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An evaluation was conducted in July and August 1988 of the Farmer to 
Farmer Program implemented by Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative 
Assistance (VOCA). The evaluation was requested by the grantor -- the 
Agency for International Development/Bureau for Food for Peace and 
Voluntary Assistance (AID). The overall purpose of the evaluation was 
to assess the capability and effectiveness of VOCA as the administrator 
and executor of the program and to determine the impact of the technical 
services provided on the intended host organizations and farmers. 

The Farmer to Farmer Program is one of the two core programs implemented 
by VOCA. The goal of the program is to improve farm income and quality 
of life in rural areas. Short-term technical assistance furnished by 
U.S. volunteers to farmer organizations and farmers is the venue for 
achieving the goal. The program was authorized in Section 406 of the 
Agricultural Trade Development Assistance Act of 1954, but was not 
initiated until 1985 when a pilot program was authorized. VOCA was 
selected by AID to implement the pilot program with a $400,G00 grant. A 
mandate contained in Section 1105 of the Farm Bill (PL 480, 99, 198) 
signed December 23, 1985, authorized allocation of not less than one- 
tenth of one percent of the funds available for fiscal years 1986 and 
1987 to the Farmer to Farmer Program. VOCA was then granted $1,747,000 
to conduct the program from September 23, 1986 through February 22, 
1988. On August 24, 1987 an amendment to the agreement increased the 
grant to $3,015,371 and extended the expiration date to February 22, 
1989. VOCAts Farmer to Farmer Programs supports similar programs 
operated by six subgrantee institutions -- these programs were also 
evaluated. A total of $1,367,751 or 45% of the grant has been allocated 
to subgran tees. 

A total of 201 Farmer to Farmer Program volunteers have been placed by 
VOCA (96 volunteers) and five subgrantees (105 volunteers) in 22 
developing countries through June 30, 1988. The total cost of the 
placements was $2,025,471 for an all-organizations average of $10,079 
per volunteer assignment. 

The overall results of the evaluation were very positive. A high degree 
of success/effectiveness (about 80% of ideal) was accomplished in the 
implementation of the 33 individual assignments studied. VOCAts staff 
and volunteers are commended for an exceptional performance despite the 
serious operational constraints prevailing in the developing countries 
studied. This evaluation does not dwell on the recognized success of 
the program; rather, the recommendations presented in this report, 
although extensive, are aimed at key processes or procedures that 
require some modification. Implementation of the recommended measures 
will strengthen the overall long-term success of the Farmer to Farmer 
Program. 



The methodology utilized in the evaluation iucluded (1) information, 
files and records review; (2) site visits to Bolivia, C6te dlIvoire and 
the Philippines; (3) surveys of over 160 volunteers, host organizations 
and farmers; and (4) interviews with more than 150 persons associated 
with the program. The conclusions drawn from VOCArs evaluation and tho 
ensuing recommendations are summarized below under three broad terms of 
reference -- operational processes, cost-effectiveness, impact and 
funding and programming. 

Operational Processes 

VOCA has successfully administered the overall Farmer to Farmer 
Program since its initiation in 1985. The basic program goals have 
been achieved and substantial progress has been made towards 
institutionalizing the program within VOCA1s framework. 

Operational activities such as fund management/control and reporting 
to AID appeared to meet the contractual stipulations. 

Maintenance of files and program records needs substantial 
improvements. Too often, project files lacked essential information 
relative to the volunteers, the assignments and the host 
organizations. Although a filing system is being developed, it is 
recommended that an input in information systems (a volunteer) be 
hired to: (1) determine institutional and individual staff 
information needs; and (2) develop a readily available information 
system including central files and computerized databases. 

The relatively low rate of projeet failures indicates a high degree 
of success in identification of viable host organizations and 
projects by VOCA" staff. To further reduce the risk-of-failure 
factor and expand the program's clientele it is proposed that: 
(1) a stricter criteria for selection of host organizations be 
developed; (2) project identification efforts concentrate on strong, 
well administered host organizations; (3) consideration be given to 
clients such as U.S.-based and indigenous private and voluntary 
organizations (PVOs), agricultural development firms, land grant 
universities and other agricultural development organizations; and 
(4) a program marketing effort be implemented to increase VOCA1s 
visibility. 

Recruitment a.nd placement of volunteers is an administrative process 
that has been managzd adequately by VOCA's staff. A pool of high 
quality, repeat volunteers is available for future assignments (40% 
of all placements were repeat-volunteers). As the program expands 
and extends to other areas of expertise, the need for a larger pool 
of volunteers and computerized volunteer search systems will become 
necessary. VOCA1s volunteer recruiters have done quite well in 
matching the volunteer's skills to the needs of the project. 
However, attention to detail is important as 10% to 12% of 
volunteers and hosts queried indicated that the match was weak or 
marginal. Well-defined scopes of work and increased communications 
between VOCA and hosts and VOCA and volunteers are recomended. 



The process of briefing and debriefing volunteers needs to be 
reexamined and restructured. About 40% of the host officids rated 
the orientation of the volunteer as weak or very weak. Many hosts 
also reported to the evaluator the need for improving the 
volunteers' knawlec!ge of local agriculture, customs, culture, 
protocol and other conditions. It is imperative that information 
packets be prepared and other means used to inform volunteers about 
the host country in order to change the existing perception of 
poorly prepared volunteers. Debriefing processes also need to be 
restructured to increase effectiveness, gather and record useful 
information and evaluate the assignment. 

Cost Effectiveness 

The short-term assistance provided by VOCA is, for the most part, of 
high quality and is cost effective. AID funds are used to cover all 
costs directly related to the volunteer assignment in addition to 
all direct and indirect institutional costs. The professional 
services are contributed to the program by the volunteers. 

The cost of VOCAfs technical assistance has been from 40% to 50% 
less expensive than that provided by international technical 
services firms . 
VOCAts administrative cost per volunteer-day will be reduced as the 
number of volunteer placements increase each year and the program is 
managed more efficiently. Volunteer costs can be reduced by 
requesting host organizations using several volunteers to share 
local costs (e.g., food and lodging) of second, ,third or fourth 
volunteer. 

Pmpac t 

The overall impact of the Farmer to Farmer Program on host 
organizations, farmers and other collaborators has been positiv 

a The recipients of the program's technical assistance have been h 
farmer organizations and local farmers. About one-half of the 
assignments reviewed (16 of 33) were related to livestock, pou 
and beekeeping; one-fourth to crop production and farm machine 
and the remaining one-fourth cooperative development/marketing. 
total number of host country farmers assisted by the 96 assignm 
completed throagh June 30, 1988 is calculated to be about 3,000 

The monetary impact of the program on beneficiary organizations 
farms could not be quantified adequately. Few volunteers, host 
officials and farmers responded to inquiries on this matter. 
Nonetheless, most respondents felt that there was a positive 
monetary impact involved -- up to 30% increase on farmersf incom 
Few indicated increases in income greater than 75%. 

a Nonmonetary positive impacts on the environment, farmer well-bein 
work ethics, understanding of American culture and overall 

' friendships were sommon. 



Gender of the volunteer appears to be a factor on the degree of 
impact on the target population. 

a The overall level or degree of effectiveness of 33 assignments 
completed in Bolivia, Cdte dfIvoire and the Philippines approached 
7.5 on a scale of 1 to 10 (10 being highest). Weak host 
organizations, poorly defined scopes of work, lack of on-site 
logistical support and inadequate communications were among factors 
responsible for lowering the impact. 

~ Funding and Programing 

Funding of the Farmer to Farmer Program has been provided for 
relatively short periods of time (three appropriations in three 
years). This has created a sense of institutional insecurity and 
has preventeci the staff from establishing long-term relationships 
with client organizations and farmers. In view of the substantial 
positive impact of the program on the beneficiaries, it is proposed 
that AID considers funding VOCArs Farmer to Farmer Program for a 
period of five years beginning FebruaryiMarch 1989. 

a Future programming and level of effort will depend on availabili 
of funds from AID. Potential increases for future volunteer 
placements range between 50% and 100% of current levels of 40 
volunteers per year. This increase would be accomplished with 
existing staff, but with substantial increases in program marke 
activities. 

Farmer to Farmer Programs have been instituted within the framework 
six other organizations through subgrants provided by VOCA. These 
organizations (subgrantees) are: 

World Christian Relief Fund (WCRF), McCrory, AR 

The Florida Association of Voluntary Agencies for Caribbea 
Basin (FAVA/CA), Tallahassie, FL 

Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology/University ~f 
Arizona (BARA), Tucson, AZ 

Agricultural Cooperative Development International (ACDI), 
Washington, D.C. 

Land 0' Lakes (LOL), Minneapolis, MN 

Peace Corps, Washington, D.C. 

Peace Corps is not a subgrantee of VOCA but a direct grantee of A1 
Land OfLakes was not included in the evaluation because its Farme 
far me^ Program was to be discontinued. The conclusions drawn from 
evaluation of the subgrantees and Peace Corps Farmer to Farmer Prog 
are summarizer1 below under three broad categories -- operational 
procedures, cost effectiveness, and future funding and programing. 



Operational Procedures 

Most subgrantees were successful in establishing and operating a 
farmer to farmer program; however, most experienced a slow start-up 
phase that delayed achieving volunteer placement goals. Peace Corps 
encountered serious difficulties during the start-up phase and first 
year operation, which resulted in completion of 12% of the proposed 
assignments. 

Management and control of Farmer to Farmer Program funds varied 
considerably from one organization to the other. Generally, the 
larger organizations (PC, BARA, ACDI) have accounting departments 
that process and report directly to AID on financial matters. The 
smaller subgrantees (FAVAICB and WERF) have modest accounting 
facilities. Expenditures were rep~rted quarterly to VOCA by all 
subgrantees. No specific problems related to disbursements and/or 
advances of funds were reported to the evaluator; nonetheless, it is 
recommended that VOCAts Financial Officer conducts an inspection of 
subgrantees Farmer to Farmer Program's accounting systems to ensure 
compliance with AID regulations. 

a Considerable variability was found in files and records kept by 
subgrantees. When judged individually, each organization kept o 
minimum records/fil.es necessary to meet their own perceived need 
Quarterly reports to VOCA were, for the most part, too simplifie 
transfer valuable information/experiences to the grantor. 
Modifications in the progress reports format are proposed. 

All subgrantees (except WCRF) experienced some degree of difficu 
in identifying viable projects and recruiting volunteers that fi 
well within the definition of the farmer to farmer concept. Earl 
deficiencies in the process are being corrected. All subgrantees 
need to expand their clientele while focusing on key areas of 
specialty. 

Cost Effectiveness 

a Like VOCA, the subgrantees use subgrant funds to cover all cost 
directly related to the volunteer assignment in addition to 
institutional direct and indirect costs. WCRF bills no 
indirect/administrative costs to the program. Volunteer costs of 
Peace Corps assignments are covered directly by VOCA. In all ca 
the professional services are contributed by the volunteer. 

The volunteer cost per volunteer-day for all subgrantees and VOC 
varied between $41 and $142, while the administrative cost vari 
between $149 and $355 per volunteer day. VOCA administrators a 
urged to reexamine the administrative costs of those subgrantee 
with higher costs and propose actions to lower them to levels of 
majority of subgrantees. 



The cost per volunteer assignment for VOCA and subgrantees varied 
between $1,181 and $23,640. I 
The total cost per volunteer-day was in all cases lower than the 
cost estimated for agricultural development firms. Thus, the 
subgrantee Farmer to Farmer Program is cost effective and in many 
instances more cost effective than VOCA. 

Future Funding and Programming 

VOCA should continue to support all participating subgrantees -- 
ACDI, BARA, FAVA/CA and WCRF -- until the current subgrant 
allocations are exhausted (December 31, 1988). 

Consideration should be given to funding BARA, FAVA/CA and WCRFfs 
Farmer to Farmer Programs on a long-term basis -- three to five 
years -- with an initial financial commitment of two years. A 
collaborative relationship should be established with ACDI for j 
development and implementation of a VOCA Farmer to Farmer Progra 
the Philippines. 

AIDiPVC should approve the continuation of Peace Corpsf Farmer to 
Farmer Program for a second year with no additional funding and a 
reduction of total volunteer placements from 100 to 50. 

Communications between VOCA and subgrantees (and vice-versa) need 
be improved. A retreat should be held in the not too distant future 
wit\ all subgrantees, Peace Corps, AID/PVC and VOCA to discuss 
issues of importance such as: (1) VOCAfs management, direction and 
philosophy; (2) future funding of VQCA and subgrantees; (3) farmer 
to farmer program definition; (4) program coordination between V06 
and subgrantees; (5) target regions and countries; (6) target 
populations to be assisted; and (7) many others. Yearly meetings 
should be held for all subgrantees, Peace Corps, AID/PVA and VOCA. 

VOCA should assign its Regional Representatives as liaison officers 
to interact, monitor and coordinate activities between VOCA and eac 
subgrantee. 



INTRODUCTION 

This document presents the results of an evaluation of the Farmer to 
Farmer Program (FTF Program) implemented by Volunteers in Overseas 
Cooperative Assistance (VOCA). The evaluation was conducted over the 
period of June 26 through September 2, 1988, simultaneously with an 
evaluation of VOCAts Cooperative Volucteer Program- Reference is made 
to the latter program's evaluation report for discussion of VOCArs 
overall administrative, programmatic and financial management issues not 
covered in this report. 

The information in this report is presented in two parts -- Sections A 
and B. Section A presents the results of VOCArs FTF Program evaluation, 
while Section B deals with the evaluation of the farmer to farmer 
programs of subgrantees and Peace Corps. Each section includes 
subsections on terms of refer/r:rce, methodology, results and analyses, 
cost effectiveness and recommeedations. 

The Institution 

Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative Assistaxe (VOCA) is a private, 
nonprofit organization founded in 1970 as part of the foreign assistance 
program of the United States. The organization specializes in the 
provision of short-term technical assistance to cooperatives, government 
agencies and farm commodity organizations in developing countries. VOCA 
conducts two basic programs -- the Cooperative Volunteer Program and the 
Farmer to Farmer Program. The Cooperative Volunteer Program has been 
under implementation since 1970. It involves the provision of short- 
term technical assistance and/or transfer of technology to cooperatives 
in developing countries. The Farmer to Farmer Program, initiated in 
1985, provides short-term technical expertise and/or assistance to 
farmers and/or farmer organizations in developing countries. 

Both programs are based on the use of expert volunteers to furnish 
technical assistance to host country cooperatives and/or farmer groups, 
associations or organizations. Core funding, primarily from USAID, 
covers volunteers* expenses and VOCAts administrative costs. Host 
organizations contribute local transportation, translation services, and 
various in-kind contributionsc The Cooperative Volunteer Program 
charges the institutions assisted a fee, which in many cases is either 
reduced or waived. 

Management of VOCArs two programs is carried out presently by a staff of 
eleven persons including: president, vice president, program coord 
nator, assistant program coordinator, director of finance and adm 
tration, finance and administrative officer, four regional represe 
tivesf and executive secretary. Staff salaries are billed to the 
programs on the basis of actual time devoted to each program. Direct 
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costs are also billed to each program, while indirect costs are split on 
a predetermined percentage between the two programs. VOCA does not have 
at the present time an established overhead rate to bill to each 
program. 

The Farmer to Farmer Program 

The Farmer to Farmer Program was authorized in Section 406 of the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Aspistance Act of 1954. The program, 
however, was not initiated until 1985 when a pilot program was 
authorized. In mid-1985, AID selected VOCA to implement the $400,000 
pilot program for a period of one year (July 1, 1985 to June 30, 1986). 
The program -- limited to Central America and the Caribbean -- was later 
extended through December 31, 1986 to complete the commitments made 
under the $400,000 grant. Concurrently, the pilot program was expanded 
and extended in late 1985 through a mandate contained in Section 1105 of 
the Farm Bill (PL 480, 99-198) signed December 23, 1985. This Section 
states that "...not less than one-tenth of one percent of the funds 
available for each of the fiscal years ending September 30, 1986 and 
September 30, 1987 to carry out the Agricultural Trade Development and 
Assistance Act of 1954 (the Food for Peace Act, PL 480) shall be used to 
carry out paragraphs 1 and 2 of Section 406a of that Act." Hence, the 
legislated Farmer to Farmer Program was created. 

As a result of this legislation, VOCA received a $1,747,000 grant 
AID to conduct the Farmer to Farmer Program from September 23, 19 
through February 22, 1988. The program was expanded to cover all 
assisted countries in Latin America/Caribbean, Asia and Africa. Re 
sibility for administering the grant on AID'S side was transferred 
the Bureau for Private Enterprise to the Bureau for Food for Peace 
Voluntary Assistance. Recently, AIDfs grant management responsibi 
was transferred to the Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation 
within the Bureau for Food for Peace and Voluntary Assistance. On 
August 24, 1987 the Grant Agreement with AID was changed to a 
Cooperative Agreement and the funding increased by $1,268,371 for 
total grant of $3,015,371. The agreement expiration date was ext 
through February 22, 1989. Amendment No. 2 (Cooperative Agreemen 
PDC 0000-G-SS-6204-00) executed on June 24, 1988 revised the prog 
budget as follows: 

Program costs $1,597,000 
Subagreements 1,367,7531 
Evaluation 50,620 

To tal $3,015,371 

Goals and Objectives 

According to VOCA's brochures, the goal of the Farmer to Farmer Pro 
is to improve farm income and quality of life in rural areas. The 



for reaching this goal is through provision of short-term technical and 
managerial assistance to farmers in developing countries by U.S. 
volunteer farmers. A secondary goal of the program is to develop 
friendships that might provide continuing contacts between American and 
host farmers. 

The primary objectives of the program are to: (1) provide direct 
technical assistance in practical aspects of food production/distri- 
bution; (2) improve host country farmers' effectiveness of their farming 
operations; and (3) help in the establishment of people to people 
relationships. Secondary objectives of the program for US farmers are 
to: (1) learn about conditions affecting developing countries 
producers; (2) transfer appropriate technical knowledge to farmers 
and/or organizatior~s; and (3) establish lasting friendships. 

Progress Po Date 

In the execution of the Farmer to Farmer Program, VOCA is responsible 
for all aspects of recruitment, training and processing of volunteer US 
farmers. The grant funds provided by AID to VOCA are ta be used for: 
(1) covering direct costs involved in supporting the volunteer farmers; 
(2) payments to other organizations involved in administration of the 
program; and (3) coverage of other costs involved in the execution of 
the program. 

The Farmer to Farmer Program allows and encourages the participation of 
other organizations in the program as subgrantees. Since 1987, five 
organizations and Peace Corps have conducted their own farmer to farmer 
programs under the auspices of VOCA. A total amount of $1,367,751 has 
been allocated for this purpose. The evaluation results of the 
subgrantees and Peace Corps programs are presented in Section B )of this 
report . 
VOCA/FTF Program completed 96 volunteer assignments from late 19155 
through June 30, 1988 (tables 1-4). The five subgrantees evaluated and 
Peace Corps completed 105 assignments also through June 30, 1988. 
Therefore, a grand total of 201 volunteers have been placed by the 
Farmer to Farmer Program in 22 countries around the world. The overa 
cost of the program thorugh June 30, 1988 was $2,025,471 (pilot progr 
$400,000 plus Cooperative Agreement $1,625,471) or $10,079 per volunt 
assignment. 

Previous Evaluations 

VOCAfs Farmer to Farmer Program was evaluated in the fall of 1986 by 
Development Associates, Inc. The results of the evaluation were 
positive and the recommendation was made to continue the program. The 
evaluation reported in this document utilized modified versions of th 
surveys used in the fall of 1986 evaluation. 





TABLE 2 

Requests Received (R) and Completed (C)  i n  Latin America/Caribbean by Country 
1985 -88 Summary 

1985 ( a )  1986 1987 1988 (b) Total 
Repion R C R C R C R C R c - 

Antigua 1 1 1 P 1 3 2 
Barbados 3 3 1 1 1 5 4 
B e l i z e  1 1 1 1 1 2 
B o l i v i a  10 8 6 16 11 6 3 4 0 2 0 
Costa  Rica 5 5 J .-9 2 8 7 
Dominico 1 1 1 2 1 
Dominican Republic 2 1 1 2 2 
Ecuador 4 1 2 3 2 1 8 5 
E l  Salvador 3 3 
Guatemala 1 1 2 1 4 2 
H a i t i  1 1 1 1 
Honduras 2 1 7 11 4 3 3 2 14 
Jamaica 3 2 1 2 1 2 1 9 3 
Panama 3 3 3 2 1 8 4 
St. Kotts 3 3 4 6 4 
S t .  Vincent 4 2 3 3 3 10 5 

T o t a l  2 5 4 6 30 5 1 3 3 20 13 142 7 6 
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TABLE 3 

Requests Received (R) and C~mpleted (C) in Asia/Bacific/Middle East by Country 
1987-88 Summary 

1986 1987 1988 (a) Total 
Countrv R C R C R C R C 

Fiji 2 2 
India 1 1 
Indonesia 1 1 1 1 

+ Jordan 3 1 3 1 
N Nepal 3 3 

N. Mariana Islands l 1 
Philippines 2 9 5 2 11 7 
Thailand 6 1 7 

Total 10 17 7 2 2 2 9 9 

(a) Includes first 6 months of 1988 



TABLE 4 

Requests Received (R) and Completed (C) in Africa by Country 
1987-88 Summary 

1986 1987 1988 (a) TO ;a 1 
Country R C R C R C R C 

Bs tswana 2 1 2 1 
Burkina Faso 1 1 
Burundi 1 1 

I-- 
Cd 

Cote D'Ivoire 2 1 6 1 8 2 
Gambia 6 1 1 1 . 7  2 
Ghana 2 2 
Malawi 1 1 
Mauritania 3 3 
Mauritius 1 1 
Rwanda 1 1 
Senegal 11 11 
Sierra Leone 4 1 1 6 
Somalia 1 1 2 
Swaziland 2 1 3 
Uganda 2 2 4 
Zambia 4 3 1 1 5 4 
Zimbawe 3 3 

Total 4 3 2 6 2 6 5 6 2 11 



SECTION A 

VOCA' S FARMER TO PARHER PROGRAM EVALUATION 

This section of the report focuses on the evaluation of VOCAts Farmer to 
Farmer Program (VOCAIFTF Program). Included are subsections on the 
terms of reference, methodology, results, analyses and recommendations, 
cost effectiveness, program's impact and recommendations. Section B of 
the report presents the results of th.e evaluation conducted on the 
program's subgrantees and Peace Corps. 

Terms of Reference 

VOCA and AID/Bureau for Food for Peaee jointly developed the following 
terms of reference for the evaluation of VOCAts Farmer to Farmer 
Program. 

I .  PREMISE: That the evaluation should focus on the 
achievement of the primary objective of the program, 
namely: direct positive impact on the business operations 
of recipient farmers. 

11. INPUTS: PL-480 funding and VOCA management and 
utilization of that funding to identify and develop viable 
technical assistance projects, recruit and field qualified 
volunteers to carry out the projects. 

111. OUTPUTS: The provision of expert technical advice to 
recipient farmers to achieve the primary objective of the 
program cited above. 

IV. INDICATORS: Indicators of success will include, but not 
necessarily be limited to, the following improvements that 
will have been introduced as a result of the program: 

A. Enhanced recipient farmer income due to improved 
production practices, reflected in higher yields per 
unit of production; 

B. Enhanced market position due to improved post-harvest 
handling, quality control and grading, packing, 
storage, and marketing. An enhanced position can be 
measured in improved market access and/or market 
prices, and include reduced post-harvest losses; 

- C. Reduced operating loses due to the introduction of 
measures to eliminate inefficient, incorrect or 



unnecessary practices that in fact were increasing 
operating costs without technical justification; 

D. Reduced operating costs due to the introduction of 
improved services to Farmers, including the timely 
availability of farm inputs, credit, marketing, and 
other services, at a reasonable, competitive cost; 

E. Expanded market presence in the value-added realm 
through the processing and marketing of agricultural 
products . 

V. METHODOLOGY: It is proposed that a cursory review be made 
of the input and output components of the program, and 
that the primary focus of the evaluation be on the impact 
indicators. This does not mean that the efficient 
fielding of volunteers at reasonable cost is an area that 
should not receive attention. It does mean that VOCA and 
AID are primarily interested in the field impact of the 
volunteer placements. 

A. EVALUATION OF INPUT/OUTPUT MANAGEMENT 

Interviews with VOCA headquarters staff, visual 
review of VOCA files and records, and interviews with 
AID/W officials responsible for the oversight of the 
Farmer-to-Farmer Program would yield the desired 
information in the following areas: 

1. Proper management and control of AID funds; 
2. Proper submission of required progress reports 

to AID; 
3 .  Maintenance of appropriate program and project 

files and records; 
4 .  Identification and development of viable 

technical assistance projects; 
5 .  Timely recruitment and placement of volunteers 

that match the technical requirements of the 
projects for which they are recruited; 

6. Effective briefing and debriefing of volunteers. 

EVALUATION OF FIELD IMPACTS 

To reach conclusions on achievements relating to the 
impact indicators listed above, the evaluator(s) 
would gather information from the following sources: 

1. Field interviews with officials, leaders and 
farmer/members of a representative sample of the 
cooperatives and producer associations that 
received volunteers during the last year. For 



coverage of the three major VOCA placement 
countries, these interviews could take place in 
Bolivia (13 projects), Ivory Coast (6 projects), 
and Honduras (7 projects). Other country mixes 
can be considered; the main goal should be to 
visit 25 to 30 project sites; 
Field interviews with AID officials and others 
who had contact vith the v~lunteers and/or their 
work; 
Telephone interviews with returned volunteers; 
Study and analysis of returned volunteerst 
written reports with recommendations that were 
submitted to the overseas requesting 
organizations; 
Review of any other evidence that would indicate 
positive achievements, e.g., repeat requests for 
VOCA assistance or the intent to do so, letters 
of thanks for assistance rendered, etc." 

Methodology 

The methodology utilized in the evaluation encompasses the processes 
described in the terms of reference listed above. In the interest of 
obtaining objective information, extensive surveys were conducted 
although these were not included specifically in the terms of refe- rence. 
The primary components of the evaluation -- information review, site 
visits, surveys and interviews -- are described below. 

Information Reviev 

This element included a comprehensive review of the contents of files 
kept by VOCA on: (1) each project request approved for Bolivia, Cdte 
dtIvoire and the Philippines; (2) country files for the three countries 
cited above; (3) project proposals, contracts and interim reports; and 
(4) miscellaneous written information made available to the evaluator. 

Site Visits 

Site visits were made to Bolivia (July 9 through 22, 1988), CBte 
dtIvoire (July 31 through August 7, 1988) and the Philippines (August 10 
through 17, 1988) to corroborate information contained in the files and 
to interview and survey host organization officials and farmers 
assisted. Site visits were also used to make visual assessments of 
physical environments, living conditions of farmers, improvements in 
farms and facilities/structure of host institutions/organizations. The 
three countries visited were specified in the terms of reference. It 
was assumed that the time proposed for each country would permit visits 
to most project sites as well as interaction with host organizations and 
beneficiary farmers. 



Surveys 

Surveys were conducted in an effort to obtain objective information on 
various evaluation parameters. Volunteer US farmers, host organizations 
and beneficiary farmers were surveyed using three separate question- 
naires (copies are included in appendix I). The volunteer US farmer 
questionnaires were mailed along with a return address, stamped 
envelope. All volunteers that completed assignments between November 
1986 and June 1988 and one-half of the volunteers that completed 
assignments between November 1986 and the onset of the project in 1985 
were sent questionnaires. Only host organizations and beneficiary 
farmers in Bolivia, C6te dtIvoire and the Philippines were surveyed. 
Spanish, French or English questionnaires were hand-delivered to each 
organization with a request for the director or his/her designee to 
complete. Literate farmers in the three countries visited were given 
the questionnaires for them to fill out. Illiterate farmers or farmers 
not conversant in the questionnaires language were queried by trans- 
la tors. 

The questionnaires utilized were slightly modified versions of those 
used in the evaluation of the Farmer to Farmer Program in the fall of 
1986. After review of the 1986 questionnaires and consultation with one 
member of the previous evaluation team, this evaluator concluded that: 
(1) the 1986 questionnaires adequately measured the parameters in 
question with incorporation of minor alterations; (2) using the same 
questionnaires would provide a basis for time-lag comparisons; and (3) 
redesigning and testing all questionnaires would require too much time. 

Interviews 

Interviews were a primary evaluation instrument. Considerable time was 
devoted to interview USAID officials, host organizationsf representa- 
tives and beneficiary farmers in the three target countries (appendix 
I11 contains a list of contacts). The objectives of the interviews were 
to: (1) corroborate and/or clarify information given in the 
questionnaires; (2) determine the impact of the volunteer on the host 
country organizations and/or farmers; and (3) identify major problems or 
difficulties encountered during the volunteersf service. VOCA personnel 
and AID officials from the Bureau for Food for Peace and Voluntary 
Assistance/Office of Private and Voluntary Cooperation (FVA/PVC) 
associated with VOCAts programs were also interviewed. 

Results, Analyses and Recommendations 

This subsection of the report presents the results, analyses and 
recommendations of the evaluation under each of the topics proposed in 
the terms sf reference mentioned before. These topics include: 
(1) funds management/control; (2) progress reports; (3) files and 



records; (4) viability of assisted projects; (5) recruitment/placement 
of volunteers; and (6) briefing/debriefing of volunteers. 

It must be noted at this point that the overall results of the 
evaluation were very positive. A high degree of sucsess/effectiveness 
(about 80% of ideal) was accomplished in the implementation of the 33 
individual assignments studied. VOCArs staff and volunteers are 
commended for an exceptional performance despite the serious operational 
constraints prevailing in the developing countries studied. This 
evaluation does not dwell on the recognized success of the program; 
rather, the recommendations presented in this report, although 
extensive, are aimed at key processes or procedures that require some 
modification. Implementation of the recommended measures will 
strengthen the overall long-term success of the Farmer to Farmer 
Program. 

Fund Hanagemat and Control 

The terms of the agreement between VOCA and AID require financial 
reporting in accordance to AID regulations and report submission to AID, 
Gffice of Financial Management, Program Accounting and Finance Division. 
This requirement has been met by VOCA. In addition, financial summaries 
are submitted quarterly to AID along with the Progress Reports. VOCA is 
audited yearly. The last Accountant's Report -- for the year ending 
December 31, 1987 -- by Paul Julin and Company (Certified Public 
Accountants) is dated April 28, 1988. A Report on Compliance, also 
dated April 28, 1988, by Paul Julin and Company states that VOCA 
complied with the material terms and conditions of the Federal award 
agreements. 

Progress Reports 

According to the terms of the grant agreement, VOCA is responsible for 
submitting to AID quarterly program performance reports and a final 
report. The following reports have been submitted by VOCA: 

June 5, 1987 First report - last quarter of 1986 submitted to 
AID/Bureau for Food for Peace and Voluntary 
Assistance 

June 9, 1987 Second report - first quarter of 1987 submitted to 
AID/FFP/PCD 

September 2, 1987 Third report - second quarter of I987 submitted to 
AID/FFP/PCD 

November 38, 1987 Fourth report - third quarter of 1987 submitted to 
AID/FVA/FFP/PCD 

February 12, 1988 Fifth report - year-end report for CY 1987 submitted 
to AID/FVA/FFP/PCD 

Harch 3, 1988 Sixth report - first yearly report for Legislated 
Farmer to Farmer Program submitted to AID/FVA/FFP/PCD 
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August 24, 1988 Seventh report - second quarter of 1988 (April 1-June 
30) submitted to AID/FVA/PVC 

Also, six reports were submitted between November 6, 1985 and November 
30, 1987 on the Farmer to Farmer Pilot Program. Beginning 1987, 
quarterly and yearly reports have been submitted as stipulated in the 
Legislated Farmer to Farmer Program Grant Agreement. The above reports 
generally meet the requirements of the agreement. 

Files and Records 

The terms of reference for the evaluation require an assessment of the 
"maintecance of appropriate program and project files and records." The 
evaluator inspected a variety of files and records made available by 
VOCA. Detailed reviews were made of the files kept for each of the 33 
assignments completed in Bolivia, Cdte dlIvoire and the Philippines 
through June 30, 1988. Project evaluation files as well as country 
files were also inspected. 

The above reviews/inspections revealed that aside from personal files 
kept by each staff member, institutional information and records can be 
grouped under four basic categories. These are: (1) project files; 
(2) country files; (3) volunteer files; and (4) administrative/ 
accounting files. The latter files were not inspected; they contain 
personnel, administrative and financial records. The volunteer files 
contain information related to financial aspects of each volunteer such 
as money advances and expense reports. The country files are 
receptacles for all information accumulated on each country -- primarily 
correspondence, rejected requests for assistance and miscellaneous 
information. The project files were intended to contain all information 
related to each individual volunteer assignment (referred to as a 
project) such as : (1) application for assistance; (2) scope of work 
for volunteer; (3) volunteer's curriculum vitae; (4) volunteers1 final 
report; (5) cables to host country AID missions; (6) all correspondence 
and cables; (7) briefing/debriefing information; and (8) miscellaneous 
information related to the project. 

Attention was focused on reviewing project files for Bolivia, C6te 
dlIvoire and the Philippines as background information for project site 
visits. It was found that information in these files varied from very 
little to adequate. Vital information such as detailed scope cf work, 
volunteers C.V. and/or briefing/debriefing information were missing in 
many cases. If it were not for a one-page activity sheet included in 
each file, it would be very difficult to determine assignment approvals, 
recruitment dates, departure date, return date, and other information 
pertinent to the assignment. The project evaluation files made 
available to the evaluator contained no evaluations of the 33 farmer to 
farmer assignments reviewed in-depth. 

Files-and records are essential to VOCA as they represent the 
institution's memory bank. Information gained from each project, 
whether positive or negative, is invaluable to the institution as a 
whole in future administrative and technical decisions. This is 



particularly true, since most of VOCAfs staff is relatively new and can 
gain considerable knowledge about host organizationsr and volunteers8 
performance through review of well documented project files. Adequa~e 
files/records also will facilitate future evaluations. 

Given the potential for growth and expansion of the Farmer to Farmer 
Program and the concomitant accountability to present and future donors, 
VQCA needs to re-examine its needs for gathering essential information 
and for appropriate retrieval systems. The computer system installed in 
1987 is only partially used for information storage/generation. 
Efficient programs that can be used by all staff need to be put into 
use. Other information needs that should be assessed relate to 
information gathering by VOCArs Regional Representatives. Currently, 
these staff members are not required to submit trip reports to VQCA's 
administration; hence, all information acquired in developing countries 
during their extensive travels becomes part of personal files which are 
inaccessible to other staff or to the organization. 

Although work has bees initiated in the identification of database 
requirements, it is recommended that VQCA engages the services of an 
expert in information systems (a volunteer, if available) to: (1) 
determine institutional and individual staff information and records 
needs; and (2) develop a readily accessible informati~n system including 
central files and computerized databases. 

Viability of Assisted Projects 

According to the evaluationrs terms of reference an assessment is 
required of VOCAPs effectiveness in identification and development of 
viable technical assistance projects. There appears to be a direct 
relationship between the identification activity and the degree of 
impact the assignment had on the intended target population. This 
relationship will be discussed later under a separate topic. 
Nonetheless, the following conclusions were drawn: 

New project identification/development activities required a large 
percentage of the Regional Representatives time. 

e Assessment sf the host organization's viability/credibility was 
rated by the Regional Representatives as the most difficult process 
in new project development. Host organization identification was 
rated as the second most difficult process followed by project 
identification and/or volunteer identification. 

Subgrantees experienced varying degrees of difficulty in identifying 
viable projects that conformed to the Farmer to Farmer Program 
philosophy (see Section B). 

It is evident that determining the credibilityiviability of the host 
instituti~n and the viability of the project itself are critical 
components of new project development. The relatively low rate of 
project failures to date, indicates that VOCA1s staff has done an 
excellent job in spite of the newness of the Farmer to Fareer Program 
and the short time the Regional Representatives have been employed by 
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VOCA. Most of the assignment failures (or lack of significant impact) 
can be traced to very weak host organizations, poor communications 
between VOCA and host organizations and/or lack of a well-defined scope 
of work for the volunteer. For example, in three separate cases, 
volunteers were assigned to Bolivian farmers1 associations which were 
very weak and/or in disarray by the time the volunteer arrived. This 
resulted in: (1) very little provision of logistic support for the 
volunteer; (2) a reduced target population; and (3) a less than 
desirable impact on intended farmers. In two occasions in the 
Philippines, a combination of poorly defined scope of work and lack of 
host organization support resulted in low project impact. 

An analysis of the 33 assignments selected for review revealed that a 
strong host organization and a viable project are prerequisites for high 
impact assistance. In fact, the Farmer to Farmer Program would not work 
without a host institution or organization. All successfuP projects in 
the three evaluation countries were backstopped by strong, well- 
organized cooperatives, farmer associations and/or development and 
training institutions. There is, however, a need for expansion of this 
clientele if VOCA plans to increa-2 significantly (two to three times) 
the current level of assignments. 

The following recommendations are set forth in an attempt to reduce risk 
of praject failure and to expand the program's clientele. 

A stricter selection criteria for h~st organizations and types of 
project assisted should be developed. The criteria should follow 
closely the intent and philosophy sf the Farmer to Farmer Program. 

Regional Representatives should inventory potential host 
organizations by country and targzt project identification efforts 
within those organizations with previous successful volunteer 
placements. 

e Consideration should be given to a significant expansi~n of the 
Farmer to Farmer Program's clientele. AID missions, private and 
voluntary organizations (PVOs), agricultural development firms, land 
grant universities and other institutions can be considered as 
potential contributors and/or users of the Farmer to Farmer Program. 
AID, VOCA and key PVOs should jointly dissuss the program and 
formulate collaborative working agreements for volunteer placements 
on PVO administered development programs. 

VOCAts Regional Representatives should contact indigenous PVOs in 
selected countries to determine level of interest and need for 
technical assistance provided by the program. The evaluator can 
provide lists of key PVOs (primarily for Central America) as well as 
letters of introduction should VOCA decide to implement this 
recommends t ion. 

VOCA is not as well known in the international agricultural 
develcpment community as it is in the cooperative development/ 
assistance community. An effort should be made to increase the 
organization's visibility and to divulge its capabilities and 
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programs. This "marketing effort" should be done at the president 
and vice president level. Finally, VOCA should continue publishing 
its newsletter on a regular basis and distribute it to a wider 
audience . 

Recruitment/ll"lacement of Volunteers 

The terms of reference state that an assessment should be made of VOCAfs 
"timely recruitment and placement of volunteers that match the technical 
requirements of the projects for which they are recruited." Key 
questions were included in the volunteer and host organization 
questionnaires in order to provide quantifiable information from two 
points of view. The results of the above surveys, interviews and review 
of documents are discussed below under three subtopics -- recruitment, 
placement and match of technical requirements. 

Recruitment -- Under VOCA1s present organizational structure, 
recruitment of volunteers is the responsibility of the Program 
Coordinator. The Assistant Program Coordinator and the Regional 
Representatives assist, as necessary, in recruitment. Volunteer 
identificati~n is first effected from rosters maintained by VQCA. 
Referrals from other volunteers, experts in an area of specialty or from 
othez organizations are used often in the identification process. 
Although volunteer identification is not yet considered a major problem 
area, two regional representatives and the administrators from three 
subgrantee programs reported having difficulties in identifying and 
matching volunteers to proposed requests for assistance. The task has 
been facilitated in the past by the high number (40%) of repeat 
volunteers. Of 82 volunteers queried, the number serving on second, 
third and fourth or more assignments were 15, 11 and 6, respectively. 
Queried about future participation in VOCA activities, volunteers 
responded as f sllows : 

Activity - Yes No Perhaps 

Would volunteer again (79 respondents), % 81 0 19 
Will work again with same organization 
(77 respondents), % 60 8 31 

Would go to same country (75 respondents), Z 59 4 37 

It is evident that a large majority of volunteers would undertake 
another assignment with VOCA since there were no negative responses and 
19% were indecisive, About 60% of the volunteers would work again with 
the same organization or would go to the same country. About 31% and 
37% were indecisive about working with same organization or going to the 
same country, respectively. A total of nine volunteers would not work 
with the same organization or volunteer to the same country, but 
apparently would consider volunteering again under other circumstances. 
These-data indicate that, in general, former volunteers were satisfied 
with the program and can be considered as a reliable pool for future 
volunteer identificatisn/recruitment. 
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It is expected that, as the number of volunteer placements increases and 
the areas of specialty expand, more effective methods of volunteer 
identification will be required. These may include: (1) more 
"advertising" for volunteers and more institutional visibility of the 
Farmer to Farmer Program, through public relations efforts; 
(2) publications of VOCA's newsletter; (3) sharing of volunteer rosters 
among subgrantees and VOCA; and (4) expand volunteer lists and rosters 
into a computerized volunteer register system where searches for 
volunteers (by VOCA or subgrantees) can be made by area of specialty, 
experience and many other qualifications. 

Placement - The office of VOCAts program Coordinator mobilizes the 
volunteers to their assignments. The process of volunteer 
identification, recruitment and mobilization takes several months. For 
example, data from 19 placements in Bolivia indicate that the average 
time between receipt and acceptance of the application for assistance 
was 19 days. Once the requests were accepted, the average Pength of 
time to volunteer placement was 141 days. This average turn-around time 
(4.7 months) is satisfactory in view of the complicated process involved 
in fielding volunteers, particularly those that are first-time 
volunteers. Efforts, however, should be made to reduce the turn-around 
time on the long-end of the range -- 24 to 288 days -- since host 
organizations in Bolivia and the Philippines reported that over one-half 
and one-third, respectively, of the volunteers assigned to these 
countries arrived two months or later after the dates requested. 

The host organizations and volunteers assessment of the length of time 
of the assignment is presented in table Al. The fallowing trends are 
apparent: (1) there is a difference in perception of appropriate Pength 
of time between the host organizations and voiunteers; (2) in all cases 
about 85% of the volunteers versus 60% of the host organizations thought 
the length of assignment was about right; and (3) relatively few 
assignments were considered to be too long. The data show that 15% to 
20% of the assignments required more time according to the volunteer 
responses. In the case of the Philippines and Bolivia 43% and 28% of 
the hosts felt that the time was too short. These values are 
sufficiently high for VOCA to examine this matter more closely in future 
placements. The Regional Representatives and host institution officials 
should jointly work on the details of the assignment and submit to 
VOCAts Program Caordinator a schedule of activities for the volunteer 
along with a well-defined scope of work. These items are critical in 
volunteer identification and recruitment. 

The time of the year the assignment is carried out is important in many 
agricultural enterprises. In crop production, for example, volunteers 
may be requested to assist dgring planting season or harvesting, while 
in livestock production assistance may be needed at some specific times 
of the year (breeding, calving, other). The volunteers rated VOCA very 
high in this item, as 92% reporeed that they were on-site at the right 
time of the year. Host organizations in Bolivia and the Philippines 
reported that in 88% and 83% o f  the assignments, respectively, the 
volunteers were on site at the proper time of the year. 



TABLE A1 

HOST ORGANIZATION AND VOLUNTEER ASSESSMENT OF LENGTH 
OF TIME OF THE ASSIGMENT BY COUNTRY - (%) 

ALL COUNTRIES PHILIPPINES BOLIVIA C6TE D'IVOIRE 
Length of Assignment Host Volunteers Host Volunteers Host Volunteers Host Volunteers 

N 
% % % % % % % % 

Too Short 

About Right 

Too Long N/A 2 0 0 11 6 N/A 0 



Mat& of Technical Requirements - A critical element in volunteer 
ideutification/recruitment is to match the volunteer's skills with the 
technical needs of the project. VOCA has done quite well in this 
respect as indicated by the data in table A2. Host organizations in 
Bolivia, Cdte dfIvoire and the Philippines rated the volunteersf 
technical performance between good and excellent, which is an indication 
that their technical expertise matched the requirements. Similarly, a 
large majority (88%) of volunteers queried felt that their skills 
matched "very well" those needed for the assignment. The remaining 12% 
reported a "fair" match. 

A good match bztween skills and technical requirements does not 
necessarily result in high impact technical assistance. As will be 
discussed in a future subsection, a combination of various elements is 
necessary for high impact assistance. VOCA should focus on improving 
the weak and fair ratings reported by the host organizations (table A2) 
and the "fair match" responses from volunteers. One way this can be 
accomplished is by requiring detailed, written scopes of work as a 
prerequisite for acceptance of the request for assistance. The scopes 
of work reviewed by the evaluator were too general and/or ambiguous, too 
ambitious and too often nonexistent. Some volunteers and host 
organizatio~s' representatives reported "changing and/or developing" a 
scope of work and schedule after the volunteer arrived. WOCAts Regional 
Representatives and the host organizations should develop the scopes of 
work jointly. The volunteer farmer should be given the opportunity to 
study the written scope of work before accepting the assignment. 

Attention to detail is important in some matches of volunteer skills 
(expertise) with project technical needs. For example, a U.S. poultry 
farmer was sent to Bolivia to assist poultry farmers. Soon after 
arrival, it became clear that the volunteer farmer was not as effective 
as expected because his expertise was in egg production and all intended 
beneficiaries were broiler producers. Similarly, a dairy farmer sent to 
Bolivia to assist a milk producers association found it difficult to 
interact with one or two-cow farmers since his expertise was with 
comparatively large, mechanized operations. Other similar cases point 
to the need for more communication between VOCA and host organizations 
and between VOCA and potential volunteers. Well thought-out scopes of 
work and schedules of activities will reduce significantly missmatches 
of skills with technical needs. 

Briefing/Debriefing of Volunteers 

VOCAfs effectiveness in briefing and debriefing of volunteers is 
addressed in this section primarily from the points of view of the 
volunteers and the host institutions. Briefing and debriefing are 
discussed separately. 

Briefing - Considered in its narrowest definition, briefing refers to 
one-day meetings conducted at VOCA headquarters between the volunteer 
and various VOCA staff members. In this report, briefing includes all 
processes and activities that take place between the time the volunteer 
accepts the assignment and hislher departure from the United States. 



TABLE A2 

HOST ORGANIZATION RATINGS OF VOLUNTEER'S PERFORMANCE BY COUNTRY 

-- 
Number of Volunteer Responses 

Total Very Average 
Performance Category Responses Weak Weak Fair Good Excellent Rating 

N Bolivia 
Work with Organization Officials 20 1 0 3 11 5 3 . 9 5  
Work with Farmers on Farms 16 0 2 1 8 5 4.00 
Work with Farmers in MeetingsISerninars 14 0 2 2 5 5 3 . 9 3  

CBte D' Ivoire 
Work with Organization Officials 4 0 0 1 1 2 4.25 
Work with Farmers on Farms 4 0  0  1 3 0 3 . 7 5  
Work with Farmers in Meetings/Seminars 4 0  1 0 0 3  4.25 

Philippines 
Work with Organization Officials 5 0 0  0 2  3  4.60 
Work with Farmers on Farms 5 0 0 0 3 2 4.40 
Work with Farmers in MeetingsISeminars 5 0 0 0 3  2 4 . 4 0  

- 



VOCA conducts the following activities once the volunteer accepts the 
assignment: 

designs itinerary with travel agency 
sends volunteer instructions 
advises volunteer of proposed itinerary 
advises host organization of volunteers arrival 
applies for passport or renewal 
sends visa application to volunteer 
confirms hotel reservations in Washington 
arranges hotel reservations in host country 
orders business cards for volunteer 
prepares certificate for volunteer 
sends cable to USAID mission advising volunteer's arrival 
mails volunteers tickets for travel to Washington 
volunteer arrives in Washington 
delivers volunteer's advance 
delivers international tickets and hotel reservations to volunteer 
aelivers certificate, medical forms and business cards 
volunteer leaves Washington/U.S. 

While in Washington the volcnteers meet for several hours with various 
staff members for a briefing/orientation session and last minute 
instructions. The volunteers were asked in the survey to rate the 
orientation or information provided by VOCA on the host country, host 
country agriculture, customs and culture and assignment. The host 
organizations were asked also to rate the orientation, however, the 
rating is actually a perception based on the volunteers demonstrated 
knowledge in the four categories. 

Table A3 presents the ratings on a scale of one to five. It is 
important to note that there is considerable difference between the host 
organizations and the volunteers ratings in all four categories. The 
volunteers felt that VOCA had done a go>d to excellent job in the 
overall orientation; while the host organizations rated the orientation 
between weak and fair. The low ratings given by the host organizztion 
(40% of the respondents rated the orientation as weak or very weak) plus 
the 14% to 26% of volunteers that rated the orientation as fair or lower 
in each sf the four categories indicate that substantial improvements 
are needed in preparing the volunteers for assignments. It is 
i~perative that the volunteers be provided with as much information as 
possible about the host country to change the existing perception of 
poorly prepared volunteers. 

The following selected, unedited comments on how to improve the 
orientation were provided by the volunteers. These are included in this 
section in the interest of providing as many thoughts as possible on 
this matter: 

- more specific on what is needed 
- in-depth knowledge of project 
- more time 



TABLE A3 

HOST ORGANIZATION AND VOLUNTEER RATINGS OF VOLUNTEER 
ORIENTATION BY VOCA 

Number of Volunteer Res~onses 
Total Very Average 

Orientation Category Responses Weak Weak Fair Good Excellent Rating 
(1 (2) ( 3 )  (4) (5 

- - --- 

h) 
Information on Host Country 

OB Host Organization 2 5 3 8 8 5. 1 2.72 
Volunteer 7 9 2  0 9 3  6 3 2 4.22 

Information on Host Country Agriculture 
Host Organization 2 5 5 7 6 5 2 2.68 
Volunteer 3 5 0 2 7 14 12 4 .03  

Information on Customs and Culture 
Host Organization 2 8 4 10 8 5 1 2 . 6 1  
Volunteer 7 6 1 5 7 3 2 31 4.14 

Information on Assignment 
Host Organization 2 7 0 4  8 9 6 3.63 
Volunteer 7 9 0 5 1 4  3 2 28 4.05  

- 



orientation should involve other volunteers that were on projects 
before in the area 
more background information 
more information on economic problems, exchange rate and country 
conditions 
knowledge of what equipment is available (or equipment limitations) 
before volunteer leaves for assignment 
provide more information on cooperatives, their structure, 
management and activities 
information on medical facilities, diseases, symptoms and treatment 
contacts in the zrea 
maps of the area 
opportunity for interactions with other volunteers before departure 
first-time volunteers should be in a group 
provide information in writing about overall and specific project 
provide job description in English 
more information on living conditions, climate and clothing needs 
for time of the year 
more information on local agriculture 
longer orientation (3 days) 
basic language training 
provide information on coping with bureaucracy, logistics and "doing 
business African stylew 
make a "how are you doing" call half-way through the assignment 

Selected host organizationsr comments on how to improve the volunteerst 
preparation for the assignment are summarized below: 

- learn more about the country he is visiting including customs, 
foods, etc. 

- before the visit, establish correspondence with the host 
organization directly 

- language training 
- live and work directly with farmers he is visiting 
- ask embassy (of host country) to provide information on the country 

It is obvious that the volunteers need and want a great deal more 
information than is now being provided. VOCA should develop as soon as 
possible a series of volunteer information packets for each target 
country. Agricultural Cooperative Development International (ACDI), a 
VOCA subgrantee, has prepared an excellent package of information for 
its Farmer to Farmer Program, which can be used by VOCA as the basis for 
its own packets. Particular attention should be given to local customs 
and protocol in Vest African countries as some Ivorian officials 
reported lack of sensitivity for protocol by various volunteers. 

Debriefing - Volunteers are debriefed at VOCAts headquarters in 
Washington, D.C. on their return home. One day is commonly devoted to 
this process, which consists of meetings with various VOCA staff 
members. In these informal meetings the volunteers summarize their 



activities, j.mpressions and recommendations. Reports and other written 
materials, if available, are submitted to VOCA at this time. 

The debriefing would be an ideal opportqlnity for the volunteer to 
conduct an evaluation of the assignment. The volunteer questionnaire 
included in a.ppendix I can be used as a start in the development of a 
more comprehensive questionnaire by VOCA. A one hour meeting should 
also be scheduled to discuss the evaluation, jn particular those areas 
where problems were encountered. Key information about the assignment, 
the country, the people, the customs or other topics should be 
summarized and included in the volunteer information packets. 

The briefing and debriefing activity will need to be reexamined in the 
next 12 to 18 months. The number of volunteers processed each year has 
not yet placed an undue burden on the staff. As the number of volunteer 
placements increase, for example, to 130 per year (260 total briefings 
and debriefings), VOCA will need the capability to process one volunteer 
per work day. It is doubtful that the present staff can adequately 
manage this many volunteers, especially in light of an already weak 
orientation. A combination of additional staff and irnproved/increased 
written orientation and debriefing is recommended. Reduction in 
briefing/debriefing time is not recommended. 

In conclusion, VOCA has successfully administered the overall Farmer to 
Farmer Program since its creation in late 1985. Activities related to 
reporting to AID, identification of viable projects and 
recruitment/placement of volunteers have been adequately managed; 
however, some adjustments are required to improve overall effectiveness. 
Filing and recording of information and volunteer briefing/debriefing 
activities require substantial modifications and inputs in order to 
increase their usefulness to the program. Recommendations Rave been 
made in this subsection t o  correct the above deficiencies. 

Cost Effectiveness 

Cost effectiveness is used in this report as a comparative measure of 
costs associated with provision of technical services. An attempt is 
made to determine if the services provided by VOCA, cost USAID and the 
client less or more than those available in the international market. 

~ VOCAfs costs per volunteer for 1987 and the first six months of 1988 
were: 

Cost 1987 1988 - 
Volunteer cost/volunteer-day, $ 106 134 
Administrative cost/volunteer-day, $ - 252 - 286 

Total cost/volunteer-day, $ 358 420 



The volunteer cost includes all direct costs associated with the 
volunteer including international and domestic air travel, lodging and 
meals, miscellaneous expenditures while on assignment, and all costs 
associated with the spouse's travel if applicable. The administrative 
cost refers to all other costs not included in the volunteer cost such 
as administrative salaries, direct costs related to the program's 
administration and indirect costs (overhead). The volunteer and 
administrative costs divided by the number of days of the assignment 
yield the respective costs per volunteer-day. 

The daily cost for similar services provided by international 
development organizations varies considerably. An average daily cost, 
assuming a basic daily volunteer cost of $134, may be as follows: 

I tern Cost, $ 

Volunteer cost 134 
Professional services 250 
Burden (benefits and overhead) 238 
Profit 93 - 

Total cost 715 

Comparing the above cost with VOCAfs 1987 and 1988 costs, VOCAfs costs 
are 49% and 41%, respectively, less expensive. It should be noted that 
VOCArs administrative cost is somewhat higher than the hypothetical 
example. The true benefit AID derives from VOCArs program is the 
contribution of the volunteers time, which represents about one-third of 
the hypothetical example. As the number of volunteer placements 
increase with time and the Farmer to Farmer Program is managed more 
efficiently, VOCAts administrative cost per volunteer-day will be 
seduced accordingly. 

The principal beneficiary of the program is the host organization. It 
is doubtful that say of the host organizations surveyed had sufficient 
resources to pay in full for the assistance provided. Their 
contribution has been in the form of professional time, translation 
services, local transportation and some minor, miscellaneous 
expenditures. VOCA should explore the possibility of requesting 
incremental contributions from host organizations that request several 
volunteers. For example, the host organization could be asked to pay 
for lodging of the second volunteer and lodging and food for the third 
in addition to costs covered for the first volunteer. This would reduce 
VOCAts volunteer cost and would stimulate the host organization to 
utilize the volunteer more effectively as the contribution (cost) is 
greater . 



Program's Impact and Recommendations 

This section presents discussions on various indicators that measure the 
impact of the short-term assistance on the intended target population -- 
host country farmers and farmer ~rganizations. These indicators are 
presented under the following topics: (1) volunteer farmers; 
(2) beneficiary farmers; ( 3 )  program impact and recommendations; and 
(4) miscellaneous comments. 

~ Volunteer Farmers 

An early definition of volunteers of the Farmer to Farmer Program 
contained in the pilot program agreement includes as volunteers the 
following: farmers, veterinarians, extension agents, 
physicians/physicians assistants, and land grant university personnel. 
The physicians and physicians assistants were dropped from the program's 
second (legislated) grant agreement, which is currently in force. By 
definition, then, the US volunteer does not have to be a farmer. 

A review of the placements made in Bolivia, C6te drIvoire and the 
Philippines revealed the following compositions of farmer and nonfarmec 
volunteers: 

Farmers Nonfarmers Total 

Bolivia 8 13 2 1  
Cdte dfIvoire 3 3  6 
Philippines - 2 4 - 6 - 

Total 13 20 33 

These data show that of 33 volunteers placed (about one-third of all 
placements through June 30, 1988) 13 or 39% were farmers. The remaining 
20 were classified as nonfarmers -- most of which were within the bounds 
of the US volunteer definition stzted earlier (veterinarians, poultry 
pathologists, farm machinery specialists, university professors and 
others). It is concluded, therefore, that VOCA has largely complied 
with the provision of assigning volunteers that fit within the 
definition of the Farmer to Farmer Program agreement. 

Beneficiary Farmers 

Regarding the target population, the program description of the 
legislated Farmer to Farmer Program Grant Agreement states..."...The 
objectives of this program are (1) to provide direct technical 
assistance to LDC farmers in the practical aspects of increasing food 
production/distribution and improving the effectiveness of their farming 
operations; ..." The purpose statement of the program reads..."The 
volunteers"ission will be to assist farmers and farmer organizations 
with immediate agricultural problems in order to help them increase 
their purchasing power and improve the quality of life in rural 



communities..." It is apparent that the intended target beneficiaries 
include host country farmers and/or host country farmer associations or 
organizations. 

Host organizations are important components of the Farmer to Farmer 
Program. In fact, without host organizations the program would not 
function. These organizations provide logistic support, transportation, 
translation services and access to farmers. The Farmer to Farmer 
Program has worked with a variety of organizations including farmer 
cooperatives, associations and groups, training institutions, banks, 
chambers of commerce, ministries of agriculture, agricultural 
development ins t i tu t ions and other mi'scellaneous groups. 

To provide a better understanding of the farmer to farmer program, the 
areas of assistance and types of host organizations are listed below: 

Number of 
Area of specialty and type of host organization assignments 

Poultry production - producer associations 8 
Beef cattle production - producer associations 1 
Beekeeping - producer associations 4 
Dairy production - cooperatives and producer associations 3 
Coffee/cocoa production - bank development program 1 
Corn production- Ministry of Agriculture/Youth Program 3 
Farm machinery/grain drying - Ministry of Agri. & cooperatives 3 
Vocational agriculture - Ministry of Agriculture 1 
Organic farming - indigenous development organization 1 
Floriculture- producer associations 1 
Food processing - Training Institute 2 
Credit - agricultural chamber of commerce 1 
Cooperative development/marketing - cooperatives 4 - 

Total 3 3 

Approximately one-half of the assignments reviewed (16 of 33) were 
related to livestock, poultry and beekeeping. Crop production, 
including farm machinery, accounted for about one-fourth of the 
placements, while the remaining one-fourth of the volunteers were 
assigned to projects peripherally related to agriculture. Twenty-seven 
of the assignments listed above included direct or indirect contact of 
the volunteer with local farmers. The other six assignments related to 
cooperative development/marketing, credit and coffee/cocoa production 
were mostly institutional building-type assignments that resulted in no 
direct or indirect contact with farmers. These placements were more 
appropriate for the Cooperation Volunteer Program. With the exception 
of fou, or five assignments (12% of all placements reviewed) in the 
latter category, VOCA has followed the guidelines for target recipients 
stated in the grant agreement with AID. 



An evaluation by the volunteers of the cooperation provided by the host 
organization is presented in tabhe A4. The overall average rating for 
the five activities was "good." About 78% of the responses, on the 
average, were in the good and excellent range; while, close to 11% were 
in the weak and very weak range. Selected unedited comments from 
volunteers are summarized below in the hope that VOCA and organizations 
can correct some of the difficulties responsible for the weak ratings. 

Information needed for work 
- directors disorganized; didn't h o w  what they wanted 
- seemed disinterested in project . 
- personnel changes in mid-stream made it difficult 
- poor participation by b ~ a r d  me~bsrs 
- they didn't fully utilize us -- had to seek out own jobs and gain 

their confidence 
- timing liot right -- they were too busy to spend time with volunteers 
- "too many chiefs -- too few Indians" 

Understanding volunteer's assignment 
- needs not vell defined 
- didn't utilize volunteer fully 
- desperate for help and wanted miracles 
- didn't have strong understanding of relationship to entire project 
- information should be in English 
- contact person was absent 

Translation services 
- not familiar with area of expertise -- no working knowledge of 

agriculture 
- translator edited comments and needed to be prodded to tell me what 

was being said 
- interpreter too busy with school to spend much time with volunteers 
- no translators for 1 month (2 volunteers had this problem) 
- first month had to share one translator for nine people 
- sometimes didn't have one 

Lodging 
- one volunteer -- had to live with a family of a member of the host 

organization 
- travel time to work too extensive 
- unable to provide satisfactory room and board in the field 
- one had to wait for 9 weeks for housing 
- very expensive 
- no arrangements made for the first week 
- first lodging very poor -- so had to change 

Transportation 
- used taxi most of time 
- had to make own arrangements and pay for 
- a-most important part but often the weakest link 
- wasted time waiting for driver (happened to several volunteers) 



TABLE A4 

VQLUNTEER RATING OF COOPERATION FROM HOST ORGANIZATION 

Total 
Responses 

Activity 

Number of Volunteer Responses 
Very Average 
Weak Weak Fair Good Excellent Rating 
(1) (2  (3) ( 4 )  (5) 

Information Needed for Work 7 7 4 8 9  2 7 2 9 3 . 9 0  

Understanding V~lunteer's Assignment 

Translation Services 

Lodging 

Transportation 



- full-time transportation could have doubled work done 
- was always late 
- had to take bus many times -- not good 
- lack of vehicles and poor maintenance 
- car/pick-up broke down a lot 
- scheduling sometimes faulty 

The total number of host country farmers assisted by the 96 assignments 
completed by June 30, 1988, could not be determined satisfactorily. 
Volunteer responses to the question "how many farmers benefited from 
your assignment" varied from none to.20,000. Although there was no 
definite pattern to the responses, many volunteers reported values under 
75 and above 15. Assuming that 70% of the volunteers had contact with 
local farmers, a calculated number of total farmers benefited could be 
about 3,000. Details on Bolivian, Ivorian and Philippino farmers 
assisted are presented in subsequent subsections. 

Program Impact and Recamnendations 

The overall impact of the program on recipient farmers and/or 
organizations is discussed in this section. Also, an assessment is 
presented of the impact of various assignments on Bolivian, Ivorian and 
Philippino farmers and host organizations. 

Overall Impact - With very few exceptions, persons interviewed had a 
positive attitude towards the Farmer to Farmer Program and to VOCA. The 
information reviewed also indicates that the volunteers, for the most 
part, were able to assist either organizations or farmers or both. 
Identification of the benefits or impact of the assistance was a 
difficult task. Few volunteers (39 responses of 82 potential) and host 
officials (9 responses of 33 potential) surveyed responded to questions 
related to monetary impact of the assistance. These responses are 
summarized in table A5. A large majority of the respondents (79%) 
indicated that there was a monetary impact as a result of the 
assistance. The host organizations tended to be conservative fii their 
esti~ates with over three-fourths of the responses indicating an 
increase of 20% or less, while about one-half of the volunteers 
indicated a similar increase in income. An increase o f  over 75% in 
income was reported by one host organization and by three volunteers. 

Slightly over three-fourths of the host organizations queried, reported 
that there were nonmonetary impacts associared with the assistance. 
Most volunteers also reported noninonetary benefits to the farmers 
assisted such as: 

- improved working conditions 
- organization skills 
- direction development should take 
- more efficient use of time 
- increased standard of living 
- a better image of Americans 





- need for self-education 
- importance of cooperatives on farmer income 
- higher quality products 
- introduction of new techniques 
- good work habits 
- better animal health 
- better family nutrition 
- better understanding of US democratic system 

Host organizationst officials and volunteers were also asked to indicate 
if the assistance had a beneficial impact on the environment. Their 
responses appear in table A6. It appears that about one-third of the 
assignments benefited soil conservation and/or proper usage of 
pesticides/herbicides, while less than one-fifth benefited watershed 
areas. These responses were expected as most assignments were not 
designed to impact directly on the environment. This side effect should 
be recognized as an added value to the overall impact. 

The gender of the volunteer can have an effect on the outcome of the 
assignment according to the survey results. The data in table A7 show 
that there is a difference of opinion between host officials and 
volunteers regarding this issue. About one-third of the volunteers 
responded affirmatively when asked if the gender (malelfemale) of the 
volunteer had any effect on the impact of the assignment. Close to two- 
thirds of the hosts felt that the impact would be the same if the 
volunteer were of the opposite gender (almost all volunteers were 
males). However, only 40% of the volunteers felt this to be the case. 
In conclusion, gender appears to be a factor on the degree of impact on 
the target population. VOCA1s Regional Representatives are urged to 
consult with the host organization about gender issues for each 
assignment, since 18% of host officials indicated that their 
organizations would not accept a woman volunteer. This opinion is 
perhaps more a reflection of the type of assistance to be provided and 
the beneficiary. 

An attempt is made in the section to estimate the success rate 
of the Farmer to Farmer Program assignments in Bolivia, Cdte dtIvoire 
and the Philippines. Each country is analyzed separately. 

Bolivia - A total of 20 assignments were conducted in Bolivia from late 
1985 through June 30, 1988. All but one of the assignments were 
reviewed during the evaluation. The host organizations are listed below 
along with the number of volunteers assigned and the reported number of 
farmers assisted. 





TABLE A7 

HOST ORGANIZATION AND VOLUNTEER RATINGS OF GENDER IMPACT ON QUTCOMH, OF ASSIGNMENT 

Host Organization Volunteer 
Responses % Responses % 

c. YES NO YES NO 
0 

Impact Same if Volunteer of Opposite Gender 67 33 41 59 

Gender of Volunteer Effect on Impact of Assignment 37 63 

If VOCA suggested a woman volunteer, would 
your organization accept her $2 18 



Organization 
Number of 

Volunteers Farmers 

Cochabamba Poultry Producers Association 4 
Braham Cattle Producers Association 1 
Santa Cruz Poultry Producers Association 3 
Sucre individual poultry producer 1 
Bank of Cochabamba (cocoa/coffee) 1 
Chuquisaca Beekeepers Association 2 
Chuquisaca Agricultural Chamber (floriculture) 1 
Sucre Milk Producers Association 1 
Chuquisaca Credit Chamber 1 
Reni Integrated Livestock Cooperative 1 
Santa Cruz Beekeepers Association 2 
Cschabamba Beekeepers Association 1 
Central Agricultural Cooperative of Minero 1 - 

Total 20 

The 20 volunteers were assigned to 13 host organizations, of which four 
hosted from two to four volunteers. Nine of the hosts were cattle, 
poultry and/or beekeeper associations. The remaining four included a 
bank, two agricultural/credit chambers and one agricultural cooperative. 
All of the host organizations with the exception of the bank and the 
credit chamber fit well the definition of the farmer to farmer program 
beneficiary. 

The Bolivian farmers assisted by the program were diverse. They 
differed significantly from very low income, illiterate farmers to high 
income, advanced technology farmers. Poultry producers, for example, 
varied from small-scale operations producing 6,000 to 8,000 broilers 
year to commercial farms producing over 300,000 birds annually. 
Beekeeping was a complementary activity for agronomists, bricklayers 
teachers, carpenters, and others that owned from a handful of hives 
50 or more. Ten hives can bring an income of $500 to $800 per year 
Bolivia. The size of individual dairy herds varied between one to two- 
cow backyard operations to 30 to 50 cow herds. In Sucre, for ex 
dairy production program assisted by a VOCA volunteer consisted 
producers with a total of about 800 cows that produced 8 to 9 liter 
milk per cow per day. The average income from milk for these produ 
was about $45 per month. Milk production, for this group of farmer 
was a complementary activity to other farming activities carried ou 
many instanees by women. 

The host organizations and farmers reported to the evaluator the 
following common problems and/or difficulties associated with th 
Bolivian assignments: 

- lack of Spanish language capability reduced the effectiveness o 
volunteer 

- advanced age of some volunteers concerned the hosts particular1 
high altitude places or during extended field trips 



- retired volunteers did not have good knowledge of some of the latest 
technologies 

- small farmers complained that larger, wealthier farmers dominated 
the technical assistance with specialized problems; this allowed 
little or no time for the more common problems of the smaller 
producers 

Of the 19 assignments reviewed, it  is estimated that 11 assignments had 
a high impact on the host organization and/or host farmers. The 
remaining six assignments had less than the expected impact; these are 
briefly discussed here. 

- Agricultural Cooperative of Minero -- The object of the assignment 
was to put together a grain dryer donated to the cooperative for 
drying rice. The volunteer accomplished the task; however, the 
drier was not suitable to dry rice. There was no impact on farmers 
and a modest impact on host cooperative employees (mechanics) 
trained by the volunteer. 

- Sucre Milk Producers Association - The host organization was in 
disarray at the time the volunteer arrived. It provided very little 
logistic support and after a few days the association discontinued 
most of its support. The volunteer also had problems adapting his 
expertise and recommendations to one and two-cow backyard 
operations. The impact on the farmers was limited (low). 

- Chuquisaca Beekeepers Association - A similar situation existed as 
with the milk producers association -- weak alm~st nonexistent 
producers association. In addition, the Sucre region has very 
limited potential for honey production because of lack of 
appropriate vegetation. The impact on those assisted was limited 
(low) . 
Chuquisaca Agricultural Chamber - The floriculture association wa 
not a strong association at the time of the assignment. The 
potential for flower production as well as the markets are limit 
facto;s. The impact on farmers assisted was mcdest. 

Brahman Cattle Producers Association - Very little information 
available on this assignment from association officers, who wer 
and had no knowledge or records related to the volunteer. If t 
recommendations listed in the volunteer's report were implement 
the impact would have been modest. 

- Sucre Poultry Production - The purpose of this assignment was 
assist one broiler production farm in Sucre and in the proces 
furnish technical assistance to smaller broiler producers in 
region. The US volunteer assigned to the project was an egg 
production farmer; hence, the scope of the assistance was limi 
In addition, the local poultry producers association was in d 



and could not provide logistic support to the volunteer. The impact 
was limited to one large, commercial broiler production farm. 

Bank of Cochabamba - The purpose of this assignment was to assess 
the potential for producing coffee and cacao in a marginal area 
selected by the bank for an agricultural development project. The 
volunteer determined that the conditions were not appropriate for 
cocoa production and only marginal for coffee. Consequently, the 
project was not implemented and some 25 limited resource farmers and 
the bank were spared from financial difficulties. The assignment 
was considered important to the welfare of the farmers, therefore, 
the impact was rated as medium to high. 

- Chuquisaca Credit Chamber - The purpose of the assignment was to 
assist the organization with its agricultural credit system. The 
volunteer accomplished the objectives and the assignment was highly 
successful. However, no more farmers were provided with credit than 
before since the demand was three to four times greater than the 
supply of money. This type of assistance should be provided under 
other programs rather than the Farmer to Farmer Program. The impact 
was high on the host organization but nil on host farmers. 

The overall impact of the Bolivian assignments is estimated at 70% to 
75% of the anticipated goal. This rating can be improved in the future 
by: (1) better defining the scope of work; (2) selection of stronger 
associations that can provide the necessary logistical support; and 
(3) improving communications between VOCA and host organization and VOCA 
and the volunteers. 

It is recommended that project development efforts continue and expand 
in Bolivia. VOCA should continue to work with some of the stronger, 
more effective producer associations and/or cooperatives and expl~re 
other potential clients particularly in crop and vsgetable production. 
VOCA should explore also the opportunities for coilaboration with U.S.-  
based and indigenous private and voluntary organizations (PVOs). A 
large number of PVOs are working in Bolivia in agricultural development. 
Of special interest to VOCA should be the possibility of "buy-insw 
through AID/Bolivia or acquisition of grants to place volunteers in 
specific or nonspecific projects. AID officers expressed interest in 
the farmer to farmer program and would very likely entertain funding 
unsolicited proposals for volunteer placements. Presently there is need 
for short-term assistance in Bolivia. VOCA's opportunities are 
excellent because of its proven high quality, low cost assistance. 

Philippines - Six assignments were conducted in the Philippines between 
late 1986 and June 30, 1988. All the assignments were reviewed during 
the evaluationJ The host organizations and farmers assisted and 
volunteers assigned are listed below. 



Host orzanization 
Number of 

Volunteers Farmers 

Western Visayas Federation of Area 
Marketing Cooperatives 2 N/A 

Capiz Development Foundation 1 N/ A 
Southern Tagolog Dairy Cooperative 1 2 28 
Philippine Business for Social Progress/Center 
for Rural Technology Development (PBSPJtCRTD) 3 15 

Seven volunteers were assigned to six separate assignments. Two 
volunteers participated in one assigriment ;,nd one volunteer conducted 
two assignments. The general areas of specialty of the assistance were: 
(I) dairy production; (2) organic farming; (3) food processing -- two 
assignments; and (4) cooperative development and marketing -- two 
assignments. Each assignment is briefly discussed. 

Southern Tagolog Dairy Cooperative - The objective of the assignment 
was to provide technical assistance primarily on feeding and 
nutrition to the cooperative members. This was accomplished through 
farm visits and 12 collective meetings with participation of some 
218 persons. The cooperative has 228 members. Those farmers with 
3 to 8 cows (part-time dairy farmers) have an income from milk of 
about $90 to $240 per month. Full-time dairy farmers owned from 10 
to 15 cows (monthly income of $300 to $450). The impact of the 
assignment was rated as high. 

BPSP/CRTD/Food Preservation I and I1 - The purpose of the two 
assignments was to teach farmers wives techniques in food 
preservation to take advantage of excessive seasonal production. 
The objectives were met by training 15 women farmers, one man and a 
counterpart who will be teaching four courses per year in food 
preservation. Farmers grow rice and vegetables in plots of 1 to 3 
ha in size. Their estimated net income is around $40 to $50 per 
month. The impact on the beneficiaries was rated as very high 
because of the potential multiplier effect. 

BPSP/CRTD/Organic Farming - The purpose of the assignment was to 
introduce various organic farming technologies that would result in 
savings from the use of less fertilizer and other chemicals. The 
objective was met by working with three model farmers at the 
training center and two counterparts in the introduction of 
techniques that: (1) reduce use of chemical fertilizers; (2) reduce 
use of herbicides and insecticides; (3) improve soil texture by use 
of green manure; and (4) increase net income by reducing cash 
inputs. Proven technologies are demonstrated to area farmers (about 
200 per year) in training sessions conducted by counterparts of the 
VOCA volunteer. Farmers net income is about $40 to $50 per month. 
The impact was considered very high in view of the potential 
multiplier effect. 



- Capiz Development Foundation - The purpose of the assignment was to 
provide assistance to the foundation on postharvest technology, 
marketing, cooperatives formation, credit systems and usury. Advice 
was provided primarily on establishing a regional cooperative office 
charged with activities including health, food and nutrition 
programs as well as food storage and distribution and feed mill 
operations. This assignment is considered to be more appropriate 
for the Cooperative Volunteer Program. The impact was marginal as 
no farmers were affected. 

- Western Visayas Federation of Area Marketing Cooperatives - The 
objective of the assistance was to identify the necessary 
inputs/outputs and systems for the effective operation of the 
Federation (about 20,000 farmer members). At the time the 
volunteers were on-site the Federation's general manager was absent. 
Consequently, the volunteers encountered many logistics and lack of 
direction related difficulties. This type of assignment is more 
appropriate to the Cooperative Volunteer Program. The impact on 
farmers or host organizations was marginal. 

Four of the six assignments summarized above conformed to the Farmer to 
Farmer Program philosophy and definition. The resulting impact on host 
farmers and/or organizations was considered to be high, The other two 
assignments had a marginal impact on the host organizati~ns and no 
tangible impact on local farmers. The overall level of impact of the 
Philippine assignments is estimated at 70% of the target goal. A well- 
defined scope of work and schedule of activities and better 
communications between VOCA and host organizations would have reduced 
the risks and difficulties encountered by the volunteers in the last two 
assignments discussed above. 

It is recommended that project development efforts expand in the 
Philippines. VOCA should continue to work closely with farmer 
cooperatives and precooperatives, particularly in agricultural 
enterprise diversification (e.g., from rice to vegetable, fruit or 
livestock production). In working with cooperatives, care should be 
exercised in using the Farmer to Farmer Program in situations more 
appropriate to the Cooperative Volunteer Program. VOCA should also 
continue to work with the Philippine Business for Social Progress and 
actively explore opportunities to assist U.S.-based or indigenous PVOs. 
The relationship with Agricultural Cooperative Development International 
(ACDI) is discussed in Section B. 

Currently, AID/Philippines is not in a position to financially support 
Farmer to Farmer Program related activities through buy-ins or small 
grants. The Mission will continue to provide backstopping support and 
guidance to the program until such time that funds become available for 
this type of activity. The Mission's PVO section can be helpful in 
providing information on AID assisted PVOs working in agricultural 
development. 



C6te dtIvoire - Seven volunteers were assigned to Cdte dfIvoire from 
February through June 30, 1988. The areas of specialty included: 
(1) corn farming -- 2 persons; (2) vocational education; 
(3) agricultural machinery maintenance -- 2 persons; and (4) cooperative 
organizatiaz- During the time of the evaluation three of the seven 
volunteers were in the project area. 

The host organization in C6te dtIvoire is the Ministry of 
Agriculture/Office of Settlement of Young, Modern Farmers (MOA/DIJAM). 
MOA/DIJAM is also the implementing agency of a corn production program 
in the area surrounding Yamoussoukro. The program involves a youth 
settling plan that utilizes idle village lands for corn production. 
Land is allocated in parcels of about 1 t o  5 ha, depending on the 
village, to selected individuals from the village. Land preparation and 
planting was done wcommunally,n but weeding, spraying and other 
agricultural practices were conducted by hand by each in~dividual in 
his/her plot. The project began in early 1988. A total of about 1,100 
ha, distributed to 381 farmers, were planted. Harvesting will take 
place in September and October. 

The Ivoirian "young" farmers vary in age between 16 and 54 years, with 
most of them in their 20s and 30s. Many of these farmers used to be 
students. agricultural workers, laborers, farmers, drivers or had other 
low-ski31 jobs. Also, many of the participants were unemployed or 
undereml~loyed with low incomes. The project is expected to yield 
individual net inc~mes of $1,000 to $3,000 per year depending on the 
amount of land allocated to the farmer. This income is substantially 
higher than previous incomes. 

The VOCA volunteers assigned to the project before August 31, 1988, 
assisted the Ivoirian farmers in: (1) mechanized seedbed preparation 
and planting; (2) cultural practices postemergence -- weeding, 
fertilizing and spraying; (3) harvesting; and (4) farm equipment 
operation and maintenance. Intensive training sessions on all aspects 
of corn production were conducted for the farmers by a vocational 
agriculture specialist. In addition, a volunteer provided assistance to 
MOA in cooperative organization. This assignment was more appropriate 
for the Cooperative Volunteer Program. 

Based on visual inspections of the project site and interviews with MOA 
officials, VOCA volunteers, participating farmers, and other persons 
associated with the program, it is concluded that the accomplishments 
were impressive. Although opinions vary, it is generally accepted that 
the contribution of the VOCA volunteers was critical in achieving the 
unprecedented results. The overall impact of the Farmer to Farmer 
Program assignments on Ivoirian farmers is rated very high -- 90% of the 
expected achievements. 

The assistance, however, was not without problems and difficulties. 
Among-the more common problems reported were: (1) breaches of protocol 
by some volunteers; (2) poor communications between VOCA and Ivoirian 
project managers, VOCA and volunteers and volunteers and Ministry 



officials; (3) housing and translation services problems; (4) poorly 
defined scopes of work in some cases and on one occasion substantial 
changes in the terms of reference without consultation; and (5) lack of 
on-site leadership to guide/backstop the volunteers and coordinate with 
MOAfs technical director. Many of these problems and issues were in the 
process of being resolved at the time of the evaluation through dialog 
between the VOCA Regional Representative and MOA officials responsible 
for the project. 

In view of the high impact of the VOCA volunteers in MOAts Youth 
Settling Program, it is recommended t.hat short-term assistance be 
continued to the program. The following suggestions are set forth for 
consideration by VOCA. 

- The Youth Settling/Corn Production Program presently lacks a well- 
defined short- and long-term plan of action. Continued success of 
the project will depend largely on future inputs/outputs 
identification and management. Thus far, hard work and luck have 
prevailed. It is suggested that VOCA proposes to MQA the services 
of a volunteer, or possibly a team of two volunteers, to assist MOA 
in developing the plan of action. 

- Future assistance from VOCA should conform to planned needs. Care 
must be exercised in committing volunteers to assist expansion to 
other areas without further support or backstopping the 381 farmers 
already enrolled in the program. 

- VOCA currently enjoys an excellent collaborative relationship with 
AID/REDSO in Cdte dtIvoire . Dialog should continue with REDSO 
officials for additional financial support in local currency to 
cover costs of programmed volunteers for the next three years. 

- Communications between VOCA and MOA must be improved. Program 
review and planning meetings should be instituted either three or 
four times per year depending on number of volunteers on site. 
Summary reports of these meetings should be prepared and made 
available to interested parties. Key agreements, volunteer scopes 
of work and important issues should be recorded (in writing) for 
future reference and as aids in resolution of problems and/or 
administrative matters. 

- Expansion of the Farmer to Farmer Program to {other clients in Cdte 
drIvoire is not recommended for the very near future. Nonetheless, 
VOCAts administrators should cansider the possibility of posting a 
Regional Representative in Cdte dtlvoire for periods of four to five 
months at one time twice per year to: (1) coordinate activities of 
the current program with BOA; (2) explore other potential clientele 
in C6te dtIvoire; and (3) conduct project development work in 
neighboring countries. 

It can be concluded from the above discussion that the overall impact of 
the Farmer to Farmer Program on host organizations and farmers has been 



substantial. Many volunteers and host officials reported increases in 
farmerst income of up to 30% as a result of the technical assistance 
provided. In Bolivia, C6te dtIvoire and the Philippines the level of 
effectiveness of 33 assignments measured on a scale of 1 to 10 (with 10 
being the highest) approached 7.5. Weak host organizations, poorly 
defined scopes of work, lack of on-site logistical support and 
inadequate communications among VOCA, volunteers and hosts were among 
many factors responsible for lowering the overall impact. Measures are 
proposed in the above discussion to correct the most serious 
deficiencies. 

Future Funding and Programming 

To date VOCA has received sufficient financial resources from AID to 
operate effectively its own Farmer to Farmer Program and to fund the 
operation of other farmer to farmer programs conducted by six 
institutions. Funding, however, has been furnished for relatively short 
periods of time (three appropriations in three years) without assurance 
of long-term commitment. This situation has contributed to a sense of 
institutional insecurity and inability of the staff to establish long- 
term relationships with client organizations and farmers. It is 
proposed that AID/PVC consider funding VOCAts Farmer to Farmer Program 
for a period of five years effective March 1, 1989. Funds can be 
obligated for the first three years. The balance can be released during 
the third year after a short, activity-specific, mid-term evaluation. 

Future programming and level of effort will depend on availability of 
funds from AID/PVC. Assuming that funding will continue, VOCAts 
administrators need to examine the capacity of the institution to manage 
effectively a large number of volunteers each year. Past performance 
reveals that yearly assignment completions increased from 30 to 46 
between 1986 and 1987. If the trend for the first six months of 1988 
continues, the number of completed placements will be from 40 to 50 by 
the end of this year. This reflects very little change from last 
year's performance. 

VOCAts staff and administrators believe that the institution has the 
potential in the next year or two to increase volunteer placements by 
50% or 100% with existing personnel and resources. This belief is 
shared by the evaluator, particularly in Africa where there is already a 
backlog of requests and the perceived need for technical assistance in 
agriculture is widespread. To achieve a substantial increase in high 
impact assignments, VOCAts President, Vice President, and Regional 
Representatives need to develop a series of strategies to: (1) increase 
institutional visibility; (2) market the Farmer to Farmer Program; 
(3) expand institutional collaboration to PVOs, land-grant universities, 
agricultural development organizations and institutions and private 
sector firms involved in international agriculture; (4) target regional 
project development to specific countries and organizatiozs; and 
(5) increase the pool of volunteers and improve existing volunteer 
identification systems. 



SECTION B 

SUBGRANTgES AND PEACE CORPS 
EVALUATION 

This section of the Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative AssistaneeIFarmer 
to Farmer Program (VOCAIFTF Program) evaluation report focuses on the 
program1 s subgran tees and Peace Corps. The subgran tees are: 

World Christian Relief Fund (WCRF), McCrory, AR 

The Florida Association of Voluntary Agencies for Caribbean 
Basin (FAVAICA), Tallahassie, FL 

Bureau of Applied Research in AnthropologyIUniversity of 
Arizona (BARA), Tucson, AZ 

Agricultural Cooperative Development International (ACDI), 
Washington, D.C. 

Land 0' Lakes (LOL), Minneapolis, MN 

Peace Corps, Washington, D.C. 

Land O f  Lakes was excluded from the evaluation because of termination of 
its farmer to farmer program. Although listed above, Peace Corps is not 
a direct subgrantee of VOCA but a grantee of AIDIFood for Peace Office 
through a Participating Agency Service Agreement (PASA). The evalua- 
tion's terms of reference, methodology, results and recommendations, and 
profiles on each subgrantee and Peace Corps are discussed below. 

Terms of Reference 

VOCA and AID jointly developed the terms of reference for the evaluation 
of the farmer to farmer programs of subgrantees and Peace Corps. The 
following excerpt states those terms: 

wA more crucial area for analysis would fall in the 
input/output category. VOCA now administers five subgrantee 
programs under this cooperative agreement. The subgrantees 
manage their own volunteer placements and cover administrative 
and volunteer costs with funds passed on by VOCA. The Peace 
Corps identified project sites and supports the volunteers in 
the field, while VOCA recruits the volunteers and covers their 



costs. AID funds pay Peace Corpsf administrative costs via an 
interagency agreement out of the original funds made available 
for the Farmer-To-Farmer Program. The evaluation should 
analyze these relationships and the costs and benefits of 
conducting the program through several organizations. 

Specifically, then, at the input/output level the subgrantee 
and Peace Corps operations can be reviewed by applying the six 
items listed under A. above. On the wider program level, these 
inputs and outputs should be analyzed in conjunction with 
VOCAts to reach possible cost/benefit conclusions on this 
hybrid mode of placing farmer-toifarmer volunteers overseas. 

Headquarters reviews of subgrantee and Peace Corps operations 
would entail travel to Tucson (BARB), Tallahassee (FAVA), 
Minneapolis (LOL), Little Rock (WCRF), and Washington, D.C. 
(ACDI and Peace Corps)." 

The six items listed under A above are: 

Proper management and control of AID funds; 
Proper submission of required progress reports to AID; 
Maintenance of appropriate program and project files and 
records ; 
Identification and development of viable technical assistance 
projects; 
Timely recruitment and placement of volunteers that match the 
technical requirements of the projects for which they are 
recruited; 
Effective briefing and debriefing of  volunteer^.^ 

Methodology 

The methodology used in evaluating the performance of the subgrantees 
and Peace Corps included: (1) visits to each organizationCs 
headquarters; (2) inspection/review of various documents made available 
to the evaluator; and (3) interviews with farmer to farmer program 
administrators and in three separate occasions interviews with a total 
of four volunteers. 

Results and Recommendations 

The overall results of the subgrantees and Peace Corps evaluation and 
the ensuing recommendations are discussed under each of the topics 
proposed in the terms of reference mentioned before. These topics are: 
(1) funds management/control; (2) progress reports; (3) files and 
records; (4) viability of assisted projects; ( 5 )  recruitment/placement 



of volunteers; and (6) briefingldebriefing of volunteers. A separate 
section is dedicated to the analysis of costs, while specific details 
and recommendations concerning each subgrantee and Peace Corps are 
presented in individual sections. 

Funds Management and Control 

The Participating Agency Service Agreement (PASA) between AID and Peace 
Corps and the Farmer to Farmer Program VOCA-Subgrantee Agreements 
between VOCA and each subgrantee stipulate submission of quarterly 
financial reports. WCRF did not have a subgrantee agreement on file, 
but references to VOCA correspondence indicate that quarterly f inancial 
reports were required. 

The evaluator reviewed all financial reports submitted to VOCA by 
subgrantees and those submitted by PC to AID, It was found that all 
subgrantees and Peace Corps submitted quarterly financial reports, 
usually within two to three months after the end of the reporting 
period. The reports contained at least the basic information requested 
by VOCA--amount budgeted, amount spent to date and amount remaining for 
the line items proposed in the subgrant budget. The accuracy of the 
information supplied in the reports is unknowz as this evaluation was 
not an audit. However, in one case, the sumnary of the third quarter 
financial report contained several calculatiun errors. 

Accounting (and partial budget control) in the larger organizations 
(Peace Corps, ACDI and BARA/University of Arizona) is managed by 
accounting departments that have well established procedures and are 
familiar with USAID requirements. FAVA/CA and WCRF are smaller 
organizations that have more modest accounting capabilities. WCRF, the 
smallest organization, has a special bank account for the farmer to 
farmer program since this organization does not have an accounting 
system with cost centers. It is the opinion of the evaluator that all 
organizations appeared to have proper control and management of the 
funds. No specific problems related to disbursements or advances of 
funds were reported to the evaluator. Nonetheless, it is recommended 
that VOCAts Financial Officer visit all subgrantees and conduct a 
detziiled inspection of their farmer to farmer programs accounting 
systems to ensure compliance with AID'S regulations. 

Progress Reports 

Both the PASA and the subgrantee agreement require submission of 
quarterly proc-ess reports. This requirement was met by all 
participrtin, organizations. According to the subgrantee agreement, the 
progress reports should consist of: (1) a listing of volunteers during 
the quarter; (2) total days served by volunteers completing assignments 
during that quarter; (3) countries of assignment; and (4) one-line 
descriptions of volunteerst tasks. These guidelines were followed to 
various degrees by the participating organizations. Generally, most 
first and second quarter reports were weak, perhaps, because there was 
not much to report. The quality of the progress reports has improved 



with time; but, still there are reports that don't provide all the 
information requested. 

Progress reports are useful tools in monitoring project achievements and 
in detecting problem areas. VOCA should encourage improvement in the 
quality of the reports as these are, in most instances, the only written 
communication link between VOCA and subgrantees. The following 
recommendations are proposed for consideration: 

VOCA should develop guidelines and an outline for progress 
reports that incorporates the information considered essential 
for administrative and general in£ ormat ion purposes. 

In addition to the information already requested, the reports 
should include sections on: 

- quarter achievements compared to targets 
- problems encountered in achieving targets and action taken 

to solve problems 
- next quarter's plans 
- year to date summary of: 

- number of volunteers completing assignment 
- number of volunteer days 
- number of volunteer days per assignment 
- volunteer cost per volunteer-day 
- administrative cost per volunteer-day 
- cost per volunteer assignment 

- request for funds for next quarter* 

Progress reports should be submitted within 45 days after the 
end of the quarter. 

AID/FVA/PVC should also require the above information from 
Peace Corps. 

Files and Records 

The evaluator conducted a superficial inspection of the subgranteesf 
project files. Time was a limiting factor in this evaluation, hence 
more attention was devoted to other evaluation parameters. The 
inspection revealed that there is significant variation in the amount of 
paperwork generated by the various organizations. It was clear that, in 
keeping with VOCAts philosophy and instructions, a minimum amount of 
paperwork and records were kept. All organizations kept files and/or 
records on each assignment and on the volunteers. 

An area of concern to the evaluator is related to agreements/contracts 
records. Considerable amount of time was spent sorting out proposals, 
agreements, modifications, extensions and other documents related to 
contractual obligations. VOCAfs basic subgrantee agreement, signed by 
both parties, does not state amount of funds committed, dates of 
agreement, or number of volunteer placements. These important terms of 
reference are stated in other documents (proposals and/or letters) which 
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are not signed by both parties nor attached to the subgrantee agreement. 
In some instances, letters refer to verbal approvals or telephone 
conversations approving modifications and or actions. This situation 
reflects VOCA's contractual procedures rather than subgrantee 
deficiencies. To correct this situation it is recommended that VOCA 
develops : 

Sta~dardized subgrantee agreements and/or contracts that 
include at least: 

effective dates of agreements 
terms of reference 
scope of work 
time schedule of events 
reports 
budget and financial obligations 
contract termination and/or modification 
other contractual obligations 

o Appropriate ammendment forms and procedures for effecting 
agreement modifications. It is important that both parties 
agree and sign any changes. 

The above documents should be simple and devoid of legal jargon. It is 
suggested that VOCA seeks the services of a specialist in this area to 
prepare the contractual documents. Perhaps a volunteer could perform 
this task. 

1 Viability of Assisted Projects 

Identification of viable projects for volunteer assignments is a 
critical component of the Farmer to Farmer Program. Peace Corps and all 
subgrantees, except WCRF, have experienced difficulties in identifying 
appropriate projects. It appears that the problem is not a lack of 
opportunities or demand for the services. The problem relates more to 
the institutional contacts and the knowledge of specific project 
opportunities. Those organizations, such as WCRF, that were already 
conducting an informal farmer to farmer program had few problems 
fielding volunteers. BARA, on the other hand, had to develop the 
project identification capability. Following, brief comments are given 
on each organization. 

WCRF - This organization manages a project in Haiti that provides 
technical assistance and training to farmers and well-drilling services. 
All WCRF volunteer farmers are assigned to this project. 

A 0 1  - Target countries for ACDI are Egypt, Costa Rica and the 
Philippines. Assignments are identified by ACDIts personnel assigned to 
the farmer to farmer program in each of the above countries. Thus, an 
effective capability of viable project identification is built into the 



program. Identification of farmer to farmer assignments has not been a 
serious problem for ACDI. 

FAVWCA - This organization has extensive institutional ties and 
contacts in the Caribbean region. FAVAts staff also travels regularly 
throughout the region presenting an ideal opportunity for "marketing the 
program," Since agriculture (farming) was not a principal component of 
FAVAfs programs, volunteers were assigned at the beginning of the 
program to on-going projects that were not directly related with 
agricultural production. The trend during the past six months has been 
towards identification and placement of volunteers in projects that are 
involved directly in farmer income generation. 

BBRB - University of Arizona's institutional relationships and contacts 
have been BARAts primary links in identification of US volunteer farmer 
assignments. Volunteer placements during the early phases of the 
program were periphexlly related to farmers. During the past nine 
months, volunteer assignments reflect more closely the philosophy of the 
farmer to farmer program; however, BARArs program needs to expand its 
clientele to include more opportunities for volunteers to work directly 
with farmers or farmer cooperatives. 

Peace Corps - Field personnel and Peace Corps volunteers are in ideal 
positions to identify viable farmer to farmer assignments at the farm 
level in developing countries. In addition, PC volunteers can serve as 
counterparts to the US farmers and implement the recommendations once 
the US farmer has left. This situation, however, has not yielded many 
requests for US farmer volunteers, in spite of the thousand of PC 
volunteers posted around the world. Low priority and visibility, 
administrative difficulties, competition from the Peace Corps Associate 
Volunteer Program and reluctance of some PC officers to accept the 
short-term technical assistance concept have contributed to the low 
level of requests. The program needs more support from highly placed 
officials at Peace Corps so that field personnel are stimulated into 
actively searching for viable assignments. 

Recruitment/Placement of Volunteers 

The terms of reference define this evaluation parameter as follows: 
"timely recruitment and placement of volunteers that match the technic 
requirements of the projects for which they were recruited." The 
evaluator was not in a position to draw valid conclusions on this 
because of the small sample size of volunteers interviewed, Two V 
volunteers reported that their skills matched very well those need 
the assignment and that they were in Haiti at the most appropriate 
to do the work. Similar responses were given by one FAVA/CA and on 
BARA volunteer interviewed. A review of FAVArs volunteer evaluations 
showed that 18 volunteers thought that their skills were "a good match 
(5 on a scale of 1 t o  5) with those needed by the project. The 
remaining 2 volunteers rated the match as "somewhat a good matchf1 (3 and 



4 rating on the 1 to 5 scale). Section A of this report -- VOCA 
Evaluation -- presents a detailed discussion of this evaluation 
parameter based on a survey of more than 80 volunteers and 28 host 
organizations. 

Cost Effectiveness 

An important component of any project evaluation is the determination of 
the cost of the project's activities and how this cost compares to 
similar activities in similar projects. Cost effectiveness, in this 
report, is used as a comparative measure of costs associated with 
provision of short-term technical services of a similar nature by dis- 
similar organizations. Three key costs used in the cost effectiveness 
analysis are discussed below. 

Volunteer Cost per Volunteer-Day 

Volunteer costs are an aggregate of all costs incurred by the US 
volunteer farmer from the time he/she leaves home until hidher return. 
Generally, these costs include international, US and local air fares, 
lodging, meals, ground transportation and miscellaneous costs while on 
assignment. Volunteer cost per volunteer-day is calculated by dividing 
the total volunteer cost for the entire assignment by the number of days 
spent in the assignment. 

Table B-1 shows the volunteer cost per volunteer-day for all subgran- 
tees, Peace Corps and VOCA. The costs vary from $41 to $142 with an 
average cost of approximately $110. World Christian Relief Fund (WCRF) 
has the lowest cost per volunteer-day ($41). WCRFrs volunteers are 
assigned only to Haiti where lodging, meals and miscellaneous costs do 
not exceed $10 per day. Economies are also effected in air fares by 
flying in missionary operated aircraft. The highest cost, $142, for 
Peace Corps (PC), is actually a cost incurred by VOCA in fielding PC's 
volunteers. The higher cost compared to VOCArs volunteer costs of $106 
for 1988 and $134 for 1987 cannot be readily explained. ACDIrs cost is 
close to the average, while FAVA/CA is about 22% higher and BARA 11% 
lower than the average. Factors responsible for the differences in cost 
include: (lj length and location of the assignment; (2) cost of loci31 
transportation; (3) accompanying spouse; and (4) miscellaneous in- 
country expenditures. In general, the average cost of $110 per 
volunteer-day is very reasonable considering that it is an all-inclusive 
COS - 

This cost encompasses all costs associated with the volunteer's 
assignment that are not part of the volunteer cost discussed above 
divided by the number of days in the assignment. The administrativ 



cost includes primarily institutional costs such as staff salaries and 
benefits, direct costs and icdirect costs. 

The data on Table B-1 show very marked differences in administrative 
cost per volunteer-day. The average administrative cost, excluding 
WCRF, is $249 per volunteer-day. WCRF is excluded because it charges no 
salaries, direct costs or overhead to the farmer to farmer program. 
Peace Corps1 high cost ($300) is attributable to the very low number of 
volunteers it placed during the first year of the program's operation. 
Should all 50 volunteers had been placed by PC the administrative cost 
per volunteer-day would likely be under $100. 

ACDI and BARAfs administrative costs are similar ($154 and $149, 
respectively) and about 40% lower than the $249 average for all organi- 
zations. FAVA/CAfs administrative cost, on the other hand, is about 43% 
higher than the average cost ($355 vs. $249). Short assignments (11.5 
days on the average) and a relatively high overhead rate contribute to 
FAVAfs high administrative cost to date. It should be noted that the 
cost will decrease as the remaining 36% of the proposed assignments are 
completed in the next three to four months. For comparison purposes the 
participating organizations are listed below in order of ascending 
administrative costs per volunteer-day. 

Ornanization Cost $ 

WCRF 
BARA 
ACDI 
VOCA (1987) 
VOCA (1988) 
PC 
FAVA/ CA 

VOCArs administrative cost per volunteer-day for 1987 and partial 1988 
are $252 and $286, respectively. These costs were provided to the 
evaluator by VOCA. They are based on actual costa billed to the farmer 
to farmer program including predetermined percentages of indirect costs 
(VOCA does not have an overhead rate established for institutional use). 

Total Cost per Volunteer Assignment 

This cost is calculated by dividing all program costs (volunteer costs 
and administrative costs) by the number of volunteer assignments. The 
data in Table B-1 present the total cost on actual basis and proposed 
basis, which is the projected cost submitted by the subgrantees and 
Peace Corps in their proposals. The average proposed and actual total 
costs, for all participating organizations except VOCA, are $7,162 and 
$9,350, respectively. There was very little difference between the 
proposed and actual total costs for FAVAICA, ACDI and WCRF. Large 
differences, however, are evident in the cases of BARA and PC. In the 
case of BARA, the proposed cost is inflated by the second subgrant of 
$97,148, which was not needed to complete the proposed 18 assignments. 



TABLE B-P 

COST ASSOCIATED WITH VOLUNTEER PLACEMENTS--VOCA, SUBGRANTEES AND PEACE CORPS 

PARTICIPATING ORGANIZATIONS 
FAVA/CA ACDI WCRF BARA - PC VOCA 

Category Proposed Actual Proposed Actual Proposed Actual Proposed Actual Proposed Actual Actual Actual 
1987 1988* 

Number of Volunteers 4 1 26 6 2 19 7 2 3 8 18 16 5 0 6 2 1 2 3 

Number of Volunteer Day - 298 644 1069 533 311 1385 929 
Cn - Number of Volunteer 

Days/Assignment - 11.5 34 28 3 3 59 66 4 0 

Volunteer Costs/ 
Volunteer Day $134 $113 $4 1 $98 $142 $106 $134 

Administrative Cost/ 
Volunteer Day $355 $154 $0.86 - $149 - $300 $252 $286 

Total Cost Per Volun- 
teer Assignment $5,978 $5,611 $9,355 $9,343 $1,515 $1,181 $15,068 $8,240 $3,894 $22,376 $23,640 $16,97 

-- - 
*First Six Months of 1988 



The very large difference between the proposed and actual costs of the 
PC assignments is a result of the low level of placements. Peace Corps 
placed only 12% of the proposed volunteers in the first year but used 
close to 50% of the administrative budget. A ranking of the 
participating organizations based on the actual cost per volunteer 
assignment is as follows: 

Organization Cost $ 

WCRF 1,181 
FAVA/CA 5,611 
BARA ' 8,240 
ACDI 9,343 
VOCA (1988) 16,973 
PC 22,376 
VOCA (1987) 23,640 

VOCA's actual cost per volunteer assignment in 1988 was about 28% less 
than in 1987, although the volunteer and administrative costs per 
volunteer-day are higher than in 1987. In order to reduce the actual 
cost per volunteer assignment to approximately $9,500, VOCA would have 
to place over 100 volunteers per year and maintain costs at the level of 
the first 6 months of 1988. 

The three costs discussed above should be considered by VOCA in future 
subgrantee agreement negotiations. It is not implied here that, for 
example, those above the average or some arbitrary amount should not be 
allowed to participate in the subgrantee program. Rather, the costs 
should be used as a tool in assisting both VOCA and the subgrantee in 
preparing realistic budgets and establishing reasonable volunteer 
placement goals based on available funding at a given time. Specific 
recommendations and comments on the above costs are given for each 
subgrantee in the upcoming subgrantee profiles. 

Organization: 

The Florida Association of Voluntary 
Agencies for Caribbean Action 

The Florida Association of Voluntary Agencies for 
Caribbean Action/Farmer to Farmer Program 
(FAVA/CA/FTF Program). FAVAICA, a nonprofit, member- 
ship agency, was created in 1981 as an outgrowth of 
an official state mission to Haiti led by the 
Lieutenant Governor of Florida. From Haiti, it later 
expanded to other countries in the Caribbean Basin. 

"FAVA/CAfs mission is to assist the social, economic 
and democratic development of the people of the 
Caribbean by delivering Florida's human and material 
resources to the region through partnerships with 



individuals and organizations." The organization's 
principal activities include training, technical 
assistance and community support in the areas of 
health, education, agriculture and business 
development. Initial funding was provided by USAID. 
State and federal contracts, membership fees and 
corporate sponsorships are also funding sources. 

Agreement Type: Farmer to Farmer Program VOCA-Subgrantee Agreement 
signed by FAVA/CA azd VOCA on April 15, 1987. 

Agreement Dates: March 1, 1987 through February 29, 1988 according to 
an April 15, 1987 letter from VOCAts vice president 
to FAVA/CAfs executive director. 

Contract Amount: $186,662 - First Subgrant 
58,444 - Second Subgrant 

$245,106 - Total 

Agreement 
Modifications: November 6, 1987 - FAVA/CA request modification of 

scope work. 

February 25, 1988 - Agreement termination date 
extended from February 29, 1988 to August 31, 1988 
with no additional funding. Also, the number of 
volunteers was increased from 20 to 30 at no 
additi~nal cost. 

August 1, 1988 - Request by FAVA/CA to extend the 
original agreement through Decenber 31, 1988, 
increase the number of volunteers by 11 and increase 
the funding by $58,444. This request was approved by 
VOCA on August 5, 1988. 

Volunteer 
Placements: The proposal submitted to VOCA stipulated the 

placement of 20 US volunteer farmers during the first 
year of the project. Ten additional volunteers were 
added on February 25, 1988 and 11 on August 5, 1988. 

Reporting: Quarterly progress and financial reports to be 
submitted to VOCA. 

Project Personnel: Personnel assigned to the project as of August 31, 
1988 include: 

- Bill Neiderberger - Program Coordinator Full-time 
from April 1987 through September 15, 1987. 



- David Pasquarelli - FAVA/CA Executive Director, 
part-time from September 15, 1987 to present 
(actual time charged to program). 

- David Schmeling - FAVA/CA Associate Director; 
part-time from Sept. 15, 1987 to present (actual 
time charged to program). 

- Secretarial support as required by the project. 

Analysis and Conclusions 

Contractual Agreement - The two-page Farmer to Farmer Program VOCA- 
Subgrantee Agreement, signed by VOCA and FAVA/CA officers, stipulates a 
number of activities that have been agreed upon by both parties. As 
with other subgrantee agreements, it does not state the number of 
volunteers to be fielded or the amount cZ the subgrant. This informa- 
tion is contained in other documents (letters and/or proposals) which 
are not jointly signed by the parties involved. 

Financial Status: - The total amount of the subgrant approved by VOCA 
for a 12 month operation of the FAVA/FTF Program (March 1, 1987 - Febru- 
ary 29, 1988) was $186,662. As of May 31, 1987 (first 15 months of the 
project) a total of $145,898 had been spent in fielding 26 volunteers 
(Exhibit A). The balance ($40,764) of the subgrant is expected to cover 
all expenditures related to fielding the remaining four volunteers, 
covered under the first extension, by August 31, 1988 plus expenses not 
yet included in the May 31, 1988 status report. The second subgrant of 
$58,444 approved in August, 1988 is not included in this discussion. 

Volunteer Placement - Initially, the FAVA/CA/FTF Program proposed to 
place 20 volunteers in one year. In February 1988 the project was 
extended for a period of six months (18 months total project life) and 
the number of volunteer placements increased from 20 to 30 without 
increasing the total cost of the project. Twenty six volunteers had 
completed assignments by May 31, 1988. The remaining four volunteers 
would be placed before the end of the present extension (August 31, 
1988), thus fulfilling the terms of the agreement. Eleven volunteers 
will be placed between August and December 1988 under the second 
subgrant. 

The profession/speciality of the volunteers and the primary recipients 
of the technical assistance are discussed below in the interest of 
providing a better understanding of this program. According to the 
quarterly reports, volunteer reports and other documents made available 
to the evaluator, 18 persons had participated in 26 technical technical 
missions as of May 31, 1988. Five of the 18 volunteers are farmers or 
part-time farmers. The remaining 13 volunteers are extensionists (4-H 
specialists), economists, lawyers, farm machinery specialists, agricul- 
tural engineers, educators and sociologists. 



EXHIBIT A 

HARCB - M Y  QUARTERLY EXPENDITURE STATEMENT 

FAVA/CA -- VOCA PARnERqO-PARHER PROGRAM , CY 19 87-8 8 

Budget Quarter Y I - D  Remaining 

~ a l a r i e a / ~ e n e f  its . .------ ---.- ---..----- 
Program nanager (1OOI) $39,025 $7,872 $31 ,872 $7,153 

Secretary (251) 

Benefits 

Travel 

Volunteer Recruitment 

L Evaluation 

Volunteer Exwnses 

Belize 

Grenada 

S t .  Vincent 

Antigua 

Total Direct Cost8 

Indirect Coats Q ,5914 

GRAND TOTAL 



Two broad groupings of organizations/institutions have been the 
recipients of the assistance provided by the FAVA/CA farmer to farmer 
assignments. One of the groupings includes organizations engaged in 
youth development and training/education programs. Eleven of the 12 
volunteer assignments executed during the first three quarters of the 
program were in this grouping. The second grouping of organizations 
includes agricultural development agencies that deal directly with 
farmer cooperatives and/or associations. About one-half of all the 
assignments were directed to these grouping of organizations --primarily 
to the Belize Agency for Rural Development (BARD) and the Antigua 
Organization for Agricultural Development (AOD). In Belize, BARD served 
as host for the technical assistance'provided to at least eight farmer 
cooperatives or groups located in economically depressed areas. AOD, in 
Antigua, received assistance itself, from two volunteers and hosted a 
volunteer who provided technical assistance to beekeepers. 

It appears, therefore, that during the first 9 months of the Farmer to 
Farmer Program, assistance was furnished by extension-type personnel and 
nonfarmers to youth development and agricultural education programs. 
Beginning with the fourth quarter (December 1987), the Farmer to Farmer 
Program focus was directed towards farmers and farmer organizations. 
The kind of assistance provided during this period also reflects a 
definite tendency towards meeting local farmer technical needs. Future 
volunteer placings (11 assignments) are also directed to farmer income 
producing projects . 
Reporting - The VOCA-Subgrantee Agreement requires submission to VOCA of 
quarterly financial and volunteer placement reports. FAVA/CA has 
complied by submitting the following reports: 

July 16, 1987: First Quarter Report for the months of March, 
April and May 1987. 

September 18, 1987: Second Quarter Report for the months of June, 
July and August 1987. 

December 7, 1987: Third Quarter Report for the months of 
September, October and November 1987. 

February 29, 1987: Fourth Quarter Report for the months of December 
1987 and January and February 1988. 

June 1, 1988: Progress Report - for the months of March, April 
and Hay 1988. 

The reports have been submitted within 1.5 months after the end of the 
quarter. gach report tabulates: (1) volunteer completions during the 
quarter by country; (2) number of volunteers-year-to-date; (3) days 
served by volunteers during the quarter; and (4) days served year-to- 
date.- In addition, the reports contain a short summary of the volun- 
teers missions and a financial statement. The information provided is 



adequate. However, a section on future volunteer placements would be 
use£ ul . 
Volunteer Costs - The administrative and volunteer costs per volunteer- 
day are calculated below using information presented in the progress 
report for the period ending on May 31, 1988. 

Number of volunteers completing assignments = 26 
Number of volunteer days = 298 
Number of volunteer days per assignment (298 + 26) = 11.5 
Volunteer cost per volunteer day ($40,033 + 298) = $134 
Administrative cost per volunteer day ($105,865 + 298) = $355 
Cost per volunteer assignment ($145,898 + 26) = $5,611 

The volunteer cost includes all direct costs associated with the volun- 
teer (including spouse if applicable) such as: (1) all international and 
domestic air travel; (2) lodging and meals; and (3) any expenditures 
incurred directly by the volunteer while on assignment. The administra- 
tive cost includes all expenditures not included in the volunteer cost 
such as administrative salaries, direct costs related to program admin- 
istration and indirect costs (overhead) of the implementing organiza- 
t ion. 

Comments - Noteworthy features of the FAVA/CA/FTF Program are discussed 
briefly. 

The FAVA/CA/FTF Program is presently well organized and 
administered. There is very little bureaucracy built into the 
program so mobilization of volunteers can be done efficiently. 

e The results of a short evaluation conducted by FAVA at the time 
the volunteers return from their assignment indicated that 
(based on 21 responses): 

- About one-half of the volunteers thought that the 
problem to be addressed was "well defined" before 
their visit. The other one-half thought it was 
"somewhat" adequately defined. 

- Approximately 85% of the volunteers believed that 
there was a "good matchw of their skills and the 
project needs. The other 15% thought there was 
"somewhat of a good match." 

All volunteers surveyed thought that the travel 
arrangements were adequate and all volunteers also 
responded affirmatively when asked if they would 
volunteer again. 



- About 95% of 21 volunteers queried responded affirma- 
tively to whether or not follow-up work would be 
required. 

A strength and unique advantage of the FAVA/CA/FTF Program are 
it's Caribbean contacts and a favorable institutional image in 
the region. This facilitates project identification, volunteer 
placement and access to local logistical support. 

FAVA's administrative cost is high--$355 per volunteer-day. 
Two factors contribute significantly to this cost. The first 
is the overhead rate, which,'at 59% of the total project cost, 
is the highest of all subgrantees. Reducing the rate to about 
30% (to bring it more in line with two other subgrantees that 
charge overhead) would reduce the per volunteer-day administra- 
tive cost by about 25%. Computing the present overhead rate of 
59% on salaries rather than on total project cost will have 
about the same effect. The second contributing factor is the 
short duration of each assignment -- approximately 11.5 days 
per volunteer. Increasing the number of days per assignment 
will increase the total cost per volunteer, somewhat, but will 
result eventually in substantial reduction in per volunteer-day 
administrative cost, particularly if overhead is computed on 
salaries only. 

a The current trend of the FAVA/FTF Program towards placement 
volunteer farmers on projects that directly impact on host 
country farmersfincome is more in line with VOCAfs perceptio 
of the Farmer to Farmer Program. 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that VOCA continues to support FAVA/CA1s Farmer to 
Farmer Program for at least two years beyond the December 31, 1988 
termination date of the current subgrant. FAVA offers some unique 
characteristics that complement well VOCA's efforts in the Caribbean 
Establishment of VOCA's own farmer to farmer programs in the Caribbe 
will require considerable effort, time and financial resources, whic 
VOCA cannot spare at this time. Strategic collaboration in the reg 
will be of substantive benefit for FAVA and VOCA. Specific recomme 
tions for consideration in future collaborative efforts include: 

a VOCA should negotiate with FAVAICA an administrative cost per 
volunteer-day that is more in line with other subgranteesf 
costs. Although FAVA has already reduced the overhead rate 
from 59% to 47% in its recent proposal to place 11 additional 
volunteers through December 1988, further action is necessary 
to reduce the cost. An increase in the number of days per 
assignment should be considered since this action will not only 

- lower the cost per volunteer-day, but can result in increased 



effectiveness of the volunteers. A two-week minimum length of 
assignment would be desired. 

VQCA and FAVA/CA should jointly develop a two-year plan of 
action for a Caribbean farmer to farmer program that: (1) 
identifies target countries for each organization; (2) 
lists/identifies potential host organizations; (3) determin 
areas of assistance based on needs of farmers; and (4) sets 
goals for volunteer placements. 

VOCAts Latin America/Caribbean Regional Representative sho 
act as liaison officer between the two organizations, 
coordinate regional activities with FAVA/CA, and monitor 
FAVA/CAfs volunteer placements and financial processes. 

FAVA is encouraged to submit to VOCA all vol 
evaluations along with the quarterly reports. Thi 
VOCA in establishing an information resource bank 
reference for administrative and planning purposes 

Vorld Christian Relief Fund 

Organization: World Christian Relief Fund/Farmer to Farme 
(VCRFIFTF). WCRF is a nonprofit, charitabl 
organization founded in 1975. It's headq 
in McCrory, Arkansas. The organizati 
desire is to help increase the produc 
needy places and at the same time b 
Christ." It's primary work is in t 
of Haiti where volunteers use a 70 ac 
training site for local farmers. Exc 
farmer to farmer program, WCRF receive 
$80,000 in donations to operate its vol 
programs. 

Agreement Type: There are three basic agreements betwee 
WCRF in the form of "Farmer to Farmer Pro 
Application for Funding." 

Agreement Dates: March 1, 1987 through March 31, 1988 f 
agreements. 

Contract Mount: $109,080 ($36,360 for each agreement) 

Agreement 
Uodifications: Verbal extension of the agreements throug 

1989 to be followed by written confirmati 
extension will be at no additional cost t 
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Verbal approval from VOCA to add 10 volunteers for 
row-crop work in Haiti at no additional cost. 

Volunteer 
Placements : A total of 72 volunteers were approved in the three 

funding agreements as follows: 

- Well drilling: 24 volunteers 
- Livestock production: 24 volunteers 
- Row crop production: 24 volunteers 

Verbal approval was given on July 26, 1988 for 10 
additional volunteers in row crop production. 

Reporting: Not specified in the funding agreement. 

Project Personnel: Jay Lawhon - President WCRF 
Bill Gregory - Secretary Treasurer WCRF 

Mssrs. Lawhon and Gregory do all the administrative 
work related to the project at no cost. 

Analysis and Conclusions 

Contractual Agreement - The three agreements between VOCA and WCRF on 
file at WCRFts offices are two-page requests for funding. These 
documents bear no signatures and probably are not legally binding. 

Financial Status - The one-year budget for placing 72 farmers in WCRFPs 
project in Haiti totalled $109,080. As of June 30, 1988, a total of 
$44,881.72 had been spent in volunteer placements (Exhibit A). This 
represents approximately 41% of the total funding. Unspent funds 
($64,198) will be used to field the remaining 34 volunteers included in 
the original proposal plus 10 additional volunteers in row crop 
production. 

Volunteer Placements - The funding agreements requested funds for a 
total of 72 volunteer US farmers to be placed between March 1, 1987 and 
March 31, 1988. As of June 30, 1988 WCRFIFTF Program had placed 38 
volunteers or about 53% of all.the volunteers (Exhibit B). The 
principal reason for not achieving the target was the civil unrest in 
Haiti, which, from time to time, has prevented travel to the country and 
the project area. The program administrators indicated that there would 
be no problem in placing the remaining 34 volunteers plus an additional 
10 within the next six months provided the political situation does not 
deteriorate. 

Thirty (79%) of the 38 volunteers assigned to the project to date were 
active or retired farmers. The other eight volunteers were specialists 
in well drilling and/or instructors of agriculture. In all cases, the 
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EXHIBIT A 

P. 0. BOX 1013 PHONE (501 I 731.2529 

McCRORY. ARKANSAS 72101 

BOARD Of DIRLCTORS VOCA 
J. N. ~ w n o ~ .  P + ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ T  Su i te  900 . 

7 3  1.2067 

BILL GREGORY. SCC-Y..TRUS. 

3 4 7 - S t 0 9  

DON DEARING 
Dear Sirs ; 

E o ~ o ~ o  ZIGENHORN 

LARRY WOOLSEY 

DR. GUY THEODORE 

DR. MlCnrEL PRIDDY 

OONAU CAIN 

JOOIE ELLIS 

Jay Lawhon 4-12 4-26 

Tgm Kusselman 
Rlchard Herman 
Robert M i l l e r  
T , E. Musgrove 
Terry Tucker 6-6 6-21 
Neal Vandine 6-6 6-21 
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EXHIBIT I3 

VOLUNTEERS PLACED BY WW/PTF PROGRBn FROM 
W C H  1987 THROUGH JUNE 1988 

NAME OF 
VOLUNTBER 

DATES OF VOLWVJ3ER PROJECT 
SmVICIF, DAYS SPECXBLITY 

Roger and Joann Hilan 1/7 - 3/23/88 77 X 2 Farrning/Swine 
Goodhue, MM 

Allen Nagel 1/17 - 2/19/88 34 Farming 
Tuckerman, AR 

Don Dearing 1/26 - 2/10/88 16 Farming 
Holly Grove, AR 

Frank Wolfe 1/26 - 2/10/88 16 Farming 
Gillette, AR 

L. J. Sawyer 2/1 - 2/19/88 19 Farming 
HcCrory, AR 

Jay Lawhon 2/1  - 2/19/88 19 Farming 
McCrory, AR 4/12 - 4/26/88 15 

Roy and Shelley Lee 2/1  - 2/19/88 19 x 2 Farming 
McCrory, AR 

Jennifer Shumaker 1/26 - 2/3/88 9 Animal Prod. 
Conway, ALP 5/24 - 6/7/88 15 

Bill Gregory 5/24 - 6/7/88 6 Well Drillin 
Augusta, AR 1/26 - 2/3/88 9 

Bob Miller 616 - 6/21/88 19 Well Drillin 
Ft. Smith, AR 

T.H. Musgrove 616 - 6/17/88 12 Well Drilli 
Ft. Smith, AR 

Jay Lawhon 6/6 - 6/22 17 Farming 
McCrory, AR 

Tom Musselman 5/24 - 6/7/88 15 Animal Prod. 
Perryville, AR (HPI) 

Richard Herman 5/24 - 6/7/88 15 Animal Prod. 
Perryville, AR (HPI) 
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Terry Tucker 6/6 - 6/21/88 16 Well Drilling 
Wellsville, NY 

Neal Vandine 6/6 - 6/21/88 16 
Wellsville , NY 

John and Sherry Houston 
Conway, AR 

1 Dennis and Wife Perry ~ Morrilton, AR 

Matt Huber 
Lancas ter , PA 

Bobby Edmonds 
Little Rock, AR 

D. Stoelzing 
Little Rock, AR 

Felix and Carol Swan 
Bigelow, AR 

J. Cornelius 
Little Rock, AR 

Bill Beaumont 
St. Joe, AR 

Gene R~gers 
Marshal. AFt 

Arthur Porter 
Little Rock, AR 

David Steele 
Littlo Rock, AR 

Bill Gregory 
Augusta, AR 

Jay Lawhon 
HcCrory, AR 

N, Bianki 
Little Rock, AR 

Well Drilling 

8 x 2  Well Drilling 
8 x 2  Farming 

8 x 2  Veil Drilling 
8 x 2  Farming 



Isaac Jenkins 7/213 - 8/7/87 
Little Rock, AR 

T. Gregory 
Augusta, AR 

A. Nagel 
Tuckerman, AR 

C. Nagel 
Tuckerman, AR 

Farming 

Farming 



primary beneficiary was the farming community as a whole and some 150- 
200 individual farmers. 

Reporting - There were no specific reporting instructions in the 
agreement documents made available to the evaluator. However, WCRF has 
submitted brief quarterly reports containing a financial statement and a 
list of volunteers with the dates of service and the project assisted. 
The dates of the reports and the periods covered are: 

September 29, 1987 - Period: March 1987 through September 1987 
February 5, 1988 - Period: September 1987 through December 1987 
May 1988 - Period: January 1, '1980 through March 31, 1988 
September 2, 1988 - Period: April 1, 1988 through June 30, 1988 

Volunteer Costs - For comparison purposes, the administrative and 
volunteer costs are calculated below. 

Number of volunteers completing assignments = 38 
Number of volunteer days completed = 1069 
Number of volunteer days per assignment = (1069 + 38) = 28 
Volunteer cost per volunteer-day ($43,964 + 1069) = $41 
Administrative cost per volunteer-day ($918 + 1069) = $0.86 
Cost per volunteer assignment ($44,882 + 38) = $1,181 

The volunteer cost includes all direct costs associated with the 
volunteer (including spouse if applicable) such as: (1) all 
international and domestic air travel; (2) lodging and meals; and (3) 
any expenditures incurred directly by the volunteer while on assignment. 
The administrative cost includes all others not included in the 
volunteer cost such as administrative salaries, direct costs related to 
program administration and indirect costs (overhead). 

~ Recommendations 

The World Christian Relief Fund/Farmer to Farmer Program should be 
continued. This program fulfills a specific niche in a country that is 
in dire need of help. Haiti is also a country in which it is very 
difficult to carry out successful development projects. UCRF has the 
infrastructure in place to accept and manage volunteers at a very low 
cost. The project serves about 50 farmers directly through training and 
demonstration. Another 100 to 150 farmers, including women, are served 
through participation in a variety of activities such as well drilling 
and livestock production. The average yearly income of the beneficiary 
farmer is probably less than $100. An estimated $50 to $60 per year are 
added to the farmers income as a result of this project and the 
assistance of the farmer to farmer program. In this light, the 
following resomendations are made: 

The project should be extended through December 1988 with no 
additional funding to allow WCRF to complete the 72 volunteer ~ placements. 



The WCRF/FTF Program should be funded for 1989 and 1990 
calendar years. Tile level of funding and intensity of 
volunteer activity will need to be determined jointly by VOCA 
and WCRF. It is doubtful that the project in Haiti can 
continue to absorb 75 or more volunteers per year without 
reaching a point of saturation and/or diminishing returns. 
Expansion of the project to other areas in the central plateau 
should be explored. 

A VOCA representative should visit the project site in Haiti in 
the near future. Familiarity with the project will be helpful 
in determining the future direction of the WCRF/FTF Program. 

VOCA and WCRF should determine as soon as possible the health 
and accident insurance needs of WCRF. Presently, WCRF provides 
no insurance to volunteers or disclaimers of liability. 

YCRF should continue submitting quarterly reports to VOCA. In 
addition to the volunteer placements and financial status 
sections, two short sections should be added --one on next 
quarter's plans and the other on special problems and 
implementation delays, if any. The one page evaluation f~rms 
filled out by volunteer farmers upon their return should also 
be included in the quarterly reports submitted by WCRF/FTF. 

VOCAts Latin America/Caribbean Regional Representative should: 
(I)  act as liaison officer between VOCA and WCRF; (2) 
coordinate VOCA's activities related to WCRF; (3) oversee the 
subgrantee's financial aspects; and (4) monitor WCRF/FTF 
Program progress. 

Agr5cultural Cooperative Development International 

Organization: Agricultural Cooperative Development 
International/Farmer to Farmer Program (ACD%/FTF). 
ACDI is a nonprofit, training, technical and 
management assistance organization founded in 1968. 
Its principal function is to provide long and short- 
term technical assistance and training support to 
agricultural cooperatives and farm credit systems, 
agribusiness and supporting government agencies in 
developing countries. ACDX is affiliated with the 
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives, the Farm 
Credit Council and the American Institute of 
Cooperation. 

Agreement Type: Farmer to Farmer Program VOCA-Subgrantee Agreement. 
This agreement is a two page document that binds VOCA 
and ACDI in the execution of various activities. 



Agreement Dates: October 5, 1987 through October 4, 1988 as stated in 
an October 23, 1987 letter from C. Cox to R. G. 
Gollehon. The Subgrantee Agreement was signed on 
October 23, 1987. 

Contract Amount: $580,055 1 
Agreement 

Modifications: Extension of project termination date from October 4, 
1988 to December 31, 1988 with no additional 
funding . 

Volunteer 
Placements: A total of 62 volunteer placements were proposed by 

ACDI/FTF Program as follows: 

E ~ Y  P t 32 Volunteers 
Panama 20 Volunteers 
Philippines 10 Volunteers 

Reporting: Quarterly progress and financial reports to VOCA are 
stipulated in the Subgrantee Agreement. 

Project Personnel: The following persons have been assigned to ACDIrs 
Farmer to Farmer Program: 

Washington/Headquarters 

- Umesh Mally - FTF Director (no salary charged ta 
project) Oct. 5, 1987 to present. 

- Laurie Timmermann - FTF Program Coordinator, 
full-time from Oct. 5, 1987 to April 18, 1988. 

- Andrew Simpson - Recruitment Specialist, full- 
time, Oct. 5, 1987 to April 18, 1988; FTF 
Program Coordinator, full-time, from April 18, 
1988 to present. 

- Catherina Puffenberger - Executive Assistant, 
part-time approximately 20% on as needed basis. 

Philippines/ACDI Office 

- Antonio Arcellana - ACDI/FTF Program Manager, 
60% of time from March 1, 1988 to present. 
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EgyptiACDI Office 

- Ahmed Abou - Bakar; FTF Program Manager, approx 
25% of time from October 5, 1987 to June 30, 
1988. 

- Sharif Abecid - FTF Program Assistant, full-time 
from January 15, 1988 to June, 1988; FTF Program 
Manager, full-time from June, 1988 to present 

- Hahamed El-Shinawi - Interpreter, full-tim 
Oct. 5, 1987'to June, 1988; Field Coordina 
full-time from June, 1988 to present. 

- Secretary - one full time person. 

Costa Rica/ACDI Office 

- Patricia Chaves - FTF Program Fie1 
full-time from March, 1988 to pres 

Analysis and Conclusions 

Contractual Agreement - The contractual agreement (Farmer 
Program - VOCA Subgrantee Agreement) is a two-page doc 
stipulates a number of activities that have been agree 
parties. It is signed by VOCA and ACDI representative 
however, does not state the number of volunteers to be 
the amount of the subgrant. These two importznt 
agreement are mentioned in other documents (lett 
which are not jointly signed by the parties iav 

Financial Status - The first year budget app 
the ACDI/FTF Program was $580,055. As of J 
of the project) a total of $183,258 had bee 
amount, about 32% of the total budget, was use 
the proposed volunteers. It is anticipated th 
subgrant ($396,797) will be spent in full by De 
fielding the remaining 43 volunteers. 

Voluro teer Placement - ACDI/FTF ' P 
farmers during the first year of 
total of 19 volunteers had comgb 
Costa Rica) and 6 were in the fi 
Rica). Most of the remaining 37 v 
assignments in August, September a 
appendix PI1 at the end of this reps 
confident that all volunteers will 
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The volunteers' professions and the primary recipients of the technical 
assistance are discussed herewith by country. Of the 14 volunteers 
assigned to Egypt, 11 were associated with farming in the US (4 dairy 
farmers and 7 vegetable/fruit farmers), two were veterinary assistants 
and 1 was a nutritionist. The latter 3 volunteers were not farmers, but 
were closely associated with farming. The primary recipients of the 
assistance in Egypt were: (1) dairy farmers associated with 78 herds; 
and (2) over 40 vegetable/fruit farmers. The host organization was the 
Ministry of Agriculture, which provided extensionists as counterpart 
personnel that can be considered as secondary beneficiaries of the 
assistance provided. Farmers received the assistance through 
seminars/demonstrations and through visits of the volunteers to their 
farms. 

In the case of the Philippines, three of the four volunteers assigned 
were not farmers, but all four volunteers worked directly with the 
Cooperative Rural Bank of Oxcidental Negros, which was the primary 
recipient of the assistance. There was very little direct contact with 
farmers on this assignment. Similarly, three of the four volunteers 
assigned to Costa Rica were not farmers. The fourth volunteer was an 
active farmer with expertise in strawberry and vegetable production. He 
worked directly with 48 farmers (cooperative members) and with the 
strawberry cooperative staff; while the other 3 volunteers worked with 
the cooperative staff in credit, accounting, management and food 
processing related matters. It is the opinion of the evaluator that 6 
of the 8 volunteers assigned to the Philippines and Costa Rica can also 
be considered as cooperative assistance projects. Thirteen (68%) of the 
19 placements appeared to fit well ACDIfs definition of the farmer to 
farmer program. 

Reporting - The VOCA-Subgrantee Agreement stipulates submission to VOCA 
of quarterly reports that contain information on volunteer placements 
and on the financial status of the program. The following reports have 
been submitted to VOCA: 

March 18, 1988 - First quarterly report covering the period of 
October-December, 1987. 

June 14, 1987 - Second quarterly report covering the period of 
January - March, 1988. 

The first and second quarterly reports were submitted about 2.5 months 
after the end of the quarter. The third quarterly report for the period 
ending in June, 1988 had not been submitted to VOCA as of August 31, 
1988. The quality of the first report was poor. It did not reflect the 
accomplishments well and provided no information on future activities. 
The second report's quality improved considerably; however, the future 
activities seetion could have been highlighted. The financial 
information presented in the reports (including the summary of 
expenditures and the request for funds) is adequate. 



Volunteer Costs - For comparison purposes, the administrative and 
volunteer costs per volunteer-day are calculated below: 

Number of volunteers completing assignments = 19 
Number of volunteer days = 644 
Number of volunteer days per assignment (644 i 1 9 )  = 34 
Volunteer cost per volunteer day ($75,255 + 644) = $113 
Administrative cost per volunteer day ($102,264 + 644) = $154 
Cost per volunteer assignment ($177,519 i19) = $9,343 

The volunteer cost includes all direct costs associated with the 
volunteer (including spouse if applicable) such as: (1) all 
international and domestic air travel; (2) lodging and meals; and (3) 
any expenditures incurred directly by the volunteer while on assignment. 
The administrative cost includes all expenditures not included in the 
volunteer cost such as administrative salaries, direct costs related to 
program administration and indirect costs (overhead) of the implementing 
organization. 

Comments - The following comments are made for the purpose of 
highlighting special characteristics of the program. 

The overall project appeared to be well managed and well 
organized. Most information was readily available except for 
financial data which was processed in another department. 

a It was apparent that once the project was established and most 
procedures were in motion, one full-time person at headquarters 
can administer in excess of 50 requests per year with the 
assistance of experienced field personnel that can identify 
viable projects For volunteer placements. 

ACQI/F'TF Program personnel prepared an excellent manual for use 
by US volunteer farmers in Egypt, Costa Rfca and the 
Philippines- Each manual has specific information on project 
procedures, the assignment, communications abroad, 
administrative matters, previous projects in the country, and 
overall cultural aspects. Other subgrantees, Peace Corps and 
VOCA should prepare similar manuals for their target countries. 

A strength of ACQI/FTP Program is the in-country support 
provided by ACDIfs office staff in each of the three target 
countries. These persons identify projects needing assistance, 
prepare the scope of work, provide all logistical support for 
the volunteer, monitor the volunteer's progress, and coordinate 
activities with local organizations. This backstopping 
increases the effectiveness of the volunteers and reduces 
stressful conditions otherwise caused by continuously having to 
"fend for one's self ." 



Recommendations 

ACDI/FTF Program officials stated that the program will not be extended 
beyond December 31, 1988. Hence, no recommendations are presented here 
for future project implementation, except for a few comments related to 
proposed future collaborative efforts summarized below. 

VOCA and ACDI officers are presently discussing a collaborative 
agreement for logistic, administrative and office support to be provided 
by ACDI1s office in the Philippines. This is an excellent concept since 
strong in-country logistic and administrative support is a prerequisite 
for successful project implementation. Careful attention, however, 
should be given to realistic identification and definition of the roles 
of VOCA and ACDI1s personnel in the proposed program . For example, 
while in the Philippines, the evaluator detected a high potential for 
conflict between VOCA and ACDIts FTF Programs because of lack of 
definition of operational procedures. The two programs, in fact, were 
competing with each other and in some cases for the same client. This 
situation caused confusion and uncertainty among potential clients. It 
is, therefore, recommended that only one farmer to farmer program be 
established in the Philippines. 

The program mentioned above should be a VOCA Farmer to Farmer Program 
with the following characteristics: 

VOCA headquarters staff would: (1) recruit and mobilize all 
volunteers; (2) administer the finacces; and (3) provide all 
logistic support in the United States. Volunteers would 
receive advances from VOCA to cover all projected expenditures. 

ACDI/Philippines staff would: (1) participate in the 
identification of projects and preparation of scopes of work; 
(2) provide logistic support to volunteers; (3) monitor 
volunteer progress; and (4) make arrangements for debriefings. 
ACDI1s local costs (staff time, travel and per diem and 
overhead) would be billed directly to VOCA. 

VOCAfs Asia Regional Representative would act as program 
coordinator and as liaison officer between VOCA and ACDI. The 
Regional Representative also would: (1) actively participate in 
project identification; (2) assist in volunteer 
identification/recruitment; (3) oversee the program's financial 
aspects; and (4) monitor the program's overall progress. 
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Organization: 

Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology 

Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology/Farmer to 
Farmer Program (BARA/FTF Program). BARA is a nonpro- 
fit, research organization within the Department of 
Anthrapology at the University of Arizona. BARAts 
principal activities are "applied work and basic 
research on issues relevant to human behavior and 
development within local, state, national and inter- 
national contexts;" A state-funded organization, 
BARA also seeks external sources of funding to 
conduct development projects. 

Agreement Qpe: Farmer to Farmer Program VOCA-subgrantee Agreement. 
This is a standard two-page document that binds VOCA 
and BARA in the execution of the farmer to farmer 
program. 

Agreement Dates: March 1, 1987 through February 29, 1988. 

Contract Amount: $174,083 - First Subgrant 
97,148 - Second subgrant 

$271,231 - Total 

Agreement 
Modification: Project extended through September 30, 1988 with 

additional funding of $97,148 approved April 19, 
1988. 

Volunteer 
Placement : The original agreement stipulated the placement of 10 

volunteers. The March 1988 ammendment letter 
increased the number to 18 volunteers. 

Reporting : Quarterly progress and financial reports to VOCA are 
stipulated in the Subgrantee Agreement. 

Project Personnel: The following persons have been assigned to BARA/FTF 
Program: 

Timothy Finan - Program Director, 25% of time, no 
salary charged to the program - March 1, 1987 to 
date. 

Sandra Porter - Program Coordinator, 75% of time, 
March 1, 1987 through February 29, 1988; 100% of time 
March 1, 1988 to date. 



Thoric Cederstrom - Technical Assistant, 25% of time, 
March 1, 1987 to July 30, 1987. 

Daniel Sellen - Assistant Coordinator, 25% of time, 
August 1, 1987 to February 29, 1988; 50% of time 
march 1, 1988 to June 30, 1988. 

Kathy Thompson - Assistant Coordinator, 50% of time 
from July 1, 1988 to date. 

Analysis and Conclusions 

Contractual Agreement: The Farmer to Farmer VOCA-Subgrantee Agreement 
is a two page document, signed by both BARA and VOCA, that stipulates a 
number of activities that have been agreed upon by both parties. As is 
the case with other subgrantee agreements, this document does not state 
the number of volunteer placements or the amount of the subgrant. These 
important components are mentioned in other documents -- usually not 
signed by both parties. 

Financial Status: The budget approved for the first year of operation 
(March 1, 1987 to February 29, 1988) of the BARA/FTF Program was 
$174,083. The project extension through Sepeember 30, 1988, added 
$97,148 for a total subgrant of $271,231. This amount would place 18 
volunteers during a 19-month period. 

As of June 30, 1988, a total of $131,847 had been spent in fielding 16 
volunteers (Exhibit A). An unspent amount of $139,384 ($271,231 - 
131,847) is, therefore, assumed to have been available from July 1, 1988 
through September 30, 1988 for placement of the remaining two volun- 
teers. Given the history of the project of placing approximately one 
volunteer per month (16 volunteers in 16 months), the cost of placing 
the two remaining volunteers would amount to about $16,480 ($131,847 + 
16 x 2). This amount plus the total spent through June 30 ($16,480 + 
131,847 = $148,327) and subtracted from the original grant ($174,083 - 
148,327) leaves a positive balance of $25,756 as of AugustiSeptember 
1988. At this point it is clear that the program could have been 
extended through September 30, 1988, with no increased funding and 10 
rather than 8 additional volunteer placements. 

The second subgrant of $97,148 plus the $25,756 estimated residual 
the first subgrant total $122,904. Assuming a contingency of 15% 
($18,435) for late billings, work done on future volunteer placem 
and miscellaneous expenses, a total of $104,468 should be availabl 
currently for future placements of at least 12 volunteers. 

Volunteer Placement: BARAIFTF Program's proposal aimed at placing ten 
volunteers during the first year of the project (March 1, 1987 to 
February 29, 1988). This target was expanded to 18 volunteers as the 
projeet was extended through September 30, 1988 for a total life of 
project of 19 months. by June 30, 1988, a total of 16 volunteers had 



EXHIBIT A 

~ PROGRAM DATA 

Number Project Requests Recieved: 29 

Status Number 
Acted on a t  BARA: 22 
Referred to Voca: 6 
Advise and Referral to other institutions: 1 

~ Number Projects Represented: 7 

Volunteers Completed Assignment: 16 

~ Total Days Assistance Provided: 533 

Average Number Days Assistance Per Volunteer: 33.31 

Average Number Days Assistance Per Project: 89 

PROGRAM FINANCES 

In-Kind Contributions: $18933 * 
In-Kind Contributions as of volunteer expenses: 36.3% 

In-Kind Contributions as of total progzam casts to date: 

Total Volunteer Expenses (through 6/19/68): $52092 

Average Expanses Per Volunteer: $3956 

Average Expenses Per Voluntaer Per Day: $98 

Total Program Costs to date (as oP 30 June): $131,847.00 

Total Volunteer Expenses as Z of Total Frogram Cost to dat 

* Additional in-kind contributions were provided by 
projects, but we do not have dollar estimates,  his 
therefore, is a very conservative one, 
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completed their assignments. The remaining two volunteers were 
scheduled for assignments during the following quarter; thus, meeting 
the 18-placements obligation. 

The 16 volunteers placed during the first 16 months of the project were 
diverse in their areas of expertise, background and experience. One of 
the 16 volunteers was an active farmer (beekeeper). The other 15 volun- 
teers were nonfarmers with the following specialties: five were graduate 
students and/or recent graduates in animal science, fish culture and/or 
agricultural education; three were agricultural extensionists; two were 
soils specialists; three were fish pathology and/or fish culture specia- 
list; and one was a livestock specialist. 

Information gathered from project reports/documents and interviews 
indicates that five, of the eight volunteers placed in 1987, 
participated in assignments in Africa that dealt primarily with project 
designs, assessments, studies and evaluations rather than the direct 
provision of technical assistance to farmers. It is not clear what 
immediate impact, if any, these assignments had on intended target 
populations. Beginning in 1988, the trend of the program has been to 
use experienced specialists as volunteers in projects that directly or 
indirectly affect farmers1 productivity. This trend reflects more 
closely the philosophy of the farmer to farmer program described in 
BARAts brochure. However, it is difficult to judge from the assignment 
summaries reviewed how much actual contact with farmers is being made 
and what beaefit the farmers are deriving from the volunteer 
assignments. 

Reporting - Submission of quarterly financial and progress reports are 
stipulated in the farmer to farmer subgrantee agreement. BARA/FTF 
Program has complied with this stipulation by submitting the following 
reports : 

May 27, 1987: First Quarter Progress Report 
September 2, 1987: Second Quarter Progress Report 
January 10, 1988 Third Quarter Progress Report 
Harch 1, 1988: Fourth Quarter Progress Report 
July 28, 1988: Year Two First Quarter Report 

Financial reports are submitted to VOCA by the office of Sponsored 
Projects Services of the University of Arizona. According to documents 
provided to the evaluator, reports have been submitted to VOCA on the 
following dates: 

August 24, 1987 Financial Report for period ending June 3 
1987. 

October 14, 1987 Financial Report for period ending 
September 30, 1987. 

January 19, 1988 Financial Report for period ending De 
31, 1987. 
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April 21, 1988 Financial Report for period ending March 
31, 1988. 

August 9, 1988 Financial Report for period ending June 
1988. 

Generally, progress reports meet the guidelines outlined in the 
subgrantee agreement. The financial reports, on the other hand, are 
cumbersome and difficult to interpret if they are not used often--whi 
is the case with VOCA. It is recommended that a summary of these 
reports be provided to VOCA using the guidelines in the subgrantee 
agreement. 

Volunteer Costs - Various costs associated with volunteer placeme 
calculated below: 

Number of volunteers completing assignments = 16 
Number of volunteer days = 533 
Number of volunteer days per assignment (533 + 16) = 
Volunteer cost per volunteer day ($52,092 + 533) = $ 
Administrative cost per volunteer day ($79,395 i533) 
Cost per volunteer assignment ($131,847 + 16) = $8,24 

The volunteer cost includes all direct costs associated wit 
volunteer (including spouse if applicable) such as: (1) a 
international and domestic air travel; (2) lodging and me 
any expenditures incurred directly by the volunteer vhi 
The administrative cost includes all expenditures not i 
volunteer cost such as administrative salaries, direct co 
program administration and indirect costs (overhead) of t 
organization. 

Coments - The following comments highlight special charac 
the program. 

e The program is administered by competent, 
personnel that have been with the program 
The farmer to farmer program is an importa 
BARAfs overall international program and, 
visibility. 

e The program's stafi has prepared a series of do 
briefing packets and standard operating 
be shared with VOCA and other subgrante 
computerized volunteer database would 
subgrantees. 

It appears that the program has had som 
identifying a "technical nichen that fit 
definition of its farmer to farmer prog 

- assistace provided varies from assess 
type assigments to applied research to 
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perhaps more a reflection of limited access to a variety of 
clientele. The program has been, for the most part, searching 
for volunteer placements within University of Arizona interna- 
tional projects and contacts. Although this is an rdeal and 
efficient collaborative effort, many University of Arizona 
programs in developing countries may not lend themselves to the 
farmer to farmer type of activity. Serious consideration, 
therefore, must be given to a strategic expansion of the 
program1 s clientele. 

It also appears that the farmer to farmer program has not tak 
full advantage of the University's well-known expertise in ar 
land agriculture, irrigation and soil conservation. Ident 
cation of projects in these areas would expand substantial 
the potential clientele for the program. 

Recommendations 

It is recommended that the BARA/FTF Program be continued beyond th 
September 30, 1988 expiration date. BARA brings to the overall fa 
to farmer concept various potential areas of expertise and talents 
are not available to other subgrantees. Specific recommendations 
related to the program's continuation include: 

VOCA should extend BARA's program beyond September 30, 1988 
Two options may be considered based on the funds already 
committed to the program and the availability of these fund 
for future placements discussed earlier. These options are 

- Short-term Extension - Under this option the project 
be extended through December 31, 1988 and 12 
volunteers would be placed with no additiona 
provided. This option is based on the avail 
approximately $105,000 unspent funds as of Sep 

- Long-term Extension - This option extends the pro 
a period of 15 months from July 1, 1988 through S 
30, 1989. A minimum of 16 volunteers would be p 
during this period. The option is based on the 
year's placement history (16 volunteers in 16 inon 
the cost of $131,847) and the availability o 
mately $139,000 unspent funds as of June 30, 
this case the program would be expected to p 
16 volunteers in 15 months at a cost of abou 

The long-term option should be given serious consideratio 
Previous experience revealed that, on the average, one 
volunteer was placed per month. Although some assignments 
already been identified, the short-term option may requir 

- than three months to complete. The long-term option will 
provide additional time for identification of assignments t 
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more closely match the philosophy of the farmer to farmer 
program. Neither option would require commitment of new funds 
except for: (1) much larger than anticipated backlog of 
billings as of June 30, 1988; (2) introduction of additional 
activities; and (3) substantial increase in the number of 
volunteer assignments, which is not recommended. 

BAKAIFTF Program administrators should actively seek an 
expanded clientele through increased "program marketing 
effortsw with University of Arizona's own international 
programs, landgrant universities, agricultural development 
firms , USAID, USDA, nonprofit organizations, foundations a d  
other state, national and international agricultural develop- 
ment entities. This may require the allocation of a modest 
amount of funds far travel and per diem. 

While seeking an expanded clientele for volunteer placements, 
the program should identify target regions and/or countries for 
volunteer assignments (for example, Sub-Sahara Africa, Lesotho, 
Dominican Republic, etc.). These targets should be set in 
consultation with VOCA so as to avoid duplication of efforts. 

VOCA should assign one of its regional representatives to: (1) 
act as liaison officer between VOCA and BARA; (2) coordinate 
activities between the two organizations; and ( 3 )  monitor 
program progress and financial processes. 



Volunteer 
Placements: PC/FTF Program objective was to identify placements, 

prepare scopes of work and provide some in-country 
logistic support for 50 volunteers during the first 
year of the program. 

VOCA agreed to identify, recruit and mobilize the 
above 50 volunteers requested by PC/FTF. 

Reporting: Quarterly progress and financial reports to AID. 

Project Personnel: Project supervisor (not funded by project ) : 
Phil Jones - Oct. 1987 to Feb. 1988 
Richard Record - Feb. 1988 to present 

FTF Program SpecialistlManager, Full-time position 
Lynne Lewis - Sept. 28, 1987 to July 8, 1988 
Ben Way - July 18, 1988 to present 

FTF Program Specialist/Assistant, Full-time position 
Maggie Forester - Oct. 12, 1987 to June 3, 1988 
Harrison Pettit - July 18, 1988 to present 

Analysis and Conclusions 

Contractural Agreement - The three-way agreement between AID/Food for 
Peace Office, Peace Corps and VOCA is awkward. Financially and 
administratively, Peace Corps reports to AID since the PASA binds on1 
Peace Corps and AID. Peace Corps' primary function is the 
identification of farmer to farmer projects and the submission to VO 
of scopes of work for each project; while VOCA has no supervisory 
responsibility or authority over PC/FTF Program activities. 

Dates of Agreement - The agreement between AID and Peace Corps is fo 
two years (September 1, 1987 to August 31, 1989), however, funding w 
committed only for the first year which ended Aug. 31, 1988. As of 
above date, PC/FTF Program had not submitted a proposal to AID/FVA/P 
for funding the second year of the program. 

Financial Status - Under the PASA, AID provided funds to Peace Corps 
totaling $194,700 for the first year of operations of the unit 
administering the farmer to farmer program. Costs of recruiting a 
fielding volunteers are to be covered by VOCA out of AID grant fun 
allocated for this purpose. The revised financial statement provid 
the evaluator by PC/FPF Program managezs indicates that projected 
expenditures through August 31, 1988 amounted to $93,493 (Exhibit 
which $53,936 were related to salaries and benefits. The unspent 
$101,206 had been allocated primarily to training, post expenses, an 
travel. 



EXHIBIT A 

THE FARHER-TO-FARHER BUDGET: 1988 
PASA: PURPOSE COO€ 34 

MWWT YEAR-TO-DATE 1 ST 2MD 3RD 4TH TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES OESCRfPTIOM BUDGETED N H M U L A T I M  EXP QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER QUARTER" REMAINING 
........................................................................................................................ ........................................................................................................................ 

SALARIES* S50,lOO %5,595 S10,811 $13,508 S10,W S10,412 %,SO5 
BEHEFITS S8,267 f8,341 $1,297 $3,289 $2,610 Sl,lL6 ($75 
TRAVEL/EVAL S30,000 S10,271 $1,671 S2,600 $6,000 S19,7z9 



Volunteer Placements - According to the terms of the PASA, the PC/FTF 
Program would place 50 volunteer farmers by the end of year one of the 
project (August 31, 1988). The accomplishments during the first year 
were: (1) placement of six volunteers of which five had completed their 
assignment by August 31, 1988; and (2) processing of 17 requests for 
assistance (in addition to the six completions mentioned above.) These 
17 requests are presently at various stages of processing by PC/FTF 
Program" staff with one having been forwarded to VOCA for volunteer 
identification, recruitment and mobilization. PC/FTF Program, 
therefore, fulfilled 12% of its proposed target for the first year of 
operation with expenditures totalling about 48% of the budget. 

It was difficult to ascertain the reasons for the low level of 
achievement of the program. The program specialists that managed the 
PC/FTF Program during most of the first year had left Peace Corps and 
very little evidence of the difficulties could be gathered from reports 
made available to the evaluator. Interviews with various individuals 
familiar with the program point to the following general problem areas: 

The goal af placing 50 volunteers during the first year and 50 
during the second year of operation was too optimistic. A more 
reasonable goal would have been 25 placements in year one and 
40 to 50 in year two. 

e The farmer to farmer program was not given sufficient 
visibility and importance within the Peace Corps structure. 
This resulted in low levels of acceptance of the program at 
headquarters and in the field. Although progress has been made 
in increasing the number of requests from a few countries, the 
overall program has very low priority. 

Ambiguous program definition and objectives coupled with 
project personnel turnover contributed significantly to the 
longer than expected start-up phase of the program. 
Bureaucracy and time-consuming procedures characteristic of 
agencies such as Peace Corps added significantly to the time 
projected for processing volunteer requests. 

The simultaneous availability of the Peace Corps Associate 
Volunteer Program detracted attention from the farmer to farmer 
program and created confusion among field staff and Peace Corps 
volunteers attempting to identify farmer to farmer volunteer 
placements. 

Reporting - Under the terms of the PASA, the PC/FTF Program should 
submit quarterly progress and financial reports to AID and a 10-month 
progress report. PC/FTF submitted three quarterly reports to AID 
between September 1, 1987 and August 31, 1988. The first report was 
submitted on February 12, 1987 for the four-month period between 
October 1, 1987 and January 31, 1988. A second quarterly report was 



submitted on April 15, 1988 and a third quarterly report on June 22, 
1988 covering the period of April to June 1988. 

The reports consist of a two-page narrative and a financial statement on 
the third page. The narrative part of the first two quarterly reports 
summarizes the inquiries or requests received. In fact, with the 
exception of a few paragraphs in the first page, the second quarterly 
report is the same as the first. The narrative section of the third 
quarterly report summarizes two completed and two on-going projects, but 
provides basically no information on future activities and/or status of 
requests. The financial information in this report has calculation 
errors and it is not clear as to which costs have been actually billed 
to the project (and to AID) and which are estimates and/or project.ions 
within the third and fourth quarters. The 10-month report was 
apparently changed to a year-end report; however, there is no written 
record of this change. 

It is the opinion of the evaluator that the quarterly reports did not 
meet the intended purpose. There is no mention in any of the reports of 
the difficulties the program was having or the impossibility to meet the 
goals. The third quarterly report should have addressed the problems 
and proposed corrective strategies for implementation during the fourth 
quarter. 

Volunteer Costs - For comparison purposes the volunteer and 
administrative costs are calculated below: 

Number of volunteers completing assignments = 6 
Number of volunteer days completed = 311 
Humber of days per volunteer assignment (311 i. 6) = 59 
Volunteer cost per volunteer day ($40,763 i287) = $142 
Administrative cost per volunteer day ($93,493 i 311) = $300 
Cost per volunteer assignment ($134, 256 + 6) = $22,376 

The volunteer cost includes all direct costs associated with the 
volunteer (including spouse if applicable) such as: (1) all 
international and domestic air travel; (2) lodging and meals; and (3) 
any expenditures incurred directly by the volunteer while on assignment. 
these costs are covered directly by VOCA under the existing agreement. 
The administrative cost includes all other not included in the volunteer 
cost such as administrative salaries, direct costs related to program 
administration and indirect costs (overhead) of the project implementing 
organization. 

A total of 287 volunteer days were completed as of mid-August 1988. The 
total will be 311 days by September 18, 1988 when the volunteer 
currently on assignment in Honduras returns* The number of volunteer 
days by country are given below. 



Paraguay 
Tunisia 
Cameroon 
Mali 
Benin 

Subtotal 

Bondu ras 
Total 

VOLUNTEEEt DAYS 

Recommendations 

The Peace CorpsIFarmer to Farmer Program should be continued. Although 
the program has had a slow akd difficult implementation, it has a unique 
combination of elements that is likely to have a high impact on 
beneficiary farmers. Among these elements are: (1) technical assistance 
needs are identified in the field within on-going projects; (2) Peace 
Corps volunteers act as counterparts who will oversee implementation of 
the recornmen, 3tfons after departure of the volunteer farmer; (3) Peace 
Corps volunteers can serve as translators and advisors on local 
agriculture and customs; and ( 4 )  Peace Corps can provide local 
logistical support if host organizations lacks resources. 

The following recommendations are made with the best interests of Peace 
Corps, AID and VOCA in mind and with the thought of improving the 
performance of the PC/FTF Program. 

AID/FVA/PVC should support operation of the PC/FTF Program for 
the second year of the two-year BASA; that is, from September 
1, 1988 through August 31, 1989. No additional financial 
support, beyond the $194,700 originally committed for the first 
year is recommended. The second-year budget of the program can 
be negotiated around the estimated $101,206 left-over funds 
from year one. Approximately $60,000 of the $101,206 can be 
allocated to salaries, while the remaining $41,205 can be used 
for travel and other program direct and indirect costs. 

The number of U.S. volunteer farmer placements by PC/FTF at t 
end of year two should be at least 50-- not 100 as indicated 
the PASA. That is, the PC/FTF Program would have to identify 
and process a minimum of 44 volunteers in the next 12 months. 
It is possible that this projection can be exceeded; however, 
this would not affect the PC/FTP budget as all volunteer costs 
are included in VOCAts budget. 

The $198,000 originally proposed by Peace Corps for the se 
year of the program should be assigned to VOCA for program 

- expansion. 
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0 Implementation of the first two recommendations above will not 
change the originally estimated administrative cost per 
volunteer-day for the PC/FTF Program. 

Future quarterly reports must include a section that discusses 
accomplishments as related to targets set for the particular 
quarter. 

Communications between PC/FTF Program, AID/FVA/PVC and VOCA 
must be strengthened. Soon after the PC/E'TF Program's second- 
year operation is approved, quarterly targets should be 
established jointly by PC, AID and VOCA. Quarterly meetings 
should be scheduled to determine status of requests and 
achievement of targets. Problezis encountered in achieving 
targets should be discussed ic these meeting and joint 
solutions sought. 

Target countries should be established for the PC/FTF Program. 
A maximum of 10 countries should be selected as targets for 4 
or 5 volunteer placements in each. The selection should be 
done jointly with VOCA officers and regional representatives so 
that there is no overlap or duplication of efforts. 

a An evaluation of PC/FTF Program should be conducted towards the 
end of the second year to determine the feasibility of 
continuing the program as presently designed and managed. 

Subgrantee's Future Funding and Prograuing 

Based on the conclusions drawn from the results of many activities 
conducted in the course of this evaluation, the following overall 
recommendations are set forth for VOCAts considerations: 

e VOCA should continue to support all participating subgrantee 
-- ACDI, BARA, FAVA/CA and WCRF -- until the current sub 
allocations are exhausted (December 31, 1988). 

0 Consideration should be given to funding BARA, FAVA/CA and 
WCRF's farmer to farmer programs on a long-term basis -- 
to five years -- with an initial financial commitment of t 
years. 

a A collaborative relationship should be established with AC 
for joint development and implementation of a VOCA farmer 
farmer program in the Philippines. 

AID/PVC should approve the continuation of Peace Corpst Fa - to Farmer Program for a second year with no additional fun 
and a reduction of total volunteer placements from 100 to 5 
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Communications between VOCA and subgrantees (and vice-versa) 
need to be improved. A retreat should be held in the not too 
distant future with all subgrantees, Peace Corps, AID/PVC and 
VOCA to discuss issues of importance such as: (1) VOCAts 
management, direction and philosophy; (2) future funding of 
VOCA and subgrantees; (3) farmer to farmer program definition; 
(4) program coordination between VOCA and subgrantees; (5) 
target regions and countries; ( 5 )  target populations to be 
assisted; and (7) many others. Yearly meetings should be held 
for all subgrantees, Peace Corps, AID/PVA and VOCA. 

VOCA should assign liaison bfficers to interact, monitor and 
coordinate activities between VOCA and each subgrantee. 





FARMER TO FARMER PROGRAM 

Host Organization Questionnaire 

(complete one for each project) 

A. Identification 

1. Name of Organization 

2. Location: Town/City Country 

3. Name of Interviewee Position 

4. Project 

5. Today's Date 

B. VOCA Processes 

1. How did you know about the VOCA volunteer farmer program? 

Voca Representative News Releases 
Word of Mouth Other ( S p s c i f y )  

2. Please tell us: 
- .  

a. About how close to your requested arrival time did the 
volunteer arrive? 

1 to 10 days 10 to 20 days 
30 to 50 days Other - Days 

b. Was the volunteer with you during the most appropriate 
time of the year for the assignment? - Yes - No 
Comments : 

c. Was the length of time the volunteer worked with your 
organization? 

too short about right too long 

Comments : 

d. In your opinion, how could the request to volunteer arrival 
be improved? 

- 

,.t # 



C. Local Arrangements: 

What difficulties. if any, did you have with the following 
arrangements? 

a. Meet at airport 
b. Lodging 
c. Transportation 
d. Orientation of the volunteer to the tasks 

- 

e. Meetings with farmers 

f. Seminars for farmers 

g. Activities for the spouse (if applicable) 

2 .  How did your organization pay the costs of working with the 
volunteer? 

D. Preparation of the Volunteer for the work. 

1. Please rate the following factors and comment if you feel 
helpful . 
a. Information about the country. 

Very Weak - Weak Fair Good Excellent 
Comments : 

b. Information on agriculture in your country. 

Very Weak - Weak Fair Good Excellent 
Comments : 

c. Orientation to the work to be done. 

- Very Weak Weak Fair Good Excellent 
Comments : 

d. Customs and cultural aspects of your people. 

- Very Weak Weak Fair Good Excellent 
Comments : 

w 

2. What suggestaono do you have to improve the preparation of the 
-volunteer for the work? 

E. Performance of t h e  Volunteer 

1. Please rate t h e  following aspects of t h e  performance of this 
volunteer in the work: 





3. Did the volunteer's work result in increases in income of the 
farmers? Yes No 
Was rhe estimatad increase about: 

1 to 10% 10 to 20% - 20 to 30% 
30 to 40% 40 to 50% 50 to 75% 
More (How much?) 

4. Did the volunteers work result in improvements in the agricultu 
environment such as: 

Soil Conservation Watershed Protec 
Pesticide/Herbicide proper use Othe 

Comments : 

5. Was there any non-monetary impact or benefit on the far 

Yes No Explain: 

6. Would the impact on the farmer have been the came if the 
volunteer had been of the opposite gender? Yes No 
Comments : .- 

7. What impact did the work of the volunteer have on your 
organization as a whole? 

I. Future Plans 

1. Have you made another request for a volunteer? - Yes - No 
Comments : 

2. Do you think your organization is likely to request another 
volunteer in the future? - Yes - No 
Comments : 

J. Other Program Information 

1. Did the spouse of the volunteer accompany him? - Yes - No 
What did she do? 

2. Is there a possibility that in the future a spouse could perforr 
some useful service? - Yes - No 
Comments : 

3 .  If VOCA suggested a woman as a volunteer, would your organizatic 
accept if she knew the technical subject and had the desired 
experience? - Yes No 

,n 



Comments : 

Is there anything else we have not discussed that you feel is 
important to understanding your organization and the work of the 
volunteer here? - Yes - No 
Comments : 

There has been a suggestion that some farmers from the host 
countries go to work with and learn from farmers in the United State 

1. What is your opinion of such a scheme? 

2. If such a program were approved, what should the farmers from 
here learn from those in the United States? 

Determiation of 9eed for Assistance 

1. Your organization asked VOCA to provide a volunteer to 
solve some farm problems. How was that problem or prob 
identified? 

a. What did farmers do or say? 

b. What did your organization do? 

c. Was anyone else or any othez organization involved i 
dekermining the need? - Yes - No 
(If Yes) Who or what organization? 

What did t h e y  do? 

2 .  If the identification process might sometimes be different than 
in this case, please explain how it might differ. 



FARMER-TO-FARMER PROGRAM 

Farmer Ques t ionna i re  

A. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

1. Name of volunteer  

2 .  P ro j ec t  a c t i v i t y  

3. Volunteer: worked wi th  farmer on farm? Yes- No- In meeting? Y e s  No- 

B.  Work with Farmer on Farm 

1. What d i d  the vo lun tee r  do w h ~ n  lie v i s i t e d  your farm? 

2.  What d id  you l e a r n  from t h e  v i s i t ?  

3. Are you doing anything d i f f e r e n t  now a s  a r e s u l t  of t h e  v i s i t ?  Y e s  No- 

What? 

4. What is your opinion of the work done by t h e  vo lun teer?  

C. Meetings o r  Seminars A t t e n d d  

1. What d i d  t h e  vo lun tee r  do i n  t h e  meeting (seminar) you a t tended? - 
/ ,' 

2 .  Did you learn anything new a t  t h e  meeting? Yes - No - What? 

3. What is your opinion about t h e  vo lun tee r ' s  work i n  t h e  meeting (seminar)? 

D. Comunicat ion with  t h e  Volunteer 

1. Have you had a l e t t e r  o r  o t h e r  con tac t  wi th  t h e  vo lun teer  s ince  he l e f t  t h e  

country? Y e s  NO- (Zf yes) What d i d  he say? 



- - 
a b o u t ?  

3. Have you heard any th ing  th rough  your o r g a n i z a t i o n  about  t h e  v c l u n t e e r ?  

Yes- No- What abou t?  

F u t u r e  Volun tee r s  

1. Do you t h i n k  your o r g a n i z a t i o n  shou ld  b r i n g  more v o l u n t e e r s ?  Yes- No- 

Comment 

2.  (If  yes )  How could  such  v o l u n t e e r s  h e l p  you? 

3.  How cou ld  t h e  farmer-to-farmer program improve? 

F. Is t h e r e  any th ing  e l s e  you want t o  s a y  about  t h e  v o l u n t e e r  o r  t h e  i d e a  of br ing-  

Lng US fa rmers  h e r e  t o  help? Y e s  No- Comments 

. , 

G .  There  havebeen some s u g g e s t i o n s  t h a t  f a rmers  from h e r e  should a l s o  be a b l e  t o  go 

t o  t h e  United States t o  work with f a r m e r s  t h e r e ?  

1. What is your  op in ion  .of such  a scheme? 

2, If t h a t  t y p e  of program were s t a r t e d ,  w h a t  would you like t o  learn on a  farm 

in t h e  Untied S t a t e s ?  

H. Did the  work of the volunteer  r e s u l t  i n  an increase  in your income? no y e s  - 
I f  yes ,  by how much (percentage)?  - 5- 10% - 10-20% - 20-30% - 30-402 

- 40-502 - 50-75% - 75-100% - m o r e %  



FARMER-TO-FARMER PROGRAM 

VOLUNTEER QUESTIONNAIRE 

Name of Volunteer: 

Country of Assignment: - 
Title of Assignment: 

Today's Date: 

I 1. How did you first hear about VOCA? 

- Directly from VQCA - Word of Mouth 
- News Article - Other 

2. How were you recruited for your assignment? 

- Directly by VOCA 
- Throuqh other organization (name) 

3 .  Is this your first, second, third assi 
with VOCA? 

. . 
4. Rate the overall orientation you received from VOCA f 

this assignment. 

- Inadequate - Fair - Good - Excellent 
5. How well did VOCA prepare you for ehe following: 

/ f 

a. Information on the country: 

Comments : 

b. Information on agriculture: 
- 
Comments: 

y o u r  w o r k :  
Very Weak - 



d. Information specific to your assignment: 
Very Weak - Weak Fzir Good Excellent 

Comments : 

a. In your opinion. how could VOCA improve the orientation? 

6 .  Please tell us how well your skills matched those needed 
for the assignment: Very Well Fair - Not At All 
Comments : 

7. No one can ever do everything that needs to be done, but in 
general, was the time you spent in the country* 

Too Short Adequate Too Long 

Comments : 

8. Was the time of year you went the right time for the work 
you were to do? Yes No Comments: 

9. How would you rate the travel arrangements VOCA made for you? 

a. Hotel Accomodations: 
- Very Weak Weak Fair Good Excellent 

b. Plane Tickets: 
Very Weak - Weak Fair Good Excellent 
ff 

c. Vfsa/Passpsrt: 
Very Weak - Weak Fair Good Excellent 

Comments : 

10. Cooperation from the host organization--please rate and 
comment on the following aspects of cooperation: 

a. ' Information needed for the work: 
Very Weak - Weak Fair Good Excellent 

Comments : 



b. Understanding o f v o l u n t e e r ' s  assignment: - Very Weak Weak Fain Good Excellent 

CommenZs : 

c. Translation services: 

- Very Weak Weak Fair Good Excellent 

Comments : 

d. Lodging: 

- Very Weak Weak Fais Good Excellent 

Comments : 

e. Transpartation: 

- Very Weak 
Comments : 

11. Project Impacts - -  please rate the following: 
a. What did the farmers learn as a result of your work? 

What did the hcst organization learn from your assignment? 

What did you learn from this assignment? 

Did your recommendation result in any benefit to 
environment? 

- Soil Conservation Watershed Protection 
-- Pesticide/Herbicide appropriate use 

Comments : 



e. Estimate the impact your assignment had on tho farmers' 
inzome. 

1 to 10% increase - 10 - 2 0 %  increase - 20 - 30% increase - 30 - 40% increase - Other (how much) 
Comments : - 

What otht 
farmers c 

Do 
had 

If 
ass 

How many farmers benefited from your assignment? 

How many women (farmers or otherwise) do you estimate 
benefited from your assignment? 

you believe that the gender (male/female) of the volunteer 
any efPect cn the impact of the assignment? Yes N o ;  

the volunteer had been of the opposite gender, would the 
ignment have had - less, eequal or qreater impact 
the farmerr' 

a. Have you received any letters or other communications fr 
the host organizataon or the farmers? Yea- No- 

Comments : 

b. Have you written or otherwise contacted the host organization 
or any of the farmers? Yes No- 

Comments : 

14. Possible Future Activities 

a. If you had the opportunity, would you like to volunteer 
again? Yes - No , Pernaps 

To the same organization: Yes - No Perhaps 
To the same country? Yes - No - Perhaps 
Comments : 

- 



b. There is a proposal under consideration t o  bring some farm 
from t h e  country here to work w i t h  U.S. farmers. 
What is your opinion about such a proposal? 

. 5 .  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  o f  S p o u s e  

a .  Please briefly d e s c r i b e  a n y  p r o j e c t  r e l a t e d  o r  othe 
d e v e l a p m e n t  a c t i v i t i e s  y o u r  s p o u s e  w a s  a b l e  to d o  
( i f  a p p l i c a b l e . )  

Q What s u g g e s t i o n s  d o  you h a v e  f o r  deve lopment  a c t i v i t i  
i n  rhe program?  

6 .  I s  t h e r e  a n y  o t h e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  VOCA, t h e  h o s t  o r g  
t h e  farmers, o r  v o l u n t e e r s  t h a t   yo^ t h i n k  would b e  u s e  
t h e  p rogram?  





LIST OF CONTACTS 

Lewis H. Therton, Manager 
Agoindustria Boliviana Ltda. (AIBOL) 
Casilla 586 
Sucre, Bolivia 
Tele: 21504 

Ing. Ivan Valda Del Castillo, Manager 
Csrdech - Pi1 Sucre 
Casilla 465 
Sucre, Bolivia 
Tele: 22354, 22795 

Ariel Aviles Lavadenz, Technical Manager (Ing. Agronomo) 
Camara Agropecuaria de Chuquisaca 
Office - Espaiia 66 
Home - El Rollo (Tele: 32775) 
Sucre, Bolivia 
Tele: 24275 (office) 

Alberto Rodriguez Forest, General Manager 
Camara Agropecuaria de Chuquisaca 
Office - Expafia 66 
Home: La Paz 401 (Tele: 23074) 
Sucre, Bolivia 
Office tele: 24275 

Rafael Vera V. (Ingeniero Agronomo M.Sc.) 
Especialista en Estadistica y Desarrollo Rural 

Casilla 616 
Home: Suipacha 232 (Tele: 49819, 49244) 
Cochabamba, Bolivia 
Office tele: 47594, 47468, 43561 

Mario Justiniano A., President 
Asociacion Departamental de Productores de Leche (ADEPLE) 
Bolivar 557 
Casilla 3877 
Santa Cruz, Bolivia 
Home tele: 37738 
Office tele: 26337, 29761 

Isaac Nuiiez Hurtado 
Ingavi 64 
Casilla 579 
Santa Cruz, Bolivia 
Tele: 24398, 21713 

Dr. Freedy Startary B., Jefe Dpto. Technico 
Asociacion Departamental de Avicultores 
Casilla 1133 
Santa Cruz, Bolivia 
TeLe: 34807, 40765 



Willy Soria Arze, President 
Asociacion Departamental de Avicultores, Cochabamba 
Av. Blanco Galindo Km 6 1/2 
Casilla 2153 
Cachabamba, Bolivia 
Tele: 41176, 40777 
Telex 6365 ADAC BV 

Asociacion Boiiviana de Criadores De Cebu (ASOCEBU) 
Jose Juis Seroni, President 
Santa Cruz, Bolivia 
Tele: 37169 

John J. Tesar, Jr. 
Especialista en Proceso de Embutidos de Carne 
Fabrica de Embutidos El Marranito 
La Ceiba, Honduras 

Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative Assistance (VOCA) 
Suite 1075 
50 F Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20001 
Tele: (202) 626-8750 
Telex: 6974812 VOCA 

USAID/Bolivia 
Darrell L. McIntyre, Agriculture and Rural Development 
Jorge Calvo, Agriculture and Rural Development 

Jose Grossberger 
Owner/manager, Turkey Production Farm 
Cocahabamba, Bolivia 

Sr. Rojas, President 
Asociacion Departamental de Avicultura 
Santa Cruz, Bolivia 

Asociacion Departamental de Productores de Leche (ADPLE) 
Dr. Andres Parra 
Fed. de Veterinaria y Zootecnia, UGRM 
Santa Cruz, Bolivia 
Casilla 702 
Tele: 43776 

APESARA 
Sergio Mercado, President 
Moises Hurtado, Secretary 
Arsenio Cardenas, Treasurer 
Saul Aguilesa, Member 
Luis Saavedra, Member 
Fernando Moreno, Member 
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USAID/Philippines 
Kenneth A. Prussner, Chief, Office of Rural and 
Agricultural Development 

16th Floor 
Ramon Magsaysay Center Bldg. 
168C Roxas Blvd. 
Manila, Philippines 
Tele: 521-71-16 

Ext. 2658/2497 
521-52-26 

Charles R. Rheingans, Rural Development Division 
Tele: 521-71-16 

Ext. 2408, 2497 
521-52-26 

Antonia A. Arcellana, Regional Program Director 
Agricultural Cooperative Development International 
CUP Building, 2nd Floor 
Don A. Roces Avenue Cor. 
Mother Ignacia Street 
Quezon City, Metro Manila 
Philippines 
Tele: 97-45-88 
Telsx: 64338 ETPIQC PN (ATTh: ACDI/ASPAC) 

Abelardo S. Velete, Manager 
Cooperative Rural Bank of Iloilo, Inc. 
Bonifacio Drive 
Iloilo City, Philippines 
Tele: 79097 
Home tele: 79003 

May Teresita Ramirez, Senior Training Officer 
Philippine Business for Social Progress 
Center for Rural Technology Development (CRTD) 
Bo. San Isidro 
Calauan, Laguna 
Philippines 
Tele: 498242 

Melinda B. Aricaya, Regional Manager 
Western Visayas Federation of Area Marketing Cooperatives 
CISP Region 6 
Diolosa Building 
Bonifacio Drive 
Iloilo City, Philippines 
Tele: 79431 



Ernesto D. Garilao, Executive Director 
Philippine Business for Social Progress 
3/F Philippine Social Development Centre 
P.O. Box 3839, Manila 
Magallanes C Q ~ .  Real Street 
Intramuros, Manila 
Philippines 
Tele: 49-82-42, 49-82-23, 49-93-55 

Cornelio L. Villareal, Jr. 
CAPIZ Foundation 
529 Rochester Street 
Greenhills, Mandaluyong 
Manila, Philippines 
Tele: 78-14-71, 70-42-02 

Sinforoso Z. Bufiol, Sr., Chairman 
IST Iloil~ Area Marketing Coop., Inc. 
Main office: Sta. Barbara, Iloilo 
Branch office: La Salete Bldg. 

Valeria-Solis Sts. 
Iloilo City, Philippines 
Tele: 7-02-55 

Director: FARMCOOP-WV (Tele: 7-94-31) 

Leo A. Dolloso, Manager 
Cooperative Rural Bank of Occidental Negros, Inc. 
Ponce Plaza Building 
Araneta S t .  
Singcang, Bacolod Ciry, Philippines 
Tele: 8-13-71, 2-69-67 

Franklin B. Aglibut, PR.D., Director 
Dairy Training and Research Institute 
UPLB, College 
Laguna, Philippines 3720 
Tele: 2201, 2202, 3300 

Wayne Buffaker, Farmer to Farmer Volunteer - Farm Organization 
Agricultural Cooperative Development International 
CUP Building, Roces Avenue, corner Mo. Ignacia St. 
Quezon City, Manila 
Philippines 
Tele: 967-534, 991-073 
U.S. address: P.O. Box 1266 

Tahoka, TX 79373 
Tele: (806) 998-4917 

(806) 998-5170 



Albert W. Bolay, Famei to Farmer Volunteer - Grains 
Classification and Handling Specialist 

Agricultural Cooperative Development International 
CUP Bldg., Roces Avenue, Mo. Ignacia St. 
Quezon City, Manila 
Philippines 
Tele: 967-534, 991-073 
U.S. address: 39 Bishop Creek Drive 

Safety Harbor, FL 34695 
Tele: (813) 725-4428 

Peace Corps 
Richard Record, Project Supervisor 
Ben Way, Program Specialist/Manager 
Harrison Pettit, Program Specialist/Assistant 

Bureau of Applied Research in Anthropology (BARA) 
Timothy T . Finan, Associate Director 
University of Arizona 
Anthropology Bldg., Room 316 
Tucson, Arizona 85721 
Tele: (602) 621-6282 

Amir I. Ajami, Adjunct Associate Professor 
LAPIS Training Coordinator 
1520 E. Mabel S t .  
Tucson, Arizona 85719 
Tele: (602) 621-1199 
Telex: 910-1202 UACIDTUC 

Agricultural Cooperative Development International (ACDI) 
50 F. Street, Suite 900 
Washington, D.C. 28001 
Tele: (202) 638-4661 
Telex: 160923 FAX: 202-626-8718 
Cable: AGCODEV, Washington, D.C. CARINET: ACDI or 2298 
Andrew K. Simpson, Project Assistant, Farmer to Farmer Program 
B. Umech Mally, Director, Office of Global Programs 

World Christian Relief Fund (WCRF) 
Jay Lawhon, President 
Bill Gregory, Secretary Treasurer 
P.O. Box 1013 
YcCrory, Arkansas 72101 
Tele: (531) 731-2529 

The Florida Association of Volunteer Agencies for 
Caribbean Action (FAVA/CA) 

1311 Executive Center Drive, Suite 118 
Tallahassee, FL 32301 
Tele: (904) 877-4705 
Telex: 564436 COMMARS UD 
David A. Pasquarelli, Executive Director 
David Schmeling, Ph.D., Associate Director 





ADDENDUM 1 

rrP Volmteer rrachnq u of 8129188t 

Total Aa8iqmmu CarpAerd: 14 Total V o l t l t w n  to R a p n r r  14 
Total V o l u a ~ u r  m Field r 4 Totrl P o l r a w  to mt: 1-4 
Total Ra]cctnl Valmtnr Ammu: 33-36 (32 in pnat propwail 

Bill Kilby f u ~  volmtrrr rrruting p m h c m ~  m eha Wtr aaqioo 1129-319 
- 795 Fin- told i n t b r u e u o f  rflliaqpmrmcs, l a l u l a u t n t i o a r a d f d h ~  ( 4 l b ~ )  
ColU8, l!D 21917 wtbodr, a ~ ~ i  dirurr p ~ ~ ~ l l  md tnrtsmt, and f u r  
(301) 658-6186 WU)(IIBlf* 

Cl- Llefq Dairy F v r u  V o l u n w  tu r b o r ~ )  1129-3f 9 
P. 0. BOX 183 CU dam) 
Pwlck, Iowa 50577 
(5151 824-3649 

Cram Dm f u l a  Voloatmr fu above, 1129,3/9 
0. 11UO Tow Pd. (41 & p b  
Yabrlao, YI 53594 
(4141 478-3812 

&oros da la Vqr 'Imptabla fula Volmtar to uwt r a h W  individual U284/5 
P.O. Box 2118 ~ ~ f u u & n t & D e l t a ~ ~ u t u r p e m p n r t r  (9 &ys) 

CI 92231 -tim8 in tho urr of prtblogl, irriqatm, land 
(6U1 351-1469 (!I P n P r r a *  fsrtfUur r~wqr  Pt v* 
(6191 357-3143 (11 W t o ~ e u Q d o r t o r m m o u l l l r r v r m f a a U y .  

Dr. !Imid Yo~np lIortidturai A ~ t l 0 a c i d 0 ~ 0 1  fruit# rad V@gQtable F a m r  3lU-515 
Portr 2, Box 237 B V o l ~ w  to  mda urrrtrrcr ta fruit gtorar r9 thr Delta (39 brp) 
Gmmile, fL  32331 b@on on fertUzu ~ w y ,  irnqatloa, psr~~idr le l lv lu l  WJI 
(901) 948-0311 radtrmcrrr. 



Joa laduhalt 
1382 vista Vexde Dr. 
Holttille, CA 92280 
(619) 356-1604 

Vagrubie F u # r  iioluutaa dam reap of mtt u dr Ir hqr) 4llESI13 
ritb P u f a  and h m s .  (32 &v) 

Bw Parker Vagrublr F u n r  Voluatnr (smb rcopr of tork u da k Vaqr) 41l2-5113 
Rt. 1, Box 720 with llurir and Anduholt. (32 drp) 
bnin, CA 93203 
(805) 854-2635 (El  
(8051 845-1136 (U) 

Shrasoa Uutra 
Bt. 2. Box 560 
marsfield. CA 93307 
(805) 858-2871 

O c g r u b l m  F~trsr Volmtmr (MW 8- of wort u de l a  Vqr)  4112-5/13 
ritb Pbu and Andubit. (32 dry) 

J u w  O L ~ l e n  V ~ a r i u  hu't Volmtm to CoadPet lWrl Ihrd Wltb C lJwJt First U t z  
Pt .  3, Bas 768 Swiun u thr amma of &rtSti~ pramam and tfufm~t, 612-7131 (60 dry) 
Mais, AL 35673 buicf hracldgr of feaibq dairy oWle rad buic b m d i n q  M A8siqmmt: 
( 205) 350-3204 tachiquu i n  tha Wta PIpioa with S o r u  JobPwo. an-918 t b ~  by) 

- 

SP~U JO~MOII V-~DUI~  w t  voi- to coadrc~ ifud IWL~ c naqt ~iflb ~ l l l ' c ; ~ t t  
(Wife of Dimw~~Sur  u W (U a) with JUT D m *  6/1-7131 (60 &-) 

sawmi hiqmats 
8/1-8131. (30 day) 

Dan Poawt Fruit fa- Yolmtear to urrst in citra8 prodoarr ~8 thr r i a  virit:  
ClISonf Californzr, Inc. in a8 Deltr Re#- tn th. uur of farm -. disaam 6/3-6130 
4300 Ettinp 16. comtmi, fertilizer wqm urd p u t  lurqrrt nth luu tfwsr. (3 day81 
Ollrud, CA 93033-5998 
(809  408-4528 (91 Follor-rp of r.lrctrd f a r ~  to pmxdo a t a m  during burrrt Fo1lau-a~ Viait: 
(885) 481-5273 (El in the urrr of hrrnnfaq rrthddr, orfvl ptocruuq and 10120-1119 

& a f~ll-1 ria luU tir#rr rod p b t  wtholqut. (21 d a ~ )  

Luu tiwar Fnit Fmer klunuor t u w  s c q ~  of work u Timom) rith F i n t  Visit: 
S i l l i t 8  mwa Luu tiwar. 6/2-6130 
0.0. BOX 428 (a srpr 
Ilrritr, CI 93203 F o l l o r l p  of relatad fuu (ran mapa of wrk u T i m m u b  Folloptp Visit: 
(803) 327-9345 (PI w i t h  D o n  Panr r '  rad plant patbologirt. 10120-11/12 
(LH15) 366-2600 ( H I  (24 day) 

L6stm Kocarrrct Dairy Farmer Volpntaer to pmvide follor-ap of individual 8112-9/16 
339 krri! kin  St.  p r o d # m  lad to coadrct in the Wta O q i a a  i n  n u t r ~ t i o n  (36 drw) 
BrilPioa. MI -54: 10 ad feeding, r u t i t i s  prernt ioo and tre8-t. bulc bred* 
(114) 756-2974 t-~udfa-.1;tbltUlltLlm. 



Kaanrth Wfct Baiq F a m r  Volunteer (saw r q  of wtt u Wocoaru) 8/12-9116 
RR 1, Box 191 r i t b  Larut Kocwnt. (36 dayr) 
V t n h m ,  rP 65079 
t 802) 257-7751 

Claude Shuitr F r u i t  FUWP Volunteer to UIU~ p p e  p m d m  tn the Dalb 8/26-9130 
5643 E. Vararly Lane Pagioa in past hureat hudltng~procsulaq, d i r u u l i a m e t  (36 dap) 
F-, CA 93727 coavol and f u r  aamtpmt with R a t l a  liicg. 
(2091 255-0371 

- 

H W n  Kriq Fruit F l m t  Volunteer bur rcqm of mrk u Shultr) rrth 8/26-9130 
2069 South h a r d  Clapdr Shultr , (36 day8) 
Sanqer, CA 93657 
(2091 268-2814 

Edqar Altun 
P.O. Box 23 
S m t  Ilorr, R 77987 
(512) 293-5351 

0- Rodoction and Vqetrble G l t d v  Volunteer to  urut 9115-10118 
prodrxur M the Delta Ptgrotn with Alina Jones. Spac3ic (34 days) 
8 a p  of work fortbcomlag. 

Allm Joau 
413 C a l l m y  St. 
Ikrtg#y, AL 36107 
(20s) 263-4609 

- -- - 

P m k U o a  ad Vegetable Gudclung Volmtwr with 9/15-10IlfJ 
Iltru. Specific r v  of work forthC#ibq. tar dry) 

-- - - - 

Bukn Bartell 
1500 Coffee Road 
&turfiald, CA 93308 
( 805 I 509-3369 

John Yctrel 
100 A Ken- Avr. 
ifoadlrad, CA 95695 
(9161 649-1493 ( H I  
1916) 662-7548 ( V )  

- -- -- - 

Vagrtlele F m  Voluakar to  conduct follarrap oa flutis/ 9115-10110 
Pukrr/hhrholt r i a i t  during ttmato hamest in the arm of (34 dayo) 
paat h a m  bandlinq m d  p m r i a q  and dirarrs/pest control 
r i t b  John Wctrai. 

V w l e  Funr Volunteer ( s u e  stop of .art u Ikr tel l )  ritb 9115-10/18 
aoka Butall. (34 dry) 

Clinton Bolton D a m  Purar Volunteer to u u t  p r o d m  i n  the 10121-11123 
1802 0. Drive South hltr Ergim with Allm h l .  Sprelfic rcopr of wrt (34 dap) 
Eut Leroy, llichgan 49051 f orthc01q - 
( 161) 979-2483 



Allrn C. Barl 
lSU4 Pwt Broadway Ed. 

D a m  Farm: V o l m t m ~  to mut ptodpun la  the 10121-11123 
Qelta Eqion w i t h '  Clinton Boltoa. Spacific m x p  of wr& (34 day81 

-- C 

Seth md k t t y  Bradrtmt Potato F u r u  Voluatmr8 to urut pout0 producu8 10121-11/23 
P.O. Box 247 Libby Bill in th8 k l t a  R-oa durlaq plmtmq ruroa. Sprcrfic clcapr of (34 day) 
Narpon, maim 04953 ratt fortbcaunq. (34 dry) 
(201) 368-5661 

Jack a d  Betty Allrd 
B t .  2, Box 2486 
B u r i t ? ,  i d a h  83318 
(208) 678-0050 

- - - -  -- - 

Potato F u r u  Volmtnrr  t o  smut potato prodocm 
in the Delta Ragion during planting rurer. 

- 

10121-ill23 
(34 day) 
(34 &78b 

To k reemited PPmt Patb010qmt Volmteu 11th PomarlTiuau. scw8 10121-11/23 
of TO* fortlrcouag. (34 dry) 

cam txat m roitmtrrv m w  u of ~129188. 

T o w  lluigarvu Colpletad: 7 Total Volpotmm to 2 
TOW Pol~ntnrr in Field : 4 Total Volmtnr# to Plcroit: 7-10 
Total Projected 00luaf.u hipanu: 23 (20 fa g ~ t  -1) 

Jim m a n  S t m m  and Vegaabla produelon rad llutmting Volpauv 2/6-2128 
Swraton &rrl Purr to uurt thr staff md funt wkrl of COOP6PESI. 9.1. (23 &yal 
P.O. Box 308 prod9ctlon. pachaq for ftcrb md f r o u r  mrkau. the method8 of 
Davmprt, CA 95017 UWmcUoo, pachwl, rhpplog md m u h t i w .  
(400)426-9611 

tlrtktt A u w r  Cwpemtlre and C r e d i t  Volume81 to mast OUSBUC lad nrkr 4i4-5i4 
Cal C4uul coopatrtfma m uarmt, mritinq bumirrrr plans, f o r m l r t u g  (31 day) 
5 Eut Gabdra St. ,  Suit8 218 lara pmpads,  rdinirturag aobcrrditr to wda f u v n  and 
Sal lnu,  CA 93902 con- with O.S. b u v  for rpocafic coopvturar 
(4W) 757-8545 ( 8 )  rstb uport 8arkmting problru. 
(400) 424-1099 ( 9 )  

Obdulir llernradez Coopmurr md Aecoontiaq Volmtru to u u t  tint Virit: 
59 krua Yay COOFEUIFOUIIA n t h  W w p i n g ,  maqaat rad 1/25-5126 
S1Usu, CA 93906 accauatlaq. (32 day81 
(408) 443-5640 

P~~~ rad l lampamt T r a i ~ i q  S p u U t  Retarn Vizit: 
to urut COOPEFPW fa a l l  up.cu of lmokkrrpln9, 715-114 
8ampaat lad rcum8thq. (31 day) 



Frank Oliver Frozen s tnvkrry  Volunteer to train COOPEmt3A r W f  i n  715-814 
161 1 l l i lu  Lne q u A i t y  control., p a h g ,  P~OCWUMJ, and f-uq WW (31 &ym, 
Vatraariile, CA 95077 sprcific for ttrrrbemsr qolag to the B.S. market. 
(400) 728-0969 (HI 
(408) 724-6331 ( Y )  

Igmcro Dorupez Futllfier md Puucrde &lampeat Volunteer to  urut 7/31-6125 
7709 Eut  Paul Street FEDEGOOP coffee a o p u a u r m  and producers lg the am of (26 d r y )  
(209) 298-2741 (H) rgmcfirnical wgr. 
(209) 445-5401 (0)  

21) R u r i y a  
bmmicm frienb Serolce Cornittee 
P.O. Box 1259 
Stockton, CA 95201 
(2091 465-4265 ( Y  1 

Diup Celu 
P.O. Box 1259 
Stocttoa, CA 95201 
(209) 674-3636 

-- 

Put llurrqrrat md Vetpubla Production Voluriuu to mut 7131-6/25 
CWPECUYOTE rerkn in tha praductioa, paclrtnq, port-hurclt (26 &,r) . 
handiinq and ruketlnq of vcgrtabit crow. 

Broccoli aad CIPllfloru ROdoctfon and &tMinq Voluptmr 818-9123 
to umut  COOPAGPIU f u n t  nrkn e l r u t ,  indiriduai (47 &pi 
prabltu cad give advice an produman method& patting, port- 
h u r s r t  md marketing rloaq ritb Peter Cab8~tog. 

kta Cabmyog 
11665 Californu St. 
Cutrrrille, CA 95012 
(408) 633-4125 

-- -- - - 

Bur md Yifl~u Clarke H q  h d c t l o u  md lkrtetmq V o l ~ ~ ~ t w r  to urut COOPEMPI 8122-9/19 
19 Part South Ave. r a f t  and nabam in breading, q u a l i t 7  wetmi, bottling ad (29 d a p )  
Canma, PA ln24 rtasrge of ptodPEU In rddition to r t w w  the local honey (29 dip) 
(717) 673-8619 rattet md qiriag advim in thir subject. 

!,uq and Ingrld Caraun Put fla~qment Voluteara. Scopr of work forthcounq. Octobar 
P.O. Box 480s 
Fntao, CA 93744 
(209) 264-5266 

l o  k reerulud Ommaul Plut Ilutntinq Voluuw to umiat COOPEIDIA i n  Saptakt/Octobu 
prodpctlon, e, rarhtiac) a d  expomnp. 

To be recruxted Ommtrl Plant Cooperative hmpnrit OoloaUu to urut SaptrbrrtOctokr 
C O O m  bl ptodoctt~n, bodrtlrpm ad 8 ~ - t  

Kietb Sr~nqar f loit  Orchud Field Volunurr to urut t m  rqnmowu UI Sm 9129-10/28 

P.O. Box 32 Wcos de Turazu prande urutrncr to apple t a m  rrth (30 Lye) 

P d e y ,  CA 93654 producuoa rcthadr. 
(209) 638-2169 



J .  Link Leavens fruit hchud Field Volunteer to wut too rgronaut i n  San October 
51% Mrath St. dr Trmzu pmrrde 8uautaam to rlrrudo farnr8 with 
Ventm,  CA 93003 ptodpCUoa 8atW8. 
(805) 656-1568 

To k r m i t t d  Rut Praductron Spacxrlirt to sort 81th nut fa- of Octoba 
FEDECOOP in production techques. 

To be r e m u t e d  Oaftl Rodwtion Specialist to work w i t h  COOPECOW1W) on Octokr/k.rrks 
ptaduction retbodr, paw and rasketinp. 

Cecrl Bonzo Vegetable F u w  Volunteer. Scope of rort forthcow. October 
718 P. Briqgs 
[Athrop, CA 95330 
(209) 982-1737 

PBILrPPlllffir FIF Volunteer Yraclunq UI of 8/29/88: 

Total Aariqrurau Completed: 4 Total Volontrur to Ptogru: 5 
Total Volwteen in  Field : 1 Total V o l ~ k u r  to Recruit: 4 
T o l l  Projected Boloatw brriqmeats: 10 (10 i n  grrnt propsai l  

Jack E. Ptoctar 
709 Vin* K Lam 
Hul+lar, KS 67110 
(316) m-iste (1) 
(316) 263-2929 ( Y )  

Iluup#.t Infomuon Sytasa Volunteer to urut the 
RPrl ikrlr of Occidaatrl kqrm (COPWnl duipn, W l  
ad w r q o  r HIS to eosrdinata the participation of r c l k r  
caaputtirccr in the rrnh.m Philippm i r h d  of lcgrou 
rndmtrl.  

Dam1 L. Baker Finucul &nrqrrat Volmacrr to urut COPbOl i n  rccooming 7/13-8122 
703 Solath Daupbtaq project funds, in fonwrtinp financial flora and ewurtnq the (40 drp) 
Douqlu, Ceoqrr 31533 md timall relur. of fund8 to puticiplfinq cuoperatiru la 
(912) 384-1369 (R) Boqm Occidantrl. 
(912) 384-1215 (PI 

A l k r r  Bola7 Gnim C l u r ~ f i u t i o a  md u a ~ ~ ~ i n g  Volunteer to urut 7113-8/ 22 
39 Birbop Creek Drive m k  umps rtuduira  md apply r gninr c l u r l t i a t i o n  (40 day#) 
Srfetv IIuhr, FL 3469s a 8- b d h q  qrta ia kgror Oceihta l .  
(8131 725-4428 

Vape Hubfaker F ~ B U  0qimmtio11 Vo1~11tau to  ua i s t  project aaarqmat 7/13-8122 
P.O. Box 1266 grow to develop the upabilitiu of the ptolact extenmron (40 drp)  
f ~ o h ,  n 79373 patronad to w t i n t e  individual f a m r r  and the rtaff of 
(8131 998-4917 (HI inrolved coopratarea i n  effectxvs project put?cipruoa In 
(8061 998-5170 (1) Ikqroes OccddeaUi. 



Villia &ntz& Cwptrat~ve/FinanctII E ~ a q c r a n t  Volunteer to a s r u t  the 8/25-10/3 
1114 kadorbrwk Omtern V b a y u  Fedmeifon of Area Uartttlng Cwpcntiru (40 days) 
Iolr, Kanru 66749 in Il iolo City. 
(316) 365-7400 IH) . . . 
(3161 460-2555 ( 9 )  

Am lmtrong Coopratlve Business Oavrlopwnt Volunteer to rsrut October 
5529 A F r e t u a  Court the Eationrl S u q u  PcfPninp Co. Lployeea Credit Coaperative 
t a w  C f t ~ ,  Kuuu 66102 Iliolo City. 
(913) 287-0302 (8) 

. (9131 885-2372 (01 

to be remated four pemona to develop a p r t - f e u l b i l i t ~  study for October 
finaaclnq a f m  emperatire corn rtoraqa c c a p i u .  

Cm (Funded a t  ACDI erpcnee. Bot p u t  of Rf p r o p a l . )  

Suaner Struren Agricultural kport O o l u a ~  t o  usut Agricultnnl Sept/Oct 
Food Plant Cnqiaearing Inc. Bank of C h h  deternine products to uport and to detmme 
l a h a ,  Yazhingroo the proctsrlnq and packing for ehcu produ&. rollor- 
(509) 248-5530 on to V O C l  wrgaraat to Pakistan. 

0 


