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See annex for Mission Comments on the evaluation report.
 



13. SUMMARY
 

The Special Development Fund activities began in Costa Rica in 1977 
following the signature of an Umbrella Agreement with the Ilational Plan
ning Office. Under the Agreement AMl provides annual allocation of $50,000 
to finance projects sponsored by community groups. Approval of the pro
jects was to be based on a set of criteria. which stressed the self-help, 
supplemental nature of U.S. assistance to citizen groups. During the per
riod November 1977-August 1980, AID, operating through a committee struc
tu.e which includes representatives from the Embassy and Peace Corps, 
processed 217 requests, approving 78 with a total value of $221,284.
 
While the committee has financed a variety of projects, including com
munity centers, libraries, bridges, and workshops, the composition of
 
approved projects has changed. Since 1980 greater emphasis has been
 
given to income-producing activities such as cement block manufacturing,
 
cooperative transportation and production/sale of farm animals. 

The evaluation report, prepared by a short-term consultant under 
a purchase order, concludes that:
 

in order to increase the effectiveness and impact of the SDF activities
 
in Costa Rica, a significant increase in the size of the SDF allotment
 
is seen as necessary;
 

The operation of the Special Development Fund has been in accordance 
with the policy and guidelines stipula ted in AID manual orders and 
the criteria established for SDF operations,
 

Activities supported by the Fund have been an effective means of 
meeting the self-perceived development needs of community groups;
 

,DF activities have generated and strengthened a residual positive
 
attitude on the part of sub-project beneficiaries towards the de
velopment activities of the U.S. Government; 

The lack of "useful baseline data" did not permit an assessment 
of the socio-economic impact of SDF activities. The consultant 
concluded, however, based on visits to several SDF projects, that
 
facilities financed under the project have permitted small com
munities to initiate new activities which were not possible before 
and to receive GOCR-sponsored services without having to travel 
to the nearest centrally-located installation. 

Continued community support for projects is manifested in their 
ongoing commitment to provide maintenance and upkeep for SDF-financed 
facilities. 

* While the evaluator's report indicated that the administrative and 
funding procedures of the SDF have been.adequate, he recommended several
 
changes in selection criteria, methods of processing grant applications,
 
record keeping and the handling of correspondence. Mission comments on
 
these recommendations are shown as Annex V.
 



13. SUMMARY -

14. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY --

This report results from a regularly-scheduled evaluation. A local
 
consultant was used to prepare the report under a Mission-financed Purchase
 
Order.
 

The method used to evaluate the project consisted of a review of records
 
available in the Mission and interviews with beneficiaries and SDF committee
 
members and visits to approved and non-approved project sites.
 

Jr Documents to be revised to reflect decisions noted page 1 (other side:)
 

/7 Project Paper (PP) /7 Logical Framework /7 CPr network /7 Financial eian 
/7 PIO/T /7 PIO/C /7 PiO/P P7 Project Agreement /7 Other 
/7 This evaluation brought out ideas for a new project -

a Project Identification Document (PID) will follow.
 



" -f --),37-P
 

A REPORT TO 

THE UNITED STATES AID/IISSION TO COSTA RICA 

RELATED TO THE 

SPECI L DEVEOPMENT FUND ACTIVITIES 

AS REPORTED BY 

TO-NIE N. ULREY 

San Jos6, Costa Rica
 
August 1980
 



TABLE OF CONTEN'FS
 

Page
 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

II. SDF ACTIVITY BACKGROUND 1
 

III. FINDINGS 
 4
 

3.01 Sumiary 4
 
3.02 Socio Economics Impact 4
 
3.03 Use and Maintenance of SDF Projects S 
3.04 Beneficiaries Relations with AID 5
 
3.05 Administrative and Funding Procedures 6
 
3.06 Selection Criteria 
 7
 
3.07 Problem Areas 7
 

A) Administrative and Funding Procedures 7
 
B) Selection Criteria 8
 

IV. RECOMENDATIONS 
 9 

4.01 Fund Size 
 9
 
4.02 Administrative and Funding Procedures 10
 
4.03 Selection Criteria 
 11
 

V. ANNEXES 



I. 	 INTRODUCTION 

On August 31, 1980, in Purchase Order No. 107-80, USAID/CR contracted
 
the services of Tommie N. Ulrey to carry out an evaluation in English of
 
the Special Development Fund Activities. It is expected that this cvalua
tion will assist AID in improving,-if necessary, the fund's objectives,
 
administrative and funding procedures, and selection criteria.
 

The areas to be evaluated as outlined in the purchase order were:
 

1) The socio-economic impact that the Special Develooment Fund 
Grants have had on the communities and entities receiving them; 

2) The use and maintenance experience of SDF funded projects; 

3) The beneficiaries impressions from their dealings with AID; 

4) The problems encountered 
their projects; and 

by the beneficiaries in carrying out 

5) Reconmendations for improved operations and impact. 

The assignment called for interviews with representative of groups 
receiving SDF grants, as well as with some which had been rejected. In 
carrying out the assignment the consultant chose to follow the following 
work plan: 

a) 	 Three days research and reading of SDF files. 

b) 	 Three days interviewing beneficiaries and visitting a total
 
of eleven projects of which eight were SDF funded and 
three had been rejected. (See table #1, Annex I) 

c) 	 One day inteviewing several SDF committee members and
 
other interested parties. (See Table #2, Annex I)
 

d) 	 Three days organizing and compiling information and
 
preparation of the final report.
 

Throughout the evaluation the consultant was assisted by 11s. Frieda
 

'Martin,a 14 
ember of the Special Development Fund Committee.
 

II. 	SDF ACTIVITY BACKGROUND.
 

According to AID Manual Order No. 1323.1.1 dated February 13, 1969,

the Special Development Activity originated in March of 1963 when AID
 
extended on a pilot basis a special funding authority to four Latin
 
American Mission directors permitting them to use up to $50,000 of DG-type
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funds in support of small scale, high-impact activities. 

The Special Development Fund Activity was designed as a device for
 
permitting designated Mission Directors to finance quickly and with a 
minimum of procedural red tape small constructive activitics which would 
have 	immediate impact in the cooperating country.
 

inCosta Rica the AID M[ission initiated SDF activities in 1977 after
 
the signing on Nov. 18, 1976 of an Umbrella Agreement with the Costa Rican
 
Government's National Planning Office (OFIPLAN) covering all SDF activities.
 
This Agreement calls for an annual allocation of $50,00LL/ to finance small
 
economic development projects, (for up to $5,000-2/), jointly planned and
 
implemented with Costa Rican citizen groups.
 

The AID Manual Order No. 1323.1.1. and two different printed documents
 
within the SDF files present the SDF policy guidelines as follows:
 

1) 	Projects should be small local development activities with
 
immediate impact;
 

2) 	projects should assist segments of the local population which 
are beyond the direct reach of other AID projects or government 
financial support to achieve specific self-help goals; 

3) 	projects should deal with local entities, groups and or
 
communities at the cantonal or lower level;
 

4) 	projects should be given priority in the areas of agriculture,
 
education, health, transportation and (for 1979 and later)
 
productive income generating activity;
 

5) 	 projects should have a maximum implementation period of six 
months; 

6) 	no more than one half of the total project costs should be
 
financed by the SDF; 

7) the SDF contribution should be in the area of $5,000 or less;
 

1/ 	 For FY 1979 this amount was increased to $75,000. 

2/ 	 In FY 1979 the first grant was made in excess of $5,000. OFIPLAN' was duly 
notified that some grants would be more then $5,000, nevertheless,
 
the average would be $5,000 or less.
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8) 	 the projects should have a community couterpart contribut._on 
(in cash or in kind) of at least 50% of the projefct cost. 
(This counterpart contribution should be a donation and snould 
not constitute a financial leability for the requesting group
 
or organization); 

9) 	the community contribution plus the SDF ( ntribution should
 
assure the financing of the total project; 

10) 	 projects should generate public awareness and support for U.S.
 
assistance efforts; and
 

11) 	 the SDF should not finance administrative, operational or labor
 
costs of projects.
 

In 1977, the first year of operations of the SDF in Costa Rica, AID
 
received and analyzed twenty four requests of which fourteen were approved
and funded for a total of $49,115. The communities' counterpart contribu
tions were calculated at a total of $147,168.
 

In 1978, the first year covered in the present evaluation, a t:.. 
of sixty five requests were analized by the SDF committee of which ninieteen 
.ere approved for a total of $48,666. Of the projects funded, seven 
were nutrition centers, two were community centers, two were libraries, 
three vere school projects, one was for an employment assistance center, 
one was for a workshop for mental patients, one was for the electrification 
if a community, and one was a Peace Corps project inappropriate technology. 

hi 1979 a total of fifty five requests were :nalyzed of wnich '.,,Anty
.ine were approved for a total of $74,994. Of the projects f2unded, three 
were nutrition centers, seventeen were diverse school projects, one was
 
a community center, two were agricultural projects, one was a bridge, one
 
was a playground, one was a Boy Scout club house, one was a movie projector
 
for a community group, one was an industrial sewing project and one was 
a radio system for an ambulance. 

As of 	the date of this report, in 1980 a total of sixty three
 
requests have been received and analyzed while sixteen have been approved
 
,or funding for a total of S48,509 and fourteen are pending approval of
 
a tission request for additional funds. Of the projects being funded,
 
:wo are nutrition centers, four are community centers, one is an industriai
 
sewin! project, one isa community electrification project, one is a
 
cement block factory, one is for an ag. product transportation project, 
one is for a school, one is for a chicken and pig raising project, one is 
for a public guest house in a geographically marginal communi6.., one .s 
.or a 	center for abandoned children, and one is for a playground.
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SDF ACTIVITY 1977-1980
 

Year Requests Project Approved % Approved 

1977 24 14 58% 
1978 65 19 29% 
1979 55 29 53% 
1980 63 16 25% 

IOTAL 207 78 38% 

III. FINDINGS
 

3.01 Summary 

In general it can be said that the Special Development Fund
 
activities have, to a major extent, complied with the Special Development
 
Activity Authority Policy and Guidelines as set forth in the AID NLnual 
Order No. 1323.1.1. and the Special Development Activity Policy and
 
Operation Guidelines as published in several AID/CR documents.
 

It is the consultant's opinion that the Special Development Fund 
Activities, as carried out in this Rission, have been an effective, low
 
cost means of meeting the self-determined needs of a number of grassroots
 
communities throughout Costa Rica, and that the SDF activities have also
 
helped to strengthen a positive feeling towards the U.S. Government's
 
development efforts on the part of the program's beneficiaries.
 

The only significant problem areas identified by the consultant 
and considered inneed of improvement and modifications are: 1)administra
tive and funding provedures; and 2) selection criteria. These areas will 
be discussed in more detail in sections 3.05, 3.06, 3.07, 4.01 and 4.02 
of the present report. 

3.02 Socio-economic Imoact 

There is no concrete information available in the SDF files 
making itpossible for the consultant to make any firm statement as to the 
socio-economic impact of the SDF activities on the beneficiary groups. 
This problem concerning the lack of useful baseline data could be lessened 
by modifications in the administrative procedures in the SDF program. 
(see Section 4.01). 

Through the site visits, however, the consultant -was able !o
 
come to some, admittedly subjective, conclusions as to the socio-e,..omic
 
impact of the SDF funded projects. Apparently the social impact of the
 



projects was favorable to a high degree while the direct economic ipact of 
the projects was not of major significance. This conclusion is based on 
the finding that the majority of the projects funded were community 
projects of a social nature (i.e. community centers, school dining facilities, 
nutrition centers etc.) and relatively few projects were oriented towards 
production and income generation.. In those cases where community centers 
were constructed, the social impact was evident in the frequent use of the 
centers as well as the communities being able to carry on activities which 
were not, (or seldom), carried on before the existance of such centers. 
Hence itwas possible to have dances and fairs etc. and receive certain 
govt. sponsored social services without having to go to the nearest town 
or city. 

3.03 Use and Maintenance of SDF Projects 

In the majority of the projects visited, the frequent use and
 
maintenance of project equipment and facilities attested to the deep
 
rooted community support of the projects, this was especially evident
 
in those projects where community centers were constructed.
 

Inonly two of the projects visited were there apparent problems
 
related to the maintenance and use of project facilities. In a playground
 
project near the city of Puntarenas, funded in 1979, all of the equipment
 
was deteriorated as a result of vandalism and/or lack of any kind of
 
maintenance. One member of the community where the playgruund issituated
 
attributed the cause of this situation to a lack of community interest in
 
the piayground.
 

In the toun of Zarcero, Alajuela, a 1978 project consisting of
 
the construction of a building ror a vegetable market for an agricultural 
cooperative apparently isnot now being used as planned in the project
 
request. According to one of the employees working there, the vegetable
 
market was not viable. Consequently, the cooperative took advantage of
 
the prime location of the building and put it to use as a supply store.
 
It is evident that this kind of risk is run inmost productive or income
 
generating projects. By being economic innature, a lack of viability
 
resulting in a change in the intended use of a project's facilities does
 
not necessarily represent a lack of support by the project participants.
 
In the case of the Ag. cooperative's farm supply store, in a predominantly
 
agricultural community this is also fulfilling a community felt need.
 

3.04 Beneficiaries Relations with AID
 

Inthe interviews with project representatives, all seemed to
 
be favorably impressed with their relations with AID. In almost all cases,
 
the representatives remembered the names of the SDF person with whom they
 
had contact as well as the purpose of the SDF funds. The great majority
 
of the representatives interviewed having their projects approved fclt
 
that the two to five month process was reasonable while some of the
 



representatives having their projects rejected felt itwas too long.
 

In the area of reimbursements, all project representatives
 
interviewed seemed satisfied with disbursements against signed receipts,
 
many however stated that they would have requested an advance had the
 
known they could.
 

In summary,, the favorable impression that the beneficiaries have 
towards the SDF attest to the SDF being an effective people-to-people ac
tivity working together in self-help efforts.
 

3.05 Administrative and Fumding Procedures 

In general, it is felt that the administrative and funding proce
dures of the SDF activities have been adequate. Nevertheless, the consult
ant has identcified what are considered as minor problem areas in several
 
specific procedures which are treated in more detail in Section 3.07 of
 
this report.
 

Information in the SDF project files shows that inmany cases
 
projects had been identified following written or verbal requests alJressed 
to the U.S. Embassy. Quite often, the requesting entity or person had not
 
been aware of the.SDF activity and the Embassy or person receiving the
 
initial request passed the request on to the person in charge of the Fund, and 
an application form was usually then sent in reply. Peace Corps Volunteer. 
have also been encouraged to identify projects and assist community groups 
in submitting requests. 

The person in charge of the Fund has been responsible For revie,
ing each application for compliance with policy and for completeness. As 
often as possible a SDF committee member, or in some cases a Peace Corps 
Volunteer, had been assigned to make an initial site visit prior to the re
quest being passed on to the SDF committee. 

Once a decision had been made by the committee concerning any one 
project, the requesting entity or group was usually then notified inwrit
ing informing them of the committee's decision. Specific project grants 
were then formalized through project agreements signed by project represent. 
atives and the AID Mission Director. 

Disbursement of funds has been against canceled receipts signed
 
by the project representatives. Insome cases, advances have been made to
 
projects when requested.
 

When possibl2, site visits have been made at the completion of
 
projects while in other instances projects have been classified as
 
"completed" upon the completion of disbursements.
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3.06 Selection Criteria
 

Although most of the funded projects visited appeared to mcret the 
majority of the "criteria for project selection" as established in the AID 
Manual Order No. 1323.1.1 and the Mission's Special D)cvelopment Activity 
policy and operating guidelines (see Table III, Annex I), as a result of 
interviews held with several members of the SDF committee and site visits 
to rejected as well as funded proj.ccts, the consultant considers sQ'Kctiou 
criteria to be a problem area. This is discussed in detail in Section 
3.07 of the present report.
 

In the project's visited, the funding criteria least often met
 
by the projects was the generation of public awareness and support for
 
U.S. assistance efforts. The criteria most often met was that the projects
 
were small constructive local development activities with immediate impact.
 

It was also noted in the SDF files that a number of projects re
ceived amendments extending the period for implementation beyond the six
 
months established in the SDF guidelines.
 

3.07 P.blem Areas 

A. Administrative and Funding Procedures
 

As stated in Section 3.05, it is felt that several miror pr h
lem areas exist in the SDF's administFative and funding procedures. The 
first of these is in request and project controls. In many, of the files 
request forms and other documents contain no dates. In those files ihere 
lates may be determind the amount of time from the receipt of the rc-quest 
form to the notification of the SDF conmmittees decision and subsequent 
funding was from one to six months. Some of the beneficiaries interv:iewed, 
stated that they thought the time required to reach a decision was exce.
sive. 

The statistical information on the request applications was 
too varied to be of much value in determining the impact of the SDF ac
tivities. For instance, in the case of a request For assistance in the 
construction of a library, the requesting entity reasoned that since there was 
a population of 6,000 in the area, that the library project would have 6,O() 
beneficiaries. In a number of projects the budget infornation, especially 
in in-kind community contributions, was also mistated. It is not tu be 
expected that diverse coun-ity groups arc to be able to standarize infer
.nation on request forms for different kinds of projects. Nevertheless, 
in the site visits by SDF comnittee members some attempt should be -,ade 
to standardize the statistical information so that AID may better determine 
the impact of the program. 

The project files were not always found to be conplete. Si 
visits were often either not reported or were not made, and project comple



tion reports as called for under AID Manual Order No. 1323.1.1 were not 
often prepared. Consequently, some projects were considered "compU;Led" 
upon completion of disbursements.
 

SDF committee members, once having approved a project for
 
funding, apparentl7 did not receive any information as to the progress or
 
completion of the project. In order to obtain this information it would
 
have been necessary to read the entire project file which often contains
 
somewhat sketchy information. This lack of a systematic project control
 
also makes it difficult to program timely project site inspections.
 

The majority of the beneficiaries interviewed stated rhat
 
they d-l.j not have any problem at all with the funding procedures.
 
Several others, on the other hand, mentioned that they ran into problems
 
because of AID's requiring them to present canceled receipts. Inorder
 
to meet this requirement, some resorted to short-term loans while others
 
requested canceled receipts from suppliers before actually buying goods
 
and materials. Wien asked, these people stated that they were not aware
 
of the possibility of receiving an advance from AID in order to begin
 
their projects.
 

.Specific recommendations concerniing these problems are 

presented in Section 4.01.
 

B. Selection Criteria
 

As a result of site visits and interviews with interested
 
parties, it is the consultant's opinion that some of the projects approved
 
perhaps should not have be-n funded. This is especially evident when the 
nunber of apparently worthy proiects rejected due to t:.e lack of "duquate 
resources is taken into consideration.
 

Since apparently no formal notes or minutes have been taken
 
during SDF committee selection meetings, and due to the fact that the
 
majority of the notices to requesting groups advising them that their proj
ects had been rejected were "form letters" statig the reason as insuffi
cient funds to meet all the requests, evaluation of the selection criteria
 
has been somewhat difficult.
 

Through interviews with SDF committee members the conclusion 
has been reached that the committee has not used a systematic select'ion
 
process weighing each request with established SDF policy and criteria.
 
It appears as though projects were often approved or rejectcdi based upon

the "salesmanship" of the persons who made the respective sit\.i 

Mre care could also have been taken to assure that irojects
approved were not beneficiarie of other AID projects, or that the local 
goverrnent, or (ther organizations were not involved in the same pr-oject. 



Apparently nine projects which received funding in order
 
to buy" materials for the construction of nutrition centers were also 
funded, to a much larger extent, by a CARE program in which CARE was the
 
actual supplier of building materials for the construction of the same
 
nutrition centers. In addition to this apparent duplication of assist
ance, the majority of the communities in-kind labor contriL .tion for 
these projects was provided by the linistry of Public Transportation. It
 
is felt that the $18,000 contributed to these projects would have been
 
more effectively used in some of the projects which had to be rejected.
 

Specific recommendations concerning project selection
 
criteria are presented in Section 4.03.
 

IV. RECONDENDATIONS 

4.01 Fund Size
 

Since the beginning of the fund's activities in 1977, a total
 
of 20.7 requestz have been received and analyzed by the SDF conmittee while
 
of total of 78 projects have been approved with funds obligated. At the
 
time of this report, fourteen projects were pending the receipt of addi
tional funds. This means that an average of 38% of the requests received
 
and analyzed are approved for funding while the remaining 62% were rejected. 
It is felt that this high rejection rate has had a negative effect which 
has partially offset the positive impact that the SDF activities have had 
on the beneficiaries' awareness of the U.S. 3ovt's development efforts.
 
It is also believed that involvement by Peace Corps Volunteers in the
 
fund's activities will be reduced as more and more volnteers realize
 
that there are 3 to I odds against the approval of the project they have
 
helped to encourage and identify after having motivated and built up the
 
hopes of the community members.
 

Although the fund was increased to $75,000 in 1979, and it 
appears as though more funds will be made available in addition to the 
initial $50,000 already received in 1980, it is felt that in order to 
increase the effectiveness and impact of the SDF activities in Costa Rica, 
a significant increase in the size of the SDF is recommended. This would 
also improve the cost effectiveness of the SDF activities. 

If the fund cannot be increased, perhaps a rcgionalization plar. 
is called for where, for any given year, rcquests are acccptcd from only 
one g ographic region. 1his would permit a notable impact in one region 
while working with limited. resources. It would also result in less rejectzd 
requests and the cost of managing the fund's activities wouid tend to be 
reduced. 

It has also been noted in the project files that each year a
 
number of requests are placed on "hold" pending the availability of funds
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obligated for the following fiscal year. This has resulced in a proJect
"pipeline" and a notable amount of the fund's resources in a given year
 
are used for requests held over from the previous year. Tniz tends to
increase the feeling on the part of the beneficiaries that the amount of 
time required in the funding of projects is excessive. 

4.02 Administrative and Funding Procedures 

It is recommended that the SDF management employ more systematic

request and project controls. While it is important that the SDF be kept 
as free as possible from bureaucratic procedures, it is also necessary to 
have sufficient control and information at hand to effectively manage the
 
SDF activities, and to be able to determine the program's impact.
 

Instead of placing initial letters and request forms in files
 
labeled "correspondence" or "pending request forms", it is recommended
 
that as soon as a letter or request is received from a requesting entity,

that a request control sheet (see Annex IT,Sample #1)should be opened,

and the request should receive a request number. The requests along with
 
the control sheets could then be placed together in a loose-leaf binder.
 
This would allow easy access to .'nformation and would facilitate following
up on requests and programming site visits.
 

Once requests have been analyzed and approved by the SDF committee,
 
a proect control sheet and project file 'ould then be opened (see Annex
 
IT,Sample #?2).The project control sheet would help to assure that
 
follow up activities (inspection visits, completion reports, etc.) be
 
carried out on a timely basis, and at the same time provide Lnfcrmation
 
about the progress of the projects without having to go through entire 
project files.
 

It is considered important that the statistical data concerning

the SDF projects should be as uniform as possible. Although it cannot be
 
expected that the different persons filling out the request forms present

uniform information, the use of standarized initial site visit reports

could help to provide needed information. This isespecially needed in
 
determining the number of beneficiaries, total project costs, and ccmunity
 
counterpart contributions, etc. 

In order to meet the SDF guideline's objective of increased 
public awareness oF the U.S.'s development efforts, it is recommended that 
plaxics congratulating the community for their successful completion oF the 
project be ofecrcd, especially in the case of coiimunity centers and school 
facilities. 

It is also recommended that in the letters sent to requesting

entities informing them that theirrequests have been rejected, the lutturs 
should specifically state that the SDF is willing to receive future 
re
quests for other community projects.
 



4.03 Selection Criteria
 

The consultant recommends that a more systematic process be em
ployed during the SDF committcc'sproject selection meetings. It is Celt 
that each project request should be weighed against all SDF policy guide
lines and criteria before being approved. In order to do this effective
ly, the initial site visits are of upmost importance and the information 
gathered froin these visits should.be standardized as much as possible. 
Also, due to the transiont nature of AID personnel, it is important that 
some information be left in the SDF files -emonstrating why some projects 
were approved over others. A project selection worksheet similar to the 
one presented in Annex II, Sample 43 could be useful. This would allow 
somewhat more objectivety in the selection process. 

It is also recommended that care be taken to avoid duplication
 
of assistance or competition with other development organizations. In
 
addition to the apparent duplication of assistance found in the nutrition
 
center projects, the consultant is aware of at least one case where a 
beneficiary group was receiving technical assistance in preparation of 
receiving a loan to finance a project when an SDF grant was made to same 
beneficiary group. Consequently, the loan request was withdrawn. 

Finally, it is recommended that the priority for productive in
come generating projects be reconsidered. Productive projects small enough 
to meet SDF guidelines have a tendency to reach relatively few direct 
beneficiaries. Also, these projects often require more detailed feasibil
ity studies and technical assistance in order to be viable (see Annex IV). 
In Costa Rica there are a number of private and public development organi
zations as well as special lines of institutional credit which are :nore 
suited towards projects such as cement block and industrial sewing fac
tories.
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TABLE #2 -- SDF COWMITEE 
PARTIES 

MBIBERS AND 
I NTERVIEWED 

OTH1ER INTFRESTED 

Name Position Date 

(1) Dave Straley SDF Committee Various 

(2) Frieda Martin SDF Committee Various 

(3) Karen Mitchell 

(4)John Lekson 

(5)Carlos Poza 

(6) Elias Enriques 

(7) Sr. Le6n 

SDF Committee 

SDF Committee 

AID 

CARE 

CARE 

8/8/80 

8/8/80 

8/8/S0 

8/8/80 

8/8/80 



TABLE53 -- SPI:CIj:IC IIILINIE. ANI) POLICY CPLIANI" 

BY 1111 E TrrJNI)ID SlIF P oII-JCI'S VISII'EI) 
Page 1 of 2 

Visited 
-Idoject Guideline Priority 1 

181- 3)):- -

079- 13: 
.. 

('uin jed la~ying lien anId Pork p"Oject with the Ag. Cop*ti i SiIt."is I Cara (.uaca ste. 

Colummui i y center With OiIcoultI h y developnment associationC f la,'rio lolul C.Ifaas. - 

x x x x x x - x x 9 

N79-20: 

078-3(p: 

078-411: 

Irig;tiOn pIrject wi ll the Ag. Ted ica] and Vocation
al Scho~d inL.a F "JIua BilaZaces CA lanacast . 

Nutrition center with the pro-nutrition cnunittee in
l.a s D cl ic a __ Sant a (ru _ C a na ca ste . 

Nutirition cente-with the pro-mutri Lion conijittee in 

x 

_ 

x 

x 

x 

X 

x x 

x 

-

8 78 -9: COuiinu ity center with th coumuiuity development asso-
ciatijn of San -li kee/ C.ailjs _;ua__ca ste.__x ___ ___ 

079- 1: Playgroluil with lite pro p aiygr tal colt tee in l I1e.. ob.le l 't:i. lia. . .. 

0 78-112: Vtvet:alh. market wiL, Ih( .1g. (:iopieral ivy. of ZalrtLco. 

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

_ 

Ihie to 

a va ilab 

.. _.__ ._ __ 

x _ x - x-

the fact tiat no interview took place, not 

le to e va luate th e p r .; ec t . 

_-_ _ 

elough 

_. 

-

i(OnIuatioll is 

"
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SDF GUIDELINES AND POLILY PRIORITY FOR 
PROJECT SELECTION 

1) Small constructive local development activity with iinmediate impact. 
2) Segment of the local population beyond the direct reach of other AID 

projects or govt. financial-support.
 

3) Local entity, group or community at the cantonal or lower level.
 

4) 	Inarea of agriculture, education, health, transportation and (for
 
FY79 and later) productive income gent"ating activity.
 

5) Maximum implementation period of six months.
 

6) No more than one half of the total cost of. the project financed by
 

SDF.
 

7) 	 SDF contribution of $5,000 or less. 

8) 	 Community counterpart contribution (in cash or in kind), of at least 
50% of the total project cost. (This counterpart contribution must 
be a donation and may not.constitute a financial liability for the
 
requesting group or organization.)
 

9) 	 The community contribution plus the SDF contribution a' sure the fi
nancing of the total project. 

10) 	 Will generate public awareness and support for U.S. assistance ef
forts. 

11) 	 SDF does not finance administrative, operational or labor costs of
 
projects.
 



ANNEX II
 



B- Contos filos do producci6n/ me (promedio) 

1- mano de obra 8,131 .C 

2- cargas sociales (I%) 1,463.60 

3 	3- aguinaldos 338.80
 

4- obligaciones para prestaciones 338.80
 

5- seguro riesgos profesionales (a2,042.
 
por afto) 160,20
 

6- Patente municipal de industria
 
(trimestral '300) 100.00
 

7- Contabilidad y gastos administra
tivos 421.15
 

.10,953.55
 

Total costos de producciton 36,735.55
 

C- Otros costos fijos:
 

1- amQrtizaci6n con intereses 2,285.00
 

2- depreciaci6n 975.20
 

3.26o .2o
 

)9.,995.75 

Producci6n de bloques al mes 20,000
 
costo variable po cada bloque il.28
 

Cantidad minima a producir para cubrir los costos:
 
C. F 14,214.70 1,1 7
 
p.F -2.07- 14.2 
 - ,0.79 17,992.bloques,al r.:usQ=P. V.. V .07- i 26 0.79 

Donde: 

Q = Cantidad minima a cubrir los costos = 17,992 / rues 

C.F = Costos fijos / mes (promedio) = "10,953.55 + "3,260.20 "14,214.70 

P.V.= Precio de venta (promedio) = 2.07 

C.V= Costo variable / bloque = 1.28 

http:14,214.70
http:3,260.20
http:10,953.55
http:14,214.70
http:2,285.00
http:36,735.55
http:1,463.60
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SAMPLE l1 -- SPECIAL I)BIVELOPMIiNT FUND 
REQUEST CONTROL SHEET 

Request ii 

SOLICITANT: (a) Organization 

(b) Location 
(c) Name-


DATE OF FIRST CONTACT: 

KIND OF PROJECT: 

FIRST 
RESPONSE: /-7 Letter with request forms enclosed Date
 

/7 Letter explaining negative response Date
 

RECEIPT OF REQUEST FORMS: Date 
/7 Complete /7 Incomplete 

RESPONSE TO RECEIPT OF REQUEST FORMS: Date 

[7 Positive (tequest is being processed and site visit will bc made) 

27 Negative (request does not meet SDF criteria) 

// More information is required 

FIRST SITE VISIT: Date:
 

Visit by:
 

Findings:
 

Total SDF Budget:
 

Counterpart Budget: 

Other: 

Total Project Cost
 

No direct beneficiaries:
 

DECISION: Date:
 

NTIFICATION OF DECISION: Date
 



SAMPLE #2 -- SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT FUND 

PROJECT CONTROL SHEET 

Project #
 

PROJECT: Date approved: # Beneficiaries
 

EXECUITING ORGANIZATION:
 

CONTACT PERSON:
 

LOCATION:
 

AMOUNT SDF APPROVED:
 

DATE OF AGRE ITh:
 

EXECUTION: (Observations, delays, amendments, etc.)
 

DISBURS 1ENTS:
 

SITE VISITS: (Date and name of person making the visit)
 

PROJECT COINPIETTON: (Date) 

COMPLETION REPORT: (Date) 



SAMPLE #3 -- PROJECF SELECTION
 

WORKSHEET
 

Project: 


3election Criter!-


1. 	Project consists of a small local dev'-lopment
 
activity with immediate impact.
 

2. Project will assist segments of the local pop
ulation which are beyond the direct reach of
 
other AID projects or govt. financial support.
 

3. 	Project deals with a local entity, group or
 
community at the cantonal or lower level.
 

4. 	Project is in the area of agriculture, educa
tion, health, transportation.and/or is a pro
ductive income generating activity.
 

S. 	Project will have a maximum implementation
 
period of six months.
 

6. 	No more than one half of the total pract
 
cost will be financed by the SOF.
 

7. The SDF contribution is in the area of
 
$5,000.00 or less.
 

8. 	The community counterpart contribution (in
 
cash or in kind) will be at least 50% of the
 
project cost. (This contribution will be a
 
donation and will not constitute a financial
 
liability for the requesting group or orga
nization.)
 

9. 	The community contribution plus the SDF con
tribution will assure the financing oE the
 
total project.
 

:0. 	 The project will generate public awareness
 
and support for U.S. assistance efforts.
 

11. 	 In this project the SDF is not financing
 
administrative, operational or labor costs.
 

Degree to Which 
Project Complies with 
Selection Criteria 

Low I ,1d. lligh" 

http:5,000.00
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C L'In "OH (OKAPARCEEUSL:, DE L SA '7LLC0 
AVENIA 12, CALLE 13- TELEFONO 23 - 57 - 35 APARTACO 7.1270 

SAN JOSE, COSTA RICA 

c ,/. / 	 / 7A 

PROYECTO: Grupo de Froductores de Bloques de Curima
 
PRESIOENTE: 
Sr. Fenando E.Horrrs Mor CLASIFICACION: Pequeia Industria 
VICE-PRESIOENTE 
sr. Gullermo PorroArguclas LOCALI ZACION: Curime do Nicoya, Guanacaste 

SCRETARIO:
 
IM2.Jam., J. G.rchow Mov. P42TICIPANTES: 8 socios, 45 beneficiarics 

PPO SECRETARIO 
David Vdqua Cstillo PROM0TOR RESPONSABLE DE LA?EJECUCION: Viladimir Tapia 
TZSO R 0:S.J016Julio u auosdZ,11a FCHA DE ELABORACION: Febrero - marzo 1978 
.1iSCAL:
 
S*. Wliam Trigurs Arco TOTAL SOLICITADO: 194,334.45
 
VOCALES: 

Silve tro Alonso Matnzo 
L.G. 	 Gorardo v anogas So;eoi 

niobart MY ard do CAsoados 
* ArnoLo Biend.n L.n..i - INTRODUCCION: 
Pru o. Armar do Aifaro Paniagua 

:CTOA EJCUTIVO. 	 El grupo de productores do bloques de Curie esti c .-

Ricardo Rojas Rivers 

puesto por ocho (8) trabajadores de bajos ingresos y repro

senta un n'dcleo familiar de cuarenta y cinco (45) persona;;
 

fue constituido el 3 de Julio de 1978 y se clasifica dentru
 

del proerama de pequefla industria.
 

Durante el mes de Julio de 1978 los miombros del grupo
 

manifestaron a FUCODES 
su inter6s en iniciar un proyecto di 

fabricaci6n do bloques el cual vendria a dar empleo a los 

socios y ayudar en el aumento de sus ingresos familia-'es.
 

En al mismo mes de Julio, el departamento do promcci6n de
 

FUCODES cc:-.:nz6 la promoci6n del proyecto.
 

Il.- SITUACION SOCIAL Y OCCIOMICA:
 

Tradicionalzente los miembros del grupo han subzistido
 

a base de la agricultura, y/o han trabajado como peones y 

obreros. Como es de entender los miembros del gru~o 
 son
 

marginados econ6micamente con el promedio mensual do ingre

http:194,334.45


bcs por familia do 4728.00 y per c~pita de V29.40, encontrandote en cl Zru

po personas con ingresos mas baJos que al promedio per capita, hasta de 

Z72,00 por mes.
 

La familia promedio-esta constituida por 5.6 personas, la edad promedio
 

de los socios es de 26 afos y el nivel promedio de instrucci6n es do primaria.
 

Como es de entend-Cr, dadas las condiciones sociales y econ6micar de sus
 

integrantes, el grupo es desposeido de los recursos necesarios para la propia
 

y eficaz realizaci6n do un proyecto de fabricnci6n do bloques, i es fartible
 

su acceso a las instituciones financieras para conseguir los recursos necesa

rios para su mejor estabilidad socio-econ6rmica.
 

i.T.- ORGANIZACTONf: 

La Junta Directiva de este grupo estS constituida por las siguientes per

sonas:
 

,PRESIDENTE: Nemecio Matarrita G.tiirrez #I5-139-103
 

VICE-PRESIDENTW: Marcelino Ramirez Moreno # 5-177-781
 

S CRZTARIO: Aniceto IIern~ndez Gliti~rrez # 5-124-553
 

TLO2ZRO: Juan JosS Fajardo P6rez # 5-151-327
 

FICAL: M~cedonio Matarrita Gu%'iArrez W' 5-130-940
 

VOCAL: dmgl Fajardo Martinez # 5-145-796
 

VOCAL: Pedro P~rez Perez y 5-108-906
 
VOCAL: 	 Eugenio Jua~ez Juirez 5-139-1026
 

Los miembros del grupo estan organizr:dos para la administraci~n ,,produc

ci6n en la siguiente manera:
 

I. 	 3 operarios calificalos responsables de la operaci6n de las mquinas. 

1-. Nemecio Matarrita G. (5C%) 

2-. Juan Jose Fajardo P. 

3-. Macedonio Matarrita G. 



II-. 	4 asistentes responsables de, tenor suficiento mezcla pr,parada para el
 

proceso y tambien el transporte de los bloques recien elaborados del e

quipo al patio.
 

1-. Marcelino Ramirez M 

2-. Pedro Nqlazco P. 

3-. Eugenio Juirez J. 

4-. 	 ma'jardo Martinez (50%) 

III.- 2 asiztentes responsables do cuidar los bloques elaborados, sacar los
 

marcos de los bloques y baflar los bloques diariamente con aoua.
 

1-. Aniceto Hernandez G, (50%)
 

2-. Amaej Fajardo Martinez (50%)
 

IV.- 2 adminstradores de la f~brica responsables del mercadeo, compra de ma

teria prima y la contabilidad..
 

1-. Aniceto Hernandez G. (50%)
 

2-. Nececio Matarrita G. (50%)
 

- PROYECTO: 

El proyecto consiste cn la formaci6n de una fabrica de bloques debida

mente equipada incluyendo terreno y la construcci6n de un galer6a. 

Se contempla en el proyecto todos los conceptos necosarics para iniciar 

la produccion y continuarla hasta por 30 dias; mientras se logra colocar cn 

el mercado las primeras partidas de bloques. luego de habe"rseles dc1do el perio

do du endurecimient(fraeua) y entonces la empresa pueda marchar con auto-finan

ciamiento. 

A- Localizci6n: 

La comunidad de Curime es'a localizada en la provincia de Guanacaste al.s

ximadamente a 7 kil6metros sur oeste de la ciudad de Nicoya. El terreno esco

gido para la £fbrica queda directamente frente del caoino a S~mara, facilitin

do la recepc 6n de la materia prima utilizada en la elaboraci6n de los bloq..js.
 

http:bloq..js


'La sup.rficie total del terreno es de aproximadamento 1,000 mts cuadrados .

vidida como sigue:
 

Galer6n-80 mt2
 

Dep6sito de arena-250 mt2
 

Patio de fragua-250 mt2
 

Patio de carga-100 mts.
 

Otros-320 mt /
 

B- Plan de inversion;
 

El plan do inversi6n consiste en la siguiente solicitud de pr~stamo y a

porte del grupo para la compra de maquinaria y terreno, capital de trabajo, la
 

construcci6n de un galer6n, pagar documentaci6n, transporte, imprevistos, gas

tos administrarivos y pagar6 con timbres.
 

PLAN DE INVERSION
 

I;Pr,-staMo:
 

a- Equipo y macuinaria:
 

v 

11- 1 m&quina do bloque 25X25;12 
con 250 marcos 

2- 1 m~quina do bloque 1OX20X40 
con 250 marcos 

9,000.CO 

9,000.00 

3- 1 miquina do bloque ornamen
tal con 150 marcos 7,000.00 

" 4- 150 marc.os para 25X25X12 a 
C8,00 c/u 1,200.00 

5- 150 marcos para 1CX2OX40 a 
C8,00 c/u 1,200.00 

6- 1 bomba Gould de 0.5 H.P 2,250.00 

7- 2 carretillos con rueda de 
hula - 590,00 

8- 6 palas y I aceitera peq. 275.00 

130,515.00 



b-	F;brica:
 

1-	Terreno - 1,000 tL -- 420,000.00 

2-	Materiales para con2truir
 
un galer6n de 80 mt3 con
 
sistema el~ctrico y bodega 10,267.00 V/
 

3- Nivelar el terreno 800.00 V/
 

31,067.00
 

c- Cabital de trabajo: (1 mes de ma
teria prima)
 

1- 667 bolsas de cemento a q21.00
 
par bolsa (incluyendo trasn
porte) 14,007.00
 

2- 100 mt. de arena a C75,00/mt " 7,500.00
 

3- 40 mt de piedra a 4I00.00
 
par metro cixbico 4.OO0.00
 

25,507.00 

d-	Documentaci6n:
 

1- Patente municipal de industria
 
(1 trimestre) 300700 V
 

2- Permiso municipal de ccnstruc
ci6n 
 103,00
 

403,oo 

e- Transrorte de equipo: 500100 

f- Iprevistos: (5%) 4,399.6 v1 

Sub- total 1 92,391.60 

g- 75 -tns grrin tivos - FUCODES 1,847.85 

h-	 Pa~ar4 con timbres: ___.00
 

TOTAL PRESTAMO 
 .94,334.45
 

Ajorte del gruro:
 

A-	FAbrica:
 

1- Mano de obra para construir 
el galer6n 1,600.00 

TOTAL INVERSION 
C95934.45_ 

http:C95934.45
http:1,600.00
http:1,847.85
http:92,391.60
http:25,507.00
http:4.OO0.00
http:7,500.00
http:14,007.00
http:31,067.00
http:10,267.00
http:420,000.00


C- Producci6n:
 

El equipo a instalar produciri bloques de 10 X 20 X 40, 25 X 25 X 12
 

y ornamentales de varios tamahios. 
 Son modelos generalmente aceptados en
 

todo el campo costarr-cense y se 
estima que ser~n modelos en uso por muchos
 

aflos venideros. 

El producto mismo es 
el resultado de la compresi6n y vibraci6n de 
una
 

oezcla de cemento, 
arena y agua en un molde de acero. El proceso de produc

ci6n es el siguiente:
 

Primero: 


Sepundo: 


Tercero: 


Cuarto: 


Quinto: 


Sexto: 


Seitimo: 


Preparar la mezcla con la p.ropor

ci6n de ua saco de cemento .-or un 

equivalents de 2 sacos -uales 
 de
 

arena y piedra.
 

Colocar los marcos (1) de 
acero
 

en los fondos de los moldes.
 

Llenar los moldes con !a mezcla
 

Accionar la vibraci6n de !a mez

cla en el molde.
 

Sacar los bloques elaborados
 

Transferir los bloques elaboradjs
 

al sitio de fragua.
 

En el sitio de fragua cuidar du

rante 10 dias los bloques elabora

dos, bafi~ndolos con a-ua diariamen

te 



Octavo: 
 11 dias despu&S de su elaborac16n
 

el bloque puede sor transportado
 

al sitio de construccin. (2)
 

Notas:
 

(1) Todos los dias se'deb'ara cubrir los marcos 
con aceite.
 

(2) Se recomienda un analisis perio'dico de la calidad del producto
 

a travs de la prensa de ensayo de resistencia do materiales do
 

la Universidad de Costa Rica o 
Tnstituto Tecnol6gico.
 

Se estima que la producci6n mensual (promedio) .i la f~brica sert, alrede

dor de 20,000 bloques. 

,CTJADRO II 
 APROXIMACION DE PRODUCCIOfn / M -1S(POMEDTO)v !lor tot7l 
DescriDci6n cantidad valor / unidad por r.ez 
10 X 'O X 40 9,600.00 12.00 19,200.00 

25 X 25 X 12 (pavas) 9,600.00 
 2.00 19,200.00
 

Varios tam. (ornamental) 8CO.00 5.00 4,0C0.00
 

Sub- total 20,U00.00 42,900.00 

Menos 2 6 estimado
 
.or r'rida ( 400.00) (848.c5' 

TOTAT: 19, 6o.oo C41,552.00 

D- A.nliss costo beneficio: 

CUADRO III CCSTOS DE INVERSION 

Dcscri ri6n Valor inicial periodo dedeareciaci6n Costo / 7esdenrec c_6S 

1. Eov,-Lo maoijinaria , edificio: 

1- 1 miquina de bloque 25-25-12 9,000.00 36 moses 250.00 

http:9,000.00
http:C41,552.00
http:42,900.00
http:20,U00.00
http:4,0C0.00
http:19,200.00
http:9,600.00
http:19,200.00
http:9,600.00


2- 1 m~quina do bloque 10-20-40 

3- 1 maquinp do bloque urnnmental 

4- 300 marcos adicionales 

5- 1 bomba Gould de 05 H.P 

5- Carretillos, palas aceiteros etc. 

7- Galer6n (incluyendo mano de obra) 

8-.Terreno 

11. Servicios: 

9,000.00 36 nesec 

7,000.00 36 mecse 

2,400.00 36 moses 

2,250.00 72 meses 

865.00 48 meses 

11,867.00 72 meses 

20,000.00 -

c62,382.00 

250.00 

19 11.14 

66.66 

31.25 

18.02 

164.81 

-

97;.16 

1- Nivelar el %erreno 

2- Documentaci6n 

3- Transporte 

4- Imprevistos 

5- Gastos administrativos 

6- Pagare con timbres 

800,00 

403.00 

500.00 

4,399.60 

1,847.85 

95,00 

8,045.45 

III. Carital d- trabajo: 

Total costos de inversi6n 

25,507.00 

C95,934.45 

CUADRO IV COSTO /' NES (PO.IMEDI0J 

A- Costos variables / mes (promedio para producir 20,000 bloques) 

1- Cemento. 414,007.00 

2- Arena 7,500.00 

3- riedra 4,000.00 

4- electricidad 200.00 

5- aceites y grasa etc. 75.00 

225,782.00 (0) 



.1 10 -

_E_. 

-- "(-- -iJ-S O---- -- ' Soe i" C -0 

RTR;hAJO 

.2.o0 8-94-45 

1 '-.!F.V E I? :',~ tND:. LCS :.:f.. IC o, If 1s . 
F A 

TOTAL AL 8% 

4,307.oo9 5 0.926 

,P0 1 
V L[AC TUAL 

AL 8% 

88 83 

-, 1V RZ i 
V L~ GL 1 a 

B .1L 

PRCDUCUiOI 

45072.0_ 

CUS~ 0ro 
U' s -*I 

IODUICIci 

414 995 

C.-V -

UItys 

4 077 

AL 

0.926 

L 
TUAL 

8 6 

A 
AL 

2.5ACTA8 AL4 188 - -- -. _ .7 9 2 1 -7 5 24 44 8204 0 , P ' 7 80340 D02570 .7 9 4 !940 6 9 4 
-865;.00 -2.735 636 4 8 A:)4L0 

_ 0 . 8 440 ,82 o.0. _ 804 0 .7 42 ,486 

- 41, 517 -00 0.630 26 156 44 8 6,42 44o,&?44o 620 578047 80o. 0.816 0 40,64 

. 5 0 .- .. - __498 624 44o 820 5 7 8o 4 0 . 85 6 4 1,70 
- -86,i 0.540 467 498 (24 44 820 57 8.04 0 54o - j 1,214 

27:4 0 - 7:400 0.463 ,_7_0 98 2440 20 804 0 500 28 902 

_ 04 5 _ 844 8624 () 44o 820 5 -804 0.463 26,763 

-0 r~~c:211 25 .4 
o.6r81 

6.7 23 'o05( )23.4.5 _(0.63 10,837 

":MACIOUI EZ--EFICIO /COSl-OS = 380 208 =1.95 

".-OR -.FTO ACTUA AL 8 % = 1080,208 - 193,981 = C186,227 

VV.- DS RECUIPEIALCION] 



" I'+ ii +;+ if i fifii */ifii i f i fi+ i;,:11=i Oiii !~i''" if~ II 'if if' ii ~~i+ ++:i +iik+]:i( +ii]+~ i + 1 ii;;i +i iI +Ii '4 

Prme -oac6: pimrs -:cn
 

So recibe i cr dito total que se requiere Para instalare iniciar la pro

'ducci6n de la f~brica por 194,334.45. 

Durante este mes se n±velara el terreno, se construira el galeron corn bo

e corndega, se instalarA la red el~ctrica, qlaistema de aeua, y las ma'quinas, I 

prar los accesorios y eqlipo, se pagarin 2.05 iipuesto municipales y otros gas

too necesarios, se pagara la partida-de cemento y arena para iniciar la producci6n
 

'a.mes siguiente.
 

~Sigurndo mes: (primer mos de producc16n)
 

Debera pagarse entonces la ma-
Se inicia la producci-'n y venta do bloques. 

no de obra, cuotas seguro social, banco popular, riesgsos profesionalcs, y consu

si,-.mo de eleatricidaco. A ln de mes so paga el cemento y arena a procesar al. ces 

Tercer mes: 

Representa el segundo mes de producci6n y venta de bioques; durant'e este ha

r~n los pagos do icano de obra;,carga~s cociales,,consumo de-electrIcidad ydepre

arena a procesar el mes siguiente.
ciaci6n. A fin do mes se paga el ceinento y 

Cuar-.o mes: 

corrientes de producci6n y deprocia-Durante este mes se cubren los gastos 

y se can la los interesc:z deci6n. Se renueva la patente municipal de industria 

los 2 ieses do gracia y pagar !a primera amortizaci
6n del prestamo. A fin de mes 

se paZ3 comento y arena a procesnr el mes siguiente. 

Quinto inns: 

cubren los gastos ordinarios do producci6l y depre-Durante el presento se 


ciaci6n *So paga la cuota mensual de. amortizaci6n del. pr6staimo y a fin de mes
 

paga el cerento y arena a procesar el mes siguiente.
 

"if iiliii !!iiifi 

[i - :i!; i : iif if; 

if j] + + ++ + p:+ 
+4 

http:194,334.45


E- Plan 	do Paco:
 

El plan do pago consiste en dos moses do gracia y cuarenta y ocho amortiza

ciones mensuales con cuarenta y aiete cuotas de Z2,285, y una 61tima do q2,281.00
 

CUADRO V 	 PLAN DE PAGO 

FECHA CUOTA INTERES PRINCIPAL SALDO 

a- 17-5-79 tq- ) 7 Entrega del pr6stamo - 94,334.45
 
b- 17-6-79 10 me" de gracia - 94,334.45
 
a- 17-7-79 20 mea de gTacia - 94,334.45
 
1- 17-8-79 2,285.00 1,650.85 634.15 93,700.30
 

2- 17-9-79 2,285.00 546.60 1,738.40 91,961.90
 
3- 17-10-79 2,285.00 536.45 1,748.55 90,213.35
 
4- 17-11-79 2,285.00 526.25 1,758.75 88,454,60
 
5- 17-12-79 2,285.00 516.00 1,769.00 86,685.60
 
6- 17-1-80 2,285.00 505.65 1,779.35 84,906.25
 
7- 17-2-80 2,285.00 495.30 1,789.70 83,116.55
 
8- 17-3-80 2,285.00 484.85 1,800.15 81,316.4o
 
9- 17-4-3o 2,285.00 74.35 1,81o.65 79,495.75
 
10- 17-5-80 2,285.0 463.70 1,821.30 77,674.45
 
11- 17-6-80 2 285.00 453.10 1,831.90 75,842.55
 
12- 17-7-80 2,285.00 442.40 1,842.60 73,999.95
 
13- 17-8-80 2,285.00 431.65 1,853.35 72,146.6o
 
14-1 17-9-80 2,285.00 420.85 ,864.15 70,282.45
 
15- 17-10-80 2,285.00 410.00 1,875.00 68,407.45
 
16- 17-11-80 2,285.00 399.05 1,885.95 66,521.50
 
17- 17-12-80 2,285.00 388.05 1.896.95 64,624.55
 
18- 17-1-81 2,285.00 376.95 1,908.05 62,716.50
 
19- 17-2-81 2,285.00 165.85 1,919.15 60,797.35
 
20- 17-3-81 2,285.00 354,65 1,930.35 58,867.00
 
21- 17-4-81 2,285.00 343.40 1,941.60 56,925.40
 
22- 17-5-81 2,285.00 332.05 1,952.95 54,972.45
 
23- 17-6-81 2,285.00 320.65 1,964.35 53,008.10
 
24- 17-7-81 2,285.00 309.20 1,975.80 51,032.30
 
25- 17-8-81 2,285.00 297.70 1,987.30 49,045.00
 
26- 17-9-81 2,285.00 286.10 1,998.90 47,046.10
 
27- 17-10-81 2,285.0o 274,45 2,010.55 45,033,55
 
28- 17-11-81 2,285,00 262,70 2,022,30 43,013,25
 
29- 17-12-81 2,285,00 250.90 2,034,10 40,979,15
 
30- 17-1-82 2,285,00 239,05 2,045,95 38,933.20
 
31- 17-2-82 2,285.00 227,10 2,057,90 36,875,30
 
32- 17-3-82 2,285,00 215.10 2,069.90 34,805.40
 
33- 17-4-82 2,285.00 203.05 2,081.95 32,723.45
 
34. 17-5-82 2,285.00 190.90 2,094.10 30,629.35 
35- 17-6-82 2,285.00 178.65 2,106.35 28,523.00 
36- 17-7-82 2,285.00 166.40 2,118.60 26,404.40 
37- 17-8-8 2,285.00 154.oo 2,131.00 24,273.40 
38- 17-9-82 2,285.00 141.60 29143.40 22,130.00 
39- 17-10-82 2,285.00 129.10 2,155.90 19,974.10 
40- - 17-11-82 2,285.00 116.50 2,168.50 17,805.60 
41- 17-12-82 2,285.00 103.85 2,181.15 15,624.45 
42- 17-1-83 2,285.00 91.15 2,193.35 13,4'0.60 
43- 17-2-83 2,285.00 78.35 2,206.65 11,223.95 
44- 17-3-83 2,285.00 65.45 2,219.55 9,CO4.40 
45- 17-4-83 2,285.00 52.50 2,232.50 6771.90 
46- 17-5-83 2,285.00 39.50 2,245.50 4,526.40 
47- 17=6=a3 2. a5.00 26..40 . Q 4 2.257.!0 
48. 	 17-7-83 2,21.00 13.20 1, .-Asu 

TOTALS - C109,676.00 415,341.55 494,334.4+5 
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Modianto una encuesta lievada a cabo de mancra informal on e! cant6n de 

Nicoya, por parte de miembros del grupo y de los promotores de FUCLD-Eo e= la 

regi6n, se ha determinado una gran demanda potencial por el producto. Ln en

cuesta consicti6 en entrevistascon: constructores, maestros de obra, inspec

tores minicipales de construcci6n, y otros fabricantes de bloques en la 
re

gi6n. De ese modo pudo constatarse que la oferta 
en la regi6n no satisfa

ce la demanda existente, lo cual obliga a importar dicho producto de 
f£bri

cas del Valle Central.
 

IV.- CAPACITACIO; Y ASIST :NCI.- ToCNICA:
 

Este Zrupo ha recibido la asistencia do FUCODZ por varios meses, tanto
 

en lo relativo a su organizaci6n interna como 
en aspectos sencillo3 sobro al
 

manejo de su contabilidad. El jrupo seguira siendo atendido .or e. prow. .r
 

do FUCODES despu~s de su financiamiento. 

Sobre el uso y mantenimiento del equipo, el fabricante darL al Srupo .3 

indicacionas necosarias. 7. respecto a la instalaci6n y funcionamicnto !
 

f~brica, el sefor Hugo Monge, fabricante de bloques en "an Jos6, nos ha 'a

nifestado su inter&s en asesorar al grupo.
 

2eferente 
a la calidad de los bloques, seri controlado a travs del Insti

tuto Tecnol6gico de Costa Rica.
 

En al aspecto administrativo, conaran con los servicios de 
un contau:
 

contratado por la empresa mas la asesoria 
que so le brinde ror redio de.. X-


DES.
 

V.- '2ONCLUSIONES Y RECOMENDACICNES:
 

Como se puede ver en el analisis eccn6mico y el flujo de caja el nroy 
:to
 

tiene factibilidad econ6mica y financiera. 
 Ademas el beneficio directc del
 

proyecto no sera solamente la utilidad, sino tambi6n la mano 
de ob.'a de cada
 

socio y los beneficios legales; es decir, este proyecto aumentar m-'* U,.;.
 



/ LI
 

I'M ingreos fnmiliarcs do los cocios. 
En base a estas consideraciones, se recomienda que FUGCCZ. 
de al rin',1

ciamiento para este proyecto de acuerdo al plan de inversi6n y el. plan de
 

pago. 

Tonmje N. Ulrey 

Economista del Programa 

Marco Aurelio Escribano
 
Director de Promocto'n
 

Ricardo Rojasuivera
 
Directo Ejecutivo
 



AGENCY FOR 	 INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

UNITED STATES A.I.D. MISSION TO COSTA RICA 

U.S.A.I.D. 
STATES ENBASSYUNITED 

December 23, 	 1980 SAN JOSE. COSTA RICA 

MEMORANDUM:
 

TO: 	 Gussie L. Daniels,
 
Program Officer
 

THROUGH: 	 Leticia Daz, "
 
General Development Officer
 

FROM: 	 Frieda Martin, 
PCV/HDo 

SUBJECT: 	 SDF Evaluation - Comments of the SDF Committee 

On 11/5/80 the SDF Committee met to discuss the SDF 
evaluation report (copy attached) submitted by Mr. Tommie N. Ulrey 
in August, 1980. 

On the whole the Committee agreed with the findings
 
and recommendations. The recommendations for a regionalization
 
plan, (page 9 paragraph 5) and for a low priority ranking to be 
given to pzoductive projects (page 11 paragraph 3), received a 
negative reaction and will be explained later. 

The following are our comments on the recommendations: 

1. Page 9, Section 4.01, paragraph 2
 

There is agreement with the recommendation to
 
increase the size of the SDF.
 

2. Page 9, Section 4.01, paragraph 3 

There is strong disagreement with the recommendation 
for a regionalization plan. One of the Committee members summarized
 
the reaction 	by stating the plan "might permit greater impact, but it 
could also prevent consideration of excellent projects outside the
 
region. It could even lead to funding of less worthy projects just
 
because they 	are in the target region". Though it would be easier to 
manage the fund on a regional level this country is small enough so
 
that the SDF can be managed on a national level even with an increase
 
in the allotment. 
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3. Page 9, Section 4.01, paragraph 4
 

Though this paragraph is stating a findi-g with no
 
explicit recommendation, the Committee has taken it into consideration
 
and has decided to do 3 or 4 obligations a year to prevent an excessive
 
back log. The Committee will approve worthy projects, reject projects
 
that do not meet the selection criteria and hold for further action
 
projects with some merits to compete in the next obligation meeting.
 
At that time a positive or negative decision will be reached. We hope
 
that no application will be held for more than 3 to 4 months prior to
 
a final decision. The planned obligations will depend on when the
 
allotment is received in the Mission.
 

4. Page 10, Section 4.02, paragraph 1 to 3 

There is agreement on the points described in this 
section as well as the use of samples 1 and 2 of Annex II with some 
revisions, as a control mechanism. 

5. Page 10, Section 4.02, paragrapi 4 

Please see item 8.
 

6. Page 10, Section 4.02, paragraph 5
 

There is agreement with this issue and I am already
 
making inquires as to the cost of the plaques. It is our plan to
 
offer these to the conmunities at the time of the signing of the
 
agreement with a strong suggestion that they be placed at the project
 
site.
 

7. Page 10, Section 4.02, paragraph 6
 

The Committee agreed with this recommendation, and
 
it is being implemented.
 

8. Page 11, Section 4.03, paragraph 1 

There is also agreement with this issue and the use
 
of samples 3 of Annex II, however, the Committee would like to modify
 
item #5 of the sample, to read, "education and training" widening the
 
scope to include adult training projects. Also, a new site visit
 
format has been prepared (please see attached) 1) to standardize
 
site visit reports and 2) to assist the Committee in making a decision
 
based on the selection criteria policy of the SDF.
 

.1. 
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9. Page 11, Section 4.03, paragraph 2 

Though this point is well taken and desirable, it 
would be difficult to monitor. However, every effort will be made
 
to review each application to prevent duplication.
 

10. Page 11, Section 4.03, paragraph 3
 

The Committee does not agree with this point. For
 
some time now and specifically at present, the economic situation in
 
Costa Rica has approached a critical stage, we feel that any input 
to try to bring income generating activities to a community will be
 
more beneficial to the country, a more effective utilization of our 
funds and a more legitimate effort towards our developmental goals.
 

FM:vrv
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Project Type 

A. Location: 

Community: 

Project No. 

Date visited 

Visited by 

Province: 

B. Requesting Organizations: 

Name 

Purpose. 

Incorporation Status 

Time in existence 

Contact Person: 

Name 

Title 

Phone 

Others Interviewed: 

Name 

Title 

Name 

Title 

Name 

Title 

C. Projcct: 

Description____ 
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Beneficiaries:
 

Type: 

Number:_____
 

Work conpleted to date: 

Amount of funds/resources already available: 

Funds: 

Resources:
 

If property is involved, who holds the title to the property?
 

Is there any other organization involved in this project?
 

Yes, if so name, contact person and what is their involvement?
 

No 

Can prcject be completed without SDF funds? 

Yes, 
F-xplain: 

No 
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D. Budget
 

Please review budget and note any changes: 

a. Counterpart contribution: 

b. SDF contribution:
 

Can prcject be completed with less than the SDF amount requested?
 

Yes, No
 

New budget
 

Counterpart SDF
 

Total
 

E. Community:
 

Brief description of the community:
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Indicate the major source of employment and income found in the area 

Projected project impact
 

Fill in selection criteria worksheet (attached)
 

F. Reconendation:
 



-- PROJECT SELECTION 

WORKSHEET 

Project: 	 Degree to Which 
Project Complies with
 
Selection Criteria
 

_Med.Selection Criteria 	 Low I High 

1. 	 Project consists of a small local development
 
activity with immediate impact.
 

2. 	 Project will assist segments of the local pop
ulation which are beyond the direct reach of
 
other AID projects or govt. financial support.
 

3. 	 Project deals with a local entity, group or
 
community at the cantonal or lower level.
 

4. 	Project is in the area of agriculture, educa
tion, health, transportation and/or is a pro
ductive income generating activity.
 

5. 	Project will have a maximum implementation
 
period of six months. 

6. 	 No more than one half of the total project
 
cost will be financed by the SDF.
 

7. 	 The SDF contribution is in the area of
 
$5,000.00 or less.
 

8. 	 The community counterpart contribution (in 
cash or in kind) will be at least 50% of the
 
project cost. (This contribution will be a
 
donation and will not constitute a financial
 
liability for the requesting group or orga
nization.)
 

9. 	 The community contribution plus the SDF con
tribution will assur-e the financing of the 
total 	project. 

10. 	 The project will generate public awareness
 
and support for U.S. assistance efforts.
 

.11. 	 In this project the SDF is not financing 
administrative, operational or labor costs. 

http:5,000.00

