
::{;l;/"u/2 30 (1/50/ 
(((1./~.~/' L)-22-0/ 2300/70/ 

-j?ZO/2 3000 <6-0 ( 
CLASSIF ICAT 10" 

PROJECT EVALUATION SUMMARY (PES) 
2. ~AOJ£CT NUM8ER 
5~2-0123 

PART I Fhtc")r, 5 .,.mDol U-4.4 7 

\l. MI::S'Ol'4,""OM Oi"'CE 
\ VSA I DlHonduras 

~.~.~E~V~A~~~U~A~T~7.IO~N~N~u7M~6~t~·R~(~E-n-'.~r-,~n-.-n-u-m-o-.-r-m=-.'-n~'.-'~~~-o-v-,-n-.--­
,.portlng unit e.g., Count", or A'DM -'dm"""Slf.tnte CoO., 
Floc.1 Y Nr. S.'lol No. b ... ,nnln~ w"h No. 1 ".oh F Y) 522-81-7 

o REGULAR EVALUATION 0 SPECIAL EV':'LU<.TION 
~ I((Y ~ROJE:::T ' .... -lE .... ENTATICIo/ DATES 
A. "I", B. F In.1 Co F in.1 

P'RO-AG or Obi'QItIOn !npU'l 
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Unresolved Issues: 

(a) Implement remaining r~cDmmendations cDnt~ined in 
Octooer, 1979 Develo;:>ment Alterna~ives Inc. (DAr). 
Certain of the reco11lI:lendations below have already 
~een adopted/implemented. The implementation of 
others were delayeG by reorganizational problems 
within B~~ADESA, reorganizational problems within 
the extension ser~ice and the 1980 change in 
government. 

- Sive project management authority for cow.nittment 
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1/ 
of project resources; define reporting relationsh ps 

- Add Bookkeeper to staff and monitor financial 
situation. 

- As expansiDn strategy, transfer trained counter­
parts to work with regional teams and bring in 
new counterparts to replace (rotational ex­
pansion plan). 

1/ Recommendation accepted in principle but little action 
taken. Problem not resolved (See lessons learned), 

2/ Some transfers were made but generally new personnel 
were hired for field work. See comments in text of 
report regarding problems with delivery of technical 
assistance to project beneiiciaries 
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B: NA..'1E OF 
OFFICER 

RESPONSIBLE 
FOR ACTION 

C. DATE ACTION 
TO BE 

COMPLETED 

1. Unresolved Issues (Cont'd): 

- Improve coordination/linkage between 
Plannin~ enit and regional teams; Improve 
planning capabilitv of latter 

- Revise and improve training cf H\A account­
ants, paratechnicians and cooperative 
treasures. 

- Access effect on beneficiaries of delavs and 
failures i.e. assess effect of awkward credit 
approval processes, _u= administrative 
procedures. etc. 

5/31/81 

5/31/81 

3/ 

(b) Training program for public agricultural 
sector personnel should be revised in ac­
cordance with DAI recommendations. 

HWing lJSAID/AG 5/31/81 

, .. 

JJordon USAID/AG 
GP.obeldo GOH/ AG 
~Rodrrquez GOH/AG 

(c) Revise documents :uentioned w Block 9 belo~; 

Lessons Learned: 

(a) Interagency agreements for coordination are 
ineffective unless one agency is given overall 
direct supervisory responsibility Lor all per­
sonnel of all participating agencies. 

(b) Work plan of the project has improved chance of 
success if it is made a part of the regional work 
plan and one person or group of persons have 
responsibility fer implementation of only those 
funct ions. 

(c) Capital investment with agrarian reform groups 
would be better utilizp-\ if participating groups 
were preselected rathel than promoting capitcl 
investment among all groups as many of the farmer 

(asentamiento)groups cannot handle large invest­
ments nor repayment terms. 

" 

3. Delay of Evaluation 

In late 1978-early 1979 the GOH Farm Planning 
Advisory Grauo conducted an evaluation of this 
project. The evaluatio~ covering the period 
4/77-12/78 J was never finalized. The reasons for 
this non-submittal apparently resulted from the 
poor quality of the report and some differences 
with respect to approach and findings. This 
evaluation was originally scheduled for February-

5/31/81 
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3. Delav of Evaluation (Cont'd): , 

M.3.r,:h, 1980 .]f!d \"'3S t'J ,:vver the period 1/79-1/80. 
Du~ to the reorganization of BANADESA in early 
1930 and the problems stemming from that re­
organization (personnel shortages, competing 
priorities, etc), B~\ADESA was unable to 
pro\'ide information, credit records or people 
to assist with this evaluation. As this was 
an important ~lement, the eval~ation was de13yed. 
A second less jmp0rtant fa~tor contributing to the 
delay was the change in government in early 
1980. This evaluati0n provides ~ summary of 
project actions since 4/77. 
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13. Sutmnarv: The project activities (1) Farm Systems Planning and 
Evaluation (~) Capital Investment Fund; and (3) Training are proceeding 
well despite problems encountered ~ith slow disbursement of th~ Capital 
Investment Fund and late start up of training. The fourth activity, 
Research and Development of Small Farm Technologies was split off from 
this project to ber.ome part of the Rur3l Technologies Project. 

The Farm Svstems Planning and Evaluation Activity has been the most dynamic 
of the Project activities. Starting in April 1977, with the objective of 
creating the capability in the public agricultural sector to develop 
economic:ilh viable farm plans, the Farm Planning Advisory Group established 
under ':his activity has developed fanl plans for 264 group farms. These 
plans formed the basis for credit requests and led to the approval of 
$15 million in loans involving some 48,820 hectares while benefitting 
5,762 farm families. 

The Capital Investment Fund has disbursed $1.6 of the $5.0 million made 
available b:: l'SAID. This amount went to finance permanent crops, 
livestock, and machinery. The lag in disbursements from this fund was 
caused by two problems: (a) a delay in satisfying conditions precedent 
to disbursement and later (b) organizational problems of the lending 
institution, the National Agricult~ral Development Bank. 

Training was divided into campesino training, extensionist training and 
artesan training. To date, only training of campesinos has been carried 
out with the exception of on-the-job training of those extensionists 
that worked closely with the Farm Planning Advisory Group. As of the 
writing of this r£port, 544 campesinos have been trained in agricultural 
mechanization and farm management. 

Training began late in project execution (mid October 1979) because of 
organizational problems in the Ministry of Natural Resources, the 
executing agency. 

For all of these activities, progress in relation to design was slow 
during the first two years. The Farm Planning Advisory Group had 
difficulties gaining the support of the regional offices of GOR insti­
tutions. The Capital Investment Fund could not be disbursed rapidly 
because of few investment opportunities, organizational problems in 
the Bank, and availability of other funds that were to be disbursed 
before using the Capital Investment Fund. The Farm Planning Advisory 
Group, which developed farm plans for 264 group farms compared to a 
target of 250, did not develop any plans for individual farms compared 
to a 150 target. This was due to the difficulty of locating small 
farmers who wished to participate in this project. By and large, it 
........ ~ ..... ee ...... ....J ~\.. .... ~ .. 'L.. ..... ~_~ __ ..... _~ .... _~ r"_"'" ~"'...--,o.,..~ .4';A Y"Iol"\to ,..T';~'h ton ~f"\ t"n~ 



t~e ~amr~~inJs t~r~eted for training were trained but no extensionist training 
an~ nJ ~r:esan ~rdining took rla~e. The rep~ated shifting of extension man­
a~erlal ?~r~onnei, the lack of claritv with respect to organizational and 
personal r~sr~ns:bllitles and the lack of strong top-level management control 
that dcco~Pdni~d the irequent reorganizations of the extension service all 
cODblneJ to disrupt the planned extensionist training program. Beset by 
cJmpetin h prlorities and given no push by management, extension service man­
agers were either ill-equipped or uninterested in naming personnel for training. 
As a result, chis training activity did not meet projections. Training of 
arte~ans became part of the Rural Technologies R&D effort and will be carried 
out under that activity. 

1~. Svalu3cion ~ethodologv: The evaluation was carried out for three dif­
ferent periods of project execution and includes three separate reports: An 
annual e'.·aluation bv the Farm Planning Advisory Group for 1977 - 197~ -com­
pleted in July 1979; a special evaluation of organization and administration 
in ~ovember 1979; and a final report by the Project Coordinator 1977 - 1980, 
cODpleted in October 1980. The purpose of the evaluation was threefold: 
to ~~dsure pro~ress, verify project hypotheses, and improve implementation. 

The crite~ia for the evaluation included comparing achievements with targets 
in the project paper anJ project agreement, identifying obstacles to 
achievement of targets, paying special attention to organization, adminis­
tration and the validity of assumptions made during project design. We 
also looked at benefits accrued to our target groups, small fanners and to 
the Public Agricultural Sector. Data was collected from Project files 
includin~ progress reports, fann plans, trip reports, and memoranda of 
conversacions and minutes of meetings as well as from Bank records and 
interviews with campesinos. The Farm Planning and the Capital Investment 
Func activities were studied in more detail than the training activity 
because more had happened under those activities which had begun earlier 
than the training. The principal agencies participating in the evaluation 
were the :linistry of ~atural Resources and BANADESA with INA con~ributing 
informat ion. 

15. External Factors: The basic concept of the project is excellent. The 
premise that most new multifamily farm units established under Honduras' 
Agrarian Reform program have the essential land and labor available and 
potential managerial capability but lack capital investment and an effective 
farm plan is true. The strategy for providing capital for investment, 
technical assistance and training, however, \~as based on certain asswnpt ions 
that are no longer valid and when coupled with weaknesses in the Project 
design caused delays in project execution. The project organization, its lines 
of authority and the ~utual interests of participating GOH institutions were 
described and establi5hed without analyzing the feasibility and j~risdictional 
implications. As a result, the Project has been seen as an autonomous national 
project, ie.e., an independently funded mini-ministry of Natural Resources with 
higher paid contractors doing similar work as lower paid GOH civil servants. 
The success of the Project has more depended upon informal cooperation 
and goodwill because of the personalities involved rather than a decision 
making and organizational structure within the Ministry of Natural 

http:1978.com
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Resources that fitted the project activities into overall institutional 
objectives and strategies. 

It was assumed that the Pan American Agricultural School (EAP) was the 
most appropriate organization for carrying out the research and development 
of appropriate technologies. To this end, a contract was signed. The 
EAP not only found itself unable to carry out the work but even considered 
it detrimental to the imag2 of the school i.e., as a political, inter­
national institution it should aot assist GOH activities that benefit 
directly a controvers1al agrarian reform program. The institutional 
capability and political will of EAP was non-existent. More than a year 
of work was lost when EAP finally requested and obtained release from 
its contractual obligation. 

The assumption that a great dp.mand for investment credit went unmet and 
that farmers could develop their managerial capability if credit was 
made available has been proven to be true. It is not, however, a valid 
assumption that 250 farm groups could absorb $8.0 million in investment 
credit based on farm ~lans that would require technical advisory services 
throughout their execution. It was found impossible for the project to 
provide follow up technical assistance, as designed, to half that number. 
It was also assumed that the GOH would make capital transfers to the 
Agricultural Bank to establish the Capital Investment Fund in a timely 
manner - an actio~ that took more than one year from the signing of 
the Loan Agreement. 

All of these factors contributed to the Project falling short of 
expectations. 

16. Inputs: The quality, quantity, and timeliness of technical services, 
and commodities have been adequate. Credit availability was, as mentioned 
previuusly, delayed for more than on~ year and after becoming available, 
was frequently not managed effectively. For example, the Bank would 
approve a credit request based on a farm plan it considered valid and 
economically viable, yet approve an amount less than that called for 
in the plan. Disbursements on approved loans were not timely in many 
cases and also internal bank controls and accounting procedures were 
inadequate. 

Training also appears to have been of lower priority than the other 
activities and began two years after the signing of the Project 
Agreement. To date, only campesino training has begun. 

17. Outputs: Actual progress in the Project, when measured against 
projected output targets in the project design, falls short in two 
of the original four activities. While the Farm System and Evaluation 
Activity developed plans for 260 group farms, less than h"lf of the 
group farms received credit for capital investment. 
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Thus, a complementary credit fund for working capital, rather than invest­
ment capital would playa more important role in financing the 260 group 
farms. The Capital Inve~tment Fund has not kept pace with the Fal~ 
Planni~g Activity. Training of campesinos has reached more than the 500 
projected but none of the targeted 100 extensionists, with the exception 
of 20 working directly with the project and receiving on the job training, 
have been trained. The courses programmed have not been given. 

~uch less than the projecred amounts of investment credit has been used 
($2.3 million vs. a projected $S.O million). 

Rese~rch and Development which has been divorced from this project for 
over a year produced several articles for testing. 

In short. out?uts are not on target. 

~nile a slowdown in project implementation can be blamed to some extent 
on project management (less attention to training and R&D than to farm 
planning and credit), the greatest problem was in the project design. 
A significant management lesson learned during the project implementation 
is that interinstitutional agreements that assign personnel of several 
institutions to a single project are not likely to achieve objectives 
unless one institution has the absolute authority and logistic 
capabilities to defi~e and monitor the duties and responsibilities of 
all project personnel written into the agreements and exercises that 
authority. The project had an interinstitutional agreement and personnel 
from th.~ee institutions, yet each person was subject to the orders of 
his supervisor in his respective institution rather than to projecl 
management. 

IS. Purpose: Th~ purpose of the Project is to increase the productivity 
of smaLl falmers by improving their access to choices of technology 
2uitable to their factor endowment:.. The end of project status or 
conditions that will indicate that the purpose has been achieved are 
as follows: 

(~) The Public Agricultural Sector will be developing 100 
farm plans each year for group farming enterprises and 
regularly preparing plans for individual family farms. 

(2) Flow of technical packages from the Farm Planning 
Advisory Group to Cococitas (now Regional Agricultural 
Cooperatives, CARS) to farm units for inclusion .n 
farm plans. 

(3) Capital Investment Fund ($S.O million) will have been 
committed to approved farm plans by 1980 for organized 
farm groups. 

(4) Beneficiary farm units utilizing repair, maintenance and 
fabrication services of local small businesses financed 
by the Production Credit Guarantt~e Progr~ (PCGP) and 
mobile units from the ~NR. 



5. Deci~ion by GOH on continuation of farm planning advisory 
group and R&D component. 

This set of EDPS is still a good description of what wil~ exist when the 
purpose is achieved except for the Public Agricultural Sector regularly 
preparing farm plans for individual family farms and beneficiary farm 
units receiving services from local busin~sses financed by the Production 
Crp.dit Guarantee Program (PCGP). The Public Sector will not expend 
resources for developing plans for small individual farms and the PCGP 
was cancelled early in Project execution (1978) and doesn't exist. The 
purpose of this project, however, can be achieved without the presence 
of these conditions. 

19. Goal/Subgoal: Not pertinent at this time. Progress toward Goal/ 
Subgoal achievement will be detailed in final evaluation of project. 

20. Beneficiaries: The ~irect beneficiaries of the project, to date, 
are approximately 6,000 farm families, members of agrarian reform 
settlements that clearly are among the poorer 40% of the Honduran 
population who for the most part are subsistence fanne_s. The resulting 
increased productivity has been labor intensive with the beneficiaries 
working full time on their farms instead of as farm :.aborers for others 
for half the year. Beneficiaries have received an average of 51,200 
per family in loans, 80~~ of which have been repaid. The farm plans 
also include labor costs to be financed by the loans. While precise 
data on small farmer income prior to the project doesn't exist, estimates 
are in the magnitude of 575-5100 per year. The salaries paid members 
of group farms under e1:h loan exceeds thi" amount by 100%. The 
salaries taken with the income received from sale of production implies 
a significant increase in income for the 80% of the beneficiaries that 
repaid their leans. Of the 20% that are delinquent, half of those 
received income from their activities above the salaries paid by their 
loans. Thus, a significant increase in income, difficult to quantify, 
has been assumed. 

21. Cnplanned Effects: ~ot pertinent at this time. 

22. Lessons Learned: A similar project should be less ambitious and 
as much as possible verify assumptions. Linkages and coordination among 
institutions should t·e fonual with only one institution having legal 
authority for the ad:ninistration of project activities and be assigned 
the personnel and project support necessary to carry out this activity. 
Projects carried out in one region of a country offer b~tter chances of 
success than country-wide projects. Good results with such a project 
will facilitate its expansion to other regions. 

In terms of follow-on activities, a continuation of the farm planning 
advisory group under the direction of the Extension Service in close 
coordination with the lending institution, Sanco Nacional de Desarrollo 
Agricola is recommended. 

23. Special Comments or Remarks: The Development Alternatives Inc. report 
offers recommendations that should be implemented. (Attachment I) 

The final report of the Project Coordinator is attached. (Attachment I) 




