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I.  INTRODUCTION

On August 31, 1980, in Purchase Order No. 107-80, USAID/CR contracted
the services of Tommie N. Ulrey to carry out an evaluation in English of
the Special Development Fund Activities. It is expected that this cvalua-
tion will assist AID in improving,-if necessary, the fund's objectives,
administrative and funding procedures, and selection criteria.

The ar=as to be evaluated as outlined in the purchase order were:

1)  The socio-economic impact that the Special Development Fund
Grants have had on the communities and entities receiving them;

2) The use and maintenance experience of SDF funded projects;
3) The beneficiaries impressions from their dealings with AID;

4)  The problems encountered by the beneficiaries in carrying out
their projects; and

5)  Recommendations for improved operations and impact.
The assignment called for interviews with representative of groups
receiving SDF grants, as well as with some which had been rejected. In

carrying out the assignment the consultant chose tc follow the following
work plan: :

a) Three days research and reading of SDF files.

b) Three days interviewing beneficiaries and visitting a total
of eleven projects of which eight were SDF funded and
three had been rejected. (See table #1, Annex I)

c) One day inteviewing several SDF committee members and
other interested parties. (See Table #2, Annex I)

d) Three days organizing and compiling information and
preparation of the final report.

Throughout the evaluation the consultant was assisted by Ms. Frieda
Martin, a Member of the Special Developrment Fund Committee.

II. SDF ACTIVITY BACKGROUND

According to AID Manual Order No. 1323.1.1 dated February 13, 1969,
the Special Development Activity originated in March of 1963 when AID
extended on a pilot basis a special funding authority to four Latin
American Mission directors permitting them to use up to $50,000 of DG-type
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funds in support of small scale, high-impact activities.

The Special Development Fund Activity was designed as a device for
permitting designated Mission Directors to finance quickly and with a
minimum of procedural rcd tape small constructive activities which would
have immediate impact in the cooperating country.

in Costa Rica the AID Mission initiated SDF activities in 1977 after
the signing on Nov. 18, 1976 of an Umbrella Agreement with the Costa Rican
Government's National Planning Office (OFIPLAN) covering all SDF activities.
This Agreement calls for an annual allocation of_$50,0001/ to finance small
economic development projects, (for up to $5,0002/), jointly planned and
implemented with Costa Rican citizen groups.

The AID Manual Order No. 1323.1.1. and two different printed documents
within the SDF files present the SDF policy guidelines as follows:

1)  Projects should be small local development activities with
immediate impact;

2) projects should assist segments of the local population which
are beyond the direct reach of other AID projects or government
financial support to achieve specific self-help goals;

3) projects should deal with local entities, groups and or
communities at the cantonal or lower level;

4) projects should be given priority in the areas of agriculture,
education, health, transportation and (for 1979 and later)
productive income generating activity;

5) projects should have a maximum implementation period of six
months;

6) no more than one half of the total project costs should be
financed by the SDF;

7) the SDF contribution should be in the area of 55,000 or less;

1/ For FY 1979 this amount was increased to $75,000.

2/ In FY 1979 the first grant was made in excess of 35,000. OFIPLAN was duly
notified that some grants would be more then $5,000, nevertheless,
the average would be $5,000 or less.
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8) the projects should have a commnity counterpart contribut-wun
(in cash or in kind) of at least 50% of the project cost.
(This counterpart contribution should be a donation and snould
not constitute a financial leability for the requesting group
or organization);

9) the community contribution plus the SDF ¢ ntribution should
assure the financing of the total project;

10)  projects should generate public awareness and support for U.S.
assistance efforts; and

11)  the SDF should not finance administrative, operational or labor
costs of projects.

In 1977, the first year of operations of the SDF in Costa Rica, AID
received and analyzed twenty four requests of which fourteen were approved
and funded for a total of $49,115. The communities' counterpart contribu-
tions were calculated at a total of $147,168.

In 1978, the first year covercd in the present evaluation, 4 tit.l
of sixty five requests werc analized by the SDF committce of which niieteen
.ere approved for a total of $48,666. Of the projects f(unded, scven
were nutrition centers, two were community centers, two were libraries,
“hree were school projects, one was for an employment assistance center,
one was for a workshop for mental patients, one was for the electrification
of a community, and one was a Peace Corps project in appropriate technology.

tsr 1979 a total of fifty f:ve requests were uanalyzed of wrich twenty
.ine were approved for a total of §74,994, Of the projects funded, three
were nutrition centers, seventeen were diverse school projects, one was
4 community center, two were agricultural projects, one was a bridge, one
was a playground, one was a Boy Scout club house, one was a movie projector
for a community group, one was an industrial sewing project and one was
a4 radio system for an ambulance.

As of the date of this report, in 1980 a total of sixty three
requests have been received and analyzed while sixteen have been aprroved
tor funding for a total of 548,509 and fourteen are pending approval of
a Mission request for additional funds. Of the projects being funded,

Two are nutrition centers, four are community centers, one is an industria:
sewine project, one is a community electrification project, one is a
cement block factory, one is for an ag. product transportation project,
one is for a school, one is for a chicken and pig raising prcject, one is
for a public guest house in a geographically marginal communi.,, one is
-or a center for abandoned children, and one is for a playground.
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SDF ACTIVITY 1977-1980

i F
Year Requests Project Approved % Approved
1977 24 ' 14 589
1978 65 . 19 29%
1979 55 29 53%
1980 . 63 16 25%
TOTAL 207 78 38%

IIT. FINDINGS

5.01 Summary

In general it can be said that the Special Development Fund
activities have, to a major extent, complied with the Special Development
Activity Authority Policy and Guidelines as set forth in the AID M:nual
Order No. 1323.1.1. and the Special Development Activity Policy and
Operation Guidelines as published in several AID/CR documents.

It is the consultant's opinion that the Special Developrient Fund
Activities, as carried out in this Mission, have been an effective, low
cost means of meeting the self-determined needs of a number of grassroots
communities throughout Costa Rica, and that the SDF activities have also
helped to strengthen a positive feeling towards the U.S. Government's
development efforts on the part of the program's beneficiaries.

The only significant problem areas identified by the consultant
and considered in need of improvement and modifications are: 1) administru-
tive and funding provedures; and 2) selection criteria. These areas will
be discussed in more detail in sections 3.05, 3.06, 3.07, 4.01 and 4.02
of the present report.

3.02 Socio-economic Impact

There is no concrete information available in the SDF files
making it possible for the consultant to make any firm statement as to the
socio-economic impact of the SDF activities on the beneficiary groups.
This problem concerning the lack of useful baseline data could be lessened
by modifications in the administrative procedures in the SDF program
(see Section 4.01).

Through the site visits, however, the consultant was ablc %o
come to some, admittedly subjective, conclusions as to the socio-ecu..omic
impact of the SDF funded projects. Apparently the social impact cf the
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projects was favorable to a high degree while the direct economic impact of
the projects wuas not of major significance. This conclusion is based on
the finding that the majority of the projects finded were community
projects of a social nature (i.e. community centers, school dining facilities,
nutrition centers etc.) and relatively few projects were oriented tuwards
production and income generation.. In those cases where community centers
were constructed, the social impact was evident in the frequent use of the
centers as well as the communities being able to carry on activities which
were not, (or seldom), carried on before the existance of such centers.
Hence it was possible to have dances and fairs etc. and receive certain
govt. sponsored social services without having to go to the nearest town
or city.

3.03 Use and Maintenance of SDF Projects

In the majority of the projects visited, the frequent use and
maintenance of project equipment and facilities attested to the deep
rooted community support of the projects, this was especially evident
in those projects where community centers were constructed.

In only two of the projects visited were there apparent problems
related to the maintenance and use of project facilities. In a playground
project near the city of Puntarenas, funded in 1979, all of the equipment
was deteriorated as a result of vandalism and/or lack of any kind of
maintenance. One member of the community where the playgrumd is situated
attributed the cause of this situation to a lack of commnity interest in
the piayground.

In the town of Zarcero, Alajuela, a 1978 project consisting of
the construction of a building ror a vegetable market for an agricultural
cooperative apparently is not now being used as planned in the project
request. According to one of the employees working there, the vegetable
market was not viable. Consequently, the cooperative took advantage of
the prime location of the building and put it to use as a supply store.
It is evident that this kind of risk is run in most productive or income
generating projects. By being economic in nature, a lack of viability
resulting in a change in the intended use of a project's facilities does
not necessarily represent a lack of support by the project participants.
In the case of the Ag. cooperative's farm supply store, in a predominantly
agricultural community this is also fulfilling a community felt need.

3.04 Beneficiaries Relations with AID

In the interviews with project representatives, all seemed to
be favorably impressed with their relations with AID. In almost all cases,
the representatives remembered the names of the SDF person with whom they
had contact as well as the purpose of the SDF funds. The great mujority
of the representatives interviewed having their projects approved relt
that the two to five month process was reasonable while some of the
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representatives having their projects rejected felt it was too long.

In the area of reimbursements, all project representatives
interviewed seemed satisfied with disbursements against signed receipts,
many however stated that they would have requested an advance had the
known they could. .

In sumary, the favorable impression that the beneficiarics have
towards the SDF attest to the SDF being an effective people-to-people ac-
tivity working together in self-help efforts.

5.05 Administrative and Funding Procedures

In general, it is felt that the administrative and funding proce-
dures of the SDF activities have been adequate. Nevertheless, the consult-
ant has idencified what are considered as minor problem areas in several
specific procedures which are treated in more detail in Section 3.07 of
this report.

Information in the SDF project files shows that in many cases
projects had been identified following written or verbal requests uldressed
to the U.S. Embassy. Quite often, the requesting entity or person hud not
been aware of the. SDF activity and the Embassy or person receiving the
initial request passed the request on to the person in charge of the Fund, and
an application form was usually then sent in reply. Peace Corps Volunteers
have also been encouraged to identify projects and assist community groups
in submitting requests.

The person in charge of the Fund has been responsible for review:-
ing each application for compliance with policy and for ccmpleteness. As
often as possible a SDF committee member, or in some cases a Peace Corps
Volunteer, had been assigned to make an initial site visit prior to the re-
quest being passed on to the SDF committee.

Cnce a decision had been made by the committee concerning any one
project, the requesting entity or group was usually then notified in writ-
ing informing them of the committee's decision. Specific project grants
were then formalized through project agreements signed by project represent-
atives and the AID Mission Director.

Disbursement of funds has been against canceled receipts signed
by the project representatives. In some cases, advances have been made to
projects when requested.

When possiblz2, site visits have been made at the completion ot
projects while in other instances projects have been classified as
""completed' upon the completion of disbursements.



3.06 Selection Criteria

Although most of the funded projects visited appearcd to meet the
majority of the 'criteria for project selection'' as established in the AID
Manual Order No. 1323.1.1 and the Mission's Special Development Activity
policy and operating guidelines (scc Tuble IlI, Annex I), as a result of
interviews held with scveral members of the SDF committec and site visits
to rcjected us well us funded projects, the consultant considers scluection
criteria to be a problem arca. This is discussed in detail in Section
5.07 of the present report.

In the project's visited, the funding criteria least often met
by the projects was the generation of public awareness and support for
U.S. assistance efforts. The criteria most often met was that the projects
were small constructive local development activities with immediate impact.

It was also noted in the SDF files that a number of projects re-
ceived amendments extending the period for implementation beyond the six
months established in the SDF guidelines.

5.07 Piublem Areas

A. Administrative and Funding Procedures

As stated in Section 3.0S5, it is felt that several micor pr h-
lem areas exist in the SDF's administrative and funding procedures. The
first of these is in request and project controls. In many, of the files
request forms and other documents contain no dates. In those files where
Jates may be Jetermined the amount of time from the receipt of the reguest
form to the notification of the SDF comnmittees decision and subsequent
funding was from one to six mouths. Some of the beneficiaries interviewed,
stated that they thought the time required to reach a decision was exceo-
sive.

The statistical information on the request applications was
too varied to be of much value in determining the impact of the SDF ac-
tivities. For instance, in the case of a request for assistance in the
construction of a library, the requesting entity reasoned that since there was
a population of 6,000 in the area, that the library project would have 6,00
beneficiaries. In a number ot projects the budget information, espccially
in in-kind community contributions, was also mistated. It is nct tu be
expected that diverse community groups arc to be able to standarize infor-
sation on request forms for different kinds of projects. Nevertheliess,
in the site visits by SDF comaittee members some attempt should be made
to standardize the statistical information so that AID may better determine
the impact of the program.

The project files were not always found to be conplete. Si
visits were often either not reported or were not made, and project ccmple-



tion reports as called for under AID Manual Order No. 1323.1.1 were not
often prepared. Consequently, some projects were considered "completed'
upon completion of disbursements.

SDF committee members, once having approved a project for
funding, apparently did not recejve any information as to the progress or
completion of the project. In order to obtain this information it would
have been necessary to read the entire project file which often contains
somewhat sketchy information. This lack of a systematic project control
also makes it difficult to program timely project site inspections.

The majority of the beneficiaries interviewed stated rhat
they did not have any problem at all with the funding procedures.
Several otliers, on the other hand, mentioned that they ran into problems
because of AID's requiring them to present canceled receipts. In order
to meet this requirement, some resorted to short-term loans while others
requested canceled receipts from suppliers before actually buying goods
and materials. When asked, these people stated that they were not aware
of the possibility of receiving an advance from AID in order to begin
their projects.

.Specific recommendations concerning thesc problems are
presented in Section 4.01.

B. Selection Criteria

As a result of site visits and interviews with interested
parties, it is the consultant's opinion that some of the projects approved
perhaps should not have been funded. This is especially evident when the
number of apparently worthy proiects rejected due to ti.e lach of udequate
resources 1s taken into consideration.

Since apparently no formal notes or minutes have been taken
during SDF committee selection meetings, and due to the fact that the
majority of the notices to requesting groups advising them that their proi-
ects had been rejected were ''form letters' stating the reason as insuffi-
cient funds to meet all the requests, evaluation of the selection criteria
has been somewhat difficult.

Through interviews with SDF committee members the conclusion
has becen reached that the committee has not used a systcmatic selection
process weighing each request with established SDF policy and criteria.
1t appears as though projects were often approved or rejected based upon
the ''salesmanship' of the persons who made the respective sit- \isitr.

More care could also have been taken to assure that ;rojects
approved were not beneficiaries of other AID projects, or that the local
government, or «ther organizations were not involved in the same pruject.
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Apparently nine projects which received funding in order
to buy materials for the construction of nutrition centers were alsc
funded, to a much larger extent, by a CARE program in which CARE was the
actual supplier of building materials for the construction of the same
nutrition centers. In addition to this apparent duplication of assist-
ance, the majority of the communities in-kind labor contriL.tion for
these projects was provided by the Ministry of Public Transportation. It
is felt that the $18,000 contributed to these projects would have been
more effectively used in some of the projects which had to be rejected.

Specific recommendations concerning project selecticn
criteria are presented in Section 4.03.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

4.01 Fund Size

Since the beginning of the fund's activities in 1977, a total
of 207 request: have been received and analyzed by the SIF conmittece while
of total of 78 projects have been approved with funds obligated. At the
time of this report, fourteen projects were pending the receipt orf addi-
tional funds. This means that an average of 38% of the requests received
and analyzed are approved for funding while the remaining 62% were rejected.
It is felt that this high rejection rate has had a negative effect which
has partially offset the positive impact that the SDF activities have had
on the beneficiaries' awareness of the U.S. Govt's development efforts.
It is also believed that involvement by Peace Corps Volunteers in the
fund's activities will be reduced as more and more volunteers realice
that there are 3 to | odds against the approval of the project they have
helped to encourage and identify after having motivated and built up the
hopes of the community members.

Although the fund was increased to $75,000 in 1979, and it
appears as though more funds will be made available in addition tc the
initial $50,000 already received in 1930, it is felt that in order to
increase the effectiveness and impact of the SDF activities in Costa Ricu,
a significant increase in the size of the SDF is reccmmended. This would
also improve the cost effectiveness of the SDF activities.

If the fund cannot be increascd, perhaps a regionaliczatiorn plar
is called for where, for any given year, requests are accepted from only
onc geographic rcgion. This would permit a notable impact in onc region
while working with limited resources. It would also result in less rejectid
requests and the cost of managing the fund's activities wouid tend to be
reduced.

It has also been noted in the project files that each year a
number of requests are placed on 'hold" pending the availability of funds
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obligated for the following fiscal year. This has resulced in a project
"pipeline" and a notable amount of the fund's resources in a given year
are used for requests held over from the previous year. Thi:z tends to
increase the feeling on the part of the beneficiaries that the amount of
time required in the funding of projects is excessive.

4.02 Administrative and Funding Frocedures

It is recommended that the SDF management employ more systematic
request and project controls. While it is important that the SDF be kept
as free as possible from bureaucratic procedures, it is also necessury to
have sufficient control and information at hand to effectively manage the
SDF activities, and to be able to determine the program's impact.

Instead of placing initial letters and request forms in files
labeled "correspondence' or ''pending request forms'', it is recommcnded
that as soon as a letter or request is received from a requesting entity,
that a request control sheet (see Annex IT, Sample #1) should be opened,
and the request should receive a request number. The requests along with
the control sheets could then be placed together in a loose-leaf binder.
This would allow easy access to .nformation and would facilitate following-
up on requests and programming site visits.

Once requests have been analyzed and approved by the SDF committee,
a pro,cct control sheet and project file tould then be opencd (sce Annex
II, sample #2). The project control sheet would help to assure that
fbllcw up activities (inspection visits, completion reports, etc.) te
carried out on a timely basis, and at the same time provide infcrmation
about the progress of the projects without having to go through entire
project files.

It is considered important that the statistical data concerning
the SDF projects should be as uniform as possible. Although it cannot be
expected that the different persons filling out the request forms present
uniform information, the use of standarized initial site visit reports
could help to provide needed information. This is especially needed in
determining the number of bencficiaries, total project costs, and ccimunity
counterpart contributions, etc.

In order to meet the SDF guideline's objective of increased
public awarcness of the U.S.'s development efforts, it is rccommended that
nlacues congratulating the community for their successful completion of the
project be offercd, especially in the case of community centers and schocl
facilities.

It is also recommended that in the letters sent to requesting
entities informing them that theirxequesnshavcbe;n rcjected, the letters
should specifically state that the SDF is willing to receive future re-
quests for other community projects.



4,03 Selection Criteria

The consultant recommends that a more systcmatic process be em-
ployed during the SDF committec's projcct sclection mectings. It is lelt
that cach project request should be weighed against all SDF policy guide-
lines and criteria beforc being approved. In order to do this effective-
ly, the initial site visits arec of upmost importance and the information
gathcred froin these visits should.be standardized as much as possible.
Also, due to the transicnt naturc of AID personncl, it is important that
some information be left in the SDF files -lemonstrating why some projects
were approved over others. A project selection worksheet similar to the
one presented in Annex II, Sample #3 could be useful. This would allow
somewhat more objectivety in the selection process.

It is also recommended that care be taken to avoid duplication
of assistance or competition with other development organizations. In
addition to the apparent duplication of assistance found in the nutrition
center projects, the consultant is aware of at least one case where a
beneficiary group was receiving technical assistance in preparation of
receiving a loan to finance a project when an SDF grant was meade to same
beneficiary group. Consequently, the loan request was withdruwn.

Finally, it is rccommended that the priority for productive in-
come generating projects be reconsidered. Productive projects small cnough
to meet SDF guidelines have a tendency to reach relatively few direct
beneficiaries. Also, these projects often require more detailed feasibil-
ity studies and technical assistance in order to be viable (see Annex IV).
In Costa Rica there are a number of private and public development organi-
zations as well as special lines of institutional credit which arc more
suited towards projects such as cement block and industrial sewing fac-
tories.
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TABL.. #1 -- 511

: VISITS BY CONSULTAIst Al SDI- COMMITTEL MLLw R
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RN O < e ri=ecit [a Projecta | ise [Ammt of Tatc of [ = 5s 3
=k, M B 'roject Nunber P'rovince Grant ' Visit Persons Interviewed .
|
Gt ed lavine hosoand pork project with the Agri- Antonio Espinoza Obando, Mgr. of the Corpern |
ciltaral Coopeiatine in San Luis, Canas. 80-30 Guanacaste | $4,098.00 B8/5/80 tive plus two members of families belonging to
the Coop. |
o=t [_ TP e T
Coprmmity conier with conmmmity development association Manuel Rodriguez, former menber of the conmit-
o \lrrio lotel Jde GCinas. 79-13 Guanacaste | $4,706.00 8/5/80 tee in charge of the commumity center.
Irnigation project with the Agl\'léullm'ul Technical and Fernando Rojas, Director of the school. Jitn
Vocat ional School in Fortuna R. Madrigal C., teacher and former direcior of .
IS, SR SRS RN ey 79-20 Guanacaste | $4,303.00 B/5/8u the school.
Truck for transp. ol ag. products with the County Ag., Edelmira Carvaja, llead of the AVTIC preizct
Center of Hojancha (CACTL) . No . (cacll) plus one other CACI stafl mesber (nure
e g Numher Guanacaste | Rejected 8/6/80 not known) . : e PN
School dining facility with the primary school in Man- No Aniceto Marchena, school dircctor.
SESionfdesNico = N Nunber | Guanacaste | Rejected 8/6/80 _—
Nt et cont 4 witl the comittee pro-nutrition in Isel Mayela Gémez, menber of the pro-nutrition
M bedie - 0 X 78-36 Guanacaste | $1,464.00 8/6/80 commniLtee. o=
Sntiiaien cemter width the pro-nutrition committee ol lusimaco Guriérrez V., menber of the pro-nui»:-
U RS £ . 78-41 | Guanacaste | $1,464.00  8/6/80 | tion commitiee. i M |
12 Tt et weit (e commmity development asso- No Lorenzo Murillo, member of the commuiny de-
S OISt et et 1500 1 SO e =i o Number | Guanacaste | Rejected  8/7/80 | velopment association. .o
I (o f B 1 the corsmnily developient asso- Abelardo Arce, achoul divector; Grlanda S
= o stiedl e MIGe T At __78-9 Guanacaste | $4,084.00 8/7/5u regional school dircctor. et
| i cpone Laisi e e s playgromnd eopmittee in El A menber of the commmity (nime not Encwni :
2 + T =¥y b N el N BN =3 uterenas | 5, 050,00 B/i/B0 - i e
I e IR T T I Avricul tural Cooperative "
: & Lo e pi U2 JIAATS = o8 2 1 LS e one L2 T T - - .
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TABLE #2 -- SDF COMMITTEE MEMBERS AND OTHER INTFRESTLD
PARTIES INTERVIEWED

Name Position Date
(1) Dave Straley SDF Committee Various
(2) Frieda Martin SDF Committee Various
(3) Karen Mitchell SDF Committee 8/8/80
(4) John Lekson SDF Committee 8/8/80
(5) Carlos Poza AID | 3/8/80
(6) Elias Enriques CARE' 8/8/80

(7) Sr. Le6n CARE 3/8/80
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TABLE #3 -- SPECIFIC QUIDELINE AND POLICY COMPLIANCE

BY THE EIGIT FUNDED SDE PROJECTS VISITED

Page 1 of 2

_Guideline Priority #
5

—-—

#78-02: Vepetable marhet with the A\g. Cooperative of Zarcero.

Due to the fact that no intervicew took place, not enough informavion is i
available to evaJuate the preject.

Project Visited 1 2 3 4 8 9 10 170t
: i
#80-30: Conbined laying hen and pork project with the Ag. Coop- i I
erative in San Luis de Canas, Guanacaste. X - X X X X X X X X - . 9 H
e—oooJtrative 1n oan Luts de f x . | o SR M- A
#79-13: Commumity center with conmuity development association i
ceme oo 8L Barrio Hotel Ganas. i X x X - x fox_ t ox 1 - S R L S A
#79-20: lrrigation project with the Ag. Technical and Vocation- ;
al School _in La Fortuna, Bagaces, Guanacaste. X X - X b X b X X - X g
#78-36: Nutrition center with the pro-nutrition committee in : i
Las Delicias, Santa Cruz, Guunacaste. X - X L - x - - N N SR
#78-11: Natrition center with the pro-nutrition committec in i
. Las Nuacas, Santa Cruz, Guanacaste. X - X X - - .S - - - _x i 5 ;
. . . . i
#78-9: Commmity center with the commmity development asso-
.. _ciation of San Miguel, Canas, Guanacaste. x [|° x x - X x | x - e - lx o F
B79- 30 Playgrouwnd with the pro-playground comittee in Ik l
coRoble, Paviagenas. - - x_ ] - X - x oo box b- b xR



1)
2)

4)

5)
6)

8)

9)

10)

11)

Page 2 of &

SDF _GUIDELINES AND POLICY PRIORITY FOR
- PROJECT SELECTION

Small constructive local development activity with immediatc impact.

Segment of the local population beyond the direct reach of other AID
projects or govt. financial support.

Local entity, group or community at the cantonal or lower level.

In area of agriculture, education, heclth, transportation and (for

FY79 and later) productive income gene “ating activity.

Maximum implementation period of six months.

No more than one half of the total cost of. the project financed by
SDF. '

SDF contribution of $5,000 or less.

Comnunity counterpart contribution (in cash or in kind), of at least
50% of the total project cost. (This counterpart contribution must
be a donation and may not constitute a financial liability for the
requesting group or organization.)

The community contribution plus the SDF contribution assure the fi-
nancing of the total project.

Will generate public awareness and support for U.S. assistance ef-
forts.

SDF does not finance administrative, operational or labor costs of
projects.
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B~ Costos fijos de produccidén / mes (promedio)

1- maro de cobra 8,131.22
2~ cargas scciales (18%) 1,463.60
3 3~ aguinaldos : 338.80
_ b~ obligaciones para prestaciones". 333,80
S5~ .seguro riesgoes profesionales (2,042,
por afio) 160,20
6- Patente municipal de industria
(trimestral ¢300) 100 .00
7- Contabilidad y gastos administra-
tivos __b421.15
©10,953455
Total costos de produccion 36,735.55
c- Otros cocltos flios:
" 1- amortizacidn con intereses 2,285.00
2- depreciacién 975 .20

3.250.20

239,995.75

Notas®

Produccidn de bloques al mes 20,000
costo variable por cada bloque 31.28

Cantidad minima a producir para cubrir los costos: ; °

C. F 14,214,720 b, 214,70 . 5 al rus
Q =P, V.aC.¥ © 2.07- 1.28 = T0.79 = 17h992.5loques al s
Donde:

17,992 / uaes
310,353.55 + 33,250,20 = vik.214.,70

Q = Cantidad minima a cubrir los costos

Costos fijos / mes (promedio)

Q
.
..j
n

P.V.= Precio de venta (promedio) 32.07

C.V= Costo variable / bloque = 1,28
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SAMPLE #1 -- SPECTAL DEVELOPMENT FUND
REQUEST CONTROL SHEET

Request i
SOLICITANI: (a) Organization - .
(b) Location -

(c) Name -

DATE OF FIRST CONTACT:

KIND OF PROJECT:

FIRST
RESPONSE: /7 Letter with request forms enclosed Date
/_/ Letter explaining negative rasponse Date
RECEIPT OF REQUEST FORMS: Date
/_7 Complete /7 Incomplete

RESPONSE TO RECEIPT OF REQUEST FORMS: Date

/7 Positive (fequest is being processed and site visit will be made)
/7 Negative (request does not meet SDF criteria)

/_/ More information is required

FIRST SITE VISIT: Date:

Visit by:

Findings:

Total SDF Budget: S
Counterpart Budget:
Other:

Total Project Cost $
No direct beneficiaries:
DECISION: Date:

NOTIFICATION OF DECISION: Date
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SAMPLE #2 -- SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT FUND
PROJECT CONTROL SHEET

Project #

PROJECT: Date approved: # Bemeficiaries

EXECUTING ORCANIZATION:

CONTACT PERSON:

LOCATION:
AMOUNT SDF APPROVED:

DATE OF AGRERMENT:

EXECUTION: (Observations, delays, amendments, etc.)

DISBURSEMENTS :

SITE VISITS: (Date and name of person making the visit)

PROJECT COMPLETION: (Date)

COMPLETION REPORT: (Date)




U

SAMPLE #3 -- PROJECT SELECTION

WORKSHEET

Project:

Degree to Which
Project Complies with
Sclection Criteria

selaction Criteria

Low |

Mod.

Migh

[§8)
.

-~

11.

Project consists of a small local development
activity with immediate impact.

Project will assist segments of the local pop-

ulation which are beyond the direct reach of

other AID projects or govt. financial support.

Project deals with a local entity, group or
community at the cantonal or lower level.

Project is in the area of agriculture, educa-
tion, health, transportation.and/or is a pro-
ductive income generating activity.

Project will have a maximum implementation
period of six months.

No more than one half of the tatal prriact
cost will be financed by the SJF.

The SDF contribution is in the area of
$5,000.00 or less.

The community counterpart contribution (in
cash or in kind) will be at least 50% of the
project cost. (This contribution will be a
donation and will not constitute a financial
liability for the requesting group or orga-
nization.)

The community contribution plus the SDF con-
tribution will assure the financing of the
total project.

The project will generate public awareness
and support for U.S. assistance efforts.

In this project the SDF is not financing
administrative, operational or labor costs.
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PROYECTO: Grupo de Productores de Bloques de Curime

PRESIDENTE:
Sr.Fernando €. Herrora Mars 07 ASTFICACION: Pequefia Industria
VICE-PAESIDENTE

Sr.Guillermo Porras Arguedas  1ACLTTZACION: Curime de Nicoya, Guanacaste
SECRETARIO:

tn3. James ). Gerchow Maye  DARTTCIPAVTES: 8 gocios, 45 beneficliarics
PFO SECRETARIO

Oavid Visquaz Castlllo PRCMOTOR REZSPONSABLE DE La =JECUCION: Wladimir Tapia
TESORERO: '

Sr. José Jullo Quesada ZUMlga  TTCHA DE ELABORACION: Febrero - marzo 1978

13CAL:

S:. Willlam Triguaras Arce TOTAL SOLICITADO: 4994,334.45

vocALES:

Silvastrs Atonso Matinza
Lic, Gerarde v enngas Soiera
¢  Robert Maynard de Césnodos

Arnoido Blenden Liéncns I s INTRODUCCION:

Pruo. Armardo Alfaro Pesniagua

R:if“:g:::lff:z'."’_°‘ El grupo de productores de bloques de Curime estéi coa-
puesto por ocho (8) trabajadores de bajos ingresd®s y regpre~
senta un nicleo familiar de cuarenta y cinco (45) personas;
fue constituido el 3 de julio de 1973 y se clasifica dentru
del programa de pequena industria.

Durante el mes de julio de 1578 los miembros del grupc
manifestaron a FUCODES su interés en iniciar un proyecto de
fabricacidén de bloques el cual vendria a dar cmpleo a los -
socios y aryudar cn el aumento de sus iagresoz lamiliares

En 2l mismo mes de julio, el departamento de promccidn de

FUCODES ccir2nzd la promocidn del proyecto.,

II.,- SITUACION SOCIAL ¥ ECCHOMICA:

Tradicionalmente los miembros del grupo han subcistido
a base de la agricultura, y/o han trabajado como peones y -
cbreros. Como es de entender los miembros del gruco son

marginadss econémicamente con el promedic mensual de ingre-
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-

aca por fumilia de §728,00 y per capita de ¢129.40, encontrépdosc en el gru-
po personas con ingresos was bajos que el promedlo per capita, hasta de -
372,00 por mes.

La familia promedio;esté constituida por 5.6 personas, la edad promedic
de los socios es de 26 afios y el nivel promedio de instruccién es de primaria.

-

Como es de entendcr, dadas las condiciones sociales y econdmicas de sus
integrantes, el grupo es desposeiao de los recursos necesarios para la propia
y eficaz realizacién de un proyecto de fahricacidn de bloques, uni es fzatible

su acces30 2 las instituciones finarncleras para conseguir los recursos necesa-

rios para su mejor estabilidad socio=-econdmica.

1T .~ CRGANIZACION:

La Junta Directiva de este grupo est3 constituida por las siguientes fpec-

sonas:
~PREZSIDENTE: . Nemecio Matarrita Qitiérrez # 5=139=103
VICZ-PRISIDINTZ: Marcelino Ramirez Moreno A 5=177-781
SZCREITARIO: Aniceto llernandez Gutiérrez # 5-124-553
TrI0RERO: Juan José Fajardo Pérez # 5=151=327
ICAL: Macedonio Matarrita Gutiérrez # 5-130-940
VOCAL: fiaét Fajardo Martinez # 5=145-796
VOCAL: Pedro Pérez Pérez # 5=108-906
VOCAL: Eugenio Juafez Juirez 5=129-1025

Los miembros del grupe estan organizados para la administracidén  produc-

cién en la siguiente manera:;

I. 3 operarios calificz2os responsables de la operacida de las maquinzse.
1-. lemecio Matarrita G. (5C%)
2-. Juan José Fajardo P.

3w, Macedonio Materrita G.
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iI-. 4L asistentes reaponsables de tencr suficiente mezecla priuparada para el
preceso y también el transporte de los bloques recién elaborados del e-
quipo al patio,

9-. Marcelino Ramirez M
2=, Pedro Nqlazco P,
3-. Eugenio Juirez J.

be, F[-xz:;; Mjardo Martinez (50%)

III1.- 2 asistentes responsables de cuidar los bloques elaborados, sacar los
marcos de los blecgues y bafiar los blogues diariamente con agua.
1=. Aniceto Hernindez G. (50%)
2=, Ama’n Fajardo Martinez (50%)
IV.- 2 adminstradore§ de la fAbrica responsables del mercadeo, compra de ma-
teria prima y la contabilidad..
1=-. Aniceto Hernindez G. (50%)

2-. Nemecio Matarrita G. (50%)

- PROYECTO:

El proyecto consistg en la formacidén de una fébrica de bloques debidz=-
mente equipada incluyeado terreno y la construccldn de un galerdn.

Se contempla en el proyecto todos los conceptos necesarics para iniciar
12 produccion y continuarla hasta por 30 dias; mieptras se logra colocar en
el mercado las primeras partidas de bloques. luego de haberseles dzdo el perio-
do de endurecimiento(fragua) y entonces la empresa pueda marchar con auto-firan-
ciamiento.

A- Localizacidn:

La cocunidad de Curime esta localizada en la provincia de Guanacaste apro-
ximadamente a 7 kildmetros sur oeste de la ciudad de Nicoya. 3IZIL terreno esco=-
gido para la {abrica queda directamente frente del camino a Samara, facilitan-

do la recepcién de la materia prima utilizada en la elaboracidén de los blogues.,


http:bloq..js

“La sﬁpurficie total del terreno es de aproximadamente 1,000 mts cuadrados ..i-

vidida como sigue:

Galerén-80 mtg
Depdsito de arena-250 mtg
“Patio de fragua-250 mtg
Patio de carga-100 mts%

Otros-320 ﬁ%é/

N , !
B- Plan de inversion;

El plan de inversidén consiste en la siguiznte sclicitud de préstamo y a-
porte del grupo para la compra de maquinaria y terreno, capitzl de travajo, la
construccidon de un galerdn, pagar documentacidn, transporte, imprevistos, gas-

tos administrarivos y pagaré con timbres.

PLAN DE INVERSION

I. Pristamo:

-

a= Zcuipo y macuinaria:

Y 1= 1 maquina de hloque 25X25X12 9,000.C0O
" con 250 marcos

V 2- 1 miquina de bloque 10X20X40
con 250 marcos 9,000,.00

3=~ 1 méquina de bloque ornamen-
tal con 150 marcos 7,C00.00

v 4= 150 marc.os para 25X25X12 a
¢8,00 c/u 1,200,00

v 5= 150 marcos para 1CX20X40 a
£8,00 c/u 1,200.00

6- 1 bomba Gould de 0.5 H.P .. 2,250.00

7= 2 carretillos con rueda de
hule ' -==a 590,00

8- 6 palas y 1 aceitera peq. ™ 275,00

¢ 30,515,00



Iy
-/
t- Fibrica:
1= Terreno - 1,000 mté — qao,ooo.oo

2- Materiales para construir

un galerdn de 80 mt3 con V/
sistema eléctrico y bodega 10,267.00
3= Nivelar el terreno 800.00
. 31,067 .00

c- Capital de trabajo: (1 mes de ma=-
teria prima)

1= 667 bolsas de cemento a 321,00
por bolsa (incluyerndo trasn-
perte) - 14,007.00

2- 1C0 mtg de aremna a 075.00/mt2 - 7,500.00

3~ 40 mte de piedra a §100.00
per metro cibico — _%,000.00

25,507.00

d~ Documentacidn:

1= Patente municipal de industria
(1 trimestre) . 200,00 V/
2= Permiso municipal de censtruc-
cién 103,00 V/
Lo3,00
e~ Transvorte de eqguipo: * 500,00 V//
f= Ioprevistos: (5%) k,399.60 V//

Sub- total ¢ 92,391.60
g- 2% rastog adripistrativeg - FUCODES 1,847 .85
b~ Pamar% con timbres: ¢s5.60

TOTAL PRESTANO $9b, 334,45

Avorte del gruro:

A~ Fibrica:

1- Mano de obra para construir

el galerén 1,600.00 °

TOTAL INVERSION £95,9%34 .45
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?roduccién:

El equipo a instalar producira bloques de 10 X 20 X 40, 25 X 25 X 12

y ormamentales de varios tamafios. Son modeloc generaluiente aceptados en

todo el campo costarricense y se estima que seridn modelos en uso por muchos

afios venideros.
L1

El producto nismo es el resultado de la compresiédn y vibracién de una

meccla de cemento, arcna y agua en un molde de acero., El proceso de produc-

cidn es el siguiente:

Primero:

Serundo:

Tercero:

Cuarton:

Quinto:

Sexto:

Sentimo:

Preparar la mezcla con la proper-
cidén de un saco de cemento ;;or un
equivalente de 2 sacos i_uales de

arerna y piedra.

Colocar los marcos (1) de acero

en los fondos de los moldes.
Llenar los moldes con la meczcla

Acclionar la vibracidn de la mez-

cla en el molde.
Sacar los blogues elaborados

Transferir loe bloques elaborzdous

al sitio de fragua.

Ea el sitio de fragua cuidar du-
rante 10 dias los blogues elatora-
dos, baidédndolos con agua diariamen-

te



Octavo: 11 dias después de cu elaboraciédn
el bloque punde ser transportado

(2)

al sitio de conctrucecidn,

Notas:

(1) Todos los dias se: deberi cubrir lés marcos con aceite.

(2) Se recomienda un analisis periodico de la calidad del producto
a través de la prensa de ensayo de resistencia de materiales de

la Universidad de Costa Rica o Tastituto Tecnoldgico.

Se estima que la produccidn mensual (promedio) .: la fabrica serd alrecde-

dor de 20,000 bloques,

_CUADRO II APRCXIMACION DE_PRODUCCION / MiS (PHOMEDIO)
vilor totaul

Dascrineidn ' cantidad valor / unidad pOr 1:es
10 X 70 X 4o 9,600.00 $2.00 19,200.0C

25 X 25 X 12 (pavas) 9,600.00 ~ 2.00 19,200.00
Varios tam. (ornamental) ' 8C0.00 5.00 4,0c0.00
Sub- total 20,000.00 42,430 .00
Menos 2 § estimado

por pardida ' ( :00.00) (848.07
TOT A% 19,600.00 {41,552.00

D= Arn:lisis costo - heneficio:

CUADRO III CCSTOS DE INVERSICON
: periodo de Costo / wes

Duscricnibn Valor inicial deoreciacién deosreci: 21l

I. Eorino macuinaria » edificio:

1= 1 midquina de bloque 25-25-12 9,000.00 36 meses 250,00
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2- 1 miquina de bloque 10-20-40 9,000.0C 36 mesee 250.00
}; 1 maquina de bloque crnamental 7,000.00 jﬁ.mcscs 190 4
4- 700 marcos adicionales 2,400,00 36 meses 66.66
5= 1 bomba Gould de 0,5 H.P 2,250.00 72 meses 31.25
5- Carretillos, palas aceiteras etc. 865.00 48 meses 18.02
7- Galerdén (incluyendo mano de'ob;a) 11,867.00 72 meses 164 .81
8-.Ter-eno 0,000.00 - -
$62,382.00 975.18
II. Sarvicios:
1= Nivelar el terreno 800,00
2= Documentacidn 403,00
3- Trangporte 500,00
be Iaprevistos 4,399.60
* 5= Gastos administrativos 1,847.85
6~ Pagaré con timbres 95,00
8,045,.45
IIT. Capital d2 trabajo: 25,507 .00
Total costos de inversién $95.934.45

CUADRO IV

COSTO / KES (PR0OMEDIO)

A~ Costos variables / mes (promedio para producir 20,000 blogues)

1- Cemento.

2= Arena

3= rpiedra

k- electricidad

5— aceites y grasa etc.

¢ 14,007 .00

7,500,00

4,0c0.00

200,00

75.00

£25,782.00 (*)
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€2,382.00 8,045 .45 25,507.00 95,93h 45 0.926 | 88,835 457 0722 .00 L1h 995 42,077 | 0.926 38,963
. - - - - 0.£57 - 498,624 440,820 57,804 | 0.857 49,538
1 _272.:cc.00 - ' - 27,400.00 0,754 | 21,755 498 624 440,372 57,804 | 0.79% 40,694
Sfe.0n = - 865 .00 0.735 636 ) h98,62¢»'7 440,820 57,804 | 0.735 L2 486
- - - - 0.681 - 498 6.4 440 820 57,804 | G.681 40,694
L£1,317,00 - - 41,517.00 0.630 | 26,156 498, 624 440,820 57,804 1 0.620 36,417
- - - - 0.583 - 498 .624 L40,820 7,804 | 0,583 | 3%, 700
_ 285 - - 88S 0,540 L67 4aB €24 440,820 57,804 | 0,540 31,214
1 27 509 = - 27,500 0.500 | 13,700 498,624 440,820 57,804 | 0,500 28,902
- . - - 0463 | - 498,624 440,820 | 57,804 | 0,463 | 26,763
_ - _ _ _ - 22,405 (b) - 23,405 [(0.463)] 10,837
AL 182, %29 ; 8 045.45 25,507 nn 193,981.,45 6.709 151,549 14,968,093 'o,l;alo.lojz 85,718 | 6.709 | 380,208
'..‘LACIOH.SE‘HE?ICIO / C0sTCS = cigg:soﬁ = 1.95
LCR NITO ACTUAL AL 8 9% = ¢380,208 -~ €193,981 = £186,227
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‘F= Il'ag de Epcracién: (primeros 5 meses) ' [Q}

Primer mes s

Se recibe el crédito total que se requiere para instalar e iniciar la pro-
duceidn de la flbrica por Q94,334,.45,

Durante ests mes se nivelard el terreno, se construira el galerdn ccn bo-
dega, se instalara la red eléctrica, el sistemade agua, y las miaquinas, se com=
prari los accesorios y equipo, se pagaran los impuestos municipales y otros gas-
tos neéesarios. se pagara la partida de cemento y arena para iniciar la produccién
al mes siguiente,

Segundo mes: (primer mes de produccién)

Se inicia la producciin y venta de bloques. Debera pagarse entonces la ma-
no de obra, cuotas seguro social, banco popular, riesgos profesionalcs, y consu=-
mo de electricidad. A fin de mes se paga el cemento y arena a procesar al mes sig.
Tercer mes:

7 Representa el segundo mes de producciodn y‘venta de bloques; duranté este ha=
ran los pagos de mano de obra, cargas sociales, consumo de-eleciricidad s depre=
ciacidon, A fin‘de mes se paga el cemento y arena a procesar el mes siguiente,
Cusrto mes: .

Durante este mes se cubren los gastos corrientes de produccidéa y deprecia-
clor. Se renueva la patente municipal de industria y se canc2la los interese: .de
los 2 meses de gracla y éagar la primera amortizacidén del préstamo. A fin de mes
se paga cemento y arena a procesar el mes siguiente.

Quinto mes:

Durante el presente se cubren los gastos ordinarios de produccidn y depre-

ciacién . Se paga la cuota mensual de emortizacidn del préstumo y a fin de mes .

se paga el cemento y arena a procesar el mes sigulente.
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E- Plsn de Pago:

£l plan de pago consiste en dos zeses de gracia y cuarenta y ocho amortiza=-
ciones zensuales con cuarenta y siete cuotas de 2,285, y una dltima de 42,281.00

s

CUADRO V PLAN DE PAGO
A FECHA CUOTA INTERES PRINCIPAL SALDO
‘a= 17-5=79 11-3-79¢ IZntrega del préstamo - 9k, 334 .45
B ' 17-6-79 12 mes de gracia - 94,334.,45
e~ 17-7-79 29 mes de gracia - - 94,334 .45
1= 17-8-79 - 2,285.00 1,650.85 634,15 93,700.30
2- 17-2-79 2,285,00 545.60 1,738.40 91,961.90
3 17-10-79 2,285.00 536.45 1,748.55 90,213.35
4o 17-11-79 2,285.C0 526.25 1,758.75 88,454 ,60
5« 17-12-79 2,285.00 516.00 1,769.00 86,635.60
6= 17-1-80 2,285.00 505.65 1,779.35 84,906.25
7= 17-2-80 2,285.00 495.30 1,789.70 83,116.55
8- 17-3-30 2,285.00 484,85 1,300.15 81,316.4%0
9- 17-4-30 2,285.00 474,35 1,810.65 79,5%95.75
10 17-5-80 2,285.c0 - 463,70 1,821.30 77,67b4.45
11= 17-6-30 © 2,285.00 453,10 1,831.90 75,842.55
12- 17-7-30 ‘ 2,285.00 442 4o 1,842.60 73499995
13- ° 17-8-80 2,285.00 431.65 1,853.55 72,146.60
142 17-3-80 2,285.00 420,85 1,364,15 70,282.45
15- 17-10-80 2,285.00 410.00 1,875.00 68,407 .45
16~ 17-11-80 2,285.00 399.05 1,885.95 66,521.50
17~ " 17-12-80 2,285.00 288.05 1.896.95 64,624 .55
18- 17-1-81 2,285.00 376.95 . 1,508.05 62,716.50
19~ 17-2-81 2,285.00 265.85 1,919.15 60,797 .55
20- 17-3-31 2,285.00 354,65 1,930.35 56,867 .00
21~ 17-4-81 2,285.00 34340 1,941.60 56,925.40
22- 17-5-31 2,285.00 332.05 1,952.95 54,972 .45
23= 17-6-81 2,285.00 320.65 1,964.35 53,008.10
24~ 17-7-81 2,285.00 309-.20 1,975.80 51,032.30
25w 17-8-81 2,285.00 297.70 1,987.30 49,045.00
26- 17-9-81 2,285.00 286.10 1,998.90 47,046.10
27- 17-10-31 2,285.00 274,45 2,010.55 45,035,55
28- 17-11-81 2,285,c0 262,70 2,022,320 43,013,25
29~ 17-12-31 2,285,00 250.50 2,034,10 %0,979,15
30- 17-1-82 2,285,00 239,05 2,045,95 78,933.20
31e 17-2-82 2,285.00 227,10 2,057,90 36,875,30
32- 17-3-82 2,285,00 215.10 2,069.90 34,805.40
33- 17-4-82 2,285.00 203.05 2,081.95 32,723.45
34, 17-5=-82 2,285.00 190.90 2,094,10 30,629.35
35 17-6-82 2,285.00 178,65 2,106.,35 28,523.00
36- 17-7-82 2,285.00 166.40 2,118.60 26,404 .40
37- 17-3-82 . 2,285.00 154,00 2,131.00 24,273,.4%0
28 17-9-82 2,285.00 141,60 2,143 .40 22,130.00
39~ 17-10-32 2,285.00 129.10 2,155.90 19,974.10
- - 17-31-82 2,285.00 116.50 2,168.50 17,305.50
b1 17-12-82 2,285.00 103.85 2,181.15 15,624,45
b2 17-1-83 2,285.00 91.15 2,193.35 13,430.50
bza 17-2-33 2,285.00 78.35 2,206.65 © 11,223.95
bya 17-3-33 ) 2,285.00 65445 2,219.55 9,C0b4, 40
bea 17-4-33 2,285.00 52.50 2,232.50 . . 5,9731.90
b6- 17<5-83 - - 2,285.00 39.50 2,245.50 4,526 .40
474 126283 a.a%s.co 26.50 3-33% -4 2.252.80
48~ 19-7-33 2,281.00 13.20 257 .8 -

TOTALES ~  ©109,676,.00 $15,541.55 394,334 .45
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BEST AVAILA

Mediante una encuesta llevada a cabo de manera informal eon el cantdn de

Mnrc vieo:

Nicoya, por parte de miembros del grupo y de los promotores de FUCLDEZ> ez 1la
regidén, se ha determinado una gran demanda potencial por el producto. La en-
cuesta consistid en entrevistagcon: constructores, maestros de obra, inspec-
tores municipales de construcéiént.y otros fabricantes de blogues en lé re-
gidén, De ese modo pudo constﬁtarse que la oferta en la regidn no satisfa-
ce la demanda existente, lo cual obliga a importar dicho producto de fabri-

cas del Valle Central.

CAPACITACION Y ASIST ‘HCIa TuCNICA:

Este grugy ha recibido la asistencia de FUCCDLS por varios meses, taato
en lo relativo a su organizacidn interna como en aspectos sencillos sobre el
manejo de su contabilidad. El ygrupo seguird siendo atendido por el prow. or

de FUCCDSS después de su financiawmiento.

o

Sobre el uso y mantenimiento del equipo, el fabricante dari 21 szrupoc

[ Ed

indicacicnes necesarias. ¥ respecto a la instalacidn y funcionamiento

1
(&)
1

fabrica, el sefior Hugo Monge, fabricante de blogues en 3an José, nos ha
nifestado su interés en asesorar al grupo.

Referente a la calidad de los bloques, serd coantrolado a través del Incti-
tuto Tecnoldgico de Costa Rica.

Ea el aspecto administrativo, coritaran con los servicios de un contacurs
contratado por la empresa mas la acesoria que se le brinde por medio de F..C-

DI5.

CONCLUSIONES Y RECOMENDACICNES

Como se puede ver en el analisis eccndmico y el flujo de caja el proy oto
“iene factibilidad econdmica y financiera. Ademés’el beneficio directc del
proyecto no sera solamente la utilidad, sino también la mano de ob.,a de cada

socio 7 los beneficios legales; es decir, este proyecto aumentard mos d2 FU3%



/Y

L28 ingresos [familiures de loc cocioa.
En base a estas consideraciones, se recomienda que FUCCULLS de el finun-

ciamiento para este proyecto de acuerdo al plan de inversidn y el plan de

L d

pPago.

e 7 UL, ol

Tommie N. Ulrey Marco aurelio Escribanc
. - .7
Economista del Programa Director de Fromocion

P m'{ "
Ricardo “Rojas Rivera
Directo Ejecutive



AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMFENT
UNITED STATES A.L[L MISSION TO COSTA RICA

U.S.A.LLD.
UNITED STATES EMBASSY

December 23 1980 SAN JOSE, COSTA RICA
’

MEMORANDUM :
TC: Gussie L. Daniels,
Program Officer
THROUGH : Leticia Diaz, /
General Develdpment Officer
FROM: Frieda Martin, T,
PCV/HRDO

SUBJECT: SDF Evaluation - Comments of the SDF Committee

on 11/5/80 the SDF Committee met to discuss the SDF
evaluation report (copy attached) submitted by Mr. Tommie N. Ulrey
in August, 1980.

On the whole the Committee agreed with the findings
and recommendations. The recommendations for a regionalization
plan, (page 9 paragraph 5) and for a low priority ranking to be
given to productive projects (page 11 paragraph 3), received a
negative reaction and will be explained later.

The following are our comments on the recommendations:

1. Page 9, Section 4.01, paragraph 2

There is agreement with the recommendation to
increase the size of the SDF.

2. Page 9, Section 4.01, paragraph 3

There is strong disagreement with the recommendation
for a regionalization plan. One of the Committee members summarized
the reaction by stating the plan "might permit greater impact, but it
could also prevent consideration of excellent projects outside the
region, It could even lead to funding of less worthy projects just
because they are in the target region". Though it would be easier to
manage the fund on a regional level this country is small enough so
that the SDF can be managed on a national level even with an increase
in the allotment.
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3. Page 9, Section 4.01, paragraph 4

Though this paragraph is stating a findiwg with no
explicit recommendation, the Committee has taken it into consideration
and h2s decided to do 3 or 4 obligations a year to prevent an excessive
back log. The Committee will approve worthy projects, reject projects
that do not meet the selection criteria and hoid for further action
projects with some merits to compete in the next obligation meeting.

At that time a positive or negative decision will be reached. We hope
that no application will be held for more than 3 to 4 months prior to
a final decision. The planned obligations will depend on when the
allotment is received in the Mission.

4. Page 10, Section 4.02, paragraph 1 to 3

There is agreement on the points described in this
section as well as the use of samples 1 and 2 of Annex II with some
revisions, as a control mechanism.

5. 'Page 10, Section 4.02, paragraph 4

Please see item 8,

6. Page 10, Section 4.02, paragraph 5

There is agreement with this issue and I am already
making inquires as tc the cost of the plaques. It is our plan to
offer these to the conmunities at the time of the signing of the
agreement with a strong suggestion that they be placed at the project
site.

7. Page 10, Section 4.02, paragraph 6

The Committee agreed with this recommendation, and
it is being implemented.

8. Page 11, Section 4.03, paragraph 1

There is also agreement with this issue and the use
of samples 3 of Annex II, however, the Committee would like to modify
item #5 of the sample, to read, "education and training" widening the
scope to include adult training projects. Also, ¢ new site visit
format has bheen prepared (please see attached) 1) to standardize
site visit reports and 2) to assist the Committee in making a decision
based on the selection criteria policy of the SDF.



9. Page 11, Section 4.03, paragraph 2

Though this point is well taken and desirable, it
would be difficult to monitor. However, every effort will be made
to review each application to prevent duplication.

10. Page 11, Section 4.03, paragraph 3

The Comuittee does not agree with this point. For
some time now and specifically at present, the economic situation in
Costa Rica has approached a critical stage, we feel that any input
to try to bring income generating activities to a community will be
more beneficial to the country, a more effective utilization of our
funds and a more legitimate effort towards our developmental goals.

FM:vrv



SO PROJECT EVALUATTON REPORT

Project Type

A. Location:
Community:
Province: _

B.

Requesting Organizations:

Name

Purpose,

Incorporation Status

Time in existence

Contact Person:

Name

Title

Phone

Others Interviewed:

Title

Name

Title

Projcct:

Description

Project No.
Date visited

Visited by




Beneficiaries:

Type:

Number:

Work conpleted to date:

Amount of funds/resources already available:

Funds:

Resources:

If property is involved, who holds the title to the property?

Is there any other organization involved in this project?

Yes, if so name, contact person and what is their involvement?

No

Can prcject be completed without SDF funas?
Yes, NO»
Explain:




D. Budget
Please review budget and note any changes:

a. Counterpart contribution:

b. SDF contribution:

Can prcject be completed with less than the SDF amount requested?

Yes, No
New budget
Counterﬁart SDF

Total

E. Commnity:

Brief description of the commmity:




Indicate the major scurce of employment and income found in the area

Projected project impact

* Fill in selection criteria worksheet (attached)

F. Recommendation:




-- PROJECT SELLCTION

WORKSIHEET

Project:

Degree to Which
Project Complies with
Selection Criteria

Selection Criteria

Low [ Med. High

- 10.

11,

Project consists of a small local development
activity with immediate impact.

Project will assist segments of the local pop-
ulation which are beyond the direct reach of
other AID projects or govt. financial support.

Project deals with a local entity, group or
commmity at the cantonal or lower level.

Project is in the area of agriculture, educa-
tion, health, transportation and/or is a pro-
ductive income generating activity.

Project will have a maximum.implementation
period of six months.

No more than one half of the total project
cost will be financed by the SDF.

The SDF contribution is in the area of

§5,000.00 or less.

The commumnity counterpart contribution (in
cash or in kind) will be at least 50% of the
project cost. (This contribution will be a
donation and will not constitute a financial
liability for the requesting group or orga-
nization.)

The community conttibution plus the SDF con-
tribution will assure the financing of the
total project.

The project will generate public awareness
and support for U.S. assistance efforts.

In this project the SDF is not financing
administrative, operational or labor costs.
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