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I . INTRODUCTION 

On August 31, 1980, in ~lrchase 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 evalua­
tion will assist AID in improving,' if necessary, the fund's objectives, 
~dministrative and funding procedures, and selection criteria. 

The areas to be evaluated as outlined in th~ 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 AlD; 

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 assi~1ment the consultant chose to 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 p~d been rejected. (See table #1, Annex I) 

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

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

Throughout the evaluation the consultant was assisted by ~·ts. Frieda 
~·la.rtin, a Member of the Special Development Fund Corrrrni ttee. 

I I . SDF ACTIVI1Y BACKGROUND 

According to AID ~la.nual Order No. 1323. 1 . J cia ted February 13, 1969, 
the Special Development Activity originated in ~IaTch of 1963 when AID 
extended on a pilot basis a special funding authori ty to four Latin 
American Mission directors perm~tting them to use up to S50,000 of DG-type 
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funds in support of small scale, high-L~act activities. 

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

In Costa Rica the AID ~·tission .initiated SDF activities in 1977 after 
the signing on Nov. 13, 1976 of an lhnbrella Agreement \vi th the Costa Rican 
Government's National Planning Office (OFIP~~) covering all SDF activities. 
This Agreement cal1s for an annual allocation of S50,001iJJ to finance small 
economic development projects, (for up to $5,OO~), jointly planned and 
implemented with Costa Rican citizen groups. 

The AID ~lanual Order No. 1323. 1. 1. and tHO different printed documents 
\vithin the SDF files present the SDF policy guidelines as follows: 

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

2) projects should assist segments of the local population Hhich 
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 latp,r) 
productive income generating activity; 

5) projects should have a maximLw impl8mentation period of sLx 
months; 

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

i) the SDF contribution should be in the area of $5,000 or less; 

1/ For FY J979 this amount was increased to $75,000. 

2/ In FY 1979 the first grant was made in excess of 55,000. OFIPLA.\' ,~·as duly 
notified that soma grants \<iuuld be more then $5,000, nevertheless, 
the average would be $5,000 or less. 
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8) the projects should have a corrmunity counterpart contribuLlin 
(in cash or in kind) of at least SO~ of the proj f:ct cost. 
CThis counterpart contribution should be a donation and sHould 
not constitute a financial leability for the requesting group 
or organization); 

9) the corrmunity 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
~ions were calculated at a total of $147,168. 

11'1 1978, the firs~ yeJ.r covered in the present evJ.l.uutiO[i, Cl t.:·:.:L 
of sixty five requests were analized by the SDF committee of \vhich iUileteen 
. ere approved ror a total of $48,666. Of the projects rundell, sev~n 
were nutrition centers, two were corrnnunity centers, two were libraries, 
~hree \~ere school projects, one was for an employment assistance center, 
vne was for a i'iOrkshop for mental patients, one ~vas for the electrificJ.tion 
'Jf a conununity, and one was a Peace Corps proj ect in appropriate techIlology. 

III 19i9 a total of fifty f:~re requests were :1!1uly:::ed of h·r.ich ~'.\~·nty 
.Iine were approved for a total of $74,994. Of the projects fW1ded, three 
were nutrition centers, seventeen \.;ere diverse school proj ects, one ..... as 
..1 corrnnunity center, two were agricultural projects, one was a bridge, one 
was a playground, one v:as a Boy Scout club house, one was a movie projector 
for a corrnnunity group, one was an industrial sewing project and one was 
d rad~o system for an ambulance. 

As of the date of this report, in 1980 a total of sL"(ty three 
request3 have been received and analyzed while sixteen have been approved 
tor funding for a total of $48,509 and fourteen are pending approval of 
a ~lission request for additional funds. Of the pTojects beir.g funded, 
':wo are nutrition centers, four are corrmuni ty centers, one is an industria! 
sewin~ !Jroject, one is a cormruni:y electrification project, one- is a 
cement block factory, one is for an ago produc~ transportation project, 
one is for a school, Olle is ·for a chicken and pig raising prcject, one is 
ror a ~ublic guest house in a geographically m2.rginal communi "':, one '~s 
_'or a center for abandoned children, and one is for a playground. 
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III. FINDINGS 

# 
Requests 

24 
65 
55 
63 

207 
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SDF ACTIVITY 1977-1980 

# 
Project Approved 

14 
19 
29 
16 

78 

~ Approved 

58% 
29:, 
53~ 
25% 

In general it can be said that the Special Development Fund 
activities h~ve, to a major extent, complied ~flth the Special Development 
Activity Authority Policy and Guidelines as set forth in the AID ~l...:.nual 
Order No. 1323.1.1. and the Special Development Activity Policy and 
Opera cion Guidelines as published in several AID/CR documem:s. 

It is the consultant's opinion that the Special J)evelopr.lent FLU1d 
Activities, as carried out in this Hission, 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 str~ngthen a positive feeling towards the U.S. Go\rernment~5 
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) administr~­
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 

TI1cre is no concrete infonnation available in the SDF files 
making it possible for the consultant to make any finn statement as to the 
socio-economic impact of the SDF activitjes on the beneficiary gro~ps. 
This problem concerning the lack of useful baseline data could Je lessened 
by modifications in the administrative procedures in the SDF program 
(?ee Section 4.0J). 

Through the site visits, however, the consultant iv-as ab 1 c r:o 
come to some, admittedly subjective, conclusions as to the socio-el..u .. 0mic 
impact of the SDF funded projects. .~parently the social impact cf the 
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projects was iav1Jrable to a high degree 'dhile the direct economic i:npact of 
the projects was not of major significance. This conclusion is ba~cd on 
the finding that the majority of the projects ftmded were community 
projects of a social nature (i.e. community center=, school dining facilities, 
nutrition centers etc.) and relatively few projects were oriented t0wards 
productj.on 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 activitie::i which 
\vere not, (or seldom), carried on before the existance of such centers. 
Hence it \vas 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 ~aLltenance 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 SL~port of the projects, this was especially evident 
in those projects where community centers were constructed. 

In only two of the projects vl.sited were there apparent pr::lblems 
related to the maintenance and use of project facilities. In a pl::!yground 
project near the city of Puntarenas, funded in 1979, all of the equipment 
was deteriorat€d as a result of vandalism and/or lack of any kind of 
maintenance. One member of the corrununity where the playgrumd is situated 
attributed the cause of this situation to a lack of community interest in 
i:he playground. 

In the to\~n of Z:ircero, Alajucla, a 1978 project consisting of 
the construction of a building ror a vegetable market for an agricultural 
cooperative apparently is !lot 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 cOlIDTlunity this is also fulfilling a corrmunity felt need. 

3.04 Beneficiaries Relations with A rD 

In the interview~ with project representatives, all seerr:cd to 
be favorably impressed \vith their relations with AID. In almost all cas~s, 
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 rujority 
of the representatives interviewed having their projects approved i~lt 
that the OvO 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 :iUJ1ID1ary " the favorabl.e impression that the bcncficiari:.'s have 
towards the SOF attest to the SOF being an effective people- to-peop le ac­
tivity working together in self-help efforts. 

3.05 Administrative and FLmding Procedures 

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

InfoTmation in the SOF project files shows that in many cases 
project's had been identified following written or verbal requests .:.lJ..!reSSE:J. 
to the U.S. Embassy. Quite often, the requesting entity or person had not 
been aware of the.SDF activity and the Embassy or person receiving the 
ini'~ial request passed the request onto the person in charge of the Fund, Rnd 
an application form 'vas usually then sent in reply. Peace Corps Volunteer~ 
have also been encouraged to identify projects and assist community groups 
in 5ubmitting requests. 

The person in charge of the Fund has been responsib le for rev; C'.I­

ing each apIJ l ication for compliance with policy and for completeness. As 
often as possible a SOF 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 SOF committee. 

Once a decision had been made by the committee concerning anyone 
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 fonnalized through project agreements signed by project represent· 
a ti yes and the AID ~lission Oi rector. 

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

When possibl~, site VISHS have been made at the cOlr.pletion of 
projects \vhile in other instances projects have been classified as 
"completed" upon the completion of disbursements. 
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3.06 Selection Criteria 

Although moSt of the fLmded projects visited appeared to n:cet th~ 
majority of the "criteria for project selection" as established jn the AID 
~fanllal Order No. 1323.1.1 ~md the ~1issionrs Specl:!l Development I\ctivity 
pol icy and operdting guiuelines (sec Taole Il I, Annex I), as a resul t 0 [ 

interviews held with sever;}l members of the SDF connnittee and site visits 
to rejected us well us runued proJects, the consultunt consiuers sL'l\,.'ctioll 
criteria to be a problem area. This is discussed in uetail in Section 
3.07 of the present report. 

In the project's visited, the funding criteria l~:.lst oftt:1I met 
by the proj ects 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 inunediat~ impact. 

It was also noted in the SDF files that a mnnber of projects re­
ceived amendments extending the period for implementation beyond the s~x 
months established in the SDF guidelines. 

3.07 P!Lblem Arens 

A. Administrative and Funding Procedures 

As stated in Section 3.05, it is felt that several mil:or 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 foms and other documents contain no dates. In those files ,\here 
Jates may be Jetennint.·J the amount of time from tlte receipt of the l'E'qucSt 
fonn tJ the notification of the SDF conmlittees deci.sion and subseqt.:.ent 
funding was from one to six mOllths. Some of the beneficiaries interviewed, 
stated that they thought the time required to reach a decision was exce~­
sive. 

The statistical infonnation on the request applications ",a.:, 
too varied to be of much value ,in determining the impact of the SDF ac­
tlVltlt~S. For instance, in the case of a request for assistance in the 
construction of a library, the requestin~ entity reasoned that since there was 
a population of 6,000 in the area, that the library proj ect ,.;ould hav€ 6,rl]ll 
beneficiaries. In a number of proj ects the budget infomation, esrcdally 
in in-kind cOnuTlLmity contributions, ,.;as also mistated. It L; :1ct tv be 
expected that diverse cOlrnnLmity groups arc to be able to standar; zc infor­
,~ation on request forms for dirEerent kiliJs of projects. Ncvc:-thc.l.~:;3, 
in the site visits by SDF ~oJTUiiittee meJT1bers some attempt should be ~'::.lde 
to standardize the statistical infonnation so that AID my bette'r Gct011llinL' 
the impact of the program. 

The proj ect files were not always found to be cor-rplet..:'. S i 
visi ts ,.,rere often either not reported or were not made, and project .:cmph:-
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tion reports as called for under AID Mo.nual Order No. 1323. 1 . 1 wcre !lot 
often prepared. Consequently, some projects wcre considcrcd "compli.:!..ed" 
upon con~leti0n of disbursements. 

. SDF committee members, once having approved a project for 
fundIng! apparently did not receive 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 e~tire project file Ivhich 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 stateJ rhat 
they dOd not have any problem at all wirh the fLmding procedures. 
Several oth~rs, on the other hand, mentioned thar they ran into problems 
be~ause of AID's requiring them to present canceled recei?ts. In order 
to meet this requirement, some resorted to short-tenT1 loans Hhile others 
requested canceled receipts from suppliers before actually buying goods 
and materials. I~!en asked, these people stated that they were not aware 
of the possibility of receiving an aJ.vance from AID in order to begin 
their projects . 

. Specific recommendations concemlJlg thcsc problcms are 
presented in Section 4.01. 

B. Selection Criteria 

As a result of site VISItS and interviews with interested 
parties, it is the consultrult's opinion that some of the projects 3pproved 
perhc::p::5 shoul d not have bE".lll Eunded. 111is is especi:t Ll)' ev iJc-nt ',oih2n the 
ntmlbcr of apparently worthy pro) 2ctS rej ected uue to t:.f;! lad. of ... uL'quate 
resources is taken into consideration. 

Since apparently no formal notes or minutes have been taken 
during SDF corrnnittee selection mcetings, and due to the fact that the 
majority of the notices to requesting groups advising them that their proj­
ects !1.:ld been rejected Ivere "form letters" statir.g the reason as insuffi­
cient funds to meet all the requests, evaluation of the se lcction criteria 
has been somewhat difficult. 

Through interviews Ivith SDF committee members the conclusion 
has been reached that thc committee h3s not used a systcm3tic selcc::on 
process \oJcighing e3ch request w'ith estahlishcd SDF policy 1:1d crit('r~:l. 
It appears as though projects I",ere often approvcd or rcjecte!l h.:lsec ~pon 
the "salesmanship" of the p'ersons Ivho made the respective SIl.':." \isit=-. 

More care could also have been taken to assure that t'r·')jects 
appro\'erl. were not beneficiariei of other AID projects, or th:!t the local 
govenunent, or (t:her organizations 'Nere not involved in the same prvject. 
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Apparently nine projects which received fLUlding in ,)rder 
to buy materials for the construction 0 f nutrition centers ~o;'ere a150 
func~d, to d much larger extent, by a CARE program in which CARE was the 
actual sup!, 1 ier of building materials for the construction of the sa:;]e 
nutrition centers. In addition to this appa.rcnt duplication of assist­
ance, the majority of the communi.~ies in-kind labor contrL .... tion f,)r 
these projects was providcd by the \Iinistry of Public Transportation. It 
is felt that the $18,000 contributed to these proj ects would have been 
more effectively used in some of the projects which had to be rejected. 

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

IV. RECO~NENDATIONS 

4.01 Fund Size 

Since the beginning of the fund's activities in 1977, a total 
of 20.7 request: have been received and analyzed by the SDF comm'i. tt~e whi Ie 
of tocal 0f 78 projects have been approved with funds obI igated. At the 
time of this report, fourteen projects were pending the receipt of addi­
tional funds. This means that an average of 38°~ of the requests received 
and analyzed are approved for funding while the remaining 62'~ '.'.'ere rejected. 
It is felt that this high rejection rate has had a negative effect \o;'hich 
has partially offset the positive impact that the SDF ac:ivities have had 
on the beneficiaries' awareness of the U.S. :ovt's development efforts. 
It is also believed that involvement by Peace Corps Volunteer~ in th~ 
fund': activities will be reduced as more and more \'ollUlteers realt::e 
that there are 3 to I odds against the approval of the project they havL' 
helped to encourage and identify after !"laving motivated and built up the 
hopes of the community members. 

Al though the fund was increased to S 75,000 in 19 i9, and it 
appears as though more funds will be made a.vailable in addition to the 
initial $50,000 already received in 1980, it is felt that in order to 
increase the effectiveness and imoact of the SDf activities in Costa Ric~, 
a significant increase in the si:e of the SDF is recommended. This ~'.'ould 
also improve the cost effectiveness of the SDF activities. 

I f the fund cannot be i:1crcased, perhaps (l regionali::at i or. plar. 
is called fOT where, for any given yeJr, requests are accepted (ror.! only 
one g~ographic region. 111i5 \o;'ould penr.it a notable impact in one re~ion 
while working with limited. resollrces. It woulJ also resul t in less rejec~~Ll 
requests and the cost of managing the fund's activities woulu tend to be 
reduced. 

It has also been noted in the project files that each ye~r a 
number of requests are placed on "hold" pending the avail:lbility of funds 
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obligated for the following fiscal year. This hus rcsul c0d in a pm) ect 
"pipeline" and a notable amount of the fLU1d's resources in a given year 
arb ~sed for requests held over from the previous year. Tni: tends to 
increase the feeling on the part of the beneficiaries that the amoLU1t of 
time required in the fLU1ding of projects is excessive. 

4.02 Administrative and Funding Procedurcs 

It is recommended that the SDF management employ more systematic 
request and proj ect controls. While it is important that the SDF be kept 
as free as possible from bureaucratic procedures, it is also necessdry to 
have sufficient control and information at hand to effectively manage th~ 
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 requegt forms", it is recommended 
that as soon as a lctter 0r request is received from a requesting entity, 
that a request control sheet (see Annex II, Sample # 1) should be opened, 
and the r'equest should receive a request number. The requests along with 
the ccmtrol sheets could then he placed together in a loose-leaf t,inder. 
TIlis would allow easy access to .' '1fonnation and would facilitate follawing­
up on requests and programming site visits. 

Once requcsts have been ~nalyzed and approved by the SDF committee, 
a pro~cct control sheet and project file could then be opened (sec .:\]mex 
II, Sample #2). The project control sheet would help to assure that 
follow up activities (inspection visits, completion rcports, etc.) ce 
carricJ out on a timely basis, and at the same time provide Lnfcrmation 
about the progress of the projects without having to go through ent lre 
proj ect 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 proviJe needed information. This is especially needed in 
dete:-mining the munber of beneficiaries, total proj ect costs, and cc:nrnuni ty 
counterpart contributions, etc. 

In order to meet the SDF guideline's objective of increased 
public awareness of the U.S.'s devclopment efforts, it is recommcndl!J th<.lt 
rb~lc:; congratulating the cOrraTlunity for their sllccessful completjon of thl' 
rrojcct be offered, especially ln the case of communi ty centers anJ schocl 
facili ties. 

It isa150 recommended that in the letters sent to requesting 
entl tles informing them that their requests have been rejected, the h;tt~rs 
should specifically state that the SDF is willing to receive future re­
quests for other community projects. 
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4.03 Selection Criteria 

The consultant recommends that a more systematic process be em­
ployed during the SDr comrnittee'sproject selection meetings. It is lclt 
that each project request :-;hould be weighed oguinst all SDP policy guide­
lines and criteria before being .:lpproved. In orcler to do this effective­
ly, the initial site visits arc of upmost importance and the infoTInation 
gathered fro~n these visits should.be standardized as much ~s possible. 
Also, due to the trar.s~;:iit nature of I\ID personnel, it is important chat 
some information be left in the SDF files 'temonstrating w'hy some projects 
were approved over others. A project selecti0n worksheet similar to the 
one presented in Annex II, Sample # 3 could be ~'3eful. lhis \'iould d.llow 
somewhat more objectivety in the selection 1-'rocess. 

It is also recommended that care be taken to avoid duplication 
of assistance or competi~ion with other development organizations. In 
addition to the apparent duplication of assistance found in the nutrition 
center proj ects, the consultant is aware of at least one case I ... here a 
beneficiary group was receivi~g technical assistance in preparation of 
receiving a loan to finance a project Ivhen an SDF grant \vas m?de to same 
beneficiary group. Consequently, the loan request was withdrawn. 

Finally, it is recommended that the priority for productive in­
come generating projects be reconsidered. Productive projects small enouf;h 
to meet SDF guidelines have a tendency to reach relatively few direct 
beneficiaries. Also, these pTOjects often require more detailed feasibil­
ity studies and technical assistance in order to be viable (see .~ex IV). 
In Costa Rica there .:lre a number of private and public development organi­
zations as \vell as special lines of institutional credit which arc ;r:t're 
suited tOlvards projects such as cement block and industrial sewing fac­
tories. 

http:should.be
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TABLE #2 -- SDF CO~r.lITIEE ~f5\!BERS AND 0111ER fNrrRESTID 
PARTIES INl'ERVIEWED 

Name Position 

Dave Straley SDF Corronittee 

Frieda Martin SDF Corronittee 

Karen ~li tchell SDF Corronittee 

John Lekson SDF Corronittee 

Carlos Poza AID 

El ias Enriques CARE 

Sr. Leon CARE 

Date 

Various 

Various 

8/8/80 

8/8/80 

8/8/80 

8/8/80 

8/8/80 
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SDF GUIDELINES AND POLICY PRIORITY FOR 
PROJECT SELECTION 

1) Small con:.t~ctive local development activity with immediate impact. 

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

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

4) In area of agriculture, education, he~lth, transportation and (for 
FY79 and later) productive income gen~ "ating activity. 

5) Maximum implementation period of six months. 

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

i) SDF contribution of $5,000 or less. 

8) Communi ty 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.) 

9) The coTl1l1ltmity contribution plus the SDF contribution a:-;~>ure the fi­
nancing of the total project. 

10) Will generate public awareness and support for U.S. a!)sistance ef­
forts. 

11) SDF does not finance administrative, opeTational or labor cost~ of 
projects. 
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B- Co~tos fijo~ de producci6~~ ~C3 (promcdio) 

3 

1- rn:lno cJ.c obra 8,1:~1.~J 

2- C:lre;;lS scciales ( 1a%) 1,463.60 

3- aguinaldos 338.80 
.,... 

4- obligaciones para !,rest3ciones 338.80 

5-.se~uro riesgos profesionales (J2,042. 
por ana) 160,20 

6- Patente rnunici!,cl de industria 
(trimeatral ~300) 100.00 

7~ Contabilidad y g~atos administr~­
tivos 

Total costos de produC'd.on 

421 .15 

C- Otros costos f1jos: 

1- amQrtizacion con intereses 

2- depreciacion 

~'Io t~,: • 

Produccion de bloques al mea 20,000 
costo v:lriable por cada bloque ~1.28 

Cantidad minica a producir p~ra cubrir los costos: 

'10,953.55 

2,285.00 

975.2 0 

36,735.55 

3.260.20 

~ ~'9 °9- 75 2:) ,.I ? 

C. F = .2:." 214.70 = 
Q = ? V.mC.V 2.07- 1.2d 

14.214.70 
0.79 - = 17,992.bloquen 

Donde: 

Q = Cantidad minima a cubrir 103 costos = 17,992 / ~es 

c.? = Costos !ijos / mes (promedio) = ~10,953.~5 + 33,250.20 = ~14~~'4.70 

?v.= Precio de venta (promedio) = ::2.07 

C.v= Costo v~riable / bloque = 1.28 

http:14,214.70
http:3,260.20
http:10,953.55
http:14,214.70
http:2,285.00
http:36,735.55
http:1,463.60


SAMPLE It 1 - - SPECIAL Dr:Vr:LOP~1ENT rUND 
REQUEST CONTIWL SHEET 

Request if _ 

SOLICITANf: CaJ Organization­
(b) Location-
(c) Name-

DATE OF FIRST CONTACT: 

KIND OF PROJECT: 

FIRST 
RESPONSE: r-7 Letter with request forms enclosed Date 

L-7 Lette.r explaining negative response Date 

RECEIPT OF REQUEST FORMS: 
17 Complete 

Date 
n Incomplete 

RESPONSE TO RECEIPT OF REQUEST FORMS: Date 

r-7 Po~itive (tequest is being processed and site visit will be made) 

I / Negative (request does not meet SDF criteria) 

/ / rIo re information is required 

FIRST ~ITE VISIT: Date: 

Visit by: 

Findings: 

Total SDF Budget: $ 

Counterpart Budget: 

Other: 

Total Project Cost $=== 
No direct beneficiaries: 

DECISION: Date: 

~DTIFICATION OF DECISION: Date 



SAMPLE 112 - - SPECIAL DEVELOPfvfENT FUND 
PROJECT CONTROL SHEET 

Project It 

PROJECT: Date approved: It Beneficiaries 

EXEGIT LNG ORGAN! ZATION : 

CONTACT PERSON: 

LOCATION: 

AMJUNI' SDF APPROVED: 

DATE or. AGREP.·IENf: 

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

DISBURSB\1E:JTS: 

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

PROJECT COMPLIITION: (Date) 

COfvWLETION REPORT: (Date) 



Project: 

SAMPLE 1f3 -- PRO.1GCi' SELECTION 

WORKSHEET 

3el~ction Criter~~ ----
1. Project consists of a small local dev~lopment 

activity with immediate impact'. 

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

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

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

S. Proj ect \oJill have a maximum implemen tation 
period of six months. 

6. 0:0 more than one half of the total PL'o':e,ct 
cost will be financed by the ~JF. 

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

8. The commwlity counterpart contribution (in 
cash or in kind) will be at least SO~ of the 
project cost. (This contribution will be a 
donation and will not constitute a financial 
liability for the requesting group or orga­
nization. ) 

9. The community contribution plus the SDF con­
tribution \oJill assure the financing of the 
total project. 

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

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

Degree to h'hich 
Project Complies with 

Selection Criteria 
Low II~gJl" 

_ .. ---------------------------------.---

http:5,000.00
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AVENIOA 12, CALL.E 1 J • TELEFONO 23 • 57 ·35 - APART r,oo -; - 1 270 

SAN J 0 5 E. COS TAR I C A 

PROYECTO: Grupo de Productores de Bloquea de Curi~~ ..... 
PAESIOENTE: 
Sr. F..-n.ndo E. H.rrar. Mar. CLASIFICACION: Peque~a Industria 
VICE-PAESIOENTE 

:Or. c:; ... lIIermo Porr .. .Arg .... d.. LOC,·,!..!ZACION: CUri:::le de Nicoya, Guanacaate 
!E~AETAAIO: 

PF'O SECRETAAIO 
O.",d V~'Quu Cu!llIo 

TZSOAERO: 

P~RTICIPA:ITES: 8 Eocios, 45 beneficiaries 

PROMOTOR RESPONSABLE DE LA ~JECUCIOH: ~ladimir Tapia 

Sr. Jo,' Julio Qu ... da Zulliga ::':::C11 A DE ELABORACION: Fe brero - marze 1978 
,:,;;CAL: 

·/OC~l.ES: 

:. Zilvostr., AIO"~O M.1f,rUa 
l.1e;, Glrardcl '- ,nDgal Soier 1 

,. nob.r! M.~n.'d de C~t"ada. 
Arnol&.!o DI.ndcn Li·n~.,~ 

Pruo. Arml~:jo AII~,o Plni.gu. 

:CTOR EJC:CUTIVO: 
Ri~.'~O RalU RI".,. 

TOTAL SOLICITADO: ~94,334.45 

I.- INTRODUCCION: 

El erupo de productores de bloques de Curic:e esta C~;::l-

pue3to por echo (8) trabajadorea de baj05 insrez~a y reprc~ 

senta un nacleo familiar de cuarenta y cinco (45) pcr~onaG~ 

fue constituido el 3 de julio de 1978 y se clasifica den~ru 

del proe~ama de pe~uefia industria. 

Durante el mea de julio de 1978 los rnic~bros del gru?c 

manifest~ron a FUCODES su interes en iniciar un proyecto d~ 

!abricacion de bloques el cual v~ndria a d~~ ccpleo a los -

50ci05 J a~ud~r en el aumento de ouo ineres03 ~a~ilia~es. 

En ~l mismo mes de julio, el departamento de promccion de 

FUCODES cc~enz6 la promoci6n del proyecto. 

I1.- SITUACION SOCIAL ~ ECCNO~!CA: 

Tradicionalce~te los miembros d~l grupo han sub=istido 

a base de la agricultura, y/o h3n trabajado como peones y -

obreros. Como es de entender los miernbros del g~u~o oon 

marginaclos econ6~icamente con el promedio me~su3l do ingre-

http:194,334.45


SC3 por f~rnilia de ~728.00 y per capita de a129.40, cncontrundonc en cl eru-

po person~a con ingresoa ~as bajos que cl promedio pcr capita, haata de -

372,00 por mea. 

La familia promedio~3t~ constituida por 5.6 personas, la ed~d pro~cdio 

de los 50cios es de 26 af.os y el nivel promedio de instrucci6n es de prim~ri~. 

Corno es de entendcr, dadas las condiciones soci~les y econ6mica~ de aus 

intesr~nte3, el grupo es desposcido de los recuraos necesari03 para In propi~ 

y efic~z reali=aci6n de un proyecto de fabric~cion de bloques, ni es f~~tible 

su acc~so 3 las instituciones fina~cieras para consesuir los rccursos nece~a-

rios para su major estabilidad socio-economica. 

lI.- ORGANIZACION: 

La Junta Dir~ctiva de este grupo esta constituida por l~a sisuientes pc~-

sonas: 

... FR=:S!DSUTE: 

S..::.;CRETARIO: 

T.t..30TIZRO: 

FICAL: 

VOC.\L: 

VOCAL: 

VOCAL: 

Nemeci.o Hatarrita Q.·tierl'ez 

Marcelino Ramirez Moreno 

Aniceto Hernandez Gutierrez 

Juan Jose Fajardo Perez 

M~cedonio Hatarrita Guti5rrez 

Am~ Fajardo Martinez 

Pedro Perez Perez 

Eugenio Juare z. J u·:5.re z. 

# 5-139-103 

II- 5-177-781 

#- 5-124-553 

if. 5-151-327 

if 5-130-940 

#- 5-145-796 

tr 5-108-906 

5-139-1026 

Los miembros del grupo CGtan organi=cd03 para 13 aci~inistraci~n : produc-

ci6n cn la siguiente rna~era: 

I • .3 operarios calificc~os respon~ables de la operaci6~ de las ~aquincs. 

1-. Nemecio Matarrita G. (50%) 

2-. Juan Jose Fajardo P. 

3-. Macedonio Matarrita G. 



- 3 . 

I1-. 4 asiatentes r~apon~able6 d~ tenor Guficicntc mezcla pr~parada para el 
, 

proceso y tacbie~ el transporte de los bloques recien elaborados del e·· 

quipo al patio. 
, 
1-. Marcelino Ramirez M 

2-. Pedr~ Nq~azco Po 

3-. Eu~enio Juarez J. 

4-. [im~ Fajardo t{artinez (50%) 

111.- 2 asi~te~tes responsables de cuidar los bloques elaborado~, sacar los 

marcos de los blaques y bafiar los bloques diariamente con asua. 

1-. Aniceto Hernindez G~ (50%) 

2-. Ama"t\ Fajardo Martinez (50%) 

IV.- 2 adminstradores de 10 fabrica responsables del mercsdeo, compra de ma-

teris prims y la contabilidad. 

1-. Aniceto Hernandez G. (50%) 

2-. Nececio Matarrita G. (50%) 

- PHOYECTO: 

El proyecto consiste en la !ormacion de una fibrica de bloques debid~-

mente equipada inc~uye~do terreno y la construccion de un galcron. 

Se contempla en el proyecto todos los conceptos neccsaricn para ir.iciar 

13 produccion y continuarla hast a por 30 diasj micntras se lOGra colocar cn 
, 

el mercado las ~rimeras partidas de bloques. luego de haberscles cl~do el perio~ 

do de endurec:i..":1icnto(fraeua) y cntonces la empresa pueda mal'char con c!!uto-fir.an-

ciamiento. 

A - Lo cal i za c:l. "n : 

La coou~idad de Curimc esta localizada en la provincia de GUanacKate a~t·o-

ximadamente 3 7 kilometros sur oeste de la ciudad de Nicoya. ~l tcr~eno csco-

gido pa~a la labrica queda dirccta~cnte frente del cacino a Sama~a, f~cilit~~­

do 13 recepcion de la materia prima utilizada en la elaboracion de los blo~~~s. 

http:bloq..js


':'1a sup.:rflc:ie total del terreno cs de aproximadal!lento 1,000 mts cuadrarlol3 .. l-

. vidida como sicue: 

Galeron-Bo mt~ 
Deposito de arena-250 mt~ 

; 2 
Patio de !ragua-250 mts 

2 Patio de car6a-100 mts. 

Otros-)20 ~t§/ 

B- Plan de inversioh; 

El pla~ de inver~i6n consiste en la siguiento sclicitud de prestal!lo y a-

porte del grupo para la compra de maquinaria y terreno, capitel de traoajo, la 

construccion de un 5aleron, pagar docume~tacio~, transporte, i~previstos, gas-

toa administrari70s y pagare con timbres. 

PLAN DE INVERSION 

a- Eauipo y maquinaria: 

-I 1- 1 maquina de hloque 25X25J: 12 9,000 .co 
. con 250 marcos 

v 2- 1 maquina de bloque 10X20X40 
con 250 marcos 9,000.00 

j 3- 1 oaquina de blo'que or::.amen-

v 

v 

tal con 150 marcos 7,000.00 

4- 150 marc.os para 25X25X12 a 
li!8,00 c/u 

5- 150 marcos para 10X20X40 a 
a8,00 c/u 

t;)- 1 bomba Gould de 0.5 H.P 

7- 2 ca=retillos con rueda de 
hulc 

8- 6 pulae y 1 oceitera peq. 

1,200.00 

1,200.00 

___ 2,250.00 ....... 

590,00 

275.00 

~ 30,515.00 



b- f;~brl C3: 

1- Terreno - 1,000 mt~ - ~ 20,000.00 

2- Materiales para con~truir 
un galeron de 80 mt~ con 
sistema electrico y bodesa 

3- Nivelar el terreno 

c- ~t.al de trabajo: (1 mea de ma­
teria l'rima) 

1- 667 bolsas de ceoento a ~21.00 
por bolsa (incluye~do trusn-

10,267.00 

800.00 

pcrte) --- 14,007.00 

2- 100 mt~ de arena ~ ~75,00/mt~ - 7,500.00 

3- 40 mt~ de piedra a ~100.00 
por metro cubico - 4.000.00 

,j 

/ 
31,067.00 

25,507.00 

d- Documentaci6n: 

1- Patente municip~l de industria 
(1 trimcstrc) 

2- Pe~miso municipal de ccnstruc­
cion 

e- Transl?orte de eC;llipo: . 

f- Ioprevietos: (5%) 

Sub- total 

t- Pa~are con timhres: 

TOTAL PRESTA1·:0 

Aporte del gru~o: 

A- Fabrica: 

1- Mano de obra para construir 
el galer6n 

TOTAL INVERSION 

,300,00 

103,00 t/ 
4O},00 

500,00 

'+2299 •60' 

<J 

./ 

~ 
92,391.60 

1,847.85 

__ O,;....<~ 

1,600.00 :. 

http:C95934.45
http:1,600.00
http:1,847.85
http:92,391.60
http:25,507.00
http:4.OO0.00
http:7,500.00
http:14,007.00
http:31,067.00
http:10,267.00
http:420,000.00


b 

c- Produccion: 

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

y ornamentales de varios tamanos. Son modeloG bcner31~cnte aceptado3 en 

toda el campo costarr~cense y se estima que seran modelos en uso por muchos 

anos venicleros. 

El producto ~iGmo es el reGultado de la comprcsi6n y vibraci6n de una 

ce~cla de cemento. ar~na y agu~ en un molde de acero. El proceso de produc-

ci6n es el siguiente: 

Primero: Preparar la mezcla con :a p~opor-

ci6n de un saco de cemento ~or un 

equivalente de 2 sacos ~~uQles de 

arer.a y piedr.:!. 

Se~undo: Colocar los marcos (1) de acero 

cn los fondos de los moldes. 

Tercero: Llenar los moldes con l~ ~e~cla 

Cuartn: Accionar la ~ibraci6n de 1a me~-

cla en el molde. 

Quinto: Sacar los bloques elaborados 

Sexto: Transferir lOB bloques olabor~d~s 

al sitio de !~3gua. 

Sentimo: En el sit~o de fr3gua cuida~ du-

rante 10 dias los bloques elabo~a-

dos, ban~ndolos con ~gua diari~~e~-

te 

1_ 
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Oct.avo: 

Notas: 

11 diaD deapuee de c.u elQbor~r.i6n 

c1 bloque pucde scr transportado 

al sitio de conetrucci6n. (2) 

(1) Todos los diaa seo dcb·~ra cubrir los marcos con aceite. 

(2) Se recomienda un analisi~ periodico de 1a cali dad del producto 

a traves de 1a prensa de ~nsayo de resistencia do materia1es de 

la Universidad de Costa Rica 0 r.~stituto Tecno16~ico. 

Se estima qu~ la produccion mensual (prooedio) ~l l~ !abrica sera alrcde-

dor de 20,000 bloques. 

.. CUADRO II APROXUIACION DE PRODUCCION I Hi~S (P~O~)EDIO) 
-V ~Io-r-t-o-t-t.l1 

D~scrinci6n cantid~d valor / unidad por ~~= 

10 X ~O X 40 9,600.00 

25 X 25 X 12 (pavas) 9,600.00 

Varios tam. (ornamental) ° 800.00 

Sub- total 

Me~os 2 % estimado 
por r~r~ida 

20,<,)00.00 

~2.00 

2.00 

5.00 

19,200.00 

19,200.00 

4,000.00 

(848.r.~~ 

19,6CO~.~00~ ________________________ ...-__ ~<~:4_1~.~5~5~2~.~0~0_ 

D- A~~lisjs cost~ - b~neficio: 

CU.;DRO III caSTOS DE INVERSION 
per~oao de Costo I ~es 

D<;:3cri~r.i6n Valor inicia1 deoreciacion de~reC1 ~~~j 

I. E()~no mao1Jinarin " edificio: , 

1- 1 maqu~na de bloquQ 25-25~12 9,000.00 36 moses 250.00 

http:9,000.00
http:C41,552.00
http:42,900.00
http:20,U00.00
http:4,0C0.00
http:19,200.00
http:9,600.00
http:19,200.00
http:9,600.00


2- 1 m~quinil de bloque 10-20-1.0 

3- 1 m5qtlinll de bloquc crn:lmental 

4- 300 lI1arC03 adic10nales 

5- 1 bOll1ba Gould de 0;5 H.P 

5- Carretillos, palss aceiteras etc. 
~ ... 

7- Galer6n (incluyendo m3no d~ obra) 

8-. '1'ar:'eno 

II. Servicios: 

1- Nivelar el ~crreno 

2- Document:lci6n 

3- Tranoporte 

4- I:::Iprevistos 

5- Gastos administrat1vos 

6- P~~~re COIl timbres 

III. Gnnital d~ trabajo: 
. 

9,000.00 3G nleGCC 

7,000.00 j6 

2,400.00 36 

2,250.00 72 

865.00 48 

11,867.00 72 

20 2°00.00 

~62,382.00 

800,00 

403.00 

500.00 

4,.399.60 

1,847.85 

95,00 

25,507.00 

mccce 

meses 

rneses 

mC5e~ 

meses 

Total costos de inversiOn ~95.934845 

CUADRO IV COSTO / MES (P~OHE~I~ 

A- Castes variables / mes (promedio para producir 20,000 bloques) 

1- Cemento, ~14,OO7.00 

2- Arena 7,500000 

3- r-iedra 4,000.00 

4- electricidad 200.00 
" 

5- aceites J grasa et c .• 75.00 

~25.782.00 ( . ) 

250.00 

1 SJ I, .1\lt 

66.66 

31.25 

18.02 

164.81 

975.16 



- -- - CuS". 0S-D~ 
C:-_·::-O, til' 
., ::-'T:ICTO SE~'JI~IC:'; 

.- -
t~.'~2.0() 8,01,,;;.45 

- --
27 .~('.C .00 ---' 

::-,c: .00 -
- -

!.1.~1?OO -
- -
::'55 -- .-

I 27, !,('.) .., -I - -
- -

,L 1:;C!.:'2Q ~ 045.45 . 
~:l:'CIOII S::II;:FICIO / COS1'CS 

.1 10 _ 

. '" - - " 
f', :,IF, ,:,CI('II D· le" 11:,'t:' ,"ICIUS Ii ·'r(' 'i j , u,v"'n"lOtI 

I 
" V 

E II Z 
c.,ri·jll~L 

TR',flAJO 

;''3.507.00 

-

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

25 507nn 

63eO,208 
193,96'/ 

U~ 

-

I 0 tl 

TOT,\L 

25 193, •• 45 

-
27,400.00 

860;;.00 

-
41,517.00 

-
86'i 

'27,400 

-
-

93 9B1.45 

1.95 

v:,J.(;lf V,iLOll GLO!!.ll 
F A ,',CTUAL DE LA 
'\L 8% AL B% PIICDUCGIOH 

0.926 88 835 422.1)72.00 

0.F.57 - 49_8 624 

0.7'71, 21 755 498 624 

0.735 636 498 624 

0.681 - 498 6~4 

0.630 26 156 498 624 

0.583 - "98 624 

0.540 "67 4Q8,(24 

0.500 __ 13.700 498 624 

0.463 - 498,624 

2~,'105 
(b) - -

6.709 151 549 4,968,093 

:ca ~::T0 ACTUAL AL 8 % = 0}80,208 - 6193,981 = C186,22? 

V!.' 'D~ Il'!:ClJPER \CICil 

(;U:;I'O'::; ! ll':;I'ILr.1-1 
~' .;. V.;LOie ... C-DE l:!OS 

!'iIODl'CCICI 11E'!'C'i "L TIJAL .\.L 
,,~ 8 ~ 

414.9'}5 42 077 0.926 }8.96} 

440,,-820 57,801,_ _0.357 1i9,533 

44o.a?~ ~?804 0.794 40 694 

"O,~-:;,Bo' 0.735 1;2 1 486 

',40 ,8~~ 57 804 G.681 40,694 

440 620 57 004 0.6~0 36,417 

"40,820 ~'7,804 0.)8~ 2~IZOO 

440 820 57 804 0.540 31,214 

440 820 57,804 o 500 28 902 

440 820 57 804 0.463 26176~ 

- 2},40,5 (0.46)) 10,B}? 

1,424.452 J85,718 6.709 380.208 



\ .... 

'F- 1'1~11 d''! ; ;:;cracion: (primero6 5 meoc,,) /Cl 
Primer mea f 

So recibe el credito tot~l que se requiere pnra inota13r e inlciar 1a pro-

duccion de 10 !bbrica par C94.334.45. 

Durante este mes 8e n1velara 01 te~renOt se construira e1 gole~6n cen bo-

doga t se instalara 1a red electrico ,. c;l eistema de agua 1 Y las lIIaquinas, se com .. 

prara los accesorios y equipo, se pagaran 106 impuestol1 munic1pales y otros gas-

tOG necesarios, se pagor3 1a partida de ce~ento y arena para iniciar 1a producc16n 

a1 mes siguiel1te. 

Segur-do mes: (primer mes de produccion) 

Se inie1a 1a producci~~ 1 venta de bloqucs. Debera pagarse ~ntonce6 1a ma-

no de obra, cuotas segura social, banco 'popular, rie.~cos pro!eslonclcs, y consu-

mo de electricidad. A £in de mea ae paga e1 cemento y arena a procesar a1 ~es 516 • 

Tercer mes: 

" .. Represents. el segundo mes de produccion y venta de bloques i du::.-ante f)ste ha-

ran los pagos de ~ano de obrs, corgas oociales, consumo de · elect::"ic~dad r depre-

ciac1on. A fin de mea se pag3 el cementa y arena a proeesar e1 mes siguientc. 

CU '-ir:..:) mes : 

Durante es te mes se cubren lOG gantos corrientes de produceio~ y deprecia-

cioc. Se renueva la pateo.te municipal de industria y se ean':"~la 103 interese:; ·je 

los Z meses de fracia y ~asar 1a primera acorti:aeion del prestaeo. A fin de ~es 

se pag3 cemento 7 arena a procesnr e1 mea siguiente. 

Ouinto rr. ~ s: 

Durante e1 presente se cubren los castos ordin~rios de produccion 1 ccp:e-

ciacion. Sa paga 1a cuota mensual de 6r:1ortizacion del prcotmno y Q fin de Illes 

se paga el cecento y arena a proc~ssr c1 Illes sigu1ente. 

http:194,334.45


-n-
E- Plan de ?a~o: 

El plan de pago consiste en dos ~e5es de gr3cia y cuarenta y ocho amorti:a­

c10nes ~ensu.les con cuarent3 1 aiete cuotas de J2,285, y una Ultima de U2,281.00 

CUADRO If PLAN DE PAGO 

~ n;CHA CUOTA INTERES ?RINCIPAL 5.;,Loo 

a- 17-5-79 I.q.~. ~9 :::ntrega del prestamo 94,334.45 
b- '17-6-79 1Q lillI'S de gracia 94,334•45 
c- 17-7-79 2Q Illes de gracia 94,334.45 
1- 17-8-79 2,285.00 1,0;0.85 634.15 93,700.30 
z- 1"_O_?O :? ,285,.00 546.60 1,738.40 91,961.90 . , .... 
3- 17-10-79 2,285.00 536.45 1,748.55 90,213.35 
4- 17-11-79 2,255.CO 526.25 1,758.75' 88,454,60 
5- 17-12-79 2,255.00 516.00 1,769.00 86,685.60 
6- 17-1-80 2,285.00 505.65 1,n9.35 84,906.25 
7- 17-2-80 2,285.00 495.30 1,789.70 33,116.55 
8- 17-3-80 2,285.00 484.85 1,800.15 81,316.40 
9- 17-4-80 2,285.00 '+7'+ .35 1,810.65 79,495.75 

10- 17-5-80 2,285.00 463.70 1,821.30 77,674.45 
11- 17-6-80 2,285.00 453.10 1,831.90 75,842.55 
12- 17-7-80 2,285.00 442.40 1,842.60 73,999.95 
13- 17-8-80 2,285.00 431.65 1 ,853.35 72,146.60 
14~ 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 2,285.00 388.05 1.896.95 64,624.55 
18- 17-1-81 2,285.00 376.95 1,908.05 62.716.50 
19- 17-2-81 2,285.00 365.85 1,919.15 60.797.35 
20- 17-~-81 2,28,.00 354,65 1,930.35 ;8,867.00 
21- 17-4-81 2,285.00 3'+3·40 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 
25- 17-8-81 2,285.00 297.70 1,987.30 49,0'+5.00 
26- 17-9-81 2,285.00 286.10 1,998.90 47,046.10 
27- 17-10-81 2,285.00 274,45 2,010.55 45,035,55 
28- 17-11-81 2,285,00 262,70 2,022,30 43,013,25 
29- 17-12-31 2,285,00 250.90 2,034,10 40,979,15 
30- 17-1-82 2,285,00 239,05 2,045,95 ;:.8,933.20 
31- 17-2-82 2,285.00 227,10 2,057,90 36,875,30 
32- 17-3-8Z 2,285,00 215.10 2,069.90 34,805.110 
33- 17-4-82 2,285.00 203.05 21 °81.95 32,723. 45 
34" 17-5-82 2,285.00 190.90 2,094.10 ;0,629.35 
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- 17-3-81 2,285.00 15'+.00 2,131.00 24,273.40 
;8- 17-9-82 2,285.00 141.60 2~ 143.40 22,130.00 
39- 17-10-82 2,285.00 129.10 2,155.90 19,97'+.10 
40- 17-;1-82 2,285.00 116.50 2,168.50 17,805.60 
41- 17-12-82 2,285.00 10;.85 2,181.15 15,624.45 
42- 17-1-8; 2,285.00 91.15 2,193.35 13,4;0.60 
43- 17-2-83 2,285.00 78.35 2,206.6; 11,223.95 
44- 17-3-83 2,285.00 65.45 2,219.55 9,004.40 
45- 17-4-83 2,285.00 2,232.50 6..;'71.')0 
46- 17..;,5-83 2,255.00 2,'245.,50 4,526.t.o 
47- 17:6:B3 2 .2~5 .co ~'~~/:~~ 2.252.80 
'+8~ 17-7-8; 2 2 1.00 

TOT ALES C109, 7 .00 ~9 ,33'+.1+,5 

- ._-_ ... .:-- ..... -.. . , ...... - _. __ ... --
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'11- M~ rc ','j co: BEST AVAilP~BLE DOCUMENI 
Mediante Uoa encu~sta llev~da a c~bo de manera informal an 01 canton de 

Nicoya, por part~ de miembros del gruro y de los promotores de FUGUD~~ e~ la 

region, se ha deter~1riado una gran domand~ potencial por el producto. L~ en-

cuesta consiotio en entrevist~con: constructorea, maeotros de obr~, inspec-
~,.. 

tores munic1pales de construccion, y otros fabric~ntes de bloques en la re-

gi6n. De ese modo p~do constatarse que la ofcrta en la re5ion no satisfd-

ce la demanda e~istente, 10 cual obli~a a import~r dicho producto de f5bri-

C:lS del Valle Central. 

IV.- C.:~PACITACIOI; y ,,,,sIST J!Cr,~ Tr:CNIC,\: 

Este srupo ha recibido la a~istencia de FUCO~~S por varios meses, tanto 

en 10 relativo a su organizacion interna como en aspectos sencilloo ~obrc 01 

manejo de su contabilidad. El ~rupo seguira siendo acendido ;;or. 01 pro,,,, ... .)r 

de FUCCDSS de~puis de su finDnciamionto. 

Sobre 01 uso y rnanteni~icnto del equipo, el fabricante dara ~l srupo .5 

i~dicacicn~s necesarias. y. respecto a la i~st.:!1~ci6n y funcionamicnto,' 1 

fibrica, el seHor Hugo ~on6e, fabricante de bloques en San Jos6, nos ha ~~-

nife~tado su interes e~ asesorar al Srupo. 

Ee~erente a la cali dad de los bloques, sera controlado a travis del Insti-

tuto TecnoluGico de Costa Rica. 

En el ~specto ~d~inistra~ivo, contaran con los Gervicios de un conta~~: 

D::S. 

V.- 80HCLUSIONES Y R2COMENDACICNES: 

Co~o se puede ver en el analis1s eccn6mico y el rlujo de ~Qja el rroy ~to 

~iene factibilid~d economica y financ1e~3. Adem5~ el beneficio dircctc del 

pr~yocto no sera solarnonte la utilid~d, sino ta~bi~n l~ m~no de ob~a de ca~3 

socio 1 los beneficios leca1ec; es decir, octe proyecto aumentar~ m~s d~ F~~ 



1.')3 ingreaou fnmiliurca do loa eocios. 

En ba~e a cetus conQidcracione~, se recomicnda que FUCC~~~ de c1 fin~n-

ciamiento para este p~oyecto de acuerdo a1 plan de inversion y el plan de 

pago. 

,rT:~ J!. V-L 
Tommie N. Ulrey ;r 

Econornista del Pro~ramQ 

rft,· I I (:,) ~ -·,1 ,. • 

VdC"t ........ ~~ ... '-' . 
'-

Marco ~urelio Escribano 
Director c.e ?romol..'1.on 

Ol)n, 
~~~ 

" Ricardo Hojas Hi vera 
Directo Ejecutivo 



MEMORANDUM : 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

AGENCY FOR INTERNA nONAL DEVELOPMF.NT 

UNITED STATES A.I.r.. MISSION TO COSTA RICA 

December 23, 1980 

Gussie L. Daniels, 
Program Officer ~ 

Leticia Oiaz,~. 
General Development Officer 

Frieda Martin, ~ 
PCV/HRDO 

U.S.A.I.D. 
UNITED STATES EMIIASSY 

SAN JOSE. COSTA RICA 

SOF Evaluation - Co~nts of the SOF Committee 

On 11/5/80 the SDF Committee met to discuss the SOF 
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 pzoductive 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, paragraeh 2 

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

2. Page 9, Section 4.01, paragr~ 

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 SOF can be managed on a natjonal level even with an increase 
in the allotment. 



- 2 -

3. Page 9, Section 4.01, paragraeh 4 

Though this paragraph is stating a findi·'g with no 
explicit recommendation, the Committee has taken it into ~onsideration 
and has 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 met~t the selection criteria and ho:"d 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. paragrapn 4 

Please see item 8. 

6. Page 10, Section 4.02, paragra~h 5 

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

7. Page 10, Section 4.02, paragra~ 

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 th~ sample, to read, "education and training" widening the 
scope to include adult training projects. Also, ~ new site visit 
format has been 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. 

./ . 
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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 Comwittee 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 
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Pro j ec t Type 

A. Location: 

Community: 

Province: 

B. Requesting Organizations: 

Name _____________________________________ _ 

Purpose. ________________________________ ___ 

Incorporation Status _________________ _ 

Time in existence 

Contact Person: 

Name 

Title 

Phone 

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

Others Interviewed: 

Name 

Title 

Name 

Title ______________ ~ __________________ __ 

Name 

Title 

C. Project: 

Project No. 

Date visited ---
Visited by ___ _ 

Description, ________________________________________________ __ 
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Beneficiaries: 

Type: 

Number: __________________________________________________________ ___ 

Work co··npleted 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 funGs? 

Yes, 
E.'q>lain: 

No 
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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, 

New budget 

Counterpart 

TotCJl 

E. COJTl!TllU1ity: 

No 

Brief description of the cOJTl!TllU1ity: 

SDF 

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

Projected project impact 

• Fill in selection criteria \'I'orksheet (attached) 

F. Recommendation: 



Project: 

-- PROJECT SELECTION 
WORKSHEET 

Selection Criteria 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

8. The comrmmi ty cotmterpart 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. ) 

9. The community cont.!bution plus the SDF con­
tribution will aSS·~!TC the financing of the 
total project. 

O. The project will generate publjc nwarencss 
and support for U.S. assistance efforts. 

~11. In this project the SDF is not financing 
administrative, operational or labor costs. 

Degree to Which 
Project Complies with 

Selection Criteria 
Low Med. High 

" 
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