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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Beginning in 1984, the AID mision in Guatemala has- funded a
Commercial Lind Market Proj.ct carried out by the Penny
Foundation (Fundaci6n del Centavo), a private local dev; lopment
orqanization. The three million dollars in funding has provided
for the purchase of farm]riand, technical ansistance, aInd
producti-n credit as ir-,13. as rrverinq part of the Penny
Foundation's adrmini strative, cost to manage the project. Under
the terns of the i1rant agreernir, ts, the Penry Foundation: (a)
negntiates the purchase of farmland on the open market, paying up
to 50% in cash at the time of sale and the balance over a three
to five year period through certificates of guarantee; (b)
divides the farm in comrm ercially viable, family-sized pircels:
.(c) selects eligible participants willing to purchasp the narcels
and capable of making . .t.0% down payment; (d) financar, the sale
to selected participants; and (e) provides technical assistance
and Froduction credit for the time necessary for the new
households to become acquainted with the new crops and
technology. The Penny Foundation Land Market Project is ? ,riqlp
effort to provide access to land for the rural poor in G.tateralia.
The practice of providing mortgage financing for farMland
purchases is quite old in industrialized but has never received
support from Latin American governments or international donors
unt i 1 now.

The pro. jcct is important to A. I. D. , as the Policy
Deterriiination on La-nd Trnure (PD-13, May 9, 1986) st.ates that
"A. I. D. wi 11 also support progranis that broaden the opport ii ty
for access to aqricultural land, promote tenure security and
stirulate productive us.s of land to ameliorate the barrirrs to
market entry that exist in some LDCs. " Further, A. I. D. is
prepared to assist countries in land market programs that (a)
promote transactioris brtwen-n willing buyers arid sellers; (b)
prormot e trar, sactionr-s which occur for econiomic gaini; (c) allow for
the wide dissenminiation of the opportunity to buy the land; (d)
land tenure is sufficiently secure so that land transact ions can

The Penny FoUrnda.c i:n Pro. i.ct is the first and only su.ch
activity currert lv s1.pported by A.I.D. in the world. Other
countries and i ntornat ioral d-,rors are watchi nn the project'rs
development ami ren't.l t!- wit1h thre idra of irIIplerti.nt inr ,rmi I- a
projects in other c,.'un; i r r Guatemala, the pro ject
represents the onlv ef,-rt other than coloni..ation to address the.
land distr tti,=rn proble rni which has restI ted in ireffirit -rat
resource 0J, a srf'.ed i nror.m distriL ut ion, an d inadrqi1.7te
per f,:rrantr hv the. az'i ir..tura] sector.

The P ny F'-.unNd-t, r -nit a bt-,ker for th' nueqot' i. ons .nd
all financ i a i alar-irsrt:' or th-. ),ann p','c-has arid -,1ie. nla 1r-
hand]e the trnI.cart i --iii ot the f,-.vdat i. i direct ly r.-htr. h..v
*Igoup of pot r-rt i mI hrtvirrm. in Pflrect, the roindation t'ce-rric'
ownnr of the- propmrty, piyingq thp se'l lpi' of the Pur'cha.I-e



price in cash, with the balance covered by guarantee certificates
payable over 5 years at 9% interest. After parceling the land
the Fojndatior, re-sells it to individual peasant farmers with a
10% down payment and 10 year mortgages at 12% interest.

The Foundation, founded in 1962 by Sam Greene, is a
Guatermialan private non-profit organization dedicated to rural
development. Historically it has promoted a variety of programs
including agricultural credit, education, housing and small
enterprise. Funds have c-me both from member donations and from
international donors. The commercial land market project is
currently the largest program of the Foundation, and the project
director is a university trained agronomist. In addition to
office support staff, the project personnel include 3 other
agronomists who are responsible for managing farms purchased in
three regions of the c,-untry, and high-school trained technicians
who live and provide technical assistance on each farm.

The Penny Foundation to date has purchased 19 farms,
principally for coffee and export vegetable production. Although
all o*f the farms have some potential, the purchase process could
be improved by careful adherence to purchase criteria,
particularly in purchasing farms for coffee already in productior,
to provide irilmediate incore to beneficiaries for living expenses
and debt repayment. Improved computer capability is essential to
bettering the farri purchase process.

Both coffee farms, located in the north and costal regions
of the country, and export vegetable farms in the highland area,
are profitable. After a farm is purchased, it is surveyed and
analyzed agrnomicallv to determine the number and locations of
the land parcels, a process which takes several months. Both
types of farms are divided into land parcels with an area of
about 4 marzar as, which has been determined to be an optimum size
farm. Once the parcels are in full, technically sound
production, they are able to produce a family annual income of at
least Q. 5000 ($2000).

The program hen-ficiaries can be grouped into two main
types: farm laborers and small subsistence farmers. The first
group is made up of lahorers who have worked on large farms, have
no land of their own, who are located around the major coffee-
growing area of the c-untry ard who nake up the bulk of the
beneficiaries on the program's coffee farms. The second group
are small, Indian farmers with small plots in the highlands, many
of whor have alrendy bar.un to change -from purely subsistenrce
farmers deperdinqt on corr arid bean crops to cash crop.
entrepreneurs arowirg export vegetables in conjunction with the
agrm:,export c,:,mpanies. Nearly all beneficiaries Are male heads of
families, avrraqinq 4.1 drpnrdents. about 35 ynars old, with low
inc,-me-, and ro more thin f,-ur Ma4 ,z a.r o..s of their own land,
although 65% had r, land at -all.



The Penny Foundation program makes contact with potential
beneficiaries after purchasing a farm in the area. Candidates
prest.rt theriiselve.-, learn about the program, fill out a
questionnaire, and are, interviewed by Foundation personnel.
Potential beneficiaries work with the fa-r,1 technical assistance
personnel in land preparation activities while the land surveying
is being carried, which helps the. Penny Foundation in the
selection process. Finally, Iofs are drawn to assign each
beneficiary his parcel,. the beneficiary makes his 10% down
payment, and the process of transferring a provisionary title to
the beneficiary is begun. The beneficiaries may leave the
program at any time without penalty, although it is estirated
that no more than 10. of the beneficiaries have left after
receiving their parcels.

The Penny Foundat.ion provides agricultural production
technical assistance to the beneficiaries. but other costs, such
as production costs, housing, and subsistence expenses, are paid
for by the beneficiaries, who have these expenses added to their
total indebtedness to be paid off when the farm is in production.
Technical assistance is crucial if the beneficiaries are to learn
the technology necessary for cash c-op production. The tcico,
a high school-traired agricultural technician, lives on the farri
and provides the day-to-day technical supervision, while an
agronoriist assigned several farms in a region provides overall
supervision.

In general, the Penny Fo, undation land market pr:,grarm is a
sound one with the potential to make a real contribution to
solving the needs of landless and land poor farmers. The program
could be improved by implementing the following recomminendations
in the areas of farm purchase selection, relations with the
beneficiaries, and program organization.

Farm Purchase

Procedural changes are needed in the purchase process to
expedite the rejection or purchase of farms. The evaluation
process should he streamli ned, and a series of guidelines, both
aor''nriolic and socioeconormic, should be established as primary
criteria for the evaluatior, of farrms. If the program is to begin
a new phasi whirh includes a possible exparision, it is imperative
that reli ab] e and .,omplrte data are m-anaged In a resnoriihle and
cormprehensive ranner allowing in-depth progress analysis.

Both the veqetable arid coffee farms appear to be pr'-fitahl e
within the context of thin protqram. The Fo-undat ion is cur-renitly
exploring alteriativ crc, i possibilities on one farri which does
not fit the ab,-,ve profei If-. Fly explorinq a variety of :ptions
this farm car he U.,tC-d a, a p-ovifi ground for expansi.on h'yond
the. trarlitional aci:ivitir-, in coffe, and export vegitablo.. The
Fourdation has purchased both produc inig and non-producinrg farms
for coffee pr'ouction. There shoild be qreatpr ermphasis qiviern
to producing farrils, since there is less risk involved for both Q



the beneficiaries, who do not have to survive three years without
income, and for the Foundation, because of the lack of need to
build the entire operation frorm, scratch.

As regards the beneficiaries, the highlands are the area of
greatest civil conflict in recent years, a'nd the implementation
of the Penny Foundation program for people in this area should
help to alleviate the pressures which led to this conflict. F.both
the acquisition of farms for distribution in the highlands as
well as the purchase of coffee farms where the beneficiaries are
primarily from the highlands should be attempted.

The process of educating the beneficiaries about their
rights and privileges under the program could be improved by
preparation and use of standardized information packets, which
could be incorporated into on-farm question and answer sessions.
The general educational process for the beneficiaries must
include information on credit, farm accounting and payment, arid
general community development and ir~provement. The Foundation
should be enc,-ouraged to continue to include improved housing,
schooling, and health care for the beneficiaries, as well as t,-,
devise ways in which the beneficiaries will be able to maintain
these services themselves in the future.

The prograrm in the future should be more closely supervised
by AID as funding increases°7 particularly in terms of controls on
the program' s finances and in the implementation o-f inforrmatio_-n
managerent systems and the standardized evaluation of farms for
purchase. An expanded Penny Foundation program should also
include the use of the Foundation's regional offices as centers
to identify potential beneficiaries, provide administrative
support, and to serve a training centers for the technical
pet'sonnel in the region, both for short courses as well as for
monthly meetings to discuss problems on their farms.
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Introduction

Beginning in 1984, the AID mision in Guatemala has funded a
Commercial Land Market Project carried out by the Penny
Foundation (Fundaci6n del Centavo), a private local development
organization. The three million dollars in funding has provided
for the purchase of farmland, technical assistance, and
production credit as well as covering part of the Penny
Foundation's administrative cost to manage the project. Under
the terms of the grant agreements, the Penny Foundation: (a)
negotiates the purchase of farmland on the open market, paying up
to 50% in cash at the time of sale and the balance over a three
to five year period through certificates of guarantee; (b)
divides the farm in cormercially viable, family-sized parcels;
(c) selects eligible participants willing to purchase the parcels
and capable of making a 10% down payment; (d) finances the sale
to selected participants; and (e) provides technical assistance
and production credit for the time necessary for the new
households tu become acquainted with the new crops and
technology.

The Penny Foundation Land Market Project is a unique effort
to provide access to land for the rural poor in Guatemala. The
practice of providing mortgage financing'for farmland purchases
is quite old in the industrialized countries of Western Europe
and North America, but it has never received support from Latin
American governments or international donors until now.

The project is important to AID The AID Policy
Determination on Land Tenure (PD-13, May 9, 1986) states that
"AID will also support programs that broaden the opportunity for
access to agricultural land, promote tenure security and
sti'ulate productive uses of land to ameliorate the barriers to
market entry that exist in some LDCs. ' Further, AID is prepared
to assist countries in land market programs that (a) promote
transactions between willing buyers and sellers; (b) promote
transactions which occur for economic gain; (c) allow for the
wide dissemination of the opportunity to buy the land; (d) land
tenure is sufficiently secure so that land transactions can
occ ur.

The Penny Foundation Project is the first and only such
activity currently supported byAID in the world. Many other
countries and international donors are watching the project's
development and results with the idea of implementing similar
projects in other countries. For Guatemala, the project
represents the only effort other than colonization to address the
land distribution problem which has resulted in inefficient
resource use, a skewed income distribution and inadequate
preformance of the aqricultUral sector (see Land and Labor in
Guatermiala: An Assessment).

2



The Penny Foundation acts as broker for the negotiations and
all financial aspects of the land purchase and sale. Sellers
handle the transactions wi~h the Foundation directly rather than
a group of potential buyers. In effect, the Foundation becomes
owner of the property, paying the seller 50% of the purchase
price in cash, with the balance covered by' guarantee certificates
payable over 5 years at 9% interest. After parceling the land
the Foundation re-sells it to individual peasant farmers with a
10% down payment and 10 year mortgages at 12% interest.

The Foundation, founded in 1962 by Sam Greene, is a
Guatemalan private non-profit organization dedicated to rural
development. Historically it has promoted a variety of programs
including agricultural credit, education, housing and small
enterprise. Funds have come both from member, donations arid from
international donors. The cormmercial land market project is
currently the largest program of the Foundation. The project
director is an inieniero agrononmo, a university trained
agronormist. In addition to office support staff, the project
personnel include 3 other agronomists who are responsible for
managing farnis purchased in three regions of the country, and
peritos agroninios, high-school trained technicians who live and
provide technical assistance on each farm. (Staff
responsibilities are discussed in section 3.2.)

1. Purchase of farnland

The Penny Foundation has effected the purchase of 19 farrjis
(fincas). These farms reflect a variety of agronomic,
topographical, and geographical conditions involving crops
ranging from basic grains to export crops such as vegetables,
coffee, cocoa, and pineapples.

The following table shows the location, size, cost and land
use for the 19 farms purchased by the Penny Foundation since
1984, listed in order of acquistion. Buena Vista; purchased in
April 1987, accounts for nearly a third of the total area of 3908
has. The price paid per hectare varies from a high of nearly
Q. 6000 ($2363) for San Antonio Flcrido to a low of 0. 111 ($44)
fcr Chivite in Alta Verapaz. Prices reflect agronomic and
topographic factors as well as the higher price of land in the
Altiplano compared to other regions and a national increase in
the price of farlland. (The capacity of the Penny Foundation to
buy land with grant funds has been extended sormewhat by
fluctuations in the quetzal/dollar exchange rate during the same
period: Q1.84/$I.00 ir, 1984, 03.9(')/$1.00 in 1985 and 02.65/$'.00
in 1986). The average price per hectare for farms purchased has
compared favorably with the average price asked. per hectare for
farms visited and not purchased.

3



General information on far-s purchased by Penny Foundation

FARNN( DATE LOCATION AREA PRICE PRICE/ # OF LW USE LAND USE
BOUGHT (Ha) (q.) HA PARCELS BEFORE IN PROJECT

IOJA[UEC NOV. '84 SENETABIJ/SOLOLA 34 52,000 1529 15 CORN/BEANS EXPORT VEGETABLES

EL SUcUm JAN.' 85 SEET BA/SOLOLA 22 25, 00n 1136 10 CORN/BEANS EXPORT VEGETABLES

SAN GREENE MAY '85 TUCUJRU/A.VERAoIAZ 403 133,000 330 129 BARREN COFFEE/CACAO

DIIVITE JUL.' 85 CWBON/A.VERAPAZ 249 25,500 111 53 BARREN COFFEE/CACAO

VENECIA OCT. '85 GUANAZAPA/ESCUINT. 265 200,200 755 S0 CATTLE COFFEE/PINEAPPLE

LAS VICTORIAS NOV.'85 STA. BARBARA/MSUC. 217 350,000 1613 62 COFFEE/SUGAR COFFEE/CACAO

SAN JUAN OCT.'85 TAXISCO/SAN'TA ROSA 278 350,000 1259 53 COFFEE COFFEE/SUGAR

MONTE LIMR APR.'86 RETRAU/REU. 228 375,000 1645 76 PASTURE/CORN KN6O/SESAMEICORN

EL FLORIDO MAY '86 PARRA IOS/CIMAL. 11 65,000 5909 16 EXPORT VEGETABLES

PANI'MQUIN NAY '8 PATZUN/C'IMA.TENIMO 9 15,000 1667 4 CORN EXPORT VEGETABLES

PWCHITA MAY 186 PRRID/CHIMAL. 8 40,000 5000 16 EXPORT VEGETABLES

POPABAJ JL.'86 PATZUN/CHIMILTENAM 33 30,000 909 16 FOREST/CORN VE6ETABLES/FRUIT

EL PINO JUL.'86 GUAN'GAZ A /ESCUINT. 74 120,000 1622 27 PASTURE COFFEE/PINEA)1LE

XEJOLON AUG. '86 PATZIN/CDIIMALTENAHSO 8 .22,000 2750 4 CORN EXPORT VEGETABLES

SAN NICOLAS AUG. '86 S.V.PACAYA/ESCUINTLA 271 700,000 2583 90 COFFEE/PASTURE COFFEE

EL CHOCOLATE SEP.' 86 S.H. JILOTEP. /CHIMAL. 260 125,000 481 86 FOREST/PASTURE FOREST/COFFEE/VEG.

SAN CAYETANO SEP.'86 CASILLAS/SANTA ROSA 475 80,000 1789 158 CORN/WEAT COFFEE/CORN

VARIA LINDA JAN.'87 S.J. DiC AYA/SOLOLA 28 20,000 714 10 FOREST EXPORT VEGETABLES

BE VISTA APR.'87 GUANAGAZAPA/ESCUIN. 1035 1,525,000 1473 300 PASTURE COFFEE/CITRUS

TOTAL 3908 5,022,700 585 1223

4



%I. I Land purchase strategies

The strategy of the Penny Foundation has been to purchase
farms in virtually any part of the country in which they are
offered for sale,. providing they meet the other requirements of
the program. In general, the Foundation seeks farms which have
strong infrastructural support and are sufficiently developed so
that time and resources will not be wasted in such tasks as
clearing and primary land preparation. Farms come to the
attention of the Penny Foundation through announcements in the
newspapers, through word of mouth, and when sellers hear that the
Penny Foundation is interested in buying. The Foundation has
also looked into the possibility of purchasing farms repossessed
by banks, but the prices sought by the banks havergenerally
placed these farms outside the Foundation's consideration.

One interesting variation occurred when a group of
campesirnos, hearing a farm was being offered for sale and having
heard of the Penny Foundation program, asked the Foundation to
purchase the farm for them. The initiative of the campesinos
impressed the Foundation, and the purchase was made, even though
the farm--Montelimar--would riot otherwise have been considered to
be readily adaptable to the program, due to conditions which made
it difficult to decide on an adequate cash crop for the campesino
beneficiaries. The fari after a shaky beginning appears to be on
track, however.

What is most important about this case is that, once the
Penny Foundation's program becomes better known, it may well
attract other groups of campesino's to participate in locating
the farms for purchase where they will be the future
beneficiaries. This was not part of the Penny Foundation's plan
of *action, but in the future it may be an important aspect of the
program.

1. 1. 1 Farm select ion process

To date the Penny Foundation has visited and analyzed a
total of 260 farms distributed principally within the southern
half of the country. Of those 260 farms only 19 have actua'ly
been purchased, a rate of acquisition of only 7.3%. In order to
increase t he project's impact on the socio-economic situation in
Guatemala and optimize fixed administrative costs within the
prograrl, actual farm purchases must increase dramati cally.

The process by which the farms are purchased is sumrmiarized
by the flow chart (see flowchart, next page). In most cases, but
not all, offers for farms are solicited through classified
advertisements in newspapers and the replies are' fielded at the
Penny Foundation's general offices. The owner of the farm, or
the individual tPriderin; the offer, is then contacted and an
initial visit by the agricultural engineer in charge of farni
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FARM PURCHASE PROCESS FLOWCHART
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I

REJECT PURCHASE

6



purchases from the Foundation is scheduled.

During the first visit by the agricultural engineer, a
general farm profile is produced which contains pertinent data
such as the farm's price, location, size, topography, edaphic and
climatological information, present crops and their status,
infrastructural characteristics and general impressions. In
addition, the engineer produces a report as to the socio-economic
impact the purchase of the farm would make in terms of number of
benefeciaries and possible alternative crops and markets. The
engineer judges the farm in terms of its overall potential within
the framework of the program, and the report is sent to the
central offices of the Penny Foundation for review.

If the farm is considered satisfactory according to the
general profile and the price seems reasonable, the Penny
Foundation contacts the party offering the land and presents the
Foundation's terms of payment. Pending the acceptance of the
terms of payment a second visit by the general manager and other
Penny Foundation personnel is scheduled.

The second visit is prirarily to ascertain the veracity of
the initial farm profile. If, in the opinion of the general
manager, the farm adheres to the established criteria of the
project, the potential purchase is presented at the Penny
Foundation Board of Directors meeting. The Board of Directors
either authorizes or rejects the purchase at this point.
According to the Penny Foundation the entire process, from
initial receipt of the offer to final acceptance or rejection by
the Board requires no more than 15 days. Only in one case was a
farm recornriended by the Penny Foundation personnel and then
rejected by the Board of Directors, where the farm had previously
been used for cattle and was in poor shape. The entire Board of
Directors went to see the farm and decided it would be best riot
to purchase it.

1.1.2 Results of farm selection

In order to quantify and analyze the project's performance a
list of reasons given as the principal causes of the rejection of
farms at either the first or second visit was drawn up and
grouped within five broad classifications. The groupings include
agrocnomic, economic or legal, political, infrastructural or other
general reasons given in lieu Cof actual land purchases (see
chart, next page). The Director of the program stated that farms
recommended on the first visit for agronomic reasons would be
rejected in the final analysis due to economic reasons, such as
price.

From the total of 260 farms, a sample of 126 farms cases
were studied. Of those 126 farms, four farms were still under
consideration, three farms withdrew their offers, and 103 farms
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were rejected by the Penny Foundation, a rejection rate of 81.8 %
of the farms that had received initial visits. In most cases
only one reason was given for rejection, but in 45 cases a second
reason and in 15 cases a third reason were given as well.

Of the 126 cases analyzed,33 (26%) were rejected due to
agronomic reasons. A surprising number of f.arms were judged
unsuitable due to "crop restrictions" or inflexibility in terms
of the types of crops that could be cultivated on the farm in
quest ion. This lack of potential crop diversification was among
the single most important reason for rejection on the part of the
Foundation. The general condition of the existing crop was cited
In 3.2% of the principal reasons for rejection and usually
referred to poor stands or abafldoned coffee. Topographical
limitations precluded the purchase of 1.6% of. the farms but
influenced the rejection in five others. Pasture crops, or
cattle, were also cited as major considerations in the rejection
of three other farms.

Within the second group, that of economic or legal factors,
price was most often invoked as a primary reason for rejection.
This is especially true of farms with outstanding potential and
infrastructural support. It is interesting to note that out of
the body of the cases analyzed only seven (5.6 %) regcrded the
form of payment unsatisfactory, this in spite of the fact that
the Director of the prograrm stated that this reason was the
principle reason the Penny. Foundation had been unable to purchase
desireable farms. Small farms may be purchased outright, but for
larger farms the Penny Foundation policy is to offer up to 50% of
the purchase price and certificates of guarantee with 9% interest
redeemable in three to five years. The Director stated that the
Guatemalan economic and monetary situation was such that few
careful businessmen cared to tie up their assets in notes which
might lose their value in the next few years. If all three
levels of reasons are considered only 16 (8.6 %) actually
identify form of payment as a decisive factor in the breakdown of
the negotiations for the purchase of the land.

Political factors were given scant consideration, although
it is noteworthy that one farm was rejected due to previous
guerilla activity in the area. The existence of a labor union at
a farri as well as squatters on another two influenced the Penny
Foundation to dismiss these offers.

Infrastructural and logistical limitations played a major
role in the rejection of 21 potential purchases which
corresponded to 11.3 % of the overall reasons given. Doth lack of
roads and locations deermied as too remote were cited as principal
reasons for the dismissal from consideration of nine farmos and
influericed the decision in two others. Seve , farmns were
considered t:oo small for the program, usually under 0.20)
caballerias (9.0 hectares), and one farm too large (34
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cabellerlas, 1530 hectares), although it should be noted that the
Penny Foundation has purchased other, smaller farms.

The remainder of the reasons for rejection vary widely. Six
farms were dismissed for not fitting the profile stipulated by
the Penny Foundation and three others were not considered as they
were located out of the stipulated area of operation. Three
farms had been sold upon subsequent contact by the foundation and
three other offers were withdrawn by the owners. Eight farms
(6.4%) have no documented reason for rejection although
apparently adhering to price and size criteria.

1.1.3 Farm Acquisition Rate

The most striking statistic in reviewing the performance of
the Penny Foundation is the extremely low rate of farm
acquisition when compared to the number of farms visited, less
than 10%. A large percentage of the farm offers made to date
have been rejected by the Penny Foundation immediately upon the
first evaluation by the agricultural engineer in charge o.f farm
purchasing. Although records are incomplete it is *estimated that
well over 70% of the farms visited are rejected in this manner
due to obVious deficiencies or problems associated with the farm.

The land procural process is a cumbersome operation and
certain procedural changes could be effected to facilitate and
expedite the purchase or rejection of the farm in question. A
case in point is the second evaluation visit by the general
manager which occurs after the.proprietor has accepted the terms
of payment of the Foundation. It would seem preferable that
after the initial visit by the Foundation agronomist the owner or
farrl representative be contacted only after a firm decision has
been nmade with regard to the purchase of the farm. The process
as it stands tends to deronstrate a sense of indecision and
hesitancy on the part of the Foundation in seeking, in effect,
two additi,-rnal approvals after the owner has accepted the forma of
payment proposed by the Foundation.

An alternative approach would be to eliminate the second
evaluative visit (that of the General Manager and Director of the
Land Purchase Program) and incorporate the agricultural engineer
who makes the initial visit in the farm purchase decision making
process, especially in the formulation of counter offers for
farms with high agricultural potential. This would in effect
separate agronoric considerat ions from administrative dvcisions.
It is obvious that the post of visiting agricultural engineer
must be filled with an extremely motivated and capable
individual, earning a salary comensurate with the individual's
ability, if the second evaluative visit is to be surpressed.
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1. 1.4 Criteria establishment

An attempt was made to define or document the criteria used
to select farms for the program. It is apparent that the

guidelines presently employed in reviewingprospective farms are

arbitrary and, at times, out Qf context with the area in which
the farm in question is located.

According to the Director of the Land Purchase Program the

foundation seeks land that enjoys strong infrastructural support,

is highly visible and is sufficiently developed so time and

resources are not spent on tasks such as clearing and primary
land preparation. These guidelines are not always applied or are
overlooked in reviewing some Ootential farm offers. Although an
in depth analysis of each farm is beyond the scope of the present
evaluation there exist certain apparent contradictions in the
previous farm purchase policy.

With regard to agronomic reasons for farm dismissal, crop
restrictions and crop conditions account for 27 of the 33 reasons.

cited. In what appears as a departure from the previously
mentioned policy of the project, some farms are rejected due to
poor existing crop condition, in most cases coffee. In the light
of the desired impact of the program it would seem logical that
the Foundation should actively seek farms with poor or abandoned
coffee. In this way the beneficiaries would realize a small but

significant income, through the harvest of the existing trees,
rather that be required to wait three to four years for new
production to start.

Farms that have been dismissed for poor crop condition
include Sibaja, La Chusita, and California, all of which had the
potential of becoming acceptable coffee farms. It is interesting
to note that three other farms were dismissed due to the presence
of pasture crops yet a farm such as Venecia, which was in pasture
at the time of evaluation, was purchased to convert to coffee.
Another farm, Florencia, also in pasture with an area of 495
hectares in San Miguel Pochuta, Chiraltenango, with a potential
equal to or greater than that of Verecia, was overlooked.

Economic considerations, specifically the terms of payment,
have been cited by members of the Foundation as a considerable
obstacle in the farm procural project. As was mention ed this is
not entirely corrobor*ated by the analysis of the reasons cited
for rejection. Price considerations seem to bear much more
responsibility for farm rejection due in part to the Fourdation's
desire to obtain farms that possess crops in good condition or
that are well. supported infrastructurally. As might be expected
the farms that meet these guidelines are also among the most
expensivp. The Foundation therefore "brackets" itself out of
many potential farm purchases citing lack of infrastructure or
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poor crop potential and/or condition on the one hand, and price
on the other.

There are many areas of the country that are difficult to
reach, yet the lack of access roads should not preclude the
evaluatior and possible purchase of farms showing high agronomic
and socioeconomic possibilities. A total of 12 farms were deemed
too remote to be considered. Most of the farms were, however,
potential coffee farms and speedy access should not hinder the
importance for cr:p extraction as much as It would with, for
example, a vegetable operation. The farm Chichen was rejected
due to lack of access roads and a remote location. In fact, the
construction of an access road allowing passage of four wheel
drive vehicles to the fartn would not present any undue difficulty
due to the topography.

As is obvious, a series of guidelines, both agronomic and
socio-econorlic, should be drawn up and established as primary
criteria for the initial evaluation of the farm in question.
These guidelines should be sensitive to the wide set of agronmiic
variables encountered in different areas of the country as well
as the corresponding crop possibilities. In this way it way be
possible to avoid such apparent contradictions in procural-policy
that has produced the rejection of farms such as Sibaja and
Chichen while purchasing such farms as Venecia.

1. 1.5 Program monitoring and data management

In order to successfully monitor the program's progress as
well as recognize potential problems it is necessary to organize
the data that the Foundation is generating in a coherent and
readily available form. It is apparent that there is a
trbieridous amount of information rendered inaccessible for all
practical purposes due to the lack of a well structured data
management system. It is imperative, if the program is to begin
a new phase which includes a possible expansion, that reliable
and complete data is managed in a responsible and comprehensive
marner allowing in--depth progress analysis.

1.2 Types of farms purchased

There are two basic types of farms in the Penny Foundati,n
programi at presprt which car, be defined by their principal export
cash crops, which are coffee and vegetables, although there is
also one farm which fits in neither categcry. Within these two
major groups theire are irimportant subgroups based on a series of
factors, from ethnic identity to climate.

The coordination of technical assistance for growing these
cr,-,ps is providrd by a univPrsity--trained agronomist and a
technician (t_.Jnico) who has graduated from an agricultural
technical high school. The t~cnic,_' is resident or, the farmi to
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provide day-to-day coordination of activities, while the
agronomist visits each farm periodically to provide more
sophisticated consultation. The activities of these technical
persons are detailed in section 3.2 Technical assistance, below.

1.2.1 Coffee farms

The coffee farms are those where coffee can be profitably
grown. Some of these farms, such as San Nicolas and Las
Victorias, were already producing coffee at the time of purchase,
although the coffee trees were generally old and had not been
kept up well, with the result that they were root producing as
well as they might. Thus, one of the first tasks undertaken by
the Foundation upon purchase of the farm was to establish its own
nursery of new seedlings to replace the older-trees. Still, one
definite advantage of this type of farm is its ability to
generate some income for its beneficiary population in the very
first yeir of operation, income which can be used both for
general operational expenses as well as to allow the
beneficiaries to beg.in to pay off their debt to the Penny
Foundation.

Other farms, such as Venecia, had been used previously in
other ways. Venecia had been part of a cattle operation, which
meant that the beneficiaries would have no income at all from
their coffee until four years later when the trees begin bearing.
The agribusiness development strategy at these other farms has
had to include other more rapidly producing cash crops in order
to sustain the beneficiaries until the coffee pays off. At
Venecia they have planted pineapple; at San Cayetano they plan to
plant basic grains. Still, the goal of both farms is eventually
to produce sufficient coffee to provide a good income for the
betieficiari es.

These farms have also attempted a certain amount of
diversification oriented t.ward balancing their incomes, a good
strategy considering the volatility of the international coffee
market and the possibility of losing the coffee to some sort of
disaster. In Sam Greene and Venecia they have planted cacao
trees, which also require a minimum of four years to begin
bearing. In addition, all farms are able to plant a couple of
rows of corn between the young coffee trees for the first few
years, which allows therm to harvest needed basic g-ains while the
coffee plants are maturing.

The reason the Penny Foundation has directed much of its
efforts toward coffee is that it is one of the most profitable
crops economrically. For example, last yea-"s production at San
Nicolas was 900 quintals of coffee be-n (the Spanish terms is
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oro). Assuming a fairly low price per quintal of 0.200 ($80),'
last year's harvest was worth .0.180,000 ($72,000), which would
core to Q.2222 ($888) for each of the beneficiary families, an
average of 0.185 ($74) per month. To this must be added the fact
that each family will also have one manzana to grow corrn and
other crops, with a result that even in the first year of
operation the beneficiaries will have achieved survival and be
able to begin paying for their land.

Put the prospects for San Nicolas, according to Arturo
L6pez, the agricultural engineer in charge, are considerably
brighter. He believes that the new trees should boost total
production some 150%, which at present prices r,eans that the
annual family incore would jump to 0.5555 ($2222), which is
considerably higher than the average Guatemalan campesino. L6pez
believes the producti6r, might well be ever, higher, given the
intensive care each individual farmer will be able to given his
trees. Indeed, it is just the possibility of intensive
agriculture which raakes the Penny Foundation program as workable
as it is.

Geographically, the coffee farms are divided mainly between
two of the primary coffee growing regions of Guatemala: the south
coast piedrmont and the north central Verapaz region. Arn
exception is San Cayetano in the eastern hills, the only farm
located in that area. Both the piedmont and Verapaz regions have
been traditional c,-,ffee producing areas for the last hundred
years, and coffee cultivation, is familiar to the beneficiaries.
As regards altitude, San Cayetano is at 5,000 feet, an altitude
at which it is possible to produce very high quality coffee,
while the other farras are at lower altitudes and thus produce
only mediur grade coffee.

As regards ethnic comp,-osition, the Verapaz farms are nearly
100% Indian, primarily Kekchi speaking although part of the
beneficiary group at Sara Greene speaks Pocomchi. The ;'ekchis
rmore than other Indian groups have been isolated fror Occidental
culture, have the highest percentage of monolinguals, arid have
had the least opportunity to engage in entrepreneurial
activities. The rm-:st comrmon previous experience found arm':ng the
Kekchis is that of small scale subsistence farmaer and/or day
laborer on one of the large coffee plantations in the atea.

The south coast farms are made up primarily Ladinos, who are
non-Indians who have either imrigrated to the area fromir the
traditionally Ladino eastern areas of the country or whose
parents or grandparents were Indians who settled on the coast and

'The rate of exchange used in this study is 2.5 quetzals for
one dollar, which is both a r,_-,uqh average figure as well as the
target rate of exchange of -the present government.

14



whose children have become identified with Ladino culture. The

Las Victorias farm is sormewhat exceptional in that most of the

beneficiary population are Quiche-speaking Indians, although by

no means all.

1.2.2 Vegetable farms

The vegetable farriis are all located in the central highland
area of Guatemala, usually around 6,000 feet in altitude, an

Indian area where nearly all the beneficiaries are speakers of

Cakchiquel. The farms are mostly small and dedicated to the
intensive cultivation of broccoli, Brussels sprouts, and

cauliflower for export by agroexport companies. Most if riot all

of the beneficiaries were familiar with the agricultural
techniques necessary for the production of these crops before the
arrival of the Penny Foundation program, and indeed many had
rented land on the farms where they are now on their way to
becomri ng owners.

The close relationship these farrms have with agroexport
companies sets them apart from the coffee farms. According to
Oscar' Salazar, the t~cnicoe in charge of these farms, -there are
some eight companies involved in the export of. fresh or canned
vegetables, three of which are involved in one or more of the
vegetable farms involved in the Penny Foundation program:
ALCOSA, SIUSA, and Conisol idado. These three have proven to be
the most reliable in terms of honoring their contracts.

The advantage of working with these companies is the secure
market they provide. The corpanies usually provide technical
assistance during the growing season, although the amount of
territory the companies' technical personnel must cover often
rieAns that they will visit the Foundation farms just once during
the season. It may well be that the technical assistance
provided by the Foundation is viewed by the cormpany agronomrists
as allowing them to spend less t irne with these farms arid more
time with cother clients who have no outside assistance. At
harvest time the companies send refrigerated trucks to the farris,
where the produce is cleaned arid weighed, and the individual
farmers paid off.

Export vegetables are profitable. One farme*r in Choaquec
estimated that he was able to produce 25 quintals per cuerda
(one-sixth of a marzana) of Brussels sprouts and that each
quintal brought G1.21 ($8.40), mleaning each cuerda produced 0. 825

($330). His costs were 0. 250-300 ($100-120) per cuerda, allowing
him to net at least 0.525 ($210) per cuerda. He planted 10
cuerdas last year, so his net profit on Brussels sprouts was
Q.5250 ($2100), a very good income and very close to that
projected for the roffee farm beneficiaries once their new coffee

trees begin producing. It is worth noting thAt corn proditces a
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profit of just about 0. 100 ($40) per cuerda, which demonstrates
the advantage of vegetable crops.

Crop rotation and diversification are nonetheless necessary.
The previous year's vegetable crops had lowered productivity and
more pest problems, which has led to the decision in Choaquec to
plant corn where vegetables were grown last year with the idea
that the following year it should be possible to return to
vegetables on that same land. On the other hand, most of the
beneficiaries owned two cr three cuerdas elsewhere and have been
able to rent another three not far from the farm where last year
they planted corn. So this year they have planned to plant the
same vegetable crops in this non-Foundation land while their
Foundation land "rests" with a corn crop.

Sorte farmers, perhaps all, are diversifying to sortie extent
on their Penny Foundation land. One farmer plans to plant seven
cUerdas of corn and two of wheat on the flat portion of his land
where last year he -had broccoli and Brussels sprouts. On another
three cuerdas of flat land, where the previous year he had not
planted vegetables, he plans this year to plant broccoli and
Brussels sprouts, as he also plans to do with three non-
Foundation cuerdas he has. On another nine cuerdas of steeper
land he will also plant corn.

As regards the impact of the Penny Foundation program in the
vegetable-growing areas, the results have been very straight
forward. The total estimated income of the above-mentioned
farmer was 0. 5850 ($2340), which represents his income from the
vegetable crops plus 0. 600 ($240) from corn planted on three
cuerdas he owned plus three other cuerdas tie rented. This
appears to be a fairly typical case among the vegetable growers.

The increase of land holdings has produced increared income
for the beneficiaries, whose net gain will be even rmiore draratic
once they have paid off their indebtedness. This income has not
necessarily produced a concurrent change in life-style, which
continues to follow traditionally conservative Indian patterns.
However, it may allow farmers to accumulate enough capital to be
able to purchase a truck, for example, which will perlit even
more control over the marketing of their produce.

1.2.3 Other farms: Montelimar

The one farm does not fit in either of the above two
categories: Montelimar, the farm purchased at the reqitest of a
group of agricultural workers from the highlands. This farm is
too low and too dry to produce decent coffee and is located in an
area where previously cotton, sesame seed, and corn have been
grown. Cotton han not proved to be profitable recently, and Few
farmers are now pl,-intiig it, and corn and sesa-mle are only
marginally profitable.

16



The Penny Foundation has decided to try to convert
Montelimar into mango orchards for export. This year and each
succeeding year they will plant one manzana of mango until three
manzanas have been planted, replacing corn each year, although it
will be possible to plant rows of corn between the young mango
trees for several years. The variety of mango chosen, called
Tommy Adkins, has little fiber, a small pit,*a normal weight of
about a pound, and begins producing in five years. Other farms
are already growing this type of mango, and at least one company
is exporting them.

However, as a cash crop mango does not appear to be the best
possible value. The Penny Foundation projections are that one
manzana of mango will produce just Q. 774 ($310) once product ion
begins after five years, which will mean an income of about
0. 1550 ($620) for the planned two Manzanas of mango for each of
the beneficiaries. The other two manzanas held by each
beneficiary is to be planted in corn and/or sesame, which means
that the beneficiaries will have no really profitable cash crop.

Since mango does not seerm all that profitable, it seems
cleat that other crops should be looked into. According to the
agronorist in charge of Monte' iriar, melon (and canteloupe) could
be more profitably grown on part of the farm, although it would
require the installation of irrigation. The melon would be grown
during the dry season between November and April, which allows
for two crops lasting three months each. As regards
profitability, the Ujuxte farm a few kilometers from Montelimar
produced a net of 0. 195C) ($780) per manzana last year. The
agronomist in charge of Montelimar had projected a possible
income of 0. 2400 ($9G0')) per (ranzaria, which does not seem
unteasonable given the intensive care the beneficiaries would be
able to dedicate to their melon.

The main reason melon has been rejected for the farm has to
do with the expense of installing the irrigation, which would
require a 30 horsepower, three-inch pump to irrigate just 30
marazanas, which refers to a section of the farm *on which it would
be easiest to irrigate. The system would cost about 0. 25,000
$10, 000), and it was this expense which was rejected first by

the beneficiaries, who cited a nearby farmer who had lost his
whole crop and the farril with it, arid by the Penny Foundat ion
directors following the beneficiaries' lead.

Although the section comprised of 30 rnan:-nas has now been
alloted to seven or eight individual beneficidries, it would
still be possible under sor:le arrangement to produce melons
through some sort of corsimunal arrangement, particularly since
this Area cAr be used for" nothinq else during "th6 dry season. It
would be necessa-y to purchase the pump, the oost of which would
be added to the debt owed by each of the beneficiaries to the
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Foundation, just as all production costs are. The individual
investnment per beneficiary would be Q.403.23 ($161.29) in
additional costs but it should be possible to make five times
amount irn just one year. Although the land to be used belongs to
seven or eight individual beneficiaries, it could be worked
communally in the same way as the coffee plant nurseries and
other projects carried out on other farms.

It is possible that melon is riot the best solution for the
Montelimar farm in spite of the above projections, but it seems
obvious that mango is certainly not the best. The Penny
Foundation must study the possible options better to determine
what crops fit its program best, and very probably the Montelimar
farm can be used as a proving ground in the Foundation's
expansion beyond its traditional strong suits of coffee and
vegetables.

1.3 Division of farms into parcels

The Penny Foundation has arrived at the determination that
the optirimal family-sized parcel is about four manzanas. This
size parcel does seerl to allow the benficiaries sufficient leeway
to make a pro:fit without saddling them with so much land that
they will be unable to work it efficiently or pay it off in a
reasonable armo,,unt of tirle. There have been slight variations in
this scheme, particularly where the lay of the land makes sorie
parcel locations more productive than others. In these cases, a
beneficiary with a rore productive section will receive slightly
less land than another with a section containing unproductive or
less productive land.

The Penny Foundation where possible has attempted to keep a
beneficiary's parcel in one contiguous piece, but there are
numterous exceptions. In San Nicolas, for example, each farrnier
received a section of the already producing coffee area, plus
another area not in prodkiction. In San Cayetano, which has a
hitherto unproductive sloping area going down to Lake Ayarza and
a more or less level area around the upper rirm of the lake, the
parcels include both a portion of sloping land to be planted with
coffee plus a portjor, of level land which will be planted with
corn at first but each year part of the corn will be replaced by
more coffee. In aniother case, two of the farms in Chimaltenarigo,
Panchita and El Florido, have the same group of beneficiaries.

1.4 Discussion

1.4.1 Relative advantaqe of farm type

The coffee and vegr-table farms both appear to be siccessful
within the projection of the Penny Foundation. The coffee farms,
have the adv, ntage that they arr generally larger and the
Foundation program, is ahle thus to operate more efficiently,
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rapidly placing land in the hands of 60-100 beneficiaries. The
technical assistance is localized: each farm has its own t~cnico,
an agricultural high school graduate who lives on the farm and
works daily with the beneficiary group, whereas th-. vegetable
farris are so small that one t6cnico has to take care of several
farms. Another advantage of the coffee farms is that coffee
cultivation is fairly well-known among Guatemalan caripesinos and
agricultural laborers, which facilitates acceptance of the crop
by the beneficiaries.

The coffee farms also allow for a much more visible impact
on the land problem, both locally as well as nationally. Most of
the coffee farms are on the south, which is precisely the area of
greatest unrest as regards land, and the growth of the Foundation
program in this area should decrease the pressure for land to
some degr.e. But land pressure is also strong in the highlands.
The process of fractioning the lard among children has resulted
in farmers not having sufficient holdings to make a living, much
less have enough to provide for their children.
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1.4.2 Farrl selection and beneficiaries

The highlands are precisely the area of greatest civil

conflict in recent years, and the irplerlentation of the Penny

Foundation program for people in this area should help to

alleviate the pressures which led to this conflict. Both the

acquisition of farms for distribution in the highlands as well as

the purchase of coffee farrmis where the beneficiaries are

primarily from the highlands should be attempted.

the process which produced Montelimar might well reoccur in

relation with a coffee farm in the future. That is, a group of

potential future beneficiaries could constitute itself, probably

made up of the landless offspring of a town like Momostenango,

and form the bulk of the beneficiaries of a coffee farm on the

coastal piedmont. The Foundation would have to submit the

members of the group to the usual selection procedures, but there

is no reason that such a group could !not take over a farm on the

coast far from their town of origin.

1.4.;2 Select ion of developed vs. undeveloped coffee farms

The Penny Foundation has purchased both producing coffee

farms, such as San Nicolas, and undeveloped farms for future

coffee production, such as Venecia. The Foundation's reasoning

in purchasing the latter type of farm is that such farrils cost

less, thus burdening the beneficiaries with a lower cost land

parcel to pay off, while producing coffee farms are more

expensive for the Foundation to buy and thus the cost per parcel

is higher.

This policy seems questionable for a number of reasons. The

bei:,eficiaries for the coffee farms are almost always people with

no assets at all, many of whom are unable to make a down payment

regardless of how sriall. Only about 75% of the Venecia

beneficiaries had been able to make the 0.310 ($124) down payment

after nearly a year's operation. One potential beneficiary

interviewed at Sari Nicolas during the drawing of lots for the

parcel sites had borrowed 0.2 to be present at the drawing in

hopes that sorme arrangem.lent would be possible, since he did not

have even the 0. 100 ($40) pre-down payment.

By purchasing a non-producing farm for coffee, the Penny

Foundation saddles the beneficiaries with a four-year wait until

they will begin to receive income, during which time they are in

great part wards of the Foundation. It is true that they have

the possibility of getting a little income from short-termu cash

crops, such as pineapple, but the area treserved for coffee means

that these crops will not produce much in the way of income. Irn

thr mrreantir,-, the brnficiari es must work hard, usually hirdr.

than they ever have before as day laborers, with no chanrce to see

the fruits of their labor.
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A coffee farrni in production provides a very different
panorama. The price per parcel is more than triple at San
Nicolas (Q.9700-$3880) tharn that of Venecia (Q.3100-$1240), and
the down payment has been set at 0. 750, of which Q. 100 is the
pre-down payment and 0. 650 is to be paid w6en the present coffee
crop is harvested in November. Since the estimated income perbeneficiary this year will be 0.2222, it shc~uld be no problem for
the beneficiaries to easily carcel the down payment and have
funds to help them get through to the next harvest. Thus, the
beneficiaries receive benefits from the ownership of their
parcels, which translates into optimism about their future in the
program. In fact, although the Penny Foundation undertakes a 10-
year ccorimitrilent with each farm, the Sari Nicolas beneficiaries may
well have paid off their parcels in six or seyen years, once the
improved coffee comes into production.

The advantage in purchasing such farrois for the Penny
Foundation program seem obviois, both from the point of view of
the beneficiaries as well as from the point of view of the
Foundation's desire for a high rate of success. The Venecia farri
and farms like it rust be viewed has a much higher risk in terms
of future success than the San Nicolas farm and other producing
coffee farms.

2. Beneficiaries

2.1 Beneficiary profile

The Foundation program has outlined the type of per-son it
feels is ideal for this program. The ideal participant should be
a married farmer 35-40 years old with 3-4 children, who has no
other profession but farming, who derives at least 75% of his
incorme. from farming, who has 4 manzanas or less of his otwn land,
and who has no outstanding debts. In addition, the individual
should be willing to live on this new parcel of land and be
predisposed to cash crop diversification. He should also have an
annual income that is roughly siimilar to that of the other
part icipants.

This profile seeris perfectly reasonable. Some of the
criteria are obviously oriented toward guaranteeing the
participants be steady, active, r'e-ponsible farmers. Other
criteria asstre that the individual will be able to best take
advantage of the program1 in that they have no debt burden. The
income parity crite,-ion assures to a great extent social parity
on the part of the participants, and the 4 manzana land limit
means that the new land will be placed in the hands of those that
need it most.

The roindjatic,-, l hir, bren, quite Succ.RSSful in meetinig its own
criteria for c election. Of 386 ben.ficiaries in October- of 19836,
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337 were married (either legally or cortiron law), although there

were 45 never married men in the participant group. The average

age of the participant farmers was 35 years, although a sizable

group over age 55 (about 15%) was included. In terms of family

size, 17.4% had 3 children, 16.3% had 4 children, and 14.5% had 5

children. On the average, each beneficiary had 4.1 dependents.

As regards occupation, 316 participants had no other job.

Total income as a criterion shows that 81.6% had incomes under

0.2000 ($80o) per year, which seems a reasonable amount for the

average small farmer to earn, but 5% earn more than 0. 4000
($1600) which seems higher than one would be led to expect. The
fact that one individual was already :,aking 0. 13,000 ($5200) frorm
agriculture should have precluded hir from participation in the
project. As regards owning land, che project carefully adhered to
its 4 marnaria limit: no one owning more than 4 rianzanas was
admitted to the Orogram, and 65.5% had no land at all. Most
often they were previously resident either on or near the farm
purchased by the Foundation.

2.1.1 Exceptions to the profile: women beneficiaries

The design of this program, which seeks to rake land

available to-- landless and land poor agriculturalists, does not

favor the participation of women as primary beneficiaries. Ir

Guatemala, both culturally and socially, men are the principal
agriculturalists, and nearly all small farmers, the target group

for the prograr, are men.

There are exceptions, however. At least three women have

becdme direct beneficiaries under the selection criteria of the

prograrmi. Or Sam Greene farri the sole fermale beneficiary is a

non-Indian in a farrmi where only 21 of 128 are non-Indians.

She, like the woman on San Nicolas, is a widow, whose three sons

assist her in working the farm. On the Las Victorias farm,1, the

woman was accepted ore the assurance that she was capable of
carrying out the hard agricultural labor required of all
beneficiaries. She previously had been supporting her family
doing just this sort of work.

At the same time, while most of the primary beneficiaries
are rnen, the program is intended to serve household units,
families which include worilen. (The 12 % of the beneficiaries who

are unmarried men is questionable in this context. ) As discussed

in sections 2.4 and 3.1 below, additional attention to the needs
of the familims and to the role of women in the household is
essential t:, reducirng the turnover rate and in vstabli rhirg ard

sustaining the farm communitips. Another area of concern is the
protection q.vein t.:, a wife for retaining possession of th. land

in case of dHeath or incapaci.ty of her husband, particu'larly in
c:,rim :rin law uniionis and when there are no childrrn capable of doi rg
the far-i work.
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Male beneficiaries interviewed in the field invariably
replipd that worlen have virtually nothing to do with the
production decision-making process, a response that mirrors the
traditional division of labor among Guatemalan small farmers,
both Indian and non-Indian. However, many also reported that
because of the amount of work to be done, for the first time
their wives are now working on the farms, an observation
confirrmed in field visits. Women and children are workling
extensively ir the planting and harvesting of vegetables, in the
care arid transplanting of the coffee seedlings, and in the
harvesting of coffee.

Other wormien's activities, such as planting of house gardens,
care of pigs and chickens (sources of both food and income) and
production and sale of, handicrafts, also produce potentially
important sources of income for the household. The income
produced by woren is used primarily for family shortterm
consumption, while the men's cash crop income goes to land
purchase, transport, building a house, etc. Women have
considerable autonomy in making the decisions affecting their
household economic activities, but participate as laborers under
the direction of men in the work on cash crops.

These observations suggest first that the shift frorm farm
laborer to small farmer households may place an exceptionally
large labor burden on the women in the beneficiary households,
since they are doing more farrl labor while continuing with their
traditional tasks. The trade-offs they make between the two sets
of tasks will affect the impact of this project on changes in
living standards. Secondly they suggest that, to the extent that
the ecoanomic decision-making in the household is separated
between the productive activities controlled by the men arid the
household economy controlled by the women, special efforts
directed at wornen may be needed to encourage investrment irn
improved nutr-ition, etc.

2. 1.2 Other except ions to the profile

There are also some massive exceptions to the above profile.
The Kekchi Indians on the Chivit6 and Sam Greene farms,
particularly the forrler, are to a great extent monolingual
speakers -:)f Kelkchi and do not speak Spanish, much less read it.
As a result, the educati ional process of informing the
beneficiaries about the Penny Foundation pr.:ograr,1 must be made
available in the Kekchi language. To the Foundation's credit,
the t.cnico at both the Chivitt. and Sam Greene farms srpeal
Kekchi, although they are not themselves Indians.

There arve certiiin differences in terms of the econa:w'rlic
ability of the tj,.oups, of h.neficiaries. Ore the farms in the
highlands, the beneficiaries were often able to come up with thp
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down payment, usually because they were already successful small
farmers on rented land already involved to some extent with
vegetable cash crops. On the coffee farms, on the other hand,
the beneficiaries are usually former agricultural laborers with

fewer econorlic resources, and they have had a much more difficult
time coming up with the down payment.

2.2 Beneficiary select ion process

2.2.1 Process in the past: 1984-1986

At the beginning of the Penny Foundation program, the

selection process was carried out by the t~cnico living on the
farm in conjunction with the agronorlist in charge of that farm.
The process would begin with general introductory talks with
potential beneficiaries explaining the role of the Penny

Foundation, the objectives and functioning of the program, and

the rights and obligations of the beneficiaries selected. The

Foundation then carried out a socioeconomic study of interested

candidates (See Annex No. III, "Encuesta personal para Selecci6n

de beneficiarios, programa compra-venta de tierras"). The data

were then tabulated by hand and the initial list of candidates
selected according to parameters established by the agronomist
and t~cnico.

This process functioned fairly well at the beginning of the
Foundation program when there were few farrmis and potential

beneficiaries to deal with, but as the program grew, the
limitations of this procedure became obvious. In the first
place, the process of codifying, tabulating, and analyzing the
data on all the possible participants was long and tedious. More

ir'port'ant is the fact that the subjective judgements of the
t~rnic:° and the agronomist tended to carry much more weight in
the selection of the beneficiaries than the socioeconomic data
that were collected.

2.2.2 The process at present

Beginning in February, 1987, with the purchase of the Maria
Linda farm, the selection process was altered t6 take into

account the problems mentioned above. The 'process now begins
with a promotion phase, which consists of establishing the

initial contacts with potential beneficiaries. The agr:'normlist

and t~cnico mleet with the potential beneficiaries in groups to

explain the polici.vs, objectives, and requi-er.nts of the

pr,:qra r,. During this phase, lasting no more than a month, the

t~cnico informally f.valk.ate; the interest, economic capabilities.,

and attit.td, of individuals toward the other members of the
group.

It sh.-l.,:ud h.n 1mrnt i,,'tl ,d thi-it there are a number ,:,f nrt.ivities
having to do with the preparation of the farm for sale to the
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beneficiaries, mostly having to do with the preparation of the
land parcels in terms of location, type of land, previous crops,
and so on, which often take a couple of months to complete and
which must be done before the land parcels can be turned over to
the beneficiaries.

Agronomic studies are carried out by Foundation personnel to
determine what crop or crops will be most favorable and how the
plots should be distributed among the beneficiaries, which may be
in one contiguous parcel or divided into two parts. At 'San
Cayetano, for example, which includes both steep, previously
unused land sloping down to Lake Ayarza as well as fairly level,
previously cultivated land, the decision was made to provide the
beneficiaries with part of each type of land, the former to plant
in coffee as soon as possible while the latter is planted in corn
until the coffee begins to produce. Once the coffee is in
production, the level land will be converted into coffee as well.

The Penny Foundation contracts a specialist to carry out a
topographic survey of the entire farm, followed by the division
of the farm into parcels determined by the agronomic study.
Fundamental infrastructure projects are also begun at this time,
such as roads and potable water. For example, a road leading
dowr to the lake has been made passable "at San Cayetano, and a
potable water system is being prepared for Buena Vista.

The socioeconomic study is carried out in the second phase.
Each of the potential beneficiaries fills out the questionnaire
(See Annex No. III, "Encuesta personal para selecci6n de
berieficiarios, progratia co:'mpra-venta de tierras), which solicits
information on number of family members, educational level,
property owned, annual income, business activities, indebtedness,
previous participation in community improvement, and possible
plans for the land parcel the beneficiary might receive. The
agronomist, the t .cnico, and the potential beneficiaries have
r.i.ch more contact during this period, during which the technical
personnel attempt to confirm the validity of the information
provided by the potential beneficiaries.

The third phase is the computerized processing of the
informati.:n collected through the questionaire, which is carried
out at the Penny F.:-undation using the Foundation's own computer
equipr.ient. The pm.rson in charge of computer programrinm j , one
of the Foundation's agronomists, who is himself in charge of
several of the farms participating in the program and is thus
particularly sensitive to the form of the data and how it should
be pr,-grarmer. The FoundnAtion software prepares a list of
candidates according to a weighted scale in the categories of
family, economic level, indebtedness, education,- community
relations, and buniness-i.ile oriertation (see Annex No. IV,
"Ponderaci,:.ne.n pArt-; la enru.enta de se.l.cci6n de benefici,rios).
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This list is then used by the agronomist and t~cnico to arrive at

the definitive candidate list.

The questionnaire used by the Penny Foundation seems
adequate for this put-pose. However, the Foundation's computer

capabilities are still rudimentary, limited at present to a
pers:.nal computer with too little memory (256 kilobytes),
although a Macintosh is supposed to be in the works. Still,
there seems to be little excuse for not immediately upgrading the
comp.ter-based information management of the prograrm as regards
both hardware and software.

The fourth phase is a trial period ire which the Foundation
personnel work exclusively with the candidates selected to
participate in the program in activities oriented toward
improving the farm infrastructure, such as surveying and building
access roads, building bridges, clearing trees and brush,
planting nurseries, and so on. Bit this phase is just as
inlp,-,rtanit in establishing the capabilities of the future
beneficiaries as regards how well theywork and'how they relate
to the other beneficiaries, as well as allowing for the future
beneficiary to retire from the prograrm at this point iF he
wishes. Those who leave the prograr,1, at this or any other time,
are noted along with their reasons for leaving, and are replaced
by the next individual on the list of potential candidates. A
preselected candidate may be deselected at this point by the
t~cnico if the candidate shows signs of not fitting into the
prc, grari.

The fifth phase mrarks the end of the selection process. The
down payment is received at this time, followed by the drawing of
lots to determine who armo'ng the beneficiaries is to receive each
pai-ticular land parcel. This process. which the evaluation team
was able to witness at the Sari Nicolas farm, consists simply of
drawing niurbers out of a hat which correspond to numbered lots on
a map of the farm. At this point the candidate becomes one of
the beneficiaries of the Penny Foundation program.

2.2.3 Discussion of the selection process

2.2.3. 1 Subjective vs. objective judgements.

One element in the selection process which merits
consideration is just how subjective or objective this process
sho-uld be. On the one hand, it is obviously essential that the
Foundationi not normally stray from selecting br.neficiarins who
meet the establirhed criteria. But there are a number :,f
intangibles which might justifiably cause the t~cnico and/or the
aqronomist to select an outstanding individual who does not fit
one or another oF the profile crit.ria over another individual
who ontf-ri bly fits thr criterin bitt whose attitude or work
habits lead the F,!.nilation personvirl not to select him.
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2.2. 3. 2 Importance of following standard procedures

The selection has in general worked well when the standard
procedures have been carried out and not so well, as in the case
of Mcntelirmiar, when they were not carried out. This latter
requires some comment. A group of cartipesinos from Mormostenango
in the highlands, many of whora had for years rented land near
Montelirnar :ir worked on nearby f& -iz, attempted to rent the
Montelimar farm but were told that the owner was only interested
in selling, not renting. The group tried to get a loan from four
banks in Guatemala City, but the loan conditions made this
strategy obviously impossible.

They then attempted to borrow from the Ppnny Foundation,
since some of them had had experience with the Foundation office
in '.iuetzaltenarg, and in, this way the Foundation found out about
both the farm and the group of potential beneficiaries. The
Fourdation, perhaps excited at the strong entrepreneurial spirit
of this group, quickly bought the farm and divided it up rapidly
to take advantage o:f the rapidly approaching agricultural season.
Unfortunately, there was too little time to clear the high brush
covering the farm' s available land, and another part of the land
had already been rented out. The qroup of potential
beneficiaries took one look at the actual situation rn the ground
and then simply abandoned the farm.

The important point here is that the Penny Foundation had no
time to carry out the proper selection procedures and no time to
educate the potential beneficiaries aboDut how the program worked
in genera]. They were troubled at a very difficult situation,
which indeed had beer, pult together hastily and without the
preparation to make the far-m successful. Put this failure has
also had its salutary effects, in that the Foundation is unlikely
to rush headlong into another similar situation.

It sho, uld be poirnted out that Montelimar r,ow shows signs o-,f
future success. The Foundation. has had time to carry out all the
necessary studies and sur',ys necessary to an equitable divisio'n
of land. The ayronoiis-t has prepared a plan of developmient for
converting the farm into cash crops. The selection process was
carrired out more carefully among the few individuals which the
Foundatior, w,'- able to -ecr'uit in the area.

Then, to the -trprire and sxat isfact ion of the Penny
F,:,urn± dio:,n, a nriw p1Cup o.,f landless young campesinos frorim
Momostcranrjo showed up and ashed to be irc)luded aron,!l the
candidates. Only a few of the original group were almover, them,
the rnst wrre new, bt all of them show siqns of. staying this
t i rin, and for rrrin,,r ,. The land is now cleared, tihe
individual prc.l hon,. -, on, identified, arnd the agricut liral
develc, pment plan in prepared. In addition, the new gro.Ip has had
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a chance to learn about the Penny Foundation and its land market
program, and the future beneficiaries are able to appreciate the
opportunity the proqram represents.

2.2.3.3 Irportance of educating about Foundation prograrm

The importance of continually educating the futur.
beneficiaries abou".tt the Penny Foundation and the land market
program cannot be over-ernphasized. New candidates are
cortinually being incorporated into the program, which *means that
the level of knowledge among the beneficiaries may vary
considerably from one mom, ent to the next. It is possible that
some of the early desertions from the program occur precisely due
to a lack of understanding as to how the program works and that
this understanding could be enhanced through an improved
educational process. The Foundation personnel must be aware of
this problem and take steps to rake sure the potential
beneficiaries are continually and effectively informed of how the
program works.

At present, the educational process is carried out entirely
through oral presentations by the Foundation personnel, which
carries with it the advantage of allowing the group of potential
beneficiaries to ask questions. But it -is also probable that the
various members of the Penny Foundation technical staff present
somewhat different inforrmiation with each presentation,, which
would be remedied through the preparation and use of some form of
standardized informat-ion packet. One simple solution would be
the preparation of a printed inforrmiation sheet containing the
essen.tial aspects of the program for the potential beneficiaries
to study and assirilate. Another solution would be the
prepat-ation of videos or other audiovisual material, followed by
th'e usual questi,-,n and answer sessions, which would assure that
the future beneficiaries receive a uniform information base.

There are also some aspects of the prograrml which o-ccur ,:nly
in a few farms and which, very probably because of their unique
nature, are riot clear to the beneficiaries. For example, the San
Nicolas farrm contains its own plant for processing coffee fr,:'ri
berry to bean, which will allow the farm's coffee producers to
process their coffee at cost and produce savings for the farrflers.
Many of the rew beneficiaries, however, are under the impression
that the processing plant belongs to or is owned by thi Pnny
Foundation and is riot part of the'ir property. Since the plant is
the only one on the F,.trndaticr's farrir, it is probable that the
Foundation simply has simply riot clarified this point.

2.3 Financing arrangnnments with beneficiaries

The price of the l,;nd p, rcels which the beneficiaries
rpcrive is ceotprrimir- d hy the vost of the farm plus the cost ,:-f
prepa-ring the farri for the. prograri,, this latter includingi the
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cost of surveying, tracing lots for both parcels and housing,
legal costs, arrar, gertients for potable water, and other costs of a
similar nature. A base price for the parcels is then determined
to which is added 12% per annum interest. When the beneficiaries
take control of their parcels, they are provided with a total
figure to be paid off in the course of 10 years.

Land payments on the coffee faris are scheduled to begin
after the coffee comes into production. On the vegetable farms,
where income is available immediately, land payments bepin with
the first harvest. Beneficiaries on some of the vegetable farms
have attempted to make payments ahead of schedule. The
Foundation has discouraged this practice, suggesting the
beneficiaries use their excess income to invest in improved
1iving standards. According to the Penny Foundation manager, the
Foundation follows this policy because they will consider the
program to be a success only if the access to land contributes to
improved living conditions.

2.3.1 The land parcels

The price of the individual parcel varies according to the
price paid by the Penny Foundation for the farm. The following
is a partial list of farms with the total price per parcel, plus
the size of parcel and crop zone:

Farmi Zone # of manzanas Cost of parcel

Choaquec Vegetables 3.2 Q.3767.93
El Sucrmi V.getables 3.2 Q. :76?. 00
Sam Greene C,,offee 4.0 Q. 1500. (0
Chivit6 Coffee 4.0 0. 600.00
Venecia Coffee 4.0 Q. 3100. 00
El Florieo Vegetables 1.06 Q. 44(0. 0)
Panchita Vegetables 0.78 0. 2800. ,'0

As is obvious, some farmland is more valuable, particularly the
vegetable-growing land in the highlands with close access to the
capital city, while coffee land -in distant Alta Verapaz is nLuch
cheaper.

The beneficiaries are supposed to make a 10% down pryrieri

before they cart be assiqnd a land parcel. In actual f.'.rt,
however, the Penny Foundation has attempted to be flexible on
this point, due to the fact that many 'potential benefic.iaries are
unable to come up with the down payment, and sp'ecial arrangerierits
are micde with maniy bnrwficiaries. At San Nicolas, for (x-)rplc,
the Four, dation required what they called a "ptre-down pamyrtrrit"
(pre--enanclie) of just 0. 100 ($4o) to enter the-prograni, with the
prc'rise of c:mrpleting th Q. 750 ($300) down payment with the
proceeds of this year's coffee crop, which was expected to net
each of the beneficiaries about 0. 2222 ($888) in Noverti.)err. Most
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beneficiaries obtain the down payraernt money from a variety of
sources, typically combining a little cash on hand, the incorme
frora the sale of a farm animal, and perhaps borrowing the rest
frori a relative.

The flexibility of the Penny Foundation is laudable and
necessary, since it is doubtful if the Foundation would be able
to find enough participants for the program if it rigidly
insisted on the 10% down payment. Even after one year at the
Venecia farm, just about 75% have paid the complete dowr, payment.
In general, those potential beneficiaries able to easily come up
with a down payment will not fit the program profile in other
ways, often by already having more than four manzanas of land.

2.3.2 The land parcel titling process

The land titling process begins with the purchase of the
farr by the Penny Foundation. The bill of sale is sent to the
General Property Registry (Registrco General de la Propiedad) in
either the capital or in, Quetzaltenargo (depending on farr1
location), where the title is processed in about a week. After
the Foundation has the title for the farri, surveyors are
contracted to reasure ard rjark, the individual plots for sale to
the beneficiaries. This process, which may take as .rluch as 6 to
8 months depending on the size of the farri and the availability
of survey-rs corr-espornds to the trial period for the p,-,tential
beneficiaries. Often the beneficiaries begin cultivating the
land during this tirle, realizing that they are not yet working
their permanent plots.

The titles for the individual beneficiaries consist of legal
bills of sale fror, the Penny Foundation to the individual
beneficiaries, to which are appended the registries of the land.
These titles also are registered in the General Property
Registry, bait beca.tse the Registry personnel are paid according
to the value of the property being processed, sales of large
farms are processed before those of small farmals, and the
registering of the titles for the beneficiaries has dragged on
for months in bo-0th offices of the Registry. To date orly the
titles for the beneficia-ies of Sara Greene. Sucur, and Choaquac
has been registered, although nrur,erous others are in process.

These delays in the titling process are irmiportar, t at this
point primarily berause the inability of the Foundation to turn
over docurmerts to the berneficiaries has created doubts -armong sore
of thera ab-,ut thr.e legitiraicy of the land sales. (Initially there
was a problor, in that the lon] terr financing scherP.e for the
prograr, the cedulan hipotec-arias, were to be backed hy the
individual parcels, Fut this probler has been corrected for the
fut .re.
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The transfer of title to the beneficiaries begins with the
down payment of the beneficiaries following the selectior
process. Once the down payment has been made, the beneficiaries
must pay the costs of registering their titles, which is Carried
out by the legal personnel of the Penny Foundation. The next
farm to begin this process is the Popabaj farm, and the following
is the list of expenses which each of the beneficiaries will have
to pay before the process initiates:

Legal fees ............................... . .Q. 35.(00
Land sales tax (10% of parcel price) ........ 25.00
Legal stamps and paper ..................... 81.00
Notary public ....................... * 5.'0
Land registry ........................... 22.00
Other....................................... I . ) ()

TOTAL Q. 169.00

The title itself consists of a legal bill of sale frmrn the
Penny Foundation to the individual beneficiary to which is
appended the registry of the land. The Foundation provides the
beneficiaries with a legalized photocopy of the title at this
point, with the original to be turned over to the beneficiaries
upon final payment of the land parcel.

If a beneficiary takes possession of his provisionary land
title, and if for any reason leaves the progral within ':,n year
of receiving title, the title reverts to the Penny Foundation
upon the preparation of a rescission contract (Contrato de
Rescisi6n), which rescinds the bill of sale. If the beneficiary
leaves the program after a-year has passed, the Penny Foundation
has the right to buy back the parcel from the beneficiary. Tc,
date, no one has left the program after having received a
provisionary title.

2.3.3 Product ion and subsistence credit

If the newly arrived beneficiaries have difficulty in making
the 10% down paymient, it is obvious that they will also be in
need of production credit in getting started on the farmi. The
policy oF the Foundation is to, provide the necessary credit to
each farmer, which becomes an account payable parallel t,-° that of
the land parcel. The-se accounts are kept with the samr, finaricial
arrarigemers as f;he land parcels as loans at 12% interest.
Production credit on the vegqetable farms is payable arnually. On
the coffep farms the debt arcries until the beneficiarir7s have
crop inrcore. App]. icat ions to the roundation for production
credit are made by the beneficiaries on the farm as a group,
through their Directiva (see section 3.2), based or the advice of
the tecnic:,. The amount is.divided equally among the
briefi ci aries.
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In many cases the Foundation has also been forced to provide
subsistence credit to tide the beneficiaries over until crops
such as coffee come into production. The Foundation attempts to
keep such credits to a minimum in order not to saddle the
beneficiaries with debts which will be overwhelming and in the
end not collectible. The credits are determined in such a way as
to relate them to aqricultural production costs and to use them
to educate the beneficiaries in how to determine the actual costs
of a farminq venture. The credits are provided in the form of
"salaries" for c-,mmunal work on the farm. The beneficiary
donates half his/her wc.ok time and is "paid" for the other half.
(See Annex V for a coffee farm repayment capacity.)

An example of the beneficiaries' debt structure at Venecia,
which is a farm which will take some time befc're it becomes
profitable, since it was purchased without the possibility of
short-term harvest inq of a cash crop. The data below were
provided by the t~cnico cn the farm.

Land
parcel cost/beneficiary 0.3100.00 ($1240)

Product ion credit
Pineapple for V2 manzana Q. 572.57 ($229.02)
Coffee for I manzana 0. 510.25 ($204. 10)
Mango for V2 manzana Q. 59.75 ($ 23. 90)

Subsistence credit
Subsistence per beneficiary Q. 98.72 ($ 39.49)
Roofing material Q. 177.69 ($ 71.08)

-------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL INDEBTEDNESS UNDERTAKEN 0.4518.98 ($1807.59)
Less 10% dowr, payment Q. 310.00') ($124.00)

-------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL ACTUAL INDEBTEDNESS 0.4208.98 ($1683.59)

The beneficiaries' experience with credit and indebtedness
varies considerably. Some, particularly in the highlands. are
members of cooperatives and have used production credit for
years. One beneficiary on Montelimar also reported that he had
borrowed r°oney from the cooperative to rent land. Others have
never used credit in production of their subsistence plo-,ts.
Their only experience may be that they have seen large farmers
suffer because of bad debts. Currently, explanations of credit
and debts, and collections of payments are made on the farm. This
localized system is necessary. It would be unrealistic for each
beneficiary to travel to the capital to make payments. Additional
training and lopistical support for the tecnicos may be important
in assisting them in edlicatinq the beneficiaries about credit and
in the mairtenan::e of records an the farms for the Foundation and
for" the beneficiaries.
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2.4 Participant turnover: why some beneficiaries leave

An individual may leave the Penny Foundation at any time.

During the selection process the potential beneficiary has as yet

acquired no legal or financial tie to the program and may leave

for arty number of reasons. But once an individual has

participated in the farm s infrastrucutral improvernents," has been

selected, has m,ade his d-wn payment, and has acquired a land

parcel, it would seem unusual that he would decide to leave the

programi.

The Penny F,-,undation has riot kept careful statistics or,

those who retire from the program, but the t~cnicos estimate the
percentage to: be around 10/, mmost of whom have left either due to
family pressutres or because the work is too hard and the payoff
too intangible. This'is not an unreasonable percentage,
particularly as it usually occurs in the first year of the
program. Most of the t6cnicos ard agronomists feel that the
group that is in place aftr the first year will most likely be

there throughout the life of the program. Future evaluations

will be able to confirm or reject this, but in order tc,

facilitate both internal arid external evaluations, the t6cnicc, s
should produce written reports analyzing all retirees in terms c,'f

reasorns given, time spent in the program, and how well they
seemed to fit the program.

2.4. 1 No penalty for leaving program

It should be stated that an individual who decides to leave
suffers r,-, legal or financial penalty. His down payment is
returned mirus the. product ion costs he has incurred. I nwrver, by
the time most beneficiaries leave, they have acquired sufficient
additional debts for agricultural production assistance that
their down payment is canceled out, and they thus receive no cash

when they leave but they are also riot charged for expenses valued

at more than, their investmert.

This procss is carried out utilizing recognized legal
processes. The Directiva., the elected representatives of the
beneficiaries, draws up a legal acta, which is r-egistered in the
ri..nicipality showing the amount of the debt owed. The new
bene.ficiary corminq in to tal'e over the parcel then aqrr-n.s to

assume the debt on this parcel, and this is also recorded in the
same acta.

For example, a "land parcel at the Venecia farm valued at

a.3100 ($4"1;0)) c.'riers a down payment of 10%, or 0.310 ($t24).

The addit inal costs, however, are now Q. 1418.98 ($5r,7.59), which

includs 0.572.57 for pirinmnpple plantinq, 0.510.25 for coffee,

0. 59..75 for rlan.1,, P. 177. r, for roriofing raterials, and 0. 90.72 in

miscel lanr,:'.,s cc, s.L;. Thcrefc, r., a beneficiary who leavres now
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will lose his down payment, which will go to defray these costs,
but he will not be charged for the additional costs.

No farms have been repossessed as yet, mostly because the
program is still too new and the present group of beneficiaries
has not yet had time to "fail" in their payments. Still, the
mechanisrm exists for repossession (see 2.3.2 on the titling
process).

2.4.2 Reason for leaving: lack of acceptance by family

Many of those who leave cite family unacceptance of the
program, particularly on the part of the wives of beneficiaries,
who often rebel at the -initial living conditions on the farms.
The policy of the Penny Foundation for beneficiaries to live on
the farm nearly always represents an extended period of hardship
for the beneficiaries* and their families. The farms almost never
have housing already available, which 'means that the
beneficiaries must usually erect some sort of temporary housing
until they are able to construct houses. The Fo undation program
provides for the distribution of house lots in an "urban area" of
the farri, so the beneficiaries do root need to use a part of their
farmland. for this purpose.

The terporary housing found at present on the farms is very
poor. The typical house is a one-room shack, the walls made up
poles or corn stalks and the roof consisting of either thatch or
corrugated iron. (n lengthier discussion.of housing will be
found in Chapter 3. 1. 1. ) Many of the beneficiaries previously
enjoyed better housing, and many lived in or near towns where
they had access to services such as piped water, transport,
schools, and so on, and the lack of nearly all services on the
fai'ris milakes life particularly difficult for wives and children.
This problem has been the reason be'hind a number of desertions,
especially where the farrl is far from towns and the housing
situation is difficult.

2.4.3 Reason for leaving: hard work/rio short term payoff

Another reason for desertions has to do with what the
beneficiaries are used to in terms of work style and payment.
Many of the beneficiaries, particularly on the south coast coffee
farms, have sperit their livr-.s working as laborers, job whiih
while not offorinq much hope of improvement h-rs the superficial
advantage o-,f providing a weekly paycheck. The Penny F'-,'.indation
pronram, -on the. other hand, requires that the benefici..ries
charine their way o;,f thinlking fromi the weekly paycheck to the
long-range benefits of working for one's self as an entrepreneoir.
No one who understands thn program, even those who leave it, can
fail to realize thnt in the. long run, the beneficiaries and their
familins wi.ll br, hrl;t: r off participatinq in the Penny r,:iwdat ion
program than conti.nouinq to work as laborers.
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Dout entreipreicnurship rviay not be for everyone. Mary of thoss
who leave the Foundation proqrar, complain of the long work hours,
and it is definitely true that one works longer and harder in the
Penny Foundatior program than as a laborer on a coffee farm. As
a laborer, those with less stomach for hard work can always find
sortie way of slowing down or slackinq off; one can "get sic.;"
one can often take a day off, although without pay. But or, the
Foundation program the beneficiaries are workir ig for themselves
and, to a certain extent, for each other, when there are communal
projects to carry out, such as road building.

An individual who slacks off is only hurting himroself, if he
is riot conscientious about working his owr land parcel. This

situation causes many beneficiaries to work harder than they have
previously in farms owned by others, but for a few it is a burden
they find they are unwilling to shoulder. In addition, the
rewards of the Penny Foundation program are not immediate, since
it may be five years before they begin to really see the payoff.
Thus, some beneficiariesF recal the weekly paycheck and the
easier work, and the'y decide to leave the program.

There are cases where both of the above reasons core into
play. In the las VicFu,:.ia: farm, the wife, of one of' the

beneficiaries decided thhat they should leave because the work was

too hard but her h.ssbarid wanted to stay. She then threatened to
leave him, but he finally decided to stay in the p.-oraroi anyway,

altho,ugh accordirg to the t~cnico, nc,:t without agonizir 1 over his
decision f.or sortie time. His wife leFt, but seeing that she would

not be able to b'.sdqe him from his resolve to continue in the

Fo,.rdation prograr,, she fir, aily returned.

2.5 Attitudcs on nearby farrms toward beneficiaries

The attitudes of the farm owners neir the Penny Foundation
farms ar- ..nwnerally negative, althouph there appears to be little

firm basis for the.se attitude-s. For example, farm wo,rkers near

the Veneria farm complained that before the Foundation progrim
began, they were ahle to leave machetes or ropes lying around
anywhere in the confidence that they would be there when they

returned, and that this was no longer so. To sorle extent, this
is u.rdoubterdly true. The Penny Fourdation beneficiaries are poor
people, as are riiot Guiatemnlar-s, and they will often not hesitate
to pick up a free rmachete or other useful implement that somleon.,

has thoughtlessly lef-t laying around.

Pet the-r have h.En no ,,:,cunirriited cas,.s nf steal ir, ,

alth,.-,ugh rainy from no.arby farm have accu.ssed the beneficiaries on

the Penny Fondation farms of it. In one c.ase, also at Virmecia,
one Cof the hnficiaries, found a lost piq]lt, which he then tied
up in front of his house to wait for the owner to show up. When
the owner finally did arrive, he complained that the pig was
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stolen, althouqh the beneficiary in this case had not only found
the piq for the owner, but he also fed it free until the owner
appeared.

The owners and personnel from nearby farms have also tried
to plant doubts about the program in the nlinds of the
beneeficiaries. Many beneficiaries at the Sam Green. farm do
occasional day labor on othp.r farms, where they.are told that
they, the beneficiaries, are simply being used to build up the
farm but that at some future date, the Penny Foundation will
either sell the farm or throw them off and get new workers.

3. Organization of the program

3. 1 Infrastructure

One of the problems inherent in the Penny Foundation program
is how to make services available for the new "town" of
beneficiaries which is created when large farmrs are purchased to
be divided among substantial numbers of beneficiaries. The San
Nicolas farm, for example, has been divided among 71
beneficiaries who with their families will total perhaps 300
people, occupying a farm which had fewer than 50 living on it
before among laborers and their families. According to the
directors of the Penny Foundation, the program has to some extent
sought farms with little infrastructure, since these farms were
usually cheaper than others.

The Foundation program in cases like this one requires wthat
might almost be called an urban planning component to deal with
the needs for ro,ads, bridges, potable water, health services,
schools, and other services. The Penny Foundation har. taken
sttps toward meeting these needs in the spirit of integrated
rural develop.ment, hcjinninq with the services of a civil
enpiriner responsible for designing and implementing
infrastruct ure projects, such as roads, bridges, and potable
water. When possible, the program will seek outside aid to help
them in implementing projects, such as the collaboration provided
by the Roadc Comrission (Direcci6n General de Camirnios) in
providing a bridge and access road in the Chivi't6 farm. The cost
of such projects is included in the price thp beneficiaries pay
for their land parcels.

. 1. 1Iousi ng

Housing is clv.irly an important concern in the Foiunridat ion
proqram, but it is also one with which the Pemny Foundr,tion has
had ample previous e:perience. The Foundation* has had a sep0Arate
housinq prorj-ar for over 10 ye0rs, and intervi'.ews wr' c rried
out with firld c,,nul,ct p.rn,-inn l ir, the .T'.tial [.ant, R.,e-a
r.q ion. The pre.n2r, t pi'-ram, apa-rt from the ],ard market procrarim,
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providr._ for hou..ses whirh are two--roor, cement block h:otses with
corrugated tire roofs with about 35 square meters of floor area.

Until recently the cost of the houses was 0. 1300, and
financing was 10% down (0. 130) and 10 years to pay at 0. 130/year
or 0. 11.60/mornth. The cost recently went up to Q. 2270 to be paid
off 0. 227/year or 0. 22/month, but the skyrocketing cost of
building materials will certainly cause further chang.p.7 in the
cost of houses. The original funding for the Penny Foundation
housing program came principally from AID, which has earmarked
0. 50, 000 in funds for the housing program under the rubric of
"traditional Penny Foundation programs."

The Foundation is able to construct these houses in about a
Sonth's time, usually building several at the same time in the

same area. In 1985, 242 houses were distributed in theSanta
osa-Jutiapa area, and there is a waiting list of some 800

persons for the houses now being built, art indication of the
popularity of the program. The field personnel indicated that
they could easily "sell" 500-600 houses a year With just. one more
person.

The selection criteria include inspection of the applicant's
present housing, which must be substandat-d: and the. nur~ber of
persons per room in the house. The Foundation prefer-. a nuclear
family from the same gneral area, meaning at least husband and
wife, and although they do not insist that the union be
legalized, they do insist on the potential participants having
title to the house site. Once all the prerequisites have been
met, the houss are distributed ors a first-come first-served
basi s.

The Fu:'Urndati,:r would like to extend variation of this
prograrl to the farrls, whirlh have designated areas where lots are
distributrEd that are dis inct from the cultivation parcels. The
civil engineer indicated that the Foundation was attempting to
des igr, sormiewhat sirmlpler housing in order to bring prices down,
since hou.ing material costs would make houses built with the
previous denign cost neiarly as much as the land itself and thus
double the indebtedness of the ben.eficiaries.

This prograrm may t.r-n outt to he important, sincP 1Tr- of the.
hol.tsing po',-,hl.r, :n,,ntr ifn.errid on. thr, farnin in the resistn r .'r
participanIts to residr or or nrear their pa-rcels. There are
seve.al reasons for this renistance. In farms such as Ch,-,Pquec
and Sutum I and II, the small farmers who were beneficiaries of
the progrr,1m wer"e th,... who previou.ily had rented land on, the farm,
for a numrb(- of years htt who at the sarme t ime had already
established rpsidencr, in n.arby'villages. In other i'.;tances,
tho farrimrn live at ,"orme dintiAnce from their parcels, nas much as.
two or three hou.rn, hul: thf:y have resisted living on the. ir l ands,

37



citing the lack. of basic services on the farm, such as potable
water or schools.

Thus, the Foundation has a problem which its own ongoing
housing program might help to solve, particularly in the second
of the two cases. It is highly unlikely that people living clos
to but not on their lands in long-established residences are
going to be swayed to charge their residences, and it is riot nor
should it be the policy of the Foundation to insist that they do
so. This situation is fundamentally no different fror h'aving a
common housinq area with house sites distinct from the production
lots. But where peoplP live off the farm because the farm lacks
necessary inf-astructure, including housing, the establishment of
decent housing on or near their lands would be a strong stimulus
for the farmers to take up permanent residence there.

3. 1. 2 Ed ucat i on

Education is one 6f the most difficult problems which the
Foundation program has encountev. d, since most of the farms are
situated far from the nearest public primary schools, to say
noth.ing of secondary schools. This problem is one of the
principal reasonn why marny beneficiaries have chosen to not live
orn the farm but rathrr in villages, which are as much an two
hours away from the farm but which have schools for their
children to attend.

The Penny Foundation has come up with what appears to be an
excellent solution to the problem, in which the beneficiaries
build the school and the Foundation provides a teacher to
establish the school there for the first couple of years. In any
case P school must be built, but it is much easier to convince to
pai-ticipants to undertake such a project if they know that the
school will be used immediately. Once the school is established,
more of the participarnts will be willing to reside on the farm,
thus building up the farm populatior,--and, in particular, the
school age population--which will make it possible to request a
Ministry of Education teacher.

" Anothe- advantage to the Foundation's establishing its own
school is that it will havr. a little more control over the
teach.r thnn is usual in other corriunities. Rural teachers often
arrive late at srcho-l and le.ave ea-ly for their hormes, arod
although there are distir,!]uiShEd 6)(cept ions to this rule, the
local communit.ir- h;.vr, little control' over the teachers, which
would root be the case in, the farm school.

The sc o-1 pr,-,qr.im hr.v brgun oil two of the farrim: Vermircia
arid Las Victorias. ,-,th tp;achers have been working for the r'enroy
Fo.inrintion in othmi- proriralsls and have acc.pted the rn.w

s niieni rts ir p-" of thr pro:cess. of rotntior,. The rrw I aor
Victoria- t r- iarhr:' is i rlrA1. for thin farm, which is pr.:ritnankly,
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installation, which had arrived as a result of an agreement
between the farr beneficiaries arid a public sector program,
coordirated in this case through the Foundation.

However, it was also true that in the case of the Venecia
farm, the latrines had not yet been installed in spite of the
fact that .they had been received several months before, which
brings up the question of whether the participants really wanted
them or whether they were more or less forced on the population
without sufficient preparation and without the necessary prcgra1
of consciousness raising. In the case of the Sucum I farm, the
latrines had not been installed because the beneficiaries of the
project themselves had not taker, up permanent residence on the
farm sites alloted tcr them.

This appears to indicate poor planning, where someone at the
Foundation requested the latrines or, their own initiative, or
where a public sector functionary was looking for some way to
allocate latrines, but neither takes into account the cultural
setting of the Foundation project. This is not a criticism of
the Foundation, however, since there are numerous piles of cement
latrine bases sitting around all over the country waiting to be
installed, and in most cases the wait will be a long one.

3.2 Technical assistance

The Penny Foundation program is one which obviously requires
substantial technical assistance in preparing the ber,eficiaries,
many of whor,1 were previously simple farm laborers and subsistence
farmers,- to be cash crop farmers. The Foundation program, as we
have seen, places land in the hands of traditional small farmers
who have previously either rented land or worked as agricultural
laborers or, generally large agribusiness plantations. In each
case, the small f;',er has had his own particular experience with
agricultiral techrology over a long period of time, but it can be
argued that not even the combination of the two types of
experience really prepare the farmer for success on- the
Foundat ion farms.

As a small farmer renting a piece of land, the average
irdividual will tend to plant and harvest the crops which he
knows the best and th-:m-.e which have the most secure fiture, both
in t.rms' of the te.chnr1i.,'vly re.ded as well as the market. It is
often the case, hz,wevcr, that these crops--usually corrn arid
beans--have a ]:w rat- of rtets.rn, and so while they nay rr'present
a certain security t.-, thr farmer, they are ppgged to ibsistence.
As sitch, they may no-t ,llow the farmer to exploit his lands in a
tru]y productive manner, le.aving him with no way of irmproving his
income and even with no way of paying off his loan.

The a.qrih iv ,iterr ,h':'rr, on the othr ir hand, worl', ins th .
midst of the most prodtct ive agricultural teclnology and with the
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products which provide the 1-ighest return on investment of time
and funds. However, the ILoorer s position on such a plantation
is one ire which mkich of the specialized knowledge which makes
such farms productive is not available to him. Decisions are made
to carry out certain tasks related to specialized cash crops, and
the laborer carries out these tasks, but he usually has no idea
of the reasoning and knowleqe behind the tasks. Left to himself
with the responsibility of bringing off a successful harvest of
these crops would -lead to certain failure.

Thus the Foundation farmer is in a situation in which he
most certainly needs technical assistance. The program is one
which dermands 'that the participants be financially successful,
which means that they mUst break with their subsistence tradition
and plant crops with a high rate of return, which in many cases
may be the same cash crops they have worked with as agricultural
laborers, but in order to do so they need technical assistance to
fill them in on the aspects of the crop that they have not known
about before.

The Foundation's policy is to provide technical assistance
free of charge at the beginning of the project in the hope that
the beneficiaries will realize the benefits of such assistance
and will contract technical assistance .on their own when the
Penny Foundation's contribution comes to an end. The technical
assistance is provided essentially by the t~cnicos and .the
agronomi st s.

One important aspect of the assistance strategy is the
existence of one land parcel on each of the large farms "owned"
by the Penny Foundation, which is used as a demonstration plot.
Produce from the demonstration plot is sold and the income goes
to *the Foundation. These parcels are farmed by the tecnico for
the Foundat ion.

Two possibilities are being considered for use of the
parcels after they cor,,e into production and the investmient on the
parcel is repaid. The parcels will becore the property of the
beneficiaries on each farrl. They ray either manage it As a grcup
and use the income to pay cormirunity expenses such as construction
of roads, payment of a tecnico, etc., or they may turn the parcel
over to the tecnico for his use while he continues t-- :ffer
technical .sistancr to them. He will pay himself and the
teacher from the incor e he obtains from the parcel. These
options will becorme relevant in 6 or 7 years after the .farm
begins operation, when the Foundation is no longer paying the
tecnicos fror, central funds.

3.2.1 The t.crico

In theory, cach farm is supposed to have its own re.sident
agricultural specialist, the tcnico, who is a graduate of one of

41



the aqricultural high schools. Somte t~cnicos have more than one
farm under their care when, the farms are small and near to one
another. Th,,s Oscar Salazar has Choaquec (45 manzanas), Sucum
(32 manzaras), Popabaj (61 manzanas), Xe.jolom (13 manzanas), and
Paniimaquin (14 manzanas). The first two of these farms are
located in the murnicipality of San Andres Semetabaj while the
latter three are all located in Patzun, which is near Seretabaj.

On the other hand, some farms seem to require the assistance
of more than one technician, which is the case of both of the
farms in Alta Verapaz, Sar: Greene and.Chivit&, each of which has
two technicians. The size of the farms coupled with the problermis
of access would seerm to justify two technicians, since Sam Greene
has 576 ranzanas with 129 beneficiaries and Chivitb has 259
manzanas with 53 beneficiaries.

The t~crico usually arrives at the farm shortly after it is-
purchased and before the beneficiaries have been selected in
order to get a feel for the farm, help make the initial agronomic
decisions, participate in decisions regarding the division and
tracing of the parcels themselves, and other necessary
preparatory work.

He then participates intensively ir, the beneficiary
selection process, particularly once the groups of candidates
have been selected but before they receive their individual
parcels. During this time communal works, such as 'the
preparation of nurseries, road building, and other necessary
works are carried out under the supervision of the t~cnico, wHao
gets to.know the future beneficiaries well at this tirme. The
close work and living relationship of the t~cnico at this time
mean that his recoririerdat ions will have particular importance in
th6 final selection process. This close working and living
relationship ccntinues for the life of the project, the t~cnico
working as a bridge between the agronomist and beneficiaries in
the implermlentation of the crop strategy.

The early stages of the program place the Penny Foundation
in quite a paternalistic position in relation to the
beneficiaries. The dependence of the beneficiaries on the
Foundation begins with the land parcel but usua ly extends to
production credit a- well, with the tfcnico playing a kny role in
determlinirg what each farrler's credit needs are and keeping track
of each one's payrents and indebtedness. To a great extent, the
t~cnico decides what the beneficiaries will plant and where they
will plant it and supervises their work on the new cropr. In a
technical sense, this predominant role should change over the
years as the beneficiaries beqin to dominate the technology
required by the c,.sh crops, and the tLcnico will. bec'orm less of a
supervisor and more of an advisor.
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Put the nature of the program is such that the t~cnico's
role extends beyond the purely agricultural. There are non-
technical problems in the Fcundation program, particularly in the
early stages, which the t~cnico is called on to resolve as the
Penny Fourdation's representative on the farm. If one of the
beneficiaries wishes to leave the program, it is the tLcrico who
must counsel the individual and help him to make the right
decision, which rmlAy meAr, supporting him in staying in the program
if this seems to be the individual's real desire or it may mean
smoothing his departure with a minimum of disruption fo'- the
other beneficiaries. The t~cnico's role may call on him to
mediate between neighbors in any sort of conflict, to contact
agencies with -programs of possible benefit to the farm, and to
represent the beneficiaries in their dealings with the Penny
Foundat ion.

The t~cnico works closely with the Directive., which is the
primary link between the Penny Foundation and the project
participants. The.Directiva is basicaliy a committee which
represents the entire beneficiary population, with officers which
are elected annually. It has as its objective the coordination
of collective action as regards crops, agricultural techology,
product marketing, and social services. Although the quali-ty of
each Direct iva is determined to some degree by the type and
quality of its members, it is nonetheless possible to observe
that those projects which have been in existence longer tend to
have better Directivas. For example, at farms such as Venecia
and Sucum I, the Direct ivas were interested in resolving social
problems, such as education and health, as well as in the
problems entailed in marketing farm products.

The tcrico appoints the first group of individuals to form
thd-Directiva, a non-democratic but necessary principle during
the early days of the proqrarn when not all the beneficiaries krinow
each other. After a year a new Directiva is elected by the
beneficiaries. The Directiva has seven members, and meetings are
held every two weeks

The existence of the t~cnico should make it possible for the
Direct ivas to avoid sorm- of the abuses often found ainoniq the
officers of similar organizations, although this has rit always
been the case. For example, certain problems appear to have
arisen in the correct working of the Directivas in two farms
(Venecia and Choaqu.vc), where it Was rumored that some officers
of 'the Directiva had information avail'able to them which allowed
them to take advantaqr. of favorable credit possibilitir.F, hut
that this inforriati-on was not available to those who were not
officers. Ironicnlly, a similar accusation was leveled at the
non-Foundation Choaquec cooperative by the local tcrnic:'. -If
there is truth to the rumors, it may be the result of tho fact
that the t.crico in charqr of Choaquec is not resident there,
since he has_ to attend other faris as well. As regards Venecia,
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the rumor was that the t6cnico himself showed particular
favoritism toward the members of the Directiva. The lesson here
is that the t6cnicos would berefit from acquiring sortie basic
social work skil1ls and knowledge (see below, 3.2.3).

3.2.2 The Agronomist

The Foundation program has been developed on a strong
technical assistance base represented by the overall direction of
university-trained agronomists, beginning with the original and
present director, Carlos Anzueto. Anzuetols original .job as
agronomist was to find farml land available for purchase, make
studies of its agricultural potential, design programs for its
eventual use by the participants, and all the other tasks
involved in the prograr,,. in which he was assisted by the first of
the Foundation's t~cnicos.

Ten months into the program, at just about the time when the
fourth farm had been purchased, it was decided to hire a second
agronomist, principally because of the need to both oversee the
activities of the fairms already purchased as well as to continue
to look for new farms. The new agronomist dedicated his time to
the former activity, leaving the Director-agronomist to continue
looking for new farms. Since, several new agronomists have been
*hired in response to the fact that the number of farms has
increased to 19 as of April, 1987. The agronomists have divided
up the farms regionally so that each one supervises between four
and eight farms.,

Th. agronomist links the farms and the t~cnicos with the
Penny Foundation central offices and coordinates and supErvisEs
all aspects of the necessary technical assistance. He usually
vitits each farm weekly, receives ar informal report from the
t~cnico on the past week's activities, provides technical advice
or, the spot or notes problems to be consulted elsewhere, brings
necessary materials in the Foundation-provided pickup truck, and
assists the t~cnico in resolving any problems he may have.

One agronomist cormplaired that his job was made more
difficult by the highly centralized administration of the
progra, where virtually all decisions including small
disbursements of funds must be signed off on personally by the
Director of the proqram. It is not difficult to imagine that the
program is simaply foll,-7winq the procedures established when there
were just a few farms without rel i.zing the paralyzing effect
such centralization might have as the program grew.

3.2.3 Improving Technical Assistarce: Social Workers

.The a riculturiil tnchnical as istance of the Founr4tion
pVrgAr appars cona.rdl, but the social organi ztion aspects of the
program have not boon adequately covered. It seems no doubt that
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sor i sort of social worker could greatly enhance this program.
Social workers .have thernecessary training in the first place to
collect and maintain those social data which will indicate how
the program is progressing in relation to its social goals. One
of the first tasks should be the design of surveys and
questionaires oriented toward providing this type of data.

A second task of the social worker should be in the area of
group dynamics. The Directiva exists, an organization imposed on
the participants by the Foundation which needs to be hotter
defined as to its role, and part of this definition .hould be
provided by the participants themselves helped along by the
social worker.. This is the institution building aspect which is
crucial to the project developing a strong sense of community.

A third area of activity should be the search for sources of
comrtiiurity improvement. It is often the case that community
developrmiert fails to happen through the lack of awareness or
ignorance on the part of potential beneficiaries of what programs
exist and how to go about taking advantage of them. The social
worker would both locate development sources on his own as well
as train community leaders in how to do so themselves.

Another topic which will eventually become extremely
important is what the beneficiaries should do with their extra
money once the programl begins to really pay off sorie years from
now. It should be remembered that miost of the beneficiaries,
with the possible ex(ception of the highland vegetable farmers,
have never had excess funds to dispose of. They have not been
entrepreneurs looking for the best way to use their- resources,
whether in improving housing, their children's education, and so
on, burt rather have lived from week to week trying to get by on
poor wages.

These beneficiaries need to acquire a new outlook along with
their land parcels so that they will be able to take advantage of
their improved circumstances when their lands become truly
profitable. They need to hear what others in. their position have
done with extra earnings, how others have used a little bit of
capital in somte enterprise that produced even lore earnings. The
social worker advocated here should becomie involved in efforts to
teach this rew outlook, either personally or by bringing the
right sort of resource person to the farms.

3.2.4 Outside Sources of Technical Assistance

To date the FontindAton program has relied heavily on its own
resources to provide technical assistance and has marfe a point of
linitirg outside technical assitance to a rilnirtira. The reasons
given by the Director- have to do mainly with maintaining strict
vigilance ove.r the workldiq of the project and root allow
extrarosus or harrift! infl.iences to hinder its smooth operation.
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The few aqercies which have been sought out to work with the
Foundation are DIGESA (Direccibn General de Servicios
Agropecuarios), the go-,vernment agricultural extension service;
INAFOR (Instituto Nacional Forestal), the national forestry
service; Ministry of Roads; Sisters of Chatity, a group of nuns
with a program near Sam Greene farm; and several agricultural
credit cooperatives.

The Director indicated that the general policy for relating
to other .orgarizations and agencies Was highly personal, meaning
that the Foundatiozan avoided insitutional ties but rather sought
out individual relationships with people working in these
institutions which could be cultivated on an informal basis. The
reasoning was that in this way the Foundation would only have to
work with the individuals it wished to work with, which may mean
those who share the same philosophy or those who are technically-
the most coipetent.

3.3 Decentralization of the program

The Penny Foundatior is an institution which has evolved
over the years since its inception, adding new programs and
discarding old ones to fit the times while maintaining its

oriimritment to its principles of stimulating enterprising
individuals and groups within a context of sound business
practices. In addition to the land market program, the
Foundation has maintained most recently programs to lend money
for both housing and economic development projects.

In order to facilitate these programs, the Penny Foundation
established regional centers in four departmental capitals:
Chi'altenango, Duetzalteiango, Jutiapa, arid Chiquirciulilla (see
map of Guatema*la showing these centers in relation to the land
market progr-am farms). At present these regional offices are
staffed by a regional director, a few field technicians, and a
secretary. These regional offices have allowed interested local
individuals a greater contact with the Penny Foundation, which
would be made more difficult if they were forced to riake the
expensive trip to the capital city.

The regional offices are not at present being utilized by
the land reiarkert program, which in spite of its now rep,-sen.tirig
the largest of the Foundation programs, remains centralized ire
nearly every sense in. (.uatemala City. Nonetheless, the
utilization of these regionral offices would bring nurler:us
advantages. The first of theSe Would be the possibility of
better cont7ct with potential beneficiaries. It should be noted
that the original qroup of potential beneficiaries for the
Montelimar farm Irniw ab,-it the renny Fotndptior throkqh its
Duetzaltenargo office. Thr-n. offices could act as centere for
identifying potEnt ial berneficiaries for farms purchased irn the
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area or for farms outside the area, such as the case of the
Montelijrar beneficiaries who are mostly from Momstenango in the
highlands.

These center could also be used to provide administrative
support, thus relieving the agronomist from the task of carrying
messages and checks between the Guatemala City offices and the
field. The t~cnico would be able to make the relatively short
trip to the regional office by motorcycle for administrative
chores. The agronomist would be able to coordinate his-
activities better with a regional office including secretary and
telephone for messages. The comrmunications capabilities of the
regional offices might well be improved by the installation of
radio cormrnication between the office and the individual farms
and between the office and the Guatemala City offices.

Another use for the regional centers would be training,
principally for the t~crnicos of the farms in the area. Short
courses in farm technology, use of pesticides, group dynamics,
social work skills, and so on could be efficiently carried out in
these centers. In addition, the Penny Foundation could use the
centers for monthly meetings to discuss problems in the area,
with the t6_cnico from each farm participabing. Again, it would
be miore efficient to use the regional centers than to have the
t~cnicos corme all the way to Guatemala City.

The Penny Foundation should study the possibility of either
relocating some of these regional offices or establishing new
offices where needed. The Chinmaltenango office could be adapted
to the needs of the farms in the central highlands: Sucrii,
Choaquec, El Chocolate, Panchita, El Florido, Panimaquiri,
Xejol6n, Popabaj, and Maria Linda. The Chiquimulilla office
rlight well be moved to Escuintla, where it would be the center
for San Nicolas, San Juan Monterreal, El Pino, Venecia, and Buena
Vista. A new office should be established in Cob~n, Alta
Verapaz, for the Sanm Greene and ChivitL farms, as well as for new
farms acquired in the coffee growing north. Another I ileely
office might be in Mazatenango, where it would serve Montelimar,
Las Victorias, and any new farms in the area.

4. Expansion of the land market program

The expansion of the land market program can be accorplished
in two ways: expansion- of the existing Penny Foundation program
and/or the addition of new institutions with similar pr.o:grars.
Both option- seems reasonable and feasible.

4.1 The Penny Foundation

The land sale pr-,gram is now the largest program the
Foetnrlnfiion has, d'or, to ths repl .ltivr'ly lartle amounts of m,-n.y mnIn
available to the program by AID, and all of this growth has taken
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place in just over two years. As a result, the Foundation is
being converted in a very short time from a small-time into a
major player in Guatemalan development. Overall, the Penny
Foundation has done a good job and promises to continue to do so,
which is reason enough to suggest that AID continue to allow for
further expansion of the program thr6ugh increased funding.

Previous evaluations and the fields notes of AID technicians
who have visited the program in the field have stressed the fact
that AID has allowed the program to develop with little direct
supervision on AID's part. This strategy has allowed the Penny
Foundation to develop the program with a free hand, but while
this may have .held advantages during the initial phase, it would
seem wise for AID to oversee the program more carefully as
funding increases. This. will permit AID to institute controls in
the program's finances and ensure the irplerneitation of
organizational techniques and procedures, particularly in the
areas of data processing and the analysis of farms for purchase,
which appear to be irportant parts of the program where the
Foundation is particularly weak.

4.2 Cooperatives and/or cooperative foundations

In spite of the success, or because' of it, it would seem
logical to use the Foundation's experience to expand the program
through other institutions as well as through the Foundation
itself. Several of the Guatema-,lan cooperative federations
present themselves as likely candidates for participating in a
program sirailar to the Foundation program, although there are
limits as to which of the federations and to how the program
might have to be modified for the cooperative federation
part icipat ion.

The advan*tages of the cooperatives are obvious. Like the
Penny Foundation, the agricultural credit or savings and credit
cooperatives at present make loans to individual farmers for
their production needs. The amount of the loan is d.terrined
first by a technician's study of the individual farmer's needs in
much the same way the t~cr, ico works with the Penny Foundation
beneficiaries. The farmer usually is entitled t'o credits
representing 3 to 4 times his current savings. The farmers are
well known to the cooperative as well as to the other
particip-nts, and a sen~r, of coramror, purpose is fostered throuqh
regular meetings of the local cz ooperative members and
consiousness-raisinq sessions carried out by cooperative
extensionists.

The cooperativr.n have had problems in the past as regards
loan delinquency, and some cooperative ferierations have
apparently st II n,'f: so)ved this problem. Two who seem much
imprrved in, thi-, rr'.prrt ir,- fhe. Ff-deracin Nrcional di'
Cooperativas de Ah-rro y Cr dito (FENACOAC) and the Fedn-aci6n de
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Cooperativas Agricolas Regionales (FECOAR). Both seem to be
mairtaining a strict control on debt payment, making the group
responsible for members' nonpayment. Both have a good education
program to continually educate their members in how the
cooperative works. These two federations could be involved inland sales to small farmers. They already have the loan repayment
and technical assistance apparatus available which could beexpanded to talke care of the increased load.' They already knowwho the best candidates for land sales are, who is the best
credit risk, who is a steady farmer, and they also know who the
bad risks are.

4.3 Other private development organizations

There are numerous private development organizations
operating in Guatemala which could easily adapt to the programpioneered by the Penny Foundation with AID financing. Many such-
organizations have an integrated rural development strategy, workwith small farmers in credit arrangements, provide technical
assistance in establishing new crops, and In general fit the
pattern of the Penny Foundat ion program.

It is not the purpose of this evaluation to provide an
exhaustive analysis of such organizations but rather suqgest that
the option exists. One such organization is the Movimiento
Guatemalteco de Reconstr.icci6n Rural (MGRR), which is also aninstitution with e)cperience in AID-financed programs. The MGRR
has, for example, a rotating credit fund which complements itsprogram of technical assistance, has trained rural promoters, *and
has worked with coffee crop improvement, basic grains, soil
conservation, vegetablv cultivation, fruit orchards, cattle,
chickens, beekeeping, and fish culture (source, Memor ial Anual deLabores, 1985). The organizational structure and much of the
developm~ent policy of the MGRR is similar to that of the Penny
Foundat ion.

5. Conclusions and recormendations

This evaluation has focused primarily on the functioning ofthe Penny Foundation project in terms of the beneficiaries of the
progtrami. From this point of view, as a pilot project it has madea promi sing be qinning. Landless campesinos are farming their ownland and havp thr possihility of achievinq a standard ,-,f livinq
equivalent to that of middle class urban residents. The
extensive technico'l assistance and credit components are
essential parts of the program. The recommendations seek way. toimpr:,ve the servicr's to this tartet group with an eyi. to
expanding the program beyond the pilot phase.

An expanrecd land marlket program also must of necessity
confront other is'ues sucth as tho organiation of the progqram
within the structure of the Foundation, the financial viability
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of the prograrn as a whole, the functioning of the land registry,
and financial reiechanisms to ensure the longterm viability of the
land market activities being developed for small farrmers. These
issues, which were beyond the scope of this evaluation, are
discussed in depth in the project paper like document developed
for the next phase of the program.

Recor,mendat ions:

I. Procedural changes are needed in the purchase process to
expedite the rejection or purchase of the farm. The second
evaluative visit to a farm being considered for purchase, which
is made by the Foundation general manager and the director of the
Land Purchase Progrart,' could be eliminated and the agricultural
engineer engineer who rakes the initial agronomic evaluation of
the farm could become 'more inivolved in the price negotiation
process.

2. A series of guidelines, both agronomic and socio-economic
should be drawn up and established as primary cr iteria for the
initial evaluation of the farm in question. These guidelines
should be sensitive to the wide set of agronomnic variables
encountered in different areas of the country as well as the
corresponding crop possibilities.

3. If the program is to begin a new phase which includes a
possible expansion, it is imperative that reliable and mplete
data are managed in a responsible and comprehensive manner
allowing in-depth progress analysis.

4. Both the vegetable and -the coffee farms appear to be
profitable within the context of this program The Penny
Fo,.ndation is currently exploring alternative crop possibilities
for developing Monteliriar, a farm which does not fit the profiles
of other Foundation farrmis. By exploring a variety of options
this farri can be uspd by the Foundation as a proving ground for
expansion beyond the traditional activities in coffe'e, and
vegetables.

5. The.highlands are precisely the area of greatest civil
conflict in recent years, and the implenentation of the Penny
Foundation prograrm for prople in this area should help nlleviate
the pressures whirh len to this conflict. Both the acquinitio-.,n
of farriis for distribution in the highlands as well as the
purchase of coffer- farris where the beneficiaries are ptimarily
from the highlands should be attempted.

6. The Foundation has purchaspd both producing and non.-producing
farms for coffee prod.trtion. The're should be greater emphasis
givern to prodicinq Farms, si.ncre there is less risk involvo.d f':or
both the hennficiarir., who do not have to survive thrve yvears
without incom, -.And for the Foundation, because of the lorIN
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beneficiary turnover and lack of need to build the entire
operation from nothing.

7. The questionnaire used to collect information ftom applicants
for selection of beneficiaries is adequate for this purpose, but
the computer capabilities for recording and processing this
inforrmation are rudimentary and both the hardware and software
should be updated.

8. The process of educating beneficiaries about their v-ights and
responsibilities could be improved by preparation and use of some
form of standardized information packet, either a printed
information sheet or audiovisual material which could be
incorporated into on-farm question and answer sessions.

9. The Foundation's flexibility in devising special arrangements
for collectionr of the down payment is important to insure that
the intended beneficiaries are served by the program, and it
should be continued.

10. Additional training and logistical support for the tcnricos
in ed'jcating the beneficiaries about credit and in the collection
and accounting of payments.

11. The t~cricos sho.ild prrodl.ce written reports about
beneficiaries who leave which include reasons, given for leaving,
tirle spent in the program and how well they seemed to fit the
programi.

12. The Foundation should actively pursue the housing prograrr. on
the farms in order to alleviate the poor living conditions which
caus? resistance to residing on the farm and contribute to
be-,ieficiary turnover.

13. The F,,undation's plan to construct schools and hire teachers
on the farri, is a-n excell.ent solution to the probleml of providing
educatior,, a priority for the beneficiaries if they are to reside
on the farm. The proqram should be expanded.

14. The Fou.ndation mirght attempt to establish its own systeril of
health promotion, perhaps through a mobil health unit, staffed by
a doctor and nurse and carrying health supplies. The unit could
provide direct medical services and train local promoters among
the beneficiaries. However, to be effective any initiative in
the area of health and sanitation shoUld have the active_ support
of the beneficiaries.

15. The proqram would benefit greatly by the -participat ion of
social worl'ers to m-'nitor the prociramn's progress toward its
social goals, to provide experience in group dynamics needed to
build suhccr.nisC iru.tivar, and a n.nse of community, and to
search for additional sources of assistance for community
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improvement proqramS. The social workers also could provide
important counseling and training in how to use additional income
for improvinq living standards. This type of training may be
particularly irportant in working with the women on the farms.

16. The Foundation's regqional offices should be utilized by the
land market program as centers to identify potential
beneficiaries, to provide administrative support (relieving the
agronomists of much of the responsiblity of carrying messages
from the capital to the farms, providing more direct support to
the tecnicos in the region, assisting in the logistics of
arranging the agronomists' farm visits), and to serve aS trainin-g
centers for the tecnicos in the region, both for short courses
and for monthly meeting to discuss problems on their farms.

17. Although AID has successfully allowed the Penny Foundation a
free hand in developing the program to date, it would seem wise
for AID to oversee the program more carefully as funding
increases, particularly in terms of controls on the prograrm's
finances and in the implementation of inforruation management
systems and the standardized evaluation of farms for purchase.

18. In expanding the land market progranm, the experience of the
Penny Foundation should be used both to expand the program with
the Founidation and through other organizations. Other
institutions which might be viable candidates for parallel
programs are Guatemalan cooperative federations and other private
development organizations such as the Movimiento Guatema lteco de
Reconstruccion Rural (MGRR).



ANNEX It FARV.S VISITED BY PENNY FOUNDATION

II I I I FARM LOCATION II
I AREA I AREA I TOTAL I PRICE I I
IFfRl NIE I CASS I HAS I PRICE,O. PER CAB I TOWN DEPARrENr II
II', IA 0.84 1 37.8 1 I 0 ItLEVO PROGRESO SAN MARCOS I
IP-"PERES 1 2.17 1 97.6 250,000 115,207 IEL RODEO SAN MARLOS II
I0AABIA 1 4.00 1 180.0 850,000 212,500 ILA REFORMA SAN MARCOS IIIAKcOS VICTORIA 1 18.00 1 810.0 350,000 19,444 ISIOUINALA ESCUINTLA I
IArruENTINA 1 0.25 1 11.3 1 25,000 1 100,000 ISAN PEDRO NECTA HUEHUETEN(MO 1I
IARIZONA 1 5.00 1 225.0 1 400,000 80,000 IGENOVA ILEZALTENAIGO I
IEELEN 1 2.12 1 95.4 1 360,000 1 169,811 IUtNION BARRIOS BAJA VERWZAl 11
IPELLA FLOR 1 3.00 1 135.0 1 1 0 IESLUINTLA ESCUINTLA IIIBENIPEC 1 20.00 1 900.0 33,000 I 1,650 ITUCUR ALTA VERAPAZ IfIEOLA DE ORO 1 1.00 1 45.0 130,000 1 130,000 ALDEA BOLA DE ORO CHIMALTENANGO IIEULIVIA 1 8.50 I 382.5 ,850, 000 100,000 IGUANA(AZAPA ESCUINfLA III F@1ZILIA 1 2.70 1 121.5 945,000 350, 000 ILACArAN SAN MARCOS IfIEUENA VISTA 1 0.62 1 27.9 40,000 64,516 ICUlLAPA SANTA ROSA II
ICA. -E 1 7.00 1 315.0 1 250,000 1 35,714 ISTA. MARIA DE JESU SACAIlEPEOLE!Z IIICALCUTA 1 10.00 1 450.0 600,000 60000 ISANTO DOMINGO SUCHITEPEUUEZ II
ICALIFORNIA 1 3.00 1 135.0 225,000 75,000 ISAN ANTONIO SUCHITEPE(XEZ il
I CAL E1 2.48 1 111.6 400,O(K) 161 290 ICUYOTENANGO SUCHITEPE'LEZ II
I CANWA DE I 24.0 W1 1080.0 I 1,200,000 1 50,000 ISN. MARTIN JILOTE. HIMAL7EIN0 IIIC AAJAL DE MEDIA 24.00 1 1080.0 1,200,000 51),000 ISAN MARTIN JILOTEPEOIJE CHIMALTEN.GO II
I[L.eNLARIA 1 23.00 1 1035.0 2,430,000 1 105,652 IALOTENANGO SUCH1TEPEGKZ IIICPAGiSHAJAY 1 0.19 1 8.6 20,000 105,263 ITECPAN CHIMALTENAN6O II
IIHPAL 15.00 675.0 7 5,000 5,000 ICAWL ALTA VERAPAZ 1IICHAJLOROM 1 1.80 1 81.0 1 20,000 11,111 ICAIBON ALTA VERAPAZ 11
IICHEN 1 15.00 1 675.0 1 75,000 5,000 ISAN JUAN CHW'ELCO ALTA VERAAZ 11ICHICOC 1 5.00 1 225.0 45,000 9 ,000 ISAt4TA MARIA CAHA.BO ALTA VERAPFI 11
ICHIMICUY 1 15.00 1 675.0 160,000 I10,667 ISN PEDRO CARCHA ALTA VERiAZ 11
ICHI NAD"CAJ 1 0.19 1 8.6 1 19,000 100,000 ITE.PAN CHiMALTEN(lNGO 11ICHIRIJUYO 1 0.08 1 3.6 13,000 162,500 IPARRA MS CHIMALTENfi6O 11
ICHIRIJUYU 1 0.25 1 11.3 1 20,000 80,000 ICHIJUYU CHIMIgLTENO II1ICHIVITE 1 15.00 1 675.0 1 90,000 1 6,000 ICAAPWON ALTA VERIRl I1ICOKUEC 1 0.74 1 33.3 1 60,000 1 81,081 ISAN ANDRES SEMETABJ SOLOL I
I.+ITZU-4 JJ 1 0.55 1 24.8 35,000 1 63,636 ITECPAN EHIMPLTENANG3 11
ICHUIJMIL 1 0.26 11.6 1 13,250 1 51,224 ISTA LUCIA UTATLAN SOLOLA 11ICiJiL 1 0.24 1 10.8 1 45,000 1 187,500 PATZLN CHIMALIENW 1O 1
ICOCALES 1 1.03 1 49.1 1 128,000 1 117,431 ICHIQUIMULILLA SANTA ROSI II
I(OCALES 0.88 39.6 25,000 1 28,409 ILA DEMLCRACIA lIEHUETENIEW O IIICUJMRE DE CASTRO I 0.69 I 31.0 45,000 65 217 ICHIMALTEANG CHIMALIENrWGO IIIDON TMS 1 5.00 1 225.0 130,000 1 26,000 ISAN MARTIN JILOTEPEIUE CHIMPLIENANGO II
IEL AKPRILLO 1 19.00 1 655.0 1,500,000 1 78,947 IJAPETAGUA JUTIAPA II
lEL AMATILLO 1 19.00 1 855.0 1,500,000 1 78,947 IJALPATASUR JUTIAP II
IEL CAPRO 1 0.47 1 21.0 18,000 38,571 ICASILLA SANTA ROSA IIIEL CPNELO 1 7.00 1 315.0 .3215000 46,429 ICHIOUIMLLILLA SANTA ROSA II
IEL CARMEN 1 2.00 1 90.0 1 290,000 I 145,000 IOiIO1UMJLILLA SANTA ROSA IIIEL CARbIEN 1 3.00 1 135.0 1 500,000 1 166,667 16ENOYA UIEZALTENANGO IIIEL CARMEN 1 15.00 1 675.0 1 60,000 1 41000 ISTA. MARIA C4ABON ALTA VERAIPZ IIIEL CARMN/VILLA NUEVA 1 25.00 1 1125.0 1 1 0 IPURLLA BAJA VERAPI IIIEL CA IGUITE 1 13.50 1 607.5 189,000 14,000 IJ'LACA JALnCll II
IEL CHOCOLATE I. 6.00 1 270.0 90,000 1 15,000 ISN MARTIN JILOTE. LHIMALIEN-O II
I l. ClNGUITO 1 5.00 225.0 150,00 1 30,000 ISAN CRISTOBAL ALTA VERfAFAl IIIEL LOTETE 1 3.00 135.0 125,000 1 41,667 ISAN PEDRO PINULA "ALCA II
IEL COYOLATITO 1 6.00 1 270.0 1,000,000 1 166, 667 IPATULUL SUI1TEPEOUEZ II
(EL CRISTO 1 7.62 1 342.9 1,500,000 1 196,850 ITILAVA SAN MARLUS 11
IEL ESFUERZO 1 3.11 1 140.0 200,000 64,309 IACATENANG0 SRCATE'EOIEZ 1IEL bUAMIUCHAL 1 5.00 2-5.0 400,000 80,000 ISTO DOMINGO SUC.HIIEQUEZ 11
IEL JUTE Y ANEXOS 1 3.00 1 135.0 230,250 96,750 ICASILLAS SANTA ROSA II
IEL MANZANILLO 1 1.Z6 1 56.7 1 180,000 142,857 ISANTIAGO SACAfFLEUl I1IEL PATA.ANO 1 1.85 1 83.3 250,00') 135 135 (EL PI1LMnR QUEZALTENAN& O11
IEL PARAJE Y LA CARPOWERR 1 9.09 I 405.0 1 720,000 1 80000 IPOTRERO CARRILLO JALAPA 1I
IEL PARAJE/LA CARBONERA I 9.00 1 405.0 1 80,000 1 8,889 IPOTRERO CARILLO JALAPA if
IEL PICHICAL 1 0.03 1 1.4 I 8,000 1 E57,143 IP6UACATAN ILUEIENfNGO 11
IEL PILAR 1 7.50 1 337.5 1 650,000 1 86,667 ILA REFORMA SAN MARCUS I
IEL PINO 1 2.00 1 90.0 1 150,000 1 75, Quo IGUANAflAZA ESEUINILA 1IEL PURVENIR I 11.00 1 495.0 275,000 25,000 IOiRRANGO GUATEMALA IIIEL PROGRESO 1 0.39 1 17.6 135,000 1 346,154 ILA LIERTflD iUEHUJ1E'litEO II
IEL PUJOL 1 8.0 I, 360.0 1 480,000 1I 6,000 ILOS WAIES IZABiAL IIIEL RECRED 1 9.00 1 405.0 1 160,000 1 17,778 ISAN CRISTOBAL VERAPAZ ALIA VERAPAZ 1I
IEL RUSARIO DCJflRRA"OS 1 10.00 1 450.0 1 1,063,UO0 1 106,900 ISN PEDRO YEfIJCAPA LHIMALIEN!'4GO II
IEL RUSARID MOCA 1 2.5 I 101.3 1 16,000 55, 556 ICHICA0LA SUHII EPEtL.Z I IIEL S iPU 1 5.00 1 2E5.0 I10,O u,0oo 12,000,000 ISN. I'PAN. SAPOITLIN SUIIIPE'EUULZ 1I
IEL SLLUM1 11 1 0.45 1 20.3 1 34,000 I 75,556 ISAN ANLRES SEETPAJ SULOLA 1I
IEL SUDVADERO 1 3.09 1 133.0 1 50,000 1 16,181 IClINIU E DE LAS FLORES OUILLIt II
IEL If,"IARINDO 1 4.00 1 180.0 240,(K) 1 60,000 1MAl fl ;Un ESLUINWLA II
IEL TRAPICHITO 1 3.50 1 157.5 1 250,000 I 71,429 IGUW'%AlAA ESLUINILA II
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FARMS VISITED BY PENY FOUNIAIION

I 
I F ARI LOCAT ION IISI AREn I AREA I TOTAL I PRICE I IIIFARM NAME I CABS I HAS I PRICE1O. PER CAB I TOM DEPARTMENT IIIEL TRWICHITO 6UADA UPE 1 3.00 1 135.0 1 240, OW 80,000 ISTA CRUZ NAPRANJO SANTA ROSA IIIEL TRIUNFO 1 1.50 1 61.5 35,000 233,333 ISIOUINALA ESCUINTLA IIIEL TRILWFO 1 3.00 I 135.0 1 90,000 1 30,000 ISANTA ROSA DE LIVA SANTA ROSA IIIEL VALLE I 0.84 1 37.7 1 1,000,000 19194,743 IEL OUETZAL SAN ARWOS IIIESUIIPULAS 1 11.00 1 495.0 935,000 I 85, 000 IGUGI00.zWA ESCUINILA) IIIE.A. CUELLAR 1 0.11 1 5.0 40,000 1 363,636 ISALAMA BAJA VERAIPZ ItIFLORENCIA I 11.00 1 495.0 I 000 660,000 ISMN MIGUEL POCIUTA CHIMALTEIWGO III-WAI 1 0.94 1 42.3 1 240,000 255,319 ITECULUTAN ZACAPA IIIJOAOUINA 1 2.44 I 109.8 80,000 32,787 IS*N JOSE DEL GULFO GUATEMALA IIIJ.L. BOUSCAYROL 1 0.65 1 29.3 I 75,000 1 115,385 ISAN ANDRES JIZAPA CHIMPLTENANGO IfILA AMERICA I 4.00 1 180.0 500,000 125,000 IGENOVA OUEZALTENANGO IIILA BOLSA 5.00 I 225.0 1 1,000,000 I 00, 000 ICLOMBA SAN MARLIS IlILA CJETA 1 18.00 1 810.0 600,000 33,333 ISN CRI5 ACASAG(ATLAN EL PROGRESO IIILA CEIBA 1 2.87 I 129.2 I 1,300,000 1 452,962 IEL PALMAR RUEZALTENANO6 IfIL C2ORRERA 1 0.00 1 900.0 2,000,000 I 100,000 IPARC. CABMLIO BLW RETAHIULEU 1IILA CUSI TA 1 4.00 1 180.0 175,000 I 43,750 ISAN PEDRO YEP'CAPA (JHIMALTENMGO 11ILl COLINA I 3.00 135.0 400,000 133,333 ISN VICENTE PACAYA ESCUINTLA 11ILl CONOIJISTA I 0.41 1 18.5 I 125,000 1 304,878 IGUANACAZAPA ESCJINTLA IILA CLRPRE 1 3.53 I 158.9 140,000 39,660 ITAXISCO SAITA ROSA 11ILA CUPEIRE 1 0.50 1 22.5 50,000 IOv,000 IESCUINTLA ESCUINTLA IIILA ESCONDIDA 1 14.00 I 630.0 1,400,000 100,000 IPARC. GUISCOYUL ESCUINILi IIILA ESPERnNZA 1 7.50 I 337.5 I 450, 000 60,000 ISAN VICENTE PACAYA ESCUINILA IIILA ESPERANZA 1 16.00 I 720.0 1 1,200,000 I 75, 000 IESCUINTLA ESCUINILA IIILl ESPERPNZA 1 40.00 1 1800.0 1 500,000 I 12,500 ITUCURU ALIA VERWAIZ IIILA ESPERANZA 1 1.16 I 52.2 I 467,000 1 402,586 INVEVO SAN CARLOS RETAL&LEU IIILl ESPERPNZA 1 6.50 1 292.5 I 1 0 ISTA. ROSA DE LIMA 5AN A ROSA IIILIA GLORIA I 2.50 1 112.5 170,000 68,000 ITAXISCO SANTA ROSA IIILl JOEA 1 6.49 I 292.0 I 520,000 80,137 ILA EOMERA ESCUINTLA I1ILA JOYA I 3.00 1 135.0 70,000 23,333 IPALIN ESCUINTLA IIILA LIBERTAD 0.50 I 22.5 60,0('0 I 120,000 ITAXISCO SANTA ROSA IIILA MORIA 1 9.50 I 427.5 1 665,000 I 70,000 IRIO BRAVO SUCNITEPEGUEZ IIILA PESTORIA I 4.00 1 100.0 250, 000 1 62,500 IJUTIAPA JIL ItILA SPRA I 1.00 1 45.0 1 110,000 1 110,000 ISVI BERNARDINO SUCHITEPEITEZ IIILA SORPRESI 3.00 I 135.0 1 1 0 INVO SAN CARLOS RETALHULEU IIILA TIRANUILIDAD I 3.50 1 157.5 378,000 108,000 IEL PALMAR OUEZALTENANGO IIILA TRINIDAD 1 17.00 1 765.0 I 1,400,000 1 82,353 ISAN ANDRES OS1NA ESCUINILA IIILA TRINIDAD 1 8.00 1 360.0 1 750,000 I 93,750 IPATULUL SUICHITEPEQUEZ IIILl VEGA I 23.00 1 1035.0 11,955,000 1 85,000 ISAN JOSE EL IDOLO SUCDIITEPEDUEZ IIILA VICTORIA SUMATAN I I 0.0 1 1 0 I IIILA VIRGEN 1 1.02 1 45.9 50,000 49,020 IS.qLA".A BAJA VERWAPZ IIILA VIRTUD 1 2.50 1 112.5 1 150,000 I60,000 IGIJAWfAZAPA ESCUINILA IIILAS BRISAS/VUELTA GRANDE I 7.00 I 315.0 1 500,000 1 71,429 16UA CAPAN SANTA ROSA IIILlS CHILCAS 1 5.00 1 225.0 1 150,000 I 30,000 ISANIA ELENA BARILLAS IIIllS DELICIAS 1 6.25 1 281.3 1 1,000,(100 I 160,000 IEL TLUMB'DOR SAN MARCOS IIILlS DELICIAS I 4.50 202. 5 1 1 0 IGC'A- lAZAPA ESCUINILA IIILAS DELICIAS 1 2.00 I 90.0 130,000 65,000 IESEUINiLA ESLUINfLA IIILAS DELILIAS I 0.36 1 16.2 60,000 166,667 ILA DEMOCRACIA HUEHUEIENANGO IIILAS GUACAMAYAS I 2.00 1 90.0 275,000 137,500 LOS ESCLAVOS SANTA ROSA IIILAS LAJiS 1 2.50 1 112.5 350,000 140,000 IALOTENANGO SACArErEQEZ 11ILlS MIANANTIALES 1 8.70 3-91.5 1,000,000 I 114,943 IGULANACAIZAPA ESCUINTLA 1 IILAS eAttPELITRS 1 2.00 I 90.0 180,000 90,000 ISTA LUCIA COTZ ESCUIN]LA I1ILAS MARGARITAS I 1.24 I 55.8 I 300,000 241,935 INVO. PROGRESO SAN lMIRLOS IILAS NUBES I 20.00 1 900.0 I 6,00,000 300,000 ISN. FRd. SfPOrITILIA SULHIIEPEIEZ 11ILfS VICTORIAS I 4.84 I 217.8 338,800 I 70,000 ISAINTA BARBARA SUCHIIEPEL'EZ IILAS VICTORIAS 1 0.12 I 5.4 E5,000 208 333 ISN MARTIN JILOTEPEQUE CHI,4LIEI-il.U 11ILAS VICTORIAS SUMATAN 1 7.00 I 315.0 600,000 1 85,714 ISPN FEDRO YEPOC oP CHIIIALTEN!6O 1ILS VIOLEIIS I 10.00 I 450.0 I600,000 1 60 000 IEL PALMAR OUEZ AL1EIDil-, 1iILO DE IRENE 1 11.00 1 49b.0 I10,000 I 10,909 IFRAY PARTOL,'E CASAS ILTl VERIlff IIIL(WAS DE MnGDALENA 1 0.50 22. 5 60, 000 120,000 III'ALIENANGO LIIIM1LrENWO I IILOS A.IIES I 7.00 I 315.0 210,000 1 30,000 .lORATORIO SANTA ROSA IIILUS CERRITOS ESFUERZO 1 0. 75 1 33.8 200,000 I 266,667 IACATENONG3O CHIM.ALIENPUGO ItILOS LERRITOS (FIN) 1 3.11 I 140.0 I £00,000 I 64,286 I ALA i;NGO SAILEPEULEZ IIILO3 PURNI1S I 1.75 1 78.8 168,000 1 9G, 000 INUE-V STA RO-A SANII ROSA IIILDS LAURELES 1 10.00 1 450.0 I2,700,000 1 270,000 INUEVU SAN CARLOS REIALI;ULEU IIILOS LLANOS I 1 .(IL1 45.0 I 80,000 I 80,000 IGUFtNACAIAPAl ESLUINILP ItILL'S PAoS 1 14.00 1 63.0 5,400,000 I 385,714 ISN JOSE EL IDOL SUHIIEPEOUEZ IIILS PLANES 1 0.47 1 21.2 I 5,000 I 159,574 ISANTIAGO SACA JEEOUEl IIILD. FRADOS 1 1.81 I 81.5 1 135,000 I 74,586 IEL LARRIZAL SANTA ROSA IIILULERtA I 11.uO I 495.0 1 305,000 I 35, 0 ISIOUINsiUi ESCUItiILA III.AL'RE VIEJA I 3.00 I 135.0 1 (K2 (00 1 66,667 ISAN MIGUEL PELIITA LHIMALILt,,'.o IIIMALGA AGRICOLA SANTIAGO 1 5.94 1 261.3 I 1 0 ISTO DUMINGO SUUCH1iE'LUJUI III10 )SUALI 7.50 1 331.5 I 2,100,000 I 280,000 INP, KAIAN SAN MIRLUS III1ANELLl I 6.95 I 312.8 I 8,300 I 118,173 ISIO DOMINGO SUCHI I'EUEi II
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FARMS VISITED DY PENNY FOUNDATION

---------------------------------------- 
-RA -- AI ON

I II I FAR II L 0C AI 1 0N I I
I AREA I AREA I TOTAL I PRICE I IIIrflPP NA!"E I CAPS I HAS I PRICE10. PER CAB I TOWN IEPARIMEN IIIMAPIA LINDA 1 0.48 I 21.6 30,o,0 62,500 ISAN JOSE WAC YA SOI.OLA IIIrn;iP LIhDA 1 0.61 1 27.5 25,000 IO 40984 ISAN JOSE DCflCAYA SILOLA IIIMARIAS MO(YGOY 1 3.16 1 142.2 105,000 33,228 IASUNCION NITA JUTIAPA IIIITRIZ 1 1.00 1 45.0 50,000 50,000 ISN PEDRO PINLI JALXlA IIIMELCHOR 1 6.00 I 270.0 360,000 I60,000 GIJAGAZAPA ESCUINTLA IIIMIP"A R 1 10.00 1 450.0 250,000 25,000 IPANOS ALTA VERAPAZ IIIMONTE BAJO 1 4.00 1 180.0 350,000 87,500 IJA.LPETAGUA JUTIAPA IIIMONTE MARIA Y PENA DE ORO 1 3.00 I 135.0 1 600,000 200,000 IEL PALMfR OUZALTENW.0 IIIMOIN[E RICO 1 0.12 1 5.4 I10,0 00 833,333 ILA DEMOCRACIA HUEIF-JETENAIGO IIIMUNTELIMAR 1 5.07 1 228.2 1 400,000 1 78,895 IPRAC. ABPLO BIJKO RETALKILEU IIINATIVIDAD 1 1.88 1 84.6 600,000 319,149 IPANAJACHEL SOLOLA IIINIAGARA 1 1.00 1 45.0 1 75,000 75,000 IM.EVO PROGRESO SAN MARCDS IIINIMAVA 1 0.62 1 27.9 100,000 I161,230 IALDEA NINAYAPATZLIN CHIMALTENANC-0 !1INIKYA LA VEEA 1 0.32 1 14.4 1 32,500 101,563 IPATZUN IIIIALTENP'45O IIIMJEVA COEPCION 9.00 1 405.0 24,000 26,667 ISAN MIGUEL POCJUTA CHIMALIENf NO IIINLEVA JERUSkE I 1.00 1 45.0 110,000 1 110,000 ISAN PABLO SAN MARCOS IIIPACHILJA 1 14.00 1 630.0 9 9,000 64,286 IT1JCURU RLTA VERAPPZ 11IPA1JA 1 9.00 I 405.0 1 450,000 50,000 ITILURU RLTA VERAPAZ 11IPLA 1 1.91 I 86.0 30,000 1 15,707 IPIl1ZUN CHII'!ATEIGO 11IPA AXAJ 1 0.47 1 21.2.1 50,000 106,383 IPATZICIA CHIMtLTENiS 11IPALAXJ 0.49 1 22.1 i 0,000 142,857 ISAN ANDRES StMETABAJ SOLOLA IfIPALTESTI; 1 1.25 1 56.3 I500000 400,000 IACATENANGO CHIALTE.NA-.'"0 1IPAoOXZm 1 3.78 1 170.0 180,000 47,647 ITELEMN ALTA VERPAZ 11IFANCHITA 1 0.19 1 8.6 1 45,000 236,842 IPARRP.MUS *CHIIMALTENG0 1IPAIMACHE 1 0.67 1 30.0 18 000 27,000 IiICHICASTEWG CHIM'qLTENk,'GO IiIFfNlI"quwN 1 0.23 1 10.4 1 17, 000 73,913 IPATZUN CHIMALTEWN,O IIIPA9JIN I 0.19 1 8.6 29, 00 152,632 ISAN ANDRES SEPIETABAJ SOL(LA IIIPAZOTS 1 0.31 I 14.0 20,000 64,516 ISAN ANDRES SE.ET AJ SOLOLA IIIPICHIGUIL 1 0.03 1 1.3 1 8,000 266,667 IAGUACATAN 1EHUiEIEN60 IIIPIEDRA CINCELA 2.00 1 90.0 1 50,000 1 25,000 ISN VICENTE PPAYA ESCUINTA 1IIPIEDPA DE AGU 1 27.00 1 1215.0 1 700,000 I 25,926 ISANTA MARIA IXHUATAN SANIA FOSA IIP0 nC II 16.00 1 720.0 1 I 0 ISAN CRISTOBAL ALTA i i ifP5NZIPUPAPAJ 1 1.16 1 52.2 1 50,000 43,103 IPATZUN cHIN ALE 11IPL'NTA FAJA 1 0.84 I 37.8 1 110,000 I 130,952 IESCUINTLA ESCUINILA 1IIRPAICHO EL MIFADOR I 0.9a 1 44.1 ?,000 91,837 ISAN RAYM1RNDO GUATEALA 1IRANUH0 TROCHA 1 0.88 1 39.6 1 150,000 1 170,455 IfMVA CONCEPCION ESCUINILA IfIRAXTPNIQUILI 16.00 1 720.0 1 175,000 1 10,938 ID4ISEC ALTA VERw Al IIIRIO BLP4CO 1 2.00 1 90.0 1 50,000 1 25,000 ISAN PEDRO PINUL JfILf'A IIIROSARIO CDJIARRI I 1 0.01 1 0 1 It

IROS1 EE1 2.82 1 126.9 1 250,000 1 88,652 ICHICACAO SICHLTEPEOLEZ IIISI GREPIE 12.60 1 576.0 1 I 0 ITIUCURU ILTA ,EFIAI IIISAN PWONIO 1.75 1 78.8 150,000 1 85,714 ISTA CRUZ NARANJO CHIMLTENWGO IIISAClN ANTONIO 1 1.19 1 53.6 70,000 1 58,824 ILOS POZITOS VILLA CA'40LES iISA ANTONIO FLORIDO 1 0.26 1 11.7 I 75, 000 288,462 IPARRAMUS £I.NALTENA 'O IIISWN BERNARDI0 2.50 1 112.5 1 173, C90 71,600 IQIIiALTENNGO CHIlALTENiAta'3 IION CPYETANO 1 10.00 1 450.0 1 900,000 1 90,000 ICASTILLA SANTA ROSA IIISAN FCO. PANIWlCHE 1 4.50 1 202.5 I 450,U0 I100,000 ISAN PEDRO YEPOCAPA CHIMAL TE.;.0 II1lEAN FRPACISCO 1 0.50 1 22.5 1 185,000 310,000 IAc..rE I1O CHIMAHlLIEi'iLM IIISAPN FRiCISCO PIRAIAR 1 0.42 1 18.9 170,000 404,762 1ACATENANGO CHP.OLIEW.'iGO III SAN IGNACIO 1 4.78 1 215.0 1 700,000 I 146,512 IMAL.CRTAN SAN MARCOS IIISAN ISIDRO 1 0.50 1 22.5 b) 000 1 100,000 ISAN JUAN SACAIEPEEZ GUATErALA 1IISAN ISIDRO I 0.06 1 11.7 25,000 1 96,154 IPATZUN EHIYLTENPNW 11ISAN ISIDRO 1 6.00 1 270.0 1E 20,000 1 36.667 ITAXISCO SAN1A RUSA IIISNI JORGE I 4.75 1 213.8 1 1,600,000 1 336,842 ILICLAO SULHII EPEL''EZ 11ISPN JOSE CCPi.'1E I 7.00 1 315.0 600, 000 1 85,714 1.1W LUCAS TOLIMJA SULJLA 1IISAN JOSE CALDEFQS- Ramiro Fallace 1 0.86 1 38.7 1 1 0 ISAN ANDRES ITZANP CHIMPLTENAN'J0 11ISAN JOSE EL M'i.%.NO 1 2.00 I 90.0 60,000 30,000 IMATAOUESCUINTLA JAil,1T IIISAN JOSE LAS PRISAS 1 0.54 1 24.3 1 85,000 157,407 IACIEIlANGO LHIf PLTEtJA',GU IIISNN JOSE PANI MALE 1 7.Ou 1 315.0 I250,000 1 35,714 IPATZIU CHIMPLIE.V,*U IIISP0 JUAN 1 18.00 1 810.0 1 1,100,000 1 61,111 ISENAHU ALTA ,EPACAZ IIISAN JUAN A .UA ZARCA 1 2.00 1 90.0 350,000 115,000 IGUANITCIWAZA ESCUINILA IIISPN JUAN MONTE REAL 1 5.75 1 Z58.8 1 350,000 1 60,810 IIAXISO SANlA ROSA IIISAN LUIS CHIPO 1 7.25 1 326.3 1 725,WO I I0W,uWO ISTA. PARBARA SULHI1ELU2lZ11ISAn MIGUEL LOS NARANJOS 1 6.50 1 292.5 I 629,000 6%,769 ISN AGUST AC SAGISTLA EL PROGRESO 1IISAN MIGUEL MOCA 1 10.75 1 483.8 1 1,600,000 I 148,837 ICHICALAO SUCIIIIEIJE EiIAN NICOLAS I 34.00 I 1530.0 5, I00,(100 150,000 INUEA LONCEFPION ESLUINILA IIISAN NICOLAS 1 6.00 1 £70.0 750,000 125,000 ISN VICENIE PfiYA ESCUINrLA I 1ISAN NILL).AS 1 4.00 I 1o.0 I 3a0, (00 1 80,000 ISTf VARIA IXIL.'nCAN SANTA ROSA 1IISAN PEV;RO 1 0.50 22.5 1 5,u00 1 50,000 SAN PEDRO CARiIIA ALIA LR'Al 11ISAN PEDRO CARLUA 1 9.00 1 405.0 1 540,000 1 60,000 ISAN EfLRO CARLHA ALTA VLAlnl I1lANS RO'JERTOA ESPERANA 1 3.06 1 137.7 1 23VW0 1 75, 163 ISAIA ROSA DE LIMA SANIA pUsil IIISNTA PNA MONTERAMOS 1 7.25 1 2 6.3 I 1, 0, 000 1 206,897 I.ZNIEN(IWGO SOCHI IErEO'[El IIISANIA ANIIA 1 9.84 1 442.8 1 81tOO 1 82,317 IPURtlA ALTA VEFAPZ II
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FAR S VISIIED BY PENNY FOM TION

- -- - - --- -- -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - --- -

I I I FARMN LOCATION II
I AFEA I AREA I TUTA. I PRICE I IIIFInW NP4E I CAPS I HAS I PRILE 0.1 PER CAB I TOMi DEPAP.TNT III~fi'TA ELEN CONACASTE 1 1.49 1 67.0 1 99,OO 60,448 ISANTO DOMINO SUCHITEPEEZ IIISf 'iA EL! .PIA 1 6.07 1 E73.2 1 360,,00 59,308 IICJAGAZAPA ESCUINiLA IiISnRiA RPOUEL 1 5.71 1 251.0 1 659,800 1 115,552 ISTO DOMINGO SULHITEPE(A[Z IIISAN !A RITA 1 2.50 1 112.5 1 450,0.0 1 180,000 I! QiUETZAL SAN IARLUS IIIrWITA ROSA SMYTAN 1 12.00 1 540.0 I 1,5o0,000) 125,000 ISIN PEDRO YEPOCAIPA CHIMwLIEWO III5PITA ROSPLIA 1 5.51 1 247.5 1 550,000 1 100,000 ISAN JOSE EL IDXLO 5urHITEPEMUEZ IIS4,1 AERESA 1 1.50 1 67.5 15u,000 1 100,000 IPFAlf'ITA SAN MARCOS IIISWNO DOMINGO 1 2.0 I 90.0 70 000 35,000 IALDEA SN. JACINTO HIMIALTEN*A6O IIISEPACUITE 1 34.00 1 1530.0 I 950,000 1 27,941 ISENAHU AITA VERAPZ IIISEXAN 1 27.00 1 1215.0 270,000 1 10,000 ISP.NTA MARIA CAHBON ALTA VERi'fll IIISIFAJA 1 7.00 1 315.0 650,000 1 92,857 ISAN PEDRO YEPOC$A-A LHIMALTEW#E4O II151td NOPRE I 14.93 1 671.9 75,000 5,023 ILWAA. AITA VERAPAZ IIISIN fiO BRE 1 0.34 1 15.3 30,000 I 88 235 IITCHICAST E IGO QUIICIE IIISIN NOMERE 1 3.30 1 148.5 75,0(0 22,727 ISN VICENIE PACAYA ESUINTLA IIIS11 K.OiBRE 1 0.65 1 29.3 25,000 38,462 ISAN ANDRES SE.'ETAW SOLOLA IIISIN NOMPRE 1 1.25 1 56.3 I 112,000 89,600 SAN ANDRES ITZAPA CHIMALTENMW0 II151N N IPRE 1 9.00 1 405.0 540,000 1 60,000 ISAN PEDRO CPP.CHA ALTA VERIAPZ IIISIN KIMPRE FT4-1 1 9.00 1 405.0 300,(00 33,333 IFRAY BRRTOLOME CISAS FTN IIIS11t NQUE FN-2 1 10.00 1 450.0 220,000 22,000 IF'WZOS AIA VERAM IIISIN IdfTBRE (J. Gonzalez) 1 0.50 1 22.5 1 60,000 1 120,000 ID4IQUIMULILLA SANTA ROSA IIISIN NU BRE (raria Carnen Del Cid) 1 2.25 1 101.3 1 286,000 1 127,111 IS1W PEDRO AYAPIkC GUATEMALA IIISIN NOMPRE (Sr. Flores) 1 1.64 1 73.8 1 105,000 1 64,024 IFARPEREA SANTA ROSA IIISIN 10OXBRE(Jc-e Chalazan Chali) 1 0.50 1 22.5 I 1 0 ICHL.JZUhIUY CHIMALIEWN6O IIISIN NOJPRE-Felipe Calderon 1 0.44 i 19.8 I20,000 I272,727 INUEVA CONCEPCION ESCUINTLA IIISled NNRE-Fct-erto Psturias 1 0.50 1 22.5 I 250,000 500,000 IFRAIJANES GUATEVALA IIISN ADONIO SLEJ, VISTA 1 8.50 1 382.5 1 467,500 1 55,000 IGUANPGA:APA ESCUINILA IIISN RAFAEL .Jy;.ITNIA I 4.50 I 202.5 1 60, 00 1 133,333 I OLO. PA 7IJEZqLIENWINO IIIS. FCO. EL CISPOD 1 1.1i0 1 67.5 1 400,000 1 266,667 ITAXISCO SNTA ROSA IIISTA ANITA LA3 CAP- S 1 12.00 1 540.0 1 0 ISN MARTIN JILOTEPE IE CHIMALTE(.. IIISTA ROSA PALAQJ1J 1 3.00 1 135.0 00, 000 166,667 IEL PALMAR UEZflLILNf,#0 IIISIP. ROELIA 1 2.00 1 90.0 300,000 1 150,000 IINOVA OVUEZALI10.44130 1ITWARINDO 1 11.00 1 495.0 1 930,000 1 90,000 IPARC. LABALLO BLANCO RETALHULEU IIIUPLGUpY 1 4.00 1 180.0 125 000 31,250 IBAREERENA SANTA ROSA 11IVENECIA 1 6.00 1 270.0 1 2U0(100 33,333 I6UANAGAZPA ESLUINILA 11IVICTORIA ANSE-1.A 1 4.00 180.0 240, 00) 60,000 IPAJWiIA SAN PIARLO3 IIIXECOTOJ 1 1.50 I 67.5 1 150,000 I 100,000 ISAN ANDRES SEMETABAJ SOLDLA I1IX F fAY I 1.24 1 55.8 1 150,000 1 120,568 ISAN ANDRES ITZAPA ClIMJLTENGO 11IXOJDLON 1 0.20 1 9.0 1 24,000 120, 000 IPATZL'N LHIIA I EN#60 11IXOJOLON II 1 0.10 1 4.5 9 ,000 1 90,000 IPAIZUN CHIVALIENW G 11IXUXHIL JUYU 1 1.20 1 54.0 1 350,000 1 291,667 IRPLO NUJEV VINIPS SANIA ROSA If
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ANEX IIi FARMS VISITED AND REJECTED BY PENNY FOUNDATION

WITH SELECTED REASONS FOR NON-PURCHASE.

FARMS VISITED BY THE FRNDACION DE CENTAVO BUT EJECTED FOR INCOMPLETE REASON

I I I I I FARM LOCATION II
I AREA I AREA I TOTAL I PRICE I II

FARM NAME I CABS I HAS I PRICE 0 I PER CAB I TOM DEPARTMENT II
CALP'IOE 7.00 315.0 250,000 35,714 STA. MARIA DE JESUS SACATEPEGUEZ
EL CARMEN 2.00 90.0 230:000 145,000 CHIUII'fJLILLA SANTA ROSA
EL CzrEN 15.00 675.0 60,000 4,000 STA. MARIA CAIHABON ALTA VERAPAZ
EL TFAPICHITO 3.50 157.5 250,000 71,429 GUAACAZAPA ESCUINTLA

EI.RE 0.50 22.5 50,000 100,000 ESCUINTLA ESCUINTLA
VIRIUD 2.50 112.5 150,000 60,000 6UA£cAZiPTA ESCUINTLA

LAS LAJAS 2.50 112.5 350,000 140,000 ALOTENANIO SACATEPEGUEZ
SANTA ROSALIA 5.50 247.5 550,000 100,000 SAN JOSE EL IDJLO SUCHITEPEOUEZ

FARMS VISITED BY THE FUNDACION DE CENTAVO CITING PASTURE CROPS AS REJECTION REASON

~- ---------- -- ---

I I I I I FA RMP LOCAtTION II
I AREA I AREA I TOTAL I PRICE I II

FAR NWEI CATS I HAS I PRICEO.I PER CAB I T7UI# DEPARTMENT II
EL TAMqRINDO 4.00 180.0 240,000 60,000 MASAGUR ESCUINTLA
FLOK"INCIA 11. C0 495.0 660,009 60,000 SAN MIMUGL POCHUTA DiiMALENA GO
LAS I'ftlEL.ITAS 2.00 90.0 180,000 90,000 STA LUCIA COTZ ESCUINILA

FARMS VISITED BY THE FUNDACION DE CENTAVO CITING 'NOT FITINS REOUIREMENTS" AS REJECTION REASON

I I I I I FARM 'LOC AT1ON II
I AREA I AREA I TOTAL I PRICE 1 II

FARM NoF. I CABS I HAS I PRICE. I PER CAB I TOWN DEPARTMENT II
EL PUJOL 8.00 360.0 480,)0 60,000 LOS AMATES IZABAL
MONTE EAJO 4.00 180.0 350,000 87,500 JALPETAG6 JUTIAPA
NIARAR 1.00 45.0 75,000 75,000 NUEVO PROGRESO SAN MARCOS
PUNTA BAJA 0.84 37.8 I10,000 130,952 ESCUINTLA ESCUINTLA
URUGUAY 4.00 160.0 125,000 31,250 BAREREtN SANTA ROSA
VICTORIA ANSEL 4.00 180.0 240,000 60,000 PAJAPITA SAN MAR.US
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FARMS VISITED BY THE FUNDACION DE CENTAVO CITING CROP RESTRICTION AS REASON FOR REJECTION

I I I I I I FA9N LOCATION
I I AREA I AREA I TOTAL I PRICE I
IFARM IKN E I CAPS I HAS I PRICE O.I PER CAB I TOMN DEPARTIENT

ARIZONA 5.00 225.0 400, W' 80,000 GENOVA OUEZALTENANGO
CHICHEN 15.00 675.0 75,000 5,000 SAN JUAN DIAMI.CO ALTA VERAPAZ
CHUIJ"IIL 0.26 11.6 13,250 51,224 STA LUCIA UTATLAN SULOLA
COCALES 0.88 33.6 25,000 28,409 LA DEORACIA HUEHLETENANGO
EL C'HA*JITE 13.50 607.5 189,000 14,000 JALAPA JALAPA
EL COTETE 3.00 135.0 125,000 41,667 SAN PEDRO PINULA JALA
EL G6tA.r'Jm 5.00 225.0 400,000 80,000 STO DOIINGO SUCHIIEPEOEZ
EL SU IDERO 3.09 13.0 50,000 16,181 CHINIGUE DE LAS FLORES OUICHE
EL TAMPRINDO 4.00 180.0 240,000 60,000 MASAGUR ESCUINTLA
EL TRIUR O 1.50 67.5 350,000 233,333 SIOUINALA ESCUINTLA
EL TRIL.FO 3.00 135.0 90,000 30,000 SANTA ROSA DE LIMA SANTA ROSA
LA CHUSITA 4.00 IBO.0 175,000 43,750 SAN PEDRO YEPIOCAPA CHIMALTENANGO
LA CL.FFE 3.53 158.9 140,000 39,660 TAXISCO SANTA ROSA
LA GOWRA 6.43 232.0 520,000 80,137 LA GOMERA ESCUIINTLA
LA PERLA 1.00 45.0 110,000 110,000 SAN BERAIRDINO SUCIrTEPEOUEZ
LA VECA 23.00 1035.0 11955,000 85,000 SAN JOSE EL IOLO SUCHITEPEOUEL
LAS CHILCAS 5.00 225.0 150,000 30,000 SANTA ELENA: BARILLAS
LOS AATES 7.00 315.0 210,000 30,000 ORATORIO SANTA ROSA
MARIAS ?OMOY 3.16 142.2 105,000 33,228 ASUNCION MITA JUTIAP'A
MELCHOR 6.00 270.0 360,000 60,000 GUftfW.AIZ A ESCUINTLA
MIRAMAR 10.00 450.0 250,000 25,000 PANZOS ALTA VERAPAZ
PALM1"A 1.91 86.0 30,000 15,707 PATIU CH IILTENANGO
P tOXZAf1 3.78 170.0 180,000 47,647 IELEMAN ALTA VERAPAZ
RID FL~tICO 2.00 90.0 50,000 25,000 SAN PEDRO PINULA JALAPA
SfN FERcRDINO 2.50 112.5 179,000 71,600 CHIMTLTENANGO CHIMAITENANGO
SAN NICOLAS 34.00 1530.0 5,100,000 150,000 NUEVA COICEPCION ESCUINTLA
SANTA EL.EN COCAM 1.49 67.0 90,000 60,448 SANTO DOMINGO SUCHITEPEGUEZ
SANTA TEPESA 1.50 67.5 150,000 100,000 PAJAPIA SAN MARCOS
SEPACUITE 34.00 1530.0 950,000 27,941 SENAI. ALTA VERRPAZ
SIN t0,ERE 1.25 56.3 112,000 89,600 SAN ANDRES ITZ1AP CHIMALTENANSO
SIN NWrr-E 9.00 405.0 540,000 60,000 SAN PEDRO CARC1A ALTA VERAAZ
SIN NO.PE (J. Gonzalez) 0.50 22.5 60,000 12'0000 CHIOUIMULILLA SANTA ROSA
SIN NrJ*RE (Maria Careen Del Cid) 2.25 101.3 286,000 127,111 SAN PEDRO YAPUC GUATEMIALA
STA ANITA LAS CAMOAS 12.00 540.0 0 SN MARTIN JILOTEPEOUE CHIfITENANGO
URUGL'UAY 4.00 180.0 125,000 31,250 BARBERENA SANTA ROSA
VICTORIA ANSELMA 4.00 180.0 240,000 60,000 PAJAITA SAN MARCOS

FARMS VISITED BY THE FILDACION DE CENTAVO CITING CROP CmI DITIONS AS REASON FOR REJECTIOI

- ---- -- - ---------- ------- --- - - - - -

I I I I I FAR LOCATION
I AREA I AREA I TOTAL I PRICE I

IFARM NAME I CAPS I HAS I PRICE 01I PER CAB I TOW DLPARTMENI
CALIFOFNIA 3.00 135.0 225, 0'0 75,000 SAN ANTONIO SUCHITEPEOUEZ
LA CHUSITA 4.00 180.0 175,000 43,750 SON PEDRO YEPCAPA CHIMALIE9NGO
MIRAMAR 10.00 450.0 Z50,000 25,000 PANZOS ALTA VERAPAL
PACHILJA 14.00 630.0 900,000 64,286 TUCURU ALIA VERAPAZ
SAN INC4CIO 4.78 215.0 700,000 146,512 MALACATAN SAN PARCOS
SAN JOSE CAAUETE 7.01) 315.0 600,000 65,714 SAN LUCAS TOLIMAN SOLOLA
SIBAJA 7.00 315.0 650,000 92,857 SAN PEDRO YEPOCAA CHIMLTENANGO

58



ANNEX.III, ENCUESTA PERSONAL PAWt. SELECUIOII DE BENEFICfARIOS

PROGRAYA CONPRk-VENTA DE TIERRAS

1. Datos de identificaci6n personal

1.1 Nombres y apellidos complecos
Ccmo so consigna en Cidula de Vecindad

1.2 Cedula de Vecindad No. Ortn R~gistro

Exteudida en_

1.3 Lugar y fech-a de nacimiento

1.4 Estado CiVil

2. Datos Familiares:

2.1 Nombre de los p-drcs:

2.1.1 Padre: Nacionalidad

2.1.2 ?4adre: Nacionalidad

2.2 Hucleo familiar

Nombre completo Edad Relaci6n
Familiar

1.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

1. Datos educacionales

3.1 Lee y escribe GI ) NO()

3.2 Asistio' a la escue-la SI () NO()

3.3 Ultimo grado que curs6

3.4 Se express en castellano SI ) NO()

3.5 Dialecto que hnbla

9.6 Ra participado en cursilloc especiiI.,, SI no I0

Tipo de curso

Duraci n

Lugar:



2-
4. Datds ocupacionales

4.1 En que trabaja actualmente
4.2 Que otros trabajcs hace durante el aifo

5. Datos Econ6micos

5.1 Ingreso total anual Q
5.1.1 Provenientes de la i:griculr.,.ra

Produc-. Precio IngresoCultivos Extensi-i cion aimazl por unidad Bruto Total

5.1.2 Par actividaden.pec,ia-a-.ia:

Prodi:cr.6n dc, Irgreso.Especie 1Lx-nd w. . . Aluiler Venta Bruto Total

5.1.3 Provenientes de la artusan.a o pequcha industria

IngresoProducto 1enoua. A l ita.:o Bruto T 0 T A L

5.1.4 Provenientes de pequnio: negoiLos

Tipo Venta Diara Venta I1-ilual Ingreo Bruto T o t a 1

5.1.5 Provenientes de In pructacf6n dIc se vicios peroonales derLdfa Ijh
Din de 

. n ,r e s oServ oNo Pft-n ." .'r j e'ijJ Au6o

6o



5A.6. Otros Ingresos (especificarlos)

5.2 Tenencia de Tierrs

5.2.1 En propieded liz. Arrendemiento

usufructo liz. Otro.
(especifique)

5.3 Vivienda

5.3.1 Alquilada ) Cedida ( ) Propia
5.4 Bienes familiaria Valor Total Q

5.4.1 Inmuebles Valor estimado
%.$." Muebles -Valor estimado

5.4.3 Semovientes Valor estimativo
5.4.4 Aperos de labranza Valor Estimado

6. RELACION COM'UNAL

6.1 Ra ocupado algun cargo por eleccd6n popular SI ( NO (

Tipo de cargo

Tiempo

6.2 Ha ocupado cargos pu'blicos por nombramiento SI ( ) NO (
Tipo de cargo

Tiempo

*.4 Es miembro de ?lguna organizaci6n SI C ) 1o1
Tipo de Orgnnizaci6n

Cargo que ocupa

5.4 Practica alg~n deporte SI ( ) io ( )
Tipo

Frecuencia

5.5 Asiste a alguna iglesia SI ( ) 140 ( )
Tipo

Frecuencia

6.6 Asiste al Centro de salud SI ( ) N1O ( )
flotivo

6.7 Como se llama el Alcalde Hunicipa].
'. ACTITUD F2PRFSARJAI.

/.1 Qu6 extensi6n de tierrn cr6e que pueda trabajar

'.2 Ila solicitado pr(.strio algun vez SI ( ) NO
A qui6n 61



-4-
Para que lo solicit6_

Cufnto debe actualmente

7.3 Ha participado en la realizaci6n de algn proyecto econ6mico de mejoramiento
SI ( ) 10 ( ) Tiempo de Proyecto
En que consisti6 su participaci6n

7.4 Si se le diera prestamo para comprar y trobajar la tierra, que senbrarfa

Que cantidad de dinero cree que necesitarfa Q
7.5 Donde venderia cu producto

8. OBSERVACIONES

Lugar y fecha

FIr4A
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ANNEX MV
FONI)EFRACIONES PARA LA E4OLETA DE.SELECCION DE BENEFICIAR<IOS

I DENIT I r MAC IO n:PE~:Fl".igL.4

Estadn Cril: I =Soltercq

2 V ittct
3. Di vcjrr i do

4 Un id,

6 = (tro.

Carga f ami I i,-r:

Nurnc'i-o tutal dr- hijos.

Pondcraciron.fariim

Codi ?n de c-t-io civil1 + Fnumcr-ro dr car qas fpfcoi Ii a-s.

D(ATOS oC;UPrC II-VALES:

Tzbjo aCtUal y ot'-os tt ahiajos dtrarite el o
n = Agricultori

rq= Cj: rier -c
C .s~r n aI F.-r-0

E CaLrni rrro,
F Ca C.r,)irnit er 0

I=PIvrir rn.

M Chvnfr r.

Pcnder~:i -on t.r.u r ac i a i i;1 b4~ -+ rw'in' rn de orden de li. ler
sen el 1f~bco

DA'T(JS ELL!NP,1HICOS.!

Numiero (it? culivos iVDq vn:,nas srmr-d:,,

r, i t.*V dc s~ nI.t) vri i Ji~o! i Leo * inqr~alit
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I fl~I(~t2'~ rimicf-( i a I v .-I

tIi v-rwri tk r"Lnci , q finqr'e~si- anfl

Nmt ~ft, rc) t1-. jrwnaI cas veridi dr al aro. ngr s
aru1,71.

Fondi~racio DfecoflDiMca:

n u rt;rt- dc c.aI tivos + manzanas sefrihi-aJa +

pt-tai a.,e'D*nLa *1:

eSp-':Cie~F VerdidcaS 4. numer-c de anima.ler, --Fndidrts
4+ inr~c-so aflua ) 75

Tatal cI-productos vendidres + irngreFso ;.tntta )
50

cornercipl:

(Nui'rnr-n ts nptlrocios.+ ingr~so anual) 2.

prestacin de !:;rii.Dfs:

Nu.merocirdl limnFAis + ingresc., 'anti.i

Fcvn-rici cn --i-rnnrii agri col a + F*u-cuaria + jidut1:ra 4.E
r f ir rT. r pyrr-staci on -Ir-z srrvicir.-s o ot r n;

J NP.Er<'- I OF

Arl I dl f IF- I.I~ 11 -
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r3':r in t i i, clo h-nFrfirci a.

V) i v i ~Ab.~

FonderzEcacn O1F: inversion:

ti err-

Prop ia *11)0 + Arrendada *75 + usu-FructO t~ 50)

vi vi enda:

lipo de~ vivienda * 100

bi eries :

V.alor die 1c:; biernes propios.

Ponde'rcinn de~ inve'rsion!

flierra + vivie-nd.- + biones

RELAC I ON CtJMUNCIL:

Cargfm5 pjiii!- p,. .- i.. i on p~ a r

I = i., Tipo de cargo:

I = coinli te
n Cooperativa,
= M U t- c i 1. iI

,l = Esltatal.

T i r- mp c-, n rTv2!.os dro dUro en PI carcgo.

r 0r -o. pcw

I ;. * rpo dr Pc r g o

I E st - -I A .
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rl CinpFo enl q lA. dijt o onr el cat gnf.

l~i 1it-f. 0-.' ore.-nizacion:

*j1 Mi3 i tar,
2 -f'rofli~

7. *.ripn~rati va.
11 = Ii i t ar - comi t e
5 =Militar - CDOperativa,
A floiite - coope-rativ'a,

f/ I i tar - coi t p -. cooperat i vr.

Cargo~ q!-e oc-upa:

1 So ri o

2 Djireutjvo.

S Si flu.'r- de deportes que practica.
Fr E: t~inc i a

O..I .-Cincena I

5 Di ar ia.

I=Si: Tipo de ig~esia -i la que asiste.-

I C'eLtolica.
2 EFvrngmp icaq

-. Plormona,
47 Yrnstigos do Jr-hovA.

Ir~io~ci-.de asi teriiia

11. Srnal
4' Srifria
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T i dr. c c: ar'.,- f l' urac: i an :r me~ses ) 2

Tip.-- d.- crgo f du~racion e ee

irti q rv t-ro Uri f- t 9-:ir~i. :: ar.: i an

Tipcn de oi-canizaciovn .* cargo que ocupa

d np nr 4 - !

NUmero dc: diuportes * frecuencia die practirca

rel i 9~i on:

si tier-t-, codigri de la frecuencia

pc-nderacion c:Drunal -

carao rorwilIar + cargo nombrado + mi er- d e.
oronizpcion 4- depnortL-- 4- religion

ACTITU' EtlFREc-XRIPAL:

0' = Nn,
I = Sil A qui In solicito:

I Pirticulares.
- nstituciones,
PaFncos.

P -. .o F-: 7 jc it ado a t-.n m es e s

D.-trIz.t actual

Pa.- - C]Ltc lo solicito:

:, Arirultura.

Si I .'* ii eOPp i c'p-r-to.
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dfw in ~c p,-r ticiPn~cji n:

1=Ilimn de- obra.

-. 1rr.,i -7n ts,,
7I Ili rIL1 0. es

Fonderacion empresrial:

Frri-si t afsn-,

At cuien le solicito P-1 prestamo 1 100 +
cwtnto solicito + plazo en meses + (par-A quI~
10 solDicito ) * 100

Froyecto rire- mejcramiento:

Tipo dlE- pr-oyectr) Fo ma d F.
participar-ion )*100'

Fonderacion ornpresr-ri Al:

Pretffrc + provecto=1 de mejorani ento.

FON!)"ERPOC I ON P'E CA~D.%MO W 1rJN~TF.:

Carin c -mTpjnnritv p su r ?-petiva ponderar~ici.. a I
clial S I~E J ecAI ct. S y~'u~.mtr sumnato-i-a ce cuad-- ad D-'nes-ltas suma~'t.orias,~ f i na del ingrorsc, de todas 1 as r
r!~ co 1 cu I :R a .. r comfp nnente~ sL media y !ut varianz:a por t s

M =Sm n

S =(Sx 2 - Sx Sx /n )/(n - I

~Lfr~.r~idr.? rr d- T:Omprrentn- de 1 .-1Ponri .,cj on
£I.iw'r~ri ; 0-cair~-u de ciada comporir nt.t, rt .1 .7.

C. ~ I rot 1 1- r, did- Pi-r. i- . a !a c r t. :-A loi r i z ac r. 01 Lf'' J I
da~tc*' * pm'- ii-'or i n fdr-i- IA

Z =(x - M )I(raiz cuadrada de S

I)cn lci-:.
Cd i ~rpar-.% re~ii rnC~fpia~I ' If

CfI'j' c''v~onr-ntpr. nen ra.da t.'' I i *-n
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or ci'i pI'me(dir- de C1 .Ida holetc.
fi r rJF- 1,-. v;.rt i na dr, c ada bol eta.

Pr nred i ndo. i~tmrt- a va1culiar el1 porcs'taje p . rarl
crom~pflente, ]ucgo sp prornr-dja ~nPara tener un porcenta9- qo'ner~l
Para cada bo1'ta1 \' firtalmrsnr- -,e c-lasificnn'de menor a m.-.yor P..i
ftincior de este porce-ie promocdi o.

Freparado pot-: Sergio Scin:ztlez.

69



%WNX V: REPAYP'ENT CAI'PCITY FOR COFFEE PARICE

Year Total Financed Interest Gross Net ccumulated Land Fami ly Net
Production Costs' Costs (14%) Inco e Incoee Principal I Interest Repayment Labor Farm
Costs on Production Credit Schedule 8  Incoe Incom 5

1 166 145n M3 0 (1653) 1653 210 (1653)
2 56 470 66 0 (536) 2392 76 (2392)
3 942 703 98 1540 739 192 -2 39 (1922)
4 13M8 1080 151 3)10 2669 0 186 280 194
5 1675 1118 156 5440 4166 0 186 360 3980
6 1675 1118 156 5440 4166 0 186 360 3980
7 1675 Ills 156 5440 4166 0 186 360 3980
8 1615 1118 156 5440 4166 0 186 360 3980
9 1675 1118 156 5440 4166 0 186 360 3380
10 1675 Ills 156 5440 4166 0 186 360 3980

Source: Penny Foundation records for San'Juan Monte Real farm

Accordinq to the farm plan outlined in the above table, the San Juan beneficiaries are unable to begin
making land payments until the fo, rth production year. Further, a substantial initial investment is required
to establish a viable coffee parcel. The beneficiaries will need four years before coffee profits provide
enough earninas to reuay this investment capital. Fater the fifth year, the beneficiaries should have no
problems repaying their debt.

These data demonstrate the important role the Penny Foundation plays in rural development efforts.
Without the land loans ar-d the medium-term investment capital, it would be impossible for these same families
to establish themselves as viable small farm households. Even with access to land through some other means, at
present no medium-term investment capital is available in Guatemala.

Some of the coffee farms purchased by the Penny Foundation already have some older coffee trees and will
provide a sour1ce of income from the first year. Aimost all the venetable farms also produce from the first
year and those beneficiaries have not experienced problems repaying their land debt. In general, the Penny
Foundation has been cautious selecting farms with adequate repayment capacity, expecially given the intensive
technical assistance they provide.

'One-half the labor costs are financed and one-half are contributed by the family.

'1~et income equals cross incove less the financed costs and interest costs.

3Each hectare costs approximatelv 6130 including interest, land price, and closing costs spread over 10
years and paid in seven equal payments.

*Fanily labor icnMe is the portion of labor financed with production credit and represents cash pavments
to tto family per hectare.

%Net farm income does not include labor income.
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