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!i. EVALUATION ABSTRACT (do not excoud the epace providod)

This pilot project aims to expand the capacity of a local private foundation, the
National Development Foundation (FDN), to work in five coastal valleys or export centers
in generating commitments with US firms to organize and install production, packing
and export-import arrangements for non-traditional agricultural exports. The purpose of
the evaluation was to' measure project performance against initial objectives and to
assess the potential to expard or design a larger scale activity in the non-traditional
agricultural export promotion area. The final evaluation was prepared by a USAID and
contractor team based on a review of project documents, interviews with exporters, FDN
staff, and GOP off: -ials as well as a survey of 53 exporting firms.. The .project was
able to develop close linkages with the S&T Bureau's Project Swstain apd PRE Bureau's
Fund for Multinational Management Education which provided prodiuction, processing and

marketing technical assistance as well as fostering linkages between US and Peruvian

businessmen and agricultural producers. The FDN used the assistance under this Project

and AID/W centrally funded activities to pgenerate new investments and export sales

totalling over US$3.4 million; demonstrating the ability of Peruvian producers to supply
export markets and the existence of significant market opparrtunities. The major
findings and conclusions are:

~ The FDN has generated unique and specific knowledge about the agricultural.

production and export process including data on buyers and markets, prepared
technical and economic feasibility studies, and developed field trials on export
commodities. FDN activities provided assistance to produce:rrs that they have not
received from public sector institutions.

- The project developed interest among local producers and linkages between
potential importers especially in- the US and Peruvian commodity producers.
Effective technical assistance and workshops dealt with specitfic technical/economic
feasibility areas to initiate non-traditional agricultural'exporﬁ projects.

-~ An expanded effort in the area of agricultural export promotion under a proposed
USAID project should involve private and public sector imstitutions to develop
coherent policy dialogue agendas. Policy and regulatory constraints must be
addressed to fully exploit the production and market oppartunities demonstrated
under this project.

The key lesson learned is that market demand oriented -commodity development
programs with small and medium producers can be successful if thiey involve the private

sector and access to export oriented production/processing/mairketing assistance is .

facilitated. These services are not provided by public sewctor axport promotion
institutions.

1. EVALUATION COSTS

1. Evaluation Team

Name Aliliation Contract Number QR Contiact Costt OR Soutce of
TDY Pereon Days TDY Cost (UST) Funds
*. Richard Webb Contractor P.0,527-0000-0-00- 7,500 PDQ&
6554-00 -
zv Vilma Gomez National P.0.527-0000-0-00- 1,000 PD&S
' Agrarian 6543-00
‘University
2. Mission/Qlfice Profes-ional - 3. Borrower/Giantere Professional
Stall Person-Days (esimato) € Statf Person-Darys (osumate)




A.1.D. EVALUATION SUMMARY: parT 1

J. SUMMARY OF EVALUATION FINDINGTS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS (Try not to exceod the 3 pages provided)
Adcress the following itemas:: .

* Purpose of activity(ies) evalumted * Principal reacommendations

* Purpose of evaluation and WMActhodology used © * Lessons leamed
* Findings and conclusions (;emlate {0 questions)
Mission or Office: USAID/Peru Date this summary preparea: 7/30/87

LI - . . .
Title and Date of Full Evaluation Report: . Non-Traditional Agricultural Export Promotion Project
Evaluation

1. Purpose of the Activity Evaluated - The purpose of this grant pilot project was to
support the activities of the National Development Foundation designed to generate
comuitments between US firms and Peruvian producers, agribusiness and export firms to

organize and install production, packing and export-import arrangements fror

non-tracitional agricultural products in five coastal valleys. Grant funds would be
used by cvhe FDN -to:

- identify producers willing to produce for export markets

- consolidate the formation of producer group leaders to facilitate
crganization, coordimation and production problem-solving

- continue to provide technical assistance services and analysis of
-market opportunities:/requirements to producers and exporters through
the efforts of consultants and activities provided by the FDN, the S&T
Bureau's Office of Nutrition Project Sustain, International Executive
Service Corps and the GOP's Export Promotion Fund. '

- consolidate the establishment of a commercial and market intelligence
information system. ’ '

- develop production, post harvest management and marketing opportunity
studies in association with the private sector.

- facilitate direct comtact between Peruvian producers and exporters with
foreign and especialily US businesses.

-~ conduct workshops to bring together US private sector and Peruvian
private sector agricultural producers/processors and exporters.

Agroindustrial exports appear to offer an especially attractive opportunity for
short-run impact on the GOP balance of payments and are consistent with the government's
longer run priorities of agricultural development and economic decentralization. The
project was also consistent with USAID's goal of increased private sector participation
in agricultural production /processing and marketing.

2. Purpose of the Evaluation and Methodolngy Used - The purpose of the evaluation was
to: = 1) measure project performance against objectives as well as provide lessons
learned from this pilot project; and 2) provide an overall assessment of the potential
for and oustacles to increased exports and recommendations on activities that might be
undertaken under a new USAID project. ‘

The evaluation methodology consisted of interviews with exporters, FDN staff,
povernment officials and other persons involved in activities related to. either
agricultural exports or the FDN to obtain information to assess the project %nd the
general potential for agricultural exports. A special questionnaire study of 53
exporting firms was used to supplement the general interviews.
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3. Finaings and Conclusions

General

Non-traditional exports in 1986 contributed 11%, or US$72 million, of total
.exports. Their behavior has been notably irregular fluctuating consider-
ably from year to year, with significant changes in product composition.

The potential for non-traditional exports exists and is recognized as .a
critical investment area. FDN has contributed to this recognition through

its seminars, workshops, and participation in actual export projects.

Firms involved with non-traditional agricultural exports are small,

dependent on Peruvian capital, highly specialized, and 'predominantly

young. Relationships with producers can be characterized as casual,

with little teéhnical assistance provided.. At this time, the firms

appear -less oriented toward long run stable supply activities and in
developing new market possibilities. However, they exhibit entrepreneurial
characteristics of a young dynamic industry with the potential to

respond quickly to rapidly changing market conditions.

The regulatory environment is complex and lengthy which creates uncertain-

ty for scheduling agricultural export production/processing and marketing
activities. Foreign exchange regulations cause additional uncertainty.
‘Nevertheless, with the major exception of the exchange rate, the overall
policy environment for non-traditonal exports has become more favorable and
is expected to continue. Pressures are developing for changes in exchange rat
policy which would promote expansion of export oriented eamming activities. I
addition, the larger busingss groups are beginning to expand into agriculture
a result of recent changes in Agrarian Reform regulations vhich increase the
maximum size of land-holdings by private companies - a significant and

nramicine Aauval aAnmant

Projegt Specifi

FDN has developed a hands-on technical and demand/market focused commodi-

ty development approach to draw farmers into export activities. FDN provides
access to expertise so they can address emerging production and processing
problems. No Peruvian public or private entity promoting agricultural exports
has heretofore provided this expertise or service.

Technical assistance available from the S&T Bureau Project 3ustain and PRE
Bureau Fund for Multinational Management Education Project has been invaluable
in developing and implementing the methodology.

While the focus initially was on the production side, FDN quickly found

itself in relatively labor intensive activities to address emmerging

processing and marketing bottlenecks. However, it is usually this attention to
the details that can make or break an export project. FDN's reputation has be:
enhanced and demands for its services are increasing with clients cost sharing
with FDN for the services.

Principal Recommendations

FDN will need to determine whether to organize itself

functionally to provide services to a wide range of exporters or concentrate
on vertically integrated export projects. Because of its relatively small
size and risk of overextending itself, it should initially .ocus on the latte
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The expansion of Peru's non-traditonal agricultural exports clearly implies a
larger scale effort. However, it will require more than a simple expansion of
this project. Elements of domestic/international trade policy and market demand
external to the FDN will influence the success of export promotion efforts. The
_FDN's natural client group has been risk-taking small and medium sized producers/
"exporters. A new project may want to build link. with larger scale operations as
well as other public/private institutions - involved in export promotion and
policy. Whether FDN or any other - single existing private or public institution
can currently play that lead role in carrying out policy analysis and providing
market and technical information is questionable. The pelicy elements and
involvement of other institutions neesded to be incorporated in a new project.
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(. ATTACHMENTS (List attachments submitted with this Evaluation Summary; always lmch:opy of jul
evajuation report, even If one was submitted earliart

Non-Traditional Agricultural Export Promotion Pilot Project Evaluation

L. COMMENTS BY MISSION, AID/W OFFICE AND BORROWER/GRANTEE

The Mission considers that the evaluation more than adequately covered the items
listed in the scope-of-work. Tt provides useful recommendations for consideration of a
follow-on project activity. 1In particular, the importance of promoting cohérent, and

broader participation to effectively carry out export policy dialogue will be one of the
critical elements in the design of a follow-on project.
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I. SUMMARY

This evaluation has examined the potential for
non—-traditional agricultural exports in Peru fram two
perspectives, first by reviewing the experience of an AID
pilot project aimed at the promotion of that activity and
carried out by two private agencies, the Foundation for
Multinational Management Education (FMME) and the Fundacion
para el Desarrollo Nacional (FCN), and second through an
assessment of the non-traditional agricultural expert sector
in Peru’s present macroeconomic context. From both
perspectives the main finding is that, though the sector is
as yet a relatively small actor in Peru’s economy, it offers
considoerable opportunity on grounds of comparative advantage
and praven market possibilities, anrd that it deserves very
high priority in view of its potential for rapid generation
of foreign exchange at a moment when Peru’s economy is
facing a severe foreign exchange shortage that will limit
growth and add to inflationary pressures.

The- potential for this activity is enhanced by the
exceptionally favarable climate on the Peruviam coast. This
gives Peru a.special advantage in the form of a capacity to
select the harvesting periods bést suited to seasonal.™ ‘
high-price windows in foréign marketsy particularly for
fresh fruits and vegetables. The potential. is also supported
by signs of a substantial entrepreneurial interest. This in
hzre currently inhibited by macroeconomic and institutional
instability. Nevertheless it has grown considerably during
the last year; stimulated in part by promotional efforts by
the FDN as well as FOPEX and ADEX, but driven also by the
increasingly evident profitability of this activity.

Government policy is also bécoming more biased in favor
of non-traditional agricultural export. This is partly a
result ef a strong pro-agriculture stance that is beginning
to reverse thn urban and industrial bias of policy during
the 'last several decades, and partly a respective to a
growing need for rapid expansion in foreign exchange
earnings. The government’s attitude has been reflected in
umerous recent initiatives indicating a resolve to overcome
the obstacles that continue to hold back a major thrust by
private investors in this area. At the same timez, however,
thesa initiatives have heen weakened by & lack af :
coordination among ADEX., FOPEX, ICE, and the FDN, as well as
other institutiors whose decisions have major effects, such
as the economy and production ministries, and the Central



Bank. The growth of regulation and bureaucratic intervention
has also acted to erode recent government efforts to promote
this activity. Finally, several key. needs appear to be
neglected by most of these efforts, particularly work at the
production end, such as farmer ‘education and organization,
quality control, and aggressive economic diplomacy to open
and protect markets.

The AID pilot project, begun in 1984, and channeled:
through a small local private Toundation, the FDN, was
intented to allow the latter to continue and intensify its
work in five coastal valleys or expcrt centers in generating
"commitments between US firms to orgariize and install
pProduction, packing and export—import'arrangments for
non-traditional agricultural exports..." Working Closely
with: another private organization, the US-based FMME, the
FDN has helped generate new investments and export sales
totalling over $1.2 million with an estimated $4.0 million
of sales based on declared buyer intent, thus demosntating
both . the interest and abilitly of Peruvian producers and the
existence of significant market opportunities. Aside from
its concrete accomplishments and its demenstated and now
recognized ability to promote and .broker export development,
the FDN experience has been an important source of
information on all aspects of theg export process: Key
lessons learned include the importance of educating
producers to the demands of the market, ‘the critical role o,
technical assistance in production and in all. other phases
of the process, the willingness of potential buyers to
invest in.production and processingy and the critical role
to be played by an institution like the FDN in coordinating
all phases of a potentially profitable but also extremely

complicated and vulnerable activity.

On the basis of this ewvaluation the team recommends an
expansion of the current pilot project with the FDN. In view
of the momentum of ongoing FDN efforts, of the hhigh level of
Private sector interest in this activity, and of the
immediacy of the foreign exchange problem for the government
and its present favorable inclination to non-traditional
agricultural exports as a priority salution to the balance
of payments situation, we recommend'furthermore that this
project receive high priority and that a project design be .
chosen that favors rapid approval and initiationm.

The FDN should play a central trole ih any nwew projecty

given the favorable experience of its past efforts and the
weakness of alternative channels in both private .and public

A



-sectors. Any significant expansion in its activity, however,
wull require same internal adjustments that will give the
FDN the administrative capacity to handle the larger
assignment, and to increase its technical capacity to engage
-in coordinatien and policy discussions with other
institutions. Major thrusts in future efforts should be
targeted at the reduction -of bureaucratic obstacleac. amd thm
creation of grater policy dialogue.

. At the same time, the review has identified ma jor
obstacles that must be overcome if that potential is to be
. realized. The failure in recent vears to take up the
economic opportunity offered by new ‘farm exports can be
attributed largely to the high risk that is associated with
this activity. One source of risk is the lack of dependable
transport, power, and basic services needed for
transportation and pProcessing within the highly demanding
schedules and quality control requiremen*s of most potential
farm exports, especially the more lucrative opportunities in
fresh-and frozen fruits and vegetables., The main- saource of
risk, however, has become an lncreasingly unstable
institutional and legal environment due to unstable
gaovernment policies and to growing regulation and -controls
that are usually applied with no understanding aof the
sensitivity of agricultural expbrt activity to régulatory
'incertainty and delay. Finally, major effor'ts are required
et the production end to induce the cooperative and
market~informed responses that are required to generate
external economies at the farm level, to increase market
power, and to modify production and handling practices to
the rigid and specialized requirements of foreign food
markets. ’

II. PURPOSE OF EVALUATION

ihe purpose of the present evaluation is several fold
and for that reason goes beyond the usual scope of a project
impact evaluation. The project under consideration,
"Noen-Traditional Agricultural Export Promotiaon" (S527-014&6)
was mounted as a pilot activity. Hence, the team was
instructed not only to consider its performance as measured
against its initial objbctives and to identify the lessons
learned that might be derived, but also to evaluate its
potential for possible expansion or redesign on a much
larger scale. Given the small size of the pilot project and
the relatively ambitious object%ve of the envisioned second



stage, that of significantly increasing the level of
Peruvian non~traditional agricultural exports, it was felt
that project experience to date, while critical, would stil]
not provide sufficient background for the proposex redesign.
Thus, a second purpose of the evaluation is to provide an
overall assessment of the potential for and obstaicles to
increased exports as well as a set of recommendatthions as to
activities that might be undertaken through or ‘im .connection
with a new project. Thesz recommendations would.ve directed
not only to AID but to the Government of Peru (GAP), various
Peruvian public and private sector entities. and other
international donor agencies to provide "informatiion and
guidance on possible future activitieé,.appropiame policies
and project support to facilitate expansion of agricultural
exports and trade activities supportive of Peru’s
technological and economic development™. '

The scope of work for the evaluation suggestted that
specific benchmarks to be used in evaluating the project and
the performance of the two key institutional actwrs (FDM and
FMME) be taken from project agreement documents. It also
provided a list of additional areas and issues t@ guide the
evaluation which are included in Annex C. To the extent
possible, the team’s efforts were guided by these lists, but
it should be noted that limitations on time. and muman
resources have forced us to focus on some topics more than
others. Where we have been unable to deal adequatiely with an
issue which seems to merit much more attention, we have
indicated the need for future study in the list of
recommendations.

II1I. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

+he evaluation methodology has been guided by the
diversity of the matter to be covered. and has off necessity
varied during the implementation period following changes in
the evaluation team.

The basic procedure, however, has heen to usse
interviews of exporters. FDN staff, government aifificisle.
and of other persons in activites related to eittmer )
agricultural exports or to the FDN to obtain info@rmation ard
arrrive at an assessment regarding the specific pmo ject under
review, and the general potential far agro expor tts.

The initial team included a larger specialized input in
the fields of agriculture and agricultural economics; in the
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final report, these aspects have been treated in a maore
summary way, and greater emphasis has been placed instead or
general econumic and institutional asnects.

A special questionnaire stud§ of 53 exporting firma was
used to supplement the general interviews, and the detai led
results are shown in Annex A. In these and in the general
interviews, questions were aimed at both the specific issue
2f FDN and project performance. and the broader -issue’ of Lhe
potential for agricultural exports.

It should finally he noted that most of the field work
for the evaluation was completed by November 30, 1986 which
should be regarded as the effective cut-off date. However.
lelays in the final write-up and rapid changes experienced
)y the project and the sector have meant that some of our

Findings are al:eady ocut-dated. Where this is most glaringly

inparent. we have attemnoted to update the materi1al,.
IV. NONTRADITIONAL AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS: SECTOR ASSESSMENT

H. 1Nne cconaomic Context

" A.1 Economic Background ta FDN Project

The FDN project was formulated during 1983 and early
1984 in the context of a depressed economy and difficult
balance of peyments situation. Agroindustrial exports seem
to offer an especially attractive gppartunity for short-ru
impact on the balance of payments while fitting in with th
government’s longer run priorities of agricultural
development and economic decentralization.

During the previous decade, the evolution of tne
reconomy had been characterized by low overall growth and
near stagnation in agriculture: between 1972 and 1982 GDP
per capita grew only 0.9%4 p.a., while farm output per
inhabitant declined by 1.1%4 p.a. Export volume also
stagnated in per capita terms.

Agricultural exports performed even less well: their
share in total exports fell from 21% in 1972 to 9% in 1962
in response to unfavorable exchange rate and tax policies,
dating from the mid-sixties and running through most of tFie
period since then. Agricultural performance was alsa huri G
bl === =F inveastment and even decapitalization that



resulted from political unrest, especially after the late
fifties, including land invasions and agrarian reform
proposals. Land reform in the early sevenlties caused
additional disruption, loss of managerial talents and output
decline on many of the larger and more productive estales.

Another feature of the economy that bore on the choice
of this project was a secular decline in relative domestic
prices for farm products, from an index. of 100 in 1950 to 09
in 1982. In part, this was the result of a long run decline
in world commodity prices, in real terms, for Peru’s
traditional agricultural exports (cotton, wool, coffee and
sugar), but it was also the result of internal changes in
consumption habits caused by massive rural to urban
migration and by price policies, both of which emcouraged a
substitution of imported for domestically grown foods.

The effect of slow growth in:farm output was thus
compounded by the worsening domestic terms of trade between
agriculture and non-agriculture. The result was continuing
rdral poverty and a worsening income distributiam; the share
of rural families in national incqme fell from 37% in 1930

to 14% in 1981.

These long run trends were substantially aggravated in
1983 by the combined effects of a climatic disaster (El
Nifo), -and the withdrawal of credits by the foreign
financial community, particularly the commercial banks, that
followed Mexico’'s moratorium on debt payments in late 1982,
and which was compounded in Peru’'s case by financial
mismanagement and collapse of its stand-by arrangement with
the IMF. At the same time, export prices remained depressed,
despite economic recovery in industrialized countries, while
protectionist measures, particularly in neighbouring
countries, began to affect some of Peru’s exports. The
effect of all this was to create a balance of payments
emergency and a need for the contractionary fiscal and
monetary policies implemented during 1983.

The impact of the 1983 crisis was especially severe on
enports, and on agriculture, hit by heavy floods along the
northern coast and drought in the southern sierra.
Agricultural output fell 10% during 1983, while the level af,
" exports declined to %3. O billion, down fraom $3.3 billion in
1982 and a peak of 3.9 billion in 1980. Export losses iQ'Q
1983 occurred in o0il (=$%$175 million), kraditiconal
agricultural products (-%22 million), fish products (-%1¢2
million), and non traditional exports (=207 million). Gros.



national product per person fell by 124 that year, trom
$1,310 to %1,170.

By the end of 1983, it appeared that economic recovery
would turn on Peru’s capacity to generate rapid growth 1n
foreign exchange earnings. At the same time, prospects for
increasing traditional exports were dimmed by projections uf
;continuing slack foreign demand for raw materials and by the

low short run supply elasticity of most traditional exportso,
with the only exception of cotton. Total imports, measured .
in constant dollars per persons had already been reduced, Ly
1983, to their lowzst level in a decade, and during 198%
they fell even further. ’

In this context, the expansion of naon-traacirtional
erports acquired exceptionally Righ priority. Fresh and
. processed fTarm exports had the added attracticn of rapid
supply response and high employment requirements for
" lJow-income farm and urban labor.

Qnother consideration in the design of the project w_.
that, by supporting a private and private-sectaor oriented
institution, it would help to correct the excessive and
unbalanced growth that had occurred in public sector
activity, especially during the "seventies. The share of
total value edded produced by public enterprises grew from
' 7.8% in 1955, to 11.4% in 1970 and then jumped to €1.4% 1in
1975, Frequent policy statements were made by the government
between 1980 and 1981 on the need to reduce gavarnment
involvement in the economy and to suppart private
investment. This objective was met by the private nature of
the Fundacion de Desarrollo Nacional, and of the private
sector producers and exporters who were the 1ntended direct
beneficiaries of the proposed export promotion efforts.

A.2 Current Economic Context

'By early 1987 foreign exchange scarcity is threatening
to undermine both growth and stabilization objectives in the
government’s Five-Year Plan. AL the same time, pruspects tor
expansion in traditional exportglines continue to be hleeal.
Peru’s dependence on future export growth forr economic
recavery has increased since 1983.

Both national product and agricultural produc tion shiow
substantial recovery since 1983. Most of the awtput loss
directly ceused by £E1 NiRo, especially in fisling and



agriculture, was reversed when the weather returned to
normal 'in 1984-853. Moreover, Gross National Product grew
strongly in 1986, led by a strong pick-up in domestic demand
based on fiscal expansion and wage increases.

: Erports, however, continueud vo tai1l. By 198&, consta..
(1984) dollar exparts per person were.only $122, down by
almost half from the historical average of $208 between
1970-82, before the recent crisis. Projections for total
exports in 1987 indicate anly a maodest increase due to
higher mineral prices. Non traditional exports fell in 1986
to $6350 milliony down from a 1980 peak of 48435 million.
Measured in constant dollars, the declinme in non—traditional
exports since 1980 equals a discouraging 41 per cent.

At the same time, the debt crisis and the government's
debt ;olicy have meant that Peru has lost the capacity to-
run large deficits on current account in its balance of
payments. The 19845 and projected 1987 deficits average &4 per
cent of GDP, but the two main sources aof financimg -
disbursements of official and international organization
loans, and drawdown of forean exchange reserves - will
dwindle in the coming years. New loan commitments are
falling, and 'the international reserves are limi*ed. By
1989, Peru is unlikely to be able to finance a cwurrent
account deficit above 1 per cent of GDP.

Despite the strong recovery of output and imports during
1986, constant (1934) dollar imports per person were

only %121 during that year, barely half the $23& imported
during 1981-82, and 39 per cent below the average far the
preceding 1975-85 decade. As a proportion of GDPy imports
were only 12.2 per cent in 1986, less than half the 26.1 per
cent average for 1970-82. Since the bulk of these imports
are raw materials or capital goods -~ consumption doods are
normally only about 10 to !5 per cent of total imports - the
squecze on import coefficients suggests that production and
investment will both be restricted over the mediwm run by

foreign exchange scarcity.

An important indication of that restrictiom shows up in
the shortfall that has already occurred in the Plan’'s
estimate of 1986 and 1987 import needs. Central Bank
projections indicate that 1987 imports of goods and services
will be %824 million, or 23 per cent, above the Plan’s
estimate. The resulting loss of reserves has led the
government to impose a strict foréign exchange licensing
system that is in turn beginning to hamper both praduction
and investment pians, including numerous projects aimed at



expanding nan traditional exports. The tightening of import
and other foreign exchange permits has coincided with a
marked slowdown in Gross National Praduct. After growing 17
per cent between the fourth quarters of 1985 and 1986, GDP
fell between 1 and 2 per cent during the first four months

of 1987.

4

The limitations on Central Bank foreign exchange have
also resulted in a sharp, increase in the free exchange rate:
between January and May of 1987 the free rate rose by aver
60 per cent, creating strong inflationary expectations tha
probably contributed to the acceleration of inflation during

early 1987.

The medium term prospect, therefore, is faor a severely
curtailed import capacity, barring unexpected and major
improvements in export commodity prices, or firdings of
rapidly exportable new resources'. The inability to import.
in turn, is likely to place increasing pressure on the rate
of inflation, and prevent the government from reaching its
medium term investment and output goals. Import substitution
will provide some relief, particularly if the government
acts vigorously to reduce consumption of imported foods and
locally assembled, import-intensive durable goods, and to
.change its own investment portfclio away from lLarge-scale,
equipment-intensive projects. The room for substantial
import substitution, however, is-limited, as is suggested by
the extremely low level! of current imports, and by the sharp
increase in total imports that occurred in 198&, as well as
by the prior need for equipment imports to expand local
manufacturing capacity in import substituting activities.
The premium on & rapid expansion of nan-traditicnal exports
.over the next few years, therefore, is very high.

B, Non-Traditional Aqricultural Exports

Non-traditiomnal agricultural exports grew considerably
in the seventies, rising from $8 million in 1970 to a peak
of $76 million in 197%9. Their level, however, remained
static after 1979, following the behavior of nan-traditional
.exports as a whole. By 19846, non-traditional farm exparts
amounted to %72 million, still a relatively minor component
of the Peruvian economy, contributing 11 per cent of total
non-traditional exports and 3 per cent of all exports. They
contribution to total farm income was about 2 per cent,
partly reflecting the high processing and marketing costs
added to farm product in the case of most of these goods.
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The behaviour of non-traditional agricultural exports
has been notably irreqular, fluctuating considerably from
year to year, with even larger changes in product
compasition. The level remained relatively low through 1977,
before tripling in size during 1978-79, and then stagnating
again at the higher level. Measured in terms of constant
1986 dullars, the series peaks in 1979-8Q with an average of
$99 million per year. The extent of vyear to year fluctuatior
is brought out by a comparison of 1985 and 19886 when they
totalled %108 and $72 million respectively, a variation that
is probably best explained by a parallel variation in the
real exchange rate.

The composition of these expor:s has been highly
diversified. Processed cocoa products. particularly butter
and paste. became the principal non-traditional farm exports
in 1977, but even these products' accounted for less than a
Quarter of the total during the early eighties. Canned
asparraqus and cochinilla dye have been importanrt in most.
ye@ars. In recent years, fresh-cut flowers, marigold flaur,
and fruit juices have become significant, with exports
amounting to betwcen $4 and $7 million a year. In all, a
large variety of fruits, vegetables, nuts and spices are
‘exparted in small amounts, and. in varying degrees ‘and Torms
of processing. About B80% of total non—-traditional fTarm
exports are processed, reflecting the lack of
inTrastructural and institutional conditions required to
deal with perishable products i.e. transport, handling, and
burzacratic procescing arrangements that protect product
quality. and guarantee timely growing and delivery.

As was mentioned above, an important characteristic of
-these exports has been considerable year-to-year variation,
reflecting fluctuations in both domestic supply and foreign
demand. Underlying these causes, however, has been a lack aof
investment in both production and marketing - in stable and
expanding sources of supply or in the creation and
protection of markets.

‘The potential of non-traditional agricultural exports
to contribute to economic growth and social betterment in
Peru is not measured by their present importance i1n the
Peruvian ecaonomy, but rather by the growth potential
demanstrated during the late seventies and, more modeﬁtlxgﬁﬁ
shown in the response to higher profitability im 1985, as
well as by the a priori estimations that have been made by
numerous specialists who have reported enthusiastically on

\
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the physical, institutional and econamic feasibility of a
‘'large variety of patential farm exports’, especially fresh
and frozen fruits and vegetables. Several of these studies
were reviewed by the evaluation team. Those feasibility
studies have become the basis for investment projects some
of which are presently being carried out under FDN promotiun
efforts and others by numeraus private seclor iavestors
working more independently.

) There has been a recent but widespread recognition by
both government officials and private investors that Peru
has a majar comparative advantage innon-traditional
agricultural  exports, and that this activity provides ane of
the most promising, and at the same *ime, most needed areas
for investment and econumic development efforts in the
current economic cantext. The FDN has cantributed to thisg’
recognition, in part through the broader educational reculte
of workshops and other contacts with investors and farmers,
but mainly through more direct participation in real
investment efforts and discussion of "hard” technical and
economic feasibility information.

C. Physical Factors

Peru appears to be particularly well-endowed for a
substantial expansion of non-traditional farm exports.
"Climate, soil, water. and road transport aré especially
favorable on the coast, but climatic and ecological variety
in the sierra and jungle also open numerous opportunities.

Coastal agriculture is uaswu un sirigation and enjoys
an unusually stable climate. In the case of products such a:
vegetables and legumes, the climate makes it possible to
adjust harvesting months to off-seasoun periods in foreign
markets. Also, though Peru has one of the lowest vatios of
arable land to population in the world, a large proporvtion
of coastal acreage is estimated Lo be needlessly fallow.
Poor management and loss of working capital on coastal
cooperatives results, each vyear, in the waste of a
substantial portion of total acreage. The Natiomal QOffice of
Natural Resource Evaluation (ONERN) has estimated that of
the total cultivable acreage -on the coast, equal to 80,000
hectares, of which 180,000 hectares, or 28.5% have dropped
out of cultivation over the last fifteen years for a varivl,
of reasons that could be reversed.with a relatively small
investment in improved management or infrastruciure. The
appearance of more profitable crop opportunities, for
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instance, could be expected to’ induce private investment in
desalinization, drainage and. minor irrigation improvements
that would bring a substantial portion of that unused
acreage back into cultivation.

Physical supply constraings have greater weight in the
sierra and jungle. Roads and marketing infrastructure are
scarce and of poor quality, power is almost non-existent,
and climatic variability creates much greater risk than on
the coast. On the other hand, these regions cantain an
extraordinary degree of ecolagical variety which, in the
past, has lent itself to small-scaley 'extractive activities
for export, many limited to gathering (cochimilla, nuts,
achiote, barbasco). Efforts to develop more stable, lar ger
scale production for export were hampered by the high cost
of transport and the general backwardness of thege regiunrms,

In the jungle, rapid changes have been accurring over
the last two decades that affect the potential for new farm
exports. The positive side o7 these changes have seen a
large expansion in settlement, infrastructures and services,
particularly in "montafa" valleys, along the eastern slopes
of the Andes. The negative factors are principally the
cocaine industry and enviranmental degradation. The cocaine
industry competes for land.and labor and, in much of tha
area, creates an insecure enviranment. Wage costs in cocaine
areas are commonly higher than those on the coast. Hillside
expansion of "cocales" also results in severe soil and water

erosign.

D. Institutional Factors

. The potential for new farm exports in Peru is largely
determined by institutional featur=2s, such as the experierce
and other characteristics of private enterprise, ’
particularly in agriculture, the regulatory environment and
its bias, the functioning of capital, labor and land
markets, and the presence and i1nfluence of pramotional
private ‘sector and government organications directed at
‘expart and/or agricultural development.

(a) Private entérprise

Despite the high degree of openness of Peru’s econoimy -
the ratio of exports and imports of goods and services to
GDP averaged 44 per cent between 1970 and 1985 - and the
historical importance of wool, cotton, sugar and coffee
exports, the pool of expertise and managerial talent in the

f\
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agricultural export sub-sector is relatively thin. In fact,
farm exports, including non—traQitional products, have been
declining continuously, from a peak of about 9% of GDP
during the early fifties, to about 1.5% in the early
eighties. In addition, the agrarian reform led to a loss of
skilled managers and entrepreneurs involved in growing and
marketing traditional farm exports. By the early eighties,
the ADEX directory of exporters of non-traditional farm and
agroindustrial products registered about 175 firms, but many
of these exported only occasionally or small amounts, most
were small trading companies, rather than producers, and
most were recent entrants, with only a few years of
experience: Despite their earlier- impaortance, farm exports
had become a marginal activity for the private sector as a
whole. To a large extent, the future expansionm of this
activity, therefore, would depind on the speed at which )
private firms could be encouruged into, and assisted thraough

an apprenticeship stage.

‘A more systematic examination of the experience of
expaorters of nan-traditional agricultural exports was '
carried out through a questionnaire survey cf & sample of 53
firms. The detailed results of that survey are included in
- this evaluation in Annex A.

. The results of the survey suggest thal: ths companies
typically involved with non-traditional agro exports tend to
be highly specialized and strongly committed ta this type of
export product. The firms are predominantly young, and with
leadership that is also young and with rather limited export
experience: B2% of the tTirms responding had less than 10
years of experience in these lines, while a third had less
than three years experience; conly half of the top management
interviewed had more than &6 years experience im any type of
exporting. The sample also bears out the aggregate
statistics which imply that most operations are of small
size: FOPEX statistics record 47 firms with exports of over
$230,000 in 1985. Financial underpinning asppears to be
heavily Peruvian.

The relationship between exporters and producers tends
to be predominantly casual in naturey and the incidence of
signed purchase contracts, advance payments, or technical
assistance provided by éxporters to theirc suppliers is low.
There is a general absence of fieldmen and of concer ted
efforts to either assist the farmers or to assure higher
quality product at the source, suggesting a type ol exporter
that is less oriented towards a long run, stable-supply
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activity, and that, instead, has an attitude that enphasizes
exploiting known and previously familiar markets and spot
opportunities, rather than working with producers to develup
new market possibilities or more stable operations with old

products.

These features are related to the poor exlernal image
of Peruvian exporters who are seen as inconsistent and not
always dependable w'th respect to schedules or quality
control, as unable to maintain adequate communications, and
as unwilling to commit exports unless products are already
‘available. in the warehouse.

These are characteristics that could describe a young
and dynamic industry that would respond quickly and
innovatively to a rapidly changing market during favovable
periods of expansion: above all, it indicates the presence
of considerable entrepreneurial Interest and potential
involvement that could be drawn into exporting and that
would be likely to develaop greater dependability and longer
term plans if the regulatory and institutional environment
provided-a greater degree of security

{(b) Regulatory environment

The regulatory environment is highly unfavorable to
business in general and, in some. ways, has an anti-export
bias. Moreover, the degree of intervention and bureaucratic
obstacles have been increasing during the last year, though
'the government has at the same time been seeking to offcet
these disadvantages by increasing credit., tax exemption,
exchange rate and other subsidies. Every aspect of a fira's
activity is subject to extensive and changeable regulations.
Government approval is required for almost every operational
step and the timing of each approval is uncertain. Dealing
with these rules and with the bureaucracy demands
considerable managerial time and legal and accounting
services, in addition to the cost of bribes. The main cost.
‘however, is the insecurity that is created, especially with
respect to the phasing of operations. This uncertainty 14
particularly damaging where agriculture is involved, due
perishability and to the inflexibility of crop cycles.
Exporters cite numerous cases of bureaucratic delays thal
have caused loss of shipments, or lnss of product quality.
resulting inevitably in- lower planting levels.

ta



The high overhead costs that result from this
environment for business in general are increcsed by some
forms of bias against exports: One cause of this bias is the
political sensitivity cof food exports, especially in a
context of high inflation. Exporters have almost no
political constituency: by contrast, the slightest
suggestion of a food shortage receives enormous political
attention and may result in the cancellation or delay of
.erxport permissions. The export of any product may be barred
in general, for anyperiod of time, by the Ministry of
Agriculture or permission may te denied merely to a
particular shipment by the withholding of a health
(fitosanitary) certificate. Products such as cacoa, flowers,
fruit juices, and spices are not affected, but the threat of
blocked or delayed export permits is a major problem for
fresh and frozen fruits and vegetables.

Exporters are also burdened'by foreign exchange
regulations that require that all foreign exchange earnings
be surrerdered to the Central Fank, by the uncertainty
regarding the real value of the exchange rate at which it is
bought 5, and by red tape and uncertainty with respect to
benefits obtained from the- government, such as the. CERTEX
tax rebate, FENT pre-export credits, and "temporary
admission” facility which exempts exporters from import
duties on containers, packaging and other inputs that are
re-exported. Business applications for subsidies and other
benefits granted by law or decree are routinely subjected to
s0 much questioning and delay by bureaucracies that
investment and praduction planning must often be based on
the assumption that the benefits may not be received. Again,
the major cost is the uncertainty regarding timing, and
even, at times, whether the benefit will be received at all.
The temporary admission facility,; for instance, is rarely
used due to an exceptionally difficult bureaucratic obstacle
course.

{c) Land, labor and capitalE

The business environment is also handicapped by the
weakness and distortions of lard, labor and capital markets.
The agrarian.reform law of 1970 requires that owners reside
in and operate their farms directly. Export companiés are
thus barred from ownership and from direct production of
farm products. The result is that any attempt at large wcale
export development by companies is handicapped by the need
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to rely on incentives and training to induce férmers, ASSUre
adequate supplies, and control product quality.

The alternative route to large scale exparts requires
that individual farmers cooperate, and Peru is also
handicapped in this respect, by a lack of tradition, and by
the politicization and internal divisions that have
characterized the agricultural sector since the agrarian
reform. These barriers to large scale operation make it
difficult to gear up export efforts to the .scale needed to
obtain the benefits of quality control, of name brands, of
internal political leverage, and of market power via volume

and quality.

Labor markets also bring difficulties for the potential
investor, particularly in the farm of the labor stability
law that turns labor into a near-fixed cost. Also, the
successful development of labor-intensive export crops will
almost certainly create negative reactions and political
pressures from other farmers wihen wages rise, as has been
happening, for instance, in the flower growing area of
" Huaraz.

Capital markets are undeveloped in Peru. Risk capital
is almost entirely obtained from 1nd1v1duals through
partnerships and personal loans, and from company cash flow.
Medium term credit scarcely exists in the financial system,
and there is minimal experience of lending based on project
evaluation rather than personal guarantees. The important
exception to this situation is created by large investment
groups or holding companies which pool resources fraom
different activities and which have considerable financial
flexibility within their organizations.

(d) Export promotion

(At the time that this project was designed, 'two
Jrganizations existed to promote non-traditional exports,
Frivate sector exporters of non-traditional goads created
ADEX in 1972 to assist members and potential exporters,
chiefly with market informaticn, and to lobby. And, in 1978,
the government created FOPEX as an additional effort to
promote new export products.

Neither of these organizutfons was specialiced in the
area of agro or agroindustrial products, but baoth covered
these products. Though it is difficult to measure, ADEX

V7



appears to have had some success as a lobby, particulary in
pressing for CERTEX and FENT benefits. They have been less
‘successful in reducing bureaucratic caosts or in obtaining a
more favorable exchange rate. The dominant voice within ADEX
was that of manufacturers, many of whom had high import
costs, or who exported marginal amounts, and this may have
worked against agro exporters who stood to gain more from a
higher exchange rate, and from changes in the policy and
bureaucratic environment. ' )

On the other hand, inititiation into exporting is
currently leading several of the main industrial exporters
to venture into agro-export investment, as a #form of
.backward integration, and to secure their owm sources of
foreign exchange for needed imjorted inputs im the face of
an increasingly difficult and uncertain foreign exchange
market. At the same time, ADEX has worked to spread
knowledge of export opportunities and procedures.

‘Over its shart life span, FOPEX has added to the
informational effort but has had little policy input. As
with ADEX, its main informational contributioms has been with
novices at the level of small and medium enterprises.
Neither organization has had a significant impact on the
more general negative aspects - bf the business environment,
and neither has done much beyond the stage of -general
information to the kind of more active interventions
characteristic of the FDN/FMME project - the wrganization of
producers, for instance - needed to generate a significant

increase in agro exports.

E., Policy

Government policy has been strongly in favor of
agricultural non~traditional exparts for at least a decade.
The main instruments used to promote these emports during
that period were the CERTEX tax rebate and swbsidised FENT
pre-shipment credits. Farm exports received the maximum
rates avialable under CERTEX schedules. Alsoy, agriculture in
general received preferential tax treatment. [Evchange rate
policy has been mixed, rising to very favorathle levels in
1978-79, but sinking into overvaluation in mast years.

Much of the explicit benefit provided to agr.
exporters, however, was.offset by the negatiwe effect _.
other policies. The most damaging, probably, was the
agrarian reform law mentioned above, which has kept

<
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investors at arms length from agriculture since 1%970.
Increasing government involvement in the production of basi
inputs and services has also warked againat agro exporters
by lowering efficiency and raising the costs of those input
and services. Exporters, for instance, must pay a governmen
papér factory double the intermnational price for cardboard
boxes, while -the publicly~owned sﬁeel mill charges more tha
double for the tin sheet used in canning. The government
.port and airport authorities, ENAFU AND CORPAC, charga
expaorters high rates for minimum, and sometimess even nil
services. Exporters are then forced to give preference to
the government shipping caompany, CPV, or pay for release
from this obligation. In sum, publie epterprises impose
major costs on exporters, substantially reducing the net
benefits derived from CERTEX and FENT,

This policy environment was modified during 1986,
particularly at the end of the year. The changes reinforced
both positive and negative aspects vis a vis agro exports:
explicit subsidies and benefits were raised, esp=cially by
the addition of a preferential exchange rate almost S0%
above the Central Bank base rate, and by an increase in
CERTEX rates and in the FENT interest rate subsidy. Cemneral
tax benefits for farmers were also increased, virtually
eliminating all direct and most imdirect taxes paid by
agriculture, including import duties.

At the same time, a major institutional initiative was
taken in the creation of ICE, a government organization that
is now coordinating export and import policy. In the space
of a few manths, ICE has demanstrated a strong bias in favor
of agicultural non—-traditional exports, and an operational
capacity to intervene within the bureaucracy and at the
policy-making level to reduce regulatory and other barriers

to export.

Some steps were also taken to open access to land:
companies may now buy up to 1350 hectares of desert or waste
land while certain forms of partnerships may buy and operate

farmland under restrictions.

On the negative side, exporters now face even greater
bureaucratic requlation in most aspects of econamic
activity, while the protection of government enterprises, at
the expense of exporters, has i1ncreased. Increased shipping
and air transport preferences to public companiews caused
considerable difficulties for reasans of both cost and
dependability, but one of the main obstacles to exprters,

NS



particularly of fresh and frozen tarm products, has now been
resolved by the new commercial air traffic agreement with

the USA.

With the major exception oﬁ the exchange rate, the
overall policy environment for non—traditional agro-exports
has become more favorable,' and there is a reasonable bhasis
for anticipating that this policy preference will be
maintained during the next years: the government has a
strong pro-agricultural bias, and balance of payments trends
are likely to place a growing premium on activities that can
generate foreign exchange quicicly. Alsoy, the deterioration
in the foreign exchange market and sharp rise in the free
rate is likely to force a reesxamination of exchange rate
policy, despite the government’s continuing reluctance to
devalue in line with inflation.

AN especially interesting and promising policy
‘development is the informal counsultation and planning that
has begun between top level guvernment officials and large
business groups. The talks center around private investment
plans, and both officials and businessmen have been
expressing considerable inmterest in agro and agroindustrial
investments aimed at the export market. The talks have begun
~to act as a mechanism for cutting red tape and réducing
- obstacles to investment in general.

V. THE PROJECT

AID’s response to the question of how to increase
agricutural exports in Peru was a pilot project begun in
1984. The project remains small; total previous and
currently planned support for the life of project is
412,296, of which %74.,800 has been centrally funded.
Project activities are channeled through a small Peruvian
private non-profit organizaticn, the National Development
Foundation (Fundacion para el Desarrollo Nacional ar FDN)
some additional support is provided throught the US based
Foundation for Multinational Management Education (FMME) and
the AID/Washington supported Project Sustain. Both of the
latter organizations cooperate with FDN activities by
providing technical assistance to FDN projects and in the
case of the FMME. providing contacts with and information %on
US markets. Neither of the two limits its actiwilies to
Peru. FMME activities in that country originated as part of
a 478,000 grant agreement with AID/Washington’s Uureau for



Private Enterprise to conduct a series of Latin American
Agribusiness workshops in six Latin American countries.
Lesser amounts have subsequently been provided to the FMME
by AID/W and USAID for its specific activities with the FDN.

Since for the purpose of the Peru project, the FDN
remains the key institution. the evaluation focuses on ite
activities and potential. The contributions of the other two
organizations have heen extremely important but will be
dealt with tangentially as less unique to the Peruvian

exnerience.

A, Brief History

The FDN’s initial involvement in the project was a
one-~shot participation as a local spansor in a a workshop on
the potential for export agriculture praoposed hy FMME. On '
the basis of the conference’s success (as measured by the
interest demonstrated by Peruvian and US participants. and
the FDN’s demonstrated ability to draw local participants
including representatives from the Central Bank. FOPEX,
commercial banks and the Ministry of Agriculture) a longer
term involvement for the FDN was proposed. Follawing the
workshops the FDN and FMME collakorated in a number of.
activities to take advantage of specific importer-exporter
interests in export operations., Within two months of the
workshop these had resulted in an inventory of the import
needs and interests of 10 US firms (done by the FMME), and
the asses=ment of the general production potential of
farmers in five coastal valleys to respond to these
opportunities (FDN). The FDN used its own resources to carry
out its part of the activities in the periaod from the
Workshop (mid March 1984) through July 1984, From August
through November, its continuing activities and the
elaboration of a more specific plan of action with the
collaboration of the FMME and some technical assistence Trom
FOPEX was financed through a $25,000 grant from (ISAID. By
the end of Navember. the joint efforts of the FDN and FMME
had led to the completion of contractural arrangments
between US firms and Peruvian producer associations and/or
agro-industry firms with a dollar value of over $1,200.000.
Al though no more grant funds were supplied to the project
until July, 1985. the FDN again used its own resources to
continue activities in support of the proposed e«port
operations.
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B. Present Project

The purpose of the new grant was to alluw the FUN tu
continue and intensify its work in the five coastal valleys
or export centers in generating "commitments between. US
firms and Peruvian producers, agribusineses and export firms
to organize and install production, packing and
export—-import arrangements for non-traditional agricultural
exports...." Specifically the FDN was "to execute the
coordination, information services and promotion activities
required to assist Peruvian agricultural producers,
agribusinesses and agricultural product exporters to realize
erxport deals and to motivate them to implement actions that
are responsive to expaort market opportunities. "Although the
focus was and continues to be on operations in the five
centers, botlth the grant’s list of specific abjectives and.
the FDN's own activities have taken it furlher «field.
especially in the provision of information, contacts,
technical assistance and other services to interested firms
and groups cutside the target area. Such activities appes
particularly important however, in light of an additional
purpose of the project as that of establishing the FDN "as a
reputable organization that provides assistance services
with identifiable returns to its clientele”

Al though the promotion of exports from the five centers
has not proceeded as rapidly as had been hoped, the more
intensive work here has allowed the FDN (in cooperation with
the FMME and Project Sustain) to focus an the development of
a methodology for drawing farmers into export activities.
The methodology is demand or market focused. It begins with
the identification of potential market opportunitie and
buyers and works backward toward the development of
commodities to meet the demand or to supply target markets.
It also emphasizes work with groups of farmers in existing
or potential associations. There are several reasons for
this choice. One intended impact is to institutionalize the
new activities and provide a base far their expansion to a
still broader group. The preference has also been to
establish contractual relations with thi buyers early on to
draw them into the process of comdodity development
(including the processing as well ‘as production stage). The
FDN has also systematized a schedule for commod:ty '
development, working through the stages of field trials,
samples and the first commmercial exports. so as to
guarantee that the final product will meet Lhuyer
specifications. Along the way Lltechnical assistance is
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‘provided to solve problems as they develop in cultivation,
processing and shipping.

FDN interventions have also jinvolved negotiating wilh
‘processing firms and setting up a trading company, Olimpus.
with the participation of producers. A list ot FDN
?activities in each of the three wain export ventures --
green beans, paprika and asparagus -- is too lengthy tao
‘repeat. The process has been extremely labor intencive on
the part of the Foundation, which has been invalved in
‘everything from getting seeds through Peruvian customs to
providing-technical assistance to the processing plant. If
the actual level. of exports to date has been less than
initially anticipated, it is hardly for lach of effort. Even
the Tailures have been important sources aof information and
guidance for future efforts. '

While the FDN had initially' focused on the law o
uneven quality of agricultural products as the chief
obstacle to exsanding esportss another lessoun of the
experience has been the need for attention to all stages of
‘the process and for coordination among them. Getting farmers
to produce commodities of the required quality has taken
effort, but it alone has not been sufficient. In the first
experiments with exporting quick” frozen green beans it-.was
in' the processing stage that obstacles developed: in the
case of paprika the product was of such high quality that
local demand absorbed the whole crop, and in the incipient
venture in exporting fresh asparagus, the chief fear ‘is that
the product will be ready before adequate arrangmonts are
made fTor its processing and transport. The inherent
complexity of these efforts to start export projects from
scratch has meant that the Foundation’s short run track
record has probably been better with windows of oppovtunity
-— the one time ventures it has helped put together.

Since 1984, the FDN has added a number of other
activities, including three additional workshopss an
information service for potential exporters, praoducers, or
buyers, work with export associations and government
entities, and sharter term activities to broker specific’

pxport ventures. The core of the proiject, however remains
the work in the five expaort centers with Lhree high priorily
commodities —-- green beans, paprika, and,asparagus.



C. Organization and General Administrative Consideratimis

" While the project is more t%an the FDN, the latter has
been s0 critical to its development and accomplishments that
it bears examination an its own.' As an organirzation, the FDN
has existed for fifteen years during which time it has 4
evolved from a private think tank set up tou help keep
Peruvian professionals trained in agriculture in the country
to its present status as a project oriented entity supported
by grants and contracls from various danor organizations. ‘
Over its entire existence it has.remained small in size and
has maintained the same director, Luis Paz, who in some
cense "is the Foundation". The FDN curvently has a permanent
ataff of 18, including 3 prufessionals,s 35 techricians. and 8
administrative personnel. This is augmented by persannel '
contracted for specific projects, bringing the total Lo 135
(41 professionals, 41 technicians,.and 53 administrative).

Accarding to reports pruvidéd in late 1984&. the FDH
was working on 5 projects (of which the AID project counts
as nne),~and & studies (of which 2 are aiso fimanced by
AID). Total financial resources from all sources are raoughly
$3 million. The FDN estimates the number of beneficiaries
from the five projects as 974, d&f whom 322 are represented
in the AID project. Although the AID project is the only one
focusing on export agrigulture, it has much in common with
the others in terms of general development orientation and
methodology, most notably the emphasis on providing largely
technical and some financial assistance to groups of farmers
"to help them solve specific problems and, in the process.
either develop existing or introduce new forms of economic
activity of direct benefit to them.

1

While the FDN charges little or nothing fdr its
technical assistance over the short run. the long term goal
is to establish activities that will pay for themselves and
which the bereficiaries will eventually manage an their ocwn.
(Dver the shorti run, however, staff{ contracted by the FDN
manage the business end of the ventures,; or. in the case of
the export project, are intimately involved as adviegors) .
The assistance goes beyond the purely technical to include
guidance. in basic busingss practices, markelting. and
organizational techniques given to the group as a whole. Hs
the FDN has branched out into other types uf activities, * 9
notably in the export project, it has sometimes had to move
away from this basic methodology (for example 1n the
technical assistance provided at cost to various entities

0
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not included in the project groups, or the general
information services it may provide to individuals or single
firms interested in exporting). Still, interviews with
membe: - of the permanent staff suggest a persisting and
quite consrious loyalty to -the FDN "approach"” and a
remarkable unity of vision and purpose.

Although the judgment is impressionistic, it appears
that much of the FDN’s basic strength originated in this
shared sense of purpose and vision, in what appears to be a
very high level of dedication un the part of iis staff, and
in the hands on experience reqguired ar, at least allawed by
its small size. Another source of strength is clearly the
continuous leadership of Luis Paz. The FDN is not a very
bureaucratic organization, and even administrative staff
have a day to day invaolvement in the project activities.
Judging by what was seen in tr:ps to the office and the
difficulty of scheduling interviéws, Foundation employees
put in long hours and are intensely involved im making
-projects succeed. (The same it should be said is true of the
AID project manager). Even at a time when the demands for
the FDN’s services have exceeded:.its ability to respond to
all of them, the staff is reluctant to pass up new
opportunities and constantlv searches far wavs to wark them
in.

The flip side of the coin is that this very dedication.
and involvement.may detract from the formulation of a longer
term strategy for the Foundation, either in gemeral or in
terms of the AID project. While the strategy of responding
to opportunities as they arise has helped the Faundation
grow and raise its profile, a more formal structuring may
soon be necessary. It has been suggested for example that
the Foundation has till now been a one-man operation under
the leadership of Luis Paz, but that-as its activities
expand, it will need a more formal policy makimg body and
.one further removed from the day to day project concerns. It
has also been suggested that the Foundation might benefit
from some tightening up administratively -- that like all
mystique driven organizations, it tends to put off .
bureaucratic paperwork as a last priority. Although 1n the
overbureaucratic society in which it functions, this may not
look like a problem, it.has posed difficulties in meeting
the reporting requirements of external donors and securing
"timely access to funds. If the Foundation grows and
increases its financial base, these minor incomveniences
could generate major problems. Finally, as is not unusual
Tor an organization staffed with very dedicated personnel,



the Foundation is characterized by a certain imformality in
the assignment of responsibilitiers as well as inadequate
delegation of authority. While this hasg s0 far rnot hinde ed
Project implementation, it has meant that one person (often
the directaor) may bhe doing more than what is reasanable. The
concern here is faor a more rational distribution of the
workload and one that is less dependent on a few key
individuals. In brief, the criticisms point tav..rd the rneed,
as the FDN assumes more functions and enters mare tyvpes of .
activities, for a more formal organization with a specific .
division and specialization of roles, and especially the
establishment of a policy making body, separate from its day
to day activities. ' '

The FDN itcelf responded to these criticisams and
recommendations by contracting a local cansultant on a trial
basis to evaluate the organization and make specific
suggestions as to changes in organization and policy. Th.
evaluation process and a growing sense within the FDN that
it has reached =ome sort of crossroads generated
considerable thinking about Possible changes im the
- Foundatign. The implications for the AID project are not vet
-€lear, and are unlikely to be so until the Foumdation
.Personnel themselves reach specific decisions. While
relatively few people will be involved in making this
decision, it does not appear that a consensus has emerged as
regards the future orientation of the FDN’s activities or
.the type of reorganization this will require. Conversations
with key individuals indicate some common preferences -- far
example, an emphasis on Projectss a preference for a small
administrative organization (but' probably one nore
exclusively dedicated to that function), an emphasis on
Providing services to and working through groups. In
addition, several of the consultant’s specific suggestione
== that the Foundation concentrate its effurts on developing
cosstal agriculture (as opposed to the sierras or jungle
regions) and that it work out arrangments with INIPA. the
GOP extensiaon agency, to take over some of the latter’s
functions and possibly its infrastructure in that area
(where INIPA has in fact decided to reduce its own
activities) -- may be influential.

There are two key issues highlighted by the
cConsultant’s report which remain to be regaolved. The firsec
is the question of how much of the Foundation’sg efforts will
be directlly aimed at promoting export agricul twre. This nay
re:resenl less of a cut and dried choice than a question aof
riorities or emphasis. As the consultant stressed,
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promoting exports can be handled within the larger ubject:ve
of developing coastal agriculture. Given various political
uncertainties it may be more practical and of lunger run
benefit to the country to focus on this larger objective
first, with increased exports as a likely result, given a
favarable policy environment. The mayority in the FDN ceem
to prefer an increased emphasis on exports as a primary goal
of the Foundation’s efforts. Operationally, the difference
is that with an export emphasis, the Foundation would
continue or increase its efforts in such areas as tLhe
information service to potential exporters/importers,
promotional "activities like the earlier workshopsa, and
efforts to influence government policy toward exports either
directly or in conjunction with other organizations. The
consultant’s report, deemphasizing exports, also downplayad
such activities as being outside the Foundalion’s area of -
strength, and possibly counterproductiva. (He suggygested for
example that the worshops tend te build up expectations e
a demand for services that overtax the Foundatiom’s

resources),

The_second question regards the main functional areas
in which the Foundation will focus its future efforts and
the ways in which these will be interrelated. Here, three
variations emerge. The first is a.continuation oF the
Foundation’s emphasis on vertically integrated projects,
each aiming at improving the economic performance of a
particular target group and providing a whole ramge of
necessary services along the way. While this visian is
compatible with some expansion of the Foundation”s workleoad,
a significant increase in the number aof decenrtralized
projects would seem to require substantial changes in the
current informal administrative structure.

|

The other two visions begin with the assumption that
the Foundation will substantially increase its level of
activities and thus will have to reorganize its efforts.
They look to a kind of horizontal integration whereby the
services themselves would become projects and the links with
the target groups would became less intensive. Thus Tor
erxample, .technical assistance and research would become o
project activity; individuals assigned to that area would
provide services on rizquest to groups of users. The
difference between the second and third vision iw the
emphasis on export agriculture, and so, on Lhe rwenber daid
type of service projects. While this horizantal

restructuring might overcome the irherent limitations in Lhe
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FDN’s current style of operation, it also represents a
potentially threatening departure from the bases of the
Foundation’s strength and from the type of actiwities il |
does best.

It seems further unadvisable because of the quantum
leap in staff size it demands for its implementation. It
seems safe to stick with the current vertical imtegratioun,
while gradually increasing the number of projects and
tightening up the central administrative structwe.

V. FINDINGS

A. Accomplishments to date

: Project accomplishments to date can be divided into twe
categories. The first, concrete or event level «whieveaentl.,
include specific physical, and generally quantifTiable goals
-~ ie. the number of contracts signed, volume ard value of
exports, beneficiaries included, etc. Tha second category.
institutional achievements, is less easily quant.fied and
refers to steps taken in laying an institutional base .for
further activities. Given the size and pilot status of the .
project, these are potentially the most interesting because
of their significance for future activities. ' ’

(a). Concrete accomplishments: the FDN.has provided the
following summary table, listing total investment in export
related activities attributable to the project.

b). Institutional accomplishmentg;

1. Generation of knowledge about the agricultural
export process: Given the general lack of goverment
attention to this issue (as evidenced by the MOR's lack of
any office charged with it and its reputed lack of the most
basic data on agricultural exports), and the abwence of
private organizations with 4 comprehensive foucus« the
accumulation of information is itself an important factor in
encouraging export expansion. Through ite aclivillies in the
project and some prior work, the FDN has amassed what it
claims (and there seems little reascn to doubll bhis) is the
most extensive and intensive institutional expertise an the
theme in Peru. While much of this knowledge is imbedded in
the individuals on ils staff, the Foundaliam is wurking N
toward making it more widely available through studies,
publications, ita information service, and other contacts
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with private and public agencies. The type of information
varies widely from data on buyers and markets, to detailed
studies on processing and handling of commodities, to
findings on producer receptivity to adopting new techniques
and new crops. Much of this is relevant not anly faor,
economic actors but for policy makers -- for example, a
recent review of the green bean project which among other
findings notes the profxtab111ty‘of different degrees of
processing given the current exchange rate policy. While
bits and pieces of this information may exist with other
agencies or private entities, the FDN is unique in the
quantity and comprenensive nature of what it has collected

and generated.

2. Creation of a team of experts on agricultural
exports: This follows from point one above since the
knowledge generation process has ,been realized through the
hands-on experience of the FDN staff. Recognition of the
value of this development has led the FDN to consider ways
in which more sucn experts might be trained, perhaps in
conjunction with one of the existing management programs run
by local universities. '

3. Establishment of the FDN,as an organization with
recognized expertise in promoting agricultural exports and
generally in the export process: The FDN now regularly
receives referrals from other domestic and international
agencies and has been sought out by the Minister of
Agriculture for advice and information on the theme. Despite
the existence of a state entity to promote exports and an
export lobbing group, it seems to have little serious
competition for the broad variety of services it provides.

4. Training of a core group of farmers in production
for export as well as in other stages of the export process:
While this group remains small they are strategically
placed, and as evidenced by the Ica farmers’ enthusiasm for
the asparagus project, they are prepared to take their own
initiatives (although the FDN's assessment is that their
preparation is still more attitudinal than technical and
that more training is needed). Conceivably they already
represent a critical mass in their own local assaciations
and could be used to bring more farmers on board, perhaps
entering into the training themselves. At the very leastl
these pro;ects have demonstrated that farmers can produce
for export and that at least for the short rum the current
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set of institutional obstacles will not prevent their
involvement.

S. Development of a methodology for drawing farmers
intog export ventures: While it is unclear how the labor
intensive, gradualist FDN approach can be adopted to larger
scale efforts, they have developed a step by step process
for moving groups into export activities which if followed
should help avaid many of the typical praoblems and setbacks
encountered by new exporters. S

6. Development of interecst among .potential importers,
especially in the US, in Peruvian products and in the
possibility of entering into longer term contractual
relationships with producers: [n cooperation with the FMME,
the FDN has made contacts with a number of potential
large-scale buyers in :he US, some of which have already’
resulted in contracts being signed. Many of these have
provided seeds, technical assistance, and other inputs and
have shown interest in making other investments all of which
might-over time lead to a significant increase in exnnar+

activity.

7. Establishment of an information system providing
information to potential exporters and impaorters: Aside from
its intrinsic value to users this has also been a way of
raising the FDN’s profile. The information they admit is not
complete -- for example, they apparenly cannot match FOPEX,
the public sector agency for export promotion, for global
-coverage. However, the level of detail offered by the FDN aon
US buyers is apparently more useful to potential experters
than that provided by FOPEX or any other agency.

8. Formation of various institutional groups to pramote
exports: This is for the most part on the producer level.
Aside from groups formed or identified in the five export
centers, they have been working to promote associations of
other types of exporters —-—- for example in citrus and
mangos. In addition, the FDN hag worked with the peak
exporters’ association, ADEX, to promote the formation of
committees for agricultural exporters. The FDN bias toward
group efforts seems necessary, justified by their argument
that in the past exporters have wasted effort competing with
each other when all would gain by unifying their forces. In,
order to enforce this approach, the FDN has made at leasl
some of its services conditional on the existence of an
association with which they can work.
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9. Formation of a prototype export company with
participation of producers among shareholders: This is Lhe
most controversial of the FDN’s accomplishments. While the
.company, Olimpus, is in operation and has been active in Lhe
Foundation’s export activities, the notion of including
producers ard regular sharehalders (as well as FDM staff) in
the same export company has drawn considerable criticiem.
The FDN argues that this is a way of educating producers in
the problems of exporting, and at the same time satisfying:
their desire to increase their share in the profits while
encouraqging a dialogue with the erxport end of the business.
The critics focus on Lwo types of conflict of imterest --
onesy the inclusion of the producers whose demamds on Lhe
firm will be different from those of the shareholders (that
is those without a product tao sell to the firm)« and the
olher the FDN's participationy, which jeopardizes its
reputation ac a disinterested provider of services to all
exporters. The FDM has socught to counter the wsezond
criticism by organizationally and physically withdrawing
from Olimpus. The producers however remain in the firm.

B. Developmental Impact

1t is the general consensus bf the evaluation team-that
the FDN can only be applauded in terms of what it has so far
accomplished with the recources available tp it. There is nc
‘question as to the dedication and competence of its staff
nor as to their ability to identify problems amd resdlve
them innovatively. While still on a small scale. FDN
activities in all areas have either provided services and
improved on what is otherwise available. Aside from its
concrete accomplishments, the FDN experience has been
valuable in terms of the knowledge it has generated. the
hypotheses it has tested, and the base it has provided faor
further efforts. Still, given the small size of the venture,
it is premature to discuss developmental impacts on s global
scale. It also appears that the realization of that
potential will depend on a number of factors so far oulside
the influence of the FDN or of the project as presently
desianed.

Given that the desired developmental impact of the:
project is Lo substantialy increase Peru’s non traditiaonal
agricultural exparts, it is firet evident that a larger
scale effort is necded. However, this appears to require
move than a simple 2xpansion of the project and of the
Foundation’s present strategy. Some of the missing faclo:
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are elements of policy and instiitutional structures extoernal
to the FDN and in some cases external to Peru. If the
Peruvian government’s policy. toward agricultural evporte
does not provide adequate incentives for the latter or if
bureaucratic regulationsg are sufficiently obstructive, the
project’s bottom up strategy of promoting exports by
encouraging the production of exportable commodities will be
severely undercut. Additionally, if international conditiuns
and especially policies of potential importimg nations are,.
not fTavorable, the FDN once again is fighling an uphill
battle. Finally, although the FDN has been expanding its
area of activity, its primary impact has beem an a targot
group of relatively newsy small and medium size producers arnd
exporters. While this may be its natural clientele, an
overall strategy for a new project may want ta look tn
building ather, if less direct links with larger scale
operatiaons as well as other private and public export
policy. These points are further elaborated below~s but Lt
general conclusion is that while the accomplishments of the
project to date suggest a potential for a substantial imp.act
on agricultural and export development. for that impact ta
be maximized more attention will have to be turned to the
broader policy and institutional environment.

L, Hroject Replicability/Sustainability

The critical question is not one of .replicability or
sustainability but rather of how these lessoms and
experience can be translated into a larger scale project
with a substantial impact on export development. The _
challenge is to do this without losing the progress that has
been made -- for example, by so significantly reorganizing
or overextending the FDN as to endanger some of its evident
areas of strength. The FDN's performance to tate arques for
retaining it as the key institution in any naw project. On
the basis of its experience such a new project could naw
more specifically detime the FDN’s role vis—-a-vis the wider
economic institutional, and policy environmemt. creating
more specific linkages with the latter. Sustasinability and a
broader impact thus hinge not on replication bdt on a resw.
globally. oriented design.



D. Political, Policy, Economicl Social and Imstitutioﬁai
Implications

It has become abundantly clear in the course of the
evaluation that interest in non-traditional agricultural
exports has been increasing in Peru. Higher lewvwels of
interest have also meant a greater number of imstitutions
actively involved in the export-process, in promotiﬁg its
‘development or in making the pclicy that will afffect this.

OQver the three years of the project’s lifer, the FDN has
come to be recognized as a cortributor to this development
and to the policy debate, but it is hardly the anly one. If
the project 'is ta be faulted in any regard it is for a
tendency to discount or downplay the vrole of these other
institutions. especially thosce involved in evport promotion
This is in part a result of some unfortunate experiences
early on and in part a natural preference for the
institutions one is promoting. However, at this point in the
project’s development it is time to consider how the FDN
fits into the larger economic and policy enviromment and
what efforts should be made to shape its future
relationships and those of the project with the latter
Aside from defining relationships with the GOP gpolicy making
bodies, special attention should pe paid to sucdh private and
public sector institutions as ADEX (the exporters
association which includes committees for agricwltural
exports, on which the FDN is represented), the institute for
.foreign trade (ICE) and within it, FOPEX, the fmmer GOP
agency far export promotion, various agricultural
associations at the national level, and the existing large
group of private sector firms and individuals already

involved in exporting.

In defining the FDN’s relationship with these entities,
two issues seem particularly important: first, a definition
of Lhe FDN's role in developing exports in term of the
groups with which it will waort and to which it will praovicde
services, and of possible linkages between these and other
entities involved in exparts; and second, a definition of
its raole in efforts to influence policy, especially in terms
of its relationship to other interested instituions. In
regard to the first issue, it appears: that the FDN's natural
clientele and that which is most benefitted by its services
are small and medium sized producers who @ay be encouraged
to produce for export, often for the first time. The FDN has
provided services to larger scale producers as well as Lo
firms interested in processing and/or exporting commadilins,
but despite some successes here, it is not evident that this

3
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ies the best use of its resaources. First, efforts to expand
jte activities in these areas would require the
rearientation and addition of staff and a style of operation
somewhat different from the existing one. Secomd, it is not
evident that the demand for this kind of services merits the
effort. Individual interviews and the survey of exporting
firms indicate that enterprises already involwved in erxport
(whether large scale producers, agribusinessess or trading
firms) already have their own access to many off the services
the FDN might provide or at least ere in a.position to
arrange for them directly. Rightly or wrongly they tend to
perceive Lhe FDN as specialized in work with smaller scale
producers. (It should be noted that it is not just the FDN
they dismiss as "too elementary". The same reartions were
directed tuwards the efforts o! the public sectter entity,
FOPEX). Similarly, the FDN effurts to staert its own trading
company suggest anather venture into an area off questionable

returns.

The FDN’s experience suguest that increased production
is not the only bottleneck to 1ncreasing exports; however,
exporter responses in interviews and the questionnaire
underlined the importance of this area and recognized the
FDN’'s efforts here. One possible conclusion is that over the
medium run, the FDN, rather than extending its work into
"other stages of the export process, might best continue to
focus on the development of export.potential om the producer
level. This would not preclude the continuatiom of its
cooperation with the FMME in making contacts with importers
in the US and encouraging their direct investmant in
producer operation. It might als@ involve efforts to link
producer groups with local agribusiness and exwort firms
already in operation or to contract with the latter to-
provide technical assistance to producer groups they have
targeted as potential sources of export commodities.

n regard to the second issue, influencing policy, it
is evident that there is much to be done and tthat the level
of organization among interested groups is far from adequate
to the task. The lack of organization is apparent at a«
conceptual as well as structural level; in fact the two
reinfoirce each other. Discussions with anyone involved 1in
the export process will elicit a list of problems
abstructing progress, but no clear sense as to their
relative importance or as to a prioritized strategy for
their resolution. This situation may be changimg given Lhe
growing level of interest in the theme, but more effort
might be directed to accelerating that change.

N\
-
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The conceptual and structural disuvrganization mirrors
that on the government side. There is a virtual lack of
atlention to exports or export policy within the Miniali v ul
Agriculture. Those public entities concerned wilh erport
promotion continue to emphasize developing markets rathen
than develouping local capacity to produce and deliver
products to them. Key policy decisions actually affecling
expurts are made and managed by government entities, such ac
the Central Bank, and Lhe Ministries of Economy
Agriculture, Industry and Foreign Affairs, all of whom share
"a general and increasing interest in export developmenti, hLut
whose primary concerns are wilbh other objectives. Their
secondary concern for non-traditional ‘exports is unlikely Lc
produce either a higher level of coordination amoung policy
making and implementing baodies or to raise thias to a (1ot
line priority of macroeconomic pulicy mak ing, A1l of bthiae
increases the need far coordination anong the various
econamic actors, their interest associations, those
government agencies like the newly created Institute of
Foreign Trade (ICE), and entities' lite Lhe Fourdation. The.
purpase 1s several fold: to generate a greater consensus on
common cgncerns, problems, and proposed solutioms; to
envolve a common strategy for influencing govermment policy
and public opinion; and to develop joint activities which
might be pursued with or without "government involvement. At
the moment there are uobvious advantages to cooperative
action, given the limited resources and capabilities of
these organizations in such critical areas as policy,
analysis,. research and studies, and their apparent lack of
weight individually as lobbying organizations. :
Unfortunately, cooperation has been limited by mutual
competition. For example, ADEX retently began its own
studies division, when it might have ccoperated with the  wil
which currently is stronger in that area.

|

. Given the Foundation’s small:size and lack of economic
weight (vis a vis the larger scale exporters eitther working
within ADEX or independently), it is not realistic to
envision it as the lead organization in developing a wide,
cooperative effort, at least in the short run. Fowever. in
the context of a larger project, AID could encowraqg:s?
cooperation and a more rational specialiration of furnctiuns
by offering smaller grants for specific coaperattve
activities. In the proceéss, it could enhance the stalbus of
the FDN by making it the co-sponsor of such collective
actions.
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E. Lessons Learned & Limitations

In some sense, the project has been first and foremust
a learning experience. As noted aboves it has genecated
subuoutantial information on the potential for and limitatiun
to export erxpansion while simultaneously strengthening the
FDN and its staff as an institutiun with a recogniced
expertise in the area. Several of the lessons learned have
been touched an above, but among ‘those not mentioned or
bearing repetition are the following:

1. There exists a significant and often untapped
interest among Peruvian producers, 1nmdustrialists and
trading companies in non-traditional agricultural exports.
Unfurtunately., this interest is often conbined with a
substantial underestimation of the difficulties or hard
work involved. This is not true genecally of thuse with
exporience. but is often true of thoese who would like to
enter the field, perceiving i1t as potentially haghly
profitable. '

2. There exists a substantial export market for high
quality Peruvian products, in the US and Europe, as well as
other regions. The demand is sufficient that potential
buyers can be interested in making local investments to
secure a guaranteed supply of high quality commodities.

3. Attempts to create continuing relationships with
this market, however, have to overcome the bad experience of
importers with respect to the quality and reliability of
Peruvian commodities. Even where quality is high, importer
experience to date has aften been unfavorable 1n terms of
timely arrival of quantities requested. Potential businesws
has even been lost by a failure to respond quickly - or at
all - to initial inquiries.

4. Points 1, @ and 3 above.. and the FDN's own
experience, suggest that any efforl to expand agricul tural
exports, especially to Lthe extent that new producers are
drisawn in, will require that processing ov trading companies
provide a considerable amount of education regarding the
quality and pachkaging requirements of the international
market, in addition to technical assistance on production.

9. Efforts to expand exports will alwo reguire
considerable technical assistance at all stages of the
process (production. prucessings treatment durmng shipping.
etc). Peru is far behind in all these areas, although FDN



erperience also suggests that the receptivity to and pay-of
on assistance is substantial.,

6. A private sector entity like the FDN has advantages
ovet'public sector counter-parts in the kind of hands on
export development it has been doing because of a greater
Tlexibility of action -~ ie., it is inhibited by fewer legal
limitations on what it may do.

7. 1If limited supply of exportable commodities is not
the only obstacle to expanding exports, it is a significant
one, requiring direct attention.

8. Substantial obstacles to increasing exports exist i
the form of bureaucratic requlations, lack of .
intrastructure, costs and log.stical problems r2lated to
transportation, and various firancial regulations and
policy. It is not immediately zpparent, however. how
important each of these is either in general or in the case
of specific products.

9. Given the apparently large number of potential
obstacles and difficulties inherent in affecting change,
more effort is needed in documenting their individual and
collective impacts, both to help design a strateqy for
change and to support efforts to influence governnment policy

makers.

.. 10. The current economic situation in Peru (including
the need for foreign exchange and the visible decline in the
value of non-traditional exports in the last year) has
raised a general interest in this issue among the public,
economic actors, and governmenti. This may provide condiliune
favorable to establishing a new project and securing higher
levels of government cooperation.

'VI. RECOMMENDATIONS

FDN

1. That it continue its process of self-examirnation to
determine needs for reorganization and a redefinition of
unctions. hut that it rongider- thoe fAllmawinm.
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a. The need for a more defined administrative structu
- which may mean the addition of a few people to handle
administrative aspects.

b. The desirability aof keeping tts organization and
affice staff small and simple.

c. The desirability, given its part success, ot
maintaining line activities as decentralized projects.

d. A continuation of 'an emphasis an working with and
fomenting: the creatiaon aof groups-as targets of project
activities,

e. The desirahility of adding new projects gradually.
especially those which fall cgutside iits proven area of '
strength - i.e. working with producer gioups lo introduce o
upgrade economic actaivities.

f. The desirability, following the consultant’s
recommendation, of focusing their activities 1n one
geog-~"~h%c region - most logically the coast.

g. The desirability of further distancing themselves
fram Olimpus, their trading companys and of staying oult of
that end of the export business as one they are not yet
ready to tackle. '

h. The desirability aof limiting their services as
export brokers to groups directly involved in their
projects. The exception may be a limited infarmation
service, but an a fee basis - and preferably not as a major
foundation activity.

i

i. The desirability of upgrading their studies divisior
and of making studies more acc?sible - perhaps charging fees
for. their use.

jo The desirability, folluowing the consultant’s
recommendation of changing their legal status from
foundation to institute.

2. That the FDN strengthen ils contacls wilth olther private
and public seclor organications promoting expoarts, worb ing
an carving oul a niche for itself as & leader in certain

activities - perhaps experience witlh production, technolugy

transfer, microeconomic studievs.
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That the FDN continue to explore operations of
counterpart organizations elsewhere - eg. Fundacion Chile -
especially as a way of investigating suitability of new

emphases and new activities. i

AlD

1. That AID begin an expanded agricultural

expart/development project, building on activities under the
current project and particularly those with the FDN, as a -
means of increasing the productivity of Peruvian agricul lure
for domestic and export markets. So ‘far as possible the FDi
should be the key institution in this new project, both by
virtue of a several fold expansion of its direct work with
producers and its general service and technical assistance
activities and an enhanced role as an organization promoting
cogperative action among private and public sector entities
.interested in agricultural export expansion.

2. That AID continue its dialogue with the FDN as the latter
considers possible reorganization and reorientaticn of-
activities, stressing the points suggested under the
recammendatians to the FDN. The goal is to strengthen the
Faundation and to guarantee itg ability 'to double or triple

its level of operations.

d. That in conjunction with a new project on export
agriculture, AID work through the FDN to develop its
cuntacts with and at least assess the capabilities of other
private. and public sector organizations engaged in export
promotion (especially ADEX, ICE, various producer
associations), to seek ways that 1t might help strenglhen
and develop their activities in this area. This should be
done so as not to undercut the FDN’s role but rather to
raise its profile as a key arganization in export promotion.

4. That RID encourage (perhaps by means of small grants)
short term activities (short studies. workshops. etc.)
focusing on policy analysis and policy dialogue. Such
activities would involve the cooperation of the FDM and more

of these other organizations.

5. That AlID take advantage of the present heightened
interest in expanding non-traditional agricultural expovrda,
tao open new dialogues with the GOP and especially the
Ministry of Agriculture and ICE to discuss ways in which AID
could help the government to eliminate existing obstacles.
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ICE has already expressed interest in such initiatives and’
has obtained assistance from UNDP to open information and
direct assistance windows for exporters within ites offices.
Special emphacis might be placed an eliminating specific
procedural steps. 6. That AID consider, in canjunction with
any new export project, a component focusing om helping
Peruvian exporters to meet health and, safety requirements
for introduction of fresh fruits and vegetables into US.

7. That AID, in its new project, continue to emphasize
provision of high guality technical assistanceys channeled
through the FDN, especially tao producers and processors.



ANNEX A

EVALUATION OF PERUVIAN NON-=TRADITIONAL AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS
(N - TAXS) _

Pact I's SURVEY OF PERUVIAN EXPORTERS

Gludy qoals

. This study was undertaken to pProvide a more systematic
examination of the experience of Peruvian exporters of
nnn—traditional_agricdltural export products (N-TAXS) . b
were interested in establishing benchmark characteristice of
participating firms and with their assessment of prrob lean
areas and more promising future possibilities. We also
scught infarmation from them relating to familiarity witlh
the Fundacion para el Desarrolill Nacional (EDN) and, where
dppropriate, their opinion about  the .Fundacion.

As such, this study serves to contribute to the braacfer
understanding of both the possibilities for expanding
Peruvian exports as well as the eXisting impediments to
greater volumes of exports. It is important that these
topics be addressed through the' eyes of those diﬁectly
active in Lhe area as suppliers. It is believed that this ig

.the first study of its type in Peru. As such it i< imporlant

not only to the purposes of the evaluation team’s MisSsSLurm,
but also as a point of reference that Mmay support future
studies able ta provide more in-depth analysis.

The sample and research methodoloqgy

The survey was administered to an initial membership
list provided by ADEX of 74 Peruvian .exporters. The actual
number of surveys completed out of this list Wwas 353. This
was for a variety of reasons. This list was found to include
a number of members who were not or never had been actual ly
aclive in export activities. Rather they desired to maintain
themselves open to fulure posuwibilities should apportuni bl ies
develop in the export area. In addition, a number of
inttances were found where the firms‘only maintained offi e
outside of Lima. These were deleted from the sample baaed on
the limitations of time and butdqet of Lha study. Finally, a
small number expressed erther apprehension aboul the nalure
of the study or indicated their difficulty in scheduling
tine Lo parcticipate, and Rence were dropped after several
atlempls Lo gain cooperation. !




Interviewers were instructed to seek out éeither tap
management, or those persons within upper management
positions whou were mast familiar with the export actlivities
of the companies included in the survey. It appears that
this was in fact the type of raespondents reached in all
instances of completed questionnaires. '

Given the exploratory nature of the study (withH a
population that had not been previously studied), many af
the questions were open-ended in nature. ThHis is apprapriate
in a situation where there exists little prior documenteil
information. (Sce Appendix A for a copy af the survey
instrument used for this reseacch).

Accordingly, many of the . =2sults do not lend themeclves
to standard tests af statistic 1 significance. Moapbtlee o ..
as an initial study of attitud . s and broad character isti-«
of exporters and their expericiizes, the study prevides nerw
information and insights that have not been previously
available to Peru.

Characteristics of the Sample

An important characteristic of the sample involved the
wide diversity of nontraditiondl agricul tural export
products represented -- even after grouping into broader
categories (see table 1). Most important among the sample
were exporters of various types of fresh fruit (particularly
mangoy madarin orange and grapes), spices and herbs (achiole
and palillo) and flowers, It i felt that the sample follaws
reasonably closely the value and volume figures of recent
years for N-TAXS (See statistical appendix 1A and 1B) wilh
the exception of under representation of fresh vegetable
exports.

It should be noter that the que%tion on type of product
rather than including all e;ag;g_products that the caompaninsg
veer e aclively involved with v their export activity. /v wmore
camplete enumeration could have provided a better picture of
veprecentativeness by product categories, '

One topic of interest to the research objeclive
involved the determination of the degree Lo which N=TAYS
were an integral and essential part of the firm's
aclivities, rather than commanding more marginal attenbt o,
It is evident that within the samples N-TAXS were of ma o
importance to the firms (see tabLle 41). Of those respoatuling,
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nearly 804 stated thaot 0-100 percent aof Lheir éxpurt&-wufe.
M--TAXS while only 7% indicated that only 0-20 percent were
in this category. :

. Given these results, it would appear that there erxiuls
in Peru a well defined and solid base of interest and
aclivity in N-TAXS, rather: than this being characlericed as
more casual in nature. . :

In general market competition for many of the types of
products represented in the sasple is very high. The .
oo baving power” of these N-TANG firms will depend on many
{0 tores Among those factors considered in the survey ave:
experience, financial support. and management abilities.
These are Tactors difficult to determing with covactitude
o ough o curvey instrument s b as that utiliced for i
cludy. Monelheloess, the evidenw that heae b2éen o ided .
gives rige to some concern., '

It should be noted that the vasl majority of firms -
responding (82%W) had less than 10 years of experience tn he
export of agricultural producte (non-traditiamal). with a )
third having less than three years experience (see table
42). To this is added the low level of previocowus evperience |

“of the top management personnel” that completed the surveys.
A surprisingly low level of experience with exparts (of any
type) was encountered, with nearly half of the sample having
less than than 6 years experience, and only @0 percent
indicating that they had esperience in excess of 10 year s
(table 46), When the same question wds rephrased to capture
information on experience limited to agricultwral exports
(table 47), the numbers were o percent and 13 percent
respectively.

It was felt prudent not to attempt to addrecs the level
of capitalization in depth in such an initial study. A
question was included. however, regarding extent of foreign
capital utilized by the firms. The vast majority of
respondents are characterived as relying heavwily an Peruvian
capital rather than resorting Lo foreign capital sourcays of
support. In fact, the guestion aon the extent of foureigrn
capital participation resulted in ?5% selecting the Jowest
categary pravided an the questiroannaive - 0 ta 10 percend
(e table 43). This high level of Peruvion captital
participaltion can be a source of national pride at oniz legel
- having already accaomplished 1 frequent development
objective. This should be tempered, however, with Lhe
realication that there exists o potential high valnerabiility




to problems arising from changes in government paolicy and in
market conditions. The ability to gain quick access to
emergency financial reserves in support of changed
conditions and to withstand short term reverses can Le
extremely impaortant.

Some attempt was made to determine the impartance of
‘exparts both directly through dollar sales and by volume
estimates. However, in both cases response rates, were low
" (in the neighborhood of only' $50%) even when limited to
questions regarding the most important export product. Of
those respanding, 80% indicated sales of under %2 million
and anly 3% with sales over $L0 million, While some evidonace
is thus praovided that suggests rather esmall sized operation,
the conflidence of this informarion is not high (tabls
13~-14).

) As a summary generalizatiun. the results of the ou vizy
suggest that the companies typically invelved wilh N-TAX

cactivities tend to be highly specialized and strangly
committed to this tvpe of ‘export product. The firms tend-ta
be of recent organization, and wilh leadership thal is wi=o-*
young and with rather limited export experience. Financial
underpinning appears to be heavily Peruvian. These are
characteristics that could describe a young and dynamic
industry that would respond quickly and innovatively to a
rapidly changing market during favorable periods of
expansion.. These same conditions would suggest dan industry
that could encounter difficulty in markets charscterirzed by
price wars, entry problems, and sudden reversals. There is
insufficient infermation to have a clear picture of the
Peruvian situation, but enough variables appear to coin-ide
to raise concerns about the staying power of these firms in
the absence of policies sensitive to their possible
vulnerability.

The line betweon excessive subsidy and incentive
suppart can be a Tine one. And., the immediate Tinancial
pressures of Peru are sufficiently great to create strom)
temptations to tilt pulicies towards short run at the
expense of longer run strategies. The characterislics
identified in the survey cuggest the need far governmend .l
caution so as nat to attempt to extract excessive Lenoefit!s
Trom these firms, ’

=




Markel entry decisions and experiences

One way to assess Lthe vulnerdabilily and ecunumic health
of such a young, new industry, is Lo exam'.ne the casualness
wilh which market entry decisions are undertaken. lmpulsive
decisions are apt to result in future problem areas.

Information was sought through the survey Lhat “would
reveal such tmpulsive entry decisions., While the questiuh '
wes open ended in nature, a8 large part of the answere (56 }
prercent of respondents) indicated some type of knowledqge |
abvouts or analysis of, international demand peicor to |
druidin@ which products to emphasize in their expor t ,
aclivities (table ). An intercsting topic to pursue in aore
depth al a lator time would liealve a closer examination of
the nature of these vtudies. ' appears that in some caogs
these studies provided informalion on special demand
ofportuntties in terms of particular localional and seas al
marketing opportunities. Still. it would be important tg
determine the actual analytic.i content and vrgoer of Fhe
studies undertehen. It would bLe interesting to pursue (he
reasons behind the locational mix of export markels that
have resulted for the Peruvian N-TAXS (see paragraph below).

One interesting finding of the survey involved the high
concentration of export activity within European markels,
Furope is indicated to be the sole market for 42% of Lhe
respondents, and a partial market for an additional 28%. By
contrast, North America is the sole market far only 16
percent and a partial market for an additional Z20%. South
America is a sole or partial market for only 20% of the
respondents. Notably absent is Japan and other Asian
countries, with only 84 indicsling Japan as a partial marlet
(table 3).

The information above telfs a story of "what". The.
interpretation of "sa what is more difficult without further
information. Peruvian firms appear able to compete
effectively in the often exactling and highly competitive
‘markets of Curope. This provides important diversificatinn
of earning generatiaon through N-TAXS relative to ather
typers of exports (double cherl: this). On the other hand.
one wonders at Lthe reasons for the lower level of exports Lo
North America and South America where transpovtation
costa-savings could be important, and the reason for Jowser
penetration into the important Asian markets. Thegse migh! he
arecas where public export stimulation efforts could be

- suppartive and successlul.




One important indicator of vulnerability (as well as aof
sophistication in marketing) is the use of mname brand
identification. Promotion of a name brand wsually implics a
considerable financial commitment. 1t also requiirvs greater
ovganiczational and management skills. Praobably mast
importantly, name brand promation suggests a greater
commitment to a quality product since one is required to
protect the reputation of the brand Lbeing displayed.

|

Display of a Tirm brandfname was indicated by 43% of
the respondents (table 4), however, the quastion did not
provide sufflicient detail to!determine the impoirtance of
promotional efforts associated with sales. Fram the more -
detailed comments, it appears that only ong company entenr s
into important brand promotion activitv. but thie would nee=d
to be examined with greater coe el AL a minimum. the
possibility for brand differeatiation exists given that anly
224 indicaled that their sale« took the Turm of grimacy
goods. -

Relalignships wilh Sunpliers and Producers

ThHe relationship between exparters amd theivr-suppliers
(or producers) is important. Some expart artivities are
characterized by the need fdr quick reactians in order to
exploit a particular. short term situation. More "casual"
commitments with suppliers result with exporters who collect
or purchase for the moment with little concern for the
development aof long term dependable supply sources. By
‘contrast, exporters who desire to develop dependabile sources
and quality on the supply side and who have longer term
marketing intentions will tend to cultivate more stable

producer commitments.

The survey resulls indicate that relationship between
exporters and producers tends to be predominately casual in
nature. Only 114 indicate that their contacts are with
friends or known suppliers. The rest indicate that thev are
simply collectors (O14) or that they operate through geasral
cantacts with Tarmers (24%) (see table 8). This impressiaon
of casualness in the exportur-producer relationship i
reinfovced by a generally low irgidence of signed purchase
contracts, advance payments, ov technical assislance
provided Ly exporters to their suppliers (table 2-12).

The Tindings on technical assistance support is
considered ta be especially rovealing as to the nature of .
export acltivity. Only 11% of the gsample imdicate any typo of




activity in the broad area of lechnical assistance
(including selection, care, treatments, input use, etc). The
absence of fieldmen or of councerted offorts to either au,aat
the farmeres or to dssure higher quality product at the
source of production suggests a type of N-TAXS which ia logs
oriented towardas long run, stable supply market that is Mo @
exacting in timiny and quality of praoduct. It also sugyeests
an attitude and orientation that emphasizes exploiling kaown
and previously familiar markets, rather than working with
producers to develop new marketl possibililies.

ouccessaful experisnces and pret-lem aropas,

In response to the general queslion regarding how
“xport esperiences compared thic yvear to thoso of last o ear .
A lavge proportion (41%) prefe: red rmot to of fevr van oppivie
this 1a likely the result of Foar judgement in o plasing o .
yuestion next to those soliciting information oo jocomes ol
vales volume. For thowe that cid responds 61% 1ndicated «
het ter vear and 33% reflected a poorer year than whal bicnd
SN enperienced previously.

Information on problem areas is somewnat difficult to
interpret given the small size of sample and the diversity
of types of N-TAXS. Our approach was to prowvide d4 list of
possible problem areas, with follow—up'lnformation requested
for those that were selected. Indicated problems were: '
infrastructure - 25%; supply-49%; bureaucracy and
regulations-60%; monetary and financial-93%; demand
(purchase) side-11%; transportation-57%; payment and
purchase-19%; other problems-23% (see tables 17-24),

Problems with regulations and bureaucracy are praobableay
a fTavorite pick in about any country. More tmportant are Lhe
specifics that are offered. Of those indicating regulatine
and bureaucracy problems, the wost frequently cited prol: e
involves delay in completing government tramsactiuns with
particular problems with Customs and with the Ministry of
Ngriculture. A total of 64% of those responding selwected
these categories. Dther praoblems included late paymante of
CERTEX, problems with export guota approvals, amd Lhe
.incunvenience of regulations requiring use af donestic
carriers (see table 19).

For those indicating finsuncial or monetary - T
difficulties, the vast majorily (794) complained of prab bome
wilh the fized exchange vate and with the dollar-1nti

conversiun (see table €0). Much less important were




liquidity problems due to late payments or credil dilayey -
(also see table 23). :

The main infrastructure problem appears to be deficicnl
processing facilities, including probleme with cledaning.
selection, paclaging. etc. (table 17). Also menlioned was.
the lack of sufficient refrigerated transport.

A rather broad range of transponctation plnhlumh Wis
identified, with the most frequent comnlalnt centering an
the CPV’s failure to meet timelables. Others merbianed
limi ted Sphace an train and ainr! tr Aansporby delficinnt gt
infrastructure, and lackh of direct flights to U.S5. (Lable
2c2)., Poor roads and general cost ihcreases in teanspor b al.an
wi2re also naoted.

A hiqh incidence of \:Oﬂ"l!.l];‘iil':tf-\ G-t @ el o wdvell
be described as "urnreliabilitvd of supplicors. Thie G g
to involve problems with exporlers who rely on auppliies
acquired throuagh "collectars! in the field Ctahl. 1) .
Ralated disenchantment was reqistered over high levels @
competition from domestic speculators having more Lrangt Co: s

export pa?ticipation and interest.

Little problem was found .on the demand side with the
exception of some dlff1ru1ty in acceptability of quality of
delivered praducts — especially with perishabile praoductbs
encountering delays due to customs and to CVYP ar) ival
problems (table 21). Quality problems were also wegie
mentionad in the residual "other probtilems! categary (tLable
24)., :

Numbeirs of responses par calbegory do nak praside a

counc indicator of problem arsas. At this stage Lhin stud,
crves mare Lo point the divection for more 1ndeth

analysis. Even so, it appears that secioues probleas evrel
wilkh currency conversion and with cedbape and e DUCREY RN HE i
chiich slow down an industiry Lhat has parlicular wi=ud of
quiick response Lime.

S




Cuadro No. 1

IA1 Cual es el producto de Mmayor oxperiencia o éxito
===t:=x:=:n:z:a::l::::::::::n:x:::n:au:uu:t:n:x:u:::n:u:'-::::x:::ac::::::::::z::=====|=x==:
-CODIGOD NOIMBRE FRECUENC %BRUTD ZNETO (%) %NETO ACL
un:::-u,:u:======n‘::===a=:a:=:.-:u:::cnnn:m::::::n..nn::::x::::xx::x::r::::::::::::::

O Sin informacidn. 2 3.8
!l Fruta ¥resca’ 12 "22.6 23.5 23.5
4 Especeria 9 17.0 17.6 41.2
11 Cochinilla Y subpraod - .- 9 - 9.4 — 9.8 91.0
? Flores 9 ?.4 9.8 460.8
6+-%ri jol 4 7.5 7.8 68.6
8 Cafe 4 . 7.5 7.0 76.5
10 Cacao vy subproductos 4 7.5 7.8 84.3
S Frod.martinos proces 2 3.8 3.9 B8.2
2 Fruta procesada '2' 3.8 3.9 92.2
7 Mafz blanco gigante 1! 1.9 2.0 94.1
S Fruta seca RS B 1.9 2.Q P&, 1§
12 Hortalizas Sy 1.9 2.0 98. 0
1Z Miel de Abeja 1 1.9 2.0 1000
:::z:::r:;::=====:=====::..===:n..::::t:==::::=..z:::================::::====::
Total 53 100.0 100.0
Cuadro No. 41 * '
1112 Qué porcentaje de exportacioneg 50N prod. agric. no tradicional:
COD1GO - NOMERE FRECUENC ZBRUTO ZNETO(») “NETD Al
=====:==============================================================:
O Sin informacidn u 11 20,8 .
------------- A de 90 a 1Q0% — s iaiw mL "33 62,3 “78.6 - 78, ¢
3 de 51 a 89% | 4. 7.5 2.5 68.1
1 de 0 a 207y { 3 5.7 7.1 95, =
2 de 21 a SO ' 2 3.8 4.8 100, ¢
====================================================================:
Total S3 100 100
=========:=====-=========:============I::::::lu:x.:=:::======================
-uadro No. 42
[113 Quég tiempo se dedica a exportaciones agricolas?(aros)
===:::::::::::'_‘::::::::::::==========='l:====:!==========n====:2::::::::
CobIGo NOMBGRE FRECUENC “BRUTO ZNETOD (%) “NETO AC
O Sin informacion’ 4 5
l de 1 a 3 afos , 16 30.2 2.7 32.7
Sde &6 a 10 anos i 13 24,5 26.5 9.2
2de 3 a 6 ajxos 11 20.48 22.4 B1.6
4 de i0'a 20 ajfos ! 6 11.3 12.2 2.9
S mas de 20 azoc 3 5.7 6.1 100.0
==='—‘:==:================:===!::n::=!=!======================'—'========:===
Total o3 100 100
e e e e e oy e e e e e v e e



————————————t::::::::::::::i:ZZi:____fT___:::"':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::....

Cuadro No. 44 _
1141 Cudl es EU cxporiencia personal en exportaciones?

n:n:;:.-::::.'n:t'.'ll:::&:l:::l::::u=======m=nm-I-B--nunnnnnzauna:l::r:.l:::..*:l:===u====::'::====:-_:.:u
CODIGO NOMEDRE FRECUENC %BIRUTD ZNETO(*) ZNETO ACU
z::::::::::::::n:a:::a:u (=7 - = l::nnuu:r:r:u::z::z:zznu:z::::::a::::: — ———
O Sin informacién : j < ?. 4 :
3 de & a 10 afos : 16 30.2 SetS 3RS
1 de 0 a 3I afos - s 13 24.5 271 60, 4
2de I a b6 afnos : 10 18.9 20.0 Bl1.3
9 mas do 20 afos g, = 9.4 10.4 91.7
4 dr 10 a 20 anos : . /668 8.7 100,0
====i-:'==: :n=============D===i=======Iﬂunn‘:ﬂ:z:'—_::::==£‘-’.====:===-__‘J—=:====.‘: ~
Total C o3 100 100

r

Cuadro No. 47 i
1142 Cu4l es gru eXperiencia personal aen exportaciones agricolas?

COD1GO i NOMEBRE FHECUENC ABRUTD  ZNETO (%) ZNETO ACL

1:::::::::===ﬁ=u========:=.‘:lﬂ=======:ﬂ== ===========2=======2:=:uﬁ:::::::
O Sin informacidn b6 11.3 ]
VL oB O 8 "8 ores , 17 32. 1 36.7 J6.2
S de &6 a 10 aros i 135 24,5 27.7 42,8
2 de 3 a & ajos I 20,8 23. 4 8B7.2
4 de 10 a 20 anos S 5157/ 6.4 9T, &
‘S mas de 20 avos 3 S 7 (=1 1010, 0)

==3::-‘:'.:;:'-‘.=======================n=x=n:l:tl:=====:==============:===:=:===.‘:

Total- a3 100 R
':__;':.::'L—.'.T_::T.__'::—:::;:::::::.:::.'-._—'L_:n'a.'.l.‘.::_.-'_r.;E.'a.::é'::::?.::.:::::::’===..':.': S

Cuadro No. 45

z::::::-’::::::::::::::::::=====================;::::::::::2::‘.::‘::.':::.‘::::::
CODIGD NOMEBRE FRECUENC Z%ZERUTOD ANETO (=) %“NETO acu
===:=_-;:.-.::==°.—_=====:x==:=====::======::=r..'.:=-..:=:==r.:'.=::::======:===='.:===:_—'_'.::=::=====
O Sin'informacion S Q.4
1 de 0 a 10% Gy 46 86.8 Q5.8 Q5.8
< de 10 a S50% 3 1 1.9 et 97.9
3 mas del S0%7 : : -1 1.9 2.4 100, 0
==‘-‘==::E:.::=========2===================:—"==“‘ﬂ:::::::'—:::::‘—':===2====‘.====
Total 93 100 100
’;2;:;1:Z;;;;;:;;:;;;;QQSQEQQEZSZZ:;;Z;;,m;;;;::;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;:;;;;=
Cuadrno No. 43
1AZ1 Nivel de exportaciones el ano pasado (millones i)
:.‘:::;-.-.:.-:-;:::.:::.—..===:==:.:==::::::::u:u:n:u:l=:=-:=-:u:==::|:=-_-.=-..:=='==':=c=':-.'.—.:.—.::.—:::::..—.:
CODIGOD NOMERE FRECYJENC ZBRUTO ZNETO (#) ZNETOD ACU
===:‘;=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::3::::'—-::=====::=====:=.‘=:====::;==:====:
O Sin informacion ' 23H 43.4
1 de O a 2 ' ; 24 45.3 g0. 0 BO.0
2 de 2 a sy C 4 7.5 13.3 Q3.3
S do 5 a 10 i 1.9 505 &6 Q6.7
A4 de 10 a 20 i 1.9 M 100, 0
s tnate ':‘I:l!:‘.::::'-!.'Iﬂr_lu:_"l._;:I.:lzz‘;ﬂl:hl:I‘-..‘:Bn-“-:ﬂﬁhnﬂﬁi.‘.ﬂ:nl::c:l::ﬂ.‘..'.::.:l:‘."x:'_\l_‘l.‘.':’!. R N - S S e 1]
. 19Lu1"_ . 53 100 100

e

Y




P ey

Cusdro No. 14

IN72 Vulumen de exportaciones el ano pasado (T.l1.)
=====:=J=====B==============:=’=u==========El::::l:::::::::::'_‘::::::’.=======
CODI1GOo NOMBRE FRECUENC 7EBRUTD Y“NETU(#) YZNETD ACU
.B.’::::.ll:l::l:::l:ﬂ::!::l=======m=1=ﬂ==================I:====l:=:::::::::‘:.’.’.::::::
0 8in informacicén ' 25 47.2
I da 100 a GO0 12 22.6 42.9 42,9
1 doe O a 50 8 1%.1 2B. &6 71.4
2 do S0 a 100 3 ?.4 17.9 B9.3
4 mis de T00 . 3 5.7 10.7 1O o
po=t-- B AR 0% &) '.-.'.:::::'::_'x=::=::::z::c::nr::::::x:nu:l:l:ct:nl.::z::nx:::::::::::::::::==:::::=::.::
Total ' 53 100 100
o e ot e e e e e o e e o o e e muemaam ::--:;n:a;:::::::u:u:x:::::::::::
. Cuadro No. 2 :
IAn.1 Ctao comenzo o selecciond este producto
j g op i aid e et iy :::Z:::::=========='—:=EL'::.IMI:uB::I:-’::::::::::X::==:======='—3======'-".:."
COD1GO NOMBRE -FRECUENC  Y“BRUTO Y%“NETO(+) ZNETO ACU
:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::u:==::::===:::::'.::=:====::::;:::.::::::::::====
U Sin informacidn 3 .7
1 An&lisis de la deman - - 27 S0.9 Sa4.0 54,0
3 Conocim.producc.exportable' 9 17.0 18.0 72.90
2 Relacio.e informes clientaes 9 17.0 10.0 Q0.0
L Pedidos del extranjero q 7.5 g.0 96.0Q
o ODrganis.promocion R S T | 1.9 2.0 100, 0
Seat el L.'..’:_‘-.Z:.:‘.'.‘:3:!.:11:J::J;:::::::l:}:.‘n::::BSB“‘::::::::::::::::;:::._-'-'.'_:: —_—_ =Lzl
Total _ 93 100. 0 1000
XS A R A e K R oy ey S R A o Kb o R L T L L e T o —— e L L A L L T e L L L T T T L T T LT L T LT =T
‘ Cuadro No. 3
IA.2 N dénde se dirige su producto?
'-'.’.::::;'.‘.‘.:'.:8.‘.:::';::::==================:Iﬂ:::::::::::::::::::::::=::===
COD1CD ‘NOMBRE FRECUENC “BRUTD ZNETO (%) “NETD ACU:
R S N N RN R T S N S S S R T S RN S N S S S S S n SN N T S s S s S e s e e s =
0 Sin informacion 3 9.7
1 Europa 21 39.6 42.0 2.0
3 Norte América 8 Sed 16.0 £B. 0
4 Europa-Nortecemérica é6 11.3 12.0 7040
6 Europa=-Japon ' 4 7.9 8.0 78,0
2 Sudamerica q 7.5 8.0 85.0
B8 Am¢rica(sur y norte) 3 . 9.7 6.0 2.0
7 Europa-Sudamérica 3 9.7 bH.0 8.0
S5 N.A.-Europa-Australi 1 1.9 2.0 100,00
iy t-gohifo bt L B~ E o F W T"::=====E=E======================:========.’—‘==
Total &3 100 100
R T R S s g S I I L N S S L e e e T e e B o) - 3~ R § SRR ff ol —f e F e N TN ¥
Luadro No. 4 7

.3 Usa marca. de identificacion? Por que?

|u:.::;a:.\l::tllan‘.l.‘nnn-nuuu—-nm-un-mnn--n-uum—u—unu-tzznn::t:mz::::::::::::========

CODIGD NOMBRE FRECUENC " “BRUTO ZNETO(#) ¥NETD ACU
:::::::::::‘:::::::::r:::===::x:'.‘::::l:=====z=!:7:.:::::.'.::::::::::::::::::::::::::
O Bin. - {nformacion 9 15.5
I Identifica a la empresa 21 3b.2 42.9 42.9
2 Vende como materia prima 11 19.0 2. &5. 2
« = =4 Qtros : T e e 8 - 13.0 16.3 - 01.6
J Es indiferento 4 6.9 8.2 6%.8
-6 Con marco del importador S e 2 6.1 5.9
S Por calidad 2 3.4 4.1 100, 0
‘:::E:l:.’—‘:u:::l:=-‘-I==D=====IJI:D=‘-=I:“c::u.n“‘n' _—z LRI 3 1B -Fi3 F 3 3§ K N ¥ X S N X ¥
Total ‘;;7 100.0 100, 0



. : Cuadro No. 8 :
ING Como consique a sus proveedores? Qué criteriosg emplea?

mg“_:-;-_r;;-_u=:.;-.c;:;-.:_-;uzuam:u::n:::::nu::nnun’a:nnmu-nr_:nunnnz-.c-uuu:::uu:nu--z:-nn-n-
.

BIGT I 120 2 O £ A TR ES A0 S T £ E it e e e e e e

CODIGY NOMBRE . - FRECLDENC %BRUTO ZNETO(%) Y“NETO AC
nn::nn:upnn::u-n:nz::nnnu:-x-u-unnmu-nmnn:n-n:anx:::n::x:::nul:::::::::::xn:::::::::::
O Sin {nformacion , : 7 13.5
1 Acopi ador ' - ‘ 23 44,2 Sl.1 HEED U |
2 Trabaja con agricultores 11 21.2 24.4 75,6
===+ =3 Praveecdores conocidog -~ - =S ot 9.6 - 11.1 86.7
4 Bon product.exportadoreg B 4 7.7 8.9 95.6
. 9, Piden precios bajos ' i 1.9 2.2 97.8
6 amistad . : i ’ 1.9 2.2 100.0
nn:x:x:u::::nz:z:::..:n:x::n::anzannnnnnau:nxn:xanu-nn:uu::u:m::::===b========:==:==:
(] . .
Total T 82 100 100
:x::cu:::::::::::::::::n:=========::::::::::;::::::::::::============:
Cuadro No. @
IA6.1 Forma 'de Pago no contractual . .
=========::K:"-l.‘::::l.:l’..‘_‘::c:l::::uﬂ:a:n:ﬂ’:t?:::n:’:C:::::::::::::::::::=======
CODIGO NOMBRE FRECUENC YBRUTO ZNETO(#) 7ZNETO ACL
*0 Sin informacién o 24 45.3
! Acopiador . 28 o2.8 ?6.6 Q6.6
< Trabaja con agricultores" , o 0.0 0.0 ?6.6
" 3 Proveedores conocidos { 1.9 3.4 100.0
n;::::::mr:t:u::::::::::;;::':.:::::::::.x::::_:'.'::::::::x::n::zn:n::_.‘u::u::::l:::::::::::::::::::::
Total o 93 100 100
I::::z::::’.:::=======:.'===========l:::========ﬂ=====€:========:==============
_ Cuadro No. 10
1A6.2 Forma de Pago contrato previo
:=====:23===============Dn==ﬂ======::=====B‘==l='.‘—'-===‘====================
CODIGD . NOMBRE FRECUENC YERUTO ZNETO(») %“NETO ACU
::::::l:::::::::::e=============x====m==3:::::::::::::::::l==========v=:=====
O Sin i{nformacion e 40 75.5
1 Si ' 12 22,6 92.3 Q2.3
<2 No ' 1 1.9 7.7 100.0
:=======:====‘-‘-========::::::=======C=============-====='-‘.'================
Total . o3 100 100
:======a-::::::::::::::====I======D=====B==============================
. Cuadro No. 11
R6.3 Forma de Pago contrato previo
=====’-'::========:=======:=::::::B:.‘::::====================’=============
CODIGO NOMBRE FRECUENC Y“BRUTD = %NETQ (%) ZNETO acu
L:===::L':========ﬁ:==========!l=l==l========l====l=====================:=====
0 Sin informaci®n ) 48 90.6
1 207 del monto a pagar 2 3.8 40.0 40,0
2 237 del monto a pagar 1 1.9 <D.0 60,0
3 Adelantan algo . 1 1.9 20,0 80,0
4 307 adelantado 1 1.9 20.0 100.0
:n::l:::lunun:’::!:l:x:nr:::mn::-:nuu:nl::am-n:nnup.n:-:n:nn:-:n:a:l:=z:=====l==-=l=======
Total ' - oS3 100 100



) Cuadro:-No, 12 =P

'iA&.4 Asistencia Teécnica ;

'
L] : kaun:n::unnnuunanuu:mu:-uﬂn--nn-uutnnu-un-::::::n::::::auﬂn:l:::::::_n:-..::::::L:n::;:n
[ ]

'CODIGO NOMBRE FRECUENC  ZBRUTO  %NETO (%) ZNETO Acuy
::a:um::nu:::munnnmnu:ncznuunn.-::::::w:::l:a-u:::::n::::l:::l:::r.:::n'::::=='_-;-..=|=====u=
- 0 Sin informacion J 47 88.7 .
—_— 2 Prep.semilla y otrog-- = ... RO ML S 7R e ) . 90,0
1 Culdados al Producto ' ‘2 3.8 I3 L B3z
. S Labor de extensién 1 v 1.9 16.7 100.0
. B:mzw:::uuun:num::::==u:nu:t:u:::::r;::=::=:=l==n=::=u=====:====::u:::=====::===r:._:==u
g Total . . v e 1 55 % 100 . 100
Cuadro No. 17 : Il ) ag ;
JAB.1 Problemas de Infraestructura i
I'-l'-"..:'::'218.-:‘-:=-"==:'-'J=-"‘-'l=='—‘3=====::‘.Eﬁl====B==m=ﬂ=z=3=aﬂﬂa==ﬂ=l====ﬂ========l==-‘.‘.=======ﬂ
CODIGO - NOMERE r FRECUENC %BRWTO ZNETO (%) ZNETD ACL)
l::-‘:‘l::!:l‘.)l’—'-'—"':flﬁ:‘.l‘."‘-l:’.hE=I:II:ﬂ'l‘:lEE::I:Ilﬂ’===ﬂ=ﬂ-ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ=====n=ﬂEﬂ=================‘=‘=
O Sin' informacisn | - . 40 75.5 :
1 Falta Infraestr.Comerc. 10. 18.9 76.9 76.9
3 Falta transp.refrigarado 2 3. B . 15.4 A
2 Problemas sociales! @ - S ) PSR () 7.7 100, 0
===-‘:I:=$======L’::::’—‘—':.‘:'.ﬂl::===============E==========:======:-'=I-.===========
| Total l ' 53 100 100
===========!='-':L‘.=========H=ﬂ===B=E====u======ﬂ=============='.==========‘==
Cuadro No. 18 - | 50
JRE.2 Problemas con proveedaoren
L - ‘.:2‘?.'5:1.!.:5‘."fl‘:I‘-rﬂl::-.‘---_":.f:‘aﬂ=I==ml:‘:ﬁ::::ﬂﬁﬂ:nﬂﬂ:ﬂtﬂﬂ:ﬁ:ﬂﬁl==‘==========zh‘.=='—"======¢1=‘.‘
U EEEEY 4N epree B FRECUENC %BRUTO ZNETQ (%) %NETO AU
&uﬂ-‘.‘.‘l:r:l!ﬂt:hﬂﬁﬂ:‘hurﬂﬂl:=tl:=Uﬂﬂmﬂﬂ=ﬂc“!?nnﬂ'—'ﬂ=ﬂ:l‘ﬂll===ﬂ-‘“——.—===ﬂ=#==::===========
O Sin informacién ey I8 27 . . 50,9 .
2 Incumplimiento _ 16 S0. 2 61.5 OIS
I Especulacion interna - 9 12.G Z4.6 " 94,2
3 Cultivan marginalmente ? 1 1.9 Te 100,0
::-'::‘-".‘::."—X.‘.::‘.:.‘::"—‘;::===I=====================B====================!===========
Tatal o3 100 100
==============.==========-"—'====:ﬂﬂ======I:=l========='—"====================
Cuadro No. 19 . 1 :
IAB. X Problemas Con burocracia y reglamentos
======:.".================================ﬂ========¢==============='—======
CODIGD NOMEBRE FﬁECUENC ZBRUTD “NETO (&) ANETD ACU
=====I===n.'_‘=‘-_.“‘.':l."‘=======ﬂ===&n‘—‘.ﬁﬂ:lﬂ:-'-‘!!2===Bl.'.=ah==========================
0 Sin informacion : 21 SP. 6
3 Demoras en tramites ' 12 22. 6 S7.5 N eS
1 Prob:Aduana, Min.Agric. S 17.0 28.1 65.6
2 CERTEX atrasado 4 7.5 12.5 " 78. 1
9 Falta apoyo al productor © 4 PS5 P 5 90. 6
"4 Detnrm.lnopmrt.Cthas 2 3.8 503 6.9
& Obligac.viad en barco CPRV 1 1.9 B | 100, 0
ﬂEﬂ:aﬂﬂﬂz:ﬂﬂz“:El‘lt:l:l:'.!:‘."—':Iﬁ-':‘h:ﬂBﬂﬂ-nuﬂﬂcnﬂlﬂﬂlﬂ.-===============I—:“=====z===
Total o3 100 100
— el e v J' ¥




s : |

INB. 4 Problemas #inanciern: Y monetarioe
n—nb-—~==_=============n====----nn===:================================
CODIGD 0 NOMBRE L FRECUENC %BRUTO 4NETD (%) %ZNETO ACU
H:‘::I.‘tﬂl..‘.‘.ﬁ‘-‘======I===========I=B:ﬂ::ﬂ===========B==========================
0 Sin informa:{dn | 25 47.2 :
2 Tasa de cambiao fija | 18 34.0 4.3 64.3
“====-1 Falta oportuna liguidoz - - .. g . 7S C14.3 78.6
S Convertibil.dolar a intic 4 e lch 14,3 92.9
4 Créditos FENT no promocio 2 S. 0 N 7ot 100, O
. Total : g3 100 100
ﬂ::’-:2‘:’.:!.::l=============-‘==ﬂ======E?::'—‘::===&:======-"—'===========.‘:===========
Cuai'~o No. 2%
IRBL! 'Problemas originados en lpsg compradorecs
J-‘;"-.'.'-:-:::—-:'I::‘.:n:.‘-‘-::E======='_."ﬁ::l=n===l=lﬂ===='.'_".==============;=================
CODIGOD ‘NOMERE FRECUENC %BRUTD 4NETO (%) ZNETO ACU
=================== ===============‘l===========================‘—".========
O Sin informacion - 47 B88.7
! Reclamos por calidad jlo e 2 2.8 33,3 ARG
2 Devoluc dol embarque 3 Se 7 S50.0 83.3%
S/Frotestas p reinteg.trib . 1 1.9 16.7 100, 0
."—'==:=='—"==='.:.'=='—'.‘=========================:======ﬁ:=:=========:::::::‘.'-.".:::.‘.‘:.::
Total o3 100 100
=== :::S:::I:=:E========'-'_'=======n=:ﬂ==::H::::E::z:::n====.‘.‘===============
Cuadro No. 22
I1AB. &6 Problemas en el transporte -
.'-..“"l:::."E‘:.-'-‘::2:::::::::.‘:2::::====‘.======================‘—‘.‘:::-‘:’.:::::2:=:======.‘=
CODIGD NOMERE FRECUENC ¥%BRUTO ZNETO (#) ZNETO ACU
O'Sin'infprmacibn 23 43.4 ,
S CPV incumple horarios 9 17.0 30,0 30.0
S falta CUpo aereo-tren 8 15.1 26,7 S9b6.7
2 aumento costos transporte 4 7.5 15.3 70.0
! carreteras en mal estado 4 74O IS0 ERS
"4 no hay vuelos directos US 3 D7 10.0 RSO &
6 Falta infraestr. aeropua 1 1.9 3.3 Q6.7
7 En trémnites 1 1.9 S el 100.0
=I==.::=R===================B==m=========u=ﬂﬁ=========.‘:=================
Total ! 93 100 100
::::;1::'.:::a::.—.-:::'..-::.—.-===========n=========================================
Cuadra No. 2z :
IAG.7 Problemas dg cobra A
l-'::::.‘2:._.-':‘==ﬂ=============‘_".._'.=='—.T==l====-'.'-'=='—'é::::ﬂ::::::========="-—‘==========
COD] GO NOMBRE . FRECUENC ZBRUTO  Y“NETOD () ZNETO ACU
i ::'.::::::::'::::::::z:z::n:::::==:u:=====|==:==—_“======._—-.===.—.=============.—-_==
0 no 43 81.1
‘2 Bin Problemas ' B S.1 8.0 80.0:¢
I algunas veoces 7 1 1.9 10,0 0.0
S cobro diferente a contrat 1 1.9 10.0 100, 0
::::J.':‘::::'::."..':.':.':'.-:.:::.—..-::=====.":.===:::==================:====='_z..:::-_ ::".::.-'::.:::.‘:::::
Total 3 100 100
l.?-‘.-':::'-’::.‘-._'.::======n================I:=================.‘:========:-'—‘:‘-'-:"-:-_..:-.‘_-::.::
. ) () ’il )
-t e e i =4 e — — e 9 e e ] e e ' - , \'\‘




CUwUr U YU ay :
" IAB,8 Problemas varios

== ::::::::::::::::::‘====:l=.-_t:.":rr;a,:::.—.'::::::::::::::::::::::=-:::.'===::==
CODIGD NOMBRE FRECUENC “ZEBRUTO YNETO(#) ¥%NETO ACU
l':f:::-IE:lﬂ:l:l':l:::'—'.._l:t:i'..l.-.ﬂ::‘ﬂﬂ-nhﬂﬂﬂ:hﬂﬂ:é:;:: ==============::Z::::::::::::
. _.0 8in {nformactén : e | . 77.4 : i
1 Mdos. exterigres ex{gente 2 3.8 16.7 16.7
2 Falta mayor produccioén & 7.5 S3. 3 <0.0
3 Faltan normas de calidad L) 7.5 Sl 830
-ew-.. =4 Altos precios da ENAPU 1 1.9_......8.3 = S 0
S No competivdad por precio / 1 1.9 8.3 100.0
:-‘::I:ﬂ:?“—‘::‘:::‘.t’—':=="'-==::l=-==‘:lEI;:‘ﬂﬂ==B===:~‘:;=============E::‘.E:::==========
Total e _ ) §S3 - 100 100 :
! e em timie res mes ose 1o vipeely == .:..!_i‘.-l-—_,,rl.. CRCIC T - E i D, - . o
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VOLUXEN DE EXPORTACION DE LOS FRINCIPALES PRODUCTOS ABROPECUARIOS MO TRADICIONALES

1970-1584 -
(1.K.) _

u::z:-_:—:::z:::r:r:n::::::ur::::::::::r:-:::::r.‘:z::m::-:::::::::::::-:::n::r::::::I:r.a:rx::'::xls!:ﬂmﬂumnulﬁtmmﬂnﬂz
PRCIISTO 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1381 - 1982 1983 . 1586
Cacan creda 399 i1 101 &85 1838 2257 1553 B3y (113 485 #5320
Rjos fresces - * 2840 2228 294 2535 1£33 1028 <2318 2076 1622 2269 1155 8 - 1147 S120 123t
Tera B4ES 590 5135 5738 55 2057 3735 5021 3521 5028 2981 3544 24p) 2199 433
Eszirrago 1128 1200 1018 753 . 877 E11 3012 1422 1361 1957 11B3 2131 1978 1187 235
Eira (achictel 766 - 785 1038 675 545 1217 126} 700 1320 2353 - 2248 2054 54 1832 . 1335 .- -
Fal2 aciiicen 253 478 M1 1037 1102 2395 1682 1713 1349 - 2340 23707 Qe1s . 14SH 1563 ° 452
Tataco ea rata 525 £54 2220 2001 1121 1£95 B&9 842 425 150 214 209 §9 121 13
Kieces y Castaias 59 - 67b 575 478 855 B76* B0 735 - 1183 1184 1552 -84 1255 (15 B
1¢ : 100 20 205 89 430 116 479 963 76 (§) £3 802
Frejzl 1295 1492 1382 - 2397 2358 843 1430 1215 527 1023 1103 158 =L Y Y £90
Cetolla - 904 849 107 225 - G4b 249 352 339 1061 1580 - 124 22 ) y;
Falta 103 109 78 82 120 189 . {143 377 400 659 1353 1022 953 251 ° go8
Felczes 1864 1905 1618 1285 1370 593 15 S8y L0b 756 A25 B¢ - 10 80 243

D Coca en koja2 254 255 532 829 826 540 159 478 204 (15! 300 1 253 (]S
Cochinilla y Otr.ins 163 187 174 203 150 . 104 188 . 138 153 159 159 202 153 a2 1£2
l:l:Illll“ﬂ“ll‘:ﬂﬂtl!::tﬂl!ltlS:‘::‘:::I:Hﬂﬁl:::ﬂ“!lt::‘:n“l:ﬂ::lﬂl‘ll‘t::t::‘:lll‘l’l!:‘lﬂ8:Saﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂtlﬂ!rmﬂm-mllmlm‘B:::
FLENTE: Boletin Estadistico del Sectcr Agrario 1948-1985 o .

Oficina Sectorial do Estadistica, Riristerio de Agricultura

L N Y T L)
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]
VALOR DE LAS EXPORTACION DE LOS PRINCIPALES PRODUCTOS ASROPECUARIOS MO TRADICIONALES -
- E 1970-15¢4 ;
RILES DE DALARES OB =
L o =i -zas—m.ﬂ:‘:—n—.n_--z-_—*_'“ﬂ 1--:_-.._._._:-_-::::::.:r::-:::::zzzr::::;r:z:z:u:r::n::::xxmuﬁr. _ll‘mum
PROCUCTO - © 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1974 1977 1978 1979 = 1980 1531 - 1982 1983 1954
hhhhh -——— ’-"""""-..——.-.-.--.—-.—-s!..- ..--——-.-:'::-—-.---.::'-‘:':-‘.:::::‘.‘:‘:‘:—_:::'_':.."._._"_t-_."““ > = e — T — 2 EXAT b S
TREDICITKALES 161460 151798 188648 220286 334577 390062 - 267209 347876 276738 361369 239024 227453 277786 244521 263335,
FOTRDICICRALES 85102 &2 777 §907 10305 10350 13187 199200 19565 C2455) 20600 15642 - 13654 18118 1358
. Graseruda - 14 = §2 100 1036 4473 8533 4524 2069 1207 729 1400, 7
Rjos frescos . B 817 1489 1681 . 780 . 717: 1472 2080 - 1449 1854 %21 — 33 2047 1028 323 —
Tara 734 638 535 =09 458 408 635 1024 37 1151 -§305 [2¢8 §27 B9 1l
Espirrago 519 70 - 492 - 383 273 614 - BH 1218 1342 2037 1259 3041 1376 1130 317
Bira fazkiote) 145 208 522 123 757 . 997 1 ES1 1298 295 1526 1334 1234 949 531
Ralz asilicen 85 133 150 476 511 1501 914 1256 1109 1816 2063 1403 1303 1103 523
Tataco enrasa 194 95 457 1301 788 1210 £o3 593 430 440 256 750 153 238 252
Wueces y Castasas n 542 570 $03 902 - 925 947 1245 2080 2020 2685 1598 3043 4254 18
T 1 18 204 103 581 198 1584 4151 20 (BF2- = I 837
Frejol 358 572 505 809 9% 150. M 687 . 255 4oy 739 1429 333 My g0
Leballa § I IS 17 12 192 3 97 31 155 837 a1 22 1l
Palta 28 21 16 16 35 63 50 132 112 252 98 - 613 521 119 140
Pelones <5 152 154 126 1o 65 £5 54 §9 * 143 125 31 5 U N -
Coca ea hoja 242 265 623 268 770 <9 711 812 £s 137 433 387 704 2
Cochimilla y Otr.ins 1302 1550 1815 £52 s 2214 3541 2674 3172 Jes2 2572 1595 1855 3487 gz
:::::::::2::::":::l='.=I====:==’t:::::=‘:1:=:s::::2‘::::2:I‘.‘!!lI::2:::!::::::::::::::::*::!t::::!ﬂt:::::::::t::ltt!!“!!:::88!“'.‘1.T'-'l'.llll:’ﬂl!l’l’:t':::r:::t:::::
Total Exs.fyr.N Trad 165532 - 1S7418 194375 230177 JM6E22 400372 280396 367598 296383 388820 205624 283155 291440 260837 277433
FUENTE: Ealetin Estadistico del Sector Agrario 1968-1955 i °

Oficina Sectorial ce Estadistica, Ministerio de hqriculturg
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
Memoranduin

+ Sr. Fred Mann. Chlef. APAD DATE:
Sr. David Faulkner, APAL

7/11/86

FROM ; Jalmo Mdlaga_/, ().’7

APAD

SUBJECT: Visita a 1la Asoclacién de Productores de ICA/Evaluacién  del
Proyecto de Exportaciones No-Tradicionzles

e AIILCLUCUL LY 3 ¢

Dentro dol procoso de ovaluacién del Proyecto AID-FDN, sol
Promocion de Exportacliones Agricolas No-Tradicionales se me encar
realizar una breve ovaluacion de la opinién de alpunos apgricultor
relaclonados con el menclonado proyecto. Lamentablemente,
-tlempo disponible no fue el suficiento y sdélo se pudo realizar u
séla visita al vallo do Ica para entrovistar a unos 10 agricultorec

“ ““'Los preguntas fucron sugeridas por el Dr. David Hansen, qui
me ‘acompaiid en el viaje, y la Srta. Linn Hammergren, miembros d
Comitd do Evaluacidn.

La Asociaclén de Agricultores de Ica, agrupa a 161 _pequciios
medlanos agricultores del Valle de Ica, quiénes administran
propia—ostacion. experimontal de San Camilo. Por segundo a
congecutivo, los agricultores de la Asoclacidn (no todos) vien
trabajanco bajo Convenio con la FDN dentro del Programa de Fomcen
e les Exportaciones Agricolas No-Tradicionales, financiado p
RID. So han realizado hasta el momento 3 ensayos de exportaci

- con este valle: vainita, paprika y recientemente, atdn en proces
de espérragos vordes. En los dos primeros casos estuvier
onvuoltos tambidn las firmas Agrocmpaques y la firma Olympus.

II. Metodologia:

La Fundacién para el Desarrollo Naclonal (FDN), presentd
pedido nuestro, una lista de 22 agricultores, de los cuales n¢
propusimos entrevistar a 10 gselcccionados al azar (ver 1lisl
anoxa). Ecte procoso funciondé a medias ya que algunos de los qu
~fuoron seleccionados mno pudioron ser ubicados y tuvieron gque g
reemplazados por otros.

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regulurly on the Payroll Savings Plan
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Las eontrovistas se 1llovaron a cabo log dias mlorcoles 9 y
Juoves 10 deo Julio do 1986, en el local de 1a Egstacién Experimental
Sun Cumilo, donde fuoron citados log agricultores sgoleccionadog.
La duracién promedio fue de 30 g4 45 minutos por entrevista,
hubidéndose distribuldo el trabajo entre el Dr. Hausen Y yo. Los
formularios, que gon mayormente gulas do entrevista, se ancxan con
0l rosimen de lag regpuestas dadas. Las preguntas fueron ablerlas
y mayormente de opinién por 1o que los cuestionarlos no tienen
validez para elaboracién estadistica, Proaviamente a las
ontrovistas individuales, tuvimos una larga  reunién con 1a
diroctiva do 1a Asoclacién: Sr. P. Zanobini (Presidonte, sr.
Fausto Roblos (Garonte) y sr. Manuel Cheea (Ex-Presidente).

Dobo deojarse anotado que en vistu do haberse realizado hasta el
momento c¢6lo dos cxperiencias piloto (valnitas y paprika) y estuando’
en proceso una de onvergadura comercial (espdrragos), ol término
“Evaluacién" del proyocto on el caso de los productores goria poco
aproplado. Considoro que gélo habiendo visto los resultados de 1n
oxportacién do 1log eypirragos so podria tener un  Jjulclo wmas
roulista del lmpacto del Proyocto de la FDN en Ica.

IXI.Alpunos Resultadon:

1) Cinco do los dloz agricultores reallizan por prlmera. vez una
vrportacidon no-tradicional. Los otros cinco han participado en 1la
oxporicncia do vainltas y/o paprika a través de la Fundacién y dos
han tonldo oxperiencia fuera de 1a FDN (mayormonte negativas).

2) Ocho do 1los diez han producido o producen algoddn

mayoritariamente. Log otros cultivos mencionados, son gepin
frecuoncia: frutas (palta, uvag, etc.), papas. s0rgo, pallares,
tomates, pecanas, malz y cobada. Siendo 1la papa el scgundo mis
monclonado. La exporiencla del alpodonoro hace que  ostos

agricultores tengan una oxporioncla iudirecta con rolacién a 1los
morcados de exportacién

3) Todos los que tuvioron exporiencla con vainitag congsideran
que no_ fue exitosa como una operacién comercial de exporbtacion,
Heyormente, culpan del poco éxito a 1la flema Agroempoques, qulén
dicon no. cumplid con ampliar su  planta dao procesumliento y 1la
manticnen en un nivel sumanmento bajo de capacidad, 1lo que impldié
0l procesamiento de toda 1la produccida, por lo que 5élo se exporté
una pequeinia parto do lo cogechado.




Sin embargo, cuatro do 1los 'einco varcecen hwber sacado algo
positivo do 1la oxporicncila: Primero han descublerto que son
capaces do producir vorduras do primera calidod y .aceptada por el
exigento mercado americano; Sepgundo, han descubierito la importancia
de no dejor vacios on todo ol proceso productivo,. especlalmento en
el industrial. Tal vez osto oxplica su entusiasmw en entrar a la
oxportacién de cspdrragos el cual algunos de: -ellos (los 10
ontrovictados son parto de los 40 que decidleron siombrar esphrragos
para exportacion) ostdn consagrando cl 100% de sus: fincas (2 do los

entrovistados).

4) El1 grupo ontrovistado es variago respecito el tamafio de
propledad: slondo el rungo de propiedad de 14 @ 130 hectéreas.
Tres do ellos son propletarios de mis de 100 hec'tdrezs, cinco do

més do 50 has. y 2 de menos de 20 .has.

El gprupo es bastante homogéneo, sin embargo em otros aspectos,
gon todos apricultores modernos con pran aproecio por  nuevas
tecnologias, nivol cultural bastente alto, universitarios muchas
veces, "algunos do ollos con gran conoclmionto de otiros paisco,.

5) Los tres que menclonaron.alguna experienciia nnteriqr a la
FDN (meloncs, paltas, pallaeres) consideran que s@ Intercumplid por
falta do soriedad do los brokers o por ios bajos preclos quo ellos

pagaban.,

6) Es undnime el desco de reemplazar el algoddm debldo a que el
precio ostd contlnuamente bajando en el mercado ilnternaclonal y a

la temible plaga dol gusano rosado.

.1) Todas 1los Interecsados so entusiasmaron con las reclentes
oxperienclas do cxportacién no tradiclonal a través de 1la
Asoclacidén de Agricultores do Ica y graclar a la Tabor do lu FDN.
Todos dicen quo ninguna instltucién equivalente {FOPEX, ADEX, o
exportadores particulacres) le habfan propuesto hasita ahora acclones
concretas de exportacién no tradicional como la FDN. Todos han
rocibldo visltas de oxpoertos nuclonales y oxtramjcros (9 ou sus
fincas) llovados por la FDN a través del programa dwl A.I.D,

8) Todos reconocen on los expertos extranjerom enviados por 1la
FDN, gento de primora calidad oxcepto uno (Mr. Scthade). Tuvieron
también frases do ologlo para 1los técnlcos lmcales del FDN,
ospoclalmonte para el Ingonlero Pablo Castillo. PHengan quo en el
caso de las valnltas, pudo haber mejor comunlicacidén cutre
Agroempaques, Oliwmpus y la FDN, aungque no so muesmtran roesceuntldou

con cllos.



9) Parocen muy gseguros do sus posibilidades product.lvas, pocos
doclinan quo on ol <cagso de wvalnitas o esphrregos  tengan
dificultados espoclales. Reconocen en la paprika algunus problenmas
més rolacionados con enformedades quo no conocen.

10) Las sugeroncias se refleren mayoritariamente a dog puntog:
a) asistencia técnica para concretar un proyecto do planta de
onfriamlento para los espirragos en el Valle de Ica ¥ b) mayor
fluldez do matorlalos de informacién técnica.

IV Comentarlos F}nnles:'

1) El interés tomado al programa por estor modernos y
tocniflcados agricultores, se demuestra en el eamtusiasmo algo
arriesgado de lanzarse en 1la exportucion de espérragos (40
agricultores con 400 hoctireas), sin haber reallzado previamente
una exporicncia pilloto. Esto es més valioso si se considera que en
len  engayos anteriores tuvieron algunos probleonas (vainita, '
peprika) quo no les han hechio pordor conflanza en gus posibilidades,

2) Por ol tipo de rvospuosta obtenida mo parece concluyente la
bondad do la estrategia aplicada por la FDN en este ¢aso. Hay dos
olemontos que han sido excelenteniente manejados. Primero: ol
viaje de obsorvacién a los Estados Unidos (New Orleans, Florida,
Culifornia, etc.) realizado por agricultores lideres, los que
regrosaron con una enorme motivacién y con conocimiento de causa.
Esto vliaje pareco clave ya que la ‘mayorfa de los entuestadores so
ontuslasmé con los espérragos a raiz de las oxpericecias de vlaje
de los epricultores lideres (la secleccidén de los que viajaron fue
un aclorto). Sepundo: aprovechando el "momentum” do la llegada
de reconocidos ecxpertos fue lo que desencadend la cesi cuforia con
quo cstos agricultores cstdn orientando su produccidén al cultivo de
espdrragos. (Ellos saben recomnocer un buen experto de uno no tan
bucno; al sciialur que hubo uno deficlente, comprueban la sinceridad
do sus eloglos al rosto).

3) Lo peligroso del problema, a mi entendor, entd ahora en la
ronstruccién de la planta de frfo en Ica. Ellos cotiman unos
J5$300,000 de inversién y consldoran (los directivos) que cs algo
oco complicado y dentro de pus posiblilidades. Particularmente,
‘00 quo c3 preocupante esta contianza dado que la planta necesita
rstar en operacién a més tardar en noviembre del proxino afio sepin
it plan de exportacidn. Las preguntas méo espec{ficas sobre
:ostos, oquipos, partes importadas, administracién de 1la planta,
te. no parecen muy convincentoas gobre ol actual cenocimionto al



rospocto. Dicon quo el crdédito serd fdcll conscgulrlo a través del:
Banco Agrarlo, con quiencs ya han hablaedo; pero do nucvo, no lay .
“pfoyecto" aun en términos. do bancarlos. Precocupa igualmente, 1n i
indofinlclén aparente sobre la forma administrativa de la nucva
planta, log garantias que usarfan para cl préstamo, ol clstema de

amortizacién entre los soclos, otc.

varlos de los encucstados comparten estos térmlnos, no as{ 1la
diroctiva. Considero de urgenclia que se les debe brindar ayuda
para concreter oote proceso, dada su .lnexperlencia en procesos :
{ndustrlialos y porque al menor ecrror do implementecidén en este |
caso, podria scr fatal para la expericencia y para el proyecto en
sf. Yo osugericf{a quo los oxportos provistos -por AID/FDN vayan
slondo desde ahora, tamblén del drca de procesamiento’' y

comoerclalizacidn oxterna. :

4) Un comentarlio adlclonal se rolaclona con la tendonclia de los
diroctivos y algunos aprclecultores mayores a sacar conclusiones
sobre ocus experlenclas pasaedas y roclentes (valnlta). Parecleva
quo la -solucién que von, osta en que "ellos mismos" intervengan on
la otapa de procesamlento y comorclalizacidn, para garantizar que
no sorén "enpailados". Esto creo quo os polligroso cn porspectiva,
pues o3 una bucna tendencia a la complementarcidad y capecializacidn
do las actlvidades econémicas y empresarlales. Parecco scr quo al
roppecto hay un grupo de gente joven que posee una mentalidad mis

modorna Yy que no necosariamente concuerda con la "vioja
goneracidén' y su tendencla a pensar en "s6lo nosotros podewos
hacerlo", '
. APAD:JMdlaga:rov
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ANNEX C

I. MON-TRADITIONAL AGRICULTURAL EXPORT PROMOTION PILAOT
PROJECT: Activiy/0Output Schematlic

" ITmplementing ITnstitutions:
Cooperating Institution:

FDN
FMME wvia

PREE [urvcat

anc LISSTD G anl

Assistance (support activilies with Project Sustain and

UsSDA) .
~Production Zone:
Trujilla.

Principal. Commercial

lliesse.

Inputs

l. Brohker Services

2. Information
Services

3. Technical
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4., Mavrket Infor-
tion and
intelligence
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Improvement

Improved Manago-
ment knowledg: 3
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]
i
= Coordination
Agreecments with
producer dssucila-

tions
7. Trade Associa- = Topical Meelings - liproved Pol e
tion with Diverse Envivonment
Participation = Inlformation Ey-
= Agribusiness changes

Seminars | _ .
- Repreaentaﬁion

on MOA advisa,y .

council FAR

II. SCOPE OF WORK

The respeclive progect agiesmart 1o uneints o LGS B
and FMME will provide the evaluation (e3m with Denclteiach o of
perfarmance and will allow Uham ta mvaldals D I e th
terms of specific praoject aclivities as they relate to lne
project -goal of promoting Per-uvian non=Liraditional
aaqricultural esports. In addition, LlLhe project will be
evaluated based on an assessment of overall project success
as feasured by the ariginal project purpose. objectives and
planned results as expressed in lhe June 0, 1983 grant
agreement with the FDN. The following speciflic areas are
issues should also be covered by the evaluation Lu meawsur
the project’'s impact and guide Lthe direction of novsible

future support efforts:

1) The vole and potential of non-traditional ageicul buiral
exports in terms of developm2nt impact and conteibution Lo
the agriculture sector and national economy .

Q) The agricultural esport poleatial of Peru ovecall and di
‘region vis a vig other export sectura, international e,
of trade and market opportunttioe: the matn canastrainls Lo
expand Peruvian non-traditiconal agricul o el a0 b a
trade in general, including a discuzsion/ascesment of
palicies and the role of Uhe various Ferus ian IO S O SRR
and organizations which affeact Feruvian L ade. Considaial gy
might also be made of external (nalibubions and
organizations affecting Pevuvian b ade sucli as Lihe
Generalized Agreemennt on Taviffa and Trade (GATT) convenl o
sclhdalad for Seplemtiery of Ui vosr. This secbion ahool
contribule Lo the prioritication of Perivian 3C o Cnn i
decigion making and donar agency support.



http:6'jIUat:i0.tx

3) An estimativn of recent Privale seclur investment alieacly
made or being made to e¥xpart agricul tiral Products: amanl,
leveraged by the FDM/FMME Ptlot project elrort . iz bueltowg
estimale of investment cost per job crealed as compared wi Ll
olher sectlors, i - :

4) GOP support and policy reforms Necessdry to facitlilule
rapid expansion of non=traditional agricultural erporcts and
to permit future support elfforts to have a groeate): Lnpe. b,
This section might alsu review the impacts of possible
Shifts in some public sector enter prises hoth in Lerms o
ownership and/or service ubjeutiyasz-

9) Possible future suppar b activities tncludivng human
capital investments required for rapid eNpans ey of Lhe
Seclor and suggeswted roles for the ERNG GO WATDe ol s
donors and the Peruwvian Private sector in Sene: 31 . '

.6) Possible role of countertrade for debl SV e,
Capitalizing new Projecte and Inci easing et = e adii b toad
dgiricultural exports, and;
7) Although the project has worked Primarilly with farmers
that are more Capable in terms of resource basw.' educalionn,
management capability, etc., the evaluation shiould coveice:
the dmpact of the praoject on rural communiities and more
limited resource farmers. The extent to which thie o gec t
and possible future activities improve the well-beilng uf flhe
rural sector as a whole is an tmpoctant aspect ta bo
addressed, given concern by many that activities 1inking
local production with international market opmortunities is

4 potentially dangerous economic. development ditvec tion.

B) Given that export aof fresh and preczsaoed agmicul tura!
products is a relatively new ecornomic activity in Peru, anl
the fact that erport markets dewund high qual iilty produc by in
consistent volumes, it is important that the rvwle of
external technical assistance aind technolagy ey cramined
(USDA, FMME, Project Sustain., and General Food) a6 wel ]l s
the skill/knowledge mis of the Prujects persanme| .,

?) Obsiorvations =hould also be vade on the aveani labi Lol G
approplateness of lacally suppliec] services, bavebina Lagy
training and researcch wilh respect ta produc tim .. ]
processing, storage and Eransparl of agricul bunial pludu.LTﬁ
for export (Hovticul tural ard Faal Tochnology alepear baweal - o
UNA, ADEX, ESNN, FOREX, etci.). '




10) lLocal Dusiness arrangements and association MEChant s,
should be explored to provide OLLTHMPUS and the Peruvian
Private sector au a whole Wil quidance an tncentive g
responsibility structures in order to stiengthem local

business relationshi ps and thereby marledl iroor tlumea b o .

11) Olher aspects thal the evaluation team cansiicler g
inportant to review. :




ANNEX "D" .
NON-TRADITIONAL AGRICULTURAL EXPORT PROMOTION
PILOT PROJECT EVALUATION

PROYECTO AGRONEGOCIOS FDN

PORTACIONES  EFECTUADAS 1584 - 1987

MONTO EN uss Sub-

EMPRESAS PRODUCTOS 1984 1985 1986 1987 Total
- PERSIVALE Mangos 30,000 60,000 | . | aeme. 90,000
- INKA FRUT Mangos - 40,000 60,000 |  —eeee- 100,000
Espérragos 60,000 80,000 | = —-mee. 140,000
- OLiMPUS Vainitas ——- -——- 12,000 | = ce-eeo 12,000
Mangos --- 10,000 === | eee—-- 10,000
Esparragos -— -—— —— 25,000 25,000
Arverja china —— ——— ——— 90,200 90,2060
= Agroempaques Vainitas -~ -——- 20,000 356,400 376,400

- Industrial

Vird Sugar snap -—- -—— --- 270,600 270,600
- Holgyin Achiote —— -— 20,060 . 30,000 50,000
- Propexa Mangos -—- -—- 60,000 | = ece-e-o 60,000
= Huarco Mangos --- --- 80,000 | @ —e-eeo 80,000
- Nutriex Mangos - -=- 70,000 | @ ceeees 70,000
- A.A. lca Espirrago - -—- -——- 2'057,600 2'057,600
TOTAL: 3'431,800




PROYECTO

AGRONEGOCT!I 0§ F DN
I' NVERS 1O N E S EJECUTADA S 1984 -19287
. MONTO EN uUSS$. Sub-
) "SEMINARIOS Y EVENTOS: 1984 1985 1986 1987 Total
Institucidn/ Actividad . Productos )
Empresa Lugar De<arrollada Beneficiarios Exportados| 50,000 60,000 25,000 | 65,000 200,000
FDN Lima T v 11 Semina | ~Productores
rio Taller pa ! -Industriales
ra Ejecutivos | -Exportadores
en Agronegn-
cios, --- 20.000 25,000 25,000 ———- 70,000
FDN Lima Seminarios -Funcidnaribs(
Internaciona- Pablicos
les por pro- ~Productores
ductos: -Agroindustrig
Mango,espérra les
80 Y curso de | ~Exportadores
exportacidn. --- -——- --- --=- 150,000 -50,000
FDN Miami Viaje de Capa -Productores
y New citacidn y en | ~-Funcionarios
Orieans | trenamiento. FDN y Expor- :
tadores. --- 30,000 35,000 --- --- 65,000
Proaérinsa Arequji I Seminario ~Exportadores
pa de Produccidn ~Productores
Y Exportacidn | ~Funcionarios
de ajos. ' -—-- --- --—- -=-= {15,000 15,000




-

11) ESTUDIOS

Y PROYECTOS:

1984

MONTO EN
1985

uss.
1986

1987

Sub-
Total

Institucidn/
Empresa

Lugar

Actividad
Desarrollada

Beneficiarios

Productos

Exportados

66,000

77,500

143,500

FRUVEG

ROCSA

NUTRIEX

COM.HOLGUIN
INAESA
AUTODEMA
LUltLsS

URTEAGA

NICOLINI

" Cuzeco

Trujillo

(- 1)
o
=1
©
[
[ }]

Pisco

Huaral

~

Areaqui
pa

Piura

Chincha

Estudio de
factibilidad
Planta de con
gelado ripido

Estudlie de
factibilidad
de planta de
congelado rd
pido

Estudio de
factibilidad
Planta de con
gelado riapido

Estudio de
factibilidad
Planta proce-
sam. Cacao

Estudio de
factibilidad
Planta proce
sam.hortalizas

Estudio de in
vestigacidn
de mercados

Estudio de
factibilidad
Planta proce
sam.esparra-
gos

Estudio de
factibilidad
Planta de
conservas

da

<EMPFESA APlval
da

~Empresa priva
da -

~Empresa

priva
da

-Empresa

priva
da

-Empresa
da
~Empresa

da 1

-Empresa
da

-Empresa privaj’

6,000

10,000

6,000

20,000

18,000

10,000

23,000

7.000

6,000

10,000
6,000
20,000

18,000

10,000

22,000

7.000



MONTO EN USS. Sub-
1) ESTUDIOS Y PROYECTOS: 1984 1985 1986 1087 Tatal
institvecidn/ Actividad Productos
Empresa Lugar Desarrollada Beneficiarios Exportados --- --- 66,000] 77,500 | 143,500
ASOC. DE ==& lca Estudio de -Empresa priva
AGRICULTO factibilidad da -
RES DE ICA Planta proce
sam.esparra-
gos frescos .- ~-- “e- ===l 12,000 12,000
FIELD Lima Investiga~ =Empresa priva
cidén de mer da -
cados - --- -—- --- ---| 10,000 10,000
PERSIVALE Truji Estudio de -Empresa priva
1R- factibilidad da
Planta de
procesamien-
to de espd-
rrago congela
do - --- --- --- -—- 9,000 9,000
CARLOS Chan- Estudio de -Empresa priva
BOHL chama’ mercado del da N
yo achiote, kicen
. y wpalillo --- -——- - 6,900 --- 6,000
AGROPAC Pisco Estudio de -Empresa priva
investiga- da -
cién de mer
cados - c-- --- --- -——- 6,500 6,50C




HONTO EN USS.

>

: Sub-
111) AGRUINDUSTRIAS DE PROCESAMIENTO Y MAQUINARIA 1984 1985 1986 1987 | Total
Institucion/ Actividad Productos
Empresa Lugar Desarrolilada Beneficiarios Exportados -- 142,500 1'475,000 95,000} 1'712,500
AGROEMPA- - Lima Planta piloto] Banco Wiese Vainitas
QUES congelado Esparragos ) o
Svgar snap -- 76,000 86,000 -- 166,000
INDUSTRTAL Vird Planta de Grupo Esparragos
VIRU congelado Guinea Vainitas <
IQF Sugar snap - --]1%120,000 --]11*120,000
NE!SA Truji Planta de . Negocios y Esparrago o .
1o procesamien Exportaciones blanco
to de espi- S.A.
rrago fresco -- --1 ~ 80,000 -- 80,000
INKA FRUT Truji Planta de Luis Alva Espdrrago
1lo procesamien : blanco
to esparra-
gos frescos -- -- " 10,000{60,000 70,000
OLIMPUS Lima Trading Grupo de Pro Vainitas
Comerciali ductores/Ex- Mango
zador portadores Eeparrago -- 12,500 20,000}35,000 67,500
HUARCO Lima Planta de Ernesto Barrios| Mangos
fumigacidn Ralph Crevochoy| frescos
EDB -- --| 75,000 -- 75,000
. I " b
PROPEXSA Plura Planta de Oswalcdo Garcfa Mangos {
(Tamgo fumig.EDB - frescos
Grande) -- -- 80,000 -~ 80,000
PERSIVALE" _Piura Exportacidn Roberto ﬂersi Mangos
- S ‘ ' de mangos vale ! frescos -- 60,000 -- -- 60,000



MONTO EN USS. Sub-
Iv) INSUMOS Y EOUIPOS: 1984 1985 1986 1987 Total
Institucidon/ . Actividad Productos f
Empresa Lugar Desarrolladd - Beneficiarios Exportados 122,000 }25,000 1&7,000;
ASQCIACION lca Compra de Productores
| AGRICULTO~- semilla de de lca :
RES DE ICA esparrago -- -- --- 80,0001(10,000 90,000
OLIMPUS Lima Compra de Productores/
: semilla de Exportadores
-Vainitas
-Sugar snap
-Esparrago - - --- 12,000{15,000 27,000
F DN Lima Compra de Productores
) T semilla de de lca, Cade
Paprika te y Chimbo-.
te -- -- --- 30,000 -- 30,008
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ABRIL de
;D PC/cm.

MONTO EN USS. Sub-
v) CULT!VOS Y PRUERAS EXPERIMENTALES 1984 1985 1986 1987 Total
Institucidn/ ]l Actividad Productos
Empresa Lugar Desarrollada Beneficiarios Exportados -- 85,000 | 186,000 35,000 300,000
A.A.1L. lca Siembra de Productores/
vainitas Exportadores ewe -- 65,000 30,0001 10,000 105,000
AGRICULTO lca Siembra de Productores/
RES DE -CARE Cafiete Paprika ~ Exportadores
TE,ICA Y Chimbo )
CHIMBOTE te -—— -- -- 60,000 -- 60,000
AGRICULTC Huacho Siembra expe
.|RES OE HUAU Lima rimental de
RA,PTE.PIE- Canete . sugar snap,
DRA,CHILCA snap peas, .
broccolli, ,
etc. Productores - -- -- 10,000 5,000 15,000
ASOCTACION Chimbo Transferen- Productores
DE PRODUCTO te e cia de Tec-
RES 1CA,CA- lca nologia vy
[RETE, CHIMBO Asesoramien
iTE, HUAURA, to técnico .
HUARAL. nacional e
: internac. ——- -- 20,000 | 80,000} 20,000 | 120,00%
ri
. X ] -
x%* NOTA: Fafta inclufr Planta de prbcesamiento TOTALES 2'503,00¢°
de| esparragd fresco en lca avaluado
) en| UsS. 600}{000. (Préstamo en trami-
b ted .
1937.




