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The evaluation discusses the current status of the loan,

its relevance to Central America at the present time and

the desirability of moving forward on a revised course of
action. The need and justification for the loan remain .
valid and important to both Central America and AID, especially
in terms of its regional impact. The principal problem has
been unforeseen delays in completing feasibility studies,
which have cost the project a loss of nearly two years. The
time frame stated in the CAP for disbursement was unrealistic.
what is warranted now is an extension to make up for time

lost during the feasibility study phase. Only those projects
that can be completed by the new proposed terminal disburse-
ment date will be approved for financing. Loan funds set
aside for promotion, technical assistance and training were
unused because these activities were carried out without the
need for AID loan financing. The region has mobilized itself
to the point where it is ready for infrastructure investments
and at the present time, this loan is the only source of
funding available in Central America for this purpose. AID'S
regional office in Central America recommends: (1) that the
terminal disbursement and commitment dat2s be extended; and
(2) that the funds currently allocated for promotion, training
and technical assistance be made available for financing
infrastructure.



EVALUATION KEPORT

CABEI-AID Loan 596-L-013
$15 Million Tourism Infrastructure

I. SUMMARY
A. Statement of the Problem

This report and the recommendations contained herein
are the result of joint efforts by the staffs of the Central
American Benk for Economic Integration (CABEI) and the A.I.D.
Regional Office for Central American Programs (ROCAP).

These efforts were directed at identifying the reasons
for slow perfcrmance under the Loan and recommending certain
revisions so as to pursue the original objectives of the Pro-
gram. This is consistent with the strategy statement in the
FY 1974 Development Assistance Program agreed to by all Central
A.I.D. Mission Directors as follows: (a) A.I.D. will support
tourism and tourism infrastructure, and (b) that this support
will be primarily through regional organizatiocns.

This paper will evaluate the current status of the Loan,
its relevance to Central America at the present time and the
desirability of moving forward on a revised course of action,
The evaluation points to the following conclusions:

l. From an economic point of view e.g. employment
opportunities, foreign exchange earnings, etc. = tourism is
of growing importance to the region.

2. As foreseen in the CAP, the regionality of tourism
development in Central America continues to be important and is
being pursued by the collaborative efforts of all five Central
American countries.

3. The competitiveness of the region with other tourism
locales is becoming increasingly more evident.

4. The need and justification for this loan remain
valid and important to both Central America and AID, especially
in terms of its regional impact.
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The principal problem has been the delays, unforeseen in
the CAP, in completing feasibility studies. The need for stud-
ies to. adequately substantiate the cdisbursement of funds under
the Loan was recognized. However, the time frame, within which
it was anticipated that the studies would be completed, turned
out to be extremely short. The loan paper did not take into
account potential legal problems, changes in tourism management
in the countries, legislative delays, difficulties in ordering
priorities, and other time consuming obstacles all of which
prevented the feasibility studies from being started and exe-
cuted according to the original schedule. While it was antici-
pated that all feasibility studies would be completed by the
beginning of calendar year 1974, in fact, the first study
(Honduras) will not be finished until September 1975. This has
cost the project a loss of nearly two years. ROCAP believed,
on the basis of information available at the time the CAP was
written, that the countries were prepared to move much faster
than they actually did.

In retrcouect, the time frame stated in the CAP for dis-
bursement was unrealistic. The CAP stated that the Loan would
be disbursed within four years.from the time the initial CPs
were met anc¢ March 31, 1977 was set as the TDD. However, CPs
were not actually met until October 1973, which should have
meant that Loan funds would be fully disbursed by October 1977.
The CAP also projected that feasibility study and design work
would be completed by the end of CY 1973. Considering the date
the Loan was authorized (February 1973), the normal time re-
quired for CPs to be met, and the time consuming process of
inviting bids and contracting consultants for both feasibility
and design work, the time projections were much too short. Ou:
experience to date indicates that this process (excluding the
time needed to meet CPs) takes approximately 2 years.

The original projection of a three year bidding, contract-
ing and construction period was and remains valid. This is dem-
onstrated in the attached PERT which revised the implementation
schedule consistent witn ROCAP's recommendations. What is war-
ranted now is an extension to make up for time lost during
feasibility study. phase. Only those projects that can be com-
rleted by the new proposed TDD will be approved for financing.
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Loan funds set aside, but unused, for Promotion, and Tech-
nical Assistance and Training present different problems. For
a variety of reasons, activities anticipated in the CAP to be
financed under the Lnan did not materialize. As explained in
detail in the body of this paper, funds allocated in these
two areas have not been tapped. Promotion efforts were carried
out independently of AID loan financing by the countries. It
has been so successful that tourism traffic to Central America
grew by 18.4% over the 1970-73 period.

Training and Technical Assistance al)so have been achieved
without the need for AID loan financing. In fact, graduates
from tourism related schools in Central America have had dif-
ficulty in finding employment simply because, for the most part,
training and technical assistance are carried out by individual
hotels and other tourism industries.

In sum, throuch the combined efforts of AID and CABEI in
CA tourism, the countries began to think about theeconomic
value of the tourism industry and began to plan tourism develop-
ment. The region has mobilized itself to the point where it is
ready for infrastructure investments and at the present time,
this loan is the only source of funding available in Central
America for this purpose.

B. Recommendations

The recommendations set forth below are based on the
premise that projects will receive financing from AID loan funds
on a firt-come-first-serve basis. Hence, there may be sizeable

1/ In June 1975, representatives of the Inspector General's
Office concluded a review of Loan 013. At an Exit Confer-
ence with ROCAP's officials-on July 3, the Inspectors made
the following comments:

1. That the Loan was approved prematurely, and prior to

the preparation of sub-project fezasibility studies;

2. That since the five Central American governments have

now mobilized themselves to use the resources provided under
the Loan, a deobligation would not be recommended:

3. That regional development banks tend to be more serious
snd effective than many national institutions, and that their
use as recipients of AID loan funds should be supported.



-4 -

investments in a few countries, rather than an equal alloca-
tion for each. H-wever, the regional integrity of the program
will be maintained since CABEI has agreed to provide the fi-
nancing needed for those projects not covered with AID loan
funds.

ROCAP's recommendations are: .

1. Extend the TCD to March 31, 1979, and the TDD to
June 30, 1979. Follow the attached PERT schedule
requiring feasibility studies be completed on each
project with enough time to allow for construction
(to qualify for AID financing under the Loan) .
Projects will be financed on a first-come-first-serve
basis. Those whose feasibility justification depends
upon private investments will need commitments from
the investors per the loan agreement prior to being
eligible for AID financing.

2. Make funds currently under Promotion, and Training

and Technical Assistance ($1,000,000) available for
financing infrastructure.

II. LOAN PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES

Borrower CABEI

Loan Agreement Signed 2/28/73
Amount of Loan $15 million
Amount of Project $20 million
T.C.D. ~12/31/76
T.C.D. 3/31/77
Commitments $225,000

% Committed 1.5
Disbursements None

The purposes of the Loan were to further stimulate tourism
development in Central America by: (1) providing CABEI with funds
for financing public infrastructure projects and related tech-
nical assistance in direct support of the Regional Tourism De-
velopment Program; (2) increasing the involvement of CABEI, the
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leading development finance institution of the area, in the
field of promoting regional tourism development and, thereby,
permitting CABEI to assume the leadership in handling and co-
ordinating regional tourism programs; and (3) strengthening
the Central American Integration movemernt. The overall pro-
gram amounts to $20 million: the $15 million A.I.D. loan, a
$1.25 million contribution from CABEI which is committed and
available, ard a $750,000 contribution from each of the five
Central American countries, all of which are committed.

The Loan supports the Regional Tourism Development Program
unanimously approved by the five Member Countries at the First
Regional Tourism Conference held in Guatemala in September 1972.
At this meeting CABEI was appointed the Financial &gent by the
Member Countries for the purpose of channeling the necessary
resources to implement the Resolutions of the Conference (the
Acta).

The Central American Tourism Development Program endorsed
the proposition that the most effective approach to tourism de-
velopment throughout Central America is a regional one. The
Acta proposes developing over a ten-year period, five tourism
primary zones, one in each country, with a complementary number
of secondary zones.l/ Thus, it was the purpose of this Loan
to allocate the $20 million to those projects specified in the
Acta, whether primary or secondary zones, which could most rap-.:
idly be constructed over a four-year period, as initially en-
visioned. The Acta of this Conference was included as Annex V
of the CAP.

1/ Selection of primary and secondary zones in the region was
based largely on the findings of four studies:
A Regional Tourism Study in Central America, Porter
Internat ional, 1965
A Market Analysis, Compton Advertising, Inc., 1969
A Five-Year Tourism Development Plan, SITCA, 1969

A Long Range Promotional and Financial Program, Tecniberia,
1972
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.In order to accomplish the purpose, ROCAP was to prcvide
funds to CABEI to support sub-loans to the Central American
countries for the purpose of developing infrastructure in
areas cutside the capital cities designated as the tourism
zones to be developed. In addition, to support and increase
the capacity of each country to attract tourists, ROCAP proposed
to support both training/technical assistance and promotional
activiiies. The Loan made available $375,000 (pplus a $125,000
counterpart contribution) for financing tourism-related train-
ing and technical assistance, ard $375,000 (plus a $125,000
counterpart contribution) for tourism promotion, to the Central
American governments in response to the need for such financing
stated by the five Member Countries in the Ag¢ta. Finally, the
Loan provided $300,000 for financing infrastructure feasibility
studies (74% of this has been committgd).

The strategy attempted to address five major constraints
to increase@ tourism in Central America. These were (1) lack
of public infrastructure and resulting reluctance of private
sector to invest in hotels and related tourism facilities in
the outlying areas of eazh country where the primary tourism
attractions are located; (2) lack of adequate financing in these
areas; () the relative inconvenience of travel to the most at--
tractive tourist attractions in the region; (4) the substantial
competition for tourist dollars from Mexico and the Caribbean:
and (5) the tourist market's relative ignorance of the attractions
of the area. '

III. PROBLEM ANALYSIS

A. Infrastructure (93% of the Project) and Feasibility
Studies (2% o~ the Project).

1. Chronology of Events

The Loan called for making allocations to specific
projects in each country in areas of regional tourism promotion
which could be completed over a four-year period. Specific
regional public infrastructure activities supported by proposals
from the private sector for tourism facilities construction were
to have been selected. A country-by-country analysis of the ‘prog-
ress to date is described below.
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Honduras - Tornasal/Copé&n/Roatén

The CAP and Loan Agreement identified Tela as the primary
tourism zone with Roaté&n and Copén as secondary zones. Out of
the five CABEI member countries, Honduras has moved forward the
fastest.

In November 1972, Honduras prepared ters of reference for
a8 feasibility study and requested a loan from CABEI to fund the
study. CABEI approved the loan in December 1972 (not AID fi-
nanced). Plans were made to advertise for engineering proposals
in March 1973. Proposals were opened on August 25, 1973; 15
firms showed interest. Rokert Nathan was chosen to do the study
in Cctober 1273, but the GOH and the Consultant didn't come to
an ayreement on price until March 1974. The study began in
June 1974 and was supposed to take 12 months.

Part of the final negotiated agreement was a large support
input by the GOH. Unfortunately, this never cams= about because
of Hurricane Fifi which hit Honduras in September 1974. The
hurricane set the study back about 3 months and additioaal fund-
ing was provided by CABEI to make up for the lost GOH input.

The study is now expected to be completed in September 1975.

During a visit to the consultants' offices on May 21, 1975,
ROCAP Project Managers were shown a proposed master plan for
Tornasal which called for $3 million in external infrastructure
leading to the actual site, $22 million in internal infrustructure
at the site and $65 million in private investment in hotels and
condominiums. '

Nicaragua

San Juan del Sur was identified as the primary tourism zone
th secondary zones at Masachapa, Granada and Corn Island. -In
bruery 1973, CABEI reported that the Tourism Institute had
epared a request for feasibility study funding but had nat yet
omitted it. In August 1973, CABEI reported that the request
r funding had become bogged down in the Ministry of Finance
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because of "legal problems". CABEI visited Tourism again in
September and Nnvember 1973, and February 1974 to try to move
the project along, but was not successful.

In April 1974, ROCAP reguested USAID/Nicaragua's help in
obtaining information nn the status of the feasibility study
request. It reported that the request was in the Ministry of
Finance and that no action had been taken. (The Nicaraguan
Tourism Institute is a Direccién General under the Ministry of
Finance and was unable to act independently in representing the
GON in arranging for a sub-loan -from CABEI).

In May 1974, CABEI reported that the Tourism Institute
wanted to move its primary zone to Managua. After several
months delay, during “ich CABEI tried to convince them not to
choose Managua as the imary zone, the GON decided that the
zones to be studied would be the same as those in the loan pap-er.

In September 1974, CABEI received a request from the GON
for a loan for $500,000 for a feasibility study. The loan was
signed and approved in December 1974.

One of the stipulations that CABEI requires of the borrowing
governments is that they appoint a Project Coordinator. The
Nicaragua Coordinator was considered unqualified by CABEJ. In
March 1975, ROCAP's Chief Regional Engineer met with the Project
Coordinator to make sure (L) he understood how to rate study
proposals, and(2) to question whether or not an evaluation com-
mittee had been set up. The Project Coordinator said that the
committee consisted of a United Nations Underground Water In-
vestigator, a former president of the Bank of Nicaragua, a pro-
fessor of biology, and the President of the Chamber of Commerce.
ROCAP reported immediately to CABEI on the unusual make-up of
the evaluation committee stating its misgivings about the objec-
tivity of the group.

On April 14, the Tourism Institute requested and received
18 or 19 proposals. On May 11, 1975, a notice was published
in a local paper which stated that the Tourism Institute was
voiding the previous invitations and asking for new invitations
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from any and all firms. The Tourism Institute declared. that

it was in the best interest of the country to give each firm

an opportunity to review and revise its proposal if it so de-
sired and to give other firms an opportunity to submit proposais.
Both CABEI and ROCAP objected to this irregular procedure. 1In
spite of the fact that this action by the Tourism Institute was
highly unusual, CABEI's legal staff said that the GON was within
its legal rights to call for new proposals. This will have to
be watched carefully to make sure an eligible and qgualified firm
is chosen. The new date for submitting propesals is August 19.

CABEI has reported that one result of all this was the
firing of the Project Coordinator in June and the agreement by
the GON to choose a new Coordinator in accordance with CABEI
requirements. CABEI has also suggested that the Institute hire
a qualified advisor to help the evaluation committee, but to
date has had no response.

ROCAP does not feel that the circumstances and reascus for
voiding the IFP (Invitation for Proposals) have bzen satisfactori-
ly explained. We have requested CABEI to initiate an investiga-
tion cf the facts surrounding the case and .advise ROCAP whether.
or not, in the opinion of CABEI, the Nicaraguan Tourism Institute-
has acted in accordance with the governing CABEI and ROCAP regula-
tions in this matter.

Guatemala

On the basis of the Tikal National Park Study, completed
by the U.S. National Park Service in 1971, the GOG named TIKAL
as its primary tourism attraction and designated TIKAL as its
priority project for financing under Loan 596-L-013. In keeping.
with GOG development priorities and requirements, works to be
financed at TIKAL are ruins restoration, airport improvement,
and road renovation. These are. included in the CAP and Loan
Agreement.

Early in 1972, the Planning Council determined that an
economic/feasibility analysis should be made in order to pro-
vide a plan for public and private investment in the TIKAL area.
The decision to do the study "in house" rather than by consultant
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w2s made over some strong objections by ROCAP in January 1973.
The study was headed by a representative from the OAS whose
work group consisted of people from the GOG, AID and other
U.S. agencies. The study was completad in February 1974. It
was reviewed by both ROCAP and CABEI and was determined in-
adequate as an economic justification for airport and road
construction. Th: Planning Council agreed and said that the
econonic justification would be strengthened.

In April 1974, the GOG presented a request for a sub-loan
under 013 for $7.0 million for a new airport, road constructior
ruins restoration and complimentary services. In May 1975, the
Planning Council named a committee, made up of seven different-
agencies, which was to be responsible for the TIKAL Project.
CABEI agreed in principle to the make-up of the loan committee
in July 1974, but insisted that economic justification studies
and design work had to be completed before the sub-loan would.
be considered.

The TIKAL Project Committee decided to go ahead with the
advert isement for proposals on the basis of a promise of
$200,000 from the Ministry to do the study, even though pre-.
lininary estimates of engineering costs by ROCAP/CABEI engineers
indicated a cost of over $750,000. Invitations for proposals.
from engineering firms to do final design of the highway and
airport were advertised in December 1974, and opened in January
1975. Firms for both projects were chosen in March and a letter
with copies of the proposals was sent to CABEI in April. The
submission hinted that CABEI financing might be needed to fund
the shortfall. The design contracts are expected to be approvecd
at any time, and will take about five months to complete. If
the present schedule is met, the sub-loan should be signed by
February 1976 for construction to start in April 1976.

Costa Rica

The Acta and CAP identified Bahia de Culebra as the primary
tourism zone with Péas Volcano, Iraz@i Volcano, Quepos, &and the -
Liberia Airport as secondary zones. Costa Rica immediately took
the initiative and started preparing terms of reference for the
feasibility study. In August 1973, Costa Rica submitted a re-
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quest for the feasibility study loan to CABEI. The CABEI
Board of Directors did not approve the loan until April 1974.
Reasons for this delay are not knowr..

In June 1974, Costa Rica had national elections. A ncw
president was elected, new ministers appointed, and four of
the seven members of the Tourism Institute Board of Directors
were. changed. In August 1974, the Director of Tourism went
to Tegucigalpa to discuss the loan and the appointment of a
Project Coordinator. The feasibility study loan was signed in
December 1974, and was sent to the Legislature for approval.
It has remained there to date. CABEI is hopeful that it will
be approved by December 1975.

In April 1975, the GOCR came in with a request for fi-
nancing improvements to Volcén Pdas Park. The feasibility
study has been completed and calls for 7 kilometers of road
improvements, shelters, a visitors center, parking lots, view-
ing platforms, etc. The project is estimated at close to
$1.2 million and is now being reviewed by CABEI.

El Salvador

ICACAL was identified as the tourism zone to be developed
in E1 Salvador. In February 1973, El Salvador informed CABEI
that it would probably use IDB funds to finance a country wide
feasibility study which would focus on ICACAL as the primary
to-rism zone. However, in September 1973, the GOES decided to
40 the feasibility study and design documents with its own re-
sources. CABEI advised against it .and pointed out that if the
study were rejected by either ROCAP or CABEI, a whole year would
be lost.

Despite repeated trips to El Salvador by CABEI and ROCAP
to urge that something be started, there was little cctivity
between September 1973 and May 1974. During the latter month,
El Salvador reported that it had received assurances from the
IDB that funds for tourism infrastructure development woula be
available.
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In September 1974, the GOES signed a contract with Robert
Nathan & Associates for a country-wide feasibility study with
IDB funding. The study is to be completed in September 1975.
Recent conversations .with SITCA indicate that El1l Salvador is
shifting its primary tourism zone from ICACAL to Costa del Sol.
The study is still on schedule.

2. Analysis

The attached construction and disbursement sched-
ules (Attachments I and II) taken from the CAP indicate that
construction on all projects should be well underway and that
disbursements should be in the range of 40% - 45%. However,
as tre above descriptions of accomplishments indicate, this is
not the case. For a variety of reasons, CABEI has . not been able
to achieve the level of loan disbursements contemplated. 2s
indicated in the "Statement of the Problem", for a rariety of
reasons our initial planning for the loan may have b.>n un-
realistic; and, the loan itself appears to have been premature.
Problems unforeseen at the outset, in addition to an unrealistic
time frame in the preliminary stages, contributed to the long
delays. The Central American countries -have been very slow in
contracting end completing feasibility studies and final design.
Factors cor:ributing to this inactivity include; a) a basic un-
familiarity, on the part of all the C.A. countries, with the
project and its purpose, and b) a lack of authority on the pert
of the Tourism Institutes to develop and execute tourism policiet
and projects on their own. Of the £five Tourism Institutes, Cost:
Rica, Guatemala, and El Salvador are autonomnus organizations.
The Honduras Institute is a Direccibn General under the President
A commission appointed by the President sets the Institute's
policies. The Nicaraguan Institute is a Direccién General under
the Ministry of Finauce. In addition, the countries have been
indecisive on their tourism zones, priorities, and terms of
reference for feasibility studies; the Tourism Institutes have
not been able to get feasibility study loans approved by their
respective legislative bodies; and there have been changes in
governments.

Nevertheless, the region is now geared up to begin the
Tourism-related infrastructure investments, and is ready to
initiate the bidding, contracting and construction. The three-
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r period proposed in the CAP for this construction phase

ears to remain valid. The attached PERT indicates the

e frame:currently anticipated for each project, and pages-

and two of Attachment III, "Infrastructure Cost Comparison”,
arly demonstrate that project costs, which have increased
nearly 100% since the original estimates, will absorb the

ire AID loan. To maintain the regional integrity of the
ject, CABEI has agreed to finance those projects not eligible.
AID financing under the Loan.

Eligibility will be determined on a first-come-first-serve
is. The reguirements outlined in Section 5.01 of the Loan
eement must be met before any project will be approved for
ancing. Page three of Attachment III gives a breakdown of

projects under the Lnan. Those projects which will require
vate investments, in addition to AID loan financing, in order
accommodate tourist traffic are so identified. Before any

n funds are disbursed for one of these projects, private
estor commitments, as indicated in Section 5.01(v) of the

n Agreement and outlined on the attached PERT, will have to
forthcoming. '

AL the outset no project will be excluded the opportunity
receiving Loan financing. However, in order to receive fi- i~
cing, a feasibility study on any given project will have to
completed leaving sufficient time for construction (see PERT) .
addition, for any project that requires private investments,
mitments will have to be forthcoming before financing will be
roved. It should be noted that in the event private investors
not comé forth, thereby, making ineligible for AID funding
se projects requiring such investment, there will still be
ficient project costs (see page 3 of Attachment III, column
itled, "No Restrictions on Financing") to absorb all loan-

ds.

B. Training and Technical Assistance {(2:.5% of the Project)

One of the resolutions of the Acta dealt with the-need
personnel training for tourism services, and proposed that
EI make a survey of regional needs, to be followed by plan-,
g for future regional &nd national training centers by SITCA



- 14 -

and the five Tourism Institutes. As a response to this. resolu-
tion, the Loan set aside $500,000 ($375,000 from the AID con-
tribution) for re-lending to CABEI's Member Countries for train-
ing and technical assistance.

Responding to a condition precedent in the Loan Agreement
(Section 3.01 (d)) CABEI, after consulting with SITCA, submitted
a plan which was accepted by ROCAP. This plan set forth the
criteria, procedures, terms and conditions, and arrangements
for financing the training program and related technical assist-
ance. While private sector tourism industry employees were to
be trained, the plan also called for funds tc be used in the
Central American public sector primarily to finance the training
of Central American Tourism Institutes' personnel. Additionally,
funds were to be utilized to finance the treining of National
Planning Council and Central Bank personnel if and 'when required.
Training was to cover the following areas:

a. Tourism programming and planning;
b. Tourism statistics; and
c. Tourism promotion.

Funds allocated for the financing of technical assistance
were to be utilized in the Central American public sector, prima-
rily by the Tourism Institutes. It was to concentrate on four
major topics:

a. Tourism statistics;

b. Production of promotional literature;

c¢. Package tours promotion; and

d. Institutional tourism organization and management.

To date, no lending has taken place for either technical
assistance or training under the Loan. However, this in itself
does not mean that progress toward meeting the Loan objectives
has not been made.

In the pupiic sector little, if any, training or technical
assistance has been given. Unfortunately, the Tourism Institutes
are not authorized to borrow money. They are dlocated money in
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each national budget, and must rely on their allocations to
conduct business. While there is a need for training in the
public sector, at the present time CABEI feels, and ROCAP
concurs, that the probability of re-lending for this purpose
is non-existent. However, considerable grant technical assis
ance has been made available from the OAS and IDB as follows
(Ref: STATE 175601, dated July 25, 1975):

OAS: Total regional assistance availckle - $150,700

Guatemala: $26,500

-Outlining national tourism development and re-
structuring Natioral Tourism Institute (INGUAT) $12,500

-1972-1974 - Tikal Project Development 7,500

-1974-1976 - INGUAT, evaluation and promotion
of tourism projects 6,500

Costa Rica: $15,000

-1972-1974 - Formulating guidelines for
national tourism plan 5,000

-Study of legal aspects of land use in beach areas
and class of hotels and other tourism facilities 2,500

~Preparztion of guidelines for regional tourism
develnpment plans 7,500

31 Salvador: $11,000

-Restructuring national tourism office and

training of personnel 5,500
-Improvement of tourism statistics 2,500
-Tourism promotion : 1,500

~1974-1976 - second stage, tourism promotion 1,500
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Honduras: $50,000

-Organization of tourist services

-Institutional development and implementation
of national development plan

~Preliminary stage feasibility of Copén

Nicaragua: $20,500

-1972-1974 -~ Development of tourism policy

-Follow~up implementation on tourist areas
identified in Tecniberia study

-1974-1976 - Tourism statistics

~Selection of CABEI feasibility study

SITCA (Regional Tourism Institute): 30,000

-Promotion of tourism

17,000
3G,000
3,000
7,500

5,000-
6,50C

1,500

30,000

IDB: Total regional assistance available: $1,043,000

El Salvador: $303,000

—Preparation of national tourism plan

Guatemala: $340,000

-Development of Lake Izabal feasibility study
Phase 1
Implementation study

SITCA: 00,000

-Central American tourism circuit study

303,000

140,000
200,000

400,000
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To date in the private sector, the tourism industry has,
for the most part, trained its own personnel either through
special training programs or on-the-job. El Salvador does
have @ hotel training school and Costa Rica is currently ex-
ploring the possibility of establishing one. However, recent
events have strengthened the concept of a regional center. On
May 20, 1975, the CEPAL Committee on Economic Cooperation of
the Central American Isthmus approved a Tourism Development
resolution which was subsequently ratified by the Central
BAmerican presidents at "Mi Flor" on July 12, 1975. The resolu-
tion calls for giving the highest priority to the development
of human resources for the tourism industry (see Attachment IV).
To this end, the feasibility of establishing a Central American
school for hotel operations is to be studied. (Guatemala was
chosen as the site for this regional tourism training center).
The IDB/UNDP will support CEPAL in carrying this out.

Lastly, CABEI itself provides valuable technical assist-
ance to the Central American tourism industry through its invest-
ments in forty-one private tourism projects totalling $33.3 mil-.
lion, virtually all approved since 1970. Technical assistance
is provided during both the feasibility stage and implementation,
encouraging training to insure proper management and operationms.

CAP projections indicate that approximately $175,000 (oﬁt
of the $500,000 allocated) should have been disbursed for train-
ing and technical assistance activities by mid-1975 (calendar

year) .

While no one would question the desirability of additional
training and technical assistance, it is CAFEI's judgement that
few, if any, reguests will be forthcoming during the life of
the Loan. Tourism in Central America has grown dramatically
over the past several years (see statistics under C. Promotion),
and, apparently, both the public and private sectors have suc-
cessfully managed to hire and train personnel without the need
of additional loan resources.

C. Promotion (2.5% of the Project)
Another resolution of the Acta stressed the importance

of an aggressive program of promotion. This became an essential
part of the program. A Joint Promotion Program (JPP) was being
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designed at the time the CAP was approved and the intent was
to implement it in conjunction with or parallel to the con-

struction of public infrastructure and private investments.

The JPP was to have consisted of the following: '

a. Publicity and Advertising - This was to be
directed toward both tourists and the travel
industry stressing presentations in carefully
selected markets.

b. Public Relations - This was to consist of (1) train-
ing seminars for travel agents, airline personnel
and others in the indust:ry, (2) providing Central
American representation at travel industry con-
ventions and in international travel organizations,
and (3) sponsoring visits to Central America by
influential representatives of the travel industry.

c. Tourist Information Offices in the U.S. - These
offices were to prepare and distribute pamphlets,
posters, guidebooks, maps and other literature to
potential visitors and to the travel industry.
Also, they were to provide travel information
about Central America to publishers, editors and
writers.

d. The final element in this promotion program was to
stimulate the use of the Group Inclusive Tour (G.I.T.)
air fares to Central America.

These promotion activities were to be undertaken on a re-
gional basis and the immediate efforts were to be aimed mainly
at providing backstopping to tour operators and tourist whole-
salers that were already conducting tours in Central America.
This effort, to the maximum extent possible, was to provide the
basis for a balanced growth of tourism in Central America, giving
each country a fair share of the new tourist inflow into the
area.

There have not yet been any disbursements for promotion
activities under the Loan. Nevertheless, promotion of Central
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America as a tourist attraction has been so successful that
tourism has been growing impressively for the past several
years and shows no signs of subsiding. Additional hotel
space, with all the accompanying facilities, are in high de-
mand. An indication of that demand is the growth of tourism
traffic. The CAP stated that a 14.9% annual growth rate in
tourism was optimistic. In fact, the actual growthrate in
tourism for Central Bmerica over the years 1970-73 was 18.4%
(Guatemala 32%, El Salvador 19.6%, Costa Rica 18.6%, Honduras
10.7%, and Nicaragua 5%). The figures are not yet in for 1974,
but estimates have the growth rate escalating significantly
during 1974 and the first half of 1975.

The Robert Nathan tourism studies in both Honduras and
El Salvador project an annual growth rate for Central American
tourist arrivals at 9.6% over the years 1971-1990.  Translated
into figures, Nathan says that there were 350,000 arrivals in
1971, and projects 800,000 for 1980, 1,260,000 for 1985, and
2,000,000 for 1990. These projections do not assume any AID
financing per se but clearly depend on an adequate infrastructure
base being set.

The promotion activities which have:contributed to the
tremendous increases in tourism over the past several years
can be attributed to a variety of factors: 1) Tourist informa-
tion offices and tour operators in the United States, inde-
pendent of any actions on the part of Central American Tourism
Institutes to publicize or advertise the region, have taken
advantage of GIT air fares to promote and orcganize tours to
the area. These are most prevalent in California, New York
and Florida. The tour operators advertise heavily in the
newspapers and selected magazines in these areas. 2) In ad-
dition to the tour operators themselves, all the Central Amer-
ican airlines also promote the region via advertising in foreign
airports. 3) The annual budgets of the Tourism Institutes al-
locate funds for promotion through the publication of pamphlets,
travel guides and other literature to be sent abroad. 4) SITCA
complements the individual efforts of the countries by promoting
the region as a whole through similar means.” At a meeting of
the Directors of the Tourism Institutes of the Latin American
countries (COTAL) in February 1975, it was decided that SITCA
would be restructured and strengthened to better serve and
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promote regional tourism. CEPAL and CABEI will take the lead

in the restructuring, the goal of which is to have better co-

ordinated promotion, training and other tourism related activ~-
ities in Central America.

Under the grant side of ROCAP's program and in support of
this loan, funding has been made available to SITCA to finance
a $100,000 contract with a consultant firm (Sea Pines Resort).
This firm will seek to bring together local and international
investors and educate them with respect to the tourism prospects
for the region. The objective will be to secure that private
sector interest regquired under the Loan before sub-projects re-
quiring private investment can be financed.

In addition to the activities mentioned above, the hotel
industry in Central America, in conjunction with the airlines,
have jointly sponsored several seminars. These have taken place
in Guatemala, Costa Rica, El Salvador and Panama and were at-
tended by airline and hotel industry personnel, Tourism Insti-
tutes' personnel and tour operators. The seminars ‘sere held to
bring together some of the key-actors in Central American tour-
ism and the results were increased contact among tour operators
and agents in other countries and better cooperation among those
in the tourist industry in Central America. To support these
efforts, the IDB is funding a Central American tourism circuit
study, which will identif: the best routes to follow through
Central America in organizing tours, and attractions that may
be included on the tours.

The CAP projected disbursements in the range of $150,000
by mid-1975 (calendar year). This, of course, has not taken
place. The reasons for this, in addition to the lack of any
real need as documented in the preceeding section, are quite
fundamental. In the public sector, national tourism institutes
are not authorized to borrow moéney for the promotion of tourism
without the passage of special legislation. Added to this is
the fact that the tourism institutes allocate money in their
annual budgets to promote tourism. The private sector promotes
tourism mainly because it is in its own self interest to do so.
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D. Loan Compliance

1. Section 5.02: Consultation with Tourism Institutes
and Naticnal Planning Organizations of Member Coun-
tries.

This Section is divided into two pérts) (a) and (Db),
the latter having four requirements. Part (a) requires CABEI
to:

"Sponsor joint periodic meetings with the Tourism Institutes
and National Planning organizations of each Member Ccuntry,
in its capacity as Financial Agent of the Regional Tourism
Program, and assume the leadership in arranging £nr the
financial, promotional and training reguirements needed to
implement the Program".

With the exception of the promotional and training requirements,
CABEI has complied with this section of the Loan Agreement.

It has met on numerous occasions with Tourism Institutes
and Planning Office personnel. It has attended every formal
Tourism Directors' Annual Meeting since 1971. Those meetincs
were held in Nicaragua (June 1972); no meeting (1973); Panama
(February 1974) and Guatemala (February 1975). The next meeting
of the Tourism & Planning Directors will be in September 1975.
CABEI is expected to,l) take the leading role with CEPAL in
strengthening SITCA through the latter's restructuring; 2) re-
view and plan future tourism developments, including invest-
ments; and 3) help coordinate C.A. promotion materials.

Part (b) of this Section states that CABEI will:

Use its best efforts in working with the Tourism Institutes
and National Planning Ofganizations of the Member Countries
to implement the Regional Tourism Development Program with

respect to establishing:

(i) Standard tourism legislation, including uniform
incentive laws, in order to attract Central Amexican

and Foreign private investment required for the
Program
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(ii) Adequate legislation in the Member Countries for
setting aside land reserves required under the
Program. ‘

(iii) National Tourism Development Plans by each Member
Country.

(iv) Measures to facilitate the flow of tourist travel
between the Member Countries; such as streamlining
inspection procedures, facilitating custom and im-
migration processing, and introducing a Central
Rmerican Tourist Card."

CARBEI, for specific reasons, has performed or tried to per-
form only (ii) and (iii) above. It has not undertaken (i) or
(iv) to any extent because it found that in Central America those
measures more properly fall within the roles of SITCA and the
National Tourism Institutes. It has undertaken (ii) and (iii)
by working with Honduras and Guatemala to assist them in develop-
ing their national tourism development plans; and by encouraging
the different countries to set aside the land which has been
chos2n as their primary and secondary tourism poles.

2. Section 5.06: Evaluation

One year after meeting the Conditions Precedent
(10/23/73) and annually thereafter until the Loan was fully
disbursed, CABEI was to submit "an updated time-phased Imple-
mentation Plan of the entire Program, showing both public in-
frastructure and private investment inputs in each sub-project
area, and an evaluation of actual progress being made to date
under the Program."” To date, CABEF has complied with this sec-

tion.

IV. RATIONALE FOR REGIONAL APPROACH

This loan program was a direct response to a Central Amer-
ican initiative expressed by the Acta of September 1972. The
Program was somewhat ahead of its time but momentum is now build-
ing and developments over the past several years have made it
increasingly clear that Central America must develop its tourism
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industry on a regional basis. While individually the countries
have only limited resources and sites to attract and develop
international tourism, as a group they can fare much better.
The increase in the number of tourists visiting each country
(cited on page 19) is one indication of the mounting interest
among tourists in visiting the region.

The CEPAL resolution mentioned previously (&Aittachment IV),
ratified by the Central American Presidents, is a strong affirma-
tion of the regional approach to tourism development in Central
America. Recognizing the importance of tourism the recommenda-
tions call for increased support to regional tourism organiza-
tions, and intensification of TABEI's activities in tourism
infrastructure, regional training activities and increased
efforts for regional tourism development.

These decvelopments have caused certain unified actions on
the part of the Central Americans to take advantage of the in-
crease in tourism traffic to the region. Recently, re-allocations
were made in AID Loan 596-L-010 to CABEI allowing the bank to
devote more loan funds to tourism projects. The Directors of
the Tourism Institutes have been meeting more frequently than
in the past, and, in a February 1975 meeting of all Latin Amer-
ican Directors of Tourism Institutes, resolved torestructure and
strengthen SITCA so that it will be able to more effectively
promote, coordinate and program regional tourism development.
CABEI and CEPAL will play important roles in assuring the ac-
complishment of this resolution.

Joint promotion efforts among Central American countries
are becoming more and more common. To further this effort the
IDB and OAS have made significant contributions (see pages 15-16)

It is worth special note that the largest program, $400,000,
is IDB's grant assistance to SITCA for a Central American tour-
ism circuit study to identify the best routes to follow through
the region in organizing tours to the area's attractions. 1In
addition, hotel chains (e.g. Western International) and airlines
are beginning to promote multiple country visits as are tourist
agencies in the U.S. and Canada. As a result, SITCA activity
has made impressive increases, especially in Guatemala, El
Salvador and Costa Rica.
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In support of these activities, feasibility studies are
under way in all five of the Central Americen countries to
support requests for infrastructure financing under this Loan.
Also, under AID funding, SITCA has contracted a consultant to
promote public and private investment in hotels and other
tourist related facilities. A momentum has begun and AID can
have a significant impact on it through contributions made in
this Loan.

V. ROCAP RECOMMENDATIONS

In view of the foregoing analysis, ROCAP feels it is in
the best interest of both AID and Central America to revise
the Project, while not losing sight of the original objectives,
and proceed. ROCAP's recommendations stated in Section I.B. are:

1. An additional 2-1/4 years to complete the Project
through extensions of the TCD from December 31, 1976, to De- --
cember 31, 1978, and of the TDD from March 31, 1977 to June 30,
1979; this will allow sufficient time for all projects (with
the exception of Bahia de Culebra in Costa Rica) to receive
loan financing provided that actions needed are taken on a
timely basis. The attached PERT has all critical dates indij-
cated. In order to qualify for AID financing under the Loan,
feasibility studies will have to be completed no later than
the dates ‘indicated to assure sufficient time for construction-
to be completed prior to the revised TDD. A project will not
be eligible for AID financing unless this condition is met.

In addition, as articulated under the "Infrastructure and
Feasibility Studies" section, projects for which private invest-
ments ore required will have to demonstrate that these commit-
ments have been secured per Section 5.01(v) of the Loan Agree-
ment before financing will be approved. CABEI has agreed to
finance, with other funds, those projects not meeting the dead-
lines stipulated in the PERT. —

Because of inflation, especially in the construction in-
dustry, it is evident from page 2 of the attached "Infrastructure
Cost Comparison" that project costs are expected to exceed the
AID loan. In the event that the funds cannot be fully absorbed
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because of inability to meet the deadline foreach respective
project ROCAP anticipates, at the present time, de-obligating
the remaining funds. '

There have been some changes from the CAP in items to be
financed (see page 1 of the "Infrastructure Cost Comparison").
For example, the feasibility study in El Salvador indicated
that Costa del Sur was a better site than Icacal, so that has
been changed. Volcén Iraz@i in Costa Rica has been deleted be-
cause some improvements have already been made on the road by
the government and there is little else that can be done. The
Honduras study included ruins restoration so that has been
added as a pcssibility. In addition, and not inconsistent with
the CAP (see pp. 87 and 104) design and supervision work on all
projects will be financed.

2. To supplement the amount available under the Loan for
engineering, supervision and construction, ROCAP proposes to
re-allocate the $1 million ($750,000 AID.funds and $250,000
CABEI funds) currently under Promotion and Training/Technical
Assistance to design, supervision and construction. The anal-
yses provided under the sections on Training and Technical
Assistance, and Promotion,document the reasons why such a re-
allocation is justifiable. Suffice it to say here that because
of the shortage of construction funds, and the absence of a real
need in promotion and, to a lesser extent, training and technical
assistance, the objectives of the project would be best served
by such a re-allocation.
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CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

ATTACHMENT II

Feasibility Study & Design 777

Bidding & Contracts =
Construction INDSe
Countxy Cost
and in 1973 1975 1977
Ttem CA$ x 1000 1974 1976 1978
Guatemula 2, 500
Tikel 2,500 7777 = n i et}
El Salvador 2,800
Icacal 2,800 L =B R R |
Bonduras 4,800
Tela 2,800
Roatér 1,000 A —— ERRERRT
Copén 1,000 VISP H S, —— B CRTTE |
Ficarag 2,400
San Juan del Sur 560 s
Masachapa 975
Corn Islands 34s
Granada/lLake 520
Costa Rica 3,200
Bah{e de Culebra 2,675
'Poas Volcano 300

Irazu Volcano




INFRASTRUCTURE COST COMPARISON

ATTACHMENT IIX

Page 1 of 3
C.A.P. 2/8/73 | current Status 7/14/75
Est. Cost Est. Cost
-ountry Project X $1,000 Project X_$1,000
SUATEMALA Tikal Ruins Restoration 500 | Tikal Ruins Restoration 500
Flores Airport Improvement 500 Flores Airport 4,000
Flores/Tikal Road Improvement 1,500 Flores/Tikal Road Improvement 3,300
Design & Supervision - 1.060
2,500 8,860
IONDURAS Tela (Tornasal) 2,800 Tornasal 3,000
Roatan Airport Improvement 500 Roatan Airport Improvement 900
Roatan Road Improvement 500 Roatan Road Improvement 900
Copan Road Improvement 500 Copan Road Improvement 2,600
Copan Airport Improvement 500 Copan Airport Improvement -
’ Copan Ruins Restoration 500
Copan Utilities 500
Design & Supervision -1.260
4,800 9,660
'OSTA RICA Bahfa de Culebra 2,675 Bahfa de Culebra 4,800
Poas Volcano 300 Poas Voicano Natl. Park 1,200
IrazG Volcano 225 Iraz( Volcano -
—_— Design & Supervision —_ 900
3,200 6,900
IICARAGUA San Juan del Sur 560 San Juan del Sur 1,008
Masachapa 975 Masachapa 1,775
Corn Islands 345 Corn Islands 621
Granada 520 Granada 936
— Design & Supervision — 690
. 2,400 5,030
2 SALVADOR Icacal 2,800 Costa Del Sol 5,000
—_ Design & Supervision 1750
2,800 5,750




ATTACHMENT III

Page 2 of 3
SUMMARY
Country C.A.P. Estimated Costs X $1,000 Current Est. Costs X $1,000
Guatemala $ 2,500 $ 8,860
Honduras 4,800 92,650
Costa Rica 3,200 6,900
Nicaragua 2,400 5,030
El Salvador 2,800 5,750
Sub Total $15,700 $36,200*
Supervision 1,200 -
Contingencies ' 1,700 -
TOTAL $18,600 $36,200

*Includes Design, Supervision and 80% Inflation Facter




ATT

ACHMENT TIX

| Page 3 of 3
Country Current Projects ot Financing Financing
— No_Restrictions Based on Expected
| on Financing Private From Other
‘ Investment Lending
i Commitments | Agencies
GUATEMALA Tikal Ruins Restoration 500
Flores Airport 4,000
Flores/Tikal Road Improvement 3,300
Design & Supervision a——350 (4) 710
i . ..8,150 - 710
HBONDURAS Tornasal 3,000
Roatan Airport Improvement 900
Roatan Road Improvement 900
Copan Road Improvement 2,600
Copan Ruins Restoration 500
Copan Utilities 500
Design & Supervision —1.260
4,160 3,500 -
COSTA RICA Bahfa de Culebra (1) 1,800 3,000
Poas Volcano Natl. Park 1,200
Design & gupervision 900
3,900 3,000
NICARAGUA San Juan Del Sur 1,008
Masachapa 1,775
Corn Islands (1) 621
Granada (2) 936
Design & Supervision €90
, 2,247 2,783
EL SALVADOR | Costa Del Sol (3) 5,000
Design & Supervision 7159
5,750
TOTALS $20,457 $9,283 $6,460

(1) Airport .

(2) Nav. Facilities
(3) 1IDB

(4) caBEI




\TTACHMENT IV

TOURISM DEVELOPMENT

160 (X/CCE) Resolution approved on May 30, 1975

The Central American Isthmus Committee for Economic Cooperation

Whereas:

a) Central America possesses an extensive tourism develop-
ment potential which could be better exploited if its stimulation
were undertaken jointly;

b) The increment of this activity can help ameliorate balance
of payments and employment problems in the five countries of the
region;

c) The national institutions in charge of touvrism develop-
ment face limited financial resources available, shortage of
qualified personnel and insufficient regional coordination,

Resolves:

1. To recommend to the Central American governments to
incorporate the tourism activity to those of integration as an
important sector which offers outstanding potentials for con-
tributing to the economic development of the region through joint
actions.

2. To recommend that the governments review the institutional
organization currently in effect at a regional level in regard to
tourism, in order to duly re-structure and fortify it to make it
more operative.

3. To recommend to the dgovernments and international organ-
isms to give ample support to regional tourism activities for co-
ordinating policies and undertaking joint actions which would
permit more effective achievements.

4. MAcknowledge with satisfaction the Central American Bank
for Economic Integration (CABEI} activities in support of regional
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tourism infrastructure and recommend that it continue and in-
tensify this task for which the convocation to the Second Meet-
ing of Tourism Organisms and Planning Offices would be of gresat
value.

5. To recommend as well, that first priority "e given to
the development of human resources related to tourism activity
for which it is advisable to study, as soon as ':n:sible, the
feasibility of establishing a Central American School for hotel-
management, making use of existing facilities in the region;
this school could be an adjunct to the Central American Secre-
tariat for Tourism Integration, and operate in close relation
with national centers devoted to this type of activity, and

6. To call upon the vaerious private groups in the region
related to tourism sector to collaborate, through advisory com-
mittees, with “he Central American Tourism Council and, in general
intensify among them the cooperation efforts at a regional level.
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4. Construction begins 81,02 ()L - Apr 7L/L « Jun. 77
¢, Construct!m complete » (d} € « Apr 76/ = Jun.T0
81,02 (@)L - Apr 78/L « Omn.79
» (@) B - Aor 77/ « up, 79
. Il Salvador €1,c2 ()L - Doc 7371 - Aug.73
. Dal S0l [<] (t) B = Aug MA - Aug. 76
" 3 mpman e
a. Feasibility study completed [-4 (e - Oct = Oct,
b, Bublosn sgTeement appreved a ()€ = Jan 771 - Oct.78
¢. Final design o [~} {8)C - Doc 76/L - Dec. ™8
d. Final design complate a (d) B = Apr 77/ - Dec. 26
9, Construccion begins [} {(¢) B = Apr TN L= hpr. 7
f. Conscruction complets a (8) C = Aug. TP, " Apr. 77
Q ()L =« Jun 7L - Jm.T?
|Co Nicarequs <} (8) L =« 0ot ML - Jwn,??
(1. San Juan del Sur Q {)C - Jun 79/L - amn.79
(2. na ™ [ (g) € « 0ot 794 = Jun. 79
(3. Corn lalemd Airperc Laprovessnt
{4, Qrenads c3 {(e) € « Oct 7S/L - Oot.78
(b) € - Dec 73/L - Dec. 78
8. Neasidility scwdy beging {(C) T = Apr T6/L < Apr. 77
b, feastdility stwdy camplete (A)E <« Jun T6/L - Jun.77
€. Sublosn syresment approved () «dmn 78/L - Jun. 7y
d. Final design begins
+ Final design complete )8 (@) € = Bap 73/L - Awg.78
» Construction begina (P} £ - Wov 73/L - Oct.78
« Construetion camplece (c) L - Jan T6/L - Dec.7?3
()L = May /L =~ Apr.73
(@) B « July 76/L = Jmn.7?
(1)L = July 78/L - Jun. 79
an, (a) € - Sep 75/L - Sep.78
€),54 {(a) C = Sep 7S/L -~ Bep. 28
E1.£? ()L - 0e0 X/ -~ Sep. 78
c3.24 (D)L « Bap /L - Bop. 77
L1,02 (¢) E « Oct 76/L « Oct,78
E3.34 se) € - 0ot 78/1, « Oce.T?
1,02 d) C « Dee 76/L « Dwe.?8
[2 ] (4YC - Do 76/L - Pwe.T?
£2 () - Apr MA, = Apr. 77
E31,04 (@)K « Apr 77/L - Ape.70
1,82 (I)E « Jwn TIN - Pec.7?
£3.24 (2)E « o TR = Bec. 70
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TIRB ISR
LOGICAL FRAMIWOIK

FOR
SUMHARIZING PROJECT DESIL

PPojek® T¥le: Tourism Infrastructure .Loan 596.L-013

T RXRRITIVE SURFARY

OBJECTIVELY VERITIXBIE IMOICATONG. ]

roge 1
Est.Project Completion Date 1979

Date of this Sl-ny‘,mh‘ 1 I

4

- — TKPURYXNT XSSURPTIONS
Frogram Goal: The broader objective Measures of Goal Achisvement:
tn shich this project contributes: c:mmm'/'g 1‘;" feem valwe of
1. Each CA country receives tourisa reven . il e
9alenced economic development of not less than $40 Million in 10w oo |1+ STTCA Mecords b ey YL 4ccrue to *poore:
Central America njmority o o emploment
2. Tourisa Foreign Exchange sarnings of 2. SITCA Mmcords ' Fon.
$200 Million by 1980, $701 willion in 1972 2. Tourisa 1is sui
invested in priority sectors. ) achieving locul.:.lbmz ::j
o
3. I;.lploy:tnt n couriem a3 % of the labor 3. STTCA and CARET ives.
orce increases from 1.1X (50 million) ronse pact
, in 1970 to 2.5% (156 million) in 1980 Records 3 Aeeptable. tevapercdl fmpact
Projec: rurpoas; Tonditions Chat will Indicate purpose has XYTSCEINY Purpods-To-goar TIRcT
been achisved: End of project status. © - !
I;;e::utimalbhimrnqtgdul tourism 1. Emphasis on non-capital
tustry establis outside capital 1. Hotels and facilities built in majo TTCA ) ;.m.g . m":l“‘
ciries in Cantral America. tourist attractions outside of cazizu o8 Macords ctl:s:i:;::\':u natd
cities, 2. CABLI ¢ Tourism )
2, CA tourism incresses from 277,000 in Mindsery Records
1970 to 835,000 in 1960.
Outputs: Magnituds of Outputs necessary and - Afe utp :
1. Hotels ¢ other tourist facilities sufficient to achiave purposs. Cobes wmt-tommoumm\,
developed by private sector P“ N ';:yﬂﬁ:::\:%:; o E
investors. l.a. Master development plan for priority 1. Tourism Miniscry ' )
areas exists ¢ is followed, Racords
b. Continued investment of financial
resources required to implement
plan,
2. Basic intrastructure established 2.a. Faciliries u-.n 43 necessery in 2. § customs procedu

in primary non-capital tourist
areas,

CA tourist attractions promoted to
travelling public.

3.

Trained adnpower noeds of hotel &
tourist promotion business met.

Feasibility plan provided.

b. Supports hotel ( facilities construc-
tion requirements for next 10 years

with no modifications necessary.

Completed in timely fashion; hotel
construction { opening not delayed
by lack of infrastructure.

90X CA travel agencies display non-
capital area posters & brochures by
1978.

3.a.

98% of all hotel & tourist promotion
positions in CA remain filled by cap-
able persons.

60% of parsons smsployed have received
specialized training by 1980, 80X by
1982,

Vacancies filled by qualified persons
within 2 weeks.

4.a.

3

AID project sanager ;2.

Survey of tourists &
travel agencies.

National ¢ Regional
Treining Center
records, hotel oper-
ators records.

e

Central American Tourism can
will be introduced.

Goverrments will regard tour.
ism as priority ares.

world econamic situation ex-
parisnces NO Traums.

S.

6. Inter-country competition nol

a serious factor.

GIT continues, airline flight
schedules adequated convenie:

7.

Inputs: Activities ¢ Types of
Resources

1. Prepare professional prospectus,
icentify { contact investors, in-
vVescors prepar: proposals, nego-
tiste with goverrwents, prepare
mastor development plans, mobilize
re~iired equipment, materials,
la.or, construct facilities.

. Undercake feasibility ¢ design
stwdies {n S countries, establish
inf rastructure requiresent:,
anprove sudloan, hire coatiartor,
eonztruet infrasteuctura,

. Davelop publicity packages &
advertising campaign, set up
offices, print brochures (
promotional materials, hold
seminars § treining sesaions.
Assess training needs, design
curriculum & study guides, hire
¢ train taacherz, set up natione
a1l and regional treining centers,.
recruit ¢ trein students, locate
Jjobs.

Level of Eftort/Expenditure for each

activiry.

SUMMARY OF COSTS & FINANCING SOURCES
(4n US thousands)

AID Loan CABEI funds Total
1. $ 100* - $ 100
2. 14,250 4,750 19,000~
3. 375 128 - 500
4. 375 125 $00
15100 ;000 70,100

*Pinanced under separete grant

Affecting input-to-output lis

1. Publicly financed infrastruc
will induce larger private &
public investsent (6 to 10

times amount of infrestructu

2. Materials, equipsent, labor
supervision available for co

struction.

L. Infrastructure developed will
:.ttw hotel & tourist fecil
e,

4. Continuity of key govermment
figures. Agencies will deal

vith project efficiently.

Prosotional materisls effecti
ly prepared § disseminated.
Inter-country competition
dossn't preclude incegrated
prosotion,

Megional § national creining
centers effective in producim
required quality & quantity o.
crained personnel.

7.




Project Title:
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NIV SRRy

—DBJECTIVELY VERITIXBIX IRDICKIORS ]

Poge 2

Est.Project Completion Date 1979
Date of this Summsry July 3L, 193 ——

_FERNS D8 VERITTCATION — INFORTANT XSSUNPIIONS

Goal: The broader cbjective to
which this project contributes:
Intemationsl and interregional tourisa
industry established outside capital
cities in Centrsl America.

Measures of Gosl Achisvesentc:

1. Hotels and facilities built in major tourist] 1.

attractions outside of capital citias,

2. C.A, tourism increcses from 277,000 in

1970 to 835,000 in 1880

SITCA Mecords

2. SITCA and CANEI
hecords

Conceming long term value o

progrem/project:

1. Caphasis on 1
areas facilitates balance
nationsl developsent,

2. Surrounding sones can sup
port facilities provide r
quired services,

3. Hotal ownership 6 taxatio
structure provides govern
ment recovery of tourisa
Tevenues.

14 myect l'urpoll $

1. Hocels and ocher tourist facllities
developed by private sector invest-
ors.

Ton3ItIons Chat will IRJIcat® purposd
has been achieved: End of project status.

A. Haster develoment plan for priority

areas exists and is followed.

B. Continued investment of financial
Tesources required to implesent
plan.

A, CAREI
B, CANI

Xe¥ectlng purpose to goel I1

1. Facilities developed are
attrective to trevelliny
publie.

Qutputs: (for each priority area)
PRIVATE AND PUBLIC INVESTMENT
COMMITMENTS OBTAINED

A. Professional investor pros-
pectus prepared.

Is. Kajor investors/operetors con-
tacted,

+ Evaluation of commitwents obtain.
od from private and pudblic ine
vestors,

0

D, Proposals prepared by interest.
od invescors.

7. Investor-goverrment sgreemsnts
reached,

F. Landing Agency - Goverrment

FACILITILS OEVELOMED™*
G. Final designs completed.

Construction iniciated.

L. Construction compleved.

J. First hotels open and opereting.

gnitude of Outp
to achisve purpoes.

y and sufficient

A. Professional quality prospectus published

cwering (for each area) amount of invest-

sant sought, facilities contemplated,

. prodbadble ROL, lsgal and financial relation-

ships, basic scatistics and projections,

up with interesced partiss.

C.l. tvalustion of cos itments for construc.

tion of hotels,and new private and

public investment which is conditioned

upon and attributable to the sub-
project,

D. Proposals including planned facilities,

schedule, financing, govt, assistence

required, prepared end presented to C.A,

governments.,

T M on phased develog
arsa, includes rights and responaib-
dlicies of all perciss.

plan for

F. Agresment on loan necessary to cover in-
frastructure development costs over and

above AID financina.

G, Plans, specificarions, materials re.

quiresents, ladbor needs, etc., prepared

and approved.

il. Equipment, materials, lador and super-

vision on-site. commence first and
phavse.

1. Construction of {irst phase conpletsd
per plans.

Jo First hotels fully staffed, providing
all req services, pting g

« Finished prospect-
us.

Written and in-person pressntations, follow-(B. Cables, msmorenda,

records of meet-
ings

D. Copy of proposal.

C. $igned sgreement.

F. Signed agreessnt,

G. Copias of plans
and blueprincs.

H. Physical veriti.
cation.

I, Physical verifice-
J. Grand opening of

hotel.

AMtecting output to purpose
1ink s

1. Continued avatladility of

private szctor resources
in required smounts.

2. Effecrive working relatior

shios be
'wb. t-tn.c'n Lwestors a:

3. Mix of facilities wvill be
built -- moderete income
persons can afford,

Inputs: Activities sand Types of Msources

A

Estadlish working relationships with
inscitutes (e.g. CABLI, IORD) ard
consulting firms preparing tourisa
plans and feasibiliry srudies,
Obtain latest plany and writs,
publish investor prospectus.

» During Phase I, identify and contrsct
all irvestors an! operstors involved
in C.h. During "hase II, all irwolved
in Puarto Rico, Jamaica, Mexico.

. Obtein commitments from serious in-

vestors.

and

v. Invesiots prepare specific proposals,

present to C.A. governments.
« Discussions and negotiations between

iwestor, goverrments, regionsl in.
sticuce

F. Uiscussions end negotistions betwmen

goverrments and lending agencies.

S, Assess and modify feasidility plans,

gl:r;:;‘ Hnu‘dnlgm.

+ Mol 28 required equipment

saterials, labor, :nwwuu;n.
camence construection.

L. Construct facflities per schedulsd

plans.

J. Prepars for opening, staff all posie

tisns, provide required treining.

Level of Effort/Expenditure for each
sctivity,

For A and B.§100,000 granz to SITCA
For C-1, private investor resources
required.

“* Cach ourput applies to all $ coun-
tries. On the network, lsHondures,
IxCustemala, JeCosta Rica, 4= E1
Salvador, Se Niceregua. For exasple,
1H2 signals initiation of construc-
tion in Guatemsaln, 1J4 signals firet

hotels opereting in E1 Salvador, etc.

Affectipg input-to-output link

1. Incerested m;:n ssctor

ean
2. SITCA and oontrector are
campetent, able to identify
irvestors, prepsre profesai
4l prospectus, followeup ac
eordingly.
3. Investors and C.A. govern-
ents can teach sgresaent
on developsent plans.
4, Mquired squipment and ma-
terisls, ladbor and seper-
vision svailable for con-
struction,
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