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1. Background

Similar to other countries in Central America, El Salvador was plagued by a long and vicious civil war that lasted almost two decades until 1992. When the five guerrilla groups
 that were waging the war against the Salvadorian government came together as a political party – the Frente Farabundo Marti para la Libertación Nacional (FMLN) - there was a real chance that the country would move towards socioeconomic development. As a result, foreign aid from governments, international institutions and private sponsors poured in. From the international point of view, it seemed that not much was needed in a small country such as El Salvador (6 million inhabitants living in a 20 thousand km2 territory) to guarantee an adequate level of living for all.  

Even before the end of the war, small political groups had established organizations to deal with the structuring of a grassroots basis to face socioeconomic problems. CODECOSTA was one of these. Operating since the early nineties as the organizational arm of the ERP, its geographic basis was Southern Usulután. At the time, CODECOSTA was of the utmost importance as it was the only NGO in the area. With the demobilization and incorporation of ERP into FMLN, when FMLN reached elected power in the municipality of Jiquilisco in 1994, the role of CODECOSTA was to use multi-origin funding to organize communities and promote local initiatives. Similar to other Salvadorian NGOs, CODECOSTA benefited from millionaire funding made available by the European Union, the US and other national governments, as well as by international aid institutions in order to support the demobilization process.
 At the time, there was a huge organizational job to do: resettle those demobilized from the Civil War and the prior residents of the area, reestablish the socio-economic infrastructure and reinstate productive activities. 

The area of Jiquilisco and Puerto Triunfo - where the IAF project was later to focus - present several advantages from a developmental point of view.  It is an area formed by flat coastal lands (See Map). Soil is good for agriculture and the program of land transfers after the Civil War led to a pattern of small properties – around 2.5 manzanas
 each – mostly for subsistence.
 Today an important paved road intersects the area. It has become the main urbanization axis, since San Salvador is only 150 km away. Social infrastructure is good: there are schools and health clinics, and there is no evidence of either extreme poverty or marked socioeconomic inequality. The main disadvantage of the area is periodical flooding, which has led some settlers to sell off their lands thus leading to some re-concentration of land property.     

Jiquilisco area in Usulutan, El Salvador
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According to CODECOSTA’s former executive director Mauricio Aguilar, the first contact between CODECOSTA and the IAF took place in 1994, through the intermediation of DEICO, the LLAS in Salvador at the time. Following guidelines from DEICO that indicated that projects should focus on strengthening community organizations and promoting productive development, CODECOSTA submitted proposals to the IAF every year from then on. 

The first direct contact between CODECOSTA and the IAF took place in 1997.  This happened at a time when CODECOSTA was going through an institutional crisis due to a political rupture within the FMLN: the group more closely linked to CODECOSTA left the party, causing a rift between the NGO and the party that until then had been “uña y carne”, to use Mauricio Aguilar’s expression. The separation resulted in fewer funds and was the end of the operational coordination between CODECOSTA and FMLN. Mauricio Aguilar declared that CODECOSTA did not align with either one of the two groups formed by the split. Nevertheless, the NGO was deeply affected in its internal workings, since each one of the CODECOSTA members maintained previous allegiances. Hence, at the time the proposal that led to project ES-188 began to be elaborated, CODECOSTA was going through a transition and entering a new phase.  

As a matter of fact this new phase finally led to its legalization as an NGO and even to a new name. It was at this time that the former party branch became CODECOSTA: the NGO was formally created in the first semester of 1999, thus shortly before the signing of the grant agreement with the IAF in August of that same year. 

2. The Project  

It is helpful to examine the proposal originally submitted by the grantee to the IAF to get clues on how operational guidelines and thematic priorities affected the approved project. Unfortunately, in this case, the document
 was not available in the IAF and, because of the break-up of CODECOSTA soon after the project closed down, it could not be obtained from the grantee either. 

Nevertheless, both the operational characteristics of the grantee and the terms of the grant agreement suggest that the proposal was probably general in scope, aimed at diverse aspects of local development. As previously mentioned, CODECOSTA has operated as multi-purpose development agency acting in close collaboration with local government in different areas of interest: from education, health and housing to urban development, ecological issues and the promotion of productive initiatives. At the root of all these activities was the worry in promoting and supporting local organizations so as to strengthen the FMLN political basis.   

As presented in the grant document, the multiple activities operationally depended on two of them. First, capacity building, which covered a wide array of topics, such as community organization techniques, co-operativism, environmental awareness, administrative skills, agricultural capacity building and technical assistance. Second, micro-credit for small-scale farmers. Both training and credit were to focus on the needs of the members of already organized community associations.  The documents refer to Jiquilisco, a 40,000-inhabitant municipality on the Pacific coast of El Salvador, as the project area. Besides the specific types of training and organizational activities, with the corresponding number of expected beneficiaries, the document mentions two goals: to create a nursery with native trees and to establish a credit fund for small-scale farmers. The credit fund has a central place in the grant document: operational details are mentioned, such as the interest rate (18%) and the loan period (one year), as well as the precise contents of the contracts between each beneficiary and grantee. 

Although the credit fund is central in the grant document, it is hard to say whether it had the same importance in the original proposal. CODECOSTA seems to have had no previous experience in credit management, and, considering its past, even productive concerns held a distant second place to their organizational activities. Thus, the part of the grant allocated to the credit fund – US$ 50,125 or 19.2% of the total US$ 260,775 - seems in line with CODECOSTA’s past and expectations. 

Nevertheless, the relatively small participation of the credit fund understandably caused some resistance inside the IAF. An internal Review Team expressed concerns that too much funding was allocated to salaries and to other “means” activities to manage a relatively small credit fund. In order to clarify this point, Table 1 presents the main headings for IAF funds in the project.    

The CODECOSTA project had thus two obvious shortcomings. First, a wide-coverage of themes with ill-defined goals. Second, a basic misunderstanding between the grantee and the IAF on the importance of the credit fund. This led to the fact that the activities closely related to micro-credit - such as those related to technical assistance and productive promotion - were not properly emphasized within the scope of the project.  As a consequence, the goals associated to these activities were neither specified in the grant document, nor indirectly in Annex D.  

	Table 1

	The IAF Budget for Project ES-188

	Budget Item
	US$
	%

	Salaries and consulting
	104,325
	40.0

	Administration, equipment, maintenance
	58,375
	22.4

	Loan Fund
	50,125
	19.2

	Training
	47,950
	18.4

	Total
	260,775
	100

	Source: Grant Approval and Obligating Document
	


Annex D lists six indicators from the GDF,
 but the corresponding tables for each one of these were left blank. Using the framework to detail the goals and to register baseline information would have given a concrete basis from which the project could proceed. 

The project faced resistance inside the IAF. Analysts perceived the project as ill-defined concerning the feasibility of its aims, especially in relation to micro-credit, in which CODECOSTA had “limited experience” according to the country representative at the time.
 Also, while the IAF seemed to consider micro-credit and the needed technical assistance associated to it as the project’s main aim, the budget allocated most funds to salaries and administrative expenses. 
 As a matter of fact, the credit fund was never a priority for CODECOSTA, and the emphasis given to it in the grant document did not corresponded either to the past experience of the grantee or to its operational intentions at the time the agreement was signed.  

Despite internal restrictions at the IAF office in Washington, grant agreement ES-188 was signed in August 1999. 

3. Project Operation

3.1 General Considerations 

As a de facto branch of local government, CODECOSTA has engaged in a range of activities and interventions as far-reaching as those of the government itself. Within the scope of the CODECOSTA operation, activities related to the IAF project were not differentiated, not even in terms of sources of financing. Capacity building activities, technical diagnoses, assistance for agricultural producers, public works, organizational support and so on were financed not only by the IAF, but also by a large number of other donors. 

Counterpart resources for the project were relatively low (US$ 65,875 or 19.6% of the total value of the project). The expected contribution from others was still much more modest (US$ 9,875 or 3%). In both cases these were contributions made in kind such as rent, furniture, and labor contribution by beneficiaries and government extensionists. Nevertheless, at least at the beginning of the project, CODECOSTA received important financing, especially in the second half of 2000 (see Table 2).  Considering the limited administrative and technical competence of CODECOSTA, it is not surprising it failed to initiate the loan fund at once and was unable to meet IAF’s required operational standards.  When asked what the major benefit to CODECOSTA from the IAF grant had been, Oscar de la O
 mentioned the possibility of obtaining financing from other institutions.  Apparently, this financial rainfall, instead of helping CODECOSTA, hastened its end.       

	Table 2

	Financing Obtained by CODECOSTA from Other Sponsors

	during Project Execution, biannual figures

	Source
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003

	
	2nd
	1st
	2nd
	1st
	2nd
	1st

	Private international companies
	17,860.09
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	International public sector
	62,478.15
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Private international organizations
	26,977.72
	15,500.00
	30,980.00
	-
	-
	-

	Total
	107,315.96
	15,500.00
	30,980.00
	-
	-
	-

	Source: GDF reports
	
	
	
	
	
	


As a consequence of the various sources of resources and the large number of simultaneous activities, there is no clear-cut frontier that allows a distinction to be made between the activities within the scope of ES-188 project and the other CODECOSTA activities. Although financial reports refer to expenditures paid with project funds, results presented seem to be associated to the CODECOSTA activities in general.  For instance, when inquired about the result of specific consulting services paid by project funds, CODECOSTA presented reports that had nothing to do with IAF goals, and did not even refer to the Jiquilisco area. Except for credit, which seems to be something new for CODECOSTA at least in the communities we visited, all other activities follow the operational trend initiated in 1992.

It is noteworthy that both the beneficiaries and the present IAF director – Oscar de la O - are eager to show visitors the omnipresent signs of CODECOSTA in Jiquilisco, for instance, the harbor and the building inside the harbor area where restaurants and bars are located, as well as a housing project.  

From the point of view of beneficiaries, project activities are conducted by CODECOSTA and, as members of community associations, they benefit from the many CODECOSTA activities, whether related to the IAF project or not. Some of these activities have a clear “clientele-oriented” component, such as the distribution of Christmas baskets. Even events that seem to be linked to project goals – such as the distribution of agricultural inputs to farmers – was just a give-away activity, since it was not inserted in a coherent productive project involving any commitment on the part of producers. As a matter of fact, it seems obvious that one of the main concerns of CODECOSTA was to attract and maintain people in community associations as a political basis for the party. 

3.2 Capacity Building 

The grant document refers to several capacity building activities to be pursued within the scope of the project: 12 workshops to be held for 240 community leaders on community organization techniques; 8 municipal forums on local development; 3 three-day workshops with 30 participants each; 6 workshops on co-operativism. It also mentions 17 community organizations and 4 municipal level organizations as potential beneficiaries of the project. Some of these existed prior to the start-up of the IAF project, as part of the operational basis of CODECOSTA; their members constituted the clientele of the proposed activities, particularly in the matter of training. Some observations concerning this organizational basis and the capacity building activities are worth mentioning: 

- none of these committees and groups (i.e., women, youth, agricultural producers) were formally organized at any time. Even the more general reference to the 400 members of CODECOSTA, the small-scale farmers, beneficiaries of the post-war Transferencias de Terra only reflect the common past as beneficiaries of the post-war resettling program that involved former guerrillas, soldiers and residents. There is no clear-cut organization as the preliminary documents on the project suggest. 
 

- although workshops on co-operativism were proposed, no coop was ever established.  

- capacity building in leadership skills, negotiation, and national issues seemed to be more in keeping with the concerns of CODECOSTA as a politically-oriented organization than with the concrete purposes of the grant agreement. 

- discussion of problems of family violence and gender issues have been central in women’s groups, but they relate only indirectly to project goals. For instance, it is hard to say to what extent the successful women’s initiative in cattle raising derives from these seminars or whether it is the result of long-term work in women’s mobilization and awareness building.  

The capacity building activities that were essential to the project operation as described in the grant document – i.e., those entailing the promotion of productive agricultural activities, as well as the related use of micro-credit and technical assistance - seem to have been very marginal within the scope of project execution.  There are several reasons for this.    

First, there was no important mobilization effort around new productive activities or around the improvement of existing activities. For instance, informative meetings to introduce fruit production failed to attract a significant number of interested farmers. According to a successful producer, among the fifteen families that constitute his “cooperative”, only five were interested in receiving seedlings for free and in joining the fruit project. Also, training in new activities was minimal – there was one initial session held in the house of one of the farmers – and then some meager follow-up in the field. As a result of the slight interest aroused in the activity, only one out of fifteen families have maintained and expanded the fruit producing activity. Obviously the failure to organize a significant number of producers at the very beginning made the entire line of work impractical.  Nevertheless, CODECOSTA reported the distribution of 298 coconut seedlings to 40 farmers as well as 300 banana plants in 10 communities (report for the first half of 2001). Because the resources involved are very small
 and because of the lack of a consistent framework to make this distribution part of a process of local change, these actions per se seem to be clientele-oriented and irrelevant to the project. 

Fruit Production

The Frustration of Good Perspectives
The small agricultural plots in the area are used for planting corn, mostly for self-consumption. Some of these small farmers rent land away from the plot for cattle raising. Both activities are run on a very reduced scale, employing traditional techniques, thus generating little income for families that grow increasingly dependent on non-agricultural income. Nevertheless, the quality of the land and existing favorable conditions to market agricultural produce justify the search for more productive uses of available resources. 

After the project had begun - there is no mention in the grant agreement of specific agricultural activities to be promoted - CODECOSTA came up with the idea of introducing fruit production based on three species: coconuts, cashew and bananas. Although not grown commercially in the area, all three plants have the advantages of being resistant, adequate to local physical conditions, and are easy to harvest, conserve and sell. CODECOSTA would buy the seedlings – at a cost of around US$ .50 each – and allocate 30 units of coconuts, 30 of cashew and 50 of bananas to each farmer, all free of charge.
 CODECOSTA would also guarantee technical assistance to those interested in the program. 

In the 15-family community of La Plancha, five farmers decided to join the program and received and planted the seedlings. However, only one of these farmers still has these trees, from which he is obtaining additional income and successfully expanding the activity.  

Although the number of producers who initially enrolled and the number of those who are still active fruit producers is not available, there is no evidence that fruit growing is perceived as a real economic opportunity in the area. And surprisingly, this occurs despite the excellent prospect of selling the produce and increasing family income. Why is that so? 

- farmers were not interested in the activity. So, some preliminary work should have been done to motivate farmers and then an area with a minimum number of interested farmers – say 50 – could have been selected. This would have guaranteed a minimum scale to run the program; it would have also generated a direct local multiplicative effect on the activity in the area.  

- individual cases of success do not have a multiplicative effect. Although the successful farmer we visited is obtaining significant additional income from cashew nuts (US$ .35 per kg of fresh whole nuts), these favorable results and his know-how are not being used to attract other farmers to the activity.

- CODECOSTA did not have a viability project encompassing all phases from planting to commercialization that could have been more attractive to farmers.  The successful farmer we met found commercial outlets for his produce on his own initiative.  As a matter of fact, fruit production was narrowly seen by CODECOSTA as a means to improve nutrition and diversify food items made available to farm families. However, this perspective alone was not attractive enough to farmers. It is noteworthy that CODECOSTA reported dietary improvement as a result of the IAF project, which was, in its own point of view, the expected and most significant effect of the fruit growing activity and seedling distribution in general.  

Second, capacity building in micro-credit seems to have been limited to establishing the idea of obligation of repayment. There was no link between micro-credit and the promotion of a feasible commercial productive activity having as basis a reasonable number of members of the community. Credit was provided individually, thus not taking advantage of the organizational basis that CODECOSTA had built in the area along the years prior to the IAF project. 

Third, because productive activities never really took off, technical assistance did not become a regular or important activity. However, one should note that even in the grant agreement the amount of resources for this activity corresponded to only US$ 9,200 (or 19% of total funds for training), which was obviously insufficient to guarantee regular and efficient on-site agricultural assistance throughout the three-year project.  It is significant also that using data reported by CODECOSTA on the number of assisted farmers (Table 3), only two visits per semester would have consumed the planned funds at an average cost of US$ 13 per visit. Nevertheless, individual visits were not an adequate solution given the small 138 areas in 28 manzanas, i.e., a total area of less than 20 hectares.     

	Table 3

	Technical Agricultural Assistance

	within the Scope of the IAF project, biannually

	Semester
	Beneficiaries

	1st 2000
	138 families in 28 manzanas

	2nd 2000
	11 farmers

	1st 2001
	113 farmers

	2nd 2001
	55 farmers

	1st 2002
	37 farmers

	2nd 2002
	-

	Total
	354

	Source: CODECOSTA


3.3 The Credit Fund 

The IAF perceived the credit fund as being the central activity of the project, and this fact is reflected both in internal discussions that were held on the project and in the terms of the grant agreement. From the CODECOSTA point of view, they accepted the central role the credit fund had acquired because to them it seemed to be a condition to obtain the grant. Nevertheless, CODECOSTA did not have the experience in managing micro-credit and resisted the implementation of the fund. Only in the second semester of 2001, thus more than 20 months after the grant agreement had been signed, were the first loans given out. Mr. Gonzalez
 reportedly had to insist with CODECOSTA on the need to have the credit fund implemented. 

According to Mr. Oscar de la O,
 prior to the IAF agreement, CODECOSTA had successfully financed the cattle-raising activity for women using OXFAM funds. He argues the idea that the credit fund was supposed to focus on this experience with its two attractive components – gender and production/income. 
Nevertheless, data on loans made each semester tell another story (See Table 4). Most of the first loans were for ajonjoli, although there is no reference or justification for this concentration. As time went by, cattle raising became the most regular activity, although based on a core group of only 14 women. 

	Table 4

	Loans from the IAF-financed Credit Fund

	 
	N.
	Value (US$)
	%

	January 2000 to June 2001
	
	

	(4 semesters)
	
	
	

	     Idleness Rate
	-
	-
	100

	July to December 2001
	
	
	

	   "Ajanjoli"
	19
	4,543.50
	-

	   Cattle
	14
	4,300.04
	-

	   Trade
	1
	571.43
	-

	   Fishing
	2
	1,097.14
	-

	     Total
	36
	10,512.11
	-

	     Idleness Rate
	-
	-
	79

	January to June 2002
	
	
	

	   Cattle
	9
	3,314.31
	-

	   Trade
	4
	1,515.43
	-

	     Total
	13
	4,829.74
	-

	     Idleness Rate
	-
	-
	70

	July to December 2002
	
	
	

	   Cattle
	35
	13,585.58
	-

	   Trade
	5
	1,268.57
	-

	   Corn
	6
	2,171.18
	-

	     Total
	46
	17,025.33
	-

	     Idleness Rate
	-
	-
	59

	January to June 2003
	
	
	

	   Cattle
	18
	6,171.48
	-

	     Total
	18
	6,171.48
	-

	     Idleness Rate
	-
	-
	56

	Source: CODECOSTA
	
	
	


The grant agreement specified that CODECOSTA would provide 125 small-scale loans of up to $575, which is a very modest goal since it fails to consider that these are to be short-term loans (maximum 12 months), thus allowing the fund to revolve. The 111 loans to 93 borrowers meant meeting 89% of the goal, which does not adequately reflect the degree of success in the micro-credit activity performed within the scope of the project.  

It is worth mentioning that CODECOSTA was unable to use the US$ 50,000 fund to its full potential. Since most loans were for 12 months and the default and delay-payment rates were practically zero, the idleness rate was always very high. Considering that commercial loans were for 6 months and all others for 12 months, the idleness rate, even without considering interest paid, was always higher than 56% along the one and half years that the fund was active (See Table 4).

A Sustainable Income-Generating Activity for Women

Since the end of the civil war in 1992, the Movimiento Salvadoreño de Mujeres has been active all over the country, organizing women’s committees to inform and promote gender issues, especially those concerning equal-pay and family dynamics. Some of these pre-existing committees in Jiquilisco were the basis for the successful, though very small-scale, financing by CODECOSTA. 

We visited the La Limonera community, where the members of the larger and most cohesive group of women live. These seven women, all housewives on small farm plots, decided to take out loans at CODECOSTA in order to finance cattle-raising, a new activity in which they had no previous experience. Their goal in doing so was to have a sustainable income-generating activity of their own, compatible with their resources and traditional chores.     

CODECOSTA provided individual US$ 342 loans for twelve months, enough to buy two six-month-old calves, pay to transport the animal to the plot and for vaccines.  Since they operate on a very small scale, one or two animals each, they manage to raise the calves without monetary expenditures for feed. Interest payment of US$ 24 was due after sixth months, and another US$ 24 payment was due at the end of the one-year period together with the initial capital. Each animal bought for US$ 150 was sold a year later for US$ 235, which gave them a net profit of US$ 80 per calf after 12 months.       

Although such a profit may seem meager to outsiders, the women there are elated with the activity, as it has afforded them a new freedom.  The cash is used to buy clothes and articles for their homes. Even so, they do not intend to operate on a larger scale. This is understandable, since they do not have land for grazing. Increasing the number of calves would imply new costs, thus further reducing their profit margin. 

Their leader expressed surprise and almost indignation at their having been abandoned by CODECOSTA since the end of 2003. In her words, CODECOSTA did not even show up to bring the Christmas baskets it had promised. But, for their sake, CODECOSTA did not even return to recover the loans!       

With the disruption of CODECOSTA, the ownership of the capital passed over to the women. Fifteen women
 - from around thirty that had obtained at least one loan
 - maintain the activity on a sustainable basis.  They manage their funds within strict bounds – either individually, in partnership or in groups -, using the same financial rules as CODECOSTA had. They are proud to show they have understood the point that they cannot consume the capital, just the profits.  

In the first semester of 2003, CODECOSTA was clearly operating under critical financial conditions: instead of making new loans, it tried to recover the active loans before term, signalizing to borrowers that by paying back earlier, they would become eligible to obtain larger loans at once. Of course, these larger loans never materialized. 

The unsuccessful experience with the credit fund could have been foreseen. Micro-credit is a technically complex and costly operation; thus, it didn’t quite fit in with CODECOSTA’s paternalistic tradition. Despite lacking the experience in managing micro-credit, a huge shortcoming on its own, CODECOSTA never mobilized enough resources to operate the fund. Reportedly they had underestimated costs, and thus opted to operate using voluntary labor! As a matter of fact, management seems to have been a chore attributed to just one administrative person in CODECOSTA, who had already a large spectrum of everyday responsibilities at the NGO. Contrary to the norms set in the grant agreement, there was never a committee to make decisions concerning the fund operation, nor any record keeping on beneficiaries. CODECOSTA was even unable to take advantage of the successful cattle-raising activity that could have grown to become an interesting female mobilization/income-generating model for the region. Last, but not least, if we consider that interest rates paid by the women raising cattle were the same applied to all borrowers, the 14% per year is unrealistically low to guarantee sustainability. 

Today the credit fund created by CODECOSTA within the scope of the IAF project does not exist anymore. With the crisis, the amount in cash left in CODECOSTA hands was used to meet its many financial obligations. As we have seen, CODECOSTA did not have the chance to recover the loans from 15 women who were using the loans to fatten livestock. Thus, approximately US$ 4,600 out of the US$ 50,000 fund is left and is being used to finance the cattle raising activity today. 

3.4 Reporting Indicators for Monitoring and Evaluation 

The grant agreement established the norms for informing the IAF about the running of the project. With regard to project goals, Annex D listed six indicators that were to be reported every six months (See Table 5).

CODECOSTA kept up the scheduled reports to the IAF as planned. On the whole, it submitted nine reports. During the first year of project operations
, the reports followed a model that was replaced by the IAF from the second half of 2000 onwards.
 Six intermediary reports were presented using the GDF. 

	Table 5

	Selected and Reported Indicators according to Biannual Project Operations

	Indicator
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003

	N.
	Name
	2nd
	1st
	2nd
	1st
	2nd
	1st

	Annex*
	GDF
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	1.1
	Satisfacción de Necesidades Básicas
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	
	1.2
	Nivel de Vida
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	2.1
	Puestos de Trabajo e Ingresos
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	2.2
	Ingreso Promedio Anual
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	2.1
	4.1
	Adquisición de conocimientos y destrezas
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	2.2
	4.2
	Aplicación de nuevos conocimientos y destrezas
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	4.3
	Liderazgo
	x
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4.4
	Comunicación
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	4.5
	Capacidad para Resolver Problemas
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	5.1
	Autoestima
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	
	5.3
	Respecto
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	
	5.4
	Determinación/Perseverancia
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	x

	
	6.1
	Planeación y Evaluación
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	6.2
	Aplicación de Nuevos Enfoques
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	7.1
	Asignación de Recursos
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	11.1
	8.1
	Movilización de recursos
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	8.3
	Canalización de Recursos
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	9.1
	Metas a Largo Plazo
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	9.2
	Adaptabilidad
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	10.1
	Acceso a Información
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	10.2
	Decisiones Participativas
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	

	
	11.1
	Vínculos/Entidades
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	11.2
	Vínculos/Nivel
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	11.3
	Cooperación
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	11.4
	Alianzas
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	
	13.1
	Foros Públicos
	 
	
	x
	x
	x
	x

	
	13.2
	Implementación de Políticas
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	14.1
	Divulgación
	x
	x
	
	x
	
	

	
	14.2
	Efecto Demostrativo
	x
	x
	
	
	
	

	
	15.1
	Sensibilidad
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	16.1
	Trato Favorable - Sociedad
	x
	
	x
	
	
	

	
	16.2
	Trato Favorable - Sector Público
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	17.1
	Sociedad Civil
	 
	x
	x
	
	
	

	
	17.2
	Sector Público
	 
	x
	
	x
	
	

	2.3
	 
	Relaciones con otras organizaciones
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	4.2
	 
	Cambio de activos
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	12.1
	 
	Cobertura
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Source: CODECOSTA semester reports
	
	
	
	
	
	

	(*) These indicators were listed as Annex D in the Grant Agreement, thus prior to the introduction of the GDF indicators in 2000.


As a matter of fact, neither the changing format, nor the work demanded for filling out the excel forms and elaborating the explanations for each indicator seem to have been a burden for CODECOSTA: staffers were successively hired precisely for this. As a result of the exclusive dedication, the number of indicators increased progressively, reaching 31 in the report on the first half of 2001 (See Table 5), as if the larger number of reported indicators would necessarily reflect a well-managed project. Nevertheless, because of the lack of conceptual coherence in reporting indicators term after term, the information does not seem useful in understanding the evolution and in assessing the results of the project. Some comments may help to clarify this point.     

a) Basic Needs (1.1)

A number of beneficiaries are reported as having a better diet because of the diversification in agricultural production, which was aimed at improving the diet of farmers and their families. There is, however, no evidence of how the reported numbers came to be.  It would be useful to derive a clear link between the number of farmers trained (indicator 4.1), those who introduced the new crops (indicator 4.2) and finally those who successfully completed the harvesting stage, thereby improving their diets (1.1). The total reported number along the length of the entire period is 285. In La Plancha, as we have seen in section 3.2, only one out of 15 producers went ahead with fruit growing. The planting of vegetables was not foreseen as a project activity, thus the reported numbers have probably not much to do with the results the IAF would like to have had for monitoring and evaluation.    

It is curious that indicator 1.1 was reported in the first four GDF reports, but, for no explainable reason, was omitted in the last two reports. 

b) Improvement in Living Conditions (1.2)

In some cases, the same information from indicator 1.1 was repeated in 1.2. In other cases, a subgroup of beneficiaries of other activities – for instance, credit, were reported.  Still in other cases the reported results are not related to scheduled activities of the project. For instance, the final report, referring to the first half of 2003, mentions the fact that 96 males and 87 females have improved their living conditions because of newly acquired access to water, sanitation or electricity. Allowing changes to be made in the definition of the indicator or reporting circumstances unrelated to the project make indicators useless in terms of monitoring and evaluation.  

c) Jobs created (2.1)

It does not seem that the jobs created in order to manage the project – such as promoters and educators - are to be reported, though that has often been the case. The idea is to identify which measure promoted by the project brought on permanent changes in productive engagement. In this project, for instance, the women that began cattle raising as a result of the credit obtained is a perfect example of how this indicator should be used.  

d) Average income (2.2)

Exactly which beneficiaries are being referred to is not clear in the reports. It would be useful to have had two types of information on changes in income for this project. First, new income related to the jobs created (the income obtained by women engaged in cattle raising, for instance). Second, increased income when referring to progress made in previously existing activities that were somehow improved by the project, such as additional income from the sale of cashew nuts by farmers that introduced the fruit growing activity. At any rate, reported income should reflect the evolutionary trend throughout the length of the project for clearly defined groups of beneficiaries (in the above-mentioned cases, women engaged in cattle raising and farmers starting to produce fruits). Thus, the number of individuals in each group should be reported.  

e) Acquisition  (4.1) and Application (4.2) of Knowledge  

Although these indicators are relevant given the priorities of the project, the way they were reported well reflects the grantee’s misunderstanding of the monitoring process. In each report there is a long list of beneficiaries associated to different capacity building activities. Despite the fact that only certain agricultural activities and activities related to credit would be the ones relevant to the project, the reported activities include construction, and vague items, such as political incidence and awareness building among peasant youth.

Concerning the Application of Knowledge, it does not refer to the ones that were trained, since often the number of those who applied new knowledge is higher than those who were trained. As in the case of acquisition of knowledge, the results reported often do not clearly relate to the project or are vaguely defined (for instance, 504 women would have applied their knowledge of the political system).

***

As a whole, the reporting of indicators was cumbersome and confusing. It maintained no relationship with the set of six indicators that had been originally selected. Nevertheless, considering the project goals, it is not obvious why the six indicators were selected to begin with. Except for “coverage”, which is basic and fits any project, and for “application of knowledge”, which has a clear link with the proposed capacity building and technical assistance activities, other indicators do not seem to be the best choice to reflect the workings of the project. For example, why select “change in assets” instead of change in income level? Keeping track of changes in income is hard, but “changes in assets” is also difficult to obtain. Besides, changes in assets may not occur in the three-year period, even if the project had been successful. Concerning the “relationship with other organizations” indicator, to what extent does it reflect efficiency in operating the project?  

Intangible effects that could be expected from a successful micro-credit operation and from the introduction of new economic activities are conspicuously absent.  Women now engaged in the cattle raising activity have enhanced their self-esteem because of the newfound ability and freedom derived from their new individual income. They show perseverance because they resist using the income obtained from the sale for consumption, and they have the capacity to plan ahead because they invest their capital in new 6-month-old calves and keep the activity going on a sustainable basis.  All these are different aspects of the same phenomenon and one sole indicator would do, but such an indicator is a must. 

Finally, the number of those affected by the project – the basic “coverage” indicator, requires some comments. There was a myriad of capacity building activities – financed by the IAF or not – and the number of reported “beneficiaries” certainly reflected the CODECOSTA activities as a whole, and not only the activities related to the IAF project.  Besides, the most relevant is not attendance at seminars and meetings, but to what extent the new information obtained affected the life of beneficiaries positively. CODECOSTA planned to train 500 heads of household in basic administrative and agricultural skills. How many have changed their agricultural operation for the better and to what extent were these changes the result of the capacity building activities provided? As a matter of fact, results that can be traced specifically to CODECOSTA acting within the scope of the IAF project seem meager in relation to the value of the grant. 

4. Present Situation and Perspectives 
The project closed in June 2003 after the one-year extension, which constituted an initiative on the part of the IAF to accommodate the grantee’s obvious difficulties in running the project.
  Nevertheless, this extension was not enough to correct the administrative and technical shortcomings. As a consequence, total disbursement came to only US$ 260,775 or 77.5% of the agreed to grant value of US$ 336,525.     

Soon after the project closed, CODECOSTA discontinued its activities. Facing a serious financial crisis, they closed their headquarters and dismissed all personnel. Although CODECOSTA still exists formally, there are only two persons somehow involved in keeping the name going, one of whom is Oscar de la O, the executive director that replaced Mauricio Aguilar. He is trying to keep the NGO afloat on a voluntary basis while they search for new funding.

The financial crisis resulted in selling the CODECOSTA material assets to meet obligations: the office equipment as well as the vehicle bought with resources from IAF funds are gone, and the credit fund – whatever was left of it at the end of the project – was also lost. 

5. Lessons Learned 

5.1 The Need for a Good Project as a Starting Point 

The proposal submitted to the IAF seemed inadequate to the Review Team in terms not only of the goals to be achieved, but also of the budget presented.  Their criticism was centered on the incompatibility of these two points and on high expenditures for administration, but as a matter of fact, the project was also vague in defining capacity building, as well as productive activities to be promoted through micro-credit. Despite the obvious formal shortcomings the project presented, the grant agreement was signed.    

5.2 The Grantee’s Experience as a Basis for Project Design
Although CODECOSTA had been active under another name since the end of the Civil War, it still remained in fact a political arm of the FMLN. Moreover, it had no experience as an NGO, which should be concerned with financial sustainability as well as technical and ideological coherence as a basis for operations. The truth of the matter is that it had just been founded around the time of the signing of the grant. As Mauricio Aguilar recognizes, CODECOSTA was kept hostage to its previous link with the party and did not equip itself technically to face the new phase.  Also, it seems that micro-credit was included within the project scope because this was perceived as a way to guarantee project approval by the IAF. Nevertheless, it did not reflect any experience or comparative advantage on the part of CODECOSTA to operate a credit fund. In short, CODECOSTA did not have the credentials to qualify for obtaining the IAF grant. 

5.3 Micro-credit is a Complex and Specialized Operation 

Any micro-credit project within the scope of IAF operations should be subjected to special scrutiny and rigorous conditions, because it is a complex operation, difficult to administer and control. 

Previous solid experience should be a must. Tradition on the part of the future grantee to focus credit operations on the needs of the very poor seems to be another. There should also be a clear-cut aim in terms of activities to be promoted and clientele to be assisted through both technical assistance and credit. Probably group credit and group guarantees better fit these requisites than providing credit on an individual basis, as CODECOSTA did.   

5.4 The Importance of the Technical Aspect of the Project

Although the project demanded a solid technical basis to articulate its capacity building, technical assistance and micro-credit activities, CODECOSTA kept its priorities centered round community organization to meet its political goals.  The IAF project was one of a myriad of activities, so that CODECOSTA did not have the time or the interest to improve its obviously insufficient technical performance during project execution. Given the size of the task, the evaluation visits were unable to guide project operations in the right direction. It seems that once the grant was approved, CODECOSTA decided that sending huge and useless intermediary reports would suffice as a way of meeting its obligations with the IAF. 

5.5 Choosing Few but Relevant Indicators 

The indicators chosen at the time the grant agreement was signed, as well as those reported at the grantee’s discretion during project execution, seem inadequate for monitoring and evaluation purposes. First, there is the conspicuous absence of a baseline situation. Second, except for the number of loans, financial indicators related to the credit operation are absent, as well as those that would have reflected the effect of these operations on borrowers. The intermediary reports contain lots of information, data and descriptions. Although these reflect the myriad activities CODECOSTA was engaged in, they reveal very little in terms of efficacy in changing the status quo of intended beneficiaries. As a matter of fact, a small carefully chosen set of indicators should have been agreed upon between the IAF and the grantee from the start. These should have been related to technical agricultural assistance – thus capacity building defined narrowly -, credit and productive results, as well as the second level effects on labor market engagement and living conditions.  

From the start, each well-defined goal should have been associated to at least one indicator of results. Definitions of how goals and results are to be defined and monitored had to be clearly agreed upon from the start between the IAF and the grantee. 

5.6 Taking Advantage of the Grantees’ Specificities 

Since the end of the Civil War, residents in the area have been organized into cooperatives
 and committees. Today, these grass root organizations are still the basis for obtaining goods and services from the government, including seeds, food baskets, housing materials, credit and even exchange trips abroad. Those who rise in the hierarchy of these associations are the first to be served of whatever goods or services become available. 

Although the grant mentality has to change, the organizational basis was there. Nevertheless, CODECOSTA did not take advantage of it in order to mobilize farmers around a feasible and attractive productive project, around which technical assistance and micro-credit operations could be anchored.  It wasted the project funds on a myriad of activities without a clear focus and without using the community organizations that, as a branch of the party, it had taken so long to establish. 

5.7 Being Alert to Signs of Irrecoverable Failure

At least as seen by the IAF, the grant agreement had the micro credit operation as its focal point. Thus, a warning signal should have gone up when the credit operation did not begin even though half the period of the project had elapsed. An efficient monitoring procedure should have identified trouble earlier on. Late start up of activities or signs of operational problems, such as the out-of-focus intermediary reports and the high idleness of the credit fund, should have prompted immediate IAF intervention. 
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� The Communist Party, the Ejercito Revolucionario del Pueblo (ERP), the Fuerza Popular de Liberación (FPL), the Partido Revolucionario de Trabajadores y Campesinos (PRTC) and the Fuerzas Armadas de Liberación (FAL)


� According to Mauricio Aguilar, CODECOSTA received around US$ 11 million dollars in 1994. 


� One manzana corresponds to around 7,000 m2.


� According to Mauricio Aguilar, after the war, the area was the one that concentrated most of the demobilized in El Salvador. 


� CODECOSTA, “Promoción para el Desarrollo Local en el Municipio de Jiquilisco”, December 1998.


� See Table 5 for the listing of the six indicators. 


� The Country Representative’s reply to the Review Team. 


� “I am left with the impression that this San Salvador based organization, with an apparent limited track record concerning loan programs, proposed to administer a US$ 50,000 loan fund to ‘help poor people’ but requires an additional US$ 204,000 to accomplish the task.”  (Internal IAF memo, March 2, 1999). 


� Its present Executive Director 


� Internal IAF memo dated March 70, 1999. 


� A total expenditure of US$ 300 considering the local cost of US$ 0.50 per plant. 


� Thus at a cost of US$ 55 per farmer enrolled in the program. 


� Mr. Luis Roberto Gonzalez was the data evaluator for this project. 


� He is the present executive-director of CODECOSTA. He is an agronomist that has worked with CODECOSTA by giving technical assistance to agricultural producers.  


� Seven in La Limonera; two in La Plancha; one in Los Araús; four in Zamoran; one in Sisihuago.  


� This information is approximate since the different records by CODECOSTA do not match. 


� Second half of 1999 and first half of 2000.


� For the second half of 2000 there are reports following both formats. 


� “… han participado en diferentes actividades de carácter político (día de la mujer, solicitud de fondos para emplear mujeres, etc) “. 


� When CODECOSTA asked for a disbursement of US$ 26,000 in November 2001, the country representative alerted that there was still a balance left of around US$ 60,000 in project funds. If an extension were needed, it should have been submitted promptly. The request for an extension was only submitted to the IAF in February 2002, thus evidencing the administrative difficulties CODECOSTA was facing at the time.  


� Cooperatives and committees may be seen as synonymous, since the cooperatives do not bear any specific legal meaning.   
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