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ANNEX I-A
METHODOLOGY FOR PREPARING
DATA INPUTS FOR COMPUTER ANALYSIS

POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Review alternative sources of population projections by
sector for 1975 (base year), 1980, 1985, 1990, 1995 and 2000

and select the most appropriate source.
1975 NATIONAL PERSONAL INCOME DISTRIBUTION BY SECTOR

Identify the most reliable and most recent household income
survey by sector and establish the per capita income by

sector during the year of that survey.

Apply the sectorial per capita incomes to the 1975 sectorial
population data compiled in Step (1) to arrive at an estimate
of the total sectorial income in 1975, in constant values of
the year of the laét household survey, excluding any real
sectorial per capita income growfh between the year of the

last survey and 1975.

Calculate the shares of the total nationul personal income

earned by each sector in 197s.

SIZE DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME

Using the household income surveys identified in Step (2)



extract - or calculate - the size distribution by sector and

decile.

ESTIMATION OF THE RELATIVE SIZE OF THE TARGET GROUP AND OF

THE 1975 PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME IN ITS TOP PERCENTILE

a. Relative Size of the Target Group

Identify suitable indicators for an operational defini=-
tion of the target group and calculate the relative size
of the target group based on these indicators by sector

for 1975.

Define the relative size of the target group in 1975.

"b. Per Capita Personal Income in Top Percentile of the

Target Group

To serve as a benchmark for calculating the future
relative growth or decline of the target group, calculate
the 1975 per capita personal income in the highest target

group percentile. Use the following approach:

- Apply the estimate of the total 1975 national personal

income (Step (6));

- Divide this total income into its sectorial shares

(Step (2));

- Calculate the share of the total sectorial income

A-I~-2
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KEY FINDINGS

Even though the shelter needs of three-fourths of
Central America's people have not yet been fully met,
close to nine out of ten of the region's households can
afford' ansubsidized, adequate and acceptable shelter
solutions within the share of income that lower income
families normally spend for housing. A minimum rural
shelter package including a site, access to safe water
and an adequate waste disposal system can reach 70% to
100% of the rural population of the five countries.
Between 70% and 90% of the region's urban population
outside of metropolitan areas and 90% of its metropoli=-
tan population can afford an unsubsidized minimum
shelter packacge consisting of a site of minimum size, a
minimum service package and the materials for a basic

dwelling unit.

The order of magnitude of an investment in basic shelter
for those segments of the region's population whose
housing needs are not yet fully satisfied was estimated

in constant 1980 $CA (Central Amerlcan pesos) * OQOver

the next flve years - 1581 to 1985 - it will average $CA 600

million annually for the region, ranging from $CA 60 million
each for Honduras and Nicaragua to nearly $CA 100 million for

El Salvador, S$CA 150 million for Costa Rica and $240 million for

* 1scAa=10Us $



Guatemala. The population with incomes below the
median, the target group for USAID assistance, accounts
for slightly over one-half of the estimated total

effective demand for investment in basic shelter.

Nearly two-thirds (60%) of the effective demand for
basic shelter investment is metropolitan, about one-
fourth (23%) affects urban centers outside of metropoli-
tan areas and less than one-fifth (17%) pertains to

rural areas.

People in full need of shelter - i.e. new households as
well as those who live in existing houses that cannot be
upgraded - represent about two-thirds of *he total
effective demand for basic shelter investmen+*. The
remaining one-third of the demand for investment comes
from families who live or will live in existing shelter

that needs upgrading.

To meet the region's basic shelter needs over the next
20 years more than half of the total national resources
needed for housing will have to be devoted to those
whose shelter needs are not now fully served. This
group now receives less than one-third of the current

total housing investment.

Although the effective demand among lower income house-

holds for investment in basic shelter is substantially



higher than the levels of current investment, additional
investment in shelter of the order of magnitude esti--
mated by this study is clearly within the means of the
five Central American countries. Tt will require an
average of only 1.6% of Gross Domestic Product. Provid-
ing minimum level shelter solutions to the poorest one-
tenth of the region's population would require a subsidy
of only cne-tenth of one percent of Gross Domestic

Product.

Significant differences exist between the five coun-
tries. The additional share of Gross Domestic Product
to be devoted to housing ranges from .8% in Costa Rica
to 1.6% in El Salvador and Honduras, 1.8% in Guatemala
and 2.1% in Nicaragua. Present investment in housing

would have to increase by 20% in Costa Rica, 60% in El
Salvador and Nicaragua, close to 90% in Guatemala and

more than 100% in Honduras.

Since the effective demand for shelter in Central
America is adequate to meet the basic needs of all but
the poorest of the poor, the widespread lack of accept-
able shelter in the five countries can only be explained
by inadquacies in the supply system. Institutional
constraints on the supply of land, public services and
financing as well ‘as excessive standards inhibit the
development of adequate, affordable shelter for the

region's fast growing low income population.
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HOUSEHOLDS ARE NOT ADE-
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NINE-TENTHS OF THE RE-
GION'S METROPOLITAN POP-
ULATION CAN AFFORD AN UN-
SUBSIDIZED MINIMUM SHEL-
TER PACKAGE INCLUDING
SECURITY OF TENURE ON A
SITE OF MINIMUM SIZE, A
MINIMUM SERVICE PACKAGE
AND AT L_EAST THE MATER-
TALS FOR A BASIC DWELL~-
ING UNIT.

Top and Center:

Wworld Bank assisted "Sites
and Services'" program with
a SCA 600 loan for mater-
ials and a $CA 200 loan
for self-contracted labor.
Bottom:

Government managed yard
for distributing the ma-
terials under this pro-
gram. Part of the earth-
quake reconstruction pro-
gram in metropolitan Gua-
temala Cicy.
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THIS STUDY ESTIMATED THE
AVERAGE ANNUAL EFFECTIVE
DEMAND FOR BASIC SHELTER
INVESTMENT IN CENTRAL
AMERICA AT ABOUT SCA 600
MILLiON. ABOUT SCA 400
MILLION ARE NEEDED FOR
NEW SHELTER AND SCA 200
MILLION FOR UPGRADING.

Top:

USAID a'ssisted develop-
ment of new shelter in the
Central District of Hon-
duras.

Bottom:

iliegal subdivision to be
included in a USAID up-
grading program in the
Central District of Hon-
duras.
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AN ADDITIONAL SHELTER IN-
VESTMENT OF THE ESTIMATED
ORDER GF MAGNITUDE IS
CLEARLY WITHIN THE RE-
SOURCE CONSTRAINTS OF THE
FIVE CENTRAL AMERICAN
COUNTRIES. IT WILL RE-
QUIRE AN AVERAGE OF ONLY
1.6% OF GROSS DOMESTIC
PRODUCT. CONSTRUCTION
PRCJUECTS CHIEFLY BENEFIT-
ING UPPER INCOME GROUPS
ALREADY RECEIVE SUBSTAN-
TIAL ALLOCATIONS OF NA-
TIONAL RESOURCES.

Top and Center:
Two lower income housing

projects of the Guatema-
lan Government's 15,000
unit earthquake recon-
scruction prograwm. Four
years after the disaster
of February 4, 1976 de-
stroyed more than 60,000
homes in metropolitan
Guatemala City alone, re-
construction shelter for
only 7,500 families was
completed. In the mean-
time, the metropolitan
area has been growing by
about 10,000 new house-
holds a year.

Top: |

World Bank assisted ma-
terials loan program.
Center:

Site, retaining wall and
water/sewer connection
financed with domestic
Tesources.

Bottom:

National Theater complex
in Guatemala City, Gua=-
temala.




SINCE THE EFFECTIVE DE-
MAND FOR SHELTER IN CEN-
TRAL AMERICA IS ADEQUATE
TO MEET THE BASIC NEEDS

OF ALL BUT THE POOREST

OF THE POOR THE WIDESPREAD
LACK OF ACCEPTABLE SHELTER
IN THE FIVE COUNTRIES CAN
ONLY BE EXPLAINED BY FAIL-
URES OF THE SUPPLY SYSTEM.
INSTITUTIONAL CONSTRAINTS
ON THE SUPPLY OF LAND,
PUBLIC SERVICES AND FI-
NANCING AS WELL AS EX-
CESSIVE STANDARDS CURTAIL
THE DEVELOPMENT OF ADE-
QUATE, AFFORDABLE SHEL-
TER FOR THE REGION'S FAST
GROWING LOW INCOME POP-
ULATION.

Top:

Squatter settlement in
San Pedro Sula, Honduras.
Center:

Illegal subdivision in
San Pedro Sula, Honduras.,
Bottom:

Middle income development
in the Cenctral District
of Honduras.







INTRODUCTION

The five republics of Central America - Costa Rica, El
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and Nicaragua -~ are emerging
as a region of growing importance in the western hemisphere
and the world. Population yrowth rates since World War II
have been among the highest in the Americas. From 1980 to
2000 the total population of the region is expected to

almost double, from 20 to 36 million.

As a result of rapid population growth traditional ways of
life have changed. The share of people able to make a
livelihood from subsistence agriculture has dwindled from
about two-thirds to one-third in thirty years. Large-scale
agro-industrial production of cotton and sugar has been
added to the traditional coffee and banana production as
the region's main source of income. Major urban areas have
grown at an accelerated rate, absorbing the sons and
daughters of small farmers and landless peasants who are

, compelled to come to the cities to earn a living. The
region's urban population, which has grown from one-fourth
of the total populace in 1950 to 40% in 1980, is projected
to encompass half the total populace by the end of the

century.

The provision of employment, urban services and housing has

lagged-far behind population growth. Overcrowded,



deteriorating rooming houses in central cities, squatter
settlements on precarious ravines and river banks close ton
central cities, illegal subdivisions in outlying areas and
makeshift semi-rural settlements on the margins of the
urban periphery bear testimony to urbanization fueled by
demographic and economic forces with little government
guidance and support. As the results of thirty years of
accelerated and uncontrolled urban growth begin to be
painfully felt governments throughout the region face the
prospect of continued rapid urban growth. 1In order to
develop more effective policies they will have to examine
how the seemingly overwhelming needs of expanding impover-
ished segments of the population can be met within avail-

able resources.

This report addresses a limited facet of that qguestion.

Its purpose is (1) to analyze and project the order of
magnitude of the effective demand for investment “n basic
shelter for the share of Central America’s population whose
housing needs are not fully met under current market
conditions; (2) to evaluate how much housing can be pur-
chased for an investment commensurate with effective
demand; and (3) to analyze the approximate size of an
investment matching the effective demand in the macro-
context of the region's economy. The report does not

address the detailed effects and implications of a basic



shelter program on the economy, nor does it analyze the
ability of existing institutions in the five countries to
implement such a program. However, the analysis of effec-
tive demand can be seen as a necessary first step toward a
more comprehensive and long range housing strategy in

Central America.

The methodology for estiméting the order of magnitude of
effective demand for basic shelter follows the approaca
used by Anthony A. Churchill in his recent paper Basic

1/

Needs in Shelter.=~' Briefly, this approach assumes that

the concept of basic needs is primarily defined by value
judgments about the desirability of consuming a certain

~ bundle of goods and services defined as "basic" and that,
consequently, "basic" can never be defined in an absolute
sense.g/ It further postulates that an explicit recogni-
tion of the relativity and value judgments involved in
defining basic needs will help to avoid the futile pursuit
of absolute standards and allow the alternatives and trade-
offs in the package of goods and services considered to be

necessary or desirable to be considered more flexibly.

Applying this concept of basic needs to the bundle of

services defined as shelter the approach relies on the

1/ Churchill, Anthony A., Basic Needs in Shelter, The World
Bank, Urban Project Department, unpublished, April, 1979
2/ Ibid., p. 1




historical experience of low income shelter programs. This
experience shows that adequate and acceptable shelter
solutions can be provided in most developing countries, for
all except perhaps the lowest 10% of the income distribu-
tion, at a cost not exceeding the share of income that
poorer households normally spend on shelter services.
Conversely, it demonstrates that lower income groups can
and are willing to spend a sufficient portion of their
limited income for secure and sanitary shelter and that
income is rarely the paramount constraint in the provision
of adequate shelter. Given thi; experience and aware of
the lack of resources and political will in most countries
for subsidizing shelter programs for a large share of the
lower income population, the approach assumes that programs
for meeting basic shelter needs could and should be self-

supporting.

Since, based on these assumptions the effective demand for
shelter is adequate to meet the basic needs of all but the
poorest of the poor, the widespread lack of acceptable
shelter in developing countries can only be explained by
the failure of the supply system. Institutional con-
Straints on the supply of land, public services and financ-
ing as well as excessively high standards have driven the
cost of adequate shelter beyond the reach of a large share

of the population.



Following the general approach and findings of Churchill's
analysis, the hypothesis of this study is that the five
Central American countries can meet their basic needs for

shelter within the limits of available resources.

Based on the best available data and a careful method for
comparing demand and supply information the basic hypoth-
esis was confirmed by the findings of this study. The
methodology and results are presented in three main

parts:

- Projected effective demand for investment in basic

shelter;
- Affordability of basic shelter; and

- Analysis of the investment needed for basic shelter.



II, THE PROJECTED EFFECTIVE DEMAND FOR INVESTMEMT IN BASIC
SHELTER

APPROACH
DEFINITIONS

This study defines shelter as a cumulative bundle of
goods and services that is needed or desirable for
human habitation. It considers these services in a
certain order of presumed importance: (1) security of
tenure on a site of minimum size; (2) a minimum service
package for that site, including site preparation, an
adequate system of vehicular and pedestrian access and
a water supply and waste disposal system meeting
minimum requirements; (3) a basic unit of minimum size;
(4) service improvements, including water, sewer and
electric service connections to the site; (5) bedrooms
of minimum size; and (6) further additions and

improvements.

The term basic Aheﬂtenlrefers to shelter solutions that
can or could be afforded - without subsidies ~- by
households whose needs for the first five components of
this bundle (excluding only further additions and
improvements) are not fully served under current market

conditions. These households are called the Zanget gaoup.i/

1/ It should be noted that this definition of the target
group is much broader than the definition used in
Churchill's paper. Churchill estimated order of magni-
tude of basic shelter needs for the population with

household incomes below the poverty threshold.
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The target group consists of two segments: (1) the
gull need segment comprises those without any shelter
plus those who live - or will live - in already exist-
ing shelter that cannot be upgraded; and (2) the
partial need segment includes all those who live - or
will live - in already existing shelter that can be

upgraded.

As socio-economic conditions vary geographically by
rural, non-metropolitan urban and metropolitan areas
all projections are based on these three categories.

referred to as 4ectons.

The analysis perdiod of this study covers the remainder
of this century. Five data points marking this period

are the calendar years 1980, 1985, 1990, 1995 and 2000.

Since the most recent income and housing census infor-
mation for the five Central American countries is for
the early or mid-1970's, 1975 was used as the base yean
for defining certain variables, such as the relative
size of the target group and the relationships between

per capita incomes in the three sectors.

All monetary estimates are expressed in constant 1980
$CA (Central American pesos). One SCA equals one

uss.l/

1/ The monetary unit SCA 1s used within the Central
American Common Market.
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CRITERIA FOR ESTIMATINC TARGET GROUP SIZE

Two criteria'served as guides for estimating the
relative size of the target group in the base year:

(1) The share of the entire occupied housing inventory
classified as inadequate, such as rooming houses with
shared sanitary facilities and shacks; and (2) The
share of the inventory not classified as inadeguate but
lacking a sufficient waste disposal system. An ade-
quate rural waste disposal system was defined as any
system for the exclusive use of the dwelling unit and
an urban system as a flush toilet for the exclusive use

of the unit.

In El salvador, Guatemgla, Honduras and Nicaragua
between 8l% and 90% of the rural homes did not meet
these criteria.l/ Only in Costa Rica - as a result of
a large-scale rural latrine program - was it much lower
(64%). In all five countries between 63% and 71% of
the urban dwellings did not meet these criteria in the
base year. Obviously the criteria employed cover only
two components of the shelter bundle. If the available
data permitted cross referencing with information on
other variables, such as the water supply system and

structural condition, an even larger share of the

i/ For detailed data see Annex I-B, Note 4a.
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dwellings would probably fail to meet the minimum
criteria. However, dwellings with inadequate waste
disposal systems are also the most likely to have other

deficiencies.

For the purpose of this study the selected criteria are
sufficient to indicate the order of magnitude of the
share of the housing inventory occupied by the target
group. Based on the data the relative share of the
target group in 1975 was estimated at 85% of the rural
and 70% of the urban population for all five

1/

countries.=

ASSUMPTIONS

The conceptual approach for projecting the target
group's effective demand for basic shelter rests on

three main assumptions:

Throughout the analysis period the relative size of the
target group is determined by the real income of its
most prosperous households. By definition, the basic

shelter needs of households with higher incomes are

I/ If the target group was defined, as in Churchill's

"  paper, as the population below the poverty threshold and
if the World Bank's definition of the relative poverty
threshold (one-third of per capita income) was applied,
the relative size of the target group would be much
smaller, amounting to only about one-fifth of the
population.
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presumed to be fully satisfied. Consequently, the size
of the target group increases as its real income
declines and decreases as real income rises. Thus, the
average income of the highest percentile in the target
group in the base year (1975) is used as a constant
threshold income for projecting the relative size of
the target group through the analysis period based on
real income changes. This threshold income can be
estimated based on available income and income distri-

bution data.

A second assumption was needed to disaggregate national
personal income by sector as a basis for the projec-
tions of effective demand. Available sources barely
suffice for estimating per capita personal income by
sector, much less permit conclusions about shifts in
the relationships between the per capita incomes in the
rural, non-metropolitan urban and metropolitan sectors.
Therefore, the relationships among per capita incomes
at or about the base year was assumed to remain con-

stant over the analysis period.l/

A third assumption was needed to arrive at a consistent

annual distribution of the effective demand for basic

1/ It should be noted that this assumption does not affect
changes in the relationship between the aggregate
sectorial incomes due to population shifts.
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shelter. It was assumed that the full need segment
(those in need of new shelter) during each year con-
sists of the target households formed during the year
plus a constant share (one-twentieth) of the households
living in already existing shelter that cannot be
upgraded. Similarly it was assumed that the partial
need segment (those in need of upgrading) in any year
consists of one~twentieth of the households living in
shelter presently occupied by the target group that can

be upgraded.
MODEL FOR PROJECTING EFFECTIVE DEMAND

The model for projecting effective demand consists of

five principal steps:

(1) In accordance with the first two stated assump-

tions two sets of constant data are cal.culated:

- The average household income in the highest

percentile of the target group (threshold

income) is estimated for the base year (1975).
The estimates of effective 4demand for basic
shelter investment throughout the study are
limited to households with incomes below this

threshold.

-]16--



= Using available household income surveys the
relationships between rural, non-metropolitan
urban ané metropolitan per capita income are
estimated. As stated, these relationships are

assumed to be constant.

(2) The number of target households in need of new

shelter (full need) and upgrading (partial need)

is estimated for each data point. This step

involves the following:

~ Based on population and household size forecasts

the total number of households is projected;

- Using national personal income and household
projections and the (constant) relationship
between the per capita incomes in the rural,
non-metropolitan urban and metropolitan sector

the total personal income by sector is

estimated;

- Using income distribution data the total

personal income by sector is disaggregated by

decile;

- Based on changes in (real) household income and
the estimated income in the highest percentile

of the target group (threshold income) the

-17-



(3)

(4)

relative and absolute size of the target group

at each data point is estimated:

- The number of households in need of new shelter

(full need segment) is estimated for each data
point by adding the annual increase within the
térget group (new household fcrination) tn the
average annual share (one-twentieth) of the
target households living in already existing

shelter that cannot be upgraded;

- The number of households in need of upgrading

(partial need segment) is estimated for each
data point by assigning equal annual shares
(one-twentieth) of the target households living
in already existing shelter that can be

upgraded.

The average annual amount that target households

are expectad to be able and willing to pay for

basic shelter is projected for each data point and

decile by applying information on the share of

household income available for such payments.

The average effective demand per decile for a

basic shelter investment is calculated by capital-

izing the average housing payment estimated in

Step (3); and
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(5) The total effective demand for basic shelter

investment is calculated as the sum of the

products of the average effective demand per
decile and the number of target households in each

decile.
DATA SOURCES

The accuracy of the projections of basic shelter needs
depends as much on the quality of the data as on the

validity of the conceptual approach and assumptions.

Annex I presents the methodology fo; data selection as
well as a complete, annotated list of the selected data

and sources on which the projections are based.

The following steps Qere used to ascertain the most
reliable and credible information: (1) The United
Nations Department of International Ecbnomic and Social
Affairs and the World Bank were consulted ﬁo obtain
their most recent demographic projections and national
accounts data. Pertinent publications were reviewed
for information on income distribution by sector, share
of household income available for housing by income
group, relative size of the target group in the base
yYear and population living in housing that cannot be
upgraded; (2) During one-week field visits to each of

the five countries this information was presented to

-]19-



knowledgeable government officials for review and
comment; (3) Depending on the comments obtained during
the field visits the pre-selected data were replaced by
alternative sources or confirmed. Generally, the field
visits yielded more recent population projections
(based on studies by the Latin American Demographic
Center - CELADE) and more reliable data on per capita

personal income by sector.
PRINCIPAL DATA ISSUES

The quality.of the selected data differs by variable
and country. The annotated list of selected sources in
Annex I evaluates the varying quality of the data in
detail. The two main issues associated with the
selected information are the reliability of existing
income distribution data and the difficulty of project-

ing national income growth.

Income Distribution Data

The most recent, carefully designed and documented
survey of household income was conducted by the
Government of El Salvador between 1976 and 1977.1/
The last survey for Costa Rica was conducted by a

University team in 1971.3/ While these two sources

1/ EI9
2/ c2
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inspire some confidence in the relevance and
accuracy of their findings, the besﬁ available
sources for Guatemala and Honduras are unquestion-
ably outdated. Moreover, the scope of the last
survey for Guatemala was limited to some urban
areas. The combination of its findings with rural
income distribution data from different sources
further weakens its suitability as a basis for

projections and program planning.

Information on the income distribution in Nicaragua
is the most fragmentary in Central America. The
best available source is a 1977 elaboration of

diverse sources by the then National Housing Bank.

Since the projections of effective demand for basic
shelter in this study are based on macroeconomic
aggregate national income growth projections,
national personal income esﬁimates based on the
household income surveys and population data for the
year preceding each survey were compared to the
corresponding reported national income aggregates.
Details of this comparison are presented in the

Annex.i/

1/ Annex I-B, Note 2
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National personal income based on macroeconomic data
was found to exceed the estimate of aggregate
personal income based on income surveys by 16% in E1
Salvador, 20% in Costa Rica and Guatemala and 30% in
Honduras.i/ This analysis suggests that between
one-sixth and one-third of household income was not
reported in the household surveys. Quite possibly,
underreporting is highest in the highest income
groups. (Although lower income groups may often not
report income earned in informal activities, such
incomes are also not reported in the national
accounts.) Thus, the actual income distribution
during the survey years used for this study may have

been considerably more uneven or skewed than the

distribution shown by the data.

Even if the income distribution information accu-
rately reflected conditions at the time of the
survey, it does not support the assumption that the
distribution of income has remained unchanged,
particularly if the last survey is more than a
decade old. 1Indeed, there is evidence that in some
countries the distribution grew more uneven during

the 1970's.

1/ The household income data for Nicaragua do not permit
this analysis,
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For example, Guatemala's Gross National Product at
constant market prices rose at an average annual
rate of 5.6% between 1970 and 1975 and 7% between
1975 and 1978,5/ about two to two and one-half times
the rate of population growth during the period.
This period of real per capita national income
growth was accompanied by an average annual infla-

tion rate of ll%.Z/

Since the wages and salaries of workers in formal
enterprises increased at less than half the rate of
inflation, their real income declined by about one-
fourth during the decade.é/ Workers in informal
enterprises are likely to have experienced an even

greater decline in their buying power.

According to calculations prepared for this study, a
real national income growth rate of less than 43
would have sufficed to maintain per capita income
levels by sector in Guatemala during the last five
years.i/ The combined evidence of a substantially
higher real national income growth rate (7% between

1975 and 1978) and a loss of real income among the

urban working class suggests that the highest income

1/ Glé

2/ Gl-II36

3/ G1-36; G23
4/ Annex I-B, Note 2b
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groups - whose incomes do not depend on wages and
salaries - have absorbed the better part of real
national income growth. In turn, it appears that
the distribution of income since the last household
income survey has become substantially more uneven
rather than having been maintained at the same

level.

Similar evidence is presented for Nicaragua in a
recent feport by the United Nations Economic Commis-
sion for Latin America (CEPAL). According to this
source the average real salary income in Nicaragua'

declined between 1970 and 1975 by 143%.%/

The only systematic study of changes.in income
distribution in Central America was conducted in
Costa Rica by the University of Costa Rica, School
of Economic and Social SCiences.z/ Comparing the
income surveys of 1961 and 1971 in the light of an
official government policy of achieving a more
equitable income distribution, the study concluded
that simply maintaining the existing distributions

would itself be an achievement.

I/ ~9-5
2/ C3
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Despite the questions raised the information on
income distribution was the best available source
for the projections in this study. The sensitivity
of the effective demand for basic shelter to future
changes in the income distribution was tested by
applying alternative sets of projections of the
share of the national income to be earned by the

target group.

National Income Growth Projections

Projections of national personal income - particu-
larly the share to be earned by the target group -
is one of the key variables for projecting the
effective demand for basic shelter. Since naticnal
income cannot be projected with the same confidence
as population growth and because of the questions
previously raised about income distribution, this
study tested the sensitivity of effective basic
shelter demand to three alternative national income

growth scenarios:

(1) The scenario for a high growth rate of national
personal income is based on the future average
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth rates

estimated by World Bank country economists.i/

1/ As shown In Annex I-B, standard United Nations practices
were used to convert GDP to national personal income.
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The assumption underlying this scznario is that
GDP will grow at these rates, that the income
distribution will not change and, therefore,
that the target group will continue receiving

the same relative share of a growing pie.l/

(2) The scenafio for a low growth rate of national
personal income is based on one-half the growth
rates of the first scenario. It would apply in
two cases: (1) national income grows as pro-
jected for the first scenario but the relative
share earned by the target group declines
sharply; and (2) Gross Domestic Product grows
at a much slower pace and the distribution of

income remains unchanged.

(3) The third alternative - termed a "break-even"
scenario - falls somewhere between the high and

low growth scenarios. . It is defined as the

amount of growth in national personal income

needed to maintain the estimated current per

capita income levels in the rural, non-

metropolitan urban and metropolitan sector. It

was calculated on the basis of the (constant)

relationships between rural, non-metropolitan

17 By definition, the relative size of the target group
gradually diminishes in this scenario.
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urban and metropolitan per capita incomes and
the population growth projections for the five

data points.

This scenario tests the sensitivity of the
effective demand projections to the following
two situations: (1) The relative share of
national personal income accruing to the target
group grows at the rate of sectorial population
growth even though GDP grows at a faster pace,
resulting in a more skewed income distribution:
or (2) The overall economy grows only at the
rate required to maintain existing real income
levels in all sectors, and the income distribu-~

tion remains unchanged.
COMPUTER ANALYSIS

Because of the problematical nature of many of the data
sources used in this study and the need to test the
sensitivity of the results to alternative assumptions
or scenarios, the main steps of the model used to esti-
mate the effective demand for basic shelter were
programmed for computer processing. The computer
program is presented in the Annex to this report to
permit easy recalculation if and when more adequate
sources become available. Figure 1 is a flow diagram

showing the steps of the computer program.
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‘FIGURE 1

FLOW DIAGRAM OF THE COMPUTER PROGRAM
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PROJECTIONS - ORDERS OF MAGNITUD'E/

CHANGES IN THE RELATIVE SIZE OF THE TARGET GROUP

The relative size of the target group significantly
affects the projections of basic shelter needs. As
stated, the target group was uniformly defined to
comprise 85% of the rural and 70% of the urban popula-

tion in the base year (1975).

Table 1 shows that under the high national income
growth scenario the target group will shrink by the
year 2000 to between 62% and 76% of the rural and
between 43% and 58% of the urban population with an
overall average of about 65% for the entire region.
Under the break-even scenario the target group main-
tains by definition its relative size by sector;
“however, because of rural-urban migration and the
estimated smaller relative size of the target groun in
urban areas, the overall size of the target group would
still shrink slightly, from about 76% in 1980 to 74% in
2000 under this scenario. Finally, under the low
growth scenario the relative size of the target group
would dramatically increase to more than 80% of the
region's total population during the next 20 years.

Only Costa Rica's national income growth projections

1/ The projections are presented in full detail in Annex I-C.

-29-



-OE-

TABLE 1
CENTRAL AMERICA

CHANGES IN THE RELATIVE SIZE OF THE TARGET GROUP
BY COUNTRY, SECTOR AND NATIONAL INCONE GROWTH SCENARIO

1981 - 2000
COUNTRY AND I TARGET GHOUP HOUSE!NOIDS AS A PERCENT OF ALL HOUSENOLDS
k)
SECTOR 1975!'/ 19803/ 2000"
HIGH GROMTIH BREAK-EVEN 1M GROWTI
COSTA RICA
Total 4 52 12 4
Rural 85 80 62 80 83
Non-Mutropolitan Uiban 70 617 47 67 0
Metroupolitan 70 64 43 64 66
EL SALVATOR
Total 78 60 78 83}
Rural as 84 66 44 86
Non-HKetropoljtan Urban 20 69 56 69 78
Hetropolitan 70 67 46 67 17
GUATEMALA
Total 76 66 24 84
Rural 85 82 5 82 89
Non-HKetropolitan Urban 70 66 55 66 ;1]
Hetropolitan 70 66 57 66 8
HONDURAS
Total 76 66 74 82
Rural 85 82 76 82 a7
Hon-Metropolitan Urban 70 67 58 67 76
Hetropolitan 70 66 57 66 n
NICARAGUA
Total 76 57 4 80
Rural 8s 83 65 83 87
Non-Metropolitan Uiban 0 68 45 68 76
Metropolitan 70 69 57 69 73

SQURCE: Annex 1-D

NOTES;
1/Base year estimates (Annex I-8, Note 4)
2/Projection for 1980, bascd on base year estimates, projectud GOP in
1980 and assumption of a stable income distribution
3/Projections for 2000 based on three national income growth/
distribution scenarios



are high enough to maintain the relative size of the
target group at its 1980 level even under the low

growth scenario.
PROJECTED TOTAL EFFECTIVE DEMAND

The total effective demand for basic shelter in all
five countries for the 20-year period ranges from $CA
11 billion under the high growth scenario (shrinking
relative size of the target group) to $CA 16 billion
under the low growth scenario (growing relative target
group size) with $CA 14 billion under the break-even
scenario (stable relative size of the target group).
Table 2 presents a summary of these projections by

country and sector.

Table 2 also shows that the effective demand for basic
shelter investment of the population with household
incomes below the median will be much smaller,
amounting to approximately S$SCA 8 billion over the
20-year period, regardless of national income growth

. 1/
scenario.~

About 60% of the projected effective deménd is metro-
politan, another 23% non-metropolitan urban and only

17% rural. Guatemala's metropolitan share embraces as

i/ USAID assisted programs generally aim at the population
with household incomes below the median.
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TABLE 2
CENTRAL AMERICA

PROJECTED TOTAL INVESTHENT FOR BASIC SHELTER NEEDS
BY COUNTRY, SECTOR AND NATIONAL INCOME GROWTH SCENARIO
1981 - 2000
1980 $CA PILLIONS

CO(JNTRY AND HIGH GROWTI BREAK-EVEN LOW GROWTH
SECTOR TOTAL UP TO MEDIAN TOTAL UP TO MEDIAN TOTAL UP TO MEDIAN
‘CA . . . .
2 $C. SCA SCA SR ) sen SCA Y
CENTRAL AMERICA '
Total 11,093.8 7,480.2 67 14,394.2 7,968.4 55 15,921.8 7,594.7 48
Rural 1,846.1 842.3 46 2,252.0 921.0 41 2,300.0 871.5 a8
Nou-Hatropolitan Urban 2,585.0 1,787.8 69 3,499.8 2,015.1 58 3,926.9 1,966.0 S0
Hatropolitan 6,662,7 4,850.1 13 8,642.6 5,032.2 58 9,694.8 4,757.2 49
CQOSTA RICA
Total 2,059.0 1,435.9 20 3,185.2 1,772.9 56 3,305.2 1,737.0 53
i Rural 416.7 195.8 47 552.8 243.2 44 571.2 239.9 42
w Non-—ﬂet:opolitan Urban 521.9 3154.9 68 8130.9 448.7 54 847.7 440.8 52
';J Metropolitan 1,120.5 885.2 9 1,801.6 1,081.0 60 1,886.2 1,056.3 se6
EL SALVADOR !
Total L 1,406.5 1,0372.6 74 2,091.0 1,131.9 54 2,341.2 1,1072.8 47
Rural 462.6 232.3 50 604.0 253.7 42 567.9 235.2 40
Non-Haul';)polltdn Urban 267.2 190.6 69 350.2 196.1 56 4113.8 202.8 49
Metropolitan 676.6 615.7 91 1,136.8 682.1 60 1,329.5 669.8 50
GUATEMALA
Total 5,119.2 3,457.2 68 6,024.5 3, 414.4 52 6,943.2 3,225.8 46
Rural 586,7 246.4 42 638.5 242.6 a8 682.3 225.2 1
::n-net;r:polltan Urban 950.8 703.6 74 1,196.6 741.9 62 1,448.8 738.9 51
tropolitan 3,581.7 2,507.2 70 4,189.4 2,429.9 58 4,812.1 2,261.7 47
HONDUKAS
Total ) ) 1,473.0 9072.5 62 1,707.8 890,2 52 1,883.1 806.2 43
Rural 195.0 80.0 4) 205,2 5.9 37 205,2 69.8 34
Non-Metropolitan Urban 531.9 335.1 6} 596.2 331.9 56 6]].3 297'7 47
Metropolitan 746.1 492.4 66 906.5 480.4 53 1,044.6 438.7 42
RICARAGUA
Total . . 1,036.1 642.0 62 1,385.7 759.0 56 1,449.1 7.9 50
Rural 185.1 88.8 48 251.5 105.6 42 253.4 101.4 40
Non-Metropolitan Urban 313.2 203.6 65 525.9 294.5 s6 58].3 285.8 49
Met ropolitan 537.8 349.6 65 608.3 358.9 59 612.4 330.7 54
SOURCE: Annex 1-D




much as 70% of that country's total effective demand,
considerably exceeding the metropolitan shares of the

other four countries.
NEW SHELTER AND UPGRADING

As shown in Table 3, about half the total target group
will need new shelter and half upgrading programs over
the analysis period. However, those in need of new
shelter (full need segment) will need close to
two-thirds of the total investmeqt. In the metropoli-
tan areas families in need of new shelter predominate,
- encompassing 60% of the total target group and account
for about 70% of the effective demand for investment,
while in both non-metropolitan urban and rural areas
the households in need of upgrading (partial need
segment) represent more than half the target group with

about 45% of the effective demand.

Again, the metropolitan area of Guatemala City repre-
sents the strongest concentration of projected target
households in need of new shelter: 72% of the total

metropolitan target group with 84% of the total metro-

politan effective demand.
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TABLE 3
CENTRAL AMERICA

PROJECTED TOTAL INVESTHENT FOR BASIC SHELTER NEEDS
AND NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS TO BE SERVED
BY COUNTRY, SECTOR AND TYPE OF NEED -
1981 - 2000
BREAK-EVEN SCENARIO
1980 $CA MILLIONS

COUNTRY AND TOTAL NEW SHELTER UPGRADING
SECTOR NUMBER OF INVESTMENT NUMRER OF INVESTHMENT NUMBER 0P INVESTMENT
HOUSENOLIX SCA millions HOUSEHOLDS SCA millions HOUSENOLDS SCA millions
CENTRAL AMERICA
Total 5,835,000 14, 195 2,933,000 9,281 2,904,000 5,114
Rural 3,269,000 2,252 1,588,000 1,266 1,681,000 986
Hon-Metropolitan Uiban 1,054,000 1,500 452,000 1,834 606,000 1,666
Metropolitan 1,508,000 8,641 691,000 6,181 617,000 2,462
COSTA RICA
Total 617,000 3,185 306,000 2,344 311,000 842
Rural 304,000 553 105,000 206 199,000 267
Non-Metropolltan Uitban 110,000 831 61,000 59) 49,000 240
Mctropolitan 203,000 1,802 140,000 1,467 63,000 33s
EL SALVADOR
Total 1,337,000 2,091 701,000 1,497 636,000 594
Rural 850,000 604 438,000 410 412,000 19%
Non-Metropolltan Urban 206,000 150 82,000 199 124,000 151
Metropolitan 261,000 1,137 181,000 888 100,000 249
GUATEMALA
Total 2,145,000 6,025 1,094,000 4,685 1,052,000 1,339
Rural 1,248,000 619 513,000 . N 735,000 267
Hon-Metropolitan Urban 312,000 1,197 154,000 . 788 158,000 409
Metropolitan 505,000 4,189 427,000 3,526 159,000 663
HOHDUFAS
Total 1,046,000 1,708 499,000 372 547,000 1,335
Rural - 552,000 205 347,000 94 205,000 111
Non~Metropolitan Urban 245,000 596 71,000 10} 174,000 495
Hatropolitan 249,000 907 81,000 177 168,000 729
HICARAGUA
Total 690.000 1,386 313,000 383 158,000 1,004
Rural 315,000 252 185,000 105 130,000 147
Non-Metropolltan Urban 185,000 526 84,000 155 101,000 n
Mstropolitan 190,000 608 64,000 123 127,000 486

SOURCE: Annex I-D



AVERAGE ANNUAL EFFECTIVE DEMAND DURING THE NEXT FIVE

YEARS

Over the next five-year period the average effectiv%
demand for basic shelter (under the break-even
scenario) will amount to about $CA 600 million
annually, again with about two-thirds for new shelter

ancd one-third for upgrading.

As shown on Table 4, the projected yearly totals range
from about $CA 60 million each for Honduras and
Nicaragua to nearly $CA 100 million for El Salvador,
$CA 150 million for Costa Rica and $CA 240 million for
Guatemala. Again, the effective demand among those
with incomes below the median is much smaller, account-

ing for about half these projections.
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TABLE 4
CENTRAL AHMERICA

PROJECTED AVERAGE ANNUAL INVESTHENT FOR BASIC SHELTER NEEDS
AND NUMBER GF HOUSEHOLDS T0 BE SERVED
BY COUNTRY, SECTOR AND TYPE OF NEED
1981 - 1985
BREAK-EVEN SCENARIO
1980 $CA HILLIONS

COUNTRY AND TOTAL NEW SHELTER UPGRADING
SECTOR NUMBER OF INVESTMENT NUMSER OF INVESTHENT NUMBER OF INVESTMENT
HOUSEHOLDS )/ SCA millious HOUSENOLDS 1/ SCA willions HOUSERDIDSY/ SCA millions
CENTRAL AMERICA ¢
Tutal 259,500 609 118,000 421 141,500 189
Rural 155,400 114 61,500 65 94,000 50
Non-Metropolitan Usban 46,000 157 21,700 100 24,300 56
Matropolitan 58,000 3m 34,800 256 32,300 83
COSTA RICA
Total 29, 300 152 13,800 106 15,500 47
Rural 16,200 11 6,200 19 9,900 15
Non-Metropolitan Urban 4,900 40 2,500 27 2,500 13
Metropolitan 8,200 78 5,100 60 3,100 19
§ EL SALVADOR
w Total 59,200 95 27,400 64 31,800 3
a Rural 37,100 27 16,500 17 20,600 10
[ Hon-Metropolitan Urban 10, 200 19 4,000 11 6,200 8
Mstropolftan 11,900 50 6,900 36 5,000 13
GUATEMALA
Total 95,600 219 41,000 168 52,600 71
Rural 60,600 32 23,800 18 36,800 14
Nun-Metropolitan Urban 13,400 52 5,500 30 7,900 22
Mutropol ftan 24,600 155 13,700 120 7,900 15
HONDURAS
Total 45,700 66 20, 700 46 24,900 19
Rural 26,900 10 9,600 5 17,400 S
Hon-Metropolitan Urban 10,000 25 6,400 19 3,500 5
Melrupolltan 8,800 3 4,700 22 4,000 9
NICARAGUA
Tol:n: i 29,700 57 13,100 37 16,700 21
Rura 14,600 - 12 5,400 6 9, 300 6
Non-Metropolitan Urban L 2,500 21 3,300 13 4:200 ]
Matropolitan 7,500 24 4,400 18 3,200 7

SOURCE: Annex I-D

NOTES 3
1/Rounded to nvarest 100
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AFFGRDABILITY OF BASIC SHELTER

The purpose of this part is to compare the projected
average efi¢ .ive demand for a unit of basic shelter per
income decile to the current average costs of the compo-
nents of a basic shelter bundle to determine just "how
much" basic shelter an investment matching the effective

demand could purchase.
APPROACH
DEFINITIONS

The previous part defined in general the components of

a basic shelter bundle. As a basis for estimating

costs these components are defined with more technical

specificity as follows:

The minimum 8ize of a &4ite in metropolitan areas is

defined as 60 square meters (five by twelve meters) and

84 square meters (seven by twelve meters) in non-
1/

metropolitan urban areas.=/ Minimum lot size was not

defined for rural areas.

A minimum sernvice package includes the following

elements:

1/ Local housing officials contacted in the five ccuntries

agreed that sites in non-metropolitan urban areas should

have at least 84 sguare meters.
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(1) Site preparaiion, consisting of the necessary

grading and retaining walls;

(2) A sydtem of vehicular and pedestrian access
meeting minimum nequirements; this includes in
urban areas a paved access road, gravel streets
with an adequate storm drainage system and paved
sidewalks, laid out in a grid of about 110 by 150
meters and, between the streets, paved pedestrian
access walks on a three meter right-of-way with

. adequate storm drainage. For rural areas minimum

access requirements were not specified;

(3) A water supply system meeXing mindimum requine-
ments; this consists of a standpipe serving 20 to
30 homes in urban areas and in rural areas of any
safe water supply from a well or a piped system

within reasonable walking distance;

(4) A waste disposal system meeting minimum require-
ments defined in all areas as a latrine for the

exclusive use of the household;
(5) In urban areas sfreet Lighting every 65 meters.

A basic undi.. ~overs 20 square meters (five by four
meters), and consists of an adequate foundation,

concrete block or brick walls with earthquake



reinforcement, a zinc roof with a backyard overhang to
protect the laundry area, a cement floor, a metal
entrance door, a wooden back door, two louvered alumi-

num windows and a laundry stone (pila).
Senvice improvementsd constitute the following elements:

(1) A fully adequate water and waste disposal system
including a piped water and sanitary sewer connec-
tion to the site and installation of three outlets
in the unit (flush toilet, shower and laundry

stone/sink);

(2) Eleectndicity service including the connection to
the lot, meter and meter base and interior wiring
with one overhead light fixture and one conve-

nience outlet; and

(3) Improvement of vehicular access including street

pavement.

Bedrooms of minimum 8ize were defined as measuring

twelve square méters (three by four meters), with the
same structural specifications as the basic unit, one
wooden door, one window and light fixture plus conve-

nience outlet.

Furthen additions and improvemenis were defined only

for urban areas and include the following:
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(1) In metropolitan areas the differential between a
60 square meter and an 84 square meter site,
including the additional infrastructure costs.
(In non-metropolitan urban areas the minimum site

area already measures 84 square meters);

(2) A Zhind bedroom orn a rental room measuring 20
Square meters, and consisting of the same elements

as the basic unit plus plumbing and wiring.

The following additional terms denote two main levels

or standards of basic shelter:

(1) The Low mindimum Level of basic shelter was defined
for rural areas to include a site and a minimum
rural service package, excluding a basic unit.
Typically, rural dwellings in Central America are
Sstill built by the members of the household with
locally available non-cash materials; the rural
full minimum fLevel includes, in addition, a basic

unit.

In urban areas the minimum fLevef was defined to
include security of tenure on a site of minimum
size, a minimum urban service package and the

materials for a basic unit;l/

1/ In the case of upgrading programs a small home improve-
ment loan
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(2) The advanced Level/two bedrooms of basic shelten,
includes in addition to the minimum level compo-~
nents, labor for the basic unit, service improve-

ments and two bedrooms.i/

The advanced fevel/three bedrooms was considered
only for urban areas. It includes an additional
bedroom (or rental room) and, in metropolitan

areas, a larger site.
ASSUMPTIONS

Two assumptions had to be made to analyre the afford-
ability of basic shelter upgrading costs for households

in the partial need segment of the target group.

First the need for water, waste disposal and electric-
ity service among those in need of upgrading programs
had to be estimated. Housing census reports contain
data on the share of the total housing inventory with
different levels of water and waste disposal service as
well as electricity. However, this information is not
cross-referenced. 1In ¢:her words, census data do not
allow measurement of the share o7 +he housing inventory
that satisfies certain water, sewer and electr..city

service criteria in the same unit. To permit such

1/ In the case of upgrading a larger loan for home
improvements


http:bedrooms.21

aggregate estimates of service it was assumed that the
availability of each tvpe of service originates with
the most prosperous households. For example, if hous-
ing census data show that 65% of all dwelling units in
a given area have running water, it is assumed that
these dwellings are occupied by households from the
35th to 100th income percentile. This assumption
implies that the cumulative lack of services is concen-
trated at the lower end of the income distribution, a
situation that appears sufficiently plausible even on
the basis of impressionistic evidence. The assumption
permits housing census data to be used to estimate the
need for services and improvement by income group.
Annex IV presents the approach used for these

estimates.

A second assumption was required to estimate the need
for improved vehicular and pedestrian access and storm
drainage to urban househoids in need of upgrading.
Since a growing share of the urban target group lives
in squatter settlements and illegal subdivisions lack-
ing infrastructure improvements it was assumed that
these costs are equivalent to those of providing an

access system to families in full need of new shelter.l/

1/ This assumption leads to an overestimation of the
upgrading needs of existing target group housing with
adequate vehicular and pedestrian access. :
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METHOD FOR ANALYZING AFFORDABILITY

The method used to analyze the affordability of basic

shelter contains four main steps:

First, the average costs of the individual components
of the basic shelter bundle were estimated by country

and sector. This step is documented in Annex III.

Second, the average investment needed for upgrading was
estimated by decile for households in the partial need

segment. This step is documented in Annex IV.

Third, the cumulative cost of the components of the
basic shelter bundle is compared to the averace effec-
tive demand of the households in need of new shelter
per decile of the income distribution to uetermine how
much basic shelter the average household in each decile

can afford. This step is documented in Annex V.

Fourth, the estimated average investment needed for
upgrading by decile (Step 2) is compared to the average
effective demand of the households in need of upgrading
by decile to determine how much hasic shelter upgrading
the average household in each decile can afford. This

step is documented in Annex VI.
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DATA SOURCES

The most useful source information on supply costs were
interviews with knowledgeable public and private

officials in the five countries.

Typically, the information obtained at these interviews
was based on specific active or recent projects. The
specifications of lot size, level of services and type
of structure were, with few exceptions, different from
the minimum level of basic shelter as defined for this
study. Consequently, the primary information obtained
in the field had to be carefully reviewed and analyzed
before it could be used to estimate the cost of the
type of minimum basic shelter solutions applied in this
study. In many cases the availability of data from a

variety of sources helped in this process.
PRINCIPAL DATA ISSUES

By far the best data on the costs of supplying shelter
were available for metropolitan areas. On the other
hand, information on the cost of rural basic shelter
components was only sketchy. There are two obvious
reasons for the wide discrepancies in the quantity,
detail and quality of information available for the
metropolitan and rural sectors: (1) the metropolitan

sector absorbs a far greater share of public and
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private investment; and (2) the metropolitan sector is
much more homogeneous. For example the cost of rural
water supply systems varies enormously by geographic
location, topography, size of settlement and other
variables. As a result of the difference in the gqual-
ity of the data, the affordability analysis presented
in the next section is more accurate for metropolitan
areas and larger secondary cities and less accurate as

distance from them increases.

A second data issue is the cost of labor. The field
data revealed substantial differences ia the labor
costs of constructing a basic unit. For example,
recipients of loans for materials and labor from the
Guatemalan National Housing Bank (BANVI) can hire
masons to build their houses; BANVI only oversees these
masons to ensure adequate workmanship. Under this
program the cost of labor per square meter amounts to
about one-third of the cost of other BANVI projects
employing contractors on a large scale. A_ter careful
review of such evidence it was concluded that a basic
shelter program requires the most efficient and cost
effective implementation. Therefore, the labor cost.s
for constructing the home (excluding the costs of
infrastructure improvements) were estimated on the

basis of the cost of small scale customer contracting.
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AFFORDABILITY

NEW SHELTER

Annex V shows the cumulative bundle of basic shelter
components that the average household in each decile is
estimated to be able to afford under each national
income growth scenario in 1990. Figure 2 illustrates
the results of this analysis under the break-even
scenario for each country and Table 5 presents a sum-
mary of the share of the population that is able to
afford the different levels of basic shelter defined

for this study.
Rural

Under the break-even scenario of national income
growth between 70% (Honduras) and 100% (Costa Rica)
of the rural population can afford a minimum basic
shelter package without a basic unit. The results
in the high and low growth scenarios are practically

identical.

As noted, the supply cost data on which these
findings are based are very limited. evertheless,
they may serve to indicate the order of rlagnitude of
the rural population that could afford to pay for an

unsubsidized safe water supply and latrine program.
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Expectedly, only a small share of the rural popula=-
tion can afford to buy a small house (basic unit) in
"addition to the minimum service package. With the
exception of Costa Rica, where it encompasses 70% in
the break-even scenario (87% in the high growth and
60% in the low growth scenarios), only 10% or 20% of
the rural population in Central America can afford a
minimum basic shelter package that includes this

component.

Obviously, the advanced basic shelter stardard as it
is defined for this study (including in rural areas
a flush toilet connected to a septic tank, domestic
pPiped water and a small house with two bedrooms, a
shower and a kitchen) is not an option for the rural
population, except for the most prosperous ;ural

households in Costa Rica.

Non-Metropolitan Urban

Although the information on the average cost of
supplying basic shelter components in non-metropoli-
tan urban areas appears more reliable than the
general estimates for rural areas, it must be inter-
preted cautiously. ‘here are great differences
between such urban areas, ranging from tiny towns to

cities with 50,000 to 100,000 inhabitants aﬂd from
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stagnant mountain places to dynamic agro-industrial

centers in the coastal regions.

With this gualification the summary results are
presented in Figure 2 and Table 5 as an indication
of the order of magnitudg of the basic shelter that
average non-metropolitan urban households can afford

to buy by income group.

Under the break-even scenario the share of the
population able to afford the minimum level of basic
shelter ranges from 80% to 90% in all countries
except El Salvador. The difference between the
findings for El Salvador and the rest of the region
is difficult to explain. The basis for the differ-
eénce lies in the exceptionally low level of pro-
jected effective demand per household in El Salva-
dor's non-metropolitan urban area. In turn, this
low level of effective demand is the result of an
exceptionally wide gap between the metropolitan and
non-metropolitan urban per czpita income for El
Salvador. The data sources for per capita income by
sector are presented in Annex I-B, Note 2. Accord-
ing to these sources, per capita income in non-
metropolitan urban areas in El Salvador amounts to
only slightly more than half the metropolitan per

capita income. 1In the other countries this gap is
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TABLE 5
CENTRAL ANMERICA

PERCENT OF HOUSLHOLDS ABLE TO AFFORD
MINIAM AND ADVANCED BASIC SHELTER
BY COUNTRY, SECTOR AND NATIONAL INCOHE GROHTH SCENARIO

—pg-

1990
COUNTRY AND SECTOR - HIKIMIM BASIC SHELTER AMWAHCED BASIC SUFLTER
WITHOUT BASIC UMIT WITIE BASIC UNIT 2 WDROUMS 3 BIODROOMS
(RUHAL ONLY) {URBAN ONLY)
SCENARIO SCENARIO SCERARIO SCENARIO
HIGH NREAK-EVENR [ 7ol HicH NREAK-EVER U-N HIGH [IREAK-EVEN 108 HIGH NIREAK-EVEN LOW

CUSTA RICA

Rural 100 100 100 Hg 70 0 . 20 20

Hoa-Metropolitan Urban 90 20 20 80 80 10 70 60 60

Metropolitan 90 90 90 80 a0 80 60 70 70
EL SALVADOR

Rural S0 90 20 Jo 20 20 (] . .

Non-Mctropolitan Urban 90 20 70 0 . - . . .

Hetropalitan 90 %0 30 80 70 60 60 50 50
GUATEMALA

Rural 80 ao a0 L] 20 20 . . 'y

Non-Metropolitan Urban %0 90 90 60 50 50 50 40 40

Hetropolitan 90 90 90 70 70 60 60 60 S0
HONDURAS

Rural 70 70 60 . . . - . .

Hon-Metropolitan Usban 80 80 ao 50 S0 40 40 40 0

Metropolitan 90 90 90 60 60 50 s0 sa 40
NECARAGUA

Rucal S0 90 90 20 20 . . . .

Roa-HMetropolitan Urban 90 80 80 60 «0 10 40 3o 30

Metropolitan 9% % 90 60 s0 40 30 30 30

.
SQUKCE: Annex V

® This solution is only afforded Ly bouscholds with
incases above the levels used for the target group.



significantly smaller, with the ratio between the
two per capita income figures ranging from 65% in
Guatemala to 75% in Honduras, 80% in Costa Rica and
90% in Nicaragua. As pointed_out in the previous
part, the income data for El Salvador are the most
recen. and appear to be the most reliable for the
region. Thus, while the data in Table 5 depict El
Salvador as an exception it is also possible that
the results for El Salvador are more realistic than,

for example, the results for Guatemala, Honduras and

Nicaragua.

In either event, however, the analysis sustains the
important conclusion that between 70% and 50% of the
non-metropolitan urban population can afford a
'complete minimum level basic shelter solution,
regardless of the national income growth scenario.
If the minimum basic shelter standard for non-
metropolitan urban areas was equal to the metropoli-
tan standard (60 square meter instead of 84 square
meter lot size), the share cf the population able to

afford the package would increase by 10% or more.

Metronolitan

The affordability analysis for metropolitan areas is

based on the most complete data sources and, -there-

fore, presumed to be most accurate.
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Most strikingly, the summary in Table 5 reveals that
90% of the metropolitan population in all five
countries under all three national income growth
scenarios can afford a basic shelter package meeting
the minimum level used in this study (security of
tenure on a site of 60 square meters, adequate
vehicular and pedestrian access including paved
walkways and storm drainage ditches and street
lighting, safe piped water within about 50 meter
walking distance, a latrine for exclusive use of the
dwelling and at leaét the materials for a basic

1/

unito—

A shelter package satisfying an advanced basic
shelter level with two bedrooms is within the reach
of 60% of the metropolitan population in Honduras
and Nicaragua, 70% of the residents of metropolitan
Guatemala City and 80% of the residents of metropol-
itan San Jose, Costa Rica and San Salvador under the
high national income growth scenario. Under the
break-even scenario the share of these households
would drop by 10% in only two countries (El1 Salvador

and Nicaragua) and under the low growth scenario by

1/ It should be noted that, with the exception of families
in the second decile in Honduras and Nicaragua under the
low growth scenario, these households can also afford
the labor for the basic unit and most of them additional
components such as water and sewer service to the sita.
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10% in another two countries (Guatemala and Honduras)

and by an additional 10% in El Salvador.
UPGRADING

Annex VI relates the estimated cost, by income group,
of providing basic shelter components to households in
need of upgrading to the estimated effective demand by

income group.

Despite differences in the data sources, the results of
this analysis are comparable to the results of the
affordability analysis for those in need of new shelter

(full need segment).

In urban areas in several countries the share of the
population able to afford aiminimum upgrading package
was somewhat smaller than the corresponding share of
the population able to afford a new minimum standard
basic shelter solution. Such differences may indicate
that the cost of more centrally located existing
housing is often relatively high, even if it lacks
essential services. Consequently, a household may have
to trade off the advantages of a new minimum shelter
solution on the urban periphery with those of a more

centrally located rental unit with fewer services.
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CONCLUSION

The effective demand for basic shelter estimated in the
previous part of this report suffices to provide the
following levels of unsubsidized shelter in the five

Central American countries:

(1) Between 70% (Honduras) and 100% (Costa Rica) of
all rural households can afford a minimum service
package including a safe water supply system
within reasonable walking distance and a private
latrine. Sixty percent of Costa Rica's rural
households but only about 20% of the rural house-
holds in the other countries can also afford a

basic unsubsidized unit.

(2) Provided a minimum lot size of 60 M2 is used in
all urban areas (not only in metropolitan areas
where small lots have become more widely accepted)
between 80% (El1 Salvador, non-metropolitan urban
areas) and 90% (all other urban areas) of Central
America's urban population can afford an unsubsi-
dized minimum shelter package consisting of é
site, site preparation and retaining walls,
adequate vehicular and pedestrian access, storm
drainage, street lighting, piped water within

short walking distance, a latrine for the
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(3)

exclusive use of the household and a basic unit of
20 Mz. With the exception of non-metropolitan
urban areas in El Salvaaor, between 50%
(Nicaragua) and 80% (Costa Rica) of the urban
population can afford a more advanced basic
shelter solution including, in addition to the
minimum components, street pavement, water, sewer

and electricity service to the site, plumbing and

wiring in the house and two bedrooms.

The effects of significantly different rates of
national income growth on affordability are

relatively insignificant.
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IVI

ANALYSIS OF THE INVESTMENT NEEDED FOR BASIC SHELTER

This final part of the report analyzes the projected orders
of magnitude of an investment in basic shelter in relation
to the size of the economy of the five countries and their

current levels of housing investment.

BASIC SHELTER INVESTMENT NEEDS AS A SHARE OF GROSS DOMESTIC

PRODUCT

The projected effective demand for investment in basic
shelter will require an average share of 2.4% of the
region's Gross Domestic Product if current levels of real
personal per capita income are maintained during the next
twenty years (break-even scenario of national income growth
and income distribution). The share of Gross Domestic
Product will range from about 2% in El Salvador and
Honduraé to about 2.5% in Costa Rica and Nicaragua and 2.7%

in Guatemala.

If national income in the region grows at a low average
rate for the rest of the century the housing needs of a
larger share of the region's populace would remain unmet
under prevailing market conditions. Consequently, the
effective demand for basic shelter would require a larger
piece of a smaller pie, averaging 3% for the region.
Conversely, if national incon.: grows at a high rate and the

current income distributions are maintained, the share of
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Gross Domestic Product required for basic shelter would be

as low as 1.6%. Table 6 summarizes this analysis.

PROJECTED BASIC SHELTER INVESTMENT IN RELATION TO _LEVELS OF

CURRENT HOUSING INVESTMENT

In order to explore the ease or difficulty which the five
nations are likely to experience in meeting the projected
basic shelter investment needs, current levels of housing
investment were examined and rompared to projections of
future investment levels required to cover the effective
demand for basic shelter as well as maintain current levels
of investment for the higher income groups that do not need

basic shelter.
CURRENT LEVELS OF HOUSING INVESTMENT

Available information on housing investment in Central
America is somewhat fraémentary and incomplete.
Expectedly, there is no information on housing invest-
ment by Llie so-called informal sector. Moreover,
building permits or registrations are often not
required or the requirements are not enforced. As a
result, a good share of the private sector's construc-

tion activity may not be reported.

Also, the available sources do not directly reveal the

income groups benefiting from current housing
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GDP GROWTH SCENARIO

BREAK-EVEN

HIGH

SOURCE: Annex VII

TABLE 6
CENTRAL AMERICA

PROJECTED TOTAL IKVESTMENT
10 BEET RASIC SHELTER HEEDS
AS A PERCENT OF GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT

CENTRAL AMERICA COSTA RICA EL SALVADOR

GUATEMALA

HONDURAS

NICARAGUA




investment. However, household income data can be
compared to the reported costs of the housing solu-
tions produced and/or financed by the various public
and private agencies reporting housing investment in
each country. Using this method the total levels of
current housing investment can be disaggregated for the
target group defined by this study as well as for

higher income groups.

Table 7 summarizes the most recent data on housing
investment in the five countries, broken down by target
group and investment for higher income groups. Annex
VIII presents a detailed, annotated list of the

sources.

The most recent year for which detailed information on
housing investment is available is 1978 for Costa Rica,
El Salvador and Honduras, 1979 for Guatemala and 1974
for Nicaragua. For Costa Rica and Guatemala investment
was reported separately for the public and private
sectors. For Honduras, El Salvador and Nicaragua
information on housing investment is available only for

both sectors combined.

In constant 1980 value, annual housing investment
ranged from $CA 27 million in Honduras to $CA 51

million in Nicaragua, $CA 83 million in E1l Salvador,
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INCOME GRGUP AND SOURCE (PUBLIC/TRIVATE)

TABLE 7
CENTRAL AMERICA

PRESENT ANHUAL INVESTMENT IN HOUSING
BY INCOME GROUP AND SGLURCE
IN 1980 $CA MILLIONS AND

AS A PERCENT OF GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT

CENTRAL. AMERICA COSTA RICA EL SALVADOR GUATIMALA HONDURAS

WICARAGUA
. ar s or ' or s or s or s cr
Miﬂ' GOP AMOUNT GO AMOUNT GOP AMOUNT ohr AN Gor AMOUNT Gnp
Total Present Annual Investment in ousing
(1972/1979)1/
Total 455.0 2.6 134.% 3.9 8l3.) 2.7 159.) 2.1 27.4 1.% $1.3 3.4
Public 62.3 1.8 S$1.9 - .7
Private 12,2 2.1 107.) 1.4
Present Annual investmant 1n fousing for
the Target Group
Total 149.4 .R 56.0 1.6 n.s -4 66.0 L ] 9.4 S 6.1 N |
Public J2.4 .9 52.0 7
Private 2.6 7 14.0 2
Present Annual Investment 1n using for
Nigher Income Groups
Total Y06 4 1.8 78.% 2.3 1.4 2.) 9.} 1.2 18,0 1.0 43,2 1.0
Public 29.9 -9 o
frivate 48.6 1.4 913.) 1.2

SOURCE: Annen VIII
noTE:

1/The most =ecent Information for Micaraqua is for 1974,




$CA 135 million in Costa Rica and about $CA 160 million
in Guatemala, tctaling nearly $CA 460 million in the

region.

Overall, the target group has received less than one-
third of this total investment, ranging from about 12%
in El Salvador and Nicaragua to 34% in Honduras and 42%

in Costa Rica and Guatemala.

The latest reported housing investment averaged 2.6% of
Gross Domestic Product in the region with a range of
1.5% in Honduras to 2.1% in Guatemala, 2.7% in El

Salvador, 3.4% in Nicaragua and 3.9% in Costa Rica.

PROJECTED HOUSING INVESTMENT NEZEDS COMPARED TO CURRENT

HOUSING INVESTMENT LEVELS

Total housing investment needs for the next twenty years
were estimated as the sum of the share of Gross Domestic
Product currently expended for housing for higher income
groups and the GDP share required to meet the effective
demand for basic shelter investment by the target group.

Table 8 presents the results.

The additional share of Gross Domestic Product required to
meet total investment in housing averages 1.6% for the

region, ranging from .8% in Costa Rica to 1.6% in El1
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TYPE OF INWESTHMENT AND INCOME GAQRIP

TABLE 8
CENTRAL NMERICA

COMPARISON OF PRESENT INVESTMENT IN HCUSING
AND PROJECTED TOTAL ANHUAL INVESTMENT NEEDED
BY INCOME GROUP IN 1980 $CA MILLIONS AND
AS A PERCENT OF GROSS DOMESTIC PRepUCT

CFENTRAL AMERICA COSTA RICA EL SALVADOP GUATEMALA HONUURAS
LN 3 s oF . oF s or s or
AMOUNT Gcor AHOUNT Gop AMOUNT 2]!" ANOUNT gl' AMCUNT GOP

A. Prasent Annual Investment in Mousing

(1978/1979) 1/

i. Total 455.8 2.6 134.8 1.9 8).) 2.7 159.) 2.1 27.4 1.8

2. Target Group 149.4 .0 56.0 1.6 11.9 L] 66.0 9 9.4 .5

J. ltligher Income Groups 6.4 1.H 2.8 2.3 71.4 2.) 93.) t.2 18.0 1.0
B, Totel lnvestsent Requircd for the 1991-2000

Pariod

1. Total 33,010, 4.2 3,201.9 4.7 4,430.1 4.) 8,731.5 3.9 2,527.7 1.1

2. Tarqet Group 14,425.7 2.4 3, 166.9 2.4 2,060.5 2.0 6,086.4 2.7 1,712.) 2.1

3. Higher Income Groups t0,n04.6 1.8 3,035.0 2.) 2,369.6 2.3 2,705.1 1.2 a15.4 1.0
€. Required locreased Sharec of GOP for flousimg

Investeents.

1. Total 1.6 .0 1.6 1.9 i.¢

2. Target Group 1.6 .8 1.6 1.8 1.6

3. tligher Incume Groups o /] (1] (1] (4]
D. Required Increase in fiousing Invertmant over

Present levels 62 21 59 86 107

NITARAGUA
s ar
INT GDP
L P | 3.4
6.1 -4
45.2 ).0
3,079.1 s.3
1,399.6 2.3
1,679.5 3.0
2.1
2.1
1]
62

SOURCE: Annex VII1

WOTES s

1/The most recent infuimatlon for Nicaraqua is for 1974.
2/tine A minus Line 1



Salvador and Honduras, 1.8% in Guatemala and 2.1% in

1/

Nicaragua.=

Although the additional share of GDP to be devoted to
housing is modest and appears clearly within the resource
constraints of the five Central American countries, the
existing housing investment in the region will have to be
significantly increased to meet the full effective shelter
demand of the poorest 75% of the populace. Table 8 shows
an average increase in housing investment cver present
levels of about 60% with wide differences among the five
countries, ranging from a modest 20% increase in Costa

Rica to a more than 100% increase in Horiduras.

ORDER OF MAGNITUDE OF AN AVERAGE ANNUAL SUBSIDY ENABLING

ALL KOQUSEHOLDS TO AFFORD THE FULL COST OF MINIMUM LEVEL

BASIC SHELTER

The previous chapter concluded that close to 90% of Central
America's population can afford minimum level basic

shelter. The pﬁrpose of this last section is te analyze

1/ Churchill estimated that worldwide a .8% increase in the
share of GDP devoted to housing would suffice to meet
hasic shelter investment needs. If Churchill's narrow
target yg. 'up definition (population below the poverty
threshold) was applied to the analysis and data sources
of this study the additional GDP share needed for basic
shelter in Central America would be substantially lower
than .8%, thus clearly supporting the conclusion of his
paper that meeting basic shelter investment needs is
well within the resource constraints of most developing
countries.
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the order of magnitude of a subsidy that would permit those
unable to afford the full cost of minimum level basic

shelter to purchase a minimum shelter solution.

Table 9 presents the results of this analysis for 1990, the
midpoint of the analysis period. Overall, a subsidy of
less than $CA 30 million a year will enable the poor to
afford minimum level solutions. This subsidy would average
one-tenth of one percent of Gross Domestic Product for the
region,i/ ranging from .04% in Costa Rica to .14% in El

Salvador.

1/ Break-even Scenario
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TABLE 9
CERTRAL AMERICA

ESTIHATED HEED FOR AN AVERAGE ANNUAL SUBSIDY
ENAELING ALL HOUSCLOLDS TO AFFORD
THE FULL COST OF MIKIMUN LEVEL BASIC SHELTER
1990
1980 $CA NILLIONS

CENTRAL AMIRICA COSTA RICA EL SALVADOR GUATEMALA

IUHDURAS NICARAGUA
.o v oF . oF s (F s OF s oF
AMUAINT [E10 ANt i AMOUNT G AMOUNT chye AMRINT anp AMOUNT GLP
TOTAL 2H.149 -10 2.778 .04 1.619 .09 12,415 .1 5.641 14 2.674 .10
RURAL 4.022 .02 0.000 .00 -969 .02 2.0lo0 .02 1.5%8 .04 .285 .02
NON-HETRN'OLITAN UHUAN 9.814 04 1.285 .02 2.119 .04 2,856 .02 2.312 .06 1.242 .04
HUTROPOLITAN 11.513 .he 1.49) .02 1.55) .03 7.544 .07 1.1 .04 1.147 .04

SOURCE: Anncx IX
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5.

earned by the highest target group percentile;

- Divide by the population in the highest target group
percentile to arrive at an estimate of the top per

capita income of the target group.
PROJECTION OF GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT THROUGH 2000

Based on published sources and expert judgment of interna-
tional economists compile a set of GDP projections through

the year 2000.
PROJECTION OF NATIONAL PERSONAL INCOME THROUGH 2000

Analyze available national accounts data for the past five
years to determine the relationship between national personal
income and GDP. Based on this analysis estimate the rela-
tionship between the two variables for the remainder of the

century.

Apply this relationship o the GDP projections (Step (5)) to

arrive at one scenario for national personal income growth.

Develop an alternative set of national personal income
projections based on substantially lower GDP growth rates
(50% of the growth rates underlying the projecticms in Step
(5)).

As a third scenario for economic development calculate the

national personal income needed through the remainder of the

A-I-3
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1l.

century to sustain 1975 sectorial per capita income levels

("break-even scenario").
PROJECTION OF AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE

Identify the best available projections of average household

size to convert per capita income estimates to estimates of

household income.
SHARE OF INCOME SPENT FOR HQUSING BY DECILE

Identify the best available informaticn for estimating the
share of household income spent for housing by sector and

income group.
SHARE OF INCOME AVAILABLE TO PAY FOR UPGRADING PROGRAMS

Identify the best available information for estimating the

share of household income available for upgrading programs.
POPULATION IN 1980 LIVING IN HOUSING THAT CANNOT BE UPGRADED

Define indicators for housing that cannot be upgraded and
identify information on the share of the population living in

such housing.
CAPITALIZATION RATE

Based on USAID guidance define a capitalization rate for
capitalizing estimates of shelter purchasing power into

estimates of effective demand for investment.
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ANNEX I-B

DATA AND SOURCES FOR ESTIMATING
THE EFFECTIVE DEMAND FOR BASIC SHELTER
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ANNEX I-B

DATA AND SOURCES FOR ESTIMATING ESFECTIVE DEMAND FOR BASIC SHELTER

VARIABLE COSTA RICA EL SALVADOR GUATEMALA {tONDURAS NICARAGUA
VALUE SQURCE® VALUE SOURCE* i VALUE SOURZE* VALUE SOURCE®* ‘ VALUE SOURCE*®
1. Population Projections '
a. Rural
1975 1,154,000 [ 2,296,069 El7 4,022,716 G21 2,097,242 ny 1,175,616  m4-14
1980 1,253,000 2,637,010 4,529,213 2,367.278 1,334,750 (1965 and
1985 1,343,000 3,030,805 5,155,862 2,635,214 1,499,904 1995 inter-
1990 1,417,000 ! 3,472,934 5,706,765 2,868,612 1,680,936 polated)
1993 1,467,000 t 3,966,458 6,235,401 ! 3,094,185  Extrapol’n 1,850,156
2000 1,488,000 4.516,58) 6,734,524 : 3,326,027 Extrapol'n 1,972,920
b. Urban I ' )
1975 811,000 8 1,620,026 El17 2,219,563 G21 : 996,058 n? 1,085,104 w4-14
1980 960,000 1,902,507 2,672,206 1,323,747 1,334,750 (1985 end
1985 1,141,000 2,204,068 3,247,140 1,137,215 1,624,896 192% inter-
1990 1,358,000 2,524,100 3,969,645 2,236,730 1,4:2,664 polated)
1995 1,608,030 2,860,668 4,873,41) : 2,856,431 Extrapcl'n 2,354,744
2000 1,869,000 3,213,819 6,004, 208 Cl 3,652,214  Extrapoi’n 2,839,080
€. Other Urban l
1975 344,217 Item b 860,023 Iter b 1,089,936 Item b l 400,960 item b 548,065 Item b
19680 367,390 minus 966,116 ainus 1,223,30¢ minus I 586,967 alnug 732,495 winus
1985 426,905 Item c 1,075,048 item ¢ 1,389,087 Item c ! 834,812 Ites c 861,724 Item ¢
1990 497,526 1,160,894 1,586,891 1,083,226 1,015,579
° 1995 $71,118 1,258,719 . 1,817,839 1,395,200 1,178,337
2000 639,557 1,331,269 . 2,005,829 1,796,524 1,407,558
d. Metropolltan |
1975 466,78  C7-T11 and 768,003 E17 1,129,900 G19-48 595,098 n? 537,119  wW4-1
1980 592,610 calculations 936,391 (2975, 1985} 1,448,90C (1985 and 736,780 602,255 ani
1985 714,095 based on 1,129,820 and 1995 1,858,056 1995 inter- 902,463 7€3,172  Extrapol'n
1990 660,484  3.8% annuel 1,363,205 interpolated) 2,382,754 polated) 1.153.504 Extrapol‘n 967,08% from
1995 1,036,862 growth 1,601,969 ! 3,055,574 1,463,231 Extiapol’n 1,176,607 10-169
2000 1,249,443 (OFIPLAN) 1,862,550 ' 3,918,379 1,855,690 Extrapol®n 1,431,522
()
2. 1973 Mational Personal Income Distribution :
by Seztor Note 2 Mote 2 dNote 2 I Note 2 Note 2
a. % durai 38 3 ; 23 ' 30 29
. i
b. ¢ Urban 62 67 1 77 i 16 71
{1} A Otiier Urban 23 2% ! 30 l 24 M
{2} % Metropolitan 39 42 ' 47 " 45 37
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VARIABLE

COSTA RICA

EL SALVADOR GUATEMALA UONDURA S NICARAGUA
VALUE SOURCE® VALUE SOURCE® VALUE SOUKCE* VALUE SOURCE* VALLE SOURCES
). Size Distribution of Incume
a. Year of Last Survey 1971 c3 1976/77 EL9 1969 G2 1967/68 e 1973 N1,N4
b. Distributiocas
(1) Rural
0-10 2.8 Cc3-53 2.7 E19-7 2.4 G2-13.11 2.3 2-47 2.5 ¥1-31
11-20 4.1 4.6 3.3 2.8 4.4
21-30 5.1 5.6 4.3 3.6 8.5
31-40 6.1 6.7 5.2 4.4 6.9
41-50 7.2 7.9 6.1 5.4 8.1
51-60 8.4 8.9 7.1 6.8 9.4
61-70 10.1 10.3 9.5 8.7 10.6
71-80 12.3 11.7 14.2 11.4 12.0
81-50 15.8 14.4 18.9 16.4 15.0
91-100 20.1 7.2 29.2 38.2 25.6
(2) Non-metropolitan Urban :
0-~10 2.3 C3-5) 2.5 Z219-5 3.2 G2-7l.11 1.3 (1] 2.5 M4-112
11-20 3.9 4.3 4.) 2.2 3.2
21-30 4.8 4.7 5.4 3.4 4.7
l-40 5.7 6.6 6.6 4.4 5.7
41-50 6.6 2.7 7.7 5.4 1.3
S1-60 8.2 6.8 9.0 6.9 7.6
61-70 9.6 11.8 10.6 6.3 9.1
n-s0 12.8 1.4 13.0 11.9 11.4
81-90 17.2 15.6 15.8 16.3 14.7
91-100 29.2 4.6 24.4 39.9 3.8
(3) Matrogolitan .
0-10 2.1 <3-53 ) E19-8 2.2 G2-T3.11 1.8 He 2.4 n4-1132
11-20 3.2 4.2 3.6 3.0 3.8
21-30 4.2 5.4 4.3 3.8 4.5
31-40 5.2 6.1 5.3 4.6 5.4
41-50 6.4 7.2 6.5 5.6 5.9
51-60 7.6 9.2 8.3 1.0 6.5
61-70 9.4 9.9 10.2 8.6 1.5
71-80 11.6 10.5 12.5 11.2 11.6
81-90 15.7 14.6 12.7 15.8 17,4
91-100 .6 30,6 29.4 38.6 5.0
4. Eatimation of the Rolative Slze of the Target
Group and of tha 1975 por Caplta rarsonzl
Income In Its Top Percentile Hote 4 Note 4 Note 4 Note 4 Note 4
8. Ralative Size of tha Target Group
(8 of Total Sactorial Population) Hote 4a Note 4a Note 4a Hote 4a Note 4a
{1) Rural a5 as as a5 as
{2) Hon-Matropollitan Urban 70 70 70 70 70
{3} Metropolitan 70 70 70 70 70
b. Per Capita Pursonal Inccms In Top Percsntile Note 4b Note 4b Note 4b Note &b Note ¢b
(1) Rural 1,581 574 505 m 486
{2)  dNon-Metrogolitun Usban 2,41 1,019 1,518 asg ais
{3) Metcopolltan 2,597 1,540 2,206 1,086 864
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COSTA RICA

EL SALVADUR

GUATEMALA HONDURAS NFCARAGUA
VALUE SOURCE* VALUF. SOURCE?* VALUZ SOURCE* VALUE BOURCE ¢ VALUZ SoURCe*
3. Projection of Gross Domestic Product {Gop)
through 2000 (millfons 19803CA) Mote § Note S Note S Note S Note 8
1978 ),846 3,172 5,699 1,819 1,546
1980 4,964 3,770 7,497 2,547 1,941
1998 6,036 4,698 9,459 3,329 2,477
1990 7,703 5,855 12,015 4,351 3,163
1993 9,812 7,296 15,262 5,686 4,036
2000 12,548 9,027 19,1388 7,432 5,151
6. Projection of NMational Pereonzl income
through 2000 (millions 1980$CA)
a. Converalon Pactor .79 ¥Wote 6a .67 Mote 6a .82 .78 .08
b. High Growth Bcenario Note 6b Note 6b Note 6a Note 6a Mote €a
31978 3,038 2,772 4,673 1,419 1,314
1960 3,922 3,295 6,148 1,987 1,650
1985 4,768 4,106 7,756 2,597 2,108
1990 6,088 5,117 9,852 3,394 2,688
1993 7.767 6,377 12,918 4,435 3,421
2000 9.,91) 7,8%0 15,897 5,797 4,318
€. 10w Growth Scenario Note 6b Note €% Xote 6b Note 6b Kote €b
1978 3,038 2,772 4,673 1,4)‘9 1,314
1980 3,922 3,298 6,148 1,987 1,650
19688 4,33 3,683 6,918 2,275 1,867
1990 4,899 4,116 7,805 2,606 2,112
1995 5,54) 4,600 8,808 2,984 2,389
2000 6,271 5,141 9,942 3,418 2,704
4. Break-Even Scanarlo Note 64 Mote €4 Note 64 Note 64 Mote 64
1930 3,922 3,298 6,148 1,987 °* 1,650
190838 4,50) 3.8)9 7,416 2,462 1,969
1990 5,163 4,447 8,974 3,078 2,358
1998 5,687 5,097 10,884 3,798 2,751
2000 6,671 5,806 13,243 4,744 3,23
7. Projection of Avarage Bousshold Size C1-60 Hote 7 Note 7 Note 7 Mote ?
1978 s.42 5.60 s.20 ' s.64 6.03
1980 5.05 S.40 5.09 S.57 5.96
1985 4.68 5.17 4.92 5.45 5.65
1990 4.4 4.94 4.73 S.30 5.62
1995 4.10 4.1 4.59 5.11 5.38
2000 3.92 4.48 4.40 4.91 s.18
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VARIALLE COSTA RICA EL SALVADOR GUATEMALA HOUDURAS NICARAGUA
VALUE SGURCES VALUE SoURCE®* YALUR SOURCE® VALUE SOURCES VALUE SOURCES
9. Ghare of Incume Spent for Housing by Dacile Hote 8 MNote & Note 8 Naote 8 Nots 8
a. Rural .
1 .07 .05 .07 .07 .07
2 .10 .08 .10 .10 .10
3 .10 .08 .10 .10 .10
4 .10 .08 .10 .10 .10
H .10 .08 .10 .10 .10
6 .10 .08 .10 .10 <10
7 .10 .08 «10 .10 .10
8 .10 .08 .10 .}0 .10
$ .10 .08 .10 .10 .10
10 .10 .08 «10 .10 .10
b. Other Usban
1 .10 .07 .10 .11 .10
2 .15 .12 .15 .16 .15
3 .20 .12 .15 .17 .15
4 .20 .12 .15 .17 .15
H .25 .12 .16 .17 .20
[ .25 A2 .16 .17 «20
7 .25 .12 .17 .17 .20
[} .25 .12 A7 .18 .20
9 .25 .12 .18 .18 25
10 .25 .12 .18 .18 .23
€. Matropolitan .
1 .10 .09 .12 11 «10
2 .15 .13 .18 .16 .15
3 .20 .13 .19 .16 % H
4 .20 .14 .19 .17 .20
H .25 14 .20 .18 .20
6 .25 .14 «20 .20 .20
? .25 14 .21 .24 .20
] .25 .14 .21 .24 .20
9 .25 .14 .22 .24 <25
10 .25 .14 .22 .22 .25
$. BShars of Incaw Available to Pay for
Upgrading Progs-as 508 OF DISTRIBUTION UNDER ITEM 10 (Note 9)
10. Populatlon in 1980 Living ln Housing that
Cannot Bs Upgraded
a. Rural o 1] 1] [+] ]
b. Other Urban ] 0 1] 0 ]
€. MHatropolitan .10 ce .09 E15-206 .10 G19-3 .05 H21-29 .06 Ne-1139
11. Capitalizatlon Rate e Bl A L I el TN S 75 ) 1 [ TP e o -----—ﬁ------------

® Source identification codes refar to

~ The bibliograghy (end of this repo's); the initial letter rofers
ssction in the bibliography,

the fullowing number to the publication or other

documant and any additional reference to paye or Table (T) numh-<re);

= Motes to this Annex; or
- Items listed in this 2 ~ax

to the country



NOTES TO ANNEX I-B:
SOURCES FOR ESTIMATING THE EFFECTIVE
DEMAND FOR BASIC SHELTER

POPULATION PROJECTIONS

COSTA RICA

Selected Sources:

= ©Urban and Rural 8 (UN), 1980
= Metropolitan C7 (Estadistica), 1978

Alternative Source: 1 (Fox, et al.), 1974

The national totals from the selected source are slightly lower
than the national totals from the. alternative source, which is

based on-older (1974) CELADE projections.

The metropolitan population in 1978 was estimated by the
Direzcion General de Estadistica Y Censos and projected to 2000

by applying a 3.8% annual growth rate, provided by OFIPLAN.

EL SALVADOR

Selected Source: El7 (Ministerio de Planificacion),
1980

Alternative Sources: 1 (Fox, et al., IDB), 1977
8 (UN), 1980

The national totals from the selected source are 5% to 10%

lower than of the second alternative source (UN).
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The basis of the selected source is the most recent CELADE
projection, which involves a higher rate of outmigration than
prior projections. As a resvlt, the projection for the total
urban population in the year 2000 is about 30% less than in the

second alternative source.

The first alternative source is based on earlier (1974) CELADE

projections.
GUATEMALA

Selected Sources:

- Urban and Rural G21 (Estadistica,, 1978
- Metropolitan Gl9 (SGCNPE, 1976, reprinted in
Marrogquin)

Alternative Sources: 1 (Fox, et al.), 1977
8 (UN), 1980

The national totals contained in the selected source equal the
national totals of the second alternative source (UN) and are
slightly higher than the first alternative source (Fox, et al.),

which itself is based on earlier (1974) CELADE proijection.

The selected source projects a somewhat lower rate of rural to
urban’ migration: the rural population projection for 2000 is

10% higher than in the second alternative source.
HONDURAS

Selected Source: H7 (CONSUPLANE), 1980

Alternative Sources: 1 (Fox, et al., IDB), 1977
8 (UN), 1980

A-I-10
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The national totals in the selected source and the second
alternative source (UN) are practically identical (the selected
source projects approximately 2,000 people less for each data
point). The projected share of the urban population in the
selected source is slightly highér (.6% to 1.2%) than in the

second alternative source.

The selected source is based on the latest CELADE projections.
The first alternative source (Fox, et al.) is based on earlier

(lower) CELADE projectidns.

The selected source provides projection by urban and rural
sectors through 1990 and projections by municipality (needed
for metropolitan projections) through 1985. These projections
were extrapolated to the year 2000 by extending existing
changes in the ratio of urban to total and of metropolitan to

urban.

The selected source yields a higher metropeolitan growth
estimate for 2000 (1.856 million) than the first alternative
source (1.632 million) but is substantially lower than the

second alternative source (1.923 million).
NICARAGUA

Selected Sources:

- Urban and Rural N4-I4 (CELADE and Fox, et al.), 1974
= Metropolitan N4-1 and 1-169 (Fox, et al.)

Alternative Sources:

- Urban and Rural 8 (UN), 1980
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The national totals from the selected source are slightly lower
than the national totals in the alternative source (UN). The
selected source (CELADE and Fox, et al.) projects a somewhat
lower rate of rural to urban migration. Projections are
available for 1980, 1990 and 2000. Projections for 1985 and

1995 were interpolated.

The 1978 population estimate for the metropolitan area was
extrapolated to the year 2000 using growth rates developed by

Fox, et al.
1975 NATIONAL PERSONAL INCOME DISTRIBUTION BY SECTOR

The Table to Note 2 presents sources and calculations. It also
compares the estimates of national personal income based cn the
household income surveys used for disaggregating national
inccme with macro-economic estimates of national personal
income for the year preceding the household income surveys.

The comparison reveals that the estimates of national personal
income based on macro-economic data exceed the estimates based

on household surveys by 16% to 30% with an average of 21%.

SIZE DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME

The date of the most recent survey of household income by
sector and the scope of these surveys varies widely among the

five countries.

A-I-12
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ANNEX 1-B

TABLE TO HOTE 2
1975 NATIONAL PERSONAL INCOME DISTRIBUTION BY SECTOR

COSTA RICA EL SALVADOR GUATEMALA HONDURAS NICARAGUA
VALUE SOURCE VALUE 50UCE VALUR SOURCE VALUR SOURCE VALUE BOURCR
a. Pexr Capita Income .
(1) Year of Last Survey 1971 c2 1976/77 K19 1969 G13-168 1967/¢68 R4, Hl8 197¢ Nl-31
(2) Pper Capita Rural 24) C2-14 150 El8 81 . 59 120 N1-31
(3) Per Caplta Non-Metropolltan Urban 497 c2-14 392 E19-3 154 Gl3-174 246 310
(4) Per Capita Metropolitan €08 C2-14 738 El19-8 568 Gl13-174 329 342
(5} Per Capita National 378 342 219 138 219
b. Populstion 1975 Itom 1 Itam ] Item 1 Item 1 Item 1
(1) Rural 1,154,000 2,296,069 4,022,716 2,097,242 1,175,616
(2) Non-Metropolitan Urban 344,217 860,023 1,169,938 400,960 548,065
(3) Metropolitan 466,783 766,003 1,129,900 - $95%,098 537,119
(4) National 1,965,000 3,924,058 6,342,552 3,093,300 2,260, 800
©. 1975 Sectorial Income in $CA of Year of Last Itam Itam Item Item Item
Survey® axb axb axb axb axbhb
(1) Rursl . 280,422,000 436,253,110 325,029,996 123,737,278 141,073,920
2) Kon-Metropolitan Urban 171,075,849 337,129,016 421,237,344 98,636,160 169,900,150
3} Metropolitan 202,403,718 $€6,786,214 641,783,200 195,787,242 101,694,698
(4) Mational 733,901,564 1,340,168, 3¢0 1,3£3,860,540 lll,l&?,ﬁw 494,668,768
d. 1975 Sectorial Income as a & of Rational
Income Item Item Item . Item Item
(1)  Rural 38 cll)ici(4) . 3 ell)ic(4) 23 cfl)écld) 30 cll)icle) 29 cll)icte)
(2) Won-Metropolitan Urban 2) gl2)ic(e) 25 cl(2)ic(e) 30 o(2)ic(4) 24 cl2) ic(q) 34 c(2)$c(e)
(3) Mstropolitan 39 cldiclq) 42 clI)ic(e) 47 c(3;tc(q) 46 c(I)icle) 37 o(3)gcl4)
9. Comparlaon of I Betimates Based on
Nacro-Econcmic Data and Income Estimates Pased
on Household Surveya
(1) CDP in Year before Last Income Survey
(Millions) 984 6-113 1,791 E12-86 1,610 6-T112 53¢ H12-73.2 Ll
(2) Matlonal Personsl Income as a b of GDP .19 Note 6a .87 Nota 6a .82 Note Ga .78 Kote 6a .88
(3} Watlonal Personal Incowe in Ysar before .
Last Survey 277 (1) = (2) 1,558 (1) x (2) 1,320 (1) = (2) 416 (1) x (2)
(4) Population in Year before Last Burvey 4,732,000 4 3,924,095 r17 5,043,000 4 2,369,000 4
(3) Pexr Caplta Personal Income Based on :
Macro-Economic Data
{a) value 449 397 262 176
(b} s of per Capita Incone Based on
Household Surveys (a($)) 119 116 120 130

* excluding real per capita incose

growth between year of last survey and 1973

% while income surveys in Micaragua permit the calculation of sectorial income

they are not compatible with and

comparable to macro income date.




The most recent and most complete national report on household
income was issued by the Government of El Salvador based on a

1976/1977 sample survey (E19).

Honduras and Guatemala have the most outdated data. The last
comprehensive survey for Honduras was conducted more than
twelve years ago by the General Directorate of Statistics and
Census (H4) and for Guatemala eleven years ago by the national
San Carlos University (Orellana, Rene Arturo y Adolfo E. de

Leon, Ingresos y Gastos de Familias Urbanas de Guatemala,

Universidad de San Carlos, 1lES, 1972, quoted in G2, Table
3.11, aad G27, Table 1). This survey covered a sample of 1,726
households in Guatemala City and four other urban centers. The
Guatemala Shelter Sector Analyses of 1974 and 1976, prepared
for the USAID Office of Hcusing, complemented this information

with various other sources on the distribution of rural income.

The last survey for Costa Rica was conducted in 1971 by the
University of Costa Rica, School of Economic and Social
Sciences (C2). A subsequent study by the same institution and
author represents the only systematic analysis of periodic
changes in a Central American country's income distribution

(C3). The latter analysis covered the period from 1961 to 1971.

Information on the income distribution by sector in Nicaragua
is the most fragmentary in the region. A 1977 study prepared
for the then National Housing Bank attempted to identify the

most comprehensive surveys available, integrate their findings
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with information obtained from other surveys and update the
data to 1977 levels (N1l and N4).* The present study applies

the results of this analysis.*

ESTIMATION OF THE RELATIVE SIZE OF THE TARGET GROUP AND OF THE

1975 PER CAPITA INCOME IN ITS TOP PERCENTILE

a. Relative Size of the Target Group

This study conceptually defines the target group for a
basic shelter program in Central America as that part of
the region's population whose basic housing needs are not

fully served.

The best information for operationally defining and

measuring this group in the five countries is the following

two sets of housing census data:

- The share of all hou<ing units by sector classified as
improvised (squatter shacks), built from impermanent,
precarious materials (rancho) or rooming houses with
common water and sanitary facilities. The latter type
is known in El Salvador as meson, in Guatemala as casa

de vecindad or palomar and in Honduras as cuarteria;

- The share of all other rural housing units lacking a

waste disposal system for the exclusive use of the unit;

and

*For a detailed discussion of the sources and assumptions see
N1=-22ff.
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- The share of all other urban housing units lacking a
water-borne waste disposal system (flush toilet) for the

exclusive use of the unit.

The Table to Note 4a shows that between 81% and 90% of the
rural housing units in El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras and
Nicaragua meet these criteria. Only Costa Rica, as a
result of a large-scale rural latrine program, has a lower
share of rural housing units meeting this operational
definition. The share of urban housing meeting the
definition is similarly even ranging from 63% to 71% in the

five countries.

While the relative size of the population living in shelter
that satisfies the criteria is remarkably consistent in the
five countries, the criteria reflect only two limited
aspects of shelter. The results, therefore, are considerea
indicative of the order of magnitude of the target group
rather than precise measurements. Based on the results the
following two rough, uniform reference marks were chosen

for defining the target group in the mid-1970's:
- 85% of the rural population; and

- 70% of the urban populatidn.

A-I-l6
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HOUSING IXDICATOR BY SECTOR

RELATIVE SIZE OF THE TARGET GROUP BASED ON ONE SET OF HOUSING INDICATORS

COSTA RICA

VALUE

SOURCE

~ AHNEX 1-B
TABLE T9 KOTE 4a

EL SALVADOR

VALUE

SOtRCR

GUATEMALA

VALUZ

SOURCE

HONDURAS

VALUB SOURCE

NICARAGUA

SOURCE

1. RURAL

LT-I-Y

Indicstor As _ Type of Houslng Unit

(1) Total Humber of Rural Units

{2) Unlte Classlfied as Caca ds Vecindad,
Cuarteria, Meson, Rancho, Isprovisada
or Such

(3) Percent of (1)

Indicator B:  Type of Waste Disposal

System

(1} Total with Information on Weste
Disposal Syetem

(2) Unite Classifled as Independant Housss
Oor Apartments but wlthout a Waste
Disposal Syatem for gxclusive Use of
the Unlt

(3) Ppexcent ot (1)

Total Percent of Units Meeting Indicator A
and/or B {Sum of a(3) and b{3))

2. URBAN

C.

Indicator A: of Housi UnitL

(1) Total Number of Urban Unita

(2) Unlits Clsesitied as Casa de Vecindad,
Cuarteris, Mason, Rancho, Improvisada
or Such

(3) Percent of (1)

Indicator B:  Type of Waate Disposzl

Bystem

(1) Total with Informatlo: on Waste
Dispoasl Systes

(2) units Classifled as Independsnt Houses
or Apartments but without s Plush
Totlet System for Exclusive Use of
the Unit

(1) Ppexcent of (1)

Total Percent of Units Meating Indicator A
and/or B _(Sum of a(3) and o(3))

187

Cc4 (1973)

020

100,920
54.0

187,020

18,000 AyA

144,330 c4

10,569

7.3

144,330

82,268 AyR
$7.0

€4

433,541

150,

a53

3.8

413,

210,

441

4684

48.6

3,

107,

83

999

m

32.2

334,

103,

999

494

30.9

63

E21 (197%5)

G22 (1973)

660,437

257

1897
39.1

629,306

300,803

47.8

az

368,462

76,020

20.6

368,462

165,494

50.3

n

H16 (1974)
366,443
100,282

29.8

316,598

192,347
60.8

160,123
36,465

22.8

146,402

69,816
47.7

71

160,017
60,149

37.4

160,817

70,468
43.8

1

158,113
33,0864

21.4

158,118

69,953
44.2

66

N1 (1971)



Per Capita Personal Income in Top Percentile of the Target

Groug

Using these reference marks for defining the target group
the per capita income in the top percentile of the target
group - in 1980 values - was calculated for 1975. The
Table to Note 4b shows sources and computations. These
income figures were used in the computer program to
calculate changes in the relative size of the target group
by sector, based on alternative assumptions on the growth
and distribution of national income over the analysis

period.

PROJECTION OF GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT (GDP) THROUGH 2000

Short-term World Bank GDP growth projections and longer-term

estimates of GDP growth rates by World Bank country economists

were the hasis for projecting relatively optimistic increases

in national income in the region over the rest of the century.

COSTA RICA

The projected relatively low growth over the next two years (1%

to 3%) and the subsequent average rate of 5% assumes that the

Government of Costa Rica will be able to eliminate its balance

of payments deficit.
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ANNEX 1-B

TABLE TO NOTE 4p

1975 PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME IN TOP PERCENTILE OF TARGET 6ROUP

COSTA RICA EL SALVADOR GUATEMALA HONDURAS ‘MICARAGUA
VALUZ BOURCE VALUE SOURCE VALUE SOURCE VALLE SOURCE VALUR BOURCR
(1) 1975 Wational Personsl Incoms
(1,000%a) (1980%) 3,038,000 Item 6a 2,772,000 Itom Ga 4,673,000 Item 6a 1,419,000 Item 6a 1,314,000 Item 6a
(2) Sectorial Income as a & of Nat{unal incoma
(1975)
(a) QRural 38 Item 2 3 Item 2 23 Item 2 30 Item 2 29 Item 2
(b) Mon-Metropolitan Urban 24 5 30 24 34
(c) Matropolitap 38 42 47 36 37
(3) Total Sectorial Income (1,000°s)
{a) Rural 1,154,440 (1)x(2){a) 914,760 (1)x(2) (a) 1,074,790 (1)x(2) (a) 425,700 (1)x(2) (a) 361,060 (1)x{2}(a)
(d) Non-Metropolitan Urban 729,120 (1)x(2) (b} 693,000 (1} x{2) (b) 1,401,900 (1)x(2) (b) 340,560 (1jx(2)(b) 416,760 !1)1(2) [1)]
{c) Matropolitan 1,154,440 (1)x(2) (c) 1,164,240 (1)x(2) (c) 2,196,310 (1)x(2)(c) 652,740 (1)x(2)(c) 486,180 {1)x(2)(c)
{4) Shars of Population in Target Group
(a) Rural .85 Itea 4a .88 Itea 4a .85 Item 4a .85 Itea 4n .8% Item 4a
(b) Mon-Metropolitan Urban .70 .70 «70 .70 <G
(c) Mstropolitan .70 .70 .70 .70 .70
(5) Share of Income Earned by Highest Target
Group Decile
(a) Rursl .158 Item 3 .144 Item 3 .189 Item ) .164 Item ) .13 Item 3
(b) Mon-Metropolitsn Urban® .1108 126 .118 .101 »1028
(c) Metropolitan® .108 102 .1135 .099 0955
(6) Tota) Income in Highest Target Qroup
Decile (1,000's) )
(a) Rural 182,402 kxa 131,728 kxe 203,138 kxe 69,815 kxe 57.159 kxe
(b) Mon-Metropolitan Ucban 80,568 lx¢f 87,318 lx¢ 165,424 1zt 34,397 l1x ¢t 45,793 1xf
(c) Metropolitan 121,216 axg 118,752 mxg 249,201 axg 64,621 axg 46.430 mxg
{7) 1973 Population in Mighest Target Group
Decile (1,000's)
(a) Rural 115.4 Item 1 229.6 Item 1 402.27 Item 1 209.72 Item 1 117.56 Itea 1
(b) Non-Metropoiltan Urban 34.42 85.7 . 108.99 40.09 54.01
(c) matropolitan 46.68 77.09 112.99 59.51 $3.71
(®) Per Capita Income in Top Percsntile of
Targst Group (1980$CA)
(a) Rural 1,581 niq sS4 niq 508 niqg 333 niq 486 niq
(b) oOther Urban 2,341 osr 1,019 otir 1,518 oir 858 ofr 83s ofr
(c) Matropolitan 2,597 phe 1,540 pie 2,206 pls 1,086 pis 864 pts

*Average of sixth and seventh dacile,

48 an estimate of the income in the 70th parcantile




EL SALVADOR

The country's current domestic tensions are likely to result in
a short-term decline in the growth of GDP, with the possibility
of a period of negative growth. In the long term, however, the
annual rate of growth is expected to average between 4% and 5%,
consistent with the economy's past performance. For the
purposes of this study this estimate of long range growth
appeared tc be the most appropriate source for a relatively

optimistic GDP growth scenario.

GUATEMALA

As in El Salvador, domestic tensions may produce short-term
fluctuations in the economy. Over the long term GDP'growth is
expected to average 4.9%. This estimate was deemed the most
appropriate basis for the study's relatively optimistic

projection of GDP growth.
HONDURAS

Based on the Honduran economy's past perfocrmance and a
relatively optimistic assumption of economic growth through the
remainder of the century, an annual average growth rate of 5.5%

in the GDP is projected.
NICARAGUA

As a result of the recent civil war Nicaragqua's GDP growth rate

turned negative in 1978 and 1979 and may remain at a low level
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in the immediate future. Over the long term, however, the
prospects for Nicaragua's economy are considered promising.
World Bénk economists expect an overall annual growth rate of
5% through the remainder of the century under reiatively

favorable circumstances.
PROJECTION OF NATIONAL PERSONAL INCOME THROUGH 2000

a. Conversion Factors

To convert the projections of Gross Domestic Product to
personal income projections, the relationship of National
Personal Income to Gross Domestic Product in the five
countries was examined for 1974 through 1978, the last
five-year period for which national accounts data at
sufficient detail was available. In conformance with
United Nations terminology national personal income was

defined as follows:
Gross Domestic Product (GDP)

plus Net Compensation of Employees Receivable from the

Rest of the World

plus Net Property and Entrepeneurial Income Receivable

from the Rest of the World
equals Gross National Product (GNP)

minus Consumption of Fixed Capital

. A=I-21 ‘
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equals. Net National Product (NNP)
minus Indirect Taxes

plus Subsidies

equals national personal income*

The only country in the region reporting information on all
these variables is Costa Rica. El Salvador has not
reported net compensation of employees receivable from the
rest of the world,** a minor variable. Both Honduras and
Nicaragua have not reported net property and entrepreneur-
ial income receivable from the rest of the world.**
Guatemala has not reported any data permitting the
conversion of Gross Domestic Product to estimates of

national personal income.

The analysis showed that the ratio of national personal
income to Gross Domestic Product has been stabLe over the
five-year period, with only minor variations and an average
ranging from 79% in Costa Rica to 87% in El Salvador. (The
lack of information on some income payable tw foreign
countries for El Salvador, Honduras and Guatemala was

ignored.) Since no data are available on Guatemala, the

*This term was coined for this study.
**In countries with substantial foreign investment such as the

five Central American Countries this income tends to be
negative, i.e. income "payable to."
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ratio for that country was estimated as the average of the

ratios of the four other countries.

High-Growth Scenario

National personal income under the high-growth scenario was
projected as the product of the Gross Domestic Product
projections (Item 5) and the historical conversion factor

(Item 6a).

Low=-Growth Scenario

To test the sensitivity of the study results to long-term

differences in economic performance, a set of alternative

projections of national personal income was calculated based
on one-half the annual growth rates used in projecting

Gross Domestic Product under Item 5.

Break-Even Scenario

The third and final scenario includes a set of national
personal income projections based on the hypothesis that
the Gross Domestic Product (and, proportionately, national
personal income) will only grow enough to insure that the
per capita income per sector does not decline. The Table
to Note 6d presents the data sources and calculations used

t> prepare this set of estimates.
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ANNEX 1-B
TABLE TO HOTE 6p
COHPUTATION OF NATIOMNAL INCOME MEEDED TO SUSTAIN 1980 SECTORIAL PER CAPITA LEVELS

COSTA RICA -BL SALVADOR GUATEMALA HONDURAS M1CARAGUA
VALUE SOURCE/ VALUE SOURCE/ VALUE SOURCE/ VALUE SOURCE/ VALUE S0URCE/
CORPUTATION COMPUTATION OOKPUTATION COMPUTATION COMPUTATION
1. 1975 National Income
a. Sectorial Share l1iem 2 Jtem 2 Item 2 Itea 2 Item 2
(1) Rural L[ 3 23 30 29
(2) Non-Hetropolitan Usban 23 a5 30 24 M
() Metropolitan 9 42 41 46 37
b. Asocunt
(1) Rural 1,154 a(l) x bl4) 915 all) x b(e) 1,075 all) x b(4) 426 a{l) x b(4) jal a{l) x b(4)
(2) Non-Netropolitan Urban 699 a{2) x b(4) 69) a{2) u b{4) 1,402 a(2) x b{4) ja a{2) x b(4e) 447 al2) = b(e)
(1) Matropolitan 1,185 a(l) x bi4) 1,164 a{3) x bl4e) 2,196 ald) = bl4e) 652 all} x b(4) 486 a(3) x b(4)
(4) watiocnal 3,038 Item 6a 2,112 Item Ga 4,611 Item Ga 1,419 Item 6a 1,314 Iten 6a
3. Population Growth Rate 1975-1980 Item 1 Itea 1 Item 1 Item 1 Item )
a. Rural .0058 .1488 .1411 .1248 «1354
b. Mon-Metropolitan Urban .0673 .1234 .1224 .4639 «3165
G. Hstropolitan +2696 .219) .2821 .2361 1213
3. 1980 Mational Income
a. 19715 s.ctaxhl. Share Corcesponding to
° 1975-1980 Population Growth Rate 1-b x 2 1-b x 2 1-b x 2 1-b x 2 1-b x 2
(1) Rural 1,253 1,051 1,227 81 432
(2) Mon-Metropalitan Urben M6 781 1,574 499 597
(3) Matropolitan 1,504 1,414 2,816 807 545
(4) Total 3,503 3,246 5,617 1,187 1,57¢
b. 1980 Secturial Shares .
(1) BRural 3577 all){aqq) .3238 all)ia(q) .2184 all) fa(e) .2692 a(l)ia(4) .2745 a(l)ta(s)
(2) SNon-Metropolitan Urban -2129 al(2)ta(q) .2406 al(2)ta(4e) 2802 a(2) tate) .2792 al2) gate) 3793 al(2)}a(4)
(3) Metsopolitan -4293 aldiale) .4356 ‘a(3)$a(e) .5014 ald)fe(q) 4516 a{dNiale) <462 aliale)
€. 1980 Bectorial Income
(1) Rural 1,403 b(l) x cl4) 1,067 b{l) x c(4) 1,30 bl(l) x c(q) 535 b{l) x c(4) 45) bll) x c(4)
{2) MNon-Hetropolitan Usban 83s bl2) x c(4) 193 b(2) x c(4) 1,72) b{2) x cl4) £ss b(2) x c(4) 626 b(2) x cl4e)
(3) mMetropolitan 1,684  b(3) x c(4) 1,435 b(d) x cla) 3,082  b(3) x c(4} 897  b(3) x cl4e) 571 b{I) x c(4)
(4) Mational 3,922 Item Ga 3,295 Item Ga 6,148 Item 6a 1,967 Itan 6a 1,650 Itam Ga
4. - Population Growth Rates 19680-2000 Item 1 Item 1 Item 1 Item 1 Item }
a. Rugal
1980-1965 .0718 -1493 L1232 L1132 .1232
1985-1930 .0551 .1459 .1066 .0886 .1260
1950-1993 .538) .1421 .0926 .0786 +0955
1995-2000 .0143 .1387 .0800 .0749 0664
b. MNon-Metropolitan Urban
1960-198S .1620 .112e .1355 .4222 1764
1985-1990 +1654 .0799 .1424 2976 .1788%
1990-1995 .1479 .0843 . 1455 .2880 .1601
1995-2000 h .1198 .0576 <144 .2076 .1947
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€. Matropolitan
1960-1928
1985-1990
1990-1995
1995~2000

Rational Income Needed to Bustain 19680
Sactorlsl per Caplta Levels

a. Rural
1965
1990
1995
2000

b. Hon-Metropolitan Urban
198%
1990
199S
2000

€. Metropolltan
1985
1990
1995
2000

4. WNational
1985
1990
1995
2000

.2030
.2050
-2050
. 2050

1,504
1,587
1,642
1,667

70
1,131
1,298
1,453

2,029
2,445
2,946
3,551

4,50}
5,163
5,887
6,671

cx 4

- 2066
.2066
<1751
.1751

1,226
1,405
1,609
1,028

882
953
1,033
1,093

1,1
2,089
2,455
2,885

3,839
4,447
‘s,097
5,806

cx 4

-2824
.2024
.2824
.2024

Jex

-2249
.2782
.2665
.20887

594
647
698
750

789
1,024
1,319
1,698

1,099
1,404
1,761
2,296

2,482
3,075
3,798
4,744

ext

.2672
2672
.2167
.2167

509
51
626
670

736
ece
1,007
1,20)

724
917
1,116
1,357

1,969
2,358
2,751
3,2



7. PROJECTION OF AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE

Costa Rica is the only Central American country that has

projected average household size through the end of the century

(Cl-50).

The c¢nly available data for the other four countries are the
household size projections prepared by the United Nations
between 1973 an- 1977 (7). Unfortunately, this data appears to
underestimate current household size in E1 Salvador, Guatemala
and Honduras while it overestimates the average size of

Nicaragua's households.

The following table summarizes the most recent information on

average household size:
MOST RECENT INFORMATION ON AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE

EL SaLVADOR GUATEMALA HONDURAS NICARAGUA

Value Source Value Source WValue Source Value Source

Year 1971 E1l3 1973 Gl7 1961 H11l 1971 N5
Av. Size 5.2 5.2% 5.7* 6.1

Year 1977 E1lS 1968
Av. Size 5.4%* 5.7*%

*Selected data

The United Nations study (7) was then used to calculate changes

of average household size through the year 2000 as follows:
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PROJECTED CHANGES IN AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE 1970-2000

(1970 = 1)
EL SALVADOR  GUATEMALA HONDURAS NICARAGUA
1970-1975 .966 9795 .99 .988
1975-1980 .965 9790 .988 .988
1980~1985 .958 « 9657 .9785 .981
1985-1990 .956 .971 «972 .961
1990-1995 .954 .961 .965 . 957
1995-2000 .952 . 3596 .9618 .962

Source: 7

By multiplying the selected average household size by the
projected changes in average household size, the following

projections were produced.

PROJECTION OF AVERAGE EOUSEHOLD SIZE

EL SALVADOR GUATEMALA HONDURAS NICARAGUA

1970 5.7
1975 5.6 5.2 5.64 6.03
1980 5.4 5.09 5.57 5.96
1985 5.17 4.92 5.45 5.85

. 1990 4.94 4.78 5.3 5.62
1995 4.71 4.59 5.11 5.38
2000 4.48 4.40 4.91 5.18
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8.

SHARE OF INCOME SPENT FOR HOUSING BY DECILE

COSTA RICA

a. Rural
Because no country-specific data is available it was
assessed that the share equals the average for the other
four countries.

b. Urban
Source: C21 (USAID), p. 38, Table 2
This source presents projected monthly housing payments
between July 1, 1977 and July 1, 1978 in relation to income
levels. The implicit shares of income available for
housing payments' are based upon assumptions rather than
empirical sources.

EL SALVADOR

a. Rural
Source: E24 (USAID), Annex G5, Table 4
This source provides "feasible monthly payments" by income
levels based on unspecified empirical information.

b. Urban

Source: E6 (Fundacion), pp. 168, 187, 204

This source presents the results of a 1975 survey of low
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income urban families, including data on housing cost as a

percent of income.
GUATEMALA

Source: G2 (Amaro), p. 53

This source covers all three sectors. 1Its primary,
empirical source, if any, is not identified. Since it
combines housing expenditures with fuel costs, field data
collected for the study on urban poverty in Guatemala (Gl)
were used té estimate the share of income spent for housing

alone.

HONDURAS

Source: HB8 (USAID), p. 25

This source presents data on the éhare of income spent for
housing in three income groups (low, middle and high). It
is based on the 1967/68 income and expense study conducted

by the National Office of Statistics and Census.
NICARAGUA

Source: N1 (Delcanda), Table III 12
This source offers general estimates of the percent of
income spent for housing by income level without specifying

an impirical source.
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11.

SHARE OF INCOME AVAILABLE TO PAY FOR UPGRADING PROGRAMS

For lack of mcre specific sources the following rule of thumb
employed in Churchill's analysis (0) was adopted: Tbuse who
already live in upgradable shelter (and, therefore, presumably
already pay something for housing) can afford to pay one-half
of the total housing share of their income (Item 8) for

upgrading.
POPULATION IN 1980 LIVING IN HOUSING THAT CANNOT BE UPGRADED

Housing that cannot be upgraded is defined as shelter that does
not lend itself to improvement programs because of unsuitable
site conditions (e.g. steep ravines, flood plains) or housing
without any significaht equity. Generally, such shelter exists
in significant number in fast growing metropolitan areas. For
the purposes of this study the share of metropolitan housing
classified as tuqurio or similar was used as an indicator of

the relative size of the inventory.
CAPITALIZATION RATE

Based on guidance provided by USAID, Office of Housing, the
capitalization rate used in this study to convert estimates of
housing payments to estimates of investment was based on the
assumption of a 12% interest rate to the beneficiary and a 25

year term.
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1.

ANNEX I-C
COMPUTER PROGRAM

SUMMARY

The tables of effective demand are obtained by using a series
of eleven computer programs written in the language APL. The
data are prepared for manipulation using one of these
programs, a further two perform the main calculations and the
remaining eight programs control the formating and printing

of the tables. The names of the programs are as follows:

DATA INPUY MAIN CALCULATIONS FORMAT AND PRINTING

INTEXT RUN 4 PRINT
RUN2 FORM

FIND1

FIND2

FIND3

FIND4

KLOOP

TABLE

DATA INPUT

The program INTEXT expects two titles and nine sets of data.

The titles are:

a. The name of the nation

b. The GDP scenario being studied.
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The data required are:

a. Sectorial population at a base and each study year

b. Share of sectorial income accruing to each decile

€. Share of household income spent on housing (by decile)
d. National GDP projections for each study year

e. Household size at each year

f. Proportion of metropolitan population in complete need of

shelter

g. Shares of national income accruing to each sector in a

base year (1975 in this case)

h. Per capita income levels being used to define the target

group
i. Capitalization rate for the study period.

All data are entered in vector form, i.e. simply a list of
numbers. The following three variables are entered in a

specific way:
- Population (P)

Population projections for each sector for the base year
(1975) and for each data point (1980, 1985, 199G, 1995 and

2000). The first six numbers are the population totals in
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the rural sector at each of the six jears, followed in turn

by the non-metropolitan urban and metropolitan totals.
= Income Distribution (DY)

Share of sectorial income in each of the "poorest" to the
"richest" deciles in the rural sector followed in turn by
the non-metropolitan and metropolitan sectors. :Shares

expressed as decimal fractions.
- Bousing Expenditure (DX)

Share of household income spent on housing, entered in the

same order as the income distributien.

The national GDI' projections (NY) and household size
estimates (HHSZ) are given for each of the data points in
temporal order. The share of national income in each
sector (SYPR) is given only for 1975 in the order - rural,
non-metropolitan urban, metropolitan. The income definj-
tion of the target group (TY) is given for each sector for
the first data point only. The proportion of the metropol-
itan sector in complete need of shelter (2) and the

capitalization rate (W) are single numbers,

All other variables used throughout the computer programs are

based on these nine input variables.
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3.

THE PROGRAMS

Data Input

The program "INTEXT" is interactive with the user and
takes the data input and assigns appropriate variable
names to the data for MDC throughout the calculation of
effective demand. The most convenient way to enter data
is to assign a variable name to each type of information
prior to using the program. For example, wheu the
program requests population figures for Guatemala, enter
the variable name, say "PGT," rather than the numbers

themselves.

The final instruction in INTEXT ensures that the final

tables will be printed on complete pages of 65 lines per

page.

The Main Calculations

The programs RUN and RUN2 perform the main calculations.

The former has four parts:

(1) Calculation of sectorial and per capita income over
the study period. Change in sec”orial income shares
is assumed to be a function of population shifts

between sectors.
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(2) A searching procedure to find the proportion of
sectorial population earning less than the rer

capita income used in defining the target group.

(3) Calculation of growth ir the full and partial need

segments.
(4) Preparation of tables for printing.

The program RUN2 first calculates the capitalized average
investment per household in each decile of the target
group. The total investment is then calculated by taking
the tables of full and partial need households by decile
and multiplying by average investment. The program also

pPrepares tables for printing.

€. Printing the Tables
The program PRINT selects successive portions of the
tables prepared in RUN and RUN2 and prints them as final
output. The manipulations in this program are only to
ensure that the tables are printed in their correct
format.

SUB~-PROGRAMS

‘Sub-programs are used to avoid repetition of statements

within the three main programs and perform only minor calcu-

lations or format tables for printing.

A
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£av7l
£|a]
[891
£?01
Ce13
£e21
C?31
roul
C£951
£L961
re?a
{9601
C[99]
C1001
1011
£1021
L1031
C1043]
C1051

THH¢ 15 1 p%/THHE

NUM+ 3 5 p8 5 3 p15pTHH

PER¢: 4 10 p0

PERCA3; 1 3 35 7 ?23¢0 5 3 p15p(TARGETX100)
PERC3; 2 4 6 8 1018 5 3 p15pPR
NUMe 4 S pNUM,L13+/NUM

CNUMe 4 50 p 10 0 vNUM

CPERe 3 40 p & 1 3PER

CouT2¢ 4 110 p°* °
COUT2L;;v1031-CNUMEC ;102
COUT2C; 224+ 101¢CNUMLC;10+110]
COUTZL;444+110J¢«CNUML ;2041101
COUT2C; 65411 03CNUML ;3041101
COUT2C; 88+ 103«CRUML ; 404+110]
COUT2L; 10+ 121¢CPERLC; 121
COUT2C,;32+121¢CPERLC; 12+1121
COUT2M; 54+ v121¢CPERLC; 2u+y121
COUT2L,; 76+v121¢CPERL; 3641121
COUT2C; 7841121 ¢CPERL,;uB+12]
YEARS+YEARS2

ROWS+ROWS2

31 p"

Formating

Tables prepared and printed.

0
e Y e e e T = Tl e e =
. .

FORM COUT2
3 1 pl .

COUT2CPEREPERNUMCCNUMETARGET+TPRENTPPRE O



Zh-I-Y

C1073 TH1¢ 5 10 pTHHDCL % 7 10 13 ;3 Calculation of total growth in
C1081 TH2¢ S 10 pTHHIC2 S 8 11 14 i3 target group (TMAT)

[1091 TH3¢ 5 10 ApTHHILZ 6 9 12 15 ;]

£C1101 FHG1& 15 10 0

£C1111 FIND1 TH1

C112] TH1ex 0

£1137 TMATe 4 10 oo

FInl THMATLCYL; JeR+/FULL

C1153 FINDL TH2

C13187 TH2en0

L1171 THATL2; Jeu+/FULL

£1183 FINDL TH3

C1193 TH3¢\0

[3201 TMATCY; 1¢8+/FULL

L1210 THATEY; 1 91¢+-ATMATC13;1 9]

£1221 THATCA3; 1006 (+/THATEA3; 2 4 4 81) xS

C1217 THATLCY; 101+ /ATHATCA3; 101

C128] TMAT«TMATX(THAT>0) )

C1253 FULL&VD .

F126] ZTe(PLC3;23+HHSZICY ;1) X(Z+20) Calculation of growth in full
L1271 ZHATE 4 10 p® 10 4 p((2p0),2T,ZT) need (FMAT) and partial need (PMAT)
L1083 ZMATE;1036¢(2 1 p0),013(2 1 pZTx20) segments and printing

F1291 " ANNUAL_GROWTH_OF _THE_TARGET_GROUP (HOUSEHOLDS) "
£1301 * ¢ .

C1311 (27p° '), YEARS3IC27+11001

13231 *

£133] ROWS2,C22(% 11 ¢* *),C21 11 @ T(THATL ;1+191)

C134] 3 1 p*

[1353 YEARS¢YEARS3

L1361 " ANNUAL._GROWTH_OF . THE _FULL_NEED..SEGHENT  (HOUSEHOLIS) *
c1371 -

£1381 FMATe 4 10 pTHAT+ZMAT

L1391 FMATL;101¢(+/FMATL; 2 4 & B1)xS

C1401 FMATEFMATX(FMAT:>0)

Cry1lx * ¢

C1u2] TARLE FMAT

FI437 PMAT¢ -4 10 p(® 10 4 p(THHF\S;J.[l](+ﬁrHH[\3;]))+20)-ZHQT
riuy] PHATL; 101« (+/PMATE; 2 % & B1)xS

145G PMATCPMATX(PMAT>0)



£b-I-v

C146]
C1u47]
riugl
L1y9)]
£C1501
£15113
£i1523]
T153]
C154]
L1551
C156]

‘T1571

ri158)
15921
C1601]
1611
£162]
C163]
Cro43
11651
L1661
C1671

-£1681]

L1691
C1701]
1713
riz2]
£C173]
1747
L1753
L1741
1771
1781
1791
£180]
rig1]
£C1821
1833
r1843

T25¢T266T27¢ 3 10 p0

T25C1; J«FMATLC1 ;)

T25L2; J¢«PMATECL; ]
T25[3;]+FHAT[1;]+PMAT[1;J

T26[1; J¢FHATL?2; 1

T26L2; 1¢PMATL2; ]

T26L3; J€FMATC2; 1+PMATLC2; ]

T27C1; 1¢FMATL3; ]

T2702; 1¢PMATL3; 3
T27E3;]FFHAT[3;3+PHAT[3;]

FMATENO

T28¢ 1 10 PT25L3; J+T2603;14T27C3; ]
31 p°

ANNUAL,_GROWTH_TN..T 1E.PARTTAL . NEEL._SEGMENT

[l

TAELE PMAT

PMATE O

FIND2®ZICL 4 7 10 13 ;2
FH1e 4 19 PBFUILIL; 2 4 ¢
FHG1O 4 ; JeFHLIXx (L 19 FE 10 4 o
FHG1LS; 1¢+/FHG1IC Y4 ; 1]
FH1enn

FIND2RZDOIE2 5 8 11 tu ;3
FH2¢ 4 190 p(RFIMILL; 2 &
FHGILS+1 4 ; JeFH2x1y 10 poN
FHGIL10; J¢+/FHGILS+\4; ]
FH2¢:0

FIND2RZIL3 6 @ 12 15 ;1
FH3e 4 10 p(wFULILL; 2
FHGID10414; J6FHIx (Y 190
FHGIC104v4; J6FHGLC104\1; 1+ (FH3xX
FHGLL1S,; 164 /FHGI1L 1044 ]
ZDeZNE(® 10 15 p 15 1 p+/ZD)
ZIMe S5 10 p2DC3 6 9 12 15 Hb |
ZD1e 10 10 pZDCT 4 7 10 13 i1.T1] 702 5
ZD1e 15 10 pCZD1,.E10 ZDM) x10

ZI1en 0

TMAT &N D

FHG1e€FHG1X(FHE1>0)

W 1 pTMATLY;

10 o' T)

(HOUSEHOLDS) *

f81)=(l 10 p& 10 4 p y 3 PH/YFULLL,; 2

4 6 81)

6 81)+(4 10 o0 10 4 p 4 3 pP+/QFULLL; 2
104 p 4 1 pTMATLZ; 2 4 6 81)

6 813:¢(4 10 ol 10 4 p 4y 1 e+/78FLLL;
PR 10 4 p 4 3 oTHATEI; 2 4 & 81)

8 11 14 ;]

Preparation of tables of full and
partial need segment. Totals in
program PRINT.

Calculation of growth
in full need segment
by decile, sector,
and year (FHG1)

4 6 8/1)

L &6 81

r

4 6 81)



O\

Pv-I-v

£1851
£1861
1871
£i188l
£1891]
1901
£1911]
£1921
L1933
C194]
£1951]
L1961
L1971
1981
r1991
2001
£2011
£2021
20331
C2047
£2051
£2061]
2071

PHGE 10 10 p((5 10 oTHHL1;1),C013(S 10 ATHHL2;1))+200

PHG+ 15 10 pPHG,LCLIC(S 10 pTHHES; 3)+200)
PHGEPHGXxZNDI1

PHGEPHG- 15 10 p(10 10 p0),013¢(S 10 pZT)HIXZDOM)
PHG¢PHGX (PHG=0)

ZIMETHGCETHHCZNL 60 0

4 1 p° ‘

ROUSEROWS2CVvT; ]

YEARS&«71p(2p° ‘), YEARS1

X
S

*PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF NATIONAL INCOME'®
» YEARS

ROWS, 11 1 ¥SYPR1IX100

SYPRIE€HHS 16ZT¢0\ 0

31 " ¢

ROWS«DOECILES

YEARS«YEARS3

Lie 10 & p® S 10 pPCDYLI 4 7 10 13 ;
L2¢ 10 S pR 5 10 pPCIYE2 5 8 11 14 ;1
L3 10 § pR 5 10 ePCRYL3 4 9 12 15 ;1

Calculation of growth in partial
need segment (PHGl) to same
detail as full need segment

Printing of changes in sectorial
income

Preparation of per capita
income tables for printing



Sp-I-¥

£2681
£2091
C21031
€2111
L2121
£C213]
C2143
£2151
C216]
r2171
£2181
£2191
£2201
£2211
ra221
£2231
£224]
£22517
C2261
£227]
£2283
2291
23037

v

"PER CAPITA INCOME IN °;X

S
21 p° ¢
RURAL_JFFTDR.

FINDZ2 L1
Lien
TABLE FULL
31 p° °

__.- —— e e e L L L L AT e L .

FIND2 L2
L2600
TABRLE FULL.
3 i e

FIND2 L3

L3&r0

TABLE FULL

1 e °
TPREFULLENTPEHHEPLE O
RUN2

Printing of per capita income
tables.



8y-I-Y

V PUN2
C1] CAVFYJ& 185 10 p(THHDR>0)XPCDYXW
L2y THHNEPRTIY&r 0
£C31 CAaFJge- S 30 p0
ruj CAFJL; 1076 & 10 pCAVFYJLY1 4 7 10 13 H
Ca1 CAFJL;10+0100¢ S 10 pCAVFYJL2 5 8 11 14 ;]
&1 CAFJL;20+\100¢ 5 10 pCAVFYJL3 6 9 12 15 i
r?21 CAF J(CAFIX(S 30 paDX))x(R 30 S e 5 1 pHHSZ)
cel CAVFY. e
£en CAPJe § 30 pCAF.I+2
r1iol cuet
£111 CAFIe 4 30 p0
121 LOOPQ:CAFI[CM;]«(CQFJ[CM;J+CAFJ[CM+1;J)+2
£131 CHeCH+1
£14] (CYy) /7L.00P2
£151 CAPI«CAFI=2

Calculation of capitalized annual
average expenditure per household
at each study year by decile by
sector

Calculation of same for periods
between study years


http:CAVFY.J4

“IC161 S5 1 p* ¢ Printing of annual average size
[£171 °ANNUAL AVERAGE SIZE OF TARGET GROUPS IN i X of full and partial need segments
CL{vl s

192 3 1 ¢° °

£201 YEARS€38p(16p' °),YEARSIL27+1111, YEARS3CH9+1111]

€211 YEARSC73pYEARS, YEARSIL 7141111, YEARS3IE93+1111, YEARSZC 11541127

L2231  "I.FULL_NEED _SEGMENT'

c233 * -

243y A)RURAL SECTOR:'

C251 TARLE(®BFHGILAS; 1)

(261 221 p°

Fa7] - FINON-MET. UREAN: * Preparation of further tables
£287  TAELE(NFHGILS41\5; 1) for printing

€291 21 p° °

£zl COMETROPOLTITAN: *

C211  TARLE(BFHGILL10++5; 1)
321 17 3% p°

331 °"ANNUAL AVERAGE SIZE OF TARGET GROUPS IN *;X
34l §

3531 3 1 p°

L3461 PHG1e¢ Z0 10 el

C371 PH1e 10 S pRPHGEWS; ]

C3B1 FIND3 PH1

C39] KLOOP®PH1

C401 FULLEFULLXKMAT

C41]l FULLD;10Je+/FULLE; 2 4 6 81xS
CH423 PHGIC10; J¢FULL

CY43] PH1en0

Cu43 ' IT.PARTIAL_NEED_SEGHENT'
Lus ¢

C441 ‘ A)RURAL SECTOR:®
Cu4?7] TABLECFULLE; 2 4 6 8 101)
tugl 21 p*

Lyl - HINON-MET URBAN: -
C501 PH2¢ 10 5 pBPHGLS5+15; 1
L5111 FINDZ PH2

£521 KLOOPH®PH2

(531 FULL#FULLXKMAT

L3347 FULLC;10Je+/FULLE; 2 4 6 BIxS
551 PHGILDIL04+410;]eFULL

C=61 PH2e0D

£571 TARLEC(FULLE; 2 u &4 8 101)

Ly-I-¥

N\



Bb-I-¥

£S81
L5991
£enid
L6111
£621]
£463]
£éu]
£65]
L6417
L4671
£68]
L&691]
£701

21 p
CYMETROPOLITAN:®

PH3¢ 10 5 PRPHGL10+.5; ]

FINDZ PH3I

KLOOP®RPH3

FULLCFULLXKMAT

FULLE;103¢+/FULLL; 2 4 & 81x5

KHATE 0

PHG1E2041\10; J&FULL

PH3¢PHG\ 0

TARLECFULLE; 2 4 4 8 103)

16 1 p°

FULLeEVY

Ag above.



6v-I-¥

‘€711
€721
£731
C7u1
r?sa
£76)
C?7]
£Lv81
C791
ren)
(2RI
re21
(833
ten]
£8s3
res]
ezl
reR]
reel
£?01
C[?11
[e21
[?231
row]
C?51
{961
[e71]
€281
9?21
ri1001
£10131

v

CAF«CAP+ 10 30 po0 Calculate of total annual
CAFL1 3 5 7 9 ;3«CAFJ investment as product of
CAFL2 4 6 8 ;1+CAFI number of target househnlds
CAFL10;1¢+/CAFL2 4 & 8 ;xS and average investment
CA ¢ 30 10 P(NCAF[;\lO]):El](NCAF[;10+\10]).CIJ(QCAF[;20+\10])
CAF.ev D

CAPLC1 3 5 7 9 ;lecapry

CAPL2 4 4 B8 ;1¢CAPI

CAPL10;1e+/CAPL2 4 4 8 ;1 1xS

CAPe¢ 30 10 p(NCﬁP[;\10]).EIJ(NCAP[;10+\10]):[11(DCAPC;20+\10])
CAPJECAPI -\ 0O

CSFe 30 10 po

CS1« 4 10 PCAFTE; V10IXFHGIL\4; )

FINOYG CS1

CS16eh0

CSFLv10; eT

CS2¢« 4 10 pCAFIE;10+\10]!FH61E5+\M;J

FINNY €82

€S20

CSFL10+\10; Je0UT

CS83¢« 4 19 pCAFI[;20+\10]XFH61E10+\4;J

FINDYW CS3

CS3e 0

CSFL20+v10; 1¢0UT

OUTeEnD

CSF&CSFx(CSF>0)

CAP<CAPX(PHG1>0)

CSP¢+ 30 140 eCAPXPHG1

CSPE;IOJ++/CSPE; 2.4 6 8Ix5

PRINT

CAFI+PHG1¢FHG1¢\ 0



Sub~programs

These programs are used to make recurring calculations and
to format tables for printing.

V FORM C
1] - QOPuWe«130
[23 » YEARS
£31 »COLL
C43 » COL2
L33 »COL3
L1 o
71 ROWS,C21 C
: v

¥ FINDL &
13 FULL¢ 10 10 »0
£23 Kleg
L3] K2¢2

C41 R1:FULLCK2;J«(AEK1+1;J-ACK1;J)+S

€33 ‘KleKi+1

L&l K2eK2+2

L71 +(K1:24)/R1

£8l A+rAI+:\ 0

£?1 K3¢3

£101 R2:FULLCK3;J«(FULLEK3~1;J+FULLEK3+1;J)+2
[11] K3eK3I+2

C121  3(K3:7)/R?

L131] FULLE?;J«FULLES;]+(FULLE8;J—FULLE?;J)
L1413 FULLL10; J¢ (+AFULLLC? 4 6 8 ;1)x5

v

¢ FIND2 A
113 FULL¢ 10 10 90
£23 Klel

L3] Ale 10 4 po

C41] ROUND:AIE;K11+(AE;K1]+AC;K1+1J)+2
C3]  KieKi+g

L&l +(K1:4)/ROUND

L7l FULLE; 1 2 5 7 ?1¢A

L3121 FULLL; 2 4 6 Ble¢AI

L2l FULLE;1039(+/9I)X3

C10] AIeper0

A-I-50

W\


http:RI:FULLEK2;4.(ACK1+1;]-ACK1;]).U5

¥V FINDZ A
C13 FULLe 10 10 50
£21 Klel
L33 Ale¢ 10 .4 0
L4 'RUUND:AIE;K1]*(AE;K1]+AE;K1+1])+2
£sa KleKi+1
6] F (K1) /ROUND
€73 FULLL; 1 3 5 7 93¢n
£83l FULLL; 2 4 ¢ 81¢Al
[?3 FULLL; 101e«+/FULLE; 2 4 & 8IxY

£103 FULLEIO;JFFULLE9;J+(FULLE9;J-FULLE8;J)

{111 FULL€FULLX(FULL>0)
C12] A€AI«0

v

V FINIG A
L1 OUTe¢ 10 10 p0
[21] Kledl

£33 Kde 3 10 p0

[43 RDUND:KJEKI;JF(AEK1;3+AEK1+1;J)+2
£sa KleK1+1

L& 2 (K1:3) /ROUND

L?3 BUTL2 & & B8 ;len

L&l QUTLEI S 7 ;1e¢Kd

(] 0UTE1;]+0UTE2;J~(DUTE3;J-CUT[Q;J)
L1013 0UTE9;J+0UTEB;J+(DUTE8;J*OUTE?;J)
[11] QUTC10;1¢+/0UTL2 4 & & ;Ax3g

L1217 OUT«(mOUT)

[121 QUT«OUTxX(OUT:=D)

vV KLOOP A
113 KMATe 10 10 po0
£22 K1¢2
£33 KI¢ 4% 10 p0

43 ROUND:KIEKI—I;]«(((AEK153>0)+(AEK1-1;3}0))>0)

[5]  KleK1+1
[61  +(K1£S)/ROUND
L7 X2:KMATL1 3 5 7 9 ;Je(Ax0)
[B] KMATL2 4 6 8 ;3eKI
[91  KMATewKMAT

v

V TAELE MAT

11 OPWe130

£21 » YEARS

L33

C43 ROWS,L2] 11 0 ¥MAT
v

A-I-51

W



[11]
[2]
L31
[4]
[31]
Lé1]
L71
£81
L93
£101
L11]
L1231
L13]
L1413
[153
L1613
L1721
L1832
CL232
L2031
F247

| s e Bt
b e

L2313
L2yl
£2s2
L2451
£271
281
£291
C303
L3113
£32]
£331
L3341
£3s3
L3461
[371
£383
L3921
L4013
C41]
C4+21]
433
C4]
L4331
C4&3
C471
Lugl

This program prints the final tables of average and total
inves{ment and summary tables of total households and
total investment.

V ‘PRINT
ROWS«DECILES
YEARS¢YEARS3
"NATION: X
"SECTOR: RURAL"®
* GCENARIO: ]

' T.FULL_NEED_SEGHENT®
) A)TOTAL INVESTMENT:
Tle 10 10 pCSFCr10;3]

TABLE T1

) BIMAXIMUM AVERAGE INVESTMENT:'
T2« 10 10 pCAFC10;2
TeT2x(T1:0)

Tie 1 10 p+£T1

TABLE T2

T2en 0

I 1

'I1,PARTIAL-NEEL. SEGMENT'’
' AXTOTAL INVESTMENT:
TI+~ 10 10 pC3PC10;7

TARLE T3

BIMAXIMUM AVERAGE INVESTMENT'
The 10 10 pCAPLCr10;1]
THETYUX(T3H0)
T3¢ 1 10 p+-T3
T21¢ 3 10 pT1,C1] T3, C13¢1 10 pT1+T3)
T21€T21+1000000
T1eT3e 0
TABLE T4
T4en 0
31 p°
'NATION: X
"SECTOR: NON-METROPOLITAN UREAN'
"SCENARIO: ;8

Dt e CEE Mt e w vt D S b g Tt butn S

) AYTOTAL INVESTMENT:'
TS¢ 10 10 pCSFL10+110;3
TABLE TS

) BYMAXIMUM AVERAGE INVESTMENT:'
Té¢ 10 10 pCAFL10+110;]

TéeTE&x(TS5:0)

TS+ 1 10 p+/ATS

TAEBLE T4

Té+1\0

A-I-52



[491]
£S01
[S13]
£S23
£331
Lo43
£ss
£S63
£o73
[S813
L5913
L6013
£41]
£623
L&63]
L6413
L6553
L6613
L6713
L6813
Le?1]
£701
£713
L7231
€733
L7413
£7351
L7613
L7713
£781l
(793
£o03l
L2113
[e2s
Fa3l
[841
851
[8a1
[evl
£esl
[e?1
£903
€913
[923
[?3]
L?41]
L9513

31pn .

) RITOTAL INYESTMENT::®
T7¢ 10 10 pCSPL10+110;]
TARLE T7

BIMAXIMUM AVERAGE INVESTMENT: *
T8¢ 10 10 pCAPL10+110;)

T¢TBX(T7>0)

T7¢ 1 10 p+s/T7

T22¢ 3 10 pT5,C11 TT,C13¢1 10 pTS+T7)
T22¢T22+1000000

TSeT7¢1 0

TARLE T8

T8er 0

21 A

‘NATION: i X

‘BECTOR: METROPOLITAN

'SCENARIO: )

' I.EULL_NEED_SEGNENT"
! A)TOTAL INVESTMENT:"®
T9+ 10 10 PCSFL20+110; 2

TABLE T9

) E)MAXIMUM AVERAGE INVESTMENT: '
Ti0¢« 10 10 PCAFL20+110; 3]
TL10¢T10Xx(T9:0) '

T?¢ 1 10 p+/T9

TARLE T10

Ti0e¢10

31 p'

Tile 10 10 pCSPCL20+110;3
TABLE T11

B)MANINUM AVCRAGE INVESTMENT:
Ti2¢ 10 10 pCAPL20+110;3
T126T12x(T11:0)
TABLE T12 '
T12e10.
Tlle 1 10 p+/T11

T23¢ 3 10 oT?.L1] T11,C13¢1 10 pTP+T11)

T23¢T23+1000000
T24¢ 1 10 pT21[3;J+T22E3;J+T23E3;J
T?¢T11e10

A-I-53



L7637
e )
L5l
L9917
£1603]
fL013
tiez2d
Fiv3l
L1ouwl
r1os3
TIN5
L1071
L10g]
LLu9]
Fal@l
71113
£1121]
L1173
C1ly]
ritsl
T11L&3]
CL17]
CLIR]
L1221
L1201
21211
ci221
L1233
[i2u]
C1253
£1261
L1273
£12483]
1291
£1301]
T1311

C1322
1013227
TLIL]
L1357
L1361
<LZ7]

v

g1 p

"ANNUAL NUMEER OF TARGET HOUSEHOLDS IN X ‘i 8

21 p°
YEARS€1250 'SECTOR' , (YEARS3IL8+1119])
+ YEARS

125p' ="

"RURAL_SECTOR"

Ity oWt ot Mt e iem p - o

TZ4600

METROPOLITAN'

Ta7er0

125p "' ="

Qe 1 14 p'NATIONAL TOTAL®
G:.C23 11 0 rT28

128p"'-"

T28e1 0

T L e

"TOTAL INVESTMENT IN ';X;° -

21 p'
YEARSGIZSP'SECTOR'.(YEAR83t8+\119])
: YEARS

128p" ="

"RURAL_SECTOR"

T22¢1 0

LETROPOLITAN'
1250 -

Q, 021 11 1 +T24
125p' -

CSF«CSP«CAF«CAP¢10

A-I-54

(FIGURES IN MILLIONS OF 1980)



ssér-v

ROWSB1
NATIONAL
RURAL,
NON-MET URBAN
" HETROPOLITVAN
TARGEY OROUP
s/+ 1IN GROUP

YEARS1

YEARS2

YEARS3

CoLt

coL2

coLy

RON_AND COLUMN TITLES USED IN_CoMPUT ER_PROGRAM

ROWS2
RURAL
" NON-MET URBAN
HETROPOLITAN
TOTAL

1vae 1983

19860

1980 1780-83

NO OF /e  o/e

H.H SECT SECT

H.H INC

ROVS3.

FULL NEED
PARTIAL NHEED
8UB TOTAL

1990 1995

1965

1783 1983-99

NO OF ofe o/e

H.H SECT SECY

H.H INC

DECILES
FIRST DECILE
BECOND DECILE
- THIRD DECILE
FOURTH DECILE
FIFTH DECILE
SIXTH DECILE
BEVENTH DECILE
EIOHTH BECILE
NINTH DECILE
TENTH DECILE

2000

1999

1990 199093

NO oF ofe ofe

H.H SECT SECT

H.H INC

19958

N0 OF

H.H

1995

1993-00

ofd ’

ofe

S8ECT SECT

H.H

INC

2000

2000 CUMULATIVE

NO OF /e o/e

H.H BECT SECT

H.H INC



ANNEX I-D
COMPUTER PRINTOUTS
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COSTA RICA



BUNMARY TABLES FOR COSTA RICA
LOW GROWTH SCENARIOD

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000

NATIONAL 438218 53076% 439401 ne000 B414na0
RURAL, ma119 288988 326496 357805 379592

NON-HET URRAH 72750 91219 114635 139297 163152
HETROPOL1TAN 117349 152584 198268 252898 318735
TARGET OROUP 322400 397462 479346 560705 639643
=/« IN GRUUP 73.6 .9 5.0 7.8 ™.3

1980 1985 1990 1993 2000
NO OF /e o/ NO OF /e /e ND OF /e o/ NO OF o/ o/e NO OF /e /e
H.H SECT SBECT H.H# SECT SECT H.H SECY BECT H.4 BECT BECT H.H SECT BECT
H.H INC H.H INC H.H INC H.H INC ) H.H INC
=] RURAL 198973 B80.2 9S6.4 234756 B1.8 59.0 2468911 82.% %9.8 293390 B2.7 49.% 314148 B82.8 &0.9
] NON-NET URBAN 49048 47.% 38.4 42796 6B.8 40.0 79477 69.3 40.5 96985 49.6 %0.7 113683 49.7 40.8
Lo HETROPOLLTAN 74578 63.6 32.0 99909 65.5 33.8 130958 44.1 3Iu.4 167910 6&6.% 39.7 211838 44.5 3v4.8
] TOTAL 322500 .0 .0 39?7462 .0 .0 479346 .0 .0 560785 .9 .0 639443 .0 .0
wm
3

19680-83 1965 1983-90 1990 1990-95 1995 199508 2000 CUMULATIVE

RURAL 7137 6994 6831 6113 3396 324 3651 21719 113173

NGN-HET URBAN 2750 3043 3338 nie 3502 3421 3340 3259 644637
HETROPOLITAN 5066 5638 6210 4800 7390 8087 are4 461 137252
’ JOTAL 14972 15675 T 14377 16332 16268 16032 15776 15519 317063

ARNUAL_OROWTH_DF .THE_FULL _NEED_SEGHENT (HOUSEHODLEDS)

1980 1980-85 198% 1985-90 1998 1990-95 1995 1995-00 2000 CUNMULATIVE

RURAL 0 7157 6994 6631 6113 5394 u52y 3551 2779 115175

HON-HET URDAN 0 2750 3043 3335 3y19 3502 3u21 3340 3259 4437
HETROPOLITAN 587 5653 6225 6794 7387 7977 8674 9371 10048 148987
T01AL si? 15559 16261 16964 16919 16075 16418 14342 16106 328798

ANNUAL _GROWIH_IN_THE_PARTIAL_NEED_SEGHMENT  (HOUSENOLNS) )

1980 1980-85 1905 1905-90 1990 1990-95 1995 1995-00 2000 CUHULATIVE

RURAL, 9949 9949 9949 999 y9u9 9949 ) 9949 9949 198973

NDN-HET URBAN 052 2452 2452 2452 2452 2452 M52 2452 2452 49048
HE TROPOLITAN 3142 3142 3142 3142 3142 3142 32 3142 3142 6284y

TOTAL 15503 15543 15543 15543 15543 15543 15543 15543 15543 310863
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Lt RO SUERAIND
PERCLHIAGE IMSTRIBUT Id OF NATIOHAL TRLOARE

1900 198%

RURAL K| 33.4

NUN- HE T URLNAN 2.4 33 I
HETRUPUIL T AN 42.9 5.1

PER CAPITA INCOHE IN COSTA RICA
LUY GROWIH SCENARIO

RURAL -SECTOR

1980 1980-85

FIRST DECILE 314 308
SECOND LECILE W49 450
THIRD LECILE a1 G560
FOURTH DLECILE 683 670
FIFTH LECILE goé 91
SIXTH LECILE 41 923
SEVENTH DECILE 1131 1109
EIGHIH MECILE 1377 1351
NINTH DECILE 1749 1735
TENTH LDECILE 3147 3086

NDN_HETROPOLITAN. UREAN

1980 1980-85

FIRST DECILE 523 513
SECOND DECILE 884 869
THIRDB DECILE 1091 1070
FOURTH RECILE 1295 1270
FIFTH DECILE 1500 1471
SIXTH NBECILE 1063 1828
SEVENTH DECILE 2182 2140
EIGHTH DECILE 2841 27048
NINTH DECILE 3909 RERR
TENTH DECILE 64636 4500

1980 1980-85

FIRST DECILE o997 585
SECUND DECILE 909 892
THIRD DECILE 1193 1170
FOURIN DECILE 78 1449
FIFTH LECILE 1819 1784
SIXTH BLECILE 2160 2118
SEVENIH nECILE 2671 248200
ELGIHIR BECILE 3296 3243
NIHTH hWECILE 4461 4395
TFNIH MECILE 1132 642

19490

30.7
2.9
hYr.4

1983

302
LLB}
S49
&57
75
905
1088
1324
1701
3024

1985
503

a52
1049
12435
1442
1292
»098
2731
3758
4300

1985

STy

874
1148
1421
1749
20746
2568
31869
42908
Y453

1995

Q2.9
2200

n0.0

1985-90

Jo0
439
FLT
453
770
a99
1080
1316
1490
Ju0é

1985-90

499
847
1042

1237 .

1433
1780
2004
27113
3734
6339

1985-90

570

849
tivo
1411
1737
2063
2551
3149
4261
9392

1990

298
4346
S42
448
745
893
1073
1307
1479

2984

1999

494

B41
1035
1229
1423
1748
2070
26968
3709
8297

1990

564

063
1133
1402
1224
2049
2045
120
K233
9330

1990-95

294
434
40
&44
762
889
1049
1302
1673
2973

1990-95

4ou

[:R1:}
1031
1224
1418
1761
2062
2683
3495
6272

1990-95

Sé4

860
1128
1397
1719
20418
2429
3116
4217
9293

1995

293
432
538
&43
759
ané
1045
1297
1666
29483

1993

492

83y
1027
1220
1412
1753
2054
2673
3480
6246

1995

562

856
110y
1391
112
2033
2515
310u
4200
9257

1995-00

295
432
537
&43
59
8835
1064
1296
1445
2961

19935-00

492

813y
1824
1219
1411
1753
2053
2673
3477
6243

1995-00

G561

(117
1123
1390
1711
2032
2513
3101
5197

250

2000

295
432
537
&42
758
88y
1063
1295
1644

2959

2000

491

833
1026
1218
1410
1752
2051
2671
3675
6239

2000

561

855
1122
1389
1710
2030
2511
3099
4194
243

CUMDLATIVE

%5993

8773
10915
13055
13409
17978
21614
26324
33815
40139

CUHULATIVE

9988
16937
208435
24754
286462
3L611
41691
34203
696

126018

CUNULATIVE

11404
17377
22007
28238
IN7LY
41278
51045
42991
as525é
187888



ANNUAL AVERAGE SIZE OF
LOW GROWTH SCENARIO

A)RURAL SECTOR:

FIRST
SECOND
THIRD
FOURTH
FIFTH
SIXTH
SEVENTH
EIGHTH
NINTH
TENTH

PECILE
DECILE
DECILE
RECILE
DPECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE

1980-85

aey
aBy
a8y
88y
a8y
sayY
a8y
B88Y
ge
0

B)NON-MET., URPAN:

FIRST
SECOND
THIRD
FOURTH
FIFTH
SIXTH
SEVENTH
EIBHTH
NINTH
TENTH

6S-I-¥

C)BETROPOLITAN:

FIRST
SECCGND
THIRD
FOURTH
FIFTH
SIXTH
SEVENTH
EIGHTH
NINTH
TENTH

W

DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE

DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
RECILE
NECILE
DECILE

1980-85

4oy
4oy
40y
4oy
Yoy
4oy
328

0

0

0

17806-85

876
876
074
a7s
876
876
376

0

0

0

1985-90

832
812
832
832
832
B32
832
832
173

0

1985-90

483
483
483
483
483
483
439

0

0

0

1985-%9¢0

1033
1033
1033
1033
1033
1033
596
0

0

0

TARGET GROUPS IN [OSTA RICA

1990-95

ASh
454
&5h
65N
451
6549
454
654
145

0

1990-95

S04
S04
204
S04
S04
S04
478

0

0

0

1990-95

1205
1205
1205
1205
1205
1205
750
0

0

0

1995-00

Wy
iy
LB
L LB}
441
b4y
Yy
ung
120

1995-00

480
480
580
480
480
nao
Ba3

0

0

0

1995-00

1411
1411
1411
1411
in11
1411
907
0

0

0

CUNULATIVE

20811
2011
2811
2811
2811
2011
2811
2811
S4B
0

CUNULATIVE

1870
1870
1870
1870
1870
1870
1707

0

0

0

CUHULATIVE

4525
4525
4525
4525
3525
4525
2648

0

0

0



09-I-Y

ANNUAL AVERAGE J1ZE OF TARGET GROUPS IN COSTA RICaA

LOW GROWTH SCENARIO

———— e T e = -

A)RURAL SECTOR:

FIRST DECILE
SECOND LECILE
THIRD LECILE
FOURTH DLECILE
FIFTH DECILE
SIXTH DECILE
SEVENTH DECILE
EIGHTH LECILE
NINTH DECILE
TENTH DECILE

B)NON-HET

FIRST DECILE
SECOND DNECILE
THIRD DECILE
FOURTH DECILE
FIFTH LECILE
SIXTH DECILE
SEVENTH DECILE
EIGHTH NECILE
NINTH DECILE
TENTH DECILE

1980-85

1228
1228
1228
1228
1228
1228
1228
1228
122
0

URBAN:
1980-85

340
340
340

CIMETROPOLITAN:

FIRST DECILE
SECOND DECILE
THIRD DECILE
FOURTH DECILE
FIFTH DECILE
SIXTH DBECILE
SEVENTH DNECILE
EIGHTH LECILE
NINTH BECILE
TENTH DECILE

1980-85

LT1:¥g
487
487
487
487
4a7
219

0

0

0

1985-90

1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
1212
253
0

1985-90

355
3535
355
35S
355
355
3a2

0

0

0

1985-90

478
478
478
478
478
478
275

0

0

1}

1996-95
1265

1205
1205
1205
1205
1205
1205
1205
305
0

1990-95

333
353
353
353
353
333

oo

1990-95

47y
47y
47y
Y7y
47y
47y
295

a

0

0

1995-00

1203
1203
1203
1203
1203
1203
1203
1203
3ag
0

1995-00

352
352
352
352
352
352
340

a

0

0

1995-00

473
473
473
473
473
W73
304

0

0

0

CUHULATIVE

24242
24242
24242
24242
24242
24242
24242
24242
5036
0

CUHULATIVE

7100
7100
7100
7100
7100
7100
&un s

0

0

0

CUHULATIVE

95642
9662
9362
542
9562
9562
SL&9

0

0

0



T9~I-¥

Q)

NATION:
GECVYOR:

SCENARID:

cosva RICa
RURAL

I.FULL_NEED_SEGHENT
AYTOTAL TRVESTHENT:

FIRBT
SECOND
TIIIRD
FOURTH
FIFIH
BIXTH
BEVENTH
EIGHTH
NINTH
TENTH

DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
PECILE
DECILE
RECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
RECILE

1980

7807082
1633248
2031626
242990y
2846178
3344200
4823417
489900y

359147

0

LOW GROWTH BCENARIO

1980-85

726310
1519322
1889689
2260455
2668078
3112758
3742721
4557967

5685233

0

BIHAXTHUM AVERADE INVESTHENT:

FIRST
BECOND
THIRD
FOURTH
FIFTH
SIXTH
SEVENTH
EIGHIH
NINTH
TENTH

11.PARTIAL_NEED. BED
AYTOTAL " INVEST

FImar
SECOND
THIRD
FOURTH
FIFTN
BIXTH
BEVENTH
EZGHTH
NINTH
TENTH

DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
NECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE

DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
LECILE
FECILE
DECILE

BIHAXINUN

FIRST
SECUND
THIRD
FOURIY
FIFIn
GIXIN
SEVEHTH
EIGHIN
HINTH
TENTH

DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
DECILE
FCILE
HECILE
BECILE
[UAMINS
IFCILE
DECILE

1900

869
1819
22462
2706
3194
3726
Y480
34564
7008

0

MENT
HENT:
1989

33%278
1128003
1403225
1678347
1981023
2311193
2778935
3364248

83743
0

AVERAGE INVESTHENT
198

435
909
131
1353
1597
11163
20
270
350y
0

19€60-83

822
1720
2139
25568
3020
3523
8236
3159
6627

0

1980-85

So4801
10546128
1313720
1571312
1854640
2163774
£4016061
314838y

403542

0

1980-85

1
8460
1069
1279
1510
1762
2110
a579
3313
[

1985

6716838
1405376
1748151
2090924
2447978
2079300
3462025
4216129

811300

0

1985

775
1621
2016
2411
2844
3320
3992
4042
4245

1985

R71862
985385
1225722
1464061
1730432
2018038
2927442
2956155
685941
0

19685

387

810
1008
1204
1423
1640
1996
2431
3122

1985-90

6173647
1291431
160841y
1921397
2247878
2645858
3181329
3874292
1037347

0

19685-90
742

1552
1930
2309
2725
3179
3823
4456
5980

0

1985-90

49371
40429
1149802
1399175
1451406
19246733
23164647
2021288
55077
[}

1985-90

37
776
9465
1154
1343
1590
1911
2328
2990
0

1990

53326t
1115370
1387412
1459453
1958699
2285149
277619
3344110
976448
0

1990

709
103
1845
2207
2605
3039
3454
449
3716

0

1990

4208215
895756
1114233
1332710
1573034
1835207
2206417
2687267
815500
0

1990

355
ma
922
1103
1302
1519
1827

Q205

2058

1990-95

449034
939310
1168410
1397510
1649519
1924439
2313909
2017929
915529
0

1999-95

687
1437
1787
2138
2523
2943
3539
4310
5534

[}

1990-953

413963
865943
1077149
12808354
1520681
17127
2133177
2597829
843907
[4

1990-95

343
718
a9y
1049
1261
1472
1770
2155
2748
0

1995

347844
769516
957203
1144890
1351345
1574569
1895637
23008548
772970
0

1995

645
1390
1729
2068
24y
2048
3425
8171
5357

1995

399763
6362uy
1040204
1244148
1460526
1713280
2060015
2506732
8488235
0

1995

332
695
: 131
103y
1221
1404
1712
2005
2679

1995-00

2866964
599722
45996
892270
1053171
1228499
1477344
1799167
630411
0

1795-00

630
1359
1690
2022
2388
2784
3347
4076
5234

0

1995-00

390558
816964
1016240
1215513
1434704
1673821

2012570

2450952
B85A7A6
e

1995-00

‘325
679
s
1011
1193
1392
1674
2038
2618

2000

205527
429928
334789
639450
754996
8800829
1059092
1269765
487851
0

2000

634
1327
1651
1978
2331
2719
3269
3982
5115

0

2008

381350
797739
992309
1166979
1400907
1634391
1965161
2393214
8ye8300
0

2000

317
664
a5
|87
1165
1340
1635
1991

w367

CUMILATIVE

10397044
21748923
27053539
32350154
38193231
44558770
53576616
65244770
15842496
0

CUHULATIVE

14501
30334
37733
45131
33270
42148
M7246
91002
114897
0

CUHULATIVE

8794845
18397422
22004598
27371774
32307668
37892279
4S320478
55192264
14306543

0

CUNULATIVE

7251
15167
18064
22566
26635
31074
37343
45501
SOung

0
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RAVION CORTA RICA
SECTOR HUH-HE TROPOLTIAN 1R
SEEHARLD: LOK GROWIH SLENARITOD

L.EULL_NEE I SEGHUNT
A)TOIAL TNVI STHENT :

1900
FIRST [LECILE 758%19
SECOND DECILE 19270222
THIRD LELILE 31465575
FOURTH DECILE 3759120
FIFTH DECILE S4U40832
SIXTH DECILE 4759021
SEVENTH UFCILE 4008919
EAGHTH DECILE 0
NINTH DECILE 0
TENTH DECILE 0

B)HAXIHUM AVERAGE INVESTHE
1980
FIRST DECILE 2070
SECOND DECILE 5245
THIRD DECILE 8441
FOURTH DECILE 102461
FIFTH DECILE 14851
SIXTH DECILE 18451
SEVENTH DECILE 21402
EIGHTH DECILE 0
NINTH DECILE 0
TENTH DLECILE 0

1980
FIRBY DECILE 374512
SECOND DECILE 937650
THIRD DECILE 1571528
FOURTH DECILE 1866190
FIFTH LECILE 27601064
SIXTH DECILE 3355840
SEVENTH NECILE 2915012
EIGHTH DECILE ]
NINTH DECILE 0
TEHTH DECILE [}
BIHAXTHIHM AVCRAGE INVESTNE
1980
FIRST DECILE 1035
SECOND LECILE 2633
THIRD BECILE 4320
FOURTIt LECILE G130
FIFTH DECILE ™26
SIXTH BECILE 92248
BEVENTH DECILE 10801
EIGHTH BECILE ]
NTNTH BFCILE 0
TLNTH DECILE 0

WaN

1980-85

789944
20092546
3297241
39154721
5647132
70409403
6701773

0
0
0

NT:
1980-85

1957
4979
a170
9702
14042
17447
20425
[}

[}

0

1980-85

352333
894151
1470604
1746345
25272404
3140357
2986341
[
0
0

NT:
1980-85

9?79
2489
%085
4851
7021
8723

10213
0

1985

H21509
2009490
RER DAY
4071824
5093433
7322144
7394428

[]
0
0

1985

1845
Na92
7700
?143
13248y
16442
19249

1905

328577
835728
1371451
14208598
2357101
29284619
3031148

[}

[ ]

0

1985

922
2244
K{:H1]
W§72
4817
82
9414

| R JIHIRT ]

853054
216902y
3560572
N22B179
46119233
7603305
087483

0
0
0

19685-90

17446
4493
7373
8754
12473
15745
18433

1985-90

313537
192475
1308477
1554 054
2249209
2794571
2972245

0

1985-90

883
2047
3487
%3704
6334
mrr
92218

0
[
0

1990

Uisy
21830485
RHTTRYA
NISALLY
6014258
MIN?38
811910y

g
0
0

1990

14A8
4294
Wm7
8348
12112
15048
12617

1990

298594
594,72
1244314
1479997
2142102
2661399
2907163
0

[

0

1990

ayy
2147
3523
LRYIL]
60546
52y
[t1:T1]E]

1990-95

N es
206347
RULY R 1
LID NS Y::)
GY12773
73461122
8150085

0
0
0

1990-95

1435
4140
128
8106
11732
14574
17045
¢

8

0

£990-95

218431
244327
1204722
1430407
20704814
2571903
2054 295

]

[ 4

]

1996-95

ai1a
2000
413
Hoh3
Susd
r:ta
an32

(N W)

1995

82933
1991373
3267019y
308082y
54146493
6970215
7810373

0
0
0

1993

1583
4025
6405
7844
11353
14105
14513

1993

. 278706
708803
1143295
1321413
1999413
2484119
2798955
0

]

0

1995

791
2013
3303
3v02
G874
7052
8257

1995--00

1461
18046399
3095629
36760640
5320413
64610459
M49840

[}
0
0

1795-00

1547
3934
454
7646
110946
13783
16139
0

0

0

1995-80

272292
69254y
1134482
1349573
1953329
2424843
2342348
a

0

[

1995-00

773
1967
anoeg
3033
a548
4093
8049

0
0
0

700389
1781425
2923345
471498
2024533
6242402
7129348

0
0
0

2000

1511
3043
6306
™0
10838
13444
15745

2000

265863
6756218
1109491
1317758
1907282
2365653
248544y
[}

0

0

2000

7599
1921
3153
J7uy
Sq419
6733
7882
0

0

0

CUHULATIVE

36044417
40888427
44948003
79524504
115101254
143004598
152050011
[

[}

L}

CUNULATIVE

343530
87824
144124
171147
247713
3c7745
340310
]

]

[

CUNULATIVE

6133917
15401485
25402437
30402094
44004189
34471871
S7778245

0
0
0

CUHULATIVE

17245
43913
72062
assy
123857
153882
180153
0

0

[}



£9-I-¥

HAT W
SECIOP:

SLENARTD

Q%1 RIEA
HETROPOL L TN

LOW . ROQTS

1.4 A, NEED_SEGHL I
AYIOTAL THVE STnFNY

T'IRST

S CUND
TRIRD
FOURTH
FI0IH
SIXIH
SEVENTH
EJGHIH
NINTH
TENIH

BYHAXIHMUM AVERAGE

FIRST
SECUND
THIRD
FOUR:IH
FIFTH
SIXIH
BEVENTH
EIGHIH
NINTH
TENIN

DECILE
WCILE
WCILE
nCILE
I CILE
MECILE
DECTLE
W CILE
IECILE
HLCILE

RECILE
NECILE
BECILE
DECILE
DFCTILE
DFCILE
DFCILE
FCILE
FCILE
IECILE

FIRST
STCUND
THIRI
FOURTH
FIFTH
SIXIH
SEVENTH
EIGRIH
NINEH
TENIH

DECILE
DPECILE
IFCILE
hECILE
IECILE
DECILE
ECILE
NFCILE
BICILE
MECILE

RIHAXINUM

FIRST
SECUND
THIRN
FOURIN
Frean
SIXin
SEVENTN
Elnm
NININ
TENTH

DECILE
BECILE
ECILE
WCILE
1 TLE
MCILE
LECHE
M CILE
MCHLE
bl CILE

Gt HaRITOQ

120n E2118- 1%
1895040 Jonuss
LR RS ¥ A1 W55
50 07 M3IN459
2305000 9627311

| LRI 1492187270
1714501y 17716277
0119546, M40
0 ]

0 Y

] 0

INVESTHENT :

1980 1980-85

2363 2235

S0 3108

FUshH a93v

11705 11067

18007 17027

2304 20219
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ANNUAL NUMEER OF TARGET HOUSEHOLDS IN COSTA RICA LOW GROWTH SCENARIO
SECTOR 1980 1980-85 190S 1985-90 1990 1990-95 1995 1995-00 2300 CUMULATIVE
RURAL_SECTOR
- FULL NEED . 0 7157 4994 4831 6113 5396 4524 3451 2779 115175
PARTIAL NEED 9949 9949 949 9949 9249 A 9949 9949 949 198973
SUB TOTAL 9949 17105 16942 14780 1.0462 1534y 1hy72 13400 12728 314148
NON_HET_URBAN
- FULL NEED 0 2750 3043 3336 Ju19 3502 3y 3340 3259 &4637
PARTIAL NEED 2492 a4us2 2452 452 - 252 2452 2452 2452 2452 L2411} ]
suli TOTAL 2452 5202 5495 5789 S871 S994% S6873 . 5792 9712 113685
METROPOLITAN
FULL NEED a87 9453 4225 4796 7387 7977 B47Y 9371 10048 148987
PARTIAL NEEL 3142 3142 3142 3142 J142 3142 312 3142 3142 42844
SUB TOTAL 3729 8795 93467 9939 10529 11119 11814 12513 13210 211831
NATIONAL TOTAL 16130 31102 31805 32507 3282 32418 321462 31906 314649 639663
TOTAL INVESTHENT IN COSTA RICA LOW GROUTH SCENARID (FIGURES IN HILLIONS OF 1980 U.S. DOLLAKS)
S8ECTOR 1980 198085 1965 1985-90 1990 1990-95 1995 1995-00 2000 CUHULATIVE
RURAL _SECTOR
FULL NEED 22.4 21.1 19.4 18.4 16.0 13.4 11.1 8.7 6.3 309.0
PARTIAL NEED 15.3 14.6 4.0 13.4 12.9 12.95 12.1 11.9 11.6 262.3
6UB TOTAL 37.7 35.7 33.7 31.9 28.9 26.1 23.3 20.6 17.9 971.2
NON_MET_URBAN ]
FULL NEED 27.8 29.4 31.0 32.6 32.2 31.9 30.3 28.8 27.3 613.5
PARTIAL NEED 13.7 13.1 12.5 12.0 11.5 11.2 10.8 18.6 10.3 234 ,2
SUB TOTAL 41.4 42.5 43.5 Bit. 6 43.7 43.0 41.1 39.4 37.4 8u47.7
HETROPOLITAN
fULL NEED 462.9 86.9 70.1 3.7 17.2 80.7 85.3 89.9 924%.5 1553.9
PARTIAL NEED 19.2 18.5 17.7 17.0 16.4 15.9 15.4 15.1 14.7 332.4
B6UB TOTAL 82.1 85.0 a7.8 90.7 93.5 96.6 100.7 105.0 109.3 1806.2
NATIONAL TOTAL 161.3 163.2 165.0 167.2 166.2 145.7 165.1 164,9 184.8 ..3305.2
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SUNMMAPY TARLFR FOR ¢NSTA PICA
RRFAK-EVEN SCENARIO

TO7TAL_HOUENOLDS . [N _SECTOPS _AND_TAPGE | _GPmips

1980

1ens t990 190 00
NATIDNAL 438218 330747 A3yt %0000 A&AIupn
RURAL. 2at19 2869466 326490 Js 005 3799
NON-MET URKAN 72750 PIMe 119445 189297 143152
HETROPOLI I AN 117349 15250 1902411 257890 R X
TARGET GROUP 32400 3ansn9 HaLNPY SU1s520 61691y
s/ [N GROUP 73.6 73.2 e, 72,2 71.6
NEVALLS. OF .JARGET. GROUP_G1ZE_AND_INCONE
1960 1985
HD OF o/ /e ND OF o/ o/ NO ar
H.H SKECT  GECT H.u SECT  SEUT H.H
H.H INC n.n 1Ne
RURAL 190973 B88.2 %6.% 230132 00.2 S6.4 261815
NON-MET URKAN HP04A 67.4 38,6 41501 47.4 3N.s 77088
RETROPOL ) 1NN 743578 43.64 32.0 96976 4&3.46 32.0 25994
. TOTAL 322400 .0 .0 AnRsa9 .0 .0 Y5509y
ANNUAL _GRONTH_OF .THE_TARGET_GROUP (HOUSFIOLDS)
17680-8%5 1905 1985-%0 1990
RURNL. 6232 6204 6337 Nian0
NON-HET URDRAN 2491 2023 31564 3
HETHOPOL 1 TAN 479 5142 S804 6375
TaIAL 13202 14249 15297 15296
ANNUAL . GROWIN.OF . THE_FINLL NEED_SEGNENT  CHOUSEHDI.NS)
1900 1980-8% 1905 190%5-90 1990
RURAL, [ 67232 4704 46317 S400
NON-HET HRDAN 0 24919 2023 Ji54 3
HETROPDL.TTAN SA7 S04A G129 6391 &9AD
ToiaL SRy 137849 14036 1580y 15083
ANNUNL. GROVTN.IN. THE_ PARTIAL, NFED SEGHENT  (HOUSEHOLIS)
1960 1900-A% 198% tyas-on 19v0
RURAL, 2949 9yn QuyQ 9 Yoyy
N(IN-HFT URIAN UL AL ] A0 el Datit My
HETFOPMITTAN R Ty 31y Ty 1y
Tnim, 1954 8 1543 15503 t%5n 3 1550 3
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43.6 32.0
N .0
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834y
15048
1995~-n0
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315
a0
15655
1995-00
QUyY
240
Ay
15544

2000
NO OF o/ */e
H.H SECT S8ECT
H.H INC
304383 80.2 %&.4
109988 47.% 34.48
202543 43.5 32,9

414691y .9 .0

2000 CUNULATIVE
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3159 6094%0

9073 12796%

14955 294315

2008 CUMINLATIVE
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74659 179499
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2452 w04y
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TNS1A RICA
BREAR-EVEN SCENARIGD
PFRCENTAGE DISTRIHUTION OF HATLONAL ENCONE

1980 1905
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ANNDIAL. AVEPRAGE ST7F OF TARGET GROUPS TN 0OSTA RICA

RPEAK-FVEN SCFHARIO

1. FULL_NEED. SEGMENT

A RURAL SECTNR:

1980-85

FIRST NMECILE 7
SECONR DECILE 177
THLIRI! MECILE 177
FOURTH DECILE 727
FIFTH NECTLE 77
SIXTH DECILE 177
SEVENTH DETILE e
EIGHTH BNECILE 177
NINTH LECILE 15
TENTH IECILE n

HINON-MET. URRAN:

1°80-05

FIRST NECILE 3469
SECOND DWFECILE 169
THIRD UFCTLE 169
FOURTH DFCILE 169
FIFTH BECTLE 369
SIXTH DECILE 349
SEVENTH LECILE a2m
EIGHTH DECILE 1
NINTH DECTLE 0
{ENTH DECILE 0

COMETROPOLITAN:

1980-a5

FIRST LFCILE 7
SECOND uFc o Ia i
THIRU NECILE AN
FOURTH DECHLF e
FIFTH BECILE "
STl wECHLE w7
SFEVENTH WECTLE 2R3
Fionrmm veen g n
HINTY UFCTLF n
TENTIY NECTLF n

1985-~-90

790
790
790

. 790
790
790
790
790
15

0

1985--90

440
460
468
ustl
Y3t
460
347

0

0

0

1965-%0

Ltons
1004
100A
tons
1nn4
1ang
A7
n

0
n

199095

626
624
624
6H2A
6246
6264
626
624
12
n

1990-95

493
93
49y
u93
493
493
366

0

n

0

1990-95

15
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Wt
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t
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nas
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W35
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3

0
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0

0
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thunp
nog
toen
1yon
tyoa
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]

n

CUNULATIVE

2429
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2429
2629
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0
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1300
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ANNUAL. AVERAGE S1ZE OF TAKGET GROUPS N (0S1A RICA
BRUAK-EVEN SCENARTO

A)RUKAL, SECTOR:

1980-85 1905-90 1990~-95 1995 -00
FIRST WECTLE 1241 1244 1741 1)
SFCONN RECILE 1241 1241 1241 171
THIRI LECTIF 1241 1941 1041 17941
FOURTH DECTLE 1241 1241 1M1 174
FIFTH NFCYLE 1241 11 194 1241
SIXTH MECILE 1241} 194 120 1244
SEVENTH DBECILFE 1241 1241 1241 120y
EIGHTH BFCILF 1241 1244 129 124
NINTH VECTLE 24 ol 21 oy
TENTH DECILE (/] 0 (] 0
B)NON-HET (JRHAN:
1980-85 198%-90 1990-95 1995-00
FIRST DECTILE RN 3464 344 344
SECONMD DECILE 364 ErAn 344 344
THIRD DBECILE k AN 3464 34y kY-
FOURTH DECILE 364 364 KFAT 3oy
FIFTH DECTLE 364 354 344 344
SIXTH NECILE 344 344 364 344
SEVENTH BECILFE 270 270 270 ava
E1GHTH NECILE (] 0 ] 0
NINIH DECILE 0 0 ] 0
TENTH DECIILE 0 0 (] 0
COHETROPOL,TTAN:
1980-4%5 1985-90 1990-9% 1995-00
FIRST NECTLE yon 49y Yoy By
SECONIt DECTLLF 4o uyy Yoy yoy
THIRD RECILE 4oy Yoy gy yoy
FOURIH BECTLE