issues/Topics 
 
In terms of concurrent breakout sessions, the sign in sheets were used to determine the 
attendance level and provide the breakdowns below.  The caveat applies that not all who 
attended each breakout session may have signed in and similarly, those that signed in may not 
have stayed in one specific session. That said, the breakdowns for day 1 and day 2 are listed 
below. 
 
 

The most popular breakout (highest recorded attendance) is Rural Finance Expansion: 
Experience in Commercialization.  Surveys of delivery systems in rural finance, and 
agricultural lending practices tied for the second most popular session.   
 
Day 2 offered another set of seven concurrent breakout sessions, and the graph on the 
following page provides a distribution of recorded attendance by session.  

Attendance Distribution of Breakout Sessions - Day 1
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Rural Finance Expansion: Experience in Commercialization
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One can see from the graph above, that the most popular session is agricultural lending 
practices.  And the two sessions on savings mobilization and vendor financing tie for second.  
 
Reflecting on the two days of breakout sessions, in which attendees could select to attend 
two of 14 sessions, it is apparent that important issues were agriculture related, be it 
methodologies and programs or products and services.   
 

Attendance Distribution of Breakout Sessions - Day 2
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Rural Financial Institutions: Start-Ups

Risk Management: Information Technology
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Results

Agribusiness: Vendor Financing in Input Markets
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Section 2: Evaluation of the Conference 
 
Website 
It is clear from the reactions of the attendees, conference organizers and presenters that this 
conference exceeded everyone’s expectations.  Early on in the project and conference 
preparation, the website became a focusing point in which to show progress and share 
information with the community at large.  Judging from the conference evaluation, in 
which 94% of respondents indicated that they would continue to consult the website 
post-conference, the website has been a key feature of this conference.  The website 
design has been a major factor, and many thanks to Beverly Phillips of the BASIS CRSP team 
for her expertise.   
 
From mid November, 2002, until the conference event itself, the website provided the 
progression of the conference planning and how it was coming together.  The organizing 
group used the website to structure and create the conference: an extensive literature review, 
a call for papers, donor program reviews, online registration, conference agenda, theme 
papers, case study papers, etc.  It now has a list of all the attendees and will post the final 
conference proceedings and related analyses.   
 
The website has been a pivotal focus in preparing presenters and attendees for the 
conference as well as sharing post conference findings and information.  This site was critical 
in allowing for attendees to prepare and read through case studies and papers in advance of 
the meeting so as to be able to discuss and debate the topics during the proposed question 
and answer time, rather than simply digesting the presented material, without sufficient time 
to formulate questions.  The website continues to provide information and will be a portal 
for future efforts from USAID in rural finance.   
 
Comments on the Conference Itself 
While it is often the case that evaluations provide an opportunity to voice negative and/or 
missing components of an event, it is also the case that we have heard many positive remarks 
from conference attendees and others about the success of the conference.  The level of 
transparency that the project afforded, via the website, helped to stabilize and inform attendees 
of what to expect, in advance of the actual day.  Communication with all main plenary sessions, 
and the need to read and write about the different topics, prior to the event, also afforded a 
greater level of depth and discussion.   
 
Quantitatively, the mean rating for the conference was 4.0, on a scale of 1-5, where 1= poor 
and 5 = excellent.  13 evaluators rated it a 5 and one evaluator rated it as a 1. 
80% of the evaluators rated the conference a 4.0 or higher.  
 
Several of the evaluations urged that this type of event be repeated within the next 12 to 24 
months.  It is clear that this conference (and its predecessor, the Spring Review of 1973) 
draws an important and diverse crowd of individuals who can share and absorb tremendous 
amounts of information.  Holding this conference once every three decades may not provide 
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enough communication with key individuals.  As mentioned during the conference, many of 
the lessons learned today, have already been learned twenty years ago, and without the 
continual repetition and information sharing, early retirement and job shifting may cause the 
same mistakes to be repeated, unknowingly.  
 
One evaluator felt strongly about the idea of holding this conference more frequently, and is 
quoted below: 
 
“Attended a similar conference in 1975 in Rome, sponsored by FAO….  Amazed at this 
conference by the 25 year amount of progress within the sector.  Intellectual and technical 
content of this conference was above and beyond all of my expectations.  Do it again in two-
three more years please.”    
 
Ways to Improve Future Events 
A positive indication for the evaluations was the overwhelming response to continue the 
dialogue and efforts from the conference with future workshops.  Several evaluators 
suggested that future meetings be regionally based so as to focus on more specific aspects of 
rural financial markets for those populations and cultures. One evaluator suggested: “A more 
practical regional conference that involves more practitioners who really know how it really 
works.”  
 
The website could act as a platform for future discussions and for exchange of experience 
through an open forum and means for information sharing.  Suggestions for the use of the 
website proposed the posting of new material on best practices, paradigms, practical tools, 
papers, guides, templates case studies, reports on research, pilot projects outcome, successful 
enterprises on rural financing. Specific topics to examine include: new developments in 
savings mobilization; product chains in rural credits, innovations, implementation and worst 
practices (“we have to learn!” said one evaluator).  
 
In terms of layout, a repeated observation was about the academic format of the event.  One 
person felt that there were not enough presenters actually working in the field and that the 
event was very scholarly and academic.  Another comment noted the lack of practitioner 
representation.  A lack of representation of practice in Africa and Asia, as well as greater 
gender balanced plenary sessions was observed.  And one commented: “In discussions of 
policy frameworks and legal reforms, the perspectives of a political scientist would be helpful, 
to address issues and challenges related to actually getting lawmakers to approve such 
reforms.  In general, the perspectives of more anthropologists (and fewer economists) would 
have been helpful.” 
 
More time with the breakout sessions was frequently noted.  Said one evaluator: “A great 
framework was provided and a few concrete examples. However it was very theory based.  
The workshops were the most useful element and it was very frustrating to only be able to 
attend 2 of the 14 great subtopics.” 
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Missing Topics and Issues 
 
Question six (b) provided an opportunity for evaluators to comment on missing topics from 
the conference dialogue.  These responses are listed below: 
 
Agriculture related issues, specifically:  

a) Analyses of rural agro industries,  
b) Extension agricultural financing,  
c) The education part of agriculture in "rural" financial institution,  
d) Farmer economy rural enterprises,  
e) Policy framework for agricultural sectors 
f) Demand side (rural population/farmers) and  
g) What is being done to assist farmers to become successful. 

 
Governance of financial institutions, in particular:  

a) Corporate governance of financial institutions,  
b) Analysis of operational costs and financial sustainability,  
c) Management information systems,  
d) Norms of supervision for entities in the rural sector;  
e) Credit bureau regulation & legal framework and  
f) Microeconomic dynamics in financial service markets. 

 
Engaging private sector banks in rural finance, including:  

a) The middle market of lending and how to "spark" the banks into this type of 
lending,  

b) Mainstreaming of rural finance,  
c) Rural infrastructure domestic transfers compared to international remittances, and  
d) African experiences with private sector participation. 

 
Donor funding for projects and post donor impact, with reference to:  

a) Donor guarantee programs to encourage rural finance,  
b) The role of state-owned banks vs the role of ngo's,  
c) Exit strategy for donor funded micro/rural finance, and  
d) Sustainability vs. Social agenda and how these two goals conflict (often) and 

require trade-offs. 
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Section 3: Barriers to Successful Rural Finance 
 
This section of the report provides an analysis of the current state of rural finance, based on 
responses from question three.  It also indicates the field’s view on weaknesses and gaps in 
effective rural finance.  The responses provided break down into six barriers and are listed 
below.   
 
Incomplete Understanding of the Financial Sector of the Rural Economy, Its 
Dynamics, Risks and Needs for Financial Services   
Reasons included are: 

1. Inadequate professional banking knowledge of a) commercial accounting, b) business 
model innovation and c) repayment capacity are three areas cited.   

2. Insufficient experience about how to make the provision of financial services cost-
effective (how to educate commercial banks on rural finance and which models to 
work with, with low costs, in order to offer adequate interest rates) 

3. Rural financial markets are not sufficiently understood by policy makers and 
implementers.   

. 
Misaligned Policy Design  
Challenges to sustainable policy design are suggested as: 

1. Lack of policy incentives to encourage the entry of service providers, especially to 
encourage long-term debt; 

2. Top-to-bottom design of systems and proposals that is purely financial, missing 
social and other non-financial elements; 

3. Lack of donor understanding of issues when developing projects. 
 
Government and Donor Interventions  
On behalf of government, barriers to success include: 

1. Lack of political will to allow independent operation of rural finance institutions,  
2. Insufficient investment in agricultural development infrastructure,  
3. Political interference in legal and regulatory issues  
4. National government policies on agricultural prices and subsidized agricultural credit 
5. Reluctance on the part of North American & European countries to open their 

markets to agricultural imports from LDCs 
Concerning donors, barriers to success are noted as: 

1. Dispersion of efforts, institutions working apart  
2. Lack of information/orientation of the rural communities  

 
Weak Agribusiness Due to Poor Rural Infrastructure and Missing Market Linkages  
Inadequate farm and rural infrastructure and declining profitability/attractiveness of 
agricultural and rural sector are suggested as two explanations for poor agribusiness.  On the 
marketing side, lack of crop diversification and poor marketing/management systems 
weakens the farmers’ productivity.  Low levels of education (formal and informal) prevent 
rural producers from spotting and taking advantage of market opportunities, and there 
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remains an unmet connection between rural clients and commercial banks to provide 
financial services for agribusiness. 
 
Unsupportive Legal and Regulatory Framework  
Legal issues in particular collateral, land rights, intellectual property rights, lack of civil society 
organizations are all offered as evidence of inadequate policy/legal/regulatory framework for 
rural finance. 
 
Banks that Consider Rural Finance Too Risky and Too Expensive  
Characteristics of the rural clientele, dispersed rural population, low population compared to 
urban setting, few economic opportunities other than subsistence farming, and weak/missing 
flow of credible information are all suggested as reasons for why banks consider rural finance 
too risky.  Risk mitigation instruments are lacking, note evaluators, including products for 
appropriate insurance and appropriate credit technologies. 
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Conclusions 
 
The analysis of the rural finance evaluations, qualified by rural finance experts, provides 
valuable insight and knowledge about current programs and policies that require 
improvement and greater attention in order to strengthen the prospects for success and 
sustainability.  This section details conclusions from the assessment of conference evaluations 
with four observations that could be used in recommendations for rural financial markets and 
products.  The subsequent details future steps to continue the dialogue.   
 
√ The agribusiness sector, while recognized, does not appear to be fully incorporated into 

formal financial systems; thus a large portion or rural financial activities occurs 
unofficially, through supplier and trade financing and/or other non-transparent systems.  
If this activity were included in a lending profile of the rural sector, then we would see 
decreases in the risk level, encouraging penetration of formal financial institutions in rural 
finance.  Therefore a better representation of bankers that understand agribusiness and 
farmers’ demand for financial services will be important for long lasting rural financial 
outreach. 

 
√ Thorough research through field analysis, pilot testing and information sharing will 

improve the viability of policy and product proposals.  While this research may retard the 
delivery process, this extra time affords the possibility of troubleshooting project 
particulars that may be barriers to success. 

 
√ Keeping track of current initiatives and providing post project evaluation will provide 

invaluable track performance record and learning tools for future initiatives and continue 
the learning cycle rather than unknowingly reverting/repeating past mistakes. 

 
√ Treating the rural sector as its own entity independent of the urban setting will help with 

the outreach and sustainability of different financial strategies, particularly with providing 
savings and insurance products. 

  
√ Donor coordination of support to rural finance.   
 
√ Rural finance policy design process needs to consider the following questions: 

 How to avoid market distortions by rural development grants to the poorest; 
 How to support long-term investment loans without credit line from the donors;  
 How to develop a more holistic (financial, social and political) approach to 

development finance; 
 How to carry out pilot schemes and document the results and experiences; 
 How to measure social impact and improvements in quality of life; 
 How to dialogue with farmers prior to policy implementation. 



             
           
 
 

 
General Information 
 
Mrs.   Mr.   Ms.  First Name:                                         Last Name:          Position:      
 
Name of Organization:           E-Mail Address:      
 
Type of Organization: 
Donor      Government/Policymaker      Private Sector/Financial      Other, (Please Specify)                 
                            
 
Conference Evaluation 
 
1. Using a scale of 1-5, please rate the conference overall. (1 = Poor, 5 = Excellent)  1  2  3  4  5   
     
2. Are you currently working in the rural financial sector or on rural finance issues? If so, what is the nature of your work?   
 

 
 
3. In your experience, what do you see as the greatest barrier to the development and success of rural finance?  

                
                 

 
4. What were your most hoping to learn or achieve by attending the conference?      

                
                 

 
5. Where these interests or needs met by the conference?  How do you hope to apply or put into practice what  you have 

learned post-conference?             
                
                 

 
6. What issue/topic was most applicable to your organization?         

                 
Did you find any issue or topic was missing?           
                 

 
7. We are interested in continuing the dialogue that we started around rural finance.  In terms of next steps, what would you 

hope to see?               
                 
 

Website Evaluation 
 
1. Using a scale of 1-5, please rate the website (1 = Poor, 5 = Excellent)   1  2  3  4  5   
  
2. Will you continue to consult the website?   Yes   No    If yes, when you consult the website in the future, what 

content would you like to see?              
 

3. Do you have suggestions to improve the website? Yes   No  (Please specify)      
                
                 

 
If You Have Any Other Comments or Reactions, Please Use the Reverse Side of This Documents to Tell Us 

Thank you! 

Paving the Way Forward for Rural Finance 
An International Conference on Best Practices 

June 2-4, 2003

CONFERENCE  EVALUATION 



Annex II: List of Conference Evaluators 

 

Members of the following list of organizations contributed valuable input with 
completion of the conference evaluations: 
 
 
 ACDI/VOCA 
 ACLEDA Bank  
 Bannock Consulting 
 Belgian Technical Cooperation 
 Caritas of Peru 
 Center for the Economic Analysis of 

Law 
 Chemonics International, Inc. 
 Credit Policy Improvement Program 
 Development Alternatives, Inc. 
 Devpar 
 Enterprise Development Int'l 
 Farm Credit Administration 
 Food and Agriculture Organization 

of the United Nations (FAO) 
 Genesis Empresarial 
 German Savings Banks Foundation 

for International Cooperation, SBFIC 
 Haben 
 IBM 
 ICAR/CECAM-Madagascar 
 IFAD 
 Inter-American Development Bank 
 Inter-American Institute for 

Cooperation on Agriculture 
 Land O'Lakes 
 MCO, EKI Bosnia and Herzegovina 
 MEDA Consulting 
 Micro-Credit Ratings Intl. Ltd. 
 Microfinance Network 
 Ministry of Cooperatives and 

Marketing 

 Nathan & Associates. Inc. 
 National Bank for Agriculture and 

Rural Development 
 OIKO CREDIT 
 OTHAM Associates 
 Postgraduate Institute of Agriculture 
 PRISMA 
 Prizma Mikro 
 Rural Financial Network 
 Save the Children / US 
 Savings Banks Foundation for 

International Cooperation, Germany 
 SIDA (Dept. of Natural Resources) 
 SPLM/Secretariat of Finance 
 SUPERINTENDENCIA BANCOS 

ECUADOR 
 USAID 
 USAID Business Finance 
 USAID/Guatemala 
 USAID/Kabul 
 USAID/Uganda 
 World Vision  
 WP Consultores Asociados 
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