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1. Background
      

The departing point for the relationship between IAF and the Fundación Restrepo Barco (FRB), which evolved to become CO-476, was twofold. 

On the one hand, there was the previous IAF experience in Colombia in jointly financing and managing partnership funds aimed at promoting grassroots association projects. Since the mid-eighties, the IAF and the Fundación para la Educación Superior (FES), a traditional and strong Colombian NGO at the time, had been working together all over Colombia. Although the IAF also worked directly with final beneficiaries, a 50% association with a solid local NGO seemed to be a promising path to reach far away locations and to benefit smaller grassroots associations.

On the other hand, operating nationally in conjunction with FES seems to have indicated both to the IAF and to the FES itself that it would be a more efficient strategy to evolve towards a regional approach. The IAF in-country service suggested it to IAF headquarters in Washington.
 Thus, the FRB proposal submitted to the IAF in 1994 was one way of applying the partnership funding model that the IAF had already tested in Colombia, on a more limited spatial scale: the Atlantic Region. 

The FRB proposal presented to the IAF was, in essence, a “domestic” solution. As a matter of fact, FES had close links with FRB: at the time the FRB proposal was submitted to the IAF, FES was the legal representative for FRB.
 FES was later closed as a result of a financial crisis, but FRB is still perceived by those in the Colombian third sector as being an offspring of FES.  

Both the partnership and the regional specialization make sense. They seem sensible ways to benefit from local experience, to make logistics easier and to get more out of scarce human, technical and financial resources. Also, the choice of the Atlantic Region seems justified: encompassing 11% of the Colombian territory and 21.4% of its population,
 it remains the poorest region in Colombia, where illiteracy and unemployment rates are highest. Surprisingly, it is the one region where grassroots movements have been traditionally more active. The great number of local neighborhood, professional, cultural and social associations, both formal and informal, is explained by many as a result of the struggle for land within the agrarian reform. Others argue that the absence of government action has led people to organize themselves. Others still refer to the political violence, although this phenomenon has plagued Colombia as a whole. Whatever the explanation is, the large number of associations and the network formed by the collaboration among them seem to be a special regional characteristic. Solely in the Municipality of Sincelejo, 350,000 inhabitants, there are around 1,500 active associations registered in the local Chamber of Commerce. As a matter of fact, many more are active in the municipality and in the province, since their operations often cross local boundaries.  
2. From the Proposal to the Agreement

The IAF’s in-country service in Colombia, EVALUAR, had already had experience with several partnership funds. The preliminary contacts between FRB and Fernando Gonzalez, from EVALUAR, provided the basis for the FRB proposal be submitted to the IAF in October 1994. The 55-page document plus annexes, which describes FRB history and operational experience, as well as informing its financial status, proposes guidelines to set up the fund:

a) The fund is to be formed by a US$ 100,000 contribution from each one of the two partners, thus a total of US$ 200,000.  

b) The fund will last for three years, during which time it is expected to finance 15 to 25 projects, through direct monetary grants, capacity building activities and follow-up support. 

c) The value of projects should average US$ 6,500, with the highest possible value being US$ 15,000.

d) Processes and procedures concerning the selection criteria, follow-up and final evaluation of projects are to be defined in order to guarantee the fund’s flexibility and efficiency.
 Involving the organizations directly, monitoring and evaluation are to be tools for systematization, learning and planning for the future. 

e) Projects to be financed are the ones proposed by low-income grassroots associations or by NGOs. Both types of associations are to have been in operation for at least one-year.   

f) The fund will support projects in three areas: production, sanitation and capacity building, the latter to include those projects focused on institutional and organizational development. 

g) Projects are to be developed in one year, although a subsequent project may be considered for another year.  

h) A four-member directive committee – two IAF representatives and two FRB representatives - is to play the key role in selecting projects and making the decisions concerning the implementation of the agreement. 

Based on this proposal, the terms of the agreement were settled and signed in March 1995. It was called a “cooperative agreement” in the sense that the funding made available for grants by the IAF (US$ 101,000) was to be matched by its partner, the FRB (US$ 107,000).

The cooperative agreement established new specifications and introduced some changes concerning the original FRB proposal. 

a) It referred to a Grant and Loan Fund composed of two parcels of US$ 73,000 each, to be managed separately from the remaining project resources. Also, the value of the project was increased to US$ 303,000 so as to encompass an additional partner, who is never specified. Nevertheless, the value in the budget in Annex A goes back to the proposed dual partnership (See Table 1).  

	Table 1

	Budget presented in the Agreement                         (US$)

	Budget Line Item
	Agreement

	
	IAF
	FRB
	Total
	%

	Direct Grants to Projects
	73,000
	73,000
	146,000
	70.2

	Initial Analysis
	4,000
	4,000
	8,000
	3.8

	Follow-up / Capacity Building
	10,500
	10,500
	21,000
	10.1

	Final Evaluation / Regional Meetings
	5,000
	5,000
	10,000
	4.8

	Administration
	7,500
	7,500
	15,000
	7.2

	Sub-Total
	100,000
	100,000
	200,000
	96.2

	
	
	
	
	

	Operational Support from the FRB
	
	
	
	

	   Director's Hours
	-
	2,000
	2,000
	1.0

	   Coordinator’s Hours
	-
	2,400
	2,400
	1.2

	   Travel
	-
	2,600
	2,600
	1.3

	Audit
	1,000
	-
	1,000
	0.5

	Sub-Total
	1,000
	7,000
	8,000
	3.8

	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	101,000
	107,000
	208,000
	100

	Source: Cooperative Agreement CO-476.
	
	
	
	


b) The activities to be financed were: income generation and job creation; sustainable agriculture and environmental conservation; and training in the areas of business and farm management. Thus it focused more precisely on productive projects as far as the resources from the fund are concerned.   

c) The average loan size was to be lower than US$10,000, thus substantially higher than originally proposed by the FRB (US$6,500). It is noteworthy that there is no mention of the number of projects to be financed by the fund during the three-year period of project operations. Nevertheless, at the average value proposed, it would mean financing a total of 15 projects, or 5 projects per year.  

d) No individual or organization was to receive more than the equivalent of US$ 20,000 over the three-year period. This cleared the way to finance individual projects, as well as opening the possibility of there being three successive loans to the same beneficiary.  

e) Both the FRB and the IAF were to develop agreed criteria for project eligibility and guidelines for proposals.

f) Both the FRB and the IAF may suggest and veto potential grant recipients.

g) Project funds from the IAF will be disbursed in full after the signature of the agreement and interested earned will be considered additional project funds. FRB shall return to the IAF “any project funds and interest earned that are not used to project activities during the project period” “within 90 days after termination of this Cooperative Agreement”. This provision clearly excludes the idea of sustainability of the fund: the fund is to be totally used during the three-year period of the agreement.  

Finally, it is noteworthy that, although the document goes to substantial length and detail on the operative norms in general, it is totally omissive in defining which guidelines shall be used in deciding about grants or loans, or else, which rules and financial parameters are to apply to loans. It also ignores the fact that providing loans will generate additional resources for the fund, which, if are to be spent in the three-year period, will put additional pressure on the amount of resources allocated to selection, follow-up and administrative activities. 

Although the cooperative agreement seems promising as an institutional model, operationally it clearly lacked focus; certainly a spatial one, but also, as far as it was aimed at supporting productive projects, a focus on a specific or a limited set of activities.
  
3. Project Execution   

3.0 Project Changes during Execution  

The project that was to last three years, from March 1995 to February 1998, lasted much longer, until the end of September 2003, that is, eight years and seven months. The budget was also successively adjusted. IAF share evolved from the original US$ 100,000 to US$ 672,700. There were seven amendments referring to different aspects of the agreement, from changing closing dates to increasing the amount of resources, from allocating resources to traveling to introducing new operational guidelines (Table 2). 

	Table 2 

	Project Value and Termination Date

	according to the Agreement and the Seven Amendments     (US$)

	Document
	Date
	 Value*
	Total Value
	Final Date

	Agreement
	Feb. 95
	-
	101,000
	Feb. 1998

	Amendment 1
	April 96
	4,300
	105,300
	Feb. 1998

	Amendment 2
	Aug. 96
	204,400
	309,700
	Feb. 1998

	Amendment 3
	Dec. 97
	-
	309,700
	Feb. 1998

	Amendment 4
	March 98
	-
	309,700
	Nov. 1998

	Amendment 5
	Nov. 98
	363,000
	672,700
	Nov. 2001

	Amendment 6
	Nov. 01
	-
	672,700
	Nov. 2002

	Amendment 7
	April 03
	-
	672,700
	Sept. 2003

	Source: Cooperative Agreement CO-476 and Amendments.
	

	* Values correspond to IAF share.
	
	


As a matter of fact the original project was gradually changed to adapt to operational conditions, which had not been taken in account when the whole process began, such as the spatial component. There was also more concern about the need for assistance - organizational, administrative and technical – to the final beneficiaries, that is, the grassroots organizations. This led to the attribution of a key role to the intermediation by local NGOs: it became a requisite for the concession of individual grants, which resulted in the strengthening of the network of third sector institutions. Anyway, the individual grants to small projects, most of them centered on primary sector productive activities, remained the focus of the agreement around which the organizational and capacity building were articulated (Table 3). Grants were conceded under conditions that remained relatively stable during the whole period, except for the increase on their average value in the final phase. Average value, 6 million pesos, was significant lower than originally planned (well below US$ 10,000 or around $ 8,436,640 at the time of the agreement)
.  Projects were to be executed within one year and the payment of the grants was done in three successive installments at the beginning, middle and three-fourths of execution, after adequate reporting has been presented.  

To identify the most important facts in the evolutionary process the agreement went through along its long execution period, it will be helpful, for analytical purposes, to distinguish three different phases. We will use as benchmarks the date of those amendments that substantially increased the value of funds available to the project.  

	Table 3

	Projects Approved During the Agreement

	According to their Goals

	Activities
	N. of Projects

	Trade 
	22

	Manufacturing/Handicraft
	24

	Rotating Fund
	13

	Agriculture, Cattle, Fishing 
	106

	Environment
	9

	Organization
	14

	Education
	8

	Tourism
	3

	Total
	199

	Source: Acosta (2003) and other sources.


Unfortunately we do not have the listings of projects according to their date (of approval, of disbursements or of closure), which would be very helpful for analyzing eventual pattern changes in the type of project selected (activity and location) or value of grant during the long period of project execution.    

 3.1 The First Phase – From March 1995 to September 1996

During 1995, FRB had to equip itself to deal with the challenge of informing the network of NGOs on the project so that the information on the project and the “call for proposals” could be known by the largest possible number of potential beneficiaries. Thus, the main activities were information and mobilization. Two seminars were organized with local NGOs, and a technical meeting on methodology and operational procedures took place. The basic instruments for implementing and managing the project were then conceived. 

The proposals began to arrive, a total of 35 in 1995. In the end of December 1995, twelve had been approved by the Directive Committee while other five had passed the pre-selection stage and were pending the field visit. 

As expected, the flow of proposals increased in 1996 as some principles were conceived as guidance for selection: 

· Projects had to be proposed by grassroots organizations with no less than ten members and existing for at least one year. 

· The organization had to be based on shared leadership 

· Projects were to generate some social impact 

· Projects had to be sustainable, that is, they should have the basis for survival after the grant 

· Project goals had to be clearly stated and viable

· If capacity building is needed, it should be included in the project. 

Until the end of August 1996, 48 proposals were received, of which 12 were accepted and 8 were pending the visit. At the same time, the first three projects closed.     

By them, it was already clear how cumbersome and labor-intensive the whole process of selecting projects and providing the adequate follow-up from the start was. The Directive Committee had met four times in 1995 and another four times until the end of this first phase having to deal with a wide variety of issues, thus an average of once each three months, but the Technical Committee was permanently involved in all aspects of project operation. 

The Directive and Technical Committees

As defined in the agreement, the project was be administered jointly by the IAF and the FRB. This involved selecting projects based on the analysis of proposals and applicants` characteristics, as well on deciding on all relevant operational matters. The decision-making by the Directive Committee, with two representatives from the IAF and two from FRB, required a lot of background work by the four-member Technical Committee.
 They were the ones to firsthand analyze the proposals received and get the relevant information on applicants’ history through field visit and local contacts. When projects started, they were supposed to keep up with all the information on their implementation.   

Highly motivated and technically competent committee members were a precious asset when the project began. Steven Pierce, IAF representative for Colombia, was present in seven of the eight Directive meetings that took place during the first phase. Fernando Gonzalez and Henry Mateus, from the IAF in-country service, Liliana Salcedo, then FRB Director for Programs on Community Development, and Adriana Durán, who was hired part time by the FRB specifically for managing all administrative matters related to the program, attended all of them. The fact that the same core group of four members who formed the Technical Committee was maintained till 2000 and participated at the Directive Committee meetings allowed for keeping track of the reasons for the decision making. Also, the fact that Steven Pierce was present in eleven of eighteen meetings, which took place during his tenure as IAF representative in Colombia, shows the support and the priority given by the IAF to this project at its outset.      

By the end of this phase, thus after 19 months since the project had begun, the implementation from the viewpoint of number of grants approved – 24 - has practically attained the goal set for the three year period – 15 to 25 projects – according to the proposal. 

Nevertheless, parameters had already changed. In its first technical report, in July 1995, thus only a semester after the project had initiated, the FRB states the goal to approve 25 projects solely in 1995, not along the three-year period, as originally agreed, which is compatible with the lower value of project being approved, well below the US$ 10,000 goal. We do not know which projects had been approved by then, or what their total value was. Nevertheless, considering 5 million pesos, which seems to correspond to the average initial loan, it is clear that the fund provision from both the IAF and the FRB, US$ 150,000 was far from depleted by the end of this first phase.
   

Thus, seen in hindsight and without inside information, it does come as a surprise the second project amendment, which substantially increases the value of the IAF grant (plus US$ 202,000, thus reaching a total US$ 309,700), as well as the counterpart funds from the FRB to this project.  We could not obtain any formal explanation for this in the several reports available or from people who work today at the FRB. Fernando Gonzales, at the time at Evaluar, has some vague recollection that the additional funds derived from existing surplus in the IAF budget by the end of fiscal 1996. If this was the case, it shows how the cooperative agreement model and the association with FRB were prioritized by the IAF. 

By then, FRB was at hands with operational challenges, especially concerning the project selection and monitoring, involving both methodological aspects as well as concerns for logistics and cost. 

3.2 Second Phase – from September 2006 to November 1998.

This phase may be considered the core of the project execution for two reasons. First, because the operational difficulties in dealing with very small and differentiated projects, located in a large region, had by then become clear and had to be dealt with, thus leading to changes in terms of spatial focus of grants. Second, because all funds to be made available by the agreement had been authorized when the sixth amendment was signed in November 1998. 

In order to provide closer assistance to projects the solution found was to reinforce the role of local NGOs. As a matter of fact, most grassroots organizations were ill prepared to run the projects they submitted, even considering that the project had evolved to give grants that had an average value much lower than originally thought. The first phase made evident that the projects in which the grantees had the assistance of local NGOs had a much better chance for success – although the concept of success or the rate of success attained by then was never made explicit.  

As a consequence, since the first half of 1997, there was a clear concern in getting local NGOs to become partners in project deployment. On the one hand, it was a matter of guaranteeing that every project could count on the assistance of a local NGO. On the other hand, it meant strengthening operational links between the FRB and the NGOs that presented a successful work tradition in the region. There were also concerns in relation to two aspects of project implementation:

· The Atlantic region was too large so that so, for operational reasons, it seemed reasonable to adopt a spatial focus

· The need to create adequate tools to systematize activities by the fund and evaluating them.  

During seminars organized in the scope of the project, it is also mentioned the convenience to provide grants to form rotating financial funds, which were out of project scope as defined in the grant agreement. By the end of 1997, it was decided that a pilot project for the rotating fund was to be established in Tamalameque and rules for administering the fund were being considered. 

It is noteworthy that, for an outsider observer, this seems an unreasonable evolution: while, on the one hand, they were considering narrowing spatial focus, simultaneously and contradictorily they were broadening the thematic scope of the project so as to include a financial mechanism that requires much technical assistance and close follow-up.  Although the rotating funds never became very important – around 6% of the total number of projects – creating this possibility seems to have been an unjustified decision. 

The concern for the spatial focus led to hiring a consultant to select sub-areas within the Atlantic Region where the projects to receive grants were to concentrated from then on. The consultant’s report defines five micro-regions based on the 31 previously established by Corpes
 in the Atlantic region/Caribbean Region.
 Within each selected micro-region one or two “coordinating” centers were proposed. The basis for selecting the areas were on the one hand, the priority to be given to areas were poverty is higher, on the other hand, adequate conditions of access and lower risk of violence. The selected micro-regions – Sabanas, Medio y Bajo Sinu, Cartagena, Sierra Nevada and Ciénaga del Cesar - as well as their corresponding centers are shown in the map in the next page. 

The definition of micro-regions substantially reduced the area where projects were to be considered for financing within the scope of the IAF-FRB agreement.  Nevertheless, it seems that the narrowing of the spatial area has been a natural trend since the project began, guided by practical considerations of accessibility, incidence of violence and possibilities of partnership with local NGOs. It is doubtful whether the report, published only at the end of 1999, could have changed in any way the selection of projects. Nevertheless, due to the fact that we do not have the dates the projects were approved, it is impossible to affirm or to deny a change in the spatial concentration as a direct result of the report.   

The report on the micro-regions also has, from a formal point of view, two other implications. 

The Caribbean Region and Selected Micro-Regions
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The first implication is that the documents do not refer to the Fundo de Desarrolo Social, but to the Programa de Desarrollo Social.  There was the underlying understanding that, from then on, the Program should explicitly consider the individual grants in the scope of development strategies that would take into account the comparative advantages, as well as the socioeconomic vocation of each micro-region per se.  Although this is a desirable strategy, it depended on actually having development planning and a much larger investment program, to which the IAF-FRB fund would then contribute. It seems there was neither. When examining the purpose of individual grants in the scope of each micro-region or as a whole, there seems to be not such underlying strategy of integration of activities or of specialization in a given productive branch.    

The second implication is the concern in forming a network of alliances between FRB, local NGOs and final beneficiaries, that is, the grassroots organizations. Besides meeting the goal established for each project, the networks aims at reinforcing community cohesion and mobilization around local development objectives. The report contains a listing of 72 NGOs, as well as 28 government organizations in the five micro-regions. These were to be considered possible allies and partners in assisting the grassroots organizations both in applying for grants and in executing selected projects.  It is noteworthy that in Ciénaga del Cesar there were only two NGOs and two government organizations listed. Could this apparently incipient organizational basis explain the poor results obtained from the grants conceded in the area?    

During this second phase the project attained its maturity in terms both of wakening up the interest of applicants – 188 projects were submitted to the Technical Committee – and of the intensity of activities related to examining and visiting projects (see Table 4). 

	Table 4

	Summary of Activities Related to Project Implementation  

	(from September 1996 to November 1998)

	Activity
	N.

	Projects Submitted
	188

	Preliminary Visits
	121

	Projects Approved
	52

	Follow-up Visits
	2

	Source: Several Biannual Reports.
	


Concerning these results, its obvious that, although there are many unmet needs in the selected micro-regions and in the region as a whole, capacity to define acceptable projects is very limited: though an average of 7 projects were submitted each month during the period, roughly a third of them were discarded outright. The preliminary visits resulted in the approval of less than half the projects visited. The tasks associated to the selection were undertaken by the four members of the technical committee, while the follow-up was delegated to the local NGOs, called entidades assessoras. The procedures for selection and follow-up are obviously heavy and time consuming, so that, realistically, the administrative cost of projects was certainly higher than the 10% limit established in the agreement or whatever the amount reported as expenditure.  

Evidently it was difficult to concede the grants, while their reduced average value made meeting the goals in terms of disbursements still harder, thus reinforcing the incompatibility between grants and other expenditures. The financial report of November 1998 compares the planned budget and the actual expenditure out of IAF transferred resources (Table 5). 

	Table 5 

	Budget and Expenditures of IAF Funds from March 1995 to November 1998   (in US$)

	 
	Budget (Received) 
	Expenditures 
	Balance

	Grant Fund
	225,700
	224,224
	1,476

	Other 
	84,000
	144,362
	-60,362

	Total 
	309,700
	368,586
	-58,886

	Source: Agreement, Amendments and Financial Reports.


Although budget and expenditures corresponding to the grant fund almost matched, other expenditures related to administrative and capacity building activities surpassed the planned amount in such a way that the total spent was almost 20% higher than the actual disbursements made by the IAF. 

Nevertheless, these numbers do not include the interest perceived from resources lying idle in the fund, which amounted to US$ 145,000. Thus, considering solely IAF resources, the project still presented a surplus of US$ 86,514, which would be sufficient to provide grants for the coming 17 months at the current work rhythm.  

Also, it is noteworthy that the amount corresponding to FRB counterpart resources to the grant fund is not being considered.  Although these resources were never channeled to an account associated to the grant fund, their amount without interest would mean an additional 218 million pesos. Thus, the total resources from both the IAF and the FRB – considering the agreement and the four first amendments to it - is well above the total of grants in the same period.
 

Although there was a significant amount of budgeted resources still available when the agreement should had been terminated in November 1998, the FRB then requested new extension of the completion date, as well as additional funds – US$ 363,000. The increased value of IAF funding (US$ 672,700), as well as the extension for three more years, till November 2001, where formalized through the Amendment 5 (Table 2).      

3.3 The Third Phase – from December 1998 to September 2003

As a matter of fact the third phase is practically a new project: there is a specific Project Review and Analysis;
 also some slight changes were introduced, such as the broadening of possible grant scope so as to include “basic and preventive healthcare” – although without any visible impact -, and the new goal of financing 45 additional projects (or 15 projects per year). The PAR also innovates in estimating the number of project beneficiaries - 900 families or an average of 20 per project -, although the basis for this estimation is not provided.  The PAR mentions explicitly that “during its first three years of operation, FRB has financed 63 projects” and that the “average grant amount to date is approximately 4,900 pesos”,
 thus totaling 308 million pesos.  

The follow-up reports during the third phase show that the flow of demands for grants was maintained, as well as the process of examining projects for selection, at least in the first year, i.e., 1999. Nevertheless, there has been certainly a break in project implementation. Due to institutional changes in the IAF, the contract with the IAF in-country service, Evaluar, which has been an active FRB partner in managing technical aspects of the project, was discontinued.  Also, disbursements of funds agreed to in the fifth amendment were delayed and made in four installments instead of the usual lump-sum payment after the signature of the agreement.  According to the final Audit Report, which refers mostly to this third phase, the disbursements took place in four installments from January 2000 to almost the closing date of the contract (Table 6).  

	Table 6

	Disbursements by the IAF in the Third Phase 

	Date
	Value
	Exchange Rate

	
	US$
	1,000 pesos
	

	January 5, 2000
	68,000
	127,704
	1,878.00

	February 4, 2001
	88,000
	203,251
	2,309.67

	April 6, 2001
	46,000
	104,857
	2,279.50

	July 24, 2003
	90,000
	267,992
	2,977.68

	Total
	292,000
	703,804
	-

	Source: Audit Report, 2003.
	
	


By the end of 2001, FRB requested an additional extension, since the funds agreed upon had not been disbursed. The delay in disbursements, as well as misunderstandings on the use of funds led to a new amendment that formalized the extension of the agreement up to September 2003 (Table 2). The agreement was closed after the IAF had transferred US$ 292,000, i.e., 80.4% of the total originally agreed upon for this third phase. The audit report registers a remaining positive balance of US$ 91,141 considering transfers made by the IAF and expenditures presented by the FRB. 

During this third phase the value of the projects increased, as well as the rhythm in which they were approved.
 This may be the result of the learning process the project has been through, but it may also be a reflection of more flexible norms under the new operational conditions that resulted from the changes in the IAF. 

The new Grassroots Development Framework (GDF), introduced by the IAF as a tool for monitoring and evaluating projects it sponsors, was the object of a seminar organized by the FRB in the first half of 1999. Nevertheless, it seems that there were no objective results in terms of how to apply the GDR or any other tool for the evaluation of the individual grassroots projects that were financed within the scope of the IAF-FRB agreement, or even for the evaluation of the agreement as a whole.  As a matter of fact, although there were discussions and documents on conceiving an evaluation procedure as proposed in the grant agreement, these have not been productive.
     
Despite the operational difficulties – by the end of 2000 there was a list of 70 projects pending visitation and approval by the Directive Committee – FRB reports presented to the IAF in this last phase reflect a special emphasis on the organization of seminars and capacity building activities. It seems that reinforcement of the collaborating local NGOs and the consolidation of an articulate network formed by grassroots organizations and NGOs was carefully maintained. 

4. Results 

4.1 General Considerations 

According to the information from the FRB, 199
 projects received grants within the scope of the IAF-FRB agreement, which reportedly amounted to $1,300,056,275 pesos (US$ 458,029).
 The final auditing
 reports US$ 462,252 in accumulated expenses in grants to projects. They represented 65% of total expenditures within the scope of the agreement, thus below the 75% participation level for the fund stipulated in the original budget.
 The remaining expenditures corresponded both to monetary expenditures and also in-kind contributions by the FRB, local NGOs and government agencies. It also encompasses in-kind contributions by the final beneficiaries in terms of land, labor and use of equipment and tools. According to the report, contributions from the IAF and FRB practically matched, as previously defined in the cooperative agreement. 

4.2 Projects Benefiting from Grants 

Originally the Fund that constituted the core of the agreement, in terms of both the amount of resources and operational emphasis, focused on productive projects proposed by grassroots organizations.
 Since low-income communities in the region depend mostly on primary activities, this resulted in a concentration of projects in agriculture and raising livestock, even after a more flexible policy in terms of project aims was allowed (Table 3). 

Although most grants were conceded to agricultural activities, they do encompass a wide variety of projects, among which we included those for the manufacturing of primary products, such as the making of cheese or the commercialization of fish, supposedly already integrated to an existing activity (cattle-raising or fishing, for instance). 

Despite the scant systematized information available on the projects, some observations are due. 

a) The individual project goals 

Although there has been theoretical concern to articulate the operation of the agreement to a regional development plan, the project list does not reflect this in any way. On the contrary, there was a progressive widening of acceptable project goals, so as to concede grants for education or training purposes (a community library and training in sewing, for instance), for a variety of small industries and handcrafts, and so on. Also, organizational objectives that were to be seen as instrumental within the scope of productive projects, financed by other budget headings in the agreement, often became the very aim of the grant.

The adoption of a more specialized focus, say on primary production, including its manufacturing and commercialization, could have been a more adequate route. It would have enabled giving assistance to grassroots organizations, as well as exchanging experiences among them. Also, it would have led to a desirable vertical integration, which could have taken place both within the scope of individual grassroots organizations and through specialization/complementarity among them in each micro-region. This model would probably be more efficient because it engenders simpler modus operandi and economies of scale. It would also come closer to the ideal regional development program and would more easily connect to one such program when it eventually came into existence. 

b) Defining Clear-Cut Goals for Projects

Centering on productive projects would have made it easier to define the expected goals from the grants and to evaluate the results obtained from the operational procedures adopted and from the institutional network established within the scope of the agreement.  Nevertheless, there is no evidence that defining at least one indicator per project was ever a concern. This indicator would have helped to clarify to all those involved what the goal to be pursued really was.  

The projects were implemented in one year, which certainly is a short period to evaluate success, if sustainability of projects is to be a central concern. Nevertheless, the fact that the agreement lasted eight years and that there are permanent links between NGOs and the grassroots organizations would make a follow-up system after completion a relatively simple matter. This would have helped identify and learn from the most successful cases. 


Two Projects in Maria La Barca

Maria La Barca is a municipality where physical conditions are favorable for agriculture and raising livestock. The soil is rich and the terrain is flat, the climate, mild, and the water, plentiful since the area is crisscrossed by ciénagas, which gave birth to the fishing tradition. The population is poor in terms of both income and access to basic services (adequate housing, education, healthcare, social assistance and so on). The people there seem glad to live from hand to mouth, and do not seem eager to make progress “economically” speaking. For instance, mangoes, guavas and avocados are everywhere on the ground, but there is no serious concern in commercializing the fruit, despite attractive prices they would obtain in Cartagena, only two hours away. Accumulation seems to be a concept they are not familiar with. 


One 7,000 peso grant was conceded to an association of subsistence farmers for the raising of criolla chickens. They were given two installments of 3,000 pesos each in 2003 and 2004, which they used to buy wire screens and 183 chickens (so there is still 1,000 pesos pending). They now have only around 40 chickens left from which they get less than a dozen eggs a day. The grant did not place the beneficiaries in a higher level in terms of nutrition or income, since they do not see chicken farming as an economic activity. Defining from the start what was to be expected from the grant after project completion and expressing it in terms of one sole indicator – for instance, either the number of chickens or egg production or income from sales – would have given the beneficiaries a clear focus, while providing a concrete basis for assessing this particular project.
Another 7,000 peso grant was received by a fishing association that, since 1989, has been dedicated to fish farming, an activity they have pioneered in the area. Three installments in one year (1998/1999) were used to buy raw materials to produce fishmeal. Since they already had the equipment to grind and mix ingredients, the grant probably provided working capital to produce the feed at 840 pesos/kg instead of buying commercial feed at 1,000 pesos/kg.  Volume or value of production of feed, total monthly savings, or increase in economic results are all simple and feasible indicators that could have been used to show the rate of success attained by the project.


c) The Impact of IAF-FRB Grants on Grassroots Organizations 

Systematized information on the aims and results attained with the grants are not available. As a matter of fact, even the participating NGOs - at least the five we visited -do not have the outcome of the projects they assisted directly. The relevant information is not organized in such a way as to provide a general overview of how the IAF-FRB agreement worked and of its results for the final beneficiaries, i.e., the grassroots organizations and communities where they are located. During our ten-day visit, it was not possible to glean information to generate a comprehensive view from detailed results: there were 199 small projects financed and 26 grassroots organizations involved, all of which are scattered across a large Colombian region. 

Despite the lack of systematized information, the assisting NGOs know both the grassroots organizations they were in charge of and each corresponding project very well. They know which ones were successful, i.e., generated some improvement for the grassroots organization, and in a final analysis, for the local communities themselves; and which ones failed, i.e., cases where the resources were “consumed” without resulting in any perceptible positive change.  

We asked those responsible for the NGOs which project was the most successful among those they assisted. The answers obtained were a good clue to understanding the views of the NGOs concerning their work and their relations with the grassroots organizations. Nevertheless, they are insufficient to provide the basis for a generalization with regard to the results for the entire set of 199 projects assisted by the 26 NGOs that participated in the IAF-FRB network (See Table 9 below). 

Eduard Vargas, from PRODESAL, argued that the most successful project of the seven under his charge was the one aimed at combining agriculture and handcraft activities among the Indigenous community in Pajonal (Grupo de Mujeres Artesanas): the project reintroduced the traditional caña flecha and promoted its use for the making of utilitarian products (baskets, hats, sandals etc.). The project has created a new source of income while reviving this traditional handcraft. Product design and quality finish are the main obstacles for raising the value of sales. Table 7 provides some general information on projects assisted by PRODESAL. 

Jaime Trespalacios, from Fundación Equipo Técnico, said that five of the six projects assisted by his NGO were all similar: the grant financed the acquisition of cattle. Theoretically the grant would enable the farmers to increase their herds more quickly than when they counted only on their own resources. Nevertheless, despite benefiting from the grant, four of the organizations maintained the same operational characteristics – number of heads, revenue from commercialization. In only one case  - the project by Empresa La Floresta - the grant led to growth and specialization. The herd grew from 6 cows to around 90 now. The increased number of animals made possible to obtain regular and significant income from the sale of calves, milk
 and cheese.       

This outstanding result – one very successful project from among six - cannot be generalized. Experience shows that, in the case of very small productive projects, as the ones within the scope of the FRB-IAF agreement, the rate of success is relatively low. That is, if success is defined as any growth in production and in revenue from the previous benchmark, in this context a 10% rate of success may be considered a good score. 

We systematized the information on projects for which the Fundación Hijos de la Sierra Flor (FHSF) was the assisting NGO (Table 8). Grants benefited mostly pre-existing grassroots organizations still active today. In certain cases the grant gave them the means to initiate operations of a previous investment. AMPROBE had previously received Canadian  funding  for the  acquisition  of equipment for  manufacturing meat  products – 

	Table 7

	Characteristics of Projects Assisted by PRODESAL

	Grassroots Organization 
	Activity 
	Aim of the Grant 
	Locality  
	Result*
	Organization still exists
	Activity          still exists

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Organización Financiera Mujeres de San Bernardo del Viento
	Financial
	Creation of Rotating Fund
	San Bernardo del Viento, Córdoba
	I
	No
	No

	Microempresa Productora de Palmas de Vino**
	Agriculture
	Acquisition of Second Hand Tractor
	Los Palmitos, Sucre
	n.a. 
	n.a. 
	n.a. 

	Comunidad Revivir- San Bernardo del Viento.
	Cattle Raising
	Creation of micro-enterprise
	Isla del Quejo, San Bdo., Córdoba
	E
	Yes
	Yes

	Organización de Mujeres del Planchón
	-
	Creation of Rotating Fund
	El Planchón, Córdoba
	G
	Yes
	Yes

	Comité Cívico Prodesarrollo de Arenal
	Agriculture
	Poultry Raising
	Montería, Córdoba
	I
	No
	No

	Grupo de Mujeres Artesanas
	Handcraft
	Working Capital / Technical Assistance
	San Andrés de Sotavento, Córdoba
	E
	Yes
	Yes

	Comunidad Indígena de Pajonal
	Cattle Raising
	Working Capital
	San Andrés de Sotavento, Córdoba
	G
	Yes
	Yes

	* I=Insufficient (project did not meet its goal); R=Regular (project was implemented without producing any major changes); G=Good (project produced positive changes) ; E=Excellent (outstanding results)

	** We could not get information on the performance of this project.
	
	
	
	


	Table 8

	Characteristics of Projects Assisted by the Fundación Hijos de la Sierra Flor

	Grassroots Organization 
	Activity 
	Aim of the Grant 
	Locality  
	Result*
	Organization still exists
	Activity                 still exists

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tienda Comunitaria de Laguna Flor
	Community " tienda"
	Inicial investment and working capital for buying food products  
	Sucre,                   Sincelejo
	G
	Yes
	Yes

	Empresa de Trabajo Laguna Flor
	Raising of "Criolla" Chickens 
	Acquisition of chicken and working capital for feed and other inputs
	Sucre,                           Sincelejo
	I
	No
	No

	Junta de Acción Comunal Vereda Buenos Aires
	Cattle Raising 
	Working Capital 
	Sucre,                        San Pedro
	R
	Yes
	Yes

	Junta de Acción Comunal de Camajones
	Community "tienda"
	Working Capital and Capacity Building in Managing and in Accounting Controls 
	Sucre,                        San Pedro
	G
	Yes
	Yes

	Asociación de Mujeres para el Progreso de Betulia AMPROBE
	Manufacturing and Commercialization of Meat Products  
	Working Capital and Capacity Building for Starting Operation 
	Sucre,                   Betulia
	G
	Yes
	Yes

	Centro Cultural de Arte y Folclor (CECAF)
	Strengthening of education and library  
	Acquisition of Materials 
	Sucre,                           Sincelejo
	R
	Yes
	Yes

	Empresa Comunitaria de Buenos Aires (EMCOBA)
	Agriculture, Fishing  and Cattle Raising 
	Agriculture Machinery "Bank" 
	Sucre,                        San Pedro
	E
	Yes
	Yes

	Associación Empresarial Comunal (ASEMCO) and EMCOBA
	Agriculture, Fishing  and Cattle Raising 
	Capacity Building for Use of Machinery in Agriculture 
	Sucre,                        San Pedro
	E
	Yes
	Yes

	Asociación Empresarial Comunal (ASEMCO)
	Agriculture, Fishing  and Cattle Raising 
	Creating a Demonstrative Plot within ASEMCO's farm (resources from several sources)
	Sucre,                        San Pedro
	E
	Yes
	Yes

	Asociación Empresarial Comunal (ASEMCO)
	Agriculture, Fishing  and Cattle Raising 
	Payment of Services for Producing an Institutional Video  
	Sucre,                           Sincelejo
	R
	Yes
	Yes

	* I=Insufficient (project did not meet its goal); R=Regular (project was implemented without producing any major changes); G=Good (project produced positive changes) ; E=Excellent (outstanding results)


hamburgers, sausages and meatballs –, so as to take advantage of available raw material from the local slaughterhouse. In this case, capacity building and technical assistance from FHSF was essential to make the fixed investment operational. The women still have management problems – obtaining raw material, guaranteeing regular production and commercialization. After obtaining the grant from FRB-IAF, they benefited from other funding that kept them going. Despite the difficulties, the organization is clearly better off, although this result cannot be unequivocally associated to the FRB-IAF agreement.    

According to Jaime Trespalacios, an agronomist with FHSF, among the projects presented in Table 8, the most successful are those associated to grants given to ASEMCO: they contributed to a significant pool of resources from oil companies that operate in the area. Using these funds, ASEMCO was organized and bought eight hectares that serves as a model farm,
 which is the headquarters for capacity building activities in agriculture, cattle raising and fishing. Three of the projects listed in Table 8 contributed with resources to this larger pool of investments that has benefited 16 communities under ASEMCO.   

It is noteworthy that, given the characteristics of the area we visited, there is no direct link between the grants and the existence or sustainability of the grassroots organizations that received them. Most of these organizations were there long before the agreement between the IAF and FRB was signed, i.e., it was not the possibility of having access to grants to finance projects that stimulated their creation. Also, they operate mostly at a steady pace, i.e., progress or decline occurs at a very slow pace. As mentioned before, most small scale activities just keep going, from “hand to mouth”. Also, the fact that the implementation of a particular project did not result in significant changes does not mean that the organizations closed down as a result. 

Sustainable Rotating Funds 

Among the 199 projects within the scope of the IAF-FRB agreement, 13 referred to rotating funds. Although the funds are to be the means to improve living conditions and/or enhance production, their very sustainability may be seen as a positive result: it is a significant success to maintain non-payment rates low and to guarantee the survival of a monetary fund where there are so many unmet needs and public assistance is so poor. Unfortunately we do not know how many of the funds survive today, but the CODEPAS experience was certainly a successful one in this regard.  

CODEPAS was the assisting NGO for 13 projects (See Table 9), of which 4 were specifically aimed at the creation of rotating funds within the scope of existing grassroots associations. In all cases, establishing the fund involved the opening of a bank account in the name of the organization, thus requiring the formalization of the organization, a positive by-product in itself. CODEPAS played an active role in technical assistance and in day-to day operations, both as a participant in the committee that conceded the loans and in conducting the follow-up with borrowers. Interest rates are surprisingly low for micro-credit (2.5% per month). According to Manuel Gomez, from CODEPAS, all four funds are active today and non-payment is practically nil due to close follow-up and re-financing whenever necessary.   

From the CODEPAS point of view, the rotating funds were the ones to present the best results within the scope of the IAF-FRB agreement. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that CODEPAS has specialized in implementing and assisting rotating funds within the scope of grassroots organizations, which explains their high rate of success.       

Although systematized results for the 199 projects in their communities cannot be presented, it is obvious from the fieldwork that the availability of resources, as well as the process of submitting proposals and implementing the selected projects created the opportunity to reinforce the grassroots organizations, especially in what concerns their links with the assisting NGOs. The strengthening of the third sector network was positive in creating an environment for sharing information and experiences, which certainly constitutes a pre-requisite for empowerment and change, no matter at what pace they occur.  

4.3 The Assisting Local NGOs (entidades asesoras) 

According to the available listing, 26 local NGOs had been involved in providing technical, managerial and organizational assistance to the grassroots associations that received the grants. Information in Table 9 shows how a network was formed through the assistance of NGOs to projects.

	Table 9

	Main Assisting NGOs and the Corresponding Number of Projects

	Entity
	Projects         (N.)
	Value Approved ($ 1,000)

	
	
	Total
	Average

	ANMUCIC
	18
	93,172
	5,176

	CODEPAS
	13
	88,720
	6,825

	Corporación Desarrollo Solidario
	10
	78,700
	7,870

	Corporación Taller Procesal
	7
	68,650
	7,628

	Corporación Tiempos de Vida
	14
	73,454
	5,247

	Fundación Hijos de la Sierra Flor
	10
	95,764
	9,576

	Others (20 NGOs)
	65
	452,438
	6,961

	Not Defined
	12
	68,016
	6,802

	Doesn't Have
	50
	313,463
	6,269

	Total
	199
	1,332,376
	6,695

	Source: Acosta (2003) and other sources.
	
	
	


Some of the grants were submitted to the FRB by the grassroots organizations independently, but, as the agreement progressed, it became clear that creating a network of assistance using the existing links between the many NGOs and grassroots associations was a promising path. As a result, most projects submitted had been elaborated with the assistance of local NGOs.  

We have been to Monteria, Sincelejo and Cartagena so as to have direct contact with some of these NGOs. The Departments where they are located concentrated more than half the total number of grants made within the scope of the agreement, while the municipalities of Sincelejo and Monteria themselves had 25 projects. This concentration of projects is certainly related to the successful partnership between FRB and local NGOs. Some of them were created in the 1980’s and have a well-established tradition of social work in the area. 

A Solid Third Sector Tradition 

Comunidad de Desarrollo de Pastoral Social (CODEPAS), was created by the Monteria Diocese to provide social assistance to victims of floods that ravaged the area in 1988. Its basic operational costs have been traditionally covered by German Misereor, but it raises additional funds to finance specific productive projects and rotating funds. They were the assisting NGO in 13 grants corresponding to 88,720 pesos or 6.6% of total grants. Although they are experienced in establishing and helping to manage rotating funds, only one of the projects included this feature associated to the commercialization of bananas.  They are related to the FRB, from which they have received organizational training since 1994.

Promoción Popular Y Desarrollo Alternativo (PRODOSAL), headquartered in Bogotá and having a local office in Monteria, began as a consulting firm and evolved to become an NGO in 1990.  They receive funds from international agencies, as well as from their own consulting activities. They first came into contact with FRB in 1994 within the scope of a project for low-income uneducated women. They assisted nine projects, the first one in 1997.

Fundación Hijos de la Sierra Flor, based in Sincelejo, was created in 1984 as the initiative of a Catholic association. It is financed by international organizations, especially those related to the Catholic Church, as Misereor. Until 1993, it operated exclusively within the municipality of Sincelejo, but since then it has expanded its operations as an agent of the Colombian government in nutritional programs.  It assisted 13 projects within the scope of the FRB-IAF agreement. 

Equipo Técnico has been in existence since 1990 and, until 1996, was financed by international agencies such as the Canadian CUSO and the English OXFAM so as to provide technical assistance in agriculture and cattle raising to the Asociación Nacional de Usuarios Campesinos. It permanently assists 12 grassroots organizations in five municipalities.  It provided technical assistance to six projects within the scope of the agreement.   

Corporación Desarrollo Solidario (CDS), in Cartagena, assists 38 grassroot organizations in an originally prosperous area in the north of the department of Bolivar, where irrigated rice was the leading economic activity until 1991-1993. The NGO was created in 1993 to help face the economic crisis that resulted from opening up the Colombian market to imported rice. It assisted seven projects within the scope of the FRB-IAF agreement, among which were those mentioned above in Maria La Barca.     

The association between FRB and local NGOs seems to have been, as a model, an effective way to establish links between an important foreign sponsor, the IAF, and the final beneficiaries who needed technical and organizational assistance to implement small projects. The traditional and solid local NGOs we visited may not be typical of the 36 NGOs that were involved in the project, but, as far as they assisted many projects, they were essential to characterize the network model that took shape within the cooperative agreement between the FRB and the IAF. 

Thus some aspects are to be emphasized. The NGOs have a long working tradition in the area, and, as a result, have developed the basic structure for management and for the running of operations. Also, they count on a stable and experienced staff that is familiar with local realities and have close links with the communities and grassroots organizations. They have the confidence of local people because they are sympathetic to cultural restrictions: they are respectful of local traditions and seem to know the rhythm at which changes may be acceptable and thus incorporated into the traditional way of life. Apparently, they play the role of motivators and helpers, but without putting on too much pressure. 

Some staff members from the NGOs argue that the central concern is to strike an adequate balance between the traditional way of life and the introduction of changes. The cooperative agreement is a vehicle of change through grants given to productive projects. Nevertheless, economic reasoning, which constitutes an essential feature of these projects, is often a foreign concept for grassroots organization members, who meet their needs on a daily basis, “from hand to mouth”. Technicians had been concerned that beneficiaries perceived monetary grants as too easily obtained but too difficult to manage, thus leading to disruption in the organization, instead of strengthening it as intended.      

In this sense, these NGOs see themselves as an essential intermediary protecting grassroots organizations from the “latest fashion” in the third sector. Pedro Nel Luna, CDS’s judicious executive director, has a sad story to illustrate this point.
 

While they provided a necessary help to the grassroots organizations in conceiving and managing the projects, the NGOs clearly benefited from playing this intermediary role. On the on hand, through the link with the FRB, they had better access to information and capacity building activities so as to improve their administrative and operational performance. They also benefited from the closer contacts with other NGOs operating in the same area and from the exchange of experience among them. Eduard Vargas, PRODOSAL’s director, gave several examples on how the network that resulted from the IAF-FRB agreement caused local NGOs to be more solid and more open to outside experiences and ideas, as well as more independent – financially and ideologically - from their traditional sponsors.    

On the other hand, the network drew the NGOs still closer to their traditional clientele. The grassroots organizations needed their technical and managerial assistance, as well as their intermediation to access funds for their projects.   

The benefits the local NGOs perceived for participating in the network were mostly in kind. The FRB covered travel and per diem expenditures whenever NGO staff members attended seminars the FRB organized. Most NGOs did not charge the grassroots organizations for their assistance to projects, and some of them were eager to make this point clear, as was the case of CODEPAS. Others charged a small fee, around 500,000 pesos, mostly when the FRB required they assist an organization they had had no previous link with. Others declared having charged for capacity building activities included within the scope of the grassroots organization project. 
      

5. Lessons Learned 

5.1 A Local Network to Make IAF Grants Feasible for Very Small Projects 

The agreement did not foresee the network that would finally result from the need to channel resources and technical assistance from large and complex entities to small projects drawn up by grassroots organizations. The establishment of this network that remains active today and seems to have a solid basis for sustainability, depended on favorable local conditions: in the area, particularly in the municipalities where the grants concentrated, there has been a traditional and strong third sector formed both by grassroots organizations (many of which without legal status) and NGOs sponsored by foreign organizations. Forming a similar network from start to finish would take a long time, thus the local experience here does not directly apply to most locations in Latin America.  

5.2 The Need for Clearly Stating Individual Project Goals   

The idea of financing small productive projects seems to be not only a positive challenge to grassroots organizations, but also a legitimate desire, by all involved, to improve local living conditions on a sustainable basis. Nevertheless, the much-needed definition of the goal (or goals) of each project, as well as the way the degree of success attained could be assessed in each case, was never a serious concern. As a result, we do not dispose of a systematized result for the 199 grants, and so we do not know to what extent the agreement was successful in its declared goal: promoting productive projects.     

5.3 Spatial Focus is to be Compatible with Available Resource 

As an outside observer, it is obvious that some spatial focus was needed and should have been defined from the start. The total US$ 200,000, of which around US$ 150,000 was to be used for monetary grants to productive projects, is a relatively small amount that should have been channeled to a well-delimited area. This would have reduced problems of logistics and costs in visiting and assisting producers, as well as having come closer to a much simplified and schematic idea of a developing program. Also, a more reduced spatial scope would eventually have made possible an attempt to observe a consolidated impact of the project in the area.  As a matter of fact, the selection of five micro-regions in 1999 was clearly insufficient to reduce the focus, as well as having come too late to make changes in the way the agreement was implemented.  

5.4 The Emphasis on Productive Specialization and Verticalization of Activities 

It seems that the spatial focus, even if centered at the municipal level, would have been insufficient to guarantee operational efficiency and measurable consolidated results. It would have been convenient to use more intensively the NGO’s technical competence and familiarity with the area to promote projects that take into account local comparative advantages and have better chances of success because they are integrated among themselves at all levels, from the production of raw materials to the final commercialization stage. Projects that did get the grants, however, seem to have had a clear drawback in their not being able to articulate with one another and with the final market. An integrated approach could have been easily articulated with an existing larger development program or could have served as a starting point for the creation of such a program. 

5.5 Striking Up Partnerships Whenever Possible is the Responsibility of the Partner (Grantee)

Realistically, the relationship between the FRB and the grassroots organizations evolved to the mobilization of a network where the local NGOs had an essential role to play. Nevertheless, this role was not foreseen in the agreement. Thus, developing partnerships that are promising and practical during the implementation seems more realistic than searching, at the moment of drawing up the agreement with the IAF, for third partners whose commitment may not hold steadfastly later on.  

The IAF should center the responsibility for implementing the project successfully on the partner or grantee. He is the one to decide on feasible partnerships or alliances – with government agencies, enterprises, private donors or other NGOs – that may de facto make easier the execution, as well as enhance the results of the agreement. 

5.6 Monetary Funds May Not Be the Main Constraint 

Although the agreement focused on grants for financing grassroots projects, it is evident that finding feasible projects and making them successful - i.e., not only sustainable, but also allowing for some progress in the living standards of beneficiaries -, was not an easy task.  It is obvious that much more is needed in terms of changing mentalities, capacity building, local organization and planning before an agreement could focus on productive projects with the same emphasis. 

5.7 Evaluation Based on the Proposed Goals

All those interviewed in FRB, in the NGOs and in the communities were unanimous in mentioning positive results of the agreement in terms both of the strengthened third sector network and in direct benefits to final beneficiaries. Nevertheless, we do not dispose of any information to evaluate individual project results. We do not know what was expected in each case and how they fared, thanks to the grant, in relation to the stated goal. As a matter of fact the point is how to make the terms of a cost-benefit analysis explicit: the agreement involved the significant amount of over US$ 1.2 million. Were the benefits to the final beneficiaries in line with this?   

5.8 Cultural Realities and the Legitimate Pressure for Change

Social workers from local NGOs, who are well familiar with social realities and the way the potential beneficiaries live and think, are concerned that the “liberal economics ideology” may represent an inadequate influence and pressure on the local population. Accordingly, this population does not have the urge to accumulate and increase their income – which explains why productive projects may not be as successful as expected by outsiders. 

Nevertheless, some outside pressure for change is certainly legitimate: for instance, those that refer to universal values such as education. Local NGOs should be concerned about making the local population aware that having a well-run community school and sending kids to classes on a regular basis is essential. Apparently productive projects lacked the basis in which to anchor. Investing in basic education, in the case at hand, seems to be the best way to introduce productive changes that lead to rising standard of living.  
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� My special thanks to Fernando Gonzalez and Liliana Salcedo. Although not related anymore to the project or to FRB, they kindly made themselves available to talk about the IAF-FRB agreement.    


� By that time the IAF had established other funds, such as Fondo Corona (IAF funded 35%, Ford Foundation 23% and Corona 42%) and Fondo Amanhecer (IAF 10%, British Petroleum and others).


� According to Fernando Gonzalez, from Evaluar, he suggested the focus be on the Atlantic Region. The IAF agreed on the condition that a convenient partner be found. Gonzalez proposed the FRB, a NGO created in 1987 thanks to an endowment that is used in financial intermediation so as to fund its other activities.   


� FRB, Fondo para Apoyo a Proyectos de Desarrollo en la Región Atlántica Colombiana, 1994, p. 9 


� Regional population: 7.08 million; and Colombian population: 33.1 million (1993 Census).


� FRB, 1994, p.38.


� In the lack of the adequate information required to, but not made available by the FRB, the listing we use as basis is the one presented by Maria Teresa Acosta Peñalosa as Annex 1 of her report “Resultados del Proyecto – Breve Historia” (Colombia, December 2003). During field visit we could verify several inconsistencies in the listing, which were corrected whenever possible for use in this report. 


� Since the peso devalued significantly along the period 1995 to 2003, the value of grants in pesos or the number of grants conceded would have to be increased accordingly. 


� Directive Committee: the IAF representative for Colombia; the Social Director at FRB; Liliana Salcedo, Social coordinator at FRB; Fernando Gonzales, sub-diretor of Evaluar, the IAF local agent. Technical Committee:       


� Considering 24 project art the average value of $5 million would represent a total of $120 million, or US$ 115 thousand, while the fund totaled US$ 146 thousand, without taking into account interested earned on unused funds.   


� Corpes, Mapa Cultural del Caribe Colombiano, 1993. 


� From then on, documents refer to Caribbean Region instead of Atlantic Region. This change aims at implying a cultural reference that is absent when using the Atlantic Region denomination.  


� Considering the 52 approved projects at $4,900 each (see below) would amount to $254 million, thus below availability. Also the fact that the project is approved does not imply that the total disbursement of funds has occurred.  


� Opening sentence of PAR: “This project is proposed as an amendment to the existing Cooperative Agreement”.


� Colocar os valores de desembolso, datas e taxas de cambio aplicáveis. 


� From an average of 1.4 project per month in the first and second phases, to 2.6 project per month in the third phase. 


� Asociarse para Crecer. El programa de Desarrollo Social de la Region Caribe, 1999, represents the attempt made by the FRB in documenting project results based on information obtained from a subset of 16 grassroots organizations that have benefited from FRB-IAF grants.   


� There is some divergence on the number of grants to projects. The official FRB number is 199 (FRB, 2003). Maria Teresa Acosta mentions 215 grants, although this refers to a listing that includes grants conceded after the project closed. 


� Exchange rate at the time the agreement closed, in September 2003: $2,838.37. The value in dollars is given solely as a reference, since the exchange rate strongly devaluated during the agreement.


� Although considered a final auditing report, it does not reconcile information referring to the period March 1995 to June 2001 with the ones from July 2001 to September 2003. 


� This contribution to the fund derives from the table page 5. In page 8, the reported amount allocated to the fund is different, US$ 401,863 or 69% of total expenditures  


� IAF, Public Statement.


� See Table 3. Fourteen projects had organizational goals.


� They produce around 100 liters of milk per day, 50% of which is sold. 


� There is a steady flow of resources from PETROBRAS to ASEMCO within the scope of its good neighbor policy. 


� A prize-winning and promising young people’s fishing cooperative (Red Piscicola del Norte de Bolivar, in Maria La Baja) broke off after its members attended a seminar “Un Plan de Negocios”, promoted by FRB, being the lecturer an important national supermarket executive. The fishermen balked at the idea of having to raise 300,000 pesos (US$ 130) each to invest in the business and at the corresponding obligations that came with it. 


� In a 7,000 pesos project for the Asociación de Mujeres para el Progreso de Betulia, aimed at the manufacturing of raw meat products, Fundación Hijos de la Sierra Flor got 1,500 pesos for capacity building and 500,000 pesos for technical assistance. 
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