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ABSTRACT
 

H. Evaluation Abstract (o not excod the somm po'vidi 
The P-oject was authorized 07/15/86 for 5 years and $2,973,000 andEimplemented
 

through a collaborative agreement with PADF. The purpose is to increase the annual
 
export revenues from cocoa sales using intensified management practices.
 

The 11/89 evaluation report concludes that the Project has made extremely good
 
progress, despite the slow start-up caused by erroneous assumptions in the original
 
Project design. For example, the large Grenada farmers did not want to invest in the
 
improvement of their farms, in part for fear that their land might be confiscated.
 
Extension agents considered the contract demonstration plots to be an additional burden
 
to their efforts to propagate and distribute cocoa plants. AJso, the reorganization of
 
the Grenada cocoa industry took exceedingly long (until 7/89), making some extension
 
agents uneasy about their future employment and unmotivated to initiate changes.
 

The design goal of increasing cocoa production by 30 percent in five years was
 
excessively optimistic. It is nearly impossible to make this kind of increase in
 
production in five years with a crop that requires three years for new plantings to come
 
into production. Likewise, the assumption that cocoa prices would not decrease during
 
this period was also incorrect. High prices for cocoa during the previous ten years
 
encouraged new plantings in many other countries, and contributed to an excess world
 
supply of bulk cocoa.
 

Good progress is due to the excellent PADF work, in particular, its rapport with
 
the local counterpart staffs. The technologies being used are very good. The
 
demonstration plots are now being used effectively to train extension agents and farmers.
 

Suggestions for the improvement of the Project's operations call for the following
 
actions: extend the Project for five years to fully benefit from the investment and
 
progress made to date; initiate 
a credit program to permit greater numbers of farmers to
 
participate; change the focus of the farmer assistance to systematized group training 
and action units to help larger numbers of the smaller farm operators; and develop a 
closer working relationship with CIDA in cocoa. 

Despite setbacks from poor design and slow start-up of the Project, the prospects
 
for the region's "flavor cocoa" are very good. The major lesson is the need to take
 
greater care in Project design to analyze assumptions and potential recipients and
 
thereby ensure receptivity of target audiences and assumption validity.
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A.I.D. EVALUATION SUMMARY - PART II 

SUMMARY 

J. Summary of Evaluation Findings, Conclusions and RecommendatIons (Try not to exceed the thi Pe (3) pages provided) 
Address 	the following Items:
 

" Purpose of evaluation and methodology used a Principal recommendations
 
* Purpose of activity(les) evaluated * Lessons learned
 
" Findings and conclusions (relate to questions)
 

Mission or Office: Date This Summary Prepared: Title Anj Date Of Full Evaluation Report:
A Mid-ferm Evaluation of the High Impact 

RDO/C 07/11/90 Regional Cocoa Rehabilitation and 

Development Subproject (538-0140.02), 11/8

Purpose of Evaluation and Methodology Used 


Thi: mid-term evaluation was programmed in the original Project design in
 

acco-dance with USAID policy to evaluate the progress and accomplishments of
 
projects ai: -!r several years of operation, and its prospects for the remainder of
 
the Life ol project. According to the PP and Collaborative Agreement Program
 
Desci'p' ui the mid-term evaluation was to be conducted in year three of the
 
Project by a cocoa expert (not on the staff of the grantee organization) with
 

experience in cocoa production and processing and agricultural extension systems.
 

This mid-term evaluation was undertaken between October 12 and November 10,
 
1989. A review of pertinent Project documentation was undertaken, both at the
 

Washington headquarters of PADF and its field office in Grenada, including the 
Project Paper, and the quarterly reports prepared by the field team since its
 

initiation. Field trips were made in St. Lucia, Dominica and Grenada to evaluate
 
the progress of the program, talk with farmers and extension personnel, view the
 

contract demonstration plots first hand, and review the elements of the program
 
with counterpart agency leaders and local Government officials. Data was also
 

collected that permitted an understanding of the mode of operation and activities 
carried out by the staff of the PADF, the USAID and by the participating countries.
 

Project Purpose
 

The project purpose is to increase the annual export revenues from the sale of
 

cocoa from the Windward Islands using intensified management practices. To attain 

this objective, the PADF is expected to: (1) accelerate the transfer of improved
 

cocoa propagation, management, procesing, and marketing technologies to key
 

growers on the islands of St. Vincent, St. Lucia, Dominica and Grenada; (2) promote 

private sector involvement in the production, management, processing and marketing
 

of cocoa; and (3) seek investors willing to form joint ventures to use advanced 
cocoa production practices. 

A1 

AID 1330-5 (10-871 Page 3 

http:538-0140.02


S U M MARY(Continue) 

Findings and Conclusions
 

Although PADF technical staff arrived at post on time and began to carry outtheir mandate in a thoroughly professional manner, progress was 
initially hampered
by setbacks caused by flaws in the Project design, including delays in securing
agreements with the national governments, and in getting large farmers to invest in
modern cocoa production, or even 
to participate in the 
contract demonstration plot
program on their farms. In the case of St. 
Lucia, the unfortunate selection of 
an
uncooperative cocoa officer caused problems for the St. Lucia Agriculturalists

Association (SIAA) and 
the Project. 
Until this person was removed in June 1988,
there 
was little action to install the demonstration plots on that island. 
 Since
then, there has been a dramatic change in the work and cooperation of the SLAA, itstechnical staff and that of 
the Ministry of Agriculture. St. Vincent was dropped
from the Project after exhaustive efforts to negotiate 
an agreement with the MOA.
 

In the last eighteen months a number of impressive changes have taken place 
as
the result of this Project and the work of its dedicated staff. The PADF team,
working with counterparts, has initiated an excellent data collection system 
on the
demonstration plots on 
all three islands, and can now provide the cost of both
rehabilitation and/or replanting cocoa under a range of conditions. 
The government
of St. Lucia has just begun a three year program to rehabilate 265 acres of cocoausing the methods promoted by the Project and the demonstration plot cost data.
Some EC$220,000 in grant funds have been made available for the first quarter of
the program, to finance one-half of the cost of rehabilitating up to ten acres perfarm. 
 Likewise, in Grenada EC$900,000 was available in grant funds, 
as a fifty
percent subsidy for the planting of 
new cocoa using the cultural practices promoted
 
by the Project.
 

In addition, there 
are several external factors that 
are changing the outlook
of many farmers on St. Lucia, Dominica and Grenada which are favorable to the
future of this Project. Since England is becoming a partner in the EEC, many
farmers are concerned about their future in selling bananas to that country and are
beginning to look 
at cocoa more 
seriously as a diversification crop.
 

In addition to the impressive work that inthe PADF team has accomplishedtraining local technicians and farmers, the demonstration plots and management of
this program, these factors promise a good future for this crop. 
 The PADF staff has
excellent rapport with counterparts in all of 
the participating countries.
evaluator stated, "I never have 
The 

had so many people at all leveli tell me of theiradmiration and respect for the personal relationships and technical competence of
these technicians, compared to those of any other Project that I have evaluated to 
date." 

This crop is a sound investment and will show increasing promise over the nextseveral years. 
 However, the initial life of Project established for this effort is
entirely too short to realize the full benefits of 
a crop such as cocoa. At least
 
ten years is necessary for long-term crop projects. 

Principle Recommendations
 

1) The Project should be extended for five years 
to benefit from the investment
 
already made and 
the momentum generated to date. 

2) Since one limiting factor to the use of 
new technologies is the availability of
credit, RDO/C should consider a loan fund appropriate for long-term crops, to
permit more farmers to modernize their cocoa production. This might also include aguarantee fund to cover 
the title issue and permit the banks to accept crop liens.
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S U M M A R Y (Conllnued) 
3) The RDO/C and the PADF team should collaborate more closely with toCIDA better 
coordinate the cocoa assistance efforts, especially in Grenada. 
4) RDO/C should dialogue with the Government of Grenada to encourage it 
to sell or
 
divest itself of large farms. 

5) Good signs should be placed near the road by all demonstration plots to
advertise their presence to the public and 
to indicate the 
source of funding.
These signs should also provide the essential information on when the plot was
started, farm owner, and whether it 
is a newly planted or rehabilitated plot.
 

6) The problem of the availability of planting material on both St. Lucia and
Dominica should be solved 
as soon as feasible.
 
7) The strategy to 
reach large numbers of small and medium farmers should be
 
refocused to one of systemized group training and action units.
 

8) 
Studies need to be conducted on 
the effect of magnesium deficiency in cocoa.
 

Lessons Learned
 

Project Design Deficiencies
 

The designers of this Project assumed several things that have had 
a
detrimental effect on its progress during the first two years. 
 They assumed that
large farmers would like 
to modernize their product!.on and would invest in this
effort; that there would not 
be a downturn in the ma-:ket price of 
cocoa during the
period of this program; and that the extension services on all of the three islands
were 
assisting farmers in the impiuvement of 
their farm management and production
of both new and old 
cocoa. None of these assumptions proved correct.
 

Prior to implementation, no quantative benchmarks were established in terms ofactual production on a national basis, nor were 
average farm level yields
determined using reliable sampling techniques. Neither were in-depth surveys made
to determine the actual level of previous training and knowledge of 
cocoa by
extension agents. 
 In fact, the role or willingness of extension agents in
promoting cocoa production, e.g. their motivation and the capacity to 
accept and
implement different production innovations and processing/marketing changes, appear
not to have been evaluated by the Project's designers. These design deficiencies
 
have affected both the progress of the Project as well as this evaluation.
 

In future projects, greater care should be taken by designers to survey and
 
analyze the potential recipients of the technical assistance to assure that the
target audience is receptive.
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ATTACHMENTS 
K. Attachments (List attachmernts submltted with this Evaluation Summary: Siwayl attach copy of full evaluation re rt, even if one wa submiltted 
earlier; attach studies, sure"s. etc., from "rn -a eraluation. if releva"t to te evaluatio r" t.I 

A mid-term evaluation of the High Impact Regional Cocoa Rehabilitatioa andDevelopment Subproject (538-0140.02) by Donald R. Fiester, November 1989. 

COMM ENTS 
L. Comments By Misslon. AID/W Office and Borrower/Grantep On Full ROort 

The evaluation report is responsive to the scope of work, but the scope of workdid not include economic and financial analyses to assess the benefits of further 
USAID investment in the cocoa industry. Thus, 
an economic analysis is being
organized to assess the impact of cocoa as a diversification crop as compared to 
other options.
 

PADF and the host country institutions involved have accepted the evaluation
 
report in its final draft with no major comments.
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EXECUTIVE SARY. 

The USAID initiated the Eastern Caribbean Cocoa Rehabilitation and 
Development Project (USAID Grant No. 538.0140.02) in 1986 to expand cocoa
production in four countries of the Eastern Caribbean: Lucia,St. 
DEmnnica, St. Vincent and Grenada. This Project was awarded to the Pan
American Development Foundation in Washington, D.C., to be carried out 
over a five-year period. 

The life of project objective of this rew initiative was to increase
1) the production of cocoa on the four islands by 30-percent and 2) the 
region's income from $2.2 million to $5.8 million. Productivity on 
existing farms had been constrained by inefficiencle at all levels of the
production, processing and marketing systems, due to ,igh costs of plant

propagation and pest managemnt, low intensity of managezint of existing
stands, and variable quality of.post-harvest handling and processing, and 
adoption of marketing methods. 

This evaluation notes that although the Project has made extremely
good progress during this period, slow start-up was caused by erranous 
assumptions in the original Project design. For example, the large
farmers did not want to invest in the improvement of their farms, in part
for fear that their land might be confiscated, and also from concer over 
the future politics of Grenada. Extension agents considered the contract
demonstration plots to be an additional burden on cop of their efforts to 
propagate and distribute cocoa plants to farmers under a CIDA project
started in 1982. Also, the reorganization of the Grenada Cocoa
Association (GCA) took exceedingly long to formalize (June 1989), making
some extension agents uneasy about their future employment in the local
Agency during the first three years of the Project. 

The design goal of increasing the production of cocoa by thirty
percent over five years was excessively optimistic. It is impossible to
make this kind of increase in production in five years with a crop that
requires some three years for new plantings to ccme into production.
Likewise, the assumption that cocoa prices would not decrease during this 
period ws also incorrect, since high prices for cocoa during the previous
ten years encouraged new planting in many other countries, thus 
contributing to an excess supply of bulk cocoa. 

Overall, progress of the Project to date is due to the excellent work
of the PADF technical team, in particular its rapport with the local 
counterpart staff. the end of this year,By the national extension and 
cocoa staffs will have planted or renovated some two hundred acres of 
cocoa under the contact demonst ation plot activity, completing this

Project goal. Yields in some of the renvated plots visited were
exceedingly high. The PADF team, working with their counterparts, has 
initiated an excellent data collection system on these plots on all 
participating islands, and can no provide the cost of both renovation 
and/or replanting cocoa under a range of activities. 

-iII

http:538.0140.02


The-tech ologies being used in this Project are very good. They have 
not used hybrid seed-instead of vegetatively'propagted material, howver, 
since hybrid seedlings have not yet been proven to have the excellent 
quality (i.e. flavor) of the existing cocoa. This high quality cocoa is 
receiving a preinum of EC $320.00 per ton over the world market price in
 
the European market, and the market demand at present exceeds supply by
 
almost double the present production.
 

The demonstration plots are being used effectively to train the 
extension agents and farmers on the latest production techniques. An 
extensive lecture and field training program (using the demonstration 
plots) has been carried out very effectively on the islands, and has been 
highly instrumental in changing.the attitudes of the agents and their 
supervisors toward assisting cocoa farmers improve their production. 

Therm is no indication of any problems in the management of 'the 
Project by the USAID staff of by PADF which could have affected the 
Project's operation or realization of goals. 

Despite setbacks from poor design and slow implementation of certain
 
elements of the program, the prospects for this Project are very good at
 
this time. Since problems are expected in the near future in the sale of
 
bananas to England, and high losses were experienced in bananas due to 
Hurricane Hugo, the local Governts are also trying to stimulate 
diversification of their foreign exchange generation base to ameliorate 
this situation, and are promoting cocoa for this purpose. Also, the very 
high yields and profitable markets for "flavor cocoa" grown on the islands 
are causing many farmers to look to this crop for the future. 

Suggestions for the improvemnt of the Project's operations call for 
the following action by both the USAID and PADF: extending the Project for 
an additional five years to fully benefit from the investment and progress
made to date; initiating a credit program to permit greater numbers of 
farmers to participate; changing the focus of the farmer assistance to 
systematized group training and action units to help large numbers of the 
medium and smaller size farm operators (farms of at least three acres, to 
plant and/or renovate their cocoa; conducting studies on the effect of 
magnesium deficiency in cocoa; solving the marketing problem identified on 
Dominica; and developing a closer working relationship with CIDA in cocoa. 



NMID-TE EVALUATION OF THE EASTERN-CARBBEAN
 
COCOA REHABILITATION AND DEVELOPMENT PFZOJECT
 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This documnt constitutes a mid-term evaluation of the progress of the 
Eastern Caribbean Cocoa Rehabilitation and Development Project (Project
No. 538-0140) funded by the United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID) through the Pan American Development Foundation 
(PADF). The Project was signed on August 31, 1986, permitting PADF to
initiate obligattons, contract field staff and procure essential Project
field commdxities. 

A small office was created by the Project to manage field activities
in Grenada and operate through and with the other island nations and their 
private sectors. Field activities were initiated when Dr. Oleen Hess, the 
PADF Chief of Party, arrived in Grenada on September 7, 1986. Dr. Alex
Lopez, the Project's Senior Cocoa Outreach Specialist, joined Dr. Hess in 
Grenada on September 20, 1986. A Communications Officer, Mr. Gary Mathews 
(Peace Corps), joined the field team in December, 1988.
 

The Project was originally designed to assist the private sectors and 
the Governments of Grenada, St. Lucia, Dcminica and St. Vincent to improve 
cocoa production. Memoranda of Understanding were signed with St. Lucia,
Dk,inica and Grenada within eight months of the arrival of PADF's 
technical team. It was not possible to arrive at an areement with St. 
Vincent, and by mutual agreement between USAID and PADF, this country was 
formally eliminated frm the Project in 1987. 

Total funding for the Project is $2,973,000, covering the period from 
August 31, 1986 to July 31, 1991. It was initially funded by a tranche 
payment of $350,000 to cover the period from August 31, 1986 to December 
31, 1987; additional tranches are being made to cover expenses incurred by 
the Project as required. The total expenitures to August 30, 1989 are
 
approximately $1,386,650.00.
 

2. PURPOSE OF THE EASTERN CARIBBEAN COCOA PRJECT
 

The prpose of this grant agreement is to increase the annual export 
revenues from the sale of cocoa fro the Windard Islands using
intensified manaqemtnt practices. To attain this objective, PADF Is 
expected to: (1)accelerate the transfer of improved cocoa propagation, 
management, processing, and marketing technologies to key growers on the 
islands of St. Lucia, Dominica and Grenada; (2) promote private sector 
involvement in the production, management, processing and marketing of 
cocoa; and (3)seek investors willing to form joint ventures to use 
advanced cocoa production practices. 

The overall Project plan calls for introducing superior (hybrid)
growing stock, applying improved technology in both establishing and 
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managing renovated cocoa plantings, improving post-harvest handling and 
processing, and adopting improved marketing programs. 

Throuh this process, PADF is to integrate its work on the three 
islands while recognizing the sovereignty of the inividual nations 
involved, using the following specific strategies: (1) concentrate early
outreach efforts on a relatively sruall number of growers who already
produce a very large share of cocoa and who are best able to undertake the 
risk of new investments; (2) establish the economic viability of improved
practices through the use of relatively few, representative, highly

visible, modcaz-eize fann-based demonstration plots; (3) place heavy

emphasis on training the 
staffs of the organizations currently involved in 
cocoa technology and outreach programs in order to strengthen region-wide
extension and training capabilities;- (4) explore the economic feasibility
of the applicaticu of "Hybrid" technology, and if appropriate, encourage a
shift frc predominant reliance on vegetative propagation to the use of 
hybrid seedlings for replanting; and (5) encourage expanded private sector 
involvement in processing and market devilopmnt in order to increase the 
vitality and growth of the industry. 

In carrying out the above, PADF as requested to develop close wrking
relationships with the principal cocoa organizations and technical groups 
on the islands and to carry out its mandate throuh these organizations.
PADF has been encouraged, through the Project, to pay particular attention 
to the unique social, technical and economic conditions in each country,
and to adapt the program to local conditions and needs while maintaining
 
the central purpose of the Project.
 

Operationally, the Project was designed to have four specific types of
working relationships with counterparts. These include: (1) agreements
between the Hershey Foods Corporation and ot'.r technical assistance and 
training institutions to provide technical asistance in farm management,
processing, handling and shipping, market information assistance and 
farmer agent training both in country and abroad; (2) individual 
agreements or mnoranda of understanding with implementing age.:ies that
stipulate the working collaboration of their staffs and resources toward 
the execution of the Project; (3) agreements with the farmer-demonstrators 
assuring use of specific areas of their farms for demonstration purposes,
record-keeping, wipervision, etc., in return for payment of certain labor,
materials and technical guidance; and (4) informal, close liaisons with 
irividuals, agencies and organizations having cocoa-oriented activities 
in the region. 

PADF is also to maintain close working relations with the USAID in
Barbados and the office in Grenada. 

The project has four main comnents: 

A. Demonstration Component 

Under this co.o nent, the PADF staff will encourage and support the 
establishment of demonstration plots on farms as a means of proving the 

- 2 



effectiveess of improved methods. Data having ocmmercla1 and techrica. 
-validity will be collected on these plots, which will be employed in the 

trainirg programs for extension agents and farmers in each country. 

B. Model Farms Component 

Working with the Grenada Model Farm Corporation, a plan was to be
 
generated to develop and implement an intensive rehabilitation and
 
replanting campaign on model farm land in Grenada. Training and 
demonstration plots were to be developed in these areas to assist the GCA 
farmers, through training and technical assistance. in a similar maner as 
on rcn-GCA farms. 

Within the first three months after.the arrival of the Project staff, 
it was mutually agreed by the USAID, Grenadian counterparts, and PADF, 
that there should not be any distinction dran between the model farms and 
other farms on this island. As a consequence, this element was officially
terminated. The Project has wrked equally on both model and other 
private farms since its initiation in Grenada.
 

C. Research Deonstration Ccmnonent 

Under this camponent, the Project is to develop studies of the 
comparative production, flavor, pest resistance and cost of production of 
different proportions of clones and hybrid seedli s. The CRP Research 
Officer was to have the overall responsibility for the research program to 
be developed at the Maribou location and at other locations throughout
 
Grenada.
 

In addition, the Project will survey the native ger'.! bank on private
farms to ascertain the best lines for testing in the :esearch program. 
This was expected to require the collaboration of techniclars from the 
American Cocoa Research Institute (ACRI), CATIE, the University of the 
West Indies (rWI), TOXOPEUYS (Holland) and others. The Project team was 
also expected to carry out a cost/benefit analysis of the proposed hybrid
seed gardens with the present clonal propagation system. 

D. Joint Venture Cotponen 

Working with HIAMP, the team would identify at least two large cocoa 
farms of at least 500 areas of land which have both the potential and the 
willingness for joint ventures. PADF's Trustees, OPIC, Ex-Im Bank, 
praoters of the CBI, etc., wold be solicited to assist in identifying
funding sources for these ventures. It was expected that firm coamitments 
could be made during the second half of the Project. 

E. Extension and Field Agent Training Comcnt 

Initially, the Project team was expected to consult a wide range of 
technical experts and develop a set of farmer oriented technical 
recomxndations to be publish.d in simple bulletins and used in mass media 
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approaches. The result of this exercise would serve as the basis fortraining extension agents in Grenada and on the other islands. Assisted
by the Hershey Foods Corporation (HFC), CATIE, and CRU/LWI, the team would
hold in-contry cocoa production and management training courses of up to
five days each for both CTP staff members and farmers. 

Throughout the life of the Project, the PADF technical advisors are

expected to serve as catalysts for technology improvement and transfer,

including the development of a training program for national technicians 
to enable them to transfer these production and processing skills to

farmers throughout the tree islands. In addition, the PADF technicians
 
were to maintain close contact with farmers that are carrying out contract 
demonstrations on their farms.
 

3... PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

This mid-term evaluation was programmed in the original Project design
in accordance with USAID policy to evaluate the progress andaccomplishments of projects after several years of operation, and its 
prospects for the reainder of the life of project. 

The evaluation addresses the seven issues identified by the USAID and
PADF in the Terms of Reference for this evaluation (See Annex A). 

Prior to project implementation, no quantitative benchmarks

established in terms of actual production on a national basis, 

were
 
nor were 

average farm level yields determined using reliable sampling techniques.
Neither were in-depth surveys made to determine the actual level ofprevious training and knowledge of cocoa by extension agents. In fact,
the role or willingness of extension agents in promoting production,cocoa
motivation, and the capacity to accept and implement different production
innovations and processing/marketing changes, appear not to have been
evaluated by the Project's designers. In addition, no assessment appears
to have been made to determine the interests and motivation of the larger

cocoa farmers to improve their production in any of the participating

countries. These deficiencies have affected both the progress of the
 
Project as well as this evaluation.
 

4. METHODOLOGY USED FOR THE EVALUATION
 

This mid-term evaluation was undertaken between October 12 andNovember 10, 1989. 
A review of pertinent Project documentation was
undertaken, both at the Washington headquarters of PADF and its field
office in Grenada, including the Project Paper, and the Quarterly ProgressReports prepared by the field team since the Project's initiation. Field
trips were made in St. Lucia, Dominica, and Grenada to evaluate the 
progress of the program, talk with farmers and extension personnel, viewthe contact demonstration plots first hard, and review the elements of the program with oumterpart agency leaders and local Government officials. 
Data was also collected that permitted an understanding of the made of

operation and activities carried out by the staff of the PADI, the USAID
 
and by the participating countries.
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On arrival in St. Lucia, my first field exposure to the Project, I was 
met by the Chief of Party, Dr. Oleen Hess, who accompanied me througout 
my field visits and official contacts with the Project's private sector
 
and government counterparts in St. Lucia and Dominica. 
 In Grenada, I was
accomanied by Dr. Alex Lopez both in the field and in making contact with 
the Grenada Cocoa Association representatives.
 

In each country, I first visited the Project operations in the field,
to evaluate the growth of the cocoa, and the type of technical 
recommendations being used at each site - those for the renovation of old 
cocoa, mixed, new and renovated old trees, and new plantings. I discussed
the progress and problems of the denmnstration field plots, assessed 
interpe-rsonal relations, technical competence of trainers, and motivation 
ard.support of the local program by the PADF technicians. I questioned

the local staff and farmers an the relevance of this program to the local 
needs and rural situation. I also inquired as to the relevance, technical 
enhancement and value to both the extension agents and farmers of the
in-country, regional and extra-regional training program, as well as the
materials prepared by the PADF staff and the local technicians. I tried
 
to assess the timeliness of PADF payment to 
farmers for expenditures in
the contract plots and the real value of these plots in the local and 
national context. 

Discussions with the national leaders in the cocoa agency and
 
Government officials in each country :entered on of
their appraisal the

level of interest in cocoa at the outset 
of the Project compared to the
 
present, the level of coordination between PADF the
staff and local
 
program, the Project's role in changing the organizational and financial
 
support of cocoa development, the quality of 
their working relationships
with the PADF technicians, and the effectiveness of the program's
technical recannendations, publications, etc. also inquiredI as to their 
opinion of the future for cocoa and its market potential on their island. 

In all, same nineteen demonstration plots and private farms were 
visited, and over fifty public sector representatives and farmers were met 
during the three weeks of field visits.
 

During all of my discussions in the field with farmers and field 
agents, and in the Central Offices of the several agencies involved in
this program, both Dr. Hess and Dr. Lopez absented themselves from the 
meetings after an initial introduction. At no time were they present nor

did they, in their introduction, make any comment relevant to the 
operation of the Project, or attempt to influence the discussions in any 
manner. I am indebted to them for their assistance in assuring that I 
meet as many people involved in the program as posible. 

In some of the meetings, I requested data and background reports on 
the nmmber and type of participants in the training programs, the use
of the demonstratin plots, national production data, 

made 
the percent of the

sales price that the farmer received, and the availability of credit. To 
possible, been used thisthe extent this data has in evaluation. 
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At the end of my evaluationt, I ws invited to meet with Ambassador
Cooper of Grenada to discuss my findings. pollowing this, I ent toBarbadcs and 	held an exit interview with interested staff of the USAID.

Copies of my draft report left with both
were the PADF staff for review 
with their counterparts, as ell as with USAID. 

5. EVALUATION ISSUES AND FINDING3S 

A. 	 ISSUE: $bs the croal of attaining a 30 percent increase in cocoa 
production realistic? 

1. Desig~n Assumptions 

n orig.nal design of the Cocoa Project assumed that yields duringthe five year life of project would be increased by 30 percent, and exportincome from cocoa for the four islands-i' d be increased from $2.2million in 1984/85 to $5.8 million in the 1990/91 harvest season. 

This 	goal was excessively optimistic, since the production of cocoa inall participating countries had been dropping for some fifteen years.
Cocoa production in St. Lucia had dropped from 585,200 lbs. in 1959 to117,000 lbs. in 1986. In Grenada, production had decreased from 5,985,503
lbs. in 1975 to 3,813,5541 lbs. in 1986. Similar data 	are not available
for Daninica. Nevertheless, it is obvious that it would be impossible
increase yielcs by 30 percent within the five-year time frame of this 

to 

program, especially since itwould take three to four years for new cocoa
 
to come into 	production, and these trees would not reach full production
until about their eighth year. It takes at least at least 2 years forheavily pruned, mature, rehabilitated ocoa to come back 	into production.
 

Some 	 of the explicit assumptions made in the Project Paper underlyingthis goal, and the situation found in the field at the time of this 
evaluation, are noted below:
 

a. 	Private agricultural enterorises are prered 
to expand or seek to developnew ventures.
 

It was assmed by the designers of this Project that a significant
number of the larger farmers would like to improve their production andwmId invest in this process. It was estimated that some 25 percent ofthe 530 largest cocoa farms on Grenada would be willing to modernize 	 their 
production within the five year time-frame of the Project, with 	asignificant number of them adopting the new production methods within thefirst two years in order to meet the Project goal. It is evident from a
review of the history of the cocoa industry over the previous ten years,
as Well as the situation faced by this Project, that mustthe designers
not have made any in-depth inquiry into the interest of large producers in 
modernizing their farms. 

Early on, this was reduced to three islands, since St. Vincent did not 
choose to join the program. 
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The latest survey of registered cocoa fans in Grenada has sham thatthere are not 530 large farms but only 232 farms with holdings of over ten 
acres existing today. These fan produced over 60 percent of the total 
cocoa production on Grenada in the 1988/89 crop year. 

After many personal contacts, group farmer meetings, field days and
seminars by the CRP and GCA personnel, as well as the Project's PArE

technical staff, 
 there has been very limited interest by these larger
farmers in making new investments in cocoa. In fact, it has been very,

difficult to obtain their 
collaboration in the desired numbers toestablish demonstration plots on their fa s, even vien all of the costsof the plots would be covered by the Project. With the perseverance and an unusal level of effort. by both the GCA and PAEF technicians over the
past three year.:-, this situation 
is gradually beginning to change. 

There appear to be several valid reasons for larger farmer reluctanceto modernize their farms. Historically, during the period of the 1970,
the Grenadian Government imposed tight controls on all productive
enterprises. Credit was available, but limited, due to its unattractive
 
terms, and high cesses on agriculture were the norm. In addition, the
Government began to expropriate these large them into
farms and break upsmall units. As as result, of the 24 largest farms on Grenada today, 18 
are still under Government control. 

The fear of imminent expropriation of their farms caused most ovnkers

of any size to become zero input operators. Most of these farmers are over sixty years of age, as shown by the latest GCA registration survey
(1988), and are thus further dissuaded from investing in long term crop
a
that they may never see reach full production. Significant numbers of the
large producers are currently trying to sell their holdings or a portion

of their farms.
 

Although not discussed openly, the current fear that the country mayreturn to the former political situation appears to be another factor intheir decision-making process. Also, the current high prices for nutmegand continuing high prices for bananas, coupled with the depressed prices
for cocoa, are serious mitigating factors against change. 

b. Governments take necessary structural Adjustment measures 
ranidly to assure program success.
 

It weas assumed by the Project designers that the local goverrwitswould rapidly make the necessary structural adjustments required to permit
a more coordinated and active role in prmoting cocoa production. The merger of the GCA with the CRP in Grenada, however, has occurred much moreslowly than anticipated; almost three years were needed to bring about the
change. As a result, progress in establishing and utilizing thedemonstration plots as the primary extension technology training andtransfer tool was drawn out for about two years. This in turn affected
the training and application of the contract demonstration concept by thefield staff. The delay in effecting the necessary structural changes alsohad a demoralizing effect on the technical personnel, since many did not 
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know if they woud have a job after the merger, and therefore hesitated to 
_take on new work challenges until the problem was resolved. 

The restructuring was completed in July of this year. As a result, 
internal coordination and staff morale have improved sigificantly, now 
making possible a new era in the promotion of the cocoa industry on 
Grenada. Although the PADF team has worked well with these technicians in 
the past, and made progress in spite of the structural problem, it now has 
the opportunity to make even more rapid progress over the next two years. 

This progress is already evident on Grenada. All technical personnel
who formerly primarily produced and distributed cocoa plants to farmers 
wanting to replant or fill'out their existing plantings,' are now working 
within the same restructured octoa institution.. This permits better. 
coordination and collaborati6n a-3 well ag the effective use of plans for 
integrated action between the production technicians and the marketirg 
group in the GCA. The extension agents are now utilizing their Project
funded training to assist farmers not only to receive plants, but to teach 
th how to inrove production in their fields. Where only 17 contract 
demonstration plots covering 29.75 acres were operational at the end of 
the first two years of the Project, there are now some 38 plots covering 
60.05 acres at the end of the third year.
 

On St. Lucia, the Saint Lucia Agriculturalists' Association (SLAA) is 
working with the Government in a coordinated manner through joint meetings 
and collaborative use of Project generated data and technical
 
recommendations. As a result, the St. Lucia Goverrment has just announced 
a cocoa improvement program for farmers producing on an estimated 265 
acres of land (134 of mature cocoa and 130 acres of new cocoa). The new 
program, assisted by the PADF technicians, will follow production 
practices roee by the Project. SLAA technical staff will work 
directly with farmers who elect to become involved in this new national 
program. An initial amount of EC $220,000.00 has been supplied by the
 
government for the first quarter of this three year initiative, to 
subsidize 50 percent of the cost to farmers of renovating their plantings.
Already, some 75 percent of the first trarnhe has been committed. 

c. Absence of major climatic disturbances. 

Although this is a constant threat to both the agricultural and social
 
fabric of these islands, there have not as yet been any major climatic
 
disturbances that wald endanger the cocoa industry, the progress ofor 
this Project on any of the three islands. However, Hurricane Hugo caused
 
significant damage to the bananas used for shade over the cocoa in some 
areas of both St. Lucia and Dominica, and some of the demnstration plots
will suffer a slight setback. In some areas bananas have fallen on the 
young cocoa plants in the plots, and farmers, guided by national 
technicians and Project staff, are overseeing the clean-up. If the young 
cocoa plants are not covered again with some kind of shade before the 
onset of the dry season, they could suffer some setback in growth. At 
this time, the technicians are advising the farmers to plant additional 
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shade and rapidly remove the bananas that have fallen on the young cocoa
plants in both the demonstration plots and other-plantings. It is not 
exrected that this hurricane will have any appreciable effect on either 
the demnstration plots or other cocoa holdings theseon two islands. 

d. The GCA imDroves Its marketirn stratec. 

The GCA continues to market the bulk of the Grenada crop as it has 
done in the past. The GCA has a strn base in its traditional markets in 
Europe, where it receives a premium of $320.00 per ton. The current 
strategy is to retain this base 4ile exparding into other markets. 

Efforts are being made to diversify into new markets and increase the
GCA share of cocoa sold at high prLies, such as the sale of 500 tons .to
"World's Finest Chocolate" a year ago for US$1.20 per pound.
Unfortunately, the decrease in the iland's production during the past few 
years makes it difficult to expand into other markets at the hoped for 
rate. 

e. No major decline in cocoa prices.
 

The program designers assumed that there would not be a significant

decline in world cocoa prices. However, the high prices of the late 1970s
 
and the early 1980s caused significant increases in plantings of cocoa in
 
many other countries, which is adversely affecting cocoa prices on each of
 
the three islands.
 

Whereas the New York spot price for cocoa was oscillating between $500
and $1,000 per ton during the early and mid-1970s, it jumped to over 
$2,000 per ton in August 1976 and continued an upward spiral, reaching an 
all time high of $4,429 in July of 1977.* Cocoa continued to sell for 
over $2,000 per ton until February 1982, after which the price settled at 
around $1,500 per ton. 

From May 1983 to March 1986, there was another period of relatively
good prices of between US$2,000 and $2,300 per ton. Since then, the price
of cocoa has dropped significantly (over 50 percent), due to the many new 
plantings developed during this period, principally in the Ivory Coast, 
Brazil, Ghana, and Malaysia. 

It should be noted that the farmers in the three countries of this 
Project receive more of the sale price for their cocoa than farmers do in 
most of the other cocoa and coffee producing countries. In St. Lucia, the
SLAA returns to the producers 90 percent of the FOB sales price; in 
Dominica, the grower receives over 90 percent of the FOB sales price; and
in Grenada the producer is currently receiving about 85 percent of the 
sales price. This is exceptional for the islands. In Jamaica, in 1988,
the coffee growers received only about 48 percent of the FOB price of 
their coffee, and in E1 Salvador, the coffee producers last year were 
receiving about 55 percent of the market price. 

"World Cocoa Situation", Foreign Agricultural Service, USDA, March 
issues, p.8 
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Since the cocoa of the Caribbean is largely of the high flavor types,
the price of cocoa from these countries has alwarys been significantly
higher than the world market price. This type of cocoa constitutes less
 
that 5 percent of the total world cocoa production, and is highly sought

for the highest quality chocolates, ice cream toppings and confections.
 
As a result, the cocoa from these islands usually received a premium, if 
properly processed, which today is some $320.00 per ton over the world 
price. This difference is significant, but does rt compensate for the 
full decrease in world market price. 

As a result of the decrease in the wrld price, the GCA has had to
 
reduce the farm price locally by some 25 percent this year alone. 
Overall, the drop in the world's cocoa prices during the past seven years
has 	had a major effect on the industry. The GCA em-rimates that during the 
last. seven years, production has decreased from 5.8! million pounds
produced to its current low of 3.1 million pounds - a loss of 41 percent
in production during this time-frame. Likewise, yield has been estimated 
by the GCA to have dropped from 526 Ibs. per acre to its current level of 
397 	lbs. for the 1988/89 crop year, and overall acreage has dropped from
 
an estimated 10,000 to 7,800 today. 

f. 	 Other imDlicit assumptions not made by the 
Project designers. 

There are several additional assumptions that should have been made by
the project designers that have affected the progress and speed of 
adoption of the Project, at least during the first two aars of its life. 

Apparently, the designers assumed that the extension services of the 
islands were fully involved in promoting cocoa production and husbandry.
This is logical, since most extension services are in fact usually engaged
in helping farmers with their crop production. However, extension agents
had not been involved in assisting farmers improve production, and needed
extensive training (especially in St. Lucia and Dominica). This caused an 
eighteen month delay while Project technicians tried to onvince national 
leaders and their staff that this was the way they could have the most 
impact on the farmers and their production. This factor has been an 
important one that the Project designers should have noted. 

Before 1986, the CRP cocoa extension service on Grenada was carrying
out the CIDA Phase I Project, 1982-1987, involved primarily in plant
propagation and distribution. The goal to plant 10,000 acres ofwas some 
new cocoa to replace aging plantations and increase overall acreage.
Theoretically, CRP was responsible for the cocoa tress until they were 
four years of age, and carried out this function to the extent possible.
The agents were responsible for estimating the number of plants required
each year on each farm, guiding the farmers in caring for them and 
collecting the payment for these plants. Many farmers did not follow 
their instructions, however, and the los of plants in the field was 
exceptionally high. The CRP extension agents played only a minor role in 
assisting farmers to improve their older cocoa.
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In 1986, the CR began assuming responibility for assisting farmers
 
in management and production technology transfer and all aspects of cocoa
 
production (except processing and marketing), with assistance from PADF
 
under the Eastern Caribbean Cocoa Project. The GCA has had the
 
responsibility for processing and marketing since the early 1960s.
 

On St. Lucia and Dominica, the Ministry of Agriculture extension 
service had responsibility for -ocoa. However, extension e hasis was on 
promoting crops that brought higher prices at the time  bananas, coffee, 
citrus, etc. Little, if any, attention was given to cocoa. On St. Lucia,
 
a cocoa officer was assigned to the SLAA to work on cocoa quality, but no
 
one had the responsibility of assisting farmers with cocoa producticn

until the PADF Project began. Dorinica had no one with particular
responsibility for cocoa production, processing or mar*_ting. 
Very little
 
had been done by the extension service on this crop for several years

before the PADF Project.
 

On all of the islands, the Project served to consolidate and focus
 
extension service efforts on cocoa, promoting cocoa rehabilitation and
 
production as well as training its personnel and farmers in new methods of
 
rehabilitation and development of both old and new plantings.
 

A number of factors tended to slow progress in establishing contract
 
demonstration plots and utilizing them as the primary extension technology 
transfer sites and training tool. The CRP extension service staff 
initially viewed the contract demonstration program as just another job on 
top of their current responsibilities, and some agents felt they should be 
paid extra for this work. Since nutmeg was paying the highest prices in 
its history and required much less work on the part of the farmer, it was 
a very enticing alternative to cocoa. Likewise, bananas were selling at 
very good prices with a good system for marketing and payment to the 
farmer for their work (every two weeks after their delivery to the port).
As a result, farmer interest, until very recently, had been focused more 
on bananas and nutmeg than on cocoa. However, at this time the picture 
seems to be changing: the questionable future =for bananas, the 
appearance of the Mcba disease of bananas and repeated blow-jiwns, etc.
 
are causing many farmers to look to cocoa as a viable alternative for the 
future.
 

Another additional assumption to be coupled with (e)above, should 
have been that the cost of production would not increase during the life 
of the Project. Three factors determine income: production itself, the
sales price, and the cost of production. It is not useful to consider any 
one factor without including the others.
 

In the case of Grenada, there has been a significant increase in the
 
cost of production. 
Since the Project started, the price of fertilizer 
has increase by 28 percent and labor costs by some 63 percent. These tow 
ite s have increased the total cost of production by over 45 percent. As 
a result, the Project has worked to teach the extension agents and farmers 
how to reduce their cost of production with new technical production 
methods and labor saving techniques. 
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Overall, the original design assumptions have not held true, which'hashad a significant effect on the speed of-adoption of improved practices,as well as implementation of the Project's strategies. As a result, at
this midpoint in the evaluation of this project, it 
 has been difficult to
attain the quantitative goals established for this program.
 

In spite of these adversities, however, it has made steady advances onalmost all of its action elements, and is now in a poition to make real
headway in the cocoa industry of these islands.
 

2. Project Manaqement 

•I have discussed the management of the. Project by both the USAID a-d
PADF with national program authorities and the staff of 
PADF in the filtdand at their central offices in Washington, DC. I. heard 'onlyaccolades
about both agencies throughout my visit. Both the USAID staff and PADFpersonnel have been prot in discussing problems and skilled in findingpractical solutions to these difficulties. Likewise, opportunities forstimulating increased cocoa production have been met by the USAID in a
 
timely and effective manrr.
 

Discussions with farmers participating in the cintract demnstrationplots to ascertain whether they have received their payments n time and
the required assistance from extension agents have been extremely
positive. All payments 
 have been made within two weeks of presentingtheir expenses, according to the farmers. The only cases of delayedpayment have been due to the farmers not presenting the documents requiredto substantiate payments. They have recognized that the delay was their

fault and not that 
of the Project. 

As noted above, there have been some problems in changing the focus of
the national extension services of 
the three islands. The nine monthsdelay of Dominica by signing the Memorandum of Understanding also caused adelay of Project activities in that country. However, since the signing,they have collaborated extremely well with the Project and are on schedule
today in carrying out the training and demonstration plot program 
as 
required. 

The delay in Grenada in reorganizing their cocoa agency, in additionto the initially negative attitude of the extension agents to the contract
demonstration program, resulted in a delay of about eighteen months inidentification and planting of demonstration plots. The CRP, now thetechnical arm of the GCA, felt that there was a lack of understanding by
the extension service staff of the objectives, operations andimplementation processes, as well as their responsibilities in thiseffort. This difficulty has now been resolved to the satisfaction of allinvolved. Within the past year, the GCA/CRP staff also have madeexcellent strides in catching up on these Project actions and may be
considered up to date at this time. 

The long delay in the implementation of the Project's activities in 
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St. Lucia *%s due to a very different type of problem. The SLAA 
cocoa/coffee officer, in charge of cocoa improvement, would not cooperate
with the extension service and resisted any guidance the elements ofon 
the project from the PADF technicians. During his eighteen months in this
position, only six areas of demonstration plots were initiated. Since his 
replacement in June 1988, the new officer, working closely with the
extension staff, has planted same 51 acres of new demonstration 
contracts. These are now in operation, and approval has been received to! 
renovate an 9 of cocoa onadditional acres 	 farms already identified. 

With the exception of the above, I have not found any management
problems that have been a constraint tot he progress of the project. All 
financial reports, technical mnrthly reports and other documentation 
appear to be up to date and complete. 

I also have not found any situation or circumstance where the 
management of the project by either the USAID or PADF has as adversely
affected the Project's operations. 

B. 	 ISSUE: Are the technologies promoted by the Project
 
effective in increasing production?
 

An in-deoth review was made of the technical recomendations being
promoted by I-e Project. These are of two types. The first is for the 
planting of cocoa where it was previously planted but has been removed or
died, or for the initial planting of cocoa where none has been planted
previously. The second situation is where older plantings of cocoa are
 
in sufficiently good condition to wrrant renovation.
 

My review of 	these recommendations covered the following: 

1. Plantir 	 material 

The Project is using both clones and hybrid seed of selected older 
clonal trees in heavy production as its primary pianting sources. This 
decision ws made by the Project specialists after consulting the best 
cocoa geneticists in this hemisphere - Dr. Kennedy (U.W.I./Cocoa Unit),
Dr. Enriquez from CATIE, and Dr. Bartley from CEPLAC (the cocoa 
organization of Brazil). 

Their reccmm-erxation was to preserve at all cost the unique flavor
 
quality characteristics of the cocoa of these islands whtich bring them a
 
prenium on the wrld market. I support this decision completely.
 

They further recommended tlhat the program should continue to use 
cuttings of the GS and the ILS lines that are knr to produce the high
flavor quality for which the, islands are noted. As a result, they are 
recommending a rather wide spectrum group of forty-one clones, planted in
 
mixtures in the farmers' fields. 
Some of these clones have some 
resistance to Black Pod (Phytoohthora palmivora), Witches Broom
(Crenipilus perniciosus) and the Ceratostomella Wilt (Ceratocystis 
fimbriata).
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The islands now have severe attacks of Black Pod -der some high moisture 
conditions, but only Grenada heas Brom.Witc& ,s Ceratostamella is rt yet
found in the region, but could apear at any time due to the heawy
movement of people and plants from other areas. This recamendation makes 
sense to me, and I support it for the present. As time and field testing
 
are carried forward, I hope that the number of clone can be further
 
reduced and grafted trees used instead of cuttings, due to their ability

to produce a tap root - not possible with rooted cuttings. 

In addition, in research plots in Grenada, CATIE hybrids have been
 
brought in for test and quality evaluation, when in production. This

material has produced good results in Cential Americz. It does have one
 
drawbck, however: sInce it is made up of 
a wide group of crosses, usually
over thirty, some offspring produce better than other. If possible, the
mother lines should be brought to the Grenada experiment station and test
made to select the best producers for distribution to growers in the 
future.
 

Likewise, the newer group of material at CATIE resistant to Black Pod,

Monilia, Witches Broom and Ceratostomella Wilt have been introduced for
 
observation, quality testing and possible crossing in 
the future. Some
 
of these diseases are not found in the islands at this xime but are a
 
threat to the industry for the future.
 

In St. Lucia and Dominica, the Project is using open pllinated sees
 
from mother trees selected by Dr. Bartley from among the older clonal
 
trees with proven yield capacity and high quality. Due to the severe
 
limitation of clonal planting material, and the inreasing demand for 
cocoa plants by farmers, this practice is the most desirable at this
 
time. As the Project continues, however, there will be a serious need for

additional improved seed. 
A mother garden is needed on each of these 
islands as soon as possible. In addition, further testing of these 
improved line seedlings should be made to assure that they are capable of 
producing high yields. They should be also tested to assure that they are 
self-compatible.
 

The initial growth of these hybrids is excellent in the demonstration 
plots visited. 
Some of them with less than two years in the field are
 
beginning to produce their first crop. 
This is alot one year less than
for clonal material planted in the same fields. Similar results are
beginning to show up in the plots in the research planting where the CATIE 
hybrids are growing. 

I fully support the recomm-dtions being used for plant material at
this time. They are sound, ell thought out and offer excellent
 
production returns to producers, while conserving the high quality
characteristics for w.hicb the region is noted. 

2. Planting Distance
 

The Project recommends that all new cocoa should be planted at a 
spacing of 9' X 9' an the square for seedlings/hybrids, and 10' X 10' for 
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clones. This distance for clones may be a bitclose, and will require somepruning to penmit the nrmal cultural practices that will be conducted inthese improved plantations. In older plantings, it is necessary to
replant missing trees at the same distance as the old planting - usually
10' X 12'. 

This spacing follows the sane planting distance recoumendations thatare being used elsevibere, and have been proven mot effective in mostother countries using clones, through extensive research and c rcial 
application.
 

3. Weed Control 

The current price for labor on the three islands is several times that

paid in Central America. In Guatemala, for example, the labor cost per
day is about $1.50 for an eight hour day or a full task of assigned work.
In Grenada, the cost of labor is today about US$5.75 and the productivity

of this labor appears to be much less than in Central America. I was

informed by national technicians that tasks are expected to be complete

within about three hours, and offers for double payment for completing a
 
second task the same day were re.fuse. 

This high labor cost and low productivity has resulted in the Project
recciining that the farmers use more weed killers and less hand labor
for weeding. This cost-cutting measure appear- to be about the onlysolution possible, and is accomnied by a further recomnerdation that the
farmer cover the land with shade trees and temporary shade as the field isplanted. 
This shade reduces the weed problem considerable, resulting in

the use of substantially less weed killer (Gra'xone and Rouzdup).
 

This recommendation of shade and chemical control of weeds is cost

effective. 
If used carefully, without over application, it is an

acceptable practice. 
Care should be taken in the training of farmers to
 
assure that they do not overuse weed killers and contaminate their land
excessively or praoote runoff into the rivers, thereby affecting marine
life more than necessary. All publications discussing the use of chemical
weed killers should point out that if using a little bit is good, more is 
not necessarily better. 

Another tactic used by the PADF technicians is to import portable weed

hogs and demonstrate them on some farms. 
This method of weed control

should be further studied to see if it can substitute for the use of
chemical weed killers. Possibly a cost/benefit study is needed for this
technique. If 
so, it should be carried out as soon as possible.
 

4. Prunina
 

The Project is teaching the extension agents and farmers how to prune

both their old cocoa trees and their new clonal and hybrid seedlings.

They are attempting to control tree height at about 16' and to open the 
trees to more light and air circulation. In both the written bulletins

and in the field demonstration, this training covers the best system of
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creating the main scaffolding of the tree, and still permits free movement 
of people (and air) through the planting.
 

The recommedations in practice for pruning follow the best
 
procedures, and are producing good results to date.
 

5. Shade and Windbreaks
 

The amount of shade over cocoa is critical for high yields.

Throughout the islands, the amount of shade varies considerably. Many of
the old plantings of cocoa are insufficiently shaded by mix ofa 
legumi uos and non-leguminous trees. In -same areas w'ere the shade has
recently been cut or otherwise removed, the cocoa is 
too exposed to the
 sun. 
This cocoa will have'a tendency to over produce or became subject to
 severe disease and insect attack. In these areas, mnre shade trees (bothtemporary and new permanent) are required. On a small number of farms,

the shade on the old cocoa is much too dense and yields are very low.
 

Based on research conducted in Trinidad, Ecuador and Ghana, cocoa

generally grows best, 
 has less disease and insect problems, and produces

the largest crops, when the anount of incident light is between 25 50
-

percent of full solar radiation. This level is even more important when
the trees are fertilized, since there is 
 a strong relationship betweenplant nutrition and shade in cocoa. 
The full effect of good fertilizer
 
use is generally not realized if the mature trees are under more than 35 -
40 percent shade.
 

Under the Project, farmers are learning how to regulate and control

shade for high production. Current Project recommendations include theuse of bananas for temporary shade and the planting of Cassia, Imnortelle,
Leucena and Gliricidia. All are leguminous trees which add nitrogen to

the soil and have proven records for cocoa shade in other countries.

Immortelie, under some circumstances, is subject 

The 
to a stem borer and may

not live long on some farms.
 

Overall, the types of shade trees, the amount of shade recommended,and the planting densities that the Project is promoting, are within good
production standards.
 

The Project is also stressing the need for windbreaks at the edges ofthe fields, and in some areas of high prevailing wind situations within
the co plantings. At times, the islands are subject to heavy winds

that damage or remove the cocoa leaves from both young and older trees.

There is also a very negative effect of the leaves abrading one another

during high winds, and this abrasion frequently permits diseases to enter
the trees. The loss of leaves reduces fruit production and the fruit/bean
ratio. The use of windbreaks should therefore be very actively supported. 

For the windbreaks, the Project is recommending all of the trees that 
are used for shade plus Red Ceder, Mahogany, French Cashew, Mangoes and
Angelica. All are very good selections for this purpose. 

- 16 



The Project's recOOeratiOrns for the use of windbreak in cocoa are 

appropriate and fully t-apported by the evaluator and existing research. 

6. Cocoa Nutrition
 

No soil is perfect in terms of the amount of each of the fifteen
 
elements that plants require to grow and produce fruit. 
Three of these 
elements - carbon, oxygen and hydrogen - are absorbed from the air and are 
not limiting nutritionally. The remaiing nutrients - nitrogen,
 
phosphorus, potash, calcium, magnesium, boron, zinc, manganese,
molybdenum, sulfur, iron and copper  are absorbed from the soil. Each is
required-in a specific amount. The plant'will grow'and produce only to
the extent that is pe)nmitted by the element that is in the shortest
 
suppy. Cocoa is no exception. 

The Project recommends the use-of fertilizer, usually N-P-K formulas
 
based on N-P-K research done in several trials carried out by a

CIDA-funded study some five years ago. 
Unfortunately, that study did not
 
investigate the possibility of minor elements limiting nutrition.
 

The general recomedation for Grenada is the use of 16-16-16. 
In
 
some areas, they are also adding some magnesium to this formula (about 2
percent). 
 It would be unusual for all of the soils of these islands to

have the same requirement for fertilizer; for example, volcanic soils are

notorious for being very different in their nutrient availability.
 

On the other islands - St. Lucia and Dominica - the formula being used

is 12-8-24-2, %hich is the available formula used for bananas. 
In many

cases, the only fertilizers available locally are those used for bananas.

There appears to be no source of nitrogen (e.g. urea or sulfate of
ammonia) on any of the islands other than in the formulas. I was rot able
 
to find any source of minor elements for foliar spraying on any of the
 
islands. On St. Lucia, I was told that from time to time they did have
 
some complete foliar fertilizer available, used only in the nursery.
 

During my field trips, I noted several deficiencies that should be
controlled. Chief were iron deficiency on both St. Lucia and Dominica,

and zinc deficiency on Grenada. 
 I also noted that on the newly planted
cocoa (one to two year old plants in the demonstration plots), the older

leaves were frequently missing and there,was a marginal necrosis on the

older remaining leaves. I suspect that this is 
a magnesium deficiency.

If so, it is quite widespread, and is reducing the total growth of these
 
young trees. 
It should be studied to see if this deficiency exists, and 
if it would be cost effective to control it. 

In the Central American countries, it has been advantageous to apply

several ounces or urea to coffee before the beginning of the dry season;

this permits the plants to withstand the dry season much better. I
 
suspect that the same may be found for cocoa on these islands, and
 
therefore suggest that the Project import urea, and try it at several
 
dosage levels to test the results.
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It was noted that soil and foliar analysis has not been made in most
 
of the demonstration plots. It is hard to make 
 good recommendations 
without good soil nutritional data. I urge the Project to take soil
sarples as soon as possible on each plot, have them analyzed by a good
laboratory, and follow this up every two years thereafter. 

Several local technicians caTnted that they had taken soil samples

and sent them to two laboratories, one in Grenada and one in the US. 
 The
results were very different from each lab, which may make it necessary to
 
have a good soils specialist reriew the methods and procedures of the labs
 
and suggest such changes as may be required. It will also be important

for. these laboratories to improve their correlation between field respcnse,

and the lab analysis as soon as possible. If this is not done, these
 
-analyses will iot result in the kind of recmendations that are needed by

the cocoa fartmrs on .the three islands. 

Until further soils research is completed for cocoa (probably the motst

important short-run task facing the program), I would agree that the
 
current recomndation be continued. I wc-ld strongly propose that

further research is in order, especially for the minor elements. For
 
this, the Project should work with CIDA and 
the national governments to
 
assure 
that this work is begun as soon as possible. 

7. Pest and Disease Control 

The Project technicians have recormmeded that several pest and disease 
problems be controlled. Chief among these o Grenada are termites,
beetles, and thrips, and Witches Broom. On Dominica and St. Lucia, the 
rat problem is an important factor in production. The main disease
problem on all of the islands appears to be Black Pod Disease. On
Grenada, losses from Black Pod in asold cocoa alone are reported to be 
high as 40-50 percent in some years. 

The Project has held courses for both extension agents and farmers on
the control of both diseases and insect pests on all of the islands. On
the contract demonstration plots, they are controlling these problem very
well using EPA recommnded chemicals. In addition, the Project has 
published a good set of bulletins on these subjects that are given to all
farmers that attend the courses. All of the extension agencies visited 
had these publications on prominent display, and readily available. 

Probably the most difficult problem, and the one that is restricting
yields most, is Black Pod Disease. The control measures recommnded by
the Project technicians are to open the cocoa tree, to reduce shade within 
the tree, to cut and bury all infected fruit, and to apply two sprays of a 
copper oxide foliar canpourwd. The first application is made at the start
of the flowering season, and the second at the time of the greatest
disease incidence. This is a sound cost/effective recomndation, based 
on research done in several countries, and it is now being carried out 
successfully on all of the demonstration plots. 

A complication for farmers carrying out these recommendations is that 
the governments on several of the islands have their own pest control 
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program 63vering all farms in the cocoa areas of their respective island.
 
They are charging the farmers about EC$0. 22-0.28 per pOuAnd of cocoa sold 
for disease control. Their spray tea'ms apply copper and other materials 
to all cocoa on the islands of Grenada and Dominica. These teams
 
reportedly work very slowly, but do not cover all of the farms well. 
 They
apply spray to large areas of cocoa where the results will be extremely
doubtful, since the farmers are not carrying out the sanitation measures. 
necessary to complement these sprays. Also these spray crews often do not 
arrive on the farm at the time when the application is needed most. 

On the demonstration plots, farmers are applying the appropriate 
sprays using their on sprayers. Outside of this, since the farmers are 
paying for this applica'lon, they are very reluctant to buy their own 
sprayers and apply the apper at the time it is ot needed. As a result,

it has been very difficult to get good farmer response to the Project's

recomendations outside of the contract demonstration plots, and the 
control of this disease is still.not satisfactory.
 

On Grenada, the GCA recognizes this problem and is beginning to
 
address it. Possibly, the Project staff could work more closely with the
 
GCA on this issue, if desired by the GCA. The Project could even bring in
 
a good specialist to review the situation and find a solution to this
 
problem. Arm it stands, these islands are losing thousands of dollars
 
annually in production due to this difficulty. If not corrected, It will
 
affect the progress of the other recomndations made.
 

8. General Comments on the Technical Recommendations
 

It is generally too early in the life of the PLoject to fully measure
 
the effect of the different production recommndations in the field, since 
most of the demonstration plots visited were in their first, second or 
third year from field planting. Same plots were already beginning to 
produce same crop, however, and the conclusion is that recommendations 
made by the Project are sound, follow similar recommerdations in other 
countries where high yields are attained, and are producing good results
 
in plant growth and early production of the trees seen in the field.
 

Same of the preliminary results on renovated farms are excellent. 
On
 
Mrs. Ester Green's farm on Grenada, I was informed that the 1.25 acre, two
 
year old demntration plot in mature cocoa is already producing 50
 
percent of the total yield of her entire farm of 4.5 acres of cocoa. 
In
 
another plot, that of Mr. Wilson Rouger, his one acre demonstration plot,
 
renovated in April of this year, had already produced over 800 lbs. of
 
cocoa this production season, and the crop year is still not over. 
This
 
is about 50 percent of the total production of this entire 4.5 acre farm.
 

The results to date in the demonstration plots on all of the three
 
islands are being closely observed by many farmers and Government
 
officials. Due to the results obtained to date, they have begun to change
their opinion of the merits or cocoa production. Within the past several 
months a new attitude and several new production initiatives have 
resulted. This would not have been possible if they did not see a
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measurable result in the demonstration plots Where the Project's 
recamerxiations are being applied. 

C. 	 ,SbUE: How have both the internal and external factors 
affected the adoption of the technologies promoted? 

1. Local country participaticon 

As noted earlier, several countries demonstrated considerable 
reluctance to participate in the Project, early in its implementation. It 
took Dominica eight months to be convinced to participate, while St. 
Vincent never agreed-to'the temsof the program and ws finally
eliminated. A major factor that initially deferred Dominica .from
accepting the agreement was the Minister of Agriculture's desire to manage
all Project funds, and not involve the private sector. In the case of St. 
Vincent, the 	gover-mnt wanted the program to pay for activities not 
included within the Project scope. It took considerable effort and many
discussions between PADF's staff and the three participating countries 
before Memoranda of Understanding were signed and effective. 

On St. Lucia, the lack of cooperation of the original cocoa officer 
was a serious deterrent to the progress of the program on that island, as 
discussed fully under Issue (A), section (2) Project Management. 

2. Farmer Investment 

A second point is that the original design of this program was based 
on the premise that the large farmers, principally those located on 
Grenada, would be interested in improving their farms and would invest 
considerable amounts of money to make the necessary improvements required 
to increase their production. However, this assumption has proven
 
incorrect, and delayed the attainment of the program's original goal of
 
renovating one thousand areas of old cocoa and planting an additional one
thousand acres of new cocoa. At the present time, the main interest in 
inproving cocoa production appears tc be shared instead by the midsize and 
smaller producers. This factor is discussed in detail under Issue (A) (1)
Design Assumptions (a). 

3. Technical 	Assistance and Traini 

A third major factor causing slow initial progress of technology
adoption on Grenada was discussed under Issue (A) (1) Design Assumptions
(f), regarding the lack of involvement of the extension agents in working
with farmers to improve their production. The agents were previously
producers and distributors of cocoa plants under the CIDA-funded
propagation program, and some did not know how to grow using moderncocoa 
methods at the farm level, and some reportedly were afraid to reveal their 
limitations in this regard. On St. Lucia and Doninica, many of the 
extension agents had little previous experience in cocoa production. At 
Project start-up, there was considerable initial reluctance by these 
agents to take on an expanded new role in addition to their current 
responsibilities. 
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As the Project has progressed, the demonstration plots hav increased 
in number and have begun to show positive results. Also, is the agentsreceive more training in cocoa, attitudes have changed dramatically. The 
extension agents and the agencies they are working for have become
convinced of the merits of the program, and are beginning to take pride intheir new role in increasing numbers. Most have become strong advocates 
of the need to improve the cocoa in their area.
 

The level of farmer understanding of the modern methods of producing 
cocoa was very low at the beginning of this effort and continues to be so
today. In addition, farmers need technical assistance and oversight on a
regular basis on their farms. It has been shown throuh the demostratio 
plots planted on the three islands that-without intense support and
frequent visits by local technicians, the farmers too often do.not applythe methods and procedures correctly. At the present time, this is being
carried out through almost weekly visits to the collaborating

demnstration plot farmer fields.
 

There are several factors, however, beginning to motivate producers of
traditional cocoa, well others, aas as to take new look at this crop.

Part of this new interest appears to be due to the results of the

demonstration plots and the cost data that is accumulating. 
 No cost data 
existed for cocoa on any of the three Islands before this program. TheProject has done a remarkable job of establishing the costs of cocoa 
production in both renovation and new planting situations. This datasystem for the first time permits the national agents to tell farmers the 
exact cost and the labor needed to implement the improved practices. From a review of this data, the cost of renovating cocoa is apprcwimately the 
same for innuts as in other countries of the mainland region. Labor costs 
are, hoever, higher than in Central-America. 

Total cost of renovation is on the order of EC $1,000.00 to $1,500.00 
and the average cost for new plantings in the Caribbean is approximately
EC$2,000.00 to $2,300.00. The difference in these costs is generally
related to the amount of pre-cleaning of the fields of weeds and excessbush. Both are reasonable levels of input for cocoa on the islands. It
is not yet possible to estimate the returns on investment, since the

oldest plantings are less than three years from field planting orrenovation. Preliminary estimates made by the Project staff, assuming
production levels of 1,000 lbs. of cocoa per acre on a sustained basis,
indicate that cocoa is a good investment even with the present relatively
low prices for the crop. 

Also, many banana farmers, and the goverrments of the islands, are
becoming concerned with their future, since England joined the new 
European Economic Ccmmrdty. They see that they may lose their present
position in the English market and are being urged to diversify 
principally into cocoa and nutmeg. For some, the recent heavy loss of
their banana crop due to the blow-dcwn caused by Hugo, as well asfrequently damaging high wind situations, is provoking them to lcok atother crops that are less prone to damage from these natural disturbances. 
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Despite this increase in farmer motivation, there is a need for'the
 
goverrments and the project to consider another approach -to farmer 
training. Since it is difficult to enlist many large farmers to improve 
their farms, and increasing numbers of medium and smaller farm operators 
want assistance, a change in the target farmer, as well as the approach to
 
him, sees warranted. This training must be much more systematic, and 
reach much larger numbers of individuals, at lower cost per person
assisted, than at the present time. At present on Grenada there are only 
15 extension agents to serve over 5900 cocoa farmers. It is obvious that
 
through occasional meetings with farmers and considerable time spent 
attending to individual farmer requests for assistance, agents will never 
reach enough producers to have the impact *desiredby the local gover ht 
agencies, USAID and PADF. The cost of individual farmer support by
 
relatively highly paid extension agents is almost prohibitive.
 

Since the beginning of the Project, PADF has urged increased-use of
 
group farmer meetings. These are increasing in nuber, with more farmers 
attending. There is, however, no apparent emph*asis on the need for
 
participation to be continuous, systematic and orqnized by the group
 
being assisted.
 

In these programs, the agent meets with groups of farmers on a
 
monthly, scheduled basis. There are over twenty farmers in each group

(some groups have even decided to assess a fine for any member that fails
 
to attend). Since each extension agent must usually assist over two
 
hundred farmers per month, para-technicians are also employed. These are
 
participating farmer leaders, chosen by their group as outstanding and
 
respected people. They receive additional training on the crop and
 
personally visit each farmer every month to ensure that they understand 
the practices taught and are carrying them out properly. For this they 
are paid for about two weeks of work, and continue to work their own farms 
as well. In addition, they are using mass media (usually radio) to 
reinforce their messages to the farmers. 

I would encourage some of the extension leaders, USAID representatives 
and PADF technical staff members to visit these programs and consider some 
adaptation of them to their island situation and cocoa. Something must be 
done soon, since the interest in cocoa is growing rapidly and farmers .will
 
increasingly want help beyond what the existing extension staffs and
 
assistance systems are able to provide on a one-to-one basis. If the
 
extension services continue to operate in the present manner, they will
 
not be able to provide all of the farmer training required.
 

4. Credit
 

At the beginning of this program, credit was considered a limiting
factor in the adoption of the technologies that the PADF staff were 
promoting. A credit survey was made by Dr. Albert Greve in June 1987. 
Now that demand for funds to improve farm level cocoa is increasing,

credit is becming a significant limiting factor. Not only is the capital

available for lending limited, bat the terms of ocomercial credit are very 
high and the required collateral the farmer must provide is a major
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stumbling. block. On several occasions, in discussing this issue with both 
bank officials and extension agents, this was given as a major reason why 
more farmers are not using credit. Loans from commercial sources are 
running at about 12 percent per annum, which is too high for the
establishment or renovation of long-term crops. Also, many farmers do
have clear title to their land, and thus are not able to qualify for any

not 

type of credit now available. 

Within the last year, with the new emphasis ion cocoa, funds are 
becoming someat more readily available to meet some of the new demand on 
both St. Lucia and Grenada. On St. Lucia, the government has recently
announced a.new subsidy -program to. pay farmers up to fifty percent of the 
first three years of the cost to renovate 135 acres of old cocoa and plant
130 areas of new cocoa. For the first quarter of this initiative, some
EC$220,000.00 are being made available for these subsidies to growers.
They-are using the cost analysis data generated from the contract 
demonstration program as the basis for these payments. Unfortunately,

this will be too small to meet the demand that is expected by the PADF
 
team and their national counterparts.
 

In Grenada, the GCA, working through the Governmet's Development Bank
(operating as its agent), announced in 1988 the creation of a fund of san 
EC$900,O00 for the renovation of cocoa. 
These funds are available at six 
percent interest deferred for one year, and principal payments deferred 
for up to five years. Already, this fund is subscribed up to same 
EC$700,000.
 

Likewise, discussions with the AID bank officials in Dominica revealed 
that they saw no problem in making credit available to cocoa farmers and 
wre interested iW pursuing this possibility further with national 
authorities. They did see a problem, however, in deferring the interest
 
and the principal beyond one year, since it would affect their cash flow 
problem excessively. If these constraints are not addressed and resolved 
very soon, there will be a limitation on the availability of credit during

1990 on this island.
 

For the next year, it appears that there will be limited aimounts of 
capital available for lending or subsidizing farmers for cocoa planting

and/or renovation. As this program increases, certainly after 1990 as 
more farmers want to improve their cocoa plantings, something must be done
 
to augment the amount of capital available for this purpose. This is an
 
area that the USAID should being to analyze and determine the conditions
 
necessary to make cocoa practical for farmers. Otherwise, it will be a 
limiting factor for this Project's success in promoting cocoa production. 

If, as I surmise, credit will soon be a major limiting factor for 
cocoa improvent, the Agency should consider providing it through this 
program or another AID initiative on all three islands as early as the end 
of 1990. The problem of farmer collateral may also be an area where the 
USAID and other agencies could play a part. Possibly, the banks could be 
provided a guarantee for the loan if they would use crop liens. This 
guarantee fund could be divided between the national governments and the 
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USAID. In this situation, the farmers could be required to attend the.
 
monthly courses on production and apply the new techniques in their
 
fields. Non-participation would be grounds for stopping their loan.
 

5. Market Prices
 

Another deterrent to the expansion of cocoa during the past three 
years has been the high market prices for several other cro. Bananas
 
have inzroased at the farmer level from $0.195 per pound in 1984 to
 
$0.3201 per pound in 1988. 
Nutmeg has increased even more dramatically

than bananas. The price for nutmeg was $0.70 per pound dry in 1988; it is
 
currently $2.00 per pound. 
Nutmeg is aVery easy crop to produce and
requires almost no labor other than harvest once it comes into production

(usually after seve-, years).
 

With these prices for bananas and nutmeg, it is hard to convince 
farmers that they should plant cocoa given its currently li price,
despite the fact that farmers in other countries are takirg their 
plantings out of production and the price will consequently increase 
within a few years. Nevertheless, progress is being made and increasing
numbers of farmers are beginning to improve their plantings using the 
recommendations of the Project and local technicians. 

As mentioned earlier in this evaluation, the World's Finest Chocolate
 
Coinpany, in order to further stimulate flavor cocoa production on St.
 
Lucia and Dominica, is offering a prenium for their production if it is
 
delivered in ten ton lots. While the current cocoa price in New York is
 
about $0.82 to $0.85 per pound, World's Finest has offered to pay US$1.20
 
per pound for a five year period in order to promote production on these
 
islands. This is a pxsitive stimulus for increasing production not
 
equaled elsewhere, and it is encouraging many farmers to adopt the new
 
practices.
 

6. Labor
 

Another factor accounting for the slow adoption rate of the new
 
practices, especially among the larger farmers, is the high rate of part
time or absentee ownership of farms, as well as the cost, productivity and
 
availability of labor. In the GCA registration study made recently in
 
Grenada, it was found that 42 percent of all cocoa farm owners are only

part-time producers. The percentage for the larger fanas is even higher.

In these situations, it is even more difficult to make progress. 
One must 
not only find and convince the owner, but must change the thinking of the 
farm manager as well. 

7. Availability of Planting Material
 

With the increased demand for cocoa plants on St. Lucia and Dominica,
the present capacity of the goverment facilities to supply improved
planting material may become a major obstacle to the expansion of cocoa 
this year and in future years. Present demand for plants to fill out 
misses in old fields and for new plantings this year far exceeds the
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capacity of these facilities. The USAID should review this situatjon withPADF technicians and CIDA to find a solution to this problem. 

8. Maketing 

On Dominica, 	 a farmer infor-ned me that he had sow 300 lbs. of drycocoa which he could sell. It seems that the only real marketing agent,Mr. Rolle, only accepts wet cocoa and ferments it himself. He does not'purchase dry 	cocoa, since it might not be 	properly processed and wouildaffect his reputation as a processor. Since he will not handle dryfermented cocoa 	 itfrom others, will be necessary for the Projecttechnicians to assist the local cocoa age~iy 	 in fc ztmiting a system forthe sale of cocoa throughout the island. It onlytakes e or two farmers
talking to others about their inability to sell their cocoa to depress

interest in this crop.
 

Conclusion 

Overall, the 	Project ha:; had its difficulties in getting farmers to
adopt the new production practices recoomended. However, the results

being obtained in the demonstration plots, intensive
the training program
that is being carried out, the effect of Hurricane 	Hugo, and the
aditional push that the goverrrents and the cocoa institutions are makingon the three 	islands, are all having a very positive effect. More andmore farmers 	are beginning to search out their local cocoa agents and arefollowing their recommerxations. I find this fact to be the strength ofthe present program, one that foretells a good future for the USAID

investment in on
cocoa these islands. 

D. 	 ISSUE: Miat is the role, goal and effectiveness of the GCA,
the CRP ard the Project in Grenada as it relates to 
the pur-cose and needs of the network? 

1. GCA/CRP Mercer 

In July of this year, the CRP and the GCA were merged into one agency(named the Grenada Cocoa Association) and the staffs of the two formeragencies are 	now working as a single unit. The manager of the GCA, Mr.Leon Charles, is the overall head of the total program, and the formerhead of the CRP, Mr. Fitzroy James, is Director of the TechnicalDivision. The latter's responsibilities now include his previous CRPresponsibilities, the pest control program, and all maintenance andtechnical activities. The goal of GCA/CRP efforts focus on improving theproduction of cocoa per acre and enhancing the quality of the islands' cocoa, which 	matches the overall goal of the PADF/AID Project. Therefore,
there is no conflict in the goals, training program or the manner in which

these two entities are working. 

Discussions with the General Manager and the Director of the TechnicalDivision reveal that they are very appreciative of the assista ce thatthey are receiving fram the Project technicians zd want more of it. Theyrecognize that the time taken to formulate new network has causedthe 	 somedelay in fully utilizing the benefits of the Project. They were very 
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concerned that the present program is to cntinue for only another two 
years, and felt-that it should be extended. They expressly asked me to 
inform the USAID of this fact. They were very impressed with both the 
training program and the data collection system being implemented by the 
Project. For the first time, they were getting reliable data on the 
production costs and labor requirenents of cocoa. They felt that these 
factors will be of great assistance to them in formulating their next five 
.year program to modernize and expand cocoa production on the island. 

I did not feel that the new GCA has, as yet, been able to articulate a 
clear strategy for the expansion and improvement of cocoa production on
 
the island, nor for how.they will meet the technical assistance needs of 
large numbers of farmers. They are, however, fully cognizant of the need 
for this and their responsibility in t'is area. They recognize that they
will have to use a system to reach a mi.:h larger segment of the 5,800+ 
cocoa farmers in Grenada with their small staff of technicians (15).
Altirmgh they have not at this time finalized a strategy to carry this 
out, it must be remembered that they have been in their new positions for 
only a few months.
 

There is a need to deveiop a specific strategy for a sound technical 
transfer program and an effective way to carry it out. This Project and 
its staff can be a catalyst to assist in this process if they so desire. 

2. Research Camoonent 

Regarding the research compnent of the Project, it was anticipated at 
the outset that the program would be able to use land at the Ashendon 
Station for research studies. After discussion with the national staff 
and visits to the station, it became clear that the land available ws
 
insufficient and broken into too many small plots to be practical to carry 
out the clonal and hybrid experiments projected. 

As a result, another parcel of land (21 acres) was obtained at Lodbur, 
Mirabau. Meetings were held with Drs. Enriquez (CATIE) and Kennedy
(UWI/CRU) to develop the design and content of the trials to go into this 
station. The clone/hybrid trial alone was finally designed by these 
specialists as a completely randomized block design covering fifteen 
acres. 

I seriously question the practicality of this design and the ability
of the local technicians to carry it out. It will require data collection 
for growth characteristics, pest tolerance production, and quality
sampling n over 6,700 individual trees. At this time, it does not appear
that the GCA has the number or type of people on their staff to
 
successfully carry out this work. I recommend inviting a good
statistician experienced in this type of research to determine if this
 
trial could be divided into several smaller trials so that the collection 
of data could be carried out initially on one or two of these smaller 
plots. As additional personnel are added to the staff, other plots could 
be tested or converted into fertilizer or pest control trials. 
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I did not find any research being carried out on the Qther islands-.
Their cocoa industry is small and their technical staffs also limited both
in number and their capacity to carry out real research. At this time, itis best that they use the results of work done in other countries.
 
Possibly, as their plantings increase 
and speciad problems, unique to
their environment, are identified, they will find it necessary to
undertake original studies. that time, theyAt can call on the research. 
capacity of the UWI/CRU or other scientists to assist them.
 

3. Relationship with CIDA 
The CIDA inv ment in cocoa and in s research has been very heavy 

over the past eight years. Under an agreement dated August 1981, CIDA and 
the Government c. Grenada initiated a cocoa rehabilitation program at a
 
total cost of CDN $8.8 million over a five year period. Their objective
Was to increase the production of cocoa through a program of assistance to 
farmers, to accelerate the planting of new improved clonal trees to 
replace the old trees, and to expand the use of fertilizers and improve
pest control. 
CIDA paid for most of the foreign exchange costs needed for
 
vehicles, fertilizers, pest control chemicals and technical assistance. 

major component of this program ws the construction and use of an 

A 

expanded propagation capacity on the island, to permit increased 
distribution of improved plants fram scme 250,000 to over 500,000 plants
after the third year. The goal %s to increase the area planted to cocoa 
to same 10,000 acres after five years. CIDA created a Fertilizer 
Counterpart Fund to pay for some of the local costs of the staff for the
 
propagation unit and in the extension service. 
A training program was
 
started for the propagation of nursery stock and the actual propagation of

the clonal material. Several acres of mother trees were planted to supply

the propagation stock required.
 

At the beginning, a management board was created with members drawn 
from both the public and private sectors. The program used the existing
land and facilities of the Ministry of Agriculture. The major focus was 
on the propagation and distribution of improved plant material. More
 
recently, this board function has been passed on to the GCA.
 

The actutal diotribution of the new clonally propagated plants was the
 
responsibility of the extension service. 
Their agents wre required to

enforce the rules and regulations of the program for farmers who wanted to

obtain plants for new plantings. Little attention was given to assisting

farmers in the husbor-Ory of cocoa. Each extension agent was to visit
 
three farmers per day to inspect their preparation for the new plants, or
 
inspect the new planting. They recommended planting the new cocoa at a
 
distance of 13' X 13'. 
 Today, this distarne is considered too wide for
 
high production.
 

The agents had little time for assisting farmers in the management and
 
improvement of their old cocoa. 
Nor, in the beginning, were they

interested in filling out misses in older plantings
 

The young plantings suffered very high losses, reported to be over 40
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percent, for several reasons. In many plots, the lack of adequate shade 
over the young plants caused heavy loss. Black Pad disease, losses due to 
termites and beetles as well as poor instruction of farmers in the 
management of their new plantings, appear to be the main factors. Tbe 
loss of improved asexually propagated plants in the field resulted in 
replanting or the farmer abandoning the new planting altogether. Many
unsuccessful plantings were converted into another crop. 

Over time, farmers gradually reduced the acreage that they were 
planting and replanting to cocoa. In 1982 the distributed plants going
for new plantings were 22 percent of the total plants distributed. By 
.1988, this had decreased to 9 percent, In 1982, for replanting in old 
plantations., some 44 percent of the total plants. distributed for thiswere 
use. In 1988, this had decreased to some 21 percent. At the same time,
plants used to replace the lost trees increased from 34 pe-cent in 1982 to 
70 percent in 1988.
 

I was informed by the technical people of the GCA that the cost of an 
asexually propagated plant was some EC $2.00 - 3.00 per plant, but they 
are charging the farmer only EC $0.25 per plant. The difference is being
paid for as operating costs by the GCA and the local government. The 
result of this program is that it is not living up to its expectations, 
and a revised effort should be made by CIDA. 

All of the plants needed for the contract demonstration plots have 
been freely provided by the GCA propagation unit. 

In research, the CIDA, working with the UWI Research Unit and the 
local staff of the GCA, have prepared a research program which on paper is 
very ambitious and quite complete. It covers testing of clones-and 
hybrids, conservation of the Grenadian germ plasn, testing the newer CRU 
and ICS clones, introduction of new crosses as well as making new crosses 
in Grenada, evaluating the flavor characteristics of the existing clones,
conducting fertilizer trials (no detail is given if this will cover the 
minor elements), rootstock studies, various studies of diseases and pests, 
cost studies of grafting seedlings, etc. Most of these studies are 
expected to be carried out for a minimum of five years and many are 
scheduled for a ten year research life. 

The problem with this research plan is the fact that there is only one 
person in the GCA, the Research Chief (B.Sc. degree), responsible for this
 
work. I was informed that they have two additional people at the I
 
securing their degrees in agriculture, but was not assured that they had
 
the funds to employ these people when they graduate. Thus far, the
 
Research Chief, largely due to his present workload, has not been able to
 
give the appropriate attention to the Mirabou research plot. This has
 
resulted in slow provision of basic data on the plants growing there.
 
Also, I do not see how they can expand their research program as indicated
 
in the CIDA proposal without additional staff. 

The USAID and PADF should meet with the CIDA representative in 
Barbados to see how their new research program will be carried out and how 
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they can integrate the work at the Mirml-u Station with the CIDA plan. 

Conclusicn 

Overall, I found no conflict in the goals and objectives of the GCA
research, extension and training program and the PADF cocoa programs.

Indeed, the GCA manager and the technical division chief thought that
 
these two efforts were fully complementary, as well as with the CIDA
 
program, and were fully supportive of -their national program in 
 cocoa. 

E. 	 ISSUE: To what degree have the 5 strategies outlined
 
in the Project Description of the. Cooperative

Agreement been employed and what is their
 
ef fectiveness? 

The original 	design of this Project called for the contractor to carry
out five different strategies to maximize effectiveness and mostefficiently use the small budget cost-effectively. These strategies and 
their actions are as follows:
 

1) Early outreach to small nmbers of large producers 

As has been noted previously, the Project technicians tried to

interest many of the larger farmers, principally on Grenada, to modernize
 
plantings which had been 
all but abandoned for many years. Both group
meetings and 	individual visits were used over an eighteen month period to 
try to stimulate them to participate in this program. Not only did these
farmers not want to participate in the improveent of their farms using
their own resources, but most of them even to use adid not 	 want portion
of their farms for contract demonstration plots (only six large farmers
have demonstration plots today). Many of these large farmers were more
interested in selling their farms than developing them intensively. 

This strategy was apparently not viable from the beginning. Although
it appeared to be reasonable to the program designers, they did not 
actually survey these farmers to determine their real interest in and

willingness to modernize 	 Thetheir farms. result has been that the 
Project's technicians spent a large amount of time trying to convince 
these large farmers to participate, but to no avail. 

2) Establish a limited number of highly visible farm level 
demonstration plots 

The Project staff began to promote the demonstration plots soon after
they arrived 	at post. At first, there ws resistance from the extension 
personnel to 	this idea. The agents saw this as an extra chore for which 
they were not receiving additional salary. During the first two years,
d'e to perseverance and the training courses, the Project technicians were
gradually able to interest these local extension agents in participating
in a useful and a valuable nmns of in-the-field training of farmers. In
the last year, the extension agents' attitude changed drastically. The 
demonstration plots are now seen as the main training tool of the 
extension service and they are proud of their work with them. 
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The following table shows their progress in this area: 

ANNUAL CONTRACT DEMONSTRATION PLOT PROGRvSS 
(Acres Planted)
 

COUNTRY 
 Y__._R 
1966 1987 1988 1989 Total 

Grenada 5.0 8.8 17.7 29.3 60.8 
St. Lucia 
Dominica 

-
-

7.0 
-

14.0 
21.0 

38.5 
21.0 

59.5 
42.0 

5.0 15.8 7 88.8 162.3 

This set of denonstration plots is now the backbone of the program.
The PADF staff has developed an excellent systen of data collection on
each plot and field practice carried out on each farm. For the first 
time, each country has actual cost data for both renovated and new
plantings. This data is being maintained by the agents for the plots theysupervise. At the national level, the senior cocoa officer has a comlete 
set of data for all of the plots that are on his island, and data for all
 
three islands is computerized at the Project headquarters on Grenada.-

As a result of these demonstration plots, the extension staff is now
able to show farmers how to make real changes in their plantings, as well 
as the cost of each change. 
When these plots come into full production,

they will also be able to show the results of these investments from both 
a cost and profit standpoint.
 

The plots are being actively used as the basis for training farmers in 
all of the practices needed to improve cocoa on the three islands.

Training courses are carried out almost every month on these plots. The 
agents are now able to show the farmer that the practices work not only in
 
an experimental situation, but under the conditions that the farmers face 
in their own fields. 

The Project staff has done an excellent job in carrying out this
strategy. At the end of this year, they will have almost all of the
planned demmstration plots in the ground and operational. I do not thinkthat additional plots will be needed after that, unless St. Vincent is
added to this program. 

3) Traininq the staffs of the counterpart oranizations involved 
in transferring modern cocoa technologv. 

Fran the beginning of this program, the PADF technical staff h
concentrated on the training of the national technicians. At first .-sepeople, especially the extension agents, were not really involved in
assisting farners in the improveent of their cocca farms. They were 
almost completely dedicated to the production of cocoa plants and their 
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distribution to producers under the CIDA cocoa- initiative It w evident 
that considerablie attention must be given to changing the orientation of
 
these agents if they were to assume a new role.
 

The Project technicians carried out a wide range of courses on the
 
d onstration plots, including field planting, pruning, weed control,

shade and windbreak management, disease control, cocoa nutrition and
 
harvesting 	 Throughout thethe crop. _ all of local instruction sessions, 
the demonstration plots were used to provide on-the-spot field training in 
how to apply fertilizers, spray the plants, renovate old plantings, 
establish new shade, reform old shade, etc. 

The following table shows the number of.. training courses that have
 
been held on Grenada alone, as well as the target grouX:
 

TRAINING COURSES ON GRENADA 
1986 TO 1989
 

YEAR 	 FIELD PARTICIPATION TRAINEE/ TOTAL COURSE 
LECThURE FARMER EXT. AGTS. DAYS DAYS 

1986 	 6 field XX XX 
 491 18 days

3 lecture 	 XX 60 10 days 

1987 	 9 field 
 XX XX 171 53 days

4 F/L XX 
 XX 	 611 82 days

7 lecture 	 XX 
 113 14 days
 

1988 	 3 field XX XX 113 9 days

1 F/L XX XX 
 414 18 days
2 lecture XX XX 274 	 4 days 

1989 	 3 field XX 
 )0C 916 44 days
 
5 F/L XX XX 
 104 	 8 days

8 lecture XX XX 
 282 44 days
 

Total number of person days for all courses in this category 

The Project technicians have done an excellent job of training their 
counterpa,-ts and providing them with the experience needed to assist 
farmers, particularly on St. Lucia and Dominica. Many have developed the 
confidence to go to the field and effectively teach the farmers new 
methods and inform them of the real costs and benefits that they should 
expect.
 

In addition, a number of national technicians went to the Hurningbird
Farm in Belize to see what they were doing and how their results could be 
applied to the Caribbean. This training mission was basically to open the 
minds of the local staff to new ideas about cocoa and gain additional 
perspectives an the improvement of their national industry. 
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4) 	Shift from reliance on vegetative preracated material
 
to lower cost hybrid seed productioni
 

At the start of this Project, the PADF technicians imported the best 
hybrid lines fram CATIE and other centers of excellence for use in 
carrying out this strategy. Some 60,000 seedling hybrid plants have been 
grown and planted on both the Mirabou Station and on selected private 
farms. 

In-depth discussions with the best geneticists in this hemisphere have 
caused the team to move very cautiously in the. br od use of this 
material. It has been the advice of the CATIE, UWI/CRU, and CEPLAC 
geneticists that this material has not been adequately tested for. its 
quality. Since the cocoa of the islands is classified as among the 
highest flavor cocoas of the world, they cautioned not to expand the use 
of hybrids until thoroughly proven to have the same high qualities 
inherent in the existing cocoa produced throughout the islands. 

While this material is growing, the technicians have had the 
assistance of Dr. Bartley of CEPLAC in Brazil to identify outstanding 
plants of clonal origin with proven quality and high yield. They are now 
in the process of teaching local technicians to hand pollinate and produce 
seed from this material. As greater amounts of seed from these selections 
become available, they will be used in the program. 

I believe that the Project staff has been exceedingly responsible on 
this subject, and is taking the best tack possible. Quality is the basis 
of the islands' comparative advantage, and it is not in the interest of 
the 	Project or the USAID to adversely affect this in any way. 

5) 	 Encourage exnanded private sector involvenent in the processing
 
and marketing of cocoa on the three islands
 

All marketing of cocoa on the three islands is done by the private 
sector or the semiprivate associations that work in cocoa. The producers 
on all three islands are receiving a higher percentage of the market price 
than their counterparts in any Latin American country that I know. The 
special price that is being offered by the World's Finest Chocolate 
Cmpany of Chicago to producers in St. Lucia and Domirica is about 50 
percent higher than the world market price. Likewise, in Grenada the GCA 
is receiving EC$320.00 per ton above the world market price for the cocoa 
they sell to Europe. The Project technicians are currently giving courses 
to both extension agents and interested farmers on the proper fermentation 
and drying of cocoa to enhance its quality, and further courses are 
planned for this year.
 

There is a problem on Dominica with the marketing of cocoa that 
warrants special attention. As noted previously, the principal processor 
on this island will only purchase cocoa before it is processed so that he 
can ferment it himself. This is an unsatisfactory system, since growers 
cannot deliver fresh beans to him due to the distances they must transport 
their crop to his processing plant. I discussed this problem with the 
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Daninican cocoa authorities and they will be consulting with the PADF
outreach technician to find a solution to this problem. 

On St. Lucia and Dcminica, the Project technicians-a-e making every
effort to assist farmers process their crop properly and are training themin the best procedures to carry out this process. On the marketing side,

the CIDA has been providing assistance to the GCA and is expected to
 
continue in this role.
 

F. ISSUE: Has the nr-.atp sector been involved in all aspects of 
the oroqrm and are joint ventures beir promoted that 
use the advanced production technologies that are .beirm 
recommended by the Project? 

I. Private Sector Involvenent 

The private sector is at the heart of this program and is the

motivating force on each island. The Grenada Cocoa Association is a

semiprivate agency with six of the nine cocoa producing Board members

caning fron the private sector. Likewise, the National Development

Foundation on Doninica is a private organization run by its farmer

members. The St. Lucia Agriculturalists' Association is entirely private

and represents the interests of its members. 
 This association sells
chemicals and materials for construction to its members at lor prices
than are available in the commercial sector. These three entities are the
 
counterpart agencies working with the project. In addition, all of the
demonstration plots are also being carried out on private farmers. 

Overall, I think that the program is fully committed to private sector
involvement in this Project and will continue to stress this focus in the
 
future.
 

2. Joint Ventures 

As previously noted, the Project technicians have taken a very active
role in trying to persuade large farmers to enter joint ventures to 
increase their capital, improve and expandtheir farms, their processing
operations. Only five farms have shown any interest in this proposition,
and these wre brought to the attention of the HIAMP staff. HIAMP haspursued these leads, but to date no agreements have been completed for 
various reasons. At the time that negotiations were in full progress, one
farmer went to England to sell his farm, without the knowledge of the
HIAMP staff and the investor. Another farmer was about to complete
negotiations, but it was discovered that he did not have full, clear
ownership of the property in question. Another effort ws terminated whenit was found that the "US partner wanted to put very little money into the 
transaction". 

In spite of these setbacks, the Project team continues to try to find
interested parties for joint ventures. Howver, the prospect for this 
type of operation does not look favorable to either the team or to HIAM- . 
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G.- ISSUE: -hiat has been the effect of the contract denonstrations? 

The contract demonstration plots on all three islands the backboneare 

of this program. They have been a valuable tool in teaching both the
 
extension agents and farmers how to carry out the different practices

promoted by the Project under a 
wide range of plant and farm situations.
 

Since they cover a wide range of different production situations,
including both the renovation of old, poor yielding cocoa as well as the
 
planting of new fields, both the producers and the extension agents are
 
learning new se.s of reccmnndations that will fill ot production
-. 'nditibns throhout the islands. These demonstrations have clearly 
!.. Mfarmers that results can be dramatic on their own farms, not just on

z.-i expererirnt station where the farmer perceived the situation to be 
different from his own. 

In addition, since the local extension agent is responsible for
 
following through with the farmers in carrying out these recommendations,
 
the demonstrations have given the agents a new perspective on their role
 
in assisting the producers, as well as greatly strengthening the agents'
confidence in working with farmers.
 

The Project cost data collection system for the first time has
 
provided the local counterpart agencies (GCA, SLAA, NDF) with good data on
 
the costs of both material and labor requirements for each of the
 
different recommiendations, used to show potential producers both the costs
 
and the benefits of improving their cocoa. Likewise, the governments of
 
St. Lucia and Grenada have used this information as the basis of new
 
promotion programs to assist additional farmers to diversify into cocoa.
 

Overall, the demonstration plot program has been a very valuable 
system and an excellent investment of money and time. It has already
changed the thinking of both the farmer and the cocoa support agencies
about what can be accoxplished. I think that the approximately 200 acres 
of contract demonstration plots are all that are needed in this area, arkd 
I would not recommend that further plots be initiated beyond those alreaU" 
in the ground and those that are beginning this season.
 

6. CONCLUSIONS
 

Although PADF technical staff arrived at post on time and began to 
carry out their mandate in a thoroughly professional manner, progress was 
initially hampered by setbacks caused by flaws in the Project design,

including delays in securing agreements with the local governments, and in
 
getting large farmers to invest in modern cocoa production, or even to
 
participate in the contract demonstration plot program on their farms. In 
the case of St. Lucia, the unfortunate selection of an uncooperative cocoa
 
officer caused probles for the SLAA and the Project; until this person
 
was removed in June 1988, there was little action in installing the

demonstration plots on that island. 
Since then, there has been a dramatic
 
change in the work and cooperation of the SLAA, its technical staff and
 
that of the Ministry of Agriculture.
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In the last eighteen months a number of impressive changes have taken 
place as a result of this Project and the work of its dedicated staff 
both local and from PADF. The governmnt of St. Lucia has just begun a
three year program to renovate 265 acres of cocoa using the methods
promoted by the Project and the demonstration plot cost data. Some
EC$220,000.00 in grant funds have been made available for the first
 
quarter of the program, to finance one-half of the cost of renovating up

to ten acres per farm. Likewise, in Grenada there is row available

EC900,000.00 in grant funds, as a fifty percent subsidy 
for the planting
of new cocoa using procedur:s generated by the Project. 

In addition, there are several external factors that are changing the
 
outlook of many farmers on St. Lucia, Dcunnica and Grenada hidch are
 
favorable to the future of this program. The recent damage to the banana
 
crop caused by Hurricane Hugo this year is causing both the farmers and

the government 
 to look at other crops not subject to these disasters.
 
Also, since England is becoming a partner in the E.E.C., many are
 
concerned about their 
future in selling bananas to that country and are 
beginning to look at cocoa much more closely than before as a
 
diversifi :.tion crop.
 

All of these factors, in addition to the impressive work that the PAWF 
team has accomplished in training local technicians and farmers, the 
demonstration plots and management of this program, promise a good future 
for this Project. I am impressed with the rapport the PADF staff has with
its counterparts in all of the participating countries. I never have had 
so many people at all levels tell me of their admiration and respect for

the personal relationships and technical cowetence of these techicians,
compared to those of any other Project that I have evaluated to date. 

I strongly believe that this Project is a sound investment on the 
islands and will continue to show increasing progress over the next
several years. However, the initial life of project established for this
effort is entirely too short to realize the full benefits of a crop such 
as cocoa. At least ten years is necessary for long-term crops and
livestock projects. I wish to emp~hatically reccmmend that the USAID
seriously consider extending this program for an additional five years, to
fully reap the benefits of its investment and the excellent work that has 
been done. 

7. PRINCIPAL RECC4.ENDATIONS 

A. FOR USAID: 

1) 1 encourage the USAID to carry out a dialogue as soon as
possible with the Government of Grenada to encourage it to sell or
otherwise divest itself of the large farms that are still being held. 

2) The USAI= and the PADF team should meet with CIDA in Barbados,
to better coordinate the assistance efforts of these organizations, sincethey can be made even more mutually supportive of the cocoa industry on
all of the three islands. 
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3) Since one factor reportedly holding up the use of the new 
t.echrlogies being promoted by the Project is the availability of credit,
and the conditions under which it is available (especially farmers' lack 
of a clear title to their land), I recommend that the USAID consider the 
formation of a loan fund appropriate for long-term crops, to permit more 
farmers to modernize their cocoa production. This might also include a 
guarantee fund the permit the tobanks 

crop liens.
 

to cover title issue and accept 

4) The Project should be extended for an additional five years to 
benefit from the investment already made and the mcmentum that has been
 
generated to date.
 

B. FOR PADF: 

1) Since it has not been possible to interest large numbers of

the maj-r coc.a producers in improving their farms, another strategy is
 
needed to meet the goals of the program. It appears that the future will
 
lie with the medium size and upper small size farmers (from 3 to 30 
acres), Since the number of these farmers is large, and the number of 
agents to assist them is relatively &-all, I suggest that the principal

leaders of the three national programs with personnel from the PADF and
USAID visit the Guatemalan Coffee program to see their work with large
numbers of farmers, and its possible role in developing a new outreach 
strategy for this program. 

2) Seed gardens of about four acres in size are badly needed in

St. Lucia and Dominica. Land for them should be secured as soon 
as
possible, and they should be planted with the best clones and hybrids as asource of propagation material for t future. 

3) Yield tests should be made of the hand pollinated seed from 
the clones that have been selected by Dr. Bartley and Dr. Lopez. 

4) As feasible, there should be further tests made of the use of 
weed hogs and other similar machines to see to what extent they can be
used on ommercial cocoa farms instead of chemical weed killers. 

5) The newer Moilia Pod Rot, Black Pod, Ceratosistis and Witches
Broom resistant material from CATIE should be introduced and placed in the 
research station for testing. If not already present on the islands,
these diseases will appear at time the future. This newsone in material
will give the islands sane assurance of having good lines ready when that 
time canes.
 

6) The problem of the availability of planting material on both
St. Lucia and Dominica must be solved as. soon as feasible, since it can 
cause many farmers to delay improving their plantings using the 
recomm ndations of this Project. 

7) The marketing problem of farmer-processed cocoa noted m 
Dominica must be solved immediately. If not, it will be detrimental to 
the entire thrust of this program. 
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8) ..Good signs must be placed.near the, road by all demonstration 
plots- to advertise their -presence to the pubi1c, indicating the source of 
funding as well. 
 These signs should also provide the essential
 
information on when the plot was started, the ovner of the farm, and 
whether the plot is a renovation of old cocoa or a new planting. 

8. LESSONS LUARNED
 

Project Descln Imolications 

The designers of this Project assued several 'things that have had, a 
detrimental effect on its progress during the first two-years. They
assumed that large farmers would like to modernize their production and 
would invest in this effort; that there would not be a downriurn in the 
market price of cocoa during the-period of this program; and that the 
extension services on all of the three islands were assisting farmers in 
the improvement of their farm management and production of both new and 
old cocoa. None of these assumptions proved correct. 

In future projects, greater care should be taken to survey the 
potential recipients of technical assistance to assure that the target
audience is receptive and that the world production will in fact be stable 
and attractive to new producers. 

The success of this Project to date is due to the efforts of the PADF 
team in overcoming the design flaws. It is now beginning to show 
significant results and should be amended as soon as possible to maintain 
the positive momentum. 



ANNEX A
 

SCOPE OF WORK
 
MID-TERM EVALUATION;
 

Proiect: EAST CARIB3EANJ COCOA PROJECT
 

Cocnrciva Acreemn No.: 538-0140-G-00-6061-00
 

LOP Dates: August 31, 1986 - July 31, 1991.
 

LOP Fundina: AID $2,973,000
 

I. Ev;aluation Purrcse and Obiectivs
 

According to the program description, a mid-term evaluation will be
 
conducted in Year Three by a cocoa expert not a staff member of the
 
Grantee organization. He should have exerience in cocoa producticn
 
and crocessing, and be familiar with agricultural extension
 
programs. The mid-term evaluator will consult with all interested
 
parties. He will be encouraged to invite short, specialized studies
 
of scecific asuects of the cocoa production and marketing cycle b
locally-based specialists.
 

II. Project Purpose
 

The purpose of the grant is to increase the annual export revenues
 
from sales of cocoa from the Windward Islands using intensified
 
management practices.
 

III. Ev.a.luation of Project Purncses
 

The success of the project will be evaluated in terms of project
 
accomolishments as measured against project objectives as stated in 
Secticn I. Purpose of the Grant of the Program Descriotion 
(Attachm.ent 2) of the Cooperative Agreement. 

The evaluaticn will consider revised targets and factors identified
 
...duri the course of implementation beyond the control of project
 

managers, having an effect on the project's purpose and goals. These
 
considerations include a 50 percent drop in the world price of cocca,
 
the lengthy reorganization and merger of the Cocoa Rehabilitaticn
 
Project (CRP) with the Cocoa Growers Association (CGA), conf2ict-in 
demands cn the extension personnel of the CRP, and the relative 
inaccessability of grower credit despite high bank liquidity. 

Given that St. Vincent declined to -articipata in the projec-. the
 
evaluator will not travel to St. Vincent. Howvever, the evalua:zin
 
report will include a brief assessment of what occurred on this
 
island.
 



IV. Zvaluation Team Composition and Resconsib!!itias 

One e:ternal consultant, a cocoa e::pert not a staff member of the
 
Grantee, will be selected to conduct the mid-term evaluation. h
 
consultant should possess the follcwing background:
 

1. 	Experience in cocoa production and processing.
 

2. 	Familiarity with agricultural e:ctension programs.
 

3. 	 Knowledge of cocoa .mar.::ting mechanisms and maritets, both
 
national and :nternational..
 

4. Understanding of factors influencing small farmer investment 4n 
cccoa vs. competing investments. 

V. 	Evaluation Isnues
 

1. Based on production figures for the first two years, it is 
unlikely that cocoa production will incroase by 30 percent as a 
result of programmed project interventions. The evaluator will 
examine this considering the original project design, original
assumptions, project management by PADF, USAID and each host 
country, and factors external to management control. 

2. 	The cocoa technologies promoted in the field by the project will
 
be reviewed to determine their effectiveness in increasing

production. This review will include hybrid vs. vegetative
 
propagation, plant population, infrastructure such as shading and
 
windbreaks, and inputs.
 

3. 	The evaluator will review the internal and external factors
 
affecting farmer adoption of the promoted technologies. This
 
review will consider, at a minimum, availability of credit, level
 
of farmer training required, level of farmer directed supervision
 
recuired, initial investment costs, ongoing costs, and economic
 
risk resulting from the new technolcgies. External factors such
 
as more lucrative crop options and international prices will also
 
be considered. These factors will be discussed in relation to
 
large farmers and small farmers.
 

4. A review will be made of the cocoa research, extens--i, technica:
 
assistance and marketing network in Grenada, consisting of the
 
CGA, CRP, and the Project. The evaluator will consider the
 
purpose and goals of this network and the Project's role, and
 
discuss the appropriateness and effectiveness of this role in
 
relation to the network's purpose and needs. Scecial
 
consideration should made CIDA investments in networkbe of the 
in Grenada. A similar assessment will be made of the e::tent 0. 
networks in the other countries' cartici=ation in the project. 

5. 	The evaluator will assess the degree to which the 5 strategies
 



outlined in the Program Description of the Cooperative Agreemenz
 
hava been-employed and evaluate their collective effectiveness.
 

6. The prcmotion of private sector involvement in all aspects cf th
cc:ca industry and investors for joint ventures to use ac. ...
 
cccoa production technolocy will be carefully reviewed in :ic-.t 
of t.e cverall HIA:,!? Project design and implementation. 

7. The effect of the contract demonstrations will be carefully
 
assessed.
 

VI. Methods and Procedures
 

Primary data sources L include interviews with project
bensficiaries, host ccntry government officials, USAID Mission
 
staff, PADF field staff, Hershey Foods Corporation advisors, CCA and
 
CR? personnel, CIDA staff, and PADF home office staff. Secondary
 
data sources will include project records and data, including

original OPG Program Dascription and AID/PADF Cooperative Agreement,
 
and project files (narrative procress reports, monthly financial
 
reports, home office trip reports, farmer records, etc.).
 

The Cooperative Agreement program description will serve as legally

binding description of targeted accomplishments under the project.
 

VII. Rezorting Reauirements
 

The final evaluation report will include:
 
(a) Executive Summary which will have the following format:
 
The summary should not exceed three pages. Avoid unnecessarily

ccmplicated explanations of the activity or activities evaluated
 
or of the evaluation methodology. Get all the critical facts and
 
findings into the summary since a large proportion of readers
 
wi~l go no further. Cover the following elements, in the order
 
given:
 

1. Purpose of the activity or activities evaluated. What
 
constraints or opportunities does the grant activity
 
address? What is it trying to do about the constraints?
 
Specify the problem, then specify the solution and its
 
relationship, if any, to overall Mission strategy. State
 
the purpose and goal of the Project.
 
2. Purpose of the evaluation and methodolcav used. Why was
 
the evaluation undertaken? Briefly describe the sources and
 
evidence used to assess effectiveness and impact.
 
3. Findinas and conclusions. Discuss major findings and
 
interpretations related to the questions in the Scope of
 
Work. Note any major assumptions about the activity tha:
 
proved invalid, includ
4.ing policy-related factors.
 
4. Princiral recommendations. Cite the principal
 
recommendations for the Project. Specify the pertinent
 
conclusions for AID in design and management of the
 
activity, and for approval/disapproval and fundamental
 
changes in any follow-on activities.
 



5. Lessons Learned. 
 This is an opportunity to give AID
 
colleagues advice abort planning and implementation

strategies (i.e., 
how 	to tackle a simi 
ar developr.ent

problem, key design factors, 
factors pertinent to management

and 	to evaluation itself. 
 There may be no 
clear lessons.
 
Don't stretch the findings by presenting vague

generalizations in an 
effort to 
suggest broadly applicable

lessons. 
 If items 3-4 above are succinctly coveed, the

reader 
can 	derive Dertinent lessons. 
 On the other hand,
don't hold back clear lessons even when these may seem trite
 
or naive. Address:
 

-
Project Desicn Imnlications. Findings/ccnclusions

about this activity that bear on 
the 	design or
 management of othei 
similar activities and their
 
assumptions.
 
-
 Broad action implications. Elements which suggest


action beyond the activity evaluated, and which need to
be considered in designing similar activities in other
 
contexts 
(e.g., policy requirements, factors in the
country that were 
particularly constraining or
 
supportive).
 

(b) Table of Contents
 

(c) 	Bcdv of 
the Renort (detail required to support the
 
conclusions and recommendations.)
 

(d) Anpendices, including the evaluation Scope of Work, list of
documents consulted, individuals and agencies contacted,

discussion of methodology-or technical 
topics if necessary, and
copies of any questionnaires used for the evaluation process.
 

VIII. Evaluation Steos/Timetable
 

1. 
Review of Project files, interviews with PADF Home Office Staff,

telephone interviews with Hershey Foods advisors 
(3 days)
 
2. 	Travel
 

-travel to St. Lucia 
to conduct evaluation (3 days)

-travel to Dominica to conduct evaluation (3 days)

-travel 
to Grenada to conduct evaluation (4 days)

-travel to 
Barbados for meetings/interviews with USAID Mission
 
staff (1 day)
 
-travel to Grenada to 
conduct evaluation (4 days)
3. 
Evaluation debriefing and preliminary discussion of 
findings an
Grenada with PADF field advisors, PADF Project Officer and USAID
 

Mission representative(s) (2 days)

4. Report write-up/review in the U.S. 
(3 days)

5. 
Comments and feedback on major cuestions and factual i.nut 
 rcm

PADF/Washington, PADF field team, and USAID Mission

6. Evaluation report finalized and submitted to 
PADF/Washingtcn :cr
 
distribution
 

8/89 



ANNEX B
 

ANNEX B
 

PUBLICATIONS CONSULTED
 

During the process of reviewing this Project, I consulted
 
the following reports and other documents.
 

1. 	The Project paper for the HIAMP Program.
 

2. 	 The Cooperative Agreement for the cocoa program NO. 528
0140-G-00-6061-00 of August 31, 1986. 

3. All of the Quarterly Field reports from December, 1986 to
 
September 1989 were read.
 

4. 	Dr. Hess history of the cocoa industry of Grenada.
 

5. 	Cocoa production statistics for both Grenada and
 
St. Lucia.
 

6. 	Planting Material Recommended for Propagation
 
and Distribution to Farmers. (no date)
 

7. Market price data for the sale of bananas and nutmeg.
 

Grenada Bananas and Nutmeg Associations. (1989).
 

8. 	A Cocoa Planting Credit Incentive, by the GCA/GDB., 1989.
 

10. 	HIANP - Venture Capital for Agribusiness Investments. 
(1988)
 

11. 	SLDB Loan Program, 1988
 

12. 	 St. Lucia Cocoa Project. Achievements during June,
 
1988 to August 1989
 

13. 	HIAMP Business Plan for the Grenada Cocoa Association,
 
September 21, 1988.
 

14. 	CIDA/GCA Summary of Trials/Activities, 1988
 

14. 	 CIDA Plan of Operations (Final), Grenada Cocoa
 
Rehabilitation, CIDA Project # 420/13962, April, 1989.
 

15. 	 Dominica Agricultural Industrial & Development Bank.
 
Financial Report for the year endintg December 31, 1988
 

16. 	Grenada Cocoa Report for the 1987/1988 Crop Year.
 

17. 	Contract form for the Contract Demonstration Plots.
 
St. Lucia.
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LIST OF PERSONS CONTACT= 

1. PAN AM-ICAN DEVELOP= FOLUNATION 

1. Amb. Marvin Weissan - Executive Director 
2. Mr. Lewis Tcwsend - Deputy Executive Director 
3. Mrs. Phoebe Lanzdale - Pro-ect Officer 
4. Ms. Amy Gillman - Project Assistant 
5. Mr. Jim Heinzen - Project Officer (Telecon)
6. Dr, Oleen Hess - Chief of Party, Grenada 
7. Dr. Alexander Lopez - Senior Cocoa Outreach Ad isor, Grenada
 

2. SAINT LUCIA PR =ECT COMPCONET 

i. Mr. Alban Cumberbeatch - Cocoa Officer 
2. 	Mr. R.R. Raveneau - Manager/Secretary, St. Lucia
 

Agriculturists Association
 
3. 
 Mr. Cecil K. Wooding - Assistant Manager, St. Lucia Agr. Assoc. 
4. 
 Mr. Cleatus Hyacinth - Accountant, St. Lucia Agr. Assoc. 
5. Mr.&Cornelius Lynch - Extension Agent, Reg. #7 
6. Mr. Aloysius Lesfloris - Extension Agent, Reg. #8
 
7. Mr. Thomas Lister - Assistant Agent, Reg. #8 
8. Mr. Martin Smith - Assistant Agent, Reg. #8 
9. Mr. Paul 	Francis- Extension Agent, Reg. #4
 
10. Miss Bernadine Evans - Etension Agent, Reg. #4 
11. Mr. Robertine Caneu- Extension Agent, Reg. #4
 
12. Miss Marie Louise Reed - Research and Training Officer 
13. Mr. Francis Blanchard- Extension Agent, Reg. #4
 
14. Mr. Albert St. Clair - Coordinator of Traditional 

Crops, Ministry of Agriculture
15. Mr. David Demarque - Director, Division of Agricultural


Services 
16. Mr. Andeen Desir -
Chief Extension Officer
 

3. DOtINICA PROJ=r CCMPONNT 

1. Mr. Eluid Williams - Permanent Secretary, Min. of Agr.
2. Mr. Errol Harris - Chief Technical Officer, Min. of Agr.
3. Mr. Oliver Grell - Technical Officer, Min. of Agr.
4. Mr. Mark 	Barnard John - Project Cocoa Officer 
5. Mr. Richard E. Leslie - Manager, AID Bank

6. Mr. Patrich Delauney - Farm Improvement Officer, AID Bank
7. Mr. Lionel James - Project Officer, Caribbean Dev. Bank
8. Mr. Pat Rolle - Owner, Hillsborough Estate 
9. Mr. Paul 	Patrich - Farmer 
10. Mr. Dan Ferero - Extension Agent, Sub-district # 11
 
11. Mr. Morrill Daniel - Farmer, Clark Hall Estate 
12. Mr. Albert Peters - Farmer, Melville Hall Estate 
13. Mr. Rodger Thanas - Manager, Londonary Estate 
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4. GRENADA PRO=ET COMPONENT 

1. Mr. Georgereal Taylor - Extension Supervisor, Moran 
2. Mr. Charlie Mollar - Extension Agent, Moran 
3. Mr. Wolme James - Extension Agent, Moran
 
4. Mr. Chillonde Baidgenen - Extension Agent, Moran 
5. Mr. Lennox Braithwith - Extension Agent, Moran 
6. Mr. Mitchel - Estate Manager, Pleasent Estate, St. John 
7. Mr. Lionar St. Paul - Farmer 
8. 	Mrs. Jenifer Andall - Chief Ext. Officer for Cocoa,
 

Mount Home Office
 
9- Mr. Olsen Licorish - District Cocoa Officer Extension Service 

Mount Home office 
10. Ms. Ester Greer&*d tenman - Farmer 
i. Mr. Wilton Rogiere - Farmer, Rogiere Farm 
12. Mr. Gordon Clyne - Station Manager, Bolougne Propagation
 

Station, Boulogne
13. Mr. Fitzroy James - Manager, Technical Deparnent 

Grenada Cocoa Association, St. George's
 
14. 	 Mr. Leon Charles - General Manager, Grenada Cocoa
 

Association, St. George's
 

5. U.S. GOVERNMENT
 

1. Ambassador Ford Cooper - Grenada 
2. Mr. Tan Fallon - Actir Director, USAID/Barbados 
3. 	 Mr. Larry Laird - Chief, Agr. & Rira! Development
 

USAID/Barbados

4. Mr. Tom Miller - Agr. Development Officer, USAID/Barbados
5. Mr. Al Merkel - Agr. Developent Officer, USAID/Barbados
6. Mrs. 	 Rebecca Niec - Agr. Development Officer, USAID/Barbados 
7. Mr. Jerry Perry - Project Development Officer, USAID/Barbados 
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-------------------------------------------------

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

GRENADA COCA PRODUCTION 1960 - 1988
 
( in 1000 lbs.)
 

Year Production Year Production
 

1960 
1961 
1962 

4,258 
4,098 
5,162 

1975 
1976 
1977 

5,316 
5,936 
4,307 

1963 5,006 1978 5,370 
1964 
1965 

6,221 
4,773 

1979 
1980 

5,789 
4,690 

1966 1981 5,546 
1967 
1968 

6,084 
6,230 

1982 
1983 

5,024 
5,219 

1969 6,737 1984 4,673 
1970 
1971 

6,451 
6,318 

1985 
1986 

4,776 
3,816 

1972 5,536 1987 3,813 
1973 5,344 1988 3,865 
1974 5,259 

Source: A History of Cocoa in the
 
Eastern Caribbean.
 
Hess, Oleen. (in Draft)
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