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EXi~UII-Vi~UHHA8Y 

A. IACKGBQYHD or IHi_iYAl,QAnQ~ 
In January, 1981, Louis Berger International, Inc. undertook the 
evaluation of two agribusines5 development projects financed by 
USAID's Re,ional Development Office/Caribbean. The two projects 
were (1) the R~gional Agribusiness Development Prcject (USAID 
Project 538-T-001) implemented by the Caribbean Development Bank 
(COB) and (2) the Agribusiness Expansion Project (USAID Project 
No. 538-0051) carried out by the Latin American Agribusiness 
Development Corporation (LAAD). The COB project is referred to 
as "001" and the LAAD project "051." 

Exhibit I provides summary data on the utilization of 007 project 
funds by the COB. A total of 56,299,000 was disbursed, startina 
in December of 1919. Of the this amount, 55,605,000 was disbursed 
within the OECS states and Barbados, the primary geographic focus 
of the present evaluation. The remaining 5694,000 was disbursed 
to the British Vir,in Islands, an area outside the primary 
aeoaraphic focus of the evaluation. Only one COB subproject, 
Windwa~d Island Tropical in St. Lucia (loan disbursements of 
5254,000), was privately owned. 

Exhibit II provides summary data on the utilization of 057 
project funds by LAAD. A total of $5,628,000 was disbursed, 
starti~a in 1980. Of this amount, $1,038,000 was disbursed within 
the OECS states and Barbados to four privately owned businesses 
located within the primary ,eo,raphic focus of the evaluation. 

The CDB and LAAD projects were evaluated to.ether because: 

1. Recent lUidance from USAID's Latin America and Caribb~an 
Bureau favors clustered, pro,ram-related evaluations, wher~ 
.roupin. is possible. 

2. The evaluation status of th~ two ~rojects were similar. 
Loan disbursements for both projects were complete, The d~sians 
of each project prescribed similar evalu~tion forms and methods 
for evaluatina development impact. Both projects had run their 
entire course without any of the scheduled evaluations of 
development impact actually takin. place. 

3. Each project had tar.eted a sianificant amount of 
financina for aaribusiness enterprises in the OECS states, but 
neither project had much success in findina such enterprises. 
Combinin. the evaluation of the two projects permitted 
examination of a lar,er number of aaribusiness establishments and 
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a better basis tor makinl judaments concerninl development in the 
OECS states. 

4. Each project had made loans to only a few alribusiness 
enterprises. It was anticipated that, by evaluatinl the two 
projects to,ether, the likelihood would be increased tor adducinl 
lessons that would be applicable to the Mission's Hilh Impact 
A,ricultural Marketinl Project (HIAHP) which was launched in mid-
1986. 

Barbados and the OECS states were the principal geolraphic tocus 
ot the evaluation because that is the Mission's primary tocus as 
well as that ot HIAHP. The evaluation team visited Antigua, 
Barbados, Dominica, Grenada, Montserrat, St. ~ucia, and St. 
Vincent. The team did not visit the British Virlin Islands nor 
Anguilla where two 007 subprojects were located. Nor did it vinit 
Turks, Belize, Haiti, or the Dominican Republic, where 057 
subprojects were located. 

The evaluations ot the alribusiness projects represent two ot 
some tourteen evaluations ot projects within the ambit ot Roo/C's 
Private Sector Prolram which Louis Berger International, Inc. is 
carryinl out tor USAID over a period ot two years. Project 
evaluation results will be synthesized and incorporated into two 
annual prolram reports. A "Ieneric scope of work" is applied for 
the evaluation to analyze the projec~ designs within a 
standardized program tramework. Use ot a standardized program 
tramework tacilitates comparisons amon, projects and integration 
ot the results of individual project evaluations into the program 
reports. 

B. rINDINQS 

1. Rellonal AarlbuI1neol Deyelopment Project (007) 

Project Desi.rn 

The Relional A,ribusiness Project (543-T-007) implemented by the 
Caribbean Development Bank was designed principally to address 
problems in market ~tructure tor small tarmer crops. The Project 
Paper stated: 

"The existinl market structure is considered to be possibly, 
the most signiticant s1nale constraint to increasinl small 
tarmer production and incomes in the Relion." 

The project was expected to reduce this constraint mainly by 
increa~inl investment in alribusiness enterprises. Loans and 
equity investments by CDB and loans by relional and national 
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development finance institutions were to be made in a geographic 
area that was defined to include Barbados and the Lesser 
DevelJped Countries (LDC's) of Antigua/Bftrbuda, Belize, Dominica, 
Gren.da. Montserrat. St. Kitts/Nevis/Anguilla, St. Lucia, and St. 
Vinctnt. 

It was anticipated that food processing enterprises would account 
for the majority of the investments under the 007 project. 
However. two other t~pes of enterprises also were eligible for 
finan~ing, those which reduce the cost of small farmer inputs 
(e.g., fertilizer mixin" farm implement manufacturinl) and those 
which increase employment opportunities for rural workers in 
labor intensive enterprises. 

The Caribbean Development Bank had primary responsibility for 
carrying out the project. An "Agribusiness Dev(!lopment Fund" was 
established within the Bank's Speci~l Fund operations. CDB had 
responsibili ty tor promot.ion of an Agribusiness Development 
Prog~am, identification of eligible subprojects, preinvestment 
studies, project appraisals, approval of loan applications, 
coordination of technical assistance to enterprises, and 
subproject follow-up. The Caribbean Investment Corporation (CIC) 
and the national Development Finance Corporations (DFC's) were to 
serve as financial intermediaries and were to make loans under US 
$100,000 commensurate with their capabilities under the 
surveillance of the CDB. 

The Agribusiness DevelOPMent Fund was to be complemented by a 
USI450,OOO grant to be used by the CDS in commissioning adaptive 
research technologies appropriate to the Re,ion's resource base 
and end markets. 

Project Outcoaea 

1. ROO/C's Project Paper anticipated that at the end of the 
project all loan funds would have been placed in agribusiness 
enterprises (primarily food processing and input distribution) 
and in labor intensive enterprises (those which generate 
significant employment opportunities) and that national 
developmer.t finanoing institutions would have demonstrated 
capability in funding such enterprises. The 007 project has 
failed to achieve these results. 

2. Of the $6,299,000 in loan funds disbursed by the CDS, five 
subprOjects accounted for $3,906,000 in loan disbursements and 
appe~r directly pertinent to criteria established in th~ Project 
Paper. Of these five subprojects, four have had serious financial 
difficulties. The fifth appears somewhat out of compliance with 
labor intensity standards established by USAID. While a portion 
of the remaining funds appear to have been distributed by DFC's 
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to persons who represented intended beneficiaries of the projec~ 
(small farmers and fishermen) enlaled in what loosely could be 
defined as "alribusinesses," mos~ of ~hese loans were not 
direc~ed ~o the kinds of enterprises and purposes iden~ified in 
the Project Paper. 

3. The lovernment-owned St. Vincent SUlar 
(which rehabilitated a sUlar refinery 
disbursemen~s of S2,207,OOO) was a clear 
had to be shut down. 

Rehabilitation Project 
and represented loan 
financial failure and 

4. The Government-owned Carriacou sheep production project in 
Grenada is in serious financial trouble. The small farmer 
marketinl component of the project has not worked, and modern 
methods of sheep production have not caulht o~ wi~h small 
farmers. The project i~self employs no more than four p~ople. 

5. In ~he absence of substantial restructurinl (probably 
includinl privatiza~ion), the future ot ano~her lovernmtm~-owned 
projec~, Hon~serrat Sea Island Cot~on (representinl loan 
disbursemen~s of $644,000) is very much in doubt. The project is 
in arrears and has applied for reschedulinl of i~s loan. 

6. The lovernment-owned project concerned with fisheries 
developmen~ in the Bri~ish Virlin Islands (represen~inl S~94,OOO 
in loan disbursements) was not visited by the evaluation ~tl&ln. 

7. A privately owned business in St. Lucia which is pr01ucinl 
ornamental plants for the U.K. market is the only CDB subp~ojoct 
which is doinl relatively well financially. This business (which 
accounts for $254,000 in loan disbursements) does not market the 
production of small f anters, but it does employ softie 7 5 pe;~sons 
who milh~ otherwise have been classified among the rural poor. 
This business appears to have a capital/labor ratio (total 
capital investment in US dollars divided by number of full time 
jobs created) in excess of a $10,000 limit established by USAID 
as a measure of the required delree of labor intensity. The 
limita~ion, however, is of very doubtful wisdom. 

8. The lines of credit extended to the DFCs under 007 w~re 
usually combined with other resources and incorpo~ated into 
existinl Farm Improvement Credit prolrams. Loans were used 
principally for farm improvement and farm production credi~s 
extended directly to farmers and fishermen. Loan purpost1s 
included purchase of fertilizer and farm implements, farm 
vehicles, livestock, and motors for fishing boats. Only in 
Dominica (grapefruit production loans), and St. Vincent (sular 
production loans) were 007 funds loaned to farmers intended to 
relate to an alribusiness project or enterprise which would buy 
the farmers' outputs. Even in these countries, it is clear that 
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DFC loans were used for o~her purposes as well. There is no 
convincini evidence that funds disbursed by ~he DFC's made any 
lastini contribution ~o overcomini market struc~ure cons~raints 
!aced by small farmers in these countries. Nor did the evaluators 
find that any new farm input or labor intensive enterprises were 
started with DFC loan funds. 

9. The set of conditions attached to most lines of credit 
extended by the CDS to the DFC's effectively prevented the use of 
loan funds for the purposes set forth in the project paper. 
Reportedly at the behest of RDO/C officials, the CDS included in 
its loan conditions for DFCs restrictions which were mentioned in 
neither the Project Paper nor the Loan Aireement, bu~ which may 
have been drawn from an earlier RDO/C agricultural development 
project. These restrictions Cincludini ceilings on the net worth 
of the borrower equivalent to USS56,OOO) effectively prevented 
DFC's from making viable loans of ~he typ~s envisioned in the 
Project Paper. Durini the project p~riod, the DFC in St. Lucia 
used funds other than thos~ available under 007 to make at lea9t 
one loan under USSIOO,OOO for the processing of coffee, spices, 
cocoa, and coconu~ cream. DFC officials reported that net worth 
limitations would exclude persons owning a iood house and two 
vehicles-- or virtuall:, anybody who would be in a posi t10n to 
finance successful agribusiness. Officials of the Barbados DFC 
reported turnina down requests for loans from dairy farmers 
because the value of their livestock and sheds put them above the 
net worth limitations contained in the arraniements between the 
CDS and the DFC. Utilization of the reso~rces in the 007-
financed lendina proarams (which also inc!uded other resources) 
by the DFCs in subloans has been rouihly half, providing further 
evidence that effective demand for sub loans has been limited, and 
that other uses had to be found for financial resources. 

2. Acr1bYliD'D' i,plnDloD Project (~51) 

Proj.ct Dtlip 

The ioal of the 051 project, implemented by LAAD sinco 1980, has 
been "to improve the standard of livina of the Caribbean poor." 
The project's sub-aoal has been "to stimulate economic and 
airicul tural growth and create employment." The purpose has been 
"to initiate and expand privat~ agribusiness investments in the 
Caribbean," The purpose was to be achieved by ident '.fyini 
deficiencies and constraints in airicultural production, 
processina. distribution and marketing systems and by applyini 
~apital. management and technical expertise to improve the 
functioning of those systems. 
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In ~erms of impac~, ~he projec~ was ~o: 1) provide addi~ional 
employmen~ oppor~uni~ies, par~icularly for rural small farmers 
and unskilled or semi-skilled rural labor in alroindus~ries; 
2) increase incomes ~o members of ~he above ~arle~ Iroup; 
3) increase production and produc~ivi~y; 4) expand marke~inl 
opportuni~ies; 5) facili~a~e new produc~ developmen~; 6) increase 
toreian exchanle earninls. 

The primary beneficiaries of ~he proposed projec~, the rural poor 
in ~he areas where LAAD opera~es, were expec~ed to include both 
men and women and be composed of bo~h small farmers and landless 
workers. Opera~ors of mini-alribusinesses providinl inputs ~o 
the LAAO-financed project could also be beneficia~ies. The 
projec~ was ~o assis~ agribusiness en~repreneurs es~ablish 
opera~ions which would have direc~ impact (~hrough emplo~en~) 
and indirec~ impac~ (~hrough linkages ~o production) on low 
income families. Sub-projec~ activi~ie5 were to encourage small 
farmers in ~he area increase or diversify produc~ion in ·Jrder ~o 
supply raw ma~erials to processinl facili~ies or rela~ed 
marke~inl en~i~ies, such as cold s~orale or packaling plan~s. 
Landless workers, or farmers whose landholdinls ar~ inadequate 
for reasons of size, Quality, or loca~ion, would find employment 
in production or processinl operations. 

At ~he ~ime of the project alreement, it was es~ima~ed that about 
44 sub-projec~s in the Caribbean basin (includinl 17 in ~he OECS 
and Barbados), in the areas of food production, agricul~ural 
inputs, processinl, packalinl, stora,e and transpor~a~ion would 
be financed in ~he Caribbean during the f~ur year AID loan. 

In addi~ion to the co-financinl feature of ~he projec~, other 
major aspects included: addi~io~al s~aff and e~tabllshment of a 
new LAAO office in ~he Eas~ern Caribbean ~o facili~a~e project 
identlflca~ion and development; an expanded role for LAAD in 
terms of providinl more comprehensive financing packales, and 
ex~ended marke~inl services and expor~ rela~ed services, fer 
example, ~hroulh linkales wi~h US or regional purchasers. 
Emphasis was to be placed on ~hose sub-project which would 
promote ~rade or contribute to expor~s for ~he LOCs. Special 
priority was to be given to inves~men~ opportuni~ies involvinl 
the export of non-traditional alricultural-based products to 
relional and international markets. 

The project paper made 
implemented throulh the 
activities as follows: 

note of 
COB, and 

the earlier 007 project
l justified the overlap of . 

Loan 538-T-007 is fully prolrammed and investment proposals 
are in the process of beinl analyzed. There is likely to be 
some fallout amonl these prolrammed proposals and thus some 
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co~petition between LAAD & CDB, 
not expected to be severe as 
who prefer not to utiliz~ th~ 
that some competition will be 
may be forced to accelerate its 

however, the competition is 
LAAD will serve some clients 
CDB. Also, it is expected 
healthy for CDB in that CDB 
loan approval process. 

Accordin, to the 057 project paper, written in 1980, LAAD has had 
an established track record in a,ribusiness investments in 
Central America. As an investor or lender, LAAD has sou,ht out 
a,ribusiness opportunities with Ions-term ,rowth potential. LAAD 
has required any project it financed to make "a meanin,ful 
contribution to the economy of the host country." Further, as a 
private profit making company, LAAD insured that investments 
demonstrate a return or yield commensurate with the risks 
involved. When evaluating proposals for finanCing, LAAD's 
primary concerns were said to be the capability of the project's 
mana,ement, the product's market ,rowth potentinl, the 
competitiveness of the product, its total importance to the local 
economy, and its impact on employment both dire~tly and 
indirectly. LAAD has also provided technical and managerial 
services in addition to financin,. The most important of these 
was said to be assistance in developing and financin, a business 
venture. 

The project paper noted that previous efforts to sti~ulate growth 
were primarily channeled throu,h the public sector, such as trade 
incentives, research, and extension pro,rams. "The criticism of 
.this approach, however, has been that it has not worked." Since 
a,riculture is lar,ely a private sector endeavor, 057 was 
designed to utilize a private sector institution to provide 
services. This new approach was a direct response to a 1980 study 
<the York Mission) commissioned by Pre5ident Carter. which found 
that donor/gove··nment progra;ns aimed at stimulating agriculture 
were not very effective and in some instances were outright 
failures, and that new ways of utilizing the private sector more 
directly should be sO'lght. As the agricul tl..re sector is 
,enerally market oriented, highly decentralized and, for the most 
part, operates on a small-scale basis. the private sector was 
Jud,ed to have a comparative advanta,e over the public sector in 
providin, necessary ·technical, financial, and marketin, services. 

Project Outcoa •• 

1. LAAD has failed to find even half of the USS8 million worth 
of investments in the En,lish speakin, Caribbean LDes expected at 
th3 outset or the project; and over 60' of the $3,553,000 which 
was invested in the English speakin, Crribbean went to the sin,le 
country of Belize. Compared to the 17 potential sub-projects 
identified in the project paper in the OECS and Barbados 
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(involving project investments estimated to total $3.895.000). 
LAAD ultimately placed only 51.038.000 of AID funds in four 
projects. LAAD invested only $42,000 of its own resources in 
ROO/C's area of interest. and placed only 51.5 million of its own 
resources in the Caribbean, compared to an expected 59.3 million. 

2. Of the four 057 projects in the Barbados/OECS area, one is 
performing very well and meeting project objectives, one is 
making sianificant pro,ress toward meeting financial and project 
objectives. one is in doubt, and one has clearly failed and is in 
liquidation. 

3. The most successful of the four 057 projects has been 
Eastern Caribbean Agencies, Ltd., in St. Vincent. This project 
involves the purchase from small farmers in St. Vincent. St. 
Lucia. Jamaica. and Barbados of fresh tropical produce such as 
broadfruits. mangoes, yams, and okras for export to Canada, the 
United States, and Great Britain. ECA has collection, storage, 
packaging, and export distribution facilities which have 
encouraged small farmer production and have increased the 
earnings of the small farmer participants (although by somewhat 
less than originally anticipated). In addition, ECA has 
contributed significantly to St. Vincent's fo~eign exchange 
earnings and, probably, national value added as well. 

4. Windward Island Aloe, beaun in 1984. has provided the 
equivalent of about 55 full time jobs, and has introduced a new, 
non-traditional export crop to Dominica. Although behind schedule 
compared to the projections made at the time of the loan 
application, it appears to be a growing foreign-exchange earning 
venture. In addition, efforts are being made to encourage small 
farmer production of aloe, which can be processed and marketed 
through WIA. 

5. St. Vincent Plastics. which received a small LAAD loan to 
expand production of plastic packagina material and banana 
protection film, is now in uncertain condition, after having 
suffered a fire in mid 1985. When in full operation, it provided 
emploYllient to 15 - 20 people. provided products which contributed 
to the productivity of the banana farmers by saving them from 
losses of their banana crop; and provided plastic wrapping film 
which facilitated the marketing of local produce in local 
outlets. The plan~ opened again in spring of 1986. and currently 
employs seven people. There was (and may still be) intra­
regional export potential. 

6. The Tillage Services Company 
mechanized land pr~paration services 
farmers. particularly in sugar cane. 
was not expected to be substantial. 

in Barbados was to provide 
to small and medium-sized 
Althou,h direct employment 
indirect part time field 
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employment was expected to increase si,nificantly by bringin, in 
acrea,e that would otherwise be left uncultivated. Due in part 
to the decline in the su,ar industry in Barbados. demand for 
tilla,e services fell short of expectations. and the company is 
in the process of liquidation. 

7. The emphasis on a,ro~rocessin, anticipated in the project 
paper ha~ not been forthcoming - only one of the four projects 
evaluated involved process in, of local produce (aloe). lhe two 
most successful projects (ECA alld WIA) are both involved in 
export oriented. non-traditional crops involvin, a special market 
niche. The most successful project (ECA) addressed the need for 
collection, stora,e, and dist~ibution facilities described in the 
project rationale. 

c. ~LUSIONS 

On the basis of the evaluation evidence, it appears that the 
benefits of the 007 project failed to exceed its costs. Ot the 
$3.9 million invested in a,ribusiness subprojects, only one sub­
project. the Windward Islands Tropical Plants. Ltd (providin, 
about 75 full ~ime job equivalents), is currently self­
sustainin,. The rest have either closed down. or have been 
unable to cover their operating costs, and therefore have not 
been self-sustainin,. The $2.4 million of resources for the DFCs 
repro,ramme~ from a,ribusiness lending ostensibly to small farmer 
credit pro,rams have not been fully utilized in those CDB­
approved agricultural lendin, programs. Utilization of resources 
in the a,ricultural lendin, programs (including ~oth 007 funds 
and other resources) for subloans has been only roughly half, 
indicatin, there was insufficient demand for the repro,rammed 
funds. Arrears on subloans in the agricultural lending pro,rams 
were about 30% as of 1986. Although some of the DFC loans may 
have been put to ,ood financial and economic use, there is little 
evidence that the DFC loans have contributed to project objec­
tives (improving markets for small farmer production. reducin, 
costs of small farmer inputs, or ,enerating rural employment). 

The 057 project, althou,h establishin, or expandjng several 
acribusiness ventures in the Caribbean. found only four 
a,ribusiness projects to finance in ROO/C's area of interest. one 
of which has failed. It appears the LAAD succeeded in 
ne,otiatin, a broad list of eli,ible countries, includin, several 
outside Roo/C's area of interest, which took ultimately over 80' 
of the project funds. 

It therefore appears that the underlyin, assumption of the two 
projects, that the provision of credit for a.ribusiness would 
release a key constraint and result in the establishment of 
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si,nificant numbers of new a,ribusiness ventures (principally 
en,a,ed in a,roprocessin,). proved to be unfounded. Althou,h 
USAID provided 112.5 million for a,ribusiness credit, as of 1987 
there are only three new or expanded vl3ble a,ribusiness 
enterprises in Roo/C's area of interest. each of which appear to 
have had the potential for successful solicitation of commercial 
credit. The disappointin, results of the two projects su"est 
that there are bindin, constraints to a,ribusiness in the Eastern 
Caribbean other than credit which frustrated project efforts. 

A particularly onerous mistake on the part of the 007 project was 
the assumption that the provision of a,ribusiness credit on 
(sli,htly) concessionary terms would re~ult in sufficient numbers 
of applications that potential projects could be screened throu,h 
a variety of provisions, conditions. and restrictions designed t~ 
ensure direct small farmer participation in agribusiness. The 
evaluation evidence su,gests that the accumulation of 
restrictions as the funds passed through USAID, CDB, and the DFCs 
on their way to the ultimate borrowers severely hampered the 
ability of the lending institutions (CDB and the DFCs) to 
disburse funds for their oriRinally intended use, and played a 
major role in the disappointing results of the project. 

The failure to evaluate both alribusiness projects as called for 
in their respective loan a,reements may have resulted in lost 
time and resources as far as the agribusiness sector was 
concerned. Earlier evaluation of the 007 project should have led 
to earlier attempts at a different approach to support 
a,ribusiness. There could have been modification of the above­
mentioned restrictions on lendin, from 007 reosurces, and/or a 
more si,nificant departure from traditional project desian for 
the 057 project. Earlier, thorough evaluation of 057 mi~ht ha~e 
hastened the advent of HIAHP. or led to a decision to loosen 
ROO/C's commitment to the a,ribusiness sector in the Eastern 
Caribbean. d~e to the numerous binding or inherent constraints on 
the sector which donor a,encies are powerless to relieve. 

D. R1COHMINDATIONS 

1. RDO/C and CDB should reconcile their aaribusiDess finaDcina 
proaraa objectives for the OICS with their respective 
institutional attitudes toward risk. 

Financin, a,ribusiness 
fearful. A,ribusiness 
islands with weather, 
judicious policies have 

in the OICS states is not a field for the 
is risky business, particularly on small 
water and soil problems. Careful and 

an important place in the field of 
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development finance, but they are not really congruent with 
achievinl bold objectives in the face of previously lntransilent 
constraints. Where collaborative undertakings between two 
cautious institutions are involved, protective devices affectinl 
subprojects easily can proliferate in response to real or fancied 
danlers. Under such circumstances, each institution needs to be 
realistic about how much safety it really requires. If 
institutional requirements for safety basically preclude 
commitments to hazardous ventures, and the achievement of prolram 
objectives require commitment to such ventures, then either the 
safety requi~~ments or the prolram objectives must be changed. 

The designers of the 007 project recognized the difficulties of 
creatinl financially self-sustaining nontraditional 
alribusinesses in the OECS states. However, the project design 
did not squarely face the problem of risk. The project did indeed 
permit the COB to devote up to 51.3 million of the AID loan to 
equity financinl, which was to be used to sweeten marginal 
situations and accomplish a certain amount of social engineerinl. 
However, USAID's financial position was protected by its status 
as a creditor. In effect, RDO/C was saying to a reSional 
development bankinl institution with a history of solid but 
larlely traditional achievement: .. Let's you take an equity risk 
on the chanciest aspects of agribusiness in the OECS states," a 
type of activity that was both perilous and new to COB. In 
retrospec~, it does not seem surprising that COB made no equity 
investment of any kind. Nor is it surprising that COB did not 
Ireatly increase its exposure profile in making a few direct 
subloans to relatively large agribusiness enterprises. The 
limited number of credits which it did extend to agribusinesses 
were to three parastatal enterprises backed by governments (which 
in turn have traditionally been sustained by donors) and to one 
enterprise owned and manaled by very well-connected and 
substantial private intere~~s. Subsequent events demonstrated 
that, in livinl the bulk of its enterprise loans to parastatals, 
the COB in fact chose its own financial security (Iovernment 
guarantees) over efficiency in the marketplace. 

When COB had difficulty findinl a ~,ufficient number of acceptable 
alribusiness projects of any kind, 007 funds were d~dicated to 
institutionall:r "safe" OFC small farmer lendinl programs-- an 
area in which problems in loan selection and administration would 
be subject to much less potential crlticism than in lending to 
enterprises. The intention of the 007 project design to develop 
the capacity of OFCs to finance agribusiness enterprises was 
defeated before the activity lot underway. The cumulative 
effects of USAIO and COB restrictions and covenants made 
achievement of this project objective impossible. 
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~n ~x~endini ~he 05 7 ~~~n ~~ ~AA~. ~3A:D nQ~~d t~a~ =~~~~~~:~~: 
resources would be pu~ 1~~0 ~he O~~3 s~ates. out ~he :0an ~~r~s 
wer~ s~ruc~ur~d in such a way ~na~ ~AA0 eQuid inves~ ~o~~ of 
rf!sources 1n =ount.r:'es wi~h fewf!r fllridamf!n~a~ ~lml~.1t.ions ~o 
airibu~lneS! than those prf!sen~ in ~he OECS :5~at.es-- and indf!ed 
it. did. ihe performance of ~hf! en~erprises which LAAD financf!d 
1n t.r.e OEC~ was bet.t.f!r t.han that of CDB. But. LAAD's proiram in 
t.he OECS was basically a failure for lack of sufficient volume. 
and LAAIJ c~osed ~t.s reg10nal office. Once a.ain, Roo/C's project. 
design basically said. Let's you t.akf! a risk on agribusiness in 
t.he OECS.·' LAAD cho~~ ~o ~ake most. of it.s risk elsewhere. 

It. has been argued by some observers t.hat. the lesson of t.he LAAD 
project. is t.hat. t.here does not. exist. in t.he OECS st.ates a 
sufficient. cot.~ri~ of ent.repreneurs who are willin, and able t.o 
make agribuslness 1nVes~ment.s: t.hat. t.he problem lies as much in 
t.he area of human r~sources as in t.he physical ~haract.erist.ics of 
t.he rf!gion. It. wa~ not. so much t.hat. LAAD was unwilling t.o 
undert.ake risks in t.he OECS-- so t.he argument. goes-- it. was 
rat.her t.hat. t.here were not. many local businessn,en who wished t.o 
t.ake the plunge -- and t.hat. t.hose few vent.urers who did have t.he 
needed combinat.ion of resources and ent.erprise were not. willin, 
t.o share ownership wit.h out.side invest.ors. RDO/C's High Impact 
A~ricult.ural Market.ing and Production Project. (HIAMP), current.ly 
in its st.art.-up phase, will put. such cont.ent.ions much more 
rigorously t.o t.he t.f!St. t.han did LAAD. 

2. The Hi,h Impact Aaricultural Marketina and Production 
Project (HIAHP) should be carefully monitored and relUlarly 
evaluated for project performance, achieveaent. and impact. RDO/C 
should 'ive HIAHP full support durin, the critically important 
early stases of t.he project. 

HIAMP was in i t.s early st.a,es of im~'lement.at.ion at the t.ime t.he 
LSIr 'evaluation team examined t.he a,ribusiness projects 
undertaken by CDS and by LAAD. Nei t.her assessmer,t. of HIAMP' s 
project. desi,n, nor it.s early pro,ress was wit.hin t.he Scope of 
Work of t.he LSII evaluat.ion t.eam. RDO/C did ask. however. that. 
the t.eam ident.ify port.ents in t.he hist.ories of t.he CDS and LAAD 
project.s t.hat could have part.icular applicat.ion t.o t.he fut.ure of 
HIAHP. 

The records of t.he precedin, a,ribusiness projects clearlY 
indicat.e t.hat. HIAHP project. eVAluations should not be deferred as 
t.hey were in the case of CDS a d LAAD. Three key Questions 
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should resularly be addressed in the course of qUbrter!y pr~jec~ 
reviews as well as in evaluations: 

a. Is RDO/C ,ivin, project mana,ement the support it needs, 
particularly durin, the critical early sta,es of the activity? 

The history of the 007 project su"ests that the 
responsible parties, RDO/C and COB. shied away from the 
riskier and more innovative aspects of the project 
(includin, equity investments and direct loans to 
privately owned enterprises which could, theoretically. 
declare bankruptcy) from the outset. Is Roo/C's sense 
of commitment to HIAHP stron, enou,h and its tolerance 
of risk hi,h enou,h so that RDO/C will be able to 
provide needed support to the project when and if the 
,oin, sets really tou,h? 

b. Will enough investors come forward to invest in new or 
expanded a,ribusiness activity to justify the maanitude ot the 
resources pro,rammed for the project? 

The experience of 007 and 057 su"ests that the scope 
for a,ribusiness investment in the Eastern Caribbean 
may be Quite limited. Althou,h HIAHP may be better 
desi,ned and staffed to make optimal use of those 
opportunities WhlCh do exist, its potentials may be ot 
a much lower order of maanitude than anticipated in the 
project desiin. 

c. Will HIAHP hold to an approach in which private investors 
control subprojects and bear the lar,er share ot equity risks? 

If it i5 true that local OECS agribusiness investors 
are few in number and unwillin, to share control with 
outsiders (one interpretation of the ~AAO's results in 
the area), pressures to show project accomplishment and 
to move Roo/C funds could resul t in the "parasta­
talizaticn" of HIAHP 1n a number of subtle and not-so­
subtle ways. An analogous "reversion to type" took 
place in the 007 project as pressures to move money 
produced a throw-back to the earlier 006 s~all farmer 
loan project financed through COB by ROO/C. A basic 
premise of USAIO's support for the private sector is 
that when ventures are controlled by busin~ssmen and 
the lar,est share of risks are borne by them, the 
likelihood of successful outcomes is greater than when 
control and risk lies with ,overnmental instrumen­
talities. It will be advisable for project reviews to 
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analyz~ arrani~~~~~~ ~~a~ cy H:A~f wl~n & ~~~~ ~y~ \~ 
t.o how subproJ~c~ ('(·:-;~rcl.i and t"l!3k in .!t':~.'.J6~ ~:y :3 

dist.ribu~ed b~t.w~~n ~h~ ?riv~t~ and pu~lic s~ct.ors. 

3. The Hont.serrat Sea Island Cotton Project should be 
restructured for privatization or closed down. 

Accordin, t.o ~he current company manager, the prospec~s for the 
Montserrat Sea I~l~nd Cot~on Company to achieve rinancial 
viability in hand weavini or Sea Island cot.ton are neiliiible. 
The concept of an -. inteirated industry" with Sea Island cot.ton 
and local hand weavi~i should b~ abandoned. Hand weavini of 
cotton products can proceed with other strains of cotton, 
purchased locally or impor~ed. d~pending on which offers ~he 
lowest price. Sea Island Cotton should be sold for the hiihest 
possible price on any market. A Sea Island Cotton Indust.ry miiht 
be feasibly bUllt up on a step-by-step basis, wit.h the initiation 
of each new st.ep contingent upon commercial viability. 

4. The Carriacou Sheep Project should be restructured or clos.d 
down. 

As currently desiined and stafied. the Carriacou sheep project is 
,enerating very little income and yielding almost no benefits. 
The project. manaier and the local Agricultural Officer have both 
petitioned the Ministry of Airiculture in Grenada to either take 
steps to improve the project (which would require fresh funds) or 
termlnate the project. Althouih the official decision of the 
Government of Grenada was to continue with the project. no act.ion 
has yet been tak~n to lmprove the project. ?roject performance 
has laiied very far behind projections, and- even with the sale 
of assets--the project has continued to show a substantial 
n~iat.ive cash flow. 

5. RDO/C and/or other institutions 
sector successes which CDS and LAAD 
the OICS states. aivini particular 
of Caribbean entrepreneurs. 

should publicize the private 
tinancina have supported in 
emphasis to the achievements 

Recognition of entrepren~urial success in the agribusiness area 
can have the effect of encouragini other local businessmen to 
start new agribusiness v~ntures. ROO/C, LAAO, COB. and perhaps' 
local business assoclations should collabora~e on appropriate 
publicity and/or awards. While the import.ance of development 
financing should be recognized in such publicity, t~e focus of 
such publicity should be on the succ~ss tf the owners and 
managers of t.he assist.ed enterprises. Eastern Caribbean 
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A,encies, Lt.d. is part.icularly rjes~rvirli c.·f recc·~r;!~.i::·n (In t.he 
basis of its performance t.o d8~e. Windward !siand Troplcal 
Plant.s and Windward Isla~ds Alo~ may be candid8t.~s ior such 
recoj~it.ion ln t.h~ near fut.ure if t.helr performa~ce continu~s t.o 
improve. 

6. Project officers and loan apprcval committees should work 
closely with potent.ial eub-borrowers to devise a realistic set of 
taraets aaainst which sub-project performance can be measured. 
While target inflation may be an inherent aspect of project and 
sub-project proposals, post-approval targets should be set 
realistically, aiving due reaard to typical degrees of 
aaribusinesa risk and the cost of that risk. 

All t.he sub-project.s evaluat.ed had difficult.y meet.ing t.he t.ar,et.s 
set for t.hem at. t.he t.ime of the pre-fundin, analysis. In most. 
cases, t.he short.fall had less t.o do wit.h t.he capabilit.ies of t.he 
implement.ors, and much more to do with inflat.ed forecast.s (see 
Appendix B). The problem of inflat.ed forecast.s has plagued many 
RDO/C privat.e sect.or projects, and is clearly related t.o t.he 
"sellin, job" required for donor funding. A ret.rospective 
assessment. indicat.es t.hat "sensit.ivit.y analyses" of ant.icip~t.ed 
subproject. rat.es of return usually failed to encompass t.he range 
of fluct.uat.ion in prices and out.~ut.s t.hat. are charact.eristic of 
a,ribusiness. Embedded in t.he sophist.icat.ed veneer of subproject 
appraisals have been some credulous assumpt.ions concernin, t.he 
predict.abilit.y of prices and cost.s, and concerning t.he magnit.udes 
of the risks associated wit.h a,ribusiness project.s. The 
appraisals lack a fundament.al sense of realit.y, and an 
understandin, of t.he dan,ers and opport.unit.ies for invest.ors-­
and for every inst.it.ut.ion associat.ed with the a,ribusineas 
financin, process. 

E. USA! D PROGRAM LESSONS LEARNED 

1. Those aaribusiness subprOjects which had the hi,hest levels of 
co.aercial viability also provided the most sianificant and 
sustained benefits t.o the economies of theil' nations. Those 
subprOjects which were not commercially viable have provided 
diaappointinaly few economic benefits. 

On the basis of t.he evaluation evidence, it. is clear t.hat. t.hose 
a,ribusiness vent.ures financed by 007/057 which have been 
commercially viable are also t.hose which have provided the sou,ht. 
for economic benefit.s in the form of employment., exports, and 
1ncreasin, t.he st.andards of livin, of t.he poor. ~h0ge 
a,ribusinesses which have not. been commercially viable have not. 
been able t.o deliver si,nificant benefit.s t.o t.he t.ar,et. ,roup 
(Refer t.o Exhibit VI.l. below). The most. commercially successful 
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project has been the laries~ purchaser from !mall tarm~rs. The 
creators of the lar.est amounts of employment bre th~ tnree most 
commercially successful projects. The commercially succ~ssiul 
subprojects have provided the hiihest levels of quantifiable 
benefi~s to in~ended projec~ beneficiar1es. 

2. Privately owned a,ribusiness projects have been distinctly 
.ore successtul than ,overnment-owned projects. but &~me ot the 
private projects reviewed in this evaluation have experienced 
tin~ncial ditticulties. 

The three most successtul projects examined during the evaluation 
were all private~y owned. None of ~h~ public sector agribusiness 
subprojects could be described as successful. LAAD was more 
priva~e-sec~or oriented than CDb. WhlCh may help to account for 
their relatively high~r success rate in agribusiness. although 
they. too found it difficult to find viable projects ~n the 
Eas~ern Carlbbean. It a~pears that CDB was hampered in part by 
its publlC sector outlook. ~hich. in combination with the onerous 
USAID loan condi~lons. \~d CDB's loan officers to avojd the 
private ')ector almost completely. 

3. Loan. to para.tatal enterpr1.e. covered by Oovernaent 
8Uarantees cannot be assumed to be ul thlately "sate M loans. 

The CDB placed 53.0 milljon in three parastatal aaribusiness 
subprojects. none of which demonstrated se!f-sufficlenCy. The 
respon~ible govern~ent~ are repaying their loans to CDB. and CDB 
is repaying its loan to USAID. However. the productive resources 
in ·",hich the loans have been invested have been underemployed or 
dissipated. One failed and was closed. and the other two would 
require major restructuring and new resources in order to achieve 
viabili~y. In the end. the loans must be repaid. Wasted resources 
must be paid for b~ tlo,C economies of the nations wh"se govern­
ments guaranteed the loans and/or by those donors (includin. 
USAIP) who continue to provide assistance to the economies of 
theso countries. 

4. The .ost successtul a.ribusiness sub-projects in the lastern 
Caribbean under 007/057 have all been exportin. products to 
aarket niches in industrialized countrieQ. 

The successful projects among the two portfolios were all 
oriented toward an export market niche. A "niche" requires only 
a modest scale of inputs: Windward Island Aloe produces on about 
70 acres. Windward Island Tropical Plants produces on 30 acres. 
and Eastern Caribbean A,encies collects production from rou.hly 
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:0uCJ 20uO acr~!I 0: mostly s:na~ 1 i'iot.!I I avoer~oj'::~tJ bC':"':': ~W~ 
~cres each) !~att.er~d t.hroulh St.. Vince~t.. 3t.. LUClb. ~ar~~~C5. 
br:d .jamaica. 7h~ export. maritet.s or :~vrt.rl AmerIca and C:Jr("JP~ 
provIde a scope wi'll:::n is larler by many oraers or main! !.lJde !.n&n 
t.he mar~ets ot tne East.ern Caribbean, The pot.ent.lal proml~e of 
the Montserrat. Sea Island Cot.t.on Company. t.oo. lies in just. such 
a niche in t.he export. market. 
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I. ItrIWlDOCT I ON 

ID January, 1981, Louis BerBer International, Inc. undertook the 
evaluation ot two aaribusiness develo~nt projects tinanc.d by 
OSAlD's Heaional Development Ott ice/Caribbean (ROO/C). The two 
p~ .'e~ts were: (1) the Regional Asriousinees Develo~nt Project 
(OSAIO Project 538-T-001) implemented by the Caribbean 
Develo~nt Bank (CDB) and (2) the Agribusiness Expansion 
Project (OSAID Project No. 538-0051) carried out the Latin 
~rican Aaribusiness Dbvelo~nt Corporation (LAAD). The CDD 
project is reterred to as "001" and the L;\Al) project as "051." 

This evaluation report is composed ot :six sections. This 
introduction, Chapter I, describes the methodology ot the 
evaluation, outlines the geographic and te.poral scope ot the 
evaluation. describes the contextual setting in which the 
projects were initiated, provides an overview ot loan purposes 
and utilization, and summarizes the tindings ot previous 
evaluations. 

Chapter II, "Constraints on Aaribusiness Development," provides a 
aeneral overview ot econa.ic circuastances in the CaribbeaD, 
~\&h1iahtin. the major constraints to aaricultural aDd 
.. ribusiness develo~nt. 

Chapter I I I, "Sub-project Aaribusiness Financina by CDB and LAAD" 
analyzes ot each ot the sub-projects exaained by th~ evaluation 
te.. in teras ot sub-project achievement~, ditticultiea 
experienced and an overall asseSa.8nt ot pertO~C8. 

Chapter IV, "Lines ot Credit to Development Finance CorporatioDa 
under 001," analyzes each ot ~he lines ot cr.edit nztended to 
various Develop.ent Finance Corporations (DFCs) via t~~ CDB under 
001 . Purposes and pertor.ance ot the subloans aade by the nrca 
are hiahliahted. 

Chapter V, "Project Impacts and Application ot GeDerio Scope ot 
Work,- su.aarizes the tapaot ot the projects OD the basia ot 
their 80als, purposes and other identitiable objectivea w1th1D 
the tra.ework ot ROO/C's private sector proaraa. 

Chapter VI, "Conclusion!:, Reco_endations, and Lessons LearDed,~ 
discusses aaJor tindinas ot the evaluation, aakes reca.aendatiODa 
with reaerd to the two awribusiness projects under review as well 
as considerations applicable to the recently initiated Biah 
I~ct Agricultural Harketina and Production Project (BIAHP) , aDd 
disousses lessons learned tor ROO/C's private sector proaraa. 
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AppeDdix A cODtaiDs the scope ot work for the evaluation. 
AppeDdices B aDd C provide areat~r detail on each ot the 
iDdividual sub-projects and Drc lines ot credit, respectively. 
AppeDdix D lists research studies conducted in cODjunction with 
the 001 project. Appendix K de8cribes the evaluatioD tea. 
assisnmeDts and qualiticatioDs. 

The evaluations of the CDB and LAAD aaribusiness projects 
represent two ot soae tourteen evaluations ot projects within the 
aabit of RDO/C's Private Sector Proara. which Louis Beraer 
Int~rnational, Inc. is carrying out tor OSAID over a period ot 
two years. Project evaluation results viII bu synthesizod and 
incorporated into two annual program reports. A "ganerie ~cope ot 
work" is applied in each evaluation to analyze the project design 
within a standardized program tramework. Use ot a standardized 
proara. traaework facilitates coaparisons among projects and 
intearation ot the results ot individual project evaluations into 
the proaraa reports. The Generic Scope of Work is reproduoted in 
Appendix 1\. 

A. IYALDATIOM tlltBODOLQQY 

The evaluation team be.an with a review of relevant project 
dooU88nts: the respdcti ve project papers and loan qre_enta, 
recent LAAD quarterly reports to OSAID, the Inspeotors General's 
1905 audit ot selected agricultural projects (whicb inoluded aa.e 
subprojects under the 001 project) aDd a study of private sector 
onlending by Arthur D. Little, Inc. (which included ao.e of the 
001 loans to Development finance Corporations). The evaluatioD 
teaa then conducted interviews with RDO/C and CDB personnel 
involved in the project (including tho RDO/C Agricultural and 
Rural Development Of ticer, who was involved in the desiMD and 
l.plementatioD ot the 007 project, aDd the Senior Hanacer tor 
qriculture aDd Industry at CDB). The team then visited t.be 
P.resident of LAAD in Miami, sub-projects and Development rinance 
Corporations (Dr,':s) in ADtisua, Barbados, Doainica, Grenada, 
Montserrat, St. Lucia, and St. Vincent. Sub-project pretundin. 
analyses, received by the evaluation team atter .ost of t.be 
visits had been conducted, provided backcround intormation. 

The evaluations were conducted on 
parent projects, 007 and 057 (as 
projects), were evaluated in ter.s 
and objectives and by .. ans of the 
t.be RbO/C Private ~tor Proaraa. 

two levels; Each ot tbe two 
well as each ot the sub­

of tbeir own i~ternal taraets. 
"Generic Scope ~t Work" tor 

The CDB and LAAD projects were evaluated t.o.ether becaWle: 
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1. Recent guidance trom OSAID's Latin America and Caribbean 
Bureau favors clustered. pro.r .. -related evaluations. where 
1T0upin. is possible. 

2. Each proj~ct had tar.eted a sianiticant aaount ot 
tinancinar tor a,ribusiness enterprises in the OKes states. but 
neitber project had much success in finding such enterprises. 
Coabininu the evaluation of the two projects peraitted ezaaina­
tion ot a larger number of a,ribusiness establishments and a 
better bssis for .aking jud .. ents concernin. development in the 
OBCS stat.es. 

3. The ~valuation status of the two projects were similar. 
Loan disbursements for both projects had been co.pleted. The 
desilDs of each project prescribed similar evaluation forms and 
.ethods for evaluating develo~nt iapact. Both projects had run 
their erltire course without an,. of th~ scheduled evaluations of 
developelent impact actuall,. taking plac.,. 

4. Eac!l project had aade sub-loans to onl,. a few 
a.ribusiness enterpris~s. It was anticipated that, by evaluatina 
the two projects together. the likelihood would be increased for 
adnucins lessons that would be applicable to the Mission's Bilb 
I.pact Agricultural H3rk~tin~ Project (BIAKP) which was launched 
in aid-198S. 

B. qIOOBAPBIC SOOPi or IYALOAtIOI 

Bzhibit 1.1 presents the geographical breakdown of eli.ible 
territories provided for in the loan agreeaents coverin. 007 aDd 
051. The CDB loan and grant ugreeaents were .-ended in June, 1980 
to include the British Virgin Islands, the Cayman Islands, aDd 
the Turks and Caicos Islands as eligible territories. ~ 
aroupings are presented for ease of reference in this report aDd 
the countries were not grouped as such in the Project Papers. 
Group A represents the primal,. interest are& of ROV/C. 

Bzhibits 1.2 and 1.3 show the individual sub-project invest.ents 
aade b~ both CDB and LAAD frOID 007 and 057 funds in their 
respective eli.ible countries. Thoso marked with an ·X· 
represent those sub-projects and DrCs which were visited b,. the 
Evaluation Te .. during the period February 13th - 21st. Those 
aarket with a "*" were interviewed b,. telephone only. The 
following c~ents on each lCI listina are appropriato to an 
understandin. of the Evaluation Toea coverage (froa a 
.eo.raphical standpoint) of utilization of USAID funds by each 
project. 
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Exhibit I.l 

Geolraphic Scope 

Elilible Countries marked X (1) 

Group A (Primary Interest Area of RDO/C: 
------- OECS plus Barbados) 

AnlUilla 
AntilUa-Barbuda 
Barbados 
Dominica 
Grenada 
Montserrat 
St. Kitt-Nevis 
St. Lucia 
St. Vincent 

(4 ) 
(2) (4) 

(4 ) 

(4) 
(4 ) 
(4) 
(4) 

Group B (Other Enllish speakinl LDCs) 

Belize (4) 
British Virlin Islet.ds (4) 
Cayman Islands (4) 
Turks and Caicos (4) 

Group C (Other Caribbean nations) 

Dominica Republic 
Guyana 
Haiti 
Jamaica 
Trinidad/Tobalo 

Other AID Approved 

(3)(4) 

( 4 ) 

CDB 

x 
X 
X· 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

x 
X, 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

(1) As specified in the Project Papers 1977 and 1980 

(2) CDB was limited to 11 million out of the '6.5 million 
for Barbados unless Aid alrees otherwise. I 

(3) "Under special circumstances". Irrelevant since as 
of its 1985 Annual Report LAAD had no investments 
from whatever source in Trinidad/Tobago. 

(4) The LAAD Project Authorization dated 8/29/80 contained 
a covenant that no le~s than 54 million of the loan 
would be utilized in these countries. Additionally. 
th6 54 million could geolraphically be invested 
"for projects impacting on such countrie~." 
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1. CDI ProJtQtl "I'tld b, \bl 1Y.1y.tlO1 TtII 

CDB .ade loans to five subprojects and six Development Finance 
Corporations (DFCs). The evaluation tea. visited subprojects in 
Grenada, Montserrat, and St. Lucia; and DFCs in Antiaua, 
Barbados, no.inica, Grena~~. St. Lucia. and St. Vincent. 

The British Virgin Islands fisheries develo~nt project was 
excluded fro. the site visit schedule due to its rela,ively 
reaote location, because it was outside &DO/C's primary area of 
interest and because of tiae constraints. The St. Vincent suaar 
rehabilitation project has been closed down for sevoral years 
(see Chapter III of this report) and there were neither personnel 
nor facilities to be .isited. The Evaluation Team, therefore, 
visited nine out of a pos~ible eleven CDB sub-projects and Drcs 
financed by 007 funds. 

2. LMD Project. Vl.lte4 bY tbe IvalwatlOQ fUll 

LAAD financed twenty projects id eight countries, but only Ii .. 
of these projects were in the Eastern Caribbean. The evaluation 
te.. vi!iited projects in Doainica and St. Vincent, aDd 
interviewed two IDOre project principals by tel ·.phone in Barbados 
and St. Vincent. One of the five Kastern Caribbean projf'Cts .as 
in Ansuilla, which is now a British Colony and technically bot aD 
OICS state. Of the 15 reaaifJing non-olCS projects. sev~n vere 1D 
Belize, five were in the Doainican Republic, one was in Dai~i, 
and two were in the Turks and Caicos. 

Two-thirds of the 057 AID funds, i.e. 14 million of the total 18 
.illion. were to be usei in the Knalish speakiug LDCs (which 
included Belize). The Evaluation Team eliminated Belize fro. its 
survey for several reasons: the econoay. land area, business 
cliaate, and other related factors are quite different fro. t~e 
Island States; Belize activities are under scruti07 Iroa AID/V, 
which is the atl'.ted reporting and evol uation center under 
previous loans and under 057; and the travel tiae required to 
review five projects there would have been excessive. The 
Doainican Republic and Haiti were eliminated for ussentially the 
saae reasons. The above three countries are not of priae 
interest to ROO/C. Relative to specific Island States' projects 
UDder 057, the following comments are pertinent: 

1) The Ansuilla Tradina Coapany loan of 135, 000 _s 
eli.inated because it is currently outside BDO/C's area 
of priaary interest (OKCS states), and because of the 
sull IUIOUDt of fUDds involved. 
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2) The two Turks and Caicos investaents were eliainated 
due to distance and lack ot pri.e RDO/C interest. 

3) The Barbados Tillase Services Coapany equity/loan 
investaent is in toreclosure (see Chapter IV) and the 
Evaluation Tea. could only speak to the local principal 
by telephone. 

4) The St. Vincent Plastics Coapany could not be contacted 
at the ti.e ot the tield survey. so interviews were 
conducted by telephone. (See Chapter IV) 

The Evaluation Tea. theretore conducted site visits at two sub­
projects: Windward Islands Aloe. Ltd. (Do.inica). and aastern 
Caribbean Aaencies. Ltd. (St. Vincent); and telephone interviews 
with two aore: Tillage Services. Ltd. (Barbados) and St. VinceDt 
Plastics. Ltd. 

c. TIa I'IWII or IYALOATIOI 

The CDB 007 Project Agreement was sianed in March. 1978. aDd loan 
activity began in 1979. The current evaluation thus covers a 
span ot nearly nine years ot activity. All sub-project loans 
were approved by CDB in 1980 and 1981. e][cept tor a second loan 
in 1984 to the one private sector activity in the CDS porttolio. 
All DrC lines ot cr~dit vere approved between 1979 and 1981. 

The LAAD 057 Project Agreement was signed in September, 1980. aDd 
project activity besan a little later in 1980. The c~r~t 
evaluation thus covers a span ot si][ years ot activit~. 

D. PIWICT DIS IONS IN CONtIXf 

The project designs t~r both 007 and 057 need to be understood in 
the context. ot the develoPDebt ailieu ot both OSAID and t.be 
Caribbean at the time ~he proja~ts were being developed. In 1977. 
wben the 007 projflct paPftr was written. the OSAID nission in 
Barbados was ensa.~d in no direct, bilateral activitie~; .ost 
OSAID assistancft was channeled through rallional institutions. 'Cl'.oJ 
.ost u.portftDt ot which was the Caribbean f;ttvoloru:c!mt Bank. The 
... 11 aSAID staft in Barbarlos worked closely with the CDB and 
other regional ~.encies. and iaple.ented no projects directly 
tro. the alssion. 

Throuahout the C~ribbean. ther6 was a strona etfort towards 
reaional selt sufticiency and iaport substitution. particularly 
1n tood. Carico. had recently published a Food/NutritloD stratel7 
docuaent which advocated areater selt-sufticiency in tood 
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produotion as a .oal for the reaion. However, .uch of the 
supporting research, docuaentation, information, and guidelines, 
(where Dot related to the traditional ezport crops ot the reaion 
- su.ar, bananas, coconut, etc.) wftr~ academically oriented and 
not well suited to the clientele of ezisting and potential food 
producers in the re.ion: primarily small taraers. 

In OSAID, there had begun a trend avay tro. investment in larae 
scale enterprides such as a.ribu~iness. Policy at OSAID placed 
.reater eaphasis on basic rural and agricultural develo~nt, 
with a tocus on the ··poorest of the poor" as th~ priaary taraet 
.roup tor OSAID activity. Anythin8 which appeared to work on the 
principle ot "trickle down" waf' eschewed in tavor of a acre 
direct approach to the intended beneticiaries. The -Green 
Revolution," although a technical success, was being criticized 
by _any people as benotitting large, _ealthy farmers and 
aaribusinese at the expense of small farmers. In the donor 
aaencies as well as the academic c~"UDities, the philosophy of 
"Saall is Beautitul," making use of appropriate technology, had 
considerable intluence, althougb aaAY develop.ent professionals 
understood that a purely "bubble up" strateu would be difticult 
to i.ple8ent etfectively. 

1977 saw the ini t1ation of the Inte~.rated Asricul ture Develo~Dt 
Project ("006"), which was to i12crease ~'he inco.e of aaall 
faraers and to diversity th~ production base in the Caribbeao 
fra. the traditional crops. The 008 loan was designed explicitly 
to lend aaTlcultural p~oductioD credits to small farmers, via the 
CDB ~~d itfl attiliated DFCs, Wld contalned nwteroua restrictions 
on loan usea. The 008 project paper makes reterence to the theD­
propoaed 007 project, whicb it say:s ··would directly coaple.eDt 
this [006] project by helping to eosure larger and more stable 
aarkets tOl' small tarmer crops. It represents a logical follow­
on to this [006] project." 

1. ProJoot. DellA of 007 

While the 008 project focussed on acricultural production, aDd 
was intended to reach a.all far.era directly, tbe 007 project 
(and the 057 project after it), waa focussed on the constraiDed 
.. rkets for aaricultural production, and was intended to benefit 
saall tarmers and the rural poor 1DdireatlF. prt.arily by 
ezpanding the aarkets tor their output. 

The 007 Project Paper stated: 

The ezistin. aarket structure is considered to be pos.ibly 
the Rost signiticant siuale coDstraiDt to Inoreasi~ ... 11 
far.er production and incoaes iD the Be.iOD. 
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The project was expected to reduce this ~onstraint mainly by 
increasing inveHtaent in agroprocossing enterprises which would 
purchase regularly trom small tarmers. speciticnlly detined in 
the loan agreeaent as -those whose aaricultural exploitations are 
under twenty-tive acres in size." Loans and equity investments 
in agribusiness by CDB and loans to agribusiness by regional and 
national DYCs were to be made in a geographic area that was 
detined to include Barb~doe and tbe Lesser Develo~d Countries 
CLDC's) ot Antiaua/Barbuda, Belize, Dominica, Grenada, 
Hontserrat, St. Kitts/Nevis/Anguilla, St. Lucia. and St. Vincent. 

The tinancial plan ot the Project Paper specitied th~t the 18.5 
.illion project loan to CDB cO'lld be utilized in two ways: 15.2 
~llion was to be used tor loan tinancing ot agribusiness 
ent6rprises and up to 11.3 .illion could be used tor equity 
tinancing ot aarihusiness (which it unutili:ed could be used tor 
loan tinancing). Under the Logical Fraaework, two ot the 
veritiable indicators ot project output were 52 subloans 
totalling 15.2 .illion and 28 equity investaents totall1na '1.3 
81llion. 

The Caribbean Development ~ had priaary .esponsibility tor 
carr,Fina out the project. An -Agribusiness Develo~nt ¥und- .as 
established within the Bank's Special ¥Und operations. CDB had 
responsibility tor proaotion ot an Agribusiness Developaent 
Proaraa, identitication ot eligible subprojects, preinvestaent 
studies, project appraisals, approval ot loan applications, 
coordination ot technical assistance to enterprises, and 
subproject tollow-up. The Caribbean Investaent Corporation (CIC) 
~d the national Develo~ent Financing Corporations (DrC's) were 
to serve a~ tinancial interaediaries and were to .eke loans UDder 
$100,000 commensurate with their capabilities under the 
surveillance ot the CDB. 

The Aaribusiness Developmont Fund was to be coapl~nted by a 
$450,000 grant to be ueed by the CDB in coaaissionina adaptive 
research technologies appropriate to the Region's resource base 
and end aarkets. Selection ot the researcb projects was to be 
based on the tollowing criteria: 

Ca) the technologies to be developed should have direct 
utility in the agribusiness developa8nt proaraa 

Cb) the technology to be developed would be ot utilitp to 
.ore than a sinale tacility 

Ca) all basic research was to have been coapleted, there­
tore, effective application to the Reeion would require 
only adaptive research. 
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It was anticipated that a«roprocessing enterprises (or 
aaricultural storage and distribution enterprises) which could 
..,aDd or .tabill •• the .. rket for ... 11 f.~r produotloa would 
account for the majority of the investments under the 001 
project. However. two other ~ypes of enterprises also were 
eli.ible for financing. those which manufacture or distribute 
aaricultural inputs to saall faras. and therefore reduce the coat 
of ... 11 far.er inputs (e .•.• fertilizer aixing. fara iapleaent 
aaDufacturing) and those which ~DCrease a.plo~nt opportualtles 
for rural workers in labor intensive enterprises. 

Specific criteria. as established in an Annex to the project 
paper. were listed as follows: 

ClITDIOI A: The proposed Project will bpaDd/Stabiliae 
the Market Opporbmi t.ies for Seall I'u.er 
ProduotiOD [Hostly aaroprocessin.. storqe 
and distribution enterprises]. 

Evidence should be presented that the proposed project will 
benefit the target .roup through one or .ore of the 
followi~: 

1. Decreased ranae of short or lon. ter. price fluctua­
tions of a ca..odity produced by aaall far.era. 

2. Increased total annual quantities 
co.aodity produced by aaall far.ers. 

deaanded of • 

3. Reduced proportion of physical product loaaes sustained 
by aaall f ar.er c~i ty between harvest. ud 
consuaption. 

... Reduced cost of accollplishing transport. bandlin •• 
exchanae. and other functions incident to aarketina of 
ca.aodity produced by allall far.ers. 

CUTDlOll B: !be Proposed Project. rill Reduce Sllall Waner 
Coat of Produot,iOD [mostly manufacture or 
distribution of agricultural inputs] 

Evidence should be presented that the proposed project will 
benefit saall faraers in one or aore of the followi~: 

1. Introduction of new • .ore appropri~te. or less costly 
... 11 far. iapleaents that increase labor or lud 
productivity. 
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2. Increased convenience, availability, or ti~liness ot 
supply ot reca.aended technical production inputs to 
aaall tar.ers. 

3. Reduction in the purchase price or distribution coat ot 
~nded production inputs or services. 

ClIDlIOI Os The Proposed Project Creates a SubataDtial 
~t of Direct KllplorMDt 1D Bural ANu 
[labor intensive eaployaent leneration] 

Evidence should be presented that 
investaent will demonstrate a capital 
areater than 17500. 

the propt)sed projec't 
eaployaent ratio no 

The OSAID alricultural develo~nt otticers had correctly 
identitied soae key constraints tacine saall ta~rs (i.e., poor 
aarkets tor their outputs and hiah costs tor their inputs) and 
tried to design a project to relieve those constraints. However, 
the lack ot scale economies which create the taraers' constraints 
would likewise plasue 007's agribus1nessfts; and it app~ars that 
the project design was not sutticient to overcome the evident 
scale constraints tacing it. This judge.er.t is not st.ply a 
aatter ot hindsight - the 007 project paper, written in 1977, 
lists essentially the SaDe obstacles to agribusiness ezpansion 
that are cited in Chapter II ot this report: 

... the seven LDC's have saall populations which severely 
11ait the size ot doaestic aarkets, IGbor supply and 
econa.ic advantages ot scale in production, adainistratioD, 
and distribution ... The relativelY high cost per capita ot 
the public sector will continue to burden these econa.iea ... 

asriculturpl conditions in the Eastern ~aribbean Islands 
are not very tavorable. However, the potential tor 
aariculture in the area, no matter how aodest, is not beina 
realized and the inhibiting constraints are more coaplez 
than just poor natural endowments ... 

... The aarket organization tor root crops, truits, 
veletables and livestock is poor and leaves the tarmer taced 
with hlgh risk and uncertainty, biab transport and ezcb~e 
cost, and substantial physical product losses. The" 
opportunities tor the 58811 tar.ers to s~ll non-czport crops 
1s limited to the tresh market since tood processinl 
industries in tbe LDCs are insilDiticant or non-ezistent. 
Thin domestic markets on each island, characterized by 
scarcity and .lut, allow tor little .are tban ba.e garden 
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scale production. Exports wi thin the Re,ion ot tresh tood 
crops sutter tro. insutticient market intoraation tlows and 
unreliable transportation tacilities. It is speculated that 
locally grown tresh tood crops, while having only sli.ht 
price advantages over i.ported produce, lack consistent 
Quality and quantity required by the tourist industry . 

... The ca.bination ot low yi~ld and high production cost 
probably place the Caribbean LDCs in t~~ position ot bevin, 
tew, it any. agricultural co .. odities in which the area bas 
a comparative advantage vis-a-vis world aarkets. HorGover, 
these island3 ot the KCCH aay lack coaparative advantages in 
the production ot staple toods for doaestic consumption ... 
[due to] antiquated tenure systems that leave the aaall 
taraers insecure and unwilling to make long term capital 
investments ... [the tact that] access to unused land held by 
large estates is limited tor 3m8ll tarmers, reportedly due 
to a preterence ot estate owners to torego rents rather than 
give small farmers any clai~ on the land ... 

Raw Material Supplies: Inadequat~ supply ot crops suitable 
tor processing is gen~rally judged to be a tormidable 
obstacle to establishing tood proce3sing in the ~sterD 
Cari bbean. The limi ted al~ea planted to tood cr~ps aDd 
relatively low yields in t~he region have alread7 been 
discussed, as has the diftic:ult and thin market situation 
usually contronting the smnll taraer. It appears to be a 
"Chicken and igg" situation "here an increased demand would 
be .etched by supply and vicp. versa. In any case, current 
supply quantities ot al.c~t all doaestic tood crops ore low 
in the LDCs and ettectively in~ibit agribusiness investaent. 

Teolmolo~: Inappropriate scule ot industrlal equi~ent 
available tor many tood processing and agricultural input 
aanutacturins activities trequently precludes agribusiness 
investment in the Kastern Carihbean .... Lack ot Aaribua1De •• 
PreoedeDts ... ancillary service~ including credit, transport, 
aarketins and distribution, equipment maintenance, aDd 
public sector services ot~'n lack experienc~ or tamiliarity 
with the needs ot agriculturally related industr,p ... Laak of 
Credit Availabilities ... The coaaercial b~uking sector ... 
has not responded to the credit needs ot agribusiness or 
labor intensive aaall enterprises ... Laak of Pro.otiOD ... 
[there are] inadequate institut.ional aechanisas and fundi~ 
sources within the Re,ion capable ot systeaatically 
identifying and developing potentially v!able aaribusinesa 
projects .... 
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The section of the 007 project paper on "Bacqround" (five paaes) 
is cast in pessimistic terafS. and the section on "Constraints" 
itself runs for over five paaes. It seeas that the personnel 
involved in the project at the Barbados mission vere well avare 
of the severity of those constraints. The 007 project vas to 
provide credit to the agribusiness industr.r. which was in turn 
supposed to relieve the aarket constraint for the agricultural 
production sector (for which 006 was intend~d to relieve a credit 
constraint), ~nd the two projects together u~re sup~sed to solve 
the "Chicken and Egg" market/input problem of agriculture aDd 
aaribusiness in the Eftstern Caribbean. althoush the onlr 
constraint addressed to any significant Jegree was credit 
availabilitr. 

As if the constraints themselves Heren't sufficiently dauntin •• 
the project designers added their own obstacles to a successful 
outcome. Although the premise of the project required that the 
tar.et group reaain indirect beneficiaries. it appears that the 
proj~::t designers wished to avoid the accusation of "trickle 
down" at all costs. Th~ o'~rriding concern for reaching ~ 
tar.et beneficiaries (small farmern and the rural poor) vas 
reflected in suidelinec presuaablr derivjng fro. OSAID 
Vashinaton. and vas a major feature of the 006 project; but the 
con~ern vas strong enough that it got incorporated into the 007 
Project Paper as well, in "Othor Sub-project Considerations": 

In developing projects vhich contribute to the above 
objectives, the CDS viII seek to incorporato, to the extent 
possible and wherf appropriate, the following el~nts vhich 
tend to strengthen the forward and backward linkages of the 
enterprise to the target group: Where such ele.ents are 
considered essential to ensurin. the desired target IrOUP 
benefits, the CDS and DFCs shall requira aubbor~wers. under 
the terms of the subloan agreeaent. to iaple.ent these 
eleaents of the project. 

1) contract buying 
2) IIIplor8e profi t shariq 
3) Cooperative ownership 
4) Saall fa1W8r equitr participation 
5) Enterprise services to aaall far.er suppliers. e .•. 

credit. credit-in-kind, ~ical assistance •• to. 

Such arranaements might have been expected to deter .ost 
potential inv~8tors in asribusiness, especiallr in a part of the 
world where ~wch arrangements (particularlr the second, third aDd 
fourth 01 the ~lst above) run counter to no~l entrepreneurial 
practices. Recognizing thi~ difficulty, the project paper 
explicitlr eschews any special effort to "aaxiaize ,rivate sector 
lnvolveaent in the agribusiness program," at least initiallr. 
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The use of equity financin., as described in Annex I to the 007 
loan aar~nt was further restricted in that it was: 

conditioned upon a deteraination that either: 

(1) Equity financina is necessary to ensure the 
financlal viability of an otherwise viable, eilcibie 
enterprise that is, where an entrepreneur wishes to 
establish or expand a potentially viable enterprise but is 
unable to .eet current CDB lending criteria, i.e., (a) 
borrower contribution of at least 40 percent and (b) 
adequate secu=-i t.y coverage of CDB loans; 

(2) Equity participation 1~ to be held by the Bank, 
with the objective of subsequ~ntly transferring such equity 
to small farmer raw material suppliers of the enterprise or 
cooperatives or other organizations consisting of such 
faraers ... Where this is not p03sible the Bank shall seek to 
transfer such equity to other nationals of borrowing aeaber 
countries of the Bank. 

DDtil December, 1979, there were no disbursements from 007, and 
the only activities appeared to be the "adaptive research- under 
the 1450,000 grant. Presumably, CDB was having difficulty 
finding viable agribusiness sub-projects. The very first 
disbursement from 007 funds was a loan to the Barbados National 
Bank, which was to function 8S a DFC and provide loans under 007 
of up to 051100,000. The loan agreement between CDB and 8MB 
contained explicit restrictions (as ..entioned in the 007 loan 
&aree.ent) a.ainst makin. a subloar. for: 

(a) the purchase of land and/or ezistina buildinas; 

(b) providi~ workin. capital (ezcept where required tor 
start-up operations); 

.(c) ret1nanc1na; 

(d) equi ty invest.eDts; or 

(e) any other purpose whicb 1. excluded tro. t1.DaDcina b7 
the Bank. 

aDd restrictions (which are DOt tOUDd 1n the 007 LoaD Aare..aDt)" 
aaainst ..tina a sub loan to: 

(a) any person whose Det worth (includin. the net worth of 
such person's spouse) exceeds one bundred aDd t itty 
thousand Barbados dollars (Bd.llo0,OOO); 
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(b) any co.pany which has among its .ambers any body (other 
than the Bank) or person whose net worth (including the 

.. net worth of the person's spouse) exceed one hundred 
and fifty thousand Barbados dollars (BdsllS0,OOO) ... 1 

Aooording to a USAID agricultural officer who participated in the 
negotiations with the CDB (both over the 007 loan agreeaent and 
over later implementation decisions, including the terms of the 
loan to the BMB), the officials of the CDS pointed out that suoh 
restrictions attached to the loan would make dieburse.ent 
difficult and could perhaps defeat its ostensible purpose. 
Nonetheless, OSAID insisted on those term~ and condItions, 
(including, verballY, the "net worth" criteria) apparently to 
euaure that funds reached the intendod beneficiaries, .... it 
such restriations precluded the success ot the proJect. 

2. Project Dosia of 057 

At the sase time that the CDS finally be.an to lend its 007 
funds, the 057 project was beiD4J created, and the absence of t.be 
types of restrictions discussed above probably accounts for the 
(aarginally) better perforaance of that proJect. 

The goal of the 057 project, implemented by the Latin Aaorioan 
'-ribusiness Development Co.pany (~) since 1980, has been -to 
i.prove the standard of living of the C&~ibbean poor." The 
project's sub-goal has bee~ "to stiaulate 8Oono.io and 
agricultural growth ~d create employment." The purpose has been 
Mto initiate and ex rand private agribusiness invest.ents 1n the 
Caribbean." The purpose was to be achieved by ldontifyinl 
deficiencies and constraints in agricultural production, 
processing, distribution and marketinl systems and by applyinl 
capi tal, manageaent and technical expertise to i.prove the 
functioning of those systea5. The project rationale stated the 
followina: 

War &ore than in other areas of the world, the Caribbean, 
with its aaall territories in relative isola·~ion, faces a 
s1·.uation in which specific agribusiness projects are a 
necessary condition for specific agricultural develo~ts. 
In the eastern islands in particular, the availability of 
warehousing, transportation and aarketina services will 
deteraine the vi3bility of export, and even domesticalli 
oriented A8ricultural develo~nt. Siailarly, the develop-

1. Provisions applioable to CDB loan 8/SrR-BDS to the 
Barbados National Bank; Article I, Section 10.01, (S)(i)(a). 

18 



.ent of processing industries, which either reduce the bulk 
of a~ricultural shipment or transform perishable products 
into a .ore easily transportable for., will often .ake the 
difference between a feasible line of agricultural develop­
.ent and one which is not econOBically viable. In short. 
acribusiness is both an important sector in its own riaht. 
and an laportant deterainant of the devftlopaent of the 
aaricultural sector itself. 

As was the case with 007. the 057 project would supply credit to 
acribusiness and the benefits would follow. 

ID ter.s of i.pact, the project was to: 1) provide additioDal 
eaplo~nt opportunities. particularly for rural aaall far.ers 
and unskilled or seai-skilled nlral labor iD aaroindustries; 
2) increase incomes to .embers ot the above target group; 
3) increase production and proL~c:·:.1·'h.F; 4) ezpand aarketl.DC 
opportunities; 5) facilitate new ploduct development; 6) increase 
forei~ exchange earnings. 

The primary beneficiaries of the proposed project, the rural poor 
in the arehS ~here LAAD operates, were expected to include both 
men and women and be composed of both saall farmers and landless 
workers. Operators of .ini-agribusinesses providing inputs to 
the LAAD-financed project could also be beDeficiaries. The 
project was to assist agribusiness entrepreneurs establish 
operations which would have direct impact (through employmeDt) 
and indirect impact '(through linkages to production) on low 
income families. Sub-project activities were to encourage saall 
far.ers in the area increase or diversify production in order to 
supply raw materials to processing facilities or relMted 
aarketing entities. such as cold storage or packa!ing plants. 
Landless workers, or farmers whose landholdings are inadequate 
for reasons of size, quality, or location, would find e.ployacnt 
in production or processing operations. The 057 Project Paper 
establishes selection criteria as follows: 

• all LAAD sub-projects aust be related to a~ibusiDess and 
.ill be required to .eet the following criteria: 

The subproject aust cODtribute to the welfare of saall 
fazwers and/or landless laborers: 

The dearee to which this criteria (sic) is .at will be 
.aasured in ter.s of increased eaplo~nt .enerated. 
iDcreased iDcome generated, increased production and/or 
productivity, induced changes fro. lower to hi.her value 
crops or better land utilizatioD. and geDeral rural 
developeent effect which the activity is projected to 
produce at maturity. 
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The subproject aust contribute to the 
i.prove8ent of an aaribusiness syste.: 

develos-ent or 

To satisfy the thrust of this criterion, the proposed 
project aust deaonstrate that it eliainates a systea 
bottleneck (that is, adds a critical coaponent in the 
production-transforation-processing-distribution-marketin.­
retailing steps which characterize the agribusiness 
process); introduces a new non-traditional product into this 
process. establishes new aarket penetration; 8ssi~ts LAAD in 
better performing this systems developm~nt role; or produces 
systeas efficiencies. The degree to which the project 
contributes to this objective will be measured in terms of 
increased production, ca..odity price stability, or value 
added. 

An additional criteria (sic) viII be the sub-project's 
ability to contribute to the overall econa.ic iaproveaant of 
the country or region. To measure a project's projected 
achievea8nt of this objective, LAAD will analyze a) its 
balance of payments effect ... ; b) the value which the 
project will add to rav or se.i-processed co.DOdities; c) 
the increased employment and consequent income added to the 
econ~; and/or d) the increased production (whether fre. 
new or present a.ricultural co .. odities) and the i.plication 
for future .adiua to loncer tera growth ... 

Lastly, AID and other donors have argued for the iaportaDce 
of regional developaent through trade and cooperation. It 
ia expected that sub-projects such aa cold storace faci­
lities or transport systeas could aeasurably increase inter­
ialand trade at the same time increasing export earninga. 

Subprojects intended to benefit the tar.et group pr~ily 
throu8h direct eaployaent vere expected to have a capttall 
eaployae~t ratio of 18,000; but projects that benefited the 
tar.et aroup indirectly, through linkagea, uere .are broadly 
defined. Instead of insistinc on the inclusion of one of five 
typeo of linkages to beneficiaries, the Project Paper statea: 

the Project Coaaittee reca..ends that a LAAD selected 
aubproject satisfy the to'!.!G,~n. criteria: 1) title 
develo~nt, processinc, or h&ll:i '-:.!\n of typical saall far.er 
crops; 2) location of the ply"': .;~ Il)~ arel' vhere subataDtial 
poor are located; and 3) dUY>nstl".ct.io'l of invol'/8IIent of 
.aabers of the tar.et group in r. .~'.~ at. •. ··~roject' a econoaic 
activities throuah linkqes deecr .. · ~, o~ll~w. 
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The project paper goes on to list eleven types of linkages, 
includin. all five listed above for 007, plus such iteas as 
"settina up of equi~nt pools ... provision of fara aanageaent 
services, provision of stora.e and transportation ... [and] bulk 
purchasina of saall faraer inputs." 

At the tiae of the project agreement, it was estiaated that about 
44 sub-projects (including 17 in the OKCS and Barbados), in the 
areas of food production, agricultural inputs, processina, 
packaaina, stor&ge and transportation WO'· , d be financed in the 
Caribbean durin. the four year AID lOaD. 

The project paper aade 
iapleaented throuah the 
aotivities as follows: 

note of 
CDB, and 

the earlier 
justified the 

007 project 
overlap of 

Loan 538-T-007 is fully proarammed and investaent proposals 
are in the process of being analyzed. There is likely to be 
soae fallout &mon. these programmed proposals aDd thus soae 
~oapetitio~ between ~ • CDB, however, the competition is 
not expected to be severe as LAAD will serve some clients 
who preter not to utilize the CDB. Also, it i~ expected 
that some competition will be healthy for CDB in that CDB 
aay be forced to accelerate its loan approval process. 

In the "Project Rationale" section of the 057 project paper, 
uneaployaent was noted as a severe and increasing problea in the 
Caribbean. The agricultural sector had traditionally employed a 
large percentage of the labor force, but it had stagnated in aaD7 
countries. Previous efforts to stimulate growth were primarily 
channeled through the public sector, such as trade incentives, 
r~se~rch, and extension programs. "The criticism of this 
approach, however, has been that it has not worked." Since 
agriculture is largely a private sector endeavor, 057 was 
designed to utilize a private sector institution, LAAD, to 
provide services. This new approach was a oirect response to a 
1980 study (the York Mission) co .. issioned by President Carter, 
which found that donor/government programs aimed at stiaulatin. 
aariculture were not very eff~ctive and in soae instances were 
outriaht failures, and tha~ new ways of utilizing the private 
sector .ore directly should be sought. 

As the agriculture sector is generally market oriented, hiahly 
decentralized and, for the aost part, operates on a ... ll-soale 
basis, the private sector was judged to have a coaparative 
advantage over the public sector in providina necessary 
technical, financial, and marketing services. 

According to the 057 project paper, written in 1980, LAAD bad an 
established track record in agribusiness invest.ents in Central 
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Aaerica. As an investor or lender, LAAD sought out agribusiness 
opportunities with long-tera .rovth potential. LAAD required any 
project it tinanced to make U a lDeanin.,ful contribution to the 
~on~ ot the host country." Further, as a private protit 
aatin. company, LAAD insured that investments demonstrate a 
return or yield cOlDAensurate with the risks invol~ed. When 
evaluating proposals tor tinancing, LAAD's primary concerns were 
said to be the capability ot the project's manageaent, the 
product's market growth potential, the co~pet1tiveness ot the 
product, its total importance to the local econoe,y, and its 
i.pDCt on e.plo~ent both directly and indirectly. LAAD also 
provided ter.hnical and IDanagerial services in addition t.: 
tinancing. The IDost important ot these was said to be assistanod 
in developing and tinancing a business venture. 

In addition to the co-tinancing teature ot the project, other 
aajor aspects included: additional statt and establisbaent ot a 
new LAAD ott ice in the Eastern Caribbean to tacilitate pro.~ect 
identitication and developeent; an exPaD.ded role tor LAAD in 
terms ot providin. more comprehensive tinancing packages, and 
extended aarketing services and export related services, tor 
ex~ple, through linkages with OS or regional purchasers. 

Prior loans to LAAD were geographically oriented pri.arily 
towards Central and South America. In the 057 Project Paper it 
was clearly the intent ot OSAID in 1980 that the bulk ot the 057 
tunds were to be used in the Knglish-speaking LDC countries ot 
the Caribbean, i.e. the Island States and Belize. In tact, that 
beca.e a pre-condition ot granting this tourth loan, and resulted 
in LAAD making its tirst real attempt to survey the potential 
scope in the Eastern Caribbean tor agribusiness ventures. That 
survey ot sub-project demand became a part ot tha Project Paper 
and the basis tor auch ot the proposed project loan activity 
under 057. at the total 16 million ~t 057 tunding, 14 million 
was explicitly reserved tor use in the tollowing territories: the 
OICS states, Barbados, Trinidad • Tobag~, Belize, the British 
Vir.in Islands, the Cayaans and Turks & Caicos Islands. It seeaa 
clearly to have been the intent ot the project desisners to 
provide a aajor thrust to agribusiness develo~nt in the lastern 
Caribbean LDCs, however .uch the language ot the provision ~ti­
.ated that thrust by desianating a broader eli.ible country list. 

I. rIHPIIIGS or PBlYIOOS IYALOATIOlIS 

Neither 001 nor 057 were periodically evaluated tor project 
i.pact as intended in the Project Papers. There is no evidence 
ot such evaluations in the RDO/C tiles, «Dd in conversations with 
the heads ot both ICIs it was veritied that such evaluations 
never took place. 
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A search ot the RDO/C tiles in Barbados and discussions with CDB 
otticials indicate that no previous, evaluations were ever made 
ot the 007 loan as provided tor in the Projec~ Paper. Project 
tapacts on the target 8roup were to have been jointly evaluated 
by AID and CDB on an annual basis and were to have been coapared 
with the Impact Analyses contained in the original CDB pretunding 
appraisals ot sub-project loans. Since CDB n~lver had Ilore than 
six sub-projects in operation (involving a total ot 14.082 
.illion ot AID tunds) the evaluation/Ilonitoring task was hardly a 
burdensome one. The tact that no annual evaluation was pertormed 
during the lite ot the project suggests that neither organization 
conaidered this mandated activity to be very important. 

In !980, the 007 project was audited, but at that point CDB 
activity was 50 recent that it is doubttul the audit would have 
revealed .uch ot signiticance. (The Evaluation Team was unable 
to obtain a copy ot the 1980 Audit trom ROO/C). The 1985 
Inspector General's Audit covered tour ot the nine RDO/C 
agricultural projects, ot which 007 was one. Th6 audit looked at 
six ot the eleven CDB s l lb-loans (Winduard Islands Tro~ical 
Plants, St. Vincent Sugar Industries, Dominic3 citrus production 
credits, and the DFCs in Antigua, St. Lucia, end St. V~ncent) and 
tound that two were not meeting their objectives - the St. 
Vincent ougar Industry sub-loan and the Doainica Citrus 
Production credit. The audit's Recommendation Number ODe was 
that unused resources be reprograa.ed and that requlred project 
evaluations should be perforaed. Specitic ca.aents troa the 
Inspector General's Report on individual sub-loans are contained 
ln Appendices B and C. 

The Inspector General's Audit took a detailed look at three of 
the six DFC sub-loans, which were lending priaaTily tor 
aariculture instead ot agribusiness, and it might have been 
anticipated that an Audit Mould have noted the depart.u:e tra. 
major proj~ct purpo&es. In January 1985, Arthur D. Ll~tl~, Inc . 
.ade an ~valuation ot the CDB/AID Private Sector On r~ndin. 
Program5 under contr~ct with the CDB. Chapter III ot their 
report, which deals with agriculture and agribusine8~ developaent 
(006 and 007) cites at the beginning ot their evaluation the 
Losfraae ·veritiable indicatorsM ot 78 agribusiness subloans and 
equity inv~stments to be made by CDB and the DFCs, and then 
devotes the balance ot their report to a detailed analys'.s ot the 
administration ot tarm improvement credits and small tarmer 
asricultural credits. The evaluation overlooks the key question 
ot tunds diversion trom the original rroject purposes. Little 
intoraation is available on econa.ic i.parot ot the tar3et group. 

The 057 Project Paper called tor "Two Milllon Dollar Revlews,M to 
be conducted join\".l!, by AID and LAAD, ot loan and project 
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activities after each 12 .illion of OSAID funds have been 
coaaitted. It appears, both from the Project Paper and 
discussions with LAAD officials, that the priaary reporting and 
evaluation center for 057 was AID/W (LAC/DR) and not RDO/C, since 
all LAAD's previous activities were in Central and South ABerica. 
The RDO/C files contain quarterly sub-loan Status Reports which 
were submitted to USAID/Washington and copied to RDO/C. These 
reports show loan approvals, disbursements, and current balance 
outstanding for each ~ub-loan. There was a meeting betwoen LAAD 
and RDO/C in Barbados in January 1982, which was in effect a 
verbal Status Report on project activities. Also, in Septeaber, 
1983 two textual reports (a Project Assessment Opdate sub.itted 
by LAAD and a Portfolio Review Heaorandua prepared by LAC/DR) 
were filed in AID/W and distributed to ROO/C. 

The Portfolio Review Memorandum r~ports on a Msubject reviewM 
aeeting which took place between officials of LAAD. LAC/DR and 
ROO/C. and notes in the first paragraph that: 

The loan agreement calls for such joint AID/LAAD progress 
reviews after e~ch 12.0 .illion of loan funds bas been 
ca.aitted. The first 12.0 million review was helo in 
Noveaber 1981. While LAAD has not yet reached t.he 14.0 
.illion commitment level of loan funds, AID l'equested that 
tbe subject portfolio review be held now in order to 
evaluated the causes for delays in project i.ple.entation, 
especially in the Eastern Caribbean. 

The subject review was concerned primarily with the slow 
disbursal of funds in the Eastern Caribbean. The tte.orandu. 
ooncluded by noting that MLAAD also agreed to provide LAC/DR 
with ... updated Project AssesS8ent rorws fro. ol18oil18 projects in 
order to .easure the impact on benefits." If these foras hftve 
been updated, RDO/C has no record of it in project files. 
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II. CQN8TMIMT8 ON AQIUBualtf188 DlYlLOPMQt 

This chapter o~tlines the major constraints facing agricultural 
and aaribusiness developeent in the Eastern Caribbean. The 
circuastances affecting agribusiness in the Ka3tern Caribbean 
include those of the agricultural sector in general and those 
relating particularly to agribusiDOSS. Many of the constraints 
attecting agriculture (such as the small scale of r.esources) are 
inherent in the geography, topography, cliaate, and geology of 
the region, and CL~not be relieved by donor funds, technical 
assistance, or institutional development. Others (such as credit 
availability) can sometimes be addressed; but the potential tor 
project 4uccess will still be limited by those constraints which 
cannot De removed. 

The basIc constraints on the development ot agriculture and agri­
business in the Eastern Caribbean ma7 be divided int~ two broad, 
(and overlapping) categories: scale-related constraints largely 
inherent to the region, and institutional constraints which 
currently exist within the region, each broken down as tollows. 

A) 

S) 

Inability to achieve econoaies of scale 

1. Availability and cost c· land 

2. Availability and cost ot labor 

3. Markets tor agricultural products 

4. Soil and cliaate charaoteristics 

IDstitutional behavior 

1. Availability ot entrepreneurs 

2. Prevalent busiDess and commercial practices 

3. Availability and cost ot capital, and practices ot 
ca..ercial lending institutions 

4. Covenants and conditions i.posed on use ot dODor 
tunds 

Each ot these constraints are discussed in tUrD iD subsections 
below. 
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A. INABILITY TO A<:HIm ICONOttIIS or SCAr. 

Exhibit 11.1 pre~ent~ selected data on the agricultural sector ot 
each ot the countrt~s in the RDO/C target area. This exhibit 
illustrate~ the limited size of the do.estic aarkets. the 
relative importance of agriculture in the economy. the percentage 
of the labor force in agriculture. and the amount of land 
available for agriculture. The small size ot the island states 
in the East.om Caribbean. geosraphicll~ 11' and demographically. 
represents probably the most serious constraint to the 
developsent of agriculture and agribusiness. and scale is the 
aaJor factor in most of the other constraints taced as well 
(e.g .• land. labor, markets). There is a relatively narrow 
resource base on each of the countries, and, as noted by the FAO 
in a 1986 conference, "undifterentiated climatic conditions and 
soil resources offer medium to poor prospectn for agricultural 
development." 2 

The availability of land. an essential input. is limited 
absolutely. The target .roup tor both projects - saall tar.ers 
and the rural poor - by definition are li.l~ed to small plots ot 
land which they either own or rent. Typical Msaall taras· in the 
Caribbean are about five acres in size. Such plots are generally 
too slDall for th" ·..:~il1Zca~toU ot labor.-saving tan:2 .achiner7. 
Tractor serv~ces must be hir~d at relatively high unit cost (it 
aaall tarmers avail themsolves ot such services at all). as aaall 
taras do not warrant inv~stment in Juch expensive equipment. The 
saae holds true for most aechanized farm eQuipment. Small ta~ 
are thus relatively labor intensive. so that output per worker 
(it not ~r acre) tends to be low. 

The size ot the domestic market tor farm produce is similarl,. 
liaited. This atfects most particularly products which are not 
destined tor export: most ve.etable production. around provisions 
(e .•.• potatoes and yeas). livestock and soae truits. The aaall 
size ot the market and the seasonal and weather-related 
characteristic5 ot tarm products renders the saall tar.er 
particularly vulnerable to market instability: wh~n one farmer 
aarkets a good harvest, it is likely that many ot the others are 
doin. so as well. The market is easily glutted and prices 
plu.aet. When the ~rket is in short supply, it is lik~l,. that 
~ll tarmers have suftered th~ most serious shorttall in 
p~lduction. as they usually have the tewest resources to prot~t 
their crops or livestock from drought. disease. pests. or storaa. 

2/ MNineteenth FAO Regional conterence tor Latin Aaerica 
and the Caribbean.· Barbados. Aucust 1988. 
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The saall scale also tends to liait invest8ent in infrastructure 
such as transport and storage tacilities. The evaluation tea. 
was trequently ottered descriptions ot a ·chicken and egaM 

problem: small farmers do not produce large quantities of. say. 
ve.etables. because they are perishAble and the i.-ediate aarket 
tor them is limited. It cold storage and transport tacilities 
were aV4ilable to. in effect. e~tend the aarket. then saall 
farmers would produce mord tor that market. On the other hand. 
no on~ is willing to invest in storage or transport facillties 
unless there seems to be relUlar and assured surplus produce to 
store or transport. 5iailar probleas affect invest.ent in Agro­
processing. 

5iDce any giveD island econoay is too saall to support much 
aanufacturiDg activity. far. inputs. including fertilizers. other 
chea1cals. implemeDts. machinery. and fuel. must be imported. 
The high freight/interest/inventory costs associated with 
iaporting relatively small quantities into an isolated 
aicroeconoey and stocking them. leads to hiah per-unit overheads 
which push up the price of inputs to the farmers and further 
raise their cost ot production. 

Donor assistance can do little to alleviate the fundaaental lack 
of scale in Caribbean countries. althouah assistance ln 
developtaftnt ot "appropriate techDolou" can aiti.ate aspects ~t 
the proble.. The 007 project was accoapanied by a 1450.000 grant 
for adaptive research to address this situatioD. 

1. Ayallabl1ltF ADd Coat of LaAd 

ID addition to the absolute liaits on the ..aunt ot land 
available in the Caribbean island states. the coapetitioD tro. 
the tourism sector often co.petes with agriculture and tends to 
drive up land prices. This is particul~rly the case iD Antigua. 
Montserrat. and Barbados. The sunny skles and coral beaches ln 
Antigua have been a natural asset to the tourist industry there. 
and hotel~. resorts. and c~~dominiums ring the island. contiDing 
a.ricultul·e to the interior and puttiDS upward pressure OD land 
prices in general. In Hontserrat. an eiahteen hole golt-course 
occupi~s one ot the most fertila valleys on the island. The 
resulting high land prices raise the fi~ed costs of 4grioultural 
production and squeeze margins tor farmers. Agro-processiDI 
ventures 4re atfected to the e~tent that they requlre 
agricultural produce as an input. 

Land ownership pattel~s vary widely throuahout the Caribbean. !D 
Antigua. the government owns 60S ot all property OD the island. 
The Agricultural Loans Officer ot the Antlaua and Barbuda 
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Developaent Bank reports that 901 ot all tar.ers in the country 
rent land tro. the governaent, and most ot the remainder rent 
tro. landlords in the private sector. Far.ers who .ust rent 
land, (or share Cl'Op), .enerally tind it ditticult to obtain 
credit tor tar. iaprove.ents, as they lack collateral and 
security ot tenure. Farmers with small land holdings are, tor 
the SaBe reasons, otten liaited in the aaounts they can borrow. 

The FAO reports "highly skewed land distribution patterns, in 
which a sftall ainority ot investors ... owned the .. jor share ot, 
and in general, the most tertile an~ accessible land. At the 
other end ot the scale, large nuabers ot landowners have to aake 
do with small and very small ho!dings." 3 The proportion ot 
saall landholdings (those under two hectares) in the total DQa~ 
ot boldings, range~ trom a low ot 741 in Do.inica to a high ot 
981 in Barbados (including landless). In no country vas the 
proportion ot large holdings (those ove. 10 hectares) in the 
total number ot holdings greater than 31. 4 

In Grenada. estattS nationalized in the early 1980s b, the 
a~inistration ot then Prime Hinister Haurice Bishop tor state 
taras are nov b~)ing subdivided and sold in tive to ten acre plots 
by the current administration. The plots are sold by leaae­
purchase. with zerr) down p~nt aDd a 104 payback period. In 
additio~. the gove1.nment will guarantee development loans and 
tara iaproveaent credits tor the lease-purchase lands. 

The 80vernment ot St. Vincent has be8UD a siJIilar land 
distribution proaraa by buyina tor.er suaar estates and sellina 
thea in saall plots (aostly about tive acres) tor taa1ly t~, 
also on a 10ns-te~1 basis. 

There is little that donors CaD do to alleviate the land 
constraint, other thaD to assist in the develo~nt of crops that 
yield a hiah valae per acre. 

2. Ayallablllty ADd coat of Labor 

Another constraint in aaricultural develo~nt is the 
... iIability ot labor. As in the case ot land. discussed above. 
the aaricultural sector otten t~.nds itselt in co.petition with 
touri.. tor this tactor ot production. Many cropft. includiD8 
cotton aDd sU41ar cane. aust be harvested between re!>ruary aD~ 

3/ Nineteenth rAO Beaional Conterence tor Latin ~~~~lca aDd 
the Caribbean; Barbados. Auaust 1988 

4/ Ibid .• Appendix A-5. 
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April, which corl'f'sponds wi t.b t.he peak ot t.he 
t.he Caribbean. The relat.ively hiah waaes 
tourist. sect.or ott.en oannot be aat.ched by 
sector. 

t.ourist. season in 
available in t.he 
t.he aaricuJ~ural 

In addit.ion, aaricult.ural labor sutters troa t.he st.i ... ot 
slavery and post.-slavery indent.ured labor. Sugar and cot.ton in 
particular are attected by ne8ative attitudes, althouah laborers 
tend to avoid aaricult.ural tield work in general. Thus, alt.bouab 
UDeaployment. rat.es in the Kaster» Caribbean are hiSh (over 15. in 
all t.he countries except Hont.serrat.), tar.etS and ot.ber 
protessionals involved in agriculture in the area speak ot a 
-labor shortage" atfecting that sector. Farm pl~uctioD in t.be 
resion is ther~tor increasingly reliant on tamily labor, 
especially on sa.ll scale tarms. Tbos~ who aust e.ploy outside 
labor tind their waae bills signiticantly hiaher than t.hose ot 
coapet.itors outside the iastern Caribbean (e.g.. tra. 'the 
Doainican Republic, or Central Aaerica). 

Mechanization can overcoae labor shortages, but. aenerally 
requires large tract.s ot land in order t.o be cust.-ettect.ive. 
Aero-processing, wbicb can otter tull t.1ae eap1 o,.ent., baa 
soaewhat less ditticult.y attract.ina labor t.han aaricult.ural tield 
work. There is lit.t.le t.hat. donors can do t.o alleviat.e t.be labor 
const.raint. in t.he Caribbean, ot.her t.haD t.o assist. in the 
developa8nt. ot crops whiob require labor at. t.iaes ot.ber t.baD the 
tourist season. 

3. ",lutes tor Acricml1.ural ProctuC"k1 

Doaest.ic aarket.s tor a8ricult.ural produce, as discuss6d earlier 
iD t.his sect.iO:l A, are highly unst.able. Int.~rDational aarket.s tor 
the reslon's export cropa can a! 50 involve hiab risks. Several 
ot t.he region's sugar producers, tor instanc~. will t.ce a 40. 
reduction in their sugar quot.a in the Unit.ed Stat.es this season, 
ADd depressed world prices in other markets. 

The resion's hi ably acclaiaed Sea Island Cotton at.t.racted the 
at.teAt.ion ot t.h~ Japanese t.extile Indust.17 in t.he early 1980s. A 
delesat.ion visit.ed Barbadns and reportedly ottered to buy a • .uob 
_ ialud cot.ton as BarbadoB and its neighbor:s could produce, 
tor a subst.ant.ial premium ~ver t.he current world price. In 
1985/88, DIu'bados grew 850 aores ot cot.t.on, and St.. Kit.ts plantAid 
as well; fur t.he 1988/87 season, Barbados grew 1500 acres. Wor 
the tollowing season, tbey bad planned ~o grow 4000 acres. 
Sowever, in t.he middle ot 1988, t.he buyers came back t.o Barbados 
and said t.bey would t.ake only tbe Barbados crop t.his seas~n tor 
t.he preaiua price, would t.ake only 100,000 lbs (the product ot 
200 aores in a .ood year) in 1987/88 at. t.he pre.iWl price, ADd 
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.iabt taka an additional 200,000 pounds at less than bait the 
price they had originally ottered. 

In the early 1980s, no.inica's grapetruit coop, w~ich aarketed 
.ost ot its crop in the Onited Kin.do. priced in Pounds Sterlin., 
was pinched by the tall in the value ot the pound. The Eastern 
Caribbean dollar is tied to the U.S. dollar; and .ost ot the 
citrus growers' inputs were priced in 0.5. dollars, so growers 
were unable to cover all their costs, and BaDY ceased harvestin • 
• rapetrui t tor export. 

The regional agricultural ~roducers tind the markets in the 
develored countries ot North Aaerica and Europe generally 
ditticu:t to penetrate, due to a variety ot restrictions. Suaar 
is protected In both tbe OS and the EKC. The health standards 
i.posed by the OS on tresh produce is particularly restrictive. 
rol' t.xports, Caribbean producers ot tresh ~roduce aust theretore 
rely primarily on Canado and the KKC, which also have their own 
restrictions. The grapetruit coop in Dominica must export the 
bulk ot its crop to UK during a tight, six week w1r~dow, betore 
production from com~titors in Israel and Cuba enter that aarket. 
Iaports ot living plants into the OS are only allowed if roots 
are bald (l.e., without soli), a practice which endangers the 
plant. Onl~ one ot the ventures exasined during this evaluation 
was exporting iresh produce to the Onited States, and that in 
li.ited quantities to the "et"nic lIarket" in New York City; one 
other was exportins concentrated aloe sel to the Oni ted States. 

railing a litting ot import restrictions in the markets ot the 
developed world, donors aust take into account curreDt aDd 
anticipated market lia!tations in asaessing the teasibility of 
aaribusiness projects. 

4. ftatural CoDstraiDts - Soil Ud CliMte Cbaraqteri6la' 

The rAO describes three basic categories ot islands in the 
"stern Caribbean: 

Low ialaDcI territori •• , oOIlPcUled _inly of oora1 reef zoab. 
include Barbuda, parts ot Barbados, ADt,igua, and St. Vincent aDd 
the Grenadines. Conditions on thene islands are suitable for 
au_arcane, COttOD, and root crops, as woll as vegetables it 
irrigation is a~ailable. It notes that large estates are tound 
ill these lslands, and "small holdings cannot be successtul unless 
devoted to vegetables, ornaDOntals, or ~o aaall an~ls.-

B1Sb islar.ds ot volcanio orilin include Dominica, Grenada, St. 
Lucia, St. Vincent, St. Kitts and Nevis, and part ot ADtiaua. 
The vol'!anic soils are highly terti Ie , and are suitable tor .o.t 
tropica~'. crops such as banana, cocoa, cottee, root crops, fruita, 
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ve,etables, aDd spices. It notes that saall tarain, can be 
protitable on these islands. 

Bllb l.land. or •• ted .. lalr by teotoDlo uplift include part ot 
Barbados and part ot other s .. ller islands. In the plains and 
plateaUD, the land is suitable tor su,arcane and swaap rice. 
Production on steeper slopes includes aaize, sor.hua, y .... 
cassava, and sweet potato (aostly grown by saall tar.ers), alona 
with some banana or cottee. Other crops include beans, pi.eon 
pea~. vegetables, mango, citrus, and other fruit crops. 

PreolpltatioD can range trOll under 10(10 _/year (as ilappens 
trequently in Antigua) to over 2500 ma/yta~ (Dominica). In tact. 
Do.inica r"gularly exports tankers ot tresh water trOll its 385 
rivers to parched Antigua, to supplement the latter's desalinated 
sea water and .eager raintall and groundwater. Farmers in aaD7 ot 
the islands are vulnerable to drought. some crops being more 
seriously ettected than ethers. Cotton. tor instanco. which can 
easily yield 500 pounds ot ginned cotton lint per acre with 
adequate water, will drop its bolls early in a drought, yieldi~ 
only about 150 pounds per acre. ~~e opposite danger. ot tloodi~ 
and other damage trom hurricanes. is 1requently encountered LD 
the Eastern Caribbean. Hurricanes can destroy substantial 
proportions ot an entire industry tor severol years: St. Lucia 
lost 801 ot its coconut and 751 ot its banana output due to a 
hurricane in 1980; in 1979 and 1980, hurricanes hitting DoaLDica 
slashed that nation's banana ex~rts by 801 and destroyed between 
one quarter and one third ot its grapetruit trees.5 

The~e characteristics become scale ~elated in that none ot the 
Caribbean islands has enough diversity in soil or cli.ate to 
absorb natural disasters: hurricanes and drouahts are likelY to 
aftect the entire nation at once; ha.ogeneous s~il charac­
teristics encourage monocrop cultures which render the econoaF 
~'lnerable to local and international aarket tluctuatioDa. 
Donors can do little to alleviate these constraints other thaD to 
assist in the develo~nt ot .. ricultural diversity. 

I. twrfltorIQIAL IIIRAJIOI 

Iaatitutional constraints which curreDtly exist withLD the r~lioD 
a&F be contributing to the ditticulties taced in the atteNpt to 
diversity aariculture and develop &lTibusiness. Host exiat~ 
iDstitutional constraints cannot be chaD.ed quickly or .. ailr. 
but aay have sOlIe scope tor 10D,-ruD aaelioration. Thea. 
coDditions are discussed belovo 

6. Ib1.d .• PI. 4 
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1. A!Ii\lbll1tp of IDt,.DrID.yr. 

AI thouah the investigations ot the evaluatic,n te_ did not 
inolude a rigorous search tor entrepreneurs in the reaion. the 
tea. recularly asked the opinion ot a.ricultural protessionals in 
the reaion. both ie the public sector DrCs &Dd projects and the 
private sector project3, abou~ the availability ot a.ribusiness 
antr~preneurs in each country. 

The otticial~ ot LAAD cited the lack as one ot the key 
constraints in tinding suitable projects in the Eastern Caribbean 
and disbursing the tunds available. 

rew intervier.ees could li~t .are than a handful of existina or 
potential agribusiness entrepreneurs in their country, most ot 
whoa were already well entrenched in fields other than aari­
business. 'rhe agricultural loan ofticer at the Antigua and 
Barbuda De-Ie 10Pltent Bank reported that no one had ever approacbed 
the bank tor an as~ibusiness loan. The manager ot the Montserrat 
Sea Island Cotton Company reported that. although the Montserrat 
.overnaent would be interested, in theory. in privatizin. the 
coapany, he could think ot no one on the island who had both the 
resou~ces and the interest to take it over. 

There are aany exaaples ot strong entrepreneurial talent arlsl~ 
in the Ibstern Cari~bean. However. little ot this talent seeaa 
to re~ch the agricu1 4:.ural sector. Many Caribbean entrepreDeuras 
invest instead in commerce or tourism; many others ~igrate fra. 
the region to the United KingdOll. Canado. and tt-'J United States. 
The- own"r~;/managers of the Windward Island ''1ropical Plants 
Co.pany and the Eastern Caribbean AMencies. two of thft BOst 
successtul of the projects evaluated. appear to be exceptional. 
The latter's primary constraint to expansion. as reported by the 
.ana.er. is a lack ot responsiveness. consistency. and coa.it.ent 
(i .•.• entrepreneurial skills) on the part of the local air 
freiaht aaencies. 

2. Aya1labil1tr ADd Colt of Capital 

A oc .. on coaplaint a.ona far.ers and agricultural professloDala 
was what they described as the risk-averse orientatioD of 
ca .. ercial banks in ~·he reaion. aakina it difficult for the 
aaricultural sector to ootain the credit needed to expand and.' 
.are iaportantly. to diversity. While c~rclal banks teDd to 
prefer short term credits (one year or less). with aaple 
collateral aLU low risk. taraers and haribusiness concerns in the 
re.ion otten require aediWll to lon.tera loans. have little or DO 
collateral (if they aren't rentina the land. they aay bave a 
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mortlale on it), and face substantial risks. This problem could 
arluably be described as a scale-related factor as well. because 
a larler and more diverse client~le tends to pool risks and may 
allow for lower interest rates and more liberal lendinl policies. 

Commercial banks throulhout the relion reportedly lend little to 
the alricultural sector. with the exception of mortlales on 
property (where the property is held as security and preferably 
where the farmer has another source of income). Farmers are 
therefore heavily reliant on tl.l! national development banks (all 
public sector institutions and usually the recipients of soft 
loans from international donor institutions). for finance. 

Commercial banks in the relion generally follow the British 
system of bankinl. which avoids "term loans," but extends 
overdraft facilities at neaotiated ceilings and interest rates. 
A,ribusiness in the region. and larler agricultural concerns. 
will often have access to such overdraft facilities at commercial 
banks. Interest rates on such loans are typically over 12'. 
These overdrafts can rollover indefinitely. allowing them to be 
used. in eftect. as term loans. These loans. however. do not have 
a fixed payment period and the interest rate will, in effect. 
float; althoulh it is not thou,ht of in those terms. 

Host of the commercial banks in the r~gion continue to work with 
fixed rate loans for credit other than overdrafts. and this is 
the system to which businesspeople in the Caribbean are 
accustomed. LAAD therefore faced the following ~ifficulty: LAAD 
does most of its own borrowinl in North America at floatin, 
interest rates. Durinl the early 1980s. these rates fluctuated 
widely. but were lenerally climbing. LAAD would have preferred 
to lend at floatinl rates in the Eastern Caribbean (as it could 
with little difficulty in C~ntral and South America). but found 
stiff resistance to the notion among the Caribbean business­
people. As a result. LAAD rr~ to nelotiate fixe~ rate loans at a 
rate hilh enoulh to cover.T'3ir own interest rate risk. 

Capital. in the form of ~oan funds and equity investment. is the 
primary input of both the 007 and 057 projects. and addresses the 
capital constraint· more directly than any other identified 
constraint to alribusinesn. COB and LAAD both lend directly for 
alribusiness. 12.4 mtllion of 007 funds. oetensibly for 
alribusiness subloans. hllve also been made available to six 
Development Finance Corporations in the Eastern Caribbean throu,h 
the COB. The six DFCs are located in Antiaua. ~arbado~. Dominica. 
Grenada. St. Lucia. and St. Vincent. These loans are discussed in 
,reater detail in Chapt~r IV. below. The rates of interest 
charled on subloans from those funds have ranled from 8' to as 
hilh as 20', 
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3. ~yenAnts A~~DdltloDs I.posed on Use ot Fun~ 

A tinal set of limitations on the aaribusiness sector in the 
Eastern Caribbean are a variety of provisions, covenants. 
co~ditions precedent, regulations and restrictions apply ina to 
the use of donor funds. When each institution applies its own 
conditions to the funds that it provides or controls, and when 
tunds must pass through several institutions before beina 
received by the end-user, (e.'., from USAID to CDB to a DFC to 
the pctential borrowers) the cumulative set ot limitations may 
be,in seriously to hinder the ability to find projects, uses, and 
beneficiaries which are both eli~ible for the funds and capable 
of putting them to some v1.able use. Accumulated covenants and 
restrictions can sound ttl~ death knell for a donor project almost 
as soon as the si,natures are dry on the enabling project 
documents. The assumptions, practices and policies reflected in 
these restrictions thus can become constraints as debilitatina as 
any of those which apply to private sector financina of 
aaribusiness in the region (see above). 

The evaluation team recognizes that ,ome of the constraints are 
prudent and perhaps desirable; some are imposed ,lobally on the 
lendin, institutions (including USAID, CDB, and the DYCs) or are 
included in their ~y-laws and can not be altered or circumvented. 
The evaluation team does not presume to recommend that ~ll the 
restrictive provisions be abandoned, but rather, that 
opportunities for areater flexibility be explored and. where 
areater flexibility is not possible. that donors, project 
desianers and administrators take into a~count the inhibitlna 
ftttect ot the constraints when projectina loan disburse.ents and • 
.are iaportantly. project benetits. 

The followina are brief descriptions of 
subproject mana,ers (direct borrowers 
loan officers at the DYCs administerina 
the 007 project. 

the constraints cited by 
from CDB or LAAD) and the 
loan funds extended under 

A requirement that equipment end inputs purchased under the 
loans must be 8 product of the re,ion, or the United States. 
or a member of the CDB: This prOVision restricts borrowers 
trom purchasina the best equipment at the b~st price. Such 
restrictions may sianificantly raise the borrower's 
production costs, decrease product quality and/or reduce 
productivity. 

Prohibitions uaainst the use ot funds tor the purchase ot 
property: USAI0 reaularly imposed this condition in the 
1970s, and the CDB reportedly considers such a transaction a 
non-productive transt~r ot an asset. To the individual 
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borrower, however, it is 
factor of production, and 
run costs if owned than 
provides collateral which 
finance. 

likely to be viewed as a crucial 
one which may involve lower lon, 
if leased. Ownership of land also 
may assist in obtainin, additional 

Prohibitions against the use of funds for the re-financin, 
of a project if that project had any arrears on any previous 
loan (irrespective of the source): Loer. officers at the 
Barbados National Bank pointed out that this restriction on 
their 007 funds prevents them from helpin, to s~lva,e or 
turn around a potentially viable project which had ,one 
sour, for any reason, in the past. 

Phased disbursements of loans: One project mana,er 
~omplained that his company was unable to tak~ full 
advanta,e of certain business opporttlniti~s because the 057 
loan, althou,h approved in full, was disbursed in two 
tranches separated by a la, of several months. 

Restrictions disallowin, loans to borrowers with a net worth 
of over a particular ceilin,: Loan officers at mere than 
one of the orcs pointed out that a farmer 6r businessperson 
with a ,ood house and two vehicles would have a net worth 
above the imposed ceilin,. Anyone with a net worth which is 
much lower than that may be unable to afford a loan lar,e 
enou,h to start an a,ribusiness or any business venture 
lar,e enou,h to achieve the 007 project purposes. 

Restrictions on additional sources of financing which the 
borrower may wish ~o use: The mana,er of one private sector 
project said that he had to obtAin p~rmission from COB each 
time he wanted to temporarily increase the company's line of 
credit at its bank. The company has a seasonal sellin, 
cycle, and needs to use overdraft facilities more 
extensivelY during ~~e trou,h of the cycle. Instead of 
approvin, a hi~her overdraft ceilinl, which the company 
would reach reaularly but only temporarily, the company must 
request a special approval from COB each year, which is slow 
and ~.:mo ~onsuming, worsens their vulnerability to cash flow 
diffi~ulties, and hinders their ability to make needed 
purchases in a timely fashion. 

General inflexibility: The terms of COB's loans can be very 
detailed and restrictive. Althou,h provisions and 
conditions can be relaxed or waved, a request to chanae a 
provision can take six months to ~~ocess, since a series of 
committee decisions at COB are often required. The slow 
response may hinder a borrower from takina timely action on 
market opportunities. Accordina to an aaricultural officer 
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in Grenada, land was cleared for sheep ,razin, for an 007 
project, but before the land could be put to active use, 
another approval was required from CDB. Durin, the time 
which elapsed before the approval was ,ranted, the ,razln, 
land was over,rown a,aln and needed a second clearln,. 

Restrictions on loan funds should be carefully scrutinized and 
wel,hed a,ainst thelr ultimate (often lntanglD!~~ costs. 
Althou,h donor institutlons otten do not have the latitude to 
waive such requirements, an assessment of the costs of the 
restrictions should be incorporated into projections of project 
benefits. 
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III. SUB-PROJECT AGRIBUSIHISS fINANCING BY CDB-AHD LAAD 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter contains analyses ot each ot the individual sub-
projects in Roo/C's area ot interest tinanced under 007 or 057. 
The evaluation team visited three sub-projects tinanced throu,h 
the COB (007 tunds), and studied a tourth, which tailed in 1984. 
The team visited two sub-projects tinanced throu,h LAAD (057 
tunds), and conducted telephone interviews tor two more. The 
projects concerned were as tollows (listed in the order visited 
or addressed by the evaluation team): 

1. Montserrat Sea Island Cotton Company (COB) 

2. Windward Islands Aloe Company (LAAD) 

3. Eastern Caribbean A,encies, LTD (LAAD) 

4. St. Vincent Plastics, LTD (LAAD) 

5. St. Vincent Su,ar Industry (COB) 

6. Windward Island Tropical Plants (COB) 

7. Carriacou Sheep Project (CDB) 

8. Barbados Tilla,e (LAAD) 

A ,eneral description ot the activities and status ot each ot the 
projects, and the assessment ot the evaluation team are presented 
below in Section B. More det~iled descriptions ot each ot the 
projects are contained in Ap~4ndix B ot this report. 

B. SQB-PBQJICT ANALYSES 

1. CDB - Inteeratt4 Sea-Island Cotton ProJegt - Montserrat 

The Montserrat Sea Island Cotton Project was desianed to conve~' 
an existin, ,innery, pilot spinnin, plant, and handicratt-type 
weavin, studio into a tully inte,rated c~mmerci~l operation tor 
the production ot hi,h quality sea island cotton articles, 
involvin, the ,rowin" harvestin" ,innin" cardin" spinnin" 
dyin" weavin, and tinishin, ot sea island cotton products. The 
borrower is, otticially, the Government ot ~ontserrat, which owns 
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the Montserrat Sea Island Cotton Company (MSICC). The loan from 
COS under 007 was approved in AUiUst 1980 for USS644.000. which 
contributed to a tot~l investment of US'858.000. The loan 
supported investmen~ in most of the equipment. factory 
renovations. and initial workin, capital for the newly inte,rated 
cotton industry. 

Project Achieve.ent. include. first and foremost. the 
establishment of a new industry in Montserrat. Sea Island Cotton 
is amon, the hi,hest quality strains of cott~n ,rown. and 
Montserrat's Sea Island Cotton is acclaimed as one of the finest 
of that variety. The project holds promise for future 
development. ,iven proper market orientation and management. 

Revenues in 1985/86 totalled about US$103.000. The Company 
currently employs 17 weavers, 12 spinners. ? sewers, and 8 other 
workers, providin, about $91,000 in income for these people. The 
company c!so bou,ht a total of S4,400 of raw cotton from 30 local 
farmers in 1985/86. As a parastatal a,ency, t~e MSIC is required 
to purchase all cotton produced by local farmers. 

HSIC has been able to make some interest payments on the loan, 
but currently has arrears on both principal and interest. The 
Montserrat gover~ent appli~d to CDS for n rescheduling almost a 
year a,o, but no deci~ion has been reached yet. Th~ project has 
suffered from a number of difficulties; employment and production 
dipped in 1984/85 from 59 persons down to 30, while the company 
concentrated on sellin, off its lar,e accumulation of inventories 
(estimated value of $222,000. The Project Mana,er plans to 
increase production 8,ain in '987. 

Major ditficulties taced by HSIC include the followin,: 

1. Inappropriate project desian and use of resource.: The 
project ori,in~lly be,an as a source of employment for local 
hand weavers who used imported cotton yarn. A decision was 
made early in the ~roJect tu exploit Montserrat's ability to 
,row a fine str~in of Sea Island Cotton. and create a 
vertically inte,rated industry. HOHever, the current 
project mana,et points out that the unique 4ttributes of Sea 
Island Cotton the lons staple fibre. its strenath, 
tlexibility and luster.. are used most o~timally in finely 
spun threads C)achine woven or knit into "superfine" fabrics 
for top-of-the-line ladies blouses and dresses and men's 
shirts. The Montserrat Sea Island Cotton Company lacks the 
equipment required for this type of production. The project 
mana,er explained that the valuable attributos of Sea Island 
cotton are utterly wasted in hand weavin,. which requires a 
medium to heavy yarn. The costs of prod1lction of the 
inte,rated MSIC over the past several years have priced its 
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tinished products (which, althou,h well cratted, do not 
aP?ear superior to hand woven products utilizing medium 
Quality cotton yarn) nearly out ot the market. Much ot the 
inventory accumulated over the past tew years had to be sold 
at a loss. 

2. Inappropriate and .ub-.tandard equi~nt: The current 
Project Mana,er reports that the bulk ot the equipment 
obtained in 1980/81 was already old and obsolete. HSIC's 
oue hundred hand looms lack shuttle propulsion. which keeps 
productivity very low. and the looms are capable ot only the 
simpl~st desiQns. The cardin, machine has not been ,round 
since it was purchased, because no one was ever trained in 
the procedure. The spinning machinery (obtained used) is 
very old and does not work well. 

3. Lack of irri.ation iD the COttOD tield: The HSIC has titty 
acres ot land tor arowing cotton. Accordin, to the project 
mana,er, under adequate ,rowina conditions, they should be 
able to produce 500 lbs ot ,inned lint per acre. Cotton, 
however. is vulnerable to drouaht, and production can 
Quickly drop to 150 lbs/acre without adequate water. The 
HSIC currently has no irriaation tacilities. 

The project has arrears on its 007 loan (as ot 
tollows: Principal 1201.250.00; Interest 
Interest on overdue amounts - 16,285.20. 

2/28/87) as 
120,118.39; 

The current Project Hana,er. hired in sprin, ot 1986. is devotina 
his attention to movin, the project in a new direction. He 
envisions, in the s~ort term. two separate protit centers: one 
export in, Montserrat Sea Island cotton to exclusive producers tor 
use in d~signer tashions (which may have to be sold as ginned 
lint until the company can attord to invest in the equipment 
needed to card. comb, and spin super-fine thread); the other in 
hand woven products - the latter getting Montserrat sea island 
cotton only it it can pay the best price; otherwise, he teels 
they should import less expen~ive. lower quality yarns. In the 
lon, run. he hopes that the growing ot high quality Sea Island 
Cotton will torm the basis ot an expanded and vertically 
inte,rated East Caribbean Sea Island Cotton industry large enouah 
to justity investment in equipment tor the production ot 
supertine products. The ultimate market. according to the project 
mana,er. should be the "top two percent" of the ,arment industry: 
top line designer tashions in North America. Western Europe. and 
Japan. .\ preteas ibili ty study tor the latter scheme was 
commissioned by the OECS secretariat and was jud,ed positive. No 
turther ste~s have yet been taken. 
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In the meantime. the project mana,er is arran,in, finance from 
the British Development Division for about ECS350.000 worth of 
irri,ation facilities to ensure adequate local production of 
cotton. In addition. he is arran,in, for the upgrading of the 
company's existin, hand looms to utilize m~chanical shuttle 
propulsion (which he says ahould increase productivity by three­
four fold); and to add more heAls to tLe looms to increase the 
capabili ty for production of intricate desians. He also "'':''.~o ca 
combin, plant. and technical assistance for his personnel in 
,rindin, their cardin, machine~y. 

The project mana,er reports that the ,overnment of Montserrat 
would be willin, to privatize the project. but is anxious to 
recoup past losses. The ,overnment wants the project tu~ed 
around. so that the company can be sold for a reasonable price. 

Evaluation Te.. Assessment: The conclusions reached by the new 
project manager ar~ that the project should split its hand 
weavin, activities from the production of hi,h quality Sea Island 
Cctton (and only sell Sea Island Cotton to the weaving branch if 
it can match the market price and profitably make use of th_t 
valuable resource). This appears to be a sound stratelY. 

The attempt to inte,rate the valuable Sea Island Cotton with h~nd 
weavin, at the outset of the project. and the purchase of 
inferior equipment. caused the company to sustain serious losses. 
Althou,h the project was able to ,enerate employment for up to 60 
workers in 1983. production costs were too hi,h for the finished 
products to compete in the market, and so production and 
employment could not be sustained. Although the MSIC was pled,ed 
to purchase all cotton grown by local farmers (and did so), it 
appears that the price they could afford to pay proved insuffi­
cient incentive to encoura,e local farmers to expand production. 

Prospects for ,rowth may be reasonably good il a market 
orientation for the project is upheld. Montserrat's Sea Island 
Cotton can fetch a si,nificant premium over ,eneral world cotton 
prices, and the company could build up a clientele. particularly 
if it can consist~ntly produce commercial quantities. However, 
the market has exhibited substantial in~tabi11ty: The terms 
offered by one ,roup of Japanese texti.'.e producers :or East 
Caribbean Sea Island Cotton, initially set at S4.50/1b (,inned 
lint) for .. as much as could be produced", dropped suddenly to 
S2.20/1b for a very limited quantity. Thu3 the market risks 
should be carefully assessed. 

The evaluation team concludes that the successful build u~ of the 
Sea Island Cotton industry. especially if 1t is aimin, for the 
"top two percent" (in quality and price) of the world ,arment 
industry, will require a hard-nosed, commercial, profit-motivated 
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orientation. For HS!C 'to achieve this S'C\a 1, ! t mus~ t:",n!! ~t~n!.ly 
produce commercial quantiti~s or 'top two per~~nt quality 
products at each st~p of the process. rhis r~qulres market 
sensitivity, flexibility, adaptability, responSlveness and 
quickness. Public s~ctor projects that can achieve such goals are 
very rare creatures, and we have seen no evidence that the MSIC. 
as a public sector enterprise. will prove to be an exception. 
Therefore, every effort should be made to assist the project to 
prepare for prlvatlzation. 

The current management has been able to obtain the assistance of 
a number of aaencies in a variety of ways to make improvements 
and provide cash inputs. Some are as follows: 

Ca) British Develo~nt Division - provision of S185,OOO 
for direct deficit fundina (workin. capital). machinery 
improvements. marketina bud.et, and other miscellaneous 
expenses. 

(b) OECS/European Developaent Fund­
from the Common Services/Pool 
required technical assistance. 

prOVision of S37,000 
of Experts Fund for 

(c) USAID/SEA - S6.500 for expenses of a textile enaineer 
to train personnel in equipment maintenance. 

(d) CIDA (Canadian) prOVision of S37,OOO for modification 
of hand looms. 

(e) CDB provision of a 140.000 marketin. arant for 
advertis1na and promotion in the United States Current 
manaaement. recolnizina that their current product line 
had little appeal in the U.S. market. has not spent 
that amount but is devotina $3,700 to a preliminary 
U.S. market trip .eared toward product development. 

These activities demonstrate some aa.ressiveness on behalf of the 
current manaaement. and other steps are being taken to correct 
past deficiencies. For e_dmple, a~reement has apparently been 
reached with the British Development Division. to provide 
1130.000 over two years to install irrigation facilities and 
other ~quipment to properly farm 50 scres of cotton land leased 
from the Government of Montserrat and to provide some of the 
required inputs. With fundin •• the company could provide'an 
extension service to small local farmers for increased inputs. 

The assets and liabilities of the company ca~ be restructu~ed in 
many ways but som~ specific OPtions. continaent on evidence of 
the financial viability of are-oriented MSIC, are suaaested to 
the Government of Montserrat (GOH) and CDB: 
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1. The GOH currently holds 580,001 shares at [CS1.00 (USSO.37) 
per share representinl previous cash investment. Additional 
GOH tinancial involvement is represented by: 

(a) An 1263,000 interest tree loan 

(b) An 150,000 liability relative to their support 
throulh the cotton Development Fund 

(c) Rental (lease) arrears to the GOH ot '84,000 

Assets reportedly include equipment valued atter 
depreciation ot about 1600,000 and curr~nt assets (cash, 
accounts receivable, and inventvry) ot about S500,OOO. 

Restructuriul could involve conversion ot the above debt 
position into equity. The GOM could further improve the 
asset position, and appeal to outside private investors by 
contributinl the 50 acres ot Irowin, land to the company. 
The above are just examples ot possible restructurinl steps 
but would indicate to private investors that the company 
could be strenith~n with solid GOM and COB support. 

2. CDB could, with th~ alreement ot the Montserrat government, 
convert its $644,000 loan to the proj~ct (and perhaps the 
overdu~ interest ot about '30,000) into an equity position 
in the project. This would et~ectively remove what the 
Montserrat gov~rnment taces 8S a project liability, and may 
tacilitate the privatization process. 

3. LAAD could, with the agreement ot the Montserrat lov~~nment, 
take an equity position in HSlC either by itselt or with 
other private investors, inject new capital into the ven­
ture, and assist in its market reorientation. It could also 
buyout the lovernment's position in the company. 

4. The rroject ~anager, with the approval ot the Montsarrat 
aovernment, could make an active search tor private 
investors in ·tho company. to buy vut the lovernment's 
positicn and/or inject new capital into the venture. 

5. SlAMP ~ould, wit~ the alreement ot the Montserrat lovernment 
and assuminl the M5IC had or would become (either trom a 
previous transaction, alonl the lines li~ted in points 3 or 
4 above or as part o~ a join~ alreement with HlAMP) , at 
least 51' privately owned. take ~n ~quity position in the 
~roject and inject new capital into the venture. 

41 



2. ~AAD - WlndHAtd-lIlID~I-'1oe! Ltd. - Poe1nlci 

The LAAD loan to Windward Islands Aloe was made to initiate a new 
venture to Irow aloe plants and process concentrated aloe leI for 
export. A first lo~n was app~oved in April of 1984 for $150,000 
to purchase young aloe plants and to purchase farm equipment and 
aloe processing equipment. The total inv~stment was $380,000. 
Another loan ~f $65,000 was approved in October, 1985, as part ot 
a S150,000 investment. The terms of the loan call for a two 
month Irace period and fS~o year repayment period, wi~h seven 
semi-annual installments, at an interest rate of 11'. There have 
been no principle repayments so far. 

There are several investors in the company from North and Central 
America, four of whom ~re active in the project. The local 
manalers of the compeny have the largest shar~. 

Project Ach1ev ... nt~: The WIA company ~~~ planted about 250,000 
aloe plants on 70 acres of property on a 330 acre estate that was 
purcha~ed and cleared prior to the applicatior for a LAAD loan. 
The project manaler reports that the company carrently producea 
about 1)00 Ibs of raw gel per day, eight to nine months per year. 
It ap,~ars th~t gross annual sales are up to about USS400,000 per 
year. WIA exports all its product to the US for use in lotions, 
cosmetics, soaps, and drink9. The market for aloe appears to be 
still Irowing in Europe and Japan as well as North ~erica. The 
project manager reports that WIA CGn sell all it produces. Other 
sources in RDO/C report that the company must purcha~e aloe from 
other countries to meet contract commitments with thoir principal 
buyer in the US. 

WIA currently employs 30 people full time, and has an averale 
payroll of about 1100,000 per year, for an averale of 55 t~ 65 
employees. In addition, emp~oyment lenerat~d by the 
concentra".ion ot the lel at the Bath Estate involves the 
equivalent of about one and a half full tim'. jobs. 

WIA is also encouralinl local farMers to gr(w aloe, and will aell 
younl aloe plants (often on credi~), and &:~~antee to purchase ot 
mature leaf tor processinl. At the moment outside of WIA'a 70 
acres, there are 4 pilot plots owned b~ :oc&l farmers, of !.5 
acres. For an initial investment of '750 per acre, the WIA 
project manager reports that fermers can ~ross '1500 per acre per 
year in the first year and over 52000 per ~cre per year 
thereafter. Labor requirements are about 1 per~on per acre, 
includinl processinl, ~nd aloe cost~ about $370 per dcre per year 
to produce after the initial lnvestuent. The manager hopes there 
will be a tot~l of 50 acres of small farmer production in 1987, 
and 100 in 1988. 
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The project has no arrears on its 057 loan, and the loan officer 
reports that, aside from some slow payments, there have been no 
arrears of concern to them in the past. 

Difficulties faced by the project appear to be minor, but output 
in the third year of the project is about half that anticipated 
in the pre-funding analysis (see Appendix B.2). The shorttall is 
explained by a number of factors: Acreage under production is 
currently 70 acres. instead of the 100 acres anticipated. This 
is partly otfset by a higher density of planting - 4000 plants 
per acre instead ot ~he 3000 originally envisaied. Output per 
plant is in the ranie of 10 to 15 lbs per plant p~r year, instead 
of the 15 to 20 oriiinally forecast, ana finally, the processini 
of leaf into raw gel has exhibited a iel/leaf output ratio of 40 
- 45' (by mass). ~nstead of the 50X anticipated at the outset. 

Prices howev~r, have held stable. While the oriiinal 
calculations assumed a price of S3.00 per iallo!& of gel (before 
concentration), the project has been receiving $3.25. This price 
differential has not, however. made up for the fthortfall i~ 
production. Thus, while the project had anticipated iross sales 
of about 51 million for year three, actual receipts have proven 
to be about half that. The project manaier attributes the 
shortfall to a minor problem with nematodes (a parasite), and 
some ~rowning of the leaf which has lowered iel output. He 
believes those problems are now lariely under ~ontrcl, and says 
he doubts there are any serious constraints, at this point in 
time, to expansion of prorluction. 

Ivaluation Team Assessment: The Windward Island Aloe Company 
appears to be 8 viable endeavor, with reasonably stroni promiae 
for the tutur~, assuming prices hold stable and produ tivity can 
be increased. Direct employment tor 1988 is projected ~.o avereie 
about 75 people. Indepe~dent small tarmer production adds to 
total output and accounts for ~dditional employment i~pact. 

3. LAAD - Sa.t2rn CaribbeAn A.enolea Ltd. - St. Yln,.Dt 

Eastern Caribbean Aiencies, Ltd. (ECA) began as a small, family 
operated import-export venture. The purpose ot the first LAAD 
loan (1250,000, approved December 1980) was to expand export 
aales ot tresh tropical produce. The loan ~as to tinance a 
packini shed installation and equipment plus rollini st~ck, and 
to support working capital requirements, primarily to purchase 
and tinan~~ 1a~ production locally. Later loans ot S100,000 end 
1250.000 were approved within the past three years. The lOkns 
have contributed to a total investment of 11,280,000. Rt)ayments 
of 1237,000 (as ot September 30, 198£) ~ave been made on USAID 
funds, representini payments ot 1220,000 and 1117,000 on the 
first and second loans. 
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Project Achievements: ECA purchases fresh tropical products 
(such as breadfruit. manaoes. sorrel. yellow plums. soursop. 
passion fruits. suaar apples. custard apples. and aolden apples; 
and roots crops such as eddoes. yams. sweet potatoes. hot 
peppers. okras. and callaloo) from farmers in St. Vincent. St. 
Lucia. Jamaica. Barbad~s. and elsewher~ in the Ca~ibbean. and 
exports the produce to ~arkets in London. Toronto. anJ New York. 
As of 1980. before the LAAD loan. its produce sales were under 
$500.000. Gross sa~es revenues in 1986 were $2.4 million. of 
which 67' were extra-regional exports; 1n 1985 it grossed 11.9 
million. of ~hlch ~5' w~re exports. Host recently. ICA 
neaotiated a il\anagement contract with Grace Kennedy Compa:1Y of 
Jamaica for the export o~ that company's fresh produce. They are 
lookina to Grenada as another source of produce. 

ECA deals with a total of about 1800 farmers in St. Vincent. 
(perhaps 500 in any given seas(ln) of which about 1000 are "MediWD 
to larae" (five acres or more). each selling about 11SO/week to 
ECA on a':eraae over the year. Sm.! 11 f armel'9 who supply to ECA 
sell about S75/week average over the year. In 1986. ECA paid out 
1518.500 to farmers in St. Vincent alone. and an estimated 
11.230.000 to farmers throughout ~he Caribbean. To assist the 
local farmers in their pro~uction. ECA extends prorluction credi~s 
to about 30 farmers each year. by advancing money for a crop. 

ECA has 15 permanent employe~5 who earn $300 to $925 per Month, 
and an averaae throughout the year of 45 daily-paid workera who 
earn $5.35 (for new workers) to SS.OO per day. In addition. ECA 
buys abc)ut '30.000 in locally produced packina cartons per year. 

The LAAD loan officer reports that. ECA haa serviced its loan 
reaularly since ~he first loan was disbursed. &nd there h~v. 
never been any arrears problems. 

Dlfficult~es fac~d ~y leA include tne usual a,l'iculturol risks of 
weather end pric~ fluctu&tions, which they try to minimize by 
expandina their prcduction base and range of products. In 
addition, the A~si~tant Hanagina Director informed the Evaluation 
Team ~f problems· they had encountered with the freiaht 
connections to Barbados (trom which they ship MoSt of their 
extra-regional exports), ~he ~roblems being described as a lack 
of responsiveness. cO'IVDi tr.lent, and consistency. He estimates 
tha~ ECA suffers spoiLage losses of up to $56,000 per year. and' 
says that this curtails them frOM expandina as fast as they would 
otherwise like to do. 

I~ ~~der to overcome their freiaht problems. the company would 
like to obtain about $300.000 financing for a liaht plane which 
could ca~~y 2500 lbs per trip. six trips per day to Barbados. 
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The mana,ers are approachin, the Pan American Foundation for 
these funds. 

Evaluation T... A ....... nt: ECA appears to be the most dynamic 
by far of all the projects visited by the evaluation team. Growth 
in sales has beer. most impressive, and repayments of the USAID 
funds seem to be met with little difficulty. Employment is 
,enerated and the marke~ for small farmers is expandin, and 
stabilizin" due to the facilities and m3rketing efforts ot ECA. 
The loans probabl~ assisted the growth of the enterprise, and the 
mana,er praised the LAAD loan ofticer tor his responsiveness, 
enthusiasm, and hard work. On the ~ther hand, it is well 
possible that these entrepreneurs would have raised their 
financing from another source it LAAD funds had not been 
available. 

The LAAD loan to ECA represents a succe~s sto~y in terms of 
export ,rowth, employment, and expansion of markets for local 
farmers, which should be used as a positive example for future 
USAID support~d agricultural lending in the re,ion. The special 
in,redient in this case appears to be the entrepreneurial talent 
of the DeFre1tas family, their willin,ness to take risks, support 
and encoura,e local farm production, and actively market their 
product in the developed world. 

4. ~ - St, Vincent Plaotico. Ltd, - St. Yincent 

LAAD approved a $35,000 loan to expand the S~. Vincent Plastics 
company in November ot 1981, which supported a total investment 
of S50,OOO to purchase equipment and raw material and to complete 
physical plant for plastlc packa,ing manufacture. Repayment of 
USAID funds have totaled t20,OOO. The evaluation team was unable 
to make contact with the company in St. Vincent; interviews were 
conducted later by telephone. 

Project Achieve.ent.: This project produces plastic shrink-wrap 
film f9r supermarkets, banana protection film, "a,roba,s" for 
pattin, plants, and pla~tic shoppin, ba,s. Employment aa of 
September 1983 included 15 20 part tim~ worker~, and was 
expected to expand to approximately 30. After recoverin, from a 
fire which closed the plant, tr.e company currently employs seven 
people full time. Gross sales are about 174,000 for 90 tons of 
output. It had exported within the Caribbean reaion before the 
fire, and is be,innin, to export a,ain in 1987. 

Difficulties experienced by the project: LAAD's 1983 assessment 
mentioned "a number of technical and collection problems," and 
competition which led the owner/mana,er to re-assess the product 
line. The company sutfered a fire in June, 1985, and was closed 
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for ten months. The company has spent the past year tryin. to 
build up production and recover markets. 

The LAAO loan officer reports that principal of S10,143 had been 
"overdue," but the loan has been rescheduled. 

Evaluation Te.. Allell.ent: A firm assessment of this project 
cannot be made until more time has elapsed. The evaluation t~am 
notes that production, employment and sales have rew~med s~nce 
the plant re-opened. The LAAO loan off icer expresses conf ic'ence 
in tho company and its prospects for future .rowth. 

6. CDS - Inte.rated SU2ar Rebabilitation ProJegt 

The COB provided 12,207,000 1n USAID financina to the aovernment 
of St. Vincent in Au,u~t of 1980. The loan was to support the 
rehabilitation of the sugar refinery, which had been closed since 
1982. The 1980 loan ~upported a total CDS i"vestment of 
17,880,000 in the St. Vincent Sugar Industries \8 parastatal 
or,anization). The rehabilitation had started in 1977 4nd was 
experiencin, cost overruns. At approximately the same time, a 
1370,000 line of credit was extended to the St. Vincent 
Development Corporation to provide subloans to su,ar farmers (see 
Chapter IV, below). 

At the time of the US Inspector General's audit in 1985, the 
operation had a debt of about S13.2 ~illion, show~d losses of 
11.5 to Sl.8 million durina the firs~ three years of operation, 
and was projected to lose about 11.3 ~illion in 1985. The report 
went on to state, "Accordina to an a\Athoritative source in ths 
company, the factory should never have been built. He said that 
the Prime Minister wanted to close the factory, but had not 
announced a decision publicly." In fact, the project was closed 
at the end of 1984. 

Project Achieveaentl: The project reportedly provided employment 
to about 2000 people in the factory and in associated su,ar oane 
fields durin, its operation. 

ProJeot Difficultiel: Accordin, to the Inspector General's audit 
report, "the comparoy's poor performance was due to several 
factors: 

The company's consultants were not qualified, and 
~onsistently underestimated the construction costs. 

Implementation delays totallin, sixteen months led to 
factory construction oost overruns. 



Prices established tor !U,3r cane and reti~ed su,ar tor 
local consum~tion were both too l~w. 

The company used bank overdrait financin, tor tundin, day­
to-day operations, increasin, interest costs. 

Arran,ements for transport in, cane to the factory were 
inadequate. 

The company was poorly mana,ed ... , 

In addition, it was the view of some individuals interviewed in 
St. Vincent that the decision to open the factory was motivated 
primarily by a desire to ease unemployment in the country rather 
than by a well founded belief in the financial viabiiity of the 
operation. It was further reported that the equipment purchased 
used from Trinidad (with resource~ other than USAID funds) was 
old, obsolete, and didn't function well; and that the factory was 
mana,ed part time from Canada, and not full time on site. 

Evaluation ~ssessment: The factory was a failure, and the 
decision to close operation was the only feasible course. 

8. enS - Windward Island Tropical Plants - St. Lucia 

CDB approved two loans to Windward Islands Tropical Plants, Ltd, 
a private company. The first loan was made in 1980 to initiate 
production of exotic plan~s for export. Another loan was approved 
in 1984, for a tot~l of 5255,400, which supported a total 
investment of $936,000. Repayments of USAID funds to date total 
S26,OOO. WITP applied for a one and a half year extension of the 
four year grace period, and was granted a one year extension. 
Total repayment period is ten years. WITP is 50' owned by a St. 
Lucian Family, the Barnards, and 50' by a British firm. 

Project Achievements: WITP began vir~"ally from scratch, and 
presently has 30 acre~ of land under cultivation (11 of which are 
shaded), ,rOWin, tropical plants primarily for export to the UK 
houseplant market. Gross sales revenues for 1~86 totalled about 
S486,OOO (of which 96' were exports), up from 5264,000 in 1985. 
The owner/manager said re expected sales of about S700,OOO for 
1987. 

Full time employment has been created for 72 people, includln, 
six salaried personnel (foremen, watchmen and a clerk), 40 women 

, USAID, the Inspector General, "Review of Selected 
A,riculture Sector Projects, ROO/C." Audit Report No. 1-538-85-9, 
July 31, 1985. 
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~nfafed in plan~in~. t~rtlii!i~f. s~d pro~a,a~ion. 3na ~~ ~~~ 
~n,a~ed in heavy !~ei~ wor~. "~7? ~iso ~mOlvy~ ter. ~x~r~ w~~~~ 
~hr~e mon~h! per y~ar for plan~1n~. Total payro~~ ~n .~'o 
to~alled abou~ $155.0uu. !n ~ddi~lon. ~he ~o~pany purcna~~~ tr~m 
local farmer! aoou~ 510.000 of coc~nu~ hus~s lwhich ~re ~round 
for pO~~ln, SOli) and $5.000 of sand per y~ar tOl pot~ln, SOli. 
It has local trei,h~ c~n~rac~s tor ~he ~ranspor~ of retri,era~ed 
con~a1ners ~o ~he docks. wor~h S16.500 in 1965 and S31.500 this 
year. Local aIr sh1pmen~s amoun~ to S2500 per year. 

New technology sp1nofts from the 
include ~issue cul~ure ~echnolo,y. 
skills in disease and pest control. 

project for the re,ion may 
and ,eneral a,ricultural 

Difficulties faced by the Project: The Barnard's chan,ed their 
British par~ners a few years a,o. WITP had some difficulties 
durin, the early years of the project in ,rowin, and sellin, its 
products. and had little in the way of relevant expertise to draw 
on. The mana,ers had to learn much about the shadina and 
irrigation sys~ems by ·~rial and error··. 

Unit price5 have been declinin, somewhat in real terms since late 
1984. exacerba~ed by exchan,e rate fluctuations between the US 
dollar (to which the EC dollar is tied) and the UK pound 
sterlin,. WITP had to drop its prices by 16' in 1984 to adjust 
for the rise in the US dollar. but has been unable to raise them 
since then. 

The mana,er reports that WITP may have been tied down by som~ 
provisions of the COB loan. and attempts to request chan~es in 
the conditions have met with slower response times at CDS than 
would be the case a~ most private ban~s. For instance. WITP, 
which experiences a yearly selling c:cle. requires a higher 
overdratt during port of each year; but the company must obtain 
permission from COB to raise ~he overdraf~ ceilIng each year. 
which then drops back to the level orlg1nally agreed upon. 
necessitating a new request the following year. COB committee 
decisions are required to alter any loan provisions and the WITP 
manaaer reports it ~ay take weeks to process a single request. 

If COB financing ~adn't been available. WITP probably could have 
obtained finanCing from LAAO or elsewhere. The COB loans have 
somewhat better terms than commercial loans. but the interest 
rate differential has falle~ over the pas~ few years. and the 
intanaible ccsts associated with a ··development loan" 
(inflexibility and lack of timely responsiveness on the part of 
COB) have made the overall desirability of such loans perhaps no 
hi,her than a commercial loan. WITP has (as of Feb. 28, 1987) 
overdue princlpal of S18,646. but the CO~'s Loans Mana,er 
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~xpressed confide~ce ~ha~ ~he paymen~ was simply ~~rdy, and 5aiO 
l~ was no~ a cause tor concern. 

Evaluation Team Assessment: On balance, ~he w!TP 3ppears ~o be a 
wor~hwhile subprojec~. The company is ,enera~in, rural 
employment, suppor~ln, ~he purposes of the 007 project. Gro~h 
in sales over the past ~wo years has been healtty. 

The fact that WITP required an extension of the ,race period in 
their loan, and are currently overdue in their payments indicates 
that the project may require continued monitorin,. COB and WITP 
should revi~w the orilinal loan a,reement to br1n, it more in 
line with current workin, capital and cash requirements, as 
WITP's volume of activi~y has been expanding steadily over the 
past two-three years. 

1. COB - CarriAcou Sheep Pro1ect - GreoAdA 

The COB approved a loan of S107,000 for the Carriaccu Sheep 
project in Hay of 1980. The loan supported a total investment of 
S322,000 to establish and develop ~ sheep production enterprise 
on unutili~ed ,overnment land on th~ island of Carriacou. The 
loan was to support the purchase of equipment, a water supply 
system, animal purchases, land preparation and pasture fencin,. 
The spe~~fic ,oals of the sub-prOject were increased production 
of sheep for local consumption (reducing imports), and "increased 
utilization of the lands·' involved in the project (130 acres on 
two estates). Additional goals were to improve the quality of 
breeding sheep available ~o local farmers, to increase the 
efficiency of sheep production on Carriacou (with local farmers 
followin, the example offered by th~ project) and to provide 
local farmers with ~he opportunity to use the marketing channels 
of the proJect to dispose of their sheep. 

Project. Achiev~ments: The project has introduced the breed of 
Barbados Black Belly Sheep to Carriacou for breedin, stock and 
mutton productlon. The project had 354 sheep in 1986, of which 
240 were breeding ewes. The project employs four individuals: a 
mana,er, an assistant mana,er, and two shepherds. 

The Barbados Black Belly sheep are a hearty breed, well suited to 
difficult conditions. They are very productive, in that female 
sheep of this breed frequently have multiple births: twins are 
common. triplets are not unusual, and quadruplets have been born. 
The breeding unit of the ~roject. 35 acres, is envisioned to 
serve th~ wider C~ribbean. particularly small farmers. The 95 
acre Ounpries estate could support production of up to 45,000 
pounds of meat per year. Small farmers can also use the market1n, 
channels established by the project, althou,h this has not 



I.)ccurred. ihe:re have b~e~. !~(J0IJ In tJrl:Jc:,;~: reo:-;."~y:n":!".~: .:. ",:".,:-!' -: .... ~ 

Loan w~s ~ade. and th~r~ ~r~ no ~rr~ar!. 

Difficulties taced by the project: Th~ pr~.!~ct w~s ~la~u~d ~y a 
number of difficul~i~s trom the outs~t. ~arr!acou ~3 a !mal~. 
lar,ely undev~lop~d lsland. lacklna 1n (amona otner tnin,s) 
infrastructure and sophisticated transport tacillti~s. The 
projec~ was begun in 1978. ~ut the required heavy equipment was 
not brought to Carrlacou until 1935: Accordlng to the CDB prOject 
oiflcer. althou,h a ~hri~ was available tor equipment transport. 
the Grenada Ministry of Agriculture waited until a n~w jetty wa~ 
completed in 1985. The land for the s1te was only partially 
cleared under contract with a local concern; approval of the next 
tranche of funding was so slow in comin, that the small piece ot 
land was over,rown a,ain and needed another clearing effort. 

The project reportedly brought 1n revenues 
which 54.800 represented sales of sheep 
mutton, and the rest was earned from the 
other project assets. Expenses were about 
has experienced ne,a~lve cash tlows for the 

of $9.300 in 1986. of 
for breeding and/or 

sale ot a tractor an~ 
$20.BOO. The project 
pas~ thre~ years. 

The project was intended to provide an example of modern methods 
of stock control and livestock husbandry to local far~ers: 
tencin" fodder production for the dry season, controlled 
breedin,. and selective offtake. Th~ manage~ reports that loc~l 
farmers are unlnter~st~d in the advice orfer~d by the proj~ct 
personnel. and althou,h ~ome farmero are interested in breedin, 
stock (particularly rams), they have not exercised cont~~lled 
breedin, practlc~s. Another major problem appears tv be 
inadequate fodder production, both .n terms ot quantlty and 
nutritional value. 

Officials at the Grenada Ministry of Agriculture believe that 
lack of mana,ement skill probably contributed to the lack of 
progress; local mana,ement. backed by the agricultural officer 
for Carriacou (from the Grenada Ministry of Agrlculture) seemed 
to question whether the sponsors (the Gr~nad8 government) wer~ 
truly interested in the project: they r~ported that last year, 
they made a recommendation to the Grenada Ministry of Agriculture 
that they either commit the funds necessary to revitalize the 
project, or closo it down. The Grenada Ministry of Agriculture 
reportedly decided to continue the project. but has not yet come 
torward with 4dditional capital. 

Ivaluation TeaM Assessment: There is scant ~vidence that this 
sub-prOject has made any sicniticant cvntribution to any of the 
,oals of the 007 project. under which USAiD funds were committed. 
Employment has been minimal. There is little evidence of an 
improved market for local small tarmers. nor is there evidence ot 
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lowered costs of production for small farmers. The ~ub-project 
can not even claim achlevement of tts own goa! of 'lncreased 
utilization of the lands." l8SSuming the lmplicit lntention was 
to establish a financially self-supportln, project) as the 
endeavor _~n~ot cover its operatin, costs. much less the loan 
payments. Annual ~xpenses over the past three years have avera,ed 
$18.766. while revenues have averaged S4.447 even includin, the 
sale of project assets. It appears that the Grenada government 
services the loan out of ,eneral revenues. 

It is the view of the CDB project officer that the project was 
never fully or properly implemented. The on-site project mana,er 
and the local a,ricultural officer believe that the project is 
not viable aci ven the resourl;es currently available. Either way. 
the project will require co~~erted effort in order to make it 
viable: it should either be revitalized and provided with a 
stronger market orientation. new mana,ement. and sufficient 
resources to make expanding production self supporting; or the 
project should be closed down. and all the assets (livestock and 
equipment) sold. 

8. LAAO - Till ... S.ryiC'" Ltd - aarbado. 

A LAAD loan of $200.000 was approved for the Barbados Tilla,e 
Services. Ltd, in December of 1981 to establish a company which 
would provide lsnd cultivation and a,ricultural workshop services 
to Barbadian farmers. Loan funds were used to purchase tractors. 
tilla,e. and workshop equipment. Total di5burse~ents amounted tc 
$188.000. and were supported by an equity investment fro~ LAAD of 
$42.000. Heported repaymen~s of principal to date have totaled 
$31.000. bu~ the company is bein, liquidated and LAAD has written 
off at least $80.000. The official balance on the 057 loan 
currently stands at $75.000. 

Project Achievements: As of September, 1983. LAAD reported that 
the company employed six people dir~ctly. In addition. indirect 
employment for about "175 full-time equivalent jobs [was] created 
in . the field as the result of brin,in, or keeping land under 
cultivation. The project has also benefited some 20 small 
farmers who would not have been able to work all their land 
Without tilla,e service ... Hacro-~conomic impact has been rou,hly 
as projected. representing about $1.700.000 in national value 
added. "7 A USAID portfol!.o review. prepared shortly after the 
LAAD assessm~nt. stated "The project currently prepares 
approximately 2.000 acres per season versus an estimate of 3,000 
acres which will be required to make a modest profit." An 

7 LAAD, "Project Assessment Updates", Sept. 1983 
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ordt!:r .. 

Project Difficulties: 7he ~~~;9'~ serV1ct!:~ ~0mpany r~p0r:.e~:y 
sutfered ~rom ~ht!: at!:cl:n~ 1n ~he sugar indus~ry in ~~rbados. 
1 nc I ud i n~ ~r.e 4u'~ ,=ut. 1 n ule J3 su~ar quo~a. and f:xacerbau:d by 
drouch~. ,he Qc.ven:;'!l~rlt. (ilid be~n !,UO'5i\llZln, till~ie servic~s 
t\"Ir sma 1 i ~·ftrm~rs. ~I.I~ the pr') iect manaRer reports ~ha~ t.h~ per 
~cre cvs~s or ~ervl~:~~ ~ ~m8!l plo~ 3re much hi~h~r th~n ~hose 
for SerV1Cl.ng large t.r.,ct~. aile to the cos~s of transport be~ween 
m~ny widely sc~~t~r~d smajl plo~s. Small farmers leven with 
aovernmen~ SubSldie!'J c~nnot or will not pay the amount tha~ 
tillaae !'ervices would ne~d ~o charge ~o cover all its costs; and 
there ar': rao~ enollgh t::~r;t.r8cts available from large estates to 
permi~ cross-subsidizbt.lon for small plots. Th~re has been v~ry 
li~~ie dem~nd for tll!aie ~ervices for crops other than sugar 
cane. Th~ company h8~ bet!:n unable to cover its costs and is 
currently In llquld~t.ion. 

LAAD originally com~lt~ed $30.000 at project startup for a 75' 
equity posi~iorl. (thE: remaining 25% being held by the local 
partners) bu~ di~bursed $42,000. The USAID loan tunds of 
S188.000 were in the f~rm of a debenture which was secured by a 
chattel mor~gage on ~h~ equ1pmen~. Some ot that equipment has 
been sold and LAAD bas received partial repaymen~. LAAD admits 
that it will suffer a loss which is not determinp.d yet. since 
some of the eqUipment is still beina sold. In the business and 
leaal negotiations that transpired in 1985-86. LAAD "sold" i~s 
75% position to the local par~ner. financed the transaction with 
a deben~ure. and made other agreements with him to recover its 
investmen~. Both sides are consulting legal counsel and althouah 
the firm is not legally or technically in bankruptcy or 
receivership s~a~us. the firm is in liquldation. 

Ivaluation Team A ••••• m.nt: It appears that ~he full per-acre 
cost of s~rvicing small farms (i.e.. includina overhead and 
transport) 1S significantly higher than tull per-acre cost of 
servicing medium and large farms. The difference between the 
per-acre costs for small plots and those for large plots is 
scale-derived cost which was perhaps not fully antiCipated in the 
pre-funding analysis. There m3Y be a lesson in the experience of 
the Tillage Services company for future projects which seek to 
serve th~ needs of small farmers: unit costs may bp. significantly 
hiaher than average and should be anticipated in feasibility .. 
studies. 
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IV. LOANS TO DEVELOPMENT FINANe! CORPORATIONS UNDER 007 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter d1~cu~~e~ th6 loans made to various national 
Development Finance Corporations (OFCs) under J07. Section B 
discu~~es the bPpropriatene~~ of the~e loan~ and the terms of the 
loan alreement~ be~ween COB and the OFCs. Section C contains 
description~ of each of the individual OFC loans under 007. 
Section 0 provide~ a ~ummary of OFC performance with the funds 
from 007. 

B. APPROPRIATENESS AND TERMS OF DrC LOANS UNDER 0(7 

The orilinal intent of the 007 project, through which USAIO 
extended S6.5 Million to the COB in 1978, was to finance 
alribusiness projects, for which the ultimate beneficiaries would 
be small farmer~ and/or the rural poor in the [astern Caribbean. 
Loan~ in excess of S100,OOO would be made directly by the COB to 
the borrower; loan~ les~ than S100,OOO would be made throulh the 
appropriate OFC in the country of the borrower. 

There is no record of ~ny loan being approved from the 007 funds 
until 1979, when the CDS extended a S882,OOO loan to the Barbados 
National Bank, mostly f~r subloans in the ranie of $1,500 to 
$37,500. The funds were explicitly earmarked for alricultural 
and fishini credits and farm improvement credits. 

PresumablY, a dearth of potentially viable small a~ribusiness 
ventures motivated a search for other' bvenues for disbureinl the 
007 funds, and agricultural or Farm Improvement Cr~dit~ looked 
like the only source of de~and for sublo~n~ which would strictly 
satisfy the criteria that the fund~ beneflt small farmers ~nrl/or 
the rural poor. This shift into agricultural cred1ts t~ small 
farmer~/fi~hermen was not envisioned in the project desi~n nor 
consistent with a ~trict construction of the n07 Loan Airee~ent. 
There i~ no record of sub~equent amendm~nts documenting such 0 
shift, although it moved more than one third of the pro~ect f~nds 
away from the original purpose of the project. 

As discussed in Chapter I, the 007 ~roject was desiined to 
complement and ~upplement RDO/C's 006 pr~ject, under which USAID 
fund~ were u~ed by COB to extend production credits to small 
farmer~ through the OFCs. The 007 project souiht to address 
problems in market structure for small farmer ~rops. Enterprises 
which reduced the costs of inputs to ~mall farmers and which 
increa~ed employment opportunities for rural workers in labor 
intensive enterprises were also eligible for flnancin,. 
Presumably, a scheme of ~mall farmer productlon and/or farm 
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nun-~ar1\:..nli '!:n~.::!'";..rl!.~. ~I:~n ll:"l.ll?atl~n 8pp~ars t.o a.r:part. from 
t.he purposes or :.ne dl;i pr('\jeCt.. When 007 lunds were lent. t.o 
small i3rmers wlt.hout. 3n iC~r.t.ltled relat.ionshlP t.o a non-tarmlni 
en~er~ris~. t.hp.v repr~sen~ed a mere duplicat.ion ot some of t.he 
maJor iunCtluns ot tne prev:.ous 0uti project.. 

The loans ext.ended t.u t.he ~FC's did n('\t. st.rict.ly incorporat.e t.he 
007 Loan Ajre~ment.·~ r~q~irement.~ tor appraisal ot subproject.a; 

All project. appraisals will be eit.her conduct.ed by t.he COB 
or. if conauct.ed oy a QFI..~ or t.he CIC. reviewed by t.he COB. 
In accordance wit.h It.S exist.in, pract.ices, the CJB will 
analyze t.he t.echnical. economic. financial. and social 
feasibilit.y ot each pr('\ject. ... (Anne)!: I.p.5) 

CDB did not. arran,e t.o approve appraisals ot individual subloans 
made by t.he OFC's under ~he 007 loan funds which it ext.ended to 
t.hem. nor wouid it. have heen pract.ical tor COB to do so. 

An l\nalyslS of t.he 007 f'roject. A,reement. provisions reveals an 
underiYlng st.ruct.ure premised on subproject.s rat.her thar. on lines 
ot credit.. Apparent.ly what. happened was that. RDO/C and COB 
quietly agreed to dedicat.e a ~ignificant. port.ion c! 00; tunds tor 
what were. in reallt.y, 006 purpose~-- and t.o use 00G procedur~s 
tor t.hi s purpose- - wi tr.(IUt. amendlng t.he Project. A~reement. or 
ot.herwise acknowledging t.hat. t.he proJect. design had bee~ changed. 
Presumably, at. the t.i~e, t.his cour~e appellred t.o be a simple. 
adminlst.rat.ively pract.ical, and cost.-effective way t.o serve the 
int.ended beneficiaries as well as to respond t.o pressures to 
commit. funds and show project. r~sult.s. W1~h t.he benefit. of 
hindsiaht. It. appears t.hat.. under pressure of reality. a project 
which RDD/C desi,ned t.o produce an evolut.ionary advance in the 
agribusiness st.ruct.ure of East.ern Caribbean economies quietly 
experienced an at.avist.ic reversi~n to ~ype. 

According to COB's curr~nt. Manager for DFC's (who was not in that 
posit.ion until after all t.he DFC 007 loan fund~ were disbursed 
and who was not. present. at. t.he ne80tiat.ions wit.h ROO/C). most ot 
the 007 funds were incorporated int.o larger programs tor Farm 
Improvement. Credit.s, which also involved fuuds from other 
sources. For example, he explained t.hat. the 007 funds which were 
sent to t.he Ant.igua and Barbuda j)evelopment. Bank were combined 
wit.h funds from USAID 012 (Employment./lnvest.ment. Promotion) and a 
fund of gene.al COB resources t.o crtlate one large loan designated 
by t.he COB al 19/5FR-A. These fund!, in turn, were combined with 
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Canadian funds to form a Farm 
Most statistics available at 
subloans pertain to their 
individual SFR loans. but are 

Improvement Credit (FIC) program. 
COB on the performance of the OFCs' 
FIC programs. or perhaps their 
not available for 007 alone. 

Each of the 007 loans to the OFCs had terms of 20 years, 
including five years ,race. with an interest rate of 4' per anum. 
In addition to the usual conditions applicable to commercial and 
development loans made by any lending institution. provisions 
applicable to the 007 OFC subloans ~ll (with some c~nor 
variation~) stipulated a minimum and maximum subloan amount, a 
ceiling ~n the net worth of the borrower, and restriction~ on the 
use of the funds: the sub loans could not be used to finance -

(a) the purchase ot land and/or existing buildin,s; 

(b) working capital 
operations; 

except where required for start-up 

(c) refinancin, or equity investments; or 

(d) any other purpose which is excluded from financina by the 
Bank. 

"unless the expenditure by the sub-borrower in respect of any 
such component referred to in this paragraph is met by the 
Borrower (the OrC) or the sub-borrower." 8 

Withdrawals should not exceed ninety percent of the total costa 
of the sub-projects to be financed by the sub-loans. There are 
restriction on the source of ~he inputs to be tinanced by the 
loan: 

Goods and services r~quired for carry in, out 
shall ... be procured only in the States and 
mentioned or referred to in Schedule 4 to 
Aareement; and if they are to be financed 
proceeds ot the FIC and EIP portions may also be 
eliaible countries menti~ned or reterred to l~ 
~nd 3 respectively.& 

the Project 
Territories 
this LC\an 

out of the 
procured in 
Sch~dules 2 

With reaard to recycling of repayments of sub-loans, the CDB 
provides that the DFCs -

8. Provisions applicable to CDB line of credit 19/5FR-A to 
the Antigua and Barbuda Development Bank; Article X, Section 
10.02 (d)(iv), 1980 

9. Ibid., Article IV, Section 4.11. 
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... may retain from sub-loan recoveries made under the SDF 
~nd FIC portions of the loan, and in the form of l1Qu1d 
investments an amount as computed at the c· Ise of the 
previous halt year not exceed1ng 33-1/3t of s~· . recoveries 
accumulated by the Borro~er in excess ~t ~he amounts 
required to re:pay the Borrower'w oDligations under these 
portions of the Loan f~r the next en~uing six month 
period ... the remaining 66-2/~' of sub-loan recoverip.s trom 
the SOF and FIC p~rtions accumulated by the Borrower in 
excess of the amounts requireo to repay these portions of 
the Bank loan will be recycled for Industrial Cr~~it or us~d 
to repay in advance of matur1ty a portion of the loan.l0 

The evaluation team visited five of the OFCs which received loans 
from the 007 funds, via COB. The DFCs concerned were as follows 
(listed in the order visited by the evaluation team): 

Anti,ua and Barbuda Oevelopmelat Bank 

St. Lucia D~velopment Bank 

St. Vincent Development Corporation 

arenada Development Bank 

Barbados National Bank 

In addition. a telephone interview was conducted with the 
Dominica A,ricultural and Industrial Pevelopment Bank, which has 
administered an input credit scheme tor citrus ,rowers. 

A ,eneral description of the activities and status of each of the 
DFC loans are presented below. Hore detailed descriptions of each 
of the DFC loans are contained in Appen~ix C. 

C. INDIVIDUAL DEC LOANS OHDIR 00.,. 

1. AAtlcua and Dll.budo Deyel"pmont Bank 

The Loan Aareeaent: The COB approved a S275.000 loan tor the 
AntilUa and Barbudl Development Bank (ASDB) in October of 1980; 
1260,000 WIS jisbursed in 1981. The 007 funds were combined with 
USAID 01~ funds. (Employment/Inveatment Promotion) and CDB, 
resources into a lOin designat~d 19/5FR-A by the COB. 19/5FR-A 
in turn ~~s combined with ~Irlier disbursed Canadian funda 
(amounting to 1345,000) to form the ABDB'~ Farm Improvement 

10. Ibid .• Article X. Section 10.06. 
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Credit (FIC) program. The FIC loans made by the ABDB included 
crop production loans (mostly for vegetable crops. but also 
livestock) and fishing loans. The net worth criteria specified a 
ceilini of $150.000. 

The Subloans: There have been 25 loans made. mostly for three to 
four year terms. for the purchase of farm implements. livestock. 
and boat engines; grace periods are 3-5 months. 01 the 25 loans. 
ten were made for cr~p production. ranging from a principal of 
$3000 to $22.000 and averaging about $9,000. Five loans were 
made for livestock, 1n the range of $3,700 to 59,000. Ten loans 
were made for fishing, ranging from $1,000 to $50,000 and 
averaging about 515,000. 

Of a total of 5287,000 (principal) lent from 007, 578,000 
represented loans which have (as of Dec. 31, 1986) been totally 
paid off. 536,000 were loans being paid ~ff on schedule. and 
$173,000 were loans in some degree of arrears. Full reports are 
behind schedule, but as of June 30, 1985 (the latest full report 
to COB), loans under the 19/5FR-A funds had an outstanding 
balance of about $239.000; the rest of the resources were being 
utilized for purposes other than farm improvement credits. 
Interest rates charged by ABDB are usually 10.5%. per anum. 
fixed; although some high risk farm loans might carry nn interest 
rate as high as 20%. 

Performance: Many of the loans were listed as arrt.ars. but were 
descri bed by the accountant as only .. sli ghtl:, 1n arrears"­
having missed only one or two payments. The ABDB ~ersonnel sai~ 
that the best repayment performances were from borrowers who had 
another source of income which the bank could arrange to 
garnishee: primarily part time farmers who had regular 
employment. They also said that the arrears in the crop and 
livestock sectors appeared to be related to drought and other 
natural problem~; the arrears on the fishing loans were more 
ott~n due to mismanagement of funds and result~ng cash flow 
problems. 

As of February 28. 1987, the ABDB had the following arrears with 
the COB: prinCipal - $29,954.04, Interest - $29,606.45, Interest 
on Overdue Amounts - 52.090.17. The loan is described by CDS's 
Loans Manager (Finance Department), as "bad." COB's Treasurer 
reported to the evaluation team that the Government of Antigua 
has a very poor record of debt service, although their foreian 
exchange earnings are quite healthy. 

The ABDB is also behind in its reportini: although they are 
required to submit quarterly reports to COB. the last one they 
submitted WJ.lS in 1985. They have not been visited by CDS sinl!e 
1985. COB's manager of DFCs reported that resources spent ~n 
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visitin, ABDB, advisin, them, and remindin, them of their 
obli,ations have not been fruitful. The CDB's limited personnel 
resources are therefore devoted elsewhere. 

The personnel interviewed at the ABDB intormed the evaluation 
te~ that about $100,000 ot the loans under the 007 funds were 
not officially documented with CDB, because the do~~mentation 
otfered by the ABDP (e.g .. evidence of payment, certificates of 
product quality) we~e not accepted by the CDB. They also said 
that although the 007 funds had originally h~en disbursed on a 
reinbursement basis (i.e., they could recover fund! only after 
submittinc documentation on each sub-loan). they later be,an 
receivlng flow5 under 007, for which they were ~equested to 
submit documentation after the fact. 

Other comments: Th~ ABDB Agricultural Loans Officer told the 
Evaluation Team thftt little extra employment was ,enerat~d by the 
loans: most small tarms are family operations. They may employ a 
"hired hand" for part of the season, but tt.e agricultural sector 
,enerally faces a labor shortage and has to compete with the 
touriat sector. 

The A,ricultural Loans Officer stated that 90' of the farmers 
rent their land trom the ,overnment, and most ot the other 10~ 
rent trom private landlords. The ,overnment owns about 60' ot all 
the property in Antiaua. The ABDB requires security ot tenure 
tor an FIC subloan applicant. 

2. St. Luci. Development Bank 

The Loan !areement: The CDB approved a loan tor 1500,000 to the 
St. Lucia Development Bank (SLDB) in October ot 1981, and 
disbursed $409,000 in January ot 1983. The tunds were combined 
with S351.000 of earlier-disbursed Canadian tunds to form St. 
Lucia's FYC program. The Ha~a~in, Director ot the SLDB stated 
that the funds are used exclusively for !'griculture. Aside trom 
the usual provisions attached to the 007 DFC loans, according to 
the Managing Director, the conditions pertaining to the SLDB 
included a net worth ceiling for the sub-borrower ot ~CS150.000 
(lat~r relaxed) and a provision that borrowers must have 
collateral tor 100' ot the amount being borrowed. 

It appears that an attempt was made to tie this particular loan 
to the ori,inal purpose ot the 007 project. The provisions 
applicable to the consideration ot sub-loans trom the 007 tunds 
include: 

In makin, sub-loans out ot the proceeds ot Portion B [007]-
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(aa) the Borrower shall seek to incorporate, to the extent 
possible and where appropriate, the followin, elements 
which help to stren,then the forward and backward 
linkages of borrowing enterprises to the target ,roup 
intended to benefit from Portion B:-

(1) contract bUYin,; 
(2) employee profit sh~~in,; 
(3) cooperative ownership; 
(4) small farmer equity participat~on; 
(5) enterprise services to small f~rmer s~ppliers such 

as credit in kind and technical assistance. 

(bb) Where any of the elements referred to in the 
immediately preceding provision of this sub-paragraph 
are considered essential to ensuring the desired target 
.roup benefits the Borrower shall require the sub­
borrower to implement it as a condition of the sub­
loan.ll 

Given the net worth ceiling, however, some of those conditions 
appear fanciful: borrowers with a net worth under the ceilin, are 
.enerally in no position to initiate projects which could employ 
any of the above provisions. 

The Hanaging Director said it was initially difficult to disburse 
the loans, because of the conditions attached to them. Hany 
small farmers do not want to ,et involved in credit; while ~he 
net worth ceilin, limited loan approvals on the upper end. He 
pointed out that someone with a good house and two vehicles would 
probably have a net worth above the ceiling. They appealed for a 
relaxation of that restriction, and obtained app~oval in 1985. 

The sub-loans: The SLOB agricultural loans usually have terms of 
three to five years, although some have terms of up to ten years. 
Approvals of 96 sub loans t~taled about $383,000; the loan 
balances at the time of the evaluation team visit (mid February, 
1987) stood at S173,500. The size of the loans ranged from about 
11,000 to 532,500; the average t~1ncipal was about 53,700. 
Interest rates ran,ed from 8.5' to 14' percent, dependin, on the 
term of the loan and the amortization schedule. The current 
interest rate char,ed by the SLOB for most loans is 12'. Of the 
96 subloans listed under the 007 loan, 21 were tully paid off. 

Thft arrears position on the loans 
distinlUishe~ from the rest of 

from the 007 funds 
the FIC pro,ram. 

cannot be 
TheS~B 

11. Provisions of SFR/25-STL line of cr~dit from CDB to 
Salnt Lucia Development Bank, Article X, Section 10.01. (lv), 1981 
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inherited the FIC program from another development bank, and 
obtained, in addition, fresh funds (includin, 007) to expand the 
pro,ram. The SLDB reports on the "inherited portfolio" (which 
does not include any 007 funds) separately from the "SLDB 
portfolio" (about half of which are 007 funds). As of 30 
September, 1986. only 2.7~ of the principaloutstandin, in the 
FIC "SLDB porttolio" was in arrears. 

The SLDB's loan from CDB under 007 has no arrears to~ interest; 
the tirst installment of principal is not due until January 15, 
1988. 

Other comments: Accordin, to the Hana.in, Director ot the SLDB. 
agribUSiness loans made by the SLDB were funded by sources other 
than USAID 007; they included loans from general CDB funds and 
from the Inter-American Development Bank channeled thr~ugh the 
CDB in a package. The SLDB, based on the conditions, prOVisions, 
and restrictions of each of the Portions ot that packa,e, 
determined the most ap~ropriate sort of lending for that portion. 
The USAID 007 funds, "portion B", were earmarked for small ~armer 
cr~dits. Tho other two portions funded larger production 
credits. including an agro-processing company which produces 
,round spic~s. coffee. ~nd coconut (which received a loan tor 
S89,OOO); a~d a meat processing company which produces hams and 
sausages from a mix of local and imported meats. A third agro­
industrial project t:ley hac! "inherited" from another a ;:ricul tural 
develop~ent ~ank. had a principal of about $60,000 which 
processed local fruit into juices and canned products. 

In general. howev~r, the SLDB personnel stated that it was 
ditticult to find viable agribusiness ventures to lend to in the 
re,ion. The quality of domestic m~terials compared to imports, 
the reliability of supply and cost of local inputs. the tr~inin, 
and skills required in agribusines~. an~ the high cost of labor. 
all contributed to the ditficulties facing the agr~business 
sector. Alth~ugh St. Lu~ia is a large banana producer. there is 
nothin, in the way ot a banana processing industry on the island. 
neither tor hanan~ flavorin,. ban~na chips, nor animal teed. 

About 60' ot the tarmers in St. Lucia own their ~wn land, and 40' 
are listed aa renters; althoulh many actually work land owned by 
other family IDcmbf'!rllS and mayor mar not ~ay a cc~h rent.. 

3. St. Vincent DtvelgRaOnt Corporation 

The Loan Acreement: The 007 loan to S~. Vincent was oriainally 
extended as par~ of the Inte,rated SUBar Rehabilitation Project 
to the St. Vincent Development Corporation (DEVCO). The amount 
was 1370.000. approved October 1980 and disbursed December 1980. 
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The loan was on the books ot DEVCO. but administered and 
disb~rsed to the ultimate borrowers (individual cane growers). by 
the St. Vincent Sugar Industries. According to several sources, 
DEVCO. a parastatal. did not participate d:rec~ly because the 
,overnment of St. Vincent felt that the interest rates that DEVCO 
would have to charge for the 007 funds were too high. Since th~ 
St. Vincent Sugar Industries were also government owned. this 
choice appears to have represented a decision that St. Vincent 
Sugar Industries W8S bett-er able to bear the onus of ('harging the 
USAID manoa" ed "high" rlltes than was DEVCO. The er.d result was 
curious: In terms of th~ intended purpose~ of the 007 project as 
desi,ned by RDO/C and in terms 01 the implemp.ntinq mechanisms 
buil t into "the 007 Project Agreement. it -.vuld have made very 
,ood sense to incorporate small farmer loan fun~s directly into 
the St. Vincent Sugar Industries Subproject. with DEVCO handling 
the administration of the progr8m to the extent deemed prudent 
and administr8ti vely cost-effective. Instead, the small farmer 
loa~ portion of the package wa~ incorporated into a separate loan 
for which the 007 Project Agreement in f8ct had nv formally 
established implementing mec~anism. The 006 !mplementing 
mechanisms ap?8rently were used instead. The dlrect involvement 
ot the sugar company in the small ~~ans to farmers in fact 
occurred for re8sons that require speci81 explanation and in ways 
that proved unfortunate. This is certainly not to say that 
ditticulties which followed would have been ~voided had the su,ar 
company subloan ~tself included tr.e small farmer credit prosram. 
But the ch8in of responsibility would have b~en clearer and 
explanations of failure less convoluted. 

Susar irowers' repayments were to be taken trom their earn in,s 
trom sale of cane to the Su,ar Industries, and remitted to DiVCO. 
The subloans were closely tied to the larger sugar rehabilitation 
project. and accordin, to the provisions of the loan. were to be 
made: 

only for enterprises in the private sector that 

(i) Expand and/or stabilize the market tor the small tarmer 
1.e., those whose a,ricultural holding are under 
twenty-tive (25) acres; 

(11) Reduce the cost ot small tarmer production; or 

(iii) increase employment opportunities tor rural workers.12 

12. Provisions ot Loan 25/SFR-ST.V trom CDB to St. V1ncent 
Development Corporation. Article X. section 10.01 (a), 1980. 
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Instead of imposinl a strict net worth ceilinl on lendinl, the 
provision stipulated that borrowers with a net worth over 
ECS150,OOO would h~ve to pay a rate of interest of at least 9.5' 
per annum. Bo~rowers with a net worth un~er ECS150,OOO were to 
be cherled in the range of 7 - 9' per annum (these stipulations 
tollow the provi~10n~ of the 007 loan alreement between CDB and 
RDO/C more closely than tho~e contained 1n mo~t of the other CDB­
DFC loan ag~eement~). 

According to the 1985 audit made by the US In~pector General, the 
St. Viacen~ Sugar Indu~tries was r~mi~s in administerinl the 
loan~ and reportin~ to DEVCO. The In~pector General reported 
that: 

No collateral wa~ required from the farmers (othe~ than the 
~ular crop it~elf), regardle~s of the loan amount. 
Accordinl to a CDB Farm Improvement Officer assigned to the 
Development corporation, the ~ugar company otten made 
disbur~ements in excess of what farmer~ could repay from 
their sales of sugar cane. Therefore the Development 
Corporation reimbursed the ~ugar company for only a portion 
~f it~ disbursements to f~rmers, and the ~ugar company had 
to cover the remainder with it~ own tunds. When the sUlar 
company received p~yment9 from farmer~, it recovered it~ own 
tund~ first and applied the rest to the Development 
Corporation'~ loans. 

the ~Ula. company frequently ianored the repayment 
~chedule and deducted too much or too little. Also, lonl 
period of time passed between the time the sUlar company 
made the deduction and the time it reimbursed the 
Development Cor.poration. The Corporation continued to 
charle the farmer ia ... el·e~t until 1 t rece1 ved the payment. 
Because the sugar co~pany frequently collec~ed too much trom 
the farmers, many farmers had credit balances with the 
Development Corporatior. which ha~ not been refunded. 13 

The audit report went on to state that DEVCO failed to monitor 
disbursement. repayment~ and arrears, and even tailed to 
distinlUi~h between short term loans and medium term loans. At 
the time ~t the report. a hilh proportion of the loans were in 
arrears, and the report recommende~ that "no further loans should 
be made until corrective actions have been taken. It i~ also 
apparent that the Development Corporation wiJl raquire close 
~upervision from the CDB and RDO/C when loan activity resumes." 

13. "Review of Selected A,riculture 
Relional Develop;aent Oftice/Car1bbe~n." Audit 
85-9, July 31. 1985, p.15. 
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As discussed above in Chapter IlIon the Integrated Sugar 
Rehabllitatlon Project, St. Vincent Sugar Industries was clos~d 
down at the end of 1084, with substantial amounts of loan funds 
still outs~andinl. The loans were, however, guaranteed by the 
government of St. Vincent; and the entire portfolio was 
tran~fe~red to DEVCO. Since the entire loan was tied to the 
integrated sugar reh~bilitation project, any other Ilse of the 
funds would require the approv~l of the COB and ffi)Q/C. 

DEVCO be(an lending from the 007 funds for agric~ltural credits 
oth.r than sugar early in 1985. There 15 no evidence that tho 
loan program was ever officially halted, as called for by the US 
Inspector Ge~eral's audit report. There is no evidence that DEVCO 
ever formally asked permission f rom COB ~.o use the fund for other 
agricultural purposes until January 16, 1987. The Manager of 
DFCs at COB said that they required ~ermission from RDO/C for the 
transfer, but had not yet formally requested tt. 

A letter from Roo/C's Agriculture and Rural Development Officer 
to COB's (then) Assistant Director for Agricultu~e, dated July 3, 
1986, following a visit to DEVCO by Roo/C's Financial Analyst, 
noted that "DEVCO's controls and procedures... have strengthened 
since the visit by the audit team of the AID Regional Inspector 
General in May, 1985. However, it appears that there is still 
considerable room for improvement, esp~cially in t~e ar~ of loan 
collection." The letter goes on to nuggest that COB" request 
DEVCO to implement the following ~~comm~ndations: (a) that the 
use of uncommitted sugar loan funds for non-sugar agricultural 
purposes be formally approved by COB ..... 

The lublo.ftl: The DEVCO offic18ls interviewed by the evaluation 
team reported that since 1985, DEVCO was usin, the 007 funds for 
loans under Sl,OOO, because most of the other sources of funds in 
the agricultural programs stipulated a minimum loan size of 
$1,000, but some farmers want smaller loans. 

DEVCO officials reported that it ha~ had 300 ~orrowers since the 
end of 1984, when the sugar factory closed, including about 120 
farmers, primarily in banana production (who have received about 
85~ of the funds), fishermen (about 10~) and livestock owners 
(about 5~). The loans are primarily production credits, and used 
to buy fertilizer, se~ds, livestock, water tanks, to repair boat 
en,ines, and the like. A wlnority of the loans were lar,er 
credits for farm improvement. 

P.rtoraanee: The account&nt reported that of 
outstanding of $122,000, 36~ of it was in arrears. 
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Since t.hf: end of ~he su~ar pr'J~!,,3r.:. t.he !'e'::~/~j,ed li:j7 ilJ"':~ n~w: 
t~en 1. 1 st.ed under t.r.e '::.!I~-="ory~.i ~J~.!si Fundlni ::)I.'urc~. 
Aitr:.cult.ural f'rolramm~.· wnien a~so incllJd~s jocai. l i .~ .. ;Jt.. 
~lnc~nt.1 ~u~din, sourc~s. ~EV~O has r~paid $~5.0uO of pri~ci~al 
t.o CuB. 

4. Grenada Deyol~Rment Bank 

The Loan A.reement: The CDB appro' ed a 5295,000 loan from 007 
funds t.o t.h~ Gr~nada Dev~lopm~nt. Bank in April of 1981, Whl~h was 
disbursed 1n July of 1~d2. The 007 funds were ad~ed t.o Canadian 
funds t.o support. 'v~'O lending programs: a Farm Improvement. Credi t. 
(FIC) Program. whlch 1nvolved loans as low as Sl,OOO dollars, and 
an Alro-Indust.rial Credit. lAIC) Proiram. which involved loans of 
at l~ast $3.700, but. no more than S100,OOO. The net. worth 
c~iling of S150,000 is imposed for farm improvement. credit.s. 

The lubloanft! The GDB split. t.he S296,OOO into two portions: one 
for Farm Improvement. Cred1t.s (S247,371 from 007, accountin, tor 
42% of t.otal CDS-cnannelled resources for FIC) and one for Agro­
Industr1al Credit.s (S47,746 from 007, account.ing for under 4~ of 
resources available for Ales). The FICs nave gone to about 
ei,ht.y small farmers (with holdings of about. one to t.en acres), 
at S1,100 to $~,200 each. Host of the farmers were involved in 
mixed cultlvat.ion: banana, cocoa, nut.meg, and/or vegetable~. 
Fishing was also sup~~rted under that program. Host of the loans 
are short. term - up to eighte~n mont.hs. Th~re have also been 
some mf:dium t.~rm loans of three to five years for infrastructure 
development: improving privat.e rural roads, plan~ing of 
perenn1al crops such as nut.me" reh~bilit.at.1on or expansion of 
agricult.ural land. 

The AlCs were primarily for individuals wit.n & net wort.h of over 
ECS150,OOO. The GDB has only about t.en such loans under the 007 
program. The AIC l~ans are USS15,OOO to S37,OOO each, and have 
supported small co,'v:erns produc !.ng bread, shoes and leather 
han dba,s , con!ltruc~10n of i~esthouses, acquisition of vehicles 
(especially pickup trucks and l~ndrovers for tarms), fishing 
boats, and some plantat.ion airiculture. The AICs are longer term 
loans, usually for five to ten years. 

Pertormance: The repayment record has been b~tter for the AICs 
t.han the FICs. Repayments can sometimes be arranged throuih 
marketing co~~anies, and the repayment record was best when such 
arraniements could be mad~ either t.hrough the marketini 
companles or, in the ca!e ot part time farmers, throuih 
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eMployers. Fi,ures from the quarterly report to COB f~r December 
31, 1986 indicated that about 30' of the principal of the FIC 
loans was in arrears (ot which 40' was in arrears for over 12 
months), and that 10' of the principal outstandin, for AIC loans 
was in arrears (of which 40' was in arrears f~r over 12 months). 
The arrears figures for December 1984 were 14' for FICs and 11~ 
for AICs. 

The COB reports that 
interest. The first 
due in July of 1987. 

the 15/sFR-GR loan has no arrears for 
installment of principal repayment will be 

OthQr eo .. ents: The GOB personnel said that the farmers face 
labor problems and falling prices. Several 1~r8e estates are 
bein, sold off, but the bank lS not allowed to finance the 
purchase of land. They reported that agricJltur&l land is 
sellin, for about US53,OOO to 54.000 per acr~; and farmers 
usually require long term loans. The farmer has to borrow from a 
commercial bank. and the land 1 ~ the securi ty for t.he loan. If 
the far~er then wants a farm improvement credit from GOB. there 
is no security for the GOB to lend against. The ~cvern~ent of 
Grenada, however. is divesttng many of the estates which were 
acquired by the previous adminlstretion for state ~arms. The 
80vernment will sell parcels of land through lease-purchase, and 
will at the same time guarantee development loans for the lands. 
The GOB personnel said this system could lead tc a hi8her 
proportion of loans going to the agricultural sector. 

5. Barbados ~at1onal Bank 

The Loan Aareement: The COB approved a $882,000 loan to the 
Barbados National Bank in January of 1979 (designated 6/snl-BOS). 
and the funds were disbursed in December of 1979. BNB reports 
that the 007 funds were combined with another, 5924.000 loal\ from 
COB and with local resources to su:~ort & large agricultural 
lerding pro~ram. Alon, with the usual provisions of appli~able 
to the 007 loans, the COB stipulated that "sub-borro~ers shall be 
char8ed interest ... at a rate not in excess of eight percent 
(8') per annum." Sub loans over 537.500 should be approved by~.he 
COB. The net worth ceiling is set at BOS5150,OOO (US575,OOO) for 
sub-borrowers. The minimum loan which could be made was set ut 
USS1,500; tho moximum was set at 5150,000 for a cooperotive and 
1100,000 to any company or individual. 

Technicalll' speakir.q, the BNB is not a OFC', but a commercial bank 
owned by the ,overnment of Barllados. Tne Manager of the BNB's 
A,ricultural Divisio~ ~tated that. much of the loan went into 
fishin,. In December 1982. th~. entire fishing portfolio (about 
60' of the principal ~utstand1n, on subloans in the lendin8 
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pro,ram) was transferred to the Barbados Development Bank, (a 
true DFC owned by the Barbados Government), by order of the Prime 
Minister's office. The BDB already had a fishing portfolio, and 
its terms were easier than those of the BNB. The BNB was also 
more specialized 1n agriculture, which may be the reason the 
portfolio uas split, and not transferred in its entirety. The 
Manger al~o stated that the term~ of their lending to farmers 
were conce!lsionary, and ··semi-ut.velopment.·· 

The eubloane: The agricultural loans under th~ 007 loan funds 
are mostly for five to s~ven years. The average fi~h1ng loan 
approved by BNB h-d averaged $11,000, but some wer~ as high as 
S37.500; the 44 f1shing loans disbursed by BNS befcrc that 
portfolio was transferred totaled about $500,000. The fprm loans 
are smaller. averag1ng about $S.500 and ranging up to $25,000. 
The farm loans have ~upporte:1 livestock product.ior. (18 subloans 
totallin, Sl12.500 in pigs. dairy. and poultry), mixed vegetable 
production (4 loans totalling $21.500) and the purchase of 
agricultural equipment (S loans totalling $52.000). The loans 
have been used for seed, cultivat10n. farm improvement, and other 
similar costs. 

In additiol.. the BNB e~tended two subloans involving $230.000 of 
007 funds for a hydroponic vegetable production scheme. At least 
one of the subloans is higher tnan tt.o S100. 000 amount stj pulated 
by the 007 loan agreement. The sutloan appraisal was prepared by 
COB. which strongly reccmmended the project for fundin, by BNB. 
althou,h the hydroponiC project ~either purchases from small 
farmers nor is labor intensive. It c~rrently sells small amounts 
of fertilizer and pesticide3 to neighboring farmers. althou,h 
there is no evidence that it did so until recently. It appears 
that CDB asked BNB to extend ~he subloan, instead of ~dminis­
tr:ring the subloan itself, because the 007 loan agreelnent between 
COB and RDO/C stipulated a cellir,g of US$1.0 mi!lion for lendin, 
in Barbados. CDB had already eAt ended $882.000 to the BNa, so 
that an add1tional loan of $230,000 would put it over that limit. 
Meanwhile. BNS's 007 loan was probably not being drawn as quickly 
as aaticipated. so that it still had the resource~ to extend the 
subloan. 

The Hana,er of SNB stated that the ceilin, on net worth was 
raised from 575.000 to $100,000. He informed that the c~ilin, 
had restricted the SNS from making some loans in the dairy 
industry. where the assets re~resented by the livestock. fa~ 
buildings. and equipment quickly add up. 

Performance: The personnel from BNS's a,ricultural division 
reported to th~ evaluation team that their repayment experience 
with sub-borrowers was mixed. They have an arrears condition 
which developed recently. partly due to "internal constraints" 
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related primarily to staffing, and perhaps insufficient v1,or in 
pressin, for repayment. They reported tha~ action was now bein, 
taken to remedy the situation. Arrears nata on the 007 subloans 
are not available, but the prinCipal in arrears as a ~rtion of 
principal outstanding on all COB loans bearing 8% interest rate' 
stood at 36% as of December 31, 1986. 

The large hydroponics loan is deeply in arrears. The lotn was 
made in 1982, and BNB personnel report that less than 55,000 has 
been paid on it since then. The project suffe~ed from 
unanticipat~d competition in local tomato production, and from 
cost overruns, many in connection with praedial larceny. BNB 
otficials assert that th~ manager of the project is a highly 
competent agronomist and a skilled researcher, ~ut lacks business 
mana,ement skills. The project manager, on the other hand, stated 
that the BNB personnel lacked an understanding of the nature of 
hydroponic producticm, and were not responsive to his business 
needs. 

Other comment.: The BNB personnel stated that the restrictions 
on the sources of ,oods financed by the loans had proven 
burdensome, especially for the tishermen. Although boat en,ines 
available from Japan were of superior Quality and were cheaper 
than those available from eligible sources, the borrowers were 
not allowen to purchase the Japanese products with the loan 
funds. In addition, the BNB was not allowed to use the 007 funds 
to retinance projects that had ··gone off stream·· under the 
provisions, even if prospects for reorganization and eventual 
profit were high. 

When asked by the evaluation team about the prospects for a,ro­
industry in Barbados, the BNB personnel indicated that the future 
looked very ,ood in th~t sector. The Ministry of Agriculture was 
takina an active interest in the sector, especially since the 
sharp cut in the U.S. su,ar Quotas. In the view of the BNB 
personnel, agro-processin, is definitely needed to stabilize the 
market for much agricultural produce. Likely pros~ect5 include 
cannin, of local vegetable production and peanut butter. 
Irrisai,ion would also support ··off season·· production, and reduce 
requirements for i~p~rts. They stp.ted that intp-rest in agro­
process in, was lacking in Barbados in the past because of the 
strensth of the sugar industry - up until this season, Barbados' 
U.S. and British markets were stabile and the prices guaranteed. 
The reduction of the US sugar Quota has caused considerable 
concern, and producers will soon begin 6n active search for 
alternative products. 

Lar,e su,ar estates occupy about 85% of the agricultural land on 
Barbados; but most farms are Quite small, in tha ran,e of one 
half to five acres in size. Most farmers own their o'm land. 
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This loar. i~ presented in CDB's records as the Integrated Citrus 
Development Project. The evaluation team was directed by the COB 
to the Cooperative Citrus Growers Association in Dominica. When 
the ev~luation team interviewed the manager of the coop, it was 
revealed that the coop had not concluded any loan agreement with 
CDB involving 007 funds. It was learned that the initial intent 
of the Inte,rated Citrus Development Projec~ was to provide a 
5610,000 loan to the Cooperative Citrus Growers Association 
(CCGA) in Dominic~ for th~ purchase of new packing equipment. 
with a companion loan to a DFC to support an input credit scheme 
for citrus farmers. However, dur~ng the negotiation procedure. 
the CDB asked th~t the coopel~tive hire new personnel, With 
specified levels of training ~~d/or experienc~, for several 
positions, and made thi!: a cc-ndition of the loan. The CCGA, 
after some deliberation, decided tnat the new persoLnel would 
increase their overheads to a level they cou~d not sustain, given 
their costs of production and the market price they cculd expect 
for their product. The CCGA theref~re decided against the COS 
lo~n, and obtained financing instead from the Canadian 
Development Foundatlon. 

The Loan Aireeaent: In 1981. CDB channelled a $176,000 loan to 
the A,ricultural and Industrial Development Bank of Dominica to 
finance the input credJt scheme alone. Uany of the usual OFC 
terms apply, the interest rate char,ed to the AIDB J~ 4'. they 
have had a five year ,race period and have ~ 15 year payback 
period. 

Subloan.: Since October, 1981, the AIDB has made 94 loans to 
citrus farmers. The loans are in the ran,e of $200 to $2000 
(dverage about 51,000) usually with a term of one to three 
seasons. The AID bank bought fertilizer and sold/loanea it to 
citrus ,rowers on credit for one seuson. There is no collateral 
involved, but ~ales throu,h the CCGA are pledged to repayment ot 
the input credit. According to the manager ot the input credit 
scheme. recycled funds can be lent directly to citrus ,rowers in 
cash or in kind, for citrus or other fruit crops. T~e interest 
rate char,ed is 10'. 

The CCGA will document the marketin, record ot its member~ to 
assist their loan applications, and exte:ld a limited ""uarantee", 
to the loan. The cuarantee is limited to the extent that CCGA 
will admini~ter and remit loan repayment~ directly to the bank 
out r.~ the proceeds earned by ,rower/borrowers who brin, their 
harvest to the coop. 
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Performance: Repayments by citrus ,rowers have not been 
impressive. The mana,er of the input credit scheme said that in 
many instances, fruit brou,ht in by farmers to the CCGA was not 
sold. ~o the lo~ns went into arrears. At one point. the bank had 
$S5.000 ou~standin, in subloans and/er inv~sted i~ inventory, 
which took about three years to clear. At the moment. the input 
credit scheme has ~CS8.000 (US$3.000) in principal outstandin,. 
of which ECSS,SOO is in arrears. The rest was recovered. repaid 
by the farmers. As reported by the AIDB. the balan~e of the 
resources avail~ble under 007 are being utilized for a,ricultural 
purposes other than the citrus input credit scheme. althou,h 
mostly within the citrus sub-sector. 

Major difliculties facin, the input credit scheme include the 
market constraints faced by the growers. which limit their 
incentive to expand p~oduction (~nd keeps demand for loans low). 
As noted in the 198~ US Inspector General's audit. the subloan 
agreement was signed at a time when the British pound began to 
fell relative to the US dollar. Since the growers' inputs were 
priced primarily in dollars and their products were paid for in 
British Pounds, the margins were seriously reduced by the change 
in the exchange rate. The prL'e received by the grower uas 
in~ufficient to encourage production for the export market. and 
there was little demand for loans. As of the end of 1984. the 
bank still had over S140.000 in cash available. and additional 
srower inpu~3 )yin, idle. The official recommendation of the 
Inspector General was 

that RDO/C obtain evidence that the Caribbean 
Development Bank has (i) requested the National Commercial 
and Development Bank in Dominica (now the AID Bank) to 
immediately repay that portion of th~ sub loans which is not 
bein, used. and (ii) has authorized the Bank to 
appropriately dispose of a,ricultural inputs.14 

There have been S33,OOO in repayments to CDB on the loan since 
then; the official loan balance on record at the CDB is therefore 
S143,OOO. 

The CCGA subsequently rel~e,oti.ted its contract with its UK 
clients. a,reein, on a fixed price of ECS11.30 (USS4.185) per 
carton, of which ECS7.30 ,oes to the coop to cover packin, costs 
and ECS4.00 ,oes to the ,rower, In addition. incentive payments 
of u~ to ECS1.50 per carton are paid to farmers for production 

14. 
A,riculture 
Caribbean." 

USAID Inspector General, "Review of Selected 
Sector Proje :ts, Re,ional Development Office/ 
Audit Report No. 1-538-85-9, July 31. 1985. p. 5. 
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which reachest.he ·~O()? f')r the iir·s!. :.br~e :::hiprn-:nt::: : :,.At:.;!;::;t···': 
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UK. which precedes tne larlS~r ?-sa rV"'::5t.5· (:.fo.:Jtrj~ r . wcr ici ·t?'i'-ai:·f.::rt,i:i.~; 
producers. Export.s w~re 32. CIlJU (~ar~I'jns in 1 d8fl .- IlP ~ r~')m .~.~.!:;I;(I.' 
in 19&5. nut. still d~wn from the hi~h of 163,OuO ~art~ns ~x~ort~d 
in the 1978/iA spason (befor~ ~wo maj6~ hurricanes and the f~ll 
of the OK pound). The manager of the CCGA expressed the opinioA 
that the primary Cc.·nfitra.int. to expansior! is 3t.il1 the price· 
received by 'the grower. 

The manager of the input credjt schern~ at t.he AiD Bank reports 
that a new market for grapefruit has opened up which may lead to 
increased demand for loans from citrus growers: The new market is 
provided by the expansion of Dominica Agro-Industries, an 
agroprocessing company which purchases grapefruit from local 
growers fer processing into juice for export to the US. Although 
the unit price paid for ~rapefruit is lower than that offered by 
the CCGA during the e~port season, the overall value as well as 
volume of purchases i :"nm small. farmers is higher for DAI, because 
the latter will take lower quality fruit, and will purchase" year 
round. 

c. SUMMARY OF PFC PERFORMANCE 

A summary of the DF'C use' of 007 funds is presented in Exhibit 
IV.l. It can be seen that there have been almost 700 sub-loans 
extended, the average size loan has been just under $3,000, the 
interest rates charged have averaged 9.6% (weighted average). 
Although it was not always possible to distinguish 007 resources 
from other resources in pooled lending programs, as of the most 
recent reports by the DFCs to the COB, use of resources in the 
approved agricultural lending program3 for subloans appears 
currently to be only roughly half of the resources (recycled 007 
funds and other resources) available. In at least some cases, 
the balance of recycled 007 resources were put to other uses, 
(generally still within agriculture), a procedure which may have 
been necessary in order for the DFCs to repay their 007 loans: 
interest receivable on the sub-loans' within som~ of the approved 
agricultural lending programs, (taking no account of arrears or 
non-performing loans), would be insufficient to cover interest 
payable on 007 resources. Principal in arrears on all lending 
programs involving 007 resources is currently estimated at about 
30% of principal outstanding on subloans. 

It appears that use of 007 funds marked for the DFCs were shifted 
from agribusiness into Farm Improvement Credits (FICs) and 
production credits due to alack of demand for agribusiness loans 
and/or an inability on the part of most of the DFCs (at least.as·. 
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Exhibit IV.l 

SU"ftARY OF DFC'S USE OF US~ID 007 FUNDS 
.......................... && ....... 1 .................................. . 

007 AftT ANNUAL 
I 007 ~T OUTST'N& INTEREST 
I DISBURSED 12/86 (I) PAYABLE 

(in US., 
NO. 

SUB­
LOANS 

PERCENT 
SUBLIIAN 

AVa INT'5T PRINCIPAL 
SIZE RATE IN ARR'S 

-----·-------·.----····---1.··--.·------·----------·----------.--~---------------.-----------------

Antigul and Barbudl '260,000 '260,000 110,400 25 '11,500 10.51 261 
Devilapitnt Bani 

Blrbldol Natianll 'BB2,000 "74,000 130,960 13 ",300 8.01 ... 361 . 
Bini (3) , . , . ,! , . 

" , . 
" \ ~ , 

.4 .926 10.'01 ' :' BU ,', Daiinici Agric •• '176,000 '143,000 .5;720 
Indul. Dlv. Bini 

,~ , , +, + ~ ~ I ,~, , '. : ~ " ) , 
1- ... -

" , 

Srlnldl Dlvllap.tnt '296,000 '296~000/ , 'U,B40 80 t2,OOO B.OI: ; 301 
Bini (2) , ' ~ "'-, 

, ~". "', • I,~ 

,:'. ' .' .' , " " . , , 
St. Lucil Devllap- '40',000. ';'40',~0 " '16,360 :96 ' . '4,000 . '12.01, " 31',', 

Itnt Bini 
, , " 

, '. I, 
" , 

,~ \0 ' " . , ' " 
St. Vinctnt '370,000 '345,000 '13,800 :. , 300, .74f : 12.01' 401 

DlvIlap.tnt link 
' , ' ,- . ," , 

I<~! --_ .. ..... _- ---_ ... ------ _ .. -- ' --- ----.. ' 
TOTAL/AVERAGE (4) '2,3'3,000 12,227,000 18',080 ' 668 '2,724 '.81 .' 301 

(I) 6DB firlt inltlllint dUI 1987-07-15, SLOB firlt inltlillftt ~u. 198B-01-15 
(2) 6DB rlpart. it 1110 hll Ibout 10 Alt of '15-37,000 lach, in~trllt rltl of 9.5 - 11.51 
(3) Portfolio Iplit in 1982, filhing 101nl lint to Bl'dol De~llop.tnt Bini. 1 arrlarl bllad an 111 

COB finlneld Ig. 10lnl It BNB. AVlrlgl IIZI of sub-laant I.cludll ani ~ub·lolnl for '230,000. 
(4) Tatlll 007 lit. dllburlld, lit. outltlnding, na. lubluanl, wlightld Iverlgl far IVlrlg. lizl, 

intlrllt rltl, Ind perclnt lublaan prinCipII in ifrlarl. 

SOURCES I 

007 Atountl dilburlld, autltanding, InnUI) interllt PIYlbll. CDB filII 
No. lub-laanl, Avg. lill, intlt'lt rltlll intlrvilll with DFC afficill. 
Sub10ln principII in Irrllrll Iitilltli blled qUlrterly repartl by IFCI to COB on 

llnding progrlH including 007 fundi. ' " 
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p~r'~~l.ved by (:D5 J:\nd r;,iiO/;"; i t..:. ~~~-:ss :tr'lC'l ~dmi:,,~:et.::r "~\1':'i': .-:·~:,,:s. 
r:-J~!·~ i~ corleiderabi"? ~Vl(lt:arl·:·~ -:,:,"!':'1t. (':c)r!rii!.ic .. r:~ ~~:':..-':.~'! :-.... -:"!.~ 
~,F,: loans, part.leu; =il"J..Y t.rH~ ('~.r:iliflg :m t.n..: ne~ w:.-r-":.:". ::: ":.:".-:­
horrower. may h~y~ fi~n0d in t.ne way of p~t.dnt.131 J0~n ~~pr)v~~~ 
:t')r t.rll~ agrlb'Js1.::~.7.~. wi'l'i l~ t,he i..<:,an Alireement bo::twe-e!'1 (:!ii~ '!lr,tl 
RDO/C dAiines tone :nQlrect beneiiclaries or t.he projec~ 35 small 
farmers" I spt1ciiicall:l. ":.rtose exploitin~ under 25 acr~s (Jf iand), 
t.he 1<:'3n c.:,ndlt.iClns a'tt.acned tn 1:.h~ 007 funds sllbstl~llt.es a n'2t 

. w!"Irth ,~~illng wnl ~n aooears t.~J be l in many C,':1S~5) me,re 
restrict.lve t.h,~n ~hp ~,t'oyisJ ons of t.he UO; loan agre-emeut.. For 
lnst.ance, agrlcul~llrai Land in Grenada is currently seillng for 
EC$8.000 - EC$10,OOO pe-r acre. A debt-free farmer owning 20 
acres of land valued at ~C$8,OOO per acre is already over tne net 
worth ceiling of EC$:50,OOO, not counting the value of his/her 
home, any farm buildings, vehicles, or other assets. 

Several or the DFC personnel int.erviewed by the evaluation team 
stated that they were sometimes hindered even from making FIC 
loans because of the ~arge number of restrictive conditions 
attached t~ t.he loans. In particular. they cited the restriction 
on the borrower's ne~ wort.h, and the restrictions against lending 
for the purchase of land and refinancing as obstacles to approval 
oi otherwise promising joan applications. I~ at least some cases, 
001 funds had to be utilized for purposes other than the approved 
lending programs (but usually still within the agricultural 
sector) ln order t.o keep them from lying idle. 

Most of the loans disbursed within the approved programs were 
Farm Improvement Credits to small farmers growing bananas, 
citrus, vegetables, spices, or cotton; some went for livestock 
and a significant portion went to support fishermen. Loans 
financed production inputs such as feed and fertilizer, and/or 
for iarm implements and equipment, boat engines, or livestock 
acqulsl t.lem. There was no opport'uni ty for the evaluation team to 
assess the impact of these subloans at the level of the ultimate 
borrower, and often the only information available was on the 
portfolio performance of the FIC programs. 

There is little evidence that the DFC loans supported any of the 
specific purposes of the project, with the possible exception of 
employment creation, very loosely defined. The first project 
purpose, the stabilization or expansion of markets for small 
farmers, was not supported directly by any of the DFC sub-loans, 
although the DFC loan tied to the operation of the ill-fated St. 
Vincent Sugar Industries did assist the sugar production project" 
which had that purpose. Most identifiable loans, with the' 
exception of the Dominica citrus input credit scheme, (and 
perhaps the loan for St. Vincent cane growers) did not go toward 
lowering the costs of any other inputs. 
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The final purpose, employment creation, may have been served to a 
minor extent insofar as farm improvement credits involved 
temporary employment (e.g., building a fence or clearing new 
land). In addition, at the margin, small farmer's ventures may 
have been supported to the extent that they had no pressing need 
to search for employment for themselves nor perhaps their 
families. But, according to most DFC pers~"nel, small farmers 
usually do not employ people other than family members, except an 
occasional "hired hand" on a temporary basis. Thus, loans to 
small farmers may keep them from joining the ranks of the 
unemployed, bu~ it does not generate significant employment for 
others. 

The primary reason the 007 project provided for loans to "labor 
intensive enterprises" was to create new employment opportunities 
for the rural poor. It is certainly true that many small farms 
are themselves "labor intensive enterprises." But loans to small 
farmers, however labor intensive their operations may be prior to 
receiving project financing, do not necessarily increase "labor­
intensive employment of the rural poor", as USAID usually defines 
that concept. The detailed project description contained in Annex 
I of the Loan Agreement provided that a subproject must be labor 
intensive with a ratio of total fixed investment per job of not 
more than $7500 (later increased to $10,000). Discussions with 
OFC personnel and examination of selected loan applications 
clearly indicate that some farm improvement loans extended by 
OFCs did not meet this criterion. 

Therefore, with the dubious exceptions of the loans tied to the 
failed St. Vincent Sugar Industries, and the presently moribund 
citrus input credit scheme, the DFC loan programs apparently did 
not serve the purpose of the 007 project to any significant 
degree. 

The conclusions of this evaluation support the conclusions of the 
earlier, 1984/5 evaluation of DFC performance conducted for the 
Caribbean Development Bank: 

, 
"The interviews carried out with agribusinees operators in 
each of the four countries visited suggest that few linkages 
are being established due to DFC agricultural lending 
activity. The USAID Regional Agribusiness Development 
Project (RAO)[007], ... sought to support linking elements 
such as contract buying, employee profit sharing, 
cooperative ownerships and farmer equity participation. 
During our site visits we found little visible evidence that 
these elements were being promoted or developed between 
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growers and process~re, ~r~wers and di~~ributord. praces~ors 
and disiributors and/~r proceesor~ and prcc~seQrs.15· 

Even on their own terms. sublcan performance was highly variable 
across Dies, ranging from about 2% of prlncipal in arrears co 
over 80%. with most in the range of 15% ~o 35%. The variation 
appears to be more closely related to the administratlon of che 
individual DFes than the performance of the agricultural sector 
in the lndividual countries. Host DFC personnel reported that 
their best repayment records were associated with part time 
farmers whose wages could be garnisheed. As reported by some DiC 
personnel, the worst arrears cases arose over recalcitrant 
debtors or "dispu'tes" surrounding the loan, and not over 
inability to repay. 

In the early 1980s, at the time the loans were disbursed, real 
lnterest rates in some countries may have been negative (nominal 
interest rates were set at 8% in Barbados while consumer prices 
were rlsing at a rate of 14%; interest rates in the OECS states 
generally ranged from ]0% to 12% while consumer prices were often 
over 15%). The low to negative real interest rates may have 
boosted demand fClr loans during the early years of the program. 
However, real interest rates climbed during the period 1981 
through 1985, as nominal interest rates were maintained while 
inflation dropped to 3% per anum and less. Current loan demand 
passes a "market test" in that it demonstrates some willingness 
on the part of borrowers to pay positive real interest rates for 
credit. 

It appears, however, that none of the loan schemes utilizing 007 
resources (now operating with recycled 001 funds) are operating 
at full capacity or anything approaching full capacity. The 
evidence the~efore suggests that demand for the FIC loans is 
relatively low, so that funds diverted from agribusiness 
(presumably due to lack of demand) still failed to find a 
sufficient and sustained market within the broadened farm 
improvement credit programs. 

At b~st, the FIC programs, although significantly divergent from 
the original intent of the DFC loans under the 007 project, could 
be said to support the ultimate goal of the project, which is to 
increase the standard of living of small farmers and the rural 
poor. In addition, given the scarcity of local agricultural 
products for processing, which may be a major constraint to 
agribusiness, the FIC loans may be acting to relieve that 
constraint and thus may lay the groundwork for viable agro-

15 Arthur D. Little, Inc., "Evaluation of the CDB/AID 
Private Sector On-Lending Programs," Jan. 1985, pp. 128-129. 
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processing industr::'-::5 il. t.he rU7.'lre. • ne fi7C l(:"t~s C.':!!'I ."" • . ~'-J b.=r: 
viewed as supportlng somewnat the dlversificRtlGn ~f ,gr:cul:~re 
frl)m the tradi t.l ona1 export Cl'C)P5 br the t:::n': hbt=o.:sn, int.o 
vegetables and iivestock for iocal consumption ~nd s~m~ non­
tradltional ~xports such as tropical fruits. Gtvpn , 'thA 
increasing labor difficulties faced by the agricultural sectclr,in 
the Caribbean, small farmer. family run agriculture may represent 
the future for the agricultural sector in the region. 

The above commen~s are only speculative, however, and there is 
little available evidence either to prove or dlsprove them. The 
fact that the DFCs are repaying their loans to the CDB, or that 
sub-borrowers are repaying their loans to the DFCs does not mean 
that the loans are generating their own return. The frequent 
statements of DFC loan officers, that their best repayment 
records were from farmers who were employed, may mean that some 
loans were repaid from wages, and not from agricultural earnings, 
It is therefore difficult to come to any conclusion about the 
impact of the 007 DFC loans on small farm enterprises. 
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v. AHIf1QhlWLQI gIHlluugmL~tmBK, 
A. IHlBQDUCTIQN 

The justifying premise underlying both agribusiness projects can 
be stated as follows: 

"If programs of medium to long term agribusiness credit are 
initiated in the Eastern Caribbean, then investors will 
e~tablish agribusiness enterprises which lollll purchase the 
output of small farmers on a regular basis, or which will 
provide goods or services to small farmera at lower costs 
than prevailed in the past; if the agr~tusinesses function 
successfully, them the incomes and standards of living of 
small farmers and the rural poor will be increased." 

The projects did supply credits to several agribusiness 
enterprises, but there were very few viable agribusiness 
enterprises established as a result. The failure of either 
project significantly to increase the numb~r of agribusiness 
ostablishments in the Eastern Caribbean through the provision of 
agribusiness credit implies that e lack of credit was not the 
primary impediment to the growth of agribusiness in the region 
and/or that other constraints impeded progress despite the 
lifting of a credit constraint. In other words, both projects 
appear to have suffered from the same serious design flaw. 

This Chapter assesses the impact of the two projects within the 
larger framework of RDO/C's Private Sector Program by means of 
the "Generic Scope of Work." The contract between USAID and 
Louis Berger International, Inc. provides for the application of 
a Generic Scope of Work in order to facilitate a program analysis 
of RDO/C's portfolio of private sect~r oriented projects. The 
Generic Scope of Work is modeled on the USAID Logical Framework 
for project design, but it analyzes project design in terms of a 
standardized program framework. Use of a standardized framework 
makes it easier to compare these projects with other private 
sector projects supported by RDO/C, and to integrate the results 
of individual project evaluations into an overall evaluation of 
RDO/C's private sector program. The generic scope of work is 
reproduced in full in Appendix A of this report, with elements 
relevent to this agribusiness evaluation highlighted. 

, 
The present evaluation is one of some fourteen evaluations of 
RDO/C private sector projects which Louis Berger International, 
Inc. is carrying out over a period of two years. Project 
evaluation results will be synthesized and incorporated into t~o 
annual program reports. No single private sector project is 
expected to achieve the fall range of program goals and purpose 
elements included in the generic scope of work. However, when 
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all of RDO/C's private'sector projects are considered together as 
a program, reasonably complete coverage is anticipated. 

The generic scope of work (Program LogFrame) was created long 
after 007 and 057 were initiated, and in fact, is being used to 
evaluat43 the projects after their primary task - disbursement of 
loans has been completed. Thus the generic sonpe of work 
necessarily imposes a degree of retroactive uniformity on the 
origi~al designs of the individual projects, centering on 
statements of pro,ram goals and purposes. The 007 project, for 
instance, was not confined to the pr~vate ~ector. It was 
anticl pated, in fact., that CDB would work closely with several 
public sector bodies and make ~ome loans to projects initiated in 
the public sector. It was noted, however, that most agriculture 
and ce~tainly most agribusiness is carried oU'C in the private 
sector, so CuB wa~ encouraged to seek out private sector entities 
to which i~ could lend the 007 funds. 

In order to reduce the potential for conflict with existing 
project design documents, the generic scope of work (1) 
generalizes concepts commonly used in existing private sector 
proje;ct LogFrames; (2) focusses on "oal level measures at the 
progJ:am level as contrasted wi th purpo~e level mea~ures that are 
typically emphasized in project designs; and (3) addresses 
pro~ram purposes in terms of purpose element~, subcategories of 
purposes into which the purposes of all RDO/C prIvate sector 
projects can be disaggregated. The generic scop~ of work 
articulates three goals for RDO/C's private sector proprmn: an 
economic development goal, an institutional goal, and a policy 
goal (the latter is not applicable Lo either 007 or 057). The 
gt.meric scope of work specifies some forty "purpose elements," a 
master list to which each RDO/C private sector project can be 
related at the purpose level. 

Causal Path~: The first step in the assessment of project design 
is concerned with logical relationships between the enumerated 
project purpose elements and the stated goals of the program. We 
attempt to answer the question - "If the purposes of the project 
are being achieved, how is this achievement contributing to the 
fulfillment of the ultimate goal'?" 

Evaluation Evidence: The second step in the assea~ment of 
project design is the evnluation of evidence of project-related 
outputs which contribute to the achievement of the purpo~e 
elements, and of the relationship between the output obaerved a~d 
the purposes identified and defined. 

The evaluation 
micro-level, in 
project, given 
outcome. 

focusses primarily on bottom-line impact at the 
order to assess what has been the impact of the 

the other factors involved in the identified 
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The Economio Development Ooal of RDO/C's private sector program 
can be stated as follows: 

To increa8e the contributions ot privately owned bU8iness 
establishments to employment, production, productivity, net 
foreian exchange earninge, and/or to improved standards ot 
living in the Caribbean. 

The Institutional Goal of the program may be stated as follows: 

To increa8e the capacities, efficiency, and sustainability 
ot in8titution8 serving the private sector in these 
countries. 

The goal of the 057 project reads as follows: "To improve the 
standard of living of the Caribbean poor." It has, in addition, 
a sub-goal, "to stimulate economic and agricultural growth and 
create employment." It' s ~tated purpose is "to ~.ni tiate and 
expand private agribusiness investments in the C~ribbean." The 
goal of the 007 project is "to increase the incon,es of the small 
farmer and the rural poor." It's purpose is to "increase the 
capacity of the CDB and LDC institutions to develop, finance and 
implement agribusiness and labor intensive enterprises which are 
based on the local production and participation of small farmers 
and the rural poor." LBII has identified eleven of the purpose 
elements of the generic scope of work (out of a Master I,ist of 
over forty purpose elements) which are applicable to the two 
projects. These are outlined under the pertinent goals for 
analysis. below. 

B. ~OHIC DEVELOPMENT GOAL OF 007 AND~ 

"to increase the 
establishments to 
foreign exchange 

living in the 
be found in the 
priorities and 

Under the economic development 80a1, 
contributions of privately owned busine~s 
employment, production, productivity. n::t 
earning8, and/or to improved standards of 
Caribbean," the following purpose elements can 
project papers of both 007 and 057 (although 
emphasis differ): 

To encourage local investment 
To provide long term financing for businesses 
To provide short term financing for bU8ine88es 
To identify and tap new markets 
To develop infant industries 
To improve production methods 
To introduce new t~chnology " 
To encourage risk-taking and entrepreneurship, 
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According to the project strategies as articulated in the l?roject 
papers for the two projects, the growth af agribusiness was 
constrained in large part by a lack of credit. Agro-processing 
was also constrained by a lack of inputs (i.e., ~gricultural 
produce for processing). Agricultural production, in turn, was 
constrained in part by a lack of credit, and in part by a lack of 
organized markets for agricultural outputs. The combined 
situation was described by many observers at the time as a 
"chicken and egg" problem. An earlier project (006) provided 
credit for agricultural production. The 007 project, and later 
the 057 project, were to provide financing for ~gribusiness. In 
particular, the agribusiness industry ';,as said to need lOllg term 
financing, as local commercial banks were unwilling to extend 
long term credits on risky ventures. The~e WRS little discussion 
in either project paper of !Short term financing. The inve!l,tments 
in agribusiness which would take place as a result of the 
provision of financing through the two project.:3, ue.'re to l'elieve 
the final constraint to the "chicken and egg" proble~nJ a solution 
wherein farmers would have reliable and expandina markets for 
their output and agribusinesses would have the inputu they need 
for their production. 

Both 007 and 057 were to create or or.adnize new m&rketa for 
agricultural production and thereby encourage its grO\~th. The 
new markets were expected to be primarily int~rnal, involving 
improved linkages within the Agricultural Industry, broadly 
defined. Since most agricultur.al production of intexest to new 
agribusiness would likel)" be small farmer production (i.e., crops 
other than plantation sugar and oth~r traditional crops, which 
were already well established and g0.nerally not in search of new 
markets which could be met by local agribusiness), the growth in 
purchases of agricuJtural production by agribusiness would 
increase small farmer sales and thus probably amall farmer income 
as well. To the extent that agricultural development in the 
Caribbean is hampered by the absence of scale economies, (and 
most ajricultural experts in the region have cited this lack as a 
primary impediment to development), the growth of the new markets 
for agricultural output, by increasing scale, would contribute to 
an increase in both production and productivity (e.g., farmers 
with a large and sure market for their produce may be able to 
justify the purchase of farm implemente which would increase land 
and/or labor productivity and bring more land into production). 

Compared to the traditional export crops, most of which were 
exported under established (though often stagnant or declining) 
markets, new agribusiness activities would tend to encourage 
production of non-traditional crops. The production of non­
traditional crops and their processing would constitute infant 
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lndu.t~l.~. The growth of these new industries, in slack rural 
labor markets, should involve a net increase in employment, 
providing, in particular, a significant number of unskllled and 
semi-skilled jobs well suited to the target group of the rural 
poor. Some of the agribusiness products might be exported. and 
many more would substitute for processed food imports, which 
should contribute to a net saving of foreign exchange, (if not 
net earnings). The diversification should reduce the 
vulnerability of the economiez to fluctuations in international 
commodity markets. 

Included in both 007 and 057 were elements of or provision for 
technical assistance for agribusiness, designed to improve 
production method~, and/or introduc~ new technoloaies. Such 
assistance was expected to facilitate the establishment and 
growth of infant lndustries (contributing to the growth in 
employmedt and income as described above), and to increase 
productivity in agribusiness itself. 

The 057 project (expli~itly) and, to a lesser ~xtent, the 007 
project (implicitly), intended to encoura,e risk taking and 
entrepreneurship in agribusiness in the Caribbean. A possible 
lack of ~ntrepreneurs in ~gribusiness was not explicitly cited as 
a constraint to agribusine~s expansion in the 007 project paper 
(1977), although the degre~ of risk in the industry was. Up to 
$1.3 million of the project budget was earmarked for CDS equity 
investment, which theoretically could have been used to share the 
agribusiness risk between investors and donors. The 007 loan 
agreement, however, did not encourage the use of equity 
investment, and USAID would not share in the risk itself. 

A possible lack of entrepreneurs in agribusiness is cited in the 
057 project paper (1980) as a constraint to agribusiness 
developme~t, (which was probably u lesson from the difficulties 
exper~~nced by 007 in the previou~ two-three years). LAAD was 
also permitted to take equity stakes in Caribbean agribusine~3 
venture~, (again without USAID participation in the risk). It 
faced few restrictions on lending, and was expected to work with 
local entrepreneurs to expand agricultural markets and 
employment. The lack of re~trictions against existing 
entrepreneurs (although this was not explicitly described) and 
the sharing of risk through LAAD equity participation, would tend 
to widen the pool of lnvestors, make investment in agribusiness 
more likely, and thereby con"tribute to the growth in employmen~ 
and incomes as described above. 

2. Evaluation Evidence 

Both projects experienced considerable difficulty in disbursin, 
the USAID funds for agribusiness. It appears that viable 
agribusiness projects were difficult to find; that although Ion. 
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term financing was made available, the Rn~iclpa~~d :~ve~ of 
investment fai led to take place. Whi ie CDB ws:, expec~eL1 to 
di~burs~ $6.5 million on 78 subprojects in ejgh~ coun~rles, only 
five subprojec~s were ever funded, totalling $3.8 miiiion; LAAD 
disbursed jus~ over $1.0 million ~o four subprojects in the 
Eastern Caribbean. In terms of impact, the reSUlts as of 1986 
included direct employment of almost 250 full time job 
equivalents, $1.25 milllon in direct purchases from regional 
farmers, and at leas~ $74,000 in sales of agricultural inputs. 

An addi~ional $2.4 million of 007 credits went via the CnB to DFC 
lines of credit, where most of it was dispensed to small farmers 
as farm improvement credits and production loans, much of it as 
short term credit. Although the small farmer credits presumably 
benefited many of the borrowers, there is no evidence that the 
credits contributed in any significant way to establi3hed project 
purposes or objectives. 

The evaluatlon team specifically queried personnel at several of 
the DFCs as to the employment situation among small farmers. 
They all reported that most small farmers rely primarily on 
family labor arld will only occasionally employ "hired hands" on a 
short term, seasonal basis, probably during a harvest. Many 
~mall farmers are themselves employed part time and/or 
seasonally. A farm improvement credit (which may go, e.g., to 
erect a fence around crop or pasture land, to repair a private 
road, or to dig a well), probably does involve employment 
opportunities, but only on a temporary basis. To the extent that 
a loan would improve their farming operations, small farmers may 
feel less of a need to search for employment for themselves, 
which in turn might mitigate the economy's unemployment problem, 
but such loans do not generate a significant number of new 
employment opportunities. 

One other claim which might be made on behalf of the agricultural 
credits is that some of them "lowered the cost of small farmer 
inputs" (one of the objectives of the 007 project). The input 
credit schemes implemented as parts of the Integrated Citrus 
Production project in Dominica and the Integrated Sugar 
Rehabilitation project in St. Vincent would have had this effect. 
However, the sugar project failed in St. Vincent, and the demand 
for citrus input credits in Dominica has been so low that the US 
Inspector General recownended a substantial deobligation; 
currently, $140,000 of the original $176,000 line of credit 
remains outside the approved input credit scheme, although it is 
not idle. 

Part of the problem with the two projects may have been the 
difficulty in finding markets for agribusiness products. The 
most successful projects were each producing for a specialized 
export market niche; only one (ECA) has in turn provided a new 
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market for small far~ers:n th~ area. ~moun~in~ ~~ 1v~r Sl.2 
mllllon per annum. Th~ ~:~~ projec~ ana ¢on~~i~ab.y. :h~ ~Aa 
r ::OJ.and Cotton pro J".:ct. C\':)U i..:i rjev~:' op Ul'tCl ::;:..;.,-·h :nar~.::~.:;. Tho:!y /:ire 
each non-traal~ional products and could be ctescriberl as infant 
industries. Together, Eastern Caribbean Agencies. Windward 
Island Tropical Plants and Windward Islands Alne employ 194 
people directly (full ~ime Jab Aquivalents). Total dlr~ct full­
time employment g~neratect by 007 &nd 057 is 244. Tne projects 
generate gross foretgn exchange earnings of about US$2.6 mlilion. 
None of the successful projects were based on agribusiness sales 
in a local market: tne 3t. Vincent sugar lndustry. which intended 
to substitute local production of sugar for imports, tailed and 
was closed; the Carriacou sheep project, which was to produce 
mutton mostly tor local consumption, has had sales only 11% of 
that antlcipated, and the future of St. Vincent plastics is in 
some doubt. 

The improvement of production methods and/or the introduction ot 
new technology has been a minor feature of several of the sub­
projects. particularly the more successful ones. It is 
nuteworthy, however. that these features were usually introduced 
at the initiative of the entrepreneurs involved in the private 
sector projects. Eastern Caribbean Agencies in St. Vincent 
experiments with new strains of seeds and conducts research into 
new production methods, which i·t then encourage!) its small farmer 
suppliers to adopt. Windward Island Tropical Plants in St. Lucia 
had to learn how to improve its production methods by trial and 
error, and by making special trips to established nurseries in 
Florida to study ~ltern~tive production methods. The owner of 
WITP believes that his employees have acquired improved agronomic 
techniques, including the safe and efficien~ use of fertilizers, 
irrigation, and pesticides. Windward Islands Aloe has helped 
small farmers start pilot plots for aloe product,ion, and hopes to 
expand small farmer production of aloe to 1CO acres within two 
years. HyGro Gardens in Barbados, (the one agribusiness project 
funded through a DFC. and not particularly successful) produces 
vegetables for both domestic consumption and export. utilizing 
hydroponic technology adapted by the entrepreneur. The 
Montserrat Sea Island Cotton project has recelved some technical 
assistance, although most of it has been funded by sources other 
than 007. The Carriacou sheep project was intended to provide 
extension services to smi!ll sheep farmers on the island, and to 
provide an e~ample of the advantages of modern methods of 
livestock husbandry. The manager of the project reporlts. 
however, that farmers have not adopted the changes expected. '. 

Wi th regard to encouragemerlt of risk-taking and entrepreneurship, 
it appears that both parent projects found this more difficult 
than originally anticipated, judging from the difficulty they had 
in finding viable projects and disbursing funds. LAAD found more 
entrepreneurs than COB, which seemed to be more comfortable (if 
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no~ successful) wi~h public sector enti~jes and made ~n:y ~ne 
l~::an ~o t.he private!::'.?ct::.r . r~ is noteworthy 't!'la~ the t.nr-::e n.ost 
successful subprojects evaluated (Eastern Caribbean Agencies, 
Windward Island Tropical Pl~nts. and Wlndward Islands Aloe), ~r~ 
all in the private sector; and tha~ none of the public sec'!.or 
subprojects could be judged successes. Agribuslness, as a 
productive en~erprise requiring market responsiveness and a 
flexible organiza'tion, probably requlres a strong entrepreneurial 
<.")rienta~iClrl. Al thl"l1lgh risk tFtking and entrepreneurship can be 
encouraged by donor-funded projects, no entrepreneurs will be 
created by them. In addi~ion, most businessmen both inside the 
Caribbean and outside, flnd the high risks associated with 
agribusiness daunting. In this regard, the risk-sharing features 
of the new HIAMP project may allow that project to succeed where 
007 and 057 failed. 

C. INSTITUTIONAL GOAL OF 007 AND 057 

Under the institutional ,oal, "to increase the capacities, 
efficiency, and sustainability of institutions serving the 
private sector in [Caribbean] countries," the following purpose 
elements can be found in the project papers of both 007 and 057 
(although priorities and emphasis differ): 

To create financial institutions to meet unmet needs 
To develop investment promotion institutions 
To create and strengthen support institutions for small and 
medium sized industry 

1. Causal Paths 

Both the 007 and the 057 projects were primarily designed to 
create financial institutions to meet unmet needs. The 007 
project purpose is explicitly "to increase the capacity of the 
CDS and LDC institutions to promote, develop, finance and 
implement agribusiness and le:bor-intensive enterprises which are 
based on the local production and participation of small farmers 
and the rural poor." The CDB, the DFCs, and LAAD were all in 
existence as institutions prior to the agribusinese project; 
however, CDB and the DFCs had done very little, prior to 1977, to 
meet the needs of agribusineSS, and it was deemed necessary to 
establish a specific pool of funds to serve agribusiness needs. 
LAAD was already established in agribusiness fin~n~ing, but its 
work was all in Latin America, so the 057 project was designed to 
expand its activities into the Eastern Caribbean. 

At the time the project papers were written (in 1977 and 1980, 
respectively) it was felt that the lack of financing was a major 
constraint to the development and expansion of both agribusiness 
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And agrl,~ult.'.lre in qfln-:rOL. :':,e ;'r(l:-=-Ct. ~<:,a!'":s W~!"fo •• ,:' ·'p~I"3:':' ~.s 
revol·.,·irlg Il1llds, Wl tn r~p~ym~nt -::) .. ;3AI: !,.~. ';j~/i: ~!";.:! :_p.A~ cJ·,er 
per·.ods rangini !r''"J:n t.wt=lnt.y t.o tc,rt.y Y,;:nr~, <1:' in"el"eST. rat.Cos of 
2-410, D~'Cs rece!vea ::!IJ y~ar lc)ans ir-:lm CDB :"t. 4;11, 3ince most 
5u~-~roJe·.::t.s had a r€-p:.'1yrnel"l"', period ot under ten years (and :nany 
under fiveJ and interes~ rates ranged from 8-13% for subproject.s, 
rp.payment.s could be recy~~~~ :'0 support the agribusiness industry 
ior Rev~rai proj~ct ge~~r~~i~ns at least. Assuming that all 
funds are dlsbursed qU'lckIy -::(, subproject. borrowers, and t.hat t.he 
sub-loans perform w~ll, the project loan funds, even after 
r~pRyment to ['SAID, should support agribusiness lending programs 
indefinitely, in the process, the established institutions of 
COB, t.he DFCs and LAAD would bUlld up their capabilities to 
administer lines of credit, and serve and advise sub-borrowers in 
the agribu~iness sect.or, As the End of Project Status for 007, 
the Proj~ct LogFrame speciti~s 'Rate of commitment for eligible 
subprojects reaches 3,0 mlilioni year. Rate ot disbursement for 
eligible subproject.s reaches $2,5 million per year," The EOPS for 
057 specifies "LAAD strengthened institut.ionally by additional 
staff and new office in Barbados," 

Since there· was mlnimal agribusiness activity in the Caribbean at 
the time 007 and 057 were initiated, both project papers 
recognized the need fc:,r the implementing agencies, CDB and LAAD, 
respectively, to act as investment promotion institutions in the 
field of agribusiness. CDB was specifically charged with 
developing and disseminating literature on its agribusiness 
funds. The End of Project Status for 007 includes "A system of 
subproject ident.iiication and promotion established and 
functioninH effectlvely." The 057 project's explicit purpose is 
"teJ ini tia1:.e and expand private a.gribusiness investments in the 
Caribbean," 

The 007 project was also intended to promote support institutions 
for small and medium sized business. broadly defined, 
Specifically, the project was to encourage agribusiness 
arrangements which included element~ of: "contract buying,.,. 
cooperativ8 ownership, small farmer equity participation, and 
enterprise services to small farmer suppliers," The Dominica 
Grapefruit Cooperative and the involvement of the St. Vincent 
Sugar Industries, in their role of assisting small farmers apply 
for credits, could fit under this rubric, 

2. Eyaluation Eyidenge 

Neither 007 nor 057 should be described as successes under the 
criterion of the institutional goal, Nor, however, should they 
be enti~ely written off as failures, for at least some important 
lessens have been learned. As a financial institution, LAAD had 
an impressive record for agribusiness, but it was unable to 
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achieve in ~he Eas~~rn Caribbean what 1~ had ~ch:~v~~ ~;5~where 
lrl ~he Americas. ':;1 nce i 8MI'J • LAAII nas ~x'>~r.:::-::l! ~ :":':!: =~ t:) .::~ 
least. one very :=3l.l~(,::,=:seftl~ venture h! 1'.:1':- :ta~t~!·:,~ !_~.;..!':.b:!~an 
(East.ern Caribb~an Agenoies. Ltd. J. ~nd ~n~ m~d~rat~ly 
successful, promising ven~ure ,Windward Islands Aloe). The CDB 
can count only one moderate success, Windward Islands Tropical 
Plants. The DFCs have not. jent to agribusiness (wi~h the 
exception of one poorly performing loan extended by the Barbados 
National Bank for hydroponic vege~able production). and have been 
effectively restricted from lending for agribusiness. 

Judged by t.he performance of the loans the DFCs did make (mostly 
farm improvement credits and agricultural productlon credits, 
many with a high proportion of arrears), it is doubtful t.hat many 
of them are capable of administering agribusiness loans, as they 
are not even doing well with agricultural loans. It appears that 
as of December 31, 1986. most of the DFCs have only about half of 
thf~ir loan funds outstanding in subloans wi thin the approved 
agricultural lending programs (which in most cases combine 007 
resources, now recycling, w1th o~her funds), and arrears are 
about 30% of the prlncipal outstanding on the subloans. Although 
most of the DFCs are repaYlng ~heir 007 loans to CDB on schedule, 
it is clear that 1n some cases, the repayments are coming f rOI.l 
sources other than profits on subloans made under approved 
programs. On the other hand Barbados National Bank and St. Lucia 
Development Bank have managed some agribusiness lending, and 
probably could do more with the 007 funds, given less rest.rictive 
provisions. The SLDB has three agribusiness loans in its 
portfolio. all of which were funded by sources other than 007. 

The lack of success in the development of the Financial 
Institution functions of the implementing agencies is inseparable 
from their poor record as investment promotion institutions. As 
has been noted in subsection A, above. neither 007 nor 057 came 
close to fulfilling their mandate in terms of numbers of 
agribusiness investments in the Eastern Caribbean. much less 
successful agribusiness investments. LAAD. although it opened an 
office in Barbados in 1981 to serve the Eastern Caribbean. closed 
it again five years later. The establishment of a Barbados office 
was considered by USAID ~s an indicator of the achievement of End 
of Project Status in the 057 LogFrame. 

The establishment of support institutions made very little 
progress. The two institutions established with the DFCs to 
supply input credits to small farmers the Integrated Citrus 
Development Project in Dominica and the Integrated Sugar 
Rehabilitation Project in St. Vincent - have foundered or failed; 
the former due to lack of interest. on the part of citrus growers 
(due primarily to the poor market for their product) and the 
latter due to the failure of the larger sugar rehabilitation 
project. 
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' ...... 
The ev~lua~ion of ~he' two agribuslnes5 praj~~~s Wl~h r~sp~=~ ~o 
~he goals of RDO/C's larger priva~e s~ct.or progr·::sm. inaiaFs~es 
~hat both must be judged q~llified faiLur~s in the Eastern 
Caribbean. Disappointments began with the difficul~ies in 
finding potentially viable agriausiness ventures to finance. and 
~ontinued ~o pl&gu~ most of the lndividual subproJec~s and OFC 
loans from 1977 to ~he present. The projec~s cannot be judged 
complete failures, because a few succe~siul or near-successful 
agribuslnesses were financed with projec~ funds. Those 
subprojec~s were those that had characteristics which could place 
~hem near the borderline as potential subjects for commercial 
li.e., non-concesslonal) financing. 

Conclusions, recommendations and lessons learned are,pre~ented in 
the following chap~er. 
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VI. _CONCLUSION 

This chapter is divided into five sections, of which this 
Introduction is the first. Section B compares planned with 
actual use of funds for the 007 and 057 projects. Section C 
summarizes principal evaluation findings. Section D contains the 
recommendations of the evaluation. Section E presents program 
lessons learned. 

B. ANtICIPATED AND ACTUAL UTILIZATION OF PROJECT FUNDS 

This section compares uses of funds which were postulated at the 
time the projects were designed with disbursements actually made. 

1. Besional ASl:ibusine8s_~lopment Pro,~ect (, 007) 

Anticipated Uses of Funds 

The CDB Project Paper contemplated utilization of total funds of 
$6.950 million, $450,000 of which were grant funds for adaptive 
research, with the balance of $6.5 million to be used for 
subproject equity and debt financing. 

The $6.5 million loan and l'epayment terms were divided into two'" 
segments as follows: 

(a) Funds available for equity' f'inancin'g ;of "sub":proJects: 
, ~~( ~J .. ,)(\., ~,J~~'::?I ,I I, ~ '" . 

(Terms: 40 years, 10 y.~ar, grace, ,'" ", ' 
2% durinl grace - 3% ~~ereaft~r) . , '$1,~00,000 

, I , r, _ < 

(Terms: 30 years, 10 year grace, 
2% during grace - 3% thereafter) ( '$5,' 20'0', 000 

, 'I ';. ~ I I • , • 

, I' 

CDB was required to contribute a total of $260', 0'00 "to~ards', co~ts, 
o,f, the program, $125,000 for enterprise techni'cal"assistance, aDd, 

\ ,l' • .., ~ 

$135,,000 for administrative costs. 
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Actual Uses of Funds Compared 
, -

Exhibit I.2 in Chapter I above, provided details on a project-by­
project basis of funds utilization by CDB. ,'SUmmary tabulations 
of dis,bursements of funds by the COB are as follows:-

IJoan Financing 

Private Sector Agribusines's COmpany 

Public Sector Agribus~ness Companies 

Cooperatives 

DFCs (Primarily Farm'Improvement Credits) 
, , 

, , 
COB Contribution toward cost of -,' 

implementing 007: 

Preparation, Appraisal, Implementation, 
of Loans for sub-projects 

" 

Preparation, Appraisal, Implementation 
of Grant' funds for research . 

$450,000 

- None-

254,000 
, 

... , ,~ 

,3,652,000' , , . 

'-'None-
, , 

2,393,000 
----------" , 

$6.299,000' __________ J 

----------

, " 

',$163 ;'473 

.', 100,'849 
(\ I'. ~ ?-------

, $264 , 32'2' 
----------------

CDB fully utilized the $450,000 grant. A list of eight adaptive 
research studies funded under the Regional Agribusiness 
Development Project is contained in Appendix D. 
The COB made no equity investments in any project. Although at 
first glance, the 007 loan agreement appears to feature the I 

equity finance component, the more detailed description of the 
project contained in Annex I to the OO~ Loan Agreement describes 
the use of equity financing essentially RS a last resort to fund 
a marginal project, or as a special mechanism intended to bring 
about the earliest possible transfer of agribusiness equity 
directly to small farmers. Given the very high risks to the 
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providers of equity in such 
CDa in fact. did not.inv~st. 
for 007 equity investments. 
'this Chapt.er I. 

situations. it js not surpr:sirii ~~3~ 
i~ stib-project.s meet1ng the crl~~r:a 
(Se~, Recommenda'tior, l' in ~~ec":.lC·n ~J af 

Of the $6.3 million disbursed by COB in the form of loan 
financing, only 4% was disbursed directly to the pr1vat.e sector 
in connection with one project. which has been fairly successful. 
No' funds were disbursed to cooperatives (although CDB had planned 
to lend about $600.000 to the Cooperative Citrus Growers 
Association of Dom1nica. a plan which eventually fell through). 

Almost 58% of CDB's loan financing went to public sector sub­
projects. Of that portion, fully 60% represented financing for a 
project which failed. and at least two more. for another 20%, 
apparent.ly cannot. service their loans out of their own revenues. 
It appears that one of these two projects could be salvaged 
through privatization. (See Recommendation 3 in Section D of this 
Chapter. ) The fourth public sector project was not evaluated. 
Almost 38% of the 007 loan funds were disbursed to DFCs as loans 
to support existing Farm Improvement Credit programs, a purpose 
outside those described in the 007 project paper and loan 
agreement. Of the DFC loan funds, it appears that only about half 
were being utilized as sub-loans in the approved agricultural 
lending programs (utilizing recycled 007 and other resources) as 
of December 1986. 

2. Agribusiness Expansion Projegt (057) 

Anticipated Uses of Funds 

The LAAD loan paper for the Agribusiness Expansion Project had as 
its stated purpose the initiation and expansion of private agri­
business investments in the Caribbean. Total loan funds of $6 
million were authorized on terms of a 20 year repayment period 
with five years grace and an interest rate of four percent. 

A major intention of this loan was to make an existing agri­
business ICI, LAAD, stronger financially and institutionally. 
This was to be accomplished by attracting additional private 
capital into LAAD equal to the amount of the AID loan, i.e. 
another $6 million. This private capital could be allocated $4 
million for Central/South America and $2 million for Caribbean 
sub-projects (see Exhibit 1.1, above). In addition, the project 
paper specified that LAAD would channel $7.3 million in reflows 
from previous AID loans into the Caribbean. Therefore, the 
project. was expected to draw at least $15.3 million into the 
Caribbean for agribusiness ($6 million from USAID, $2 million in 
private capital, and $7.3 million in recycled funds from previous 
AID-funded LAAD projects). In nddition, LAAD stated that based 
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upon its past experience, the fact that private promoters were 
also investors and that there would be other associated financing 
(entrepreneurs' resources and other loans), it could be 
anticipated that total project funding from all sources would 
reach an estimated $18 million for the Caribbean. 

Under the terms of the 057 project, AID authorized the use of up 
to S2 million of AID funds in non-English-speaking Caribbean 
countries, and specifically designated $4 million for use in the 
English speaking, Caribbean LDCs (which included RDO/C's primary 
interest area of the OECS states and Barbados, as well as Belize, 
the British Virgin Islands, the Cayman Islands, and the Turks and 
Caicos) . 

Actual Uses of Funds Compared 

The 057 Project paper contained a list of estimated "Sub-Project, 
Demand" in the Caribbean, which can be summarized as follows, and 
compared with actual provision of funds by LAAD: 

PROJECTED DEMAND FUNDS ACTUAL VS. 
AREA FOR LAAD FUNDS PROVIDED* PROJECTED 

(SOOO) (SOOO) (%) 
------ ------

OEeS + Barbados 3,895 1,080 (28) 
Anguilla, Turks, Caicos ** 365 N.A. 
Belize, ~rin. & Tob. 4,400 2,770*** (63) 
Haiti, Dominican Rep. 8,210 2,955 (36) 

------- -----
TOTAL 16,505 7,170 (43)' 

* LAAD Funds from all sources including 057, reflows of usAio 
loans, and equity 

** Not projected 
*** No projects funded in Trinidad & Tobago 

It should be noted that the projected total demand for funds to 
be provided through LAAD (S16,505,OOO) was $1,205,000 higher than 
the S15,300,OOO that the Loan Paper anticipated that LAAD would 
provide in the Caribbean. For the project as a whole, LAAD 
provided 43% of the amounts projected in the demand forecast. It 
fell furthest away from the projections in Barbados and the OECS, 
states (28%). It came closest in Belize (63% of the total for. 
Belize and for Trinidad and Tobago), and reached 36% of the 
projec~ed totals in Haiti and the Dominican Republic. 

Al though LAAf. .' use of AID financing for the project as a whole 
in the Caribbean (and even for the English-speaking LDCs) 
represented 92% of the AID resources available under 057 (see 
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Exhibit 1.3), LAAD's use of its 
 own internal resoturces fell far
 
short of AID/Washington's expectations as outlined in the project

paper ($2 million in LAAD new capital plus $7.-3 million in

reflows from previous USAID loans to LAAD). LAAD provided less

than 17% of the $9.3 million indicated in the Proje-t Paper and

could not even place the full $2.0 million from new LAAD capital

resources as called for by USAID. Of 
 the $1,542,000 of LAAD's
 
own resources placed in the Caribbean, only 3% was invested in

RDO/C's area of interest, and that amount only in ont project in
Barbados, which ultimately failed. LAAD placed norle of its own
 
money in the OECS. Details are presented in the following

tabulation.
 

TOTAL FUNDS 007 OTHER
 
PROVIDED FUNDS LAAD
 
THRU LAAD RESOURCES
 

AREA ($000) (%) ($000) (M)' ($000) (M)
 

OECS + Barbados 1,080 (15) 1038 (I1) 42 
 (3)

Anguilla, Turks, Caicos 365 365 0 --­(5) (E)

Belize 2,770 (39) 2150 (38) 620 (40)

Haiti, Dominican Rep. 2,955 (41) 2075 (37) 880 (57)
 

TOTAL 7,170 (100) 5528 (100) 1542 (100)
 
LAAD's use of its own resources also contrasts significantly with

the breakdown of total project investments (which includes all
 
sources including local investors' resources). Total project

investment may be compared with.use of LAAD internal funds as
 
follows.
 

Total Internal
 
Project LAAD
 
Investment Resources
 
($000) (M) ($000) (M)
 

OECS +,,Barbados (4 projects) 2,090 13 42 3
 

Anguilla, Turks & Caicos (3) 1,190 7 
 - 0 

Belize (9) 4,925, 31 620 40
 

Haiti, Dominican Repub. (11) 8,335 52 880 57
 

Total Project Funding $16,055 -100 $1,542 100
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Total project investments approached 90% of the $18.0 million 
total anticipated from all sources for agribusiness in the 
Caribbean. Of the total 'project funding/ investment of 
$16,055,000, 51% took place in the English speaking Caribbean, 
and 13% took place in RDO/C's area of interest. 

If USAID thought the project would influence LAAD to place its 
own resources in the OECS states lit was woefully mi.staken. LAAD 
succeeded in negotiating a sufficiently flexible geographical 
mandate for itself such that it could and did avoid making very 
large commitments in the Eastern Caribbean microstatea. 

C. ASSESSMENT 

1. Neither CDB nor LAAD succeeded in funding a sianificant 
number of viable agribusiness enterprises in the OECS states. 

CDB funded one moderately successful enterprise in the OECS 
(Windward Island Tropical Plants, St. Lucia) in the amount of 
$254,000. LAAD funded three projects in the OECS. One of these 
(Eastern Caribbean Agencies in St. Vincent, to which $600,000 of 
057 funds were disbursed) has been very successful. One 
(Windward Island Aloe in St. Vincent, to which $215,000 of 057 
funds was disbursed), has been moderately successful. One 
enterprise (St. Vincent Plastics in St. Vincent to which $35,000 
was disbursed) has had a fire and may be considered to have 
uncertain prospects. One of the three parastatal enterprises to 
which CDB extended loans (Montserrat Sea Island Cotton, to which 
$644,000 was lent) has been consistently showing losses, but has 
a potential for success if restructured as a private enterprise. 
Figure VI.l shows, for each 007/057 sub-project, 1986 indicators 
of business performance and 1986 indicators of target group 
benefits. Judged by the relatively narrow geographic standard of 
their respective contributions to agribusiness development in the 
OECS states, LAAD appears to have done a better job than CDB. 
although neither the 007 project ncr the 057 project may be 
judged a success. 

2. It is quite conceivable that the economic costs of the 
007 project will exceed its economic benefits. 

The evaluation team did not perform a retrospective cost-benefit 
analysis of either project. However, given the magnitude of the 
resources which COB placed in one parastatal which failed (St. 
Vincent Sugar Industries, $2,207,000) and two which are 
foundering (Carriacou Sheep, Grenada, $107,000; Montserrat Sea 
Island Cotton, $644,000) and the uncertain or ephemeral character 
of benefits from most other uses of project funds, it is possible 
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Exhibit VI.I 

'BUSINESS PERFOR"ANCE'AND 8ENEFITS TD TARBET BRDUPS, 1986 
/~~ . 

II YEAR I USAID II 8USINESS 6ROSS II -- 1986 8ENEFIT INDICATDRS -- II 
I I APPRDVED I FUNDS II PERFDR"ANCE I 
II 'I DISBURSED II 1986 I 

SALES II "ARKETS FDR I INPUT I E"PLOY- II 
1986 II FAR" PRDDUCEI SALES I "ENT II 

................................................................ ~ •................................................... 
I II 

Clrrilcau Sh •• p 1980 $107,000 POOR I '4,000 nan. n.lp. 4 II 
I I 1/ 

ftantl~rlt Catton 1980 '644,000 FAIR i '113,000 '4,400 , N.A. 39 " 
I , 

" 1f.1. Trapiul, Plantl 1980 '257,000 6OQO I 'SI8,SOO *'4,000 I n.l,p •. 7S II ,-
I , 

, , II' 
St. Vinctnt SUVlr 1980 12,207,000 FAILURE , 

n~. , nan. I, non. ': 'nanl', 'II ' 
I' .,,': " 

1f.1. Ala. " 1984 '2IS,OOO 60DO' . , '400~000 nan. , . nan., 59 'II I 

I " , , ,,' i, I , " . ~ ~, ' , 

Ellttrn Clrib. Av.nci.1 1980 '600,000 EICELLOT , '2,400~OOO .1 ,2~O,OOO " ' II.A. 
, 

60 " , 
" 

' , , ' ',' 'II i \ ~ , 

St. Vinctnt Pilitici 11 1981 13S,OOO FAIR '. , 't74,000~' '- .' , 'n~lp~ , t74 000'" , ' , , /' 7 II 
I' 

~ ~ ~, 

" 'I:,''''.: ' 
Barbldal Til1IV' 21 1981 '220,000 FAILURE I N.A. " " N.A,'" 

I ~I' 

BROSS SALES - BrOil 11111 by lain rlcipilnt '"SIC 11111 IYlrlVI 1985/86) 
RARkETS FOR FAR" PRODUCE - Tatll pur Chilli fral Clribblln flrllrl by lain rlcipltnt 
INPUT SALES - Tatll 11111 of inputl tn Ivricultur. or Ivribulinlll by loan rtclpi.nt 
E"PLDY"ENT - NUlb.r of dirtct full till IIplaYll1 of lain rlcipitnt . 

M.A. - Dlt. nat IYlillb11 
n.lp. - nat IPPlicabll 

" 

" II.A. 
I ' 

11 Bt. VinClllt Pilitics il rtcavtrinl fori I fir! IIlIlc~ tlD11II t~1 pllllt far 'tin aonthl"in'.19.8S/86.; 
21 Barb Idol Tillil' StnicH dOled oplrltian in 1986 od II in liquidation. - .. , 
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that the project ultimateiy will shcJW ::l np?~ . .,t-l·/e r.a~.'::- ~,f t'et,~lr~. 
Of the $3.9 million placed in agribusIness gubpro)~~~s by ~~a. 
only one sub-project, the Windward Island5 7roplc31 ~l~nts.' Ltd 
(providing the ~quivalent of. about 75 full time j~bs). is 
currently self-sustaining. The rest have either closed down, or 
have been unable to cover their operating costs. The assets in 
which the St. Vincent Sugar Industries loan were placed appear to­
be idle and now largely valueless. 

The $2.4 million of resources reprogrammed for small farmer 
agricultural and farm improvement credit programs of the DFC's 
have not been fully utilized in CDB-approved programs after the 
initial subloan disbursements. There is an indication that there 
has been a substantial shortfall in demand for the reprogrammed 
funds. Arrears on subloans in the agricultural lending progra~s 
were about 30% as of 1986. Although some of the DFC loans may 
have been put to good financial and economic uses other than 
those originally intended, there is little evidence that the DFC 
loans have contributed significantly to project objectives 
(improving markets for small farmer production, reducing costs of 
small farmer inputs, or generating rural employment). 

Nine adaptive research studies were funded by CDB at a cost of 
$450,000 in project funds. With the exception of a study 
entitled "Fisheries Development - British Virgin Islands," there 
is no evidence that the studies undertaken contributed to any of 
the 007 sub-projects studied by the evaluation team. It is 
conceivable. however, that some of the studies made a 
contribution to the agribusiness sector outside the ambit of the 
007 project. 

3. The expectation, articulated in the 007 project desian, that 
the availability of project funds would create markets for the 
outputs of small farmers in the OECS states-- primall.'"ily by 
creating food processing industries catering to local and 
regional markets-- now seems unwarranted on the basis of the 
experience of both the 007 and the 057 projects. 

The most successful agribusiness subprojects financ~d by 007 and 
057 have been those exporting to market niches in the United 
States and Europe. The least successful subproject was the only 
one engaged in the processing of food for local consumption. Of 
the three successful agribusiness subprojects supported by D07 
and 057 in RDO/C's area of interest, only one has provided a 
market for the outputs of small farmers. 

4. The expectation, reflected in the desians of the 007 and 051
' 

projects. that making medium to l~ng term credit available to 
businessmen on rea~onable terms would release sisnificant 
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constraint.s to a,ribusiness de,'elopment in the OICS states 
appears to have proved unwarranted-- at least in the case of 
loans made to larger enterprises. Covenants and other 
restrictions applied to smaller agribusiness loans which were to 
be made by the DFC's under the 007 project effectively defeated 
this portion of the 007 program, and prevented it from receivin8 
a fair test. 

In their initial configurations, the two projects together made 
available more than $12 million for financing agribusiness. 
That so few agribusiness subprojects were financed in the OECS 
states (seven utilizing $4,065,000 ) and so few have succeBsful 
track records (three utilizing $1,072,000 in project funds) 
suggests, either that other serious constraints should have been 
addressed or that the fundamental agribusiness potentials of the 
area are quite limited, at least for larger businesses. 

Ironically, the 007 project never gave the DFC's a fair chance to 
,demonstrate their capacities to make agribusiness loans to 
smaller enterprises. The slightly concessionary conditions 
applied to the terms of 007 loans to agribusinesses supposed to 
flow through DFCs were more than counterbalanced by the 
cumulative effects of restrictions on these loans applied by 
USAID and CDB. 

Designed into the project were numerous criteria, conditions, and 
restrictions. Subprojects which were justified primarily on the 
basis of employment generating capacity were required to have a 
capital/ employment ratio under $7,500 (later raised to $10,000). 
Subprojects which tended to benefit large farmers as well as 
small ones were supposed to ensure that over half their benefits 
would go to small farmers; and if there was any doubt, the 
subprojects would be required to make special provision for 
active small farmer participation. Sub-loans could not be used 
for the purchase of land or existing buildings. nor to provide 
working capital (except where required for start-up operations), 
refinancing. or equity investments. When the CDB began to extend 
lines of credit to the national DFCs (for sub-loans of up to 
$100,000), RDO/C insisted on the establishment of a net worth 
ceiling on the borrower (ranging from US $56,000 in most of the 
OECS to US$75.000 in Barbados), which would apply to all 
individual borrowers (including spouse) and, in some cases, any 
member of a borrowing company or corporation. USAID insisted' on 
those terms and conditions, (including, informally, the "net 
worth" criteria) apparently to be absolutely sure that funds 
reached the intended beneficiaries, even if such restrictions 
precluded the success of the project. One observer has described 
this phenomenon as "Death by Covenant." 
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D.' RECOMMENDATIONS 

I.' RDO/C and CDB should reconcile their agribusiness 'financing 
program objectives for the OEeS with their respe,ctive 
institutional attitudes toward risk. 

Financing agribusiness in the OECS states is not a iield for the 
fearful. Agribus~ness is risky business, particularly on small 
islands with weather, water and soil problems. Careful and 
judicious policies have an important place in the field of 
development finance, but they are not really congruent with 
achieving bold objectives developed in the face of previously 
intransigent constraints. Where collaborative undE~rtakings 
between two cautious institutions are involved, protective 
devices affecting subprojects easily can proliferate in response 
to real or fancied dangers. Under such circumstances, each 
institution needs to be realistic about how much safety i't really 
requires. If institutional requirements for safety basically 
preclude commitments to hazardous ventures, and the achievement 
of program objectives require commitment to sLlch ventur'ElS, then 
either the safety requirements or the program objectives must be 
changed. 

The designers of the 007 project recognized the difficulties of 
creating financially self-sustaining nontraditional agri­
businesses in the OECS states. However, the project de~lign did 
not squarely face the problem of risk. The project did indeed 
permit the CDB to devote up to $1.3 million of the AID loan to 
equity financing, which was to be used to sweeten marginal 
eituations and accomplish a certain amount of social engineering. 
However, USAID's financial position was protected by its status 
as a creditor. In effect, RDO/C was saying to a regional 
development banking institution with a history of solid but 
largely traditional achievement: "Let's you take an equity risk 
on the chanciest aspects of agribusiness in the OEeS states," a 
type. of activity that was both perilous and new to COB. In 
retrospect, it does not seem surprising that COB made no equity 
investment of any kind. Nor is it surprising that COB did not 
greatly increase its exposure profile in making a f~w direct 
subloans to r.elatively large agribusine3s enterprises. The 
limited number of credits which it did extend to agribusiness 
subprojects were to three parastatal enterprises backed by 
governments (which in turn have tr.':!.di tiona lly been sustatnc~d by 
donors) and to one enterprise owned and managed by very we~l­
connected and substantial private interests. Subsequent events 
demonstrated that, in giving the bulk of its enterprise loans to 
parastatals, the COB in fact chose its own financial sec~lrity 
(government guarantees) over efficiency in the marketplace. 
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A subs~anti~l portion of 007 i~nds w~r~ ~ven:ua:ly d~cl~a~.d ~o 
It'!:St.it.u'Clona':'ly "safe DFC small -::1rmc:-r ~-=:".d:=tl:! ;:·~::?t·'=I:n.~-- an 
ar~a ln which problems in loan seie~tlon ~n~ a~m~nist.r~~:~n wo':~i 
be sub.:~c'C 'Co mll!~h less pot.entlal cr5t~·~:'em ~nan ir; jo;:-n':l:rlg tc) 

enterpri~~s. The intent.lon of the u07 projec~ ~esi~n t.o dey~:op 
the capaCl~y of DFes to finance a~ribusiness and employment. 
generating enterprises (as opposed to small farm enterprlses, the 
responsibility of the earlier OJ6 project) was defeated before 
t.he activity got unaerway. The cumulative effects of U~A~D and 
CDS res'Crictions and covenants made achievement of thls project 
objectlve impossible. 

In extending the 057 loan to LAAD. USAID hoped that substantial 
resources would be put into the OEeS states, but the loan terms 
were structured in such a way 'Chat LAAD could invest most of 
resources ln countries with fewer fundament~l limitations to 
agribusiness than those present in the GECS states-- and indeed 
it did. The performance of the enterprises which LAAD financed 
in the OEeS was better than that of CDB. But LAAD's program in 
the OECS was basically a failure for lack of sufficient ~,olume, 
and LAAD closed its regional off.ice. Once again, RDO/C's project 
design basically said, "Let's you take a risk on agribusiness in 
the OECS." LAAD chose to 'Cake most of its risk elsewhere. 

It has been argued by some observers tha'C the lesson of the LAAD 
project is that there does not exist in the OECS states a 
sufficient coterie of entrepreneurs who are willing and able to 
make agribusiness investments: that the problem lies as much in 
the area of human resources as in the physical characteristics of 
the region. It was not so much that LAAD was unwilling to 
undertake risks in the OECS-- so the argument goes-- it was 
rather tha'C there were not many local businessmen who wished to 
take the plunge -- and that thosp. few venturers who did have the 
needed combination of resources and enterprlse were not willing 
to share ownership with outside investors. RDO/C's High Impact 
Agricultural Marketing and Produc't.ion Project (HIAMP), currently 
in its start-up phase, will put such contentions mu~h more 
rigorously to the test than did LAAO. 

2. The High Impact Agricultural Marketing and Production 
Project (HIAHP) /' should be carefully lI1()ni tClred and regularly 
evaluated for pr()ject performance, achievement. and impact. RDO/C 
should give HIAHP full support during -r:.he critically important 
early stages of the project. 

HIAMP was in its early stages of implementation at the time the 
LBII evaluation team examined the agribusiness projects 
undertaken by CDB and by LAAO. Neither assessment of HIAMP's 
project design, nor its early progress was within the Scope of 
Work of the LBII evaluation team. RDO/C did ask, however, that 
the team identify portents in the histortes of the COB and LAAD 
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project.s that could have par'tic~lar app! lcat.iml ~.o ;.h~ iut.ur~ of 
H:AMP. 

The records of ~h~ preceaing agribusin~ss projects clearly 
indicate that HIAMP project. evaLuat.ions should not be deferred as 
they were In the case of COB and LAAD. 7hree key questions 
should regularly be addressed in the course of quarterly project 
reviews as well as In ~valuations: 

a. Is RDO/C giving project management the support it needs, 
particularly during t.he critical early stages of the activity? 

The history of the 007 project suggests that the 
re~ponsible parties. RDO/C and CDB, shied away from the 
riskier and m0re innovative aspects of the proJect 
(including equity :nvestments and direct loans to 
privately owned enterprises which could. theoretically, 
dec)are bankruptcy) from the outdet. Is RDO/C's sense 
~f commit.ment to HIAMP strong enough and its tolerance 
of risk high enough so that RDO/C will be able to 
provide needed support to the project when and if the 
going gets really tough? 

b. Will enough invest.ors come forward to invest in new or 
expanded agribusiness activity to justify the magnitude of the 
resources programmed for the project? 

The experience of 007 and 057 suggests that the scope 
for agribusiness investment in the Eastern Caribbean 
may be quite limited. Although HIAMP may be better 
designed and staffed to make optimal use of those 
opportunities which do exist, its potentials may be of 
a much lower order of magnitude than anticipated in the 
project desl.gn. 

c. Will HIAMP hold to an approach in which private investors, 
control subprojects and bear the larger share of equity risks? 

If it is true that local OECS agribusiness investors 
are few in number and unwilling to share control with 
outsiders (one interpretation of the LAAD's results in 
the area), pressures to show project accomplishment and 
to move RDO/C funds could result in the "parasta­
talization" of HIAMP in a number of subtle and not-so­
subtle ways. An analogous "reversion to type" took 
place in the 007 project as pressures to move money 
pr~duced a throw-back to the earlier 006 small farmer 
loan project financed through CDB by RDO/C. A basic 
premise of USAID's support for the private sector is 
that when ventures are controlled by businessmen and 
the largest share of risks are borne by them, the 
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likelihood of 211'~ceSs!'JI Clutt"!Clmes j s gre~i.-=r ": r.~~ wh.::n 
control and risk :.l~S wit.i1 guv.o::rr::n-:-n".~~ i!'"~.~";r!l:n~r:­
talit.ies. It wi}] bo::: advlsabl~ for pr"'.~,:,":' r~v1':'w~ r,,:) , 
analy~e arrangem~nts mad~ by HIAM? wi:h a ~~en ~y~. ~~ 
to how ~ubproJect cont.rol and risk:n a~~uall~y ia 
dis i:.ri oU'!:.ed oetween the pri vat.e and pub i ic sec,tors. 

3. ihe Montserrat Sea Island Cotton Project 
restluctured for privatization or closed down. 

should be 

According to the current. company manager. the prospects for the 
Montserrat Sea Island Cotton Company to achieve financial 
viability in hand weaving of Sea Island cotton are negligible. 
The concept of an "integrated industry" with Sea Island cotton 
and local hand weaving should be abandoned. Hand weaving of 
cotton products can proceed with other strains of cotton, 
purchased locally or imported, depending on which offers the 
lowest price. Sea Island Cotton should be sold for the highest 
possible price on any market. A Sea Island Cotton Industry might 
be feasibly built up on a step-by-step basis, with the initiation 
of each new step contingent upon commercial viability. 

4. The Carriacou Sheep Project should be restructured or closed 
down. 

As currently designed and staffed, the Carriacou sheep project is 
generating very little income and yielding almost no benefits. 
The project manager and the local Agricultural Officer have both 
petitioned the Ministry of Agriculture in Grenada to either take 
steps to improve the project (which would require fresh funds) or 
terminate the project. Although the official decision of the 
Government of Grenada was to continue with the project, no action 
has yet been taken to improve the project. Project performance 
has lagged very far behind projections, and- even with the sale 
of assets--the project has continued to show a substantial 
negative cash flow. 

5. RDO/C and/or other institutions should publicize the private 
sector successes which CDS and LAAD financing have supported in 
the OKCS states, giVing particular emphasis to the achievements 
of Caribbean entrepreneurs. 

Recognition of entrepreneurial success in the agribusiness area 
can have the effect of encouraging other local businessmen to 
start new agribusiness ventures. RDOIC, LAAD, CDB, and perhaps 
local business associations should collaborate on appropriate 
publicity and/or awards. While the importance of development 
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financing should be r~cognized in such ~publi~ity. the !~~US of 
such publici~y should be on the succe5S of the ~wner3 ~nd 
managers of the asslsted enterprises. East~rn Caribaean 
Agencies, Ltd .. is particularly deserving of recogni~l~n on the 
basie of ite performance to date. Windward Island Tropical 
?lants and Windward Islands Aloe may, be candidates for such 
recognition in the near future if their performance continues to 
improve. 

o. Project officers and loan approval committees should work 
closely with potential sub-borrowers to devise a realistic set of 
targets against which sub-project performance can be measured. 
While target inflation may be an inherent aspect of project and 
sub-project proposals, post-approval targets should be set 
realistically, giving due regard to typical degrees of 
agribusiness risk and the cost of that risk. 

All the sub-projects evaluated had difficulty meeting the targets 
set for them at the time of the pre-funding analysis. In most 
cases, the shortfall had less to do with the capabilities of the 
implementors, and much more to do with inflated forecasts (see 
Appendix B). The problem of inflated forecasts has plagued many 
RDO/C private sector projects, and is clearly related to the 
"selling job" required for donor funding. A retrospective 
assessment indicates that "sensitivity analyses" of anticipated 
subproject rates of return usually failed to encompass the range 
of fluctuation in prices and outputs that are characteristic of 
agribusiness. Embedded in the sophisticated veneer of subproject 
appraisals have been some credulous assumptions concerning the 
predictability of prices and costs, and concerning the magnitudes 
of the risks associated with agribusiness projects. The 
appraisals lack a fundamental sense of reality, and an 
understanding of the dangers and opportunities for investors-­
and for every institution associated with the agribusiness 
financing process. 

E. . OSAID PROGRAM LESSONS LEARNED 

1. Those agribusiness subprojects which had the highest levels of 
commercial viability also provid~d the most significant and 
sustained benefits to the economies of their nations. Those 
subprojects which wer~ not commercially viable have provided 
disappointingly few economic benefits. 

On the basis of the evaluation evidence, it is clear that those 
agribusiness ventures financed by 007/057 which have been 
commercially viable are also those which have provided the sought 
for economic benefits in the form of employment, exports, and 
increasing the standards of living of the poor. Those 
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agribusinesses whieh hav* not been commer~ially viable hav~ not 
'been able to deliver ~i~nifican~ benefi~s to ~he ~arge~ iroup 
l Refer to Exhl biT. ',;:.1, abov€' I. The mClst. (~('Jmmercia i. ::1 Sl1-=:=~:=;5ful 
project has been the largest purchaser fram small farm~rs. The 
creators of t.he largest nmounts of employment. are the three most 
commercially successful projects. The commercially successful 
subprojects have provlded the highest levels of quantifiable 
benefits to intenrled project beneficiaries. 

2. Privately owned agribusiness projects have be~n distinctly 
more successful than government-owned projects, but some of the 
private projects reviewed in this evaluation have experienced 
financial difficulties. 

The three most successful projects examined during the evaluation 
were all privately owned. None of the public sector subprojects 
could be described as successful. LAAD was more private-sector 
oriented than CDB, which may help to account for their relatively 
higher success rate in agribusiness, although they, too found it 
difficult to find viable projects in the Eastern Caribbean. It 
appears that CDB was hampered in part by its public sector 
outlook, which, in combination with the onerous USAID loan 
conditions, led CDB's loan officers to avoid the private sector 
almost completely. 

3. Loans to parastatal enterprises covered by GoverD&ent 
guarantees cannot be assumed to be ultimately "safe" loans. 

The CDB pldced $3.0 million in three parastatal agribusinesses, 
none of which demonstrated self-sufficiency. The responsible 
governments are repaying their' loans to CDB, and CDB is repaying 
its loan to USAID. However, the productive resources in which 
the loans have been invested, have been underemployed or 
dissipated. One failed and was closed, and the other two would 
require Jnajor restructuring and new resources in order to achieve 
viability. In the end, the loans must be repaid. Wasted resources 
must be paid for by the economies of the nations whose govern­
ments guaranteed the loans and/or by those donors (including 
USAID) who continue to provide assistance to the economies of 
these countries. 

4. The most successful aaribusiness sub-projects in the Eastern 
CaJ:ibbean under 007/057 have all been exportina products to 
market niches in industrialized countries. 

The successful· projects among the two portfolios were all 
oriented toward an export market niche. A "niche" requires only 
a modest scale of inputs: Windward Island Aloe produces on about 
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"II) acres. Windward' Lsi B!"Jd Trc,pi~al' Plants prOdll!~eS ,·,n 3lJ al=r-=~. 
and East-ern Caribbea:-~ Ageflci~s collFlct.s prOL"1uct.i(,'f! rrr,m rl'lu.z:-:':'y 
lGuO - ~UOO acres af mostly small plots (averaging about. t.wo 
acres ~ach) scat.t.ered t.hrough St. Vincent., Bt.. Lucia. Barbados. 
and Jama~ca. The export markets of North America and Europe 
provide a scope which is larger by many orders of magnitude than 
t.he markets of the ~astern Caribbean. The potential promise ot 
the Montserrat Sea Island Cotton Company, too, lies in just such 
a niche in the export market.. 
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AFTERWARD 

This evaluation report of two agribusiness projects, the Regional 
Agribusiness Development Project (538-T-007) implemented by the 
Caribbean Development Bank and the Agribusiness Expansion project 
(538-0057), implem~nted by the Latin American Agribusiness 
Development Corporation, has been commissioned by the funding 
agency, USAID RDO/C. The evaluation report has been written to 
refect the concerns, interests, and perspectives of RDO/C, which 
differ in some ways from the concerns, interests, and perspec­
tives of the implementing organizations. A major theme of this 
evaluation report is the divergence between the primary project 
purposes (considered from the point of view of RDO/C) , and some 
of the activities undert~ken during implementation of the 
projects. The primary purposes of both agribusiness projects, 
from the point of view of RDO/C, were: 1) to improve the markets 
for small farmer production (an earlier project, the Integrated 
Agriculture Development Project, 538-T-006, was designed to 
promote small farmer output), 2) to lower the costs of production 
for small farmers, or otherwise to strengthen the linkages 
between small farmer agriculture and other sectors of th~ 
economy; or 3) to invest in labor intensive enterprises (not 
necessarily "agribusiness") which would "increase emplcyment 
opportunities for rural workers." The overiding goal of both 
projects was to increase the standard of living of the rural poor 
in the Caribbean. 

It appears that the constraints on the potential for agribusiness 
expansion in the Eastern Caribbean were well understood by RDO/C 
and by the two organizations chosen to implement the projects at 
the time the project agreements were negotiated. Substantial 
latitude and flexibility in terms of geography and types of 
lending activity were in fact incorporated into both project 
agreements. During the course of project implementation, both 
implementing organizations made considerable use of the latitude 
available to them. In the end, however, neither CDB nor LAAD, 
nor both together for that matter, had been able to find and 
finance a substantial number of agribusiness enterprises in the 
Eastern Caribbean. 

The fcicus of the two projects on innovative agribusiness develop­
ment in the Eastern Caribbean was significantly blurred by ~he 
use of leaal and administrative flexibility. Many of the DFC 
subloans made under 007 stretched the concept of "labor intensive 
enterprise" to the point where this ostensibly innovative project 
was using a substantial portion of its funds for purposes that 
were virtually identical to those which RDO/C had funded under 
its previous project with CDB. From the point of view ()f the 
implementing organization, however, this type of critique may 
appear to represent unmerited criticism of its decisions and 
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activities, especially since RDO/C agreed with CDB's judgement 
and explicitly approved several of the specific lending programs 
proposed (in accordance with project requirements). The evalun­
tion team wishes to affirm that findings and conclusions of this 
report are not intended to question the legality or prudence of 
the administrative procedures followed by the implementing 
organizations. 
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APPENDIX A 

I. EVALUATION SCOPE OF WORK 

A. PURPOSE OF EVALUATION 

1. To determine the success of both projects in achieving the 
established goals which were to increase the incomes of the 
small farmer and the rural poor (T-0007) and to improve the 
standard of living of the Caribbean poor (0057). 

2. To assess the effectiveness of tHO intermediate credit 
institutions (ICIs) in accomplishing the purposes of the 
projects which were to increase the capacity of the 
Caribbean Development Bank and LDC institutions to promote, 
develop, finance and implement agribusiness and labor 
intensive enterprises which are based on the local 
production and participation of ~mall farmers and the rural 
poor (T-0007) and to initiate and expand private 
agribusiness investmerts in the Caribbean (0057). 

3. Te analyze stated prCJgram and project objectives &nd measure 
the impact of the activities of the two ICIs in meeting 
those objectives and in m~king a contribution to the 
development of LDCs in the Caribbean. For purpose5 of this 
Evaluation that shall include the nine states of Anguilla, 
Antigua-Barbuda, Barbados, Dominica, Grenada, Montserrat, 
St. Kitts-Nevis, St. Lucia and st. Vincent. 

4. To identify lesso~s learned and make recommendations 
concerning the direction of policies related to both ongoing 
and future assistance by AID in agribusiness development 
through ICIs and other programs, with particular reference 
to the LDCs of the Caribbean. 

B. FOCUS OF THE evALUATION 

The focus of the evaluation will be the analysi~ of projectl 
program achievements, an assessment of the performance of the two 
ICIs, and an impact analysis of sub-loans and investments of the 
ICIs. 

A second focus will be a critical examination of the causes for 
the obvious short-fall in project sub-loans by both ICIs compared 
to projected activity and loan demand at the tim. beth projects 
commenced in 1977 and 1980. 

A - 1 

~L 
,I I 

I~ 



A third focus will be on a comparative analysis of the business 
and commercial needs and pra~tices of the ICIs on the one hand 
and the business and commercial needs and practices of the 
private sector in the LDCs on the other hand. Relative to ICIs 
operations, a critical analysis will be made as to the effect of 
AID loan provIsIons, money market conditions, the possible 
conflict between AID developmental objectives and ICIs financial 
and profitability requirements, and such other factors that will 
help explain the lag and ultimate deficiency in the full 
implementation of both projects. 

A fourth focus will be on analysis of the data and information 
obtained in the above process and suggest ways to remove possible 
constraints and obstacles to ICI activity and make their activity 
more responsive to AID's developmental objectives in general and 
the development and enhanc~ment of private sector agribusiness 
activities in particular as a force in achieving broader 
developrnent goals in the Caribbean. 

C. eRINCIPAL EVALUATION TASKS 

Principal evaluation tasks will included the followingl-

1. Prepare detailed impact evaluations 
financed by tile leIs. This 
preliminarily identified as having 
the life of the projects, which had 
of $12.5 million. 

on nine (9) sub-projacts 
is the total number 
been implemented during 

combined funds available 

2. A critical analysis of the disparity between 1. above and 
the potential forty-eight (48) projects with a combined 
estimated demand for funding of $6.9 million identified at 
the time of project authorizations. These estimates were 
listed as indicAtgrs of total potential agribusiness funding 
in the LDCs. 

3. Evaluation of the factors present in the LDCs 
aMplain the slow pace of agribusiness 
Possibilities to be explored and eMamined are: 

Ca) physical constraints 

which might 
development. 

Cb) business and commercial practices " 
Cc) adequacy of crop production and facilities to support 

non-traditional agribusiness development. 
Cd) evaluate presence of r~quired entrepreneurial 

capability and incentive to embark upon naw ventura •• 
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4., Examine the operations of both ICls with a critical review 
of the internal resources, staff time and overall dedication 
of organization effort which •• ere applied to the admittedly 
difficult task of promoting and developing agribusiness 
ventures in the LDCs. 

5. Prepare a concise general economic analysis with specific 
emphasis on agriculture and agribusiness of the nine (9) 
LDCs as background against which to assess the impact of 
economic constraints on project implement~tion. 

6. Document the final utilization and disposition of funding 
provided by AID to both ICI's. 

7. Evaluate the initial selection of these two ICIs as 
appropriate vehicles to accomplish the de~elopmental goals 
and purposes formulated by AID at the time the ~rojects were 
authorized. Relevant here is the public sector character of 
the one institution (CDB) and a private resuI1:-oriented 
institutiore (LAAD) with an eye on t~e bottom line and the 
production of financial results for its Board of Directors 
and shareholders 

8. Examine the possible conflicts and obstacles to effective 
project implement~tion created by conditions and covena~ts 
imposed by AID at the time of project authorization wh~ch 
might have affected institutional effectiveness and 
flexibility in meeting the established goals and purposes. 

D. METHODOLOGV 

LBII will prepare an Evaluation Schedule and Work Plan which will 
be submitted for AID's clearance on or ~bout February 4, 1987. 
The schedule will cover the period through February 27th which is 
the completion date of the Evaluation and the date upon which the 
Evaluation Report will be submitted. 

Preliminarily, the Work Plan will include the followingl-

1. Meetings in Barbados with officers and staff of the 
Caribbe&n Development Bank. 

2. Meetings with Robert L. Ross, President of LAAD, head­
quartered in Coral Gables, Florida, and J. Hunter Martin, 
Vice-President, head-quartered in the Dominican Republic. 
It is hoped that Ross' travel plans will permit a four party 
meeting in Santo Domingo between Ross, Martin and the 
Evaluation Team. Due to his involvement with the loan 
negotiation in 1980, but rnore importantly his position as 
Chief Executive Officer, it is felt that only Ross within 
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LA AD can effectively address the Team's questions concerning 
ICI borrowing, lending, equity capital and money market 
issues as those issues affect the attainment of AID's 
development objectives using ICI as one conduit. 

3. Visits to recipients of financing and project sites of the 
sub-project equity or loan investments made by both ICls. 
The purpose of these visits will be to make individual 
project impact studies. 

4. Solicitation of factual data from each ICI regardingz-

Ca) Screening Information Forms, including an Evaluation of 
Project Impact on target groups, which were submitted 
at application time for each project financed by the 
ICI, whether a success or failure. 

Cb) A comparative analysis of the Qrojected demand for 
agribusiness loans as per Project Papers dated 1977 and 
1980 versus actual performance as at 12/31/86. Of 
particular interest will be a project-by-project 
tabulation as to final action taken by the ICls on the 
joint 1976 Caribbean Development Bank/USDA study team 
identification of twenty-seven (27) potential 
investments in seven (7) countries (that team did not 
include Antigua-Barbuda or Barbados in their joint 
study). CDB had previously identified four (4) other 
projects in Barbados which will be included in this 
analysis making a total of thirty-one (31) ventures 
with a potential demand for $2.9 million of sub-prOject 
financing. 

The Project Paper on LAAD (0057) identified seventeen 
(17) potential investments with an estimated demand of 
$3.9 million of sub-prOject financing. 

Cc) Itemization of the ultimate uses, including any de­
obligations, of the total $6.5 million of loan funds 
and $450,000 of grant funds made available to COB (T-
0007) and $6.0 million made available to LAAD (0057). 

Cd) Meetings with the staff of HIAMP in Barbados following 
a review of their analyses and d.ta. That $40 million, 
5 year proje~t has a direct relationship to and is 
apparently the successor to the T-0007 and 0057 
projects of 1977 and 1980. 
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E. EVALUATION REPORT FORMAT 

The evaluation report will contain: 

1. An Executive Summary covering the purpose of the evaluation, 
the methodology used, findings, conclusions and recommen­
dations. It will also include comments on development 
impact and lessons learned. It will be complete enough so 
that the reader can understand the evaluation without having 
to read the entire document, that is, the summary will stand 
on its own as a self-contained document. 

2. A copy of this Scope of Work. Any deviation from the Scope 
will be explained. 

3. A listing of the evaluation 
personnel, each person"s field 
which each played on the team. 

team, . including country 
of eMpertls. And the role 

4. A clear presentation of the evaluation recommendations, in a 
sep~rate section of the report, so that the reader can 
easily locate them. 

5. A discussion of previous evaluations reviewed with a brief 
discussion of the conclusions and recommendations made in 
earlier reports. The evaluAtors will briefly discuss what 
use was made of previous evaluations in their review of the 
project. 

6. A separate section on the development impact of the project. 
This section will clearly present the development benefits 
resulting from the project. 

7. The project"s lessons learned will be clearly presented. 
These will describe the causal relationship factors that 
proved critical to project success or failure, including 
necessary political, social and bure~ucratic pre-conditions 
within the host countries and USAID. There will also be a 

'discussion of the techniques or approaches which proved most 
effective or had to be changed and why. Lessons relating to 
replicability and Hustainability will be discussed. 
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II. OUTLINE OF "GENERIC SCOPE OF WORK" . 

A. PROGRAM GOALS 

1. Economic Developm.nt Goall 

To increase the contribution. of privat.ly awned 
e.tablishments and the in.titution~ which •• rv. 
employment, production, productivity,n.t for.ign 
.arnings, and/or improv.d standards of living in 
Caribb.an countries. 

2. Policy Goal: Cnot applicabl. to Agribusiness) 

bu.ine •• 
th.m to 
eMchange 
IIp.cific 

To improve the climate for private investment and eMpanded 
international trade in these countri.s. 

3. Institutional Goall 

To incr.a •• the capaciti.s, effici.nc\,', and sustainability of 
institutions .erving the private •• ctor In th ••• countri ... 

8. PROJECT PURPOSE ELSMENTS 

(Intended results which contribute to the program goal) 

1. To attract foreign investm.nt 
2. To encourage lacal inv •• tment 
3. To develop 1 and for indutitrial and commercial uses 
4. To provide factory buildings 
5. To providE IDng term finilncing for bu.ine •••• 
6. To provide short tarm financing for bu.in ••••• 
7. To provide fi:,~ncing for housing 
8. To provi de financing for Iconsumer durable. 
9. To provide other consumer credit 

10. To create financial insti t:ution. to •• rv. un_t n..cta 
11. To improve business management skill. 
12. To improve management systems 
13. To improve record keeping and accounting .kills 
14. To improve skills of supervisors 
15. To improve labor relations skills 
16. To improve marketing skills 
17. To improve skills of laborers and office workers 
18. To develop investment promotion skills 
19. To develop inv.stm.nt promotion institutions 
20. To improve production .. ethad. 
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21. 
22. 
2'3. 

24. 
25. 

26. 
27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 
32. 

33. 
34. 

.', ::S5. 

,36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 
44. 

To introduce new technololllY 
To identify ~nd tap new mtarkets 
To improve servIce or reduce costs of p~blic 
infrastructure utilized by productive activities 
To encourage risk-taking ~nd entrepreneurship 
To encourage relianct! comf:.etition and market mechanis'ms 
of resource allocation 
To divest state-owned enterprises 
To replace government force a~count activities with 
government contracting 
To establish ground rules under which enterprises and 
cooperatives can c:ompete with government parastatals 

and force account activities on the basis of 
efficiency 
To adopt 
i ni ti ati ',e 

tax structures which encourage private 

To reduce the burdens of import and export controls and 
ather forms of regul~tion of the business community 
To improve labor-manclgement relations 
To reduce di storti ons: of market forces in international 
trade 
To develop infant inclustries 
To foster regional economic 
market size and access) 

integration, Cincr.a.e 

To integrate the efforts of members of the business 
community to improve conditions of doing business 
To create and attract membership to business 
associations 
To broaden the constitupncy of business aS50ciations34. 
To e"courage dialogue b~tween government and business 
on matters of mutual in~erest 
To promote the purposes and programs of the business 
organizations among the public at large 
To convey to policy makers an understanding of the 
decision-cr;t~ria of foreign investors 
To create or change government policies 
To create or change legislation 
To create or change government procedures and practice. 
To reduce imports 
To promote exports 
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C. PROJECT OUTPUTS 

(Outputs to be related to individual purposes) 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
II. 
12. 
13. 

14. 
15. 
16. 
16~ 

Technical Assistance Tasks Campleted 
Promotional material. distributed 
Trade shows attended 
Prospects followed up 
Visits made 
Financing Drawn Down by End User. 
Persons Trained 
Manuals Prepared 
Institutions in Place and Providing Outputs 
License agreements made 
Public Infrastructure Projects Services P~ovid.d 
New ventures undertaken ' f f" " 

RepresentatIons made to government officials 
legislators " ' 

Divestiture plans prepared 
Contracting procedu~~s wrItten 
Policy studies completed 
Labor-management conferences held 
Relationships with decision-makers established: 

and 

'7. 
18. Memberships on polic:y-making bodies and"·.d,vi~ory 

committees held 
19. Recommendations on legislation, regul ati ons ,',~ an.d 

procedures made 
20. Media message circulation achieved 
21. Equity invest~ents 
22. Technology studies completed 
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D. PROJECT INPUTS:. 
~, ~ 1 

(AID inputs,' Other Doho,:," ," inputs" and: inputs,. 'provided by 
recipient institutions and' individual~ to be ,sh~~n ,s~pa~~tely) 

" t I I' 

1.. Funding 

AID to COB (007) 

CDB (under 007) 

LAAD (under 058) 

$5.2 million for loan financing 
$1.3 million for equity financing 

$450,000 
research 

grant for adaptive 

$4.0 million of total $6.0 to be 
used for Caribbean sub-proj,ects. 

I' 

$260,000 of Technical Assistance to 
Enterprises 

$2.0 million of total $6.0 of new 
commercial banks AID matching 
funds to be used for Caribbean sub­
projects 

$7.3 million of internal LAAD 
resources some of which was to be 
used for Caribbean sub-projects. 

2. In-kind contributions 
3. Policies 
4. Planning 
5. Project "anagement 
6. RecrUItment 
7. Client interactien 
8. Consultant support 
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E. CHANGES IN OTHER FACTORS 

1. "acro-economic conditions in hast 
countri.s which constitute their 
markets and/or sources of supplV. 

countri.s and in' 
princip'ai ~:' axp';'r:t 

2. Social, political and economic conditions,a~ perceived 
by the target group. 

3. SCAle of problems addressed in comparison with scal. of 
resources devoted to problem solution. 

4. "arket conditions and technological tr.nds in spacific 
keV industries and industry segments pr.vailing 
worldwide or ill particular export mArkets. 

s. Government-policies external to these which are the 
subject of the program. 
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B.l 

Project: 

Personnel: 

ICI: 

Information: 

Amount: ' 

APPENDIX B 

SUBPROJECT STANDARDIZED ANALYSES 

MONTSERRAT SEA ISLAND COTTON COMPANY. LTD 

Montserrat Sea Island Cotton Company, Ltd. 
Plymouth, Montserrat 

Patrick B. Walker, Managing Director 

CDB 
• 1~ ~ 

Interviews with Managing Director, CDB feaslbillty 
, " , ~ 

study, CDS,financial recordg 

US$644 ,000 Date: 08/80 

Credit Terms. 11 years including 3 years grace. Principal 
repayment in sixteen equ&l semi-annual 
installments. Interest rate to the government of 
Montserrat of 47. per annum; 9.57. per annum for 
MSIC, with the governments interest earnings to 
support the industry. 

Purpose. The project ~mbraces the cultivation and 
h.rve~ting, ginning, spinning, and hAnd-weaving of 
West Indian sea-island cotton for the production 
of high-quality items such as stole~, skirt 
lengths, table cloths, and clutch bags. The 
products to be sold in the tourist markets of the 
Caribbean. 007 Loan u$ed to purchase equipment and 
renovate factory (see Exhibit B.l.a). Total 
investment: $858,000. 

Project Impact: a) e'lftected at loan application -. 
It was anticipated that the project would create a 
substantial number of new jobs (234 man-years by 
1985), a substantial number of which would be 
taken by rural workers (see Exhibit B.l.b);· and 
would achieve a capital labor ratio of less than 
$6,000 per job. 

At the time of the revi.w of suitability of the 
project for financing, it was estimated that by 
the tiMe the project Has fully developed, total 
assets would amount to EC$3,000,000 and annual 
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'sales would reach EC$2,383,500, including foreign 
exchange earnings of EC$2,OOO,OOO per year (see 
ExhibIt B.1.c). 

At the time of the loan appraisal, retail sales 
from the pilot project in Montserrat were 
averaging some EC$4,000 per month. Fifteen 
retailers in Antigua, Barbados, and st. Lucia were 
shown samples and "based on their reaction, it is 
estimated that lnltial orders totalling 
approximat~ly [EC]$200,OOO will be forthcoming ••• " 
Based on the initial sales reaction, the interest 
of one Barbados commission agent and statistics on 
tourist expenditures on handicrafts and souvenirs 
in the region, the following sales proJectIons 
were made for Project Years 1-4: 

(EC$'OOO) 

1981 Initial orders - Ant., B'dos, St.Lucia 
Montserrat sales 

200.00 
50.00 

750.00 1982 Full orders including LDCs and Trin~Tob 
1983 20Y. increase on PV2 + additional export 

sales - Jamaica, USVI and Bahamas 
1984 20Y. increase in sales to Barbados, T&T 

and the LDCs + matching exports to 
Jamaica, USVI and Bahamas 

1,350.00 

2,160.00 
2,376.00 1985 lOY. increase on PV 4 

Project I~pactl 

MSIC .xpacted to Qin 114,000 lb. of ••• d cotton 
p.r year, to spin 20,000 lbs of lint by y.ar 2 and 
a greater amount by year 3, and to have 120 hand 
looms in operation. 

The major risks were expected in the cotton 
cultivation stage, particularly in finding labor. 
MSIC proposed to offer an incentive scheme for 
agricultural labor, which would enable the workers 
to earn more than twice the current standard daily 
agricultural wage in Montserrat. 

b) A. of o.c.mbvr 31, 1986 -

1986 employment inch~d.s 17 w.avers (the number 
was 30 in 1983; and 14 in 1985) and 22 oth.r 
factory and administr~~ivw personnel. Payroll for 
1986 totaled EC$245 11 '100 (~US$91 ,000) Csee Exhibit 
B.l.d). 
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Bac: kground': 

MSIC has produced no cotton on its own lands for 
two years; but purchased 4000 lbs of unginned 
cotton from 30 farmers in 1986, paying EC~3.00 per 
pound. In 1985, they purchased 4500 lbs from 25-
30 f~rmers, and in 1983 and 1984, they purchased 
5000 - 5500 from about 35 farmers, paying EC$2.00 
per pound. 

Gross sales climbed from EC$150,700 in 1981/82 to 
EC$J25,900 in 1984/85. They dipped to EC$278,400 
in 1985/86, and are estimated by the Managing 
Director to total EC$333,~~0 in 1986/87. 

Began as hand-weaving cottage industry with 
imported cotton yarn with sales of EC$4,000 per 
month; export sales of gInned lint in the range of 
16,500 to 64,200 lbs annual during 1974/5 - 1978/9 
crop years, earning EC$89 ,000 215,000. 
(US$3J,000 - 80,000). 

Crad. History: In arrears for $201,250.00 of principle (there 
have been no principal payments made), $20,118.39 
of interest; charged $6,284.20 interest on overdue 
amounts. Company has requested reschedulinQ of 
principle - no decision yet from COB. 

Cam...,t. from 
Other R~art.1 None. 
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Exhibit B.1.a. 

~cintserrat Sea Island Cotton Company 

PROPOSED It4VESTHEHT ANO FINANCING 
EC ($' 000) 

Investment Items Equity COD Loan 
, . 

11 
Existing Equlpmenr- 210.0 -
Proposed Manufacturing Equlpmentl~ 

, . , 

, , 

(c.l.f. prices) , 234'.0 \.' '649.0 

Fixtures and Office Equlpmon~' -' ' ·27.0 
. 234.0 67".0 

Factory Renovation.!' - 2").0 
Physical Contlngencle~' 11.7 02." 

245.7 1,002.2 
Price Contingencies (10%)!' 24.6 lQO.2 

Incremental Fixed Capital 
Investment 270.) 1,102." 

Total Fixed Capital Investment laDO.) 1.102.4 
Initial Working C.plta~' 74.0 479.0 
Price Contingency on Working Capital 

(10%) - "7.9 
Pre-operating Expenses: 

, - Training 20.0 -
- Incorporation Expenses 5.0 -

579.) 1,629.3 
Interest during Implement~tlon - 107.4 

TOTAL 579.3 1.}36.7 

25% 75' 
I 

1/ See Appendix VI -1/ See Appendices VII and VIII 

Total, 

,. 
2'10.0 

003.0 , 
27.0 

910.0 , 
2"3.0 
94.1 

1,247.9 
124.0 

1.372.1 
1,502.7 

55).0 

47.9 

20.0 
5.0 

2,200.6 
107.4 

2.316.0 
100% 

l' Calculated on the basis of 5% for equipment and fixtures and 
20% for renovat Ions ' . I . 

~, This contingency Is adequate since the price nf the reconditioned 
spinning plant (representing 56% ~f proposed equipment costs) will 
be held firm up to mid-August 1900 by which time an order will be 
placed If the loan Is recommended for approval by COD. 

l' Initial working capital estimates as detailed at Appendix IV are 
based on Table 2." and Appendices XVIII-XXI. 

Source: CDB Pre-Funding Analysis 
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Exhibit B.l.b. 
, , 

Montserr,at Sea I'eland ~otton Company 

WORK FORCE DY EHPL~Y~'ENT CATEGORY 

• 
Menagerla) Clerical Technical 

and , and Secre- and Semi-Skilled if 
ear Supervisory tadal Skilled and Unskilled Total 

901 6 £. 67 37 116 , 

902 6 (, 67 41 120 
1,303 

, 
;~ 160 0 6 go 

1904 9 6 13'0 '0 215 
" 

80·: '. 
1905 9 6 11,0 %35 

'-
, . 

1~lncludes agricultural workers. 

Exhibit B.l.e. 
PROJECTED PROFIT AND LOSS STATEMENTS - 1981-1985 

EC ($'000) eXPRESSED IN NOMINAL PRICES 

, Items 1981 :,1982 1983 1984 1985 
, 

esY 210." 866.0 1,659.9 2,817.8 3,271.3 
s: Cost of Sales !I 205.7 "75.0 836.1 1,272.3 1,"92.2 

! lS Profl t 5".1 3.91.0 823.8 1,545.5 1,785.1 
ss: Administration and 

Seiling Expanses 101.3 214.1 395.4 521.3 578.9 

oflt/(loss) befor~ Interest 
. ('d Bank Charges ("6.6) 176.9 "28.4 1.02" .2 1,206.2 
It.erest and Bank Charges 107." 165.0 165.0 165.0 165.0 

·~flt/(loss) before 
Jepreclatlon and amortisation ~154.0) 11'.9 263.4 859.2 1,01'1.2 
tpreclat'on and amortisation 81.0 131.0 131.0 131.0 131.0 

et Proflt/(loss) 23;.0) (119.1) 132." 728.2 910.2 

11 5ellln9 prices arc ~!sumed to Increase at the rate of 7.5% per annum 
'_-21 5 ee ~ppendlx XXXI. 
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DBIBIT B.!. d 

HQNTSERRAT SU ISLAND conotJ cotfPANY. ACTUAL EtffLQytfENT 1983 - 1986 

JOB TYPE/TITLE : AV. HONTHLY: PERSONS REQUIRED/YEAR TOTAL WAGES PAID/YEAR (ECS) 
, : WAGE (ECI) : 

-------------------+-------------+-----------------------------------------------~---------------: 1983 1984 1985 1986" 1983 1984 1985 '1986'" 
: Py 3 Py 4 Py 5 PY 6 - PY 3 Py 4 PY,5 PY 6' , 

Weavers 780 30 

Se .. ers '400 1 

Spinners 450 22 

Factory tta8rs. ~900 2 

Clerk 600 : 1 

Typist R6cePtionlst, " 60a 

Sales Person 
:,. , , , 500 1 -
, 

Sales Coordinator' :' :'2~000 '~ .' - ~ 
'1 ,_ 

I • _,-

~- : - ~ 2,100 ~'~ " : -· - ~ '- ~. 
Accountant 

General Hana8er 
· ~ . -
: _ 2,400.'~ ': 1 
: < - ~ .N: ~ ~~ : . , 
• • <-

17 

1 

5 

, 2, 

1 

1 

1 

1 

14 17 -109,600 85,500 46,100 79.100 

2 2 5,200 5,200 10,400 10,400 

6 12 -113,900 66,900 30,400 ' 31,400 

2 2 - 19,800 19,800 . 21,000 23,600 

1 1 7,100 7,400 7,400 7,700 

1 ',I 6,200 6,200 7,700 

1 ,1 5,400 5,400 
-
1 - 24,000 24,000 24,000 24,'000 

1 1 25,_400 25,400 

1 1 - 28,800 28,800 28,800 30,000 

-------------------!-------------~-~----~-~--:--------------------------------------:-----~--~---
TOTALs' : 59:': 130 30 '39 -313,800 249',200 205,100 ~ 245,760 

----------~-----------------------------------------------------, - ' 

•• Full-time equivalent Jobs,created: ~ 

b. Four year avera8e annual ..... of all Jobs created: ECS6,416 = 0912.376 

c. Capital/labour ratio: QS.2J.4SQ 

(No individual Pre-Fundin. E.plor-ent ro~. See ~At'tor Pre-fundinS,S.ploYMent Targets) 
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B.2 

Project.: 

Personnel: 

ICI: 

Inforllat.ion: 

Amount.: 

, 
WINDWARD ISLANDS ALOE 

Windward Islands Aloe, Ltd 
Petit Coulibri Estate, Dominica 

Marshal (Berny) and Loye' Barnard~Gen.ral Managers 

LAAD 

Interview with project. managers, LAAD '~~.-f~ndi~~ 
analysis, USAID and HIAMP personn,el,,' LAAD' loan 
perf ormance summary, 9/30/86 ,'" , 

US$150,000 
US. 65,000 

Dat.e: 
Dat.e: 

05/84 
10/85 

Credit. Terms: Five years repayment. wit.h 24 mont.hs grace. Loan 
to be disbursed in t.wo ~r more st.ages. Principal 
repayment in seven equal semi-annual inst.allment.s. 
Interest rate 11X per annum net to LAAD Caribe 
S.A., payable quart~rly. 

Purpose: First loan to start up vent.ure. $90,000 for young 
aloe plants, $35,000 for farm equipment and 
$25,000 for aloe proce •• ing equipment. t.o .t.art. up 
product.ion of aloe gel for export.. Tot.al 
invRst.ments US$530,000. 

ProjllCt. Iapact.1 a) .xpect..c:I at. loan applicat.ion 

The Windward Islands Aloe project. was expect.ed t.o 
int.roduce a new, non-tradit.ional export crop for 
Dominica, to generate employment and export. 
earnings, and to encourage small farmer producti~n 
of ~lop.. Cash flow anticipated at the t.ime of t.he 
prefunding analysis is presented in Exhibit. B.2.a. 

WIA purchased 331 ~cres of land, of which 100 
acres were expected to ba cultivated. 75 acres 
were to be cultivat.ed in aloe by mid 1985. 

Production assumptions included 4000 aloe plant.. 
per acre, 20 Ibs of leaf per plant per year, gel 
product.ion of 50X of leaf by weight.. 1986 
forecast. (60 acres * 4000 plant.s/acre * 20 lb. 
leaf/plant * 0.5 Ibs gel/lb le~f) + (15 acre. * 
4000 plant!i/acre * 20 leaf/plant/year * 0.5 year * 
0.5 Ibs gel /lb leaf) ~ 2,700,000 !~~ gel. 
A5suming 236 gallans per ton of gel, ~nd a ~rice 

B - 7 



Project IMpact I 

. o:f~ US$_3. 0,0· per gallon, . ;gross:sales, ... ere expected 
to total at least US$ ~55,800. ' 

Small farmer cultivation, over the long run was 
expected to involve an additional 100 acres. 

Peak employment ... as expected by early 1986, at 70 
full time jobs and 20 part time. Indirect 
employment ... as expected for ~O persons each for a 
total of ~ months per year in the D.A.I. 
processIng plant. By January 1986, ... ages ... ere 
expected to reach $183~ per person per y~ar for 
full time employees, and $250 per year for part 
time employees, for a total wage bill at WIA of 
US$133,OOO. DAI employees' wages attributable to 
aloe production expected to total $500 per pe;o'son 
per year (see Exhibit B.2.b). 

National V~lue added: Sales were expected to reach 
US$1.0 million by 1987. It was assumed 151. $hould 
be subtracted for materials imported (fertilizers, 
chemicals), so that value edded was expected to 
total $850,000 annually. 

For.j~n Cft:~ange earned, net after r~w material 
~~~orts and ha~d currency interest, was expected 
to exceed $830,000 annually, beginning 1987. 

b) As of Deceab.,. 31, 1986 -

WIA has 70 acres in aloe cultivation, with 230,000 
plants in all. 

Production during 1986 proceeded with 250,000 
plants each yielding 10 to 13 Ibs of leaf per 
plant, with gel production of 40 - 45X gel per 
pound of leaf. The general manager reported they 
... ere producing about 4500 Ibs olF gel per day, 
eight months per year. He uses a conversion 
factor of 8.6 lbs per gallon, so 1,080,000 lb. of 
gel is equivalent to 125,581 gallons. The price 
received is US$3.25 per gallon of raw gel CWIA 
actually concentrates the gel t~n fold, and 
receives US32.50 per gallon of lOX concentr~tel, 
50 total sales should therefore have been about 
US$400,000. Actual reported sales for 1986 
throuc;h mi d-November, 1986 were albout $377,000. 
The Manager reports that problems of production 
include nematodes and broNning of the leaf in the 
field. Production bottleneckm have als~ ~ean 
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reported in. the DAI concentrating plant. The 
managers project sales of US$793,000 for 1987. 

WIA has employed 30 people full time for the past 
three years, and had an average payroll of 55 
people full time during 1986, whom it paid an 
average of EC$90 per week (= US$~3.33). The total 
wage bill at WIA for 1985 was therefore 
approximately US$95,3~3. Employment at the D.A.I. 
concentrating plant is much less than envi~ioned, 
with 4 people working 2 hours/day every day and 
another 6 people working 8 hours/day two days per 
month. In addition, two truck drivers make two 
round trips per day between the estate and the 
concentrating plitllt. The Manager proJect!!; full 
time employment of 75 for 1988 (s~e Exhibit B.2~b) 

Four pilot plots of 1.5 acres for small farmer 
productlon of aloe have been established. WIA 
sells young aloe "pups" for EC$0.25 each (and will 
extend credit - accepting payment f~r the pups 
when the farmers bring in mature aloo leaf ni:1. 
months later). They will pay EC$0.10 per Ib of 
leaf brought into WIA for procEssing. Farmers can 
gross EC$4,000 per ac~e per year in the first year 
of production and EC$6,OOO after they mature. The 
initial investment is EC$2,OOO per acre for the 
first year of production, and crap maintenance is 
about. EC$1000 per acre thel'"eafter. Labor 
requirements are about one person per acra, 
including processing of rAW gel. WIA hopes thara 
wi 11 be a total of SO acres of small 1 farmer 
production in 1987 and 100 in 1988. 

All production is exported to the U.S. The 
manager reports no difficulty in marketing his 
entire output. It has been reported that WIA must 
purchase additiDnal gel from other sources to meet 
co~tract commitments in the US. Future markets 
may include Europe and Japan, which show 
increasing interest in aloe products; and 
Dominica, thrcugh Dominica Coconut Products, which 
manufactures soaps, lotions, and ~osmetics. 

National V~lue added, following the same 
assumptions ~mployed during the initial project 
application, would be US$400,000 less lSX • 
$340,000. Net foreign exchange earnings, 
subtracting interest due on foreign debt, would 
appear to total over $316,000. 
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Background: 
• ~t ' 

New 'project 
, " 

, ' , 

Cred. History: LAAD ,reports no arrears. , Payments an principal 
not yet,~ue. 

Comm.nts from 
Othar'Reports: No previous reports' 
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Exhibit B.2.a. 

LAAD 
4ME ~IIND~IARO ISLANDS ALOE. LTD. Project Financial Performc'nce 

-Scu •• d In Thoullndl Typ. 

e.t. PYl " P'f2 " PY3 " PY4 
Nil 511 .. - 420.4 1.0S-Z 1.062 
Con ()f Goodl Sold - 161 ~ 40-6.3 406.3 1 

GrouM"gln - -259 2 655.7 655.7 
Op.,.,lnll Exp. 20.0 44.-0 54.5 54.51 

Admlnlnrilive Exp. (,1 1 151.S 185.3 185.3 

10p.,.lInll Incom. (B/.I bj ."3 lH~.~ 'U:). ~ 

Olh.r Inc om. ~.j l.C:S b.U I) .0 
Olh.r Explnl. AQri net (non- 40.0 - - -
Inler.1t Exp.nll cash) 8.3 22.0 15.3 l.cr 

25.4 - 25.4 2S.4! D.prechliion " Non·Calh 25.4 

ElirninIP B.for. TU'I 052 1 18.7 381.2 JS il.9 
Incom. "IX.I lR.fundl 

Nft Incom. 1152.1 H3.1 jtjl.l ,,~q.~ 

. Sourc. Of Fundi 
I Nil Incom" (152\ 19 .'')1 385 - , 

D.preellll" ' 25 25 25 25 
1"~r"I' • :,,1'. e.bt 1~0 - - -
SIIt'1 Of Stock .... - - --Stllil Of Flx.d An.ta . 
Other Accounu • N.t 90 

. , - - -
To1ll Source: l' ':I 44 '40'; 4]0 

Appllcilion Of Fund. , 
Dlvlc1\tnd.M1thdrIWlII ! 

Invell.d In Flx.d Au.ta 117 - - -
R.ductlon • L.T. D.bt - - 4J ;n-

~ 

Purch,I" Of Stock 

OIlnlllln Working tlpllli It:.~· 44 "36'J "01 

Totll Appllc.tlON il~ 411 troO tUU 

-- .- ... I 
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2. Hacro-econoaic Benefits: .,: . 

National value added: .0 

Forei~ Exchance earned 0 

Incr_sed Food 
Production 

o 

~ Included In dlrect fu:~-tl ... 

M.A - not avallable 

, . n/a .- not provlded by LAAD ... 

o 
o 

.13.000 

1340.000 

8318.000 

".A 

S8~O,OOO 

S830,OOO 
, 

S10,OOO 

; 

S2,500.000 ' 

12,400.000, . 

S34.000 

Sources: Forecasts - LAAD 1983. '198S'Eatl .. te - based on Infor.ation supplied by MIA. 

(sideUne fruit) -. -
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Project: 

Persannel: 

ICI. 

Information: 

Amount: 

EASTERN CARIBBEAN AGENCIES. LTD 

Eastern CarIbbean AgencIes, Ltd. 
KIngstown, St. Vincent 

Marcus DeFreitas, Managing Director; Douglas 
DeFreitas, Assistant Managing Directorl Director 
of Operations 

LAAD 

Interview .... itt-. Asst. Managing Direcblr, LAAD 
Prefunding Analysis, LAAD Portfolio Assessment 
9/83, LAAD Loan Performance Summary, 9/86. 

US$250,000 
US$100,000 
US$2S0,000 

Date: 12/80 
00/84 
00/86 

Credit Terms: Five years repayment with 2 months grace. Loan to 
be disbursed in twa or more stages. Principal 
repayment in seven equal semi-annual installments. 
Interest rate 127. per annum net to LAAD Caribe 
S.A., payable quarterly. 

Purpo .. : First loanl Pa~king shed improvements and cooling 
facility $lv,OOO; packing equipment - $3,000. 
rolling stock - $85,000, and to support working 
capital requirements (prQduce purchaseG, advances 
in cash and in kind to farmers, and prepaid laa50s 
on warehousing space in Trinidad and the UKl­
$100,000; pay down outstanding mortgage obliga­
tions - $50,000. Total investment: $1,280,0000 

Proje~t Impact: a) expected at loan application -

ECA's financial record (from 1978 - 1980) at the 
time of the LAAD loan application, and proje~tions 
to 1982, are presented in Exhibit B.3.a. 

It was expected that the ECA project, over the 
life of the LAAD-CARIBE loans, would generAte in 
excess of US$3.0 million of value added to the 
economy of St. Vincent and more than US$4.0 
million in foreign exch.~ge. It would create and 
sustain jobs, directly and indirectly, for aver 
1500 people working both in crop production and 
produce distribution. It ~ould provide for a more 
rationalized, consistent and dependable channal 
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,th~bugh which St. Vincent's and, eventually, -othe~ 
'islands' p~oduce could get to m&~ket -, at a p~ofit 
fo~ fa~mers and dist~ibuto~ alike (see Exhibits 
B.3.b. and B.3.c.) 

Befo~e the loan, the company pay~oll stood at 25 
employees; wages ave~aged $150/month fo~ field 
c~ew and $235/month for administ~ative staff. By 
1986, ECA's pay~oll was expected to numbe~ 55, 
including 40 persons engaged in packing and 
handling and 15 In purchasing, agronomy and 
administrative positions. 

The project assessment assumed that for every acre 
of land required to produce crops for ECA's trade, 
at least 1.5 hired farm laborers, apart from the 
land-owner, would participate in the production 
and delivery of those c~ops. This was expected 
to t~anslate into about 266 full time job 
equivalents, up from 59 in 1980 (the latte~ 

calculated as follows: $325,000 paid to fa~mer. 
in 1980; with gross income of $1500/acre; 
the~efore 217 ac~es sown to ECA trade * 1.5 
wo~ke~s per ucrv (plu$ ten truck drive~s). 

Weighted labor dollar equivalent pe~ acre of 
p~oduct sold to ECA assumed to be $250; 217 acre. 
* $250 = $54,250. Average daily wage waG $3.~O, 
$~4,250 divided by ($3.S0/day * 270 days/y •• ~) • 
57 field jobs. Ten truck-hauling jobs estimated 
to equal 2 full time equivalent jobs; 2 + 57 = 59. 
Total income Has $55,755. Projection to 1986 
based on assumption of ECA pu~chases from local 
fa~me~s increasing by a factor of almost 4.5, all 
othe~ calculations scaled up accordinglYI 4.5 * 
59 = 266. 

On average, it was assumed ~hat each acre of land 
sown fo~ ECA t~ade produces a grDss income to 
growe~s of $1,500. Costs were estimat~d at a 
maximum of $1,000 per acre~ yie1dlng farmers $500 
nat income. In 1980, 110 far~ers sold to ECA, 
each devoting Just under 2 acr~s to productio~ for 
ECA. Net income was calculated at $108,500. The 
assessment projected an lnc~ease of 7570 for t~e 
fi~st year, involving 83 new fa~mers each with 2 
ac~es. By 1985, they expected 471 fa~mers would 
be supplying to ECA, involving an inc~ement of 
$355,500 over the 1980 figu~e. 
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Project Impact: 
" 

It ~as expected that by 1985, 50X of ECA's 
requirements would be made up by new productIon, 
as opposed to production that would have been 
available and sold even if ECA were not bUYIng. 
In addition, as a result of ECA's makIng available 
the necessary inputs and technical asslstance for 
farmers to meet contract tprms, yields were 
expected to improved by an increment of up to 80X 
by 1985. Pro~uctivity in purchasing and packagIng 
throughput was expected to increase by an 
increment of 25X by 1986. 

Local value added was calculated as the average 
profit per acre multiplied by ECA's acreage 
requirement plus aggregate field wages, less 15X 
for local purchases. National Value Added was 
calculated, after adjustIng for ECA's non-produce 
business, as local value added plus all other ECA 
value added expense in St. Vincent, plus ECA's 
profit, less the value, at cost of goods other 
than crops purchased by ECA in St. Vincent and 
less the value of ECA purchases of inputs outside 
St. Vincent. The figure was estimated to be 
approximately $200,000 as of 1980. Increments were 
calculated on the basis of ECA's purchase plan 
forecasts, and was expected to reach $850,000 by 
year five. Net foreign exchange earnings were 
assumed to closely approximate total sales, leas 
any :~mport expenditures (trucks, jeeps, etc). Thill 
was estimated at $275,000 in 1980; and projected 
to tQtal $1,150,000 in year five. 

b) As of December 31, 1986 -

In 1986, ECA paid out EC$1.4 million (US$S18,500) 
to small farmers in St. Vincent alone. (Precise 
data are not available on purchases from farmers 
in other islands). The assistant managing 
director said about 300 Vincentian farmers sold to 
ECA in 1986, and devoted about 2.5 acres each to 
production. He added that farmers' costs amount to 
about 75X of gross earnings, so that Vincentian 
farmer~ took home a total of about US$129,625 or 
US$432.00 each. Total sales from ECA in 198~ 
totalled US$2,407,000. The assistant manager 
reported that total purchases from farmers have 
maintained roughly a constant propCiI'-tion of ECA 
gross sales, so that farmers in the Caribbean 
selling to ECA grossed $1,230,000.' If costs 
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BAckvround. 

,re~ain~d a constant proportion of gross'earni~gs, 
~hen ,Caribbean farmers took home'a total of about 
$307,500. 

The ECA payroll has 60 people, including 45 
persons engaged in packaging and handling and 15 
in purchasing, agronomy, and administrative 
positions. Pay for the packaging personnel totals 
EC$16.00 per day (US$5.93/day = about $170/month). 
Administrativ~ personnel earn EC$800 - 2500/month 
(average abou~ USS400/month). There are about 750 
acres under production In St. Vincent for ECA, 
which would involve about 1.5 workers part tiru~, 
or 1125 workers plus about 16 truck drivers (asid~ 

from the small farmers themselves). If th~ 

weighted labor dollar equivalent per acre ha~ 
stayed approximately the same since 1980 in 
comparison with daily wages, then the full time 
jobs are about 200, and wages, at about $4.80 per 
day, total $259,200 on st. Vincent alone. For the 
entire ECA supply area, if acreage to sales and 
employment to sales ratios have remained constant, 
then there were about. 1780 acres under production 
for ECA in 1986, employing the equivalent of 470 
full time workers whose earnings would total 
$609,000 (see Exhibit B.3.b). 

If the same assumptions about vAlue added And 
foreign exchange mad~ in 1980 still held true, And 
if ratios of value added to local purchases And of 
net foreign exchange earnings to gross foreign 
exchange earnings still hold, then value added in 
St. Vincent was approximately US$320,000 in 1986. 
Foreign exchange earnings amounted to US$1.6 
million, less any purchases of imported vehicles 
or equi;.·\.~mt (see Exhibit B.3.c). 

Existing cc:mpAny ex~.anded with LA AD loans. 

Crlld. History: LAAD reports therft have been no arrears on Any 
loans to DCA. Total balance outstanding to LAAD 
a .• of 9/30/86 WAS $363,000 

COlI_ant. from , 
Othllr Reports: The LAAD Project .Gase!lament Update of 9/83-

reported that "This project has made significant 
progress toward meeting antiCipated impact in 
terms of jobs about 200 full-time equivalent 
jobs created income and macro-economic 
benefits •••• Work with farmers has been very 
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successful in that standards for quality, delivery 
and packing ~re being established island-wide. 
Macro-economic impact now includes over $1,000,000 
in foreign exchange earnings with corresponding 
levels of value added. Inter-island trade has 
also been undertaken and, more recently, the 
company set up West Indian food outlets in Canada 
with projections for similar outlets i~ the US and 
UK by year end .. " 
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DBIBIT B.3.b 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT SUMMARY AS OF 1980 

PROJECT: EASTERN CARIBBEAN AGENCIES, LTD., KINGSTOWN, ST. VINCENT, WEST INDIES. 

TARGET GROUP BENEFITS 
EHPLOXHENT 

Direct E.ployaent 
Indirect Employment 
Indirect Hap. Full-Ti .. Equiv. 
Total Full-Time Equiv. 

INCOHI 

Participating Farmer Suppliers 

Met Take-Ra.e Per Acre*. 

Acreage Eaployed For ECA 

Met Take-Ho.e or Fanler -
Suppliers 

rield Labour Wages 

Project Field Laborer 
Ajrgregate Wages 

Direct Employees - Operations 
Wage 

Dh'ect Employees - Admin. 
Salaries 

Direct Employees-Operations-
Wage Aggregate 

Direct Employees-Admin. Salary 
Ajr8regate 

Total Income Generated by 
Project for Target Group 

1980 
PRE-LAAD 

25 
336 

59 
84 

110 

1500 

217 
~ 

1108,'500 

13.50/day, 

155,755 

.150/110. 

• 235/110. 

,836,000 

'14.100 

'214.355 

FORECAST ~L 

1981 1985 1986 
YEAR QHE YEllS EIVE ESTIHAII 
PROJECIED PROJECTEQ 

38 55 eo 
596 1512 2670 
104 266 no 
142 321 530 

193 471 711 

.500 .500 I.A 

380 928 1780 

$190,000 $464,000 1307,500 

.3;,50/day '-l.55/day ,4.80/day 
, . 

S98~280 S326,781 1609.000 

1150/mo. S262/1IO. .177/ao. 

'235/110. , 'U1/mo. S400/ao. 
, - -

154,000 '125,760 '95.580 

122.560 ,73;980 '72.0~0 

1384.840 '990,521 $1.084.080 

FORECA;IT ___ , 

AGGREGATE 
IHCREHEHI 
PRQJECIED 

30 
1176 

207 
237 

361 

711, 

S335',500, 

'1.05/day, 

S271,026 

SI12/mo. 

SI76/mo • 

S89,760 

S59,890 

'776,16~ 

BEHABK§ 

Per Capital 
Annual take 
home now 
S500 

Bet'ter than 
aVerage 

Better than 
average 

• Assumes that participants have achieved with ECA. and will sustain a constant take-home average ot s~oo pur, 
acre •• emploYlng the equivalent of 2 acres per participant. 
N.A - not applicable. Sources: Forecast - LAAD 1980, 1986 Estimate - based by information pr~Yl,led by ~CA. 
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N 
0 

PBODQCTION AND PRODUctIVITY 

Fi.ld Production Increalle over 
Pre-Project 

Fi.ld Productivi~y In~reas. over 
Pre-Project 

Purchasinc & Pack .. inc Productivity 

RURAL DItV£LOPHEHI • SYSftHS 

Technical & Capital Assi.tance 
Local Valu6 Added 
Farm to Market System 

~HOHIC IMPACT 

National Value Added-Annual 
National Vaue Added Accua. 

Fore 1811 Exchance Produced-Annuai 
Forei8ll Exchance Accu •. 

Foreian Exchance •• ved 
Local Non-Crop Procur .. ent 

Itnvironmental I.pact 
Incre •• ed Food Production-Local 

DBIBI'I' B.3.0 

EASTERN CARIBBEAN AGENCIES 

PRE-LMD 

15X 

-Basis 

Basis 

Hlni .. 1 
1139.617 

FORECAST 

YEAR ONE 
PROJECTION 

20X 

25X 

lOX 

200X incr •••• 
1245,038 

n:AR FIVE 
PROJECTION 

SOX 

80X, 

25X 

1,000X 
$702,446 

lUI 
ESTIH6T1 

N.A 

M;A 

M.A 

M.A 
M.A 

Linkace & Planned Production and Harketinc Hade 

1200,000 1350,000 1850,000 1757,000 
1200,000 J550,OOO 12,800,000 M.A 

$275,000 ICBO,OOO $1,150,000 11,613,000 
1275,000 1755,000 13,900,000 M.A 

Basi. 75X 430X M.A 

FORECAST 

REMARKS 

SOX Includes 
prodUction 
previously 
left in the 
held . 

80X • Function 
of poten-
tial~ on 
land. 

25X 

l,OOOX ", Cash. kind 
1562,831 

Possible (See T~xt) 

$650,000 
12,800,000 (Sum of 

years» 

$875,000 
13,900,000 (Sum of 

years» 

430X Packaging, 
Electricity 

* Productivity increaac. are a •• u.ed to be aaewed in the f.~r t.ke-ha.e c~lculat~ona. which have been 
.veraced to show a con.tant 1500/.cre. 
Sourc~a: Forecasta - LAAD. 1986 E.ti .. te - baaed on infor..tion supplied by ItCA. 
N.A -_not available 



B.4 BT.' V I NCENT PLAST I CS. LTP, 

Pr~j.ct: St::Vincent Plastics, Ltd 
Kingstown, St. Vincent 

Personnel: Mr. Jim I. Lockhart, owner and Beneral Man~ger5 

ICI: LAAD 

Information: telephone interview with Owner/Beh'eral M~nager, 
LAAD, portfolio assessment 9/83, LAAD Loan 

'Performance Summary 9/86 

Amount: US$ 35,000 Date: 11/81 

Credit Terms: Five years with 12 months grace. Principal 
< ~ ,~ 

repayment in nine equal semi-annual installments. 
Interest rate 121. per annum on outstanding 
balances to LAAD Caribe S.A., payable quarterly. 

Purp,ose:' Company engaged in the manufacture and eMport of 
plastic packaging, primarily for agricultural 
produce. Initial proposal: loan for expansion of 
production purchase of eMtrusion equipment to 
produce blown film ~For banana crop protection, 
printing machinery, cutting machinery, complete 
construction of plant, working capital, 
refinancing of mortg.gms. (Original loan proposal 
was for "'180,000). Tlotal investment: $50,000. 

Project Impact: a) expected at loan application -

The financial assessm,ent performed for the pre­
funding analysis is reproduced in EMhibit 8.4.a. 

Employment benefits related almost exclusively to 
the creation and sust.aining of jobs in the plant. 
By year five, the company's activities were 
expected to create and sustain several indirect 
jobs related to handl~ng and transporting finished 
products. Before the loan, SVP employed 16 
people, with a payroll of $35,000. By year five, 
SYP was expected to employ 27 people, and generate 
3 indirect jobs. ~ncome was e)(pected to total 
$65,000 for SUP employs'es and $8,000 for indirect 
jobs (see EMhibit B.4.b) 

The production 
banana crops was 

of plastic film protection far 
expected to save farmers from 
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c,..op losses. 

Local value added is calculated as the company's 
sales less payments to other companies fo,.. goods 
and se,..vices. It was calculated as about $30,000 
befo,..e the loan, and expected to ,..each $150,000 by 
yea,.. five.. National value addE~d was eKpected to 
equal local value added. Foreign exchange was 
calculated as export portion of sales, less 
impo,..ted ,..esins; this was about ~70,000 befo,..e the 
loan, and was expected to ,..ise to $210,0010 in 
1986. Foreign exchange saved was calculated as 
the domestic po,..tion of sales, less imported 
,..esinsl this was about $10,000 in 1981, and was 
expected to ,..ise to $30,000 by year five. 

b) A. of Decembe,.. 31, 1986 -

The evaluation team was unable to make contact 
with St. Vincent Plastics, Ltd. fo,.. a site visit; 
cont~ct was eventually established by telephone. 
The owne,../manage,.. ,..epo,..ted that the company had 
Buffe,..ed a fi,..e in June, 1985, and that the plant 
wa. closed until Ap,..il, 1986. The company is now 
attempting to regain its p,..evious production and 
ma,..keting level. It w~~ cove,..ed by insu,..ancE. 

The company cu,..,..ently .~ploVB 7 people full time 
on on. shift. Manag.~.nt hopes to eKpand into two 
shifts soon. Wage. ,..ange f,..om EC$86 to $175/week 
(US$31.70 - 64.80) (gee EKhibit B.4.b). 

Th~ company is now producing about 90 tonnes of 
plastic shopping bags and potting bags pe,.. yea,.., 
with g"'oss sales of about EC$200,000 (US$74,000). 
Management hopes to get back into p,..oduction of 
banana p,..otection film, but faces competition. 

The company is about to get back into eKpo,..ting 
within the ,..egion, although it is cu,..,..ently 
p,..oducing only fa,.. the St. Vincent ma,..ket. 

Background I E)listing company eKpandCl!d with LAAD loans. 

c,..~. Hi.ta,..VI Grace p.,..iad eKtended niM months. Repaid $20,000 
of p,..incipal, $15,000 outstanding a. of Sept. 
1986. $10,143 of p,..incipal ,..escheduled aft.,.. fi,..e. 
LAAD ,..epo,..ts no a,..,..ea,.. •• 

B - 22 
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Comments from 
Other Reports: LAAD 9/83 portfolio assessment stated: "Thi5 

project after several technical and financial 
setbacks, now appears to be able to sustain, on a 
regular-basis, lS-~O full time jobs. The company 
is producing bags for the grocery trade, plastic 
film for protection of bananas and, more rp=~~tly, 
laminated packaging for items such as biscuits and 
donuts. Macro-~=onomic impact has bean limited to 
about $20,000 in added value because of slaw 
sales, but the company has successfully shipped to 
other islands in the region - Jamaica, St. Lucia, 
and Trinidad with good prospects for more 
exports in the immediate future. " 

B - '23" 



Exhibit B.4 .•. • 

B - 24 



-

N 
VI 

DBIBIT B.4.b 

PROJECT ASSESSMENT SUHMABY FORECAST AS OF 1981 

I. PROJECT: ST VI.NCENT PLASTICS, LTD., KINGSTOWN, s'r VINCENT, WEST INDIES 
_ < J .,. ~ _ 

II • TARGET GRODE BEHEfITS 

II. 

Direct .. plov-ent 
Indirect Z.plo~nt 
Total Full-Time "plo~t 

INC()HE 

P!!!nt Me:!!!! 
Other WQaes 
Total tnca.e Generated for 
Taraet Group 

PBQDQCTIOH AND PRODQCTIVITJ 

In the Plant 

V. IWBAL DEVELQPt1EHI AND sysDHS 

fBE=WD 
1981 

18 

16 

135.000 
D.ap 

35.000 

BASIS 

FORECAST 

YEAR QHE rEAlLf!Yi 
eROJE~I1QtI eROJE~IIQH 

1982 1986 

19 27 
3 

19 30 

S42.000 '65,000 
D.ap 8,OOl' 

42.000 73,000 

+10X +120X 

ACTUAL FORECAS! 

UBi &lgm;(!AIE 
I&IlHAU I NCREHEtiI 

7 11 
3 

7 14 

'35,000 , S30',OOO 
8,000 

35,000 38.000 

N.A +120X 

Technical & Capital Assistance D.ap D.ap n.ap· D.ap n.ap 
'50,000 .150;000, N.A, ' ,SI20;,000 -Local Value Added 130.00~ 

Faz. to Market Syste. D.ap 

V. HACBQ-ECON9HIC IHrACT 

Natloral Value Added Annu.!ly 
Natlonal Value Added Aaareaate 
For. Exch Produc~d Annually 
Forelan Exchanee A.areaate 
Forelan Exchange Saved 

.30.000 
30,000 
70,000 
70.000 
10,000 

Packaaina, 

Co.pany to cu..ence production'and distribution ot 
protective fil. for a.al! far.er banana crops. 

'50,000 '150,000 N.A '120,000 
80,000 520,000 N.A *490,000 
85,000 210,000) 140 

155.000 750,000) '74.074* 680,000 
12,000 30,OOO} :20,000 

electriclty, lubricants. Local Non-Crop Procureaant 
Environmental Impact Hini.al waste disposal. Resins recycled. 
Increased Food Production­
Local 

* Gross Sales 
n.ap - not applicable 
N.A - not available 

n.ap n.ap n.ap n.ap 

Sources: Forecasts - LAAD. 1881. 1888 Eati .. te - based on infor.ation supplied by SVP. 

n.ap 
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PrajlltCtl 

ICII 

Infar.atiana 

AltDuntl 

INTEGRATED SUGAR REHABILITATION PROJECT 

St. Vincent Sugar Industry, Ltd. 
Mt. Bentinck, St. Vincent 

CDB 

CDS Feasibility Study, 
records, St. Vincent 
personnel, CDS and RDOIC 
General 'G audit, 1985. 

US$:;'~ , 207,000 

1980, CDS Financial 
Development Corporation 
personnel, US Inspector 

08/GO 

Credit Ter.s. 20 year. including 4 ')'ears grace. Principal 
repayment in 64 quarterly installments. Intare.t 
rate to the government of St. Vincent was 4X per 
annuma interest rAte to the SVSIL we. 9.SY. per 
annum. 

Pur-pa... The loan was used to financal a) cost overruns af 
an earlier COB funded project CSD 79/77) to 
construct a sugar factory at Mt. B~ntinck (loan 
amt. up to USt1,877,000). b) purcha.e of equipment 
to e.tabliGh • Mechanical Cultivation and 
Transportation Service Unit (106n amt. up to 
US$360,OOO) (see EHhibit BeSeA). and c) providing a 
lin. Ji Credit to the Development Corporation 
(PEVeO) to assist sugar cane farmers in 
e.tablishing the c~op (US~370,400 - see A~pendiM 
C, below). Total investmen~~ $7,680,000. 

Praject I~.ct. a) expected at loan application -

The project, at th~ time of the 1980 laan 
proposal, was to COh:P lete construction and 
commissioning of the ",u'~ar factory in time to 
procass the first sugar Lane harvest starting in 
March 1981, and to promote the cultivation of 
1,800 acres of sugar cane per year by 1982 on the 
East Coast landE. Output was eHpected to ba ~O 
tonne. of cane per acre harv~sted~ the conversian' 
facl~r was eKpected to be 1011 - Tonnes of cane I 

Tonne. of Bugar. The projected income and 
eHpanditure st.~~m~nt, pr.parad in 1980, is 
pra.entad i~ EHhib~t 8.S.b. 

B - 26 
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Prices were expected to remain constant at 
EC$50.00 (USS18.50) per tonne of sugar cane at the 
farmgate and EC$1,250 (US$463.00) per tonne of 
sugar. This projection was mad~ even though St. 
Vincent was buying sugar from Barbados at 
EC$946.33 per tonne f.o.b., prices only peaked at 
EC$1890 per tonne f.o.b. in 1979/80, and 
projections of the new CARICOM price were between 
EC$1,100 and $1,200 f.o.b. (see Exhibit B.S.c.). 
The optlmi~tic projection wa~ based on World Bank 
forecasts, and were considered "conservative" by 
the COB due in part to the "increasing 
importance/value of sugar cane/sugar as a 
renewable energy resource- ••• " Financial rate of 
return after tax was expected to be 11%. 

Most of the projected sugar production was 
expected to be locally consumEd. Figures from 
April 1980 showed that the c.i.f. price was 
EC$1053.85 per tonne; total landed cost was 
EC$1153.11 per tonne; wholesale price was 
EC$1299.05 per tonne; and retail price was 
EC$1364.00 per tonne. It was "expected that the 
Government will regulate the importation of sugar, 
taking into account the levels of expected demand 
and the production within the country."& 

The project was al~o expected to incorporate rum 
production from th~ molasses of the sugar factory 
into the operations of the sugar company. The 
distillery was already available vor operation, 
and did not require additional financing. It had 
been importing molasses from St. Kitts. 

The sugar ~actory was expected to provide 
purmanent employment for 12 management staff and 
46 workers. 26 ranch wo~kers were expected to be 
employed four months per year, initially. The 
factory was to emp~oy 151 persons, or 76 full time 
job equivalents (see Exhibit 8.S.d). The 
mechanical cultivation and transportation unit 
would employ about six equipment operators and 20 
ca&uBI workers. Purchases of ~ane were expected 
to benefit 266 farmers per year, and to generate a 
net annual value them of US$664,000 (see Exhibit 

I. CDB, "Appraisal Report on Integrilted Sugar 
R.habilitation Project - St. Vincent and the Grenadines, July 
1980, p. 28. 

B-2' 
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Project Impact: 

£ackgroundl 

B.5.e). 
e~pected 

Work in 
days per 

Net income 
to be about 
the sugar 

year. 

of sugar cane farmers was 
EC$805 per acre per year. 
fields to total 9000 person-

DEVCO would provide credit to farmers to finance 
the establishment and harvesting of their sugar 
cane crops. Small farme~s (up to 10 &~res) were 
e~pected to lease land from government (on 507. of 
the cane land), the rest would mostly be worked by 
farmars on privately owned land with plots under 
25 acres. DEVCO would receive technical assistance 
from a CDB Farm Improvement Officer. 

b) As of December 31, 1~86 -

Project tarminated; factory closed a. of and 1984. 

In December 1977, the COB approved two loans 
tot£lling US$3 million to the st. Vincant 
Government to assist in reconstr~cting a sugar 
factor at Mr. Benlinck which had been ~losed since 
1962. Total cost was e~pected to be ~bout US~4.4 
million. Delays and cnst overruns put the project 
bahind schedule and necessitated further financa. 

trad. Hi.torYI As of 2/28/96, US$276,000 of principal had baan 
rapaid, leaving principal of US$1,931 outstanding. 
COB raports no arrears on 007 loan. 

COMment. from 
Other Raports. The US Inspector General's report, written July 

1985, concluded as follows: "During its first 
thrae years in operation, the company showed 
lc.~ •• ranging from [USJ$1.5 to $1.8 million~ and 
the factory manager projected a loss of $1.3 
million in 1985. By way of comparison, the loan 
.pprais~l predicted losses ranging from $100,000 
to $500,000 in the first three years, and a 
$400,000 profit in the fourth year of operation. 
According to an authoritative source in tha 
company, ~hp. factory should never have been built. 
H~ •• id that the Prime Minister wanted to clo.a 
thu factory, ••• 

"According to COB and st. Vincent Sugar Industry 
officiala, the company's poor performance was dua 
to .averAl factors. 
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The company's consultants were not qualified, 
~nd consistently underestlmated constructlon costs 

-- Implementation delays totalling si~teen months 
led to factory construction cost overruns. 

-- Prices established for sugar cane and refined 
sugar for local consumption were both too low. 

-- The company used bank overdraft financing for 
funding day-to-day operations, increasing interest 
costs. 

-- Arrangements for trAnsporting cane 
factory were inadequate. 

-- The company was poorly managed. 

to the 

"As a result of these problems, St. Vincent Sugar 
Industry, Ltd. had a debt of about $13.2 million, 
and was losing more than a million dollars .ach 
year." :a 

8 - 29 
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Exhibi t B ~ 5. a.' 

Integrated Sugar Ind~stry Rehabil~tation - st. Vincent 

ITEHS 

Purch~se of .Ite 

Purch~le 0' plant 

Purchase of spares 

Consul taney fee 

Civil COl t 

Eleetrlcal InstallatIon 

Mechanlcellnstal1atlon 

Olamantllng, 
rehabl II tatlon 

Replacement, shIpping 

Modi fl cat Ion 

"hell hlneous 
Vorklng capItal 

Sll:urlty fence 

Stor~ge tank 

'Jscuum pan 
,\ 

.Interest on loan durIng 
~structlon 

Price contIngencies 
f 

PhYllcal contingencIes 

A:J HECHANICI\L UNI! 

C{.; DI STI LLERY 
f.·~ 

TOTAL 

*' 
• 

FINANCING'PLAN 
EC ($1000) 

.-
• 

-
· " 

• 

• 

. " 

. , - " 

. 
• " ' 

" , -- , ' 

' " u' - j ,; 

.' 

~1.450 ' , 

eo ' '. 

•. 
.< . , · ',~ , 

" . 

0.196 
1.135 
0.300 

-
2.09,0 ' -, 

. 
~ -, , 

" 
I ,~. .. 

:2.020 
; -

• 
, , ,), 

\ - ~r 

.' ->, , -: -
" '. - , ' " • 0."57 

" - • 

• " -
- -, 
• ,0.500 

6.616 
.8% 

Source: enB Pre'·Funning Analysis 
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TOTAL 

• ~. 196 
• , .135 
• 0.300 

0.054 0.054 
].]07 5.]07 
0.695 0.695 

' , 2.057 2.057 

2.905 5.01l 

- -
0.190 0.190 
0.632 0.632 

• 1.450 
0.001 0.001 
0."60 0."60 
0.160 0.'60 

1.0]0 1.497 
0.510 0.510 
0.]00 0.300 

;),079 I 0.879 

0.500 

22.206 
100.0 

/1/ 



Exhibit B.S.b. 
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SUGAR PRI CES 1955-1979 (rICTU{IL) r,ND 19U0-19311 (PROJECTEO) --_ .. -
("WjRlD" (ISA DAILY) PRICE,f.o.b.AND STo\/ED HAIN r.ARIOOEAt, POR!~) 

flCTUAl 
~ 

1955 

1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 

1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 

1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 

1971 
1972 
1973 
197" 
1975 

1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 

PROJECTED 

19,80 

1981 
1982 
1985 I.!, 
1990 I!, 

CURRENT PRICE 
rS/MT ~/LO 

71 

76 
lilt 
77' 
66 . 
6g 

60 
61 

184 
127 

1t4 

ItO 
42 
~2 
71 
81 

99 
160 
208 
654 
44g 

255 
179 
172 
213 

2!)1J 

316 
427 
360 
750 

].2 

].'5 
5.2 

,].5 
3.0 

, 3;1 

2.7 
2.8 

" C.3 

f 

5.7 
2.0 

1.8 
1.9 
1.9 
3.2 
].7 

4.5 
7.3 
9.5 

]0.0 
20.4 

11.5 
8.1 
7.8 
9.9 

1].2 

14.4 
19.3 
25." 

'3.9 

1977 CONST~~ rRICE 
l/MT tlLfi. 

9.1 

9.4 
13.G 

201 

707 
299 
202 
171 
176 

9.2, ' .. 
7.G~ " 
8.0, , 

151 
157 
469 
319 
108 

96 
10 I 
107 
178 
IS" 

208 
30" 
:J28 
1828 
~93 

r. 

EXPORT liNiT-vA['uE'-­
AV. DEVELOPING COtft"TRIEJ . ...-.-~----S/t1I __ -.. 

.. 
, 106~'7 ' 
108." : 

,", 1 "3. 1 
;.140.2 
"101t.7 

108.6 
112.1 
113.6 
1~7.0 
128.7 

135.1 
158.2 
186.7 

\ ",It.O 
571.1 

.' 't ~ 

275 
179 
148 
162 

200 

200 
250 

·270 
270 

12.5 . i 

8 'I' t , t· , 

6~7 ' 
7 •. ,' I",. ' ,. 
.~ ~ " 

" . 

9.1 
II.] 
.2.2 

12.2 
, 

305.8 
227.7 
223.3 

'i 1.,' ~. i " 

It,., 

• I ' 

la Prices for thase years represent long-run trend values. Tho actual price In 
- 1985 Is expected to be much higher (around $350 a motrlc' ton In 1977 const~nt 

terms) because ot the IHpected cyclical upswing 0' prIces In the "rst holf 
ot 1980s. 
SOURCE: Int~rn!t lona I Sugar Organ Izat len (actual); World Dank. Econornl cAn" Ivs Is 

and ProJection, OepartmBnt (proJected); FAO Trade Vearbooks (export, 
unit values). 

EXTRACTED FROM THE WORLb DANK REPOWflUf. 814/80 PRICE PROSrECTS FOR f1AJOR PRIMARY 
COHMOClITI ES. B - 32 /1& 
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Exhibit B.S.d. 

Integrated Sugar Industry Rehabilitation - St. Vincent 

Direct Employment Creation 

." 
AVERAGE . -
HOtITHLY 

JO~ TYilE/T ITLE WAGE PERSON "ONTHS REQUIRED/YEA~ TOTAL WAGES PA I ~/YEi\;l (EC$'lI:;Cs) 

I 

- (ECS) 
1 2 3 l; 5 1 2 

G.:mera I ~naget 2,500 J2 1'- 12 12 12 30.0 30.0 
Productlun Hgr. 2,083 12 12 12 12 12 25.0 25.0 
Accountant 1.250 12 12 12 12 12 15.0 15.0 
~ontroller 833 12 12 12 12 12 10.0 10.0 
Payroll Office ... 800 ;2 12 12 12 12 9.6 9.6 
Sugar Can'! 
Supeiivisor 80,) 12 . 12 12 12 12 9.6 3.5 

Shift Foremen 700 24 24 24 24 24 16.8 16.8 
Chemist 833 12 12 12 12 12 lQ.O 10.0 
Clerks 600 36 36 36 36 36 21.6 21.6 
S&!n i or P"an 
iloi lers 625 24 2" 24 24 24 15.0 15.Q 

Junior Par. 
£Joi ler- 500 24 24 24 24 24 12.0 12.0 

Senior Hechanics 360 288 2aS 263 288 288 103.7 103.7 
Mechanics 320 153 165 'i71 171 171 49.0 52.8 
Junior MeC::Janics 2lJO 45 57 63 63 63 12.6 16.0 
Artisan 320 12 12 12 12 12 3.9 3.9 
General Workers ?!:."I -... 94 .24 ij9 ~ 139 139 22.6 29.8 
Tractor 0 ... vcrs 320 72 72 72 ~ 72 72 23.0 23.0 

TOTALS - 856 910 937 i 937 !j37 38~.4 403.8 

A. There wIll b~ an estimated 76 full-time job equivalents creatBd. 
o. The average Ronthly wage of all the Jobs created will be EC$44). 
C. The expected capital/labour ratio Is EC$285,606:J. 

(This does not taalude on~fa~ l~bour) 

Source: CDB pre-Funding Analysis 

-:-:., 
3 4 5 

30.0 30.l 30.0 
25.0 25.:1 25.0 
15.0 15.) 15.0 
10.0 10.~ 10.0 . 
9.6 9.6 9.6 

9.6 9.6 9.6 
16.8 16.8 16.6 
10.0 10.0 ltj.O 
21.6 21.6 21.6 

, 

15.0 15.0 15.0 

12.0 12.0 12.C 
103.7 103.7 103.7 
54.7 514 .? 54.7 
17.6 17.6 17.6 
3.9 3.5 3.9 

33. 33.4 33.4 
23.0 23.0 23.G 

410.3 1410.9 410.9 

~ 



Exhibit B.S.e. 

ESTIMATED V,,\LU£ ACCRU ING TO SHALL FARMERS FE\OM ItNESnlENTS TO - -.------
EXPAND M~RKET orrORTUNITY - FOR THE COHMorlTV SUGAR CANE 
.-, --- --

(EC$) 

_. __ .-----
ESTIMATED TOTAL ~IMATED TOTAL NET ESTIHATEC NU~uFR EST I/iJ\TED NET 

YEARS OF SMALL FARHERS VALUE OF OENE .. NET VALUE TO VALUE TO Sto'ALL 
TO BENEFIT PEl{ FIT PER F,'\RMER SHALL FARMERS FARMERS OVER FIVE-

YEAR _.~Ek V.ffiR PER YEAR YEAR PERIOD -- _ .. 

1 100 4.357 ~95.70(l 6,645,250 
2 216 5.3Slt 1,156,lt64 -
3 266 5,782 1,538,012 -
~ 266 6,2~S 1,661,170 -
5 266 ,6,744 1,793,904 . -~ , ~ '~: ~~I·'~ , , 

, : , " , '\ . , , 
, ' . , , .. , 

tlotcs: ._-
1. The numbers of small farm~rs were obtained from 8 survey done by COO In 1977 

and taking Into account the ret~OL le8sln~ of four estates In flv~-acre 1ots. 

2. Estimated benefits to smull farmers were obt8ln~d from the sugar cane Hodel 
No.1 In the Appraisal Repc.lrt whIch showed a net profit (on-farm II~bour not 
costed) of $901 per acre, per annum (average) at 1980 prices. Fro", this half 
of the harvesting (1abour) cost$ of $273 per acre. per annum (average) wes 
deducted, end a proJectE:d at per annum 1 •. ·:rE'\3se was added - reielt6d to 
Increase In projected sugar cane payments which In turn are rclet~J tu 
projected suUar prl ccs. 

3. The basis of the foregoIng Is that the small formor will provldl3 his own 
labour r~qurrements except for harvesting, for which he will have to hire 
hal f of tt:e requ I rtrncn ts • 

Source:' '.: COB' pre-:Fundinci', Analy~is , . 
'\ ~ , ~ ,- . ., 
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Project.: 

Personnel: 

ICII 

Informat.ion: 

Amount.: 

Credit. Terms: , ' 

Project. Impact: 
, ~ j, 

WI NDWAB.D I SLAND~f- TROP r CAL PLANTS. LTD < 

Windward Islands Tropical Plants, Ltd~ 
Choiseul, St. Lucia 

Laurie Barnard, Managing, Director" Gr~i~:B~rnar~ 
> (!,' • ' '( 't~'" 

CDe 

Interview with Managing Di';:e'~tC;;r:.·,· CDB:,Fe:a:sibil:i'ty 
Study, COB Financial recor'ds'.',· " , "'" 

US$184,OOO 
US. 73,000 

Date: 
L~ate: 

06/80 
10/84 

Eleven years with 4 years grace (second loan - 2 
years grace). Principal r.epayment in fourteen 
equal semi-annual installments. Interest rate 
9.5~ per annum (for the 1980 loan) charged on t.he 
balance outstanding. Interest rate cf 12~ was 
charged on the 1984 loan. 

New venture. Project consists of the production of 
foliage plants and marketing of cuttings and 
finished plants for export. Loan financed 
construction of shade houses for production and 
propagation, irrigatio~, water storage, 
electricity installation, Total investments 
US.936,000 (see Exhibit B.6.a>. 

a) expected at loan application -

The project was expected to achieve annual sales 
of EC~4.0 million (US$1.48 million), ent.irely 
foreign exchange, from markets in UK, ot.her West 
European countries, US, and Canada. 

Production would take place on 25.6 acres, of 
which 13 would be shaded. 

Pr~duction would employ 204 persons by Project 
Vmar 4 (1983), with an annual wage bill of 
EC$860,OOO (US$318,500). Wage rates paid by WITP 
at the time of loan application were EC$9.26/day 
for men and EC$8.00/day for women. The capital 
labor ~atio was projected t.o be $14,85811 
(-US$5500.1) (see Exhibit B.6.b). 
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No detailed projections were made:of -the:purchase 
of I ocall y supp lied inputs, or, of ear:ni rigs 'to b. 
generated from such sales. 

Project Impact: b) As of December 31, 1986 -

Gross sales for 1986 were EC$1.4 million 
(US$518,500) f.o.b. St. Lucia. Sales for 1985 
ware EC$670,000 (about U8$248,000). WITP expect. 
sales in the range of EC$I.8 - 1.9 million for 
1987. 961. of the sal •• are for eKport. 

The estate has 30 acres under cultivation, of 
which 11 are shaded. 

WITP employs 72 full time workers, ir'cluding l 
foremen, 2 watchmen, a clerk, 40 women mostly 
involved in planting'i propagation., arId 
fertilizing; and 26 men, involved in heavy field 
work, moving of plants, spraying, and cutting~ 
WITP also employs about 10 women 3 months per year 
for planting. Wages r~nge from EC$560-
EC$800/month for the foreman, w~tchmen and clark, 
and EC$2.40/hour for the female aQricultural 
workers and EC$2.6S/hour for the male agricultural 
WO~Kers. Total payroll was about EC$408,600 
(~US$151,333) for 1986. Wagfts are increased at the 
rate of about 57. pmr year (see Exhibit B.b.c). 

In addition, WITP buys EC$20-30,000 worth of 
coconut husks from local f~rmers, which they grind 
and mix with !land for rooting soil. They pay 
EC$12-15,000 per year for sand. Local tra~sport 
of plants in refrigerated containers cost WITP 
EC$85,000 in 1986 and EC$50,000 in 1985. They 
also paid EC$6-7,000 for local air shipments. 

Background. New company. 

Crltd. HistOl"'YI Applied for I!Htensiun oi: grace period of one and a 
half years; extensi~n approved for one y.~~. As of 
2/28/86, late in loan repayments involving 
principal of $18,645.75 and interest of $11,831.69 
Principal repayments to date have totaled $26,000; 

Cam.r.1ts frDIII 
ather Reports. Project visited by USIa team in 1985. 

comments. Audit report included WITP 
projects progressing satisfactorily. 
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Exhibit B.G.a. 

IUVESTHEUT COST Atm FINANCING PLt,tI 
----.------~-- -------

EC ($.'UDO) 

Winaward 'Islands Tropical Plants 
, LOAN BORROWERS ITEHS TOTAL COMPONENT CONTRIBUTION CASH 

. , 
A. LAND -Land Purchase 160 - 160.0 

Land Development 30.2 - 19.0 
Site Preparation 

(ogen beds; 6." - ,2.2 
~ " 

B. BUILDINGS AND 
EIlUIPHE!!!. · , 

, · , 
Production Shade 'I, 

, . 
, " , , , , -, 

" f'> Houses 386.5.,. ,230." ' " ... 7 "'" . 7. :, . , , . . ' ., .. , 
< ~~' " " Propagation Shade " , : 

Houses 59.0 36~~, 7.8' '., 
0-, 

Root I rlq Benches 60.9 38'.1':, 7.6 " )"', 

" , Packing Shed Office "0.0 20.0 i -
Watchman's House 20.0 20.0 • , 

, 
" Rain Shelters 16,.0 - ,. ,. 

, . 
" , 

" 1 

·Roads "2.9' - " 
. 30.0'" 

" , 

:9~:1{ 9.8. 
. 

Perimeter Fence " 
' . , , • 

Watar Storage 30'.0 IS~O 
. ,,"'" -" ' , , 

Irrigation ,96~D "8~O , -" " " , 
, , , 

Vehicle , r~i.3 
, 

19:3 -.. 
Shredder 10.0 10.,0',' - ~ ,., , 

, ' ., ' 

Sprayers " 2~6 ~ 
, . 

" 1.3 ., , .. : 
Hlst Blowers 2.1t " - 1.'2 

" , " 

7,'S 
. ' 

2::" 
. 

SIMI I Tooh • 
:', . ~ .. 

" · 
Office Furnl tura ' 5.2 ',5.2 

, 
t - ., . , , 

,Electricity 
. , , 

'Inltallatlon 16.0 16.0 , " '" . " 
I " " , ' .. 

Pr:9pagatlon " . , . , , 
Canopies 93 .... · • , "5.8 

Hanging Daskets 37.5 7.5 - , 

",$tock Plants 279.8 - ,08.9 
0 

, · TOTAL BASE COSTS ' t 

(A+B) , 1,"31. 7 .... 1.6 "75.2 
, PRI CE CONT I NGENCY 240.8 50." I 23.2 

TOTAL CAP ITAL COSTS 1,672.5 500.0 
I 490 ... • : , - \ 
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INTERNAL ' f 
GtNERATlct~ 

-11.2' " I' 

' , : 
, It. 2 . , 
: . 

. 81 !4. 

" 
.1t.6 

' ' 1~.2 

20.0 

• 

16.0 

12.9 

-
15.0 

"8.0 
" .. 

-
1.3 

, 

1.2. 

5 ..... 
...... , 

, ' '- ' . , , 
' . . . .' . ' ' 

, 
! : , , 

"7.6 
30.0 

190.9 -
514.9 -
1'59.2 -
67" .1 , , , 

.. 
G) 
u ... :s o ,en 



Exhibit B.6.b. 

Windward Islands Tropical Plants DIRECT EMPLOYMENT CREATION (Projected) 
. -

T~TA( ~;T~.cES e,-.1 OC[EA~ (EC$) AVEAAGE PERSON "ONTHS REQUIRED/YEAR . 
JOB TITLE . MONTHLY WAGE PY 0 py i py i py J PY 4 FY iJ PY '1 PY 2 toY 3. PY" 

. . . 
Foreman It03 - 12 24 1'20 120 - 4,160 9,360 "45..,76Q 52,aOO . 

'-;atChman 
. . 

.316 12 12 12 24 24 3,380 3,380 3,~ 7~80Q 8,320 
Clerk 553 

. 
12 12 36- 36 5,200 6,240 17,680 . 23,92Q - -

CuI tivator 309 . 72 324 648 1,044 
. 

1,0" 15~4C5 lQl,.l86 2C2,~28 325,215 325 0 215 

.I 
. . 

Pdcker 285 . 72 288 360 360 420 15,405 83,220 104;025 1C4,C25 121,363 
. . 60' . 

Cutter 312 120 240 36a 18,980 37,413 74,826 112,239 • - - . . I 
-, . -"' . 

Propagator - 289 - 12 120 180 ]6J - '3,468 3"~67S 52,fJ13 104,025 
TrOlnsport 335 - 24 36 60 aft· - 8,\)30 12,0"5 20,075 28,105 

- . 
- . T . . 

. 
: 156 34~ 190 ~7 ,]26 . - TOTALS 744 1,332 2,064 2,"8 409,425 647.394 775,187 l-. 

--
- , 

112.4oY 
~ 

No of full-time jobs created.~ (Total person-months required. In ~i.rst Syears : 5) -:-f~ 
.. . 

Average monthiy wage ~ , 310.49 (Total wages paid In fl rst 5 years ~ Total. person-tnanths ,requi red) 

C~pit\l1/1abour ra~io: . = : ·1~~ ,857 .65 (Total capital 
-

,"(. 3.~~ 

---------------------------------------------
:y' 204·full-time jobs are created at.full development In PY 4. 

Source: CDB Pre-Funding Analysis 

- . . - . , . . . . 
investment: Full-time job aquiyalent)~· . 

-
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BXHIBIT B.8.c 

WINDWARD ISLANDS TROPICAL PLANTS 

DIRECT'BHPtoYKINT CREATION - ACTUAL 1984-1986 
e 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------_._--------------: ;" *;'V. MONTHLY PERSON HONTHS RE~IRED/YEAR - TOTAL WAGES 'PAID/YFAR (ECS) 
:.- WAGE (1986) : ._, 

~---:~~-----~----+~-~-------------+-----------------------------------------------------------
_ " :: '.: ' : 1984 1985 1986" -,1984 1985,' 1986-

:' ::- EC. : Py 4 Py 5 Py, 8 Py 4· - Py 6 PY' 7 :. 
~--~--------------+:~~i~~~--~------:--------------~-~--------~~----:---~---------~-----~-~----- -

Wetchaan 

Cl.rk 

40 WOIMn 
plant1n., 

- propa.at1nll, 
- fertiUziq 

28 Hen 
aprayin., 
cutt1nlls, 
heavy work, 
IIOve plants 

:;: 800 

560 :"" 

- 430 

" 

, , 
, , , , . , ' 

" , , , ' , ' ,­, . . ....... ~ ., - ., 
, ., .... 

38 

24. 

12 

480 

-.. ~~!~,.~.. - -' ~-

24 

~ -<.,~ , ~ -. )- ...... -,,'~ ,.it :-

~'~75~'~ . : ',- .. 312--- - ~',.'312,. 
.. :: ' ~ ... ~ r" ~_...--
_~ I -~ . " 

~. :.~~~ - C ~ _:'< 
" , 

-'28,122 27,429 ' 28,800; - : _ 'f , 
24 - 13,932' 14,629 1.5,360' 

12 6,095 6,400 ~8~720 
" -

480 -187 ,~ll ~ '196,511 206~400 :. 

,-'~ 

-.. ~ .. 
........ :.. ..... ~ ... ~ ,.' 

312 '."-134.422 !. 1~1,143-
: .. -. .,: ...... .: 

, I ... r 

. ... ~ ~ . ~ .-
43'0.' :;:',,' L ~ ~o .. "",' 30 ,:,. -:- _.30 '- 11; 70i ~ ':12-286~ ", <'12' 900': ~-
- ~~;; ---" :.: -~ '" --"" ...' ~ , -,:;.:~ -- . .. '- /' ~ 

• - :' ,-~ ~ .~ - ~ ~.. ;:< ~- "";.. r 
.~, or ~~. __ ,..;: ~' ~__.. _'.... ~_ _ • _, .. ~ 

-----------------+----------------+-----------~--~-----------:~--------:---~:_:--,--~-:--'":'~ .. -o;.---:---{.-,--'...-:. 
. ' : ,,',~ " ":. 894'" 894,- ,~" 894 ' ~379 •• 4~3,::';i98,:45~,,~'41~,.3,80:j " 
TOTALS -------:-----------------------------~-~-~------~------~---~--~-~~~-~-~~---~--~~ 

a. Full-tiae equivalent Jobs cr.ated: ~ 

b. Averaee IIOn~hly walle of all Jobs: BCJ488 = USS173 

c. Capital l.',our ratio: " , -
(Total ~·)it.l investment - Pull-ti-.. Job equivalents) = KC'22:416 OR.USS830~ 

* Annual 5X increase in wallOs 
, 

Source: Information supplied by WI~. 
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ICI: 

Information: 

,SHEEP PRODUCTION - CARRIACOU, GRENApe 

Carriacou Black-Belly Sheep Ranch 
Dumfries Estate And Limlair, Carriacou, Grenada' 

Bernice Moses, Manager 

CDB 

Interview with Project Manager, Grenada Ministry 
of Agriculture Officers (St. George and Cariac­
cou),' CDB Feasibility Study, CDB FinQncial files" 

US$107,000 Date: 05/80 

Credit Terms: 20 years including 5 years grace. Principal 
repayment in 60 quarterly installments. Interest 
rate of 41. per annum. Total investment: $322,000. 

Purpo.~~ Th~ project proposed to est~blish a new livestock 
a~velopment scheme to t'ear 400 breeding ewe. plus 
foliowers on these lands. At full developm.nt, 
the project annual output was estimated at 665 
.heep for slaughter and 95 for breeding purpos ••• 
Loan to fund farm equipment, water supply By.tam, 
and purchase of animals (se¥ Exhibit B.7.a)0 

Project.~~act: a) .xp~cted at loan application -

Th. project was to result in .ubstantial ~.n.fit. 
to small sheep farmers by pro~idin9 braeding .tock 
at prices well b~low the current impurt prices. 
This would vncDurage small farmers to increase the 
size and improve the profitability of their 
operations, thus raising the standard of living 
for this group. 

In ~dditiDn, the supply of ~uttDn to consumers 
would increase both from the project and the small 
farmers. At full development in PY S th~ .ales 
from the project would include about 20,500 Ibs of 
mutton (665 sheep for slaughter), yielding abQu~ 
EC$S3,768; and 95 breeding ewes, yielding about 
EC$23,750, and equipment sales. Total revenue wa. 
expected to reach EC$\02,760. The~e .arnings 
would also bring about forei~n aHchAnge a~ving& 
(see Exhibit B.7.b.) 
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Background: 

Employment impact was expected to be small. There 
{ 

would be a few permanent employees and some casual 
labor for pasture and forage crop maintenance. 

Another objective of the project was simply to 
increase the level of utilization of the lands at 
Limlair Agricultural Station and the Dumfries 
Estate. 

Benefits to small farmers were expected from the 
availability of improved breeding sheep, the 
demonstration of and assistance in improved 
management and husbandry practices, and the 
provision of the opportunity for small farmers to 
use the marketing channels of the project to 
dispose of their sheep. 

b) As of December 31, 1986 -

The project has 354 sheep, including 240 breeding 
ewes. Sales in 1986 were 163 live sheep for about 
EC$60 - 70 ea~h (price fer sheep less than 198~ 
farmgate prices quoted in Fe~sibility Study, which 
was about EC$aO) so that sales amounted to about 
US$4,OOO. There was no breakdown .vailable on hO~1 
many sales were to small farmers as breeding .tock 
and hON many wera sold to butcher~ for mutton 
production. 

The project e.ploys a manager, an 
manager, and two shepherds full time. 
part timm field Help is also hired. 

a •• istant 
Occasional 

The project manager reported that small farm~rs 
were not utilizing the project's ~otential for 
eNtension services and were not heeding his advice 
on herd management. Sheep husbandry practices 
among the small sheep farmers on the island were 
••• entially unchanged. 

New project 

Credo Hi.tory: As of end 1986, $2,000 of the principal had b •• n. 
repaid. CDB reports no arrears. 

Comments frOtll 
Other Report.: Non~. 



cai~i~cou'Sheep production.~~oject 
( r I!' , 1 _ . . )' ", 

, '11,' 

Cl\rITAL.UJVESTHENT AND rHASING . 
EC($) 

. 

ITEMS TOTAL FOREIGN LOCAl. INVESTMENT PHASING ..... _._--_ .... -_.-. , COST COST COST PY I p'f' 2 

I. Oulldlngs , 

(I) Repairs to nulldfngs 12 ,000 - 12,000 12,000 -(II) Construction of 
Sheep I{osulng 12,000 - 12,000 6,000 tj.OOO 

2. EquIpment ,40.750 40.150 - 36.150 ~,Q(J!) 

3. L~nd Development , 
(I) Lend Preparation 21,110 - 21,170 9.3(;5 11,(105 

, , (II) Pestur6 Fencing ~2 .360 "2.3(,0 21,1 eO 21 t I flo -
4. Water Suppty System 22,650 14,(105 7,ll"5 22,(;50 -
5. Animal Purchases 7",600 4~ ,MJO 25,'lO() 313 ,2(\1) 3~ ,420 
6. Total Oase Cost 225~.~ 1~ 105,235 '2n. t 375 14~ ,2'15 79,4:15 
7. Physical' Contingencies· 15Ln~o S.53e 9,.522 11),762 4,290 

0. Prl ce Cont i ngencl es ** 33.-1522 13 t 7"0 .)9.1(2. 1~&1S_ 17,441 
Totel 6+7+0 274,192 124,533 ~~.~229 173 ,O4~ 10 ,_.' Sf! 

I 9. WorkIng Carltal Requlremt;:nts 30,565 - 30,56S 12,5SS ,18,000 . 
10. Interest during Construction 17.,517 17,5' 7 - 6.,-61>2 _ 1'J,055 
Total Capital' Investment Cost 322,274 142,050,100,221) : 192,259 I)O,OGS 

I I I - , . 
*Ph)-Slc~1 eontln~cncy - 10~ of all costs under ltel1\j 1 to 4. 

"Prlce contIngency - 8% and 10% per annum en f~rel~n costs, and '2% (PY 1) 
end 10% (PY 2) on laca1 costs. 

Sour.ce.': " CDB .pre~F~iidini Analy'Sis .~: 
(! ' \" ,I ~ ~, 

" .: :4' 2 B . ' 
~ __ "" I K 
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B.8 BARBADOS TILLAGE SERVICES, LTD 

Project: Ti 11 age Ser"i ces, Ltd. 
Bridgetown, Barbados 

Personnel: Mr. Alan Wilkie, General Manage; 

ICI: ,LAAD 

Information: Telephone interview with General Manager,,:LAAD 
Prafunding Analysis, LAAD as!Sl!ssment' 9/83,' 'lAAD 

AlDount: , 

Credit Terms: 

Purpose: 

Loan Performance Summary 9/86. ' 

US$188,OOO Date: 12/81 

LAAD equity investment of US~~30,OOO in common 
shares representing 757. of initial paid-in 
capital, in addition to 057 loan of up to 
US$188,000. Six and one half years with 18 months 
grace. Principal repayment in eleven equal semi­
annual installments. Interest rate 127. per annum 
net to LAAD Caribe S.A., payable quarterly. 
Closing fee of 27. of disbursements payable 
simultaneously to disbursement. 

To establish a company which would provide land 
cultivation and agricultural work-shop services to 
earbadian farmers. Loan funds are to be used to 
purchase tractors, tillag~ and work-shop 
equipment. Total investment: $230,000. 

~roJ.ct Impact: .) expected at loan application -

The company was expected to service approwimately 
2,250 acres in its first full year of operations, 
at an avera~~ billing of $72/acre; and 4320 hours 
of workshop services at an average billing of 
$8/hour; and $3000 in commission income from parts 
sales. Revenue f0recast to increase 157. in 1984, 
and 107. each in 1985 and \966 (See Ewh~bit B.8.a). 

It w~s expected that the project would create 
dirwct employment of at llfnst 10 nell. full ti file 
jcba with TS. In addition, as a result of the 
company's cultivation activiti~s~ it was estimated 
that as many as 300 jobs would be created in the 
field, primarily to c~rry out harvests. Sometime 
employment was estimated at 1 fo~ every 5 acres 
brought under cultiv~tion as a result of tillage 

B •. 44 



ProJect., Impact: 
, \ 

Backgroundi 

services; and full time employment was estimated 
at 1 for every 10 acres brought into cultivation. 
Daily' wages for field labor are about $12. 
Incremental farmer Incomes are based on average 
net take-homes per acre of $350 (see Exhibit 
B.8.b). 

Over the life of the loan, TS was expected to 
contribute $1.0 million in value added to the 
Barbados economy; with $400,000 foreign exchange 
savings in the first y~ar of the project and $1.2 
million during the fifth yoar (see E~hibit B.a.c). 

Tne project was expected to provide essential 
services to Barbados farmers, enabling them to 
make more extensive, effective and profitable use 
of the island's arable land. 

b) As of December 31, 1986 

The Tillage Services company is in thE process of 
liquidation, and is not in operation. The 
equipment is being sold to repay the loans. 

New company initiated with LnAD financing. 

Crlld. History. lAAD sold i t5 75X share in tQ-'1! company to the 
local principal on credit. $31,000 of the debt 
has been repaid, $80,000 has been written off by 
lAAD, $75,000 on the 057 loan is still 
outstanding, but the equipment which represented 
the collateral for the loans has not all been sold 
as Yl2t. 

Co_ent. from 
Other Reports: lAAD's 9/83 assessment stated: "This project is on 

targot in terms of employment, including 6 dire~t 
employees ~nd about 175 full-time equivalent jobs 
created in the fields as the result of bringing or 
keeping land under cultivation. The project has 
alBo benefited some 20 small farmern who would not 
have been able to work all their land without 
till~ge service. In addition to simple plOWing, 
the company is now providing technical guidance on 
planting, pe£t control and mOre recently, on crop 
selection. Evrnlually it is hoped that Tillage 
Servi f:es wi 11 have an impact on farm~rs· 

diver~ifying from sugar cane prod~ction alona. 
Macro'-economi c i m~act has been rough 1 y lIlS 

projec:tad, representing about $1,700,000 in 
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national value added." In another passage, they 
state, "The project currently prepares 
approximately 2~OOO acres per season versus an 
estimate of 3,000 acres which will be reqUIred to 
make a modest prot it. To increase acreage and 
revenue, the project is in the process of 
acquiring additional equipment, which is better 
suited to the small farmers' needs, and will begin 
diversifying services offered, such as crop 
spraying. It is e~timated that 600 acres will be 
cultivated this season which normally would not 
have access to this service, resulting in an 
increase of aDDrowima~Alv 900 nar~ ~imp inhc_" 
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Exhibit B.a . a . 

LAAD RATIOS AND COMPARISONS: Ti llage Services , Ltd. (Projec ted) 
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DBIBIT B. 8'. b 

PBOJECT asSESSMENT SUHKARY AS or 1981 

I. PBOJIC'f: 1'111 ... Servic •• , Ltd., Barbados West Indies 

fORECAST 

II. TARGEt GBOQP BENEFITS 

IMPLOYHENT 

Dirsct Eaplo~ent 
Indirect £.ploya8nt 
Indirect £'p. Full-Tl .. iquiv. 
Total Full-Time Equival.nt 

INcqm 

Farmers OMnin. 10 Acres or Leas 
Farmers OMnin. 10 Acrea Plua 
Additional Farmer Inca.. Realized, "... 
Tille.e Payroll 
Field Workers' Wa.es 
Total Income Generated For Tar.et Group 

In. PRODUCTION AND PBQDUCTIVIU 

Tllla.o COIIIpany 
in the Fleld 

YEAB ONE 
1982 PROJECTED 

6 
350 
175 
181 

50 
15 

1630,000 
S40,OOO 

1567,000 
11,237,000 

Plus 4t: 
Plus 2.6t: 

YEAR FIYE 
jJl86 PROJECTED 

12 
1,000 

500 
512 

125 
25 

11,800,000 
1'00,000 

il,"ZO,OOO 
13,520,000 

Plus lOt: 
Plua 9t: 

ACTOAL 

lUI 
ISrItIAD 

H.A. 
M.A. 
II.A. 

H.A~' 

H.A.'­
H.A. 

II.A •. ' 
II. A'. 

IV • RURAL DEVELOPMENT AND SYSTItIS 

Technical and Capital AsslstaDce 
Local Value Added 

Hin. Sianificant N.A. 

Farm to Harket Syst .. 

N.A. - not available 

12.000,000 18,000,000 N.A. 
Var.ers iucreaain.ly better able to identity and 

take advanta.e of .arket opportunities. 

SQprce.: ForecastD - LAAD 1981, 1988 Eatl .. te - baaed on ~nfo~tion supplied by Tilla.e Services 



DBIBI'f B.8.0 

PROJECT ASSESSHEHT stJHKABY - TILLAGE SERVICES. AS OF 1981 

V. HACRQ-ICONQHIC IMPACT 

National Value Added ADDuallv 

National Value Added ~re.ate 

roreian Ixchanae Produced ADDuallv 

Foreian Excbanae Aaareaate 

roreian Exchan.~ Saved ."~uallv 

Foreian Excbance Saved-A •• re.ate 

Local Non-Crop Procurement 

IDvironaental Impact 

Increased Food Production-Local 

D;ap. - not applicable 

R.A. ~ Dot available 

SOurCe: -Foreca.t - LAAD, 1981 

FORECAST 

YE~.R ONE 
1982 PROJECTED 

'1,700,000 

11,700,000 

D.ap. 

YEAR FIVI lUI -
1986 PROJECTED 1ST!N6TI 

'5,100,000 

11,500,000 

n.ap. 

N.A: 

N.A. 

R.A. 

See AttaCMleDt-

1400,000 

1400,000 

D.ap. 

'1,200.000 

14,500,000 

n.ap. 

Negligible 

R.A. 

N.A. 

R.A. 

R.A. 

(All production assumed to be for local 
aarket, although project itself is just 
a catalyst tor such production as it is 
is a service project only.) 



APPENDIX C 

DEVELOPMENT FI~ANCE CORPORATION ANALYSES 

C.l ANTIGUA AND. ;::IARBUDA DEVELOPMENT BANK 

DFC: Antigua and Barbuda DevelQP~ent Bank 

Persannel: 'Mr. Hilroy Willet, Agricultural Loans Officer 
Mr. Alex Osborne, Accountant/Bank Secretary 

Data Source.: Interview with the above-listed personnel, 
information supplied by the CDB on conditions of 
the loan, CDB Financial files, 6/30/85 quarterly 
report to CDS. 

Amount: 

Pur-po ... 

Credit terms 
" to DFC: 

Bub-crMlits: 

Activity 

Crops 
Livestock 
Fishing 

US$260,000 10/80 

Farm Improvement Credits 

Repayment pflriod of 20 years, including 5 years 
grace. Interest rat. of 41.. Disbursed 1981. 
Recycling, beyclnd repayment obligations to CDB. 
1/3 for liquid investment, 2/3 for Industrial 
Credit or u~ed ~o repay in advance of maturity a 
portion of the loan. 

During the interview, the evaluation team asked 
the accountant to review the disbursementl 
repayment records on each sub-credit <2~ in 
number), and ar:count records as of D'Bcember 31, 
1986 to gather basic information on sub-credits. 
This summary is provIded as follows <"payment 
status" refers to the entire initial principal of 
each loan): 

------- EC$ , 000 ------.------
Average Payment Statl.i. 

f!l!h. Amgunt Paid faving ~£I. 

' 10 25 25 73 l~O 
5 19 0 25 68 

'10 43 185 0 249 

Most crop loans ",e,"s for farm implements primarily 
for' vegmtable production; livestock loans want for 
the purchase of stock, particularly dairy cattle, 
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, 'fi~ht.ng ,loans usually 
, repair of boat engines • 

financed,-, ,the' purchase'- 'ur' 
, ,t , 

.,~ _ J 

Terms', of 'sutl-, 
cr'edits: 

Sub-loan 
Performance: 

DFC loan 
Performance: 

Dltvelopmant 
Itlpact.': 

Most loans have a term of 3 - 4 years, although 
t.hey can be up to ten years with a gracp period of 
3-5 months; interest rate is usually 10.57. ~ixed, 
but may range up to 207. for high risk crop loans. 
Loan sizes have ranged ~rom EC~3,OOO - EC$132,OOO. 
Most farmers lease government-o~~ed lands, ~a 

availability of collateral is limited. Bank may 
arrange to garnishee wages or proceeds of ~roduce 
sold to marketing boards. 

Principal in arrears 
principal outstanding 
31, 1 '186. 

as a propo~ti~n of, tot~l 
stood at 26'1., as of Dec'~nILt~r 

The ABDB has made no payments on its loan since 
1984, and has the following arrears: Principal­
$29,954.04; Interest '29,606.45; Interp.!:Ot "" 
overdue amounts $2090.17. ABDB not submitted 
any reports to COB since 1985, nor had it been 
visited by any CDB officer since 1985. CDR has 
found ABDB documentation of sub-loans insuf­
ficient. A total of about ECtlOO,OOO worth of 
loans are not officially documpnted with COB. 

The credits did not meet any of the 007 sub­
project crit~ria (eHpand/stabilizp markets for 
small farmer production; lower cost of inputs for 
small farmers; or provide employment for rural 
poor) in any ~ignificant way. There is little 
evidence of progress toward meeting the project 
purpose (increase capacity to develop, financ~, 
and implement agribusiness and labor intensive 
enterprises), although ~he sub-credits may hDve 
made some minor contribution to the goal of the 
project (increase incomes of small farffi~rs an~ the 
rural poor). , 
Interest rates have been positive in real terms 
(average inflation from 1980 to 1985 was und~r 
57.), 50 that the loans pass a market test: there 
Mas willingness to pay for credit. On the Otllt!1"" 

hand, the eMtent of the arrears p~ints up 
potential di~ficulti.s in repaying. The AE~B 
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Comments from 

of the arrears ~~ 
and other natural 

were said to be 

personnel reported that most 
crop loans were due to drought 
difficultIes; fishing projects 
generally successful, but subject 
cash flow managementw 

to sub-optimal 

Employment generation has been minimal; most 
farmers rely prImarily on family labor, although 
t.he ABDB Agricultural Loans Officer reported that 
some do employ hired hands on a part time basis. 
Seme farm improvement credits (e.g., building a 
fence, clearing land) generate temporary 
employment. 

The ABDB personnel reported no requests for 
agribusiness loans. 

Prev. Reports: "In Antigua, the program has been only moderately 
successful. Th~ reasons fo~ this, however, can be 
tra~ed back to the environmental constraints 
fa~ing the industry. The country has chronic 
wat~r shortage problems, necessitating a large­
scal~ water conservation program by the 
government. The Ministry af AQriculture ~as 

strongly advocated cachement basins and the highly 
efficient drip method iriigation system •• 
Although the ADDB provides credit for th ••• 
systems, the short-term direct benefits ar~ not 
apparent to most of the farmers. Thus, few of 
them have had the long-term vision and resourc •• 
to invest in making a cachement or installing a 
new irrigation system."· 

, ' •• Ar.~hu",:, D. " 'Li ttle, "Inc. ~ :-' "Eval'uatton \ "'oi· the 'CDBiAID 
Pri~~t~,' S~ctD"; ,Dn-~ending, Prag,..am.~ II ~J'a~'~,\; ,1~B3~ ',p'. ,: 126., ," .' 
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C.2 

DFC: 

Personnel: 

Data Soure.: 

Amauntz 

Purpose: 

Credit tarms 
to DFC: 

Tarms of sub­
cr~itsl 

Sub-loan 
Performance: 

SAINT LUCIA DEVELOPMENT BANK 

St. Lucia Development Bank 

Mr. George Theophilus, Managing Director 
Mr. John Bascom, Accountant, et al. 

Interview with the above-listed personnel, 
information supplied by the COB of conditions of 
the loan, COB financial files, SLDB Annual Report 
1985/86, quarterly reports to COB 9/30/86 and 
3/31/86. 

US$409,000 Date: 10/81 

Consolidated Line of Credit 

Repayment period of 20 years, including 5 years 
grace. Interest rate of 4~. Disbursed 1983. 
Recycling, beyond re~~yment obligations to COB or 
repayment in advance of maturity: up to 1/3 for 
liquid investment, at least 2/3 for new 5ubloans. 

The 007 line of credit has been used exclusively 
for agriculture loans. There have been 96 loans 
made to small farmers under totaling EC$1,025,509 
(US$380 t OOO) , mostly small loans of EC$3,000 to 
20,000 (US$ 1,100 - 7,400); with a few large loans 
up to EC$87,000 (US$32,000). Average loan size 
was under EC$11 ,000 (US$4,OOO). Many loans 
involved in cocoa, banana, coconut, or vegetable 
production. 

Most sub-credits have 
although they can be up 
rates are 10.57. for 
agricultural credits. 

a term of 3 - 5 years, 
to ten yearsJ interest 

FIC loans and 12X for 

Principal in arrears as a proportion of total 
principal outstanding on SLOB's FIC loans (in 
which sub-loans made from 007 funds account for 
487. of the principal outstanding) stood at 2.71. as 
of Sept. 30, 1986. 
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DFC \loa~. 
.Per~ormance: 

Development 
Impact: 

Camments from 

Principal repayments not due until 1/15/88. COB 
reports no arrears on interest. About 807. of 
SLOB's resources are provided by the COB. 
Personnel described the relationship with COB as 
very good. Quarterly reports have been submitted 
regularly. SLOB was most recently visIted by COB 
in August 1986. 

The credits did not meet any of the 007 sub­
project criteria (expand/stabilize markets for 
small farmer production; lower cost of inputs for 
small farmers; or provide employment for rural 
poor) in any sIgnificant way. There is little 
evidence of progress toward meeting the project 
purpose (increase capacity to develop, finance, 
and implement agribusiness and labor intensive 
enterprises) through the provIsion of line of 
credit under 007, since agribusiness lending was 
effectively hampered by restrictive covenants. The 
sub-credits may have made some minor contribution 
to the goal of the project (increase incomes of 
small farmers and the rural poor). 

Interest rates have been positive in real terms 
(average inflation from 1982 to 1985 was unde'r 5X. 
during the last three years it was under 2%), so 
that the loans pass a market test: there was 
willingness to pay fc~ credit. The a~raars have 
been minimal, probably due in part to good loan 
supervision. 

Permanent employment generation has been minimal; 
most farmers rely primarily on family labor. Some 
farm improvement credits generate temporary 
employment. 

The SLOB Managing Director reported that SLDB 
earmarked the 007 funds for agricultural loans as 
their most appropriate use, given the restrictions 
imposed on their use. Agribusiness loans have 
been extended from sourloes other than USAID 007, 
including at least on~ loan under US$100,000 made 
while 007 funds were available. 

Prav. Reports: "Since August 
approved with 
value $98,871) 

1982, 22 FIC loans have been 
an average value of EC$4494 (tatal 
[CDe bank records indicate that 007 
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· funds were not disbursed until 1983]. Of these 8 
~(36~ are in arrears; the total value of prIncipal 
in arrears is EC$2,300 or 1.2~ of the value 
approved. Total funds disbursed appear to amount 
to EC$533,349 or about 40'l. of funds approved by 
CDS."z 

~ 2. Arthur D. Little" ,Inc., :. '~Eva1.u~tion of the COB/AID 
'Private Sector On'-Lending "Programs," January 1985, p. 124. 
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C.3 

DFC:, . 
. , 

PRrsonnel: , , ' 

Data Source: 

Amount: 

Purpa:s~: 

Credit: terms 
t.o DFC: 

Sub-credits: 

SAINT VINCENT DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 

St. Vincent Development Corporation (DEVCO)-

Mr. Leach, General Manager 
Mr. Bullock, Accountant 

Xnterview with the above-listed personnel, 
information supplied by the CDB of conditions of 
1~he loan, CDB financial files, 12/31/86 qu.arterlV 
r"eport to CDB. 

LJS$370, 000 10/80 

Integrated Sugar Development 

Repayment period of 20 vealrs, including 5 vears 
grace. Interest rate of 4~. Repayment provisions 
included overdue payment at 47.. Disbursed 5/80. 
Recycled funds were to be paid into a special 
account "until the borrower shall have been 
restructured," which could not be withdrawn 
without prior approval of the CDB; and for 
servicing of the loan, making further sub-loans to 
sugar cane farmers, and the interest spread to the 
Borrower. After satisfactory reorganization, 
beyond repayment obligations to CDB: up to 1/3 for 
liquid investment, at least 2/3 for new FIC, Ale, 
and SIC subloans (see Exhibit C.3.a.) 

Until the end of 1984, the subloans were 
administered by the Sugar Industries, which 
extended credits (often in kind for fertilizer, 
land preparation service, etc.) to about 450 
individual sugar cane farmers. After the Sugar 
Industries closed, funds were lent to farmers for 
crops other than sugar. Specifically, DEVCO used 
the 007 funds primarily for loans of ynder 
EC$2,700 (US$1000) , since most CDB funds 
stipulated minimum loans of EC$2,700. The ~LDB 
has lent to about 300 borrowers since the sugar 
factory closed, including clbout 120 crop farmers 
(who have borrowed about 857. of the funds lent), 
livestock owners (.about 57.) and fishermen (about 
107.). The loans are primarily production credits 
for banana, fishing, and livestock; the ban.ana 
farmers have also taken farm improvement credits, 
which are higher than the production c~edit5. 
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Te~m. of sub­
c:~edit..: 

Sub-Loan 
Pe~far .. ance: 

DFC Loan 
Pe~for.anc.1 

Loans a~e used to, buy'" I i ve,st,~ck'~ i~~,ti Itz'er,' 
seeds, and other agric':ll tural:',inp~ts;' to repair 
boat engi nes, etc. '" , . 

Most loans are short t.erm, and 
rate of 12X per annum. 

c.rry an interest 

Principal in arrears as a proportion of total 
p~incip&l outstanding on the 007 line of credit 
stood at 36X as of December 31, 1986. 

As of 2/28/86, DEVCO was late for one installment 
on its repayment to CDB, involving principal of 
$6,171.84. Contact between DEVCQ and the CDB 
appears to be regular. However, it appears that 
the loan disbursements were never halted as 
recommended by the US Inspector General (see 
below). DEVCQ did not request formal approval for 
the diversion of the 007 funds for purposes other 
than sugar until January 1987. CDB has not yet 
forwarded the request to USAID. 

The current credits do not meet any of the 007 
sub-project criteria (expand/stabilize markets for 
small farmer production; lower cost of inputs for 
sm~ll farmers; or provide employment for rural 
poor) in any significant way; although the sugar 
loans halted in 1~84 may have contributed to lower 
costs for inputs. There is little evidence of 
progrmss toward meeting the project purpose 
(incrmase capacity to develop, finance, and 
implement agribusiness and labor intensive 
enterprises), although the sub-credits may have 
made some minor contribution to the goal of the 
project (increase incomes of small farmers and the 
rural poor). 

Interest rates have been positive in real terms 
(average inflation from 1982 to 1984 ranged ·from 
2.7 to S.4X), so that the loans pass a market 
test: there was willingness to pay for credit. On 
the other hand, the extent of the arrears points 
up potential difficulties in repaying. 

Employment generation has been minimal; most 
farmers rely primarily on family labor. 
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Exhibit C.3.a. 

PROJECTED DISBURSEI1ENl=S AND sua-LOAN PRINCfPAL,RECE'IPTS ,BY: DEVCO ' 

EC 'U 'GOO) 

ITEM PROJECT YEAR 

A. LOANS 

I. Planting and 
maintenance up to 
fl rs t crop harvest 

2. Maintenance of 
ratoons up to 
harvest 

3. Harvest 

TOTAL LOI\NS 

ill PRWCIPAL - REPAY"'ENTS-

1. Planting Loan PY 0 

2. -do- PY I 

3. -do- PY 2 
"i, 

4. -do- " PY·l . 
5. -do- PY-" , 

6. -do" PY' S 
7. -do- PY 6 
o. -do- ,PY 7 

9. -do· PY a 
10. Hafntenance of 
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C.4 

DFC: 

P.rsonnel: 

Data Source: 

Amount: 

Purpose: 

Credit terms 
to DFC: 

Sub-cr~dit!5: 

T.r •• Oof sub­
cr.dit.: 

GRENADA DEVELOPMENT BANK 

Grenada Development Bank 

Mr. Ronald Charles, Manager 
Mr. Bean, Accountant 

Interview with the above-listed personnel, 
information supplied by the CDB of conditions of 
the loan, COB financial files, GDS 1985 Annual 
Report, 12/31/86 quart~rly report to CDS. 

US$296,000 Date: 04/81 

Agricultural and Industrial Credits 

Repayment period of 20 years, including 5 years 
grace. Interest rate of 4X. Disbursed 07/82. 
Repayment provIsIons beyond repayment obligations 
to CDS: up to 257. for liquid investment, at least 
757. recycled for the respective programmes from 
which each was recovered. 

The 007 funds were split by the GDB into two 
portions: one of US$247,8iO.79 for FICs, and the 
other of US$47,746.25 for "agro-industrial 
credits" (AICs). The FIC's have gone to about 80 
small farmers at EC$3,000 to 6,000 each. They 
have been used to support mi~ed cultivation, 
banana, cocca, and nutmeg production, as well as 
some vegetable crops and fishing. Some medium term 
loans hAve been used to plant perennials (nutmeg), 
improve ~oadst and rehabilitate or e~pand 

agricultural lan~. The AICs were for concerns of 
over EC$IS0,000 net worth. There have been very 
few such loans, ~nly about ten, for EC$40,000 to 
100,000. This portion has been supplemented by 
funds other than USAID 007. The industrial 
credits have gone to support the purchase of 
vehicles for farmers, flshing boats, and for bread 
productIon and shoes/handbags on a cottage 
industry basi!:i. 

Most FIC loans are short term, up to 18 months, 
some were medium term, of three to five years. 
Interest rates on FIC loans are 8X. AIC loans may 
be five to ten years and carry an interest rate of 
9.5 to 11.57.. 
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Sub-I'aan 
Performance: 

DFC Loan,' 
Performance: 

Development 
Impact: 

Comments, from 

Principal in arrears as a proportion of total 
principal outstanding on the FIC subloans stood at 
29.9;' for FICs and 9.91. for AICs as of December 
31, 1986. GOB personnel reported that repaym~nt 
records were best in those ca5es wherR farmers 
sell their pruduce through marketing companies 
with whom GDB can arrange automatic loan 
repayment, and from part-time farmers who are 
employed and where GOB can arrang~ to garni$hee 
wages. Such al""rangements can be mild~ for about 25-
30;' of loans. 

The first installment for principal repayment to 
CDB is due July 1987. The COB extended the GOB a 
new line of credit of ECS5 million in 1985 (nat 
007 funds). GOB is visited annua~ly by COB, and 
submi ts report s quarter 1 y. COB ,:onf i rms that GOB 
reports are current through 31-12-86. 

The credits did nat meet any of the 007 sub­
project criteria (expand/stabilize markets for 
small farmer production; lower cast of inputs for 
small farmers; 01'" provide employment for rural 
poor) in any significant way. There is little 
evidence of progress toward meeting the project 
purpose (increase capacity to develop, finance, 
and implement agribusiness and labor intensive 
enterprises). The sub-credits may have made same 
minor contribution to the goal of the project 
(increase income~ of small farmers and the rural 
poor) • 

Interest rates have been positive in real terms 
(average inflation from 1981 to 1985 has declined 
from 7.8;' to 2.5;'), so that the loans pass a 
market test: there was willingness to pay for 
credit. Arrears are about aver&ge for the DFCs. 

Employment generation has probably been minimal; 
mast farmers rely primarily on family labor •. Some 
of the "agribusiness loans" to cottage industry 
may have generated a few new jobs. 

Prey.' Reports: Nat reviewed Drevioumlv. 
\ " • t 
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C.5 

DFC: 

Data Sourf:e: 

Amount: 

Purpose: 

Credit terllls 
to .DFC: 

Sub-credits: 

BARBADOS NATIONAL BANK 

Barbados National Bank 

Mr. Sealy, Manager, Agricultura~ Banking Division 
Mr. Burke, Sr. Technical Of,f'i,cer, Agricultural 
Banking Division 

,. 

Interview with the above-listed 
information supplied by the CDB of 
the loan, CDB financial files. 

personnel, 
conditions of 

US$882 ,000 Date: 05/79 

Agricultu~al Credits 

Repayment period of 20 years, including 5 years 
grace. Interest rate of 47.. Disbursed 12/79. 
Repayment provisions beyond repayment obligations 
to CDB: to make new sub-loans which conform to the 
requirements of the original loan agreement; to 
repay, in advance of maturity, portions of the 
loan; for investment in such manner as may be 
approved by COB in writing. The 007 funds were 
combined with another line of credit from COB, and 
with local resources, to create a B05$4.3 million 
agricultural program; the program was split in 
De~ember 1982, with fishing loans (607. of ~he 
principal outstanding on sub-loans) being shifted 
to the Barbados Development Bank. 

There was one loan made for agribusiness, which 
was a BDS$775,000 loan (of which B05$460,000 came 
from 007 funds) to support hydroponic vegetable 
production. This loan, being over US$100,OOO, 
should have been disbursed directly by the CDB 
according to the terms of the project paper. 

Most of the rest of the line of credit went into 
fishing sub-loans during the first several year~, 
and in December, 1982, the entire fishing 
portfolio, of B05$2.5 million, was transfered,to 
the Barbados Development Bank, leaving BNB with a 
BOS$1.7 million agricultural lending program. The 
Barbados National Bank is a commercial bank, while 
the Barbados Development Bank is a OFC; the 
decision to split the portfolio came from the 
Prime Minister's Office. The average size of the 

C - 12 



Term. of sub­
credits:: 

Sub-Loan 
P.rfar.a"ce: 

DFt; ,.I:-,oar:a 
'Perfar •• nc.: 

l j , .. 

,.' .. ~ 

, 
" ,fishing loans made through the BNB was B05$:22,000 

(US$11,000), although many ranged up to BOS$50,000 
- 70,000 (US$2S,000 -35,000); the farm loans were 
smaller, most of them in the range of BDS$10,000 
to $20,000 (US$SOOO to $10,000) and a few up to 
BDS$SO,OOO. 

The farm loans are usually for seed, cultivation, 
livestock (poultry, dairy, and pigs), and farm 
improvement credits. Many of the farm loans 
support vegetable production; sugar has been 
supported by other sources. The intention of the 
line of credit, according to the BNB personnel 
interviewed, is to support small farmers (with a 
net worth of under US$75,000, later increased to 
U5$100,000). FishIng loans were used for new boat 
engines, safety equipment, radio communication. 

Most loans carry a term of five to sevan years, 
with interest rates limited to 8X. 

Principal in arrears as a proportion of total 
principal outstanding on all CDB financed 
agricultural sub-loans stood at 367. as of December 
31, 1986. The BNB personnel interviewed reported 
that their repayment experience with sub-borrowers 
was mixed. An arrears condition has been 
developing recently, and the BNB is taking steps 
to pursue repayment more vigorously. The one large 
agribusiness loun is cons~dered by the Manager of 
the Agricultural Banking Division to be a bad 
loan, and it may be recalled. 

There has been little contact between CDS and the 
BNS. According to CDB records, the last 
supervision visit took place in 1982; the last 
report was receIved in 1981. CDB personnel explain 
that the terms of the COB-BNB ugreement call for 
reports only until the line of credit was fully 
disbursed. CDB reports no arrears from SNBa Loan 
balance stands at $774,000 as of 2/28/86 

The credits did not meet any of the 007 sub­
project criteria (e~pand/stabilize markets for 
small farmer production; lower cost of inputs for 
small farmers; or provide employment for rural 
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Comments from 

poq~,? in any significant way. There is little 
evE~ence of progress toward meeting the project 
purpo~e (increase capacity to develop, finance, 
and Implement agribusiness and labor intensive 
enterprises) through the provision of the lIne of 
credit. The sub-credits may have made some minor 
contribution to the goal of the project (increase 
incomes of small farmers and the rural poor). 

The hydroponics concern employs seven people and 
produces vegetables which would, In many cases, 
have otherwise been imported. Some cucumber 
production is now being exported. Gross sales havQ 
been in the range of BD5$213,000 to 217,000 over 
the past three years. 

The fishing loans in particular were described as 
having made significant contributions to the 
refurbishing of the Barbados fishing industry. 
Interest rates have been positive in real terms, 
although lower than those in most of the OECS 
(average Inflation from 1981 to 1985 in Barbados 
has declined from about lOX per annum to 4X), so 
that the loans pass a market test~ there was 
willingness to pay for credito 

Employment generation has probably been minimal; 
most farmers rely primarily on family labor. aND 
personnel reported that in general, small farmers 
wouldn't seek a loan unl~ss they were planning to 
market their crop, and that farm families live off 
the farm income to a greater extent than the farm 
produce itself. 

Prevo Reports: No previous review. 
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C.6 

.~C: 

Data Source: 

Amount: 

Purpose: 

Credit Terms 
to DFC: 

Background: 

Sub-credits: 

'DOMINICA CITRUS PRODUCTION 

Dominica Agricultural/Industrial Developmeryt Bank' 

Mr. Vance LeBlanc, DAIDB 

Telephone interview with Mr. LeBlanc, COB 
financial files on performance of loan., (also, 
interview with Samuel Anselm, Acting General 
Manager of the Cooperative Citrus Growers 
Association) 

US$176,OOO Date: 03/6i 

Revolving input credit scheme for citrus growers. 

Total repayment period of 20 years with 5 years 
grace. Interest rate of 4X to CDS. 

The original intention of the project was to fund 
an integrated citrus development project, which 
was to include a loan of about US$610,OOO to th. 
Cooperative Citrus Growers Association of Dominica 
to finance the purchase of new packing equipment; 
with an additional sum to support an input credit 
scheme for citrus growe~s. During th~ lo&n 
negotiation period, the CDB requested that the 
CCGA hire a new project manager, accountant, and 
field supervisors as a condition of the loan. 
CCGA declined the loan, on the grounds that the 
cost of the new personnei would put their 
overheads too high. In the end, a line of credit 
of US$176,OOO was extended to the National 
Commercial and Development Bank (later renamed th. 
Agricultural and Industrial Development Dank), for 
the input credit scheme alone. 

The input credit scheme was designed as an in-kind 
crop loan to citrus growers: the bank would 
purchase fertilizer and other inputs in bulk, and 
sell them to citrus groNers on credit, with 
borrowers' crop sales (through the Cooperative 
Citrus Growers Association) pledged to the 
repayment of the loan. The CCGA assisted th. 
citrus growers in their loan application by 
documenting past purchases from the growers. The 
interest rate charged was set at 101.. 
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Terms of sub­
credits: 

Sub-loan 
Performtilnce: 

DFC Loan 
Performance: 

Development 
Impact: 

The AIDBank has made a reported 94 loans to citrus 
growers in Dominica since the credit scheme was 
implemented. The loans ranged in size from EC$S40 
to ECSS,OOO, with an average size of about 
EC$2S00. Although the original COB funds were 
earmarked for input credits disbursed in kind for 
grapefruit production, recycled funds are 
permitted to be used for cash loans to citrus 
growers for grapefruit and ather fruits. 

Mast loans for one crop season. Interest rate of 
lOX. No tangible security required. 

As of first quarter 1987, the AIDBank has only 
ECS8,000 outstanding, of which S6,600 is in 
arrears. The bank has about EC$300,000 
(USSll1 "1000) available for lending. let few years 
ago, the AIDBank had EC$17S,000 in subloans 
outstanding, much of which went into ~rrears, a. 
crops del i vered by the growers to that CCGA Nltnt 
unsold. Most of the loans were eventually repaid, 
but demand for new loans (and deliveries to CCGA) 
dwindled. 

The CCGA was form.d in 1954, and marketed a peak 
of 163,000 cartons in 1978/79. 

As of 2/28/87, US$33,OOO of principal had been 
repaid to COB, leaving a balance of $143,000. 

There is very little evidence that the Citrus line 
of credit h •• been put to productive use. The 
bul k. of it has never blRen put to use, much o{- the 
p~.t the existing portfolios have suffered 
arrears. 

The manager of the input credit scheme has 
expressed optimism for the salvage of the 
revolving fund, due to a new market for Dominica'u 
citrus growers: Dominica Agro-Industries, which, 
purchases about 2700 tonnes per year for' 
processing into juice concentrate for export. to 
the U.S. DAI pays EC$1S4 per tonne, so thtilt gross 
etilrnings for citrus growers amounts ~D about 
ECS415,800 (US$lS4,000). Meanwhile, the CCGA last 
year purchased 32,000 cartons (of 17 kg each), 
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Comments f,.om 

paying growers EC$4.00 per carton, yielding them 
'an income of EC$128,OOO (US$47,400). According to 
"the manager of the input credit scheme at the 

AIDBank, Dominica Agro-Industries will purchase as 
much as the growers can sell, which has renewed 
interest in the growing of grapefruit and should 
lead to renewed demand for input credits. Although 
the citrus growers pay a higher price, growers 
must market during a narrow two month window each 
year; the Domini~a Agro-Industry will buy all year 
at one lower, but standard price. It is, in 
effect, a guaranteed market. 

Othe,. 'Repo,.ts: The US Inspector General's audit (July 1985) 
reported that "there was almoc:;t no d~mand for 
loans because of marketing problems. As a result, 
resources were lying idle whi~h could be' 
reprogrammed to a productive purpose ••• 

liThe subloan agreement was signed [in] 1981, at a 
time when the British pound began to fall relative 
to the US dollar ••• Because the inputs were priced 
in dollars, it became unprofitable to market 
citrus there ••• the CDB authorized the Bank in 
Dominica to make loans to a wider group of citrus 
farmers, and to sell fertilizer to non-citrus 
fa,.mers. Still, by the last quarter of 1984, 
loans to farmers and sale of inputs had almost 
come to a hal t.. Between October 1 and December 
31, 1984, the National Commercial and Development 
Bank made four loans to farmers for a total of 
only $1,037. During the same period, the bank 
sold $406 worth of agricultural inputs. According 
to t~e Manager of the National Commercial ~nd 
Development Bank and the President of the Citrus 
Grower's Association, the loan program was not 
operating successfully, and they were not 
optimistic that it could operate successfully. 

liOn December 31, 1984, the Bank had $140,848 in 
CQsh available ••• These resources were essentially 
lying idle, and should be put to a productive 
use. 113 

,::I. USAID, The'Inspector Glmeral, "Review of Selected 
'Ag,.iculture Secto,. Projects, Regional Development Officel 
Ca,.ibbean." Audit report No. 1~538-85-9; July 31, ,1985. p. 6. 
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APPENDIX D 

ADAPTIVE RESEARCH CONDUCTED BY CDB UNDER THE 
REGIONAL AGRIBUSINESS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 

In addition to the $6.5 million loan for Regional Agribusiness 
Development, designated 538-T-007, there was an associated AID 
Grant, designated 538-0010 to fund adaptive research into 
agribusiness technology appropriate for the Caribbean LDCs. It 
was stipulated in the Project Paper that the research was to meet 
the following criteria: 

a) The technical assistance to be developed should have 
direct utility in the agribusiness development program. 

b) The technology under investigation will be of utility 
to more than a single facility. 

c) All basic 
application 
research. 

research 
to the 

has been completed; effective 
Region will require only adaptive 

Potential research projects identified in the project paper 
included Packaging Technology, Alternative Food Processing 
Technology, Crop Systems, Processing Equipment, Multi-Purpose 
Processing Facilities, and Grower-Processor Contracts. 

In a letter from the CDB addressed RDOIC, dated December 13, 
1983, the following Research Projects were listed, with comments 
as to their status at that time: 

1. Prototype Refrigerated Containers 

Status: Consultants are in the process of determining the 
optimum routes for commercial testin~ of the contain~rs. 

2. Fe •• ibility Study on Marketin1 of Windward Island. 
Banan •• Rip.nand Under Controlled Conditions 

Status: Report was submitted on January 3, 1983 

3. Study af Improve.ent to Huck.ter Trade and P~amatian.l 
Programme 

Status: Study Completed. Slight delay in reimbursement of 
funds to the Executing Agency, due to a misunderstanding, 
but this is being rosolved. 

D - 1 



4. Technical Assistance for Food Processing Adaptive and 
Research Subsity - Windward and Leeward Islands 

Statt..ls': Project was not approved by USAID and was therefore 
with'tlrawn. 

, " 

5., Feed Block Supplement 

Status: Experiment has been carried on in, Barba~~s. and 
Report submitted May, 1979. 

6. Coir Fibre Pilot Plant - St. Vinc.nt 

Status: Coordinai tng Commi ttee agreed to extend "~~h'e, deaCl­
I ine for submi tting Report to March 31, : 1983. ,', Draft 
submi tted. , , . , ~ , , 

7. Fisheries Development - BVI 

Status: Technical Assistance for Fisheries Advisor and 
Master Fisherman has been given. 

8. Crop Insurance Feasibility Study for Windward Islands 

Status: Second Interim Report submitted 83-06-23. Prepared 
and subsequently executed with alternative source of funds 
after USAIAD's refusal to provide funding. (Only part of 
the time relaitng to Project Preparation allocated to the 
Aid Grant 538-0010 in respect of these Projects). 

There is no evidence that the research conducted contributed in 
any meaningful way to any of the 007 sub-projects, with the 
exception of the Fisheries Development Project in the British 
Virgin Islands. 
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APPENDIX E 

EVALUATION TEAM ASSIGNMENTS AND QUALIFICATIONS 

Harvey A. Lerner was the evaluation supervisor. Mr. Lerner 
established initial contacts with RDO/C and CDB personnel 
connected with the two projects, contributed to the findings, 
conclusions, and recommendations of the study, and reviewed each 
chapter of this report. 

Mr. Lerner i~ Resident Project Manager in Bridgetown, Barbados 
for Loui~ Berger International, Inc. (LBII). He is responsible 
for evaluation f monitoring and project design activities for 
RDO/C's private sector program which LBII is carrying out under 
contract with USAID. 

Mr. Lerner joined LBII in 1981 and has served as Director of 
Industry Studies since then. From 1979 to 1981, he was Regional 
Dirvctor of Litigation Consulting for Coopers and Lybrand. 
Earlier he served as Vice President for Consulting for Checchi 
and Company, where he was heavily involved in industrial 
development programs and in evaluation of USAID projects. He also 
directed a Checchi subsidiary specializing in management counsel 
to associations and non-profit institutions. Earlier, Mr. Lerner 
was a Special Assistant in an emergency planning agency in the 
Executive Office of the President of the United States, where he 
was concerned with international trade and industrial 
mobilization matters. He also has practiced law in Worcester, 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. Lerner was graduated in 1954 from Wesleyan University in 
Middletown, Connecticut, where he was Phi Beta Kappa. He holds a 
J.D. degree from the Harvard Law School and a Ma~ter of Laws 
degree from the Georgetown University Law Center. He did graduate 
work in Business Policy at the Harvard Business School and in 
Economics at Georgetown University. Mr. Lerner has been ~ctive 
in alumni affair~ in the Washington, D.C. area, serving as 
President of the Wesleyan University Alumni A~soci&tion and as an 
officer of the Harvard Law School Association of Washington. 

Gilb.,..t Lane ~,as the Team Leader of the agribusiness evaluations. 
He prepared the outline for the evaluation, organized the 
evaluation schedule, and established contact with P~oject 
principals, sub-project managers, and DFC managers. He prl!pared 
the drafts of the Introduction, and the chapter on Disbursement 
of Funds, and the Conclusions, Recommendations, and Le!ssons 
Learned. He made major contributions to the analysis of th~ sub­
projects and DFC lines of credit as well as the constraints to 
agribusiness developmvnt. He conducted interviews in Antigua, 
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Barbados, Grenada, Miami (LAAD·Headquarters) , St. Lucia, and St. 
Vincent. 

Mr. Lane is the Managing Director of the Agribusiness Development 
Corporation, Ltd. (ADC). He has been involved in the promotion, 
feasibility analysis, development, and financing of international 
agribusiness enterprises. Earlier, Mr. Lane served as President 
of the International Development Corporation, based in 
California. In this capac:it·:, he assisted US and foreign 
companies in business developme'lt and project f~rmation, mostly 
in agricultural project activities in the Middle East. 
Previously, Mr. Lane served as Senior Vice President for Projects 
at International Resources and Finance Bank S.A., in London. 
There, he was responsible for the Bank's activities in project 
development, finance, and implementation, princip&lly in the 
Middle East. 

He has also worked as a USAID consultant on capital market and 
financial institution development, and ad~ised USAID on the 
formation and financing of the Development Industrial Bank of 
Egypt. He served as Chief of the Private Entp.rprise Development 
Of f i ce of USA I Din Wash i r,gton in the ear I y 19705, where he 
assisted in the dpvelopment cf overseas capital markets in Latin 
~merica and Asia. Before that, he served as a Development Loan 
Officer for USAID in Pakistan. His career began in the private 
sac tor , working with Bank of America, California Growth Capital, 
In~., Sierra Capital Corporation, and two oil companies. 

Mr. Lane studied for a Ph.D. in Economics at St~nford University, 
received his MBA from Indiana University in 1957, and his BS from 
the Indiana Univ~rsity School of Business in 1952. 

Jacqueline Coolidge was principal author of the chapters on 
Constraints to Agriculture and Agribusines~ in the Caribbean, 
Sub-Project Analysis, Al1alys!s of DFC Lines of CredIt, and 
Application of Generic Scope of Work; and prepared the 
Appendices. She also made major contributions to each of the 
other chapters in the report. Ms. Coolidge carried out 
interviews in Antigua, Ba,rbados, Dominica, Grenada, St. LUCia, 
and St. Vincent. 

Ms. Coolidge, an economist who is a member of LBII's Development 
Economics Group, has specialized in studies of the economit: 
impact of development proQrams and in the design of private' 
sector projects~ She was a major contributor to the Evalu~tion 
of the Private Sector Investment Assistance Project (also a p~rt 
of RDO/C's Private Sector portfolio) completed earlip-, in the 
year by LBI I ~ She was co-author, .. ,i th Mr. Lerner, of a major 
study on the potential vor privatization in Somalia's water 
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resource development industry. She has prepared socioeconomic 
impact statements for proposals ranging from the expansion of a 
university in rural C~meroon to the establishment of a ne~ prison 
facility in Georgia. She has also p~rticipated In a marketing 
study for agricultural produce from Honduras, focussing on access 
to the U.S. market. Prior to joining LBII, Ms. Coolidge ~orked as 
an independent consultant to the World Bank and the UNDP in 
Somalia and Indonesia, carrying out surveys of their technical 
assistance and capital development projects in those countries. 
She also served as a Peace Corps volunteer for t~o years in 
BDts~ana. 

Ms. Coolidge earned an MPA from the Woodro~ Wilson School of 
Princeton University, majoring in economics and public policy_ 
Her Bachelor's degree, from the Johns Hopkins University, is in 
international affairs and inter~ational economics. 
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