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13. StMMARY:
 

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 andl 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 GOCR 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), did 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
 

resulted 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 beneficiaries
 

of four of the five areas in which the Project operates. 

15. EXTERNAL FACTORS. 

As mentioned earlier in Section 13-Summary, the continuing deteriora­

tion of the Costa Rican economy combined with insufficient political and 

financial support resulted in a reduction of GOCR administrative and 

technical personnei and less travel to project sites. Transferring
 

proqran management from the BCCR to the MAG had little impact on program 

implementation. ikwever, the decision by USAID and AITEC to utilize grant
 

funds to increase project personnel at the field level and to procure 

additional transportation had a positive effect among the target com­

munities being assisted through the project.
 

16. PROJECT rNPUTSI
 

Project inputs includeds a) S490,000 through USAID Grant for tech­

nical assistance, :ommodities, training and administrative costs; b) ap­

proximately US$595,000 out of US$3,300.000 originally budgeted as GOCR
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and participating local group counterpart costs and; c) as of August, 
1982 AITEC counterpart costs totalling US$78,370 for personnel, 
administrative and support costs, training materials and indirect costs. 

In general terms, it may be concluded that USAID/San Jos6 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 unds and permitted an extension of the PACD from July 31, 1982 to 
March 31, 1983. 

17. OUTIUTS: 

Progress was measured on the basis of the AITEC, 1981 revised Logical
 
Framework Matrix. Almost from the outset, the project operated in four 
of the six geographical areas where the Hojancha experience was to be 
replicated (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 Planninq, 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 associaLions
 
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 ictivities at the project 
specific level. Projects are implemented through agreements with local 
development institutions or organizations such as the Cantonal 
Agricultural Centers (CACs), rural development associations or 
cooperatives. Thirty seven projects are currently assisted 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 special technical/feasibility
 
studies. Institutional coordination however, is an AITEC function and
 
iniciative ratner then an established GOCR institutional practice.
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3. A Program of Integrated Rural Development is Fully Established and
 
Operating with AITEC Assistance
 

An Integrated Rural Development 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 phasesl Phase I involved the training of AITEC 
and GOCR personnel related to the Program andl Phase II, the training of 
new AlTEC staff when it became evident that the GOCR wa6 unable to
 

provide support for the program. 

B. Internal, Administrative, Organizational, 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, 1902 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 Farmers Receive 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 tripe and work sessions. 

Farmers 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.
 

5. Small Entrepreneurs Receive Training
 

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

\A
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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 Framework 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 siould 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 goal to which the project contributes is 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 levels. Farmers and 
community representatives interviewed by the evaluator were generally 
satisfied with income increases derived from AITEC assisted projects. 
AITEC's survey also revealed that approximately 200 new employments were 
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 generated both directly 
and indirectly from AITEC assisted projects.
 

20. BENEFICIARIES 

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

The lack of GOCR support made it necessary for AITEC to partially
 

reprogram the use of OPG funds to more effectively reach project bene­
ficiaries.
 

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. 
Even with adequate host qovernment support, it is desirable (yet costly) 

to incorporate sufficient supervisory field staff for proper 

implementation of project activities. 

23. SPECIAL COMMENTS OR REMARKS 

Copy of the September 1982 evaluation is attached (40 pages and 

pages of annexes). 

7 
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CHAPTER I
 

INTRODUCTION
 

A. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY
 

As stated in the Scope of Work for the study, the purpose was to
 
evaluate the Integral Rural Development II Operational Program Grant 
(OPG) Project No. 515-0158, based on the program proposal submitted to 
AID by Accio'n Internacinnal Tdcnica (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 and,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,
 
3) visits to Project sites and interviews with beneficiaries of four of 
the five areas in which the Project operates.
 

C. CONTEN1T OF THE STUDY
 

This report is organized in the following manner:
 

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

2. Chapter III provides the Program background to the Tntegral 
Rural Development I Operation Program Grant (OPG) No. 515-0158
 
from 1971 to the present and summarizes previous evaluation 
efforts. 



-2­
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a. 3) GOCR 

GOCR direct and institutional costs were approximately 
24.5% of
 

budgeted.!/ Reduced counterpart funding was
 
the total originally 


Costa Rican economy and a 
to the overall deterioration of theattributed 

lack of political support for the IRD Program.
 

a.4) Local Groups 

by local groups was reported to be approximately
Cqntribution 

and equipment and
 
S97,000 in personnel time, materials, office space 


was not possible but interviews
 
farm land. Verification of this figure 


during field visits revealed important local contributions to 
conducted 
AITEC supported projects in labor, materials 

and land.
 

b) Outputs
 

the basis of AITEC's revised Logical

Outputs were measured on 


Framework Matrix of May, 1981.
 

coordinating and implementation and 
b.l) participation in planning, 

exist at the Project specific level and 
evaluation of local activities 

rural development associations and
 are conducted by local groups such as 


cooperatives.
 

b.2) AITEC coordinates GOCR institutional activities at the Project 

specific level. Projects are implemented through agreements with local
 

the CAC or local organizations such as
 as 


rural development associations or cooperatives.

development institutions such 


not fully
integrated rural development was

b.3) Program of 


level. Program
at the GOCR institutional
established and operating 

with the Program
the remaining


personnel trained totalled 43, but of 23 


are GOCR staff. Internal administrative, organizational,
only four 

initially established by the GOCR
 
operational and evaluation system were 


only during

with AITEC assistance. These, however, were adopted the
 

After the GOCR phased out its
of Program.
initial stages the 

discontinued.
 
the Program, such control mechanisms were 

participation in 

AITEC maintains its own control procedures.
 

b.4) A minimum of were to receive training and technical
500 farmers 
was achieved. A total of 907 farmers 

assistance. This output target 
assistance activitiesand technicalparticipated in AITC training in 

involved short
where AITEC operates. Training/asnistance
all five areas 

work sessions.courses, field trips and 

J/ Witnout devaluation of the colon.
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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, 1981.
 

c) Ptoject Purpose
 

The Project purpose output consisted of having a minimum of
 

in each of the five areas where AITEC
five separate projects underway 


operates. With one exception, all areas had a' least five projects
 

underway related to intensified agricultural production, diversification
 

new marketing alternatives.
and 	commercialization and creation of 


d) Project Goal
 

The Project goal was to increase family income and employment
 

opportunities among the target group in selected rural areas of the
 

revealed that well above 360 participantscountry. An AITEC survey 
by over 15% above base-line levels.increased their average income 

Farmers and community representatives interviewed were generally 

satisfied with income increases derived from AITEC assisted projects. 

AITEC's survey also revealed that 200 i/ new employments were
 

not possible but Project
generated. Verification of this figure was 

projects to
beneficiaries and community leaders interviewed indicated 


have generated additional labor both directly and indirectly and that
 

some projects may generate additicnal employment in the future.
 

B. REC*A4*.IDAT IONS
 

AITEC is optimistic that it will receive funding from other
 

sources 2/ which will permit the continuation of Project activities.
 
group formed by
New funds would be channeled through a private sector 


be
young Costa Rican businessmen. Project activities could also 


AITEC's own resources. Given the
extended for a limited period with 
funding sources, recommendations onuncertainty regarding additional 

improving the implementation of the Project in the time remaining until 

the PACD follow# 

I/ 	 May include projected employment especially for dairy and coffee 

development projects. 

2/ 	The IAF, IDB and Compact have been approached for new fundingi 

$200,000, $500,000 and $100,000 respectively. 
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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.1/ Work sessions should be held at the earliest
 
and different project beneficiaries
opportunity with AITEC field staff 


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 GOCR
a 


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 training in managerial and
 

AITEC assisted projects. Project beneficiaries
financial controls for 

or
were frequently concerned about their inability to manage 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 Josi.
 

7. AITEC should attempt to get local groups to legalize their
 

Groups with legal status have the opportunity of receiving
status. 

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
 
PACD.
beneficiaries during the remaining months until Frequent
 

communication with Project beneficiaries may disclose problems and
 

assistance requirements which may not necessarily be apparent during
 

work sessions. Cloner field supervision may d( much to "speed up"
 

Project activities.
 

1/ Its recent survey may be of value.
 

/ The SPN also provides technical assistance.
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a
of forming b
process sh ul
in the ho evr
gr up 

sector asoJato cohise 

young Costa Rican businessmen,
9. As was mentioned 
earlier, AITEC 

is 

private comprised of 
r association
. s
riv 


This group, however, should 

in rural development' Otherwise, AITEC 

may bebe
 
interesed 
 agriculturists.
some with supporting


concerned
properly mixed to 
include 

more 

an association currently
of creating projects it 


in danger the farming
than
rather
entrepreneurs from the outset.urban its objective
thereby defeatingsupportS, 

association
sector 

with similar/private
contact
this regard,
In 


a wealth of
 engaged in rural development 
activities in other 

countries may be of
 

provideNicaragua can
neighbor,Rica'sCostainterest. 


experience in this area.
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CHAPTER III
 

PROGRAM BACKGROUND
 

A. INTEGRAL RURAL DEVELOPMENT OPG II 

1. 1971-1973
 

The Integral Rural Development Project had its origin in 1971 
when AITEC was contracted for a two year period by the National Communi­
ty Development Service (DINADECO) to improve 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 followed 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 findirtjs, the 
study concluded that: a) significant rural to urban migration was occur­
ing, especially in the areas with the highest rates of under ard unem­
ployment, b) the incidence of traditional services and infrastructure in 
any region had little relevance to the levels of migration from that 
region, c) the area in agricultural production increased 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 
services rather than with employment and income generation or migration 
problems. 

Other findings indicated that principal obstacles to increased 
production as perceived by sm3ll and medium sized farmers were: lack of 
access to bank credit, the lack of or high cost of agricultural iruts, 
lack of or poor condition of roads, a deficient transportation system, 
lack of land or land titles,lack of markets, price fluctuations, and not 
enough government services reaching the peripheral regions. The study 
recommended "a strategy of integrated rural development encouraging 
maximum participation of local communities and the decentralization and 
coordination of the work of government agencies". 
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3. 1976-1978 

In 1976 USAID/Costa Rica financed an OPG through AITEC to un­
an experimental


dertake,in conjunction with various government agencies, 

Integrated Rural Development Pro'Ject in the counties of Hojancha and 

to "test the viability and replicability of an in-
Nandayure designed 

tegrated rural development strategy". Subsequently, the Carazo adm.nis­

tration, which took office in May 1978, expressed its desire to apply
 

the Hojancha and Nandayure experience to other areas by creating a Pro-


AITEC assisted in the preparation

gram of Integrated Rural Development. 


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

17, 1979 and officially authorized by Decree
 
sident Carazo on February 


April 30, 	1979. The Integral

No. 9908-P published in "La Gaceta" on 


Rural Development (IRD) II OPG No.515-0158 was signed by USAID/ Costa
 

Rica and AITEC on July 31, 1979. As described in the Grant Agreement, 
the OPG was to - "define,

Annex A - Program Description, the purpose of 

promote and implement a series of concrete actions leading to improved 
farmers and
 

production 	and marketing patterns among small and medium 


Costa Rica to increase family income and
rural micro-enterpreneurs of 

the group 2/ in six selected
employment opportunities among target 


areas of the country, these being:
 

COUNTYAREA 


Puriscal, Mora and Turrubares;
I 


and 	 southern part of

2 	 Acosta, Aserrf the 


Desamparados and part of Corralillos District;
 

3 	 Esparza, San Mateo, Orotina and Part of Jac6, 

Atenas and Montes de Oro; 

4 	 Peninsula of Nicoya - Nandayure and Hojancha; 

5 	 High areas of Bagaces and parts of Upala and 

Canas; 

Aguirre and Parrita
 

i/ 	,he initial PACD was extended from July 31, 1982 to March 31, 1983
 

by Ammendment No. 5 dated Hay 24, 1982.
 

2/ 	The target group was as and medium sized farmers
defined small 


(maximum 100 hectares), small rural entrepreneurs, and the rural
 
to directly
under and unemployed of which the Program was expected 


affect approximately 52,000.
 

6 
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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 planning, 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
 

prod uc e r. 

B. PREVIOUS EVALUATION EFFORTS
 

One evaluation of the OPG was undertaken which covered the period of
 

August 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 Hinistry of the Presidency, with an official of the 
Central Bank of Costa Rica (BCCR) involved bureaucratic operational pro­
cedures not in line 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 thortape of transportation also affecto~d the program by lim­
iting aLcess 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 continuing 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 06.2 million budget was 
slashed down to 01.6 million, 01.0 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, 03.8 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._/ 

The worsening of the country's economy aiso 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 tusiness enterprises Y. 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-T-027 to permit the funding of county level agricul­
tural projects at reasonable terms. 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 08.60/1 devalued in less than a year to 064.00/31 by May, 1982.2/ 
Farmers and other persons interviewed often complained of prohibitively 
high prices for agricultural inputs in proportion to the prices for 
which their commodities were sold.
 

lJ 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 large producers rather than with a large number of small 
producers and, b) A lack of accessibility to the rural areas as two 
major reasons for providing less credit to small/medium rural sector. 

As of October 6,1982, the rate of exchange has moved up to 052.10/Sl. 
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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 Executive Directors of various 
GOCR autonomous and semi-autonomous institutions were to decide general

IRD policies. This group never met. Also, an interinstitutional tech­
nical committee whic, included representatives of some ten GOCR entities 
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 was found that having set the management of the IRD Program

with the BCCR and the lack of interinstitutional coordination and sup­
port c-eated 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 ASSLNPTIONS
 

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 ,ould provide financing 
 to open Area 5. This assumption

was based on 93.8 million budgeted by the Ministry of Presidency to sup­
port the Program in 1982. Ar 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 from 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.
 

l/ 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
 

include: a) t494,000 through a USAID/CostaProject inputs were to 
in­to AITEC for technical assistance administrative costs,


Rica OPG 

publications, special


country training and observational trips abroad, 

95,156 as AITEC counterpart for


studies and demonstration projects; b) 

training materials and indirect costs;
personnel, administrative costs, 


GOCR direct costs covering personnel, administration,c) tl,747,582 in 
field office personnel; d)


per diems and transportation of central and 


667,447 for support costs by GOCR institutions for training, technical
 

assistance, materials and equipment and; e) $351,288 by local groups for
 

budgeted counterpart contribution
time and materials. The Costa Rican 


costs and did not include the value of
represented direct operational 


in terms of investment outlays and credit

actual execution of projects 

extended.
 

1. AID OPG No. 515-0158 

on three
The AID grant-financed budget components were modified 


5 to permit AITEC to overcome
occasions through amendments No. 2, 3, and 

insufficient GOCR budgetary support which severely affected the
 

Major OPG budget changes included

implementation of project activities. 


a six month

the transfer of funds between Budget Line Items and 


of the PACD from July 31, 1982 to March 31, 1983. Specific
extension 
changes to the OPG budget are summarized as follows: 

transferred
a) Amendment No.2 (7/30/80). This amendment 

to Budget
13,504 from Budget Line Item - Special Studies 

Line Items-Personnel ($1,99b) and Administration ($1,508),
 

to cover additional May, 1980 expenditures for AITEC
 

salaries and fringe benefits, office supplien, com­

and direct AITEC administrative support (2%
munications 

increase).
 

b) Amendment No.3 (12/15/80). This amendment reprogrammed
 

of OPG funds to rermit ALTEC the procurement ofthe use 
one 4X4 vehicle. t8,500 were transferred from Budget Line 

Items - Training and Publications (13,800) and Demonstra­

tion Projects ($4,700) to Budget Line Item-Administration.
 

c) Amendment No.4 (5/22/81). This amendment obligated
 

approed an increase in ALTEC staff byt290,000 and also 
and four field assist­six (two rural development experts 

4X4 vehicle and one
ants), the procurement of one 


motorcyc le. 
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d) Amendment No.5 (5/24/82). This amendment tran.sferred funds
 
from Budget Line Items - Personnel (t6,000), Travel and 
Per Diem (t2,500), and Special Studies (3,000) to Budget 
Line Items - Administration ($6,000) and Training and 
Publications ($5,500) for a total transfer between Budget 
Line Items of t11,500. The devaluation of the colon 
generated additional local currency which permitted 
project activities to be extended from July 31, 1982 to 
March 31, 19831/. This amendment was justified on the 
basis of insuficient GOCR budgetary support - most program 
personnel and transportation had been suspended.
 

To date AID has responded in a flexible and timely manner to
 
ATTEC'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 respotsible 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 even 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
 
t404,899. 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.
 

I/ 	Some projects, still in development stages, required continued ATTEC
 
assistance.
 

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



TAnI.E No.I
 

USAID/COSTA RICA
 

IRD OPG 11 BIDCET MODIFICATIONS
 

(A) (3) (C) (D) (E)
 

e/ MODIFIED DIFFREIICE
 
ORIGINAL OBLIGATIONS 


AM E N D H E N T S BUDGET (D) - (A)
CATEGORY BUDGET 


No. 2 !/No. 3 No. 5 "
 

A. Personnel $207.33% $246,971 *$1.Q96 - S-6,000 $2 42.Q67 $*35.633 

B. Travel and 
Per Diem 29.64n 43.856 - - -2,500 41,356 -11.715 

C. Administration 44.46 48.911 .1.508 .*,500 *6,OO 64.919 -20.45% 

D. Traininrz & 
Publications 77.'18 47,357 - -3.800 .5.500 49,057 -28.561 

E. Special 

Studies 69.160 46,8-4 -3.504 - -3.000 40.390 -:8.770 

F. Demonstration 

Projects 65.76L 56.011 - -4,700 - 51.311 -14.473 

- $ 490.000 !I ,000
-

T 0 T A L S 1494.000 4QO,000 f/ ­

^/ Dated July 3. 1q80 to cover additional May. 1q80 
personnel and administrative expenditures.
 

of nne 4X4 vehicle.1980 to permit procurement 

1082 to March 31, 1983. 

b/ Dated December 15, 

c/ Dated iav 24. 1982. Also extended PACD from July 31, 


d1 For Projected expenditures to Harch 31. 1983.
 

1981 increased obligations by WlO0.000 and
 
e/ Amendments Nos.l ani 4 dated June 25, 1q8O and May 22, 


Amecndment No.4 also approves increasing AITEC staff 
by six and procurement
 

$200.000 respective-:. 

include transfer between line itemp
 

of one 4X4 vehicle and tuo motorcycles. Amendmenti do not 

totalling less thin 15Z. 

th. time of final obligation.
fl $4.000 of aihori-ed funds were unavailable at 


1 
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2. AITEC
 

AITEC was to provide the equivalent of $76,156 in counterpart 
of personnel time, administrative and support
contribution consisting 


costs, training materials, and indirect costs.!
/
 

Direct contribution costs reported by ATTEC included; time of 

the Director (eight man-days/month), travel and per diem, Secretarial
 

/Controller time, support publications, training materials, and overhead 
As of August 31, 1982 AITEC reported
costs on salaries of Advisors. 


t78,370 (2,214 above the Grant Agreement Budget), in direct and
 
breaks down
indirect cost counterpart. Table 2 on the following page 


AlTEC reported counterpart by year. Major modifications in AITEC
 

contribution are: an additional $1,892 in travel and per diem not
 

originally included as part of AlTEC'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
 
to the PACD date, March 31,
contribution of $10,961 from September, 1982 


1983.
 

3. GOCR
 

a. GOCR Direct Costs
 

Since financial reporting and verification procedures regarding 

GOCR counterpart contribution had not been established, GOCR counterpart
 

the past three years was estimated on the basis of
contribution during 

project documents, correspondence and interviews with program related 

personnel.
 

costs were to include: pdersonnel, travel, perProgram direct 
and Whendiem and administration of the central six field offices. 

of its
reading this Section note that the IRD Program was, during most 


duration, implemented in three of the six geographical areas originally 

contemplated in the Grant Agreement. Only during the last yenr was a 

area opened with a fifth area added in May, 1982. An analysis offourth 
actual GOCR direct counterpart contribution, resulted in the following 

findings.
 

From the outset, only nine, of the fourteen employees budgeted 

for the Program were employed; these being: one National Director, one 

Chauffeur, one Statistician and one Research Economist. Technical staff 

was formed by one Agricultural Economist, one Comminity Orgnni .atinn 

one Office Assistant and one Secretarl. The xecutiveSpecialist, 

Secretary , one "Advisor", one Accountant, one Agronomist and one
 

Draftsman were never employed.
 

The Central Bank was to pay tor the -alarien and hetiefita of one 

Director, one Agriculture Promoter, one Secretary/ and one Social 
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only three arealowever,six area offices.of the thefor each Rica assistedPromoter of Costa
the Nationalopened and Bank areaoffices were 

part field staff, i.e., three 
of the 

Bank by financing three secretariesCentral for the salaries of 
Bank paid
The Central the salary of one

Directors. paid forDINADECOpromoters.three agriculturaland 
Social Promoter. 

travel, per
also reduced
support

direct counterpart
The lack of and National
Central


In fact, both the 


diem and administration costs. Management of the
1980.
December,


their assistance by of
Banks terminated to the MinistryBank 
was transferred from 

still pays for the salariesthe Central 
Program 1981. The MAG(MAG) in March,Agriculture The

Program Coordinator.and theIRD Programof the of thethe Director as Chiefof also function
Coordinator
and Program approximatelyDirector and devoteassistantand hisServiceExtension respectively.Ministry's Project activities, 

and 80% ef their time to IRD 
the Costa Rican25% by the COCR;

is not provided
Other direct assistance 

a 03.8 million colones 
budget for CY
 

Legislative Assembly 
voted against 

00.6 of 01.6 million 
alloted
 

the Central Bank only 
disbursed CYto disburse1982 and Bank refusedThe CentralCY 1981.during managementfor the Program because 

on legal grounds
alledgedlyfunds 

to MAC.
had -been transferred 

responsibilities 
COCR Program Direct

available,informationon the littleBased the tl,747,582
20% of 

Costs totalled approximately 1349,769, 

or 
See Table 3 for GOCR and 

contribution1. 
as COCR counterpart lack of GOCRbudgeted for theReasonscontrihution.counterpartlocal groups Project Setting.

in Chapter IV,discussedparticipation were 

Costsb. Inntitutional 
to determine.
also difficult 


counterpart
Institutional 
WAts 

procedures resultedreportingpertinent
Again, the failure to establish calculate institutionalrequired to 

la-k of information ofin a general that with the exceptionhowever,It may be concluded, havecounterpart. INVU, nine institutions 
presidencyof the and 

assistance,the Ministry by providing technical
IRD 'rogram

contributed to the eq ipme nt and transportation.
di -i, r. t f,ri .1 ,pecial . t- 37% of the totaltrainirg, 

.xpnd tit,, at 0250,213 or 
wrt ,timiated.Counterpartt66711-t7 b ivi,'t ,' , ?/ 

were approximatelycostsit .titutionaldir,ct aiver.all (TCIP of the colon is 
(If devallintinnl,,d .ttd. 

24.5% of the total ,,rir.j ially 
of the total originally16.3*Zrotitn art, only

C,)1snr,-r1).rtsconsidered,budpetr,!). 

the C.OCR
of the colon,t iondeva lue . il.t the 

I/ Tal' ing int) jii 
to $783, 364 or Approximate' ly 16% 

wasi c lo1,ert riti tin 
count erp4 a U rot 

.nii-t rdtl.
of total orgintll/ 

tocosts
ounterpart
of the colon reducels 

devalIt.t i,)n2/ Tha il'.,000." approxiM.atdlv 



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 municipalit,es. 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 t306,000
 
distributed between 37 active projects in five geographical areas. Two
 
projects (dairy and coffee) in area 4 account for approximately 253,571 
or 83% 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/ $19,000 in AITEC preprogram costq was not included as life-of-the­
project counterpart contribution. 
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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 then inand four of the six
jeographical areas where the Hojancha experience was to be replicated
/. 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:
 

1. 	 Local Participation in the Planning, Coordination,
 
Implement.,tion and Evaluation of Development Activities
 

Appropriate mechanisms to develop productive projects were to
be formed and functioning the of third of theby end the year 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".
 

AITEC 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 0OCR or AITEC aimed at 
contributing to the improvement of the welfare of each 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
 
insti~utions participating in rural development. One such effort, with
 
proper 0OCR 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 area was "opened" in Hay, 1982 comprising the counties of 
Tarrazl5, Dota and Le6n Cortds 
in the region known as Los Santos. The
 
Project, as originally designed, also included further activities in
 
the Hojancha county. 
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OUTPUT INDICATORS REVIS4ED AS OF OCT/I2 TO TOTAL 

JULY/79 NAY/RI SFPT/M2 MARCH/83 (C) * (D) 

1. 	farmers trained 
and/or assisted 5no 600 9n7 N.A. N.A. V 

2. 	PntrPprrnrsrq trAined 

or assisted 120 13n 54 '/ N.A. N.A. 

3. 	 Local orcanizations 
trained .ind/or as­

sisted. 1/ 15 10 22 N.A. N.A. 

A. 	 Local prrnupq traliotd 

and/or Assisted. b" 60 (,0 Is N.A. N.A. 

S. 	Local development 
mchanisme formed. £_ P, S -o- N.A. N.A.
 

6. 	Program personnel
 
30 30 43 N.A. N.A.
trained 


7. 	Infraqtriacture and
 

service projects
 
implemented. E/ In O- ­-o - o 


P. 	 Progra-w p~rticipants 

re--ive income in­

creases of averA~e 15%
 
or basis evsarlished
 

for fture increases 300 3A0 32 1/ N.A. N.A.
 

9. 	Additional m.n-davs 

of labor qenerated 

(in thousands) fA0 50 200 V N.A. N.A. 

a/ 	 Previously: "HnicipAlities trained in Planninr nod EvaluAtion".
 

OrKanitationa have legal status.
 

b/ 	Previnwilv: "Lcal I'rruipq trained in Pl.annin. and r.v.fl|i.inn". .rolups
 

have no l|gAl 4tat-,s.
 

c/ 	Commisions included in the original Lngical Framework. 

d/ 	 flther tvrp of traini'w: incl.,lrd a visit by l6n1participnnts to
 

biodosr pl .
rlot 

e/ ot includrd in May, l9AI revised .ogical Framevork Matrix. 

f/ 	 N.A. "0t Available. 

to
Prnjif.tt ivnlvinF 1. I, parricip..nts. natA prnvided by AIT.C relstesI/ avri(ic pr,liecrq (,vewrtreq) withlioot re'frrinA, ro in~livlshol p~ortieip,1vr4. 

hi 	 Eployment genrirtd * P',n/d~va 1,0,o0. 

http:Prnjif.tt
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On January 8, 1981, the regulations governing a law established
 

1969 (eleven years earlier) were approved by the Costa
 
on December 26, 


Assembly. These regulations concerned the County

Rican Legislative 


had been established in 1969 to
 
Agricultural Centers (CACs) 	which 


local population in the planning and
 
promote the participation of 	the 


the nation's agriculture to
 
of programs aimed at developing
execution 


improve the social welfare of the
 
assure agricultural efficiency and 	

of
were suscribed to the Ministry

community. The so-called CACs 


guidance of the Agricultural
under the
Agriculture and Livestock 

the Office of Planning and Coordination. The CACs
 

Extension Service and 

and authorized 


are subject to the National 	Agricultural Plan are to
 

the National Financial System (SFN) to
 
contract bank credits with 


committees.
associate members and auxiliary

provide credit for their 


of each CAC is formed by two GOCR officials
 
The Board of Director 


the local
 one SFN representative), one 	member of 

(extension agents and 	

with
of the area and two representatives

municipality, four farmers 


proven records on "improving agriculture and rural welfare".
 

effect served a conduit for AITEC to work
law in has as
This 	
CAC in Hojancha (Area 1)


with some local groups and organizations. The 

of the CACs in other
this function better than any
appears to serve 


areas since it closely works and coordinates Project activities with
 
dairy farmers are
 

AITEC field personnel. In Nandayure (Area 1) local 


AITEC and the CAC in planning and constructing milk
 
working with 


Also, fruit growers in the Santos area (Area 5)

collection centers. 


CAC. Despite such
 
contacted AITEC for assistance through the local 


the CACs normally function through an "up-down"

collaboration efforts, 


Only where organized groups

rather than AITEC's "down-up" methodology. 


exist is AlTEC's methodology observed.
 

sessions with representatives 	of
 Workshops and other follow-up 


local groups involved in project activities are regularly held in each
 

counterpart contribution has done
 
area. However, The lack of GOCR 


GOCR policies benefitting rural
 
promote favorable
little to more 


lack of support, local groups 	assisted by AITEC
 producers. Despite such 

obtaining assistance from GOCR institutions.
 

have had some success in 

also presented convincing argil,'mcnts which
 

They have, in some cases, 


have changed specific GOCR policies. Getting the GOCR to permit coffee
 
with the HAG
 

production in Hojancha, coordinating technical assistance 

in
 

and the CAC for dairy cattle development and milk collection cc,%ters 

of the country


Nandayure, and promoting apiculture in different areas 


in which local groups were effective in changing or
 
are some examples 

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

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

A[TEC 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 cooperatives. 

ATTEC field coordinators provide assistance to each project in 
their respective areas and coordinate technical assistance and/or
 

training activities 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 0OCR 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. 
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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.1 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 thref. AITEC staff members. Training seminars took
 
place in October, A979 arid February, 1980.
 

A.2 Phase II
 

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

An excellent working relationship exists between ALTEC central 
and field staff and local groups participating in rural development 
projects. ALTEC 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 ctivities 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 were2 found to be experienced, 
dedicated specialists, who work closely and effectively with AITEC field
 
staff and officials of participating GOCR institutions. 

Remaining 0OCR staff are involved principally in administrative 
functions through the MAG and in promotional activities related to the 
formation of formal and informal local groups. 
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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
 
organiz3tional 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 (HAG) 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 involved: short courses, field trips and work 
sessionp.
 

AITEC coordinated training and assistance with diffferent GOCR 
institutions such as MAG, CNP, DTNAD.Cfl, INFOCOOP and the [lniversiLy of 
Cnsta Rica to provide the expertise required for specific activities. 
Between April 1, 1981 to September 31, 1982 a total of 95
 
training/technical assistance activities were condticted in such fieldn 
as: apiculture, tree noursery, bqasic grains, fruit and vegetables, 
biogas, dair farming and coffee production. 



-27-


Farmers interviewed were generally satisfied with the qualit 
of training/technical assistance received. They were able to adopt many 
recommendations because of their appropriateness (low-cost, labor 
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; 22.1% in Area 3; 12.6% in Area 2 and only 18.0% in 
Areas 1 and 5. As had been contemplated in AITEC's revised May, 1981
 
Program, most training/technical assistance concentrated on apiculture 
(26.3%); tree nursery (14.7%); basic grains (13.7%) and fruit and
 
vegetables (17.6%). See Tables 5 and 6 on the following pages for a
 
break down of rtaining/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.
 

5. Small Entrepreneurs Receive Training
 

A minimum of 130 entrepreneurs were to be trained _/. 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
 
"people. This was done by organizing or working wir.h existing local
 
groups or organizations, most of which are engaged in agricultural or 
livestock activities. Since AITEC 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 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 Framework Matrix concluded in av, 

2'jql to eliminate rhis Program Oitpiit, principally on the basis of n 
lack of GOCR support. As mentioned in an earlier Section AITEC
 
realistically concluded that the Program fhould focus on specific Rural 
Development projects rather than on an "Integrated" approach when the 
GOCR had been ,Jnabl! to provide infrastructure and services. 

I/ Original Logical Framework'Matrix included artinans.
 



TABLE No. 5
 

AITEC COORDINATED TRAINING ACTIVITIES
 
AND NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
 

APRIL, 1981 - SEPTEMBER 31, 1982
 

ACTIVITY 


(A) Number of Activities 

I. Short Courses 

2. Field Trips 

3. Work Sessions 

4. Other _/ 

TOTAL 

a/ Nandayurc includes some 

b/ Hojancha.
 

AREAS 

1 2 3 4Aa/ 4Bb/ 5 TOTAL 

7 8 10 9 6 1 41 
1 3 -o- 8 6 4 22 
1 1 5 10 2 3 22 

-o- -o- 6 4 -o- -o- 10 

9 12 21 31 14 8 95 

field trips to Hojancha. 

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



TABLE No. 6 

MAJOR AREAS OF AITEC TRAINING 

1. Apiculture
2. Tree Nursery 
3. Grains 

4. Fruit and Vegetable 
Production 

5. Dairy Marketing 
6. Coffee Production 
8. Othera-o 

4 
2 
1 

2 
0 
-o-
-o-
-0-

2 

7 
-o-

3 

2 
0 

-0-
--
-a---

AREAS 

3 4A 

7 1 
1 5 
2 4 

2 1 
0 

-o- 51 
-a- 5 
3 36 8 

1 

4B 

3 
6 
3 

-o-
-o1 

-

5 

3 
-o-
-o-

5 

--
-0-
-o-
-0-

TOTAL 

25 
14 
13 

12 

5 
5 
6

15 

% 

26.3 
14.7 
13.7 

12.6 

5.3 
5.3 
6.3 
15.8 

TOTAL 9 
9.5 

12 
12.6 

21 
72.1 

31 
32.6 

14 
14.7 

8 
8.4 

95 .
i00.0% 

./ Includes non agricultural activities. 
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C. Project Purpose
 

"define, promote and implement a series of
 
The purpose was to 


leading to improved production and marketing patterns
 
concrete actions 


farmers and rural entrepreneurs.
among small 


were 

In each area a minimum of fire separate projects to be
 

year related to intensified
 
by the end of the third


underway 
 use
 
agricultural production, diversification 

and commercialization, land 


and small industry

creation of new marketing alternatives 


patterns, 

promotion.
 

of Area III there are currently at least
 
With the exception 


operates.
of areas where AITEC 

five active projects in each the 


follows:
broken down as
Projects by area are 


Proiects
Area 


5
1 


8
2 

II
3 

10
4 


3
5 


37
Total 


with its revised plan of operations for
 
AITEC, in accordance 


projects which incorporate collection
 on
1982-86 is concentrating 
 for basic
the traditional marketing channels 
centers and improvement of 

Other valuable activities
and fruit.
grains, apiculture, milk products 

post-harvest loss and the
 

include transfer of technology, reduction of 

and arte5anal family
 

promotion and conn,.rvation of renewable resources 


size industrier,.
 

D. Project C.oal
 

and employment
Goal was to increase family income
The Project 

the target group in salected rural area$ of the
 

opportunities armong 

country.
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Given time limitations, the Analyst was unahle to conduct a 

complete survey amonr project participants to determine actual 

percentage of income and man dayt, of labor generated. However, on the 

basis of a recent survey conducted by AITEC and project participants 

interviewed I/ conclusions regarding outputs vis-a-vis project goal 

was possible. 

a) Income
 

In five areas of operation, "the incomes of 360 participants 
were to have increased an average of 15Z over current levels by the end 
of the third year or the basis for future income increases will have 
been established". 

Farmers and c o'uMni t y r,,pr e vntat iv. interviewed were 
generally impressed by inone increases derived from AITEC assisted 
projects. Most fairnmers felt they were tfinancially better off after 
having participated in AITEC assisted activities and expected additional 
improvement in the coming year. Basic grain fa-ers in Area II (Acosta) 
affirmed that the solar grain dryer re'%uced grain losses by 30-40% 

thereby encourag.ing far'mers to increase land area under grain 

production. Membiers of the Chirraca Fruit Tree N'tirter/ believe that a 

sma.l investrment in an irrigation vs te- will substantially increase 

fruit tree production and generate addi t iona I i nco!e Which could be 

invested in cor-nunity projects. rema ie art itan have learned f rom eich 
other to make di fe rent prmoduc ts and expect thatL eventual market ing of 
their products in .an Jo4, may duplicate their current incres. i lo 

and broom production in Area IV ha -. lead rers to i|)creaae land area 
in Milo production, increased inco-ie and indirectly generated additional 

labor on land cultivated by prolect participants. A dtairy development 
project near Nandayure has helped cattlemren in the area to diversify 
from eerf cattl into ilai ry cattle. 1iey al o view the current 
construc tion of mi 11 coi'#-t ion centers as a first ztep tovarda 
establi shlng a ,s lt osr i .Ie ac il 1ty it (he area. !:wine produ ction 

and a coffee levelop'nent pro'ect in HoIa ha arc- ai,-ed at diversifyinpg 

product ion act iviti!es inc reIan it.n,-e aol eta! ing adid t iona 
employnent VhIhced,"eav farm tmi gra,I o (I RI anabor V, I s ta urban 
areas. 

Jdhil,. at t' - 'te . aol ,,' 'jtit me, te~c-htat i'.-r a e ,,I.J'i Ct,| 

th4t AI TFC .%-zItcI r 1- ,r'c ia ve i la a o,t i!1ve e :,!! I n (j ,' e or 
ettablisled,4 On. ,atit !c,,f f,-rea.* ie ao,! ot 1abo r,icfratl,,s 

they also e 'fr e. Y,t ifOf t { :.-r : a0 thrty ,evrlop , t'ay 

1! ratrmer 404 tne:'il Cet, fIny repr ,tenI4I$vd, 
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or capabilityeventually "die out" for lack of management "know how" 

and/or marketing. It was generally felt that ALTEC could do more to 
and explore marketing alternatives
provide management oriented training 


before encouraging farmers or entrepreneurs to produce more. 

Table 7 on the following page summarizes AITEC's survey results
 
1, 1981regarding income and employment generated by project between May 

by
and )ctober 1, 1982. Percentage income increases, as presented 

noted that the devaluation of the
AITEC, are impressive but it must be 

in time was substantial
colon and the inflation during this period 


it was not clear whether estimates on income include income
Y. Also 

and dairyfuture date. Examples are: the coffeeincreases for some 
development projects in Area IV.
 

projects surveyed comparingData was available for 17 of the 37 
$#previous" and "current" income. Percentage increases ranged from 25% 

764% for another apiculturefor an apiculture project in Area V to 
for all projects (excluding theproject in Area I. Income 


dairy and coffee development projects in Area IV), increased from 02.45
 

million to C1l.76 million a 380% 2/ increase.
 

1/ Accordingr to ATT.C inflation rate wns otimit'd nt 10% and colon 

WaS ,Ova1ntt,! bdyb rMnrt hin '00%. 

2/ No 4,ijtiitment misde for ,iev luation or infnlion. 
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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 1/ of labor generated bv 
AITEC supported projects. Employment generated by area was as follows: 
Area I, 27; Area IT, 36; Area II1, 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 

SuRar Cane Parcels 2 

- iodigestors 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 projectshave generated additional labor 
to 

both directly and indirectly. They alsobelieve some 
projects 
have the potential for additional employment

generation in the future. 

Several milo and broom producers
while in Area IV employ farm laborthey dedicate time to manufacturing brooms. Female artisans inArea III now spend time producing handicrafts will be sold towhichstores and supermarkets in San Jos6. Dairy, coffeedevelopment, and apiculturein Area IV (Nandayure and Hojancha), have 
 encouraged
farmers to increase their dairy herds, plant more coffee treesinvest in 
honey producing operations 

and 

family or other 
to the extent that additional
farm labor must 
be employed to meet the 
demands of
growing farm 
 operations. 
 However, as in the case of apiculture
development in Hojancha, production of honey has grown to the pointwhere 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 VT
 

INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF AITEC
 
METHODOLOGY / PROCESS OF
 
LOCAL PARTICIPATION
 

This Chapter attempts to analyze the institutionalization of the
 

AITEC Integrated Rural Development methodology/process of local
 

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 

Executive Directors of the autonomous and semi-autonomousMinisters and 

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 

sector problems by having local groups define their own developmentwith 
part of thepriorities" AITEC had found that: "a tendency on the 

government to undertake development projects with little or no prior
 
(through
consultation with the local community". In its advisory role, 

its advisors and short-term consultants) AITEC provided technical 

assistance and training. 

b) National Level
 

The Integrated Rural 	 Development OPG as originally 
a very ambitious undertaking. Evenconceptualized, was from the outset 

under the best of circumstances, the intention of trying to replicate 

ALTEC's integral rural development experience of Hojancha to six other
 

Costa Rican rural areas required substantial financial and human
 

as well as a concentrated effort by GOCR insti~'itions in
resources, 

areas. Furthermore, having set
coordinating assistance to the selected 


the IRD Program as a dependency of the Ministry of the Presidency
 

Central Bank of Costa Rica handicapped the Program
operating from the 

from the very beginning - more might have been accomplished if the IRD 

had been managed, as it eventually wns, by and institution suchProgram 
as the HAG 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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of the Costa Rican economy and 
too late. The deteriorationMAG, it was to reformulate its 

political support forced AITEC 
the overall lack of 

in what should have been GOCR counterpart;
 
Program and invest OPG funds 


vehicles, personnel, and additional staff training.
 

Costa Rican administration there may be 
Even under the current The MAG
arriba" methodology.

for AITEC's "de abajo hacia
little room 

becoming a "super ministry" concerned with 
to be on the track of appears 

exchange generating agricultural development
 
large foreign
undertaking The pattern of
 or no voice.
local groups have little 


projects in which "down-up ruralthan AITEC'sabajo" approach rather 
a "arriba hacia 

by the GOCR. Chart 1 on the 
has been maintaineddevelopment strategy 

*occured regarding the IRD 
page illustrates what has 


following 

lines show planned organizational relationships and
 

Solid
Organization. / coordinators
AITEC field

existing relationships'.
lines show
dotted development projects
 

in effect serving as the linkages between rural 
are having an
 
as originally planned,
rather than,
institutions
and GOCR assistance
GOCR institutional
coordinate
Committee
Interinstitutional AITEC
 

group organizations through AITEC management.
to local
activities contact with

staff are in directoffice
and central
management of
Coordination
GOCR institutions.
participating
individual - no such 

activities is undertaken by AITEC staff 
assistance/training 

operational coordinating mechanism 

exists between GOCR institutions.
 

and
GOCR financial
of the lack of
because
To summarize, 
 of the AITEC

institutionalization
political support the 

national level.
at the
been established
has not
methodology/process remain
trained, twenty-three

total 43 Program staff 


Note that of the 


with the Program but only four belong 
to GOCR institutions.
 

a close
established
AITEC has 

Despite such GOCR shortcomings, 

2/ which has
GOCR institutions
with individual
working relationship grain
projects (apiculture,
several 

enabled it to successfully expand 

one of the
to more than
tree nursery),
dairy development,
marketing, 

Program operates.
areas in which the 


c) Local Level 

of its field 
level AITEC's implementation


At the local 
 AITEC's
 
has undergone some variations; especially since 

methodology to "project ­"integral"
was changed from an 

rural development strategy 


Tn this regard AlTEC's methodology of local group 
specifi" concept. 
participation "in the plnnnin., 

implementation and evaluation of
 

lines for AITEC Organization are 
currently valid).
 

I/ (solid 


the University of Costa Rica.
 
2/ Especially MAG, DINADECO, CNP and 
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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 agricultural 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 COSTS
 

A survey conducted by AITEC disclosed that 1,283 participants 
increased their income from 07.2 million to 044.3 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 q4.9 to 032.5 million. All remaining projects increased
 

income from 02.4 million to 011.7 million. In other terms, 973 project
 
participants increased income on the average from V2,466.60 to 09,558.07.
 

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, average investment per beneficiary 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


ANNEX A
 

PROJECTS VISITED
 

AREA 2 
 PROJECT
 

9/26/82
 

Apiculture Association 
of Acosta and neighboring
 
COmmuni ties.
 

Small Artisan Production of San Luis de Acosta.
 

Solar Drying, Storage of
and Commercialization 

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
 

AREA4. 9/28/82 (Nandayure)
 

El 
Cacao Milo and Broom Production.
 

Agricultural School Tree Nursery.
 

Agricultural School Biogas Production.
 

F.I -,pnt.l Hi lk C tlecrinn
rnrer.
 

Centro Agricola Cantona|/Ministry of Agriculture
 
Office.
 

9/29/87 (Ilojaincha) 

Agric,,lturl School Tree Nursery.
 

Agricultural School I1oney Production Domonstration 
Plot. 



AREA 4 (Cont.) 

Agricultural School Hog Pr'nduction with Centro 
Agricola Cantonal. 

Privately Owned Tree Nursery Plot. 

Coffee Production 

Hog and Biogas Production. 

Bee Frame and Box Production. 

Centro Agricola Cantonal. 

AREA 5 10/05/82 

San Pedro de 
(Interviewed 

Tarrazd Fruit Production and Marketing
farmers in AlTEC Saai Jost Office). 

LqV
 



ORGANIZATION 


AlTEC 


HAG 


DINADECO 


INFOCOOP 


CAC 


AREA 2
 

Acosta Businessman 


Chirraca 


San Luis, Acosta 


AREA 3
 

MastatAl 


ANNEX B
 

PERSONS INTERVTEWED
 

NAME/POSITION OR OCCUPATION
 

Ilenry Xnrczinsky/Director 
Rnherto Jim6nez/Pro.1ect Desiru and 

Implementation 

Alvaro Hern.ndez/Or, nization and Training 

Arnoldo Aguero/Marketing 

Miguel Fern,ndez/Arn.2 Conrdin.,ror 

Elias Campos Duqxie/Area 4 Coordinator 

Jorge llidalgo/ Area 5 Coordintor 
2 Assistant
Mayela Azofeifa/Area 


Pablo Montoya/Area I Coordinator
 

Guido Aguiler/IRD Coordinator
 

Gilberto Campos/Director of IRD and 
Extension
 

Jose C~spedes/Nandayure Extension 
Agent
 

Erwin Molina/IRD Counterpart
 

Victor Charpentier
 

Gilberto Guido/Iandayure President 
and Farmer
 

Javier Xoreno/Nandayure Vice-President 
and Farmer
 

Carlos Coto/Hojancha President
 

Oscar Campos/Hojancha Manager 
and Farmer
 

Luz Bermudez/Honey Production Advisor
 

Miguel Mora/Basic Grains Seed Bank 
Coordinator
 

Carlos Badilla/Farmer
 

Evelio Badilla/Farmer
 

Edith Hern/ndez/Artisan Producer 1'
 
Carmen Mdndez/Artisan
 

Joaquin Fernhndez/Farmer
 

Hugo Fernhndez/Farmer
 

Alherro r-arcin/Pretident IRI) AiNociatlon
 

Carlos Guzmdn/SecretarY IRn Association
 

interviewed.
 
It Four (4) additional artisan 

producers were 




AREA 4 (Nan-davure) 

El Cacao Broom 

Producers Associa-


tion. 


Ag. School 


El Zapotal 


Milk Marketing 


Committee 

AREA 4 

Hojaticha 

AREA 5
 

San Pedro de 


Tarrazd Fruit 


Producers Associa-


tion. 


Jcf!d Scqueira/Mannger 

Rafael Carrillo/Broom 
Maker and Farmer 

Javier Espinoza/Broom 
Maker and Farmer 

Jos6 Anchia/Broom Maker 
and Farmer 

Walter Carrillo/Broom 
Maker and Farmer 

Roger Leiva/Tree Nursery 
Manager
 

Abraham Fara/Cattleman
 

Fernando Ocon/Cattleman
 
Arroyo/CattlemanRicardo 

Orlando Esquivel/Farmer
 

Jorge Moreno/Farmer
 

Flavio Sandoval/Bee 
Frame and Box Production
 

School Director
 
Angel Harin/Agricultural 


President and farmer
 
Roque Mora/Association 
 Member and farmer
 
Antonio Morales/Association


Committee Member and
 
Froylan Montero/Marketing 


farmer
 
Secretary and farmer.
 

Roger Garro/Association 




ANNEX C
 

COMPARISON OF LOGICAL FRAMEWORK ASSUHPTIONS
 

ORIGINAL VS. REVISED
 

Coal Level
 

1) That the present government I a) That government institu­
will continue to support tions and local organiza­
and endorse the stated tions will continue sup­
objertives of the newly porting the objectives of 
creaLed IRD Program. the IRD Program. 

Purpose Level 

a) 	 That the government will I a) Local organizations with 
promote policies favorable support by government 
to small farers and rural institutions will promote 
entrepreneurs in the areas policies, in the areas of 
of credit, technical as- credit, technical assist­
histance, training and ance, training, marUeting, 
marketing, etc. 	 prices, etc., Which will 

favor the s5nall agricultu­

ral producer. Financing 
will be obtained from GOCR
 
counterpart to "open" zone 
five.
 

Output 	Level
 

3 ab)	GOCR will continue to be 3 a,b) Local organisations will he 
open and receptive to AITEC receptive to IRD technical 
technical assistance. aIai ace. 

6 a) 	 COCR has reources avail- 6 a) Local organitat iMS have 
able and is willing to in- resources available to de­
vest in identitiied service velop activities included 
and tifrastrocture. in the IRD Program. 

Input Lerel 

a) 	 Ct)CR litn)r s I t cOftnn0 2 a) Nonae 
over thre y,.irs. 

/t
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