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The South and Nabatieh as a case study

INTRODUCTION
A coop is a group of individuals who voluntarily 
unite together under a joint economic activity
in order to enter the market as a group rather 
than individuals and secure for themselves good
buy and sell terms and conditions, and be able 
to carry out certain tasks at higher efficiency and
quality level. The end goal is to support the 
economic interests of all coop members through
personal efforts rather than third party support 
or government subsidies.
The establishment of a coop would be a good 
idea when the capabilities of an individual 
alone are short of achieving a specific economic 
objective. The main themes of cooperative work 
are: cooperation and solidarity, empowerment 
and self-organization, and self-ownership. 
Agriculture is one of the main fields where 
coops thrive; agricultural coops are the right 
alternative for small farmers who may not afford 
to buy the necessary equipment and machinery 
to operate at economic efficiency.
It is the appropriate solution for small farmers to 
buy good fertilizers and high quality seeds, and 
to acquire new and big agricultural machinery. 
Instead of serving as day workers for large land 
owners, being at their mercy, and giving them 
a large proportion of their production, small 
farmers can unite and conduct together the 
necessary investments under the umbrella of 
a coop. Agricultural coops promote the role of 
small farmers, empower women - namely in rural 
communities, create new work opportunities, 
and provide services with member cooperation 
and participation.
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COOPERATIVE
PRINCIPLES

The activities of coops are governed by the 
same cooperative principles that have been
agreed at the International Cooperative
Alliance established in 1895:

ECONOMIC GOALS COMMUNITY GOALS

a- Voluntary and open membership
b- Democratic member control
c- Member economic participation
d- Autonomy and independence
e- Education, training, and information
f- Cooperation and cooperatives
g- Concern for community

Economic growth

Savings through collective
activity and effort

Access to modern tools

Improved productivity,
quantitatively and qualitatively

Better financial conditions

Support to the country’s economic
and development projects through

collective efforts

Support to local development

Support the social and cultural growth
of the coop local community by instilling
the spirit of cooperation within the local 

community.

Instill and grow the sense of self-reliance
and cooperation among members

Bridge the gap between social classes

Secure community needs at lower cost

Reinforce the spirit of democracy
through cooperative work

Reduce unemployment and poverty
by creating additional job opportunities

Organize and unite individual efforts
into collective efforts
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ANALYSIS OF THE CURRENT STATE OF 
COOPS IN THE SOUTH AND NABATIEH
through the examination of the returned forms

A survey form was distributed on a random sample of a hundred coop in the South and Nabatieh 
Governorates. The survey focused on three themes: administrative and legal, financial, and 
sustainability & marketing. In order to differentiate active from non-active coops, the age of the 
coops included in the sample was calculated, and it has turned out that over half the coops are 
between ten and twenty years of age. Coops normally live for 50 years or more, thus these local 
coops have room to improve their situation over the years.
By looking at the areas of specialization of the coops, it has turned out that the vast majority is 
involved in “General agriculture”, some catering to “Olive cultivation”, “Processing”, or “beekeeping”, 
many of the areas of specializations are intertwined, as shown in the following chart:

The number of coop members in the coops that 
make up the sample is 4103 members, 88% of 
them are male, against a sheer 12% for females. 
These figures are a clear indication that female 
participation in coop activity is somehow very 
little. 
The coop community also seems to be a little 
behind; the vast majority of chairmen of coop 
BoDs have not attained secondary education. 
Most coops operate without a fax or an email.
At the administrative front, 74% of the coops do 
not have a director; only 3% of the coops having 
a director from outside the pool of members. 
The vast majority of coops operate without staff 
with only 30 employees in the 100 coops that 

General agriculture

2%
2%

1%

1% 1%

General agriculture and processing

General agriculture and olive

General agriculture and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive and processing

General agriculture, olive and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing and beekeeping

Processing

39%9%

12%

4%

6%

12% 4%

6%

are included in the sample – and that is a very 
small number indeed. 
18% of the coops have 11 or 12 members while 
the remaining coops are somewhere between 
13 to 463 members. It seems that the number 
of coop members groew with activity growth in 
60% of the cases and remained the same in 33% 
other cases.
The vast majority of the coops convene only 
once per year; this is an indication of weakness. 
Coops should convene monthly; this is not the 
case in most coops.
On the financial front, the vast majority 
of coops is registered with the Ministry of 
finance (76%), and is affiliated to the General 
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National Federation of Lebanese Cooperative 
Association (88%) and regularly pays their 
annual subscriptions. A few coops (about 12%) 
are affiliated to other federations: the regional 
coop federation, the South Coop Federation (Al-
Ard), the South Economic Development agency. 
In terms of member subscriptions, 78% of the 
coops do not apply member subscriptions.
We have examined the 2016 and 2017 budgets 
of 50 coops included in the sample.
Findings indicate that 35% of the total initial 
capital goes to “General Agricultural” alone, 
followed by “Olive” and “General Agriculture & 
Olive”. The vast majority of coops (85%) pay up 
LBP 100,000 as share price, as provided for in 
the system. “General Agriculture” and “General 
Agriculture & Olive” take up the highest share 
of total fixed assets. 63% of coops do not rent 
assets. In terms of current assets, “General 
Agriculture” takes the highest percentage of 
around 30%. In terms of liabilities, “General 
Agriculture” and “General Agriculture & Olive” 
come first, with 80% of current liabilities going 
to “General Agriculture” alone. In terms of costs 
and revenues, the highest percentage (around 
38%) goes to processing. Profit distribution 
varied between 2016 and 2017.
In 2016, “General Agriculture & Olive” came 
first with 49% of profits. In 2017, “Processing” 
came first with 39%. It appears that coops that 
have 19 to 27 members achieve the highest 
percentage of profits. 
In terms of losses, “General Agriculture” was 
the biggest loser in 2016 and 2017 (around 
70%). It appears that the higher the number 
of coop members is the higher the losses for 
mismanagement. 
By comparing the year-on-year budget, it 
appeared that coops can go backwards, profits 
decreased from 163,762,308 in 2016 to 
83,267,891 in 2017. Losses increased from 
49,447,250 in 2016 to 114,471,297 in 2017. 
These figures indicate that there is a severe 
sector weakness, with many problems that need 
addressing.
In terms of government subsidies, 98% of 
the coops communicate with the Ministry of 
Agriculture but only 39% receive subsidies, and 
this could be one of the reasons why coops are 
falling behind on the financial front. Financial 
support by the government amounted to a total 
of LBP 199,970,000, the biggest share of which 
(44%) went to “General Agriculture”.

In the last few years, 64% of the coops received 
grants; the Ministry of Agriculture was the 
largest contributor (27%), followed by the 
French Development Agency (21%), with the 
remaining percentage came from various foreign 
agencies. Total financial grants stood at LBP 
1,028,250,000 the biggest share of which (37%) 
went to “General Agriculture”.
If we consider the great losses in the agricultural 
sector, it would be fair to say that financial 
grants are still very squat.
In terms of sustainability and marketing, SHEILD 
delivered the vast majority of the training 
courses (23%), followed by various foreign 
agencies (21%). Most training courses were a 
two-week programme (46%).
It appears that 78% of the coops have offered 
projects of mostly service nature to their 
members. The value of these projects stood at 
LBP 1,307,962,500; funding was either self-
generated or external. 70% of the coops have 
assessed their projects as effective.
The coops also delivered or supported the 
delivery of “Guidance & Marketing”, or simple 
“Guidance” activities.
Having looked at these indicators for each coop 
individually, it appears that 65% of the coops are 
effective, and 35% are ineffective.
In terms of project proposals, the vast majority 
of coops need a new project or should active 
an existing one. Projects are carried out 
for financial reasons where money is short, 
production cost is high, or where old machinery 
needs to be replaced with new one…. The 
objectives are mostly financial, i.e. to improve 
the economic situation of the coop members.
The total cost of project consultancy stood at 
3,757,400,000 while total operation cost for the 
projects stood at 2,033,300,000, with expected 
revenues standing at 3,461,940,000.
The largest share of costs and revenues went 
to “General Agriculture”, which indicated that 
there is a room to improve the situation of this 
sector to which the government is failing to give 
enough attention. 
The vast majority of the projects were supposed 
to create maximum 10 work opportunities each. 
The vast majority of the projects were supposed 
to solve financial problems for the members.
Having looked at the weaknesses and problems 
that coops face, it would be safe to safe that 
most of the weaknesses and problems are 
financial. Strengths are mostly administrative 
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(30%). When we asked about the type of 
assistance that could support the development 
and activation of coop activity, answers mostly 
talked about in-kind support (purchasing of 
new equipment and machinery). Coops can 
grow their sector through financial support, 
development, or training courses …
Opportunities that coops can invest in were 
mostly around the development of the 
agricultural and other sectors.

Coops face numerous obstacles that lead to the deterioration and decline of the agricultural 
sector. A series of solutions were suggested with a view to ease the problems that the agricultural 
and other sectors in Lebanon face.

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

• Increase cultural awareness among coop 
members: familiarize them with the coop 
law, and their rights and obligations under 
said law.

• Support coops with modern equipment
and machinery.

• Deliver ongoing training courses 
to members to train them on coop 
administrative practices.

• Form a control committee to ensure the 
ongoing monitoring of coop activity and 
check whether they are delivering their role 
perfectly well.

• Adopt a new classification system for 
coops with a view to get necessary statistics 
and information on their geographic 
distribution on districts and governorates.

• Continuous follow-up on products across 
sectors with a view to market and distribute 
them in local and foreign markets.

• Increase government support to coops 
with a view to offer better productivity at 
inferior cost and thus achieve sustainable 
economic development.

• Coops to open foreign markets to small 
farmers with a view to grow such small 
businesses.

• Twining agreement with foreign coops to 
increase coop effectiveness.
Promote coop activity.

• Open new markets to farmer products.

• The government to compensate farmers 
for losses due to environmental disasters.

• Carry out media and advertisement 
campaigns to market and promote the 
purchase of local products.
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ANNEXES

ANNEX 1 
The form

ANNEX 2 
Names of cooperatives that have been covered in the analysis

ANNEX 3
Tables, charts, and analysis for each of the components
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ANNEX 1: The form

Name of Cooperative: …………………………………………………...................................…………………...............………

Geographic jurisdiction: ……………………………........…… HQ: ……................................……….........………….………

No. and date of Establishment Decision: …………...................................……………………………….......................

No. of years of existence: ……………………………...................................………….….………………………....................

Coop Register: ……………………................…………………. Validity: ………...................………………………………........ 

Specialization:

 General Agriculture         Olive      Processing          Beekeeping

Other, pls specify: ……………………………………….…..………………………………..........................................................

Total number of members: ……….................…....….. of which, Males ………........…… Females ………........……

Objective: …………………………………………………….…………………….................................……………….…………........

Phone no.: ………….................………...... Fax no.: ………….................………...... Email: ……….................………......

Board of Directors
Total number of BoD members: ………..….........….. of which, Males .….….............… Females ….….............…

BoD Tenure: …………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

Convenes every:               semester                  month,  other: …………................................………......………....

Name of the Chairman of the Board: ………………………………………….................................………….........……….

Address: …………………………………..................……………. Phone no.: ………………...............……..................……….

Educational level
High school

Master’s Degree

Specialization

Below middle school

Below high school

Bachelor degree 

PhD
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General Assembly
No. of general assembly members: ……........… Tenure and date of last elections:  …..... /………….........…..

Number of members at establishment: …….........… number of members post establishment: ……........…

Convenes:               twice per year                  once per year                   weekly                  other

Does the coop have a director?          yes                  no 

Name of coop director: ……………………………………………………………..…………………………………………...............

Phone no.: ……....................……………..……...........………. Email: ……....................……...........………..……......……….

Start date: ……………………................................…………… Current Salary: ……....................……...........………..…...

Educational level

Is the coop director a member of the coop?:         yes                  no

What is exactly his role in the management of coop affairs: ……………………………………..............................

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………..……………………………………………..……………………………………………..................

Does the coop have employees?          yes            No       No. of males: …........ No. of females: …........

Name of the president of the control committee: ………………………………………………………………………….....

Phone no.: ……....................……………..……...........………. Email: ……....................……...........………..……......……….

PhD

High school

Master’s Degree

Below middle school

Below high school

Bachelor degree 
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Financials
Is the Coop registered with the MoF?              yes                  no 

No. and date of registration: ……………….....................................................………………………………………………..

Is the Coop registered with coop federations other than the General National Federation of 

Lebanese Cooperative Association?                 yes                  no    

Name of Federation: …………………………...................…. Date of Affiliation: ………………………..….................….

Tasks under the federation: …………...............................................……………………………………………………………

Does the Coop pay the annual subscription fees?               yes                  no 

Does the Coop own any of the following assets?                 yes                  no  

   Land   Buildings    Equipment

 

Does the Coop rent any of the following assets?                 yes                   no  

   Land   Buildings    Equipment

    

What is the value of one share in the bylaws: ………….....................................…………………………………………

What is the economic rule for membership under the bylaw: …………..................................……………………

…………………………………………………………………………………..................................................................……………….

……………………………………………………………………………...................................................................……………………

Does the Coop apply membership subscription fees?           yes                  no  

Are these fees:

   Annual  Quarterly  Monthly   Value: ………………………..
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Did the Coop receive any grants in the past few years?               yes                  no

Name of Donor:……………………………………………. Date grant received: ...............................................…………

 Type of grant:    financial    in-kind   training courses ;    value: …...........................….……. 

 Total financial grants: ………………………………...................................................................................................……

Type of in-kind grants: …........................................................................................................……………………………

Type of training courses: ………..........................................................................................……………………………....

Does the Coop receive any support from any government agency?              yes                  no

Type and amount of support: ……………………………….....................................................…………………………..….. 

Does the Coop communicate with the MoA Department of Cooperation?           yes             no

In the case of no communication, explain why: ……..........................................………………………………………..

……..........................................………………………………………..……..........................................………………………………

………..……..........................................………………………………………..……..........................................…………….………

Projects offered to Coop members

Type of project:                     production                             service                           production & service

Properties: ………………………………...............................…… value: ……………….…..…….......………....................…… 

Funded by: ………………………………...............................…… acquisition date: …….................…………………………

Status: ……………………………………....................................... usages: ……….......................……………………………….

Legal Status: 

Project evaluation:                 effective                 ineffective 

What are the activities that the Coop has delivered or supported?

            Guidance                     Marketing                      Guidance and Marketing 
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Projects that the Coop is seeking to offer
Suggested project: ………………………………………......................................................………………………………………

Rationale behind the project: ……………………................................................……………………………………………..

Direct objectives: …………………………………………........................................................……………………………………

Indirect objectives: ………………………………………....................................................……………………………………….

Estimated CAPEX: ………………………………………......................................................………………………………..…….

Estimated OPEX: ………………………………………........................................................………………………………………

Expected revenues: ………………………………………....................................................………………………………………

No. of work opportunities that the project is expected to create: .......................…………………………………

Problems that the project would solve for members: ……………………………................................……………….

………………………………………………………………………………………………...............................................................…….

………………………………………………………………………………………...............................................................…………….

Coop persecptive
What are the problems that the Coop is facing but was unable to solve?

........................................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................................................................

What are the Coop’s weaknesses?

........................................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................................................................

What are the Coop’s strenghts?

........................................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................................................................

What type of assistance would help the coop develop and grow its activity?

........................................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................................................................

How can the Coop contribute to sector development?

........................................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................................................................

What are the opportunities that the coop could invest it?

........................................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................................................................

What are the threats that the coop faces in its surrounding environment?

........................................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................................................................................
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ANNEX 2: Names of cooperatives that                  
                   are covered in the analysis
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ANNEX 3: Tables with charts and
                   analysis of each of the               
                   components

Table 1
Age of the coop (2019 – year of establishment)

Chart 1
Age of the coop (2019 – year of establishment)

Under 10 years

Between 10 and 20 years

Between 20 and 30 years

Between 30 and 50 years

61 years

Unspecified56%

12%

11%

5%
15%

1%

The above chart shows that the majority of the coops are between 10 and 20 years of age, 15% are 
under 10 years of age, 12% are between 21 and 29 years of age, 11% between the age of 30 and 
50. 1% is under 61 years of age; age is unspecified for the remaining 5%.
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25

50

50 <

The above chart shows that 47% of the coops have exceeded the 50 years mark, 33% are at the 50 
years mark, and 3% are on their 25th years. The rest is unspecified. 

Table 2
Age validity of the coops (years / number of coops)

Chart 2
Age validity of the coops (years / number of coops)

47%

33%

17%

3%

Validity
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Table 3
Coop specializations (specialization / no. of coops)
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Chart 3
Coop specializations (specialization / no. of coops)

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive and processing

General agriculture, olive and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing and beekeeping

Processing 

Olive

Beekeeping 

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

The above chart indicates that the majority of coops are active in “General Agriculture” (39%), 
12% cater to the “olive” sector, 9% to “processing”, 6% to “beekeeping”, and 1% “distilleries”, 1% to 
“development”, and 1% to “agricultural development and processing”.
The remaining 31 is for general agriculture with either one of the following specializations 
(processing, olive, and beekeeping). 

39%

12%

12%

6%

6%

4%

4%

9%

2%2%

1%

1% 1%
1%

Areas of Specialisation
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Table 4
Total no. of coop. members; Total males to total females

Chart 4
Total no. of coop. members; Total males to total females

COOP Members
Males

Females

12%

88%

The above chart indicates that the % of males exceeds by far 
that of females with 88% for males and 12% for females. 
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Table 5
Goals of the coops (goal / no. of adhering coops)

Chart 5
Goals of the coops (goal / no. of adhering coops)

Spread awareness among females, provide work 
opportunities, improve agriculture sector 

Improve the social and economic situation of members

Activate various sectors 

Services

Develop the skills of agricultural staff

Agro-processing 

Farmer guidance and training 

Packaging 

Unspecified 

Reduce production cost and support farmers through 
their production 

44%

32%

9%
5%

The above chart indicates that the main goal for cooperatives lies in improving the economic and 
social situation of their members (44%), then develop the skills of agricultural staff (32%). 15% focus 
on guidance, services, and processing. Coop goal is unspecified for 9% of the coops.

1%

1%

1% 1%

3%
3%
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Table 6
No. of coops that have a fax (yes – no / no.)

The Above chart indicates that very few coops have a fax, 
with only 6% of total coops having one.

Chart 6
No. of coops that have a fax (yes – no / no.)

Fax
Yes

No

6%

94%
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Table 7
No. of coops that have an email (yes – no / no.)

Chart 7
No. of coops that have an email (yes – no / no.)

The above chart indicates that very few coops have an email,
with only 18% of total coops having one.

Email
Yes

No

Email

18 82

82%

18%
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No. of BoD members
Males

Females

14%

86%

Table 8
Total no. of Coop BoD members (gender / total)

Total BoD members (515)

441

Males Females

41

Chart 8
Total no. of Coop BoD members (gender / total)

The above chart indicates that the percentage of male BoD members far 
exceeds that of females with 86% for males and only 14% for females. 
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BoD tenure
2

3

Table 9
Coop BoD Tenure (no. of years / no. of coops)

Chart 9
Coop BoD Tenure (no. of years / no. of coops)

BoD tenure

3 Unspecified

Unspecified

2

73 225

The above chart indicates that the vast majority of coops have adopted a 3 – year tenure for the 
BoD (73) against 25% adopting a 2-year tenure. BoD tenure is not specified for 2% of the coops.
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Table 10
BoD meeting frequency (frequency / no. of coops)

Chart 10
BoD meeting frequency (frequency / no. of coops)

The BoD convenes

Quarterly

34 54 1 1 13 6

Monthly Bi-monthly Every
3 months

Every
6 months

3 times
per year

On a need 
basis

Quarterly

Monthly

Bi-monthly

Every 3 months

Every 6 months

3 times per year

On a need basis

34%

54%

1%
1%

1%

6%
3%

The above chart indicates that the percentage of male BoD members far exceeds that of females 
with 86 The above chart indicates that the majority of BoDs convene on a monthly basis (54%) 
while (34%) convene on a quarterly basis. The remainder convenes every few months.
6% convene on a need basis% for males and only 14% for females. 

The BoD convenes
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Table 11
Educational attainment of coop BoD members (level / no.)

Chart 11
Educational attainment of coop BoD members (level / no.)

Educational attainment of coop BoD members

Below middle 
school

16 36 8 29 27 2

Below high 
school

High school Bachelor Master PHD Unspecified

Below middle school

Below high school

High school

Bachelor

Master

PHD

Unspecified

16%

36%

29%

8%

7%

2%
2%

The above chart indicates that 36% of coop BoD chairmen do not have a high school diploma, 29% 
have bachelor degree, 16% do not have a middle school diploma, and 8% have high school diploma 
as their highest degree. 9% of BoD chairmen have a master’s degree and a PhD. 2% is unspecified

Educational attainment 
of coop BoD members
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Table 12 (1)
No. of general assembly members (no. of members / no. of coops)

No. of general assembly members

<=12

23 52 11 11 3

<=50 & >12 >50 >=100 Unspecified

Chart 12 (1)
No. of general assembly members (no. of members / no. of coops)

<=12

<=50 & >12

>50

>=100

Unspecified

23%

52%

11%

11%

3%

The above chart indicates that 52% of coops have between 13 and 50 General 
assembly members. 23% have 1 to 12 members while the remaining percentage 
(22%) have more than 50 members. 3% is unspecified.

%  of general
assembly members 
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Table 12 (2)
Breakdown of coop general assembly members

(no. of general assembly members / no. of coops)

No. of coop general assembly members

[9;10] 5

5

5

5

5

5

5

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

6

6

18[11;12]

[13;14]

[15;16]

[17;18]

[19;20]

[22;23]

[24;25]

[26;27]

[29;30]

[31;33]

[36;37]

[39;40]

[42;45]

[49;50]

[52;59]

[60;68]

[73;78]

[92;100]

[155;463]

[120;130]

Unspecified 

No. of coops 
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Chart 12 (2)
Breakdown of coop general assembly members

5

10

15

20

0

The above chart showcases the number of members to general assemblies. The biggest coops (18) 
have between 11 and 12 members. 6 coops have between 25 and 26 members. The remaining 
number of general assembly members is distributed on 5 coops.
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The above chart indicates that the number of general assembly members increased in 60% of 
coops, remained the same in 33%, and decreased in 4%. 3% of the cases are unspecified.

Table 13
No. of general assembly members pre and post establishment

(status / no. of coops)

No. of general assembly members pre and post establishment

Decreased Stayed the same UnspecifiedIncreased

4 33 360

Chart 13
% of general assembly members pre and post establishment

(status / % of coops)

Increased

Decreased

Stayed the same

Unspecified

% of general assembly 
members pre and post 
establishment 

60%

33%

3%

4%
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Table 14
Coop general assembly meetings (convenes / no. of coops)

Chart 14
Coop general assembly meetings (convenes / %  of coops)

The General Assembly convenes

2 1 66 21 43 3

Monthly Every
3 months

Yearly Every
2 years

Twice
a year

Every
3 years

On a need 
basis

Monthly

Every 3 months

Yearly

Twice a year

Every 2 years

Every 3 years

On a need basis

The above chart indicates that the majority of coops have their general assembly 
meeting on an annual basis (66%), 21% of the coops hold 2 general assembly 
meetings a year. 3% hold general assembly meetings on a few month basis or every 
few years basis (7%). The case is unspecified in 3% of the coops.  

The General Assembly 
convenes

66%

21%

2%

3%

3%
4% 1%
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Table 15
Does the coop have a director? (yes or no / no. of coops)

Chart 15
Does the coop have a director? (yes or no / %  of coops)

Does the coop have a director?

26 74

Yes No

Yes

No

The above chart indicates that the vast majority of coops do
not have a director (74%). Only 26% of coops do have a director.  

Does the coop have
a director?

26%

74%
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Table 16
Is the coops director a member of the general assembly

(yes or no / no. of coops)

Chart 16
Is the coops director a member of the general assembly

(yes or no / % of coops)

If yes, is the director a member of the 
general assembly?

23 3

Yes No

Yes

No

The above chart indicates that the coop director is a member of the 
general assembly in 88% of the cases. The director of the coop is not 
is a member of the general assembly in 12% of the cases.

If yes, is the director a 
member of the general 
assembly?

12%

88%
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Table 17
Does the coop have staff?
(yes or no / no. of coops)

Chart 17
Does the coop have staff?

(yes or no / % of coops)

Does the coop have staff?

10 90

Yes No

Yes

No

The above chart indicates that the vast majority of coops do
not have staff (90%). Only 10% of the coops have staff.

Does the coop
have staff?10%

90%
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Table 18
Total no. of staff across coops

(gender / total)

Chart 18
%  of staff across coops

(gender /%)

If yes

19 11

No. of males No. of females

No. of males

No. of females

The above diagram indicates that male staff outnumber female staff 
by far with 63% males and 37% females. 

% of staff

37%

63%
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Table 19
No. of coops that are registered with the MoF

Chart 19
% of coops that are registered with the MoF

Is the coops registered 
with the MoF?

76 24

Yes No

Yes

No

The above chart indicates that the majority of coops are registered with the 
MoF (76%). 24% of the coops are not registered with the MoF.

Is the coops registered 
with the MoF?

24%

76%



44 The South and Nabatieh as a case study

The above graph indicates that 88% of the coops are nor affiliated to a federation other than the 
General National Federation of Lebanese Cooperative Association. 12% of the coops are affiliated 
to three different federations other than the General National Federation of Lebanese Cooperative 
Association.

Table 20
Coop registration with federations other than the General National 

Federation of Lebanese Cooperative Association

Is the coop registered with a federation other than the General National 
Federation of Lebanese Cooperative Associations? If yes, name the federation

The South Coop 
Federation (Al-Ard)

South Economic 
Development Agency Not affiliatedRegional coop 

federation

4 2 886

Chart 20
Coop registration with federations other than the General National 

Federation of Lebanese Cooperative Association

Regional coop federation

Al Ard

South Economic Development Agency

not affiliated

Is the coop registere with 
a federation other than the 
General National Federation 
of Lebanese Cooperative 
Associations? If yes, name 
the federation

88%

6% 4%

2%
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Table 21
Coops that pay their annual subscriptions to the General National 

Federation of Lebanese Cooperative Association

Chart 21
Coops that pay their annual subscriptions to the General National 

Federation of Lebanese Cooperative Association

Does the coop pay its annual subscription
to the General National Federation of 
Lebanese Cooperative Associations?

88 12

Yes No

Yes

No

The above chart indicates that 88% of the coops pay their annual 
subscriptions against 12% that don’t.

Does the coop pay its 
annual subscription to the 
General National Federation 
of Lebanese Cooperative 
Associations?

12%

88%
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Table 22
Does the coop own any of the following assets

(lands, buildings, equipment)?

Chart 22
Does the coop own any of the following assets

(lands, buildings, equipment)?

Does the coop own any of the following assets?

Land

1 1 46 10 357

Bldgs. Equipment Bldgs. & 
equipment

Lands, bldgs.
& equipment

None

Land

Bldgs.

Equipment

Blgs. & equipment

Land, bldgs. & equipment

None

46%

7%

1%

35%

The above chart indicates that 35% of the coops do not own any assets. 46% own equipment, 1% 
owns land, and 1% owns buildings. The remaining 17% owns “bldgs and equipment”, or “land, bldgs, 
and equipment”.

Does the coop own 
any of the following 
assets?

10%

1%
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63%

15%

7%

8%

Table 23
Does the coop rent any of the following assets

(lands, buildings, equipment)?

Chart 23
Does the coop rent any of the following assets

(lands, buildings, equipment)?

Does the coop rent any of the following assets?

8 15 7 3 12 1 63

Land Bldgs. Equipment Land & 
equipment

Land
& bldgs

Bldgs & 
equipment

Land, bldg, & 
equipment

None

Land

Bldgs.

Equipment

Land & bldgs.

Land & equipment

Bldgs. & equipment

Land, bldgs. & equipment

None

The above chart indicates that 63% of the coop do not rent any assets. 15% rent 
buildings, 8% rent lands, and 7% rent equipment. The remaining 7% is distributed 
across all other categories. 

Does the coop rent any 
of the following assets?

3%
2%

1%
1%
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Table 24
Value of one share in the coop bylaws

Chart 24
Value of one share in the coop bylaws

What is the value of one share in the coop bylaws?

25,000

2 4 1 85 3 41

50,000 75,000 100,000 120,000 >=200,000 Unspecified 

25,000

50,000.

75,000

100,000

120,000

>=200,000

Unspecified

85%

1%
3% 4% 2% 1%

4%

The above chart indicates that the value of one share in 85% of the coops is LBP 100,000. The 
value ranges between LBP 25,000  - 50,000 and 75,000 is 7% of the cases. The value of one share 
exceed the LBP 100,000 mark in 4% of the cases. The value is unspecified in 4% of the cases.

What is the value of 
one share in the coop 
bylaws?
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Table 25
Coop member subscriptions 

Chart 25
Coop member subscriptions 

Does the coop apply member subscription fees?

Monthly
(LBP 2,000 – 

5,000 – 10,000 
– 300,000)

Annual
(LBP 100, 000

– 25,000)

Quarterly
(LBP 10, 000)

Unspecified
(LBP 12,500 

– 50,000- 
675,000)

N/A

7 11 1 3 78

Monthly (LBP 2,000 – 5,000 – 10,000 – 300,000)

Annual (LBP 100, 000 – 25,000)

Quarterly (LBP 10, 000)

Unspecified (LBP 12,500 – 50,000- 675,000)

N/A

1%

The above chart indicates that 78% of members do not have to pay subscriptions, 22% pay at 
either a monthly, annual, quarterly, or unspecified frequency.

Does the coop apply 
member subscription 
fees?

78%

7%

3%

11%
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Table 26
Coop initial capital per specializations 

Initial 
capital 

General agriculture 55,727,000

5,510,000

22,099,200

6,400,000

2,400,000

14,700,000

1,500,000

4,500,000

10,200,000

22,231,000

8,532,000

1,200,000

1,500,000

2,100,000

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 26
Coop initial capital per specializations 

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

The above chart indicates that the initial capital under the “General Agriculture” category takes up 
35% of total initial capital, followed by “olive” and “general agriculture & olive” with (14%) each, 
then “general agriculture, olive, and beekeeping” with 9%. “Processing” and “Beekeeping” take up 
a close percentage of 6% and 5% respectively. The remaining percentage is distributed as follows: 
4% to “general agriculture and beekeeping”, and “general agriculture and processing” each. 3% and 
2% go to “general agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping” and “general agriculture, olive, and 
processing”. 1% goes to each of the following three categories “distilleries and Muneh”, “agricultural 
development and processing”, and “development”. 

Initial capital

4%

4%
2%

1%
3%

35%

14%
9%

6%

5%

14%

1%
1%

1%
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Table 27
Total fixed assets in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization 

Total fixed assets 
in 2016 (first) 

budget for coops 
based on their 
specialization

General agriculture 1,376,033,066

87,419,353

901,636,500

0

3,925,000

858,956,569

0

208,038,671

39,951,000

93,690,000

75,098,500

3,600,000

0

211,535,416

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 27
Total fixed assets in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization 

The above chart indicates that the  “General Agriculture” category takes up 36% of total fixed 
assets for 2016, followed by “general agriculture & olive” and “general agriculture, olive, and 
beekeeping” with 23% and 22% respectively. “Development” and “general agriculture, olive, 
processing, and beekeeping” take up 5% and 6% against 3% for the “olive” category, 2% for 
“beekeeping” and another 2% for “general agriculture and processing”. 1% goes to the “processing 
category”. Remaining categories get nil %.

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

36%

6%

22%

5%

23%
2%

0%
0%

0%

1%
3%
2%

0%
0%
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Table 28
Total current assets in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization 

Total current
assets in 2016 

(first) budget for 
coops based on 

their specialization

General agriculture 177,325,285

63,853,115

128,198,659

0

15,275,000

116,819,404

1,700,000

38,840,442

27,677,644

19,057,110

7,538,400

3,300,000

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 28
Total current assets in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization 

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture” comes first with the highest percentage of 
current assets for 2016 (30%), followed by “General agriculture and olive” with 21% and “General 
agriculture, olive, and beekeeping” by 19%, and “General agriculture and processing” by 11%. 
“Processing” and “General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping” take up 5% and 6% 
respectively, followed by “beekeeping” and “Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)” 
by 1% for each. 0% goes to the remaining categories.

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

30%

11%

21%

19%

6%

0%

0%

0%
0%

3%

3%
1%
1%

5%



56 The South and Nabatieh as a case study

Table 29
Total liabilities in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization 

Total liabilities in 
2016 (first)

budget for coops 
based on their 
specialization

General agriculture 1,449,888,301

151,222,468

892,510,099

0

20,400,000

1,067,456,868

1,650,000

137,572,113

253,422,640

61,590,884

82,186,900

6,900,000

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 29
Total liabilities in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture” comes first with the highest percentage 
of total liabilities for 2016 (35%), followed by “General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping” with 
27%, “General agriculture and olive” with 22%, and “Processing” with 6%. “General agriculture 
and processing” and “General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping” takes up 4% and 3% 
respectively and 2% for “Beekeeping”, 1% for “Olive” and 1% for “General agriculture, olive, and 
processing”. Other categories have nil %. 

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

35%

22%

26%

6%

4%

0%

0%

0%
0%
0%

1%

3%
1%

2%
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Table 30
Current liabilities in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization 

Current liabilities 
in 2016 (first)

budget for coops 
based on their 
specialization

General agriculture 89,448,750

50,000

831,125

0

550,000

4,258,000

50,000

9,732,000

1,250,000

250,000

0

0

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 



59The South and Nabatieh as a case study

Chart 30
Current liabilities in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture” comes first with the highest percentage 
of current  liabilities  for 2016 (84%), followed by “General agriculture, olive, processing, and 
beekeeping” with 9% , “General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping” with 4%,  and 1% for 
“Processing”, 1% for “General agriculture and olive”, and 1% for “General agriculture, olive, and 
processing”. Other categories have nil %. 

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

0%

0%

0%
0%

0%

1%

1%

0%
0%
0%

84%

9%
4%
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Table 31
Total cost in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization

Total cost in 2016 
(first) budget for 

coops based
on their

specialization

General agriculture 266,872,314

117,126,433

111,648,070

0

2,525,000

125,848,963

50,000

12,666,647

398,141,000

5,515,500

6,467,100

5,325,000

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 31
Total cost in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization

The above chart indicates that “Processing” comes first with the highest percentage of costs 
for 2016 (38%), followed by “General agriculture” with 25% , “General agriculture, olive, and 
beekeeping” with 12%,  11% for “General agriculture and olive”, 11% for “General agriculture 
and processing”, 1% for “General agriculture and olive”, and 1% for “General agriculture, olive, 
processing and beekeeping”, 1% for “Olive”, and 1% for “Beekeeping” . Other categories have nil %.

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

0%

0%
0%

0%
1%

0% 0%

25%

11%

11%

12%

38%

1%

1%
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Table 32
Total revenues in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization 

Total revenues in 
2016 (first) budget 

for coops based
on their

specialization 

General agriculture 180,855,017

202,043,152

147,576,000

0

0

127,769,992

0

14,250,500

434,586,000

1,726,167

5,125,000

5,850,000

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 31
Total revenues in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization 

The above chart indicates that “Processing” comes first with the highest percentage of revenues 
for 2016 (39%), followed by “General agriculture and processing” with 18% , “General agriculture” 
with 16%,  13% for “General agriculture and olive”, 1% for “General agriculture, olive, processing 
and beekeeping”, 1% for “Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)”, and 1% for 
“Beekeeping” . Other categories have nil %. 

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

0%

0%
0%

0%

0% 0%1%

1%

1%

16%

18%

13%
11%

39%
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Table 33
Balance in coop’s 2016 (first) budget

Chart 33
Balance in coop’s 2016 (first) budget

Balance

27 23

Surplus Deficit

Surplus

Deficit

The above chart indicates that surplus is achieved in 54% of the cases 
against 46% cases of deficit. 

Balance46%

54%
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Balance

Table 34 (1)
Total profits in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization 

Total profits in 
2016 (first) budget 

for coops based
on their

specialization

General agriculture 7,476,495

81,578,601

124,407,190

0

0

5,029,029

0

1,814,853

27,728,000

1,526,000

807,900

525,000

0

2,712,951

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 34 (1)
Total profits in 2016 (first) budget for coops based

on their specialization 

The above chart indicates that “General agriculture and olive” comes first with the highest 
percentage of profits for 2016 (49%), followed by “General agriculture and processing” with 32% 
, “Processing” with 11%,  3% for “General agriculture”, 2% for “General agriculture, olive, and 
beekeeping”, 1% for “General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping”, 1% for “Olive” and 1% 
for “Development” . Other categories have nil %. 

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

0%
0%

0%
0%
0%

0%

32%

49%

11%

3%

2%

1%
1%

1%
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Table 34 (2)
Total profits in 2016 (first) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

2016 savings 

634,000

300,000

2,712,951

1,945,000

117,500

26,332,000

1,906,000

344,000

1,062,000

69,475,000

8,603,307

456,000

820,500

686,200

2,094,500

21,290,517

447,000

1,827,995

36,137,930

130,000

4,409,029

59,028,084

No. of coop members

29

16

170

10

30

17

Unspecified 

11

39

19

12

40

22

13

42

23

14

73

25

15

120

27
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Chart 34 (2)
Total profits in 2016 (first) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

2016 savings

2016
savings

The above chart indicates that coops that have 16 to 19 members have the highest profits of 
around 70,000,000 followed closely by members that have 23 to 27 members (60,000,000). This 
indicates that coops with an average number of members make the highest profits. 

10
0

10,000,000

20,000,000

30,000,000

40,000,000

50,000,000

60,000,000

70,000,000

80,000,000

12 14 16 19 23 27 30 40 73 170
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Table 35 (1)
Total losses in 2016 (first) budget for coops

based on their specialization 

Total profits in 
2016 (first) budget 

for coops based
on their

specialization

General agriculture 7,476,495

81,578,601

124,407,190

0

0

5,029,029

0

1,814,853

27,728,000

1,526,000

807,900

525,000

0

2,712,951

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 35 (1)
Total losses in 2016 (first) budget for coops

based on their specialization 

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture” comes first with the highest percentage of 
losses for 2016 (79%), followed by “Olive” with 5% , “General agriculture and olive” with 5%,  4% 
for “General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping”, 3% for “Beekeeping”, 3% for “General agriculture, 
olive, and processing”, and 1% for “Processing”. Other categories have nil %. 

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

0%
0%

0%

0%0%

0%
0%

79%

3%

5%

4%

5%
3%

Total losses in 2016 (first) budget 
for coops based on their
specialization (76,711,250)

1%
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Table 35 (2)
Total losses in 2016 (first) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

2016 deficit

3,108,000

1,750,000

2,855,000

1,000,000

54,976,075

231,000

11,290,823

1,850,000

1,387,334

757,000

1,566,653

583,000

23,308,000

775,000

2,512,125

2,395,724

2,430,000

600,000

4,268,000

2,641,632

168,020

3,486,500

2,322,000

No. of coop members

59

26

155

10

64

27

221

320

11

67

30

12

68

31

17

92

36

23

120

37

25

130

52
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Chart 35 (2)
Total losses in 2016 (first) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

2016 deficit

deficit

The above chart indicates that highest deficit is of 55,000,000 and is incurred by coops that have 
64 members; coops that have 68 members follow with a 23,000,000 deficit. Coops that have 221 
members incurred a 11,000,000 deficit.
It is clear from the above that coops that have a large number of members incur the highest deficit 
and that for mismanagement. 
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Table 36
Total losses in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

Total losses in 
2017 (second) 

budget for coops 
based on no. of 
coop members

General agriculture 1,452,433,870

90,926,949

1,660,131,000

0

3,925,000

934,081,069

0

216,543,713

208,212,500

358,750,000

74,747,000

3,150,000

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 36
Total fixed assets in 2017 (second) budget for coops

 based on no. of coop members

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture and Olive” comes first with the highest 
percentage of total fixed assets for 2017 (33%), followed by “General Agriculture” with 27% , 
“General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping” with 19%,  7% for “Olive”, 4% for “Processing”, 4% 
for “General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping”, 2% for “General agriculture and 
processing”, and 2% for “Beekeeping”. Other categories have nil %. 

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

2%
0%

0%

0%
0%

0%
0%

29%

33%

19%

4%

4%
7%
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Table 37
Total current assets in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

Total current 
assets in 2017 

(second) budget 
for coops based 
on no. of coop 

members

General agriculture 120,091,603

111,664,349

110,600,202

0

14,085,000

75,277,612

7,700,000

26,403,526

56,749,394

16,841,053

21,386,900

3,860,000

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 37
Total current assets in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture” comes first with the highest percentage of 
total current assets for 2017 (21%), followed with 20% for “General agriculture and processing”, 
20% for “General agriculture and olive”, 13% for “General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping”, 10% 
for “Processing”, 5% for “General agriculture and olive”, 3% and 4% for “Beekeeping” and “Olive” 
respectively , 2% for “General agriculture, olive, and processing”, 1% for “General agriculture, 
processing, and beekeeping”, and 1% for “Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)”. 
Other categories have nil %. 
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Table 38
Total liabilities in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

Total liabilities 
in 2017 (second) 
budget for coops 
based on no. of 
coop members

General agriculture 1,234,650,948

202,491,298

1,262,760,602

0

19,210,000

798,358,681

76,500,000

133,640,239

264,911,890

323,060,884

86,115,900

7,010,000

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 38
Total liabilities in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture and Olive” comes first with the highest 
percentage of total liabilities for 2017 (29%), followed with 28% for “General agriculture ”, 18% for 
“General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping”, 7% and 6% for “Olive” and “Processing” respectively, 
5% for “General agriculture and processing”, 3% for “General agriculture, olive, processing, and 
beekeeping”, 2% for “Beekeeping”, and 2% for “General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping”. 
Other categories have nil %. 

General agriculture 
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General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing
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Table 39
Total current liabilities in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

Total current 
liabilities in 2017 
(second) budget 
for coops based
on no. of coop

members

General agriculture 66,695,775

0

50,000

0

600,000

1,000,000

50,000

9,732,000

892,000

0

3,750,000

0

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 39
Total current liabilities in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture” comes first with the highest percentage of 
total current liabilities for 2017 (81%), followed with 12% for “General agriculture, olive, processing, 
and beekeeping”, 4% for “Beekeeping”, 1% “Processing”, 1% for “General agriculture, olive, and 
beekeeping”, and 1% for “General agriculture, olive, and processing”. Other categories have nil %. 
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Table 40
Total costs in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

Total costs in 2017 
(second) budget 
for coops based
on no. of coop

members

General agriculture 265,720,303

118,843,238

197,963,000

0

1,240,000

106,857,695

4,050,000

12,349,000

383,998,250

6,591,000

12,779,000

5,240,000

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 40
Total costs in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

The above chart indicates that “Processing” comes first with the highest percentage of total cost  
for 2017 (34%), followed with 24% for “General agriculture”, 18% for “General agriculture and 
olive”, 11% and 10% for “General agriculture and processing” and “General agriculture, olive, and 
beekeeping” respectively , 1% for “Beekeeping”, and 1% for “General agriculture, olive, processing, 
and beekeeping”. Other categories have nil %. 
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Table 41
Total revenues in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

Total revenues 
in 2017 (second) 
budget for coops 
based on no. of 
coop members

General agriculture 204,025,716

126,224,768

147,881,553

0

0

111,306,378

15,000,000

14,170,500

415,455,750

2,094,943

20,475,000

5,800,000

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 41
Total revenues in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

The above chart indicates that “Processing” comes first with the highest percentage of total 
revenues for 2017 (39%), followed with 19% for “General agriculture”, 14% for “General agriculture 
and olive”, 12% and 11% for “General agriculture and processing” and “General agriculture, olive, 
and beekeeping” respectively , 2% for “Beekeeping”, 1% for “General agriculture, olive, processing, 
and beekeeping”,  1% for “General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping” and 1% for “Distilleries 
and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)” . Other categories have nil %. 
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Table 42
Balance in 2017 (second) budget

Chart 42
Balance in 2017 (second) budget

Balance

52 42

Surplus Deficit

Surplus

Deficit

The above chart indicates that the percentage of coops that achieved a 
surplus exceeds the percentage of coops that registered a deficit in 2017 
by 2% with 51% for surplus against 49% for deficit. 

Balance
24%

76%

51%49%
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Table 43 (1)
Total profits in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on their specialization 

Total profits in 
2017 (second) 

budget for coops 
based on their 
specialization

General agriculture 10,105,500

16,905,000

15,252,043

0

0

959,348

5,950,000

1,821,000

23,749,500

0

7,965,500

560,000

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 43 (1)
Total profits in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on their specialization 

The above chart indicates that “Processing” comes first with the highest percentage of profits for 
2017 (29%), followed by “General Agriculture and Processing” with 20% , “General Agriculture and 
Olive” with 18%,  12% for “General agriculture”, 10% for “Beekeeping”, 7% for “General agriculture, 
processing, and beekeeping”, 2% for “General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping”. 1% 
for “General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping” and 1% for “Distilleries and local traditional food 
supplies (Muneh)” . Other categories have nil %. 
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Processing
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Total profits in 2017 (second)
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Table 43 (2)
Total profits in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

2017 savings

1,062,000

9,863,514

2,267,174

2,645,000

568,000

286,500

4,492,500

16,565,000

1,450,000

3,072,000

8,139,500

220,250

7,500,000

371,500

344,000

1,906,000

230,500

270,000

17,500

No. of coop members

39

17

10

40

22

11

42

23

12

155

25

13

320

27

14

Unspecified

29

16

30



89The South and Nabatieh as a case study

Chart 43 (2)
Total profits in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on no. of coop members

2017 savings

2017
savings

The above chart indicates that the highest profits stood at around LBP 16,000,000; these highest 
profits were achieved by coops that have 23 members; coops that have between 25 and 27 
came second with profits ranging between LBP 10,000,000 and 9,000,000. Coops that have 320 
members made LBP 7,000,000 in profits.

It is clear that, as is the case in the 2006 budget, coops that have an average number of members 
achieve the highest profits.  
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Table 44 (1)
Total losses in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on their specialization 

Total losses in 
2017 (second) 

budget for coops 
based on their 
specialization

General agriculture 82,827,087

9,523,470

132,000

0

1,240,000

14,510,665

0

0

1,742,000

4,496,075

0

0

0

0

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 44 (1)
Total losses in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based on their specialization 

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture” comes first with the highest percentage of 
losses for 2017 (72%), followed by “Olive” with 5% , “General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping” 
with 13%,  8% for “General agriculture and processing”, 1% and 2% for “Olive” and “Processing” 
respectively. Other categories have nil %. 
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Table 44 (2)
Total losses in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based no. of coop. members

2017 deficit

2,420,000

150,000

1,000,000

26,536,075

50,000

2,168,029

132,000

9,523,470

1,592,000

18,000,000

1,566,000

410,000

2,258,199

1,190,000

167,500

15,907,665

3,462,888

18,011,019

1,960,000

2,062,500

1,673,406

No. of coop members

52

25

10

64

26

11

67

27

12

78

30

15

92

31

17

120

130

221

36

23

37
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Chart 44 (2)
Total losses in 2017 (second) budget for coops

based no. of coop. members

2017 deficit

2017
deficit

The above chart indicates that the highest losses of LBP 26,000,000 are incurred by coops that 
have 64 members, followed by LBP 18,000,000 in losses for coops that have between 78 and 221 
members. These figures indicate that most coops that have a high number of members have a 
negative budget as they need reengineering or have administrative problems. 
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Table 45
Comparison between 2016 and 2017 budgets

Comparison between 2016 and 2017 budgets

Small decrease 
(2016 < 2017)

Big decrease  
(2016 < 2017)

Small increase  
(2016 > 2017)

Big increase  
(2016 > 2017)

Tie
 (2016 = 2017)

13 12 9 12 5

Chart 45
Comparison between 2016 and 2017 budgets 

Small decrease (2016 < 2017)

Big decrease  (2016 < 2017)

Small increase  (2016 > 2017)

Big increase  (2016 > 2017)

Tie (2016 = 2017)

25%

23%
18%

24%

10%

The above chart indicates that overall total profits for 2016 are higher than overall total profits for 
2017 and overall total losses for 2017 are higher than overall total losses for 2016. We have broken 
down the results into five categories:  small decrease, big decrease, small increase, big increase, and 
tie. The “small decrease” category represents 25%, “big increase” is for 24%, and “big decrease” is 
for 23%, 18% for the “small increase” category, and 10% for the “tie” category. 

By comparing the year-on-year budget, it appeared that coops can go backwards, profits decreased 
from 163,762,308 in 2016 to 83,267,891 in 2017. Losses increased from 49,447,250 in 2016 to 
114,471,297 in 2017. These figures indicate that there is a severe sector weakness, with many 
problems that need addressing.
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Table 46
Grants received by coops in the last few years

(financial / in – kind / training courses)

Chart 46
Grants received by coops in the last few years

(financial / in – kind / training courses)

Did the Coop receive any grants
in the past few years

(financial / in – kind / training courses)?

64 37

Yes No

Yes

No

The above chart indicates that the majority of coops have received 
grants in the last few years with 63% yes against 37% no. 

Did the Coop receive 
any grants in the past 
few years?

63%

37%
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Table 47
Name of donors (financial / in-kind) 

Name of donors 
(financial / in-kind)

FSD 1

2

1

1

1

10

1

8

1

1

1

4

4

1

French Development Agency 

Malaysian Battalion

ADR - AGRIATE

Ministry of Social Affairs (MoSA)

Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)

Council for Development and Reconstruction (CDC)

UNDP

DAI

European Union (EU)

Lebanon Family Planning Association (LFPA)

SEAL - ACF - USAID

Economic & Social Fund for Development (ESFD)

Unspecified 
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Chart 47
Name of donors (financial / in-kind) 

The above chart indicates that the biggest donor is the MoA with 27%, followed by the UNDP with 
21%, the ESDF with 11%, 11% for USAID, 5% for the French Development Agency, 3% for ADR, 
3% for the LFPA, 3% for the CDR, the EU, DAI, and MoSA each. 3% unspecified, and 2% for each of 
the FSD and Malaysian Battalion>

FSD

French Development Agency 

Malaysian Battalion

ADR - AGRIATE

MoF

CDR

UNDP

DAI

EU

LFPA

SEAL - ACF - USAID

ESFD

Unspecified 

MoSA

27%21%

11%

11%

5%

3%
3%

3%

3%
3%

3%

3%

2%

2%
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Table 48
Types of grants and donations

Chart 48
Types of grants and donations

Types of grants and donations

Financial

5 2 28 4 14 74

In-kind Training 
course

Financial and 
in-kind

In-kind
and training

courses

Financial,
in-kind,

and training 
courses

Financial
and training 

courses

Financial

In-kind

Training course

Financial and in-kind

In-kind and training courses

Financial, in-kind, and training courses

Financial and training courses

11%

22%

6%
6%

8% 3%

44%

The above chart indicates that training courses account for 44% of grants and donations, “financial, 
in-kind, and training courses “ account for 22%, against 11% for “financial, and training course”. 
“Financial” accounts for 8% against 6% for “Financial and in-kind” and “In-kind and training courses” 
each. “In-kind” got 3%.
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Table 49
Value of total financial grants to coops per specialization 

Value of total
financial grants

(LBP 1,028,250,000)

General agriculture 381,000,000

61,500,000

14,500,000

46,000,000

91,250,000

186,500,000

37,500,000

210,000,000

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing 

Olive 

Beekeeping  

Development 

Chart 49
Value of total financial grants to coops per specialization

The above chart indicates that 37% of total finical grants went to “general Agriculture”, against 20% 
for “Development”, 18% for “Olive”, 9% for “Processing”, 6% and 5% for “General agriculture and 
olive” and “General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping” , 4% for “Beekeeping” and 1% for 
“General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping”.

Value of total financial grants 
(LBP 1,028,250,000)

General agriculture & olive

Processing 

General agriculture 

Beekeeping  

Development 

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Olive

20%

5% 6%
9%

37%18%

4%

1%
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Table 50
Agencies that offered training courses to coops

(agency / no. of coops that received training 

Agencies that 
offered training 

courses to coops

Various agencies 4

9

23

21

9

4

1

1

1

2

1

1

1

2

Jihad Al-Binaa Development Association 

SHEILD

Foreign agencies

Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)

Federation of Municipalities

Rabih Moawad Foundation

Hasbaya Agricultural Coop

Sidon Chamber of Industry, Commerce, and Agriculture 

The Lebanese Olive Oil Project

Lebanese University

Hasaad Project

Rural Delights

Unspecified 
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1%

1%
1%

1% 1%
1%

Chart 50
Agencies that offered training courses to coops

(agency / % of coops that received training 

The above chart indicates that SHEILD is behind 29% of the training courses, followed by foreign 
agencies with 26%; 12% and 11% to Jihad Al-Binaa and MoA respectively; 5% to “Various 
Agencies”; 5% to the Federation of Municipalities; 3% to the Lebanese Olive Olive Project; 3% to 
“Unspecified”. The remaining categories get 1%.

Various agencies 

Jihad Al-Binaa

Foreign agencies

SHEILD

Federation of Municipalities

Rabih Moawad Foundation

Hasbaya Agricultural Coop

Sidon Chamber of Industry, Commerce, and Agriculture 

The Lebanese Olive Oil Project

Lebanese University

Hasaad Project

Rural Delights

Unspecified 

MoF

26%

29%

11%

5%

3%
3%

12%

5%
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Table 51
Duration of Coop trainings

Duration of Coop trainings

Equal to or
under  two 

weeks

More than two 
weeks  and 

equal or under 
one month

More than
one month

Yearly Unspecified

46 20 4 2 5

Chart 51
Duration of Coop trainings

Equal to or under  two weeks

More than two weeks and equal or under one month

More than one month

Yearly

Unspecified

The above chart indicates that 60% of the duration of the training course is equal to or under two 
week; 26% are more than two weeks or equal or under one month. The duration of the training 
courses is unspecified in 6% of the cases, more than one month in 5% of the cases; 3% goes for the 
“yearly” category.

60%
26%

5%
3%

6%
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1%

Table 52
Support received from government agencies

Does the Coop receive any support
from any government agency?

Financial In-kind In-kind and 
training courses

Financial and 
training course None

28 9 1 1 61

Chart 52
Support received from government agencies

Financial

In-kind

In-kind and training courses

Financial and training course

None

The above charts indicates that most coops do not receive any support from government agencies 
(61%). 28% received financial support; 9% receive in-kind support. 1% receive in-kind support and 
training courses; 1% receive financial support and training courses.

Does the Coop receive any 
support from any government 
agency?

61%

28%

9%

1%
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Table 53
Amount of financial support received by coops
from government agencies per specialization

Amount of
financial support 

received by coops 
from government 

agencies
(LBP 199,970,000)

General agriculture 87,720,000

20,000,000

15,000,000

5,000,000

12,000,000

33,500,000

21,750,000

5,000,000

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing 

Olive 

Beekeeping  

Chart 53
Amount of financial support received by coops
from government agencies per specialization

The above chart indicates that “General agriculture” comes first in terms of financial support 
from government agencies with 44%, followed by “Processing” with 17%, 11% for “Olive”, 10% 
for “General agriculture and processing”; 8% for “General agriculture and olive”, 6% for “General 
agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping”, 2% for “beekeeping”, and 2% for “General 
agriculture, olive, and beekeeping”.

Amount of financial support received by coops 
from government agencies (LBP 199,970,000)

General agriculture and olive

Processing 

General agriculture 

Beekeeping  

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, and processing

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Olive

2% 2%

44%8%

10%

6%

11%

17%
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No communication since 
the Chairman of the Board 

and the administrative 
committee have submitted 

their resignation

98%

Table 54
Communication with the MoA Department of Cooperation 

Chart 54
Communication with the MoA Department of Cooperation 

Does the Coop communicate with the
MoA Department of Cooperation?

98 1 1

Yes
No communication for no 

specified reason

Yes

No communication since the Chairman of the Board 
and the administrative committee have submitted 
their resignation

No communication for no specified reason

The above chart indicates that 98% for the coops communicate with the MoA Department of 
Cooperation while 2% don’t – 1% for no specified reason and 1% since the Chairman of the
Board have resigned. 

Does the Coop communicate 
with the MoA Department of 
Cooperation?

1% 1%
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Table 55
Type of project that the coop offered to its members

Type of project that the coop offered
to its members (total: 78 projects)

Production Services Production
& services

None

17 50 11 22

Chart 55
Type of project that the coop offered to its members

Production

Services

Production & services

None

The above chart indicates that 50% of the coops have offered “service” projects to their members; 
17% have offered “production” projects; 11% have offered “production & services2 projects. 17% of 
the coops have not offered any projects to their members.

50%

17%

11%

22%
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Table 56
Project assets and their value

Project assets and 
their value (LBP 
1,307,962,500) 

Warehouses for the safekeeping of olive olive 4,500,000

513,362,500

231,500,000

3,000,000

30,000,000

1,000,000

1,000,000

11,400,000

900,000

10,000,000

21,000,000

465,000,000

15,300,000

Production and industrial equipment

Agricultural equipment and machinery

Agrochemicals

Cool storage for milk

Land control 

Work opportunities 

Humidity tester and 75 beehives   

Distribution of thyme stems on members

Olive tree and fructuous trees seedlings

Power engine 

Press Olive 

Unspecified
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Chart 56
Project assets and their value

The above chart indicates that 39% of asset value is “Production and industrial equipment”, 36% is 
“Olive press”, 18% for “Agricultural equipment and machinery”, 2% for “Cool storage for milk”, 2% 
for “power engine”, 1% is unspecified, 1% for “Humidity tester and 75 beehives”, 1% for “Olive tree 
and fructuous tree seedlings”. The remaining categories represent nil %.

Warehouses for the safekeeping of olive olive

Production and industrial equipment

Agricultural equipment and machinery

Agrochemicals

Land control 

Work opportunities 

Humidity tester and 75 beehives   

Distribution of thyme stems on members

Olive tree and fructuous trees seedlings

Power engine 

Olive press 

Unspecified

Cool storage for milk

0%

0%
0%

0%

0%

38%

18%

36%

Project assets and their value 
(LBP 1,307,962,500) 

1%

1%

1%

2%

2%
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Funding agency

Table 57
Project asset funding 

Chart 57
Project asset funding 

Funding agency

Ministry of 
Agriculture 

(MoA)

5 2 28 4 14 7 74

Foreign 
agencies

Subscrip-
tions Self-funding Coop Various

associations

Ministry of 
Social Affairs 

(MoSA)
Unspecified

Ministry of Agriculture (MoA)

Foreign agencies

Subscriptions

Self-funding

Coop

Various associations

Ministry of Social Affairs (MoSA)

Unspecified

The above chart indicates that 35% of funding agencies are unspecified. 22% of project asset 
funding is derived from self-funding, 22% is derived from foreign agencies, 10% from MoA, 4% 
from MOs, 3% from the coop, 3% from various associations, and 1% from subscriptions.

10%

22%

22%
3%

3%
4%

35%

1%
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Project evaluation
Effective

Ineffective

Table 58
Project evaluation (effective, ineffective)

Chart 58
Project evaluation (effective, ineffective)

Project evaluation

Ineffective Effective

Unspecified

Unspecified

9 5514

The above chart indicates that the vast majority of coops have evaluated their projects as effective 
(70%), 18% of coops have assessed their projects are ineffective; unspecified the remaining 12% of 
the cases.

70%

12%

18%
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Table 59
What are the activities that the Coop has delivered or supported?

Does the Coop receive any support
from any government agency?

Guidance Marketing Guidance and 
marketing Services Unspecified

28 10 31 4 5

Chart 59
Activities that the Coop has delivered or supported

Guidance

Marketing

Guidance and marketing

Services

Unspecified

The above chart indicates that the rationale behind projects suggested by coops are in-kind support 
in 33% of the cases, financial in 30% of the cases, marketing in 17% of the cases, production in 17% 
of the cases, and environmental in 3% of the cases. 

What are the activities that 
the Coop has delivered or 
supported?

36%

13%

40%

5%
6%
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Table 60
Projects that the Coop is seeking to offer

Suggested projects

Land reclamation 
and cultivation

Marketing
needs New project Administrative 

needs
Activate existing 

project
None

20 14 26 1 38 1

Chart 60
Projects that the Coop is seeking to offer

Land reclamation and cultivation

Marketing needs

New project

Administrative needs

Activate existing project

None

The above project indicates that the coops are suggesting the activation of existing projects in 38% 
of the cases, against 26% for “New project”, 20% for “Land reclamation and cultivation”, 14% for 
“Marketing needs”, 1% for “Administrative needs”, and 1% “None”.

Suggested projects36%

36%

36%

36%

1%

1%
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Marketing needs

Table 61
Rationale behind projects

Rationale behind projects

Financial Marketing In-kind support Production Environment 

28 10 31 4 5

Chart 61
Rationale behind projects

Financial

Marketing

In-kind support 

Production  

Environment 

The above chart indicates that the majority of the activities that the coops have delivered or 
supported are “Guidance and Marketing” (40%) against 36% for “Guidance”, 13% for “Marketing”, 
5% for “Services”, and 6% for “Unspecified”. 

30%

17%33%

17%

3%
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1%

Table 62
Coop project goals

Goals

Financial Marketing Production Training Ecological

56 12 21 1 3

Chart 62
Coop project goals

Financial

Marketing

Production

Training

Ecological

The above chart indicates that goals are “Financial” in 60% of the cases, “Production” in 23% of the 
cases, and “marketing” in 13% of the cases, “Ecological” in 3% of the cases, and “Training” in 1% of 
the cases. 

60%
13%

23%

3%

Goals
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Table 63
Project investment costs

Estimated
overall project

investment cost

General agriculture 1,808,900,000

37,500,000

336,250,000

11,500,000

67,500,000

441,500,000

15,000,000

290,000,000

136,000,000

350,250,000

138,000,000

0

50,000,000

75,000,000

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 63
Project investment costs

The above chart indicates that “General agriculture” comes first with 48% of estimate overall 
project investment cost, followed by “General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping” with 12%, 9% for 
“Olive”, 9% for “General agriculture and olive”, 8% for “General agriculture, olive, processing, and 
beekeeping”, 4% for “Processing”, 4% for “Beekeeping”, 2% for “Development”, 2% for “General 
agriculture, olive, and processing”, and 1% for “Agricultural development and processing”. Remaining 
categories get nil %. 

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

0%

0%

0%
1%

2%

48%

9%

12%

8%

4%

4%

9%

2%

1%
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Table 64
Project Opex 

Estimated total 
project opex

General agriculture 1,087,500,000

51,000,000

100,900,000

15,000,000

49,500,000

189,150,000

15,000,000

105,000,000

141,600,000

126,900,000

60,250,000

1,500,000

30,000,000

60,000,000

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 64
Project Opex 

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture” gets 54% of total  project opex, followed by 
“General agriculture and beekeeping” with 9%, 7% for “Processing”, 6% for “Olive”, 5% for “General 
agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping”, 3% for “General agriculture and processing”, 3% for 
“Development”, 3% for “Beekeeping”, 2% for “General agriculture, olive, and processing”, and 1% for 
“Agricultural development and processing”. Remaining categories get nil %. 

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

0%

1%

1%

1%

2%

Estimated total project opex
(2,033,300,000)

54%

3%

3%

5%

9%

5%

7%

6%
3%
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Table 65
Expected project revenues 

Total Expected 
Revenues 

General agriculture 2,047,800,000

80,400,000

236,450,000

0

63,000,000

310,000,000

15,000,000

75,000,000

221,940,000

259,350,000

30,000,000

0

60,000,000

63,000,000

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, and processing

General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, and beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 
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Chart 65
Expected project revenues 

The above chart indicates that “General Agriculture” comes first with 59% of total expected 
revenues, followed by “Olive” with 9%,  “General agriculture, olive, and beekeeping” with 8%, 7% 
for “General Agriculture and olive”, 6% for “Processing”, 2% for “General agriculture and processing”, 
2% for “General agriculture, olive, processing, and beekeeping”, 2% for “General agriculture, olive, 
and processing”, 2% for “Development”, 2% for “Agricultural development and processing”, and 1% 
for “Beekeeping”. Remaining categories get nil%. 

General agriculture 

General agriculture & processing

General agriculture & olive

General agriculture & beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, & beekeeping

General agriculture, processing, beekeeping

General agriculture, olive, processing, beekeeping

Processing

Olive

Beekeeping

Distilleries and local traditional food supplies (Muneh)

Agricultural development and processing 

Development 

General agriculture, olive, & processing

0%

0%

0%

2%

2%2%

2%

2%

Total expected revenues
(3,461,940,000)

59%

7%

9%

6%

8%

1%
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1%

1%

Table 66
no. of work opportunities that the projects would generate

No. of work opportunities that the projects would generate

<=10 <=20 70 100 200 Unspecified

73 9 1 3 1 12

Chart 66
no. of work opportunities that the projects would generate

<=10

<=20

70

Administrative needs

Activate existing project

Unspecified

The above chart indicates that the vast majority of projects (74%) would create 10 job opportunities 
or less, 9% would generate 20 job opportunities or less, 3% would generate 100 job opportunities, 
and 1% would generate 200 job opportunities. 

74%

9%

12%

3%
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2%

Table 67
Problems that the projects would solve for the coop members

Problems that the projects would solve for the coop members

Financial Marketing Production Ecological Other

45 12 16 2 14

Chart 67
Problems that the projects would solve for the coop members

Financial

Marketing

Production

Ecological

Other

The above chart indicates that the problems that the projects will solve are financial in 51% of 
the cases (by improving revenues for the members), production related in 18% of the cases (by 
improving productivity), 13% marketing –related, 2% ecological. Projects address other problems in 
16% of the cases.

51%

13%

18%

16%
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Table 68
What are the problems that the coop is facing

but was unable to solve?

What are the problems that the coop is facing
but was unable to solve?

Financial Marketing Administrative In-kind 

40 15 4 12

Chart 68
What are the problems that the coop is facing

but was unable to solve?

Financial

Marketing

Administrative

In-kind

The above chart indicates that problems that coops are facing are mostly financial 6(56%), 
marketing-related (21%), in-kind (17%), while 6% of the problems are administrative. 

56%

21%

6%

17%
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Table 69
Weaknesses the coops are facing 

What are the Coop’s weaknesses?

Financial Marketing Administrative In-kind 

37 15 19 17

Chart 69
Weaknesses the coops are facing 

Financial

Marketing

Administrative

In-kind

The above chart indicates that most coops have weak financial revenues (42%), weak management 
(22%), weak in-kind resources (19%), and weak marketing (17%).

What are the Coop’s
weaknesses?

42%

17%

22%

19%
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Table 70
Coop strengths

What are the Coop’s strengths?

Human
resources

Production 
factors

Administrative 
factors

In-kind
factors

Financial 
factors

45 12 16 2 14

Chart 70
Coop strengths

Human resources

Production factors

Administrative factors

In-kind factors

Financial factors

Above chart indicates that coops have administrative strengths (33%), production strengths (25%), 
and human resources related strengths (25%). Only 10% of the coops have in-kind strengths, and 
1% have financial strengths.

25%

31%

33%

10%

1%
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Table 71
What type of assistance would help the coop develop

and grow its activity?

What type of assistance would help the coop develop and grow its activity?

Financial Marketing In-kind
Training 
courses

In-kind and 
nutrition

Financial and 
in-kind

Financial 
and training 

courses

Financial,
in-kind and 

training
courses

10 3 48 10 1 6 4 7

Chart 71
What type of assistance would help the coop develop

and grow its activity?

Financial assistance

The opening of a kitchen

The opening of markets

New equipement or 
machinery

Expand or buy premises
Transport tool

Training workshop
Land reclamation

Press
Equip a factory

Activate beehive center
Olive press

In-kind and nutrition
Equipement for olive 
harvesting and safekeeping

Financial, in-kind, training Expand the seedlings center

Financial, and guidance Press requirements

Financial, and in-kind Develop coop

The above chart indicates that 54% of the coops request “in-kind” support, while 11% require 
“financial assistance and training courses”, 8% require “financial, in-kind, and training courses” while 
7% require “financial and in-kind” support. 5% call for “financial and training courses”, 3% call for 
“Marketing” support, and 1% call for “in-kind and nutrition” support.

20%

6%

6%

8%

8%

4%

7%

9% 11%

3%

2%
2%1%

1%

1%

2%

2%

2%2%

1%



127The South and Nabatieh as a case study

Expand the seedlings center

Table 72
Coop contribution to sector development?

How can the Coop contribute to sector development?

Training
courses

Financial
support

Marketing Development Productivity

19 30 6 24 11

Chart 72
Coop contribution to sector development?

Training courses

Financial support

Marketing

Development

Productivity

The above charts indicates that coops can contribute to sector development through financial 
support (33%), development (27%), and training (21%), improved productivity (12%),
and marketing (7%).

How can the Coop contribute 
to sector development?

33%

21%
12%

27%

7%
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1%

Table 73
Opportunities that the coop could invest it?

What are the opportunities that the coop could invest it?

Develop
agricultural

activity and all 
sectors

Marketing
Deliver

suggested
projects

Media
campaigns

Improve
economic factor

Improve
production 

quality

36 14 8 1 14 7

Chart 73
Opportunities that the coop could invest it?

Develop agricultural activity and all sectors

Marketing

Deliver suggested projects

Media campaigns

Improve economic factor

Improve production qualit

The above chart indicates that coops suggest the development of agricultural sector and other 
sectors (45%), marketing (17%), delivery of suggest projects (10%), improve production quality (9%). 
1% talk about media campaigns.

What are the opportunities 
that the coop could invest it?

45%

17%

10%

18%

9%
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1%

What are the threats that the 
coop faces in its surrounding 
environment?

Table 74
Threats that the coop faces in its surrounding environment?

What are the threats that the coop faces in its surrounding environment?

High
production 

cost
Ecological 

disaster

Failure to 
open new 
markets

Lack of 
government 

interest

People
uninterested

in coop activity
Imports

Weak
agricultural 
experience 

compared to 
the neighboring 

ecosystems

Competition 
on same 
product

Unspecified

4 12 3 1 2 1 1 20 57

Chart 74
Threats that the coop faces in its surrounding environment?

High production cost

Ecological disaster

Failure to open new markets

Lack of government interest

People uninterested in coop activity

Imports

Weak agricultural experience compared to the 
neighboring ecosystems

Competition on same product

Unspecified

The above chart indicates that most coops do not face threats from the neighboring environment 
(56%), while 20% face competition on same product, 12% talk about ecological disasters, 4% talk 
about high production cost, and 3% talk about the failure to open new markets. 2% say people are 
uninterested in coop work, 1% about exports, lack of government support, and weak agricultural 
experience compared to neighboring countries. 

56%

12%

4%

3%

20%

1%
2%

1%
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Indicators of coop effectiveness

No. Coop name in English Coop name in Arabic Legal
indicator

75%

100%

75%

75%

35%

35%

75%

75%

75%

Jba’ Beekeeping Coop

Rishaf General 
Agricultural Coop

Burj Kalawiyah  General
Agricultural Coop

Harees  Alimaad Food
General  Agricultural Coop

Bint Jbeil Agricultural
Processing Coop

55%

Yohmer &  Neighborhood
Agricultural Coop

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

60%12

35%Tibneen General
Agriculture Coop13

35%14

Financials
 indicator

80% 50%

35% 80%

80% 90%

85% 90%

60% 0%

50% 0%

65% 90%

80% 70%

80% 70%

75% 80% 40%

45% 25%

80% 65%

30%

30%

35%

10%

72%

68%

82%

83%

32% 

28%

77%

75%

75%

65%

42%

68%

33%

25%

100%Bint Jbeil
Agricultural Coop

15 50%35% 62%

60%Chakra
Agricultural Coop16 0%15% 25%

75%Froun General
Agriculture Coop

17 90%80% 82%

75%18 60%35% 57%
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No. Coop name in English Coop name in Arabic Legal
indicator

75%

75%

75%

100%

35%

75%

100%

75%

35%

Gandouriya General
Agriculture Coop

Froun Rural Development 
Agricultural Coop

Debel General 
Agriculture Coop

Haneen General
Agriculture Coop

Khirbat Selem Husbandsry
And Agricultural Development

Coop 

75%

Ain Ebel Agro-food Coop

Chakra Agro-food Coop

Tibneen Green Houses
And Fruit Trees Coop

Kfardouneen General
Agriculture Coop19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

75%
Deir Mimas

& Neighborhood
Beekeeping And

Organic Farming Coop

31

100%Kouneen General
Agriculture Coop30

75%Deir Mimas General
Agriculture Coop32

Financials
 indicator

25% 30%

35% 60%

70% 85%

65% 85%

20% 40%

35% 75%

50% 85%

70% 30%

0% 0%

80% 10% 0%

80% 70%

65% 65%

85%

75%

50%

35%

57%

43%

77%

83%

32% 

62%

78%

58%

12%

30%

75%

68%

78%

62%

75%Houla General
Agriculture Coop

33 60%35% 57%

75%Tibah General
Agriculture Coop34 50%25% 50%

60%Jabal Amel 
Beekeepers Coop

35 85%100% 82%

35%36 65%70% 57%

75%37 20%40% 45%

75%Burj Almoulouk General
Agriculture Coop

38 50%55% 60%
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No. Coop name in English Coop name in Arabic Legal
indicator

75%

35%

75%

35%

75%

75%

75%

75%

55%

Hasbaya Ladies
Agro Food Coop

Alfardees General
Agriculture Coop

Hbariya General
Agriculture Coop 

Mimas & Neighborhood
General Agriculture Coop 

75%

Odeissa Agricultural Coop

Merjeyoun & Yasbaya
Fruit Trees And Plants Coop

Hasbaya General Agriculture 

Ain Jarfa Hasbaya
General Agriculture Coop

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

35%Rashaya Alfakhaar
Agricultural Coop50

75%Ain Kanya General
Agriculture Coops53

Financials
 indicator

20% 75%

60% 0%

70% 100%

35% 75%

35% 75%

55% 50%

35% 35%

50% 60%

25% 15%

75% 35% 40%

50% 45%

70%

60%

35%

25%

32%

57%

82%

48%

62% 

60%

48%

62%

32%

50%

57%

47%

53%

75%
Hasbaya Coop For The

Development Of
The Olive Sector

51 65%50% 63%

75%Khalwaat General
Agriculture Coop52 60%25% 53%

35%Haramoun Albarka
General Coop

54 50%35% 40%

15%
Alfardeess Coop For

Agricultural Development
And Agro Food

55 35%0% 17%

55%Hasbaya Olive
Farmers Coop

56 50%0% 35%

75%57 40%55% 57%

15%Maymas Agricultural
Development Coop58 30%10% 18%
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No. Coop name in English Coop name in Arabic Legal
indicator

75%

75%

55%

75%

75%

75%

15%

75%

15%

Kawkava Agricultural
Processing Anf Agro-Food

Coop
Mimas & Neighborhood

Coop For Plants
And Beekeeping

Ain Kina General
Agriculture Coop

Shibaa Beekeeping Coop

Al-Mjaydiyeh
Agricultural Coop

75%

Shwaya General
Agriculture Coop

Almari General
Agriculture Coop

Kfarshouba Agriculture
Development Coop

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

75%Abasiyeh General
Agriculture Coop70

75%Mazraat Meshref
General Agriculture Coop73

Financials
 indicator

35% 70%

40% 50%

35% 70%

35% 70%

35% 55%

40% 40%

15% 25%

15% 20%

10% 10%

55% 65% 85%

35% 70%

50%

0%

50%

20%

55%

60%

53%

60%

55% 

52%

18%

37%

12%

68%

60%

58%

32%

100%71 85%80% 88%

75%72 75%80% 77%

35%Deir Aamess General
Agriculture Coop

74 90%35% 53%

75%Zibkeen General
Agriculture Coop75 40%55% 57%

75%76 40%45% 53%

75%Sahel Al-Klayleh
Agricultural Coop77 10%30% 38%

75%Srifa Agricultural Coop78 75%25% 58%

75%
Halousiyeh Husbandry

& Agricultural Development
Coop

79 60%45% 60%
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No. Coop name in English Coop name in Arabic Legal
indicator

75%

75%

35%

75%

75%

75%

75%

75%

55%

Mlikh General
Agriculture Coop

Sejed Animal
& Agricultural

Development Coop

Rihan General
Agriculture Coop

75%

Deit Kaanoun Al Nahr
General Agriculture Coop

Jizeen Development Coop 

Rimaat Agricultural
Development Coop 

Mlikh General
Agriculture Coop

Deir Kifa Husbandry
& Agricultural

Development Coop 
80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

75%90

75%Afnateet Agricultural Coop93

Financials
 indicator

55% 100%

60% 60%

25% 30%

25% 15%

10% 35%

35% 60%

35% 65%

15% 60%

15% 65%

10% 15%

65%

30%

25%

20%

65%

77%

30%

38%

20% 

57%

58%

50%

45%

33%

55%

42%

75%Saksakiya General
Agriculture Coop91 30%35% 47%

75%Gssaniyah Agricultural Coop92 65%50% 63%

35%Zahrani Agricultural Coop94 30%15% 27%

75%Tanbourit Agricultural Coop95 50%35% 53%

75%Magdoushi Lemon
Flower Agricultural Coop96 70%50% 65%

35%Jemjeem Agricultural Coop97 15%0% 17%

75%Hijji General
Agriculture Coop

98 40%10% 42%

60%Magdoushi & Neighborhood
Beekeeper Coop

99 60%40% 53%

75%100 45%30% 50%
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Table 75
Effective / ineffective

Chart 75
Effective / ineffective

Score:  effective / ineffective

65 35

effective ineffective

effective

ineffective

Having looked at the indicators (legal, sustainability and marketing, financial) findings 
(Chart 76) indicate that most coops are effective (65%) while (35%) are ineffective.

Score:
effective / ineffective

35%

65%


