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1. INTRODUCTION
 

SCOPE OF WORK
 

The Scope of Work specifies a progress report to be

submitted six 
 weeks after the redesign effort begins. The
 
progess report 
"shall contain the teams's findings as to whether
 
or 
not viable strategies exist for making significant progress

toward the project's goals and 
 purposes, an outline/summary

description of such strategies, and discussion 
of significant

constraints and/or policy questions which affect the strategies."

The Scope of Work further describes the criteria by which
"significant progress" was to be 
 measured. Immediately upon
undertaking the study, the 
Redesign Team determined that no

viable strategies exist to make "significant progress" under 
the

ustablished criteria. 
Given the obviously unrealistic goals, the

inappropriate project design the
and present financial
limitations, the conclusions of the study were predetermined. At
this point an agreement was reached with 
USAID Jamaica to
undertake an assessment 
of the project and present options and

recommendations for coursea of action to be taken. 

This report contains the evaluation, conclusions and
recommendations of the DAI Redesign Team. The remainder of the
team's work will be carried out in accordance with the decisions
which 
are made on the options presented in the report, and in response to specific instructions from USAID Jamaica in that
 
regard.
 

METHODOLOGY
 

The DAI team reviewed all the available reports on IRDP and
 many other reports and 
 studies of hillside agriculture in
Jamaica. 
 The team has travelled throughout the Pindars and Two
Meetings watersheds to inspect the on-farm work of the 
project.

Interviews and discussions have been held with AID officials, MOP
officials in Kingston and 
on the project, members of the 
 RONCO

technical aF.sistance team, Peace Corps volunteers assigned to the
 
project, and farmers.
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2. BACKGROUND
 

IRDP II can trace its heritage rather directly to work done

by UNDP/FAO between 1967 and 1975. 
 Briefly, that program called

for 
a ten year project to rehabilitate both watersheds 
 (Pindars

and Two Meetings) at
based upon pilot project research done

Smithfield. The watershed development activities were linked to

the construction 
of a darn on the Pindars River. The primary

objective was the development of a water 
supply, hydroelectric

power and irrigated agriculture on the Clarendon plains; hence

the concern for clean water and the need for watershed management

above the dam. A secondary objective of the UNDP/FAO program was

improved production on the hillsides. Taken altogether, this ten
 
year proposed program was economically viable in the view of
 
UNDP/FAO.
 

Another piece of the historical bpckground is that of 
 the
Christiana Area Land Authority (CALA), going back to April 
 of

1954. There 
was no mention of this previous project in the IRDP
II 
 Project Paper even though its activities were very 
similar.
 
The following quotation comes from work completed in 
 the late
 
1950's by G.J. Kruijer of UNESCO "...a decision of high

importance was taken [regarding CALA), 
 viz, that there was to be
 
introduced a farming system for the improved lands, 
 and that all
soil conservation work was to be directed to this end. 
 Another
 
basic principle 
was that side by side with improvement of the
land there should be instituted measures for the 
well-being of

the people." (Sociological Report on the Christiana Area, by G.J.
Kruijer, Ministry of Agriculture andiFisheries, 1969, p. vii ).

If, for whatever reason, the exper 
 ,
ice of CALA was not directly

influential in the design 
of IRDP II it must have been in 
 the
 
minds of the local farmers.
 

Again quoting from Kruijer, in his report on soil

conservation, W.T. Hebel 
(FAO Report No. 163, 1953) states that

there should be substantial financial rewards for 
conservation
 
farming but this does not 
mean that the reward has to be subsidy.

The danger of a subsidy is that 
it may seem more important than
 
the job 
for which the money is paid. ...thus the soil
conservation s'ibsidies 
 are encouraging the farmer in his 
wage
earning mentality and in his belief that it 
is the duty of the
government to deal out money to those it 
(the government) loves."
 
(ibid pp. 64-65).
 



3. CONCLUSIONS
 

The IRDP II 
is nearing its termination date. 
 It has made

limited progress in meeting its stated purpose, 
objectives and
goals. Performance has 
been well documented in the numerous

evaluations, 
studies and audits conducted over the life of 
 the
project. The Government of Jamaica and the U.S. 
Agency for

International Development each recognize that the project has not
been a success. Decisions about what 
to do with the project have
 
to be made very soon. With all good intentions the GOJ and USAID

five years ago committed $26 million dollars to what everyone at
the time thought were 
important and achievable objectives. It

hasn't worked. What went wrong?
 

A thorough examination of the record and current 
 operations

reveals two sets of problems:
 

1. Project design--including basic assumptions, rationale,
 
premises, policies and strategy.
 

2. Implementation--including 
 operating plans and
procedures, management 
 systems, organizational structure,

personnel systems and day-to-day management discipline.
 

In the process of studying a complex project like IRDP II it
is not often readily apparent whether a problem is 
 caused by
faulty design 
or faulty implementation. Sometimes it is a
combination 
of factors in both categories. This report deals
with both sets of problems throughout and in addition includes a
 
separate 
 section on "managerent." There are important

conclusions in both categories and they are treated 
in separate
subsections below. The design issues are of 
overwhelming

importance and 
 have a causal relationship to most of the
implemnntation problems. 
 This report emphasizes the design

issues because the future of hillside agricultura! development in

Jamaica, with or without IRDP II, 
 depends on the ability of the
Government of Jamaica, 
USAID and Other donors to deal with them
 
effectively.
 

DESIGN
 

The IRDP was justified for the following reasons:
 

1. There are 150,000 small farmers in Jamaica 
with an
average holding 
of 2.9 acres on slopes of 5 to 30 degrees, an
 
average annual per capita income of $J265.
 

2. These small hillside farmers are the producers of most

of the domestic food supply; nevertheless a significant portion
of Jamaica's food is imported, 
causing a drain on 
foreign
 



exchange.
 

3. Soil erosion on hillside farms is high, destroying this
basic agricultural resource and silting the rivers 
and urban
 
water supply.
 

4. Government has given inadequate attention small
to 

farmers. 

5. Employment opportunities and quality of life 
 in the
rural hillside areas are low causing 
excessive migration to

cities. (P.P., 
 IRDP II, Jamaica, September, 1977, pg. 18).
 

There 
is no question that these descriptive statements 
are
 
true, 
as much now as when'the project was designed. This set of

conditions constituted the rationale for 
 an A.I.D. supported
Government project. 
 All of the evidence then and now supports adecision by Government and A.I.D. to do something about these
 
problems. 

The project paper describes a set of purposes:
 

1. Reduce soil erosion.
 
2. Increase agricultural production.

3. Increase farmer income.
 
4. Increase employment opportunity.
 

The reasoning in the Project Paper is that since there is 
 a

demand for food crops which is not being fully met by 
 domestic
supply, 
there is a need to increase production. By increasing

production farmers will increase farm income and 
 simutaneously

hire more workers to do the jobs required by more intensive or
extensive production practices. The Project Paper argues for an
erosion control 
 program which would include various terracing,

ditching and water control 
practices. The assertion is made that

"intensive production" will 
be made possible by the new terraces.
 

In addition, 
 a number of public works and social welfare
components were included to improve the quality 
of life,

including housing, 
 water supply, electricity, roads, etc. Other
components have 
also been added as part of the "integrated"

approach: 
 home economics, kitchen gardens, handicrafts, etc.
 

All of this constitutes the basic rationale 
 and
justification for a project which on first reading sounds logical

if not appealing. It deals with the food 
supply problem, it
deals 
with the income and quality of life problems and it deals
with the soil erosion and river siltation problems.
 

The 
Project Paper even anticipates that this strategy 
will

eventually 
be applied to all of the hillsides of Jamaica and
provides for the training of MOA staff for that 
purpose.
 

On careful analysis, however, important questions arise
 



about the soundness of the strategy. A number of assumptions and
 
premises are stated or implied in the Project Paper which do not
 
stand up under close scrutiny.
 

The most 
fundamental assumption which goes unquestioned in
 
the project paper is that 
intensive cultivation of food crops

ought to be increased on hillside 
farms. From an agronomic

perspective there is no justification for this land use decision:
 
these ai'e the poorest soils. The better soils in Jamaica are
 
used for 
 sugar cane or other export crops. However, with
 
depressed world prices of sugar, it 
may well be that Jamaica
 
could improve its net foreign exchange earnings by shifting 
 some
 
sugar acreage to crops which 
are now imported, and do so without
 
losing jobs. 
 There is also some evidence in the literature that
 
significant areas 
of good quality agricultural land are being

neglected altogether or underutilized. An examination of IRDP II
 
strategies 
cannot escape the policy question: should intensive
 
cultivation of food crops be promoted in the hillsides?
 

Intensive cultivation of annual crops on hillsides 
is the
 
least desirable agricultural practice for shallow soils on steep

slopes. It should be the last 
resort for individual farmers and
 
for national policy-makers. Thus, it is surprising to find no
 
discussion or analysis in the Project 
 Paper of alternative
 
courses of action. The rationale leaps from the need for 
more
 
intensive production to the installation of bench terraces
 
without considering other possibilities.
 

One option would be to shift production to perennial crops

and permanent pastures with perhaps some 
 agroforestry in a

farming system that 
 causes far less erosion. If economic
 
analysis showed that farmers could make just 
as much or more
 
return on 
 their capital and labor investment as they could on
 
annual food crops there would be no need for them to do extensive
 
terracing. Beyond his consumption requirements he has no
 
economic interest in growing more food. A better 
economic
 
solution for Jamaica might well 
be to encourage small farmers in
 
the mountains to produce perennial export crops and 
 livestock-
coffee, cacao,, citrus, mango, avocado, etc.--and grow the annual 
crops on the flat 
soils or import them. Income to farmers might

increase, and export earnings might 
increase to more than offset
 
the increase in imports. If sufficient flat lands could be

converted 
to intensive food crop production, Jamaica could
 
conceivably become self-sufficient in basic foods without having
 
to invest in expensive terracing of hillsides.
 

There 
are a wide range of options open for various farming

systems which 
could be utilized in the various 
 hillside
 
agroecological zones. 
 They would include various combinations of
 
annual and perennial crops, livestock and 
 agroforestry. Soil
 
conserving practices could be integrated with multiple crop,

permanent pasture, livestock4siviculture systems. 
 The optimum
 
system for a given farmer would depend on his 
 farm size,
location, climate, 
 soil types, slope, etc. In the absence of a

comprehensive farming systems research program the Extension 



Service 
 is poorly equipped to provide assistance to the farmer
with technical production information or economic analysis. 

The essential point is that 
the design of the project does
not provide for 
the research and development of alternative
systems 
which could provide increased farm production, reduced
erosion 
and higher incomes. 
 Nor does it consider the broader
policy 
 issues which could reduce the dilemma which Jamaica now
experiences--promoting 
annual crop production on the 
 poorest,
 
most erodable soils.
 

From 
an erosion control perspective the strategy is equally
deficient. Irrespective 
of the very high cost of the program
being implemented 
 in IRDP II, its soundness as a soil
conservation 
program is seriously defective. 
 Soil conservation
is the application of a 
wide range of practices which in various
 ways control erosion. It starts with proper land use for
existing conditions--forestry, perennials, pastures, cultivatedcrops, etc. -- and proper practices for each one. It includescontouring, stripping, cover crops, rotations, mulching and otherpractices. As a 
program it 
is based on the recognition that the
individual farmer 
must be the primary actor in 
 a conservation
scheme to be effective, he must perceive his soil 
as a productive

resource and soil conservation as an 
investment 
in that resource.
Major structural works--terracing, ditching, 
etc.--must be part
of an overall program of "best land use" planning and management.Terraces are done as 
a 
last resort, not only because of high cost
of construction, 
but because of high maintenance requirements.
It takes considerable skill to build and maintain terraces and if
not done properly 
 can cause even worse 
erosion 
than existed
 
before they were built.
 

The IRDP 11 Project Paper treated most 
 aspects of soil
conservation 
very superficially 
and focussed the strategy on
terraci-,g, 
 ditching and waterways. Neither farmers 
nor soil
conservation 
staff 
were prepared to undertake this project.
Farmers are not committed, extension is not educating them,
the soil conservation agents 
and
 

are not able to do their jobs
properly. 
 As a result, 
 there is a high percentage of poorly
constructed and maintained terraces and other 
structures, and
 very little soil conservation work of other types.
 

One of the most 
 serious design deficiencies is the
assumption 
that crop production would dramatically increase inthe 
absence of major efforts to overcome serious constraints in
the system. Constraints which, 
 in fact, were recognized in the
Project Paper annexes but 
ignored in the design 
strategy. One
rationale for 
the project is represented by the following
statement, "Through innovative yet modest approaches inagricultural extension, marketing, and input supply systems, thesmall farmer should be able to more than double his averageyearly income" (pg. 19). 
 A doubling of income never occurs
through modest approaches to extension, marketing and inputs, nomatter how 'innovative.' 
 Even with the introduction 
of the
"green revolution," high-yielding rice and wheat technologies 
in
 



Asia, average yields and incomes have grown slowly and then only
with extensive and aggressive research, extension and 
 training
efforts--and 
wit h adequate marketing, input supply and 
 credit
systems in operation. The erroneous 
assumption that 
 modest
 measures 
can dramatically increase product 
ion and income runsthroughout 
 the entire project design and has seriously affected
implementation. Improved cropping 
technologies have not

developed and therefore, could not be extended even 

been
 
if the
extension effort were 
more than modest. The Project Paper
ignored the 
necessity for an agricultural research 
 base for
hillside agricultural development even though 
 none exists in
Jamaica. Problems of 
 input supply, 
credit and marketing are
acknowledged 
 in the Project Paper but the 
 strategy or
implernmEntation plan was manifestly weak in its guidance as to how
 

to deal with these constraints.
 

The project 
is called integrated rural development when in
fact it is not. 
 Integrated rural development is a term 
which
describes an approach which includes all of the essential factors
which affect development in rural areas in 
a reasonably balanced
 or sequentially ordered program. 
 It includes effective farmer
participation 
 in planning 
and management of development

activities and 
 assures sustainability through a high 
 level of
commitment by farmers. 
 It is a process which moves only as fast
as the participants can learn to manage it 
for their own benefit
and has at 
least as much "bottom-up" as "top-down" emphasis. The
success of a small-farmer development 
 project is directly
correlated 
to the level of commitment of the farmers 
which in
turn is determined by the degree of direct 
 participation they
have in planning and management. Participation is 
 not often
achieved by 
 trying to organize farmer organizations after the
project 
is designed and underway when their cooperation is needed
 
for implementation.
 

Unfortunately, 
donor agency procedures rarely allow for the
design 
process to involve the farmers in a constructive manner.
The need to get a detailed project paper written, approved and
the money obligated is too constraining. The requirement

"blueprint" a 

to

project with quantifiable goals and specific
schedules precludes building 

time
 
in a process by which the systematic
development of production 
 technologies can 
occur 
 or the
commitment of 
 farmers assured. 
 The IRDP design suffered from
these institutional 
constraints which have contributed 
to its
lack of irnplementation success.
 

The geographic scope of the project must also be 
considered
 
a serious design flaw. 
 The project strategy chose two watershed
areas 
where one would have been more than enough for an 
 initial
pilot effort. The separation of the two 
areas has created
management control, comnmunications and logistic problems 
which
have nEver been 
overcome in implementation. 
 The successful
implementation of 
a project of this 
type requires a tight

organizational 
structure and management system in order to 
train
staff, test 
the program components, make adjustments arnd develop
 
an efficient operation.
 

!1
 



In the absence of farmer commitment to sound soi1conservation practices, 
the project design chose a direct

subsidy program 

cash 
to obtain farmer acceptance. This may be themost damaging aspect of the project. As a strategy it has two
 very negative effects. First, it pushes the 
cost of soil


conservation to levela 
 which the Government of Jamaica cannot

afford on an island-wide basis, 
 even if it were a technically

sound program. Second, it precludes the implementation of afarmer education effort which would promote soil conservation as an integral compcnrent of a productive farming systems program.The farmers are in it for the cash payments and have acquired an
unhealthy dependency attitude toward the Ministry of Agriculture.

Even if the subsidy strategy were 
 successful in controlling
erosion and increasing production, it is still too expensive and' 
psychologically disfunctional. 

IMDLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

The subsection on Design above describes a 
number of serious

deficiencies in the original rationale and strategy for IRDP
Many of the design deficiencies created 

II.
 
serious problems in


implementation and management 
 over the life of the project,However, all of the problems of the project cannot be attributed 
to design. The manner in which the project has been implemented
and managed has contributed to the lack cf success. 

The-e are a number of factors which have contributedimplementation or "management" 
to 

problems which are discussed
throughout this report in the context of the various projectcomponents. At this point only the most important problems are 
addressed.
 

They are:
 

1. The high turnover rate of senior MOA managers and technical 
assistance team advisors.
 

2. The apparent inability to adjust operations in response to 
evaluations. 

3. The inadequacies of M.O.A. and A.I.D. in providing leadership 
direction and support. 

4. The absence of technical assistance at the project managementlevel to deal with the complex problems of doing integrated rural
 
develcpment.
 

5. The subsidy and temporary employment components changed the
focus of the project in implementation. 

The technical assistance team has changed completely, and 

(4)
 



most of the advisors have not spent more than a 
 year on the
 
project. There was a delay in getting the team in place and a
 
long gap when the teams changed. Several of the positions called

for in the project paper have never been filled and others 
were
 
not assigned appropriate indiduals for the specified 
 scope of
 
work. 

The senior positions in the project have had 
an inordinate
 
turnover rate, as many as foursix times in years. The lack of 
continuity of direction has had a serious negative 
 effect on

irmplementation. In a complex pilot project which is attempting
to develop a general strategy or "model" as well as achieve major
development results, management consistency arid continuity is
 
essent ial.
 

This project may have set a world record in the number 
of
 
evaluations, studies 
arid audits of its activities which have
 
been conducted. 
 A review of those reports reveals an astonishing
body of analysis arid recommendations on the full range of design,
implementation and management issues. Nearly everything covered
 
in this report has been said before by someone else in one form
 
or another. There are voluminous recommendations for correcting

all of the identified project inadequacies or management

problems. While some changes, adjustments and corrections have
been made, the large body of recommendations have been ignored. 

The MOA and AID both have followed a practice of letting the
project staff work out their own solutions to problems rather 
than providing strong direction and support. 
 Had more attention

been paid to evaluations and solving problems the project would 
have been able to make the necessary changes to improve the 
i rnp ement at ion. 

Integrated Rural Development is difficult 
to do even for
 
experienced project managers. IRDP II 
was a new venture with an
 
extremely 
complex design and built-in management problems. The
 
MOA did not have experience with 
this type of project.

Implementation would 
 have been much more successful had there
 
been an appropriate counterpart advisor to the project 
 director
 
throughout the life of the project.
 

The use of direct subsidies to farmers and 
 the extensive
 
emnployment of temporary workers changed the focus of project
activities from development to resource transfer. 
Many people in

the area, farmers and others, view the project as a source of
immediate 'ncome, riot as an activity for inprcving their own 
ability to earn higher incomes in agriculture. To a large &.xter~t 
this was predetermined in the Cesign but more judicious policy

guidance related to subsidies and temporary hiring 
 could have
 
helped to alleviate the negative 
effects. Outside influence,

political and otherwise, has contributed to this unfortunsate
 
situation.
 



4. RECOMMENDATIONS
 

The three options for what to do with the project aredescribed in more detail in section 6. 
What follows here are the
general recornrnendations for the project.
 

1. The serious design inadequacies of IRDP leave no
alternative but 
 a recommendation 
that the project not be
continued, as it is now constituted, beyond its present
termination date (Option One). A brief extension of the project,riot to exceed six months, should e .considered for a more orderlyphase out of the project if the recommendation below is not
adopted (Option Iwo). 

2. The Government of Jamaica with the technical assistance
of A.I.D. should undertake a long-term exercise to 
develop a
rational agricultural development strategy for 
 small hillside
farmers of Jamaica. In that context the IRDP 
 1I should be
totally redesigned 
to become a more modest pilot research -and

testing project which over the next three years would 
 begin to
develop the farming systems, integrated with sound soil
conservation practices, 
which would form the 
basis for the
hillside strategy. All 
 aspects of a comprehensive strategy-
production research, 
extension, credit, marketing, input supply,
farmer participation and organization, economic analysis, farmmanagement, training, organizational structure, managementsystems, data collection, evaluation--would be advanced as far as
possible. A three-year program could not hope to advance thefarming systems research 
 far enough to have fully developed

alternative technology packages 
 but it should have a strong
foundation of information and a trained staff with which to move
ahead in a subsequent phase. 
 The other aspects should besufficiently well advanced that Jamaica will be able 
 to begin
moving ahead with a strategy in which it 
can have confidence. Anoutline for a redesigned project is included below in section 6 
(Option Three).
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A. SOIL CONSERVATION
 

Dr. Hugh H. Bennett, the founder 
and father of Soil
 
Conservation 
 in the United States defines Soil Conservation
"the scientific use and protection of the land." as

Dr. Robert M. 
Salter gave a further definition: "Soil conservation is

the proper use of land, protecting the lana against all
forms of soil deterioration, rebuilding eroded and depleted

soils, conserving moisture for crop use, 
 proper agricultural

drainage, and irrigation where needed and 
increasing yields and
 
farm income--all at 
the samr. time. " 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
 

The Project Paper put Soil Conservation as the central
 
activity envisioning 
 "17,718 acres of terracing, ditching,

waterways and past ureland treatment", "7,042 acres of

reforestration", 
 and 100% participation by all 4,000 
 farmers
 
(P-23).
 

In March, 1981, USAID 
and the Ministry of Agriculture

agreed to lower the goals for land 
treatment:
 

Practice 
 Goal Revised Goal
 

Bench Terraces 4600 ac. 764 ac.
 

Orchard Terraces 1005 ac. 674 ac.
 

Hillside Ditches 
 10,763 ac. 4936 ac.
 

Pasture Ditches 
 1350 ac. 2000 ac.
 

Reforestation 
 5000 ac. 2780 ac.
 

They added in a new practice - Agronomic Methods
with a goal of 1500 acres, and the revised goal for soil
 
conservation treatments was put 
at 8,480 acres.
 

The soil of Two Meeting Watershed falls into two basic
types. Soils that' are on uplands of shale, conglomerates and
igneous rocks. These 
soils are easily eroded unless suitable

conservation measures are applied. 
They make up 70% of the area

and are: 32 Wirefence Clay Loam; 
 36- Donnington Gravelly Loam;

95- Wait-A-Bit Clay; and 96- Wild Cane Sandy Loam. The rermlaining 



30% 
 of the soils are of lirmestone on uplands. These tend to be 
very stony, limiting their agricultural ability. 

In the Pindars River watershed 87% of 
 the soils are
shallow, 
on steep slopes, 
highly erodable and low in fertility.
They bear a close relationship of the parent materials which are
shales, conglomerates, tuffs and sandstone. 
Erosion is a serious
problem on all areas of poor land 
use. The 87% consists of: 32-
Wire Fence Clay Loam; 
 34- Diamonds Gravelly Clay Loam; 36-
Donnington Gravelly loam; 
 94- Carron Hall Clay; 
 95- Wait-a-bit
 
Clay; and 96- Wild Cane Sandy Loam.
 

PERFORMANCE
 

The Smithfield Station 
 has developed mechanical
specifications tables, 
 "Specification Tables for Soil
 
Conservation Treatments," 
(1973).
 

In addition, 
Mr. T. C. Sheng and H. R. Stennett, Chief Soil
Conservation Officer, Ministry of Agriculture, Jamaica, developed
"Lecture Notes, 
 Watershed Management 
 and Soil Conservation

Training Course." 
 This document was 
developed for "Foriestry
Development 
 & Watershed Management 
 in the Upland Regions."
Published by the "United Nations Development Programme, Food andAgriculture Organization of the United Nations," Kingston, 1975.
These documents represented the basic soil 
conservation technical
quidance 
for MOA staff and have "provided basic training 
 with
the emphasis on field practice in the elements 
of watershed
management, with 
 special reference to land use and

conservation in watersheds where small hill 

soil
 
farmers form the
 

predominant pattern. "
 

IRDP II developed 
 a "Handbook of Agricultural
Inforrnat ion." 
 It was published in June, 1981. There 
are
14 sections listed, 
 but only two have been cormpleted--Agronormy

and Soil Conservation. 
The data used to develop the two sections
 were taken from the soil 
survey conducted by the University of
West Indies, as well as the Technical Guide Sheets prepared 
 by
the Ministry of Agriculture and published in 1964.
 

The Soil Conservation 
section 
 is more a handbook for
calculating subsidies than guiding conservation treatments. Most
of the data provided, 
except the soil suitability for raising
certain crops, are old 
 and need updating. Considerable research
is needed to improve the guides. 
 These are guides with much left
to the discretion 
of the field technician--many of whom are
untrained. The guides may or may 
not be in all sub-watershed

offices. When inquiring about the guides, only one out of four
 
offices could produce them.
 

The three documents listed above could 
be helpful for a
soil conservation program in the Two Meetings and Pindars 
 River
watersheds when 
they are updated and based on gcod 
 sound
 
research.
 

Harvey S. Blustain and Norest A. 
 Powell filed a report 
 on
 



"The Impact of 
 the Project upon Farmers" June 1981. Their 
findings on construction, maintenance and waterways made the
following suggestions: "Construction - In general the quality was 
good. Taking all of the treatments together, there were 18 cases

of excellent construction, 63 cases of average construction and
 
20 cases of poor construction. Maintenance - Findings show that
 
it is a few farmers that treatments are being properly
maintained. Combining all treatments together, 11 had excellent

maintenance, 49 had average maintenance and 39 
 had poor

maintenance. Waterways - Of the 53 farms surveyed where waterways 
were needed 37 of 
 them were not built at all. Two were
 
unfinished, 
two had been excavated more than two 
 years
 
but not finished."
 

While their overall assessment that "quality was good" is

questionable, it is 
instructive to compare observations. During
field trips by the DAI soil conservationis 16 farms were visited. 
Farms were selected to be in a rather close group and better 
farms were visited. The poorer farms were riot 
visited because, as

stated, they were not 
being properly maintained and not worth 
seeing. However, observations confirm Blustain and Powell. 
Combining all practices, there were cases3 of excellent
 
construction, 
 15 cases of average construction, and 5 cases of
 
poor construction. 
The five cases of poor construction observed
 
may be partially caused by age and poor maintenance. There were
 
two cases of excellent maintencance, 
 10 cases of average

maintenance, and 8 
 cases of poor maintenance.
 

One particular case was observed by 
 the DAI soil
 
conservationist which is illustrative of what is happening with a

significant percentage of the terraced farms. 
 Three acres of
 
terraces were installed on the farm. 
 The farmer is farming only

one half acre because that is all he is 
 physically able to
 
handle. The remainder of the terraces, 
risers and ditches are
 
returning to natural vegetation. It is clear this 
 farmer
 
installed the terraces because 
 the cash subsidy made it
profitable to do so. 
 The Extension Service apparently is unable 
to assist the farmer in adopting a farm management program which 
could put those terraces into productive use. 

The waterways don't seem very important in the eyes of the
 
farmers or technician. Only one waterway was 
properly placed,

well designed and well constructed. Four that were planned, 
were
 
not started, 
 others were started but not finished, drop boxes
 
were missing at 
turns, grass was riot planted, etc. The waterways

are the 
 poorest part of the operation. Two sets (3 each) of
 
large gully drops were reviewed. The drops were constructed of
 
rock and mortar. They were massive but only dropped the water a
short distance, 3 feet at the most. In a properly designed drop

the outlet of one drop should back the water to the toe of 
 the
 
upstream drop. All drops of those observed had approximately a 10
 
foot fall in grade rather than being 
 level. In this situation
 
ballasted waterways will 
be needed to slow or stop erosion, where
 



in a proper design, waterways 
alone would 
have solved the
 
problem.
 

map 
The farm plans contain minimal -information. They contain one
showing the present land use, 
 one map showing the proposedland use, with 
 acreages, 
 and one map showing the soil
clessification, 
and usually the degree of slope, 
but no soil
description 
 or crop adaptability. 
 One table shows the
construction items, 
 by acres or lineal feet. 
 There is space for
the subsidy payments, and it 
is always well recorded. There is
space in the plans for recording field visits,


and accomplishments,
all kinds of useful data, but nothing is 
ever recorded. 

lot of important data is lost. 

A 

At one location the only records kept the subsidy
payments, were

and they were well kept in a separate notebook- notrecorded in 
 the farm plan. No other records of any kind 
 were
kept. 
 When the soil conservation agent 
was asked where the
records-were, he responded that he didn't know he needed to keep 

Another
any.

field office had a columnar book for field visits,
work done, remarks, etc. The entries were vague, and gave little
information. 
 The lack of field office records makes supervision
impossible. 

Planning farms 
and installing conservation practices
considerably tookmore time than anticipated. According to the projectpaper there are 4000 farms in the area 
however, more than 4000farms have already been planned with 
more to be done. With
emphasis on thefarm plans, and bringing more farmers into the
program, the corstructor, supervision 
and maintenance segmentsof the project were neglected. Of the new reduced goals, 88% of
the branch terraces, orchard terraces, and hillside ditches have
been installed plus 80% of the hillside ditches on pasture land.
 

EVALUATION AND ANALYSIS
 

Applying Soil 
 Conservation 
to the land 
is a very slow,
tedious process. It requires patience on the of
part thetechnician, a 
 learning and believing process on the part of the
farmer, 
and lots of research of the various 
problerns--economic,

agronomic, engineering, etc.
 

Conservation on the land comes and goes at the whim offarmer--after theall he owns and manages the land. Therefore, it isnot a program that can vary in intensity without affecting theamount of conservation applied to the land. The conservation program must work with the Tarmers consistently ard continuously,year after year. They can be made into conservation farmers, orthey will farm according to custom. Where soil conservationnot practiced, 
 the yields normally go 
is 

down, the soil becomesmore shallow and less tertile. 
The farmers' livelihood continues 

':
 



to datericrate. Can Jamaica afford soil erosion? 

The cash subsidy component is the motivating force in theIRDP II soil conservation program. The cost of soil conservation

under 
this system is much too expensive to be affordable by

GOJ (or donors) on very much land. 

the
 
Project managers do not know
the precise cost 
of the various practices but it is generally


estimated 
that the cost of terraces is in excess of 
 $4000 per
acre at current prices. An inexpensive program must 
be developed
and this 
 can only be done in the context of a more productive

agricultural system 
which will return significant increased

income to the farmers, making soil conservation practices
economically sound from the farmers perspective. If increased
public financing of an accelerated erosion control program is
considered justifiable for downstream 
benefits (darns, water
supplies, etc.) then some form of subsidy could be justified, butonly in the context of a comprehensive watershed management plan
that directly involves the farmers 
as the principle managers of
the soil resource. Public financing 
is more economically applied
to promoting proper land use and 
 appropriate soil conserving

farming practices.
 

CONCLUSION
 

This assessment 
is quite critical of the soil 
 conservation
 
component of IRDP II. 
 There are many short comings; goals riot
being met, 
 poor quality work, poor maintenance, etc. 
 But there
 are 
 some productive accomplishments. Staff have been 
trained,
experience has been gained and both positive and negative lessons

learned. 
 The MOA should do everything possible to benefit from
this experience for the future. The following factors 
seem worthy

of emphasis:
 

1. The soil erosion control component is excessively focused 
on
treatments, installing terraces, ditches, etc. 
 It is weak in the
other aspects of soil conservation: farmer education, soil
conserving agronomic practices, protective crops, etc.
 

2. The 
goals for the five year project were set unrealistically

high, causing the staff to attempt much 
 more than their training

and experience would justify. Much work was pushed toco 
fast.
 

3. Training 
of staff has been inadequate for the level of 
 work
 
they are asked to perform.
 

4. The percentage of poorly constructed and maintained 
terraces
 
is excessively high.
 



5. Soil management aspects of the program are weak.
 

6. The cash 
subsidy approach is too expensive to be a viable
strategy for soil conservation in Jamaica. 
 It also has
deliterious 
 affects on promoting sound fa.-rning practices and 
 on
developing a commitment to soil conservation among farmers.
 

RECOMMENDATIONS
 

A. Complete, 
revise and/or update the Agricultural Information
Handbook issued by the project in June, 
 1981. It is needed for
 
good field work.
 

B. Put all extension officers and soil 
 conservation officers
through an intensive training program. 
This could include farm
planning, record keeping, 
working with groups and individuals;
and both agronomic, horticultural and other appropriate

conservation practices.
 

C. Stop all new conservation constructicon activities. 

D. Send both Extension and Soil Conservation staff into the field
on 
 maintenance of existing conservation practices and also
toward bringing poorly executed 
work
 

practices into line with

acceptable standards and specifications.
 

E. 
 Move toward the minor conservation practices, such as contour
furrows, contour planting, mulching, buffer strips, and the like.
 

F. When maintenance is well underway, and the land 
 adequately
treated is extensive, some construction practices may be
reintroduced, 
 with limited staffing. Say, one installation crew
for each watershed, located at 
headquarters, 
and on demand from
 
the sub-watersheds.
 

G. 
 Reduced staffing. Eliminate the rotational laborers as they
won't be needed. 
 Reduce the rest of the staff to an efficiently
operating crew. Afterall, the project 
is aimed at helping the
 
small hillsice farmer.
 

H. Stop 
all subsidy until it is determined to be absolutely
 
necessary.
 

I. Land treated. It 
is nice to report acres of Bench Terraces,

miles of Hillside ditches, etc., 
 but the real good is to report
"Land Adequately Treated. " 
 This would be an annual report, based
 on a field survey. ihis report will give rull 
inforration on the 
amount and quality of rnaintainance. 

\"
 



B. AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND EXTENSION
 

PROJECTIVE OBJECTIVES
 

It was assumed in the Project Paper that agricultural

research at MOA's
the research, 
training and demonstration
 
station at Allsides 
 would be relevant in the IRDP 11 area of
operations and it was predicted that close cooperation would
 
exist between the station and project activities.
 

Allsides 
was to help develop the multiple cropping systems

that were to be refined arid 
further tested and eventually tried
 
by project farmers. 

Five demonstration and training centers were to be activated
 
by the project to test the Allsides cropping models new,
arid
innovative 
farming systems were to be developed at the centers
 
themselves. 
The centers were to be proving grounds for new crops

and varieties which would be tested by the horticulturist and the
farming systems specialist. The production economist 
was to
 
analyze the cost/benefit ratio of various
the technological

packages that 
were to be tested and develop recommendations for
 
the farmers to maximize their returns. 
 "lso, it was expected

that the centers would be 
a nucleus for practical farmer and

technician training; 
 they were to provide planting materials to
the surrounding farmers, collect 
basic meterological data and do
 
the initial testing of hand-operated tractors. (Project Paper,
 
pg.41).
 

Fifty subcenters were to be established within six 
 months

after the five demonstration centers were operating to test 
 and

apply on farmers' fields the improved 
 systems. Joe encourage

farmer participation all 
inputs for a two-year period were to be

provided by the project. The hope was that 
 farmers operating

these subcenters throughout the project 
area would promote and

demonstrate to their neighbors the benefits 
of the improved

conservation and cropping practices. 
 The goal was to introduce
 
improved practices cn 10,000 acres of productive land by the end

of the project. 
 In 1980 this figure was rediced to 5,630 acres.
 

The hope was to have 100 percent farmer participation in the
project. The project 
was to provide improved extension services
 
and at least twenty extension workers were to be assigned to 
the
 area. These officers, working 
closely with specialists in
 



horticulture, farming systems, marketing and credit, were to play 
a vital role in developing improved technology packages.

InformaLion on new crops, better-adapted varieties and improved

cultural practices was to become available from the demonstration
 
centers and subcenters, from subject-matter specialists and from

demonstrations and trials on 
farmers' fields. 
 Special attention
 
was to be given to development of simple cost accounting systems
and farm records in order to provide or,accurate information 

yields and returns.
 

The extension officers were tc, receive in-service training

and strong technical and administrative support. It was expected

that they would work closely with farmers' groups including units
 
of the JSA and local cooperatives, to assist 
in program planning

arid provision of agricultural inputs and that they would 
 serve
 
as a means to obtain more effective credit and marketing

services. 
The Project Paper was explicit as to the importance of

local participation 
 by farmers and predicted that at the

project's conclusion 
 "The concept of program planning with local
 
participation will have been clearly demonstrated and accepted 
as

the 
 normal approaach for extension throughout the country" (PP,
 
pg.33).
 

The Project Paper stated the need for research information
 
on 
 all the crops in the target area. Information was needed on
 
fertilizer trials, 
 pest control, improved varieties, and seed
 
sources. It stressed the 
 importance of good management 
 and
 
cultural awareness 
in regard to perennial crops. The scope of
 
work for the horticulturist indicated the need for a 
person with
 
a background 
 in research and experience in developing and
evaluating research projects with 
a minimum of assistance and
 
technical Dackstopping.
 

Thus sound technical production packages based on work done
 
at Allsides and tested and refined at the demonstration centers 
and subcenters was to be extended by means of an active, fully
supported extension system in complete cooperation with local
 
farmers' groups.
 

PERFORMANCE
 

There is no "typical" farm production system in the project 
area. Farmers engage in a large number of enterprises (including

off-farm 
work for wages when available) apparently as a natural
 
reaction to the high risks involved in farming their 
relatively

infertile, steep 
 lands and because of the market uncertainties.
 
Diverse, multi-crop (and to a 
lesser extent, livestock) systems

of production have evolved. Thus on any given farm there may be
 
a number of mature fruit or 
shade trees, some bananas or

plantains and possibly coffee and 
cacao. Beneath this upper and
middle canopy of trees and bushes various perennial and annual
 
crops are grown. In addition, a farmer might have a beef 
 or
 
draft animal or a couple of goats.
 



Yams are the most frequently grown food crop on the hill
 
farms. Planted on raised beds alone or in combination with
 
another crop, yarns are the traditional staple food of the area. 
Because of nematode problems and the minimal use of fertilizer on
 
local, unimproved varieties, average yields on hill farms are
 
low. 

At present it is not possible to determine whether 5,630
 
acres of land have received improved farming systems. Nor is it
 
possible to know whether an improved farming system has, in fact,
 
been developed because there is 
no adaptive research with cost
benefit analysis to demonstrate that one farming system is better
 
than another. The work done at the demonstration centers has
 
been primarily observation trials.
 

Because of the inadequate research ana the large number of
 
intercropping combinations in use 
 on the small hill farms,
 
reliable yield data are not available. But despite the absence
 
of firm data it is clear that current yield levels can be
 
increased substantially by the development and introduction on
 
the farms of of improved production technology. Farm output is
 
low and in many cases does not exceed subsistance needs.
 
Apparently this situation exists because of the continued 
use of
 
unimproved crop varieties, inadequate and often improper use of 
fertilizers, and poor pest control. In addition, there are well 
known, uncomplicated practices that could be introduced to
 
imnprove productivity at relatively small costs. For example,
 
very little use is made of on-farm organic materials for mulching
 
or as soil additives to protect the soil from heavy rains, help 
conserve 
soil moisture and maintain stable soil temperatures.
Application of composts and animal manures that will improve the 
fertility and tilth of the heavy, infertile soils in the area is 
riot a general practice. Rotational cropping and use 'of green
manure crops are not general practices. These and similar 
practices would seem obviously appropriate as additions to the 
local farmers'crop husbandry methods. 

The IRDP II has failed to develop and extend to farmers an 
improved package of productive technology adapted to the hilly
 
terrain of the area. Despite plans to improve production levels
 
and increase farmers' incomes, soil conservation treatments--made 
possible by hefty subsidies paid to farmers--have received the
 
bulk of project resources and attention.
 

Although five demonstration centers are now established,
 
little adaptive research has been conducted at three of them:
 
Butler's Run, Rhoden Hall and Coleyville. During the 1980-81 
season, intercropping systems for yarns, plant population studies 
on cowpeas and variety trials on beans and rice were carried out
 
by the project. This was the first adaptive research supported
 
by the project. The results published in 1981 are inconclusive
 
and can only be considered the earliest step in the process of
 
developing improved production technology packages.
 

The demonstration 
centers are being used primarily for #, 



observation trials and seed distribution points. Nursery plants

also 
are being sold from some of the centers. meaningful

demonstraticons 
 for the farmers are not possible since adaptive

research in most areas has not 
been conducted to determine what
practices should be demonstrated. 
 Nor is it possible to

determine 
whether the seed of the varieties beinj distributed isthe best for the farmers since few replicated variety trials have 
been conducted. 

Aside from the recent and modest research effort little has

been done to encourage the hign-return agriculture envisioned

the Project Paper. 

in
 
Overall research planning was absent and 
 key


staff were not available for long periods of time. 
Even so basic
 a step as the completion of soil analyses on the 
demonstration
 
centers or subcenters was delayed. 
 As a result adaptive research

stalled, extension workers had nothing 
new to offer farmers, and

the traditional production practices used 
before the project was 
started were continued 

EVALUAT1ON AND ANALYSIS 

IRDP 1I has not provided for experimental confirmation

the benefits of conservation practices and 

of
 
improved technology to
 

compare 
with previously existing practices. Area farmers had
developed a farming system based on trial 
and error over a

period of many decades. 
 They have had to consider the cost of
inputs, storage and transportation, and the availability of
credit and markets in their decisions as to what type of farmingsystem is best for them. 
 They have taken precautions against 
 a
 
variety of perceived risks.
 

Most farmers do not change their farming 
 system readily

unless they can be convinced that another system is 
 better and

will provide more profit. a set
If of experiments had been
started in 1977 when the project began there might be 
 sufficient
 
information 
at this time to prove to the farmers that improved

practices and soil conservation can be profitable.
 

.No economic analysis is available to determine the length of
time required to pay off the cost of 
building the terraces from

the profit made on the crops. And it must be rioted that although
the 
 project has been in operation tor 14 years, the farmers in
the area are riot using terraces for their crops. Small farmers
 
are inevitably concerned with net profit and 
 for them the

quantity of soil loss is not 
as critical a variable as 
short-term
 
profitability. 
 This is especially true for farmers 
who are
 
tenants. Thus it might 
be desirable to terminate the further
expansion of terracing and undertake instead 
an expanded research
 
program to guide future decisions. It seems likely that work on
low-cost soil erosion techniques such 
as contour planting would
be beneficial in order to develop a system the farmers 
can
 
afford.
 



There are a number of reasons for the problems in evidence: 

1. .nmbiguous national policies regaraing food imports and 
exports aeij domestic food production goals. Because of the large
number of crops that can be grown in the area, some method to
establish priorities for the agricultural research work was
 
essential.
 

2. Because project-area farmers had been exposed to various 
soil conservation programs since the 1950s, they have come to
 
expect Government 
 subsidies for their participation in 
development programs. This perception has subverted the concept

of self-help based on the adopticn of improved, more prctitable
farm practices. Most farmers have been willing to cooperate with 
the 
 project only because of the subsidies provided by the soil 
conservat ion component. 

3. Failure to recognize that agricultural reasearch, even
 
the adaptive 
type needed, requires substantial investments in
 
staff, facilities, equipment and operating budgets, as 
well as a
 
rational and fully coordinated research plan. The project did not

make the investments needed to conduct meaningful research. Even 
now, three of the five demonstration centers produce little or 
no research-derived information. A trained agronormnist has only
recently been assigned to the agricultural research component;
and a staff farm-managemrent economist position, needed to ensure 
the economic viability of research findings, has not been filled.
 

4. Research conducted 
 at Allsides or Smithfield is not
 
directly applicable 
in the project area. This has resulted 
largely from the lack ot meaningtul econornic analysis and from 
unrealistic estimates of labor and fertilizer input normally

assumed in research conducted at those stations. Little emphasis
 
was given to the development of intensive farming systems 
using
high-value crops in combination and/or sequential plantings and
 
to practices that would provide the highest returns to land and 
labor. 

5. Weak or non-existent linkages between the project and 
researchers 
of the Ministry of Agriculture, the Caribbean
 
Agricultural Research and Development 
 Institute (CARDI), the
Commodity Boards (Alcan Jamaica, 
 Ltd.), and other agencies or
 
companies dcing agricultural research.
 

6. Failure to appreciate that adaptive research and
 
careful ly documented 
technical and sccic-economnic analyses of 
soil conservation methods and mixed livestock and cropping

systems is a 
prerequisite to actual developmrental activities sucn
 
as those undertaken by the project.
 

7. Failure cf the agricultural research programs (in both 
the Ministry of Agriculture and the project) to address the
farmers' two most important concerns: the extremely high cost of 
labor (made worse by the high daily wages paid to a large number
 
of project erplcyees) and pest contrcl management. The project 



ha5 done nothing to test 
and introduce appropriate, small-scalefarm m-uiLanization. Pest control, if practiced at all, places 
excessive reliance on chemical methods. 

8. A conservative client farmer population quite reasonably

anxious to avoid risks inherent in innovative practices.
 

9. Uncertainities regarding 'future output prices arid the
 
availability of transport 
in the face of rising input prices.
 

10. Inexperienced, inadequately trained and 
poorly supported

extension field officers witnout 
a clearly detined program and
 
with little to communicate that is of interest to farmers except

where project-provided subsidies are 
involved.
 

11. Failure tc, initiate an integrated agricultural research
 
and extension-education 
 program with adequate physical

facilities, vehicles, and visual aids, 
and with incentives and

professional improvement opportunities for farmers, rural youth
and women's groups. Of the fifty demonstration subcenters planned
in the Project Paper, 
only about twenty nave been established.
 
At these subcenters there is 
little testing or demonstrating of 
improved product ion technologies. 1nstead traditional crops are
 
being grown in the more-or-less the traditional manner.
 

12. Failure to mobilize farmers into effective self-help
 
groups to assist in delivery and monitoring of project support

and services arid 
to help relate the needs of the farmers back to
 
research technicians and managers. Only about ten 
 farmers'
 
Development Committees are now tunctioning; rew of these in any

meaningful sense.
 

13. The present land tenure situation is a serious

Lnstraint to long-term investments by farmers in land protection

and improved production practices. For example, tree crops which
 
may optimize the long run productivity of hill farms may be of no
 
interest 'co a tenant 
farmer or squatter.
 

14. Shortages 
of key staff such as a principal agronomist

and a farm management economist prevented continuity of
 
leadership and development of a sense of direction.
 

CONCLUSION
 

The project has not been successful in developing a body of 
technical informatiorn upon which to base recommendat ions for
productive, profitable agriculture. Unless accompanied by fully
integrated and well managed adaptive research and extension
 
programs, the type of soil conservation program attempted by the
 
IRDP II 
seems doomed to failure. 
The goal must be riot merely the
 
accumulation of conservation treatment results but 
 rather the 
assurance that valuable farm products are efficiently produced on
and marketed from treated farmland. Only internal protitability
will generate continuous concern 
for the land and guarantee the
 



long-run ecorornic and social improvement of the farm household. 
This, perhaps, is the most crucial lesson taught by the 

,,. ieces of IRDP II. 

OPTIONS FOR THE FUTURE 

a. Terrnination
 

If Jamaica is to experience meaningful, long-term social and
economic development, ways must be found to integrate the hillfarmers into the country's economic life. Terrination o t the
project will 
 bring an end to the studies of crops and tarming

systems recently organized by the project and invested resources
 
will be wasted 
 if the present activities are abandoned.
 
Infrastructure and organization have been estanlishea and can now

be. used to conduct problem-solving research. Adaptive research 
or the various, complex crop and intercropping hill tarming
systems is vitally needed. 

b. Phased Close-Down 

This option is similar to the first, but additional time
and funds are provided for the selective phase-out of the
project's various components.This option would permit theagricultural 
 research work to be continued to' a point where some
 
additiional technical 
 information could be accumulated. An
apppropriate research plan could be developed with the assistance
 
of an experienced agricultural research specialist which could be
 
carried on 
by the MOA after project termination.
 

Under this option, a shifting of responsibility for local
research to the MOA's agricultural research department should be
agreed upon in advance to allow for smooth transition. This will
make participating farmers at least marginally better off by the 
date of project termination. 

c. Prolfct Extension 

Assuming 
 a minimum extension of the agricultural component
for two years, it will 
be possible to make a significant start on

creating a body of sound, 
 improved technical information for use

by area farmers. Some adjustments in the present research 
approach will be necessary, however, 
 to take full advantage of

the additional time arid funding proviaed. For example, research
 
should be closely focused on a set 
of crops and cropping systems

that have the highest pctential to provide good returns to the 
farmers. 

Additional adaptive researchers including, perhaps a

hort i cultural i st, tuber crops agronomist, farm management
econo'mist farm mechanization specialist and an extension 



specialist 
 would need to be considered ror the research
 
component. One 
 or more of the existing demonstration centers
 
should be provided the staff and other resources needed to become
 
effective adaptive research center.
 

Carefully planned and well 
 managed researcn should beconducted at the centers, including detailed economic and social
analysis of the work undertaken. Studies ot appropriate farm
mechanization including consideration of hand tractors, animal
drawn equipment and improved tools should be included to

cetermine culturally appropriate, methods to reduce farm 
 drudgery

and labor requirements.
 

Improved practices, already known to exist, should be

incorporated 
 into crop or farm system fact sheets tor the use of
the extension officers. Research should then be planned to fill 
gaps in the knowledge of high priority crops or systems.
Particular emphasis should be con mixed crop and livestock farming
systems. Research should 
be aimed to generate data about more

balanced, stable organic production systems for the hilly areas.
 

This option can capitalize on project investments made to

date to establish the present research facilities. Ihis approach
 
can, within a two year 
period establish the basis tor an

effective agricultural research (and extension) system with

general applicability to the hill 
farming regions of Jamaica.
 

'I 



C. EXTENSION
 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
 

Agricultural Extersior is a major cornporent of the program.The Project Paper states that 
extension officers will assist

participating farmers individually or in groups 
 tc' develop farmplans, select appropriate crops 
and cultural techniques and
optimize the use of irnputs. The Extension Service is expected to
promote the services of the J.A.S., 
 P.C. banks, A.M.C. arid otherinrstitutions of potential benefit tc, the farmer. The ExternsionService was to promote the total program rather than only certainelements and the success of the project was seen to depenlargely on the effectiveness of the extension program (p.31).
 

PERFORMANCE
 

As stipulated in the project paper the Ministry ofAgriculture assigned 20 extension officers to work in the project

area (8 in Two Meetings arid 12 in Pindars) under the 
direct
control of the Project Director. The ratio of extension officers
 
to farmers is approximately 1:200.
 

The training of project personnel and participating farmers was not effective in meeting the demands of the programespecially at the early stages of project i mplernertation. Thelate arrival of the U.S. technical assistance team andrestrictions imposed by the GOJ in the selection of participantsprevented the project from meeting the early training needs
project personnel. 

of 
Employees classified as temporary orsecondary could not be selected to study abroad, thus only
permanent employees, 
 who were few in niurber, could be selected

for overseas training. The withdrawal of 
 such experienced
officers further reduced the effectiveness of in-service training
to young extension officers, 
 field assistants arid farmiers. 

Another significant reason for the ineffectiveness

training ard technology 

of
 
was the lack of parity in the basic
training and experience of the incumbents at various levels of
1 ine 
 staff. The minimum educational qual ifications of anextension officer is graduation from the Jamaica School ofAgriculture. 
 Of the 20 extension officers assigned to theproject, 11 were graduates of the JAS and 9 were 
field assistants
 

with varied educational background. The recent clcsure of theJamaica School of Agriculture poses future recruitment problemsfor IRDP II arid similar projects in the Ministry of Agriculture.
The lack of consistency in educational background 
 creates
problems in the design and conduct of in-service training 
programs. 

The Brooklyn Training Centre, though riot as well equipped asthe National Training Centre at Twickenham Park, providesreasonable facilities for in-service training of staff and A" 

U 



residential traininc for farmers. This Centre trains staff from 
the entire Central Regior, including IRDP 11 staff. Apparently
priority is given to in-service trainino for IRDP staff and the
 
1982-83 training schedule includes plans for three five-day residential
 

courses for extensiorn officers. 
The content
 
of the courses is to be appropriate to the needs of 
 project
 
staff.
 

The high rate of turnover ot staff occasicred by transfers,
resignations and 
leaves of absence for overseas training affects
 
the cortinuity of the program and the quality of services offered

to participating farmers. The incumbent in the post of Assistant 
Director (a vital managerial and supervisory position) wascnanoed six times within the four-year period of the project.
This high turnover rate is 
also evident at the Project Director's

position which has had four ircurnbents, each with a different 
professional specialization within four years. The frequency ofsuch changes has had adverse implications for mranagemrent and the 
transfer of techrncology. 

Farmer participation in the project is mainly an individual
activity and involves little group action. The farmer becomes
involved 
 in the project when the extension officer or field

assistant draws up 
 a farm plan. Thereafter he or she makes

individual production decisions sormetimes with the 
 guidance of
 
the extensior officer who is under pressure to prepare ranyas

farm plans as possible. Farm visits are especially useful since
 
problems of the farm family car, best 
be discussed on the spot.
Much time has been devoted to the training of extension officers
in soil conservaticn techniques and farm planrning. Because ofthe erphasis on the preparation of individual farm plans,
exter, sin activities involved much individual contact. The 
extension clientele for each sub-watershed numbers approximately
200 (with farm lots scattered over rugged terrain). There is a
high percentage of illiterates. Under such circumstances the
project target of enlisting 100 percent participation of farmers 
in both watersheds was over optimistic. 

EVALUATION AND ANALYSIS
 

To increase farmer participation, the extension service must
employ more group methods. Extension work depends upor,
demonstration. People have more confiderce in what extension
workers teach if they are assured that the recormmenations arepractical ar invo1 ve local dernonst rat ions by farmers of
informat ion which has resulted from adequate research.
Demnostrat ions persuade farmers rof the advantage in adopting
tested techniques (metnod demcrstration) or show how to aet
maximum results trrom a giver, set of materials or resources
(result aemorstratic'ris). They snould be conducted by the farmer 
under the supervision ot the extension officer. 

Result demorstrat ions require careful pl arini rig, adequat e
record keeping and careful compari son of results. To beeffective the result demonst rat ion must be carried cut 



systematically to prove that the recommended practice is superior

to the one it is to replace. They dco not discover new trutrs,
 
they show to what extent research findings apply 
to local
 
condit ions.
 

The extensior, otficer must 
attempt to influence the behavior
 
of a large rimTer of people in 
a variety of changing situations.
 
Tnis 
 demands a wide range of approaches and a great variety of

methcds to achieve the coals of 
 increased knowledge, improved

skills and the introduction of new attitudes in farm people.

These aims are 
implicit in the overall objectives of the project.

"The goal of the program is to improve the standard of living of
 
small hillside farmers in rural 
Jamaica" (PP,p.20).
 

CONCLUSIONS
 

Limited progress has beers 
made towards the achievement of

the sub-goal of establishing an agricultural model that can be
 
replicated on 
small hillside farms throughout Jamaica. Despite

efforts. by extension officers and the innovations of farmers, a
 
suitable technological package has not yet 
been developed.
 

The message carried by the externsion workers is

predcmrinant ly concerned with soi 1 ccnservat ion while the
 
information disseminated on production techniques is deficient 
in
 
respect to econoraic returns. 

Research results regarding imprcved cropping systems 
and
 
optimum fertilizer treatments tor the rnajcr crops on the major

soil types of the area is noticeably lacking. The expected

research linkage with Allsiaes Research and Demcnstration Centre

established by the Ministry of Agriculture and IICA has provided

little reliable data or crop combinations. lICA's activities
 
were terminated in 1981 and the operations on the plot have been
 
drastically scaled down.
 

Market uncertainties for local 
farm products, rather than
 
tne adoption of new technology, is determining cropping patterns

in the project area. On the rich alluvial lands at Hencon Town

good banana is being bulldozed for the establishment of tobacco. 
One farmer operating a sub-centre in T.8 reports that his only 
reans of disposing of his banana crop is through the local 
higglers who pay cnly $1 per stem irrespective of the size of the
 
stems.
 

There is a gradual increase in the rearing of livestock.
 
This trend tc' include livestock in the farming systems 
 of

hillside farras shc'uld be encouraged by extension workers, not 
only for improved tamily nutrition but for the production of 
organic manure to be utilized on bencn terraces. 

f~1
 



D. MARKETING
 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
 

The Project Paper identified "the performance of thne
marketirg system" 
as a constraint to farm income in the 
project
area and suggested that 
project activities would 
 improve the
 
performance of the system (1977, p.38).
 

In respect to marketing two major concerns were identified.
One was the "scattered production pattern" 
of Jamaica's farm
outputs which made it 
costly to assemble a surplus for sale 
 (P6). Because of 
 this pattern an 
 increased geographical

concentration of crops was advocated 
(p. 38).
 

The second problem was identified 
 as the markets'
"fragmentation. 
 P
N large number of buyers served the area and
others could 
 enter with ease. This multiplicity prevented
establisnmrent of standard weights, 
the 

measures, etc., and made itdifficult 
 to maintain contractual routines 
 (P-6,7). Moreover,
irnovations did not seem to be forthcoming in marketing practicesand the Project Paper nypothecized that this was due to the factthat individual marketers 
were not large enough to reap the
benefits of innovation (P-7). Moreover, despite the large number
of potential buyers, 
 a farmer mignt have very few actual buyers
ready to deal with him on a given day for a specific product andthus ronopsony power might 
be exercised aginst the farmers.
 

The remiedy for this second set of prcblems was seen to liein "group action" by the farmers in sucm areas as cleaning,
sorting and packing (p.39). This would enable the farmers toreap the profits from those activities and would 
make possible
effective 
forward ccntracting. 
 A Review of the Project in 1981
reiteratet as inperative, the need to "institutionalize inD.C.. the facilities and capacity to serve as 
the
 

the marketing link
between farmer memoers and wholesale or other large lot buyers"
(Bernhart arid Mann, 1981, pp. 19-20). 

PERFORMANCE
 

By 1980 it became apparent that project-assisted 
 farmers
 were sometimes unab e to sell their expanded outputs atacceptable prices. This fact 
was said to have dampened tneir
enth us iasm for soil conservat 
ion pract ices ard improved
technologies (Bernhart and Mar,nn, 
 1981, p. 19). Widespreadccomplairts 
 were raised against the marketing system because of
unsold surpluses and the unavailability of intermediary services.
 

Project advisors 
took a keen interest in the availaility
and suitability of marketing facilities aria much attertion was
given to the potertial 
of the Coleyville facilities of the CPGCA.Eleven project-sponsorec produce collection pCin t s were 



esta-Snec, but new farmer oranizations were not vsidly
effective in cangin or amplifying market routines. 

EYVAUTION AND ANALYSIS 

The activities of IRDP I nave encourage, an expanaa role 
cf governrment-linked intermeciary facilities areain the project
(such as those at Coleyville) while attempting to stimulate tneexpansion of voluntary farmer organizations toward supplying
marketirg and other intermed iary services. 

These activities 
have taken place in an area serveo by a
l.rge number of produce buyers witn every evidence of keencompetition, netween buyers ano sellers in respect to the sales offarm output. Under circumstances of intense competition thetheoretical precict ions are that (1) farmers will receiveaccurate signals as to wnat to produce anc what not to produce;

(2) farmers will 
feel effective pressures to perform efficiently

in terms of investment level, input allocation, and technology;(3) the profits of middlem~ern will not be excessive, i.e., tney
will be 
 enough only to cover costs of their operations in the
long run; (4) middlemen cr farmers will be encouraged tc, takeacvantage of new remunerative opportunities as they arise.
 

An example: The only way to determine whether a farmer'sinput of, say, fertilizer is applied in the proper amount is to cornpare the cost of its application with the value of theincreased output which results from its use. If the values of
fertilizer arid increased output are determined in competitivemarkets, they will over time reflect the real costs an benefits
of at process to the society. However, it the values orfertilizer anc increaseo output are determined by administrative
decisions reflecting 
the special circumstances of their own
institutional history and "political" pressures, 
 they will
reflect that historical 
process and those pressures; but there is
 no inherent reason to assume that the resulting prices optimize
the well 
being of the people of the country or give appropriate

guidance for present or future resource use. 

The IRDP II marketing 
problem was identified as the
situation in which (1) buyers were not always available toreceive farm outputs (i.e., there were unsold surpluses), (2)buyers did not 
always pay prices perceived as appropriately high
by the sellers, and (3) buyers did not undertake to provideservices such as grading and storage which the farmers or projectmanagers deemed advantageous to their own success. 

The solution to these problems 
was said to lie in groupaction by the farmers tc provide mark.eting services under terms
advantageous to the farmers themselves ana which would garner the 
profits frorm such activities to the tarmers. 

Dut if private entrerpreneurs who are familiar with the 
circumstances dco not choose to undertake sucn activities, a 



plausible explanation is that they do not 
view the opportunities

as potentially profitale--tna 
tney see anticipated costs in
 
excess of anticipated benefits.
 

If some new operaTion--a farmers' cooperative or a new
gcovernrmerjt sponsored agency--elected 
to enter the field, a
careful analysis of anticipated costs or benefits is appropriate
to 
discover whether the potential private investors were actirng
prudently when they cnose not 
tc enter. Such an analysis does
 
not 
seem to have been undertaken with respect to the expansion of
market ing funct ions 
 suggested for farmer 
organizations uncer
 
IRDP. 

it was anvocated that farmers served 
by the project expand
into areas of operation previously occupied by independent

higglers. But it was not explained how these farmers 
were to
nenefit from this extension since higgler margins were known to
be minimal 
and since the farmers would be taking time away 
 from
their primary activites, i.e., the growing of crops. 
Moreover,

if the farmers established an organizationr sufficiently powerful

to control selling prices for their 
outputs, might not

monopoly power be disadvantageous to Jamaica's 

such
 
consumers in
Denera ? The project records do not reveal that these issues
 

were fully investigated.
 

The higgler 
system has been described as fragmented and
"chaotic, " and higglers are seen 
in project documents as somehow
separate from the area's farmers, 
 as operating in opposition to

the farmers, as possibly exploitive of the farmers. 
 This view
 seems essentially erroneous. 
 Many higglers are members of 
 farm
families. 
 Most very small farmers are directly involved in and
profit from higgling. The relationship between higglers and
farmers is probably best seen 
as symniotic with evidence 
of
strong and beneficial interdependence, an interdependence which
has beer accompanied 
curing the past decade by a substantial
 
expansion in Jam~aica's output of domestic food crops. 

In most parts of the world when an area the size cf Jamaicareceives its food from small, 
 scattered local land holdings, the
produce intermediaries tend tco 
be small, 
 to, use small tacilities

and 
 light vehicles. Larger facilities with greater

corcentrations of produce and market services seem best 
 suited
for larger market areas--or in relation to Jamaica, to the larger

lowland 
 farm areas rather than to the tragmented farms on steep

slopes.
 

The advocate of large marketing units, 
 larger facilities,
ard presumed "economies of scale" in intermediary services for
this project area must be satisfied as to why higglers, farmers,
or outsiders have riot themselves expanded to provide suchinrovat icns. Only a careful analysis of costs 
and benetizs-
guided by competitively determrined input and output prices--can

provide the answer. 
 This analysis nas yet to be performed forthis project. Furthermore, once _overnmernt-linked agencies areintroduced into the intermediary chain they will Inevitably limit 

,2
 



competitive pressures 
 and the critical analysis of 
 the market
base or, such pressures will become impossible, the establisnment
of the facilities precludirng a valid determination (of their real 
profitability.
 

The experiences of the institutiors established to buy
produce in the area--e.g., 
farm
 

the HMC, the Christiara Cooperative-are relevant. 
 Their operatior,s have not 
been profitable despitethe fact that 
they have beer, given exclusive rights to import
certair, critical farm 
 inputs, bespite the 
 fact

imports competi g with 

that 
their output sales nave 
 Deen ofticially
suppressed, ard 
 despite the fact 
 that they have 
 been
assisted in various ways by external funding. 

Moreover, 
 it is useful to compare the recent 
 history of
Jamaica's statutory 
cornmcoity boards with production experienceof unregulated 
 dorestic fcod products. From 1971 
 to 1981product ion for the domest ic market increased signiticant ly:condimenr,ts 
 235%, vegetables 
77%, legumes 57%, potatoes 34%,
cereal 2%, 
 "other tubers" 13%, 
 yams 111, plantain 3 (Source:MOA). By cor,trast, production declined for most cormrnodities
inter,ded for export, the sale of which was ccrtrolled Dy thecormoity boards: "other citrus" -84%, cananas -73%, pimentos 58%, sweet cranges -44%, sugar cane -34%, ortar, iques -33%, coffee
-27%, 
 cocoa -19%. (Bucking this trend, productior, of grapefruitand ginger expared 5% and coconuts 36%. Ine percentage changesare from 
 1970 to 1980. The sources 
are MOA and Department of 
Statistics.) 

The problem ir,evider,ce is similar to that which has 
 beer,
er,courtered elsewhere where there nave 
beer, efforts to implement
"integrated" 
 rural developmer,t assistance. 
 The goal of an
integrated rural development project 
is the improved well-beirg
of a rural populatior,, including,higher real income for the
ccmmunity with greater (or with no sericus lessening of)distributiconal equity. 
 This goal inevitably includes 
 expanded
revenues from the 
sale of agricultural products arnd, thus,
greater farm outputs, nigher output prices or both. 

As farm Output expands two adverse factors may prevent
producers from realizing an increase in their 
 incomes. First,
c'utput prices may decline either because of the expanded 0 Lutputbeing offered for sale or 
for totally unrelated reasons. 
Second,
providers 
ot services ancillary to the sale 
 or the products
(storage, 
transport, wholesaling, credit, etc. ) may not e
available to cor,
sumate the transfers cor 
may only be available at

prices seer, by the farmers as excessive.
 

When at 
lRD project encourters cr anticipates the problem of
falling producer prices, 
 its designers are likely tc seek mears
to "stabilize" (i.e. set a 
floor beneath) those prices--if the
political means are at 
hand. 
 Whern the problem of inadequate or
insufficient ancillary services 
 (storage, transport, grading,etc.) occurs, 
the project managers will be prompted to prcvide
 



such services undier their own ccrtrol or To, subsicize the
expansion f. those already offering them. It project maragemer,;
acquires cortrol over market r, g services, tneir control may initself, provide a mechanism by which they car, suppcrt producer

prices. 

The externsior, of an IRD scheme from efforts to exDan: tne 
physical cutput s of farmers into. the area of "rmarketir, " ardprice subsidizatio.n raises erormous admirnistrative difficulties
 
for the project and irvolves serious eccnomic risk. 

For competitive rivalry prcvices an effective safeguarc

against tie abuses which 
market participants are autormatically

prompted to impose when the power to dco 
so lies in their hands,. 
Wher, prices are controiled by an external agency rather tnan ny

the impersonal forces of market rivalry, those prices cease to

provide their automatic stimulus to efficient product mix,
capital al ocat icar, arid appropriate technology, arid the
traditionally feared evils cf mcrcpcly ard monoDsorny become 
genuine dar ers. 

CONCLUSIONS
 

There has beer, a tendercy--evi ece 
in project dccuments 
ard i, the oral statements of project personnel--to blame tne
"marketing system" for rany of the difficulties experierced in 
raising the ircomes of project-assisted farmers. Accorcing to
this line of thcught, project efforts to expand farm proc uct ior, 
are seer, as successful ever, though ro buyers aopear at tne
farmgate tc purchase that output, and the problem is seern as a 
deficiency in "marketirg." Similarly if farmers feel that their 
produce brings an inadequate price, agairn the problem is seen as 
a fault of the marketing system. 

As a consequence of this co'nceptualizatior, there is a widely
expressed but vaguely substantiated hope that new organizations 
or new institutions such as the proposea assembly arid grair,g

stat ions 
 or the proposed farmers' cooperatives might shift the
 
balarce. of 
 forces so as to raise farmers ircomes. 

But it does rct seem to have been adequately demonstrated 
that such new project-related, governmernt-i iriked inst itut ior,s are
cost-justified in the sense that higher real ircomnes would result
 
from their activities. It true
is that they cculd serve as
vehicles for the transfer cof incomes from the Jamaican taxpayer 
cr from existing consumers or middlemen, to prcject-assistec
farmers. But if they are thought to be erticier,nt in the sense
that overall real benefits would outweigh overal I real costs,
then the evidence for that cor,clusior, is rnot apparernt. Nor is it 
apparent wny private sector participants nave r,ot beer, motivated 
to undertake those furctions themselves. 

Since the establishment ot the new inst itutiors cc'ntemDlatea 
seems inevitably to rarrow the range of potential operation of 



the corfPetitive private sector they seems ill-advised. Ard it wousc seem 
tnaz tne project area 
snouic contirue to be served 
Dy
one nighly ccmwviLitive prcouct rarket wnicn has turctioned there
in the past. For sucn a market constitutes a powerful ard
irrepliaceable morn.itor for efficient allocational decisicns. It seems ninly unlikely that the functiors of such a rarket couLd

be acequately sunstitutea tor 0y 
a public or semi-pun ic agency

regarcless cf 
 now skilled, how honest, 
 how competent its
 
person'e i.
 

It r.ay be tnaz 
certain services desired by the producers are
 
not provided by the private sector 
even thcugh they can me shown
 
my careful analysis to be cost-justified. 
 In such a case private

entrepreneurs 
 should be infcrmed of the cpportunities ard
encouraged to 
 take advantage of 
them. Carefully planned,

terpoorary loan subsidies might be used 
as an ircentive to this
 
end.
 

If such functions are not cost-effective they should rot 
be
unoertaken. This 
 does not mean that farmers served by 
 the
project 
 may not be provided assistance if they 
cannot make what
is considered 
 a sufficient Incorme--given the 
 decisions

fortrncormirg 
 from the private marketplace. 
 They might be helped
ir a variety of ways. For example, farmers right be given more
free informat ior and expanded government-sponsored extension 
advisory services. They might me 

and 
provided with free inforraticn
 

regarding alternative economic opportunities. They might be given

assistance in relocating or retraining. 
 Various social services

might be provided them at 
 less than their true cost of 
product i or. 

But the existing, competitive market system with all of 
its

inherent advantages for erficiency an allocaticonal wisdom should
not be intenticr.ally infringed by a new set of semi-public,

heavily subsidized intermediaries.
 

Ar expanded market potential is apparent for several 
 crops

ircluding onic ns, 
lettuce and peppers, and there appears to be 
an

increased export 
potential for pineapples, papayas, mangoes, and

other tropical fruits, 
 spices and flowers. Yarns and ginger are
doing well at present. Adequate air 
 and sea carriers are

available at costs compatible with expansior into new overseas

markets. The Jamaican tourist 
industry also provides a potential

market for a wide variety ct 
export quality produce much ot which 
now is imported from the U.S. 

Both the export trade arid the tourist market require high

stanrdards of production and efficient 
 market handling. This
demands a well developed research program and etective farmer
training. It 
 also requires that the private trader maintain a

close relationship with the grower. 
 It seems likely that one
 reason that entrepreneurs do not pursue the export or tourist
markets more aggressively is that 
it is difficult arid expensive

to work with the required number of 
small farmers. 



The government shculd act as facilitator int cooperationprivate traaer,.i. withCrop research 
 and farmer trainrno areappropriate turctions tor government in developing marketableproducts (although the capability of the MOA to perform these
furcticns is clearly limited). The government would seem illadvised to attempt tC manage markets or control prices. Suchefforts invite inefficiencies and market distortions which impedeb"ot expanded domestic sales and exports. A judicious
encouragement ot the entry of private sector firmsexpanced and improved role as 
into an

intermediaeries would seem aclearly preferable alternative. 

OPTION II (MARKETING)
 

The marketing specialists
responsibilities: will have three major
(1) The investigation of marketing rseeds, (e)
the col lect ion and disseminat ion of information respondingthose needs, (3) tothe encouragement of new investment inmarketing racilities. 

In regard to the investigation of marketing needs, themarketing specialists will include: 

* ,Aninvestigation 
 of higgler operations including the
extent and 
 character of capital ownership 
by higglers, their
capital needs, 
 lire s of credit 
available to higglers, racilities
available to them for transport, 
 storage, processing, the nature
of their contractual relations with other buyers and sellers,extent of their use theof collection sites ari ctner publicspcnsored facilities, etc.; 

* Ar investigation cf farmers' marketing needs: farmers'relations with higglers and other intermediaries,possibilities for farmers to enter into 
the 

forward contracting; the
limitations orn the intermediary system as seen by the farmers'their efforts to reduce post-harvest losses; their use ofgovernment-sporsored facilities ircluding collection sites;possibilities for Joint farmer action; the farmers' nneed for

i rformat i on.
 

In regard to the collectior, arid disseminat ionirforrmatior,. ofthe marketing specialists will include the following 
act ivities:
 

* 
 They will familiarize themselves with information that 
is
available 
regarding prices of agricultural produce, 
 the demand
for farm outputs, and projections regarding future prices 
and
 
demand;
 

* Extension officers will be traired to 
 convey relevant
infcrmation to farmers and cthers and will communicate to the
marketing advisor the responses of the groups;
 



* Widest possible use will be mlade of tne capaoilities c-
Radi6 Central and cother mass media outlets for the disseminatior 
of price aria cernand inTormation; 

* Farmers voluntary groups will be used where appropriate 
as vehicles ror the dissemination or irtorrnation. 

The marketing specialists will oeterrnirne whether 
Q2c_tortunities exist for the establist-ment of new interrnediarv ant
marketina facilities to, serve the project area. Careful cost
benefit analysis will be included as an integral part of suchstudies. if potentially profitable prospects are identified,
their existence will De advertised tc, representitives of the
private sector. If necessary the entry ot private firms will be encc, ureaged by making available tc them loans at less than market 
rates of interest for a limited number of years. 



E. CREDIT
 

OBJECTIVES
 

In the design of IRDP II, it was determined that one
 

constraint to the use of production inputs 

(fertilisers, seed materiel, chemicals and hired
 

labor) by small farmers in the project area was the
 

lack of access to production credit. It was further
 

determined that the only appropriate institution in 

the project area to administer a small-farmer credit 

program was the People's Cooperative Bank (PCB). 

The project design called for the creation of a loan
 

capital fund by the GOJ amounting to 1,600.000 $JA. 

This fund was to be administered by the 4 branch
 

offices of PCB in the project area and available
 

only toparticipant farmers. Other project inputs 

into the credit component were to be 160,000 $JA to 

pay the salaries of 4 branch managers for 4 years;
 

training of PCB staff and IRDP Credit Officers;
 

training of farmers in credit management; changes 

in loan policies to modify collateral requirements 

and to make it possible for farmer groups to secure 

loans.
 



PERFORMANCE
 

The PCBanks administer 4 different loan programs 

through which project area farmers may obtain
 

credit. The Bank's preferred security is 
a
 

registered title tc land 
or 2 guarantors. They will
 

accept a common law title accompanied by land tax
 

receipts, a certificate of compliance, and a diagram
 

of the farm. The process of obtaining a legal title
 

to land can take 3-4 years and would cost from 300

400 $JA. The PCBanks offer the alternative of using 

a "certificate of compliance" which costs about 

$JA - all costs included.
 

The Self-Supporting Farmer Development Program
 

(SSFDP) which was started in 1973 by the Jamaican
 

Development Bank and is administered by the
 

Agricultural Credit Board 
(ACB) through the PCBanks
 

makes production loans available to farms of between
 

5 and 20 acres and with annual incomes of less than
 

900 $JA. The credit 
is awarded at 6% interest and
 

upon repayment, 
 half the interest and the principle
 

return to the MOA and the other half reverts to the
 

PCBank.
 

The Small Farmer Loan Program (SFLP) was started in 

1977 by the MOA to promote food production on farms 

70 



of less than 5 acres. Administered through the 

PCBanks, this program charges 9% interest. Upon 

repayment 4.5% and the principal payment return to 

the MOA while 4.5% reverts to the PCBank. 

It is also possible to obtain loans through PCBanks
 

by using their Share Capital Plan. The present
 

system calls for a 105 purchase of share capital in
 

PCBank (as well 
as the other collateral
 

requirements). These loans are intended for purposes 

other than producticn inputs, in particular, consumer 

1oars. 

A new national program is to start this month which 

will attempt to harmonize these various programs. 

For production input loans, all loans will be at 12% 

with PCBank retaining 4% of the interest and none of 

the principle. The Share Capital Plan will be 

changed such that the purchase cost will be 5% of 

the total amount of the loan. 

In this environment, the fourth credit opportunity
 

for project farmers is through the IRDP - supported 

credit program. The loans are awarded 
at 7% with 3%
 

returning to the MOA along with the principle and 4%
 

reverting to the PCBank. In order to obtain a 
loan
 

under this program a farmer must have an approved 



farm plan and have worked out his loan application
 

in accordance with that plan. There are 
short (

2YRS), medium (2-7YRS) and long (MYRS plus) term 

loans available.
 

The application and approval process for IRDP

supported loans is quite long. From the completion
 

of a proposed Farm Plan to approval for disbursement
 

of a loan sometimes has taken more than two years. 

In 1981, a new mechanism (IRDP Credit Sub-Committee) 

was installed to speed up the approval process 
 for
 

the loan application. This seems 
to have beer,
 

effective and a loan application can be processed in 

two months or less. The real 
problem is the approval
 

for the Farm Plan. Although recently this has been
 

improved somewhat, 10 to 12 months is not uncommon 

still. Approval of the Farm Plan must precede 

application for a loan. 

According to the Project Director's Monthly Report 

of August 31, 1982, 857,537 $JA of the 1,600,000 has 

been loaned to project farmers. No detailed records 

regarding repayment rates were available 

and it is riot clear even that they are kept. What 

does seem to be kept is one record of loans awarded
 

and disbursed and another record of incoming 

collections. These two records, it appears, are 

never compared or analysed. 



Given the lack of credit monitoring, it 

is,rnevertheless, possible to get an indication of
 

repayment rates by examining the information which 

is available. The Bernhart and Mann Evaluation of
 

IRDP II 
(Sept.81) presents figures for IRDP/PCBank 

credit activity from April 1, 1979 to August 31, 

1981.
 

By August 31, 1981, a sum total of 596,708 $JA had 

been loaned to 324 farmers. As of the same date, a 

total of 40,561 $JA had been collected. This 

represents 7% of total funds disbursed. This is not
 

an accurate definition of a repayment rate. It 
would 

be necessary to know first, the terms of the various
 

loans and their dates of disbursal, in order to
 

calculate how much was theoretically due by August
 

31, 1931. Only then could a meaningful rate of
 

repayment be calculated by comparing actual
 

collections to the theoretical 
100% repayment
 

figures.
 

Because it is not possible, without a loan by loan
 

analysis, to know the terms of the various loans and
 

the dates of disbursals, it is necessary to make a
 

set 
of assumptions in order to approximate a
 

repayment rate. These assumptions are:
 



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

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

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

(1) All the loans were medium-term loans 

repayable ir, 5 years (at 7%). 

(2) All loan funds were disbursed evenly by
 

quarter (10 quarters). 

(3) All loans were, theoretically, to be 

repaid evenly by quarter (10).
 

Given those assumptions, it is now possible 
to 

calculate what should have beern repaid by August 31, 

1981, if repayment were 100%. 

PCB BRANCH #LOANS 	TOTAL DISBURSE/ AVE.
 

DISBURSED QUARTER LOAN
 

CHRISTIANA 138 281,445 28,145 2,040 

KELLITS 81 99,208 9,921 1,225 

SPALDINGS 96 208,314 20,831 2,170 

CHAPELTON 9 7,740 774 860 

TOTAL 	 324 596,708 59,671 1,842 

Giver, these figures and making the assumptions
 

listed above, theoretical 100% repayment car be
 

compared to actual collections: 



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

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

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

ESTIMATED REPAYMENT RATES
 

PCB BRANCH THEORETICAL ACTUAL %
 

CHRISTIANA
 

Principal 


Interests 


S/Total 


KELLITS
 

Principal 


Interests 


S/Total 


SPAULDINGS
 

Principal 


Interests 


S/Total 


CHAPELTON
 

Principal 


Interests 


S/Total 


63,315 


12,285 


75,600 


22,320 


4,320 


26,640 


46,870 


9,065 


55,935 


1,755 


315 


2,070 


11,196 18 

9,077 74 

20,273 27 

4,216 19 

4,311 100 

8,527 32 

6,315 13 

5,396 60 

11,711 21 

- 0 

50 16 

50 2 

TOTAL IRDP CREDIT PROGRAM TO AUG31, 1981
 

Principal 134,260 21,727 16 

Interests 26,030 18,834 72 

Total 160,290 40,561 25 



The assumptions made in generating this analysis
 

will not seriously distort reality. If 
less loans
 

were disbursed early in the program as 
may in fact
 

.be the case, they were on the average twice as large
 

(p. 16,Bernhart & Mann, 1981). 
The above Table gives
 

a good indication of real recovery rates. It 
should
 

be noted that on the average 55% of the funds lent
 

out where lent in kind and not 
in cash.
 

IRDP is paying the salaries of 4 PCBank Officers and
 

some training of SWS Credit Officers has occured.
 

The training has been very modest, 
 and the course
 

content has not been made available beyond the most
 

general concepts credit
of and credit
 

administration. The PCB Branches have no field Loan
 

Supervisors and their 
only mechanism for loan
 

collection is to send a quarterly statement to each
 

loan recipient stating the interest payment due and 

the principal payment due. 

If a loan is ir, arrears, there is no mechanism for 

affixing a penalty to the loan repayment schedule. 

The only recourse the PCBank has is the final one;
 

to sue a client in court 
for his land. The
 

PCBranches do not award second loans to borrowers in
 

arrears and 
some will not award loans to the
 



guarantors. There is no record of a 
farmer being
 

sued for his land, ever. Loans in arrears are just
 

carried on the books at 
the original interest rate.
 

EVALUATION
 

The two central observations to be made concerning
 

the performance of the IRDP credit component 
are:
 

(1) At six months from the end of the
 

project, only 37% of the loan funds (597,000 of
 

1,600,000) 
have actually been disbursed. 

(2) From all indications, repayment rates 

are somewhere in the neighborhood of 25%.
 

The evaluation of this performance is related to
 

many aspects of the project and not all 
of them are 

directly concerned with the credit component per se. 

Perhaps the first issue which arises is were
 

these loans credit worthy. They were all
 

production.input 
loans of various sorts. As has been
 

discussed elsewhere in this evaluation, recommended
 

production packages for small-holder hillside
 

agriculture have not 
been developed. Those inputs
 

for which the farmer secured a loan may not be what
 

is called 
 for to increase the production of that
 

crop. If a production input loan does not 
result in
 

the expected 
 increases in production because
 



the inputs were technically innappropriate, is the
 

farmer accountable?
 

The approximate repayment rate on 
IRDP loans is 25%.
 

This is not unusual for small 
 farmer credit in
 

Jamaica. The lack of any penalties to overdue
 

loans short of seizure of secured properties and
 

the fact that there are no 
PCBank Loan Officers in
 

the field to supervise the use and repayment of
 

loans virtually guarantees low repayment 
rates.
 

Furthermore, when it 
is acknowledged that the vast
 

majority of loan funds administered by the PCBank is
 

capital 
from other sources and that upon repayment
 

that capital returns to its source along with half
 

of the interest payments, PCBank's only incentive in
 

its collection efforts is that 
portion of the
 

interest payments which 
 reverts to 
 them.
 

Unfortunately, small-farmer crdit 
(like the subsisy
 

schemes) has become a mechanism for welfare resourse
 

transfers. 
 it is somewhat peculiar that so much
 

energy 
and time is devoted to the application and
 

approval process by 
a lending institution and so
 

little into the collection process.
 

RECOMMENDATIONS
 

This overall evaluation of IRDP II 
has presented
 

three options for the future of this project. If any
 



changes or improvernents in the current credit 

component of IRDP II are to be considered, they
 

apply only to Option III. Nevertheless, under the
 

first two options, certain tasks should be
 

undertaken regarding the project's experience with 

small farmer credit. 

OPTION I 

With an end to this project on February 28, 193, 

the IRDP Credit Office should conduct a loan by loan 

audit before that date. The purpose is to be able to
 

accurately describe the credit situation at the end
 

of the project.
 

OPTION II
 

With some additional months to gradually phase the
 

project out, the credit component should conduct the
 

loan by loan audit discussed above; no further loans
 

should be awarded; and working in conjunction with
 

the Monitoring and Evaluation farm survey, compare 

the lcans, their amounts, and their repayments to 

the available farm level information about the 

borrower. The objective would be to perhaps better
 

understand the reasons for borrowing in the first
 

place arid for non-repayment. 



OPTION III
 

If the project should be extended for another two
 

years or so, its objective will no longer be to 

engage as many farmers as possible in project
 

activities. The purpose of the project extension
 

will be to develop guidelines for a small-holder, 

hillside agriculture development stategy.
 

It is apparent from the performance of IRDP's credit 

component, as as farmerwell other credit programs, 

that the current techniques for administering and
 

monitoring rural credit do not work. In a 
 project
 

extension, the oppcrtunity should 
 be taken to 

experiment with alternative approaches to the
 

organisat ion and 
 management rural 
 credit. The
 

objective would be to test, on a pilot basis, ideas
 

that might perform better than the 
 -.urrent rural
 

credit system.
 

During the project extension period, certain basic 

principles of credit management should guide the 

program: 

(1) Credit institutions are based on the 

premise that low repayment rates are unacceptable. 

&
 



(2) Local communities, farmer groups and
 

organisations can be so organised to participate in
 

the administration and collection of rural credit. 

(3) Credit institutions should establish direct 

and frequent relations between loan officers and
 

borrowers. Supervision is a key to administering
 

small-farmer production credit programs.
 

(4) Rural credit programs need not be limited 

to product ion inputs. 

(5) Where appropriate, loan repayment should be
 

linked to the marketing of farm outputs. 

(6) Access to credit can, be used as an
 

incentive for the adoption of a given recommended 

practice (i.e. preferential interest rates for soil 

conservation work). 



F. FARMER GROUP DEVELOPMENT
 

OBJECTIVES AND ULOALS
 

The project oocumert statesprogramme that the overall"is to improve the goal of thestandardfarmers of livingin rural Jamaica" of small hillsiae(p.20). itcomponents of also states that onethe pr:ogrammne of the
the Jamaica will be farmer organizationsAgricultural such asSociety
totalling thirty-three (JAS). The JAS groups,
information in the project area,carriers, shouldpressure asgroups,and market, Other-institution 

act 
credit and technical llnkagesinformationmembers. resourcesLocal JAS for theirgroup meetings shoulddiscussion takeforum, on the status ofproject afacilitatorconsciousress and developrmentraisers of the project community. 

Although the JAS wasorganization ana although
(and still is) the only national farmer

population more than one-third ofof farmers the targetare JAS members,the project the Society's impactseems onto haveBernhart 
area 

been minimal.and Mann According 
art early decision not 

(p. 23) the "project management apparently 
to 

to work with made 
established small farmers directlyorganizational through
Consequent ly 

structures, thethe JAS JAS branches."did notfacilitator develc~p intoof the project and, 
an effective 

committee secondly, the(D.C.) develcoprnent
theory 

as a project institutior, came into being.was that the DCs were executive branches of the 
The

praxis 
has JAS but 
duplications 

shown that the farmers saw the two organizationsand 
were reluctant as
 
one to participate fully
or 
 the other. in either

meeting 1hey both dwindled in statusattendance recognition,and role performance.this was that One consequence offarmers focused alland even on the subsidy that they could getcreated fictitious DC branches and claimed benefits 
for
t hem. 

Contrary to the foregoing,that Bernhart andthe "Development Mann (p.25)Commnittee report
working device is (theirand that the "JAS emphasis)considersown effort them an active partand not as of theircompetitive organizations.", Butwriters 
go the twoon to say that "at 
least
functioning six and perhaps
in significant eight are
ways
involving to accomplishthe farmer the taskand assuring of
process." this participatory role in theSix or eight out of twenty-six ought'significant progress'. not be considered 
currently being 

A new approach to JAS branchestried; andan Assistant DCs isintensive Project Directorstudy of has begun arnthe DCs, districtsproject and watershedsarea in order of theto analyzepurpose organizationalis tc identify needs. Thean appropriate structureconsistent ard systemwith farmer needs and capabilities.
 
Even the 
functioning DCs aresubsidies from used by farmersthe IRDP. to obtainThere does rot cashcommittment appearto a self-managed to be a communityfarmer association which servesneeds theof its members. 



The farmer groups nave some casesin beer, the objects ofpolitical rivalry and unfortunately the project staff has been
unable to thisovercome interference. 

The project 
 paper lacks a clear definition of how farmer
participation and comitrnent are going to occur. both the designard imp] amentat ion of the project-nave been vague ana armbiguousabout tarmers' organizations and group action. These aspects ofa small farmer development project are absolutely essential tosuccess. The inadequate handling of these components hascontributed 
in large measure to the lack of 
success in IRUP Ii. 

Some progress has been made in a few commttees in building
a sense of comrnmitment self-helpto family and community
develcpment. Most of this has been accormplisnea through thewomen' s programs described in the home economic sect ion.However, the overall effect of IRDP ii has probably been morenegative than positive in this regard. 
 Subsidies nave aetracted
from prormoting self-help and have fostered a dependency attitude 
toward governrnert. 

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS
 

1. The absence of participation of farmers in the planning and
maragerent 
of the project has contributedo c the lack or success.
 
2. The development of viable farmer 
organizations has 
 been
 

minimal.
 

3. Subsidies have had a negative influence on tarmer attituoes. 

4. Some notable success in a few communities has beer, achieved oy
tne Home Economics component. 

RECOMMENDATIONS
 

1. Future small farmer development efrorts Jaritaicain shouldbegin with irvolving rarmers in the design and ollow through in 
implementation.
 

2. Appropriate farmer and other community groups snou0organized by the farmers themselves wit the assistance an 
be 

support of qualified extensicon agents. 

3. The political parties should retrain trom politicizing tarmerorganizaticons 
 which are organized tor 
 self-help development
 
purposes.
 



G. 
HOME ECONUMIU
 

The Home Economics component was not includedPaper; it was added in in the project1980 as 
a result cot
Handicraft the Work at
Centre at the tirls,

drying activity 

Spring Ground, Christiana and theinitiated solarby the Office for Women in Development,AID, Washirgtcon. 

There are eight subwatersneds in Pindars River and twelve in
Two Meetings; 
 each subwatershed 
Economics is administered byField a Home
Assistant 
 who reports to aEconomics Supervisor
Officer Horne
who has two subwatersheds underThe Supervising H.E. her charge.
Officer reports to the Senior H.E.
finally Officer
who reports to the Ministry of Agriculture
Region H.E. Otticer. (Central)1RDP rcrrnerlyofficer had a coordinatingbut that 
position was abolished when the last 

H.E. 
left in February incumbent1982. Some posit ionsstructure in the H.E.are vacant Officerat present but the hope is that they willfilled beat an early date.
 

The specific objectives 
of theimprove agricultural Home Economics componenrt--toproduction,
worth, family health, sensefamily resources of selfmanagement,housing, fuel saving 

child care quality, income,devices and appreciationfit in perfectly with for women's inputthe overall goal ofimprove the the Projectstandard Paper "toof living of small hillside farmers in rural
Jamaica" (p.20). 

Both the overall goal

objectives and the specific (although
seem to have been met modest)by Home EconomicsThe component.activities include the following:
 
l.Vegetable Garderting - Women have learnedplant traditional and are willingas well as tonew (kale and
and have pak choi) vegetableslearned new ways of preparing them,
both creativity and better nutrition. 

thus facilitating 
it, "They really eat 

As one H.E. Officer putbetter" (Kellits, 
October 14).
also begun to sell They have
excess vegetables and thereby have added
the family 
income although to
as yet this addition is minimal.
 
2. Family 
 Life Educaticorn 
- This deals with 
 inter-relationships
within the family, 

cases are 

family planning (the more discipline-specific
referred 
 to the Health
counselling. Centre), health 
care
it is conducted during hcme visits as well 
and
 

group meetings as
and with individuals at 
and the community group. 

as well as the family group
Men have been participating during homevisits 
when they are present and have sat 
with their spouses for
simultaneous instruct ion. 
3. Child Care 
- The H.E. Officer plays a
Ministry supportive role to thecot Health programmes Particularlyfeeding and improved in promnoting breast
diets. 
 Participatory
definite imprcovement obsevation showsin these areas, according to the Ufficers.
 
4. Solar Dryirg 
 - This has prcven to be a faster 
and cleaner
 



method ot crying fruits and vegetables.
 

is further
Goal achievement, although lirited in extent, 

suggested by the following socio-psycholog cal ard sociO-econornlc 

irdicators;
 

such as toys for children1. Additional pleasantries to living 
arid 	 pantry towels for the housewife's daily use, better 

novel ways of preparing traditional roods and anutrit ion, 

greater sense of direction as mother and wife in the home.
 

a. Increased male interest and participation in food preparation, 

family 	 planning arid family life education; although the 

folk is to "nave out your lot" ofprevailing norm among rural 

children, attitudes have begun to change slowly.
 

3. Marketable skill developrmert among young women arid girls i, 

terms of cookery, baking, hardicrafts and vegetable gardening. 

4. lmprovemerit in intra-community relationships and especially 

among tne women. 

5. 	 As one Officer put it, "people are better able to, live with 
growingthemselves" (Kellits, Oct. 14, 1962); that is there is a 

sense of self-worth and self-conf iadence. 

OPTIONS AT PRESENT STAGE
 

Two Meetings Home Economic OfficersBoth Pindars River arid 
expressed in the interviews that the home ecorornics conipo:rent has 

been a success so far in bcth tangible and intangible ways 
much scope for growth and development.although there remains 


needs to sell itself so the entire community will
This component 
participate in the ideals, aspirations and activities The 

present sporadic improvements ought to become the way of life for 

the great majority of the farm families. 

each of these options are describedThe implications of 
below:
 

Option Une - Close Project on 	February 28, 1983. As one Ofticer
 

put it, the programme should ccntinue because "the people have 

not yet reached a stage where they are able to stand on their 

own" (Kellits, October 14, 1982). Ihis is understandable since 

the Home Economics componenit is new. 'raining to ensure tctal 
of the project is imperative for continuationinternalization 


after the external comporents 	 (persons, funds and enithusiasm) are 

withdrawn; a longer time is the essence here.
 

this option 	would provideOption Two - Phase out. Ine choice ot 
more time for the comrnurity to fully internalize the programme, 
to maximize on training arid skill opportunities offered and to 

prepare for the withdrawal of external support. Prolongation 

would provide the support necessary for the further building up 



cf the family and tfne community, tn e primal ard basicirstitutuionrs of the society. The question is: bewould this 

enougnh time?
 

Opt ion Three - Extend the Project over arcther two or more years.There is ar optimal time limit in the life of every project;after that point, daimnisning returns set in. The problem is tooetermrnre when that limit is attaine. Systematic evaluatiors,goals checks and measuring ot objectives will assist. The tidierapproach in this case may be to extend the Project and find theperscnrel who can make the programme work on a self sustairinro 
basis.
 



H. TRAINING
 

Trainn as discussed inr tnis section refers to the

programatic capability or 
the IRDP II. The substantive aspects
of the training arid its relation to component activities is 
discussed 
 in the separate sections; Overseas degree training,

out-of-project short courses/observation tours (including out of
country), staff training, farmer training, management / problem
solving workshops, are all elements of a programmatic approach to 
the project's training needs. 

Approximately sixty training sessions have been conducted
 
for project staff between April 
1979 and March 1982 (the only

period 
 for which records were readily available). During
same period approximately 2000 man-days 

this 
of farmer training was 

conducted. 
 Six staff members are or have been enrolled in multi
year degree programs in the U.S., while about IU staff have
attended short courses out of country. Severai more staff members 
are attending or plan to attend overseas degree programs unoer a 
bonded arrangement wherein the project guarantees their financial
 
liability.
 

TMne recent 
 arrival of a technical assistance advisor with

skills 
 in a wide range of training methcdologies has sparked a 
keen interest on the part of extension officers for more training
and workshops, especially managemrent related. Although this 
adviscor's contracted time with the project has expired his impact
and momentum generated should not be lost. The interest and

invclvenment In substantive training was qualitatively improved intraining activities observed with this advisor towhen compared

similar activities observed eighteen months earlier. 
Widespread

revitalization of training methods within the staff is 
 still a
 
challange to be met.
 

The history of the training activities in IRDP 11 is rather
 
spotty. Before the renovation of the Brooklyn Training Center
 
(March 
1981) there were no convenient facilities tor training

activities in the project Most
area. farmer and staff training
 
was done at the subwatershed level in response to expressed

needs. The availability of the Brooklyn Training Center and the
 
arrival 
 on the staff of the Farmer (broupDevelopment Officer in

early 1981 greatly improved the local training activities. 

In addition to 'technical' training, the staff has expressed
great interest in management related training and problem solving
workshops. Several such activities have been conducted by
outside staff, but more importantly the staff of the project have
undertaken to meet this need. The Project Director has conducted 
several sessions aimed at management topics specific to the
project. Watershed arid subwatershed Extension Officers haveparticipated in many training sessions with the technical
 
assistance advisor that combine management problem solving and 
extension methodology. 



From a programmatic standpoint there are ditficulties in thetraining activities at IRDP II. These stem irn part from tworecent decisions made by MOA. The Farmer Group Development
position was eliminated from the project at a critical time,leaving the 
 bulk of the farmer training to an overworked
Extension staff. 
At about the same time the Training Coordinatorfunction was removed trom the project and made a regional
responsibility that was to include the project. In effect twoimportant training resources were lost from the project. 

Currently ro thoughtful and responsive overall training planis prepared for the project in a coordinated way. Most coursesconducted locally are in response to a specific need 
 or issue
raised by the tarmers or staff. 
 This allows little coordination
or matching of resources ard needs to get the most projectbenefit. H common complaint 
wide 

is that staff seldom hear about acourse or training session in time to arrange to 
attena. This
relates especially to those courses 
planned and ccrducted by MOAstaff and held at the Brooklyn Center. Part of the rationale of
using that facility 
for regional training 
 was to get wider
benefit while including project 
to 

needs. The project is not ableavail itself of the regional training activities mostly
because of adrlinistrative delay. 

Those 
 training activities initiated by the project 'are 
not
readily supported by the Brooklyn Center staff. A 
 common
complaint is that the project staff have to do most or all of the
preparatory 
work needed to conduct a course, 
from notifying
prospective attendees to arranging any changes in 
the facilities
themselves. 
 On several occasions conflicting schedules for use
of the facilities only became apparent 
at the very last moment.
 

The responsibility for an effective overall training 
effort
to support the project must 
reside wholly within the project
staff. This might best be centered around the extensicin-training
component to cont inue the mormentum built there recently. ifanother technical assistance advisor is recruited to fill 
a roll
there, 
 it is strongly urged that programmatic training skills besought as well 
as extension-training skills.
 

THE FUTURE
 

Again, the role of training in the project will depend
greatly orn any changes in the 'technical' design. All would agreethat the project would continue to do training of staff aridfarmers even if the focus of that training did change in keepingwith revised project goals. 
 In the options discussed below
mention is made noof long term overseas degree training. If suchnew training is undertaken it should be with the understandingthat the returning student 
is riot likely to contribute directly
to the project. Ore 
the other hand such offshore training may be
one of 
 the best uses of project funds in support of Jamaica'sreed for skilled agricultural professionals. Iri all cases below 



support to 
 trainees now studying abroad 
would continue until

c',nlpletior, ot 
their prcgraml. 

OPTION ONE
 

In 
 this option the project essentially is allowed to end on
its scheduled time of Feb. 

the 

28, 1983. If such a aecision is made
most that 
can be done regarding training is to work 
to see
that skills and experience of project staff 
are transferred

other MOA staff to 

at the Brooklyn Training Center and elsewhere.Specifically, 
 concerned and knowledgeable project staff 
shouldwork with the MOP training group and the hirooklyn Lenter staff todevelop 
a one or two year training program for 
local farmers and
remaining Extension staff. This 
 should be as specific as
possible and 
 in fact 
might provide the template for Extensionwork in the area. Actual dates, places, staff and subject matterfor the first six months could 
be derived. 
 This level of forward
planning has not beer, done before, however under this optioncar, be the most important thing done to 
it 

see that effective

training continues beyond the project. 

OPTION TWO
 

This assumes 
the project is terminated over 
a reasonable
length of time, with no new activities begun. The emphasis is on
institutionalizing and documenting the experience ot 
.RLNP 11. 
In this 
 case the training function should 
 concentrate


both the planning effort 
on 

outlined above and a training ottrainers effort. 
 much of the effectiveness of recent 
 training
work in the project is due to new rnethodologies. This recent
experience should not 
be lost. 
 A series of workshops to include
project staff and 
 MOA regional/national be
trainers should
organized to strengthen their training skills. 
 It is likely no
new technical assistance advisor would be brought in to till the
vacant 
role in Extension-Training under this option. 
 If that is
the case it is suggested that the now 
departing advisor De
brought 
 back TDY during the close-out to organize and 
 initiate
both the planning and training of trainers activities.
 

OPTION THREE
 

This option assumes a two to three year extension of theproject in 
 a redesigned form. 
 The nature of the trainingactivities 
 under this option will 
depend greatly on the revised
technical design. The 
 planning and training 
of trainers
activities mentioned above would still 
De usefuliy carried 
out. H
continuation 
 of technical assistance in the Extension 
iraining
area 
 is strongly recommended. 
 As Deing discussed 
this option
would 
 emphasize Extension in both appropriate soil 
 conservation
tecnniqes as well 
as agricultural practices. 
 Inis means a strong
 



traririg prograrm is needed to support bc'th staff arnd farmers,
especially since it is ervisiorned thrat new irformatior, will be
externde (integratea soil corservat ion-agriculturai systems,
mainternarace of soil zreatrnernts, etc.) 



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

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

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

I. FORESTATION
 

OBJECTIVES
 

As an integral component of the soil conservation 

activities, IRDP includes a project component for
 

the forestation of both government-owned and private 

lands. The original targets for the forestation 

activities, as were most of the project's targets, 

were very ambitious. These iargets were revised in 

late 1979. 

ACTIVITY ORIGINAL REVISED
 

TARGET TARGET
 

PUBLIC LANDS 

Plantings 2,000 AC 965 AC 

Maintenance 5,000 4, 000 

Leased Lands 300 
 247 

Acquisition 3,000 236 

PRIVATE LANDS
 

Plantings 3,000 AC AC
1,816 

Maintenance 3,000 
 3,000 

Bonus 3,000 1,816 (1) 

SEEDLINGS 5,000,000 2,781,000 

footnote: (1) The original bonus for quick 

participation in the program seems to have been 



discorstinued ir 19S.. There have been no 

disbursements in 1982. 

The objectives of the Forestation cornporent 
were
 

centered or the use of Carribbearn Pine in pure stand 

arid mixed with coffee. Funds were Dudgeted t:. cover 

surveying, land acquisition, subsidies arid 

raintainence of public lands. GOJ was to contribute 

A,300,,000 SJA and the USAID Loan, 1,500,000 $JA. 



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

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

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

PERFORMANCE
 

The quantitative achievements of the Forestation 

compcnent are presented in the following table: 

ACTIVITY 
 ACHIEVED 
 % REVISED
 

SEP13'82 
 TARGETS
 

PUBLIC LANDS
 

Planted 
 856 A 89 %
 

Maintenance 4,113 
 103
 

Leased Lands 
 764 309 

Acquisitions 65 28 

PRIVATE LANDS
 

Pli nted 1,489 82
 

Maintenance 2,817 
 94
 

Bonus 
 107 
 6
 

SEEDLINGS 2,137,890 Units 
 77
 

As mentioned in the footnote above, the bonus system
 

for farmers who entered the program quickly was not
 

workable and was abandoned. The very complicated and
 

fragmented land tenure patterns made acquisition of 

lands by the government extremely difficult.
 

IRDP attempted to streamline land acquisition and 

tree planting by signing a 3 year lease with a land 

owner and planting the trees in the expectation that 



within 3 years any problems concerning title to the
 

land could be resolved. This was not 
the case. The
 

Land Commission insisted that any seller of land
 

should have clear title; legal and registered. As
 

this is the exception rather than the rule, and
 

since it 
can take 3 to 4 years to obtain a title
 

(plus 300 to 400 $JA), the IRDP acquisition program
 

was abandoned in 1981.
 

The species being promoted by IRDP are Carribbean
 

Pine and Haitian Mahogany. They have a growth cycle
 

of 17 to 20 years. The financial costs of planting an acre
 

have risen to approximately 1,184 $JA/AC of which
 

1,104 $JA is shared 50/50 with the farmer (if 
it's
 

farmer land) but the rest 
(80 $JA) is paid by the
 

project. This is an effective subsidy of 53%.
 

The Forestation activity 
has used 2,695,000 $JA of its 
 total
 

budget of 2,800,000 $JA (96%). 
 It should be remembered that the
 

revised targets are about half the original targets.
 

EVALUATION
 

The original estamates of installation costs and 3
 

years of maintenance in the IRDP design have changed
 

drastically. The 
following table demonstrates the
 

increasing cost of forestation:
 



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

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

ACTIVITY 1977 1980 1982 
 %
 

LandPrep (14m/d) 
 65 $J 100 $J 224 $J 245 %
 

Carrying 
 20 ? 86 330
 

Dig/Plant(16.5m/d) 
65 120 264 306
 

Weed(10m/d * 3) 159 219 
 480 302
 

Transport 7 
 75 22 214
 

Seedlings (1) 34 108
30 218
 

TOTAL COST/ACRE 350 544 1,184 238 %
 

Sources: 1977 - Project Paper
 

1980 - Curtis,et al, 1980
 

1982 - Principle Forestry Officer, IRDP
 

FooL-ote: Seedlings are purchased from MOA for
 

20$JA/100. Their real 
cost exceeds 100SJR/100. This 

raises total costs to 1,616 $JA/AC, the percent 

increase from 1977 to 362% and the effective subsidy 

to 66%. 

.Aside from inflation and perhaps underestimation in
 

1977, there 
is another factor which has introduced
 

major increases in these costs figures. Since IRDP
 

has adopted an employment policy of using laborers 

on a rotational basis, the Forestation has been 

required to use them and pay the government minimum 

wage of 18.80 sJA/day. Previously, when such work 



was done on a contract basis, labor rates were much 

lower. At this time, on a ccntract basis, wage 

rates would be about 
10$JA/day; a significant cost
 

reduction.
 

This very high level of subsidy, most of which is a
 

cash payment to the farmer, has been the primary
 

incentive for participation. The two systems of (1) 

farmer using his own 
land and (2) a farmer leasing
 

his land to the project work in that the trees are 

plarted and maintained as long as the subsidy
 

payments continue. When the payments stop, farmers
 

neglect or remove the trees. 
 The very small size of 

the forested farmer plots also mean that the farmer 

will do most of the work himself and pocket the
 

subsidy payments.
 

The case for forestation has riot 
been made, at least
 

in the eyes of farmers in the project areas. It is
 

not clear that the design and implementation of the 

forestation component made much of an attempt to 

integrate its activities with other project 

activities. There seems to have been an assumption 

that forestation was somehow intrinsically good arid 

needed no other justification. 

mLl
 



Work in forestation has beern 
limited to work with
 

two, fairly long-cycle tree species. 
It is ncot clear
 

why there has been no work with faster growing
 

species. Furthermore, 
 no attempt seems to have been 

made to incorporate alternative tree species into 

mixed cropping systems. 

A fundamental problem in zny activity which calls
 

for an initial investment 
 and defers the returns for 

a significant time period (20 years in this case), 

is the inability of the small 
farmer to tie up his
 

capital or land 
 for that long. Furthermore, in this 

project area, farmers tend to be fairly old (about
 

50% over 50YRS) and proposing a 20 
year investment
 

scheme may appear even 
more unreasonable. 

RECOMMENDATIONS
 

In reference to the three options that are being 

recommended ny this evaluation, the only option, 

where any 
redesign would be appropriate 
is in the
 

third. However some procedural reccornmendations are 

made for the other two. 

OPTION I
 

The last few months of the project should be used to 
do an inventory 
 of lands reforested by IRDP 
 and
 

their current ccnditicon. 



OPTION II
 

With a little more time to phase 
 IRDP Forestation
 

activities 
 back into the Forestry Division of 
 the 

MOA, time should be totaken better understand why 

farmers participated in forestation only 
 for the
 

subsidy. A carefully designed questionnaire might 
be
 

one way to get 
a more accurate answer. This could be
 

of potential 
use to the Forestry Division.
 

OPTION III
 

With the 
project extension oriented the
towards 


development 
 of guidelines 
to a small-holder,
 

hillside agricultural strategy, 
efforts should 
 be
 

made within the Forestation activity to 
 integrate
 

the choice of tree species and 
 their installation
 

into a comprehensive 
farming systems 
strategy.
 

Particular concern should be given to faster-growing
 

species. 
 Species which have potentially more varied
 

market outlets should be considered. 

Alternatives 
to the current subsidy program should
 

also be experimented with. 
 The current program is
 

too expensive and 
 does not promote a sustained
 

forestry activity. 
On the contrary, 
the subsidy 

program promotes short-term participatior in 



forestation activities. If each of the 4000 farms ir 
thp project area planted only one acre each, the total 

cost to the national budget would exceed 

4,000, 000$JA. 

The objective ouring the extension should be to 
first develop forestry packages of economic interest
 

to farmers and integrated into a farming systems 

approach and second, 
 develop extension mechanisms
 

for their implementation. 



J. MONITORING AND EVALUATION
 

OBJECTIVES
 

The goal of IRDP II is to improve the living
 

standards of hillside farmers and 
its sub-goal is to
 

establish an agricultural production model 
that can
 

be replicated on hillsides elsewhere in Jamaica. Itn
 

order to document progress towards project
the goal 

and to make possible achievement of the sub-goal, 
 a
 

substantial and continuous program of infc-mation 

collection 
 and analysis 
was made an integral
 

component of IRDP's design. 

Three distinct activities were called 
for in the 

aesign. A baseline survey was to be carried out to 

establish a quantitative and qualitative description 

of the area and its population prior to project 

implementation. Monitoring activities 
were to be
 

continuously carried out, 
 tracking use of 
 project
 

resources and changes in socio-economic conditicicns. 

After two years of project implementation and during 

the last 6 months of the project, more formal 

evaluations were to take place.
 

(0s 



It was recognised in the project design document 

(p64) that the data requirements to carry 
out the
 

above activities could not 
be fully specified at the
 

outset of the project. However, by initiating a 

regular and consistent system of record keeping on 

all project activities from the beginning, it was 

felt that the necessary information could be 

progressively collated and analysed. 

The IRDP budget allocated 570,000 $JA out 
of USAID
 

Loan funds for Monitoring and Evaluation activities.
 

These funds were to cover some short-term technical
 

assistance, two evaluations, aerial photo work at 

end-of-project and 
survey 
 work during project
 

activities.
 

PERFORMANCE
 

Although the framework for monitoring and evaluation
 

activities called for in the project design has 
 not
 

been carefully adhered to, 
 a great deal of data
 

collection and evaluation has occured throughout the
 

history of IRDP's activities.
 

Aside 
from numerous evaluations contracted by 
 both
 

the MOA and USAID on 
all aspects of the project,
 

three specific 
activities have been undertaken 
 in
 

direct response to 
 the needs of monitoring and
 



evaluation. 
These activities have been carried out
 

by the Data Bank and Evaluation Division of the MOA.
 

An Agro-Socio-Economic Sample Survey: 
 This spirvey
 

was the original basziine survey 
carried 
 out in
 

Februaruy 
- April of 1977.* A master list 
 of all
 

farmers 
 in the project area was 
compiled and a
 

sample 
of 657 farms was drawn. A single-interview
 

survey was conducted using this sample and 548 farms
 

responded. 
 The raw data on family composition, farm
 

composition, 
 input use, production and incomes was
 

tabulated. 
No further analysis of the 
 inforati-on
 

compiled 
was done.
 

Second Integrated 
 Rural Development 
 Project 
 -


Baseline Survey: Given long
the delay in the
 

implementation 
 of project activities, 
 it was
 

determined 
that another baseline survey should be
 

taken to 
 assure 
than no significant changes 
had
 

occured since the initial survey. 
A new list of all
 

farmers 
 in the project area was 
compiled and 
 a
 

sample of 599 farms was drawn. 
 The single-interview
 

survey was carried out during 
 August-November 
cf
 

1979. 
 The raw data concerning the same subjects 
as
 

the previous survey only in much more detail was
 

tabulated. Only preliminary analyses were made of 

this data. 



The Farm Survey: As the 
end of the project's
 

activities approached, it was decided that in order
 

to 
 be able to evaluate the project's impact and to
 

generate guidelines for a replicable 
 agricultural
 

production model, 
 it would be necessary to compile 

careful and detailed information at 
the farm level.
 

Such a 
 survey was designed 
 by the technical
 

assistance team and the Data Bank in early 1982. 
An 

expatriot specialist 
in survey design, execution and
 

analysis was brought in tc assist the Data Bank. The
 

survey was initiated in August, 
 1982, and consists
 

of 280 farms and 12 separate questionnaires. Fight 

of the questionnaires require a single interview and
 

4 will be repeated every twc weeks for a 
full year.
 

The subjects cover the micro-economics of small
 

farms, farmer participation in 
 project activities
 

and farmer attitudes towards the project and its 

act ivit ies. 

EVALUATI ON 

Despite that large amount of raw data compiled in 

the first two activities, very little use has been 

made of it by the project. Purtherrnore, there were 

many other cpportunities through the various project 

activities to compile relevant information (i.e. 

credit records, farm plans, agricultural research, 

--7 



etc.) that simply was not done. As an example, 

although each Farm Plan includes a page which 
 is
 

supposed 
to record progress in executing the plan,
 

not one 
Farm Plan 
could be located where this
 

monitoring record had been kept.
 

The lack of goal achievement 
in the Monitoring and
 

Evaluation activity 
 is linked in large part 
 to
 

weaknesses 
in its design and to 
the methodologies
 

employed. Given 
the "pilot" character 
of this
 

project and 
 its sub-goal, the 
 Monitoring and
 

Evaluation component should have been a major 

project activity. A great deal more design effort
 

should have been devoted to structuring a systematic
 

information gathering 
 and analysis process 
within
 

the project. Every project component should have had
 

specific reporting responsabilities 
 to the
 

Monitoring 
and Evaluation unit which 
 went further
 

than the amounts of money spent 
or acres planted.
 

The lack of this design work meant that responses to
 

monitoring and evaluation needs have been improvised
 

at different 
 times and by different people
 

throughout the project's history. 
The inconsistent
 

and unstained 
efforts which have occured 
 make it
 

highly unlikely that the information will be very
 

useful and it 
cost much more than 
was necessary.
 



The current farm survey has benefitted frrom much 

more careful preparation and potentially will 

generate a very useful data bank. However, its late 

start means its potential usefulness to project 

implementation. and model building will be only 

through hindsight.
 

The methodological problems are linked to the
 

single-interview technique and to some of the
 

measuring techniques used. A single interview survey
 

requires extremely careful preparation because, by 

definition, you will not have the opportunity to ask 

the question again. To the extent that the questions 

rely on the respcndent's memory, this weakens a 

single interview's reliability. Unfortunately, the 

first two surveys did exactly this. They requested
 

farmers to remrember as much as 12 months of a
 

particular activity (i.e. labor use). 

The techniques employed for measuring quantifiable 

variables have also lacked careful design and 

training of staff. Consequently the measurement of those 

variables is highly questionable. Land area
 

measurements were only paced off in the best case.
 

It is quite apparent that most area measuremnts were 

simply supplied by extension agents or eye-balled at 

best. Production and yield measurements were 

extremely undisciplined. In some cases, conventional 



wisdom as fo the weignt of a banana stern or a box of
 

red peas was used with no attempt to verify the
 

conversion factors. In other cases, MOA Jamaica-wide
 

yield estimates 
were used to calculate production
 

in the project area.
 

In summary, the lack of a systematic and sustained 

approach to 
 compiling information has resulted 
 in
 

very little useful data being available. Data which
 

is available can 
be used only with great caution.
 

The farm survey 
just underway is a promising
 

improvemnert in des i gn, methodology arid 

implementation. Unfortunately, this comes at the end 

of the project. 

RECOMMENDATIONS
 

It that
appears the role of a Monitoring and 

Evaluation cormponent has not been understood by the 

project staff, by the MOA or by USAID. Such a 

component needs to be systematic and .,ustained in 

its operations. Perhaps even more important though
 

is that it must be objective. A Monitoring and 

Evaluation function is 
not simply to track the 
use
 

of mroject resourses and their impact, but to
 

critically evaluate the basic assumptions and 

justifications of the project.
 



In Jamaica, the belief that major soil conservation 

interventions 
are the salvation of the hillsides and
 

shculd torrn 
the major thrust ot all rural
 

development schemes has created an environment where 

that assumption is never questioned. This attitude 

persists in spite of continued and repeated failure 

of such schemes to attain their objectives. In such 

a context, the design and execution of monitoring 

and evaluation activities are set 
up in such a way
 

that they do not ask the essential question; is this 

strategy, so heavily based 
on soil conservation, an
 

appropriate approach to the improvement of living 

stancards in rural, hillside Jamaica? 

In the tramework of the three options recommended by 

this evaluation, the only option in which Monitoring
 

and Evaluation objectives can be addressed 
 is in
 

option III. However, in the shorter timeframes, some 

collation of existing data could be accomplished.
 

OPTION I
 

in the remaining months of the project, it would be 

possible to reconcile the records of loan 

disbursemnent with records of loan repayment. Each 

farm with a Farm Plan could be visited and the 

degree of Farm Plan imnplementation aocumented. 



OPTION II
 

With a few more rncrnths available, it would be 

possible to dc a more detailed survey of Farm Plan 

implementation. 
All the tcrestation Tields could be 

visited and their condition recorded. 

OPTION III
 

With a project extension, the farm survey will be
 

completed and the data analysed. In that the 

objective of the project extension will be focused
 

directly on developing guidelines for 
a hillside
 

agricultural strategy, 
all project components will
 

include explicit data gathering and collating 

responsabilities. All such activities will have to 

be coordinated by the Monitoring and Evaluation 

project unit both at the design and irnplementation 

stages. This coordination is necessary not only 
to
 

assure that 
 the required informantion is being
 

compiled but 
also to avoid duplication of effort and
 

expensive costs. 

With regard to processing and analysis capacities, 

it appears that there is a bottleneck in Kingston 

between the smaller equipment at the MOA Data Bank 



aria 
the central GOJ data processing facility. Ihis
 

situation could slow down the rate at 
which the Data
 

Bank will 
be able to absorb incoming data from the
 

project. 
This problem snould be exarnined irmmediately 

and solved so that delays do ri t occur in data
 

processing.
 



K. MANAUEMENT
 

The preparation of this section dealing with the 
 management
and organization 
of the IRDP II benefits from previous
two
involvements 
 with the project -and 
its management 
 by DRI
organization and management specialist, one in September 1980 andone in April 1981. 
 Each of the visits was 
for about three weeks
and 
 resulted in active interventicors aimed to improve management
at several levels while 
generating reports with 
 detailed
recommendations 
 for follow-up actions 
to be taken. The
interested 
 reader 
is directed to reviewing those reports to
uinderstand 
 the background 
 and perspective 
ref iected in the
 
ccmrnent s below.
 

HISTORICAL AND PRESENT MANGEMENT Af 
IRDP 11 

A review of the Management of this project 
 must take
perspective well a
beyord the boundries of the IRDP
itself. It must include USAID's ro).e 
II project
staff 


over the years and
that of the GOJ/MOA as well. 
 Such a review must acknowledge the
changes in 
 both the donor and host 
 governr,ments 
 and the
concomitant reordering of policies and priorities. One would benaive to 
 ignore foreign and domestic policy objectives of 
 both
governments 
 that on 
 occasion supercede 
 sound development
strategy. Any critique of the overall Management (uppercase M for
the most inclusive 
use of the term) must be understood in
light. this
If these considerations 
or other 
more obvious
directly project related ones 
and
 

are at 

matters little. 

the heart ot the problem
The effect is disappointing and 
 the history
shows, not 
really very likely to change.
 

The quotations and abstractions presented below 
 are not
meant to 
 be representative 
-- they clearly 
were selected to
illustrate 
the problem 
of important management issues being
raised again 
and again over the years with 
 little significant
change. 
 Many issues 
 in these same reports that are not 
 cited
here were 
dealt with to varying degrees by the project, some
quite successfully. Nevertheless, too many critical 
 managment
issues have 
not been answered, 
 as seen in the 
 following

chrono logy: 

The following 
 are marnagemrent issues 
 and recommendat ionsabstracted 
 from: "Evaluation 
of Pindar River and Two 
Meetings
Integrated Rural Development Project", by Ronald V. Curtis, JamesB. Lowenthal, 
Roberto Castro, January 10, 1980, pp.33-35.
 

... This 
 problem of management cverload will 
 also be
 
n 



extension officers 
 will be the focus of conflicting
demands. Roie conflict and role ambiguity at this
level could produce disorganization and a severely
reduced capability for service delivery.
 

... The rapioly evolving nature of the project's
task environment suggests that an assessment or audit
of its mranagement strategy is appropriate. 

... This training would take the torm ot management
development with training tailored to the level in the 
organization. Management training workshops could also

provide occasions for generating creative solutions to 
problems which the organization is confrontring. 

... In addition to the needs for data as 'nput into 
decisions, the project must simultaneously consider the

direction of data flows. Substantaial benefits are

being foregone by neglecting the use ot data as a 
stimulus for the operational staff. 

... What seems to be required, then, is both arinformationr system audit and the development of 
creative ways tc use irformation. 

The fcllowing list of recommendations was develioped by IRDP rnia
level staff in a management workshcop cn May 26, 1980, reported in"Implementing Capacity Building in Jamaica: Field Experience inHuman Resource Developrnert", by George Hcnaale, Thcmas Hrmor,
Jerry Van Sant, Paul Crawford, DAI, September 1980: 

Ccrnmurg acat i c, ns 

Establish and utilize message boards at the various 
offices for general announcements; 

Utilize a technical /extension oriented newsletter
 
for dissemirnation of information needed by 
 field
 
staff;
 

Rely less on formal reports and more on one-to-one 



c:ntact or, irnpcrtant issues;
 

Establish mail boxes 
at all offices arid a regular mail 
distribution system; 

Prepare and distribute timely an simplified minutes of
 
staff meetings; 

Review project newsletter for purpose and timeliness;
arnd
 

Use more systematic written cormmurn ication. 

Inif.rmatcrio, Systems 

Reproduce farm plans before typing and return copy
immediately to subwatersned office; 

Assemble cumulative data at subwatersned for baseline
and forecasting purposes; and 

Assemble curIMulative data at watershed for improvedcoordination within watershed arid among subwatersheds. 

Staff ino 

Fill senior extension officer vacancy at watershed 
level for coordination arid information sharing; arid 

Fill exisiting staff vacancies with capable people. 

Role Relaticons 

Clarify 
 role of team leader regarding authority

relations with other team members and role in enforcing
 
policy;
 

Eliminate distinction between agriculture extension
soil conservat ion officers at 

and 
watershed 
 and


subwatershed levels; 

Increase senior staff visits to the field;
 

Explain different roles within the project; and 

Have Central and Project office staff attend watershedmeet irigs. 



Planning 

Develop "bottcrn-up" planning process for each 
watershed.
 

oLr,en tDeve 2 Committees 

Link up-front project resources to locally provided
 
inputs cn a reasonanle basis. 

The toilowirng management issues and recommendations are abstracted 
from: "Mana gement Support to the Jamaica Ministry of Agriculture
Second Integrated Rural Develo.prenit Project", by Jerry Van Sant,
Thomas Armor, Robert Dodd, Beth Jackson, DAI, April 1981, (Annex 
A, IRDP Management Issues) : 

Role Definition 

... It is remarkable that in a LS$26 million project 
with nearly 300L staff, there are only 3 persons with 
primary line management roles - the Project Director and 
the two Assistant Project Directors. All other senior 
staff are in technical cornponent or staff roles. 
Subwatershed team leaders do not now have the authority 
to be considered line managers. 

Planning and Coordinat ion 

... The planning and coordirnat ic n functions of 
rlanagment shc0LIld be strengthened. This should be done 
in relaticorn to claritied project goals. 

I a detailed 14 step proceedure is outlined to set 
goals, develop operational plans, and provide
cordination, see pp. II-i tco 3, ibid) 

Managrnent Fcllcow-u2 

... But IRDP' s success in overcoming reccgnized
mariagemerst needs has riot been satisfactory. At the core
it is an issue of managemrent follow-up cr, as expressed 

....
 



by rnany project staff, turning talk into action. 

... By way of example, four representative sets of 
managrnent recommendat ions available to project staff
 
over the last 18 months may be cited as opportunities 
which were largely lost: 

A. The AID (DS/RAD) Evaluation or December, 1979 

B. Guidelines on Subwatershed Meetings (uncertain
authorship and date, dealt witn meet ings, work 
scheduling and reporting) 

C. May 1980 Management Workshop recormmendations 

D. Pindars River Watershed 1981-82 Arnual Plan of Work. 

The following management issue is abstracted frmr: "Review ot the
Second Integrated Rural Development Project", by R. V. Bernhart 
and Fred L. Mann, September, 1981, p. 35: 

... USAID cannot rely on... [contracted technical 
assistance personnel] for its normral mornitoring role.
More importantly, ar assigned USAID staff officer can 
assist in 
 a0vising in the many administrative arid 
management reforms arethat underway or oelng
considered. The USAID staffer can be a valuable
 
resource for the project management. by being on-size 
two or 
 three days each week he/she will soon ecome a
valuable information resource oetween the farmers and the
staff, the staff and enicr officers and also the
Director and the Board of Maragerm ent...USA!D is actively 
working on this. 

The following recommendat ions are from tequoted Inspector
General's review or Uctcer and November, 1981 pp. 41-43: 

Recommreridat icri No. 6 

USAID/Jamaica, in consul tat ion with the Government of
Jamaica, should clevelop an action paper collating
results, conclusioris arid recommerdat ions incuded in the
evaluation reports arid special studies *cr ccrresponaing
action to improve program operations. 

Li 



Recomrerataof No. 15 

USAID/Jamaica an the Governrnent of Jamaica, ir ccn ijunction with the U.S. technical assistance teamshoul develop and implement an ettective training
prograrn i, line with the revised prcject objectives
aadressing training needs and requirements ot tieldofficers, field assistants and participating farmers. 

Recomnendat ion No. !'=( 

USAID/Jamaica should assign a Tull-time quali-led

indidual 
to monitor this project. 

The current project management has begun to do more staffdevelopment and training thar, indicated in the above ita ny.Senior management as well as field officers now have more regularworkshops to deal 
 with plarning and management as well astechnrical skill developmrent. ln this rega.-d there has beenpositive change 
along the lines indicated by several previousreDorts and recommendat ions. Yet the Training Component was
recently recentralized (by MOA) out of tne project, effectivelycutting in half the time and staff available for project training
 
support.
 

Mary administrative reforms have been aF.pl emented.instance 
the procedure for processing farm plans 
For 

has been mad emore responsive and useful. Yet the emphasis on generating farmplans has decreased markedly as the scheduled end of the projectnears. Other nagging administrative problems contirue, many ofthem petty in isolation yet debilitating in practice. Forinstance, in 1980 field oficers urged that some rigorous methcdof assuring mail 
was carried between watersheds and subwatersheds

be inst it uted. In a recent (September 1982) set ofrecommerndat ions from the current field officer group an almostident ical recommendat ion was made. 

In discussions 
with staff who have been working with the
project 
 for many years no clear and lasting improvements in theraragement of the project are evident. This must be seen not asa commert on any person or f:ersons, but as the inevitable result
*of flux and inccrsistart policies. When management improvementsare made, the history shows they scon lose impact and followthrough is lost 
 as the next wave of change sweeps over the
 
project. 

One of the most claar and present ditficulties for theeffective management of the project is seen in the 'rotatciriallabor' system used tor daily hired workers. Regardless of its 



original intent and nationwide application, it has serveddemoralize rmlost of the 	
to

professional staff 	 INDP 11of the at al!levels. They have seen their authority to assure quality workdirectly challanged (in casessome with ugly and violenttemperament). At the same time the effective cost of the 	 workusing 
 this labor pool has increased very significantly because cflow productivity. Is this a project management issue or an issue 
of GOJ policy? 

Vehicle maintenance arid control is another area of mariagmertco:,ncerrn. A recent policy from 	 the MOA is interpreted torequire prior approval hefore the project can order 
by some 
new 	 spare
parts. Others say 	 only hotificatior, of such purchases isnecessary. Until the policy is clarified maintenance is slowedconsiderably. Aside from this confusion there has been andcontinues to be poor inventory recordkeeping and control. 7hisseems widespread in MOA mctor pool 	operations isand reflected 

here 	as well. 

Many of the management issues directlyare 	 traceable to aninappropriate project design to
and very early failings to
support implementation properly. Other sections of this paperdeal with the more 'technical' aspects of the overall projectdesign and some of the resulting failures. lt is 	very difficult
to manage the most appropriately designed IRD project as recentresearch has shown [Amrninistration and Organization of IRD, Stateof the Art Paper, 1981, DAI]. It is 
such 	

almost impossible tco managea project successfully when the design is heavily flawed and
the policy environment is so unstable. 

It is proposed here that most of the difficulties in theManagement (big M) this
of project are outgrowths of 
 afundamental misconceptic~n of this project and its effectivepurpose. The stated purpose was to increase farm productionsoil 	 conservation practices. and 
As ultimately implemented the projectis more realistically described as a resource transfer effort.The 	 Manaerient of this project was not equipped to deal withproject, the purpose of which 	

a 
differs significantly from the 

orginal design.
 



THE FiTURE 

Sev.'eral options for the future of IRDP II are urderdiscussion. One is to simply let the project end on Feb. 28, 1983with only the minor adjustments needed to assure an orderlyclosing daown. A second is to actively see that the experienceand knowledge of the project staff and participating farmers isdocumented and institutioiralized while closing down the project
over several months time. 
 P third is to extend the project for
two or more years with existing funding in pursuit of more modestand realistic goals to Duild a foundation 
for future research,
extensior, credit, marketing and appropriate soil conservation 
activit ies. 

In discussing any of these options it must be understcodthis team makes the assumption itthat will work quite closelywith the current staff ot the project to plan and/or redesignproject activities ir accordance with the decisions taker, byUSAID ard G0J/MOA. Delay or lack of clarity about the decisiontakern will greatly reduce the effectiveness of the
planrning/redesign effort.
 

OPTION ONE
 
Management considerations under this option are really quiteminimal. The bulk of the activities would no doubt fall to theMOA for effective reabsorption. One can predict much anxiety on
the part of staff whose jobs with MOA 
are not secure. Project
staff would come under great pressure from farmers fcr followthrough on committmrents made or implied by the project. Fhosedaily workers who have come to rely on the project forermployment will suffer economic hardship unless 
they receive
help from other GOJ programs during the displacement.
 

A Task Force made up from the Regional, Parrish and Kingstonoffices cf the MOA and other concerned Ministries would be ahelpful way of assuring 
an orderly closing of project activities.
Within 
a week of a decision to let 
the project expire a clear
announcement to that effect should be made and a task force 
or
some other vehicle for managing the closure of the project bedefined. Its roles would include: staff job concerns, farmerexpect at ions, anci i lary empl cyment, project records ariddocumentation, short term objectives and accountibility of allstaff, plans for integrating functions and experience with localMOA staff, accounting and disposition of project property, etc. 

The role of the technical assistance team is a bit morecormplex. Their contracts end (one assumes) on Feb. 28, 198 .They cannot be expected tc, remain thereafter, so theiractivities 
need to be well defined as early as possible.
may find their best contribution is 

Some 
to be made with MUR personnelhelping t o see that important work begun under the project issupported scmewhere in the Ministry. USAID would have to be veryclear ore who was going to carry out the monitoring funct ion
curing this time of close daown when many decisicns would be 



needed. 

OPT1ON TWO
 

In this scenario a 
concerted and thoughttul effort is made
to assure that project lessons are documented and low to nil costactivities are continued in some form by andMOA staff funding.The results of this differ only in time and effort from the first
option. There is a more realistic chance of extending one or twotechnical assistance personnel a few months. However this needs 
careful thought under the circumstances.
 

The MOA would have more time to manage the orderly transition

of remaining activities to local offices. 
 To be balanced against
this benefit 
 is the possible negative 
effect of a lengthy
transiticon period cn 
the lRDP II staff. Given the 'resource
transfer' reality of the project in its current form, the question
arises wheather the inevitable pressure to 
 spend will create
problems 
which outweigh the benefits of 
 more time. Further, a
lengthy time of uncertainty for staff about job security could
 
prove troublesome to the project. 

OPTION THREE
 

This 
assumes the project is extended about two years and the
objectives and activities are made more 
realistic. 
The staff
requirements 
would be greatly reduced and concentrated in only a
few functions. There would not 
be the heavy and labor intensive
soil conservation work that currently consumes time and 
resources
arid thus management. Depending upon the final technical designand resulting activities, the management approach under thisoption will vary. 
 However, once the heavy expenditure activities
 are removed from the project mrany undue pressures on managementwill fade quickly. As envisioned the redesign exercise itselfwill include the key project staff thet 
 will carry out the
redesigned effort. 
 Thus a 
long step toward making the management
more effective will 
 have taken place by the end of December.
Goals, objectives, work plans, responsibilities, problem
identificatcon rethoads, team building, and theall aspectsmanaging this renewed effort will have beers 
of 

given a very bigheadstart. Recurrent TDY managemrent consulting along the linestwo previous workshops (May, 
ofthe 1980 and April 19'81) could be


designed in at this time, if appropriate. 



L.RADIO CENTRAL
 

In early September of 1982 Radio Central 
began to Droadcast

tiv. ;,ours daily with programming aimed specitcally to the needs

of the rural population in and around the IRDP II 
project area.
 
From its earliest inception Radio Central 
(RC) 	has been directly

related to the goals of the IRDP II. Capital 
 equipment was
 
funded through 
 IRDP and two staff members of the station 
are
 
currently paid by project funds. 

It its clearly too early tc 
make 	any assesment of the direct

impact 
of RC programming on the project's activities. However it
is quite timely to address several 
issues that have been 
raised

about the relationship between RC and 
IRDP II. The following

issues have been raised by both RC staff and project staff. They

are 	 recounted 
 here 	for specific attention during the redesign

activity. It is suggested these issues be made the agenda for 
 a

meeting of the appropriate people to be convened by this redesign
 
team in early November.
 

* 	 The role of RC as a tool for the project to utilize in
 
reaching the rural population. How the project can plan its

activities to best receive support from RC and vice 
versa.
 
Although much 
 has been writen and discussed about this it
 
now 
becomes a question of translating it into operational
 
reality.
 

* 	 Useful guidelines for project staff to observe in reporting

'news' items that might touch on project policy. A balance 
must be struck between journalistic independence 
and 	 the

project's need for coordinated public infcrmation releases. 

* Market price information is repeatedly brought 
 up as an 
example of an immediate need RC should able 1nbe to meet. 
reality it takes some planning and coordination as well as
staff time to gather this information in an accurate
consistent manner. This could be one of most 

and 
the important

opportunities for the project staff and the staff of RC to
 
collaborate.
 

* 	 Ways to involve a wider range of project staff in the daily
programming opportunities available through RC. Currently

only 	one person provides laison between the project and NC,
to fully realize the potential of the relationship many more

project staff must become aware and involved. 

The potential of RC for supporting the extension effort of
the IRDP 11 is very great. in what ever form INDP 11 or its 
succesor activities are extended every effort 
should be maae to
include the necessary support of RC. 
 RC has the pctential to be

self-support ig 
through the sale of commercial advertising. This

also mignt be 
an opportunity to begin more involvement of the
private 
 sector by creative programming that illustrates
 
opportunities tor the small business person.
 



6. DECISION OPTIONS
 

ntior I- Proaect TerrMination Februay 28L 1983
 

Project termination in February 1983 involves no newfinancial commitments for USAID although all commitments madeprior to termination would be fulfilled. Uncommitted funds would
be returned to the U.S. Treasury. 

Beginning immediately USAID, the MOA, the technicalassistance team and the project management staff will beginphasing down activities and preparing for an orderly termination.A careful statement cf lessons learned from the experience ofIRDP II will be compiled and recorded for reference in regard tofuture rural develcopment and soil conservation projects.Ministry of Agriculture will phase the Two Meetings and 
The 

Pindars
River watershed areas oyer to normal operations. Futureextension to farmers currently in the program would emphasizeimproved farm production and maintenance of soil conservation 
works. 

Og tic-r II. Prcect Ternination with Six-M.nth Extension for 
Phase Out --


This option is the same as Option Ore :cept the projectwould be extended for an additional six inonis to allow for amore orderly phase out. No new commit ;:'i;nts would be made forsoil conservation, public works, or reforestation. Extension ofsome of the technical assistance advisors would be considered inorder to 
 assist the project managers in recording the lessons

learned and phasing over to normal opera-ions. 

gtiion III. Redesi gned Extension for Two-Three Years 

This alternative implies a complete redesign of IRDP a II intomore mcdest research and development pilot project with theobjectives of producing and testing a comprehensive strategy fora soil-conserving, agricultural development program for the smallhillside farmers. 
 It would express a commitment by the Ministry
of Agriculture with the assistance of A.I.D. 
to review existiing
policies and practices with respect 
to hillside agriculture
order to make optimal use of experiences of 
4n 

the recent past
including those of IRDP II.
 

The financing available 
for the project on February 28,
1983, according to preliminary estimates, would be sufficient to
carry out a scaled down project for two to three years. 
 Savings
achieved by eliminating the most costly aspects of the project-subsidies and 
 temporary employment--will 
 provide adequate
financing 
 for this purpose. 
The funds would be sufficient
establish ar, integrated farming 
to 

systems, soil corservat ion,research, extensior, and training program and initiate pilot 



activities in other components: farmer organizations, credit,
input supply and marketing. 

The redesign team would work with the MOA in designing the
project extension during November 1982. 
 The following paragraphs

suggest a preliminary outline of such a design.
 

1. The project 
 would operate in only one watershed and
 
probably not 
in all of its component subwatersheds. 

2. One of the demonstration farms would be selected as a
research, extension and training center and 
project headquarters.
 

3. Direct linkaoes would be established with other research
 
centers in Jamaica and elsewhere, including international centers 
working on relevant crops and farming systems. 

4. The technical assistance cormponent would be reconstituted 
to 
 include short and long-terr consultants in farming systems
research, extension methodology and training, economic analysis,

market system development, credit management, input supply system
development, agroforestry 
and other technical fields. Most
importantly, it would include a team leader who is a rural
development management specialist who on a full time basis wouldbe a counterpart advisor of 
a MOA project director. The team
leader would coordinate the work of the other consultants and 
concentrate on developing 
a viable comprehensive strategy. 

5. The research effort would begin by assimilating
information available (inside and outside of Jamaica) or, crops
now grown in Jamaica and those which have potential for hillside
agriculture here. Particular attention would be given to
potentially profitable perennial 
 crops. Livestock and

agroforestry 
would be included. 
 A soils and leaf analysis

laboratory would 
 be established and soil 
 management studies
 
undert aken.
 

6. A basic set of variety and fertilizer trials would be
conducted on 
 the project farm and with cooperating farmers or,
various soil types. Farmers could 
be selected to test differentfarming systems, including annual crops, perenniia.s, pastures,
livestcck, and agroforestry. Various soil ccnserving practiceswould be integrated into the farming systers, and research wouldbe conducted on erosion levels under the different systems. 

7. Economic analysis would be conducted on all research 
determine profitability to farmers 

to 
under actual farm conditions. 

8. Various methods of providing production credit and medium 
term farm investment credit would be tested. The cbjective wouldbe to develop a cost-effective program that serves farmers' needs
efficiently and has a high repayment rate. Farmer group, self
managed arid mutual liability models would be tested. 

9. Studies would be conrducted on input supply to learn how 



to overcome constraints. 

10. The 
 marketing system would be thoroughly analyzed with
the objective of learning how farmers, 
higglers and larger
private traders can be assisted in improving output marketing.Potential expanded markets will be explored to identify feasibleopportunities for hillside farmers. 

11. A pilot program would be initiated to stimulate
assist farmers in organizing 

and 
and managing appropriateorgariizations for various functions which they identify as being

in their best interests to do collectively. 

12. Policy issues relating 
to the success of hillside
agricultural development would be studied and recommendations forchange would 
 be made where warranted. Questions such 
as land
 
use, tenure, price policies would be examined. 

13. Appropriate technologies for increasing farmerproductivity and improving the quality of life will be tested.
 

14. Any other constraints to hillside 
rural development
wnich are identified would be studied arid included in the
strategy developed. 
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activities ir, other components: farmer organi zat i ons, credit,input supply and marketing. 

The redesign team would work with the MOA in designing theproject extension during November 1982. The following paragraphs
suggest a preliminary outline of such a design.
 

1. The project would operate ir,only 
 one watershed and
probably not in all of its comporent subwatersheds. 

2. One of the demonstration farms would be selected as aresearch, extension and training center and project headquarters. 

3. Direct lirnkaoes would be established with other research
centers in Jamaica and elsewhere, including international centersworking on relevant crops and farmling systems. 

4. The technical assistance compo'nent would be reconstitutedto include short and long-term consultants in farming systemsresearch, extension methodology and training, ecocnormic analysi s,market system developrnent, credit management, input supply systemdevel oprnent, agroforestry and Mostother technical fields.importantly, it would include a team leader who is a ruraldevelcopment management specialist who on a full time basis wouldbe a counterpart advisor of a MOA project director. The tearleader would ccoordinate the work of the other consultarts andconcentrate or, developing a viable comprehensive strategy. 

5. The research effort would begin by assimilating
information available (inside and outside of Jamaica) 
 on cropsncw grown in Jamaica and those which have pctential for hillsideagriculture 
here. Particular attention would 
 be giver, to
potentially profitable 
 perennial crops. 
 Livestock
agrcforestry 
 would be included. A soils and leaf 
and 

analysis
laboratory would be established and soil management studies

undert aken.
 

6. A basic set of variety and fertilizer trials would be
conducted on the project farm and with cooperating farmers onvarious soil types. Farmers could be selected to test differentfarming systems, including annual crops, perennials, pastures,livestock, and agroforestry. Various soil conserving practiceswould be integrated into the farming systems, and research wouldbe conducted on erosion levels under the different systems.
 

7. Economic analysis would be conducted on all research todetermine profitability to farmers under actual farm conditicons. 

8. Various methods of providing producticn credit and mediumterrn farm investment credit would be tested. The objective wouldbe to develop a cost--effective program that serves farmers' needsefficiently and has a high repayment rate. Farr,er group, selfmanaged arid mutual liability models would be tested. 
9. Studies would be cc.nducted or, input supply to learn, how 
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to overcome constraints. 

10. The rnarketing system would be thoroughly analyzedthe objective of withlearning how farmers, higglersprivate and largertraders car, be assisted in improvingPotential expanded output marketing.markets will be explored to identify feasibleOpportunities for hillside farmers. 

11. A pilot program would be initiated to stimulate aridassist farmers in organizing arid managirngorganizations appropriatefor various functions which they identify as beinRin their best interests to do, collectively. 

12. Policy issues relat irig 
 to the success of
agricultural development hillsidewould be studied arid recornrndati ons forchange would be made where warranted. Questions such as landuse, tenure, price policies wculd be exar,.ined. 
13. Appropriate technolcgies for increasingproductivity and improving the quality of life will be 

farmer 
tested. 

14. Any other constraints to hillside ruralwnich are developmen tidentified would be studied and ircluded in thestrategy developed. 
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