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13. SUMIlARY 

The Project is making notable progress toward achieving
 
the soil conservation goals. This is true despite delays
 
caused by late arrival of equipment, unseasonable rains, and
 
the shakedown period required to put together an implemen­
tation team as large as the one used for this Project. The
 
implementation team is especially impressive. The excite­
ment and dedication of the Project Director, Mr. Dudley
 
Reed, permeates the staff.
 

May 1979, marks the effective starting date of field
 
activities. The accomplishments in this short time
 
-- measured by number of farmers contacted, acreage to be
 
treated, and acreage treated -- speak well for the future.
 
The staff has demonstrated the capability to incorporate the
 
reality of hands-on experience into operations, another
 
indication of the high Kkill level of the staff. Given suf­
ficient time, and the Project requires more time, there is
 
little doubt that the soil conservation goals of the Project
 
could be achieved. But thorv are some problems. Beginning
 
ir Section 23 of this report, the implementation status o:
 
the Project is analyzed and recommendations made to enhance
 
the probability of success.
 

a. Project Orientation
 

We strongly recommend a reformulation of the implemen­
tation strategy. The Project should address more directly
 
the soao-economic developmental goals of the Project. The
 
concern Is that the pressure of the PACN han forced an
 
adoption of an implementation strategy that focusen on the
 
noil conservation aspects of the Project. While the impor­
tance of the farmer An the prime mover of development has 
not ben lont, engineering concerns htve move, to tho 
forefront, leaving little energy ior consideration of longer 
term developmental golns or even post-Project needn. 
itowevor, changes should not be intiated until the end of 
the curront dry sApm on. 

HeylondAtIon. The Implementation strateKy nhould be 
reformolatea to nddress oxpltcItly the develop=ntAl JOOAl 
of the project. Thin will require a morn me n~rod and 
dellborate Impleamntation paso An well Ans additional 
attention to local organl:atlon tleolopmont. 

feerocnntaon. W:tond thn 'AC of tthp Projort Loan and 
Orant Agreemont to aoptmbor, I . 



b. Local Organizations
 

The stragegy shift recommended above should increase the
 
participation of local organizations in implementation.
 
Jamaica is particularly rich in local organizations and it
 
is argued that more active and stronger, locally controlled
 
organizations will provide the necessary support system for
 
participating farmers so that continued maintenance of land
 
treatments and improved access to credit, markets, and tech­
nology will be possible. Without this support, it is feared
 
that Project created benefits will erode when the intensive
 
assistance provided by the Project terminates.
 

Recommendation. Local organizations should be given a
 
more active implementation role. In this context, the work
 
of Dr. Blustain should be extended.
 

c. Management Capability
 

As noted above, management of the Project is clearly
 
effective. Notwithstanding this observation, there are
 
areas where improvement could reduce administrative burdens
 
and increase efficiency,. We are recommending that a manage­
ment audit be conducted to estnblish lines of authority and
 
fix responsibility. A deputy io the Project Director is
 
clearly warranted. Additionally, the Project is
 
experiencing difficulty with information nanagement. This
 
is most notable in the case of the Farm Plan, a document
 
critical to efficient use of Project resources.
 
Additionally, the present system of data collection and pro­
sentation does not provide management with current infor­
mation for day to day decisions, is not providing feedback
 
to field staff, nor in it providing the datn th.t will
 
clearly document Project achievements to allow A fair
 
assesment for replication.
 

Recommendation. A manalement audit nhould be carried 
out to ascartain manmagment responsibIlIties and more ofR­
clant lin en of autho:ity. At a minimum, a Deputy I)rector 
In needed to rellevo adcltl1tratlvo burden from the 
Director and watermhed mAnagern. 

ecommentat$On. The management Information aystem 
should be reformulted with npooial Attention paid to the 
Form Plan. 
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d. Technical Components
 

The technical components of the Project have fared
 
better than organizational goals. The erosion control
 
program is being implemented with notable success. It is to
 
the credit of Project management that the erosion control
 
component has adapted well to farmer demands for more labor
 
intensive methods of construction and fewer terraces. Costs
 
are higher than anticipated which underscores the need to
 
intensify the search for low cost systems that rely on local
 
materials. Systems for accounting for the costs of dif­
ferent treatment alternatives and the quantification of
 
benefits or erosion control -- especially on the quantity
 
and quality of water -- are lacking.
 

Reaching thirty per cent of the farms in the Project
 
area is a testimony to the extension component. The me3s3ae
 
carried by the extension is predominately concerned with
 
soil conservation while the information carried on prr'duc­
tion techniques appears to be deficient, e3peciAlly with
 
regard to economic return. The Independence of research
 
activities partially explains this weakness.
 

The agenda of the research component appears to be tet
 
independent of extension activities. And the research Is a 
notable lack of information being collected regarding econo­
mic variables. Integrat'on of research ario extenn*on acti­
vities has to be achieved with extension taklng the lead
 
role.
 

The microeconomic anAlysIs wa updated witnin the
 
constrhintn of data 4vailbility. Fron the prIvAte 
viewpoint It AppeAro that the Pruject Is ztill tfrerlng pro­
fitabIe Advise to farmarn In the P'rojet*" area. 

eeommencution. Lowering cont of vnri(,n !I~Ad treat­
ment :1 be ade ex pl'I c"I lueotda intlVi­should -- An "Arget. (r 
duAl treatments 4:3o11d be mAintan1ed as a4 !AaM' tur 
locumentlnp the cost zplzontAtion* u altern$aIvYo. 

.WaterwAys need Apec* & rouUz Givel their h1h ctu . 

P,ftt oz V '. t I i.. et A !IAA t Te, forcad !Jetween 
rea earub and C toh *o loroon'ti ariotiial 4 )x tohoIuIo . t 4ao the 
1044. tO datorltill resonArellr~rt~ 

With84 40 ,h~e erreet 1yo satn 14 We, tfio 
Proj#,lt ho IIt qdV6OPet 4 trA44 roddr4 4f the rot# of 
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expenditures. Technical assistance funds will be exhausted
 
well before the recommended PACD. The kind of foreign advi­
sors required should be determined ab part of the refor­
mulation of the implementation strategy. To cover technical
 
needs, more reliance should be placed on Jamaicans. For
 
example, we recommend that an agricultural economist from
 
the MOA be assigned ftill-time to the Project.
 

The capitalization of the Soil Conservation Fund in
 
complicated by the degree to which farmers are electing to
 
carry out their own land treatment. While the Fund should
 
not be abandoned, the language in the Loan Agreement should
 
be changed to reflect current conditions.
 

Recommendation. The mix of technical advisors should be
 
detir-ined as part of the reformulation of implementatior,
 
striotogy discussed above. To partially alleviate the finan­
cial con.tratnt, central A.I.D. project:v should be
 
Investigated.
 

Recoamrndation. An Agricultural EconomIst from HOA
 
;hould be asigned full-time to the Project.
 

tecommendation. The Loan Agre-ment should be amended to 
ntlpltte M.at the Soil Conservaticn Fund should be capit.­
li0ec only wlth repayments of loans made to :over the 
twenty-rIve per cent shAre. When a farmer covors his 
required share in the labcr contributions, no oapitalization 
of the Fund Is expectei. 

Fina:iy, the report concludes with Ideas on replicAtion
 
of toe Poject. These ore by no means dei'nltIve and are 
meant t !det !fy area which hoold te uonallered in future 
1e1n1000 tor projoeto with large 0o1 Oonaervation 0am­
polent . 



14. EVALUATION METHODOLOGf
 

The Project Paper calls fcr an objective evaluation
 
after the second full year of project imp.-mentation. At
 
the reque'st of USAID/Kingston's Rural Development Officer,
 
Pat Peterson, the Office of Rural Development and
 
Development Adminivtration (DS,'RAD) organized a three-person
 
team to conduct this first interim evaluation. The team was
 
headed by Ronald V. Curtis, a Rural Development Officer in
 
DS/RAD. Mr. Curtis was .ccompanied by Roberto Castro,
 
Agronomist/ Agriculturp. Economist (LAC/DR/RD) and James B.
 
Lowenthal, Rural Development Management and Organization
 
Specialist (DZ/RAD'. The Ivaluation Team arrived in Jamaica
 
Monday, December 7,, 1979, and departed Saturday, December
 
15. With the exception of discussion- with USAID/Kingston
 
perscnnel Tuesday, December 4, and Friday, December 14, the
 
team spent its totire time in the pro'ect area. The
 
majority of this time was devoted to the Two Meetings
 
Watershed, the site of the project headquarters, with short
 
trips to the Pindars River Watershed.
 

The ohjectivo of the Evaluation TVam was to document the
 
progress accomplished since the prolect was approved in
 
December 1977 and to identify issuen for increased attention
 
during the final two years of the project. Because of the
 
late arrival of the TA team and pro~ect vehicles, USAID/
 
Kingston Stressed particularly the importance of deter­
mining, to the extent possible, the impact of these delays
 
on the capability of the project for achieving outputs
 
within the inltilal time and resource constraints ipecified
 
In the projef.t paper.
 

Mcmbers of the Evaluntion Team interviewed every member 
of the #ienior project starr, including the technical 
AsiiiLtnce advI.sors (TA team leader Roper Newburn was on 
leave In the U."P. during the evaluation), soil connorvhtion 
.-ali rxtnPsion agontn, officiils of local farmer orglaniz+a­
tions and II.C. Iiank:%, farmersn, Minlstry of Agriculture
<:+;ci.,, Pee Corps Voluntoeri assignad to the pro­nd 


jc(,t area. Team membern vi,,ited meeting of local organi..A­
t1l0111, ar=-nK lemotstration ite+s, farmn in variou, MtAROM 
or farm teavepmeont anfd 1IplemenltatIon, and locAl mareting+ 
ot letA . :1) aditioll to InterviewA And 1nl th, the 
ty~lti+loi Team reviewer a wide rArg of documenta availb4le 
4trOee' haadrterr. irequently, matilOr project stsrf 
ind TA I suinei wart: Isitorvioweti y two difserent team mon­
oe p a the Af COInclUs on4ts ++or,h oi pnroepto'c; ad Ol W ilCh 
Oe rge') 11sr Ifng tile e a jLIos 



15. EXTERNAL FACTORS
 

a. Economic Conditions
 

At the time of design and approval of the Project in
 
1977, Jamaica was well into a serious economic decline. A
 
tendency for negative balance of payment positions was wor­
sened by increases in oil prices, declines in production of
 
bauxite and alumina, and reduced tourism. At about the same
 
time, high rates of investment in tourist facilities and
 
industrial plant and equipment came to a close as investment
 
programs were largely completed. These factors led to
 
increasing unemployment, exacerbated by increasing numbers of
 
new entrants into the labor force each year. Government
 
policy was also perceived as contrary to private business
 
interests and led to capital flight, reductior in domestic
 
investments, and decreased remittances from abroad.
 
Together, these trends resulted in lower production and
 
higher unemployment.
 

These trends have not significantly changed since 1977.
 
Production ha: not recovered and unemployment continues to
 
be a serious economic and political problem. The new
 
problem in inflation.
 

The G)J attempted to ameliorate the impact of the eco­
nomic dowrturn by increasing government expeditures, deval­
uation, import restrictions, and stimulation of domestic
 
production, especially foodstuffs.1 As production lagged,
 
fewer goods were available in the marketplace. Inflation
 
reached 14 percent in 1977, rose to 49 percent for 1978, but
 
fell to 18 percent for the first half of 1979.
 

This inflation has eroded the purchasing power of the
 
GOJ counterpart. The U.S. dollar contribution, because of
 
devaluations of the Jamaican dollar, has not suffered
 
equally. Section 23e. Financial henourcea analyzen the
 
impact of inflation on the Project.
 

Ie trLotiona on Imported roodatufra have led to higher
 
farm gate pricon, a factor which contributos to the re­
speotable financiAl returno from farming practices pro­
moted by the Project.
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b. 	 Validity of Assumptions
 

(1) Goal.
 
(a) "High priority to increasod agricultural pro­

duction by GOJ and small farmers." Agricul­
ture continues to receive high priority by
 
OOJ. The-e is no evidence that small farmers
 
are cutting back production.
 

(b) 	"Use of acil conservation measures and improv­
ed cropping wethods will bring about signifi­
cant increases in production." No information
 
to valintc or invalidate this assumption is
 
yet available.
 

(ii) Purpose.
 
(a) 	"A.M.C. continues to offer guaranteed floor
 

prices to farmers." True.
 

(b) 	"Casual labor available for employment on
 
small farmers," True. No significant shor­
tages reported.
 

(c) 	"Farmers mAintain their treated land." No in­
formatin available as yet. 

(iii) Outputs.
 
(a) 	"Furmers' willingness to have land terraced."
 

Farmers are apparently willing: approximately
 
30 percent of farmers in Project area have
 
farm plans.
 

(b) "GOJ will develop a program of reforestation
 
of land now in private ownership." A prugram
 
for the two watersheds has been developed.
 

(a) 	 *Unemployed manpower nvailable in the area." 
No significant shortngrs of labor reported. 

(d) 	 "00J mokes nensary docilsons to allow P.C. 
Dankn Orater freeom In making lonna.* P.C. 
Bankn are making loanA to Project particl­
panta. 



16. INPUTS AND PROCUREMENT
 

The cost and timeliness of Project inputs has varied.
 
This section examines inputs from AID, loan and grant, and
 
the GOJ.
 

a. Technical Assistance
 

Technical assistance costs are provided under the grant
 
agreement signed in September, 1977. This agreement also
 
covers the expected cost of training. Allocations were:
 
Technical Assistance, U.S. $1,530,000; training, U.S.
 
$470,000. Table I shows the type, length of service, ana
 
expected cost of expatriate technicians considered necessary
 
for the Project.
 

TABLE I
 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
 
TEAM COMPOSITION
 

PROJECT PAPER
 

TYPE DURATION COST
 

AID Project Officer 4 years no cost
 
Soil Conservation 4 years 2OO00
 
Ag. Extension 4 years 240,000
 
llorticulturmlist 3 year: 180,000
 
FArming $ystems 3 yer3 180,000 
Markot/Aroinduntry 2 years 120,000 
Ag. Crtdit/Farmor Organl:ation 3 years 180,000
Production E.conom cn • ye.r, 120,000 

in addiltion, 60 perraon months of short-terr- tochnical 
4,~ta(t, ~were i u.ge6.tad rtt A cost of U.s. $270,000 

Tha roQ t ro tho tofihnlc14nt1 in th P' wa jorintisy 
Undear-est:m r. $ ithe fIrnt P;dl40 tlhe A11) Pruect 
orrier w thr tho ot%~ It; Annever ,e zmi ritltton. 
trio U."All m1pi~oti srow isi lAte 1)77 Anil oiarly W0~f, porseon­
nq rl0 1i 1h.5' q1i( 1)(t Ineifo a 1j!0Yl51at ror tlitm W8 pro­
Jet-t o**0 r-r As a reo It ttic~ ~e aaragmt 

#1;Eai,tiave ta g thhily tic |ro~et+t orr!oer *4easo 
flt'Kieft itf l t/, fie vzi. tJq t)Jo 1,6tjo,yfi et e 1t (l gro oft 
AittentlW1 1 041,11req by trio |pro oet, If) mp lWe e 
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responsibility for many of the administrative arrangements
 
was passed to the TA team leader. While this adjustment was
 
very functional from the administrative point of view, it
 
prevented the TA team leader from exercising a full-time
 
technical role, either as the soil conservation or extension
 
advisor, as anticipated in the PF. The absence of an AID
 
Project Officer created a ripple -ffect in which USAID mana­
gement responsibilities contemplated in the PP were trans­
ferred from the operating budget of the USAID mission to the
 
grant agreement. This shift, combined with the effects of
 
miscalculating the costs of technical assistance described
 
below, placed an immediate strain on the resources
 
available.
 

The substantial under-estimation in the Project Paper of the
 
unit costs cf U.S.-based technicians was another important
 
factor. It is now costing roughly U.S. $100,000 per person­
year for lorg-term technical assistance and U.S. $9,000 per
 
person-month for short-term technical assistance. (These
 
figures are in line w.th worldwide costs.) The Project
 
Paper allowed for U.S. $60,000 and U.S. $4,500 respectively.
 
Current unit costs are, therefore, running between 66 2/3
 
and 100 percent over budget. As noted below (23 e. Finan­
cial Resources) there wan little relief afforded from the
 
contingency allowance.
 

The result of these two factors -- no full-ti .o AID 
direct hire to work with GOJ Project management and the 
under-et Imt!on of unrilt casts -- Is a technical assistance 
toan substantially d.ffrernt from that contompe'ted. In 
total volume, l+ttle lesn than 13 person-year3 of long­
term Aistance car, 1,o provided witli te funds budgeted, as 
contrtsi..(d with tho 25 yearn programmed. The actual team 
compositlor. looijk As follows: 

-- TeV e rtdr ung-t rm, arrvd o ptember 1978. 

ltozr! on nstot , arrivod-A gr ti 1tx i lonig-torn, .eptemur 

'37 f,, 

- cts n +rrmc'-,o-,uirt , a rri vd tr 97. 

4 , k , 'A t A .. .- ? ry A I" , , 1r - Y)C ar a 1 

'I .r A'0V b(t h 1, f ti 



-10-


Several important skills have not been available on the
 
team. The lack of a Farming Systems Specialist promotes
 
an undesirable gap between research and extension. Limited
 
services from an agricultural credit advisor raises serious
 
questions about the viability of the credit program. Farmer
 
organization development has been partially and inadequately
 
treated. (The best work available on farmer organizations
 
has been performed by contractors from Cornell University,
 
funded largely from AID/W and attached to the Projuct).
 

The lack of a Production Economist is reflected in the
 
paucity of available information on current costs of produc­
tion, output prices, or expected incomo flows from approved
 
farm plans. Lhort-term needs identified during inplemen­
tation now have tu be paid for from outside resources since
 
the budget for this activity has been husbanded to defray
 
the costs of resident advisors. The result is a shortage of
 
crit.cal technical skills for implementation. These shor­
tages are disct'ssed further in Section 23.
 

b. AID Commodities
 

A commodity allowance was oatimated in the Project Paper
 
at %,.S. $1,750,r00 to cover the purchase of heavy machinery
 
(U.S. $1,300,000j, vehicles (U.S. $250,000) and light equip­
ment and .upplian (U.". $2GO,000). Procurement experience 
has b"en -Ixod. All of th, major items have now arrived 
with tne excep,!on of -pare ptrt.i And small equipment items. 

.he l oudeit eomplaint trom project staff concerns 
venloles Whlch 0it not arrive until May, 1979. Until than 
prvJrc I per,)onnlrl were .ori.ounly limited In the w(.r( they
could ,orform. Frmns (ould not be vlaitao to estabish farm 

.W~thou far'A ,af few other A tlY't es coold be 
5c1 01ult,1. P;roic t .inff had .=I Ica meanm on which to 

rel. :n nome ~o TaA por.-onnel %4.5ad thelr par.lonAl cI 

w "3h rc "rM.,or" 1 ,0 10 raw 3. We h00.ctj W1Ith th! 

A4# ' IIra r' r, 'r.o to1 ctv e izq.>_ ton only 
wl.%!.0 YahI 0 I ari Va 

! !,,,ivy equ ',s:2.1 , I 1 , t he ltslo arp, arrl, od 

1, v a I OrCr 'a h C a , 1- 0 ze if IfI an it aa,"+ 14 1a A'0o0 

at, V V C .11 .C 14A e te 

C - 1 1 i4 a 4 4 Y .i4 i; l a ital'14',ic th~l P' t~i 110111 
4%$ (1 ;mb tt0 , 4 tiie aisb I,e tic0, io h i+ f e, toieI) a n a o 
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the repair and maintenance facility that the roads in the
 
Project area do not allow efficient transport of the mobile
 
machine shop and, rulling the shop around the countryside
 
would result in the immediate loss of "the most complete set 
of tools found in 

" 
Jamaica today apart from the aluminum 

companies. 

The Sumnary Finrncial Plan allowed for the GOJ contribu­
tion to make up for the lack of AID-provided machinery in
 
the first year by hiring machinery from private sources.
 
GOJ contribution was set at 50 percent of the AID contribu­
tion for the first year, falling to 33 1/3 percent for sub­
sequent years. This apparently was not done to any 
significant degree. After the arrival of the tractors the 
GOJ did hire a Low Boy truck and trailer to transport the 
tractors frcrc one jnb site to another. Service wan reported 
to be very poor. 

The total cost of these commodities is substantially 
less than thos3e budgeted. 'ewer bulldozers were ordered
 
than estimated in the PP. According to a summary procure­
ment report at project headquarderts, the actual cost of
 
heavy equipment and vehicles totals U.S. $1,200,000. Based
 
on the Project Paper allowanc# of U.S. $1,550,000 approxima­
tely U.S. $350,000 remains unspent.
 

c. GOJ Contribution
 

As noted above it appears that the GOJ financial contri­
butions were rot drawn lipon to acquire rental machninery or 
vreicleo when AID provided resources were not available. In 
the case of vehicles, the most criticAl shortoge, it is 
doubtful th.t a sufricient quatitiy of serviceable vohicles 
lotild ha10 bcen rented in any ca.e. In the case of heavy 
oquipmrnt , the paucity of completed farm plans meant there 
was little pressing worV. 

Th furnation of thn Go)J implementation team proved dif­
flcult. They ori*. Innl Project Director was the :Ionior 
(onoorvatlotn Offr.oar for the Minis.try of Agriculture and the 
11P1 f)rm I tulot only part of nin widor portfclIo. 
5nicor managn.mnt of te,' Minintry of Ag.rioulturn wo-uld nrot 
relI.eve him (f h Is oti r tisk nor p-rmIt hi., fuli-ti o 
transfer to trio projec't kj l.o. ito wn.s rinally roplacod in 
AprIl 1,0') 1,y a rill-time J'ro e'ot Dirn tor who tas 
tjmonstratn': .ffutiva mfnIAgriai sill, There hAs ilao 
tinan t-i sy i t n, 4;)vointment or th'n kra , eron n o I . 

amt*#Otne" q=1 i1 -'Yav proPotor 3n worne' e ,L tjI inhoa 01 howU to 
tdr4v ejevw: tt~t' AitD ioan, rondo riavo )en provde on a timoly 
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17. OUTPUTS
 

Table II reproduces taie EOP's from the Project Paper.
 
The text that follows provides the best available estimate
 
of progress to date. At times, quantification of progress
 
was difficult to establish due to difficiencies in the
 
information system. Relative progress was also hard to
 
establish because of the lack of interim targets.
 

The section is dividel into six sections, following the
 
categories in the PP: (a) erosion control, (b) agricultural
 
extension, (c) farmer organization and services, (d)

training, (e) rural infrastructure, and (f) agricultural
 
research. This section is purposely descriptive. In
 
Section 23, we have developed in some analytical detail what
 
we consider to be important issues related to project goal
 
achievement.
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TABLE II
 

OUTPUTS AND EOPS
 

OUTPUTS 
 MAGNITUDE EOP
 

1. 	Development of Soil
 
Conservation 
 17,700 acres treated
 

2. 	Reforestation 5,000 acres1
 

3. 	Roads 
 22 	miles
 

4. 	Employment 
 1.1 million person-days
 

5. 	Intensified land Use 10,000 acres
 

6. 	Adva:iced training 30 participants
 

7. 	Demonstration and 
 5 stations and
 
Training Centres 50 sub-centres by 78-79
 

8. 	Small farmer organizations 33 JAS and )4PC Banks
 
supported
 

9. 	Credit System $1.6 million in credit
 
distributed
 

10. 	Potable water 25,000 persons served by
 
an adequate water supply
 

11. 	 Electrification 15,000 people served by
 
96 mile, of line
 

12. 	Rural housing 235 houses constructed or
 
rehabilitated
 

I Loan agreement incorrectly stipulated 7,000 
acres ao
 
requiring reforestaition (Annex ., B.I.). This should be
 
corrected.
 



Er c
Erosion Control
 

Er ion control has two major components, land treat­
ments and refo-estation. Streambed work is also included
 
but is a minor activity.
 

(i) Land Treatment
 

The estimate of land requiring treatment i currently
 
thought to be less than that contemplated in the Project
 
Parer. Although not yet definitive, the 17,700 acres of the
 
Project Paper requiring treatment are probably closer to
 
10,600 acres, covering both forestry development and land
 
treatment.
 

There is also more consideration of less abusive forms
 
of soil treatments, including more reliance on vegetation and
 
establishment of permanent crops. These trends reflect the
 
importance which participating farmers appear to be placing
 
on less intensive production technologies. Not enough
 
information is available at this time to indicate if these
 
trends will continue throughout Project implementation.
 

Progress to date is reflected in Table III.
 

TABLE III
 

LAND TREATMENTS
 

NO. ACREAOE
 

Farm Plans Submitted 1212 4951 
Farm Plans Approved 833 --

Plans under Implementation 556 2198 

An there are no yearly land treatment goals, it is dif­
ficult to evaluate these early figures. The project staff
 
considers the current pace to be too slow to complete the
 
watershed io the time alloted. There are three primary
 
reasons cited for the slow pace of implmentation: delays in
 
forming the complete project team, early lack of vehicles
 
(or ntarf to visit farmn to prepare the farm plans, and
 
unaeasonal rains this past summer. In effect, the project
 
only began implementation this past Hay with the arrival of
 
vahiolea.
 



(ii) Forestry
 

Forestry activities include land acquisition for
 
establishment of public forests and a program to encourage
 
forestry development on private lands.
 

Table 1V thows the progress of the forestry subcomponent
 
on private and public lands up to November 30, 1979. The
 
area reforested represents 13.3 per cent of the ta-get for
 
private lands and 2.5 per cent for public lands. On the
 
other hand, counting the areas with approved plans (private)
 
or purchase approval submitted (public) the areL+ shown
 
represent 46 per cent and 30 per cent respoctively of the
 
targets. With this rate of progress, 2000 acres of private
 
land of 3000 acres of public land could be reforested within
 
the kurrent life of the Project.
 

TABLE IV
 

FORESTRY
 

Private Farms Publio Lands
 

Re- Plans Re-

Foreste'. approved Forested Acres Purchase 

Farms Acres Farms Acres Area Purchased Pending
 

Two Meetings 89 171 206 504 26 3 251
 

Pindars 64 96 155 414 50 23 640 

TOTAL 153 267 .61 918 76 26 891
 

The Project Agreements require the development of a sub­
sidy scheme for private holdings. This has been done and
 
implementation recently started. For participating farmers,
 
the GOJ covers 60 percent of the cost of establishment And
 
pays for tt, first three cleanings of bush. An additional
 
bonui payment of J$140.00 per acre year for five years is
 
also paid to the lnndowner. From limited discussions with
 
farmers and the data presented above, it appears that the
 
scheme has merit.
 

http:J$140.00
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b. Agricultural Extension
 

Agricultural extension agents have been placed in almost
 
all of the twenty sub-watersheds (six in Two Meetings and
 
nine in Pindars River). In each watershed, the activities
 
of the extension agents are co-ordinatid by a senior agri­
cultural extension officer.
 

Extension agents have typically received two years of
 
training at the Jamaica School of Agriculture. The agri­
cultural extension agent in a given watershed works in close
 
collaboration with a soil conservation agent and is sup­
ported in his or her work by three assistant field agents
 
and a district officer (Peace Crops Volunteer). Because
 
both extension and soil conservation arents assist the
 
farmer in the development of farm plans (and conversely, the
 
soil conservation agents are frequently called on to give
 
advise in areas normally associated with agricultural
 
exten~sion), it is difficult to determine the selective impact
 
of the extension kgonts. If one considers that farm plans
 
are, on the other hand, the result of the extension pro.,am,
 
one can speak more authoritatively. Though October 1979,
 
extension and soil conservation agents made 5207 visits to
 
farmers, primarily to discuss the developuent and implemen­
tation of farm plans.
 

Since April 1979, and including data through October
 
1979, the extension program has resulted in: 

o Completion of 1,212 farm plans (30% of the target farm 
pnpulation) 

o 	Approval of 833 farm plans by project senior manage­
ment (215)
 

o 556 farw plans in various stages of implementation
 
(14%)
 

During the past five months, the rate of monthly increases
 
in farm plan development, approval, and implementation has
 
been impressive: an average of 22 per cent monthly
 
increases for plans submitted, 31 per cent for plans 
approved, and 26 per cent for plana entering various stages 
of implementation. In terms of acreage, ubmitted farm 
plans covor 4951 acres (28S of 17,700), of whic 19o (12) 
are under Implomontation. 

Anothor Activity or tho extono noprogrAm 1uupew farm 
tour/demomatration And $lr1 dsy, ThrowJh Otober 1979, 
25 tours havo boon conduotod for An avoroto of 7 ;armorm for 
each tour and 1K frild dayn avorOKa1 11 Por frwo day. No 



--

00o00ha bee kep fo the< number' of lietc ~ extension 'o~' 

te exeso 0ffce
visital but lietoc Is0 c0ur0rently0 ooot 

workin with 45o farer on actviie by pro­the 000ite 


been to Hoenumbero
deat Fally e i s extensionicr 

have made 224 home visits, some of which concern home gar­
dening techniques.
 

as Farmer Ortanization and Services
 
Acoording to the Projeot Paperp support for farmer orga­

nizations would include the provision of training; and seed
 
grants designed to strengthen the capability of these orga­
nizations. Small farmer organizations specified as the maim
 
beneficiaries of hbis support are lcoal branches of the
0 

Jamaioa Ariculturalr Society (JAS), Peoples Cooperative (PC)0 
00 anka, and farmer co-operatives.
 

(i) zIa4 
The Project area contains 32 local JAS branches, only

eight of which were actively functioning as of January 1979. 
As oif November 1979, 23 JAS branches were holding regular

monthly meetings, with an average of 15 farmers attending
 

O each meeting. The inarease Inactive JAB branches Is
 
apparently a result of the efforts of the Project's0
 

O Assistant Training Officer (referred to as the Small farmer 
Organization Training Officer)$ who requested -the officers0
 
of inactive branches to call a meeting at which the 101 1)P#
 
was discusseds* ither the Small Farmer Organisation Officer 
or a Soil CouservationtAgricultural Extension agent has
 

attededsubsequent meetings Inorder to continue providing0

Information concerning I.IJ.oPe activities and progress*
 

0 0 The Project Paper anticipated that four PoCe Banks would 
Serverthe credit needs of farmers In the project area* As 

0 

of November 19799, four were providing loans to farmers#
although three of the banks have acounted for over 90 per

Genpt of the losa. aotv-Ity'. (Since the fourth bank to'0

located on theIperibsrhen*tte project arear its low level 
ot activity doesno rsproeet-a problems.Loam advisory 
committees have app rovad ,12915 -Zns tota'2lng $134 S61 

-­

14-1M -ny49,8 (J7 847):of which has actuallY
beendisbt~rse. Lon vrage approximately $1,100 


'(J2:00) per farmer withb f h on being disbursed-0 

in cash'and the] reainder in kind* (Rerc-andelseehere uS.nr 

' 0 

000 

0the PIS $03s*14f The project, s2uports the,,salari Of''000" ~o0 4: 



three cler'ks who have been hired at the three most active 
P*C. Banks to handle project-related loan activity. The 
clerks have received one-day of formal training (see

"Trainng,' part 17d in this section).
 

(ULi) Fmera Co-omeratLvea
 

The arrival of the Marketing Advisor inSeptember 1979­
organizations. The advisor has sad* a number of talks to
 
JA3 and o-operatives couerain& the nature of marketing and 

marketing strategies* As oftNoveaber 19791 no grants hayes 

­

besA side to local organizations for marketing purposes* On' 
­

the, recomendatisu.of the Projet Director# bovever, the 

Permanent Secretary o1 the Ministry of-Agriculture approved 

­

aloan of $18#000 (J$90OOOO)'to the Christiaua Potato ~ 
Orovers Co-operative Association* The loan i dsigned to-

­

augment the association's inventory ofterming implement&---
­

availablerto Small farmers in the project area' 00o. 
oporative groups bays been formed inthe pro ectotrea as a 

-­

result oftZJJ.b?e inititives nor has nny traziing been ~ 
-the­local co-operatives previotvsly active; in 

-- --­

-provided-tsr 


,­area (During the mouth of Novembor, the project received 
several requests for assistance in foratngroollootive groups-­

. , > , 
,, t- <,,<, , + <', ,m' : .o,,, d , ,xy¢ #,)?. . ,, . , >'?, : ,,< +,¢. 4, . m ,7 ,> U ,' ,, , , > L ',' <: " , : , ,:: U 

z , ; , : 7 :; . @ ' : ':) + : ; +- , 4,, 4 : : < ; ! , ' ;. , I q ;' :,¢, ' ,' %!y:)o.',,k~r 
-thesefor the purpose-orti i!!~i i~iii~ii~ !!ii~ii Mrktil{ 7 ;,?i~% i:i7!! 1 but4 , ,7 7! igroupsl-11, l have,i:!! notP l;%y~'i.:- I1'U!U11- ?!ii) -i 44'Piii 1 V;i; ;7i : 7 i, ')i!, e l !!,;),i37! i 414@ - I' :-i i~

materilsome) 

Wii) ULU=metofite 
theeoreationViV of DeIvelopmentr-i7,The projeot""'V',-I has opted for P-',, - ;I ~ 21IiV-Ul 

C ttees as ...organstional vehicle for farmer* - th-e -pimary ......... 
Involvement and participation* Initially csoeived ot as 

­

over-lapping with sub-watershed boundaries andras indepen-, 
­

dent of JAB authority$ DO's are now being orfanized as seal-t 
-boundaries'.
autonomous entiie of JAB's and overlap p.aih 

IDC's
-As of November 197t~' six DO's have been *raid are 
of seven farmers (two of whom serve as *tffiooe)
Somapsed


who arelected,&%a monthly meeting of the local JAB. branch 
and one or Project roptosentAtives5 tombership it the-

­

-two ­

DO's isrestricted to target partieoi-ting.1a the i.P-----

The DC's meet onse a mouthlo -ay etvwe JAI meeingos)-­

-- <>jand are usually well attended., The prisary activities of 
DO&*apparently be,* been linited to the Identification of,-­
communiyneeds for which-the eomttes would like 21.3.D.P. 
assistance Th'NIe 1.1*0 P0 has re ieved requests from 15 of-I 

I 

~< 
thel resaimna 17 JAB branaools tapfor Data 'IStheM" Ss.-------

Given ths'Projeea Paper's focus on farm development and
 
- VImple.mastattd'- the 1:issues*t: farmer orlaniatioli 00d61p. 

mem avees4a 
9 

lel beglooecdf ThePrjt ?pr------i-­

http:partieoi-ting.1a


... ....- - --- - - ------- - --- - ­

itself, gives no direction s to how capability development
is to occur and allocates few specific teiources even though

this development isconsidered a principal output# The 
Importance of' developing &aoperational strategy for the
 
development of farmer organizations In the project area can­
not be overstated if the project is to accomplish realisti­
cally many of its goals* (S.. section 23. Lca
 
Ortaniz1an for further cements on this point*
 

d.Trainin~
 

The Project Paper is both vague and contradictory with
 
regard to the Issue of trainng. In the text, 30 par­
ticipants are to receive training, without distinction bet­
ween long and short-term training. Ilsewherep the text
 
specifies 40 person-years of long-term academic training

while the total of the subject-person breakout Is 41 years

of long-term training (Annex 3,p. 6). the lonig-term

training isbudgeted for *R1@000 which leads credence to
 
the latter figure, calculated at $10,000 per person-year.

The absence of clear goals for training makes an assessment
 

'!'';
!i~iiiilii! !i lil!!!!i !,,,,'r ' !i il!~~iiiiiii~'iiiiiii
V of progress!i~l:!i!U!iiiii!!~iiiiiiImpracticable*.i!!iiiii!iii'i!ii!i!iiii!iThe'scope,, iof!l!!iitrainingii'i!activitiesi!?:!!iii~!i!ii!iiiiiiii~!i~laiii
 
iii ' I i , i:
to date issummarised inTable V below.
ii! i !i iiii ,, ? , , :
A !i i, ii!i!iii i :!:i!,~! ,'!i*!iii ;i; i iii:i~!ii!h ,i ,!i~;! ,' i ! i, U ' ,, v ,!. ! !These!,, activities,: ,G ,,-,:, ,; . ? ! i, ;y! i i I : 

are divided into short and long-term participant training

(out of country) and short-term in-cuntry training. Three
 
Individuals have attended short courses abroad as well*
i: !iii!: !!,i!?ii~~iiY":i~i, ! i!?y i!: ; !! ! ?: !i!!! !!i ! ! !ii~:!!! ii,~i!!~~yi,~i!ii! ii ! Y i~ h '!: !'i ,! , ! ii~-
i !:!U ; '!:h~ i~ I!;!! i G i!h i: ' ii 


SLt ii : , 1 - II ;; . I* I ,k' : . '' II C ; - ; IL;h, - Y ; I*1 : ; :I IC I ; ; 1 *,I*II 4II, !I 'III -', ; IC! i , 1111ii , 
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TABLE V
 

tRAINING
 

TITLE 	 TERM SUBJECT DATE
 

1. Participant Training
 

a. Assistant Project 24 mos. Agronomy (B.3c.) August
 
Director 
 1979
 

b. Senior Scil Conser- 24 mos. Agronomy (B.Sc.) January
 
vation Officer 
 1980
 

a. 	Senior Soil Conser- 24 mos. Agronomy (B.3c.) January
 
ration Otice,, 1980
 

2. ln-Countrv
 

1. Soil Conservation/ 4 wks. Soil oonser- Feb. -

Agricultural Exten- vation 1979
Mar. 

sion Agents '20)
 

2. 	fiel4 Assistants 40 2 wks. Survey, lay- April

(20 	each sessiof) out super- and June
 

vision soil 1979
 
oonservation
 

4. Senior Adainistra- 36 3 days Planning and Aug. 1979
 
tive Statt assessment
 

5. 	Home Eoonomiqs Ex- 32 4 wks. Home economics Sept. 1979
 
tension Agents extension teoch­

niques
 

6. 	Agricultural Cradit 50 1 day Agricultural Sept. 1979
 
Board Otticers, P.C. oredit
 
Banks CLerks, Agri­
cultilral AnI 3ol
 
Conservation Agents
 

7. 	Dlatrlqt OfrLcers 1$ 2 wk. Soil Conserva- Oct. 1979
 
(PCVIA) tion Teohniques
 

8. 	Homo £oonoslos ex- 2 3 days Home economics Dec. 1979 
tenaion Ortioera
 
(aponborod by HOA)
 



The unit-costs estlmal;ed in the PP for long-term par­
ticipant training ($10,000) are insufficient for funding the
 
anticipated number of indlviduals. The current per year
 
unit-cost utilized in most AID-financed projects is between
 
$15,000 and $18,000. The Ministry of Agriculture is
 
purchasing a bu.lding in Christiana which 
will be converted
 
into a training facility capable of housing 30 participants.
 
This facility will be an important asset as the project
 
increasingly pursues short-term, in-country training
 
strategies.
 

e. Rural Infrastructure
 

Three activities comprise the rural infrastructure com­
ponent: potable water for approximately 25,000 people,
 
rural elentricification for an additional 15,000 people, and
 
construction or improvement of 235 houses. In addition,
 
construction or improvement of approximately 22 miles of
 
road, included in the erosion control component, is sche­
duled. These activities are to be carried out by other OJ
 
agencies: National Water A"thority for potable water, Public
 
Service Company for electrification, the Housing Scheme of
 
the Ministry of Agriculture for housing, and the Ministry of
 
Public Works for road improvement. The extent of progress
 
achieved for these components varies.
 

(i) Potable Water
 

Zn May, 1979, the first allocation of U.3. $84,7 46
 
(J$150,000) was made to the National Water to
Authorit/ 

expand the Christiana/3palding water supply. No data was
 
available on status of the expansion program.
 

(ii) Rural Flectrificektion
 

By April, 1979, 54.73 miles of line were reported
 
completed with another 
15.99 Miles under construction. No
 
data was available on the number of additional customers
 
served. 

By 3eptember, 1979, three applications for improved
 
houning had been approved. E1ghty housom are reporteod to 
have been conatructed in the Crofts i1111 area under the Land 
Lease program. 
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tiv) Rod 

By May, 1979, the i1nlementation plans for roads were
 
complete, the first -ilocation of U.S. $84,746 (J$150,000)
 
was made to thm Ministry of Public '.)rks, and the field sur,,
 
vey statted. Approximately 16 miles of roads will be ready
 
tor construction in January 1980.
 

C. Asricultural Research
 

The agricultural research component has establiashed riur
 
demonstration centres, two in each watershed, with a fifth
 
scheduled for Pindarn watershed. They are located at Rhmdon
 
Hall, Xelllmt School, Coleyvillo, Butler3 Run, Ana tne
 
newesit at Morant.
 

There is no primary focus of researh With reOK:d to 
dnmestic vs. export, traditional vs. nontraditionsi. !eo 

crops are receiving limited attention (winged bean, vege­
tables, And peanuts, for example). The reoaarqn on some 
crops is clumtered to provide more Information on 
intercropping And multiple cropping comt'nations wh1cn would 
allow more Inteniyve cultivation or the treated land. TAn 
and bean, coffee and banana, bean and potato and are 3ome 
combinations under examination while At the newest oenter at 
Norant, pine and coffee intarcroppind will be examined. 

Data an coats ot inputi and value oaoutput 1i repor­
tedly being collected but no analysis i a'aliable. 7n1li 
has implications for the content and iretibility Of the 
extension program. There Is little otsrujcoted,r,. 
two-way communication between the extension services and tho
 
research component. The demunitrstlon centre Are ningoed 
by the researih unit but the 4esonstraticn sb-aentres re 
under the control or the extension oryrvice. (Or the lAtter, 
only two In Two Meetings have been estAblshed vItn It 4ddi­
tional i'entiriod for PinAar*. fifty were proposed in tnhe
 
Project Paper). There i no evi4ence or progrsamed now or'
 
experienoe frcm one to the other#
 



a. *Increase hillside agricultural produotion on PsaUl 
hillside farms in the Findars liver and Two Meetings
watersheds.* Production Increases have not yet been 
aohLeved# 

h b* 2Control soil erosion in the watersheds*' It Is too 
#-1y to measure the Impact of the soil conservation 
proramme on aoil erosLon. The 1015 oondibion sUggests that 
soil erosion will be reduoed from 53 tomcdare/year to seven 
tons/sore/year by the end of thes project@ This estimate tz 
based on extremely l mte expituas, i h epriental 
terracing* More realistic measures of the effects at satl 
conservation have to be developed#. ........ of th
 

at ftrengthenthbusrsuc aotyfte

tMinistry of grioultureto o p r Lvbles are o-goLntg e 

........ . ea...a
....aehieve this project purpose By garly 1960 three par­
tiolpants will have degarted for "ing term training In soil 
conuservation, ovaer partipants will follow* 3hort-sers 
training oourses# come held abroad and ethers ia-eosstryt
'422 reach a wider speotrun ot MCA personnel* 

The most isportant means by whish skills are acquired in 
implementation of development programs with a strong colt 
oomservatinm souponent will be through the experience of 
this Project. Lessons learned here by NOA personnel. will 
bosoms the most Important fomt of expertise for tuture 
replications* 

-a. ai;,; ­

a- a" ... . .... i 
*
 

Vi. i
 



4essAt1 "To Improve the standard of living of farm. 
ersa an-&La3.a by Increasing nne and providing Improved
roads# housing, eleotrLoLtyp and potable vater.'
 

ItIs too early to determine It Inoomes bays inoreased 
as a result of project Intervetions* tIs olear that 
steps have been taken that will deliver Increased public g
services -~ roads# vater, electricity# housing -- to the 
people Inthe Projeot area.
 

Sub-oals*To establish an agricultural produotion 
nod*1-t~a--danbe replicated on small hIllsIde farms.0 

The Project has not generated sufficient experience as
 
Istp but several Issues have surfaced which bear on replioa­
bility potentdaL. he Is ues are addressed In Section 23 f., 

Sell consfirwatLon has already been aeseptied In principle
by about 30 fitfarmers in the project area. Te Is 
necessary to deteralme, it farmers are committed to an-
Mining lands which have been treated and employing Improved
produetion techniques on that land* 

2,,
 

{; ....... .. ... .................. ...
 

v.1.1 , 
1 
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The direct beneficiaries of this project are the farmers
who agree to develop and implement farm plans designed to 
protect the land and increase productivity. 3killed and 
unskilled workers employed as a result of Project activities 
are also Important beneficiareso Isof October 31, 1979,
about 30S of the farmers in the proje t area had developed
farm plans, farmers vho will receie worwho have already

begun to receive) the benefits of improved agricultural pro­
duativity and increased income. Detailed information on.

thene acceptors Isnot yet available, but a baseline survey
has been completed and an analysis or acceptors by the
 
Cornell University Anthropologist isunderway# 

The Project Paper states that so:Ll conservation and 
forestry activities will generate approximately 1#1 million 
days of employment. As of October 1979, these aotiv:ies 
had generated 33746 days of employment. Zt itIs inte-sting
to mote that the methods for preparing enoh terracos, which 
can be shapad either by machine or by hand# are being
cleared by hand at a rate far exceeding IF projections. ?ho 
shifting emphasis to labor-intensvi e iethds should provide
relativaly greater benefits interm& of empiloyment gene?­
ated. On the other hand, reduction Ln the amount of lacd to 
be terraced will reduce employment generation.
 

Indirect benefits Include the Improvement of the
 
tirastruitural bas ti the project area. These benefits 

Include 55 aItls of electric pover lines and the beginning
of oonstruation of 16 miles of road by January 1960. lighty
houses have beeA reportedly constructed Inthe Crofts Hill 
area under the Land Lease program and the MOA has approved

housing applications from 3 farmers. Data on the expansion

of the Christiana Water Authority to servo an additional
as,000 Individuals inthe project area Isincrmpletss
 

Other benefit as yet unquantifable, will result from

the lose loonomics aopiaent# which is providing#,ntr
XU~p family planning and nutrition services* A bhii4-oraft 
ecoperative and marketing outlet recently refurbished by the
++++:+:i pn: de+ +Ii from~i+ +:, + beeits 'Ii~0be,+!+ dange floods are 'imprt0nt ++home economics component will provide Increased employment

opportunlities to women 'inthe ProjePuk area* 

+ 
The Project

' 'x ++++''i2" +:,' 4Li i ~ IL i + ~ ++i + l i +i++++++ i~ +++ . +:+ I p I O I ++is ourrently awaiting a~proval from the MOA for+i. i Nuthorisaw ++ + : +++ 
''.4P o i i I i ,l++i++i II L++ ++++++:+tinaire i10 bome+W~ eoomicP:+i~+P extension+i ~ agents. d ~ ++ } 

The,most significant, Indirect, benefit ts the preserm

vation of the patrimon~resulting from the soil conservatione*ftortso Improved quality and quantity of water resources 
sjoys~d bdownstrem residents. 
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22. LESSONS LEARNED
 

Basically, the lessons learned are derived from the
 
start-up experience of the I.R.D.P. and they are, in a real
 
sense, not new lessons at all. We repeat them here because
 
the regularity with which these lessons are "re-experienced"
 
in A.I.D. projects demonstrates that they have not been
 
learned. These lessons fall into three categories: start­
up procurement, project systems development, and social
 
scieuce applied research.
 

a. Start-up Procurement
 

The vehicles required for farm plan development and
 
extension did not arrive until 18 months following project
 
approval and six months following the settling in of the
 
advisory team. Effective implementation was delayed almost
 
two years. The first strategic decision facing the project,
 
therefore, was whether to begin lobbying for a project
 
extension before any concrete progress had been accomplish­
ed. Certainly the discontinuity in the presence of USAID
 
personnel responsible 4or project implementation was a fac­
tor in this delay. Such discontinuity, however, is common
 
and should be taken into account for its ill-effects on pro-
Ject start-up. 

b. Project Systems Development
 

The importance of the timely collection and transmission
 
of data required for decision-making cannot be over­
emphaiized. USAID/Kingston recognized this fact ud
 
acquired short-term consultant services to address this
 
issue. Several, months following project approval, an
 
experienced consultant arrived to work with project staff on
 
information system design. Several factors, however, com­
bined to negate the usefulness of the preliminary design.
 
Fist, neither the host country project staff nor the advi­
sory team had been constituted. Second, real implementation
 
did not begin until almost a year later. The unused system
 
had no Internal constituency to support its use. Third,
 
actual project implementation proved more complex than the
 
design was capable of dealing with (this is almost always
 
true). The lesson is that significant design efforts must
 
be invested with the actual project staff both prior to pro­
jeot start-up and at regular intervals during implemen­
tation. Data requirements, external conditions (e.g.,
 
ComplexitY of the task environment), and key actors change,
 
and these changes must be taken into account in cyste,
 
desaign or system functioning.
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a. Social Applied Science Research
 

Regardless of the nature of the technology being trans­
ferred, projects must be implemented in cultural settings 
with established patterns of belief, tradition, and com­
munication. One cannot assume that the provisio.a of 
appropriate technical expertise, for example, - soil conser­
vation - is 3ufflci~cn to assure project success. 
Technicians rarely havm the data available for determining 
what factors will be associated with adaption of the new 
technology. The collection of this data should be the 
responsibility of a full-ti'e project staff member. The 
subjects for data collection, like tne information systems 
design, should be worked out with project staff before 
implementation begins and periodically re-thought during the 
course of implementation. A critical element of this acti­
vity ts its capability for regularly feeding back data to 
the project as well as Cor measuring longer term changes. 
Applied social science research is in this sense, a valuable 
adjunct to the Project's information system. 
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23. ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 

In this analysis section, we hope to place the Project
 
in a context which may not be so obvious from our comments
 
above. Whereas the preceeding sections were organized
 
according to the outline of the Project Evaluation Summary
 
and were largely descriptive, this section focuses on key
 
issues in implementation, analyzes implementation
 
experience, and reaches conclusions about that experience.
 
Recommendations are presented at the conclusion of each sec­
tion.
 

a. Project Orientation
 

Project staff has made significant, even laudable,
 
progress in reaching the target population. As noted
 
elsewhero, about thirty per cent of the farms have made the
 
first step of completing, with extension and soil conser­
vation agents, a farm plan. Farms with completed land
 
treatments fall well short, of course, of this number. But
 
considering that the staff actually received the necessary
 
tools for work only this past May, the achievements to date
 
are to be applauded.
 

What is not evident, perhaps, in the naked figures but
 
obvious to the visitor's eye is that the farms reached so far
 
clearly belong to A.I.D.'s target population. A majority of
 
the farmers receiving assistance owned less than five acres
 
(approximately 60%). It is also obvious that the staff
 
assembled by the Government of Jamaica is capable of
 
reaching even more farms.
 

But the success of the Project hinges not on the ability
 
of the s tf to treat several thousand acres of land within
 
the time alloted. Success will be determined by what hap­
pens after the land is treated. What must be understood,
 
and continually repeated, is that the I.fl.D.P. is a develop­
ment project with a strong soil conservation component, not 
a soil uonservation project with development aspirations. 
As such, the major unknowns revolve around the farmer's 
household, not with techniques of land treatment. The ero­
sion control program will be effective only It it continues 
to be in the private interest of the farmer. The Project 
staff must understand what the private interest is, how to 
match that interest with the gnals of the Project, and how 
to establish systems that will support the pro-conservation 
production technlques coming trom the Project. This task, 
this larger soclo-economic task, is, we argue, Indispensable 
tor reali:ation of the Project goals. To achieve this 
lae'gor task, hanges are required in implementation or the 
POJet. 
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In broad strokes, the key elemant of this strategy is to
 
focus increasingly on strengthening the local organizations
 
in the Project area. The organizations will in turn, assist
 
in the implementation and carry on the support functions
 
once the Project terminates. Of primary interest should be
 
the Peoples Cooperative Banks and the local chapters of the
 
Jamaican Agricultural Society.
 

By investing time and resources in the local organiza­
tions, and Jamaica is rich in local organizations, and using
 
them to implement project activities, Project staff will be
 

laying a strong foundation for post-implementation main­
tenance in the Project area as well as for replication in
 
other watersheds. Given the experimental nature of the
 
Project, the limited amount of funds available, and the need
 
to learn by-doing, it should be made clear here that we are
 
not proposing support for the national organizations repre­
sented by the chapters or branches in the Project area.
 
While their support is necessary, their needs could well
 

exhaust the resources available under this Project. What is
 
expected, of course, is that the national organizations will
 
have a much more active role to play when it becomes
 
possible to replicate the project 1,n other watersheds.
 

More time is required for implementation. The pressure
 
felt by the Project staff of the PACD, September, 1982, to
 

achieve the soil conservation compcnent of the Project
 
leaves little energy for consideration of post-project acti­
vities. We strongly recommend that the PACD for the Grant
 

and Loan Agreements be extended two years to September,
 
1984.
 

Recommendation. The implementation strategy should be
 

reformulated to address specifically the developmental goals
 
of the Project. This will require a more measured and deli­
berate implementation pace as well as additional attention
 
to local organization development.
 

Recommendation. Extend the PACD of the Project Loan and
 
Grant Agreement to September, 1984.
 

What follows is more detailed support for this recom­

mended change in focus with analysis of specific project
 
components. The suggestions presented are done so with the
 
objective of providing Project management with implemen­
tatiun assistance. When all is said and done, it is very
 
much the opinion of the Evaluation Team that the Project has
 
made hignificant progress And has the potential to reAli:
 

much more. Following each section, the reader will find
 
recommendatlon3 for action to address the pointi Identified.
 



-30­

b. Local Organizations
 

In various places, the PP refers to the importance of
 
strengthening the capability of small farmer organizations
 
for providing inputs, credit, and marketing services. The
 
following statement summarizes fairly concisely the position
 
vis-a-vis small farmer organizsations which has been fre­
quently articulated in the PP and in I.R.D.P. literature:
 

Groups of farmer associations for the purpose of con­
sidering their plans and sometimes engaging in unified
 
action represent the best alternative to improve the
 
credit, inputs and marketing services available in the
 
project areas. The project proposes no preconceived
 
"best" structures as group activity and will attempt to
 
assist and develop groups of farmers organized as
 
cooperatives, aSsociations, or societies (PP, p. 34).
 

In our interviews with a wide range of project staff, we
 
have discovered no dissent in the importance of working with
 
small farmers o'ganizitions. The Project, however, has
 
failed to come to grips fully with the resources and strate­
gies required to bring about the active participation of
 
small farmer organizations. This failure has serious impli­
cations for the functioning of almost every component of
 
the program, including extension, credit, marketing, social
 
services, research and demonstration, and by necessity,
 
therefore, for the very success of the project.
 

It was originally proposed that the agricultural credit
 
advisor would also be a farmer organi:ation specialist. He
 
would be responsible for working with branches of the
 
Jamaican kgricultural Society (JAS) for organizing coopera­
tives (in collaboration with the agro-industry/marketing
 
specialist) as well as for working with credit institutions.
 
It was also presumed that the JA3 chapters were actively
 
functioning and would not require any start up organizing:
 

The approach will not require the creation of any new
 
organizations or institutions, nor are any planned in
 
the project activity. What will be required are incre­
mental changes in behavior on the part of farmers and
 
manaers of institutions to undertake innovations that
 
may initially be perceived as representing higher risk
 
when compared to traditional prmctices (PP, p. )5).
 

In reality, only 8 of the 32 JA. Lranomos in the project 
area were actively functioning in or January 1979. The 
first issue for the project therefore, wa to "revitAlize" 
the JA3's. The Project did not provi4e 4owever, Any ioe 
LndividuAl to take on that rolo. A long-term oredit advisor
 



has not yet been hired and short-term assistance inly 
became available in aid-summer. The marketing advisor 41d 
not arrive until Beptember, 1979. The project addressed 
the need to organize inactive JAB's by assigning local orga­
nization responsibilties to the Assistant Training Officer 
(hired inJanuary 1979). This role became defined in 
practice as contacting officers of inactive JAS branches and
 
requesting then to call a meeting at which .3.D.P. aotivi­
ties could be discussed. The strategy for dealing with 
active JAB's baa been to provide current Information @n 
ZJ.,D.P. programs and beneits.
 

An additional resource on which the 1.3.D.P. was able to 
rely was the research provided by two Cornell University

Research Associates living inthe project area and
 
collecting data. The investigations of Dr. Blustain and Mro
 
Goldsmith have contributed importantly to the project's 
current knowledge of local organisations in the* project area
 
and to the conceptualization of their role in support of 
project goals. Mr. Q,:ldsmith returned to Cornell inthe 
fall of 1979 but Dr. L..ustain has been extended until summer 
1960.
 

A major departure from the PP was the decision by the 
project to create Development Committees (DO) ineach sub­
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the Project. 

During the summer of 1979, Project policy regarding the 
DC$# continued to evolve.r The Deatopsent Committees are 
strongly linked to the JAB, both geographically and organi­
sationally. The DC's exist as a subrunit of a JAS chapter 
and elected official$ of the DOSSa are often the same indivi­
duals that apr lected officers of the JAC. The most impor­
tant difference between the two units is that membership in 
the DC's is limitdtc active participants In the Z.3.D.P. 
This organisational distinction between the DO's and the JAB 
is not clearly understood by all farmers or even all Proj sot 
staff. What does appear to be understood Is that the' DC's 
are *restures of the X4.LDOPs To the extent that the 
-Z#4D*P# is known to have a finite life,rthen One must SUP_. 
pose that the DO'sa are'also perceived as such* When the 
ProJeonds,so will the DC'a.' 

The creation of the DC's has contributed an additional 
organizing task for the 161IJ.P. (six have 44 rap been 
astablishedvwitb requests from 19 Of the Vrmaining 17 aetive 



JAS to form DC's). Organihing constitutes more than the 
calling of a meeting$ the eleotion of offLors and the 
updating of IAet. progress. Organizing requires skills 
for promoting and motivating participation, planning and 
mobilizing soaroe resourot, and controlling planned actLYi­
ties within time and resouroe constraints* Communitby dove­
lepers in the United 3tates have painfully discovered that 
organ zing the poor is no easy task* 

& review of Z.I.DJ. resource deployments demonstrates 
that the project has not adequately confronted the resource 
intensive demands of the organizing task&. In faot# the 
assistant training officer isbeing reassigned to full-time
 
marketing duties as of the beginning of the year. 

One might raise the question at this point an to why the 
Z.A.D.P. should devote substantial resources Into
 
strerngthening JAB, DB's and other cooperative associations.
 
The answer is that over twenty years of experience in rural 
development demonstrates the absolute necessity of moti­
vating farmers to take more respoibLILty for demanding and 
participating in the delivery of the services provided by a 
government agency. The Z*3.D*P# is now in the process of 
developing a package of technical solutions to the agri­
oultural problems contronting farmers tn the project area. 
In praotioe however, making tbis Information available by 
Itself will do little more than support the Individual 
farmer for as long as the teohnioal assistance Is in place*
Upon the completion of this intensive phase# new practices 
could well be abandoned unless low oost systems are Inplace 
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the only long term, cost effective solution. Collective
 
action also Implies organization, and organizations require
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:k 4Dot ilil: i+Li +li~: 44 44- The 4. ability~l? of the projeotb to learnio how to transfer
 
effectively these skills to farmers In the Project area
 
could be the most important cstrib'tion to the replioib­

* lity potential of the projeot* By avesting local orgaaisa­
tiona with effective organisationa1 skills$ the cst of
 
future re plioations can be greatly reduoed* te organisms 
tional solutions, as much or more than the technioal solu­
tions, are critieal Inmaking tie cost Of rualrdev~lopment
bearable in Jamaica* 

Two other critical funotionso finansing and marketing, 
art provided, by localworgaLzationss Through some JAS
 
branshev and the marketing beards, small farmers *t'Jaaa
 
ineludinS',those to the prot asrea arebetter served by
markets than seat salfarmers In~Latin America* 'The ra 
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etwork is impressive in comparison to other developing
 
nations. Farm gate food prices are, for the most part, high
 
by international standards. Probably unique in Latin
 
Ameriza, encept for coffee, is the access of small farmers
 
to export markets through the marketing boards.
 

The marketing of staple food crops, iowever, i- proble­
matic. The Agricultural Marketing Corporation and higglers
 
are the primary buyers. Food crop marketing is not as effi­
cient as the marketing system for export crops but this is
 
an experience shared around the world. The basiQ problem is
 
that food staples are highly perishable. Processing to
 
extend shelf life is limited and expensi'e. The higher
 
weight per unit of value limits the distunce one can profi­
tably transport items such as yams and potatoes. There is
 
little quality differentiation by consumers, and thus higher
 
prices for quality producers.
 

a. Management Capability
 

The task environment of the I.R.D.P., complex initially,
 
iS becoming even more so. As described in the PP, the task
 
demands for to-ordination and control include both produc­
tion (research, extension, marketing and credit) and
 
infrastructure (roads, rural electrification, potable water,
 
and housing). The rfectivt management of such a portfolio
 
is no mean teat. In addition, new types of tasks may be
 

added to the project's management burden. The A.I.D.
 
office of Women in Devolopment has designed a Home Economics
 
Extension Unit -- 30 more staff when fully gear.d up and a
 
rang. of services. Finally, A.I.D.'s Office of Education
 
is funding radio transmissions into the project area.
 
Exploiting this communications technology will increase the
 
demands on the extension services. WOle the management
 
reaourcei have responded wel: enough so Car to provide su­
fioient control, they have ben stretched extremely thin.
 

The combination of additional services and the
 
increasing rhythm of the original components poses a serious
 
problem for I.A.D.P. management. This problem of management
 
overload will Also be Colt At lower levels ot the project
 
where agrioulture etension orncerm will be the focus ot
 
cont tctng demands. Role nonflict and role ambigulty at
 
this level couli produce disorgAni:ation and a severely
 
reduced capability for servtie ,eliery.
 

The ripttil ovolving ntqre ot the projeoqt'* 
environment oggotA twat An asnmssont or 4=; t at ia 
sanagement. stratogy Is Appr')prlAto. WIc An Audit will have 
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implications for the allocation of responsibilitites both
 
within and outside the project. Within the project, manage­
ment must develop roles which can absorb routine activities,
 
thus freeing key staff for dealing with novel situations.
 
For example, it is apparent that the director spends far too
 
much time wish visitors, logistics, procurement, information
 
dissemination, and some representational activities. The
 
addition of a capable deputy director for administration
 
could relieve much of this routine load from the director.
 
Assignment of public relations and information management as
 
the sole responsibilities of different staff would also
 
help.
 

Another response to the management overload is to exter­
nalize, whenever possible, management responsibilities for
 
discrete tasks or activities. The case in point relates to
 
several of the infrastructure components. The lack of low
 
cost procedures for periodic reporting and quality control
 
of externally managed activities has resulted in heavy
 
demands on the Project Director's time.
 

The management of the Project clearly recognized these
 
factors and initiated a process of dialogue to confront
 
changing conditions. In late August 1979, the Project
 
Director conducted a three day weekend retreat at which
 
staff examined the impact of current implementation
 
experience on initial Project assumptions. The press of
 
implementation, however, threatens a full exploitation of
 
thts event. The retreat initiative should not be lost.
 

Management trai.ning could also be profitable for all
 
levels of Project staff. This training would take the form
 
of management development with training tailored to the
 
level in the organization. Management training workshops
 
could also provide accasions for generating creative solu­
tions to problems which the organization i confronting.
 

The I.R.D.P. has given more attention to the data 
requirements of decisions than many organi:ations confronted 
with loss complex task environments. It Is precisely the 
complexity of its task environment, however, which makes 
more important the timely provision of data to docision 
makers in a form that 1s readily useful. In addition to the 
needs for data as Lnput into decinions, the project must 
simultaneously oonsider the direction or data flowi. 
Substantl benefits ire beinK foregone by neO10ctinK thq 
use ot data 4s a stimulus tor the operAtional itsff. 

In tho beginning of the Project, 4n attompt va3 =Ade on 
a component by component b4K3 to leotermlne the informatlon 

needs And the syteims (procedures, form, role*) for 
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collecting the required data. During the project, ad hoe
 
systems have developed as new needs for information have
 
been identified. The result is that much data is not
 
collected in an orderly manner, important areas are being
 
neglected altogether, and other data is collected but not
 
utilized.
 

Within the Project, there is no central place respon­
sible for making available periodic summaries of data or
 
generating special reports from data already on hand. The
 
only periodic summary is the monthly report, much of which
 
is either difficult to interpret or too out of date to be
 
very helpful.
 

A primary example of how an "ideal" element of infor­
mation system has proved far less useful than the original
 
design is the Farm Plan. The Farm Plan document is the
 
keystone of the management system for the Project. It is
 
the instrument that transmits direction from the indivilual
 
farms to Project management. Land treatment activities are
 
defined here. Extension work has to be shaped to coincide
 
with the new cropping paterns. Credit needs are identified
 
and justified. Since timing of farm off-take can determine
 
the product price and thus farm income, marketing implica­
tions are Inherent in the information contained in the Plan.
 
If nutritional goals are more actively pursued, then data on
 
family consumption patterns could create additional require­
ments.
 

The format is not up to all these demands. Everyone in
 
the Project 1s unhappy with the document as a planning tool,
 
usually for some particular reason related to individual
 
opera:ional tasks. 3ome have already redesigned certain
 
components. But isolated attempts to reshape the document
 
will not solve the problem. The solution may ,iot
 
neceisarily reside in one document although a single docu­
ment seem4 most efficiont. In any event, project staff 
must, as a whole, examine the document, and determine its 
content and role. It will probably take a few more itera­
tions before a satisfactory, not perfect, format Is created.
 

Another a-oa in which data seems to be iorely lailing in 
the cost of agLculturil proluction. There is l'tle 
attempt to collect this data despite the fNct that the esti-
Mated benefits of this project Are based on representative 
farm productoin models whIch hAve not been well valdated in 
the project Area. 

What seems to be reqlr,,2, t!)en, Is both An infrmAtion 
snystaem4it Ann tno lovlopmont if reo tive woyi ti 43a 
information. NIton An Audit woqld have to mok into 444ount 
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the resource constraints which make the development of bur­
densome systems impractical. The audit will require project 
staff to invest some energy into an analysis of tnetr 
componeat'3 decisions and the data required for tnese deci­
sion3. While it is usually helpful for this analysis to me 
catalyzed by the presence of an outside consultant, r.o 
system designed ex machina will be of any sustained help. 

Recommendation. A management audit should be carried
 
out to ascertain management responsibilities and more
 
efficient lines of authority. At a minimum, a Deputy Direc­
tor is needed to relieve administrative burdens from the
 
director and watershed managers.
 

Recommendation. The management information system
 
should be reformulated with special attention paid to the
 
Farm Plan.
 



d.ohia -Coupontats
 

(1)grosion Control
 

Ironion control in the projeot has tvo gain parts soi
 
conservation and reforestations The first gives emphasis to
 
terraoing, dithing, waterways and pasture Land. The PP
 
proposed performing terracing and ditching using machine. 
intensive practices In am attempt to speed-up soil treatment 
and lover oosts*
 

A A Progreus to date appears to be lower-than that Implied In
 
the PP. There are several reasons for these short-falls. 

A First, the vehicles to transport cows did not arrive until 
begin work before the arrival of loan finanoed equipment did 

AAA 
 not take plsce third, umseasomalrrains in 1979 hatted all
 
soil comservatiom work* fourth# the la-hour day proved to
 

A be unacceptable to work *revs* Fifth, farmers have bateded
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LAND T3AK1 OT
 

Pirauge
 

Terraces: 4/oeProtg
 
Mkintu built 14390 *S
 

Terrase:
 
laud built 1,635 + 4T
 

Orchard Terraes T35 + 22.3 
Basins$ pasture and
 
Killaide ditches 230 - 51.5 

Development 325 + 33.2
 

Another important ohange is the amount of production
time farmers would lose, After terracing# the 1? estimated
that at least on green crop to arease soil fertility 
would be uoeusaryl especially it the nev beaches were com­
posed of sub-soil material* farmrs are instead goingiane­
diately Lato produotioup increasing soil fertility with 
anima manure, wLt so apparent loss of produotkrityo This 
means that the orpportuuity cst of~the terraes# measured
her* in term iz ere.of lost productiom,~ U is too early
to %all itthis experience will be continued throughout the
Project Areas, 

System to collect aid move water off treated laud to 
comes etresmbeds are built as part of land treatments When 
a waterway serves morelthai one farmer, the O@J payse For,

those waterwa athat are an integral part of a farmer's land
 paeo.e. the cost isincluded.treatme.totd'the farser pays 
as percent* 

The cost of waterways is higher In practice tha 
too to the Project Paper aid is of Lasieasing concern to the
Sel Comservatiou Uit. PP estimas eousistently tell
below J$310 m 400 per tore of treated land while currest
estimates average around 4900. 

Ithe teebsology for eo2u"ruti waterWara requires Pro­* fabricated eti$esa ofeset and wirf buil' roear project
beadquarters. te eo14 ti*602are transported to Lthe field9
where I a.swaterway *few,-IUrespornsible: for, Instalatio . 
Zstallatiea hs been dome by Projeet ena,In speoeall$oatract, toa&" ad the f&argors fbhe 4quaty of installaft 

.s...
 

4. 

I 

I 4 
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tion haa been mixed but suffiioently poor to cause conoern.
 
Some waterways will require extensive repair. Additionally,
 
an excessive number of check dams appears to have been
 
built. 

Efforts are underway to find lower cost alternatives.
 
3pillways partially oonstruoted from live bamboo plants are 
used at one farm visited. Whili conaiderably oheaper,
 
constant vigilance and iaintenanae are required. Ligaiter

weight and longer prefabs constructed from asbesos and
 
concrete are also being tested. Altihough transport costs
 
are reduced (lighter weight), the initial coat is higher.
 

forestry appears to be an altervative that is Increasing

in importance even for even small farmers. As a soil con­
aervaton tool, forestry is particularly apt for many of the 
steep slopes found in the Project area. The serious
 
drawback has been economic. Can forestry produce an eaono­
sic rate of return that competes with alternative uses of 
the laud? More Importantly, can forestry provide an income 
stream that me et the financial needs of small farmers? The 
answer is a tentative yen. 

the subsidy scheme for forestry plantLng, even on small 
tars, appears to be attractive. Research on coffee and 
pine nLteroropping shows some promise and could smooth out 
the Inoome cycle. The forestry component has established a 
erodible existence that maeshes well with the Project. 

Oven the delays and the rapidly approaching completiondate, all energies have focused on establishing the landtreatment, vith very little effort addressed to maintenance. 
Management is very aware of this but has not had the time to 
focus on this critical component of the project. Vithout 
proper maintenance the resources invested In land treatment 
will be foe nought. 

A note oa concern for future programs Is that no efforts 
are being made to measure the extent of reduced erosion and 
Improved supply and quality of water as a result of the land 
treatmnts. No baseline data has been collected nor has a 

m
syatem bo proposed to collect such data. 
Inamnuasln, Lowering costs of various land 

:tre imade Records ofoIUIItii!ii an explicit target.
Individual treatments should be maintained as a basis for
 
documemting the cost implications ot alternatives*
 
Vatervays need special focus given their high cost.
 

The following tables present the best estimates
 
available to date on costs of. land treatments.
 

' '
 , i : ,,::
 



-40-


TABLE IX
 

COST COMPARISON BY LAND TREATMENT
 
(J$/Acre)
 

PROJECT PERCENTAGE
 

TREATMENT PAPER CURRENT CHANGE
 

1. 	Bench Terraces
 

a. Machine built 754.50 1,390.00 	 84
 
b. Hand built 1,249.00 1,835.00 	 47
 

2. 	Orchard Terraces 600.00 735.00 22.5
 

3. 	Hillside Ditches,
 
basins and pasture 473.30 230.00 - 51.5
 

TABLE X
 

AREAS PROPOSED BY TREATMENT
 
(Acres)
 

PROJECT 
TREATMENT PAPER CURRENT 5 CHANGE 

1. 	Bench Terraces
 

a. Machine built 3,995 	 1,380 - 66
 
b. Hand built 605 1,380 	 .128
 

2. 	 Orchard Terrace 1,005 600 - 40
 

3. 	 Hillside Ditches 10,763
 
and basins
 

4. 	Pasture and Hill- 1,350
 
side Ditches1
 

5. 	Hillside Ditches - 6,6o 

6. 	 Basins " 3,230 ­

7. 	 Pasture - 810 

'The current approaoh is to treat separately Hillside Ditoheg
 
from basins and pasture. Emphasis is on minimum soil movement.
 

http:1,835.00
http:1,249.00
http:1,390.00


~CO3T COMPAR1300 BY WATERID)OI~5TYI
 

PROJECT PARI COUNT PER CRTAGS 
TYP3, OF VATERVAY J$/Aou'e J*/Chalna J*IAoa'. ORANG: 

1. Grassed 	 65.00 4O00 475 #36
 
2. Ballasted 	 187.00 340..­

3. Prefabricated 220.00 	 207.00 670 295 

4. Abestos - .. K.. 	 349.00 b344 

S. Stopped 	 41?0.0a
l
 

Note. 	 I MinL a To feet. >K .QVN ' 

(it) arloultuasal Itsara z.ko6n 

A E~AperLentatLam with dlfforontb erops. aud 4enonsbraa 
tio f-tu eesus toproject 'farmers takes, PLA0oe at ,bre 

Government Jmao partas l spwb~ed byfoLb 	 p . 
4 . ZC*A* Projob *s*de-KOreserobnotweI W a 

benZ#,n 	 Saeofaaoo evk ksba 
,Teeon e~LIste eontrtoncntr udr h 

The thirdt lvZ Is%be suoueaabS,104eners* b 
management at then extension wimnof h a 3.aeak. 

vito',aees''u to showsf aes t1oustb~is of new.L-oropp,,
!eS~Lin1fornea. reqire 

reerh kbtrot evetowrdbhsiadsnSea %bem*.sdU'ya. 
sabipe arLgand ~ag systmbes SiC:660er Sbe 

poUoe 	 -oaurnpbS dasriotuabsoa 

bbsJtbrvsbro4. 
oo as aria L'aidin~ aaesem sh s o noaradiieeS.rp 

In aditon$tostng fornt. ode ofapprppltc-ooh
 

http:noaradiieeS.rp


and sola powered sysem f s proposed -4d 

in tere Paper.'T m s t be ro produci on' 
systems i iately appli "4ot Set f s needs.
 

adIs ah-ag t a Ua a ' m l 

a fewgy su-eostration oen under manaerto oilrs ths cth 


ysan othrd
redslarc toenic s ding prosd.s The proose

i te Usoeot inr whe emporhas not tbe n rovd#cin.. 

Rthiis the separtemes of the ~twyOpatveradna, 
reeradextensionhv beicn eamed Tppaen dumonstrhtiona­
lutonresearch technicians a hideepopind thei oiwn 

agenda while extension aetivities proceed apart# The schism
 
between the two isillustrated by the following Incident.
 

One member ofrthfe valuation team visited a farm co-. 
panied by a soil conservation agent. Whs was~one of the 
first farms. to recev servicssunder the Project including

a loan to fiunac production activities after the land­
treatment, Later in the same day the same farm was visited '.. v 

by another evaluationteam member, accompauied by tec~h-

niciaua from the research units The far'm vas'presented as 

' 

43: 4 3 1 + M, 4., , ,,, , , ¢ , , , + ,,- ;4 +; ", U L + +? 
+++ !!,+i ' ++* 4+ < i . + i u , , i uu ++'3+ '!u ! !!3;u i/3 f ' ! ""3'"34 ii i! _i,i ione of the sub-demonstration centers used byrthe extension 

. 

~ i -'+ ~ ++ d ;¢k + i 3 '.. ; + i ! ''-'!+servicerand an example of how, the research results were K 
being'used 'inthe field.' t wasrlater confirmed that the 
- 4, '4 " 4 ++ "4 ''4"' *p3444-i+ i+4' 44 ' 4"" '443,1 4 ' ' 4 .--'33' ii>h<.4.'- 44-0'4 "' 4" <'4+'' farm was not a sub-demonstration.center. m .'+ 11]43"'+}3z+ _ ++ + '+4+ +'+rd+++: ;+444P 

Te Incident demonstrates more than a momentary lapse in 
communications within the Project. It Issymptomtic ofa 
system where research activities are pursued Independently.......
'3:433........43
,4 4+4 33!4?'333+434,4344'%'i34%3KI4i,,';"'4' >ofthe olient. With little commuication between extension 

io+!!i,+Ln +<h33 4+ifr4 ', l +ri + 'jj[ #+ +P ++ d +++!+?+++++!++++++and research, one has to wonder++ IL~ 3 +ii+T + ++ 3-""''++about 'thernesiage carried b
the agent to the farmer.*b 

1-, The role of agricultural extension# as described in the
 
PirojesPpr was that-once tarmers-ha4 their lands 1
treated, the extension service would see, that farmers 
received adequate instrucetion in improved farming systems.#
In conjunction with this, the necessary Inputs and creditr r 
woud also be made ravailable, tor participating farmers' 
Possibly through loal branches of the JAB or other Go­-~ .. 

opertiv grops.I as N~rthr contemplated that ~hiee
orgamatins would also assist in the marketingr of armersl 
produce and close 'Unikages: Would rbe'ddVeloped among rthe 

-"4 ~ activities of, - ucan agilua inputs aid provi­-the 


siot. agricultural "credit" and 'extension" iervtioes,, 'l> -'-"~~' 

The aetiv ties Inwhich the extension system "Isactually. >-'<-" 
involved do "notit''this models '4Wbil'e ther'e LA Glass" "". 
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linkage between soil conservation and extension activities,
 
the relationship of extension with research, credit and
 
marketing is poor. Although the experiment station at
 
Allsides has some research results suitable for transmittal
 
to farmers, extension service agents do not appear aware of
 
them. Information on costs and yields of the recommended
 
inter-cropping systems on the newly treated lands, necessary
 
for credit determination, are not normally provided. There
 
is a strong consensus in the Project that the extension
 
officers should not have responsibility fot- credit
 
repayment. Consequently, loan repayment depends on the good
 
will of the borrower since the credit institution, the
 
People's Co-operative Bank, has no facility for active loan
 
recuperation.
 

In the same vein, marketing information, prices and
 
forecast production levels, are not part of the information
 
base carried by agents. Without this information, recommen­
dations made by extension officers could prove detrimental
 
to the farmer's interect. This is especially true in the
 
case of thin markets for some vegetable crops. Excessive
 
production by even a few farmers can flood a relatively
 
small market and cause unwelcome price decreases.
 

The few farms visited suggested possible defficiencies
 
In the research and extension servicei. Weed and pest
 
infestations indicate that farmers are not receiving the
 
necessary information for dealing with these common mala­
dies. Field assistants, who usually have a high school
 
background, often lack the training required for providing
 
reliable information to farmers concerning the range of
 
technical factors inherent in complex inter-cropping
 
systems. This could be partially remedied by giving field
 
assistants =ore intensive training in a limited number of
 
Crops. By narrowing his scope of eApertise, greater quality
 
control could be exerted. Moreover, the so*Jice of that
 
expertise 3hould be the research unit. The setting of the
 
research agenda should flow from problems ecountered by far­
mers. The extension arm is the link Jetween farmers and
 
researchers. Research pursued independently of a clear
 
effort to discern farmers' needs is a luxury the Project 
cannot afford. 

:n the long run, extension services should focus on 

farmer organizations and farmer leaders as transmission 
vehioles for new technologies as they are developed and 
refined. As the Project move4s to completion and the inten­
aity of extension necessarily is reduced, thn local organi­
zation ust fill the gap. The roles of both the 3oil 
conaervatIon And extension personnel should alo be re­
examined. As more and more lAnd becomes trqatod, the soil 
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conservation personnel should acquire more of the present
 
extension function. This would free extension personnel to
 
support other aspects of the Project. For example, exten­
sion agents could be trained to collect information on the
 
credit limits which a farmer could reasonably expect to
 
bear. They might also work with farmers in understanding
 
repayment schemes.
 

Finally, the addition of the Home Economics Component to
 
the Project adds a new dimension to extension. Household
 
decisions on consumption, as well as production, have to be
 
accounted for. While it is clear that this very important
 
element should proceed, it is also clear that lessons from
 
the comparison extension efforts should be learned, namely,
 
the how of extension and the content of the message.
 

Recommendation. A link has to be forged between
 
research and extension. Extension personnel should take the
 
lead to determine research priorities.
 

(iii) Economic Analysis
 

Forestry
 

The PP estimates an expected gross income of J$3,080 per
 
acre from land devoted to timber production. The total
 
cost for reforestation is estimated at J$441, J$244 for
 
establishment costs and J$197 for maintenance. 
 If overhead
 
and management costs are not taken into consideration, the
 
average annual inoome is J$137 per acre.
 

The following analysis (based on the accompanying Tables
 
XII to XV) is intended to re-calculate these estimates using
 
current prices and costs. Table XII shows the changes in
 
current costs of production, land acquisition, and subsidies
 
in relation to PP estimates. Total costs for reforestation 
have increased by more than 50 per cent, basically as a 
result of higher labor costs. Land values show a very 
strong increase of 400 per cent, reflecting, it Is believed, 
expectations from services and future beneftr's derived from 
I.R.D.P. implcmentat1on.
 

The subsidy system !or reforestation has also changed. 
The PP suggested that A 40 per cent subsidy Of e3atbl1she­
sent costs and a cash Incentive amounting to 5 per cent of 
those costs would be implemented. Currently th subsidy is 
60 per cent o the establishment and maintonance cost3 and a 
cash bonus of J$200/acre over 5 years. Though these sub­
ldies 34em quite largs 'J$526/acre), compare,! to the coat 

of lAnd terracing they represe.t only 50 per :ent of 
the subsidy tor Machine built terraces (J$],0a), 38 per 



cent for hand built terraces (J$1,376), and 95 per cent for
 
orchard terraces (J$551). Furthermore, those land treat­
ments require waterways with costs ranging from J$340
 
(ballasted) to J$1,817 (stepped) per acre, which are fully
 
subsidized in moit cases.
 

The current costs for reforestarion by activity are
 
given in Table XIII. The establishment costs amount to
 
J$325/acre and maintenance costs J$276. The distribution of
 
those costs among farmers (private) and the GOJ (social)
 
under the present subsidy scheme is given in Table XIV.
 
Farmers' net cost reflects the difference between their
 
share in production costs and the cash bonius.
 

Table XV reflects the expected costs and returns derived
 
from pure pine stand compared with coffee-plantain and pine­
coffee associations. These figures, expressed In terms of
 
present values at a 10 per cent rate of discount, indicate
 
that the average annual expected income from pure pine stand
 
will be J$274/acre if all of the income goes to the farmer.
 
(There is some thought being given to the GOJ and the pri­
vate producers sharing income as well as costs.)
 

The association of pine and coffee has special rele­
vance. At present coffee is the most important cash crop,
 
enjoying attractive prices and absence of serious pests
 
such as "broca" and "rust". These maladies have seriously
 
reduced the coffee supply from Central and South America.
 
If Jamaica can manage to keep their coffee plantations free
 
of disease, coffee seems to be very promising for the coming
 
years. The forestry department of the HOA has conducted
 
experiments, with favorable results, of the coffee-pine
 
association. Though some oil acidity problems might be
 
expected, so far the results do not show a significant
 
decline of coffee productivity. If this association is
 
agronomically feasible, economically it is highly
 
deh.reable, First, coffee provides income from the Ird year
 
to the 25th when pine should be harvested. This provides 
income for farmers in the medium term as opposed to long-run 
returns from pure pine stands. Second, the foreot harvests 
reduce the risk of coffee which comes from vartIons in 
world supply and dizeoae. f tohe main coffee prolucing 
countries overcome the current phytosanitAry probles anti 
their weatner conditions U=prove, the worl4 mupply coold 
increase significantly with a iubsequent Uepreong efWect
 
on price. finally, under present condltion3, the expeited
 
average annual net income of the qoffee-pina anocatmn 
(Table XV) is J7O'l/acre irng4 Z year perlo'), as compared 
with pure pine stand of J$274 or the traditional pure coffee 
stand of JS55O. 
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In summary, due mainly to 
inflation and expeoctatir

costs of refcrestation have increased more 
than 50 pei. cent,

land value for forestry purposes raised by 400 per cent, and
 
subsidies more than 400 per cent 
over PP estimates.
 
Although the increase in subsidies is quite large in percen­
tage terms, in nominal values and compared with subsidies
 
for soil conservation treatments, it is not.
 



TABLE XII
 

ESTIMATED CURRENT COSTS FOR REFORESTATION
 

ACTIVITIES 


a. 	Establishment 


b. 	Maintenance for
 
lumber 


a. 	Total cost for
 

lumber 


d. 	Land acquisition 


a. 	Subsidy cost of
 
production 


f. 	Subsidy in Cash
 
(Bonus) 


(J$/Acre) 

PROJECT PERCENTAGE 

PAPER CURRENT CHANGE 

244.00 325.001 33.2 

197.00 349.002 77.2 

441.00 674.00 53.0 

100.00 500.00 400.0 

97.603 326.404 224.4 

12.205 200.00 1,539.0 

1. 	Overall current estimates: J$300 - 350/Acre 
2. 	Weeding during I - 3 years, estimated in J$219/Acre
 
3. 	Based on 40% subsidy ot establishment costs
 
4. 	Based on 60% subsidy of establishment and maintenance during
 

1st 3 years J$54/Acre.
 
5. 	Based on 5% Ot establishment costs.
 

Sources:
 

1. 	Interview Hr. R. Watson - Assistant Director Supervisor ­
forestry Z.R.D.P. and Project working documents.
 



TABLE XIII
 

PRODUCTION COSTS FOR REFORESTATION
 
(J$/Acre)
 

YEAR ACTIVITIES 	 COST
 

1. 	1st fear: 398.001
 
a) land preparation 100.00
 
b) digging holes and
 

planting 120.00
 
c) Planting material 30.00
 
d) transportation 75.00
 
e) weeding (1) 73.00
 

2. 2nd Tear: 	 146.00
 
Weeding (2) 	 146.00
 

3. 8th Tear: 	 13. ,2
a) Pruning 


30.00
 
b) Thinning 100.00
 

EEstabliashent coat: J$325.00/Aore
 

TABLE XIV
 

PRIVATE AND SOCIAL COSTS
 
(JS/aore) 

PRIVATE 3OCIAL
 
1'
TEAR Coat Bonus Net Cost Cost1 Cash Subsidy Net Cost 

First 159 (40) 119 319 40 279 
Second 58 (40) 18 168 40 128 
Third - (40) (40) 40 40 40 
Fourth - (40) (40) 40 40 40 
Fifth - (40) (40) 40 40 40 
Eighth 130 - 130 - ­

' 	 Coats ot estabLshmont and aintenance up to t1e 3r1 year are 
distributed an follows: 601 project and 40% r4ruera. 
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TABLE XV
 

COSTS AND RETURNS FROM PINES, COFFEE-PLANTAINS=
 
AND PINE-COFFEE
 

'in J$/Acre as Nov. 30, 1979)
 

PINE I COFFEE/PLANTAIN PINE/COFFEE 2 

Tear Costs Benefits Costs Benefits Cost Benefits 

first 437 40 832 - 770 -

Second 156 40 253 240 251 -
Third 4 40 910 1700 870 1200 
Fourth 40 40 1193 1940 1080 1600 
Fifth 40 40 1385 2650 1330 2400 
Sixth 1875 4000 1830 4000 
Eighth 3400 2125 4800 1830 7400 
Ninth -
Forteenth 2125 4800 1830 4000 
Fifteenth 7000 2124 4800 1830 11000 
Sixteenth-
Twentieth 1875 4000 1580 3200 
Twenty-first­
Twenty-fourth 1385 3200 1330 2400 
Twenty-fifth 40000 1385 3200 1330 42400 

1 Assumes 60 per cent subsidy in costs and J$200/acre bonus. The 

bonus is counted as a benefit as well. 

2 Production of coffee is 17 per cent less than pure offee stand. 



The P? indicates that the representative farm in the
 
Pindar area will have an increase In income of 140 per cent,
 
Farm income in Two Meetings is expected to increase by about

173 per cent. This will result from #oil conservation
 
treatments accompanied by production systems based on yan,

red peal banana, ooffe, sugar cane, and potato. The pur­
pose of this section In to re-examine the P? analysis in
 
light of current conditions*
 

Between the PP modal and current practice, several dif­
ferences are noteds less area to receive soil conservation
 
treatments, higher costs per acre treated# and somewhat
 
better ideas about suitable crop aombinations. Zt must be
 
noted that data on costs of production and yields vere found
 
with great difficulty. The quality of the data Is suspect. 

The repres'7ntative farm models under traditional land
 
use and practices and with 1979 costs and prices provide a
 
net income of J*630 In the Pindars liver watershed and 4*75
 
in the Two Meetings area (Tablet MeZ) The basis for these

estimates Is given in Table UKX which summarizes results from
experimental work In the AllLds experimental station for 
the yam and red pea combination as well as adjustments from 
coffee yields.
 

The area of land which will be under soil conservation 
treatment and the uses are Indicated im Table XII.
Currently# it Is thought that less land will be treated
 
(1-34 acres) for the representative farm than considered in
 
the PP (1.6 acres). This Implies that the forestry com­
ponent should be Increased from 04 to I.6 acres as a means
 
to reduce sail erosion and allow production activities to be
 
carried out within the family labor constraint. In addi­
tion, there iseconomic justification in favor of this 
shift; current and expected prices for forestry produots
 
suggest an attractive return with less risk.
 

The expected income derived from modern agricultural

practices are shown inTable IX. Itmust beo painted cut that

these Incomes will be realised only If a ecap *to tech­
nololical package is,transferred to the farmer. Soil eon­
sevation Is only one component of thli package and by Itself
will not have a significant Impact on Increasing farmer 

. 

* Income unless other components are available* Agrieultural
researcho,extessiont credit# ad marketing9 are among other face 

oesplay an Important role to Induce toc­
dologicalhange#. , .......... 

The private costs of land treatment an watersheds
 
(Table 121) Indicate rolative low east to, the farnert,based


11? I' ,~ }ib I $i, 

i * 



, ...... . . ... ... .... .. _ . . 5 _ .. . .. . ,. - . .. . 

on the subsidy Scheme currently applied. This table also
 
suggests that farmers could pay a larger share of the costs
 
if the transfer of the technological paecage is successful.
 
tn fact, Table XVZ indicates that farm net Lcee could be
 
increased by more than 100 per ceant for Two eetings

watershed and more than o0 per enut for Findars liver area.
 

These income gains are based on representative farms, it 
must be reaembered, wLb beach terraces, where intensive 

o
cultivation will take place, Which constitute less than 10
 
per cent of the total area. £ larger area is assumed to be
 
planted i permanent oropa such as ettee# citrus, and pine.
 
Iot Included n this analysis is the promising research on 
Laterplanting otee and pine. It appears that farm income 
could be substantially Increased over the long ter by such 
a combination. 

In suIary, given the current Scheme of subsidies and 
services provided by the Projet, farmers will benefit. 
The benefit will,be realIed In the long-run and only it a 
complete teshnological paokage Is available. 
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CURRENT EXPECTED Z4COK3C Eg A MODEL FARM 

Land Crop 	 Acres Net Zncome 

is 	Bench Yang A Red reas
 
terraceal and Onions 	 0.28 1,o326.00 

2, 	Orohard1 Orange$ 0.06 20.00
 
Terraces:
 

3. 	 Villside Cofree & 0.98 725.00 
Ditches and Plastains 
Uasing
 

40 Forestry8 Fine 	 1.18 323.00 
*S. Other land .	 Li -, 

TOTAL 2.90 20094,00 

1 Areas under different soil conservaltion treatment# have 
been re-estiated in tb letreat leport. The soiL oconserve­
ies targets have beensuignificantly reduced as compared 

VLIth he 1? figures. 

According 10. Iorestryarget, tme are..to be refrestered 
should be 0.5 aere. The Retreat lep .rt suggests a pasture 
area of 0.08 aorel. With so hignifioeut i vest ock produc­
lies en appropriate use of %bis land Is forest. 

http:1,o326.00


TABLE XVIII
 

INCREASE IN FARM INCOME DUE TO THE PROJECT
 

Amortization Net In-

Net Income soil cons. come aftr Percent
 

Watershed Before Project cost project Change
 

1. Two Meetings 875 	 43.00 2,097 134
 

2. Pindars River 630 	 43.00 1,8852 192
 

Weighted 	average (1/3 farms in Two Meetings:
 
and 2/3 in Pindars) 
 173
 

1 Annual amortization of soil conservation treatments under
 
current subsidy scheme, at 8% rate of incerest and 5 years for
 
repayment.
 

2 Assuming that costs of transportation for the Pin1ars area are
 
higher.
 

TABLE XIX
 

COSTS AND RETURN OF TRADITIONAL CROPS
 
(Js/acre)
 

CROP 	 COSTS GROSS INCOME NET INCOME
 

1. Tam & Red Peas 1 'a -	 870 

2. Coffee & Plantains 2 570 730 	 160
 

3. Sugar Canol 410 450 	 40 

1 Based on A113ides estimatea, 40% of figurea obtained trom 
experimentAl results. 

2 Current value of PP figures, discounted o 10% rate ot interest
 

rates 
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1 BLE XX
 

EXPECTED PER ACRE INCOME FROM IMPROVED PRACTICES
 
(J$/acre)
 

CROP 	 NET INCOME
 

1, Yams & Rod Peas & Onion31 	 3,665.00 

2. Orangae 2 	 33T.00 

3. Coffee & Plantain3 2 	 '40.00 

4. Ptne3 2 	 27.00
 

1 	Based on 60% of rea lt obtained at Allaides 3tat on. 

2 	Zstixated annuallwad valtua for 1979 pricas, based oa 
co t and returns for tho econoical lite of e4h crop and 
discounted at 10%. 

http:3,665.00
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TABLE XXI
 

PRIVATE COSTS OF SOIL CONSERVATION TREATMENTS
 
FOR 


LANn TREATMENT 


1. 	 Bench Terraces 
a) machine built 

b) hand built 


2. 	Orchard Terraces 


3. 	Hillside Ditches
 
and Basins 


4. 	Waterways
 
a) steppad 

b) prefabricated 


TOTAL 


A REPRESENTATIVE FARM
 

UNIT COST 

(J$/aore) 


1,390 

1,835 


735 


230 


1,817 

870 


I Under tthe 75% subsidy sohem. ror 

ror (4). 

AREA TOTAL FARMERS
 
ACRE COST COST I
 

0.14 195 49.00
 
0.14 257 64.00
 

0.06 81 11.00
 

0.98 225 56.00
 

0.28 509 	 0
 
1.04 	 9 0
 

1,414 180.00
 

(1) 	(2) and (3) and 1005
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e. Financial Resources
 

Wi) Expenditures
 

There is incomplete information at the Project site on
 
the rate of expenditures. Reports for GOJ expeditures
 
appear to be credible but the financial officer was not
 
available for confirmation.
 

It is reported that by the close of GOJ FY 79 (April
 
1979) the GOJ had spent J$541,600. An additional
 
J$1,105,500 was expended during the period May to October,
 
1979. Project expenditures increased in May, 1979 with the
 
arrival of the vehicles. This figure should increase
 
substantially when agricultural credit flows increase.
 

Loan and grant contributions reported in the monthly
 
reports are clearly not related to rates of expenditures.
 
The same figure is reported for both April and October.
 
These figures most likely represent amounts presented on AID
 
document3. Table VI presents the data.
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TABLE VIl
 

CUMULATIVE PROJECT EXPEDITURES
 

Soil Conservation 

Forestry 

Engineering Works 

Demonstration and
 
Training Centres 


Small Farmor Services 

Agricultural Credit 

Comodities:
 
Heavy equipment 

Vehicles 

Other 


MOA Operating Exp. 

Water System 

MOA Personnel 

Electrification 

Hvsing 

Evaluation 

Technical Assistance 

Training 

Contingency 


TOTAL 


004 

(J$000) 


109.3 

27.0 

0.8 


46.0 

4.4 

-0-


-0-

-0-

0.7 


314.8 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-


21.4 

-0-


17.1 


541.6 


AID 

(US$000) 


-0-

-0-

-0-


0.7 

-0-

-0-


720.0 

366.6 

29.4 

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-


574.0 

5.0 

-0-


1,695.8 


oJ AID
 
(J$00) (Us$ooo)
 

278.5 -0­
72.2 -0­
29.9 -0­

62.7 0.7
 
30.1 -0­
61.9 -0­

10.3 	 720.0
 
-0- 366.6
 
-0- 29.4
 

150.3 -0­
1.5 -0­

380.4 	 -0­
-0- -0­
-0- -0­
-0- -0­
-0- 574.0
 
18.9 5.0
 
-0- -0­

1,105.5 1,695.8
 



Of special concern is the rate of draw down of grant 
funds for teohnical assistance. As noted above, technioal 
assistance costs for the Projeot were substantially

*underestimated. Because of this, the number or resident
 
advisors (and short-term advisors) have been kept to a 
minimum: four resident advisors were joined recently by a 
marketing advisor for a one year assignment* Assuming this 
team iskept inplace until September 1960 (itIs Inadequate
for the range of tasks outlined above), approximately nine
 
years of technical assistance will have been used, leaving

four years for the remainder of the Project* (Short-term

assistance funds# also underestimated for the number of per­
son months proposed, are not Included in this analysis.)
 

Table V11 demonstrates the relationship between the resident
 
advisors and the Project calendar*
 

TEONIOAL ASSXSTANCI 

*TA CUGWLATZTI TA

133801 PERSON 1P TEAM PAO PACO PAO. 
YEARS TARS SIONED ARIZYID LOAN ORAl? PROPOED 

Sept. 1977 z
 
Sept* 1976 
Sept. 1979 4 
sept. 1960 9 9 
Sept. 1961 13 12
 
sept. 19632
 
Sept. 1963 
Sept. 19q 

Thirteen yeavst of resident teekoioal assistanee will
have been *ompeated inSeptember, 1961. Itthis six of 
skills were appropriate for Projeot implementatio and if

Implementation had proaseded outllad woul dbeas there.
little need tor osearn (Why the ACO of the Lean Agreement
is September# 1961 toa Mstory# It is assumed that# ata 
mInu beenthe P Atof the, *an Agreement will be extended to 

..... 96#) 'Gives She high level Of skill$ availablelpteMberr

In JaaaIoa~r'despite reeenb migration ot protessionals, 

- lroj*4staff'eould mplte the iild i e 

partiipants trained abroad.ed
 

The problem, hove~var, isMtaa the prest U %*a& does
 
not represent what was proposes to the PInor what Is
 

http:abroad.ed


---- ---

needed- Specific identification of skills could not be done
 
as part of this evaluation. But it Is clear that advisors 
with different skills and experience will have to be brought

into the Project in order to complement local talent. 

To the extent possible, Jamaican skills should be drawn
into the Project* An agricultural economist from the 
Mnistry of Agriculture# for example# assigned to the 
Project$ could provide much of the technical input required
for specific components of the marketing and credit comn­
ponent, data collection for evaluation# and oalcualation of
 
returns from agricultural research findings, acme skills
 
will stll have to be drawn from abroad.
 

* beancing for this additional technical assistance will 
be roblem* AS shown above, funds for resident advisors
 
will be exhausted by September 1981p ifnot sooner. Several
 
options, not mutually exclusive, can be considered:
 

a. Request additional grant funds. 
be Request additional loan funds.
 
a. Transfer training from grant to loan financing$


leaving for later the question ot sufficient funds
 
for loan funded activities. This would provide

approximately four and one-half years of resident
 

do Draw on loan funds for'the additional TA leaving, as
 
above. the sufficiency question for later*
 

a.. Chasge the mix of the present TA teas t*ocJus on
the looal organisational tasksras- opposed to engi­
neering., There does not appear to be such scope
for this.
 

to Zaterealise management of She. TA team within the
Proj ect staff and have the team leader fulfil 
a dual roe technical and managerial. The USAID
 
or @OJ Project staff would have to acquire scme of
the housekeeping functions currently covered by the 

-. g. present teas leader.
 
So vSitch from a resident TA mode to one of programed


short-kered visits by technicias*. This. inbe
 
cheaper and moreeffeetive ones Projectt arr hias 


- - -passed -ofthe inital hurdles Impleentation and 
­

tuired techical basicse
 
he 

-

1xpaid %he draw on other - n-ProJeot resources such 
as bel done Ltheease of r Ilustai and was.......
 

for the IRD aosom WI/RD *ntrallyacon nt. funded 
projeests are particularly approprLate rfor thia­

4 - -I 

........... ~j~/
- -advastage, Is that~ thes'e-Pro, ects already havea 
- ~.subject mtter £-fly ,~' -~ . ---/4- ~-. i4u- 4 focuse bringing ;worldwide :experienceto@rf Gbea~roblffl Ns, &A4 carry some of, 



their financing. By sharing Costs Project resources
 
are multiplied. Assistance in agricultural credit
 
from Ohio state, organizational and managerial
 
assistance from Development Alternatives, and
 
continued and possibly intensified assistance from
 
Cornell University, are especially appropriate for
 
the Project at this stage of implementation.
 

Recommendation. The mix of technical advisors should be
 

determined as part of the reformulation of implementation
 
strategy discussed above. To partially alleviate the finan­
cial constraint, central A.I.D. projects should be investi­
gated.
 

Recommendation. An agricultural economist from HOA
 

should be assignei full-time to the Project.
 

(ii) The Twenty-Five Percent Solution
 

The Loan Agreement requires a Soil Conservation Fund to
 
be established and capitalized by the 25 percent contribu­
tion coming from participating farmers. (Section 5.2 (a))
 
These funds are to be used for soil conservation activities
 
in watersheds other than Two Meetings and Pindars, presumably
 
when the lessons learned from the I.R.DP. are ready tor
 
replication. It is not clear that these required deposits
 
are being made. Moreover, it is not clear that it is in the 
beat interests of the Project or Jamaica to make such depo­
sits. 

Where farmers elect to take a loan for their 25 percent 
share, repayments could naturally flow to the Fund. They 
would be flowing in at about the same time that work In 
other watersheds began. This is what appears to have been 
intended. However, the more common case is where a farmer 
elects to contribute his 25 percent by his own labour and 
takes a construction contract, covering his Whre by 
discounting the contract 25 percent. The sh4re exists only 
aS a book-keeping entry. Strict interpretation of the Loan 
Areement would require t at the A percent be Ieducted from 
Project finds at the time ot the transactIon An4 ,epoaited 
in the Pund. such monieo woud st 14e until a companion 
project were mounted in another wteriIedo. Then* funds are 
better used now rather than waiting for another opportuntty. 

Xo1mPn;*tin The Loan Agreement IhOul be *Mendel to 
stipulate tviat tn1. 3,11 Conior tion Yin4 *hold be iapitA-
Led only w41t repayments of loans *4|e to lover the 

twenty-five per efnt 1hare. When 4 firler covers n:A 
require snhre :n the labor oontrtbutlonx, no optAlmtlon 
of the fon4 Is expo~ted 
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(Iii) Inflation
 

Inflation was not an issue when the Project was pre­
pared. Contingency allowances in the Summary Financial
 
Plan, the closest to an inflation factor, amounted to 2.9
 
percent over the life of the Project. This is equivalent to
 
an annual inflation rate of six-tenths of one per cent.
 

Inflation is now a major problem in Jamaica. In 1978,
 
an annual rate of 48 per cent was recorded. This fell to 18
 
per cent for the first half of 1979 (January to July). The
 
impact of this inflation in the Project is closaly related
 
to the recent devaluations of the Jamaican dollar.
 

In 1977 the U.S. dollar bought 1.25 Jamaican dollars.
 
At present the rate is J$1.77. This represents an increase
 
in value of the U.S. dollar of 41 per cent for the Project.
 
That means the local currency costs of the Project could
 
increase by 41 per cent and still be covered by the residual
 
value of the U.S. dollars in the loan.
 

The largest component of the Project requiring Jamaican
 
dollars i: wages for labour, especially for land treatment.
 
And the prinary cost factor is the minimum wage. This has
 
increased over the period 1977 to 1979 from J$5.30 tr J$7.30,
 
an increase of 37.7 percent.
 

The 41 percent increase in value of the :oan dollars
 
appears to offset the increase in wages. But salaries of
 
Ministry of Agriculture personnel are not protected by a
 
dollar denominated loan. The amount of inflation induced
 
itoreases in government salaries was not readily available
 
for this evaluation. Increased GOJ contribution to cover
 
inflation as the Project moves into the latter years of
 
implementation will be required.
 

U.S. inflation, not Jamaican, 13 also affecting Project 
resources, especially technical assi tance costs. In addi­
tion to a serious under-estimation of toechnical assistAnce 
coats, U.S. inflation was not taken into account t,) arrive 
at the expected cost of foreign advisors. While tlis lnfla­
tion factor is overshadowed by the original under­
estimation, continuing TA coo st will be affected by U.3. 
inflation. 
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f. REPLICATION POINTS
 

1. The Project is a socio-economic development effort,
 
not an engineering task. The techniques of soil conser­
vation have to be mastered (and developed to some degree)
 
but the critical variables revolve around decisions made by
 
farmers regarding which lands will be treated, how they will
 
be treated, what the land-use pattern will be for the
 
treated land, what the productivity of the new land will be,
 
and how long the land treatment lasts. If the private deci­
sion maker is ignored or treated merely as a labor input,
 
t .e Project will fail. The farmer must be convinced that
 
the Program is in his interests and he must have access to
 
the necessary resources for implementation.
 

2. There are two sets of costs and benefits in soil
 
conservation: (1) private costs borne by the owner of the 
land, which must be included in the calculu3 of potential net 
benefit, and (2) public costs related to public benefits. 
In the latter case, the public'benefits from having a 
stable, productive land base and efficient watersheds which 
can protect downstream residents. One cannot ask the pri­
vate landholder to bare the public cost nor should the
 
public reward unduly the private landholder. In practice,
 
it is very difficult to find the right formula which appor­
tions costs equitably and efficiently.
 

In the present case, the eviderie suggests that farmers
 
may be willing, to and are financially able, to pay more than
 
the twenty-five per cent now required. First, most farmers
 
are covering their contribution by taking a contract to
 
build the terraces themselves. By a combination of
 
negotiated rates with hired labor and providing some labor 
themselves, the twenty-five per cent, and maybe more, is 
covered. No cash outlay is required. Second, the contracts 
are calculated on a basis of the minimum wage for Jamaica. 
As soil treatment takes place during the dry season, a 
natural idle time for farmers, the minimum wage may in fact 
overstate considerably the market wage. With few alter­
natives for productive employment, farmers may be willing to 
pay a larger ihare -- accept a lower wage. This possibility 
is enhanced sinoe the work performed is on his own land. 
Third, farmers are not, a3 previously thought, required to 
forego A year of production while soll fertility I re­
4AtMb1iAhe,-. With natursl fertility of the soil and treat­
sent with anial a nure, rrmeri are able to plint &nd reap 
on xanlule. rourth, although Infor3ation Is still sk$mpy, 
there AppeAri to be 3ubntantia finano1*a benefrit forth-
Casing from !he arming prtP,:tie+ propse<t by .he Pro4eot. 
The oomplete pa4ca4., incaluin4 terracing, Is 4 4004 Investo 
lent 
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The combination of all these factors suggests that the
 
farmer could pay a larger share. This would reduce con­
siderably the unit cost to the public sectors.
 

3. Not all land requires treatment to stabilize a
 
watershed. In the case of the Project, is was orginially
 
estimated that 17,700 of the 29,000 acres required treatment
 
of some sort. More intimate knowledge of the Project area
 
has resulted in an estimate of 10,600 acres. Thus the cost
 
of treating the watershed has been reduced significantly.
 
The cost of stabilizing a watershed should not be expressed
 
as a unit cost per acre treated. The appropriate unit cost
 
of stabilizing a watershed is the total cost of treatment
 
divided by the number of acres in the entire watershed.
 
Thus the per acre cost of land treated would be $26,000,000
 
divided by 10,600 or $2,452.83. The per acre cost of
 
treating the watershed, however, would be $26,000,000
 
divided by 29,000 acres or $896.55.
 

4. In the extreme, the cheapest way to stabili:e the
 
watersheds would be to abandon all crop production, annual
 
and permanent, and plant trees. Barring this, it is
 
generally true that the more land Jevoted to permanent
 
crops, the less erosion. Change from intensive cultivation,
 
annual crops, to permanent crops reduces the number of
 
terraces required, the most expensive and radical form of
 
land treatment. To some degree, this appears to be what is
 
happening In the Project Area. Permanent crops are less
 
labor and drudgery Intensive, appealing characteristics for
 
farmers advancing in years. Production of food crops would
 
suffer If this trend continued and were magnified, but there
 
are alternatives to hillsides for staple food proSuctuon.
 

5. Replication in Jamaica should depend on the degree
 
to which lower cost alternatives are developed durinK
 
implementation. The Project is *xperime;ital. An such,
 
efforts must be made to direct the exper'ment and looumeon 
the results. 3one ImportAnt areas for investi4ation 4re: 
(a) gauging the extent to which far!ers are able and willing 
to shoulder the cost of on-fArm treatmants; (5) coit reduc­
tions through the use of local saterials Iuch as bamboo f~r 
waterways: (c) cost reductiona by pasi ome of the orga­
nizatlonal costi from public egenctes .o pArt~c~pAnt sup­
ported bodles; And (1) export:%ont3 with Slrfoerentl. levelsa 
of field peronnel in the watershei. Thu7. Are bt i fCw 
points t.44t inoullr secuire Ct t etion ) h.hte s t 1.. 

Calclt o o thebeeft h4A tlnt 1r)r4ed~/oni 
the *xhortationis in 4.1a ?4~por. !4itrillsil is )elig 
don* to monitor the ih+n4om in w4ter ,uillt *nl'3 iqvp*' 4 4 
reault or the 14n4 treatmentx. Worx on *eaurln4 the 004oo­

http:2,452.83
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mic impact of the Project has started with the 
collection of
baseline data 
but analytcal work on wnst constitutes

"income" and an
a improved atndarl or li'v ng" must con­tinue. Otherwise, measurement 
or tne 
 Doco-co
fits Wil ene­

te greatly namperod in tne fature.
 

Together, 
tne costs and tne beners, will proviaeguidance ror future 
lecision-makers. 
 Crttwci 
who see only
the high cost of development of 
hillside tarms 
must be shown
 
the accomp~nying benefits.
 

6. There does not appear to be any particular point
when a watershed is treated. From an 
economic point of
view, one could not argue 
for a perfectly stabiliwatershed, especilly when 
ed 

people have 
to co-nabitato with
plants and animals. 
 lut some land treatment 1s always

going to be better than none.
 

This begs the development question. 
 One doei land
treatment 
as part of development package Which 
leads
only to loss notof the farm washing down the hillside, but a
higher standard 
of living for those individuals whose pro­ductve resource base 
is limited to 
a small Parcel of landperched on a hill. :f productive alternatives are
available, they should be pursued with vigor.
 


