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1. Project Background 

There were two basic reasons for setting up the project. First, the widespread poverty of the rural population coupled with economic stagnation in the northwestern region of the Anzoategui Province. The economy in this area is based on extensive cattle and pig farms, and agricultural activities are marked by the alternance of dry and rainy seasons during the year. During the rainy season cereals (corn and sorghum) are planted and harvested, and in the dry season there is no agricultural production whatsoever on the small homesteads. Then, for lack of even subsistence farming, the already precarious living conditions worsen considerably. Small ranchers lose capital with the death of animals due to lack of water and fodder, and the levels of undernourishment among children grows as well. In the second half of the 20th century there was a breakdown of estates as a result of various land reform initiatives, but these were insufficient to boost local development. With exceptionally low schooling levels, even small rural farmers live under conditions of extreme poverty. Among the large group of youngsters between 15 and 24 years of age – 18.6% of the population in the Bruzual Municipality, where the project is being deployed - there is a high rate of unemployment specially for those in the rural areas, which has led to a steady flow of migration into urban centers.

The second reason for establishing the project was the fact that there were abandoned facilities in the Asentamiento Campesino La Florida, in Bruzual. The settlement had come about as a result of the impounding of a 7,000-hectare farm in the beginning of the 60’s, after the fall of Perez Jimenez.
 Originally, the Institute of Lands
 distributed 30-hectare plots, but today there is heterogeneity in the size of plots – which range from 30 to 300 ha. – as a result of the purchase of neighboring plots. Nevertheless, due to the social-economic nature of the settlers, local adverse conditions of climate, soil and hydrography, plus the lack of investments in infra-structure, such as in irrigation, electric power, agricultural facilities, and the consequent reliance on low-yield livestock rearing, even 300ha plots are inadequate in guaranteeing sufficient returns. In a general scenario of stagnation and abandonment, there subsisted in the mid 90’s a skeleton of the earlier farm facilities, made up of the main farmhouse building, three stables, a corral, a warehouse for agricultural machinery and other electrical installations.  

The project for the utilization of lands and recovered facilities was elaborated by Fundación Técnico Agropecuaria de Guanape (FUNTAG). FUNTAG is a civil association created in 1996 to promote educational systems and initiatives that would lead to sustainable development in farming and ranching activities as to improve the living conditions of the poorer segment of the population. Headquartered in the Parish of Guanape, in the Bruzual Municipality, FUNTAG would gather at the time of the project conception 28 members – most of them born in the area, having known each other since childhood. This group is distinct from the general population in that they have genuine social concerns and have higher schooling levels – 16 of them are college graduates, which is directly reflected in their income level. Though they come from diverse professional backgrounds, as there are doctors and lawyers amongst them, the majority have been trained in activities connected to agriculture (agronomers, agricultural mechanics, agriculture teachers, etc.) and/or are themselves farmers and ranchers. 

At the time the project was submitted to the IAF, FUNTAG had already taken some important steps to create a basis on which to erect the project, as follows:

a) they had signed an agreement with the National Agrarian Institute to lease out 20 ha of public lands on which the old farm facilities were located. It is a 10-year land lease, extendable for periods of the same duration.  

b) the request to have the Venezuelan government finance the recovery of the above-mentioned facilities had been sanctioned as it was aimed at the productive utilization of the area by the community. B$84,600,000 financing obtained from the Social Fund - Fondo de Fortalecimiento  Social (FFS) – was equivalent to twice the value of the initial young people’s training project (B$ 43.690.000) which was later transformed into the proposal financed by IAF and by Petróleos de Venezuela (PDVSA), as will be seen below. 

2. The Proposal 

The FUNTAG project involved capacity building in farming and ranching activities for 100 poor youngsters between the ages of 14 and 25 that had had little schooling and were unemployed or underemployed. Nevertheless, the goal of the project was not limited to training, but aimed at the future insertion of these youngsters into the job market, either as employees in already-existing productive units or as independent producers of units yet to be formed. 

There was, too, a self-sustainable goal of the project throughout the years whereby trading would be established of poultry-farm produce obtained in line with the training program. 

The project was slated to be the core of a larger training program that would enable not only the direct beneficiaries – the 100 trainees - to be eligible for better jobs and better income, but which would also establish greater social cohesion amongst those involved in the program as well as bring a new source of economic opportunity to the area.  

The FUNTAG proposal was initially presented to PEQUIVEN in 1997, and later examined in light of the agreement established between IAF and PDVSA, which foresaw the joint effort of both organizations in the financing of projects of social interest. IAF signed the donation contract with FUNTAG in March 1999, where equal value sponsorship as assigned to the IAF and to PDVSA in order to finance the project.  

SOCSAL,
 the LLSA at the time, identified the FUNTAG project as fitting in to the scope of IAF interests, as it presented certain favorable characteristics, namely: 

a) Since 1998 FUNTAG was already holding training programs for rural workers – Most specifically, it had an agreement with the Universidad Central de Venezula to give a flexible propedeutic course, composed of classroom and fieldwork.  

b) The project already had a concrete base on which to rest on  – Funtag had already obtained financing from the Fundo de Fortalecimiento Social (FFS), during the Caldera government. Half of the total B$ 84,800,000 financing was paid in 1998. When the donation agreement was signed with the IAF, a part of the installations at the farm had already been refurbished. 

c) The project was supported by various institutions – Aside from FFS itself, FUNTAG already counted on other institutional support, among which that of PDVSA, which had been giving non-monetary aid (transport, office materials, etc.).   

d) The project counted on local government support – Aside from the support of the mayor of the Bruzual municipality, where FUNTAG and the La Florida settlement are located, the project also counted on the support of the mayors of two neighboring municipalities, Carvajal and Carjigal, with physical and socio-economic characteristics similar to those of Bruzual and potential beneficiaries of the capacity building project for young people geared to farming and ranching practices. 

e) FUNTAG had qualified associated members at their disposal to take over the technical and administrative tasks connected to the project. 

Between the time the proposal was initially submitted by FUNTAG and PEQUIVEN (a branch of PDVSA) in 1997 and the time the agreement was sealed by FUNTAG and the IAF in March 1999, there was a period of adjustments and negotiations that led to the creation of a more specific proposal in terms of its technical aspects, increasing as it were the value of the project, its duration and the value of the solicited funds. As a result, the original proposal, centered around general capacity building, was then changed to include specific training in poultry raising associated to the production and trade in produce engendered both on the school farm and in the community at large. The original budget for the one-year project – US$ 75,457, with a corresponding sponsorship solicitation of US$ 51,968 - was upped, resulting in a project valued at US$ 326,725, or over four times the original value, the grant increasing to US$ 194,100 and its term of duration raised from one to three years. The goal of training 100 youngsters was maintained as before. In the signed agreement, the origin of resources would be divided up as shown in Table I. 

	Table I

	Source of Funds

	 
	US$
	%

	IAF
	97,052*
	29.97

	PDVSA
	97,052
	29.97

	FUNTAG
	121,885
	37.64

	Others
	7,788
	2.41

	Total
	323,777
	100

	Source: IAF, Grant Agreement
	

	* When provision for audits (US$ 2,948) are included the total grant value reaches US$ 100,000.

	


It is worthwhile noting that even discounting the FUNTAG share, which actually related to the FFS financing for the recovery of the facilities – already an on-going project -, the value of the final project was 2.7 times that of the initial project. This is in keeping to a certain extent with the increase in the duration of the project of from one to three years, but not with the goals of the training program, which were unexplainably kept the same as in the original proposal. 

3. Deployment of the Project

When the agreement between the IAF and FUNTAG was signed in March 1999, the refurbishment of the pavilions set aside for poultry raising had already been completed thanks to public Venezuelan funds from the FFS. PDVSA funds, related to the project, had already been partially released, so much so that when the first disbursement was made by the IAF, in the amount of US$ 53,600 or 55% of the total value of funds allocated to the project, FUNTAG must have certainly found itself in a very comfortable financial situation and in fact the deployment of the project had already gotten under was. In hindsight, the unfolding of the project can be described as having had three successive phases. 

First Phase: From March 1999to August 2000 

During this period the raising, slaughtering and marketing of poultry as well as the training in aviculture got under way. There is video footage dating back to March 1999 showing the pavilions filled with over 30-day-old chickens, which goes to prove that the activity must have commenced at least a month earlier. The training program, scheduled to take place in four-hour dayly sessions, alternating between the classroom and field practice was started with a group of 15 youngsters in May 1999 and lasted until October of the same year. This might suggest that there was some sort of problem in concatenating production and training activities, so much so that the young people initially working on the poultry farm went about their work normally, that is to say, they did not attend a training program, though they were being remunerated as scholarship students, and not as employees on a wage basis. The boarding school system also seems not to have been set in place as the evidence shows that the kitchen and dining-hall facilities to accommodate over 100 people never came to be used, not during the deployment of the project nor later. The installations slated to become dormitories were never used either.   

Table II presents three versions of the training calendar that was offered during the project, as the information gathered did not often coincide. At any rate, training occurred mostly in this first phase, which is compatible with the original proposal of training 100 youngsters during the first year.  

The information in Table II suggests that the number of youngsters trained was in compliance with the proposed project goal, that is to say, 100 young people. However, as the activities on the poultry farm were brought to an end, it was not possible to verify as to the conditions under which this training program was given. Dates shown on Table II reflect that there were periods with very different time duration, it being unclear as to how productive activity at the poultry farm could have been maintained during the time lapses in the training schedule since labor was furnished essentially by trainees (only four of the trainees were permanently absorbed in the productive activity on the poultry farm). Likewise, the quality of the training program could not be assessed based on the insertion of trainees in poultry raising activities outside the farm: the few that were thus employed initially are currently unemployed or else employed in other activities.

	Table II

	Training Schedule - Dates and Number of Trainees

	Trainees
	Version 1
	Version 2
	Version 3

	1st group
	May - Sept. 99
	15
	-
	20
	Apr. -Jul. 1999
	25

	2nd group*
	Sept. - Dec. 99
	21
	Oct 99 - ?
	20
	Sept. 99 - Mar. 2000
	25

	
	 
	22
	
	15
	 
	25

	3rd group
	Feb. - May 2000
	30
	May 2000 - ?
	-
	May 2000 - Aug. 2000
	25

	4th group
	Sept. 2001 - Jan. 2002
	15
	-
	-
	Oct. 2001 - Feb. 2002
	25

	Total
	-
	103
	-
	-
	-
	125

	Sources: Version one - Monitoreo de Seguimento by Ricardo Garcia, May 2002.

	               Version two - Claudio Giumarra, April 2000.

	               Version three - Interview with Juan Ramirez in March 2004.

	* Two sub-groups being trained simultaneously, one in La Florida and the other in the Catholic Church, in downtown Carvajal. In this latter case, the practice depended on a small chicken coup on church grounds with no more than 50 chickens.


The training program offered by FUNTAG must have been attractive to the young set: within the context of economic stagnation, aside from representing the possibility of insertion in the labor market later on, it would have meant immediate gains, adequate by local standards. According to information furnished by FUNTAG, trainees worked in four-hour-a-day shifts, ten days a month, thus 40 hours/monthly, corresponding to a B$60,000 scholarship grant. This revenue represented, when indexed by the number of hours spent at work, roughly four times that of the minimum wage in the region (B$60,000/month in 1999). This remuneration totaled B$120,000/month for four months for the second group of trainees, 
 and therefore even more advantageous when compared to the salaries earned in the region.   

As to the productive activity itself, the initial information given by FUNTAG administrators during the 2004 visit was that it had occurred “normally” up to 2002, which did not, however, correspond to the information contained in the available documents: there are several records, including reports made by FUNTAG itself, showing that due to contamination of the breeding stock and consequent need to sacrifice all the fowl in the second semester of 2000, all activities on the poultry farm had had to be brought to a halt. 

Even so, there was a productive period in the first semester of 1999. According to Juan Ramirez, the weekly poultry production slowly increased so that by June 1999 they were producing on average 1000 chickens per week, or 4000 chickens per month, and that the activity had been a profitable one (see section 3.5). It is worth noting, though, that the activity did not occur uninterruptedly due to the need to disinfect the installations after each cycle.
 The cyclical nature of production is more in keeping with the information furnished in the second progress report (April 2000) that says that up to that date, i.e., from March 1999 to April 2000, 12,500 chickens had been raised. Roughly speaking, this comes out to three 42-day cycles of 4,000 chickens each, which would indicate a very modest utilization of the installed capacity of 15,000 chickens. 

FUNTAG reported that the last month of production was August 2000. According to the phases proposed herein, this corresponds to the end of the first phase of the project, at which time production reached 2,500 chickens per week or 10,000 per month. From  information gleaned, the activity was profitable, though profits measured by kilo produced had declined in relation to the one verified in June 1999, as explained below.

It is worth noting that, in the eyes of an outside observer, the contamination episode and the slaughtering of all the poultry is of vital importance, and constitutes a critical turning point in terms of the deployment of the project, though strangely minimized by the direstor of FUNTAG in his oral reports.
 Note, too, that at the end of the first phase, in September 2000, FUNTAG had not handed in a single report or bulletin regarding the proceedings of the project. 

Second Phase: From September 2000 to September 2001
The second phase corresponds to the period of a year during which all the activities at the poultry farm – those related to training as well as to production – were interrupted as a result of the contamination of the chickens and the sanitary killing that ensued due to the economic unfeasibility of veterinary treatment for the fowl.   

The contamination came about due to the transmission of a disease passed on by sheep herds, which came near the chicken pavilion as a result of an invasion ensuing from disputes over the public lands occupied by the poultry farm. The entire incident is hard to understand as the invading producer – who is there until this day occupying some of the pavilions and lands – does not have legal grounds or economic clout that might justify or guarantee such an invasion.  While to an outside observer the incident is beyond comprehension, to Venezuelans who were asked it is something quite common, which reflects the legal and institutional problems the nation is currently facing.

The mystery surrounding the incident and the consequent interruption in activities becomes evident when one examines the text of the letter FUNTAG sent the IAF dated October 26, 2000, in which it makes a formal solicitation for the second disbursement pertinent to the project.
 In this letter, no mention is made, when speaking of the achievements of the project during the period, of the invasion of the poultry farm, nor of the contamination and slaughtering of the fowl, nor of the interruption of activities. Symptomatically, within the accomplishments of the period, reference is made to four pavilions equipped to house 12,000 chickens, but no mention is made of either the number of chickens that had been raised nor of those sold during the period.

By then, FUNTAG had still not furnished information to the IAF about the project, and afterwards offers no explanation or justification for the misdeed. On the occasion of the monitoring visit in April 2001, PROACTIVA
 reiterated – to no avail - the instructions on the procedures to be followed.  

Third Phase: Return of activities and economical unfeasibility of the poultry farm

The return of activities at the poultry farm came about as a result of the second disbursement of IAF funds, corresponding to the remainder of resources allocated to the project, US$ 43,453, in August 2001.   

According to Juan Carlos Ramirez, director of FUNTAG, the return of activities began with the purchase of 1,600 chicks in July 2001, at a total cost of B$ 520,000 (or US$ 712).
  Even considering all the costs connected with fattening up the chickens for the kill that would take place 42 days later (US$ 3,992)
, this final IAF disbursement would allow FUNTAG to accomplish with great financial largesse all poultry raising and student training activities in the remaining nine-month period still left of the contract, i.e., until March 2002, when the project was to be officially terminated. Equally noteworthy is the fact that finishing off with the poultry necessarily implied bringing in revenues with the sale of the produce. 

A training program is said to have been given for 15 young people in this phase, between September 2001 and January 2002. It is not clear on what bases is done the maintenance of the poultry farm up to the slaughtering of the fowl and closing down of activities in March 2002, especially with respect to the work of the youngsters.   

4. What went awry?

Although right from the start the project presented characteristics suggesting high probability of success, a number of obstacles greatly impaired implementation. In March 2004, two years after project termination, an examination of what had happened was made extremely difficult in view of the lack and/or disorganization of administrative records linked, in part, to the very events that impaired the project. In addition, the documents of the project are faulty for various reasons, including the notorious absence of reports from FUNTAG regarding the project. 

Tentatively then, a systematization of factors that impaired the project is made, with comments based on available documents and on information obtained at the project site, with FUNTAG, with local authorities and with persons connected to the poultry business.
 

4.1 The Institutional Issue

The project took place within the context of institutional changes at IAF that resulted in the reduction of funds being passed on to the institution and in consequent difficulties in following up on projects. In the specific case of Venezuela, there seems to have been an accelerated turnover of IAF representatives responsible for following up on projects in the country and further difficulties in operating with the local LLSA enterprise, SOCSAL, which had been performing such services for IAF since 1992. 

Once the project had got under way and IAF made the first disbursement in March 1999, there are no records of SOCSAL visits for monitoring purposes or of programmatic reports made by FUNTAG during the first year, although the donation contract explicitly mandates this point, registering delivery dates for reports during the entire period of the agreement. The progress report, still done by SOCSAL, dated April 2000 is entitled “Second Progress Report”, but there is no evidence of their ever having been a first visit and corresponding report.
 Within the context of institutional transition and internal restructuring of the IAF, there is a lapse of time between the end of LLSA services by SOCSAL and the beginning of those by PROACTIVA, which is one more reason for the difficulties in assisting and following up on the project. Also within this context there occurred the contamination of the stock, the slaughtering of the fowl and interruption of all activities at the poultry farm, without IAF being informed of any of these occurrences, not directly nor by means of LLSA. The situation is only formally registered during a monitoring visit made by PROACTIVA in April 2001, thus eight months after the occurrence, and not immediately as would have been the case if the timetable for reports had been followed by FUNTAG.   

Even with the serious problems of interruption of all foreseeable activities and total disregard for norms with respect to furnishing information to the IAF, the remaining funds were liberated by the IAF at the end of 2001 in one parcel, which terminated the contract, putting an end to a jumbled project that took place also during a jumbled institutional period. Symptomatic of all these difficulties is the fact that there is no final project report. A Special Report (April 2002) put out by PROACTIVA is available, however, listing the multiple difficulties they had in scheduling any contact or meeting with FUNTAG so as to formalize the end of the project. 

4.2 The Agrarian Issue 

The invasion of the poultry farm as a result of land disputes in the region has as backdrop the controversial institutionalism that characterizes the current national government. It is a symptomatic example of lack of stable rules to guarantee an adequate environment in which to accomplish projects – whatever their nature may be – in the country today. Although there are legal grounds for the concession of the public property to FUNTAG to recover the installations and use them for production and training purposes (FUNTAG having even been benefited with public federal funds for these purposes), an entire   pavilion for raising poultry, the slaughterhouse and surrounding lands have been encroached upon by a sheep rancher. The invasion that, surprisingly, cannot be dated by the grantee, occurred during the first year of the FUNTAG-IAF project, as the fact is explicitly mentioned in the April 2000 report, but rather succinctly under external factors that were creating difficulties for the project
 

The herd of sheep near the poultry pavilion is said to have caused the contamination,
 which forced them to discard the entire breeding stock that was in the process of fattening at some time in the middle of the year 2000.
 

Although the chicken producing activity was restarted after the second disbursement, which has previously been referred to as the third phase of the project, the agrarian issue has not been resolved. Today (April 2004) the encroacher still remains on the poultry farm and is naturally a hostile neighbor to FUNTAG. Initiatives to mobilize the legal means with police force backing to dislodge the intruder have come to naught. Local mayors
 – who in principle might give support to FUNTAG, since they had explicitly supported the project – avoid getting involved, as they fear this might be seen as a maneuver of the opposition against the central government.  

4.3 The Financial Issue

Although the timetable of foreseeable disbursements of donations agreed upon by IAF and by PDVSA were not made available, they had agreed to equal-value donations of US$ 97,052 each to finance the project, the dates in which the disbursements were made may  have impaired the course of the project. 

In fact FUNTAG received more than half the IAF financing (U$$ 53,600), when the agreement was signed in March 1999. It was not possible to obtain information on the reasons that led this to happen, thus allowing the beneficiary access to funds from the agreement completely disproportionate to the project implementation timetable. The value of the IAF disbursement becomes even more inappropriate as, also at the beginning of 1999, PDVSA transferred to FUNTAG the total value of its donation (US$97,052). The PDVSA decision to make the disbursement all at once, before the end of the first year, was linked to the political changes in Venezuela. As the agreement between PDVSA and the IAF to cooperate on financing social projects was not renovated by the new government, victorious in the December 1998 elections, the administrators at PDVSA preferred to settle pending accounts.

FUNTAG certainly did not need such an amount of resources at the outset of the project – that is, approximately US$ 150,000
-, especially because the renovation of installations had already been financed by FFS. In fact the amount received in 1999 from the IAF and from PDVSA relative to the project in 1999 is a flagrant exaggeration of the major needs of working capital to set the project in operations, even considering the training program as an activity with non-returnable funds, namely:


Cost of raising 4,000 chickens – US$6,100


Three-month payment of scholarships for 15 youngsters – US$4,660

One should note with regard to the figures above that in this period poultry raising was, according to Juan Carlos Ramirez, economically feasible, i.e., the activity generated profits, even considering the payment of scholarships to trainees as production costs.  

Having initially received three-fourths of the total value of the project, FUNTAG had few incentives to keep in order their agenda of commitments with the IAF (reports, cost accounting), which certainly explains in part the difficulties of PROACTIVA or LLSA to get in touch with Bruzual (by phone, fax or e-mail) and to obtain information from the grantee.  

4.4 Capacity Building and Difficulties of Insertion in the Labor Market 

The project foresaw the training of youngsters in poultry raising activities so as to capacitate them for employment in poultry establishments in the region or for the start up of their own businesses in the sector. Given the scale of operations and the use of manpower in training, the poultry farm itself could only absorb as regular hands about four workers, the number of those actually hired from the first group of trainees.  

Even though there were poultry farms in the region in 1999, and even today there are still some, there is no indication that, at the time the project was conceived, the sector had been expanding to the point of being able to absorb approximately 15 to 20 new workers every three months. Furthermore, building up the hopes of youngster that they would be capable of setting up their own businesses and that, in addition, there would be financing for this, was certainly unfounded. First, because the target population of FUNTAG has very low levels of formal education and would need an extensive period of on-the-job training to dominate the basic techniques involved in handling poultry. Secondly, poultry raising is extremely demanding in terms of management, requiring the attention of the producer and day-and-night care, which markedly differentiates it from the predominant and traditional activity in the area, that of raising cattle and pigs, where animals are pretty much left on  their own.
 A pre-condition to being successful in the activity is, therefore, the occurrence of cultural changes with regard to regularity and intensity of work that, at least with respect to a large group of people, can only occur in the middle and long run. Thirdly, there is the critical problem in engaging in trading the final product. Apparently not taken into account explicitly, a regular outlet for the production of fowls would depend on the creation of a network capable of absorbing the production and of managing market risks.
 

As a result of these obstacles, the model proposed of short training cycles (200 hours of theoretical and practical classes) associated to the commercial activity of producing the poultry, could not work out on a permanent basis. In the best scenario, the poultry farm could pay its way as a commercial activity, guaranteeing jobs and income to a reduced number of employees, ten at most. 

4.5 The Change in Market Conditions

The idea of producing poultry as a sustainable activity on the farm that would cover financing for the training program in aviculture as well came up short due to difficulties that arose in the market. According to various witnesses in the region, the poultry raising sector underwent a crisis due to the exchange control and consequent lack/increase in the price of fodder, that depend on imported inputs. Thus, throughout the period of the project, there occurred a rise in production cost that, due to the generalized economic crisis the nation was facing, could not be passed on to the final price of the chicken. The result was a reduction in the production of fowls, with exclusion from the market of producers who had no guaranteed supply of fodder or a more precarious marketing network.    

In this respect it is worthwhile mentioning that, as FUNTAG worked with industrialized fodder,
 it was necessarily more affected by the crisis in the sector, which brought losses to everyone concerned, from producers of fodder all the way to final consumers. Examples of the crisis in the sector are apparent everywhere in the region. Thus, a fodder plant near the FUNTAG poultry farm can only cater to the needs of its own poultry farm today.
 FUNTAG that had at times bought some fodder from the neighbor could no longer be served. With the restriction in the supply of fodder, producers who worked by raising poultry also suffered bitter losses: they had their supply of fodder interrupted in the middle of a production cycle, when it was seen that the final price of chickens would not cover the rising costs of production.        

Table III organizes some data related to the production of poultry in FUNTAG throughout the period the project was in course. With the rise in the cost of fodder,
 the per kilo profit on the sale of chickens continually drops throughout the project, transforming it into an unfeasible activity at the end of the period.     

	Table III

	Evaluation of Variable Cost and Receipts

	
	June 1999
	August 2000
	Sept. 2001
	March 2002

	Cost* /kg**
	401.56
	637.75
	770.00
	975.68

	Sale Price /kg**
	510.00
	750.00
	850.00
	990.00

	Profit /kg**
	108.44
	112.25
	80.00
	14.32

	Profit /Cost
	0.270
	0.176
	0.104
	0.015

	Nr. of Chickens Sold
	4,000
	10,000
	973
	-

	Receipts***
	4,896,000
	18,000,000
	1,984,920
	-

	* Variable Cost

	**Live fowl

	*** Considering 2,4 kg as average weight


4.6 Lack of an Outlet Network

The project had been centered around the training/production combination. According to the director of FUNTAG, it had reached the mark of 10,000 chickens/monthly, which for trading purposes could not be reliant on ad hoc procedures, especially because putting off dates on which to slaughter fowls would surely result in losses. As there are no facilities on the poultry farm for cold storage, the sale had to concentrate on live chickens and there doesn’t seem to have been any contractual scheme in place that might have guaranteed the regular sale at prices previously arranged.  

Part of the production was slaughtered on the farm, in a small slaughterhouse that is today one of the installations encroached upon by producers who dispute the use of the estate. The slaughtering was done by female workers in the region – five women formed the more assiduous group of female workers – and they could reach the mark of 200 slaughtered fowls/day. The slaughtered fowl, refrigerated on the poultry farm as part of a value-added process, also had to be sold immediately, due to lack of refrigerated or frozen storage facilities for the produce.

Only sparse information could be had on the trading that took place. At a certain moment, FUNTAG seems to have organized a trading post for the refrigerated produce in the urban center of the Carvajal Municipality, which aimed at selling both wholesale and retail.
 It seems that local retailers in meat were not too keen on buying the chicken produced at FUNTAG due to its relatively elevated retail price when compared to alternatives offered by other suppliers in the region.       

4.7 The Administrative-Management Issue

This issue cannot be evaluated properly, as the visit was made when activities at the poultry farm had been paralyzed for over two years. Today FUNTAG operates precariously out of a room in a small house located on the side of a road that leads to the urban center of the Carvajal Municipality, sharing these modest installations with a government agency for technical rural assistance.
 Not only has the poultry farm been deactivated, but apparently FUNTAG as well: the administrative worker who organized the files was dispensed with and the director has difficulty in recuperating even basic and essential information about the project, either related to the contract with the IAF, or with the operation of the training program, the production and the sale of poultry meat.   

This is not apparently for lack of technical expertise, as seems to suggest the progress report of May 2002,
 which recommended that PROACTIVA should offer FUNTAG training in organizational skills. As is common knowledge, both the director and a good many members of FUNTAG have been schooled far beyond the needs to guarantee the necessary organization. What seems to be nonexistent is interest and care in office work, seen as secondary to the activities related to training and production of the project, which certainly ends up by making them unfeasible. The difficulty in obtaining complete and coherent information during the visit in March 2004, as well as the lack of feedback to the demands of the IAF with regard to periodic bulletins and the non-existence of a final report, that create gaps in the available documentation related to the project, are linked to the lack of administrative-managerial organization at FUNTAG.

Such is the current state of disorganization of records and the unavailability of basic information that it is entirely possible that this is a way of covering up for the actual extent of problems that occurred during the execution of the project.    

5. Aims versus Results 

The visit in March 2004 revealed the activities at the poultry farm to be totally paralyzed, which according to the director of FUNTAG himself, had occurred since the termination of the project in March 2002, when the last fowls had been sold off. 

The results of the FUNTAG project can be examined based on the IAF document entitled “Solicitud de Donación” in which characteristics of the project are systematized so as to “go deeper into the analysis of the proposal and make a final decision as to the possibility of financing”.
 The awaited aims and results, mentioned explicitly, have been systematized below:  

· formation of four groups of 25 poor youngsters with little schooling from the Guanape community and surrounding areas to train in the occupation of chicken raising on the La Florida poultry farm. 

· formation of associated groups of youngsters in aviculture production so as to generate both just income and sustainability for the Training Center.  

· to install the necessary equipment for aviculture activities (four pavilions equipped for chicken raising, a slaughterhouse, a trading post and a vehicle.)      

· to supply the consumer market by charging “considerate prices.”  

· creation of nine jobs for professionals in the area.     

· capacity building for 69 peasant youngsters in the raising, preparation and selling of poultry meat.  

· creation of twenty jobs for women in the slaughtering and preparation of chicken meat for the market.  

· 1000 families benefited by the consumption of chicken meat at “very considerate prices.”

The aims are listed above in the order and terminology that appeared in the document. For assessment purposes, it is interesting to organize them by sets, to which diverse categories of indicators can be applied:

a) Improvement in Living Conditions 

According to grantee declarations and different reports, between 103 and 125 youngsters have been trained.  It is reasonable to assume that they are better off now than before the training, even though we do not know about the effective results of the learning process. As a matter of fact, this effectiveness could only be measured if they were actively engaged in raising chickens.  

Concerning the effects of the chicken production on diets and on the number of families positively affected because of quality and price, this result cannot be directly measured. There is no evidence that the production was significant and prices advantageous as to affect the diets of a relevant number of families. Nevertheless, those directly involved in the production, specially the women in the slaughterhouse, certainly received direct in kind benefits as an unofficial part of their pay. For evaluation purposes, let us assume that, whenever the farm was active in training and production, the 25 trainees as well as the five women working in the slaughterhouse had some benefit in terms of their diets. 

b) Improvement in Productive Engagement   

Although it is not clear which nine jobs were expected to be created by the project for professionals, we are assuming here that it referred to jobs associated to the training provided, that is, jobs to fulfill everyday tasks on the chicken farm on a permanent basis. As a matter of fact, in a social concerned project like this, it does not make sense to add up the number of jobs created considering those of teachers, administrators and trainers, although they play an essential role and are paid for with project funds: their pay corresponded to around one third of total IAF funds (US$ 32,100), or, if we take into account also the PDVSA contribution, US$ 64,200. 

According to FUNTAG, four permanent jobs were created on the farm for youngsters recruited from the first group trained. There seems to have been a turnover of youngsters holding these jobs, probably because the production cycle was not continuous, but also because they were not motivated by the work on the farm, but looked forward to having their own businesses.
 This lack of interest in keeping the job may seem surprising considering the lack of opportunities in the area and the fact that the stipend paid was well above the minimum wage as mentioned before.
     

Only one trainee got a job for which he had been prepared, on a chicken farm in the neighboring municipality of Boca de Uchire. Although this job already existed and thus was not created by the project, it did not last long, since the enterprise closed down soon after.  

The most important effect in terms of jobs created and increased income associated to the project seems to have been related to the women who slaughtered the chickens and prepared them for sale. This number never reached 20, as planned, and there were practically four, maximum five women involved whenever there were chickens to be prepared. Since their pay was perceived as good – B$ 200/per chicken - they worked as many hours as they could until their task was completed. From early morning to nightfall, five women could take care of around 200 chickens, which would mean B$ 8,000 per day and per woman, thus well above the monthly B$ 60,000 minimum wage. Also, this temporary job was specially attractive because there were no productive alternatives in the area, even at the minimum wage, and the women could conciliate this occasional occupation – slaughtering chickens was not a continuous activity – with their normal home chores close by.

As long as it lasted, the activity changed the lives of these few women through increased income. According to one of them, it was the highest income she had ever earned, which allowed her to pay her debts and buy household appliances that improved the level of comfort for her and her family. Part of the income was used in consumption of non-durables – food and clothes – thus having no permanent effect on well being. The improved diet that could be afforded was mentioned to contain more beef, not chicken, of course…       

c) Sustainability 

This goal was central to the project in the sense that the previous investment in recuperating the installations of the farm as to convert them to a training/production center,
 as well as the IAF/PDVSA US$ 200,000 grant, could not be justified by activities during the three-year execution period. If we consider the youngsters trained as the only result, the three-month training cost would total  US$ 2,000 per youngster, which is a huge amount of money when considering local living costs and income. 

Although there were many intervening reasons that might explain the project failure of this major goal, as discussed in section 3, there is another and more crucial one. The project was centered on market strategy – training in order to generate jobs and income, financing productive-training activities with the sale of the produce on the market. Nevertheless, there is no evidence that this strategy was economically feasible from the start. 

Today the abandonment in which the installation of La Florida lies is regrettable.  As a matter of fact the set of buildings is quite impressive in size and quality, being in an outstanding position when compared to the productive installations – even the commercial ones – in the area (See plant of installations below). There are 12 different buildings totaling an area of 5,000 m2.  Some of them, such as the chicken coups and the slaughterhouse, were used at some time during project execution, but others seem to have never had the furniture or the utensils essential for their operation, such as the dorms or the cafeteria/kitchen. Although there is a watchman to avoid vandalism and theft,
 unused, the buildings are deteriorating, which is an unacceptable waste.             
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As a matter of fact sustainability could be viewed as a criterion to focus the other two previous categories of project results. In this sense, although more than 100 youngsters were trained, thus attaining the proposed training goal, this achievement per se is clearly insufficient, specially considering the cost involved, which could only be justified if the training activity were to continue. The same applies to the income generated. Women who slaughtered chickens benefited from the additional income only temporarily: since the activity did not last because it was not economically sustainable, neither their jobs nor their increased income were lasting improvements. 

When visiting the La Florida farm during fieldwork, Juan Carlos Ramirez described other FUNTAG initiatives that took place during the project. These refer to organizing horticulture production on an associative basis, that is, three or four neighboring families working together under FUNTAG technical assistance. We visited two of these close to La Florida headquarters and there is no evidence that any such activity is going on. Although the field visit took place during the dry season, there is water close by that could sustain such small plots. Nevertheless, no relevant productive activity is in sight. The few existing animals (chickens, turkeys, pigs) survive with very little caring.  

Also, Juan Carlos Ramirez showed the wood poles that had been installed along the road, so as to support power lines. He argues that the poles are the most expensive investment when establishing the lines. Even if this is so, it is a waste to have the poles if the community and FUNTAG have so far been unable to have the lines installed and still do not benefit from electric energy.

The same applies to the elevated water tank. Although located where it would be feasible to guarantee water supply for a group of around 20 families, it remains inactive. The tank is there, but the pumping equipment and pipes are not. Some disputes over water rights may explain, in part, the failure of yet this one other initiative. Nevertheless, unresolved disputes and the inability of FUNTAG to contribute in solving them for the benefit of the community seem to have been a distinctive characteristic of the organization during and after the IAF project. 

d) Improvement in Attitude 

Despite the fact that the improvement in attitude was not directly stated as a goal in the 1997 project proposal, nor in the 1998 demand for funds addressed to the IAF,
 in the latter document, which is a standard form, the grantee-to-be is invited to choose six “activities” out of a list of 44, placing them in order according to their diminishing importance in the project. In the case of FUNTAG, the activities listed were: 1) Strengthening of Capabilities; 2) Citizenship Awareness; 3) Capacity Building; 4) Community Development; 5) Strategic Planning; 6) Animal Production.  Number 3 and 6 refer specifically to the activities around which the project was organized, but the other four are broader, more general and permanent goals to be reached, the actual bases for sustainability and success of the project in the medium and long run.   

Although, methodologically, it would be a challenge to assess to what extent these goals were fulfilled, it is certainly not the case here as none of these four goals were attained to any degree. First, there is no evidence that capabilities have been strengthened, that is, there are no initiatives by FUNTAG, by the community, or by the trainees that might suggest they have progressed in formulating plans and in celebrating agreements and alliances, thus leading to better capacity in managing sustainable programs. On the contrary, everywhere there is evidence of unresolved conflicts.  Although the most important conflict is the one between FUNTAG and the invader of La Florida, there are other pending matters. Some of these concern very specific aspects, such as the use of water and the establishment of power lines, that have already been mentioned, while others are more general in nature, as the political backing of FUNTAG.  There have been no initiatives on the part of the community or of the trainees, be it productive or organizational, which might suggest improvement in these capabilities.      

Second, improvement in citizenship awareness as empowerment of the community to solve local problems associated to local development has simply not occurred. People who benefited from the project - the most evident beneficiaries from their own point of view being the women who worked in the slaughterhouse - did not change their way of living and coping with their problems and difficulties. There are fragrant fatalism and conformism in leaving things as they are.
 There is no community organization, neither plans to solve even those problems that seem to an outsider, both simple and, once solved, highly beneficial to the community, such as guaranteeing water supply and putting up power lines.  

Third, without community organization, there is no strategic planning. It is noteworthy and especially significant that not only has the community not advanced in terms of organization, but that even the trainees were not transformed by the training itself or by the working experience in La Florida. Realistically speaking, three months is a very short period of time to alter perceptions and attitudes towards labor, such as discipline and perseverance, thus changing cultural realities inherited throughout generations.      

Table IV systematizes planned and attained projects goals, as derived from official documents. Although the project had a clearly training/productive anchor that could lead to mobilizing the community around perceived benefits in terms of income and better living conditions, the result was certainly quite adverse. It is even possible to conceive that the effect of the project may have been unfavorable in terms of the community’s perception of its rights and possibilities to act positively. The well publicized initiative and the huge investment came no naught, except for the recuperation of buildings that, even today amidst the growing grass and the lost tiles, are in shocking contrast with the extreme poverty all around. (See selected pictures in Annex). The evident wastefulness, the complex bureaucracy and the politics they are unable to comprehend and affect, may lead to frustration, thus reinforcing their fatalist view of social reality and of their individual destinies.    

	Table IV

	Proposed Goals and Results

	Proposed Goals
	Planned
	Attained

	Improvement in Living Conditions
	
	

	   Training (Nr. of youngsters)
	100
	100

	   Better Diet (Nr. of families)
	1,000
	30

	
	
	

	Improvement in Productive Engagement
	
	

	   Nr. of Jobs Created
	9
	4

	   Nr. of Jobs for Women in the Slaughterhouse
	20
	5

	
	
	

	Sustentability
	
	

	   Training Activities
	Yes
	No

	   Productive Activities
	
	

	      · chicken
	Yes
	No

	      · other animal production
	Yes
	No

	      · other agriculture
	Yes
	No

	   Better Diets
	Yes
	No

	   Local Mobilization
	Yes
	No

	
	
	

	Improvement in Attitude
	
	

	   Strengthening Capabilities
	Yes
	No

	   Citizenship Awareness 
	Yes
	No

	   Community Development
	Yes
	No

	   Strategic Planning
	Yes
	No


6. Lessons Learned  

The way the project was implemented and its unfavorable results were related to a series of factors, many of which exogenous, as discussed in Section 3.  Nevertheless, even under conditions over which the grantee has no control, it is important to consider how to make adjustments to minimize losses. Based on the FUNTAG project, the comments below refer to safeguards and guidelines that can be used to avoid certain implementation problems, as well as to cope with unexpected adverse conditions.

6.1 From the Grantee’s Expectations to the Final Proposal 

The original FUNTAG proposal submitted to the IAF in 1997 was fundamentally different from the approved proposal in three basic aspects. First, it was a vague proposal centered on agricultural training in general. Second, it was a one-year project. Third, the project cost was estimated at B$ 43,690,000 (around US$ 60,000), of which they solicited B$ 30,090,000 (around US$ 41,219) from the IAF. 

The final proposal certainly presented an improvement in making the training goal more specific: it became centered around poultry farming. Nevertheless, there was no apparent reason for increasing the execution period, nor the value of the grant. On the one hand, the goal of training 100 youngsters was obviously feasible in one year. On the other hand, the amount of resources originally demanded was perfectly in line with the aim. Thus, increasing the grant to almost five times for executing the same tasks over a longer period certainly meant escalating the risk of wastefulness. 

Maybe the lower value and the shorter period of the original proposal would have been impractical for the IAF, that is, outside the parameters used for grant concessions by the institution. If this were the case, a possible solution would have been to maintain the training goals for the first year, and introduce additional training requirements for the second and third years. Nevertheless, even with additional training goals, the new value of the combined grants (IAF and PDVSA) would remain incompatible, thus requiring the specification of new expenditures associated with training.  

6.2 Market-Centered Proposals Must Be Analyzed Using Economic Parameters 

The proposal to combine the training of youngsters and the use of these same trainees to man a commercial poultry farm seemed both simple and logical. Nevertheless, it took for granted two premises that proved to be unfounded. First, that there was a labor demand for the trainees. Second, that FUNTAG would be able to sell the chicken produced on the farm. 

Nowhere in the project are the bases for these premises mentioned. As a matter of fact, right from the beginning of the project, there was no labor demand for the trainees: only one individual from the first group of 25 trainees got a job on a poultry farm. Also, because of the low educational background of the trainees and the short training/practice period, it would be unreal to conceive that the youngsters would be able to manage their own small poultry businesses.  Many of them were attracted to the project by this announced perspective – which served only to cause frustration and deception. 

Concerning the chicken production, there was no estimation of production costs and sales prices, nor was any consideration given to commercialization plans. Although the information obtained during the field visit in April 2004 suggested that production costs and sale prices were compatible in the beginning, it could have been otherwise, thus jeopardizing the whole project. Anyway, it seems that the lack of a sound commercialization plan would have made the poultry production unfeasible if elevated costs had not done so before then. 

The lesson is clear: if the social project is based on an economic initiative, this initiative has to be evaluated using the usual economic viability criteria.      

6.3 Step-by-Step Implementation and Disbursements  

The accepted proposal did not include a schedule for project implementation that could have been used for follow-up and disbursements. Furthermore, a first disbursement at the occasion of the contract signature corresponded to 55% of the total grant. Thus, this amount did not relate to the usual six-month schedule used by the IAF as to make the subsequent disbursements associated to the production of the biannual progress reports. Moreover, already in the first year, FUNTAG received the totality of resources from PDVSA associated to this project. 

Without guidelines for project execution and without financial incentives, the grantee simply ignored the administrative routines required by the IAF.  The second disbursement, corresponding to the remaining value of the grant, was made after the project had ceased all activities for more than a year, and contacts between the grantee and IAF had practically come to a standstill.  Its concession occurred when the project was already unfeasible on both counts: training and productive goals.  

Maintaining a pre-established work routine, progress reports and conditioned disbursements, is essential in order to perceive problems as they occur and adjust the project, whenever possible, to the new conditions.       

6.4 The Need for Clear-Cut Follow-Up Procedures and Assistance for Adjustments 

Follow-up procedures are to be conceived as a realistic tool with which to monitor the projects and to intervene as soon as problems occur. Clearly stating from the outset what information is relevant for project execution is a sure way of steering clear of useless bureaucratic reports. Since the IAF supports projects that are so diverse in nature, it is a real challenge to establish a minimum monitoring framework for each project. 

In the case of the FUNTAG project, the interruption of the project for a year is hard to understand based on its declared cause, contamination of the chickens. After the first year, there was plain evidence that the project had to be reoriented. The idleness of the whole structure for one year, as well as the waste of the third phase of the project, after the final disbursement in August 2001, could have been avoided. The greater the failure, the harder it is recovering from it. It is shocking to see the abandonment of FUNTAG’s excellent facilities, especially when there are so many unattended needs in the neighboring community. 

6.5 Begin Small and Expand Whenever Successful  

There is a shocking contrast on the one hand between the facilities at La Florida and the amount of funds that were mobilized for the training project, and, on the other hand, the meager means with which FUNTAG run day-to-day activities. FUNTAG’s deficient administrative record, of which the difficulties in recovering basic information on the project is proof, was probably incompatible with the needs associated with such an ambitious enterprise. Perhaps the poultry farm could have been the initial and permanent nucleus around which to grow. If not, other kinds of training/production, possibly something related to traditional cattle raising activities. Anyway, whatever the activity, it had to be continuous so as to polarize potential beneficiaries and the community at large.  Only after a feasible basis is sound and operative should a next step in terms of cyclic and sporadic activities be considered. One might presume that the huge installations that were already standing before the IAF/PDVSA project got started could have been one of the causes of its demise.
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� The farm used to belong to dictator Perez Jimenez’s henchman, who, once sued for elicit wealth, had his farm impounded. 


�  Venezuelan Federal government agency for agrarian policies and reform. 


� SOCSAL was founded in 1992 to offer services to support IAF activities in Venezuela, when this type of service was organized in different countries in order to guarantee technical assistance and follow-up on financed projects. According to the  SOCSAL representative, the firm promoted the contacts that resulted in the agreement between the IAF and Petróleos de Venezuela (PDVSA) for the financing of social interest projects.      


� Cláudio Giumarra, 2000. 


� The film produced by FUNTAG shows all the installations empty of any poultry in September 1999.    


� When he gave his initial oral report of the history of the project in March 2004, he failed to mention the incident entirely: he explicitly declared that once the activity had started up it had been kept going uninterruptedly until 2002. He only made reference to the slaughter and interruption of activities over the one year period when directly pressed for this information. 


� This is the answer to the letter the IAF sent on October 3, 2000, which was not possible to obtain for examination. 


� PROACTIVA assumes LLSA of Venezuela in December 2000. 


� At the average exchange rate in August 2001, B$730/US$.


� The unitary cost of producing chickens in March 2002 was used - B$ 2,146.50 -, thus already inflated by the price evolution of the period. From this total, the value of buying the chicks was discounted.  


� Information was obtained from rural producers, manufacturers of fodder for aviculture and traders in chicken. 


� There is no document or record at SOCSAL, nor at PROACTIVA, at IAF or at FUNTAG itself that the first monitoring visit, which should have occurred six months after the beginning of the project, i.e. in September 1999, actually occurred. 


� “The existence of invaders on the poultry farmlands has created legal problems for the Foundation, distracting it from its main activity.” (Progress Report, April 2000).   


� Contamination by Coccidiosis and Salmonelosis.


� It is quite strange and symptomatic of the carelessness that involved the course of the project that nowhere in FUNTAG can there be found a record of the date in which such an important fact occurred, more so because the sanitary killing of an entire breeding stock of more than 4,000 fowls is not a logistically trivial technical operation. Also, the number of fowls slaughtered could not be obtained.    


� The mayors of municipalities within the area of influence of FUNTAG - Bruzual, Carvajal and Carjigal – were elected by the opposition, but today, refuse to be classified as opposition. The Executive Secretary of Carvajal declared that in the municipal government “there is no ideology. Their ideology is the progress of the people”. In truth, there is the fear that any local government initiative might be seen as an act of defiance against the federal government – as, for example, supporting FUNTAG against the encroachers -, as the local governments are totally reliant on the federal government from a budgetary point of view, which has obvious political implications.     


� Corresponding to the total planned PDVSA contribution (US$ 97,052) and the first IAF disbursement  (US$ 53,600). 


� Cost of production per fowl B$ 883; monthly scholarship B$ 60.000; Exchange rate: B$ 579/US$. 


� During the dry season, from January to June, small producers lose part of their herd due to the lack of water and food, as it is not common that they offer adequate protection to the animals to compensate for adverse natural conditions.   


� The expansion of Brazilian poultry business over the last few years is a success story based on the so-called “integrated system” whereby firms responsible for the slaughter and trade provide technical assistance and production consumables to small producers, who agree to raise the fowl. The level of schooling and the tradition in farming and ranching of there producers in the South/Southeast of Brazil, where the activity developed is, nevertheless, quite different from that observed in Guanape. 


� As is the case of the PURINA brand, to which the director of FUNTAG explicitly referred.


� With the capacity to produce 1000t/monthly in eight-hour shifts, it operates today at the level of 500t/monthly.  The manager informed that selling fodder to third parties, which occurred at more moderate prices than the rations of multinational brands, had ceased since 2002 due to the difficulties in servicing even the demand for fodder of the 200 thousand chickens in his own business.


� The price of the 20kg bag of fodder increased from B$ 1,522,460 in November 1999 to B$ 14,490,000 in May 2002, a 951% nominal increase, compared to the 43% general price index increase over the same period.  


� There is no available information on installations and formal organization of the trading post, only that it traded in the refrigerated chicken meat from the FUNTAG poultry farm.


�The Fundación CIARA, which was a NGO until 2003. Therefore, the FUNTAG office address is no longer the same one that is mentioned in the documents of the project, nor is it located on the Florida poultry farm. The difficulties in getting in touch with the institution by phone or e-mail may in part have been due to the change in address, the precariousness of present installations and the running of the institution. 


� PROACTIVA, Ricardo Vallejo, pg. 12. 


� IAF, Solicitud de Donación, September 1998. 


� With regard to this, see Rocha, 2003. 


� Juan Carlos Ramirez’s assessment on trainee motivation. 


� See Section 3.


� Financing from the Social Investment Fund.    


� Furthermore, they worked in chicken raising, which was expected to cover the training costs, including the trainees’ stipend. 


� Roof tiles, doors, window frames, hydraulic and electrical material could be used in other constructions. 


� FUNTAG, Formación de Jóvenes Campesinos de Guanape para el Trabajo Y la Producción Agropecuaria, propuesta año 1998 presentada a InterAmerican Foundation; Fundación Interamericana – Solicitud de Donación, 1998. 


� The testimony of one of the women: “Working on the farm was great because of the pay. But it was too much and too good to last!”
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