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CH.4. "'fER T 

I NTIWDUCT ION 

A. PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

As stated in the Scope of Work for the study, the purpose was to 
evaluate the Tntegral Rural Development II Operlltional Progr.1m Grant 
(OPC) Project ~~o. 515-0158, b<lsed on the pro~ram proposal suhmitted to 
AID by Accio'n Internacinnal T~cnicCl (AITEC) with specific reference to 
the Lo~ical Framework Matrix and the Schedule of Accomplishments ex­
pected at the end of the third year of the OPG. 

The study which attempts to cover the period after July 1980 (an 
earlier evaluation covered the period of Au~ust 1979 to JlIly 1980), was 
also to specifically elddress: 1) the Life-of-the-Project cou,terpart 
contribution, 2) whether the institlltionaliz<ltion of AITEC Integrated 
Rural Development Methodology of local participc1tion occured at both 
local and national levels, 3) the economic benefits of rural objectives 
vis-a-vis Project costs and,4) recommendations to improve implementation 
of :he Project in the time remaining until PAcn. 

8. ~ETHODOLOGY AND SOURCES 

The r:lethodology and sources of information used for the preparation 
of the evaluation, which proposed to measure Project progrcss towards 
objectives and targets, were based on: 1) eln anc11ysis of Program docu­
ments and delta, 2) interviews wi th Government of Cost.1 Rica (GOCR) and 
AITEC Program and Project personnel at the central and field level and, 
3) visits to Project sites and interviews with beneficiaries of four of 
the five areas in which the Project operates. 

C. CONTEUT OF THE STUDY 

This report is organized 1n the following manner: 

1. Chapter II consists of a summc1ry of findings/conclusions and 
recommendations on implementation to the PACD. 

2. Chnpter III provides the Pror,rnm hc1ckr,rollnd to the TnteRr41 
Rural Development II Opere1tion Program Grc1nt (OPG) tlo. 515-01S8 
from 1971 to the present and slIrmn.1rizes previous evaluation 
efforts. 
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disc\l.~es the project settingj the economy, 
.lspect., validity of l1~sumptions .lnd attempts to 
life of the project Input' - namely: USAID's, 
counterpart 4nd Local Group Counter~art. 

Chapter V .1ttt'mptfi to evaluate 
vis-a-vls the logic.ll frameuork 
o' j~ctively verifiahle indicators 
19R1. 

project Inputs nnd Outputs 
matrix .1nd the schedule of 
as revised by AITEC in Hay, 

Chapter VI attempts to determine uhether the 
institution.11iz.1tion of the AlTEC Integrated Rural Development 
methodolo~y process of l"cal participation has occured at both 
local and lI.Hional levels. 

Chap ter V II 
benefits of 
costs. 

attempts to pro sent an analysis of the 
the rural projects developed vis-a-vis 

eC"onomic 
projec t 
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CHAPTER II 

CONCLUSIONS AND H.ECOMMEUDATION! 

COnclu$ions ~nd rccom~end4tion5 b3sed on tLndlnqs pre50ntod 1n 
Chapters III - VII 4ro 5ummArized 4~ tollows. 

A. COt~LUSIOIl5 

The li1d ot GOeR counterpart Cund1nq And poUtLcd tlupport 
provonte,j the lmplementatian at the llra}~ct 4a ariqinlllly de6iqned. 
':'his c.,ctor "'.l~ lncorpor.1ted 1n AtTl:C'5 H.,y, 1901 revi::.e tl Loqic41 
',"lIowar":. II.J"'ever, GOeR :iupp()rt tJc(:.,~c ev~n lr,~1i th.'!n ",h.,t t!.sclLer 
prolection:> 1n<il(:.stc r j ;\L(~ ceqlJlrcl" }"l':'t:C to r;'ItY'HC,/ 1t:l ... ork pl"n by 
undortnlo:.in'J rIH;\l .1r'J'licF":',cnt pro)rct ~l'rCln\." .,.;t1 ... 1t1(~tl .,t the lac"l 
levell 4n 1ntc'jr,,1 rut'"l "c'Jclul'!·,<'l\t ~tr.lte<Jl w,,:j flO IGr)'/rH pO~:l1t)le. 

! II ~ .. 1 t, 1 t ~ () n., 11 ;:., tl nil (J r t. hr': A 1 ';'1:(:' ell r r ., t ll)ll;\l 

not IIchlc'Je l l "t t!: .. n.,tlon.,l lc:vtd I,ut n:l~ becn "'Idl 
ProJect ~per:l!lf: lC:'Ie:! tJ'I lOCAl CG~t!';llIl1tlc!~ cl:;1)c:c1~11y 

PuriacAl, !;"nto!S tw,1 the '·onln~ul.s ot lUcOY". 

rn~tlll.;wjolo'lY w"e 
OI.:Coptc 1 ... t thi) 
1n ttl., U...,OG Or 

4.1) A:O r~~i'.,r.·'~'1 In " t1~cl'l ~rd !lelllllle ~:Hlt\"l \0 "lTt~'a 
r.qu4et~ r'}f "!~,11"I"'~ ldwren L\I'!'let 111\C! Hc=:~~. K,'\)or IJlJ,S').,t 
1IQI'J1tlf:"'!1,.fI~ !r..-:lll.1c=.1 .'11 Lll':rc~~., in e.pen,lH,J(e~ tor A·!!'!ILol~tC.itlvo, 

po,o.ont\el ;1,.·1 ~r;1-/et elq,e,.'Htll!r~ t" 1j O::!'':II, Al:'/:C to) CeQ~hjj\(l to t.he lACk 
ot eoen ':< <If\!eq'.1ft t-,lf.·Hlt!. ....'·11t1.;!\.'1 !!~.'1rt w~~ c~l'l\j','o::·', ',I.,hLr:iCI$ 

ilrOt:::ur e .1 ,H"l tr.1·/et fo i'f'li"':' !!l'.,.,! ~\I')."I~:c·l ~<l "~~l:t l'I())e·:t~ wld,:h 
eh)\Jl.l I;"-/c !,ee/) .1~ol~te.' 11'/ ';LJ('H ~Il"" I"H l"I\~. L""c~lt r • ., S4,OUO, 
wt'sll.:h were .• r~'/:111"I.1e ;'\t. U.e 'l~e tj! !he !If;~l <lrdl'J:1tl<1l1, .,11 (Jlf(. 

tl.ln-l.: ",,·1 !,eerl <.lJl1'!;1t e·l. 11 • ., ·'}o::'/.:11"',,,t 1,,/1 .. r !I.e ',dfJt\ ~. I ... :h ... l O~I(; 

tuO'll$ ",[v1 "cl'1lltt c " "Il eJ!leneLtlli .. r (he l'A<,.1J C,',!'II .l.lly 11, llll~ til H",,':h 
Jl, 1',1)). 

AJTt.C f e ,"Ht,e.1 1,:IJ'HHeq'",n :aa ot ",ll'J"~t, H. 1'1'" ".:tli ",,)10 
"2,214 "t.J'j'/a tho (~r"nl ,....HCle~.,tlt Ihl'~<'''t', Ant(~ ti,(~).,.:t!i 4.Hhion41 
cwntorrUt. t)t I10,?U tfllII6 t:.,"te!t!....,'. I'HI) tH tho "~,,(no 
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a.3) ~ 

GOeR direct and institutional costs were approximately 24.5' of 
the total originally budgeted.!! Reduced counterpart funding was 
attributed to the overall deterioration of the Costa Rican economy and a 
lack of political support for the IRD Program. 

a.4) Local Groups 

CQntr i but ion by local groups was reported to be approximately 
597,000 in personnel time, materials, office space and equipment and 
farm land. Verification of this figure was not possible but interviews 
conducted during field visits revealed important local contributions to 
AITEC supported projects in labor, materials and land. 

b) Outputs 

Outputs were measured on the basis of AITEC' s revised Logical 
Framework Matrix of May, 1981. 

b.l) Part icipation in planning, coordinating and implementation and 
evaluation of local activities exist at the Project specific level and 
are conducted by local groups such as ru~al development associations and 
cooperatives. 

b.2) AITEC coordinates GOCR in~titutional activities at the Project 
specific level. Projects are implemented through agreements with local 
development institutiono such as the CAC or local organizations such a& 
rural development asoociationo or cooperatives. 

b.3) Proqram ot inte<lrated rural development was not fully 
established and operatinq at the GOCR institutional level. Program 
peraonnel trained totalled 43, but of the 23 reml1ininq with the Proqram 
only tour are GOCR atat!. Internal adminiGtrativc, orq.mizational, 
operational and evaluation aystem were initially cotabliohod by the GOCR 
with AITEC a!l!li5tllnce. Thene, however, woro only adopted durinq tho 
initial ntl1qen of the Proqram. After tho GOCR pha:Jed out ito 
participation in tho Proqr~m, ouch control moch~ninmo wero dincontinued. 
AITEC maintainn it!l own control pror.eduren. 

b.4) A minimum ot SOO r~rm~r6 were to re~oivo tr~ininq and teChnical 
alli,tanco. Thin output tnrqut '01.'6 achicvr.r1. "total of 907 farmers 
participnted in AITI:C tr.,ininq .,nll technical 116t1irltnnce activiticG in 
all Hvo lHCMI WhCH" Aln:c 0pcH.,toll. Tr"ininq/a!lftlnll1nCc involved chort 
courlJoo, Hold trlprs I\n l ' wor~ :J"tSttionu. 

11 Wltnout dovAluAtion ot tho colon. 
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b.S) Only S4 of a minimum of 130 entrepreneurs were trained. AITEC 
concentrated its training activi ties amonq small farmers rather than 
entrepreneurs. 

b.6) The IRD Program was oriqinally designed to undertake a minimum 
of 18 projects related to services and infrastructure. Given the lack 
of GOeR support AITEC eliminated this Output from its Logical Framework 
revised in May, 1981. 

c) P(oject Purpose 

The Project purpose output consisted of having a minimum of 
five separate projects underway in each of the five areas where AITEC 
operates. With one exception, all areas had a:- least five projects 
underway related to intensified agricultural production, diversification 
and commercialization and creation of new marketing alternatives. 

d) Project Goal 

The Project goal was to increase family income and employment 
opportunitie5 among the target group in selected rural areas of the 
country. An AITEC survey revealed that well above 360 participants 
increased their average income by over 15% above base-line levels. 
Farmers and community representatives interviewed were generally 
satisfied with income increases derived from AITEC assisted projects. 

AITEC's survey also revealed that 200 Y new employments were 
generated. Verification of this figure was not possible but Project 
beneficiaries and community leaders interviewed indicated projects to 
have generated additlonal labor both directly and indirectly and that 
some projects may qe~erate additicnal employment in the future. 

B. RECV.A .. Mf:rmAT IONS 

AITEC is optimistic that it will receive funding from other 
sources Y which wi 11 perm it the continuation of Project activities. 
New tunds would be channeled through a private Gector group formed by 
young Costa Rican buaines~men. Project activities could also be 
extended tor a limi ted period with AlTEC' a own reBources. Given the 
uncertainty reqar~inq additional funding sourceD, recommendations on 
improving the impl.ementation of the Project in the time remaining until 
the FAa> follow. 

Y May includo projr.cted omployment especially for diliry and coffee 
development projccto. 

Y Thtl tAF, 100 and Compact h3VO been approachod tor new funding, 
1200,000, $500,000 and SlOO,OOO respectively. 
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1. AITEC should avoid engaging in any new projects until 
additional funding is secured. 

2. The "consolidation" of on-going projects is essential for their 
survival and continuation without AITEC assistance. 

3. On the basis of point 2, AITEC should reexamine the status of 
each project.!! Work sessions should be he14 at the earliest 
opportunity with AITEC field staff and different project beneficiaries 
to discuss. their needs, concerns and plan assistance in a manner which 
will permit a smooth phase-out of AITEC assistance. 

4. To the extent possible, AITEC should try to insure that 
on-going projects eventually be supported and assisted by a GOCR 
institution or another PVO. Agreements with MAG, CNP, DINADECO and the 
SFN Y or other relevant GOeR institutions should be undertaken prior 
to the PACD. This would prevent leaving behind "orphans" who may not be 
able to survive on their own. 

s. An effort is required to provide traiuing in managerial and 
financial controls for AITEC assisted projects. Project beneficiaries 
were frequently concerned about their inability to manage or maintain 
simple accounting systems for thetr projects. Given the short time 
remaining until PACD, AITEC should consider providing such assistance 
with its own staff and/or coordinate it with a GOCR institution. 

6. AlTEC should provide assistance in marketing. Markets are 
required for different Project activities. For instance, female 
artisans in the Santos Area must be assured of marketing alternatives 
for their handicrafts. Broom manufacturers in Nandayure may be better 
off selling closer to home rather than frequently depending on AITEC for 
transportation of their broom production to San Jose. 

7. AlTEC should attempt to get local groups to legalize their 
status. Groups wi th legal status have the opportunity of receiving 
formal assistance from GOeR institutions and/or PVOs which could "take 
over" the Project from AITEC. 

B. AlTEC field and office staff should spend more time with 
beneficiaries duri ng the remaining months until PACD. Frequent 
communication with Project beneficiaries may disclose problems and 
assistance requirements which may not necessarily be apparent during 
work sessions. Clor;er field s~pervision may d(.. much to "speed up" 
Project activities. 

11 Its recent survey may be of value. 

at The SPN al&o provides technical assistance. 
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9. As was mentioned earlier, AITEC is in the process of forming a 
private sector association comprised of young Costa Rican businessmen, 
interesed in rural development.!! This group, however, should be 
properly mixed to include some agriculturists. Otherwise, AITEC may be 
in danqer of creating an association more concerned with supporting 
urban entrepreneurs rather than the farming projects it currently 
supports, thereby defeating its objective from the outset. 

11 In thll reqard, contact with limilar/private sector association 
enqaqad in rural development activiti.s in other countries may be ot 
lntera.t. Costa Rica'. neighbor, Nicaragua can provide a wealth ot 
experience in thia area. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROGRAM BACKGROUND 

A. INTEGAAL RUnAL DEVELOPMENT OPG II 

1. 1971-1973 

'I'he Integral Rural Development Project had its origin in 1971 
when AITEC was contracted for a two year period by the National Communi­
ty Development Service (DINADECO) to improve its administrative, opera­
tional, training and evaluation systems used in working with rural com­
munity organizations. AITEC and DWI\DECO jOintly undertook a socio­
economic study of a random sample of rural communities. The study, which 
concluded that a marked inequality existed between the country's central 
and peripheral reg ions, resulted in an attellFt by the GO~ to improve 
rural living conditions by investing in infrastructure and services such 
as health, education, transportation, and corrmunication. However, this 
GOCR effort was oftcn described as a period of wmodernizationW rather 
than wdevelopment W b~cause little had been done to improve rural income. 

2. 1974-1976 

A ITEX: , s work wi th DINADF.cO was follr)wed by a soc io-economic 
study ot rural areas (the Central Plateau area was excluded). This 
study,prepared for the Municipal Development Institute (IFAM), was based 
on an analysis of census and other existing data and interviews in 860 
communities of S6 Costa Rican counties. Among its major findirrJs, the 
study concluded that: a) significant rural to urban migration was occur­
ing, eapec !ally in the areas with the highest rates of under arid unem­
ployment, b) the incidence of traditional services and infrastructure in 
any region had little relevance to the levels of migration from that 
region, c) the area in agricultural production increased substantially 
while the number of new jobs created in the agricultural sector declined 
during the same period and, d) GUCR agencies nnd municipal governments 
and cOMlunity organizations were more concerned with providing SQCial 
services rlither than with emtl10yment and income generation or migration 
problems. 

Other findings irrlicated that principal ob!>tacles to increased 
production as perceivl.!d by GTlall and medium aized farmers were: lack of 
access to bank credit, the lack of or high cost of agricultural inputs, 
lack of or poor condition of roads, a deficient transportation system, 
lack of land or land titles, lack of marketa, price fluctuations, and not 
enough government :lervices rcaching the peripheral reg iens. The study 
recOlrUleooed wa strategy of integrated rtHal development cncouragin] 
maximu. participation of local communitiea and the decentralization and 
coord ination ot the work of govQrnment agonc ies w• 
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3. 1976-1978 

In 1976 USAID/Costa Rica financed an OPG through AITEC to un­
dertake,in conjunction with various government agencies, an experimental 
Integrated Rural Development Pro.iect in the counties of Hojancha and 
Nandayure designed to "test the viability and replicability of an in­
tegrated rura 1 deve lopment str3 tegy". Subsequent ly, the Carazo adminis­
tration, which took office in May 1978, expressed its desire to apply 
the Hojancha and Nandayure experience to other areas by creating a Pro­
gram of Integrated Rural Development. AITEe assisted in the preparation 
of the Program's philosophical framework. work strategies and thp. selec­
tion of target areas and was officially requested to advise the GOCR on 
all aspects of the implementation of the Program. 

4. 1979-1983 1/ 

The Integra 1 Rura 1 Development Program was i naugura ted by Pre­
sident Carazo on February 17, 1979 and officially authorized by Decree 
No. 9908-P published in "La Gaceta" on April 30, 1979. The Integral 
Rural De'Jelopment (IRD) 11 OPG No.515-0158 was signed by USAID/ Costa 
Rica and AITEC on July 31, 1979. As described in the Grant Agreement, 
Annex A - Program Description, the purpose of the OPG was to - "define, 
promote and implement a series of concrete actions leading to improved 
production and marketing patterns among small and medium farmers and 
rural micro-enterpreneurs of Costa Rica to increase family income and 
employment opportunities among the target group l/ in six selected 
areas of the country, these being: 

AREA 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

COUNTY 

Puri sca 1, Mora and Turruba re s; 

Acosta, Aserr{ and the southern part of 
Desamparados and part of Corralillos District: 

Esparza, San Hateo, Orotins and Part of Jac6, 
Atenas and Montes de Oro; 

Peninsula of Nicoya - Nandayure and Hojancha; 

High areas of Bagaces and parts of Upala and 
Canl1l ; 

Aguirre nnd P~rrita 

17 1\, initial PACD WII extr.nded from July 31, 1982 to March 31, 19A3 
by Anwnendment tto. S dated Mlly 24, 1982. 

The tuset group "'as defined 
(maximum 100 hectare.), small 
under and unemployed of which 
.ffect .pproxi~tely 52.000. 

II Imall and mediunl sized Cannerl 
rural entrepreneurs. and the rural 

the Progum was expected to directly 
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The plllnned concrete actions involved the "intensificntion. 
diversification and commercialization of agriculture. improved land use 
and landholding patterns, creation of appropriate marketing alternatives 
and the promotion of smal" IIgro-industrial activities". 

The operational rnethodology of the Project originally stressed 
the participation of rural community representatives (associations. com­
mittees. cooperatives, etc.) in the o}<tnning, design, implementation and 
evaluation of development projects coordinated through AITEC with COCR 
institutional resources. This "abajo hada arriba" or "bottom up" ap­
proach used in AITEC's Hojancha Pi lot Experimental Projec t was to be 
applied to the six areas mentioned earlier with substantial COCR coun­
terpart contribution and policies f<tvo~able to the small and medium size 
produc ere 

B. PREVIOUS EVALUATION EFFORTS 

One evaluation of the OPC was undertaken which covered the period of 
Augus~ 1979 to July 1980. This evaluatlon concentrated on an institu­
tional analysis and provided,on the basis of statistical data available. 
information on Program activities. 

Major findings of the first y~ar evaluation are summarized as 
follows: 

1. The lack of institutional support was the major difficulty 
facing the Program; a COCR austerity program originating from a weakened 
Costa Rican economy limited the hiring uf Program personnel thereby re­
ducing program activities to three of the six planned areas. 

2. Placing mf'lna~r.ment of the Pro~ram, which was in effect a de-
pendency of the Ministry of the Presidency, with an official of the 
Central Bank of Costa Rica (BCCR) involved bureaucratic operational pro­
cedures not in lir.e with "the direct grass roots-level approach of the 
program" ther~by further contriblJtin~ to ciehys in implrmentin~ planned 
activities. 

3. An acute shortage of bank credit resulted 1n the cancellation 
of a number of potentially feasible projects. 

4. A '1hortllrc of tr.'n~portntion nl~o IIrrect~d the progrnm by lim-
iting a~ce~s to the field. 

How~ver. rle5pitp. the mnjor problems mention"d nbove. thr. ev~luation 
concluded that the project's operational methodology "had been wall re­
ceived in the tnrr,et cOfTltnunities". 
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CHAPTER IV 

EXTERNAL FACTORS 

A. PROJECT SETTING 

1. The Economy 

A continuirg deterioration of the Costa Rican economy canbined 
with insufficient political support resulted, despite active AITEC 
lobbyirg, in a series of budget cuts which severely affected the execu­
tion of Project activities. For instance, a 1981 ~6.2 million budget was 
slashed down to ~1.6 million, ~1.0 million of which was not disbursed by 
the Central Bank of Costa Rica (BCCR) because the IRD Program had been 
transferred to the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock (MAG). Further­
more, ~3.8 million in the Ministry of the Presidency's budget for 1982 
was deleted by the Legislative Assembly. Such lack of direct counter­
part financial resources resulted in a reduction of GOCR administrative 
and technical personnel and less travel to project sites.!! 

The worsening of the country's economy alSO reduced the avail­
ability of bank credit. The National Financial System (SFN), which 
al ready lacked the proper operational mechani sms to reach small and me­
dium size producers, placed its scarce financial resources with -risk 
free- medium and large producers and ,",usiness enterprises Y. Even 
when credit was available, high interest rates (18-22\ in 1980) resulted 
in many small and medium size producers postponirg projects. Given such 
financial constraints USAID/Costa Rica restructured its Commodity Sys­
tems Loan No. SlS-T-027 to permit the fundirg of county level agricul­
tural projects at reasonable terms. Under this Loan, credits originally 
limited for spec if ic crops in certain areas were made available to all 
crops in those same areas and eventually to almost all food crops 
country-wide. 

Costa Rica's inflationary rate for 1981 and 1982 was approxima­
tely 100' in each of those years. The colon,which in September, 1980 stood 
at ~8.60/~1 devalued in less than a year to ~64.00/~1 by Ma~', 1982.,Y 
Farmers and other persons interviewed often cQnplained of prohibitively 
high prices for agricultural inputs in proportion to the prices for 
which their commodities were sold. 

!I The life-of-the-project counterpart will be analyzed in Chapter V. 

!I AITEC cites: a) the prc(cr~nce of bank pp.r~nnel to working with few 
medium and large prorlucer:o rath(!r than with a large r.umber of omall 
producers and, b) 1'1 lack of acct.!!l!llbility to the rural lHea9 as two 
major reaoon!l rl)r prl)vldirq lC!l:l credit to Ilmo111/medium rural sector. 

!I Aa of October 6,1982, the ratr of exchange has moved up to ~S2.10/S1. 
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2. Institutionnl Aspects 

The IRD Program was established as a dependency of the Ministry 
of the Presidency but actual manDgement was carried out by a BCCR Di­
rector and support per~onne I funded from the BCCR' s budget. A Board of 
Advisors consisting oC the Hinistp.rs nnd Excclltivp. Directors of v~riO\l:l 
GOCR autonomous Rnd semi -,1utonomous i nst i tut ions were to dec ide genera I 
IRD policies. This group never met. Also, nn interinstitutional tech­
nical committE'e which inc lllded r~prC'sC'nt'1tivl"~ of ~om~ ten GOCR entities 
to assist 1n coordlnDting, plnnning ~nci implementing nctivities of 
participating IRD activities only managed to meet at the beginning of 
the Program. It is worth noting that the objective of the first three 
years was to "finr.ly implant and institutionalize a process for effec­
tively dealing with rural development problems". 

It was found that having set the management of the IRD Program 
with the BCCR and the lack of interinstitutional coordination and sup­
port c:eated delays in the execution of program activities. The BCCR's 
operational regulations and functions were found to be incompatible with 
a rural development oriented Program. The Mission and AITEC managed to 
convince the BCCR to have IRD management responsibilities transferred to 
an institution more "in tune" with rural development -- the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Livestock (MAG). This transfer became effective in 
Harch, I 981.!/ • 

B. VALIDITY OF ASSL~PTIONS 

Given the economic, political and institutional changes discussed in 
the preV10US section, a number of assumptions listed in the Logical 
Framework had been revised by AITEC to reflect a more realistic situa­
tion and projection of potential Project achievements by the PACD~/. 

Revision of assumptions general Jy concentr:ltcd on shifting support 
for the IRD Program from the government to public institutions and local 
groups, both jointly and independently. However, AITEC did assume that 
the COCR '/ouid provicie financin~ to open AreA S. This as:lumption 
was based on t3.B million budgeted by the Ministry of Presidency to sup­
port the Program in 1982. M: mentioned earlier, this budget was not 
approved by the Costa Rican Legislative Assembly. AITEC did, however, 
open Area Five with OPG funds. 

By eliminatin~ most r~CR support fr~m its revi~eci assumptions, A1TEC 
in effect converted the Integral Rural Development Program into a Rural 
Deve lopment Program provid ing ass i 5 tance to speci fic ag ricu 1 tura 1 pro­
jects in five of the six areas originally planned. 

!I Another reason was the possibility of coordinating IRD financing re­
quirements with credit available under AID's Commodity Systems Loan. 

21 See Annex r. (or a comparison of original vs. revis(!d IISsumptions. 
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CHAPTER V 

INPUTS AND OUTPUTS 

A. INPUTS 

Project inputs were to include: a) 5494,00u through a USAID/Costa 
Rica OPG to AlTEC for technical assistance administrative costs, in­
country training and observational trips abroad, publications, special 
studies and demonstration projects; b) 595,156 as AITEC counterpart for 
personnel, administrative costs, training materials and indirect costs; 
c) il,747,5B2 in GOCR direct costs covering personnel, administration, 
per diems and transportation of central and field office personnel; d) 
i667 ,447 for support cos ts by GOCR inst itutions for training, technica 1 
assistance, materials and equipment and; e) $351,288 by local groups for 
time and materials. The Costa Rican budgeted counterpart contribution 
represented direct operational costs and did not include the value of 
actual execution of projects in terms of investment outlays and credit 
extended. 

1. AID OPG No. 515-0158 

The AID grant-financed budget components were modified on three 
occasions through amendments No.2, 3, and 5 to permit AITEC to overcome 
insufficient GOCR budgetary support which severely affected the 
implementation of project activities. Hajor OPG budget changes included 
the transfer of funds between Budget Line Items and a six month 
extension of the PACD from July 31, 1982 to Harch 31, 19B3. Specific 
changes to the OPG budget are summarized as follows: 

a) Amendment No.2 (7/30/80). This amendment transferred 
53,504 from Budget Line Item - Special Studies to l3udget 
Line Items-Personnel (Sl,996) and Administration (Sl,50B), 
to cover additiollal Hay, 1980 expenditures for AITEC 
salaries anc4 fringe henefits, office supplieR, com­
munications and direct AITEC administrative support (2% 
inc reas e) • 

b) Amendment No.3 (12/15/80). This amendment reprogrammed 
the use of OPG funds to rermit AITEC the procurement of 
one 4X4 vehic leo i8,500 were transferred from Budget Line 
Items - Training and Publications (S3,800) and Demonstra­
tion Projects (S4,700) to Budget Line Item-Administration. 

c) Amendment No.4 (5/22/81). This amendment ob1ignted 
5290,000 and also approJed an increase in AITEC staff by 
six (two rural development experts and four field assist­
ants), the "procurement of one 4X4 vehicle and one 
motorcyc Ie. 
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d) Amendment No.5 (5/24/82). This amendment tran·!;ferred funds 
frem Budget Line Items - Personnel (~6,OOO), Travl"l .and 
Per Diem (~2,500), and Special Studies ($3,000) to Budget 
Line Items Administration ($6,000) and Training and 
Publications ($5,500) for a total tr .. nsfer between Budget 
Line Items of ~11,500. The devaluation of the colon 
genera ted add i t ion .. l loca 1 currency which permi t ted 
project actlVltleS to he extended from July 31, 1982 to 
Marct-. 31, 1983.!l. This amendment was justified on the 
basis of insuficient GOCR budgetary support - most program 
personnel and transportation had be~n suspended. 

To ft .. tn ATO h.1s rp.sponfted in i1 f1f!xih1f! :lnft timely m.1nner to 
ATTEC's input needs. The Project started out with: one part-time Execu­
tive Director '1/, one employee responsible for Planning and Community 
Development, one Agricultural Economist respollsible for formulation and 
execution of projects, one Secretary and one Office Assistant. In May, 
1981, when it became obvious that the GOCR counterpart would be reduced 
to ~ven more critical levels, AITEC utilized OPG funds to increase its 
staff by eleven: one Agronomist in charge of Nandayure and Hojancha 
counties, one Marketing Coordinator, five Field Coordinators and four 
Field Assistants. 

Interviews conducted during site visits revealed strong acceptance 
by benefic ia ries of AITEC fie ld personne 1 especially for "the i r abi lity 
to coordinate technical assistance and training activities with Program 
related GOCR institutions". 

AID disbursements as of June 30, lq82 were reported totalling 
j404,899. Except for ~4,OOO of authorized funds which were unavailable 
at the time of the final obligation, all OPG funds have been oblig3ted. 
Major budget modifications included an increase of ~35,633 in Personnel, 
$20,455 in Administration and SIl,7l6 in travel and per diem to cover 
the hiring of additional personnel, procurement of vehicles and 
motorcycles and travel to project sites, respectively. See Table 1 on 
the following page for OPG budget modifications. 

1/ Some projects, still in development stages, required continued ATTEC 
ass i s t a nc e • 

21 One fi fth of salary paid with OPG funds and four fifths with AITEC 
count e rpa rt. 
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2. AITEC 

AITEC WAS to provide the equiv:11ent of $76,156 in counterpart 
contrib'Jtion consisting of personnel time, administrative and support 
costs, training materials, and indirect costs.l/ 

Direct contribution costs reported by AJTEC included; time of 
the Director (eight man-days/month), travel and per diem, Secretarial 
/Controller time, support publications, training materials, and overhead 
costs on salaries of Advisors. As of Au~u.c;t 31, 1982 AITEC reported 
~78,370 (~2,2l4 above the Grant Agreement Budget), in direct and 
indirect cost counterpart. Table 2 on the following page breaks down 
AlTEC reported counterpart by yea r. Maj or n:od i f icat ions 1 n AITEC 
contribution are: an additional $1,892 in travel and per diem not 
originally included as part of AITEC's contribution, $1,505 less in time 
of the Director, $5,985 in additional Secretarial/Controller time, and 
~3,l23 less in training materials. AITEC also projects a counterpart 
contribution of $10,~6l from September, 1982 to the PACD date, Harch 31, 
1983. 

3. GOCR 

a. GOCR Direct Costs 

Si nce financ ia 1 report ing and veri Hcat ion procedures regard ing 
GOCR counterpart contribution had not been established, GOCR counterpart 
contribution during the ?ast three years was es::imated on the basis of 
projec t document s, cor re spondence and interviews \.Ii th progrnm re lated 
per sonne 1. 

ProlZram direct costs were to include: p.<!rsonnel, travel, per 
diem and administration of the central and six field offices. ~hen 
reading this Section note that the IRD Progr.1m was, during most of its 
duration, implemented in three of the six geographical arealJ originally 
contemplated in the Grant Agreement. Only during the last yenr was 4 

fourth area opened with a fifth area added in May, 1982. An ana1YlliIJ of 
actual GOCR dir('ct counterpart contribution, resulted in the following 
findi ng s. 

From the outset, only nine, of the fourteen ,.mployee9 hl,dgeted 
for the Progr.1m were emplnyed; these bein~: one tJ,Hionnl Director, one 
Chauffeur, one St.1tistici.ln ,'nri one Re~('.1rch f.conomi~t. Tf'chnil"al !'It.lff 

was formed by onr Ar,ricllltlJral EconomiH, onl' Comrnunity Orr.llni".lninn 
Specialist, one Office A5sist.1nt .,nd onl' Sf~cn·t.lr/. Til,. f:xI'cucivl! 
Secretar/, one "Advisor", one ACcOlJOt.lnt, onl' A~~rnnomist lind one 
Draftsman were never employed. 

The Centr.11 B"nk WII!l to p.1Y lor t!lf' 'l.,l.,ri'!r! .,,111 IU·II,·lilt< oC onct 
Director, one Agriculture Promoter, one Sf'crf!tnt'y .1nl1 on .. Socill1 
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Promoter for ellch of the six :1r('il offices. lIowever, only three nrc:'! 
officeI'! were oppned "nd thp. Untionnl Rnnk of Costa Ricn lIssistr.ci the 
Ccntrnl nOnK by fillnncinr. pnrt of the field stnff, Le., three .UCIl 

Directors. The Central Rnnk paid for the salaries of three Aecretaries 
and three agricultural promoters. DINADECO paid for the salary of one 
Social Promoter. 

The lack of direct counterpart support also reduced travel, per 
diem and ndministr:ltion costl). In fJct, both the Centrnl nnd National 
Ranks terminnted their assistnnce by December. lQ80. Management of the 
Program \Jas tr.1nsferred from the Central n"nk to the Ministry of 
Agriculture (HAG) in March, 1981. The MAG still pays for the salaries 
of the Director of the IRD Progr:lm :lnd the Program Coordinator. The 
Director Jnd Pro~r:lm Coordinator :llso function as Chief of the 
Hinistry's Extension Service .1nl1 his :lssi!.l;Jnt .1nJ devote o1pproximatcly 
25% and aOi. cf their time to IRO Project nctlv1tles, respectively. 
Other direct assist.1ncl! is not provided by the GOCR; the Costa Ricnn 
Legislntive Assembly voted against ;J ~).8 million colones budget for CY 
1982 and the Centr:ll Bank only disbursed £0.6 of ~l.6 million alloted 
for the Program during CY 1981. The CClltrnl Bank refused to disburse CY 
1981 funds alledK~dly on leRnl r,rounds because management 
responsibi I it ies h~d .been transferred to HAr.. 

Bn .. ed on the little infomation .1V.,ilnble, GOCR Pror,ram Direct 
Costs totnl led approximately $)49,76Q, nr 20% of the SI, 747,SR2 
budgeted .15 GOCR counterpart contributionll. See Table) for GOCR and 
local ~rOlJPr; cOlJntf!rp.1ft contrihution. Rea!ions for the lack of GOCR 
participation \Jere di5cIIssed in Ch.lpter lV, Project Settin?,. 

b. In!lt i tut lOll;) I Co5t~ 

ln~titlltional cOllnterp.Ht WIU 3150 difficult to determine. 
Again, the flli liar!' to e5t:Jblish p~rtinr.nt reporting procedures resulted 
in 0 gen,.ral 1,,~k of infonniltion required to c.,lcul:1te institutional 
counterpnrt. It m.1Y hI! conc lulled, hO\Jever, that \Ji th the (!)(ception of 
the! Hini"ltr/ of til,. Pr('!lid"ncy nnd IrlVU, ninc in!ttitution5 have 
contri"llt,·<! to rll,. IRD I'ro~~r.lm hy rr()viding technical n!l!liSCance, 
t r a i n i r.r, , '\ 'll' r. i ;, I r, I .Id i "" • r~l.H f' r i " 1 !I • 

Ct>unc,.r?lrf "xfll·n.litIlP·!j \Jf'P' ,··;(il'1.1[ .. ,1 
Sf)',7,',/.7 htlth:,·tf·"ZI. 

"qllipmc'nt nnd trnn!lportation. 
at ~250,1l1 or )7% of the totlll 

(J·J,·r.dl e()cn ,'ir"cr .11111 inr.tirlltioll.ll COtltll YI're "pproximntely 
21..~% of th,' tOLd ori~:ill,'II'I \.lI! l l: P tl'd. erf rI,·v.,ll1ntinn of the colon i. 
conai('t:'rr('. cl)\Jnr,·r~).Hr'l ('or-ro; .1 ft· nlllv I/,.n oC the totAl originally 
budRI"Ct"(J) • 

1/ -
2/ -

T"I", nv, 111 t n 01,' (' Olll1r l h,. .l .. vlt II/II t ion r,( r h(O 
count,.rp.Hr rOllrit.llrillll \J,'-; clnr.,.r to svn, )fl/. or 
or tot 1I lor. V. i n ~ I 1'1 .. ~ r i 1'1.1 t ,. (' • 
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c. Loca 1 Groups 

Table 3 shows local group costs to be $96,960 in personnel time, 
materials, office space and equipment, farm land, et~. provided by 
individuals, community groups and municipalit\.es. This estimate was 
based on a letter submitted to AID by AITEC on January 19, 1982. A more 
recent A ITEC es t ima te revi ses this figure to rlpproxima te ly $306,000 
distributed between 37 active projects in five geographical areas. Two 
projects (dairy and coffee) in area 4 account for approximately $253,571 
or 83% of the total local group counterpart. It was not possible to 
verify these figures but interviews conducted during field visits 
revealed thnt local groups have contributed labor, mnterials and land to 
different IRD projects. Strong enthusiasm and deep commitment regarding 
project activities were evident. (See Annex A for a list of individuals 
interviewed and project sites visited). 

l' $19,000 in AITEC pr~pro~rnm COAt1 was not included as life-of-the­
project count~rpnrt contribution. 



I. 

A. 

II. 

n. 

~~IJ!;·r. 1'17'1 m ~~ 

(c:urll, C:C"lCI: I r:;'rJ TI'T 10~1~ 111:0 
LOCIIL COJ:1llll1l1iIOWi) 

IIrrnOlCltlllTt 
COI'!:rER 1',\itT CO!:TS Ill' DC f.T EXI'f.Nnl TURf.!i 

rOCR r"~TS -----
r.;ot:RMI nlr.l'rT n'!;r~ 

l. r.t:t:TRAI. (WFICE !O' 
Pf!rr.onnel S 400,94? SIO),OI) 
Trnvl! I 71,11',) 3), O~(, 
PH d i,.". 1(',11',0 7 ,116 
Administution 177

1
,.87 1,° 1 ql,l\ 

SUS-TOTAL I. S 6"?,H9 $184,1 J) 

2. AR!::II OFFICES ~, 

Peuonnt!1 S 7\6, "40 I 98,009 
Tr~ve I 210,0010 32,255 
Per di~ 42,6110 II, )02 
Admini stration IOR.8!'? 210,070 

~un-TOT.\L 2. '1,078,22) 1'''5",16 
TOTAL II. U,71.7,~82 S149,7foQ~/ 

tI:~Tnl!TI0·IAI. rOC:TS £./ S 1067,447 SnO,~1J 

TOT,',L II. , fo6 7,41,7 s~~n,21)!/ 
TOTAL r. S2,4~I,029 H99,982 ••..•..... . ..•••..••.. 

LOCAL C:RnUP rOSTS i 3~1.7811 t q",ofoO 

TOTIIL It S 351,188 S QC,,9foO 

•..•...... . ....... 

n I FFERE I:cr. 
(1) - (2) 

I( 297,93") 
( 1,0, P.n7) 
( 9, 744) 
( 1)('1 739 ) 

$( 485,226) 

$( ,618,631) 
( 177,71o}) 
( 31,378) 
( 810."29) 

SC 912,587) 
SCI,1'17,813) 

SC 417,234) 

SC 417,2)4) 
HI,815,047) . ........... 

S( 2~4.378) 

$( 254,328) 

.." ......... 

Inr 1".1 ••• ('rill r.,1 11.,"" "".1 N,' i.II,.,1 n.,,,,, "r rn~til roic., r~I"·II.li'''r'·1. 

n'rre ('lilt nl oj" ,'rr" ulric~" 1'1"·IIr,l. S"l'rort r.nvi.lr.' loy C,·nlr.,1 \1I,"k, 
OI:;"OI':CO, ~"t: .. ,,01 ~IHio"~1 IIJnll. 
I"c 'uo1. t "fOP ro~ 'II\.)t~ I Y ~ i ~"t r.OCR i nit i til' iO"I. 
(.,lc',I,1f~" "t , p.~n/l:~SI.OO "jth J .. vollu.tion the tNoll ,,..,," " , "'4' 
,p~r".inJ[~ly US;2RJ.J~~. 

5.,,,, ... ,. rni~t 111 "h"Vl". wi th o1~vJI"Hi('n of rio,. colon the amounf "'I 
'rrrn.im.Hrlv ~i·I·).nnn. 

Best Ava.Jlable Document 

http:P.6W/CS$.O0


-21-

B. OUTPUTS 

The Logical Framework Matrix was revised in May,198l to reflect the 
effects of external factors on Project activities. In fact, from the 
beginning the project operated in three and then in four of the six 
geographical areas where the Hojancha experience was to be replicated 
1/. This evaluation of actual Project outputs vis-a-vis Project 
purpose and goals was undertaken on the basis of the Hay, 1981 AITEC 
revised Logical Framework. For comparison purposes, however, Table No.4 
on the following page compares output Indicators as established in July, 
1979 with the revi sion undertaken in Hay,1980. The Table also meC'sures 
progress towards end of Project Status (EOPS) as of August, 1982. 
Findings regarding actual outputs follow: 

1. Local Participation in the Plannin~, Coordination, 
Implemen!:l"tion and Evaluation of Developm'ent Activities 

Appropriate mechanisms to develop productive projects were to 
be formed and functioning by the end of the third year of the project in 
all operating areas. 

Local development commissions or mechanisms as contemplated in 
the Projec t Paper and the Revised Logica 1 Frame work Ma trix of May, 
1981, were to be composed of local leaders and representatives in each 
area and given responsibility for: "the dt!finition, planning 
coordination and promotion of those priority projects to be carried out 
at the community level with institutional assistance". 

AITEC has worked closely with local groups in each of the five areas 
to establish mechanisms aimed at developing specific rural development 
projects rather than engaging in an integral rural development program. 
In most cases, local fonnal and informal groups were participating in 
specific projects to resolve needs of their respective communities 
and/or undertake actiVitIes promoted by the GOCR or AITEC Aimed at 
contributing to the irr:provement of the welfare of each community. Whi Ie 
local groups such as RlJrnl Development Associ.1tions have been formed and 
are operllting with AlTEr. .1ssistance, the survival of such ~roups will 
depend on the linkages which have been established with GOCR 
insti-::utions participating in rural development. One such effort, with 
proper GOCR support, has the potential of serving as the vehicle for 
assisting the rllral sector in defining, pltlnning, coordinating And 
promoting priority rural development projects. 

1/ A fifth area was "opened" in May, 19A2 comprunng the counties of 
Tarrazu, Dota and Le6n Cort~s in the regi~n known as Los Santos. The 
Project, as originally designed, also included further activities in 
the Hojancha county. 
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On January 8, 1981, the regulations governinR a law established 
on December 26, 1969 (eleven years earl ier) were approved by the Costa 
Rican Legislative Assembly. These regulations concerned the County 
Agricultural Centers (CACs) which had been established in 1969 to 
prollOte the participation of the local population in the planning· and 
execution of programs aimed at developing the nation's tlgriculture to 
assure agricultural efficiency and improve the social welfare of the 
community. The so-called CAes were suscribed to the Ministry of 
Agriculture and Livestock under the guiriance of the Agricultural 
Extension Service and the Office of PlanninR and Coordination. The CACs 
are subject to the National Agricultural Plan and are authorized to 
contract bank credits with the National Financial System (SFN) to 
provide credit for their .1s~ociate members and auxiliary cOlTlllittees. 
The Board of Director of each CAC is formed by two GOCR officials 
(extension agents and one SFN representative), one member of the local 
municipality, four farmers of the area and two representatives with 
proven records on "improving agriculture and rural welfare". 

This law in effect has served as a conduit for AITEC to work 
with some local groups and organizations. The CAC in Hojancha (Area 1) 
appears to serve this func tion better than any of the CACs in other 
areas since it closely works and coordinates Project activities with 
AITEC field personnel. In Nandayure (Area 1) local dairy farmers are 
working with AITEC and the CAC in planning and constructing milk 
collection centers. Also, fruit growers in the Santos area (Area 5) 
contacted AITEC for assistance through the local CAC. Despite such 
collaboration efforts, the CACs normally function through an "up-down" 
rather than AITEC's "down-up" methodology. Only where organized groups 
exist is AlTEC's methodology observed. 

Workshops and other follow-up ·sessions with representatives of 
local groups involved in project activities are regularly held in each 
area. However, The lack of GOCR counterpart contribution has done 
little to promote more favorable GOCR policies benefitting rural 
producers. Despite such lack of support, local groups assisted by AITEC 
have had some success in obtaining assistance from GOCR institutions. 
They have, in Some Cil1iCS, 11150 presentt"d convincinR .lrRI'.'ments which 
have changed specific GOCR policies. Gettin~ tht" GOCR to permit coffee 
production in Hojancha, coordinating technical ilssistance with the HAG 
and the CAC for dairy cattle development and milk collection ct..lters in 
t1~ndayure, nnd promoting apiculture in different areas of the country 
are some exnmples in which local groups wp,re effrctive in cllnn~in~ or 
affecting GOeR Policy. 
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2. Tn5titutionnl Conrrlinntion F.xi"ts at Project Sp~cific L('vpl 

A minimum of three wor\( plans and/or agreements were to be 
drawn up and implemented in each area. 

AlTEr. currently ns~ists 17 projects in the five areas where it 
operates. Mo~t of these proj('cts nre im(llemcnted throu~h agreements 
signed with local development institutions !luch as the CAC's or local 
orgnnizations such as rural development associations or cooperatives. 

ATTEC field coordinators provide assistance to each (lroject in 
their respective areas and coordinate technical assistance and/or 
trainin~ nctivitic~ for ~(lecifie proj~cts with re~ion~l GOCR 
institutions such as the MAG. DINADECO. CNP and the SFN for hank 
credit. Also. AlTEC coordinates with GOCR institutions. the preparation 
of special teChnical/feasibility studies. Note that institutional 
coordination is an AITEC function and initiative rather than an 
established GOCR institutional practice. 

3. Program of Integra ted Rura 1 Deve lopment Fu lly Es tablished and 
Operating with AITEC Assistance 

A. Training of Program Personnel 

AITEC is the first to recognize that given the lack of GOCR 
support. the Integrated Rural Development Program is now a Rural 
Deve lopment effort concentrat i ng on spec i fie rural deve lopment projec til 
in each of the areas where AITEC operates. 

An indicator of the changp. in the focus of the Program wall 
evident during an analysis of actual accomplishments regarding the 
training of Pro~ram personnel. Thirty Progr.am staff were to be trained 
by the end of the third year; forty-three individuals were actually 
trained in the AITEC work methodology (Philosophical framework and 
strategies of integrated rural development as defined and carried out in 
Hojancha), and in their respective functions nnd responsibilities. 
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Training of Program personnel occured in two phasesj Phase I, 
involved trainin~ of AITf.C and GOCR personnel related to, the ProgrRm 
and, Phase II training of new AlTEC staff when it became evident that 
the COCR was unable to provide Program support. (See Annex D 
PrograM Personnel Trained). 

A.l Phase I 

During Phase I twenty Program staff members were trained: 
sixteen belonging to participatin~ GOCR institution such as the Central 
Bank, the National Bank, MAG, CAC, and DINADECO. The remaining four 
belonged to AITEC. Of this group only seven remain wi th the Program; 
two CAC members from Hojancha, one MAG official, one DINADECO 
representative and thref' AITEC staff members. Training seminars took 
place in October, ,979 aTld February. 1980. 

A.2 Phase II 

After the GOCR discontinued most of its direct Program support, 
AITEC initiated a training program for newly employed AITEC staff. 
Other staff previously working with the Program also participated. 
Training seminars were held in May. 1981 and March, 1982 involving 
twenty-one st:J f f members (two staff members did not rece i ve tra inin~) , 
sixteen of which still remain with the Program. In total, including 
Phase I, there are twenty-three active staff members; four belonging to 
GOCR institutions, two CAe: members and seventeen AlTEC central and field 
office staff chiefs and assistants. 

An excellent wor~ing relationship exists between AITEC central 
and field staff and local groups participating in rural development 
projects. AITEC field employees are generally young, active and 
dedicated individuals who are well respected in the cOlmlunities where 
they work and 1 ive. Fanners and representatives of local organizations 
praised AITEC staff especially for their ability to coordinate project 
related IIctivities with GOCR institutions. While AITEC field employees 
are mostly yOlJn~ and fairly inexperienced, they are individuals with 
leadership potential who have much to contribute in thr.ir rp.spective 
corrmunities. 

AITEr. Central Office f!mployees wer.! found to be experienced, 
dedicated specialists, who work closely and effectivp.ly with AITEC field 
staff anrl offici"I!! of pnrticipl1ting GOCR institutions. 

Rcm.,inin~ GOCR stnff nre involved princip.111y in ndministrntive 
functions through the HAG nnd in promotionnl .1ctivitics rehted to the 
formuion of f0rm.11 and informnl local groups. 



B. Interna 1 Admi ni !'Itrat i ve t Or~ani zationa I, Operationa 1 and 
Evaluation ~v~tcm~ were to be De~igned and in Use by the Third 
Year 

AITEC was to provide "technical assistance 1n all 
organizational and operational ~Sp~ct9 hy nssi~ting the GOeR Progr~m 
Director in detemining the appropriate central and area office 
organization, prepare descriptions, document office and department 
functions, project financial needs, etc. The evaluation system to be 
designed was thought to be essential to provide continual feedback to 
personnel regarding the Program's effectiveness and to provide a measure 
of the impact on the target population". 

AlTEe assisted the GOeR in establishing administrative, and 
organizational systems. These, however, were only adopted during the 
ini tia! stages of the Program. After most GOCR support was 
discontinued, and the Ministry of Agriculture (MAG) became responsible 
for the Program, no distinction was made regarding MAG's normal areas of 
operations and IRD specific activities. The IRD Program Director and 
Coordinator were also the head and assistant of the MAG's agricultural 
extension service. Their s~laries are paid for through the MAG's budget. 

Because of the overall lack of financial and staff support, 
control mechanisms regarding GOCR and institutional counterpart and an 
evaluation system were not established. AlTEC was forced to expand its 
staff with AID authorization to make up for the lack of GOCR support and 
to set up administrative, organizational and operational systems. :In 
October, 1982 AITEC designed and conducted a survey aimed at providlng 
feedback regarding the Program's effectiveness. Findings of the survey 
are discussed in subsequent sections of this report. 

4. Small and Medium Farmers Receive Training and Assistance 

A minimum of 500 farmers were to receive training and technical 
assistance. This output target has been achieved. A total of 907 
farmers have participated in AITEe coordinated training and technical 
assistanc-e actlvltles 1n all five areas where AlTEr. operates. 
Training/assistance involved: short COllrses, field trips and work 
session,. 

AlTEC coordinated tralnln~ and assistance with diffferent GOCR 
in~titutions such .1S MAG, r.NI', nTNAnF.Cn, trIrOmO!' .1nct the IIniv('rsily of 
Costa Rica to providr. the expertise required for ~pecific nctivities. 
Between April I, 1981 to September )1. 1982 .1 total of 95 
trainin~/technicill ns~i!ltl1nce activities wprr. conrillctf>d in l'IlIch fir.ldl'l 
lIS: IJP i c III til rr. , t r(' e nil r s (' ry , h.1 Ric g r.1 i n!J • r rll i t J nd vc r,t' t J b I e s , 
biog .. , dairl farmin~ Rnd coffee production. 
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Farmers interviewed were genera llV sati sfied wi th the quali ty 
of tr~ining/tr.chnical a~sistance rp.ceived. They were ahle to ndopt many 
recommend a tions because of the i r appropria teness Clow-cos t, labor 
intensive). Many individuals interviewed, expressed a need for more 
training/techni'ca 1 ass istance, e spec ia lly in such areas as marketing, 
management and accounting. Some projects have attained a phase in which 
increased sales require local groups to seek new markets for their 
produce and to establish simple managerial anci financial controls of 
their operations. 

Almost half (47.3%) of all training/technical assistance took 
place in Area 4; 22.1% in Area 3; 12.6% in Area 2 and only 18.0% in 
Areas 1 and 5. As had heen contemplated in AITEC' s revised May. 1981 
Program, most training/technical assistance concentrated on apiculture 
(26.3%); tree nursery (14.77.); basic grains (13.7%) and fruit and 
vegetables (17.67.). See Tables 5 and 6 on the following pages for a 
break down of ttaining/technical assistance actiVities. AITEC also 
printed and distributed a series of pamphlets which provide farmers with 
simple "how to" illustrated instructions on different farming 
techniques. Here again farmers interviewed praised this effort but 
indicated a need for more such information. 

5. Sma1l Entrepreneurs Receive Training 

A minimum of 130 entrepreneurs were to be trained !/_ {lnly 
54 have ~een trained, including (25 carpenter!; and 29 female artisans in 
the manufacturing of handicrafts). The principal reason for this low 
total tr~ined was due to AITEC's de~ision to benefit a larger number of 

·peoplt!. This was done by organizing or working with existing local 
groups or org~nizations, most of which are engaged in agricultural or 
livestock activities. Since AUEC works more closely with GOeR 
institutions involved with agriculture and livestock production, 
research and marketinR, it was natural step to utilize scarce human 
resources to train farmers rather than entrepreneurs. 

6. Project of Services and Infrastrllctllre .He Ilsed Where t-;ecessl1rv 
for Inte~ral Development 

The IRD Pror,r.1m was origin.1lly designed to undertake a minimum 
of 18 projects fl!l.1ted to servicl!s anrl infr.1stfllctllre. AlTEe decided, 
during the re'lision of the Lo~iclll Fr.,m('work ~1.1trix concillded in ~1.1V. 
1,)«11 to l'\imin.1t(' rhi~ Prnr,rt1m Output, princir.,lly nn the ht1siR nf n 
lack of GOr.R Supflort. A!I mentioned In 11n p.1rlier Section AITEC 
realistically concludl!d thin the Pro~r.'m !IlOlIld foclI!! on specific Rural 
Development pro il'ct~ rather than on an "Integrnted" .1ppro.lch when the 
COeR had been IJn.,h\'! to provide infraHrllcture 11nd !lervices. 

11 Original Logicnl Frnmewor~ Mntrix included nrtinnni. 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

ACTIVITY 

TAnLE No.5 

AITEC COORDINATED TRAINING ACTIVITIES 
ANn NUHHER OF PARTICIPANTS 

APRIL, 1981 SEPTE~1BER 31, 1982 

AREAS 

1 2 3 4A~J 4B~1 

Number of Activities 

Short Courses 7 8 10 9 6 
Field Trips 1 3 -0- 8 6 
Work Sessions 1 1 5 10 2 
Other ~J -0- -0- 6 4 -0-

TOTAL 9 12 21 31 14 

5 

1 
4 
3 

-0-

8 

al Nandayurc includes some field trips to Hojancha. 
bl Hojancha. 
cl Involves activities with small entreprenp.urs. biogas demonstration and 

artisans, includes work sessions and field trips. 

TOTAT. 

41 
22 
22 
10 

95 



TABLE No.6 

MAJOR AREA~ OF AITEe TRAINING 

"REA~ 

1 2 3 4A 411 5 TOTAL % 

1. Apiculture 4 7 7 1 3 3 25 26.3 
2. Tree Nursery 2 -0- 1 S 6 -0- 14 14.7 
3. Grains 1 3 2 4 3 -0- 13 13.7 
4. Fruit and Vcget~ble 

Production 2 2 2 1 -0- 5 12 12.6 
5. Dairy Marketing -0- -0- -0- 4 1 -o- S 5.3 
6. Coffee Production -0- -0- -o- S -0- -... - 5 5.3 ... 
7. Biogas -0- -0- 3 3 -0- -0- 6 fl.3 
8. Other ~.1 -0- -0- 6 8 1 -0- 15 15.8 

TOTAL 9 12 21 31 14 8 95 
% 9.5 12.6 n.l 32.6 14.7 8.4 100.0% 

!' Includes non agricultural activities. 
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C. Project Purpos~ 

The purpose was to "define, promote and implement a series of 
cone rete ac t ions lead i ng to improved produc tion anc1 marke t ing pa t terns 
nmong small farmers and rural entrepreneurs. 

In each area a minimum of fiY'e separate projects were to be 
underway by the end of the third year related to intensified 
agricultural production, diversification and commercialitation, land use 
patterns, creation of new marketing alternatives and small industry 
promotion. 

With the exception of Area III there 
five active projects in each of the areas 
Projects by area are broken down as follows: 

Area Projec ts 

1 5 

2 8 

3 11 

4 10 

5 3 

Tota 1 37 

arc currently at least 
where AITEC operates. 

AITEC, in nccordance with its revised plan of operations for 
1982-86 is concentrating on projects which incorvorlHe collection 
centers and irnprovrrn~nt of the traditional mnrkrting chnnneis (or bllsic 
grains, apiculture, milk prociucts .lnd frllit. Other vnlunble IIctivities 
incllJde tr.ln~f~t of trchnolo!!,y, reduction of pOllt-harvest lou lind thr 
promotion .lncl ((Jn~,·r·J.ltion of rf'ne'-l.,ble resolJrces nnd IIrtclI~nal fAmily 
s i z e i nd lJ 5 t ri f' ~ • 

O. ?roj~c t \'0.,1 

The Projl'cc COlst w41 to incrcue family 'nc:l'):nc and employmont 
oppnrtunitie!l M:lOng th~ tArs"t Rroup in ulrc:t.,d ruul au,.. of tho 
~ountrv. 
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eiv,.n time limir.1tions, the An.llyst' 'I"" un.,tde to conduct lJ 

complete survey .lmonr. projt'ct p.lrticip.lnts to rietennine actual 
percent<JRe of income .1n,\ m.,n 11.1Y" of t.,bor ~enerat~cl, 1I0uevt*r, on the 
blli. of II recent survf'y conducted by AITEe and project participllnts 
intervieued 1/ conclusions regarding outputs vis-a-vis project goal 
was possible, 

a) Tnc ome 

In five areas 
were to have incr~~5ed 
of the thi rd year or 
been escablished", 

of opp.rlltion, "the inl'om~5 ot )60 pllnicipants 
oln averagt> of l~t over currrnt levels by the end 
the basis for future income Incr~aSt"5 uill have 

F.lrm~rs In,i C()"\!~llIlIity r,·prt"'l·nl:Hiv.·!> in[t'rvit'u('cJ uere 
generally impresst·1! by In,-OMf' Incr",,!\"s dt'rivt',' froM AITEe assisted 
projects. ~05t fannror5 ! .. tc th .. y Uf'rt' flll-inri.llh t, .. [[t'r off after 
having p.lrticipal .. t! in AITEe d55i5[('.1 "c[ivi[i"5 .J1I.1 (")(;I<'ctt',1 additional 
improv('m~nt in [lit' ccmin~ Yf'3r. lla:'lie grain L1t~ .. r5 in Area II (Acostll) 
affirmed rh.lt th~ solar ~r.lin .lry .. r rc·"tJCf'd ~:r.Hn 1055 .. s by )0-40% 
thereby "llcl)\lrJ~in~ f.1f~er5 to Incrt'J5e 1.1IHl .ir!"" under grain 
production. ~ .. ~b .. r5 of [h .. Cllirr.1c;s Frui[ Tr .... !lllrserl ht'lit'vt' that'll 
5,,",,:1 invt's[n.-nt in .:In irri~oHion ~y!ilt'~ uill 5uh5Llflti,dlv incr .. ase 
fruit tr .... pro<jtlction oIll'! ~t'n .. r.2[t' atl,litillll,tI InCO!"I" ullich could he 
inv~'tt'<1 in crr:"1ulliry projrcC5. rf"~1I11" 4rri'~l.lll~ lId"''' 1"~H" .. <l frOf~ .. ach 
oth~r to n,\kr .1itf .. r .. nt pro1jllct5 and e')(P"C[ [hal t'vt'ntllill !~i1r;',C."tins Jf 
their prrJI1uct5 in ~Iln In,,t- m.2Y '!lIplic,HI' tl1 .. i ... curren[ incol""!, Hilo 
and broom prOdllC[ion in Ar .. ., IV lI.,e It'.'111 tan""",:; til illcr"":lt' 1 oil"! IIre4 
in Hila pro t1uetion, incr .. all .. d inco''!t' ant! in.llrl"ctly ","IIe'rllc",! .1I1.1i(ion41 
labor on l.lntl cultivated by pro)e'c( pIH[icirll"[~. A .Ialrl ,l.-vrlopment 
project nfl.H Iland4Yllrr' hll~ h .. lpr,1 C4CClrr'l,..n in [lie' art''' to .1iversify 
trolll ht'td canleo in[C) .L~iN caUle. nH~'I aho vieu [h .. cllrrent 
c:nn.truccion o! nil .... cfll: .. crinn (rn[",r5 a:l .:2 lir!t :1lf'(1 [o\Jarti. 
cutlbli!lh'''r. /I .,,!lil prll,:r'Hlnv. (aeLllty III rll .. .:He'll. !:\lIIlt' prll.1l1crion 
• nd II (' () ( ( r (" .1 .. 'J" \ I' ["''''11 [ P r () i (" C r I 1\ II" i .1 Ill: II" ;a r '" oS I"'" <l a [ .11 'J e' ... :. If yin R 
procfurtiof\ .1C[IVlll"e., IIl .. r".l:'I\~ IIL·()~'" dll,! ~"'II ... ra~illl{ 1I.111'[il)"1I1 
e",ploy~C."nt \ll1t<:1. -'4'1 r",j.;c .. tap., latllH t'1I~LHI":\ III I'do[a !tllall urh.sn 

"ro I' . 
'.Jhll .. -.111'( !;a!"cr~ ;11\" ,',""'"111['/ !":""~"'flf;afl ... r!l ;1' ... '()I\'JII'C~lt 

th4t "!~[C ;1~"~~fc,1 ;1I";"','!'" ',;1"" II",! ;1 :\"~lfl'J" "'!! .. l'r "11 \1;,',lIvC tlr 
."atlllsl ... ! [1.(" ""'!I~ !"r It'rca: .. III I!".~' .. :. "fl.! ~"'f\ .... .ltl.'1\ .If lahnr, 
(hey .\1,0 .. ":,, .. ~~,.., ",I'< .. 'II I'LII ;" .... :""J .... f~. "" [I,,,,!, .!"'\tr)"!,, "".1'1 

I' r!H!!I~r!l lUI., I IIC, , C; ..... I'IIIHHy rl!f'fc;,,"t\tiH."'''~, -



-32-

eVf!ntually "ctie ou ttl for lack of man.1gcmcnt "know how" or cnpnhi Ii ty 
and/or marketing. It W:1S ~ener<llly felt th:lt AlTEr. could do morl' to 
provide m<ln<lgement oriented training and explore marketing alternatives 
before encouraging farmers or entrepreneurs to produce more. 

T~ble 7 on the following page summ<lrizes AITEC's survey results 
regarding income ~nci employment r,ener:1ted by project between May I, 1981 
and >etober I, 1982. Percent,1ge income ~ncreases, ~s presented by 
AlTEC, are i~rressive bllt it must be noted th~t the cievaluation of the 
colon and the inflation during this perioci in time was suhst<lntial 
JJ. Also it was not clear \Jhether estimates on income include income 
increases for SOme future date. Examples nre: the coffee and ciairy 
development projects in Arca IV. 

D~ta was available for 17 of the 37 projects surveyed comparing 
"previous" and "current" inco~e. Percent.1ge increases ranged from 257-
for an apiculture project in Areil V to 764;~ for another apiculture 
project in Are.1 1. Income for nll projects (excluding the. 
dairy and coffee development projects in Area IV), increased from ~2.45 
million to ~ll.7~ million II 380% ~/ increase. 

II - Accortiinr. fo Arrr:r. 'nflndon r.1t" IoInll I'lltimnt,..d nt 100% ~nct cnlon 
wn. ,1 ..... .,I,,/'Ic .. ,1 hy mnr .. cl1/'1n ')00%. 
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b) Employment 

"Approximately 50,000 additional man days of labor in productivp. 
activities were to be generated by the end of the third year". 

AITEC' s survey reveLlled 60,000 mnn/d:tys 1..1 of 1 Llbor generated bv 
AITEC supported pro.iec ts. Employment genera ted by a rea was as follows: 
Area I, 27; Area IT. 36; AreJ III. 25; Area IV, 95 and Area V, 17. The 
tota 1 i nc1 urie s 70 cmp 1 oyments gp.nerc1 ted by the coffee deve lopment 
project ;n ArPLI V. It;s not clear, howevcr, whether AITEC's C'stimLltes 
also include projected employments. 

A complete brenkclown of employment generated hy project as taken 
from AITEC's survey IS presented below: 

TABLE No.8. 

EMPLOYMENT GENERATED 
BY 

PROJECT ACTIVITY 

Pro jec t 

Fruit and Forest Tree 
Nursery/Plots 

Grain Harketing and Corn 
Seed Reproduction 

Apiculture 

Female Artisans 

Fruit Harketing 

Swine Production 

Coffee D~velopment 

DAiry Drvrlopmcnt 

Su~ar CLIne Parcels 

R i ad i r. est 0 r s 

Carpp.ntry Shop 

Total 

11 200 Employments x 300 mon/day. per year. 

Employment 
Generated 

40 

32 

21 

8 

10 

3 

70 

2 

2 

6 

200 
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Verification of AITEC data was not possible. Projec~ 
beneficiaries and community leaders interviewed expresRed projects to 
have generated additional labor both directly and indirectiy. They also 
believe some projectR have the potential for additional employment 
generation in the future. 

Several milo and broom producers in Area IV employ farm labor 
while they dedicate time to manufacturing brooms. Female artisans in 
Area III now spend time producing handicrafts which will be sold to 
stores and supermarkets in San Jose. Dairy, coffee and apiculture 
development, 1n Area IV (Nandayure and Hojancha), have encouraged 
farmers to increase their dairy herds, plant more coffee trees and 
invest in honey producing operations to the extent that additional 
family or other farm labor must be employed to meet the demands of 
growing farm operations. However, as in the case of apiculture 
development in Hojancha, production of honey has grown to the point 
where production has reached its peak capacity requIrIng some farmers to 
move their bee hives to areas where production yields have the potential 
of reaching prior levels. 
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CHAPTER Vi 

INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF AITEC 
METHODOLOGY/PROCESS OF 

LOCAL PARTICIPATION 

This Chapter attempts to analyze the institutionalization of the 
AITEC Integrated Rural Development methodology/process of local 
participation at the national and local levels. 

a) Background 

At the national level the Program was officially designated as 
a dependency of the Minister of the Presidency. General policies of the 
Program were to he decided by a Board of Advisors formed by the 
Ministers and Executive Directors of the autonomous and semi-autonomous 
institutions. l' In addition. an interinstitutional technical 
committee was fonned to help coordinate the technical and operational 
inputs of participating institutions. The objective of the first three 
years was to "firmly implant and institutionalize a process for dealing 
with sector problems by having local groups define their own development 
priorities" AITEC had found that: "a tendency on the part of the 
government to undertake development projects with little or no prior 
consultation with the local community". In its advisory role. (through 
its advisors and short-term consultants) AITEC provided technical 
assistance and training. 

b) National Level 

The In tegra ted Rura I Deve lopment OPG as origina 11y 
conceptualized, was from the outset a very ambitious undertaking. Even 
under the hest of circumstances. the intention of trying to replicate 
AITEC's integra 1 rura I deve lopment experience of 1I0j ancha to six other 
Costa Rican rural areas required substantial financial and human 
resources, as well as a concentrated effort by GOCR insti"utions in 
coordinating a5sistance to the selected areas. Furthermore, having set 
the IRD Program as a dependency of the Ministry of the Presidency 
operating from the Central Bank of Costa Rica handicapped the Program 
from the Vf'ry beginnin~ - more mi~ht have broen .1ccomplished if the IRD 
Progrmn hnd been m.1n.,~('c1, II!! it eVf'!ntually wns, by and institution such 
.1 the HAG directly re!iponsible for and having the "know how" regarding 
agricultural development. ~hen the Program was finally transferred to 

l' Thil group never met. 
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HAG, it was too late. The deterioration of the Costa Rican economy and 
the overall lack of political support forced AITEC to reformulate its 
Program and invest OPG funds in what should have been GOCR counterpartj 
vehicles, personnel, and additional staff training. 

Even under the current Costa Rican administration there may be 
little room for AITEC's "de abajo hacia arriba" methodology. The MAG 
appears to be on the track of becoming a "super ministry" concernp.d with 
undertaking large fore ign exchange genera t ing agricul tura 1 deve lopment 
projects in which local groups have little or no voice. The pattern of 
a "arriba hacia abajo" approach rather than AITEC's "down-up rural 
development strategy has been maintained by the GOCR. Chart I on the 
following page illustrates what has -occured regarding the IRD 
Organization. Solid lines show plai1ned organiz.ltionnl relationships and 
dotted lines show existing relationships.!!. AITEC field coordinators 
are in effect serving as the linkages between rural development projects 
and GOCR institutions rather than, as originally planned, having an 
Interinstitutional Committee coordinate GOCR institutional assistance 
activities to local group organizations through AITEC management. AlTEC 
management and central office staff are in direct contact with 
individual participating GOCR institutions. Coordination of 
assistance/training activities is undertaken by AITEC staff - no such 
operational coordinating mechanism exists between GOCR institutions. 

To summarize, because of the lack of GOCR financial and 
political support the institutionalization of the AITEC 
methodology/process has not been established at the national level. 
Note that of the total 43 Program staff trained, twenty-three remain 
with the Program but only four belong to GOCR institutions. 

Despite such GOCR shortcomings, AITEC has established a close 
working relationship witr individual GOCR institutions 1/ which has 
enabled it to successfulij ey.pand sever.,l projects (apiculture, grain 
marketing, dairy development, tree nursery), to more than one of the 
areas in which the Program operates. 

c) Loca I tf"/f! I 

At the local level AITEC's implementation of its field 
methodology has undergone Some variations; especially since AITEC's 
rural development str.He~y was chan~ed from an "integr"l" to "project -
specifL;" conce~t. Tn this regl1rd AITEC's methodolo~y of local group 
pllrticip:Hion "in the p1.1nninr.. impl('ment.Hion nnel f'vnluation of 

1/ (solid lines for AITEe Organizl1tion nre currp.ntly valid). 

2/ Especially HAC, DINAOECO, CNP nnd the University of Costa Rica. 
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development related activi ties·, no longer requires that several steps 
of AITEC methodology be followed. Workshops involving local 
agricultural development associations, country agricultural centers or 
associations and some MAG or other GOCR institution representatives are 
held to discuss specific agricultural development projects rather than a 
broader range of county or community problems and objectives. 

Site visits revealed that AITEC had effectively assisted local 
farmers in organizing into local formal and informal groups. Group 
interaction, project participation and strong leadership was evident in 
Hojancha, Nandayure and the Santos Area. Local groups interviewed 
expressed that AITEC had brought communities together and provided them 
with a forum in which local problems were discussed and encouraged them 
to participate in projects which had already generated or established 
the basis for additional income and employment. 

In general terms it may be concluded that the 
methodology/process of local participation has been established among 
several communities in three of the areas in which AITEC operates 
(Puriscal, Acosta and the Peninsula of Nicoya-Hojancha). 
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CHAPTER VII 

INCOME vs. PROJECT COSTS 

A survey conducte~ by AITEC disclosed that 1,283 participants 
increased their income from ~7.2 million to ~44.3 million for the period 
May 1 to ~tober 1, 1982. These figures include 310 participants of a 
dairy and a coffee development project in Area IV who increased the 
income from ~4.A to ~32.5 million. All remaining projects increased 
income from ~2.4 million to ~11.7 million. In other terms, 973 project 
participants increased income on the average from ~2,466.60 to ~9,558.07. 
In absolute terms this result is sUbstantial but it should be noted that 
considerable inflation/devaluation of the colon during this period 
partially contributed for this increase in income. 

Cost-wise, average investment per beneficiary during the past three 
years was, 

1-
2. 
3. 

AITEC 
GOeR Direct 
GOCR Institutional 

TOTAL 

Cost/Participant 

$ 59.36 
272.62 
195.02 

S527.00 

http:09,558.07
http:V2,466.60


AREA 2 

AREA 3 

AREA 4 

ANNEX A 

PROJECTS VISITED 

PQOJF.CT 

9/2(,/82 
Apiculture Association of Acosta and neighboring 
communities. 

Small Artisan Production of San Luis de Acosta. 

Solar Drying, Storage' and Commercialization of 
Basic Crains. 

Acosta Basic Grains Seed Bank 

Chi rraca Tree Nursery. 

10/05/82 

Hastatal Tree Nursery 

Hutual Solar Drying,Storage and Commercidiution 
of Basic Grains 

9/28/82 (N.1nd.'yure) 

El Cacao Hila and Broom Production. 

Altricul[ural School Trf!~ Nursery. 

Altricul[uul School RioR'" Production. 

C~n[ro A~ricol4 r.4nton41/Hiniltry of Allriculturt 
OHie,.. 

9/2?/R 7 (11/1 i.'J nch~ 

AarlCIIlr:lJr41 ~chool Tr"I' Nllrury. 

AllricuitlJul School lIont?y Production DOlllonlCution 
Plot. 



ARF.A ~ (r.nnC.) 

AREA 5 

Agricultural School Hog Pr~duction with Centro 
Agr(cola CRntonal. 

Privately Owned Tree Nursery Plot. 

r.offce Production 

Hog and 810gas Prorluction. 

8ee Frame and DOK Production. 

Centro Agr{cola Cantonal. 

IO/05/R2 

San Pedro de Tarrazu Fruit Produc.tion and Marketing 
(Interviewed farmers in AJTEC Sa" Jos~ Office). 



ORGANIZATTON 

AITEC 

MAG 

DINADECO 

INFOCOOP 

CAe 

AREA 2 

ANNF.X 1\ 

PER~ON~ TNTF.RVTF.WF.n 

NAME/POSITION OR OCCUPATION 

llC'nry Kllrczin~ky /ni rec tor 
nnhcrto J im{!ncz/Pro.1C'c t nc~ ir,n llnd Imp lcmcnt:Jt ion 
Alvnro Hcrnnnrlcz/Orr,nnizntion And Training 
Arnoldo A~u~ro/MarkC'tin~ 
Mi~lI('l FC'rn:1nrlr.7./ArC",1 2 Coor,lin,Hor 
Elias Campos Dllqlle/Area 4 Coordinator 
J 0 rg e II i rl a I go / A n~ as· Co 0 rrt i nil tor 
Mayela Azofeifa/Area 2 Assistant 
Poblo Montoya/Area 1 Coordinator 

Guido Aguiler/IRD Coordinator 
Gilberto Campos/Director of TRD and Extension 
Jose C~spedes/Nandnyure Extension Agent 

Ervin Molina/IRD Counterpart 

Victor Charpentier 

Gi lberto Guido/Nandayurc President and Farmer 
Javier Moreno/Nandayure Vice-President and Fanner 
Carlos Coto/Hojancha President 
Oscar Campos/Hojancha Manager and Farmer 
Luz Bermudez/Honey Production Advisor 

Acolta Businessman Miguel Hora/Basic Grains Seed Bank Coordinator 

Chirraca Carlos Badillo/Farmer 
Evelio Badilla/Farmer 

San Luil, Acosta 

AREA 3 

H.stat,,\ 

Edith Hernlndez/Artisan Producer 1/ 
C OJ nne n H ~ nd e z / Art i ~ OJ n 
Joaquin FernAndez/Farmer 
Hugo Fern~ndez/Farmer 

Alh~rto n:1rc{n/Pr~~irlent TRO A~Aocintinn 
Cndos C:uzm6n/Sec rc t IJ ry lRO Allflocint ion 

11 Four (~) ~rlditionll artisan producers were interviewed. 



E 1 r.nc ~o nroom 
Producers Associa­
tion. 

Ag. School 
El Zapotal 
Milk Marketing 
COll'lllittee 

AREA 4 

Hojancha 

AREA 5 

San Pedro d,! 
Tar1'8zu Frui t 
Pro~ucers Associa­
tion. 

J(\fl~ !'cq\l~ i r,'/Monn~cr 
R~l ae 1 Cnrri llo/nroom Hnker nnd FlI nner 
Javier Espinoza/Broom Maker and Farmer 
Jos~ Anchia/nroom Mnker nnct Fnnner 
Walter Carrillo/Broom Maker and Fanner 

Ro~er Leiva/Tree Nursery Manager 
Abraham Fara/Cattleman 
Fernando Dcon/Cattleman 
Ricardo Arroyo/Cattleman 

Orlando Esquivel/Farmer 
Jo~e Moreno/Farmer 
Flavio 5andoval/Bee Frnme and Box Production 
Angel Marin/Agricultural School Director 

Roque Mora/Association President and fanner 
Antonio Hora les/Assoc iation Member nnd farmer 
Froylan Montero/Marketing Committee Member and 

farmer 
Roger Carro/Association Secretary and fanner. 



"NN~:X C 

COHPARISON OF LOCICAL FRAMEWORK ASSUHPTIONS 

ORlt.;INAI. VS. REVISED 

1 .) 

Call bv," 1 

That the pre sent gov ... plm"nt 
..,ill continue' to support 
and endorse' the stat~d 

objrrtives of the n~loIly 
crelll~d lRO Program. 

Purpose Level 

That tht' govt'rnmt'nt ..,ill 
promote policies (avorable 
to small Llnl'1t'rs and rural 
ent repr~nl!u r s 
of cr ... dit, 

tn the 
technic"l 

aistance, training 
lurketing, etc. 

Output Lev.l 

a rea. 
a.­
.Jnd 

1 ,.b) coeR ..,ill ~onti~u. to b. 
open .nd rrccpt ive to AllEe 
techntc.l .s,i.t.nc~. 

6 ,) COCR h.u rl'!lOurcl" ..... il-
.bl", and is vlliing to in-
v~S( tn ,I!rll( 1 r led st'rvic~ 

and l (\ t r .:I ~ ( ("II L t U r e . 

t nflu [ I.e' 'I' 1 

2 ,) r.oCR 11II 11 11 r 5 I ( • C IltMIf'nt" 

o v III r t II r C' co )' " .1 r _ • 

1 a) 

Thlt Bov~roment institu­
tions and local organiz.­
t ions ..,i 11 cont i nue sup­
porting th~ objectives of 
the IRD Program. 

Local organizations ",ith 
support hy government 
institutions ..,ill promote 
policit's, til th .. arells of 
crt'dit, tt"chnlCJl 41sisc­
Ince, crJinin~, mdr~t'tin&. 
prict's, eCc., ..,hich ..,ill 
h v 0 r C II t" !i :n" 1 I a g ric u 1 t u -
rOIl producer. Financing 
",ill be ohtained (rom COCR 
cOllntt'rpart to "open" zan. 
(ive. 

l I.b) Locil orllniutionl "'ill .,. 
recepti ... ", to IRO technic.l 
I •• , It III1C C! • 

6 .) 

2 It) 

Loe4l nrg~ni:.tion5 h4YO 
rC'lllurct'" 4v4Ll.ohlt" to dtt­
vt"lop :let ivit i(O~ inc lud.d 
in t hc JRU l'rogul1I. 
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