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13. SUMMARY:

The attached evaluation, which covers the period August, 1980 to
September, 1982, provides statistical data on the current program status
including: budget modifications, AITEC counterpart, GOCR counterpart
costs, training activities , AITEC survey results on jobs and incremental
income generated and; to the extent that data was available, a comparison
of program achievements with the various EOPS indicators cited in the
AITEC revised Log Frame.

The lack of GOCKR institutional support was a continued major dif-
ficulty facing the program. Even the shift of executive responsibility
for the program from the Central Bank of Costa Rica (BCCR) to the
Ministry of Agriculture (MAG), 4id little to improve institutional sup-
port primarily because of an overall lack of GOCR counterpart funding.
AID was faced with the necessity of reprogramming the uses of grant funds
to permit AITEC to hire area coordinators engaged in providing and
coordinating techni:=al assistance with GOCR institutions. This strategy
tesulted in increasing the acceptance of the AITEC methodology within the
target communities.

14, EVALUATION METHODOLOGY:

This evaluation was undertaken in September, 1982, two years after
the first evaluation. The purpose was to measure progress towards
objectives and targets and present recommendations to improve implementa-
tion of the project in the time remaining until PACD. The consultant
contracted by the Mission analyzed project documents and data, inter-
viewed GOCR and AITEC Program and project personnel at the central and
field level and conducted site visits and interviews with beneficlaries
of four of the five areas in which the Project operates.

15. BEXTERNAL PACTORS:

As mentioned earlier in Section 13-Summary, the continuing deteriora-
tion of the Costa Rican economy combined with insufficient political and
financial support rtesulted in a reduction of GOCR administrative and
technical personnelL and less travel to project sites. Transferring
progran management from the BCCR to the MAG had little impact on program
{mplementation. However, the decision by USAID and AITEC to utilize grant
funds to increase project personnel at the fileld level and to procure
additional trangpocrtation had a positive effect among the target com-
munities beinj assisted through the project.

16. PROJECT INPUTS:

Project inputs included: a) $490,000 through USAID Grant for tech=-
nical assistance, commodities, training and administracive costs; b) ap-
proximately US$595,000 out of US$3,300.000 originally budgeted as GOCR



and participating local group counterpart costs andy ¢) as of August,
1982 AITEC counterpart costs totalling US$78,370 for personnel,
administrative and support costs, training matecrials and indirect costs.

In general terms, it may be concluded that USAID/San José responded
in a timely and flexible manner to AITEC's requests for budget modifica-
tions to permit AITEC to adjust its project activities *:cause of an
overall lack of GOCR counterpart funding. Additional staff was employed,
vehicles were procured and travel to project sites was authorized. Except
for $4,000, which were unavailable at the time of final obligation, all
OPG funds have been obligated. The devaluation of the colon stretched
OPG lunds and permitted an extension of the PACD from July 31, 1982 to
March 31, 1983,

17. OUTPUTS:

Progress was measured on the basis of the AITEC, 1981 revised Logical
Pramework Matrix. Almost from the outset, the project operated in four
of the six geographical areas where the Hojancha experience was to be
teplicated (a fifth area was added in May, 1983). AITEC was able to meet
and in some cases exceed most of the objectively verifiable indicators.
Findings regarding actual outputs follow:

1, Local Participation in the Planning, Coordination, Implementation

and Evaluation of Development Activities

Participation in planning, coordinating, implementing and evalu-
ating of local activities exists at the project specific level and is
being carried out by local groups such as rural development associatLions
and cooperatives.

AITEC has worked closely with local groups in each of the five
areas where the Project operates to establish mechanisms aimed at
developing specific rural development projects rather then engaging in an
integral rural development program, In most cases, local formal and
informal groups were participating in specific projects to resolve the
needs of their respective communities.

2. Institutional Coordination Exists at the Project Specific Level

AITEC coordinates GOCR institutional activities at the project
specific level. Projects are implemented through agreements with local
development institutions or organizations such as the Cantonal
Mricultural Centers (CACs) , tural development associations or
cooperatives. Thirty seven projects are curcently assiated by AITEC.

AITEC field coordinators provide assistance to each project and
coordinate technical assistance and training activities with regional
GOCR institutions for specific projects. AITEC also coordinates, with
GOCR institutions, the preparation of sopecial technical/feasibility
studies. Institutional coordination howaver, is an AITEC function and
iniciative ratner then an established GOCR inatitutional practice.



3. A Program of Integrated Rural Development is Pully Established and
Operating with AITEC Assistance

An Integrated Rural Develooment program was not fully escablished
and operating at the GOCR institutional level. Given the lack GOCR sup-
port, the Integrated Rural Development Program became a rural development
effort concentrating on specific rural development projects.

A. Training of Program Personnel

Program personnel trained totalled 43, but of the 23 remaining
with the Program only four are GOCR staff. The training of program
personnel occured in two phases; Phase I involved the training of AITEC
and GOCR personnel related to the Program and; Phase II, the training of
new AITEC staff when it becamne evident that the GOCR was unable to
provide support for the program.

B. Internal, Administrative, Orqanizational, Operational and Evalu-
ation System were to be designed and in use by the third year

Control mechanisms regarding GOCR and institutional counterpart
and an evaluation system were not established due primarily to an overall
lack of GOCR financial and staff support. AITEC was forced to expand its
staff. In October, 1982 AITEC designed and conducted a survey to obtain
feedback regarding the program's effectiveness.

AITEC found that yearly income increases averaged above the 15%

targeted and that additional direct employment generated totalled
approximately 60,000 man/days.

4. Small and Medium Parmers Recaive Training and Assistance

This output target was achieved., A total of 907 farmers partici-
pated in AITEC training and technical assistance activities in all five
of the areas where AITEC operates. Training and assistance involved short
courses, field trips and work sessions.

Parmers interviewed were generally satisfied with the quality of
training and assistance received, Many individuals interviewed expressed
a need for more training and technical assistance especially in such
areas as marketing, management and accounting. Some projects have reached
a phase in which an increase in sales require local groups to seek new
markets for their produce and a need for simple managerial and financial
controls of their operations.

%. Small Entrepreneurs Receive Training

A minimum of 130 eutrepreneurs were« to be trained. Only 54 were
trained including 25 carpenters and 29 female artisans.

\



6. Project of services and infrastructure are used where necessary
for integral development

The IRD Program was originally designed to undertake a minimum of
18 projects related to services and infrastructure. AITEC decided, during
the revision of the Logical Framewdrk Matrix concluded in May, 1981,
because of a lack of GOCR support, to eliminate, this program output.

As mentioned in an earlier section, AITEC realistically concluded
that the program should focus on specific rural development projects
rather than on an "integrated" approach when it became evident that the
GOCR would be unable to provide infrastructure and services.

18. PURPOSE
The project purpose is to: "define, promote and implement a series

of concrete actions leading to improve production and marketing
patterns among small farmers and rural entrepreneurs”.

The project purpose consisted of having a minimum of five separate
projects underway in each of the five areas where AITEC operates. With
one exception, all areas had at least five projects underway related to
intensified agricultural production,diversification and commercialization
and creation of new marketing alternatives.

19. GOAL

The gqoal to which the project contributes is to: increase family
income and employment opportunities among the target droup in
selected rural areas of the country”.

An AITEC survey revealed that well above 360 participants increased
their average income by over 15% above base-line levels. Farmers and
community representatives intervicwed by the evaluator were generally
satisfied with income increases derived from AITEC assisted projects.
AITEC's survey also revealed that approximately 200 new employments wete
generated by AITEC assisted projects. Verification of this figure was
not possible but project beneficiaries and community leaders interviewed
by the writer expressed that additional labor was gencrated both directly
and indirectly from AITEC assisted projects.

20. BENEPICIARIES

Even though the project operated principally in four of the six areas
planned at the outset, AITEC, on the basis of the revised Logical
Pramework Matrix, met most of the objectively verifiable indicators (see
Table attached).



21. UNPLANNED EPFECTS

The lack of GOCR support made it necessary for AITEC to partially
teprogram the use of OPG funds to more effectively reach project bene-~

ficiacles.

22. LESSONS LEARNED

Alternative plans of action should be contemplated as early as pos-
sible to overcome possible lack of host government support which may
result in delay of project activities., In any event, the labor and
management intensive nature of involving small farmers in agricultural
projects requires close supervision/coordination at the field level.
Bven with adequate host governrent support, it is desirable (yet costly)
to incorporate sufficient supervisory field staff for proper
implementation of project activities,

23. SPECIAL QOMMENTS OR REMARKS

Copy of the September 1982 evaluation is attached (40 pages and 7
pages of annexes).






YD ~ANM =470 —A-

ol 3O -

TNTEGRAL RURAL DEVELOPMENT 11
OPG PROJECT No. 515-0158

AN EVALUATION
BY

FRANK HEILEMANN

OCTOBER, 1982

This evaluation was funded
by AID Contract No. 235-82
with USAID/Costa Rica.

i



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOHLEDGEMENTS..'O..Oll.lQ.O...OO.O.I.D..lc..l..........l..

CHAPTER

I.

A.

B.

c.
IT.

A.

B.
I1I.

A.

B.
Iv'

A.
B.

Introduction

Purpose and Scope of the Study.ccececccscnsccscscene
"ethodology.'...IIO....I..I.....l'..................
Content of the Study. e s s e 008 o0 e o 00 o0 o0 P R R B ee 00

Conc lusions and necommendations

Conclusions-.nloo-otc-.000-0.ol'ooool..'.oolo.o-o.o.
ReCOmmenda[iOﬂS...-.-...-o...oo.o-ooo.o-.-.--....o..

Program Background

Integral Rural Development OPG Ileeccccocoasanscccns’

Previous Evaluation EffOTLS..cocoseccssacossascoscne

External Factors

PijCCC Setting----ou-o-oo.ocoo.oc-.a'ooacoooo.co.o.
Validity Of ASSUNPCiOﬂS.--o.o-..o-..-.-.ooo..o-...-o

Inputs and Outputs

Inputs

AID OPG.veeecancnsossosassscsssscsnsossocnssonoosooss
AITEC COUNLETPATC.csccocsossosnosessecrosoneoraocsss
GCOCR COUNLErpParl.ccecesssscasccesseccossoreeocsoosss
Local Groups Contribution...ceeceeserscococarrcconcss
Outputs.............................................
Project PUTPOBE..ecsceesssosasnsaensuasareroeeroosss
Project GOBLloevvocosecsassoasssossosassrosasecscasons

PAGE

[T1S
[T
-

8-10
10

11-12
12

13-15
16
17-18
19
21-29
30
30-35



PAGE
VI. Institutionalization of AITFC Methodologv/
Process of Local PATCICIPALiON.cssvccvcscsesssscecss 36-39

VII. Income vs. Project COSES.cceeccrsssscocsssrsocssoncss 40
TABLES
1. USAID/Costa Rica IRD OPG II Budget Modifications.... 15
N 2. AITEC Counterpart....Q....I...’.-..l........'....l.’ 17
3., GOCR Counterpart COSES...eooses-osssvsscscsssoncssnces 20
4, Objectively Verifiable Indicators (A measure of
PTOBTESS) cvunsoroncscasssosonosssssosssssncnacsss 22
5. AITEC Coordinated Training Activities and Number
Of ParticipantsS.cevececccesscsseccccasccscscsnces 28
6. Major Areas of AITEC Traininge....cceeccccccccaccane 29
7. AITEC Survey ResultS..ccceeccerecocncccsdoccccncnes 33
CHARTS
1. Rurai Development Program Organization Chart....... 38
ANNEXES
ANNEX A Projects Visited
ANNEX B Persons Interviewed
ANNEX C Comparison of Logical Framework Assumptions,

Original vs. Revised
ANNEX D IRD Seminars and Program Personnel Trained



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The writer wishes to express his gratitude to Mr. Henry Karczinski,
AITEC Director, for the frank and forthcoming manner in which issues

raised by the evaluation were discussed and for mobilizing AITEC staff
in the information gathering process.

Special thanks go to AITEC central and field office staff who spent many
hours with the Analyst in meetings and field wvisits. Their
contributions were invaluable in the preparation of this report.



INTRODUCT ION

A. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY

As stated in the Scope of Work for the study, the purpose was to
evaluate the Tntegral Rural Development I1 Operational Program Grant
(OPG) Project No. 515-0158, based on the program proposal submitted to
AID by Accion Internacinnal Técnica (AITEC) with specific reference to
the Logical Framework Matrix and the Schedule of Accomplishments ex-
pected at the end of the third year of the OPG,

The study which attempts to cover the period after July 1980 (an
earlier evaluation covered the period of August 1979 to July 1980), was
also to specifically address: 1) the Life-of-the-Project counterpart
contribution, 2) whether the institutionalization of AITEC Integrated
Rural Development Methodology of local participation occured at both
local and national levels, 3) the economic benefits of rural objectives
vis-a-vis Project costs arnd,4) recommendations to improve implementation
of the Project in the time remaining until PACD.

B. METHODOLOGY AND SOURCES

The methodology and sources of information used for the preparation
of the evaluation, which proposed to measure Project progress towards
objectives and targets, were based on: 1) an analysis of Program docu-
ments and data, 2) interviews with Government of Costa Rica (GOCR) and
AITEC Program and Project personnel at the central and field level and,
J) visits to Project sites and interviews with bencficiaries of four of
the five areas in which the Project operates.

C. CONTENT OF THE STUDY

This report is organized in the following manner:

l. Chapter Il consists of a summary of findings/conclusions and
recommendations on implementation to the PACD.

2. Chapter III provides the Program background to the Integral
Rural Development Il Operation Program Grant (OPG) MNo. 515-0158
from 1971 to the present and summarizes pravious evaluation
efforts.



3.

5.

6.

Chapter IV discusses the project setting; the economy,

institutional aspects, validity of assumptions and attempts to
evaluate the life of the project Inputs = namely: USAID's,
AITEC's, GOCR counterpart and Local Group Counterpart.

Chapter V attempts to evaluate project TInputs and Outputs
vis-a-vis the logical framework matrix and the schedule of
o' jectively verifiable indicators as revised by AITEC in May,
19R1.

Chapter A attempts to determine whether the
Tnstitutionalization of the AITEC Integrated Rural Development
methodology process of lncal participation has occured at both
local and national levels.

Chapter VII attempts to pr-sent an analysis of the economic
benefits of the rural projects developed vis-a-vis project
costs.




CHAPTER 11

T —————————

CONCLUSIONS AND_RECOMMENDAT IONS

Conclusions and cecommnendations based on £indings presented in
Chapters III - Vi1 are summarized as followss

M. CONCLUSIONS
1. General

The lack of GOCR counterpart tunding and political support
prevented the implementation of the Project as originally Jesiqned.,
~his factor vas incorporared in AITEC's May, 1981 cevized Logical
Framework. However, GOCR support becane even less than what earller
projections indicated ard required ALTEC to modify {tas work plan by
undertaxing rural Jevalcprent project specific sctivities at the local
level) an inteqral rural Jeveloprent strateqgy was no lomjer possible.

!nr'.',lta;L‘.('»rmll:atmn of the ALVLC (:;mt.ﬂ.mnnl methodolo)y was
not achleved at the national level bLut nas Leen well acceptel at the
project speciflc level Ly local communities cspecially 1in the areas of
puriecal, Santos and the Peninsula of Hicoya.

2. Specific
Conclugions reqarding Project Inputa and Qutputs tollowt
a) lrputs

a.l) AID tesponded 10 a timely and tlexilile =annet O AITEC'S
request s tor  chatejes  lLetweeh Ludijet 1ine ltemu. Majur  budqet
moditicatiins e luded an tepease tn expendttures fog adminiatrative,
pe:wnnel and travel exjendltuges Lo pernmit ALTEC Lo respond 1O the lack
of GOCR countetpar?t tandite). Alditional staff was explayed, yohicied
pzocurcd and travel to projedt sites authogized 1o asslat ptoajests which
slopuld nhave lLeed asatated Ly Al gt itatlong, vacept  fol $4,000,
which wete srasatlable at tre time ufl the final ohiligation, all GpG
furie had tee=n Ghligated, The devaluatioun af the catan stteched opa
funda and permitted an extension of the FACH [rom July 1, luasoto Hareh

N, 190,
a. ) AIIrC

ALTEL feparted counterpatt a8 ot Auguet 31, 198) was $174,1370
(82,214 abmve the Grant Mjfeement hudget). AITEC fitojeuts additional

canterpart ot $10,96) from fGeptenlal, 1962 Lo the FACD,



a.3) GOCR

GOCR direct and institutional costs were approximately 24.5% of
the total originally budqeted.l/ Reduced counterpart funding was
attributed to the overall deterioration of the Costa Rican economy and a
lack of political support for the IRD Program.

a.4) local Groups

Contribution by local groups was reported to be approximately
$97,000 in personnel time, materials, office space and equipment and
farm land. Verification of this figqure was not possible but interviews
conducted during field visits revealed important local contributions to
AITEC supported projects in labor, materials and land.

b) Outputs

Outputs were measured on the basis of AITEC's revised Logical
Pramework Matrix of May, 198l.

b.1l) Participation in planning, coordinating and implementation and
evaluation of local activities exist at the Project specific level and
are conducted by local groups such as rural development associations and
cooperatives.

b.2) AITEC coordinates GOCR institutional activities at the Project
specific level. Projects are implemented through agreements with local
dévelopment institutions such as the CAC or local organizations such as
rural development associations or cooperatives.

b.3) Program of integrated rural development was not fully
established and operating at the GCOCR {institutional level. Program
personnel trained totalled 43, but of the 23 remaining with the Program
only four are GOCR ntaff. Internal administrative, organizational,
operational and evaluation gystem were initially established by the GOCR
with AITEC assistance. These, however, were only adopted during the
{nitial stages of the Program. After the GOCR phased out its
participation in the Proqram, such control mechanisms were discontinued.
AITEC maintains ita own control procedures.

b.4) A minimum of 500 farmera were to recaive training and technical
assiastance. This output target wat achieved. A total of 907 [armers
participated {n AITEC training and technical asnintance activities in
all five areas where AITEC operates. Training/asaistance involved short
coursas, field tripas and work agasions.

}/ Witnout devaluation of the colon.



b.5) Only 54 of a minimum of 130 entrepreneurs were trained. AITEC
concentrated its training activities among small farmers rather than
entrepreneurs.

b.6) The IRD Program was originally designed to undertake a minimum
of 18 projects related to services and infrastructure. Given the lack
of GOCR support AITEC eliminated this Output from its Logical Framework
revised in May, 198l.

c) Project Purpose

The Project purpose output consisted of having a minimum of
five separate projects underway in each of the five arecas where AITEC
operates. With one exception, all areas had a: least five projects
underway related to intensified agricultural production, diversification
and commercialization and creation of new marketing alternatives.

d) Project Goal

The Project goal was to increase family income and employment
opportunities among the target group in selected rural areas of the
country. An AITEC survey revealed that well above 360 participants
increased their average income by over 15% above base-line 1levels.
Farmers and community representatives interviewed were generally
gsatisfied with income increases derived from AITEC assisted projects.

AITEC's survey also revealed that 200 Y/ new employments were
generated. Verification of this figure was not possible but Project
beneficiaries and community leaders interviewed indicated projects to
have generated additional labor both directly and indirectly and that
some projects may generate additicnal employment in the future.

B. RECAAMENDAT IONS

AITEC is optimistic that it will receive funding from other
gsources 2/ which will permit the continuation of Project activities.
New funds would be channeled through a private sector group formed by
young Costa Rican businessmen. Project activities could also be
extended for a limited period with AITEC's own resources. Given the
uncertainty regarding additional funding sources, recommendations on
improving the impiementation of the Project in the time remaining until
the PACD follows

1/ May include projected employment escpecially for dairy and coffee
development projecta.

The IAF, 108 and Compact have been approached for new funding)
$200,000, $500,000 and $100,000 respectively.

R



1. AITEC should avoid engaging in any new projects until
additional funding is secured.

2. The "consolidation" of on-going projects is essential for their
survival and continuation without AITEC assistance.

3. On the basis of point 2, AITEC should reexamine the status of
each project.l/ Work sessions should be held at the -earliest
opportunity with AITEC field staff and different project beneficiaries
to discuss-their needs, concerns and plan assistance in a manner which
will permit a smooth phase-out of AITEC assistance.

4. To the extent possible, AITEC should try to insure that
on-going projects eventually be supported and assisted by a GOCR
institution or another PVO. Agreements with MAG, CNP, DINADECO and the
SFN 2/ or other relevant GOCR institutions should be undertaken prior
to the PACD. This would prevent leaving behind "orphans" who may not be
able to survive on their own.

5. An effort is required to provide traiuing in managerial and
financial controls for AITEC assisted projects. Project beneficiaries
were frequently concerned about their inability to manage or maintain
simple accounting systems for their projects. Given the short time
remaining until PACD, AITEC should consider providing such assistance
with its own staff and/or coordinate it with a GOCR institution.

6. AITEC should provide assistance in marketing. Markets are
required for different Project activities. For instance, female
artisans in the Santos Area must be assured of marketing alternatives
for their handicrafts. Broom manufacturers in Nandayure may be better
off selling closer to home rather than frequently depending on AITEC for
transportation of their broom production to San José,

7. AITEC should attempt to get local groups to legalize their
gtatus. Groups with legal status have the opportunity of receiving
formal assistance from GOCR institutions and/or PVOs which could "take
over™ the Project from AITEC.

8. AITEC field and office staff should spend more time with
beneficiaries during the remaining months wuntil PACD. Frequent
communication with Project beneficiaries may disclose problems and
assistance requirements which may not necessarily be apparent during
work sessions. Closer field supervision may dc¢ much to “speed up"
Project activities.

1/ 1Its recent survey may be of value.

2/ The SPN also provides technical assistance.



9. As was mentioned earlier, AITEC is in the process of forming a
private sector association comprised of young Costa Rican businessmen,
interesed in rural development.Z/ This group, however, should be
properly mixed to include some aqzicultu:ists. Otherwise, AITEC may be
in danger of creating an association more concerned with supporting
urban entrepreneurs rather than the farming projects it currently
supports, thereby defeating its objective from the outset.

1/ In this regard, contact with similar/private gector assoclation
engaged in rural development activities in other countries may be of
{nterest. Costa Rica's neighbor, Nicaragua can provide a wealth of

experience in this area.



CHAPTER III

. PROGRAM BACKGROUND

A. INTEGRAL RURAL DEVELOPMENT OPG II

1. 1971-1973

The Integral Rural Development Project had its origin in 1971
when AILTEC was contracted for a two year period by the National Communi-
ty Development Service (DINADECO) to {mprove its administrative, opera-
tional, training and evaluation systems used in working with rural com-
munity organizations. AITEC and DINADECO jointly undertook a socio-
economic study of a random sample of rural communities. The study, which
concluded that a marked inequality existed between the country's central
and peripheral regions, resulted in an attempt by the GOCR to improve
rural living conditions by investing in infrastructure and services such
as health, education, transportation, and communication. However, this
GOCR effort was often described as a period of "modernization" rather
than "development” because little had beun done to improve rural income.

2. 1974-1976

AITEC's work with DINADECO was follnwed by a soclo-economic
study of rural areas (the Central Plateau area was excluded). This
study,prepared for the Municipal Development Institute (IFAM), was based
on an analysis of census and other existing data and interviews in 860
communities of 56 Costa Rican counties. Among its major findings, the
study concluded that: a) significant rural to urban migration was occur-~
ing, especially in the areas with the highest rates of under and unem-
ployment, b) the incidence of traditional services and infrastructure in
any region had 1little relevance to the levels of migration from that
region, c) the area in agricultural production {ncreased substantially
while the number of new jobs created in the agricultural sector declined
during the same period and, d) GOCR agencies and municipal governments
and community organizations were more concerned with providing social
gservices rather than with employment and income generation or migration
problems.

Other findings indicated that principal obstacles to increased
production as perceived by small and medium sized farmers were: lack of
access to bank credit, the lack of or high cost of agricultural inputs,
lack of or poor condition of roads, a deficient transportation systenm,
lack of land or land titles,lack of markets, price fluctuations, and not
enough government 3services reaching the peripheral regicns., The study
recomnended "a strategy of integrated rural development encouraging
maximum participation of local communities and the decentralization and
coordination of the work of government agencies”,



3. 1976-1978

In 1976 USAID/Costa Rica financed an OPG through AITEC to un-
dertake,in conjunction with various government agencies, an experimental
Integrated Rural Development Project in the counties of Hojancha and
Nandayure designed to 'test the viability and replicability of an in-
tegrated rural development strategy". Subsequently, the Carazo adminis-
tration, which took office in May 1978, expressed its desire to apply
the Hojancha and Nandayure experience to other areas by creating a Pro-
gram of Integrated Rural Development. AITEC assisted in the preparation
of the Program's philosophical framework, work strategies and the selec-
tion of target areas and was officially requested to advise the GOCR on
all aspects of the implementation of the Program.

4. 1979-1983 1/

The Integral Rural Development Program was inaugurated by Pre-
sident Carazo on February 17, 1979 and officially authorized by Decree
No. 9908-P published in '"La Gaceta" on April 30, 1979. The Integral
Rural Development (IRD) 1I OPG No.515-0158 was signed by USAID/ Costa
Rica and AITEC on July 31, 1979. As described in the Grant Agreement,
Annex A - Program Description, the purpose of the OPG was to - 'define,
promote and implement a series of concrete actions leading to improved
production and marketing patterns among small and medium farmers and
rural micro-enterpreneurs of Costa Rica to increase family income and
employment opportunities among the target group 2/ in six selected
areas of the country, these being:

AREA COUNTY
1 Puriscal, Mora and Turrubares;
2 Acosta, Aserrf and the southern part of

Desamparados and part of Corralillos District;

k) Esparza, San Mateo, Orotina and Part of Jacé,
Atenas and Montes de Oro;

L Peninsula of Nicoya - Nandayure and Hojancha;

] High areas of Bagaces and parts of Upala and
Cafias;

6 Aguirre and Parrita

1/ "he initial PACD wvas extended from July 31, 1982 to March 31, 1983
by Ammendment No. 5 dated May 24, 1982,

3/ The target group was defined as small and medium sized farmers
(maximum 100 hectares), small rural entrepreneurs, and cthe rural
unier and unemployed of which the Program was expected to directly
affect spproximately 52,000,
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The planned concrete actions involved the "intensification,
diversification and commercialization of agriculture, improved land use
and landholding patterns, creation of appropriate marketing alternatives
and the promotion of smal  agro-industrial activities'.

The operational methodology of the Project originally stressed
the participation of rural community representatives (associations, com-
mittees, cooperatives, etc.) in the olanning, design, implementation and
evaluation of development projects coordinated through AITEC with GOCR
institutional resources. This '"abajo hacia arriba" or '"bottom up" ap-
proach used in AITEC's Hojancha Pilot Experimental Project was to be
applied to the six areas mentioned earlier with substantial GOCR coun-
terpart contribution and policies favorable to the small and medium size
producer.

B. PREVIOUS EVALUATION EFFORTS

One evaluation of the OPG was undertaken which covered the period of
Augus: 1979 to July 1980. This evaluation concentrated on an institu=-
tional analysis and provided,on the basis of statistical data available,
information on Program activities.

Major findings of the first year evaluation are summarized as
follows:

1. The lack of institutional support was the major difficulty
facing the Program; a GOCR austerity program originating from a weakened
Costa Rican economy limited the hiring of Program personnel thereby re-
ducing program activities to three of the six planned areas.

2. Placing management of the Program, which was in effect a de-
pendency of the Ministry of the Presidency, with an official of the
Central Bank of Costa Rica (BCCR) involved bureaucratic operational pro-
cedures not in lire with 'the direct grass roots-level approach of the
program”" thereby further contributing to delays in implementing planned
activities,

3. An acute shortage of bank credit resulted in the cancellation
of a number of potentially feasible projects.

4, A shortape of transportation also affected the program by lim-
iting access to the field.

However, despite the major problems mentioned above, the evaluation
concluded that the project's operational methodology ''had been well re-
ceived in the target communities',
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CHAPTER IV

EXTERNAL FACTORS

A. PROJECT SETTING

1. The Economy

A continuingy deterioration of the Costa Rican economy combined
with insufficient political support resulted, despite active AITEC
lobbying, in a series of budget cuts which severely affected the execu-
tion of Project activities. For instance, a 1981 6.2 million budget was
slashed down to ¢£1.6 million, £1.0 million of which was not disbursed by
the Central Bank of Costa Rica (BCCR) because the IRD Program had been
transferred to the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock (MAG). Further-
more, £3.8 million in the Ministry of the Presidency's budget for 1982
was deleted by the Legislative Assembly. Such lack of direct counter-
part financial resources resulted in a reduction of GOCR administrative
and technical personnel and less travel to project sites.l/

The worsening of the country's economy al1so reduced the avail-
ability of bank credit., The National Financial System (SFN), which
already lacked the proper operational mechanisms to reach small and me-
dium size producers, placed its scarce financial resources with "risk
free® medium and large producers and husiness enterprises 2/. Even
when credit was available, high interest rates (18-22% in 1980) resulted
in many small and medium size producers postponing projects. Given such
financial constraints USAID/Costa Rica restructured its Commodity Sys-
tems Loan No. 515-T7-027 to permit the funding of county level agricul-
tural projects at reasonable temms. Under this Loan, credits originally
limited for specific crops in certain areas were made available to all
crops in those same areas and eventually to almost all food crops
country-wide.

Costa Rica's inflationary rate for 1981 and 1982 was approxima-
tely 100% in each of those years. The colon,which in September, 1980 stood
at £8.60/31 devalued in less than a year to £64.00/31 by May, 1982.3/
Farmers and other persons interviewed often complained of prohibitively
high prices for agricultural inmputs in proportion to the prices for
which their commodities were sold.

1/ The life-of-the-project counterpart will be analyzed in Chapter V.

2/ AITEC cites: a) the preference of bank personnel to working with few
medium and larqge producers rather than with a large number of small
producers and, b) a lack of accessibility to the rural arcas as two
major reasons for providing less credit to small/medium rural sector.

3/ As of October 6,1982, the rate of exchange has moved up to ¢52.10/81,
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2. Institutional Aspects

The IRD Program was established as a dependency of the Ministry
of the Presidency but actual management was carried out by a BCCR Di-
rector and support personnel funded from the BCCR's budget. A Board of
Advisors consisting of the Ministers and Exccutive Dircctors of various
GOCR autonomous and semi-autonomous institutions were to decide general
IRD policies. This group never met. Also, an interinstitutional tech-
nical committee which included representatives of some ten GOCR cntities
to assist in coordinating, planning and implementing activities of
participating IRD activities only managed to meet at the beginning of
the Program. It is worth noting that the objective of the first three
years was to "firmly implant and institutionalize a process for effec-
tively dealing with rural development problems".

It wvas found that having set the management of the IRD Program
with the BCCR and cthe lack of interinstitutional coordination and sup-
port cteated delays in the execution of program activities. The BCCR's
operational regulations and functions were found to be incompatible with
a rural development oriented Program. The Mission and AITEC managed to
convince the BCCR to have IRD management responsibilities transferred to
an institution more "in tune" with rural development -- the Ministry of
Agriculture and Livestock (MAG). This transfer became effective in
March, 19811/,

B. VALIDITY OF ASSUMPTIONS

Given the economic, political and institutional changes discussed in
the previous section, a number of assumptions listed in the Logical
Framework had been revised by AITEC to reflect a more realistic situa-
tion and projection of potential Project achievements by the PACD2/.

Revision of assumptions generally concentrated on shifting support
for the IRD Program from the government to public institutions and local
groups, both jointly and independently. However, AITEC did assume that
the GOCR ‘would provide financing to open Area 5. This assumption
was based on £3.8 million budgeted by the Ministry of Presidency to sup-
port the Program in 1982. As mentioned earlier, this budget was not
approved by the Costa Rican Legislative Assembly. AITEC did, however,
open Area Five with OPG funds.

By eliminating most GOCR support frem its revised assumptions, AITEC
in effect converted the Integral Rural Development Program into a Rural
Development Program providing assistance to specific agricultural pro-
jects in five of the six areas originally planned.

——————————

1/ Another reason was the possibility of coordinating IRD financing re-
quirements with credit available under AID's Commodity Systems Loan.

2/ See Annex C for a comparison of original vs, revised assumptions.
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CHAPTER V

INPUTS AND OUTPUTS

A. INPUTS

Project inputs were to include: a) $494,000 through a USAID/Costa
Rica OPG to AITEC for technical assistance administrative costs, in-
country training and observational trips abroad, publications, special
studies and demonstration projects; b) $95,156 as AITEC counterpart for
personnel, administrative costs, training materials and indirect costs;
c) $1,747,582 in GOCR direct costs covering personnel, administration,
per diems and transportation of central and field office personnel; d)
$667,447 for support costs by GOCR institutions for training, technical
assistance, materials and equipment and; e) $351,288 by local groups for
time and materials. The Costa Rican budgeted counterpart contribution
represented direct operational costs and did not include the value of
actual execution of projects in terms of investment outlays and credit
extended. '

1. AID OPG No. 515-0158

The AID grant-financed budget components were modified on three
occasions through amendments No. 2, 3, and 5 to permit AITEC to overcome
insufficient GCOCR budgetary support which severely affected the
implementation of project activities. Major OPG budget changes included
the transfer of funds between Budget Line Items and a six month
extension of the PACD from July 31, 1982 to March 31, 1983. Specific
changes to the OPG budget are summarized as follows:

a) Amendment No.2 (7/30/80). This amendment transferred
$3,504 from Budget Line Item - Special Studies to Budget
Line Items-Personnel ($1,996) and Administration ($1,508),
to cover additional May, 1980 expenditures for AITEC
salaries and fringe henefits, office supplies, com-
munications and direct AITEC administrative support (2%
increase).

b) Amendment No.3 (12/15/80). This amendment reprogrammed
the use of OPG funds to permit AITEC the procurement of
one 4X4 vehicle. $8,500 were transferred from Budget Line
Items - Training and Publications ($3,800) and Demonstra-
tion Projects ($4,700) to Budget Line Item-Administration.

¢) Amendment Mo.4 (5/22/81). This amendment obligated
§290,000 and also appro.ed an increase in AITEC staff by
six (two rural development experts and four field assist-
ants), the procurement of one 4X4 vehicle and one
motorcycle.
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d) Amendment No.5 (5/24/82). This amendment transferred funds
frcm Budget Line Items - Personnel ($6,000), Travel .and
Per Diem ($2,500), and Special Studies (3$3,000) to Budget
Line 1Items -~ Administration ($6,000) and Training and
Publications ($5,500) for a total transfer between Budget
Line Items of $11,500. The devaluation of the colon
generated additional 1local currency which permitted
project activities to be extended from July 31, 1982 to
Marct 31, 19831/, This amendment was justified on the
basis of insuficient GOCR budgetary support - most program
personnel and transportation had becn suspended.

To date AID has responded in a flexible and timely manner to
AITEC's input needs. The Project started out with: one part-time Execu-
tive Director 2/, one employee responsible for Planning and Community
Development, one Agricultural Economist respousible for formulation and
execution of projects, one Secretary and one Office Assistant. In May,
1981, when it became obvious that the GOCR counterpart would be reduced
to 2ven more critical levels, AITEC utilized OPG funds to increase its
staff by eleven: one Agronomist in charge of Nandayure and Hojancha
counties, one Marketing Coordinator, five Field Coordinators and four
Field Assistants.

Interviews conducted during site visits revealed strong acceptance
by beneficiaries of AITEC field personnel especially for '"their ability
to coordinate technical assistance and training activities with Program
related GOCR institutions".

AID disbursements as of June 30, 1982 were reported totalling
$404,899. Except for $4,000 of authorized funds which were unavailable
at the time of the final obligation, all OPG funds have been obligated.
Major budget modifications included an increase of $35,633 in Personnel,
$20,455 in Administration and $11,716 in travel and per diem to cover
the hiring of additional personnel, procurement of vehicles and
motorcycles and travel to project sites, respectively. See Table 1 on
the following page for OPG budget modifications.

1/ Some projects, still in development stages, required continued AITEC
assistance,

2/ One fifth of salary paid with OPG funds and four fifths with AITEC
counterpart.



TARLE No.l
USAID/COSTA RICA

IRD OPG 11 BUDGET MODIFICATIONS

7y (3) «© (o) (€)
ORICINAL  OBLIGATIONS el HODIFI1ED D1FFERENCE
CATECORY BUDGET AMENDMENTS BunceT &/ 1 (n)

No. 2 alwo. 3 B/ Ho. 5 &/

A. Personnel 4207,13% $246,971  +$1,996 - $-6,000 $242,967 $+35,633

8. Travel and
Per Diem 29,640 43,856 - - -2,500 41,1356 «11,715

C. AMlniristration 44, ,%6% 48,911 «],508 +8,500 +6,000 64,919 +20,458

D. Traimirz &

Publications 77,518 47,357 - -3,800 +5,500 49,057 -28,561

E. Special
Studies 69,150 46,8%% -3,504 - -3,000 40,390 -28,770

F. Demonstration .

Projects 65, 78% 56,011 - -4 ,700 - 51,311 -1%,473
TOTALS 494,060 490,000 £/ - - - $ 490,000 £/ 4,000 £/
al Dated July 3, 1980 to cover additional May, 1980 personnel and administrative expenditures.

b/ Dated December 15, 1980 to permit procurement of nne 4X&4 vehicle.

2/ Dared May 24, 1982. Also extended PACD from July 31, 1982 to March 31, 1983.

4/ For Projected expenditures to March 11, 1983,

e/ Amendments Nos.l and & dated June 25, 1980 and May 22, 1981 increased obligations by $100,000 and
$200,000 respectiveiv. Ascndment No.& also approves incrcasing AITEC staff by six and procuremeut
of one 4X4 vehicle and twvo motorcycles. Amendmeuts do not include transfer betwveen line items
totalling less than 15,

£/ 84,000 of authori-ed fuands were unavailable at the time of final obligation.



2. AITEC

AITEC was to provide the equivalent of $76,156 in counterpart
contribution consisting of personnel time, administrative and support
costs, training materials, and indirect costs.l

Direct contribution costs reported by AITEC included; time of
the Director (eight man-days/month), travel and per diem, Secretarial
/Controller time, support publications, training materials, and overhead
costs on salaries of Advisors. As of August 31, 1982 AITEC reported
478,370 ($2,214 above the Grant Agreement Budget), in direct and
indirect cost counterpart. Table 2 on the following page breaks down
AITEC reported counterpart by year. Major mnodifications in AITEC
contribution are: an additional $1,892 in travel and per diem not
originally included as part of AITEC's contribution, $1,505 less in time
of the Director, $5,985 in additional Secretarial/Controller time, and
$3,123 less in training materials. AITEC also projects a counterpart
contribution of $10,961 from September, 1982 to the PACD date, March 31,
1983.

3. GOCR

a. GOCR Direct Costs

Since financial reporting and verification procedures regarding
GOCR counterpart contribution had not been established, GOCR counterpart
contribution during the past three years was estimated on the basis of
project documents, correspondence and interviews with program related
personnel.

Program direct costs were to include: personnel, travel, per
diem and administration of the central and six field offices. When
reading this Section note that the IRD Program was, during most of its
duration, implemented in three of the six geographical arecas originally
contemplated in the Grant Agreement. Only during the last year was a
fourth area opened with a fifth area added in May, 1982. An analysis of
actual GOCR direct counterpart contribution, resulted in the following
findings.

From the outset, only nine, of the fourteen employces budgeted
for the Program werc emplnyed; these being: one National Director, one
Chauffeur, one Statistician and one Rescarch Fconomiat. Technical staff
was formed by one Agricultural Economist, one Community Orgnnization
Specialist, one Office Assistant and one Secretary. The FExecutive
Secretary, one 'Advisor'", one Accountant, one Apronomist and one
Draftsman were never employed.

The Central Bank was to pay for the salaries and benefits of one
Director, one Agriculture Promoter, one Secretary and one Social
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Promoter for each of the six arca offices. llowever, only thrce aren
offices were opened and the HNational Bank of Costa Rica assisted the
Central Bank by financing part of the field staff, i.e., three area
Directors. The Central Bank paid for the salaries of three secretaries
and three agricultural promoters. DINADECO paid for the salary of omne
Social Promoter.

The lack of direct counterpart support also reduced travel, per
diem and administration costs. In fact, both the Central and National
Ranks terminated their assistance by December, 1980. Management of the
Program was transferred from the Central Bank to the Ministry of
Agriculture (MAG) in March, 1981. The MAG still pays for the salaries
of the Director of the IRD Program and the Program Coordinator. The
Director and Program Coordinator also function as Chief of the
Ministry's Extension Service and his assistant and devote approximately
257 and 80% cf their time to IRD Project activities, respectively.
Other direct assistance is not provided by the GOCR; the Costa Rican
Legislative Assembly voted against 2 ¢3.8 million colones budget for CY
1982 and the Central gank only disbursed 20.6 of ¢1.6 million alloted
for the Program during cY 1981, The Central pank refused to disburse cY
1981 funds alledgedly on legal grounds because management
responsibilities had .been transferred to MAG. '

Based on the little information available, GOCR Program Direct
Costs tntalled approximately §$349,769, or 20% of the $1,747,582
budgeted as GOCR counterpart contributionl/. See Table 3 for GOCR and
local pgroups counterpart contribution. Reasons for the lack of GOCR
-pnrticipatinn were discussed in Chapter 1v, Project Setting.

b. Inatitutional Costs

lnstitutional counterpart Waa also difficult to determine.
Again, the failure to establish pertinent reporting procedures resulted
in a general la-k of information required to calculate institutional
counterpart. It may be concluded, howvever, that with the exception of
the Ministry of the preaidency and INVU, nine institutions have
contributed to the IRD Program hy providing technical assistance,
training, special ctadies, matervials, equipment and transportation,
Counterpart expenditures were eatimated at $250,213 or 17% of the total
$4h7,4L0LT hud v,vto-d?_/ .

Guerall GOCR direct and institutional costs were approximately
24,97 of the total oripinally budpeted,  (If devaluation of the colon is
considered, counterparts conts are only 16.3% of the total originally
budgeted).

e A S i

l/ Taking 1nto  account the devalyation of the colon, the GOCR
counterpart cottributinn was closer to $283,3064 or approximately 16%
of total originally eatimated,

3/ The devaluatinoe of the colon raduces countarpart coate tO
approximately $i15,000,
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c. Local Groups

Table 3 shows local group costs to be $96,960 in personnel time,
materials, office space and equipment, farm land, et:., provided by
individuals, community groups and municipalities., This estimate was
based on a letter submitted to AID by AITEC on January 19, 1982. A more
recent AITEC estimate revises this figure to approximately $306,000
distributed between 37 active projects in five geographical areas. Two
projects (dairy and coffee) in area 4 account for approximately $253,571
or 83Z of the total local group counterpart. It was not possible to
verify these figures but interviews conducted during field visits
revealed that local groups have contributed labor, materials and land to
different IRD projects. Strong enthusiasm and deep commitment regarding
project activities were evident. (See Annex A for a list of individuals
interviewed and project sites visited).

1/ 419,000 in AITEC praprogram costs was not included as life-of=the-

project counterpart contribution.



TARLL Bo, )
VODITERPARE €0STS

AlGuST, 1070 T0 MY, 1782

(cucr, COCR ESTITUTIONS ARD
LOCAL CORIRIRUTIONS)

APPROXTMATE DIFFERENCE
COUNTERPART COSTS RUDCET EXPRNDITURES (1) - (2)
1. COCR (0STS
A. DPROGRAM DIRFCT COLTS
\. CEXTRAL OFFIcE 8/
Perzonnel $ 400,949 $103,01) $( 297,936)
Travel 73,803 33,056 ( 10,007}
Per dirm 16,800 7,116 ( 9,744)
Mministration 177,687 40,948 ( 136,739)
SUB-TOTAL 1. $ 669,339 $184,133 $( 485,226)
2. ARSA OFFICES B/ ‘
personnel $ 716,h40 4 98,009 $¢ 618,631)
Travel 210,004 32,255 ¢ 177,743}
Per diem 42,6R0 11,302 ( MN,378)
AMministration 108,899 24,070 ( 84,R29)
SUR-TOTAL 2. $1,078,223 $145,016 $( 912,587)
TOTAL A. $1,747,582 3169.76°£/ $(1,107,813)
B. IENSTITUTIOMAL costs ¢/ ¢ AK67,4417 4250,213 $( 417,230)
TOTAL B. ¢ o700 $290,213¢/ $C 417,234)
TOTAL I. $2,6%1,029 $599,982 $(1,815,067)
---..--..- -'---.-I---- .--..-.-.---
1. LOCAL GROUP COSTS $ 391,288 $ 96,960 $( 236,]26)
ITAL 11 $ 351,288 $ 96,960 $( 254,328)
‘--"'l.-- ssswanas -."-...-...-
ﬁl Tne Lndee fentral Bank and Natinnal Rank af Coata RicA rxpenditures,
2/ three out of =aix arra ol licen opened, Support provided hy Conteal Bank,
DINADECO, MAC and National Rank,
g/ t{ncludes approx\mately eciaht COCR inscitutions,
1/ Calcnulated ot 4 p.AN/US3L,00 vith Jevaluation the tetal amount wAS
spprovinately Us 3283, 364,
e/ Sams < pnint 4! aheve, With devaluation of the colon the amount was

approximaerlv 415,000,

Best Available Document
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B. OUTPUTS

The Logical Framework Matrix was revised in May,1981 to reflect the
effects of external factors on Project activities. In fact, from the
beginning the project operated in three and then in four of the six
%eographical areas where the Hojancha experience was to be replicated
1/, This evaluation of actual Project outputs vis-a-vis Project
purpose and goals was undertaken on the basis of the May, 1981 AITEC
revised Logical Framework. For comparison purposes, however, Table No.4
on the following page compares output Indicators as established in July,
1979 with the revision undertaken in May,1980. The Table also measures
progress towards end of Project Status (EOPS) as of August, 1982,
Findings regarding actual outputs follow:

l.  Local Participation in the Planning, Coordination,
Implementation and Evaluation of Development Activities

Appropriate mechanisms to develop productive projects were to
be formed and functioning by the end of the third year of the project in
all operating areas.

Local development commissions or mechanisms as contemplated in
the Project Paper and the Revised Logical Frame work Matrix of May,
1981, were to be composed of local leaders and representatives in each
area and given responsibility for: “the definition, planning
coordination and promotion of those priority projects to be carried out
at the community level with institutional assistance".

ATTEC has worked closely with local groups in each of the five areas
to establish mechanisms aimed at developing specific rural development
projects rather than engaging in an integral rural development program,
In most cases, local formal and informal groups were participating in
specific projects to resolve needs of their respective communities
and/or undertake activities promoted by the GOCR or AITEC aimed at
contributing to the improvement of the welfare of cach community. While
local groups such as Rural Development Associations have been formed and
are operating with AITEC assistance, the survival of such groups will
depend on the linkages which have been established with GOCR
instizutions participating in rural development. One such effort, with
proper GOCR support, has the potential of serving as the vehicle for
assisting the rural sector in defining, planning, coordinating and
promoting priority rural development projects.

1/ A fifth arca was "opened" in May, 1982 comprising the counties of

T Tarrazd, Dota and Leén Cortés in the reginn known as Los Santos. The
Project, as originally designed, also included further activities in
the Hojancha county.
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OLITCTIVELY VFKIFTANLE 101 CATORS
(A Yeacure ot Frngrvsuf_

a) (n) (c) (n) (£)
OUTPUT INDICATORS REVISED AS OF OCT/82 TO TOTAL
JULY/79 MAY/B1  SEPT/H2 MARCIL/83 (c) « (D)

Farmcrs trained

and/or assisted $nn 600 o N.A. L/ N8
2. Fntreprencurs trained
or assisted 120 130 se 4/ N, N.A.
3. Llocal orcanizations
trained and/or as-
sisted. &/ 15 10 22 N.A. N.A.
4, Local proups teained
and/or assisced. B/ 60 60 15 N.A, n.A.
S. Llocal development
wechanisms formed. £ ) b =-0- N.A. N.A,
6. Program personnel
trained 10 o 4) N.A. N.A.
7. Infrastructure and
service projects
implemented, S 18 -0~ 0= 0= -0=
A. Proaram participants
res2ive income in-
creases of average 1952
or basis estatlished
for future increases 10O 340 3128/ M., N.A.
9. AMditional man-days
of labor generaced
(in thousands) A0 $0 200 M/ n.A. N.A.
af Previously: "unicipalities trained in Planning and Fvaluation",
Orpanitations have legal status,
b/ Previanalv: "local proups trained in Planning and Tvaluatinn®, Groupa
have no legal statns,
¢/ Commissions included in the original Logical Framevork,
4/ Other tvpe af trainine: included a visit by 160 participants to
biodipestnr plants.
:/ Mot included in May, 1981 revised logical Framevork Matrix.
!/ N.A. = lint Available.
5/ Prnirrte invalviap 1,240 participants. DNata peavided by AITEC telates to
sperific projecte (Averapes) without eeferring o fndividual partieipants,
h/ Ffaployment generated = Man/days (0,000,
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On January 8, 1981, the rcgulations governing a law established
on December 26, 1969 (eleven years earlier) were approved by the Costa
Rican Legislative Assembly. These regulations concerned the County
Agricultural Centers (CACs) which had been established in 1969 to
 promote the participation of the local population in the planning and
execution of programs aimed at developing the nation's agriculture to
assure agricultural efficiency and improve the social welfare of the
community. The so-called CACs were suscribed to the Ministry of
Agriculture and Livestock under the guidance of the Agricultural
Extension Service and the Office of Planning and Coordination. The CACs
are subject to the National Agricultural Plan and are authorized to
contract bank credits with the National Financial System (SFN) to
provide credit for their associate members and auxiliary committees.
The Board of Director of each CAC is formed by two GOCR officials
(extension agents and one SFN representative), one member of the local
municipality, four farmers of the area and two representatives with
proven records on "improving agriculture and rural welfare'.

This law in effect has served as a conduit for AITEC to work
with some local groups and organizations. The CAC in Hojancha (Area 1)
appears to serve this function better than any of the CACs in other
areas since it closely works and coordinates Project activities with
AITEC field personnel. 1In Nandayure (Area 1) local dairy farmers are
working with AITEC and the CAC in planning and constructing milk
collection centers. Also, fruit growers in the Santos area (Area 5)
contacted AITEC for assistance through the local CAC. Despite such
collaboration efforts, the CACs normally function through an ‘''up-down'
rather than AITEC's "down-up" methodology. Only where organized groups
exist is AITEC's methodology observed.

Workshops and other follow-up sessions with representatives of
local groups involved in project activities are regularly held in each
area. However, The lack of GOCR counterpart contribution has done
little to promote more favorable GOCR policies benefitting rural
producers. Despite such lack of support, local groups assisted by ATTEC
have had some success in obtaining assistance from GOCR institutions.
They have, in some cases, also presented convincing arguements which
have changed specific GOCR policies. Getting the GOCR to permit coffee
production in Hojancha, coordinating technical assistance with the MAG
and the CAC for dairy cattle development and milk collection ccaters in
Nandayure, and promoting apiculture in different areas of the country
are some cxamples in which local groups were effective in changing or

affecting GOCR Policy.
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2. Institutional Coordination Exists at Project Specific Level

A minimum of three work plans and/or agreements were to be
drawvn up and implemented in each area.

AITEC currently assists 37 projects in the five areas where it
operates. Most of these projects are implemented through agreements
signed with local development institutions such as the CAC's or local
organizations such as rural development associations or cnoperatives.

ATTEC field coordinators provide assistance to cach project in
their respective areas and coordinate technical assistance and/or
training activitiecs for specific projects with regional GOCR
institutions such as the MAG, DINADECO, CNP and the SFN for bank
credit. Also, AITEC coordinates with GOCR institutions, the preparation
of special technical/feasibility studies. Note that institutional
coordination is an AITEC function and initiative rather than an
established GOCR institutional practice.

3. Program of Integrated Rural Development Fully Established and
Operating with AITEC Assistance

A. Training of Program Personnel

AITEC is the first to recognize that given the lack of GOCR
support, the Integrated Rural Development Program is now a Rural
Development effort concentrating on specific rural development projects
in each of the areas where AITEC operates.

An indicator of the change in the focus of the Program was
evident during an analysis of actual accomplishments regarding the
training of Program personnel. Thirty Program staff were to be trained
by the end of the third year; forty-three individuals were actually
trained in the AITEC work methodology (Philosophical framework and
strategies of integrated rural development as defined and carried out in
Hojancha), and in their respective functions and responsibilities.



Training of Program personnel occured in two phases; Phase I,
involved training of AITEC and GOCR personnel related to, the Program
and, Phase II training of new AITEC staff when it became evident that
the GOCR was unable to provide Program support. (See Annex D
Program Personnel Trained).

A.1l Phase I

During Phase I twenty Program staff members were trained:
sixteen belonging to participating GOCR institution such as the Central
Bank, the National Bank, MAG, CAC, and DINADECO. The remaining four
belonged to AITEC. Of this group only seven remain with the Program;
two CAC members from Hojancha, one MAG official, one DINADECO
representative and threr AITEC staff members. Training seminars took
place in October, .979 and February, 1980.

A.2 Phase II

After the GOCR discontinued most of its direct Program support,
AITEC initiated a training program for newly employed AITEC staff.
Other staff previously working with the Program also participated.
Training seminars were held in May, 1981 and March, 1982 involving
twentv-one staff members (two staff members did not receive training),
sixteen of which still remain with the Program. 1In total, including
Phase I, there are twenty-three active staff members; four belonging to
GOCR institutions, two CA( members and seventeen AITEC central and field
office staff chiefs and assistants.

An excellent working relationship exists between AITEC central
and field staff and local groups participating in rural development
projects. AITEC field employees are generally young, active and
dedicated individuals who are well respected in the communities where
they work and live. Farmers and representatives of local organizations
praised AITEC staff especially for their ability to coordinate project
related activities with GOCR institutions. While AITEC field employees
are mostly young and fairly inexperienced, they are individuals with
leadership potential who have much to contribute in their respective
communities,

AITEC Central Office employees wer: found to be experienced,
dedicated specialists, who work closely and effectively with AITEC field
staff and officials of participating GOCR institutions.

Remaining GOCR staff are involved principally in administrative
functions through the MAG and in promotional activities related to the
formation of formal and informal local groups.



-26~-

B. Internal Administrative, Organizational, Operational and
Evaluation Systems were to be Designed and in Use by the Third
Year

AITEC  was to provide '"technical assistance in all
organizational and operational aspects by assisting the GOCR Program
Director in determining the appropriate central and area office
organization, prepare descriptions, document office and department
functions, project financial needs, etc. The evaluation system to be
designed was thought to be essential to provide continual feedback to
personnel regarding the Program's effectiveness and to provide a measure
of the impact on the target population".

AITEC assisted the GOCR in establishing administrative, and
organizational systems. These, however, were only adopted during the
initial stages of the Program. After most GOCR support was
discontinued, and the Ministry of Agriculture (MAG) became responsible
for the Program, no distinction was made regarding MAG's normal areas of
operations and IRD specific activities. The IRD Program Director and
Coordinator were also the head and assistant of the MAG's agricultural
extension service. Their salaries are paid for through the MAG's budget.

Because of the overall lack of financial and staff support,
control mechanisms regarding GOCR and institutional counterpart and an
evaluation system were not established. AITEC was forced to expand its
staff with AID authorization to make up for the lack of GOCR support and
to set up administrative, organizational and operational systems. ‘In
October, 1982 AITEC designed and conducted a survey aimed at providing
feedback regarding the Program's effectiveness. Findings of the survey
are discussed in subsequent sections of this report.

4. Small and Medium Farmers Receive Training and Assistance

A minimum of 500 farmers were to receive training and technical
assistance. This output target has been achieved. A total of 907
farmers have participated in AITEC coordinated training and technical
assistance activities in all five areas where AITEC operates.
Training/assistance 1involved: short courses, field trips and work
sessione,

AITEC coordinated training and assistance with diffferent GOCR
institutions such as MAG, CNP, DINADECO, INFOCOOP and the University of
Costa Rica to provide the expertise required for specific activities.
Between April 1, 1981 to September 31, 1982 a ctotal of 95
training/technical assistance activities were conducted in such fierlds
as:; apiculture, tree nursery, bhasic grains, fruit and vegetables,
biogas, dairy farming and coffee production.
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Farmers interviewed were generally satisfied with the quality
of training/technical assistance received. They were able to adopt many
recommendations because of their appropriateness (low-cost, 1labor
intensive). Many individuals interviewed, expressed a need for more
training/technical assistance, especially in such areas as marketing,
management and accounting. Some projects have attained a phase in which
increased sales require local groups to seek new markets for their
produce and to establish simple managerial and financial controls of
their operations.

Almost half (47.3%) of all training/technical assistance took
place in Area 4; 22.1Z in Area 3; 12.6Z in Area 2 and only 18.02 in
Areas 1 and 5. As had heen contemplated in AITEC's revised May, 1981
Program, most training/technical assistance concentrated on apiculture
(26.32); tree nursery (14.7Z); basic grains (13.7Z) and fruit and
vegetables (17.6Z). See Tables 5 and 6 on the following pages for a
break down of training/technical assistance activities. AITEC also
printed and distributed a series of pamphlets which provide farmers with
simple "how to" illustrated instructions on different farming
techniques. Here again farmers interviewed praised this effort but
indicated a need for more such information.

S. Small Entrepreneurs Receive Training

A minimum of 130 entrepreneurs were to be trained 1/, Only
54 have been trained, including (25 carpenters and 29 female artisans in
the manufacturing of handicrafts). The principal reason for this low
total trained was due to AITEC's decision to benefit a larger number of
‘peoplé. This was done by organizing or working with existing local
groups or organizations, most of which are engaged in agricultural or
livestock activities. Since AIVEC works more closely with GOCR
institutions involved with agriculture and livestock production,
research and marketing, it was natural step to utilize scarce human
resources to train farmers rather than entrepreneurs.

6. Project of Services and Infrastructure are lUsed Where Necessary
for Intezral Development

The IRD Program was originally designed to undertake a minimum
of 18 projects related to services and infrastructure. AITEC decided,
during the revision of the Logical Framework Matrix concluded in May,
1991 to eliminate rhis Propram Output, principally on the basis of a
lack of GOCR support. As mentioned in an earlier Section AITEC
realistically concluded that the Program :hould focus on specific Rural
Development projects rather than on an "Integrated" approach when the
COCR had been unabla to provide infrastructure and services.

1/ Original Logical Framework Matrix included artisans.



TABLE No. 5

AITEC COORDINATED TRAINING ACTIVITIES

AND NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS

APRIL, 1981 - SEPTEMBER 31,
AREAS
ACTIVITY 1 2 3 sA2/  48b/ 5 TOTAL
(A) Number of Activities
1. Short Courses 7 8 10 9 6 1 41
2. Field Trips 1 3 -0~ 8 6 4 22
3. Work Sessions 1 1 S 10 2 3 22
4, Other S/ -0= -0- 6 4 -0- -0= 10
TOTAL 9 12 21 31 14 8 95

a/ Mandayurc includes some field trips to Hojancha.

b/ Hojancha.

¢/ Involves activities with small entrepreneurs, biogas demonstration and
artisans, includes work sessions and field trips.



TABLE No. 6

MAJOR AREAS OF ATTEC TRAINING

AREAS
1 2 K] 4A 4B S TOTAL %
1. Apiculture 4 7 7 1 3 k] 25 26.3
2. Tree Nursery 2 -o- 1 5 6 -o- 14 14.7
3. Grains 1 3 2 4 3 -0- 13 13.7
L. Fruit and Vegetable
Production 2 2 2 1 -0~ 5 12 12.6
5. Dairy Marketing -o- -0= -o- 4 1 -0- 5 5.3
6. Coffee Production -0~ -0- -0- 5 -0~ ~-g= 5 5.3
7. Biogas -o- -0~ k| 3 -0~ -0- 6 6.3
8. other 2/ ~0o-  -o- 6 8 1 ~o- 15 15.8
TOTAL 9 12 21 31 14 8 95
4 9.5 12.6 22.1 32.6 14.7 8.4 100.0%

a/ Includes non agricultural activities.



C. Project Purpose

The purpose was to "define, promote and implement a series of
concrete actions leading to improved production and marketing patterns
among small farmers and rural entrcpreneurs.

In each area a minimum of five separate projects were to be
undervay by the end of the third year related to intensified
agricultural production, diversification and commercialization, land use
patterns, creation of new marketing alternatives and small industry
promotion.

With the exception of Area IIT there are currently at least
five active projects in each of the areas where AITEC operates.
Projects by area are broken down as follows:

Area Projects

1 5

2 8

k] 11

4 10
s 3
Total 37

AITEC, in accordance with its revised plan of operations for
1982-86 is concentrating on projects which incorporate collection
centers and improvement of the traditional marketing channels for basic
grains, apiculture, milk products and fruit. Other valuable activities
include transfer of technology, reduction of post-harvest loss and the
promotion and conservation of renewable resources and artesanal family
gize industries.

D. Project Goal

The Project GCoal was to incraase family income and employment
opportunities among the targat Rroup in selrcted rural areas of the
eountry,



Civen time limitations, the Analyst waa unahle to conduct a
complete survey among project participants to determine actual
percentage of income and man days of labor penerated. However, on the
basis of a recent survey conducted by AITEC and project participants
interviewed 1/ conclusions regarding outputs vis-a-vis project goal
was possible.

a) I'ncome

In five areas of operation, ''the incomes of 360 participants
were to have increased an average of 152 over current levels by the end
of the third year or the basis for future income increases will have
been established",

Farmers and  community representatives interviewed  were
generally impressed by income increases derived from AITEC assisted
projects. Most farmers felt they wvere financially better off after
having participated in AITEC assisted activities and expected additional
improvement in the coming year. Basic grain farmers in Area 1l (Acosta)
affirmed that the solar grain dryer reduced prain losses by 30-402
thereby encouraging farmers to increase land area under grain
production., Members of the Chirraca Fruit Tree Nursery believe that a
sma.l investment in an irrigation svstem will substantially increase
fruit tree production and generate additional income which could be
invested in community projects, Female artisans have learned {rom each
other to make different products and expect that eventual marketing of
their products in San Joué may duplicate their current incomes, HMilo
and broom production in Area IV has lead farmers to increase land area
in Milo production, increased {ncome and indirectly generated additional
labor on land cultivated by project participants, A dairy development
project near Nandayure has helped cattlemen in the area to diversify
from beef cattle into dairy cattle, They also view the current
construction of milu coilection centers as a f{irst step tovarda
establishing a mil¥ processing tacility 1n the area, Swine production
and 4 coffee development project in Hojancha are aimed at diversifyiog
production activilies, increazing incare  and  generating  additional
employ=ent which =ay redice farm labor migration o Costa Rican urban
arceas,

While ~anvy fatretrs and coorautiltly tehfesenitalivea afe cohvinced
that AITEC assi<ted Drotects have had a posilive effecl on ibhdare of
estahlisted (he tHaszis for srofeasze 1fh o itcoemes and getieration of labor,
thay slso exiireased corcetn that sure Gtogects, as they develop, may

e ey e Ty

I/ TFarmers and loecal cormunity representatives,
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eventually "die out" for lack of management 'know how" or capability
and/or marketing. It was generally felt that AITEC could do more to
provide management oriented training and explore marketing alternatives
before encouraging farmers or entrepreneurs to produce more.

Table 7 on the following page summarizes AITEC's survey results
regarding income and employment generated by project between May 1, 1981
and )ctober 1, 1982, Percentage income increases, as presented by
AITEC, are impressive but it must be noted that the devaluation of the
colon and the inflation during this period in time was substantial
1/, Also it was not clear whether estimates on income include income
increases for some future date. Examples are: the coffee and dairy
development projects in Arca IV.

Data was available for 17 of the 37 projects surveyed comparing
"previous" and "“current” income. Percentage increases ranged from 25%
for an apiculture project in Area V to 7647 for another apiculture
project in Area L. Income for all projects (excluding the
dairy and coffee development projects in Area IV), increased from €2.45
million to ¢11.76 million a 380% 2/ increase.

ll According ta AITEC inflation rate was eatimated at 100X and colon
vas devaluated by more than 500X,

2/ Mo adjustnent made {or devaluation or inflation,
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b) Employment

"Approximately 50,000 additional man days of labor in productive
activities were to be generated by the end of the third year".

AITEC's survey revealed 60,000 man/days l/ of labor generated by
AITEC supported projects. Employment generated by area was as follows:
Area I, 27; Area 1I, 36; Area IIT, 25; Area IV, 95 and Area V, 17. The
total includes 70 employments generated by the coffee development
project in Area V. It is not clear, however, whether AITEC's estimates
also include projected employments.

A complete breakdown of employment generated by project as taken
from AITEC's survey is presented below:

TABLE No. 8
EMPLOYMENT GENERATED

BY
PROJECT ACTIVITY

Employment
Project Generated
- Fruit and Forest Tree
Nursery/Plots 40
- Grain Marketing and Corn
Seed Reproduction 32
- Apiculture 21
- Female Artisans : 8
- Fruit Marketing 10
- Swine Production 3
- Coffee Development 70
- Dairy Development 6
Sugar Cane Parcels 2
- Rindipestors 2
- Carpentry Shop 6
Total 200

1/ 200 Employments x 300 man/days per year.
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Verification of AITEC data was not possible. Project
beneficiaries and community leaders interviewed expressed projects to
have generated additional labor both directly and indirectly. They also
believe some projects have the potential for additional emp loyment
~generation in the future.

Several milo and broom producers in Area IV employ farm labor
vhile they dedicate time to manufacturing brooms. Female artisans in
Area III now spend time producing handicrafts which will be sold to
stores and supermarkets in San José. Dairy, coffee and apiculture
development, in Area IV (Nandayure and Hojancha), have encouraged
farmers to increase their dairy herds, plant more coffee trees and
invest in honey producing operations to the extent that additional
family or other farm labor must be employed to meet the demands of
growing farm operations. However, as 1in the case of apiculture
development in Hojancha, production of honey has grown to the point
where production has reached its peak capacity requiring some farmers to
move their bee hives to areas where production yields have the potential
of reaching prior levels.
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CHAPTER VF

INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF AITEC
METHODOLOGY/PROCESS OF
LOCAL PARTICIPATION

This Chapter attempts to analyze the institutionalization of the
AITEC 1Integrated Rural Development methodology/process of 1local
participation at the national and local levels.

a) Background

At the national level the Program was officially designated as
a dependency of the Minister of the Presidency. General policies of the
Program were to he decided by a Board of Advisors formed by the
Ministers and Executive Directors of the autonomous and semi-autonomous
institutions. 1/ In addition, an interinstitutional technical
committee was formed to help coordinate the technical and operational
inputs of participating institutions. The objective of the first three
years was to "firmly implant and institutionalize a process for dealing
with sector problems by having local groups define their own development
priorities" AITEC had found that: "a tendency on the part of the
govermment to undertake development projects with little or no prior
consultation with the local community". 1In its advisory role, (through
its advisors and short-term consultants) AITEC provided technical
assistance and training.

b) National Level

The Integrated Rural Development OPG as originally
conceptualized, was from the outset a very ambitious undertaking. Even
under the hest of circumstances, the intention of trying to replicate
AITEC's integral rural development experience of Hojancha to six other
Costa Rican rural areas required substantial financial and human
resources, as well as a concentrated effort by GOCR insti~utions in
coordinating assistance to the sclected areas. Furthermore, having set
the IRD Program as a dependency of the Ministry of the Presidency
operating from the Central Bank of Costa Rica handicapped the Program
from the very bepinning - more might have been accomplished if the IRD
Program had been managed, as it eventually was, by and institution such
as the MAG directly responsible for and having the "know how" regarding
agricultural development. When the Program was finally transferred to

1/ This group never met.
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MAG, it was too late. The deterioration of the Costa Rican economy and
the overall lack of political support forced AITEC to reformulate its
Program and invest OPG funds in what should have been GOCR counterpart;
vehicles, personnel, and additional staff training.

Even under the current Costa Rican administration there may be
little room for AITEC's "de abajo hacia arriba" methodology. The MAG
appears to be on the track of becoming a "super ministry" concerned with
undertaking large foreign exchange generating agricultural development
projects in which local groups have little or no voice. The pattern of
a "arriba hacia abajo" approach rather than AITEC's "down-up rural
development strategy has been maintained by the GOCR. Chart 1 on the
following page illustrates what has -occured regarding the IRD
Organization. Solid lines show planned or%nnizational relationships and
dotted lines show existing relationships_/. AITEC field coordinators
are in effect serving as the linkages between rural development projects
and GOCR institutions rather than, as originally planned, having an
Interinstitutional Committee coordinate GOCR institutional assistance
activities to local group organizations through AITEC management. AITEC
management and central office staff are in direct contact with
individual participating GOCR institutions. Coordination of
assistance/training activities is undertaken by AITEC staff - no such
operational coordinating mechanism exists between GOCR institutions.

To summarize, because of the lack of GOCR financial and
political support the institutionalization of the AITEC
methodology/process has not been established at the national level.
Note that of the total 43 Program staff trained, twenty-three remain
with the Program but only four belong to GOCR institutions.

Despite such GOCR shortcomings, AITEC has astablished a close
working relationship with individual GOCR institutions 2/ which has
enabled it to successfuliy expand several projects (apiculture, grain
marketing, dairy development, tree nursery), to more than one of the
areas in which the Program operates.

c) Local Levuel

At the local level AITEC's implementation of 1its field
methodology has undergone some variations; especially since AITEC'Ss
rural development stratepy was changed from an "integral" to "project =
specific" concept. In this regard AITEC's methodology of local group

participation "in the planning, implementation and ervaluation of

1/ (solid lines tor AITEC Organization are currently valid).

2/ Especially MAG, DINADECO, CNP and the University of Costa Rica.
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development related activities®™, no longer requires that several steps
of AITEC methodology be followed. Workshops involving local
agricultural development associations, country aqgricultural centers or
associations and some MAG or other GOCR institution representatives are
held to discuss specific agricultural development projects rather than a
broader range of county or community problems and objectives.

Site visits revealed that AITEC had effectively assisted local
farmers in organizing into local formal and informal groups. Group
interaction, project participation and strong leadership was evident in
Hojancha, Nandayure and the Santos Area. Local groups interviewed
expressed that AITEC had brought communities together and provided them
with a forum in which local problems were discussed and encouraged them
to participate in projects which had already generated or established
the basis for additional income and employment.

In general terms it may be concluded that the
methodology/process of local participation has been established among
several communities in three of the areas in which AITEC operates
{Puriscal, Acosta and the Peninsula of Nicoya-Hojancha).
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CHAPTER VII

INCOME vs. PROJECT QOSTS

A survey conducted by AITEC disclosed that 1,283 participants
increased their income from £7.2 million to £44.3 million for the period
May 1 to October 1, 1982. These figures include 310 participants of a
dairy and a coffee development project in Area IV who increased the
income from ¢4.8 to £32.5 million. All remaining projects increased
income from ¢£2.4 million to ¢11.7 million. In other terms, 973 project
participants increased income on the average from ¢2,466.60 to ¢9,558.07.
In absolute terms this result is substantial but it should be noted that
considerable inflation/devaluation of the colon during this period
partially contributed for this increase in income.

Cost-wise, avcrage investment per bereficiary during the past three
years was:

Cost/Participant
1. AITEC $ 59.36
2. GOCR Direct 272.62
3. GOCR Institutional 195.02

TOTAL $527.00


http:09,558.07
http:V2,466.60

AREA 2

ANNEX A

PROJECTS VISITED

PROJECT

9/26/82
Apiculture Association of Acosta and neighboring
communities,

Small Artisan Production of San Luis de Acosta.

Solar Drying, Storage and Commercialization of
Basic Grains.

Acosta Basic Grains Seed Bank

Chirraca Tree Nursery.

AREA 3

10/05/82
Mastatal Tree Nursery

Mastatal Solar Drying,Storage and Commercialization
of Basic Grains

AREA 4

9/28/82 (MNandayure)

El Cacao Milo and Broom Production.
Agricultural School Tree Nursery.
Agricultural School Biopas Producction,
F1 Zapotal Milk Collection Conter,

Centro Agricola Cantonal/Ministry of Agriculture
Office.

9/29/82 (Hojancha)

Agricultural School Tree Nurasery.

Agricultural School WHoney Production Demonstration
Plot.

4l



ARFA 4 (Cant.)

Agricultural School Hog Prnduction with Centro
Agricola Cantonal,.

Privately Owned Tree Nursery Plot,
Coffee Production

Hog and Biogas Production.

Bee Frame and Box Production.

Centro Agrfcola Cantonal.

AREA 5

10/05/82

San Pedro de Tarrazi Fruit Production and Marketing
(Interviewed farmers in AITEC Sau José Office).



ORGANIZATION

AITEC

MAG

DINADECO

INFOCOOP

CAC

AREA 2

O———

ANNFX B

PERSONS INTERVIEWED

NAMF,/POSITION OR OCCUPATION

Wenry Karczinsky/Director

Roberto Jiménez/Project Design and Implementation
Alvaro Herndndez/Organization and Training
Arnoldo Agucro/Marketing

Miguel Fernandez/Area 2 Coovrdinator

Elias Campos Duque/Area 4 Coordinator

Jorge Hidalgo/ Area S Coordinator

Mayela Azofeifa/Area 2 Assistant

pablo Montoya/Area 1 Coordinator

Guido Aguiler/IRD Coordinator
Gilberto Campos/Director of IRD and Extension
Jose Céspedes/Nandayure Extension Agent

Erwin Molina/IRD Counterpart
Victor Charpentier

Gilberto Guido/Nandayure President and Farmer
Javier Moreno/Nandayure Vice-President and Farmer
Carlos Coto/Hojancha President

Oscar Campos/Hojancha Manager and Farmer

Luz Bermudez/Honey Production Advisor

Acosta Businessman Miguel Mora/Basic Grains Seed Bank Coordinator

Chirraca

San Luis, Acosta

AREA 1]

Mastatal

Carlos Badilla/Farmer
Evelio Badilla/Farmer

Edith Hernindez/Artisan Producer l/
Carmen Méndez/Artisan

Joaquin Fernindez/Farmer

Hugo Fernsndez/Farmer

Alherro Garcfa/President TRD Association
Carlos Guzmén/Secrctary IRD Associntion

1/ Four {4) additional artisan producers vere interviewed.



AREA 4 (Nandayure)

£l Cacao Rroom
Producers Associa-
tion.

Ag. School
El1 Zapotal
Milk Marketing
Committee

AREA &

Ho jancha

AREA 5

San Pedro de
Tarrazi Fruit
Producers Associa-
tion.

José Sequeira/Manager

Raytael Carrillo/Broom Maker and Farmer
Javier Espinoza/Broom Maker and Farmer
José Anchia/Rroom Maker and Farmer
Walter Carrillo/Broom Maker and Farmert

Roger Leiva/Tree Nursery Manager
Abraham Fara/Cattleman

Fernando Ocon/Cattleman

Ricardo Arroyo/Cattleman

Orlando Esquivel/Farmer

Jorge Moreno/Farmer

Flavio Sandoval/Bee Frame and Box Production
Angel Marin/Agricultural School Director

Roque Mora/Association President and farmer

Antonio Morales/Association Member and farmer

Froylan Montero/Marketing Committee Member and
farmer

Roger Garro/Association Secretary and farmer.
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1 a)

3 a,b)

ANNEX C

COMPARISON OF LOGICAL FRAMEWORK ASSUMPTIONS

ORIGINAL VS,

Goal Levgl

That the present government

will continue to support
and endorse the stated
objectives of the newvly
creaLed IRD Program.

Purpose Level

That the government will
promote policies favorable
to small farners and rural
entrepreneurs in the areas
of credit, technical as-
sistance, training and
marketing, etc,

Qutput Leve)

COCR will continue to be
open and receptive to AITEC

technical ascistance,

CGOCR hae resources avail-
able and is willing to in-
vest in identified scrvice
and 1alrastructure.

lngut le el

COCR  haonnrs  1ta  comments

over three years,

REVISED

1 a) That government instity=
tions and local organiza-
tions will continue sup-
porting the objectives of

1 a)

J a,b)

6 a)

2 a)

the IRD Program.

Local organizations with
support by government
institutions will promote
policies, in the arcas of
credit, technical assiat-
ance, training, marketing,
prices, etc., which will
favor the small agricultu-
ral producer, Financing

from GOCR
"open' zone

vill be obtained
counterpart to
five,

Local organizations will bhe
receptive to IRD rtechnical
assystance,

Local nrganizations have
resources available to de-
velop activities included

in the IRD Program.

None
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