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" The EU Accompanying Measures for Sugar Prbgramme (AMSP) is made of four different
interventions; AMSP 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013. The programme of relevance to this
assignment is AMSP 2011 (“Improvement of Key Services for Agriculture Programme”). The
Programme budget amounts to EUR 8,000,000.- (EU contribution) pius an in kind
contribution worth approximately EUR 4,900,000.-, which shall be provided by the farmers,
the Sugar Research Institute of Fiji (SRIF) and private stakeholders' own resources.

The implementation of the Programme was done through two ‘contribution agreements with
the Southern Pacific Community (SPC) and the International Trade Centre ITC), and one
Grant Contract with the Sugar Research Institute of Fiji (SRIF).

‘Objectives of t‘he Programme

Overall Objective: “The overall objective of the Programme is to help to cushion the
economic and socia!'-impacts of the sugar sector restructuring by supporting a diversified
market-driven agnbulture”. ‘ ,
Programme Purpose: “Key services for agriculture are improved and supply capacities are
“enhanced”. ‘ : |

Objectives of the Final Evaluation

With respect to the aims/ToRs of the Mid Term Evaluation (see also Annex 1), that is to
assess the performance of the programme in meeting its major objective, i.e ‘to help to
cushion the economic and social impacts of the sugar sector restructuring by supporting a

diversified market driven agriculture’ and to draw key lessons and recommendations for.

follow up actions and review the programme with all partners, the evaluation will:
» review the original projects’ designs and financing decisions with respect to

achievements/failures to'achieve expected objectives;

e assess the extent defined objectives, goals and targets have been attained;

e assess the sustainability of the achievements and if these are not sustainable, to
reccmmend how to ensure sustainabilty;

s review constraints, lessons leamnt and successes which could strengthen institutional
capacity of those implementing the prograrnme;

e gauge projects’ management competencies and processes; and

e appraise if environmental and gender issues were adequately addressed during the

implementation of the project.

The evaluation mission to Fiji was realized between 15 January and 16 February 2015.
During this period, meetings with more than 70 stakeholders (see also the complete “List of




Persons Interviewed” in Annex 5) have been held on the two main islands, Viti Levu and
Vanua Levu, including

e The Delegation of the European Union (EUD)

e The Programme Coordination Unit (PCU)

e The Implementing Agencies (SPC, ITC, SRIF)

o The Fairtrade Coordination Unit (FCU)

s More than 30 Beneficiaries of all 4 (sub)components of the Programme.

Main purpose of these interviews was to obtain first hand and unbiased comments from all
categories of stakeholders cancerning their perception of the AMSP 2011 Programme’s
‘design, implementation and results, as well as to verify preliminary conclusions and
recommendations formulated by the evaluation team. In order to facilitate an open and
critical discussion, the evailuators have assured the inferviewees that their comments (and,
especially the critical ones) would only be used in a “neutralized” form, without disclosing the
individual source of the information. ' '

A de-briefing presentation (see aiso Annex 7 and 8) and corresponding discussions was
organized towards the end of the mission, with altogether 40 participants from

« EUD - '

-« Programme Coordination Unit (PCU)

s Implementing Agencies (IAs) |

» Secretariat of the Pacific Community (SPC)

s International Trade Centre (ITC)

» Sugar Research Institute of Fiji (SRIF)

» Members of the Programme Steering Committee (PSC)

» Other stakeholders

Comments made during this de-briefing were subsequently included in the Final Report.
Further details as regards the methodelogy are outlined in the approved Inception Report

(see Annex B). , :
The mission was assigned to the consortium lead by TRANSTEC and executed by two

consultants (see also CVs in Annex 2):
e Dr. Nico van Tienhoven, and
» Dr. Kessawa Payandipillay.



The Accompanying Measures for the Sugar Protocol (AMSP) 2011 is financed from the
Multiannual Indicative Programme (MIP) 2011-2013.The Programme budget amounts to
EUR 8,000,000 and the implementation of the Programme was done through two
contribution agreements with the Southern Pacific Community (SPC) and the International
Trade Centre ITC), and one Grant Contract with the Sugar Research Institute of Fiji (SRIF).

The Programme comprises four main Result Areas, the implementation period lasting from
June 2012'to end December 2015 for component 1 and 3 (SPC and ITC), and from August
2012 to August 2015 for component 2 {(SRIiF):

Component 1a (EUR 2.7 mio), implemented by the Southern Pacific Community (SPC):
% Improvement of key services for agriculture (IKSA) with focus on the production of
vegetable and fruit crops through improved seed production.

Component 1b (EUR 2.6 mio), implemented by the international Trade centre (ITC):
=2 Improvement of key services for agriculture (IKSA) with focus on the improvement of the
vaiue chains for vegetable and fruit crops and institution buiidirig support to the Fiji Crop and
Livestock Council (FCLC).

Component 2 (EUR 1 mio), implemented by SRIF

= Strengthening SRIF'S technical capacity (equrpment and training) and management

+capacity (training).

- Component 3 (EUR 1 mio), implemented. by the Fairtrade Coordination Unit (FCU):
=» Extension, strengthening and consoiidation of Fairtrade in the Fiji sugar cane sector
through institution building (Cane Producer Associations — CPAs) and technical advice on
farm level. '

The objectives for the AMSP 2011 have been defined as follows:

Overall Objective: “The overall objective of the Programme is fo help to cushion the
economic and social impacts of the sugar sector restructuring by supporting a drversrﬁed
market-driven agnculture :

Programme Purpose “Key services for agnculture are improved and supply capac:tres are
enhanced”. :

The Programme and each of its components are fully in line with the three main intervention
areas outlined in the National Adaptation Strategy for the Sugar 'Industry (NAS).‘: |

e Support to the smallholder sugarcane growers aiming at continuous productivity and
efficiency improvement resultihg in production costs reduction.

e Support the introduction of a diversified agriculture for food import substitution and for
increasing certain food exports in order to make the country less dependent on
sugarcane in the medium long term prospects.

e Cushion the rural population in the sugar belt from the risk of deteriorating living
standards due to the present high dependence and reliance on sugarcane and the
sugar industry.

Consequently, the Programme has a very high relevance. Its design is appropriate, although

some of the major design principles have not been consequently adhered to during
9




implementation, which later on has caused considerable deficiencies: Lack of cooperation /
coordination between SPC and {TC (see also further below).

The different components cover different fields of intervention and are implemented by
different Implementing Agencies (IAs). Therefore, the following overview concerning

main achievements,

main weaknesses, and

major recommendation

are given separately for the four result areas.

- The main achievements of the four Result Areas of the AMSP 2011 Programme are
summarized here below:

Component 1a (ITC) - Project Purpose: Horticulture/Food cvop value chain is
supported and supply capacities enhanced ‘

Starting its “field activities” in the Ra province is reasonable, due to its low income leve! and
its favourable climatic conditions for vegetable and fruit produc’non However, the
consequential neg!ect of other provinces is a drawback.

ITC’s demonstration value chain activities in Ra are introducing on-farm post-harvest
activities to increase value added and prices. Hereby, appropriate “technologies” and
measures are promoted, which are easily applicable (and replicable) on small farm level with
low resources.

Stakeholders and potential beneficiaries have agreed that the various mobile applications,
which are currently in development, respond to a demand, especially in remote areas.

Component 1b (SPC) - Project Purpose: Horticulture/Food crop value chain is
supported and supply capacities enhanced '
Although with considerable delays, SPC has developed a coherent and realistic (although
very ambitious) plan for seed production and subsequent boost of production of vegetables
and fruit on farm level.

SPC is targeting both, increase of production for import substitution and for export, and the
introduction {(or expansion) of other crops, complementing sugar cane, is increasingly
appreciated by sugar cane farmers as a suitable approach for risk reduction (through
diversification) and generation of additional income.

SPC's field technicians are motivated and dispose of appropriate equipment (4x4 pick-ups)
to successfully implement the Project on farm-level in all sugar belt districts.

Component 2 (SRIF) - Project Purpose: Cane variety research is strengthened and
good quality seed cane is available to farmers

SRIF has successfully launched two new varieties and is currently introducing them on farm
level, in line with the targets set out in the grant agreement.
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The upgrading of facilities and equipment is being completed, providing an appropriate
infrastructure for SRIF’S future research activities. Also, training of junior research has been
realized and is still on-going. .0

Set-up of nurseries is on track with two being operational and two more to be operational
before end of the project.

Component 3 (SPC/FCU) - Project Purpose: Fairtrade associations are replicated and
operations strengthened

The successful pilot experience from Vanua Levu has been replicated on Viti Levu, where
two new Cane Producer Associations have been established and Fairtrade certified.
Altogether, the three CPAs have received a total of FJD 19.5 mio of Fairtrade premiums
since 2012. The lion’s share of the Fairtarde premiums have been successfuIEy invested in
community based project with high visibility.

For its on-farm trainings, the Programme has successfully brought together researchers
(SRIF) and extension officers (FSC) and it will achieve its targets concerning number of
farmers benefiting from trainings and actively participating in them.

The main weaknesses of the four Result Areas of the. AMSP 2011 Programme are
summarized here below:

Component 1a: (ITC) - Project Purpose: Key services for agriculture are improved and
enhanced. This Component refers to the first part of Result 1 of the Log frame for the
overall Programme, defined as “Horticulture/Food crop value chain is supported and

‘ supply capacities enhanced”.

Very low efficiency and effectiveness so far: Late start of the project and very late signing of
the MoU with FCLC: Most other activities (FMCs, mobile applications, establishment /
upgrading of food processors) are still in the planning / trial phase, but have not yet been
rolled out. A sound concept for their institutional embedding and their economic sustainability
is not yet finalised. :

FCLC is still in a very weak position and the institution building / development support has
not succeeded, but caused rather contrary effects: Very low financial management capacity,
high degree of frustration, low and insufficient membership base, no technlcal services
provided to members. The partnership between FCLC and ITC is ¢n a very low level, which
is counterpreductive concerning smooth institutional development process. FCLC’s sur\nvaE
is still not assured.

ITC’s “remote management” is highly problematic especially concerning institution building
and development, which requires close-by and hand-on coaching and support. Also, the
deficient coordination of activities with SPC is hampered by this set-up.

Although the overali Programme aims at increasing agricultural production for import
substitution and additional export, ITC’s focus is biased towards export-related activities.
Most of ITCs activities are not sufficiently coordinated with SPC, which feads to considerable
reduction of synergy effects between the two projects, which have been a key element in
project design.
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Component 1b (SPC) - Project Purpose: Key services for agriculture are improved and
enhanced. This Component refers to the second part of Result 1 of the l.og frame for
the overall Programme, defined as “Horticulture/Food crop value chain is supported
and supply capacities enhanced”.

Very low efficiency so far, still suffering from much deiayed start of the project and further ‘
delays due to problems in managing the SPC-internal procurement process. Even now (30
months after start of the project) only a part of the nurseries is operational. An unusual
drought (5 months) in 2014 contributed further to the considerable delays, which created a
domino effect on the momentum of the project implementation and caused widespread
calamity on all stakeholder. -

Problems in managing the SPC-internal procurement process have caused further delays
and endanger timely delivery of urgently needed supplies for the seeding / planting season.
Having started the seed production and muitiplication, SPC is now trying to keep up with the
very challenging objectives as regards targets production for additional fruit and vegetable
production. Aithough corresponding planning has been prepared, its implementation requires
a more stringent management as compared to the forgoing implementation phase.

Now, the seed production and multiplication is slowly gaining momentum, and an increase of
production is in sight. However, as a consequence of deficient coordination with ITC the
corresponding absorption capacity on the level of processors / exporters / markets is not
always assured. This could entail price deterioration and demotivation of farmers.

Component 2 (SRIF) - Project Purpose: Cane variety research is strengthened and
good quality seed cane is available to farmers

Although SRIF’s facilities and equipment is by and large appropriate for successfui research
work, its sustainability is endangered by low motivation of its professional staff and resulting
high turn-over rates and "brain drain”. Also, SRIF has not yet developed {and implemented) a
sound medium- to long-term research concept, which could support its clear positioning as
partner / beneficiary for future fundmg :

SRIF has not yet positioned itself with a clear focus which can be used as a key argument to
attract future funding.

SRIF research is not yet sufficiently linked with the farming community. This hampers
research focus on needs and implementation of research results

The ‘unsettied’ management both at Board and CEO levels needs to be urgently addressed.
Presently the Board lacks technical expertise and this is detrimental to SRIF activities. It is
needed to guide the CEO for demand-driven research activities.

A clear strategy of incentives for motivation of young researchers is not yet in place and staff
turn-over will endanger the benefits from financing training for its young scientists.

Component 3 (SPC/FCU) - Project Purpose: Fairtrade associations are replicated and
operations strengthened

It is a generally observed phenomenon that not-for-profit organisations are facing leadership
problems due to power games and ego positioning, which can endanger their viability.

This could entail a breakup of an organisation and subsequent splitting into several
successor organisations. Such “atomization” would lower the weight of the CPA’s advocacy
of Fairtrade farmers’ interest vis-a-vis policy makers as well as vis-a-vis their customers (i.e.
the sugar industry and importers, such as FSC and Tate & Lyle).
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Initiating and strengthening the cooperation of extension services (FSC) and researchers
(SRIF) on the ground and on farm level is a major achievement of the Programme. However,
this has to be further consolidated and institutionalized to be sustainable.

A drastic reduction of the Fairtrade quota for Fiji, as currently experienced in 2014, could
demotivate the farmers and their willingness to actively participate in training activities and
their (not remunerated) engagement in the CPAs.

Major recommendations have been developed separately for the four Result Areas because
these are independently managed and implemented by different Implementing Agencies with
highly diverging technical and administrative challenges. It is accepted by all stakeholders
~ that the remaining implementation period ending December 2015 for ITC and SPC
respectively and August 2015 for SRIF would only allow partial implementation of these
recommendations. However, in case of a (budget-neutral) extension of the Programme, all
recommendations could be implemented. :

“Component 1a — ITC

ITC to should intensify and acceierate capacity buﬂdmg activities to enable FCLC to
develop into a functioning sector representative and capable of offering various
services to its members, including paid-for services. -

ITC should provide close-by and hands-on and not remote support to facilitate
smooth development of FCLC

. Food Safety Counsellors (FSCs) should become more autonomous and be able to

offer paid (at least partially) to clients. Renaming of FSC should be considered to
avoid confusion with the Fiji Sugar Corporation (FSC)

Beyond AMSP funding, Financial Management Counsellors (FMCs) should be
embedded in a Micro/Small/Medium Enterprise (MSME) supporting structure

Mobile applications should be launched as soon as possible and the hosting of the
different applications and their financing beyond AMSP has to be defined in priority.

The set-up of a food proCessing unit in Rakiraki should preferably be conferred to

private ownership instead of a youth club.
ITC needs to strengthen partnership / liaison with SPC to identify marketing /post
harvest support for the farmers.

Component 1b — SPC

A budget-neutral extension of the SPC-IKSA component is recommended to enable
SPC to achieve its seed production programme
SPC should set clear targets with milestones for its Field Technicians to enable them
to achieve the targets set by end December 2016.
SPC should revise its internal procedures by initiating procurements timely through a
good ‘planning process’. Procurements should be packaged and framework contracts
be privileged.
SPC should increase efforts to link farmers with buyers and assure that sufficient
demand (absorption capacity of markets) is identified to guarantee good price and
sustainability. Close cooperation with ITC is essential. -

13




To avoid that the handout mentality of farmers endangers the seed multiplication
targets, SPC should increase training and sensitization activities to motlvate farmers
to buy seed (instead of waiting for seeds to be stipplied for free). - '
SPC should make sure that that seeds handed to farmers for free will be paid back to
SPC in kind. It should insist on Field Technicians to enforce corresponding targets.
The intervention / activity of SPC should aim at developing “show cases” and should
check each individual case very carefully to avoid as much as possible financing
“windfall profits” for already advanced farmers.

Component 2 - SRIF

To attract future funding SRIF should position itself as renowned interlocutor between
international research and the Fiji cane farmers. It should privilege applied and
farmers focused research.

It should intensify cooperation with FSC extension services and Farmer Associations
to strengthen research — extension linkages.

Also beyond AMSP, SRIF will depend on additional funding to complement its core
budget. To be able to maintain or improve its standards, SRIF will need to strengthen
credibility and fund raising capacity. With the experience acquired, it must be able to
comply strictly with “donor” procedures (including reporting). The possibilities for
training in Project Cycle Management (PCM) and Project Proposal writing need to be
explored. |

A clear strategy of incentives for motivation of young researchers is not yet in place.
To avoid that staff turn-over endangers the benefits from SRIF- financed training for
its young scientists, it should urgently develop, approve and introduce an innovative
human resource management strategy. Urgent decisions must also be taken with
respect to working conditions and remunerations of both professional and support
staff.

Management both at Board and CEOQO levels need fo be strengthened. Adequate
specialist(s) with appropriate scientific background / reputation needs to be

nominated at Board level to guide the CEQ for demand-driven research activities.

As the methodology adopted for seed cane development is labour intensive and
costly, SRIF should resume the production of tissue-cuitured plantlets and improve
direct planting with HWT cane setts.

SRIF should intensify studies on good farm management practices: planting, weed
manégement and rational fertilization and train field extension staff / farmers on safe
handling of pesticides and application technigues.

SRIF should put more emphasis on maturity behaviour of commercial varieties and
this is crucial with the coming into operation of the cane quality payment system.

Component 3 — SPC-FCU

A budget-neutral extension is recommended to further consociidate the CPAs and
training of Lead Farmer Groups. This will also improve sustainability.

A clear mediation responsibility for the time beyond AMSP-funding has to be
established to avoid endangering the viability of the CPAs through power games and
ego positioning of some members.
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e To avoid demotivation of farmers through reduction of Fairtrade premiums, FCU
should assist CPAs to identify complementary funding to increase leverage effects
through co-financing opportunities (like AMSP-2012 Micro Projects).

o To further consolidate research and extension interaction by encouraging more
participation of SRIF field officers and FSC extension officers in Fairtrade field days
and trainings.

Development cooperation between the European Union (EU')‘and the countries of the
African, Caribbean and the Pacific Group of States (ACP) started since 1957 with the Treaty
of Rome establishing a collective European development policy and the creation of the
European Development Fund (EDF). The EDF was intended to grant technical and financial
assistance to the countries which were still under European rule at that moment. Different
parfnership agreements (Yaounde, Lome and Cotonou) were put in place and an essential
parf of these agreements was the Sugar Protocol which granted a preferential price and
quota access to the European market to 18 sugar producing ACP countries, including Fiji.
The reform of the EU Sugar Regime and the significant reduction of sugar price of 36% over
a period of four years (2006-2009) have had and will have a considerable impact on the
sugar exporting ACP countries which have been relying on the guaranteed price provided by
the EU market under the Sugar Protocol. To assist these countries to adapt to this new sugar
market environment, the European Commission (EC) established Accompanying Measures
and requested them to devise their National Adaptation Strategies (NAS) for submission to
the EC for financial assistance.

Three major intervention areas were enlisted in Fiji's NAS:
¢ Support to the smallhoider sugarcane growers to achieve continuous productivity
through improved efficiency (higher production levels at reduced costs);
» Support the introduction of a diversified agncuiture for food import substitution and
increasing food exports; and
e Cushion the rural population in the sugar cane belt from the risk of further
impoverishment due to its high dependence and reliance on the sugar business.

The Multi-annual Indicative Programme (MIP) for Fiji, approved by Commission Decision
(C/2011/7965) proposed to support all three dimensions of the NAS. productivity
improvement and cost réduct_ion in the sugar sector; services and supply capacities aimed at
diversification in agriculture; and local development strategies for supplying socio-economic
needs. In addition, resources were made available to coordinate and monitor the
implementation of the NAS. It was was designed to take appropriate measures to mitigate
the adverse social effects of the EU sugar price reform and the overall decline of the sugar
industry for the most disadvantaged groups.

The EU Accompanying Measures for Sugar Programme (AMSP) is made of four different
interventions; AMSP 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013. The programme of relevance to this
assignment is AMSP 2011 (“Improvement of Key Services for Agriculture Programme”),
financed from the Multiannual Indicative Programme (MIP) 2011-2013.
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The Programme budget amounts to EUR 8,000,000.- (EU contribution) plus an in kind
contribution worth approximately EUR 4,900,000.-, which shall be provided by the farmers,
the Sugar Research Institute of Fiji (SRIF) and private stakeholders’ own resources. The
implementation of the Programme was done through two contribution agreements with the
Southern Pacific Community (SPC) and the International Trade Centre {TC), and one Grant
Contract with the Sugar Research Institute of Fiji (SRIF).

The main intervention area of AMSP 2011 is to ‘cushion the rural population in the sugar belt
from the risk of deteriorating living standards due to the present high dependence and
reliance on sugar cane and the sugar industry’. It is expected that capacity building will
enable poverty-stricken groups to take opportunities and other ecanomic activities through
the strengthening of community-based organizations and farmers associations, development
of private sector partnerships and through better agricuitural research and extension service
delivery.

The main objective is therefore to alleviate poverty by increasing farm income and generating
opportunities'in agriculture, and to help to maintain stability and sustained growth in rural
areas and the specific objective is to improve key services to agriculture and to enhance the
supply capacities. | '

The expected results are that support will be provided directly to farmers through agricuitural
diversification in horticulture (Component 1 of AMSP 2011) and indirectly to sugar cane
farmers in supporting research through Fiji Sugarcane Research institute (Component 2) and
extension support through Fair trade associations (Component 3). '

The Programme comprises four main Result Areas, the implementation period lasting from
June 2012 to end December 2015 for component 1 and 3 (SPC and ITC), and from August
2012 to August 2015 for component 2 (SRIF): '

Component 1a (EUR 2.7 mio), implemented by the Southern Pacific Community (SPC)
= Improvement of key services for agriculture (IKSA) with focus on the production of
vegetable and fruit crops through improved seed production.

Component 1b (EUR 2.6 mio), implemented by the International Trade centre (ITC):
= Improvement of key services for agriculture (IKSA) with focus on the improvement of the
value chains for agri-foods crops .and institution building support to the ‘Fiji Crop and
Livestock Council (FCLC).

Component 2 (EUR 1 mio), implemented by SRIiF:

= Strengthening SRIF'S technical capacity (equipment and training) and management
capacity (training).

Component 3 (EUR 1 mio), implemented by the Fairtrade Coordination Unit (FCU):
= Extension, strengthening and consolidation of Fairtrade in the Fiji sugar cane sector
through institution building (Cane Producer Associations — CPAs) and technical advice on
farm level.

16



The design is appropriate to strengthen the post-harvest elements of value chains for
complementary crops in the sugar belt, but the interface with the production (farming)
component is very poorly managed. Also, the lack of an in-country team leader with
carresponding competences has caused considerable drawbacks during project

implementation:

In general, the different elements of this component. are well designed and the concept is

sound and apprcpriate to achieve the envisaged results. However, especially two

shortcoming as regards the “interpretation” of the concept and its implementation have
caused major shortcoming concerning the achievement of envisaged results.

e The lack of a Fiji-based team leader with all cOrresponding competences has proven

to be a major cause for the drawbacks, which this component is facing. The “remote

management” of the project as practised by ITC (with the team leader and the sub- -

component managers being based in Geneva, Switze'rland), and the almost exclusive

dependence on short-term interventions has clearly proven to be inappropriate for .

this kind of projects. This is particularly obvious concerning institution building and
strengthening activities for the FCLC, which require, at least during an initial phase, a
close by full time availabie support. :

e A crucial element of the design foresees a close cooperation with the on-farm
production component of the IKSA activities, which is managed by a different
lmplementing Agency, SPC (see Figure 1). Unfortunately, such close collaboration
has not been established during most of the- planning and implementation period.
However, the partnership is working much better now though there are some

| pertinent / minor Issues still to be addressed. EspeCIain, activities on the ground in
the Rakiraki area are much better coordinated on working level. In general, both
camponents (1a, managed by ITC and 1b, managed by SPC) are being implemented
independently. They do have a different focus concerning regional coverage, selected
crops and type of farmers (farmers with formalised lease agreements vs. Farmers
without such titles). Consequently, envisaged synergy effects between these two
components are only marginally realized.
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Figure 1: Plan vs. reality concerning SPC-ITC Cooperation
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The design is appropriate to initiate a substantial cultivation of complementary crops in the
sugar belt, but the interface with the post harvest component is very poorly managed.

According to the Project Purpose, SPC should éupport the development of Horticulture and
Food crop value chain and enhance supply capacities in the sugar beit. For the production
side; the project design is appropriate as it aims to identify other crops that could be
exploited either in association with sugar cane, or in rotational lands or on lands which are no
longer viable for sugar cane. These definitely will provide opportunities for the farmers in the
sugar cane belt to improve their income, hence livelihood thrbugh the exploitation of a
diversified agriculture and not to the detriment of sugar.

The design approach to provide initial seeds to selected farmers and subsequently
multiplicate them on farm level (and in farmer-managed nurseries) is appropriate. It already
assures farmers’ participation at an early stage, thus allowing for a good level of acceptance
of the proposed new crops and cropping patterns. However, farm level nurseries only work
for crop varieties destined for low value-addition domestic markets. Replication in small scale
nurseries may take two seasons at least to produce encugh seeds to plant out. Hotel,
catering chefs and export buyers require hybrid varieties (as shown in the jeoint
ITC/SPC/PARDI market study). These seeds/seedlings cannot be grown from previous
year's crops or domestic varieties and need to be imported. This point was not included in
SPC’s original project design.
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However, the design does not sufficiently stipulate a close collaborétion with the serVicéé |
(research and extension) of the Ministry of Agriculture, which is a drawback concerning the
institutional embedding of the activities for the time beyond the project..

A crucial element of the design foresees a close cooperation with the post-harvest / value
chain supbort component, which is managed by a different [mplementing Agency, ITC.
'Unfortunateiy, such close collaboration hasnot been established during most of the pEannEng
and implementation period. Only recently, activities on the ground in the Rakiraki area are
somewhat coordinated on working level. in general, both components (1a, managed by ITC
and 1b, manag'ed by SPC) are being implemented independently. They do have a different
focus concerning regional coverage, selected crops and type of farmers (farmers with
formalised lease agreements vs. Farmers without such titles). Consequently, envisaged
synergy effects between these two components are one marginally realized.

The design is appropriate to enable SRIF to achieve its project purpose of strengthening
cane variety research to make good quality seed cane available to farmers:

The acquisition of more sophisticated equipments and state-of-the-art technology and the
provision of facilities to its staff for in-service training and to share their research output and
findings on the international scene are very appropriate to create an environment for farmer
focused research.

It is felt that the design does not make enough space to engage the sugar cane farmers and
the extension staff of FSC in the research activities being undertaken by SRIF as at the end
of the day, additional efforts need to be devoted in convincing the farmers to accept and
adopt new sugar cane varieties coming from research. Such cooperation would be the
natural way forward led by the management of the two organizations. However, the
management is weak and therefore a design that forced’ them together would have been
usefult. ‘

The project design does not clearly indicate how SRIF can promote its financial sustainability
as an independent non state agency, driven as a non for profit making agency, even if this is
highly relevant in an environment of constantly decreasing sugar price. But again it can be
argued that giving SRIF the necessary pre-requisite like sophisticated equipments, state-of-
the-art technology and qualified staff will enable it to reach international standards, to offer
paid services and to bid for external funding with well elaborated project proposals, etc.

Lastly, even if it is known and accepted that the research staff lacks motivation and better
working conditions, the design does not provide any clues as to how and the strategies to put
in place to avoid a staff ‘drain’.

19




The design has already proven to be appropriate and successfully tested during predecessor
programme:;
The design for the Fairtrade support component is very straight forward. It is mainly building
on the task already achieved during the foregoing project, financed under AMSP-2009 with
its pilot activities on Vanua Levu. Therefore, the Fairtrade co'mpone_nt of AMSP-2011 is a
logical continuation, focusing on:

» Replication of the Vanua Levu model on Viti Levu, and hence covering the entire Fiji

sugar belt and sugar production as being Fairtrade certified and consequentiy eligible
- to benefit from fair-trade premiums. '
» Consolidation of achievements of the foregoing project on Vanua Levu
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~ The Programme and each of its components are fully in line with the three main intervention
areas outlined in the National Adaptation Strategy for the Sugar Industry (NAS).:

Support to the smaliholder sugarcane growers aiming at continuous productivity and
efffciency improvement resulting in production costs reduction.

Support the introduction of a diversified agriculture for food import substitution and for

increasing certain food exports in order to make the country less dependent on
sugarcane in the medium iong term prospects.

Cushion the rural population in the sugar belt from the nsk of deteriorating living
standards due to the present high dependence and reliance on sugarcane and the
sugar industry. _ _
Contributing to import substitution. The value of imported food is about the same as
the vaiue of sugar sold. Fiji could grow most of the food it needs and this is one of the
main intentions of this IKSA project. -

Consequently, the Programme has a very high relevance. Its design is appropriate, although
some “of the major design principles have not been consequently adhered to during
implementation, which later on has caused considerable deficiencies: Lack of cooperation /
coordination between SPC and ITC (see also further below).

High relevance on farm level and agri-food enterprise level.

. This component targets to improve key services for agriculture through 3 maijor lines of
activity: : '

Improvement of through establ:shment strengthenlng and consolidation of the Fiji
Crop and Livestock Council (FCLC). -
Improvement of farmers’ access to market. information through mobile phone
applications.
Improvement of value chains in order to achieve a higher and homogeneous quality
of agricultural products through
o Improvement of on-farm post harvest activities.
o Improvement of food processors and exporters’ quality management through
Food Security Counselling (FSC) system.
o Improvement of agri-food enterprises’ access to finance through Financial
Management Counselling (FMC) system.
o Facilitation of business contacts for exporting agri-food exporters.

All of these activities are highly relevant to develop the non-sugar agricultural sector in Fiji.
Especially the establishment of an umbrella organization representing the entire non-sugar
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agricultural sector is highly relevant in order to (a) advocate the interests of the sector on
policy level and (b) provide the member association, which are representing different sub-
sectors, with reEevant information and seNices, (c) coordinate future support activities for the
non-sugar farming sector. So far, such organization exists only for the sugar sector.

High relevance on farm level and on national level:

Supporting the development of Harticulture and Food crop. value chain and enhance supply
capacities in the sugar belt are of high relevance to both the farm activities and the national
economy. At the farm level, over and above the insecure land tenure system, the sugar cane
farmers are also experiencing low and fluctuating revenue from their sugar business and are
either abandoning their sugar cane fields or are no longer investing in them to improve their
production levels. Over the period 2000-2010, sugar production had drastically declined from
341,000 t to 136,000 t and then reached a level of 226,000 t in 2014, implying that less land
is being occupied by sugar cane and productivity is on the decrease. Also it is repoﬁed that
in 2010, the price paid to the farmers has decreased from € 24.4 to € 18.4 per ton of cane
during the 2010 crop season, and then reached a level of € 32 in 2013, followed by a new
decline in 2014. Consequently farm revenue from sugar cane is highly volatile and the sugar
cane farmers need to be offered other complementary crops to stabilize / boost up revenue
and improve livelihood, hence the high relevance of the action. Additionally, the
complementary crops are also often needed to enable the farmers to feed themselves in
order to stay on the sugarcane farm. It can also be argued that at the national level, this
action is of high relevance as any activities that are implemented to improve farm income will
impact positively on the national economy and will improve foreign earnings by reducing food
imports and increasing exports. ‘

Highly relevant with respect to national strategy and on-farm needs:

It was reported that the sugar cane farmers had responded positively to the EU AMSP 2006
subsidized replanting pregramme, hence their will to continue the 'sugar cane business.
Same can be said for the Government of Fiji which allocated FDJ 6 million annually to
encourage the replanting effort, but the net result was below expectations due to the poor
quality seed cane. Hence a consistent investment in SRIF to build its capacity both in terms
of infrastructure (acquisition of new equipments, etc.) and gqualified and highly trained
research staff cannot be less than being highly relevant with respect to the national strategy
of improving cane yields in the sugar belt and the improving farm income. Higher production
levels with better performing and disease free varieties are believed to be the gateway for a
more sustainable sugar industry, but it must also be stressed that the best performing variety
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will not be a solution if it is not accompanied by good farm management practices, good
timing of planting, appropriate weed management strategies and judicious use of fertilizers.

. Developing high quality and disease free seed’cane is also relevant if SRIF is aiming at

financial sustainability as it will be in a position to offer seed cane for sale both at the national
and international levels.

High economic and sacial relevance:

Through Fairtrade certification, the Fiji sugar growers are eligible to receive a corresponding
price premium, according to the quantity of Fairtrade sugar, which the sugar exporter (Tate &
Lyle) can sell in the target markets overseas. '

Consequently, the Fairtrade certification facilitated by this project and the corresponding
institution building as well as the advisory services on farm level is highly relevant. '

Due to the fact that.the major part of the Fairtrade Premium is invested in improvement of

social infrastructure in the sugar communities, it is of high relevance not only for the sugar
cane farmers, but also to the entire rural community in the sugar belt.
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Overall, the efficiency of the Programme has been low and all components except for
component 3 (SPC / FCU) had severe problems concerning the timely implementation of
their projects (see Figure 2). These problems were caused by internal project management
constraints.

Figure 2: Delays during Implementation of AMSP 2011

Especially concerning the IKSA activities (Component 1a and 1b), the very late start of the
implementation and the resulting late take off of the projects has caused severe delays, and
it will be impossible to regain the lost time within the implementation period until 31
December, 2015: ' :

e In case of ITC (Component 1a), this will result, undoubtedly, in several planned

activities not being finished and OVls not being achieved under AMSP 2011 funding.
Fortunately, ITC is also implementing the follow-up IKSL project, which will allow the
financing - and hopefully finalizing — of the unfinished activities.
The remaining budget for this Component is of approximately EUR 600.000.- for the
year 2015. AEthoUgh this might allow for a budget neutral extension of the
implementation period, such “parallel’ activities of IKSA and IKSL (or activities
originally foreseen for IKSA and then being transferred to IKSL) could cause
difficulties in atfributing achievements (or non-achievements} to one specific project.
As a consequence, this would complicate the tasks for a future final evaluation of the
IKSA project.

¢ In case of SPC (Component 1b), too, an achievement of the envisaged results and
OVls is impossible until December 2015. However, in this case the remaining budget

allows for a budget neutral extension of the implementation period by one year (until
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31 December, 2016), which is strongly recommended by the MTR team. Without such
extension, the efforts and investments made so far would remain half way compieted
and would have to be written off to a large extent.

As regards Component 2 (SRIF), the already granted (budget neutral) extension of the
implementation period by until 31 August 2015 is sufficient to make up for the lost time.
Unless unforeseen further delays wouid occur during the next months, the envisaged resuits
and OVls could still be largely achieved.

As mentioned, Component 3 (SPC/FCU) did succeed in a timely implementation, which is
widely " in line with the original planning. Consequently, a timely finalization of the
corresponding activities can be expected within the implementation period scheduled until 31
December, 2015. In spite of this, the MTR team recommends a budget for this component,
too, a budget neutral extension of the implementation period by one year (until 31 December,
2016). This would facilitate a further consolidation of the achieved results and the
sustainability. '

As for the disbursement of funds, an overall of 67% of the budget had been spent and
invested in the average of the different Components (see Figure 3 and Figure 4).

Figure 3: Disbursement df Programme Funds in Percent of Budget

The rate of disbursements according to components as shown in Figures 3 and 4 requires an
additional comment. Component 1a (ITC) and 2 {SRIF) are likely to disburse the remaining
funds within their planned schedule of activities and within their contractual implementation

period (until 31 December and August, 2015, respectively). For Component 1b (SPC) and
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Component 3 (SPC/FCU), a disbursement of the complete remaining funds until end of 2015
would be inappropriate. Such “rushed disbursement” would result in inefficient expenditures
and f'urthermore, it would most likely be beyond the absorption capacity of the beneéficiaries.
Consequently,. it is recommended to approve a budget neutral extension of the
implementation period for these two components by one year (see also further above in the
. previous Chapter).

Figure 4. Absolute Disbursement of Programme Funds vs. Budget (in mio EUR)

Assuming the aforementioned budget neutral extension will be approved, it can be expected
that the budgets for the different components will be fully disbursed by the end of the
~Programme.

A Steering Committee, comprising representatives of EUD, SPC, FCLC, ITC, FFA and SRIF,
and as observers representatives from the Sugar Industry and Sugar Tribunal, NAO and
AUSAID is in place to ‘oversee and validate the overall direction and policy of the project.
The Steering Committee is expected to meet twice a year. The technical assistance team
recruited under AMSP 2010 comprising of a Programme Coordinator and a Technical
Manager, now known as the Project Coordination Unit (PCU) is overseeing the overall
implementation of the programme.

On programme level, the PCU has developed and successfully implemented a Management
Information Too! (MIT). This web-based tool is used by all three Implementing Agencies for
the AMSP 2011 and subsequent AMSPs. Although criticized at beginning, this tool is now
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being appreciated by all stakeholders. This high level of acceptance has been achieved
through intensive “hands-on” coaching of the users by PMU staff, which has been greatly
facilitated that all Implementing Agencies have their project offices in walking distance (less

* .than 200 metres) form the PCU offices.
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This Chapter analyses the Programmes achievements, measured on the basis of the OVls
formulated in the LogFrames for the different Com'ponen'ts (see Annex 3) of the Programme.
Unfortunately, two of the three components have been characterized by major delays at the
beginning and later on during the course of the implementation, and only component 3
(SPS/FCU) has been implemented without noteworthy delays. Consequently, especially
component 1 (IKSA) suffers from severe deficiencies concerning the effectiveness, as will be
shown more in detail further betow. Co

The Overall Objective has been originally defined in the Annual Action Programme (AAP)
and has since remained unchanged as: |

“To help cushion the economic and social impact of the sugar sector restructuring by
supporting a diversified market-driven agriculture sector”,

Summarizing, the Programme Purpose shows a medium level of achievement. More in
detail, the achievement of the corresponding indicator (as defined in the LogFrame} is
evaluated as follows:

Indicator 0Q.1: increase of on-farm and off-farm income rose to FJD 15,000 pa (in 2015),
as compared to FJD 10,500 pa in 20086. ' ' |

=2 AMSP 2011 is focussing on horticulture and sugar cane production, and it does not
include any activities concerning livestock production or income generation through off-farm
activities. Consequently, the AMSP 2011 can only marginally contribute to the OVI, which
otherwise depends on factors beyond Programme influence.

' ~ However, it is undoubtful that the Programme positively contributes to the achievement of

this indicator through all components. The related activities are definitely suitable to increase
on-farm income and thus imprave livelihood in the Fiji sugar belt.

The Programme Purpose has been originally defined in the Annual Action Programme
(AAP) and has since remained unchanged as:
“Key services for agriculture are improved and enhanced”.

Summarizing, the Programme Purpose shows a medium level of (potential) achievement.
More in detail, the achievement of indicators (as defined in the LogFrame) is evaluated as
follows:

Indicator PP.1: Total production of horticulture increased by 25% by 2015 as compared to
2010-2012 average.

= A corresponding separate statistical baseline data for the sugar belt does not exist.
However, taking an approximation derived from national statistics, an achievement of this
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OVI is possible, if the implementation period for Component 1b (IKSA-SPC) is extended by
one year.

Indlcator PP.2: Sugar cane farmers’ gross margin per hectare has increased to FJD 3,750
by 2015 as compared to FJD 1 181 in 2010.
= No data available to date. However, this OVI is highily problematic, because sugar prices

as well as yield are fluctuating considerably from year to year. It is therefore suggested for

the final evaluation to rather measure the increase of yields as a three-years moving
average. ‘

~ Indicator 00.3: 5,000 out-going farmers have started alternative activities by 2015 as
compared to no plan for exiting farmers. ‘

-» The expected “exodus” of (sugar cane) farmers has not taken place in the assumed
dimension. Furthermore, alternative off-farm activities have not been targeted' by the AMSP
2011 Programme. However, if the number of 5,000 farmers is taken as a reference, it could
. be argued that the Programme is likely to support the overall number of approximately 5,000
farmers (cultivating sugar cané and / or other crops) through its different components and

hence contribute to the improvement of their livelihood.

Result 1:
“Market orientation, problem-solving & decision-making capabllztres of men & women and
agri-food sector stakeholders improved".

This result area refers to activities related to the establishment of FCLC and the development
of roadmaps for the development of selected vaiue chains of vegetable and fruit products.
Hereby, the development of FCLC is — so far - much below what has been targeted, whereas
the development of roadmaps has achieved at least some initial results,

More in detal, the achlevement of mdrcators {as deflned in the LogFrame) is evatuated as
follows:

Indicator 1.1: FCLC is established and providing services to members by Q4 2013.
=» The FCLC has been formally established, but even by February 2015 it is still
characterized by very poor management capacity and only rudimentary services to
members, Furthermore, there is a strained relationship between FCLC and ITC. The
establishment of a fully operational FCLC has been a key task for this component, because it
has been foreseen to host numerous other services under this organization. It now seems to
be almost impossible to develop the FCLC towards a fully functioning and operational entity
within the scope of AMSP 2011.

Indicator 1.2: At least 4 new market & product opportunities, and/or opportunities to increase
incomes are identified by Q2 2013 through participatory processes.

=» This has been done (Cocoa, Cassava, Taro, Kava), although much later then originally
planned and not coordinated with SPC. A coordination between ITC and SPC has been
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developed only in late 2014 on the ground in the Rakiraki area, wheras a systematic joint
planning and coordination between the two Implementing Agencies, as foreseen in the
design of the Programme, has not been done. Furthermore, [TC’s corresponding -activities
show a clear bias towards export crops, as compared to SPC which has a stronger focus on
import substitution and local consumption. Also, ITC is limiting its activities to Viti Levu, while
SPC is covering the whole sugar belt, including Vanua Levu.

Indicator 1.3: At least 2 roadmaps for selected value chains are defined and validated by
stakeholders by Q2 2013 ' '

= Four roadmaps have been proposed, albeit with a one year delay in June 2014. At the
time of the mid-term review, the roadmaps have not yet been fully validated / implemented
~ on the ground. ‘

Indicator 1.4;: Roadmaps are being implemented with leadership from the private sector by
end of Q32013. 7

= Implementation is still in an early phase and roadmaps are not yet fully validated in
‘February 2015. Although pilot implementation has successfully started in the Rakiraki area,
the successful roll out on a wider scale until December 2015 is still very challenging.

Result 2:
“Horticulture & food sector services providers offer a range of services to support men &
‘women in agri-food value chain growth”.

Summarizing, this result area has been highly problematic. The envisaged institutional
strengthening of the FCLC, which is regarded as a key objective by major stakeholders of the
Programme, does hardly show any relevant results, taking into consideration a 2.5 years
institution building and coaching support by ITC. It cannot be expected that the FCLC will be
institutionally stabilized and operation within the scope of AMSP 2011.

More in detail, the achievement of indicators (as defined in the LogFrame) is evaluated as
follows: ' ' ‘

Indicator 2.1: FCLC provides effective trade support and represents sector stakeholders
concerns to policy makers by the end of the project.

= Advocacy on policy level is continuously done by FCLC and it is its main achievement.
However, there is only a very weak membership base supporting these activities and
benefiting from them. '

indicator 2.2; FCLC effectively shares intermational market opportunity and trade information
data with its members by the end of the project.

=2 A systematic platform to share international market opportunities and trade information
has not yet been established and the membership base benefitting from occasional
information published in a newsletter is not yet sufficiently developed.

Indicator 2.3 At least 50% of agri-food entrepreneurs that require HACCP/ISO certification
under the Fiji Food Act have used food safety advisory services (assisted by the project) by

the end of 2015.
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= According to the information received from ITC’s project management, only those
enterprises targeting specific markets require HACCP certifjcation. Out of the ten enterprises
in the sugar belt requiring certification, three aiready had it and seven applied to the ITC

project, one dropped out due to-bereavement. three passed in 2014.The remaining three

have scheduled HACCP audit visits in April 2015. ITC's FSC's have thus focused their efforts
on helping agri-food enterprises, municipal markets and their suppliers to attain Fiji Food Act

compiiance (legislated for all enterprises involved in the food chain by December 2015), and -

on advising enterprises on facilities investments so that they will be compliant with HACCP
should they require it.

Indicator 2.4: At least 50% of agri-food enterprise financing proposals for upgrading are
approved as eligible for funding by 2015. :

=» Formally, the targeted percentage has been achieved. However, the low absolute number
of enterprises supported by FMCs (twelve}, of which altogether nine received funding until
February 2014, puts this observation in a considerably critical light. And also the fact that
- since 2013, no new activities have been started and no majorn further activities are foreseen
to be financed through AMSP 2011 funding has to be interpreted in a way that this indicator
has not been (and will not be) acheived. An increase of activities is expected within the
framework of the IKSL project, focussing on livestock-related activities.

Indicator 2.5: At least 70% of farmers and communities assisted by the project regularly use
mobile applications to find out domestic market prices, get market and sector information, or
organize produce collection logistics by the end of the project

= To date, the systems are still in development and no roil out has been started.
Consequently, it cannot be expected that a relevant number of farmers and communities will
- regularily use mobile applications by the end of the project.

Result 3
‘ “Selected new products and market linkages are initiated: value chain performance to these

markets improves and income and unit value along the supply chain increase”.

Summarizing, this result area has been the problematic, because only very few pilot (food-
processing) enterprises have so far benefitted from the project. Therefore, the envisaged
qualitative and financial improvements on company level are limited fo these cases.
However, as AMA and MoA now expand the demonstration chain approaches across Fiji,
more examp!es should come on stream.

More in detail, the achievement of indicators (as defined in the LogFrame) is evaluated as
follows:

Indicator 3.1: At least 50% of agri-food enterprises benefitting from the project have
increased their incomes (or reduce their costs) by more than 10% from selling more volume
or higher unit value produce compliant with applicable standards in existing or new markets
by 2015.

=¥ To date, the systems are still in development and no roll out has been started and it is
doubtful that a significant number of agri-food enterprises will benefit from the Progamme

within the foreseen implementation period. Also, it has to be mentioned that this indicator is
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problematic: It refers only to a percentage of benefitting enterprises without requiring a
minimum absolut number. Consequently, this OVI would be achieved if only two enterprises
were henfitting from the project, and one of them with the envisaged positiv result.

Indicator 3.2: At least 50% of enterprises or community organizations benefitting from the
project are implementing improvement plans to meet food safety and quality compliance
standards by the end of the project.

=>» There is no date available as regards the status of achievement for this indicator. Similar
as mentioned for the previous OVI, this indicator is problematic: It refers only to a percentage
of benefitting enterprises without requiring a minimum absolute number. Consequently, this
OVI would be achieved if only two enterprises were benefitting from the project, and one of
- them with the envisaged positive result. According to information received from ITC (and not
verified by the evaluators) after the evaluators’ mission to Fiji, “the indicator has been met,
but ITC continues its efforts with the FSCs to increase the number of enterprises they work -
with to assure their sustainability”. - '

Result 1: ,
“Horticuiture/food crops value chain is supported and supply capacities are enhanced “.

To date, the ievel of achievement for this result is very low. However, lately SPC has
developed a sound and coherent planting and mulitiplication scheme, which would allow for a
good achievement of the indicators towards the end of the Programme, if two preconditions
are being realized: ' ' :
s A budget neutral extension of this component unti{ 31.12.2015.
* A tight management of the various activities targeted to achieve the envisaged
results.

More in detail, the achievement of indicators (as deﬁned in the LogFrame) is evaluated as
follows:

Indicator 1.1: At least 200,000 papaya seedlings/year are produced by 2015, i.e., after the
start-up period of 2012 at least 33,000 per semester between 2013 and 2015
= According to the LogFrame the achievement of this indicator should be measured against
the number of papaya seedlings produced to date and if the target of least 200,000 papaya
seedlingsfyear are achievable by 2015. Initially 15 to 18 nurseries were identified. No
production of seedlings was recorded in 2013 and 1% semester 2014 due to reasons already
mentioned earlier, late take-off and persisting dry conditions during 2014. Only four nurseries
started operation and produced some 26,000 seedlings by November 2014. Three of these
nurseries are equipped with fumigation plants and are expected to produce 50,000 seedlings
during 2015. Achieving the target of 200,000 seedlings per year by 2016 is possible but
challenging due to the fact that there are risks of market absorption capacity and
farmers'willingness to put some 200 ha under papaya in the whole cane belt. Ideally this crop
should be encouraged only in those lands where sugar cane is no longer feasible but in
reality farmers may be tempted to put some sugar cane prime lands under this crop and this
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may jeopardize all the efforts aiming at improving sugar production. Papaya can only be
grown as a full stand crop and not in association with cane.
The level of achievement is considered to be average.

Indicator 1.2 500 people from the target group are trained by end of the project.

=» This indicator is likely to be achieved as it was reported that by end 2014, some 391
farmers received training. Those farmers who were interviewed indicated that the training
received in terms of crop husbandry, new production techniques (including irrigation) and
new crops will enable them to improve their income while at the same time keeplng thelr
sugar ane business. '

The level of achievement is con3|dered to be good

Indicator 1.3: Doubling the pulse production compared with 2012 and recapture 15% of
2012 imports for fruits and vegetables at the end of the project as compared to the startlng of
the project. :

=» This indicator clear is not very clear in terms of target to be achleved The 2012 figures for
pulses production are not specified. From infoermation gathered from the IA, it was made to
understand that three crops referred to are cowpea, bean and pigeon peas. The local
production in 2002 was reported to be 120 tonnes, with some 48 tonnes coming from the
sugar belt. One tonne of seed produced at Legalega Station was distributed to farmers on
the condition (agreement} that they pay back the same amount of seeds for distribution to
other farmers. Field Technicians of SPC are in contact with some 30 farmers in the cane belt
for that activity and the prospect for achieving the target of doubling the 2012 production will
only be possible by end 2016 and not 2015. _

As to the Indicator aiming at recapturing 15% of 2012 imports for fruits and vegetables by
end 2015, a clear target was not set and again from figures provided by SPC, it was
calculated that production some 243 tonnes of fruits and vegetable was targeted. '

There is a real chance that with the activities planned by SPC; this target can be achneved by
end 2016.

Indicator 1.4: Expo'rt of fruits and vegetables reach 3000t/year at the end of the project.
= This target will not be achieved by end 2015, but may probably be met by 2018. it is
appropriate to report here that papaya exports alone may represent more than 50% of the
3000 tonnes targeted yearly. However it is likely that the papaya exports are to an important
extent due to Nature's Way activities.

Indicator 1.5: At least 25t on mixed seeds are produced by the end of the project..
= Achievement of the target for this Indicator may be possible by end 2015 but with a higher
probability by end 2016. Cassava alone may account for this but this is not the objective set.

Specific Objective / Programme Purpose:
“Cane variety research is strengthened and good quality seed cane is available to farmers “.

33




This Specific Objective refers to activities related to the improvement of SRIF capacity as an
institution responsuble to conduct demand-driven research Jn sugar cane for the sugar cane -
farmers in Fus to enable them to improve their productwnty and continue their business in the
cane belt. The alarming decrease in the sugar ‘price and the continued inérease in production
costs make this Specific Objective very challenging for SRIF. With the acquisition of new
equipments and training in specific areas, there is scope for making good quality seed cane
available to farmers. The real challenge is. in convincing the farmers to use the seed cane
given the poor research-extension linkage presently observed. Furthermore the perfermance
of any variety is highly dependent on the adoption of gdod farm management practices which
is not very evident presently. '

More in detail, the achievement of indicaters (as deflned in the LogFrame) is evaluated as
follows:

indicator SO 1: A consistent investment in research to ensure a constant flow of improved
cane varieties to farmers. '
=» Capacity building / equipment upgrade / facilities partially completed TNA missing

More emphasis required on management :

The achievement of this indicator was measured against the number / amount of equipment
purchased. There were delays in working out the main specifications, receiving bids/ tenders
/ quotations and finally concluding their acquisitions: In some cases, for example in the
setting up of an Eco-friendly system for the hot water system plant, only one expression of
interest was received from China and without any guarantee for an after sale service. It was
rightly proposed by SRIF and agreed by EUN to construct with the same budget a
conventional electric system in each of research stations in Labasa and Drasa.

Two greenhouses constructed at Drasa and Rarawai are fully operational and two more
greenhouses are scheduled to be completed in Labasa and Rakiraki by end July 2015. The
acquisition of a back-hoe digger, a laser leveller and installation of GPS will certainly enable
the uplifting of the station in terms of access roads, drains and land preparation works for
planting. Necessary tools/equipments to upgrade the biotechnology section; the soil analysis
facilities and rapid procedures for determining sucrose content and disease resistance in
. sugar cane varieties under test are now available. '
Achievement of this indicator was also evaluated against the provision and implementation of
formal and informal studies and the facilities made available to the staff to attend
international workshops, conferences and short-term training courses. Most of the courses
earmarked for formal studies have either been completed or are still on-going. The same
applies for short/informal training and attendance in conferences and international
workshaops.

It is to be highlighted that a proper Training Needs Assessment is missing and that the
current management of research and development activities needs improvement.

Indicator SO 2: Promote its financial sustainability as an independent non state agency,
driven as a non for profit making entity.
=» Building more credibility required to attract local and international funding. Sale of new

varieties to be explored
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The activity to achieve this OVI is not defined and the targets set not speilt out. It is assumed
that providing SRIF with necessary infrastructure and trained staff is an essential pre-
requisite to enable it to aim at financial sustainability and to be capable to tap external
funding. The sale of pure and disease-free seed cane will eventually help in raising funds. It
can also be assumed that this programme may improve SRIF credibility and enable it to
provide expert advice and state-of the art technology to its immediate clientele that is the
sugar cane farmers and the FSC. It can be expected that they will be less reluctant to
provide funds for research. Same is expected from GoF.

Indicator SO 3: By 2016 sufficient quantities of improved and certified varieties can be
replanted with a target of 4000 Ha/year. :

2 Three activities have been well identified to achieve thlS indicator, namely import
germplasm; establishment of flowering beds; and construction of greenhouses.

For the first activity, a number of sugar cane varieties from Australia (8) and Mauritius (10)
and fuzz from West Indies were imported under AAP 2011 to add to the 15 varieties already
imported from Australia under AAP 2010. Under the ACP-SRP1 Project, Erianthus species
were imported from Vietnam. The biotechnology section is currently involved in the
nobilization of the Erianthus spp. for using them later as male parents.

Concerning the second activity, around 52 imported varieties and more than 800 local hybrid
varieties are currently in the flowering beds and are being used as parents at Dobuilevu
Station in Rakiraki, where an average of 500 — 800 crosses is performed annually. It is
important to note that ‘Farmer Feel' (FF) trials {(during year 6 to 7) have been introduced
during the Stage 4 cycle, which completes the preliminary stage of selection. For the FF
trials, a few promising varieties are planted in some farmers’ fields. At the end of Stage 4,
where the most promising varieties selected on the basis of cane and sucrose content mainly
are established in a Large Mill trial (around 1'— 2 ha) on SRIF estate to assess the
performance of these varieties on a semi-industrial scale. This trial is also followed as
nursery for the provision of seed cane for other nurseries. Around one to two vanetles may
be released for-commercial cultivation after 10 — 12 years. :

For the third activity, and as reported earlier, two greenhouses have been constructed (with
some delays) at Rarawai and Drasa and the two new ones are to completed at Lambasa and
Rakiraki. SRIF will need around 4 ha under MO nurseries annually to be able to provide FSC
with pure and disease-free material for establishment of M1 (40 ha) and M2 (400 ha)
nurseries).The greenhouses will enable SRIF to achieve the target of providing sufficient
quantities of improved and certified varieties to be able to repiant a targeted area of 4000
hafyear in 2017 and not in 2016 as targeted. Furthermore, it should be stressed that
achieving this target will depend heavily on an unfailing collaboration between SRIF and
FSC, the latter being responsible for the establishment of the M1 and M2 nurseries.

Indicator SO 4: 2 new sugar cane varieties are introduced by 2015.
= It is to be pointed out that it is unrealistic to expect two new varieties to be bred and
selected during the implementation of AMSP 2011. Breeding and selection of sugar cane

varieties normally takes 12 to 15 years, but it is firmly believed that this programme, with the
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new expertise and logistics/equipments acquired will accelerate the multiplication of seed
cane of the two new varieties, Qamea and Viwa released in 2014. It is reported that around
50 tonnes of seed cane of each variety were available from the MO nurseries in 2014, but to
reasens unknown to the evaluators, a good proportion has gone to the mill instead of being
multiplied for commercial plantation.’ ‘

Result 1:

“The research technology is upgraded *.

This result area refers to the activities reported earlier in Indicator SO 1. Overall Result 1
shows a medium level of achievement despite the fact that there were some delays which
could have been avoided through proper planning and monitoring. Absence of baseline
~ surveys / data may have impacted on the decision regarding the improvement of irrigation on
SRIF station, where the boreholes dug initially revealed the unavailability of water and the
whole activity earmarked required complete modification.

Overall, Result 1 shows a medium level of achievement. After coping with some difficulties,
which SRIF faced at the beginning of the Programme (e.g.: preparation of specifications,
limited number of bidders, unavailability of certain equipments which necessitated certain
madifications and lack of guarantee for certain of them, the implementation became less
- efficient and effective. |

More in detail, the achievement of indicators (as defined in the LogFrame) is eva'iuated as
follows: -

Indicator 1.1: ta By the end of the project, SRIF operates a state-of-the-art seed-cane
nursery and there is a demand of seed-cane that SRIF is producing.

=2 As reported in Indicator SO 1, two greenhouses constructed at Drasa and Rarawai are
fully operational and two more greenhouses are scheduled to be completed in Labasa and
Rakiraki by end July 2015, and these from the initial budget earmarked for only two nurseries’
and also from funds not utilized for the Eco-friendly setup for the HWT plant. The technique
of transplantation of seedlings issued from one-eyed cutting adopted for establishment of MO -
nursery is good but is labour intensive and costly. It is felt that since SRIF has presently
upgraded its biotechnology section with newly acquired equipments and expertise through
training facilities offered in the programme will undoubtedly assist SRIF to resume the
production of tissue-cultured plantlets for MO nurseries. This will also enable the rapid
multiplication of planting material of promising varieties identified early in the selection cycle.
This indicator also implicitly expects that there should be demand from farmers for seed cane
of the new variety(ies) released for commercial cultivation. The demand is highly influenced
by the existing research-extension-farmer linkage. A strong linkage necessarily requires that
all partners are fully involved and participate in the development of an appropriate technology
and in the case of the new sugar cane variety, the end-user that is the farmer would have
already been aware of its potential and this will positively influence demand and adoption.
Presently this linkage is either very weak or inexistent.

Result 2:
"SRIF staff's capacity is enhanced “.
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The current staff members of SRIF have been given sufficient opportunities to build up their
capacity in different fields, amongst which are biotechnology, sugar cane agronomy,
.- mechanization, crop madelling, pest and disease control. Some staff members claimed that

" they lack motivation and support from the management. Their working conditions and

" remunerations are even not comparable to their colinterparts in the government services.
There seems to be a disconnection between the management and the staff. Overall, Result 2
shows a low level of achievement. The SRIF Board is not functioning full-fledged and it lacks
technical and scientific expertise. The CEO needs to be encouragéd, with appropriate

technical assistance to request and expect from his scientific personne! that SRIF shouid

move towards excellence and settle itself as a renowned and credible research institution

More in detail, the achievement of indicators (as defined in the LogFrame} is evaluated as
follows:

Indicator 2.1: By the end of the training measures, SRIF staffs propose to SRIF
management how they will be using their newly acquired knowledge. ' '

= As described in Indicator SO 1, most of the activities earmarked for formai studies,
short/informal training and and attendance in conferences and international workshops have
either been completed or are stili on-going. It has beén reported during the meetings and
interviews with SRIF staff that research plans for the. 2015 and thereafter have already
proposed to the management. These plans are yét to be incorporated in strategic research
concepts linked to the ‘Sugar Cane Industry Strategic Action Plan (SAP) 2012-2022. The
major objectives of SAP as outlined in the Crop Production and Grower Services Action Plan
are to improve production levels (presently very low at 40 to 45 tonnes cane per ha) and to
reduce production costs (judicious use of inputs and recourse to mechanization of certain
field operations where possible). Management still needs to act promptly to ensure that these

research plans / proposals are well integrated in a demand-driven research and development -

agenda that will meet the objectives set in SAP.

Result 1:
“Fair trade associations are replicated and operations strengthened “.

All three Fairtrade associations are established and their operations are strengthened. All
indicators show already a high level of achievement and towards the end of the Programme,
this component can be expected to reach a high level of achievement concerning the

envisaged resuit as defined in the LogFrame.
result area refers to activities related ta the LCF, which de facto was divided into the LCF

More in detail, the achievement of indicators (as defined in the LogFrame) is evaluated as
follows:

Indicator 1.1: At least 3000 Grower Technology Gangs and 500 lead farmers have been
mobilized by end of 2015.
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=» This indicator will be achieved by the end of the Programme. The corresponding activities
are currently implemented within the planned schedule.

Indicator 1.2 35% of registered growers have been trained in farm ma'nagemeﬂt by end of -
project. ‘ g

=» This indicator will be achieved by the end of the Programme. The corresponding activities
are currently implemented within the planned schedule

Indicator 1.3: Satisfaction with Fairtrade certified CPA services provided for the farmers by
end of 2015. o _ :

= No data available yet. But during the evaluators’ on-farm interviews, all interviewees
expressed a high degree of satisfaction. However, it needs to be monitored, in how far this
degree of satisfaction will drop as a result of reduced Fairtrade premiums, as experienced
during the last harvesting campaign. '
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Most components of the Programme is still in an early implementation stage and an impact
of the different activities can only be expected towards the end of the Programme, or even
beyond the Programme.

e Component 1a (ITC): Due to late start and further delays durlng implementation of the
various sub-components, no major impact to date. Major tmpacts unilkely to be
achieved during project implementation. ‘

e Component 1b (SPC): Due to late start, no major impact so far, but high potential
impact on farm level, once the targeted acreage for complementary crops is being
cultivated.

o Component 2 {SRIF): No major impact so far, but high potential impact on farm level
for sugar cane growers, once research results are being through appropriate
extension service.

e Component 3 (SPC/FCU}): This component has already achieved major impacts on
farm level and on community level. '

- So far, the lmpact of the activities is very low and it is not expected that this will change
significantly until the end of AMSF 2011 (IKSA) funding. However, additional impact can be
expected within the IKSL funding, which has already taken over some of the activities
originally planned for IKSA. ' ‘

The FCLC is still far from being instEtutionaHy stabilized and fully operational. Furthermore,
the relationship between FCLC and ITC has almost continuously deteriorated until end of
2014, resulting rather in a negatlve impact and frustration / demotivation within FCLC.

The dif'ferent “service packages”, which have been (or are being) developed during the
project are still in a premature phase and have not been rolled out {mobile apps, FMCs,
FSCs). Consequently, a positive impact can only be observed in some selected trial /pilot
cases, which already started in 2013: Nine (out of twelve) enterprises accompanied by FMCs
have obtained financing, and three enterprises have been HACCP certified' (with another
three expected to follow before the end of the project).

A positive impact is noted on farm level in the Rakiraki area. Here, hands-on support has
been supplied concerning on farm level concerning post harvest treatments (for example:
cleaning, grading, drying) and the establishment of central coliection points for farm products
within the community. In combination with the corresponding matchmaking between farmers,
the corresponding value added of these pilot activities has resulted in higher incomes for the
participating farmers.
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The impact of the activities is very low to date.

However, the potential is high at farm level with the possibility of:
» Increasing overall income through cuttivation of additional crops.
* Reducing the risk of being dependent on only one crop and its variation in yields and
prices from year to year

Furthermore, the introduction of complementary crops in the sugar belt allows for a better
spread of labour requirements on farm level, which so far has been dominated by the highly
seasonal sugar cane. Also, the vegetable and fruit crops are usually grown close to the farm
house and provide job opportunities for women, which are usually not employed in sugar
cane farming. On household level, the production of food crops contributes additionally to a
better balanced and more variable diet for the entire families on farm level.

At the national level, an improved trade balance through additional export and import
substitution shall be felt, once the Programme has been reolled to the full envisaged scale.

The two new varieties Viwa and Qamea released in 2014 are not yet widely spread. It is
known that adoption of new varieties by farmers takes time and generally it is reported that it
take two to three years for a new variety to establish itself and be accepted for commercial
ptantation. It shouid perform better that the one currently planted in terms of cane and sugar
'yEeId and resilience with good ratooning capacity and tolerance to dry conditions.
Observations made at field leve! indicate that farmers seem to respond positively and this
may be alsc due to their awareness of the coming into effect of a new cane payment system
based on quality. Only one variety is widely cultivated; up to 70-75% of the total cane area
and this variety being a mid to late mature is being harvested early in the cop season. A
strong c‘oliaboration between SRIF, FSC and Farmers' Associations will impact positively in
the adoption of new varieties by the farmers. ‘

Through Fairtrade certification and the corresponding price premiums, the entire sugar belt
benefits from improvements on farm level as well as on community level:
¢ On farm level, the lower prices for fertilizers and the advice provided concerning more
efficient farming systems contribute to higher income levels of sugar cane growers
and their families.
»  On community level, a large number of widespread mini-projects improve the living
conditions for the entire population in the sugar belt:
o Improvement of school facilities
o Water and solar electricity supply
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Local transportation (ferries, bus shelters, bridges)
Etc.
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Altogether, activities realized in the context of this IKSA component show a very low level of
sustainability. In detail, this can be summarized as follows:

FCLC is still far from being sustéinable (Low skills base, no major other funding ‘exc'ept from
'iKSA) and it cannot be expected to drastically change this within the scope of IKSA projéct
‘activities. It would still need considerable fforts financed through the follow-up IKSL project
" to develop FCLC into a sustainable institution, which would be qualified (émong others) to
attract and successfully mange future project funding. Main constraints are:

». Establishment of a solid financial and operational manégement.

e Substantial improvement of the membership base. :

e Development of viable business concepts and plans for services to be provided to
members and non-members, and subsequent roll-out of these services.

Institutional embedding and financial sustainability for the different services, which were (or
are still being) developed by the project, are still not resolved:

. Financial Management Counsellors.

e Food Safety Counsellors.

+ Mobile apps and market information systems.
However, ITC has already started in mid 2014 to organise alternative arrangements with
Government to provide for sustainability of FSC's and FMC's.

Value chains are not yet consolidated and the planned establishment of a processing plant
. near Rakiraki together with a local youth group is a very riéky management model, which
should rather be reconsidered and the option of a private investor / operator should be
further pursued.

Presently, the demand for seeds at farm level is high and forecasts for establishing nurseries
to meet the demand are also high. It can be expected that there will be continued demand for
seeds from the farmers, thus sustainably establishing complementary crops in the sugar belt
as a source of additional income and risk mitigation.

The project is designed in a way, which continues on a commercial base, once its start is
triggered and supported during an initial phase. Farmers are expected to produce seed
material and subsequently facilitate a multiplication of the corresponding crop production.
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In this context it also needs to be mentioned that the Ministry of Agriculture (MoA) has
increased the number of its extension officers in the sugar belt on both islands {Viti Levu and
Vanua Levu), thus contributing to an on-going support of farmers in their activities concerning
complementéry crops. ' '

This is a solid basis for a successful future continuation of activities, which have been
initiated by the Programme. However, there are a few aspects, which could put the
‘sustainability at risk: ' _

Due to the lack of coordination between compo'nent 1a (ITC) and companent 1b (SPC)
activities, the absorption capacity on the markets is not yet assured for the envisaged
expansion of preduction. A resulting decline in prices for farm products could negatively
infiluence farmer’s future dedication to the newly propagated crops.

In spite of its recent increase of staff (extenéibh officers) in the sugar belt, the MoA extension
service is still weak lacks the necessary transport facilities to efficiently reach the farmers
and continue to support them beyond the Programme.

The sustainability of the different activities undertaken during the implementation of this

programme will be heavily dependent on a strong management with clear directives from a

full-fledged Board. Presently the Board is not complete and is not functioning as is stipulated
in the Sugar Research of Fiji Act 2005. The Board as a governing body has the duty to
exercise and perform the functions of SRIF and should meet at least every 3 months. This is
not the case actually as some board members have still to be nominated. Two members of
the Board should be qualified and experienced scientists in the area of sugar cane research
and. are yet to be appointed. This in turn is a constraint to the Science. Audit Committee
which 'has as function to monitor and review (including preparation of reports and
recommendations) the quality and output of the research conducted at SRIF. The Board also
| appoints the Chief Executive Officer and other senior management officers including
consultants, scientists and other experts. The CEO functioning under the directives of the
Board is responsible for the general management and administration of SRIF. The current
CEO, in an acting capacity, needs clear directions from the Board to enable him to request
demand-driven research activities from his scientific staff. He shouid be able to justify and
fulfill the expectat'ions of his collaborators in terms of better working conditions and
remunerations. S ' '
The funding of research at SRIF is shared equally by the Government of Fiji (GoF), the Fii
Sugar Carporation ('FSC) and the farmers through the Fiji Cane Producers Coundil {FCPC).
The contribution of the farmers and the FSC deducted from sugar proceeds is on the decline
with the decreasing sugar price and it is not expected that GoF will compensate that
decrease. All this gives a clear picture that SRIF financial perspectives are unsecure even if
it is acknowledged that research is a valuable investment and is a must for the sugar
industry. With its enhanced capacity, SRIF will have to better focus on the farmers'immediate
and long-term needs for value-added products and improve its credibility to tap other sources
of funding.
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Currently, this component 1s well positioned to achieve a very high level of sustainability:

The reqmred ms’ututzonaE framework has been- established and is operational (CPAs).
 Fairtrade certlfacatson has been obtained for the entire Flji sugar sector.

On-farm trainings and advisory schemes are being 1mp|emented in close cooperation
with FSC and SRIF.

This is a very strong basis for a successful future continuation of the activities, which have
been initiated by the Programme. However, there are a few aspects which m:ght turn out as
a challenge in future. These are especially: ,

CPS could be challenged through “hijacking” by “egos”, which is a widely observed
phenomenon in not-for-profit organizations worldwide. This might have a negative
impact on the operational capacity of these institutions and confront them with danger
of been split up and fragmented.

The Fairtrade quota for Fiji might be further reduced and the resulting reduction of
available funds from the price premium could cause demotivation and “fights for
funds”. In this context, it has to be realized that Fiji is currently dependent on only one
customer for its entire sugar production, who also determines the annual Fairtrade
quota.

FSC has still to show its ability to take over and continue the on-farm advisory
schemes, which have been developed and successfuily implemented by the project.
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in the three components of AMSP 2011 programme, there is not a designated gender-
component according to the OECD-Gender Policy Marker system' (OECD policy marker =
“0"). Providing the farmers the possibility to exploit complementary crops in association with
sugar cane will open avenues for the women in the sugar belt to. be engaged in certain
activities like back-yard gardening for subsistence for the household and additional revenue
from the surplus, processing; quality control for value-added produce; and development of
women SMEs or partnerships for processing/packaging of farm produce, etc.

Improving income from sugar cane will also benefit the female members of the household in
terms of better livelihood and opportunities for mvestment in education, etc

All three components have obvious pesitive impacts on the rural environment in the project
region:

e Component 1 (IKSA): The proposed intercropping of food crops in freshly planted
sugar cane fields entails a reduction of soil erosion. Furthermore the agricultural
advice provided to participating farmers include the correct application of fértilizers,
thus reducing the washout effect not abscrbed fertilizer.

e Compenent 2 (SRF) includes the development of better focused appllcatlon schemes
far both, pesticides and fertilizers.

¢ Components 3 (Fairtrade) trains farmers explicitly in appropriate handling and
application of pesticides, as well as a better focused application of fertilizers. Both
acti\'/.ities do have positive impact on the environment. '

! http:/iwww.oecd.org/datacecd/4/23/39903666 . pdf
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~ The following is a list of the main observations made during the Mid-term evaluation of AMSP
© 2011 and the resulting recommendations which shouid be taken into account to complete its

implementation,

The FCLC is financially stil completely
dependent on EU-funding through ITC.

ITC needs to intenssfy and accelerate capacity
building activities to enable FCLC to develop into a
functioning . sector representing - organization:
Financial Management and devélopment of
FCLC's membership base and services.

Institution  building and coaching
requires close-by and hands-on
support. ' '

Remote support is not suitable to facilitate a
smooth development. Consequently, a full time
support should be envisaged for the remaining
implementation period.

Food Safety Counsellors are still 100%
subsidized through AMSP funds,
without any contribution from clients /
beneficiaries.

Clients should at least partially pay for the
services. Especially now, with the new food
security act becoming effective, this shou!d be an
achievable target.

Financial Management Counsellors
(FMCs) are stil 100%
through AMSP funds, without any

contribution from clients / beneficiaries.

subsidized.

Neither financial institutions nor
Micro/Small/Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) are
likely to fully pay for these services. Consequently,
FMCs need to  be embedded in a “MSME
supporting structure”. FCLC is not yet empowered /
prepared to assume this responsibility.

‘Mobile applications have not been
rolled out.

Applications shouid be made available as soon as
possible.

The hosting of the different apphcataons and their
financing beyond the Programme is yet to be
defined and needs to be done with priority.

Planned set-up of two food processing
units has not yet started.

Planned ownership and operation of
the Rakiraki unit by the youth club is a
risky organisational set-up.

Private operator in Ba seems to be reliable.
For Rakiraki, a preferable option for a private
ownership should be evaluated.

Only small / weak interaction and
complementarities with SPC's aciivities
{type of crops, regions, category of
farmers, etc.).

ITC should immediately liaise with SPC and
identify concrete needs for marketing / post harvest
support.

Weak partnership with SPC.

Much more cohesion is required at leadership level
of iTC and SPC to strengthen collaboration and
parthership.
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‘Lengthy - procedures and decision
making processes in procurement of
goods and . services have caused
significant delays.

SPC's internal procedures should be revised.

Initiate procurements timely (planning process!).

‘Package” procurements and go for “framework
contracts”

After huge delays at the beginning,
SPC has finally embarked.

A budget-neutral extension of the SPC IKSA

component untif 31.12.2015 is recommended.

Most targets are still achievable by end
| of 2016, but this requires a very tight

management.

planning and a much focused

Set clear .targefs per Field Technicians with
milestones. Monitor on a monthly base.

Handout = mentality of farmers
endangers the seed multiplication
targets set by SPC. |

increase training and sensitization activities to
motivate farmers to buy seed (instead of waiting for
seeds to be supplied for free).

Concentration on increase of
production without assuring absorption
capacity of markets could entail price
_erosion and endanger sustainability.

Increase efforts to link farmers with buyers and
assure that sufficient demand is identified. Close
cooperation with ITC is essential.

Seed multiplication targets depend on
farmers sticking to their commitments.

Make sure that seeds handed to farmers for free
will be paid back to SPC in kind {yield)!

Insist on Field Technicians to enforce
corresponding targets. -

Component 2 - SRI

endation (s)

SRIF is still to position itself with a clear
focus, which can be used as a key
argument to attract future funding.

interlocutor between international research centres
and Fiji cane farmers. Emphasis should be put on

‘applied research and farmers’ heeds.

SRIF should position itself as a renowned

SRIF research is not yet sufficiently
linked with the farming community. This
hampers research focus on needs and
implementation of research results .

Intensify cooperation with FSC Extension seNices
and Farmer Associations.

A clear strategy of incentives to
motivate young researchers is not yet
in place. Staff turn-over endangers the
benefits from SRIF- financed training.

An innovative HR management strategy should be
urgently developed, approved and introduced.
Urgent decisions need to be taken with respect to
personnel working conditions and remunerations.

Management both at Board and CEOQ is
not very pro-active.
Board iacks technical expertise, which
is detrimental to SRIF activities.
CEO needs guidance for demand-
driven research.

Nomination of Board members with adequate
specialist(s) with appropriate scientific background
{ repute.

CEO to focus at excellence in terms of research
output and clientele satisfaction.

47




Major  constraints for  improved
productivity are:

Lot of gaps in commercial fields
Poor weed management

Irrational use of fertilizers

b

Studies on good farm management practices
should be intensified: planting, weed management
and rational use of fertilizers.
Train extension staff / farmers on safe handilng
and application technfques

Emphasis is not laid on harvest
according to maturity behaviour of
commercial varieties.

Planning  harvest with respect to maturaty behavior
of varieties is crucial with the coming into operation
of the cane guality payment system.
This should be enhanced with the acquisition of an
infield sucrose analyzer to confirm the maturity
behavior of commercial varieties

Methodology for seed cane
development is labour intensive and
costly. There is a need to save on
resources.

To resume the production of tissue-cultured
plantiets and this may be improved with the
acquisition of mare sophisticated eguipments in the
biotechnology section.

SRIF should also improve direct planting with hot
water treated (HWT) cane setts.

Technology transfer is very weak.

Technology ftransfer should be improved.
FSC wili need to revisit its sugar cane extension
support.

SRIF should reinforce research-extension linkage
and improve the capacity of field technicians.
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Component 3 - SPC /FC

Structures are in place and activities
| are heing implemented as scheduled.
Further internal consolidation of CPAs
and training of Lead Farmer Groups
would benefit from more time.

A”budget neutral extension until 31.12.2015 is
recommended. -

Power games and ego positioning is a
usual phenomenon in not-for-profit
organisations and can endanger their
viability.

Now, the FCU is mediating. A clear mediation
fesponsibifity for the time beyond AMSP-funding
has to be established.

Currently, the Fairtrade quota and
corresponding payments have been

reduced (by approximately 50% as
compared to 2013). This  might
demotlvate farmers.

Identify complementary funding to increase
leverage effects through co-financing opportunities
(like AMSP-2012 Micro Projects).

Joint participation of SRIF field officers
and FSC extension officers in Fairtrade
field days and trainings is regarded as
a major achievement. '

Further consolidate this interaction befween '

research and extension.
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¢ 1. BACKGROUND

The development cooperation of the European Union with the group of African, Caribbean and
Pacific countries (ACP) is enshrined in the Cotonou Partnership Agreement and its predecessors of
Lome and Yaounde, An essential part of these PartnershipAgreements used to be the so-called Sugar
Protocol which granted a preferential price and quota access:to the European market to 18 sugar
producing ACP countries.

- 0On 20 February 2006, upon request of the World Trade Organisation (WTO), the EU Cour_mci‘l adopted

a Reform of the EU Sugar Regime, which introduced a significant reduction in the EU price for the
Sugar Protocol countries (36% over 4 years, i.e. 2006-2009). The interim Economic Partnership
Agreement (EPA} concluded with Fiji in' December 2007 and ratified in luly 2014, grants Fiji a quota-
free access on the European markets By October 2017 all EU imports from ACP countries should be
-quota free and duty free without any price support mechanism. '

These decisions have had and will have an important impact on sugar exporting ACP countries,
which have been relying on the EU market for the past 30 years, under the Sugar Protocol. In order
to assist the countries to adapt to the new situation the Commission established Accompanying
Measures to the change of the EU sugar trade regime with the ACP countries {Regulation 226/2006).
In keeping with the provisions of the Regulation, the 18 Sugar Protocoi countries were invited to
draw up their National Adaptation Strategies (NAS} and submit these to the European Commission.
The Commission reSanded. with the granting of substantial financial assistance for the
implementation of the national strategies.

Fiji's National Adaptation Strategy is a response to the declining performance of the sugar sector as a
whole by taking into account the forecast decline in sugar prices for the coming years. It defines
measures to make the sugar industry more competitive and ready to take up the challenges of world
market price by 2015 ‘and to make Fiji’s agriculture less dependent on sugarcane cultivation. The
measures were formulated on the basis of an analysis of the country’s economic and social
conditions and grouped according to their priorities of implementation and most appropriate source
of funding. ' '

 Consequently NAS has three main intervention areas:

= Support to the smallholder sugarcane growers a'iming at continuous productivity and efficiency
improvement resulting in production costs reﬂduction. _

» Support the introduction of a diversified agriculture for food import substitution and for

' increasing certain food exports in order to make the country less dependent on sugarcane in the

medium long term prospects.
= Cushion the rural population in the sugar belt from the risk of deteriorating living standards due
to the present high dependence and reliance on sugarcane and the sugar industry.

The EC Multiannual Indicative Programme for Fiji proposed to support all three dimensions of
the NAS:




= Productivity improvement and cost reduction in the sugar sector;
= Services and supply capacities aimed at diversification in agriculture;
= " local development strategies for supplying socio-ecohomic needs.

In" addition resources would be made. available for the coordination"and monitoring of the _

strategy impiementatibn.

The first allocation of €4.038M to Fiji from the initial 2006 Accompanying Measures for Sugar
Protocol countries has been used to revive sugar research and extension services, to contribute to
Fiji’s efforts to rejuvenate the sugar plantations (cane replanting program for 3500 Ha) and to
establish a Project Management Unit under the premises of the Sugar Cane Commission responsible
for coordinating the programme and assisting in the design of following annual allocations. This
programme was parﬁcular!y successful in supporting the establishing of the Labasa Cane Producers
Association enabling the sugar production of 4000 farmers to become Fairtrade certified in 2011 and
enjoying a price premium. '

However, since the December 2006 military coup, Fiji has been under the restriction of Article 96 of
the Cotonou Agreement and any EU assistance is conditional to the country restoring its democratic
institutions. As the military regime had made no significant progress on the road to restoring
democracy and the rule of law, an amount of € 52M {2008-2010 allocation for the Accompanying
Measures for sugar) was lost by Fiji by end of 2010.

Cons._idering the critical situation of the Fijian sugar sector and its social impacts on the populations,
the EU released a limited assistance through the Annual Action Programme 2010 for Fiji (€8M}). This
social mitigation assistance has only been implemented through Non State Actors in order to find
income generating alternatives to sugar and to improve the livelihood of the rural households most
affected by the reform. The 2010 program aimed at developing a sector strategy for social mitigation
in implementing a pilot local development program through grants to NSAs for the whole sugar belt
area, focusing on alternative livelihoods and poverty reduction. it has also provided the necessary
Technical Assistance for coordination, implerhentation and monitoring of the NSA grant schemes,
and made provision of studies to prepare for possible future interventions under Accompanying
Measures allocations {2011-2013)}. This support was contracted for 3.5 years‘(2011-2014) under the
ongoing Coordination Unit Phase | which is going to be completed by 31/12/2014.

In 2011, the EC decided to allocate to Fiji another amount of €51M for the period 2011-2013. As no
progress was made in the Article 96 consultations, the EU only considered funding interventions
through Non State Actors.

EU Accompanying measures {2011-2013)

The EU Accompanying Measures for Sugar Programme {AMSP] follows the National Adaptation
Strategy (NAS) that was designed in 2006 by the sugar stakeholders. The EU response is designed to
alleviate poverty in Fiji's sugar cane belt by supporting on farm income generating opportunities for
farmers and their dependents. Poverty and the fall into poverty of groups at risk is tackied by
building capacity to enable the poor to take up opportunities and other economic activities through
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strengthening of Community Based Organisations and farmers associations, development of private
sector partnerships and through better agricu[tural research and extension service delivery. The

programme also, assists the sugar cane dependent populatlons in generatmg income from micro- . -

projects while fncreasmg their resilience and preparationto climate disasters such as the recurrent

floods affectlng the sugar be_ltl. The probability of flooding has increased in ‘tecent .years with
changes in the agricultural pattern and the urban development together with the increase in
occurrence and severity of climatic events.

The EU Accompanying Measures for Sugar Programme (AMSP) is made of four different
interventions; AMSP 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013. The programme of relevance to this assignment is
AMSP 2011:

AMSP 2011, Improvement of Key Serwces for Agnculture Programme {€ 8,000,000) — Project
‘Duration 2012-2015 ' : .

The overall objective of the program is to help to cushion the economic and social impacts of the
sugar sector restructuring by supporting a diversified market driven agricuiture. The specific
objective is to ensure.that Key services to agriculture are improved and supply capacities are
- enhanced. The programme is ‘implemented through the Secretariat of the Pacific Community, the
International Trade Centre and the Sugar Research Institute of Fiji.

¢ 2. DESCRIPTION OF THE ASSIGNMENT

_ The objectives of the Mid Term evaluation of the AMSP 2011 fmprovement of Key Services to
Agriculture Programme are to:

a‘."IVIake an independent assessment of the performance of the AMSP 2011 contribution " to
help to cushion the economic and social impacts of the sugar sector restructuring by

- supporting a diversified market driven agriculture.
b. Draw key lessons and reccommendations for possi'ble follow up actions, review the
programme set up by the EU and other partners involved in the programmie.

in keeping with the EU.evaluation methodology presented below, the evaluation wili:
(1) Review and assess the relevance of the original projects’ designs and Financing Decisions, in
the light of achievements or failures to achieve the expected objectives.
(i)~ Assess the degree to which the Programmes’ activities have achieved the defined goais
objectives and targets and the impact those have had on beneficiary
(iii) Assess the sustainability of the project achievements and provide recommendations as to
ensuring sustainability if this is not the case yet.

{iv) Review the prohlems faced, lessons learnt and successes achieved which could strengthen
institutional capacity of programme implementers.
(v) Gauge projects’ management competencies and processes

1 Fiji sugar belt was stricken by floods early 2009 and early 2012. The occurrence of floods on the western coast of Viti Levu
and Vanua Levu is well documented under the EU study on Economic costs of the 2009 floods, IUCN.
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{vi] Appraise the projects’ sensitivities to environmental and gender issues, and specifically
whether these issues were addressed adequately

The project purpose is : "to ensure that"l-'('ey services to agriculture are improved and supply
capatities are enhanced". " L

3. MAIN ISSUES TO BE STUDIED

When undertaking the evaluation the experts shouid address the following 7 evaluation criteria.
.While an opinion will be forr_nu{ated- with regards each criteria, the proposed focus for the mid-term
evaluation will be on, Efficiency, Effectiveness and Sustainability.

3.1 - Relevance

Assess the extent to which projects’ designs based on the original Financing Decisions was consistent
with country requirements and EU priorities. Also assess the internal coherence of the projects with
due consideration to:

= Qverall objectives

= Project purposes

®  Expected Results

= Activities

* Assumptions / preconditions

= Comment on the Logical Frameworks.

Taking into account other interventions of the Fiji government, EU and other donors which were
directly or indirectly related to the project, the evaluation will, amangst other aspects, consider:

= In what way did the projects address national priorities? 7 : ,
= The relevance of projects’ strategies, methodologies and overall approaches to address the
relevant existing problems '

3.2 Efficiency

Evaluate the efficiency with which the activities in the Programmes have been undertaken in order to
yield planned results. The following aspects should be considered:

»  Organisation and management, analyses of the organisational arrangements (funding, structures,
human resources, responsibilities and contractual arrangements) relating to the project (TA,
grant contracts, etc.). This includes an assessment of the management capacities of the
Coordination Unit and relevant organisations {e.g. international and nationat agencies ) and the
mechanisms put in place to monitor and manage activities. issues to be considered includes:
plans of operations and timetables, financial management and budgeting, terms and conditions,
phasing of activities, internal monitoring arrangements, management of technical assistance
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under the project, coordination with EU and other donors and institutional capacity support
provided during the programme.

Implementation of activities, including the quality, quantity and timing of technical assistance,
training and other prgJect outputs at the regional and national levels.

ES

" Effectiveness -

Analyse the extent.to which the programme’s objectives were achieved. The following questlons
should assist with the assessment of the ef'Fectlveness of the projects:

3.4

To what extent have the projects’ objectives and purposes been achieved?

Have there been unforeseen beneficiaries or unintended consequences, and if yes, explain why,
the extent, impact and implications fer all stakeholders? :

Have the assumptions required to translate projects’ results into the projects’ purposes been
realised? If not, why and how did this affect the projects?

Have the projects’ resources (Technical Assistance and personnel, equipment, training, research
etc.) been directly related to projects’ results?

Have appropriately qualified and experienced staff been recruited to implement the projects and
contribute to planned projects’ outputs.

» A particular focus will be given on evaluating the last achievements of the vear 2014 by
comparing the programme outputs to the benchmarks set. This speciﬁ'c assessment will
enable the review team to make some recommendations on deciding whether or not the
programme should continue after the cdmpletion date provided that an extension is

granted.

= Aseparated analysis will be conducted for each component of the Programme:

¥ Each result to be achieved in a certain timeframe under each sub-component will be
assessed according to their level of achievement. The evaluation will also consider the
different constraints faced during the project implementation and the relevance of the
actions taken and the planning to overcome those constraints.:

Impact

Analyse the foreseen and unforeseen pro;ects :mpacts whether they are posmve or negative.
Compare the scenario immediately prior to the lmp!ementation of the projects with the
achievements of the projects. Amaong the points to consider are :

- What are the results obtained so far by the projects’ activities and who are the beneficiaries
(compare actual vs. planned)?

- Did the objectives/proposes change during the life of the project?

- Were there unanticipated results of the project- either heneficial or harmful?

- What were the most important factors explaining success or failure?

- Who were the main beneficiaries?




- Given the desired outcome of the project were there alternative ways of achieving it which
might have been more cost effective {eg. design alternatives, use of different materlats

*etc..)? _ : .

Findings have to ‘be brought together and conclusaons drawn. Among the poznts to

. consider are:

- What are the lessans learned that emerge from this praject ?

- What factors — favourable or adverse — made for the relative success or failure of the

project?
- Does the project throw new light on pa rticular areas or reveal new probiem areas?
- How do the findings compare with those of previous evaluations in this field?
- What recommendations arise directly from this project for continued operatlon or for future
 similar projects?

3.5  Sustainability

Assess the extent to which the activities of the Programmes at the regional and national level have
been sustained and whether or not this is likely to continue.

In terms of sustainability particular emphasis should be given to:

- Acceptance and Ownership' This important component of sustainability needs to be

- assessed in all relevant target groups Do the target groups feel the outputs of the projects were
relevant to their needs? '

- Appropriate Technology: Did the technology that was offered corréespond to the ca pacity
and needs of the target groups? Were the intended beneficiaries able to adopt and maintain the
technology acquired without further projects’ assistance?

- Institutional and Management Capacity: Assess the commitment of key parties involved such as
government, {e.g. through policy and‘budgetary support) other institutions and potential donors in
contributing towards sustainability.

3.6 EU Value Added & Coherence

Consider to what extent the programme activities were coherent with Commission's development
programmes, coherent and/or complementary with other donors' interventions and coherent with
other EU policies.

The evaluation will assess to what extent the programme adds value to EU interventions.

3.7 Conclusions and Recommendations



Having evaluated the projects along the lines proposed above, with a particular emphasis on
efficiency, effectiveness and sustainability, summarise the outcomes and draw recommendations.
- Additionally, identify what policy, organisational and operational lessons are to be learnt by
stakeholders. The evaluation will ensure that ali récommendations are substantiated and are
followed by corresponding operational recommendations that could be adopted to overcome
identified constraints and enable opportunities. ‘

Conclusions should cover all 7 evaluation criteria, with a focus on the specific focal areas identified
above. Each conclusion should lead to correspondlng operational recommendatlons that could be

adopted to overcome constrairits.
4, METHODOLOGY

For methodological guidance refer to the EuropeAid's Evaluation methodology website where
guidance is available for both evaluation managers (Commission staff} and evaluation teams
(experts) http:/{et.euro;}3.e'u/europeaid!eva?uationfmethodoEogv[gulfdeiines!gba en.htm as well as
to ‘Aid Delivery Methods’, Volume 1 ’Prd}ect Cycle Management Guidelines (EuropeAid, March 2004)
http://ec.eurona.eu/europeaid/multimedia/publications/publications/manuals-tools/t101_en.htm.

Methodologicai tools for the evaluation of integration of cross-cutting issues (environmental
sustainability, gender, good governance and human rights) may be found in the following websites
(please note that these links could be changed}:

htt;:;:/fec.europa.euleuropeaid/evaéuati‘on!metho'do%oqwtooﬁs/toe en.htm

4.1 Management and steering of the Evaluation

The evaluation is managed by the Project Coordination Unit and the EU Delegation with the
assistance of a refe rence group-co n5|st|ng of mem bers of steering committee who oversees the
evaluation on behalf of the Commission. The reference group member's main functions are:

) T_ci ensure that the evaluation team has access to and has consulted all relevant
information sources and documents related to the project/programme.

¢ To validate the Evaluation Questions prepared by the Evaluators.
e To discuss and comment on notes and reports delivered by the evaluation team.
Comments by individual group members are compiled into a single document by the

evaluation manager and subsequently transmitted to the evaluation team.

o To assist in feedback of the findings, conclusions, lessons and recommendations from the
evaluation,

The Evaluation Manager is Mr Xavier Canton-Lamousse, EU Delegation




4.2 The evaluation approach / process

The evaluation approach shouid be developed and implemented as presented below through two '

‘phases a Desk Phase and a Field Phase -

. 4.2.1 Desk Phase

In the inception stage of the Desk Phase, the relevant programming documents should be reviewed,

as well as documents shaping the wider strategy/pollcy framework. The evaluation team will then

analyse the logical framework as we/f as the relevant programming documents should also be

reviewed, as well as documents shaping the wider strategy/policy framework. On the basis of the
information collected the evaluation team shouid:

Hold a briefing meeting with project partners in the f;rst days of the field phase

Describe the development co-operation context.

Comment on the logical framework.

Comment on the issues / evaluation questions suggested (see annexe 2; section3} or, when
relevant, propose an alternative or compiementary set of evaluation questions justifying
their relevance. Develap the evaluation into sub-questions identify provisional indicators
and their verification means, and describe the analysis strategy.

Propose the work plan for the finalisation of the field phase.

Confirm the final time schedule.

Identify and present the list of tools to be applied in the Field Phase;

List all preparatory steps already taken for the Field Phase.

The Evaluation Team will conduct the Desk Phase in Lautoka, at the Coordination Unit, during the

first 4 working days of the mission.

4.2.3 Field phase

The evaluation team should:

implement detailed work plan with an indicative list of people to be interviewed, surveys to
be undertaken, dates of visit, itinerary, and name of team members in charge. This plan has
to be-applied in a way that is flexibie enough to accommodate for any last-minute difficulties
in the field. If any significant deviation from the agreed work plan or schedule is perceived as
creating a risk for the quality of the evaluation, these should be immediately discussed with .
the evaluation manager. :

Ensure adequate contact and consultation with, and involvement of, the different
stakeholders; working closely with the relevant government authorities and agencies during
their entire assignment. Use the most reliable and appropriate sources of information and
will harmonise data from different sources to allow ready interpretation.

Summarise its field works at the end of the field phase, discuss the reliability and coverage
of data collection, and present its preliminary findings in a meeting with the project
/programme management, the EU Delegation, the Reference Group.

Preparation of the draft final report. The consultants will make sure that their assessments
are objective and balanced, affirmations accurate and verifiable, and recommendations
realistic.
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When drafting the report, they will acknowledge clearly where changes in the desired direction are
known to be already taking place, in order to avoid misleading readers and causing unnecessary
_ irritation or affence. '

If the evaluation managerconsiders the draft report of sufficient quality, he will circulate it for
comments to the reference group members, and convene a meetmg in the presence of the

evaluation team.

On the basis of comments expressed by the reference group members, and collected by the

~ evaluation ménager, the evaluation team has to amend and revise the draft report. Comments
requesting methodo!ogica'l quality improvements should be taken into account, except where there
is a demonstrated impossibﬂity, in which case fuli justification should be provided by the evaluation -
team. Comments on the substance of the report may be either'accepted or reje'cted.‘lh the latter
instance, the evaluation team is to motivate and explain the reasons in writing.

The Evaluation Team will conduct the Field Phase for 18 working days, after the Desk Phase.

4.2.4 Debriefing seéminar

The evaluation team has to present the revised draft final report at a seminar in Lautoka. The
“purpose of the seminar is to present the draft final report to the main stakeholders, to check the
factual basis of the evaluation, and to discuss the draft findings, conclusions and recommendations.

The Debriefi.ng is scheduled for the 16/02/2015

On the basis of comments made by participants, and collected by the evaluation manager, the
evaluatlon team has to write the final version of the report, in which the rules applying to the
integration of comments are those stated in the previous section.

5. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The reports must match quality standards. The text of the report should be i!lustréted, as
appropriate, with maps, graphs and tables; a map of the project’s area(s) of intervention is required
{to be attached as Annex).

The consultant will submit the following reports in english:

1. Inception report of maximum 6 pages to be produced after 4 days from the start of the
consultant services in Fiji. In the report the consultant shall describe the first finding of the study
along the lines proposed in 4.2.1 above, the foreseen degree of difficulties in collecting data,
other encountered and/or foreseen difficulties in addition to his programme of work and staff
mobilization.
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2. Draft final report (of maximum 30 pages, with Executive Summary of 2 pages maximumy} using
the structure set out in Ahnex 2 and taking due account of comments received from the
reference group members. Besides answering the evaluation questions, the draft final report
should also synthesise ail findings and recommendations into an _Q"verafi assessment of the
project/programme. The report should be presénted within 15 days from the receipt of the
-reference group's comments at the occasion of the debriefing seminar.

4, Final report with the same specifications as mentioned under 2 above, incorporating any
comments recéived from the concerned parties. Comments from the evaluation steering
committee will be provided withih 30 days of the submission of the draft report to the evaluation
manager. The Final Report to be presented within 5 days of the receipt of these comments. |

Distribution of all reports in paper and electronic version will be as follows:
¢ EU Delegation : 7 {2} copies

Paper version are requested only for the Final Report, once approved by the Evaluation Committee.

« 6. Evaluation Team

* The evaluation will be undertaken by 2 experts with the following profile:

TEAM LEADER (CATEGORY | - 25 working days)

Qudlification
* A university degree {MSc or more) in Agricultural economics, Economi_cs for rural development
Expertise
. Ma'nagerr'lent for agricultural development, Projects Managerﬁen't
s Tropical Agricuiture, sugar value chain, food érops, rural development
e Evaluation methodology
Experience

¢  Minimum 10 years of relevant international experience in developing countries in the context of
rural development/agricuiture/management

s The candidate must have experience in participatory programme/project evaluation and must be
familiar with the concept and implementation of EU funded projects

e The expert is expected to have professional experience in the evaluation of development
projects far international aid donors and to be fully fam#iar with the Commission’s Project Cycle
Management and Logical Framework Approach

* Project Management at senior level and Team Leader experience on similar studies

» Excellent computer and cammunication skills {both oral and written English).
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The following experience would be an asset:

e Professional experiénce in small island developing states.
¢  Evaluation of other AMSP would be an asset

. . - . o

AGRONOMIST (CATEGORY I}, Tropical Crops specialist - (25 working days) —

Qualification

e MSc or more in Agronomics for Rural Development, .

Expertise

e Expertise in similar studies

) knowledge in sugar commodity chain, food crops, agriculture diversification, value chain
analysis, agro-marketing, fairtrade ‘ o

Experience

e A minimum of 10 years in Agronomics studies and experience of rural development
e Knowledge of agricultural research and extension

e Experience in evaluation of research & extension programmes
e Experience in participative approaches, farmers Organisations
¢ Experience of other AMSP evaluation would be an asset

e Experience of gender issues, and community based approaches in rural areas

7. WORPLAN AND TIME SCHEDULE

The evaluation wi.ll he uhde.rtak_en as follows:

¢ Briefings with the EU Delegation, Suva and the Coordination Unit (CU} — Lautoka and Suva

e Analysis of project documentation at the CU, Lautoka

e |Individual stakeholder consultation, Lautoka

e De-briefing with Steering committee, the EU Delegation, the Coordination Unit {CU} in Lautoka

The personnel input to be provided is estimated to he 25 x 2 = 50 days, provisionaily broken down as
follows for each expert:
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s Travelling (return trip) : 4 days, not included as the working days
» Desk Phase : :Lautoka, Suva, including drafting of ingeption report, — 4 working days

e Field Phase 18 workmg days, including : meeting stakeholders; draft final report writing
and debriefing seminar in Lautoka, including the members of the Steerlng Committee.

e Final Report Draftlng 3 days (Home country report wrlting and lntegration of partners
© comments) .

The indicative starting date of the assignment is 15 January 2014, dependent upon the
availability of the expert. The above indications may be changed with the agreement of all
parties concerned. Services rendered between the beginning of the evaluation and the.
acceptance of the final report should span no more than a period of four calendar months.
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ANNEX 1: KEY DOCUMENTS FOR THE EVALUATION

..°:' ' G_overﬁmen;cal' natiohal and sector policy documents
'y Projgct feasib‘Hilty study . - e
¢  Project financing agreement and addenda
e  Project’s quarterly and annual progress reports,‘and technical reports

e EC’s Result Oriented Monitoring Reports, and eventual other external and
internal monitoring reports of the project .

) other sources of information, e.g. base-line surveys, specific studies or analyses of specific
issues/groups, relevant country, sector, thematic and project evaluations, whenever available,
works/supplies/services contracts, etc.. '

e Relevant documentation from nationaE/IocaI partners and other donors

e Relevant policy and planning documents from national/local partners and other donors]

Note: The evaluation team has to identify and obtain any other document worth analysing, through

its interviews with people who are or have been involved in the desigh, management and supervision
~ of the project / programme. Resource persons to collect information and data are to be sought in the
EC services, implementing body and / or public service in the partner country . |
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__ ANNEX Ii: LAYOUT, STRUCTURE OF THE FINAL REPORT

The final report_shouid"no_t be longer than approximately 30 pages. Additional information on overall
context, programme or aspects of methodology and analysis should be confined to annexes.

The cover page of the report.shall carry the following text:

“ This evaluation is supported and guided by the European Commission and presented by [name of
consulting firm]. The report does not necessarily reflect the views and opinions of the European
Commission”’.

The main sections of the evaluation report are as foﬂdws:

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -
A tightiy-drafted, to-the-pcint and free-standing Executive Summary is an essential component. It

should be short, no more than 2 pages. It should focus mainly on the key purpose or issues of the
evaluation, outline the main analytical points, and clearly indicate the main conclusions, lessons
learned and specific recommendations. Cross-references shouid be made to the corresponding page
or paragraph numbers in the main text that follows.

2, INTRODUCTION .
A description of the project/programme and the evaluation, providing the reader with sufficient

methodological explanations tc gauge the credibility of the conclusions and to acknowledge
limitations or weaknesses, where relevant.

3. ANSWERED QUESTIONS/ FINDINGS. .
A chapter presenting the evaluation questions and conclusive answers, together with evidence and

reasoning.

The organization of the report should be made around the responses to the Evaluation questions
which are systematically covering the DAC evaluation criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,

impact and sustainability, plus coherence and added value specific to the Commission. In such an
~approach, the criteria will be translated into specific questions. These questions are intended to give
a more precise and accessible form to the evaluation criteria and to articulate the key issues of

concern to stakeholders, thus optimising the focus and utility of the evaluation.

This annex proposes an indicative list of issues which deserve to be studied in a project/programme
evaluation. The evaluation should focus on a limited number of precise issues/questions. It should
ensure that there is a balance of evaluation criteria.

Further guidance on evaluation questions for the following sectors - health, education, transports,
rural development, water and sanitation - is available on the following link
htto:/fwww.cc.cec/daintronet/europeaid/activities/evaluation/sec_en.htm
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The appropriate evaluation gquestions and sub questions, based on this set of issues, should be
elaborated for each profect/ programme evaluat:on case.

3

3.1 Problems and needs (Relevance)

The extent to which the objectives of the development intervention (projects/ programme) are
consistent with beneﬁcna ries' requirements, country needs, global priorities and partners’and EC's
policies.

The analysis of relevance will focus on the following guestions in refation to the design of the project:

e the extent to which the project has been consistent with, and supportive of, the policy and .
programme framework within which the project is placed, in particular the EC’s Country
Strategy Paper and National Indicative Programme, and the Partner Government's
development policy and sector policies :

e the quality of the analyses of lessons learnt from past experience, and of sustéinability issues;

e the project's coherence with current/on geing initiatives;

s the quality of the problem analysis and the project's intervention logic and logical framework
matrix, appropriateness of the objectively verifiable indicators of achievement;

e the extent to which stated objectives correctly address the identified problems and social
needs, ctanty and internal consistency of the stated objectives;

o the extent to which the nature of the problems originally identified have change-d
e the extent to which objectives have been updatéd in order to adapt to changes in the cantext;

e the degree of flexibility and adaptability to facilitate rapld responses to changesin
circumstances;

e the quality of the identification of key stakeholders and target groups {including gender
analysis and analysis of vuinerable groups} and of institutional capacity issues;

e the stakeholder participation in the design and in the management/implementation of the
project, the level of local ownership, absorption and implementation capacity;

e the quality of the analysis of strategic options, of the justification of the recommended
- implementation strategy, and of management and coordination arrangements;

e the realism in the choice and quantity of inputs (financial, human and administrative
resources)
e the analysis of assumptions and risks;

e the appropriateness of the recommended manitoring and evaluation arrangements ;
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3.2 Achievement of purpose {Effectiveness)

The effectiveness criterion, concerns how far the project’s results were attained and the project’s

specific objective(s) achieved, or are expected to be achieved.

v
s

The analysis of Effe‘ctiveness will therefore.-focus on such issues as:

e W
.* o -

+

whether the planned benefits have been delivered and received, as perceived by all key

~ stakeholders {including women and men and specific vulnerable groups);

whether intended beneficiaries participated in the intervention

in institutional reform projects, whether behavioural patterns have chénged in the beneficiary
organisations or groups at various levels; and how far the changed institutional arrangements
and characteristics have produced the planned improvements (e.g. in communications,
productivity, ability to generate actions which lead to economic and sacial development);

if the assumptions and risk assessments at results level turned out to be inadequate or invalid,
or unforeseen external factors intervened, how flexibly management has adapted to ensure
that the results would still achieve the purpose; and how well has it been supported in this by
key stakeholders including Government, Commission {HQ and locally}, etc.; ‘

whether the balance of responsibilities between the various stakeholders was appropriate,
which accompanying measures have been taken by the partner authorities;

how unintended results have affected the benefits réceived positively or negatively and
could have been foreseen and managed.;

whether any shortcomings were due to a failure to take account of cross-cutting or over-
arching issues such as gender, environment and poverty during implementation;

3.3 Sound management and value for money (Efficiency)

The efficiency criterion concerns how well the various activities transformed the available resources
into the intended results (sometimes referred to as outputs), in terms of quantity, quality and
timeliness. Comparison should be made against what was planned.

The assessment of Efficiency will therefore facus on such issues as:

the quality of day-to-day management, for example in:

a. operational work planning and implementation (input delivery, activity
management and delivery of outputs),and management of the budget {including cost
control and whether an inadequate budget was a factor);

b. management of personnel, inforrﬁation, property, etc,

C. whether management of risk has been adequate, i;e. whether flexibility
has been demonstrated in response to changes in circumstances;

d. relations/coordination with local authorities, institutions, beneficiaries,
other donors;
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e, the quality of information management and reporting, and the extent to
which key stakeholders have been kept adequately informed of project activities
(including beneficiaries/target groups); B

o

f. . :respect'fordéadlines; N ‘ R _ .

Extent to which the costs of the project have been justified by
the benefits whether or not expressed in monetary terms in comparison with similar projects

_ or known alternative approaches, taking account of contextual differences and eliminating

market distortions.

Partner country contributions from focal institutions and government (e.g offices, experts,
reports, tax exemption, as set out in the LogFrame resource schedule), target beneficiaries and
other local parties: have they been provided as planned? '

Commission HQJDeIegation inputs (e.g. procurement, training, contracting, either direct or via
consultants/bureaux): have they been provided as planned?;

Technical assistance: how well did it help to prbvide appropriate solutions and develop local
capacities to define and produce results?

Quality of monitoring: its existence {or not}, accuracy and flexibility, and the use made of it;
adequacy of baseline information;

Did any unplanned outputs arise from the activities so far?

34 Achievemeht of wider effects {Impact)

The term impact denotes the relationship between the project’s specific and overall objectives.

At Impact level the final or ex-post evaluation will make an analysis of the following éspect_s:

Extent to which the objectives of the project have been achieved as intended in particular the

project planned overall objective.
whether the effects of the project:
a) have been facilitated/constrained by external factors

b} -have produced any unintended or unexpected jmpacts, and if so how have these affected
" the overall impact.

¢} have been facilitated/constrained by project/programme management, by co-ordination
arrangements, by the participation of relevant stakeholders

d) have contributed to economic and social devéiopment
e} have contributed to poverty reduction

f} have made a difference in terms of cross-cutting issues like gender equality,
environment, good governance, conflict prevention etc.

gl were spread between economic growth, salaries and wages, foreign exchange, and
budget.
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3.5 Likely continuation of achieved results {Sustainability)

© The sustainability crEteribn relates to whether the positive outcomes of the project and the flow of
‘benefits are likely to continue after external funding ends or non funding support interventions {such
+ as: policy dialogue, coordination). ~ . : .

The Mid Term evaluation will make an assessment of the prospects for the sustainability of benefits on
basis of the following issues:

« the ownership of objectives and achievements, e.g. how far all stakeholders were consulted on
the objectives from the outset, and whether they agreed with them and continue to remain in’
agreement;

* policy support and the responsibility of the beneficiary institutions, e.g. how far donor policy
~ and national policy are corresponding, the potential effects of any policy changes; how far the
relevant national, sectoral and budgetary policies and priorities are affecting the project
positively or adversely; and the level of support from governmental, public, business and civil
society organizations.

s institutional capacity, e.g. of the Government {e.g. through policy and budgetary support) and
counterpart institutions; the extent to which the project is embedded in local institutional
structures; if it involved creating a new institution, how far good relations with existing
institutions have been established; whether the institution appears likely to be capable of
continuing the flow of benefits after the project ends (is it well-led, with adequate and trained

staff, sufficient budget and equipment?}; whether counterparts have been properly prepared
for taking over, technically, financially and managerially;

¢ the adequacy of the project budget for its purpose particulariy phasing out prospects;

s socio-cuitural factors, e.g. whether the project is in tune with local perceptions of needs and of
ways of producing and sharing benefits; whether it respects local power- structures, status
systems and beliefs, and if it sought to change any of those, how well-accepted are the changes
both by the target group and by others; how well it is based on an analysis of such factors,
including target group/ beneficiary participation in design and implementation; and the quality
of relations between the external project staff and local communities.

 financial sustainability, e.g. whether the products or services being provided are affordable for
" the intended beneficiaries and are likely to remained so after funding will end; whether enough
funds are available to cover all costs {including recurrent costs), and continued to do so after
funding will end; and economic sustainability, i.e. how well do the benefits {returns) compare
to those on similar undertakings once market distortions are eliminated.

e technical {technology) issues, e.g. whether {i}) the technology, knowledge, process or service
introduced or provided fits in with existing needs, culture, traditions, skills or knowledge; {ii}
alternative technologies are being considered, where possibie; and {jii} the degree in which the
beneficiaries have been able to adapt to and maintain the technology acquired without further
assistance.

s Wherever relevant, cross-cutting issues such as gender equity, environmental impact and good
governance; were appropriately accounted for and managed from the outset of the project.
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3.6 Mutual reinforcement (coherence)

The extent to which activities undertaken allow the European Commission to achieve its .
development policymobjectives without internal contradiction or without contradiction with other

' Communlty pohmes Extent.to which they complement partner country s pohc:es and other donors'
‘interventions. : '

Considering other related activities undertaken by Government or other donors, at the same level or
at a higher level:

o likeliness that results and impacts will mutually reinforce one another

e likeliness that results and impacts will dupllicate or conflict with one another

Connection to higher level policies (coherenice)
Extent to which the project/prograrrime’ {its objectives, targeted beneficiaries, timing, etc .):

e s likely to contribute to / contradict ofher EC policies

e isin line with evolvirig strategies of the EC and its partners

3.7 EC value added

Connection to the interventions of Member States. Extent to which the project/programme (its
objectives, targeted beneficiaries, timing, etc )

e [5scom plem'entary to the intervention of EU Member States in the region/counfry_/area_
e is co-ordinated with the intervention of EU Member States in the region/country/area
s s creating actual synergy (or duplication) with the intervention of EU Member States

® involves concerted efforts by' EU Membeér States and the EC to optimise synergies and avoid
duplication.

4, VISBILITY , _ _
The consultants will make an assessment of the project’s strategy and activities in the field of visibility,

information and.communication, the results cbtained and the impact achleved with these actions in
both the beneficiary country and the European Unioh countries.

5. OVERALL ASSESSMENT
A chapter synthesising all answers to evaluation questions into an overall assessment of the

project/programme. The detailed structure of the overall assessment should be refined during the
evaluation process. The relevant chapter has to articulate all the findings, conclusions and lessons in
a way that reflects their impartance and facilitates the reading. The structure should not follow the
evaluation questions, the logical framework or the seven evaluation criteria.

6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1 Conclusions
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This chapter introduces the conclusions relative to each question. The canclusions should be
organised in clusters in the chapter in order to provide an overview of the assessed subject.
Note: : ' -
The chapter should not follow the order of the questions or that of the evaluation criteria
{effectiveness, efficiency, coherence, etc.)

It should features references to the findings (responses to the evaluation questions} or to annexes
showing how the canclusions derive from data, interpretations, and analysis and judgement criteria.

The report should inciude a seif—assessment of the methodological limits that may restrain the range
or use of certain conclusions.

The conclusion chapter features not cnly the successes ebserved but aiso the issues requiring further
thought on madifications or a different course of action.

The evaluation team presents its conclusions in a balanced way, without systematically- favouring the
negative or the positive conclusions.

A paragraph or sub-chapter should pick up the 3 or 4 major conclusions organised by order of
importance, while avoiding being repetitive. This practice allows better communicating the
evaluation messages that are addressed to the Commission. '

if possible, the evaluation report identifies one or more transferable lessons, which are highlighted in
the executive summary and presented in appropriate seminars or meetings so that they can be
capitalised on and transferred. '

6.2 Recommendations

They are intended to improve or reforrh the project/ programme or to prepare the design of a new
intervention for the next cycle.

Note: ‘
The recommendations must be related to the conclusions without replicating them. A
recommendation derives directly from one or more conclusions.

The ultimate value of an evaluation depends on the quality and credibility of the recommendations
offered. Recommendations should therefore be as realistic, operational and pragmatic as possible;
that is, they should take careful account of the circumstances currently prevailing in the context of
the project, and of the resources available to implement them both locally and in the Commission.

They could concern policy, organisational and operational aspects for both the national
implementing partners and for the Commission; the pre-conditions that might be attached to
decisions on the financing of similar projects; and general issues arising from the evaluation in
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relation to, for example, policies, technologies, instruments, institutional development, and regional,

country or sectoral strategies.

--Recommendat:ons must be clustered and prioritised, carefully targeted to the appropriate audaences
at all Ievels especza!ly within the Commission structure (the prOJect/progra mme task manager and
the evaluation manager will often be able to advise here). '

7. ANNEXES O THE REPORT ,
The report should include the following annexes:

" The Terms of Reference of the evaluation

The names of the evaluators and their companies (CVS should be shown, but summarised
and limited to one page per person) ‘

Detailed evaluation method mclud:ng options taken, dlfﬁculttes encountered and
limitations. Detail of tools and analyses.

Logical Framework matrices (original and improved/updated)

Mép of projéct area, if rélevant

List of persons/orga nisaﬁOns consuited

Literature and documentation consulted _

Other technical annexes (e.g. statistical analyses, tables of contents and f‘i‘gures)

page DAC summary, following the format in Annex V.

8. ATTACHED

AAP 2011 Action Fiche, Logframe

23




Action Fiche for the Annual Action Programme 2011 of Accompanying Measures for Sugar

Protocol Countries in favour of the Republic of Fifi islands

identification

Title/Numbér. Improvement of key services to agriculture
| DC[-SUCRE/ZOIs!/ 23247 ‘
Total co st EUR 8,000,000

EU contribution EURl 8,000,000

Fiji: EUR 4,940,000 {equivalent in kind contribution)

Aid method /| Project approach — centralised direct and joint management {with

Method of | the Secretariat of the Pacific Community and International Trade
implementation | Centre)
DAC-code _ 31120 ' Sector Agricultural development

s Rationale '

Sector context

In February 2011, the International Monetary Fund {IMF} conciuded: "economic growth in Fiji
has been negative or low for four years and is expected to be low in the medium term. This is
in part due to the weak domestic investment climate that results from delays in structural
reforms, an increase in exchange restrictions and price controis, the decline of the sugar
industry and political uncertainty. Without fiscal consolidation and stronger grawth, public
debt will remain 'high and Fiji will not have the fiscal space it needs to respond to shocks.
Volatile commodity prices, increasing reliance on tourism, risk of natural disaster and some
uncertainty about external financing represent significant vulnerabilities”. The garment
industry and timber exports have been in decline and the future of the sugar industry looks
bleak with a recorded net loss of EUR 70 million in 2010. The return of high inflation rates and
recent tax increases have put further pressure on the poor households to meet basic food,
schooling and health needs.

While an estimated 49% of the Fijian population lives in rural areas, the latest report on
Paverty and household incomes in Fiji* shows a dramatic drop in available income in rural
areas {-14% between 2002 and 2008). 44% of rural Fijians live below the poverty line3, of
which half living in the sugar beit areas.

The Government has undertaken several social measures in order to limit the spread of
poverty through the Family Assistance Programme supported by AUSAID (Australian Aid} and

% Fiji Island Bureau of Statistics, 2011 report

3 Poverty mapping supported by the WB and AusAID in collaboration with Fiji Bureau of Statistics,

based on data from 2008-2009 period which pre-dates the main impact of the global economic
crisis in Fiji set national poverty line at 2349 FJD/adult/year in urban settings and 1830
FJD/adult/year in rural areas - based on cost of basic food needs (FDJ: Fijian Dollar)
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the World Bank {WB). However, this relief programme is limited to the most destitute of the

poor population {approximately 25000 people). The Government of Fiji {GoF) is also trying to

contain the commodities (fuel, food) price increase by exerting a tight price control. However,

such strong diréctive economic measures limit the margrns of the private sector and therefore
~ are a severe impediment to its deveEopment '

Sugarcane is still the mainstay of the rural population of the western part of Viti Levu and the
central and eastern parts of Vanua Levu islands. Sugar remains an important foreign exchange
earner for Fiji. However, the sector has been in decline since before 2000 due to uncertainty of
land tenure system, the poor mill performance and the poor cane husbandry practices. Fiji's
sugar production has fallen from a peak of 341,000 t in 2000 to 136,000 t in 2010. The absence
of internal reforms and investments into Fiji's sugar industry compounded by the failure of the
mills upgrading programme have caused a worsening in the miit efficiency and a further price
reduction paid to the growers last year. The 2006 EU sugar regime reform led to a'36% cut in
the reference price for sugar in the EU market. While, Fiji continues to enjoy preferential

access to the EU market? with a minimum reference price until 2015, and for this year, high
world market prices have prevented the price to drop as last year, Fijian sugar mdustry must

now undertake a rapid modernisation if it is to survive after 20155

in 2010, the price paid to the farmers has dropped from EUR 24.4/t of cane to EUR 18.4/t in
2010 harvest season. Such prices are not compatibie with the current costs of production of
cane at EUR- 16/t°. In order to maintain the farm income, the average yields must increase to
65 t/ha and the costs of production for farmers should be reduced br/ 30%. With these yields, it
is estimated that 50,000 ha would satisfy projected mills demand. In parallel, the costs of
~ processing should be reduced by 25% according to the industry plans. While the Government
and the industry have started to undertake some positive reforms, notably on the renewal of
land leases which is starting to have some impacts on the ground, and put more efforts in
trying to solve the milling defaults, it is estimated that restoring the profitahility of the sugar
industry by 2015 is a serious challenge and requires considerable investments from both the
industry and the farmers. The latter will lack financial capacities to tackle this challenge
without an external support. | ‘

The latest projections suggest that if the above targets are achieved, it is likely than 20% of the
land presently used for cane production, in particular on steep slopes with poor and shallow
soils, is expected to be released for ather uses. This is equlivalent te around 5,000 farmers on
the top of another 5000 farmers that have left the industry since 2,000 due to fand iease non
renewal. In 2010, the number of registered growers has continued to fall and counts now
17,762 of which 22% no longer harvest cane. Similarly the number of cane cutters has fallen to
9,649, half what it was in 2000. The fali in numbers is fastest in the most remote areas with

4 Commission Regulation (EC) No 828/2009 of 10 September 2008, OJ L 240/14, 11.9.2009
> When EU price should coincide with the international market price
® At farm's door including harvest and transport costs
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high transport costs. While some farmers will continue to have to leave their farms, others will
make gradual changes such .as reducing dependence on cane farming or alternatively,
gradually decreasing the scale of intensity of cane production, shifting to intefcropping or
diversifying the farm enterpnse Their ablilty to do so will rely on improved access to markets

_ for non-sugar products and access to lmproved farming technologies. '

The development of alternatives to sugar agriculture products has a significant potential to
‘contribute to rural employment, food security, import substitution and foreign exchange
earnings for Fiji. ts contribution to the economy goes far beyond the production of food crops
and herticulture and the mu!tipliér effect can -be many times mére than simply increase the
quantities of primary products.

Valuable export markets and import substitution opportunities have been identified by a
feasibility study conducted in 2008 on.Agricultural diversification. For instance, in 2008 Fiji
imported more than FID 250 million of food products in value, which was equivalent to the
export earnings of sugar for the same year. '

Market opportunities for fruit and vegetables have been identified for export market niches,
for supply to the local tourism industry and for the domestic market. However there are key
bottlenecks for the development of these sub-sectors, in particular the availability of quality
seeds and fertilizers, a lack of constant quality and reliability of supply, lack of wholesale
intermediates as well as poor logistics. Growth in these sectors depends on the development
of the private sector which has been hesitant to invest due to political uncertainty, food price
controi and delays in structural reforms, However, there are potent'ial fields of interventicn in
order to support the emerging horticultural and food crops sector by adopting a commaodity
chain approach and to provide both production support measures and structural support to
the development of appropriate downstream cutlets. This will imply the mobilisation cf the
farmers through their representative bodies and the private sector through partnerships.

Further to the EU 2006 Accompanying Measures Sugar Protocol {AMSP) (EUR 4.098 million)}
intervention which started to rebuild the capacities of the Sugar Research Institute of Fiji (SRIF)
and helped to establish the fair-trade certification -through the setting up of farmers’
-associations, the EU 2011 AMSP programme will pursue these two activities as an indirect
support to vuinerable farmers willing to remain in the sugar sector. Similarly, following the EU
2010 AMSP (EUR 8 million) that was used for providing income generating opportunities to
farmers, the 2011 programme will pursue the strategy of social mitigation through the support
of farm agricultural alternatives. The proposed EU approach is to work in partnership between
farmers’ ofganisations and existing private sector enterprises with an established track record
in serving markets, being financially sustainable and having existing or potential surplus
capacities. Support will be provided through the private sector to mobilise and train farmers or
provide equipment, building on the lessons learned from the FACT’ programme and in synergy

" FACT: Facilitating Agricultural Commodity Trade, Regional EU funded programme (EUR 4 million)
— Given the lack of success of public sector initiatives, FACT works directly through private sector
ventures by providing marketing assistance, helping to produce planting material and small
grading and packaging equipment.
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with other regional agriculture projects® and mobilising resources available through regional

organisations. In particular the programme will encourage networking through the different

facil,jties available in the Pacific reg_ifon like the phyto-sanitary-diagnostic service centre which is
among ACIAR projects portfolio. The programme will coordinate with the newly established
Fijian Bio-security Authorify for developing or reforming Bilateral Quai’“‘antine‘Agreements with
Australia, New Zealand, Japan and US in order to promote the export of Fifian agricultural
products. '

Lessons learnt

The EU response strategy for Fiji s sugar sector reform endorses the views that the sugar
sector couid still play an important role in the economy and offers a basis for social stability in
‘the concerned areas, through a comprehensive restructuring programme together with
measures to diversify on farm income, considering the whole farm entity _an'd not just sugar
cane. The EU response strategy is a ba!anced optfon bhetween assisting research and extension
for sugar cane farming which has an lmmedlate available market, and the development of new
: markets for other attractive agricultural products.

. Drawing on lessons from the EU mid-term review? of the Multi-annual indicative programme
(MIP} I, the Annual Action Programme (AAP) 2011 focuses on activities that will deliver a real
impact on povert'y reduction in the cane belt. The programme action plan has selected areas of
interventions with the view of supporting developments that are likely to deliver useful results
whatever is the scenario adopted by the sugar industry, focusing its support on research and
extension on sugarcane and alternative crops, and on capacity . buifdi‘ng of producers’
organisations for better service delivery. In the areas where sugar cane production would have
to be given up or the income generated from cane is not‘sufﬁcient,to support the livelihoods,
the programme will support the development of alternative for the farmers affected by the
restructuring of the sector.

Thie positive response from the sugar cane farmers to the EU AMSP 2006 subsidized replanting

programme is an indication of their willingness to continue to invest in sugar even under the
current conditions. The Government of Fiji has pledged its support to the industry and the

farmers by aflocating FDJ 6 million annually for the replanting effort, However, the increase in
sugar cane yields performance has not reached the required level due to the poor quality of
utilized seed canes. Therefore the EU AMSP 2011 assistance will assist SRIF to produce guality
seed cane to be used for the future replanting schemes. The results of the Results Oriented

® Increasing Agricultural Commodity Trade-IACT(EU), 10th EDF intra ACP Agricultural and rural
development project, Market Development Facility and enterprise Challenge Fund (AUSAID} and
research projects financed by the Australian Centre for International Agricultural Research
(ACIARY) on facilitating private sector growth and agribusiness (Pacific Agribusiness Research for
Development Initiative-PARDI), PHAMA (Pacific Horticultural Market Access), Food Security and
Sustainable Livelihood Programme in the Pacific Island Countries - FSSLP (FAOQ/IFAD).

9 Mid term review carried out for all ACP sugar Protocol countries. While MIP | was not implemented,
and censidering the impacts of the EU sugar reform on Fiji and the current paolitical impasse, the
review suggested alternative ways for delivering aid through social mitigation measures with MIP
I
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Monitoring (ROM} of the EU 2006 AMSP have been integrated in order to structure the poticy
recommendations based on the latest studies. In particular, the project will ensure that
growers have access to close farm advisory and specialised extension services through the
farmers' orgénigations.. ‘ '

Only two rural development projects were implemented for Fiji in the early‘1990's-. They were
part'iy successful and had limited achievements of results due to the excessive reliance on
assumptions in the design stage {infrastructure, marketing and resource availability) and to the
inadequate participation leading to weakness in the identification of beneficiary needs.
Moreover the two projects failed to recoghize and address the institutional weaknesses of the
implementing Government agencies. Lessons have been drawn from those projects in order to
mitigate risks and ensure good ownership and fong term sustainability. The identification and
formulation of this programme has strong focus on the capacity building of the existing
implementing agencies and partnerships with existing Farmers' associations and private or
cooperative entities which already have a good track record in delivering agricultural inputs '
(eg.: Natures’ Way, Fiji Organic Association, Agrana ...).

Complementary actions

The current EU funded regional programme FACT (2008-2011) implemented by SPC is a
successful example of a strategy that could be replicated. to transform selected
commercial ventures intq market oriented, demand-driven enterprises that consistently
supply domestic and overseas markets with competitive and good quality products. The -
project provides Technical Assistance support to identify market bottlenecks, to offer direct
marketing assistance, or to achieve certification and target niche markets. FACT will be
continued and expanded through the newly signed IACT prografnme {2012-2015). The EU
AMSP 2011 programme will 'ciosei\} coordinate with JACT,

AUSAID is providing assistance to agri-business ventures and farmers through its Agricultural

Market Development Facility (AUD11 14 million} covering Fiji, East Timor and Solomon islands,
which has just started and with which the present programme will develop synergies for
supporting private agro-processors in expanding their supply capacities.

Talks have also been initiated with the Taiwan technical mission12 providing technical
advice in the western areas, in view of creating synergies in improving farm management
practices. '

Several other regional agriculture related assistance programmes are currently financed
by different donors from which lessons and cooperation should be sought. PHAMA {AUD
14 million) Pacific Horticultural & Agricultural Market Access Programme is an AUSAID/NZAID

' Mid term evaluation of FACT, 2010
11 Australian Dollar; AUD

12 Taiwan Technical mission is an assistance programme to Fijian farmers, funded by Taiwan for the
last 20 years. H is based in Sigatoka and provides agricultural inputs and services to farmers
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co-funded regional Programme which aims at supporting Pacific Islands Countries and
Territories (PICT ) governments and industry organisations working collaboratively to gain,
maintain and improve access into key markets for selected high priority products. The EU 2011
AMSP will make.use of the.expertise being deployed by the PHAMA programme under the
: Secretanat of the Pac:ﬂc Communlty‘ (SPC) B

Donor coordination

In line with the Paris declaration and the European Consensus on development, locally
based Member States and bilateral agencies involved in Fiji (AUSAID and NZAID) as well
as local stakeholders (Ministry for .sugar, Ministry of Primary Industries, Non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) and farmers organisations} have been closely
associated in the design and formulation aspects of the EU AMSP 2011 programme.,
The coordination process will be ensured through Programme steering committees
involving the local beneficiaries' representatlves the Ministries - 1nvolved and the
bilateral donaors.

A fruitful collaboration has been initiated with AUSAID in the institutional framework of
the EU AMSP 2010 Social Mitigation Programme and will be pursued with the EU AMSP
2011 programme, for sharing expertise and to ensure a smooth coordination with the
Fiji Community Development programme (FCDP) support to Community Based
Organisations {AUD 15 million) working in the sugar belt*® and with the Agricultural
Market Development Facility.

A steering committee shall be set up to eversee and validate the overall direction and policy
of the project. The project steering committee shall meet twice a year at a minimum,

The project steering committee shail be made up of;

- arepresentative c;f the Head of.Delegation
- arepresentative of the Se(;retariat of the Pacifi_c éomm unity
:— a repr'esen.tative of the National Crop and Livest'ock Council
- a representative of the International Trade Centre
- arepresentative of the .farmers fair trade associati.ons
- a representative of the Sugar Research Institute of Fiji
- a representative of the Sugar Industry and Sugar Tribunal (observers status)
- a representative of the Fiji Nationai Authorising Officer (observers status)

- a representative of AUSAID (observers status)

' FCDP Programme AUSAID (AUD 15 million) — is a support programme for building the capacity of
Community Based Organisations (2012-2017)
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A technical assistance team recruited under the AMSP 2010 and made of a Programme
" Coordinator and a technical manager will oversee the overall implementation of the
~_programme until'end of 2014. A new coordination team will take over the monitoring-and

steering aspects of the prdgrammé from 2015. ' ' '

. Descripﬁon
Objectives

The overall objective of the programme is to help to cushion the economic and
social impacts of the sugar sector restructuring by supporting a diversified market
driven agriculture. The programme is designed to alleviate poverty by increasing on
farm income and generating opportunities in agriculture, and to help to maintain
stability and sustain grthh in rural areas.

The specific objective aims at improving key services to agriculture and at enhancing
the supply capacities. '

Expected results and main activities

The programme is designed to alleviate poverty for the most vulnerable groups in sugar
dependent areas focusing on two main axes: ‘

1} Direct support to farmers through agriculturai diversification in horticulture

~ 2) Indirect support to farmers by improving the sugar cane sector in supporting Research
through SRIF and Extension services delivery through fair trade associations.

Poverty and the fall into poverty of groups at risk will be tackled by enabling the poor to take
up opportunities through strengthening of farmers associations, development of
partnerships with the private sector and through better agricultural research and extension
service delivery. There are 3 results to be achieved:

1) Horticulture/food crops value chains are supported and supply capacities are enhanced
(component 1)

In order to improve key services to agriculture and enhance the supply capacities, the
programme will have to establish the conditions for quick starting the off take of horticuiture
and food crop preduction.

This will include structural interventions like promoting cooperation hetween farmers in
order to better access domestic and international markets and supporting farmers groups to
develop Small Medium Enterprises (SME) ventures at local level. The programme will support
the newly established National Crop and Livestock Council by building and strengthening its
capacities as well as providing guidance and support to commodity chains associations under
its umbrella with the aim to have 25% of the farmers being members of the associations and
to achieve self financing capacity by 2015. The programme will enable Nature's way
cooperative and Fiji Organic Association to access funding through borrowing, as major
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members of the National Crop and Livestock Council to expand and diversify their activities
and services to their members in order to achieve 3,000 tons of fruits and vegetables export
“avyear.

The development of alternativé to sugar underlies the removal of kéy technical bottlenecks.
The programme will enhance and sustain seeds and seedling production capacities (25t of
mixed seeds and 200,000 papaya seedlings/year, as of 2015) through the development of
partnerships with research stations present in the sugar belt and able to increase their supply
chain. It will disseminate integrated farming techniques by developing a pilot demonstration
cum training farm for vegetable pr'oduttipn in the Ba area and supporting extension services
through the Nature's way cooperative. It will tackle some of the io‘gistics'issues by initiating
the establishment of a collection grading facility in Ba and revitalizing the existing collection
centre in the Sigatoka east bank area. The programme will aim at doubling the pulse
production and recapture 15% of imports for fruits and vegetables by 2015,

Activities include: Strengthening of the horticulture/Food crop farmers Organisations and
supporting ‘farmers group for small enterprises; enhancing of horticulture/food crops
component, increasing seed &seedling production capacities

2) Cane variety research is strengthened and good quality seed cane is available to farmers
{component 2)

One of the major factors that may contribute to the rebound of the sugér industry and
therefore to increase sugar cane farmers' income is a consistent investment in research to
ensure a constant flow of improved cane varieties to farmers. SRIF (Sugar Research Institute
of Fiji} has started laying the foundations for developing multi-annual research programmés
of importance to growers and the industry in the years to come. It needs to be able to
expand on these capacities and to be accompanied in order to plan and innovate. SRIF was

granted an EU intra-ACP funding14 for pursuing applied research in 2011. Following up on
the EU 2006 AMSP intervention, the EU AMSP 2011 programme will continue to build the

" capacities of the institute and to find ways to promote its financial sust'ai'nability as an
independent non state agency, driven as'a non for profit making entity. The future of the
“Fijian sugar industry is heavily dependent on the introduction of new high yielding varieties
and disease free plénting material at farm level. A specific component of the programme was
prepared to develop a seed cane multiplication system in Fiji so that by 2016 sufficient
quantities of improved and certified varieties can be replanted with a target of 4,000
Ha/year.

14 2 research projects were granted in 2011 (EUR 800,000} by EU intra ACP programme for Sugar
Protocol countries
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Activities include: Updating and streamlining of cane variety recommendations, support to
growers to diversify their cane supply, strengthening cane research capacity, improvement of

mqnitoring, seed cane certification

LI
-

L]

3) Fairtrade associations are replicated and operations strengthened (component 3)

The current extension services are mobilised fhrough ESC with only 23 extension officers
serving 14,000 farmers and are totally industry driven. Growers regularly complain about the
lack of effectiveness of the technical services and their farm managemerit issues are hardly
addressed. They are now being mabilised through the Fair trade mechanism into three

associations and an umbrelia federation12. The fair trade concept provides incentives to the
farmers in the form of a premium remuneration to be collectively utilised and which has the
potential to retain the farmers in the sugar cane business. The focus of this component will
be to use the fair-trade associations' framework to support the emergence of demand driven
advisory services for farmers. The EU AMSP 2011 programme will provide technical farming
and management advice through growers associations federated at mills' level and in an
umbrella Fiji Cane Producers Association {FCPA) thus supporting the fair trade organisational
empowerment of smallholder organisations. Extension will be provided through the training
of extension officers and field assistants of the growers miil level associations. All extension
staff will receive regular backstopping through a technical assistance attached to FCPA which
will streamline training, methodological' support, extension aid and plan to monitor on-going
activities together with the fair-trade internal control team. Close collaboration with SRIF
and FSC will be promoted as events and demaonstration plots are major vehicles to test and
fine tune new innovative practices with growers. By end of 2015, the programme will have
mobhilised 1,150 growers' technology groups, trained 500 lead farmers and developed 64
demonstration plots. 8 growers centres would have been set up and operational and 35% of
régistered members would have been trained in farm management.

Activities include: Mobilisation of technical advisory services for sugar cane production,
developing integrated farm advisory services, provision of adequate support services to all
farm advisors and coordination '

Risks and assumptions

There are important assumptions that have been identified duri‘ng the identification stage
of this programme; ' '

» SRIF should retain its Non State Actor status and independence from FSC. The non-
profit non-state actor {NSA) status of SRIF is a precondition for the institution to
qualify for continued support through EU grant funding (refer to MIP 2011-2013).

15 1 association {Labasa Cane Producers Association was set up in 2010}, 2 others associations (Ba
and Nadi} are being established and will be operational end of 2011. The Fairtrade Cane
Producers Association will be fully established by end of 2011.
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Closer collaboration is achieved between the various implementing agencies

responsible for the extension services (Fiji Sugar Corporation, Fairtrade associations, _

Ministry of Primary Industries, Commodity Councils).

Structural reform of the sugar industry as well as the agriculture sector at large,
continues to be implemented according to the timetable, plans and recommendations
made on the business orientation. A cane quality payment system is gradually
introduced.

The land lease renewal continues effectively.
Fertilisers are readily available at an affordable price.

Government of Fiji provides assistance through a revolving fund for cane replanting. A
subsidy was provided in 2010 covering half of the replanting costs of 4,500 ha. In
2011, the government has set aside a grant of FID 6 million as a credit line through
SCGF to build up a revolving fund for replanting, interest free. Through the EU 2011
programme, the SCGF will make sure t'hat‘growers are using good quality seed canes
provided by SRIF. ‘

The private actors remain committed to form partnership with the programme,.

Domestic food prices remain attractive as compared to imported products and
bilateral quarantine agreements are maintained.

There are risks to be considered and' that can be mitigated:

»

The institutional weakness of the stakeholders is seen as a high risk factor, but the aim
of the project is to address this issue by building capacity and strengthening the

" institutions.

The Fair trade Cane Producers Association modél and its replication throughout the
entire sugar cane belt with two new associations and an umbrella organisation, is not
diminished by some members' vested interests and/or political interferences. There
are weak signals to this effect. This is a risk having high impacts but with moderate
probability. The programme will provide support to develop participatory process and
to build the capacity of the associations to mitigate this risk and reinforce farmers’
interest in fair-trade and provision of extension services.

Government of Fiji does not interfere in the institutional set up of the newly
established National Crop and Livestock Commodity Council as an apex body of the
other farmers associations. This is a risk with high impacts but moderate probability.
The programme will aim at providing assistance to conduct participatory workshops
and promote strategic dialogue between farmers associations and line Ministries and
by these means will mitigate this risk.

The sustainability of the programme will be ensured through a good ownership by the

different stakeholders, being farmers associations, private partners or research institute.

These actors have been associated since the beginning in the project design and will be

directly involved in its implementation. The necessary conditions of sustainability will be
established through the institutional strengthening and capacity building of the
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stakeholders involved. Local partnerships between farmers associations and private

. entrepreneurs will be initiated and will remain beyond the EU assistance programme.

. Economic viability will be . systematically addressed in the procurement of equipmen't

and financial sustainability will be ensured by the‘p‘révate sector involvement and by the
annual recurrent budget of the Fair Trade associations. The financial susta.inab_iiity of the .
commodity councils wiil have to be established before the end of the EU assistance
scheme through commercial business plans possibly supported through a levy or a
membership fee system.

The self-financing capacity of SRIF will be strengthened through the seed cane supply to
farmers at a non-subvention price. SRIF's capacity to conduct research-on-order will be
enhanced. '

InStitutiqnaE arrangements and governance structure under farmers  associations
working in partnerships with the private sector will get a better chance to be sustained
after the EU assistance. Government structures will be involved for the consultation
process only and through linkages between Project Steering Committees and National
Adaptation Strategy Steering Committee in order to ensure coherence with the
government policies. |

Social, gender and environmental issues will be systematically mainstreamed in building
Capacities within the farmers' organisations, in delivering extension services and
technical packages with appropriate technologies, in considering both Indo-Fijian and
Fijian farmers working in liaison with their immediate community.

Crosscutting Issues

Good governance will be reinforced by strengthening the political independence of
farmers associations and building their capacities to lobby Government system and to
better address their members' needs;

The proposed programme will have positive environmental impacts and benefits from
improved sugar cane farming system. The Strategic Environmental Assessment
undertaken in 2010 has indicated few areas where potential mitigation should be
addressed. These recommendations will be taken on board. The programme will
systematically carry out an Environmental Impact Assessment when necessary. The Fair
Trade prograimme will contribute to a great deal to mitigate the environmental impacts
of sugar cane farming on the farm environment though the compulsory implementation
of the Fair Trade Environmental Management Plan. The proposed crop diversification
programme will partly replace the sugar cane monoculture and will avoid its negative
impacts like burning and waste water pollution. Better farming practices through
intercropping and crop rotation will have a positive effect on soil fertility and land
erosion. The strengthening of farmers associations will contribute to build a more
resilient agricultural sector and will prepare farmers to better face more adverse and
severe climatic events.

Gender equality will be systematically looked into through the capacity building
activities, The expected increase in the overall farm income due to the increase of sugar
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cane yields and the diversification into other food crops will bring benefits to women
and children and to both communities, Indo-Fijians and Fijians, contributing to keep
stability in rural areas and prevent conflicts between communities.

- Stakeholders o
The ?target_’bepeficiaries will be the 200,000 people living in the sugarcane belt’s five province§
(an estimated 90,000 indo-Fijians and 104,000 native Fijians) relying in whole or in part on
sugarcane farming. The project addresses the needs of the farm households rather than
farmers as such. Special attention will be given to the needs of women fémily members.
Participation of women in farm livelihood activities and decreasing incomes tend to worsen
gender conflicts and increase stress on women for income generation, in cash and kind.*°

The segmented beneficiary population will be:

e sugar cane farrmers and their families who are willing to continue sugarcane farming on renewed
leases or are landowners but the cane income is not sufficient to support their livelihoods and for
whom possible options will be offered like intensifying yields and combining intercropping with
food crops or moving towards alternative crops.

e sugar cane farmers and their families who are wdlmg to fuily diversify into alternative
production, ‘

The stakeholders associated with the programme are:

e The farmers' associations and commodity councils representing crops industries {vegetable and
_ fruit association, kava association, ginger association, root crop industry association..). The
National Crop and Livestock Council was established in 2010 as an apex organisation of individual
commaodity associations that range from honey through root crops to the food processing sector.
It is an initiative of few successful business people with vast and varied experience representing
the voice of the farmers. However, the farmer association movement in the non- sugar sector is
stili fragile and the proposed interventions need to be mtroduced stepwise with focus on
structural i issues at the start.

e A first fair-trade cane producers association was established in the Labasa Mill area in 2010 with
the support of Tate and Lyle and the AMSP 2006 programme. It is built around four layers: 4,000
farmers, 400 sugar cane gangs, elected gangs' representatives at the sector level and elected
representatives at the mill level. The certification process was completed early 2011 and enabled
the growers to beriefit from fair-trade conditions for their sugar cane and to receive a premium
at around FID 12/t of sugar cane on the top of the sugar cane price. The assOciatiQn has

® In 2011, Fiji Bureau of Statistics has undertaken a poverty mapping showing that provinces where
more than 50% of the inhabitants are poor are Ra, Macuata-and Cakaudrove (northern sugar belt)
and greatest concentration of poor people is in Ba - {western Sugar belt) - UNICEF survey on
vulnerability (2011) has identified coping mechanisms in reaction to economic stress which include
home gardening, eating cheaper food, maving children to cheaper schools or out of schools and
giving them casual work outside school hours, not giving children a meal for school, an increase in
domestic violence in times of economic stress was also mentioned by households - a review of
food prices indicated that the price of rice has increased 100% over the last year
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developed internal control systems in response to the Fairtrade Labelling Organisation
certification requirements and internal procedures for managing the association’. The Labasa
Cane Producers Association foresees to ensure proper and lasting technical support to its
members to develop a more sustained cane production system based on enwronmentaiEy sound
farming ‘practices. It lays the foundations for a comprehensive technlcai driven extension .

‘programme that will be streamiined. by the Fairtrade certification standards. This successfuI

model is to be replicated into the three other mills on Viti Levu by end of 2011.

The research on sugar and associated intercropping crops was revamped with the creation of an
independent Sugar Research Institute end of 2006. The technical capacity of the new established
Institute is still weak {new staff} but good sprouts of solid capacity is building up as an oytcome
from the training compbnent of the 2006 EU assistance. :

The extension services for sugar farming were in the past delivered by FSC which did not consider
this service to belong into its core activities. The Act establishing SRIF transferred the extension
services from FSC under SRIF's umbrella. However, in the turmoil around the decreasing sector
performance the Government, in 2009, decided to return the extension services back to FSC. The
uncertainty about the management of the extension services has resuited in loss of experienced
human resources and advisory services to farmers. it is unlikely that they get the attention they
would deserve amongst more burning operational challenges which FSC is facing at the mills. The
extension services for other crops are devolved to MPI but the Ministry lacks capacity to
structure and manage the operation and to deliver effective professional advisory support to the
farmers. The programme will associate these stakeholders in the coordination of the different
extension activities. '

So far only a few private agribusiness initiatives have been successful. Representatives of these
businesses attended the programme's workshop on identification and formulation. Some of
these private sector actors expressed an interest to be associated to the programme and serve as
medels to trigger multiplication of business concepts. ‘

The Secretariat of the Pacific Community is a regionally based arganisation which has developed
an extensive expertise in horticulture and food crops production in the Pacific. SPC is currently
implementing EU FACT regional Programme and coordinates agricultural regional Programmes
funded by AUSAID and NZAID. ‘

The International Trade Centre {ITC) is a UN body specialised in trade related issues and focussing
its interventions on agriculture topics. ITC was identified for its strong expertise in agriculture
value chain analysis and extensive staff resources with a pool of experts. ITC has undertaken
similar work worldwide and has recently campieted a sector development strategy for the Fruits
and vegetables industry in Fiji under the framework of the All ACP commaodities project (EU}.

Implementation issues

Method of implementation

Component 2 of the project will be implemented through Direct Centralised
management by the EU Delegation to Fiji. The EU will award a direct grant to the Sugar

" Internal Management procedures: institutional compliance, premium management based on

collective decision making, rules against child labour, good environmental practices, health and
safety hazard.
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Research Institute {SRIF} which occupies a de facto monopoly on research in the sugar
sector in Fiji.

Components 1 and 3-will be implemented through joint managément ‘with  the
Secretariat of the Pacific. Community (SPC) and with International Trade Centre {ITC}
who are working in Fiji and have extensive expertise capacities in the fields of the.
programme, both locally and mternatlonaliy, in accordance with Article 53d of the
Financial Regulation. The international organisations comply with the crltena prowded
for in the applicable Financial Regulation.

The EU will sign two Standard Contribution Agreements with SPC and with ITC
respectively for the implementation of the activities under result 1 (Horticulture/food
crop value chain is supported and supply capacities enhanced}, and result 3 (Fairtrade
associations are replicated and operations strengthened). ITC is covered by the
Framework Agreement (FAFA) as a UN agency. SPC has successfully passed the
institutional assessment and is able to sign contribution agreements.with EU.

Activities related to monitoring, evaluation, audit, communication and visibility will be
implemented through direct centralised management by the EU delegation to Fiji
signing service contracts.

Procurement and grant award procedures

1) Contracts

All contracts implementing the action must be awarded and implemented in
accordancé with the procedures and standard documents laid down and published by
the Commission for the implementation of external operations, in force at the time of
the launch of the procedure-in question.

Participation in the award of contracts for the present action shall be open to all
natural and legal persons covered by the DCI instrument. Further extensions of this
participation to other natural or legal persons by the concerned authorising officer
shall be subject to the conditions provided for in articles 31(7) and (8) DCL.

2) Specific rules for grants

The essential selection and award criteria for the award of grants are laid down in the
Practical Guide to contract procedures for EU-external actions. They are established in
accordance with the principles set 'out in Title VI 'Grants' of the Financial Reguiation
applicable to the General Budget. When derogations to these principles are applied,
they shall be justified, in particular in the following cases:

- Financing in full (derogation to the principle of co-financing): the maximum

. possible rate of co-financing for grants is 80%. Full financing may only be

applied in the cases provided for in Article 253 of the Commission Regulation

(EC, Euratom) No 2342/2002 of 23 December 2002 laying down detailed rules

for the implementation of the Financial Regulation applicable to the General
Budget.

Under component 1 and 3 all contracts implementing the action are awarded and
implemented in accordance with the procedures and standard documents faid down
and published by the relevant International Organisation.
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Budget and calendar

The total project cost is estimated at EUR 8 million, of which 8 million shall be financed
from the MIP 2011-2013 in the framework of the General budget of the European
Union An in kind contribution worth approximately’EUR 4.94 million will be provided
by the Farmers/SRIF and private stakeholders own resources.
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Budget Breakdown Categories

EU contribution

Contracting/

Paying

authorities -

milfion EUR

Component 1 Horticulture/Food crop value chain is
supported and supply capacities enhanced (see 3.2)

Contribution Agreement with_ITC : Strengthening of
the horticulture/Food crop farmers Organisations and
establishing of the collection centres in Ba and
Sigatoka

Contribution Agreement- with_SPC : Enhancing seed
&seedling producﬁon capacities for horticulture/food
crops, farmers group support for small enterprises and
Enhancing of hortfc'ulture/food crops component

2.6

EU/EU

Component 2 Cane variety research is strengthened
and good quality seed cane is available to farmers
{see 3.2)

Grant to SRIF

1.0

EU/EU

Component 3 Fairtrade associations are replicated
-| and operations strengthened (see 3.2) '

Contribution agreement with SPC {to be combined
with component 1)

1.0

EU/EU

Monitoring and evaluation, audits {Service contracts)

Communication/visibility (Service contracts) |

Contingencies *

0.15

0.05

0.50

EU/EU
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TOTAL

8.00

" The operational implementation period of the programme is 48 months stan‘mg from the date of the

signature of the first implementing contract.

Performance monitoring

The Commission will carry out annual Results Oriented Monitoring (ROM) via independent
consultants, starting from the sixth month of project activities, which wili be finalised at the
latest 6 months before the end of the operatlona! implementation phase

Monitoring the performance will be the responsibility of the EU Delegation in Fiji based on
reports, steering committee meetings and monitoring visits. A monitoring system to measure
on-going progress will be set up by the coordination TA that was set up under the EU AMSP
2010 support programme. The main Objectively Verifiable indicators of the programme will
take into consideration a without project scenario and will be: Total production of
horticulture increased by 25% in 2015 as compared t¢ 2006 level - sugar cane farmers gross
‘margin/ha has increased to FID 3,750 in 2015 as compared to FDJ 1,181 in 2006 — 5,000 out
going farmers have started alternative activities by 2015 as compared to no pian for exiting
farmers. -

Evaluation and audit

The Commission will carry out external evaluations (EUR 100,000} via independent
consultants, as follows:

a mid-term evaluation mission;
a final evaluation, at the beginning of the closing phase;
possibly, an ex-post evaluation.

Communication and visibility

The communication and visibility of the 2011 improvement of key services to Agriculture
programme will be implemented in accordance with the EU's guidelines for external action
{September 2005) and will be ensured through publications of Research and Extension bi-
annual reports from SRIF, bi-annual reports from National Crop and Commedity Councit and
Fair trade farmers asSociations, quarterly and annual progress repbrts from the executing
agencies and the Project Management Unit. Visibility is subject to the political context in Fiji
{art. 96} and ad hoc considerations. Without any new political development, visibility
should be restricted to promoting awareness of the EU assistance program through SPC/ITC
support to diversification.
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Logical Frameworks
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B 1 = - . e -
Type Mmmh_%mﬂmmq Intervention Logic qumMMﬂMM“Mm_wv_mmu_m Sources (SOV) ﬂnwwﬂw of Verification Assumptions
5.1.a At least 200,000 papaya :
seedlings/year are produced by
2015, i.e., after the start-up
period of 2012 at least 33,000
per semester between 2013 and
2015.
5.1.b 500 pecple from the target
] group are trained by end of the
project
’ Horticultureffood crops value 5.1.¢ U..u_._w___._m the _uc_mm _uﬂo_”moﬁ reporis Nﬂﬁwﬂm%ﬁ@%m ﬂ_q_u%wﬁ .D:ﬂﬂmnﬂ,m:m access ﬁm o<wammm dod
Result 5 1 chain is supported and supply production compared with 2012 Zm:.o:.m_ ._.ama.m National Trade Stafistics mar efs is Bm__..;mm:m and expanded.
o 9 . J tted the
capacities are enhanced. and recapture 15% of 2012 Statistics Project Analyse (MOV) Project Farmers remain commi
: - imports-for fruits and vegetables jreports it programme.
at the end of the project as reports
i compared to the starting of the
project
’ 5 1.d Export of fruits and
vegetables reach 3000t/year at
the end of the project
5.1.e At least 25t on mixed
seeds are produced by the end
of the project
5.2.a At least 3000 Grower
Technology Gangs and 500 lead
thzwmm_wmm been mobilised by FairTrade Associations democratic
. ) ) election a pre-requisite for FairTrade
Fair trade associations are : 0r - Project Annual Analyze (MOV) Project l.abelling Crganisation (FLO)
Result 5.2 replicated and operations m%w MM Mﬂ mﬂﬂw_%ﬂ qu:m_Sima reports produced by iAnnual reports produced  |accreditation; incorporation into the
strengthened. management by end of proiect FCPA by FCPA (S0OV) Fiji Sugar Council (FSC) or Sugar
anag Y projec X Growers Council (SGC) could
18.2.¢ 75% Satisfaction with prevent democratic elections
! Fairfrade certified CPA services
provided for the farmers by 2015
. : +Community and private sector
Activity  15.1.1 WWMNMMMMMNMMMM%M%__:@ interest in ﬁmom_zmm:m distribution and
h |horticulture/food crops -production of seedlings. *Farmers are
) keen on the programme.
Activity [5.1.2 * {Enhance horticulture/food _l*Community and private sector
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Reference ) ) Objectively Verifiable ‘ N - :
Type INumber _imz.m:ﬁ_o: Logic Indicators (OVI) Sources (SOV) Means of Verification :sO.S Assumptions
- 5.3.aFCLCis .
mmﬁmﬂ_.m:ma m_._a t « Stakeholders from all key
ua<_a_:u menmomwowm stages of the horticulture value
members by (4 ’ chain and communities engage
fully in the process and are
m.m.m ﬂmmmmﬁ QA new motivated to change their
marke .ﬁm:o cnm ¥ practices. « Human resources
o_u_uo:c:_. 1es, anadror with adequate capabilities and
ouuo:c:_,ﬁ_mm to FCLC | . experience are available when
Market orientation, ._:o_.mmmm incomes are personne q.mo_,c_ﬁam:r Qualitatively assess the functioning jrequired. » Continuity is
problem-solving & ﬁm:ﬁ_mMa ._u<.0m mﬁn:m ﬁsﬂso_m_ & onmqmﬁ_wzm_ of the organization based on records imaintained of people in key
_ decision-making rough participatory Mm oﬂaw:om recor w ket (twice per year). Assess the number |counterpart organisations,
Result 5.3 capabilities of men & processes. eports/outcomes of marke of new opportunities identified in agencies, communities
women and agri-food 5.3.¢ At least 2 ow ﬂo:::__»ﬁ_mm aéo}m:oﬂm and ot each year. Quarterly assess records |associations. + Meeting
sector stakeholders : n_n mm%. lected w udies. ﬁomxam%m and project los progress against implementation jparticipants represent their
improved.’ roadmaps 1or selected docLiments. Roadmap plans. constituencies fairly. «
! value chains are implementafion reports Government agencies pro-
mmm:ma ﬂ:n <m_am$am actively contribute to the
| : mw% wmxm olders by Q process and are empowered to
’ implement recommendations. +
5.3.d Roadrr FFCLC members and sector
oing i om_ maps are associations are willing to
Eﬂﬁ mmﬁ:aﬂwmﬂm. :MNVQB contribute to FCLC resource
the private sector by requirements. .
) end of Q3 2013. .
5.4.a FCLC provides |FCLC documented . Representative member and
cffective trade support jcommunications with policy beneficiary community
m:n_” ﬁﬂuﬂmmm:ﬁm sector - makers. Interviews M_Mh_._u Qualitatively assess the engagement. « Stakeholders
sta m_. o_amﬂﬂoozmm ﬂﬂm wﬁmxm:o_am_mm m_n_._a F _| effectiveness of FCLC's based on  jsupport the FCLC. + Incomes
o mo _%w\..am ers " Y mﬁ:d«m:,&mﬂ CLG v_m_.w__m_._.ma annual informal interviews. from service provision are
Horticulture & food end of the project. _m_ ormation and nofi _nm”_o:m... Qualitatively asses the effectiveness sufficient to perpetuate service
seclor services providers 5.4.b FCLC effectively Eﬂﬁw aumﬂmﬂwm_%mmu_ﬂ.ﬂm%*mmgnm of information sharing activities. Bi- |provision to the sector. » The
ol 54 Ll e o 2000 Liares ptematona  ffcatonsavarced Records VAN cacute he oo nance e oer ncns
women in agri-food Bm%m.ﬁ ouuo:_._:& and jof :o:..muuﬁo,.,.ma m.=,_n approved advisory services. Bi-annually sum  jand prices of telecom
value chain growth. :mam information data - financing applications. System- the number of _._m,“c centifications Bi- companies do not change
Mw,_;: ;maawﬁascma E\ mm:mﬂmﬁa _dumo rts on usage and annually calculate ratio of approved adversely. « Trust and integrity
e end of the project. ﬁmﬂwﬂm_ﬂ. m«%ﬂﬁ.mmmﬁ to non-approved financing of the Fijian market price and
L - icati I | data collected b
5.4.c At least 50% of  jusefulness and applications. Nmﬂww:ﬂw%ﬁm%mu\wsmam system W
agri-food entrepreneursappropriateness. MOV; m m:fmm:mn_
that require Tabulate number of users each )
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Type m”wﬁ”.om Intervention Logic NMMMM_MM“%%_%E Sources (SOV) Means of Verification (MOV) Assumptions
produce compliant with 'The economic and political
applicable standards in environment for agri-food
existing or new business and land leases
markets by 2015. continues to improve.
5.5.c At least 50% of
enterprises or
community
organisations
benefitting from the
‘project are
implementing
improvement plans to
meet food safety and
quality compliance
.Istandards by the end of
the project.
Conduct stakeholder
ldentification, .m:m_km_m Human resources with adequate
Activity  15.3.1 and consultation, Sm_. capabilities and experience are
_...O_..Oq and map their available when required
services, communifies, ’
networks.
Establish a common All key groups of horticulture
work plan, roles and value chain stakeholders
Activity 15.3.2 objectives with all 2ngage in, and take ownership
stakeholders, incl. of, the process and are
; FCLC. motivated to change.
Explere, in collaboration .
with stakeholders .
_ +SPC provides support to
o w:nmhwmww_mmmmgwﬂwﬁ_ummm mobilise farm and community
Activity 5.3.3 options mcuu._< & value level participants. «Parficipants
chain structural of meetings fairly represent their
implications and start constituencies.
market orientation.
Define horticulture & 1 Accurate and complete market
agri-food value chain and agro-ecological information
development road maps, and baseline data are made
Activity 15.3.4 identify resource needs available for decision-making. *
& sources and get . Government agencies pro-
wvalidation from the actively contribute to the
partners on the iprocess and are empowered to

4
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Type

Reference
Number

Intervention Logic

Objectively Verifiable
Indicators (OVI)

Sources (SOV)

Means of Verification (MOV)

Assumptions

for coordination of
collection and extension
services,

Activity

5.5.1

Establish demonstration
agri-food value chains in
MViti Levu for selected
markets to demonstrate
feasibility and new
working practices, with a
view to replication into
other paris of the sugar
belt.

improved supply of produce and
collection centres are
ispearheaded by SPC.

IActivity

5.5.2

Advise and train
selected producers on
new markets, products,
market links and mobile
applications.

Stakeholders have the time to
devote to direct communications
and respond as advised.

Activity

5.5.3

Facilitate the advice &

training on new markets
& products and on food
safety & quality '
compliance for
enterprise and
community services

Stakeholders have the time to
devote to direct communications
and respond as advised.

Activity

5.5.4

Facilitate market
linkages, financing and

-isemmercialisation, and

initiate food chain
distribution and
buyer/supplier
development
collaborations.

Activity

5.5.5

Communication &

-Communities and producers
honour agreements and
coniracts. *improved supply of
produce and collection centres
are spearheaded by SPC.
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Type

Reference
Number

Intervention Logic

Objectively Verifiable
Indicators (OVI)

Sources (SOV)

Means of Verification (MOV) Assumptions

nursery and there is a
demand of seed-cane that
SRIF is producing

Result

5.2

..mm__n staff's capacity is

enhanced.

G.2a By the end of the
training measures, SRIF
staffs propose to SRIF
management how they will
be using their newly
acquired knowledge.

Staff reports on new
knowledge acquired and their
description on how they will
coniribute to SRIF research
efficiency and effectiveness,
approved by the SRIF CEO.

Staff reports on new
knowledge acquired and their
description on how they will
contribute to SRIF research
efficiency and effectiveness,

* lapproved by the SRIF CEQ.

Staff remains with SRIF with
a long term perspective i.e
they don’t leave straight
after fraining

Activity

iInitiate seed-cane nursery.

» Expertise Available. « Land
& water availability.
Equipment available,

Activity

Acquire and breed new
varieties of seed-cane.

« Expertise Available. - Land
& water availability. +
Equipment available.

Activity

Manage the Nursery &
Mother plot seed-cane.

» Expertise Available. » Land
& water availability. «
Equipment available.
Ground water presence.

Activity

6.2.1,

Staff participate in formal and
informal studies.

+ Staff have minimum
qualifications to enroll.
Staff available to attend.

Activity

6.2.2

Staff attend [nternational
conferences & workshops.

» Staff have minimum
qualifications to enroll. «
Staff available to attend.

IActivity

6.2.3

Staff attach to training abroad
and local.

- Staff have minimum
qualifications to enroll. «
Staff available to attend.

Activity

6.2.4-

Introduce PRINCEZ project

management.

Equipment Available.

Activity

6.2.5

Digitalise the SRIF library.

= Equipment available.

Activity

5.2.6

Communication & Visibility
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List_of Documents Consulted

Action fiche for the Annual Action Programme 2011 of Accompanying Measures for Sugar Protoool

Countries in favour of the Republic of Fiji..

An Economic Assessment of Fairtrade Certification of Sugar Cane in Vanua Levu, Fiji. Prepared by
Jonathan Bower of the Land Resources Division Secretariat of the Pacific Community.

Annex 1: Aooompanying Measures for Sugar - Component 5: Improvement of key services to
Agriculture. Sugar Diversification Agri-Food and Horticuiture Sector Development in Fiji.

Annual Action Programme 2011. F!jl A/ EU Partner Semi-Annual Report.- Sugar Research
Insititute of Fiji. .

Cane Growers Committee: A Report on the formation of the Growers Advisory Team (including
FSC, SRIF and Fairtrade Association),

Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European

Economic and Social Committee and.the Committee of the Regions: Increasing the impact of EU

Development Policy: An Agenda for Change. Brussels,13.10.2011. COM(2011} 637 final.

- Grant Contract — between the European Economic Commission and the Sugar Research Institute
of Fiji. - External Actions of the European Union — DC/-SUCRE/2012/293-435.

International Trade Center — Financial Report, Receipts and Accumulated Expenditure — July 2013

International Trade Center - IA76 FIJ/75/30A Accompanying Measures for sugar - improvement of.
key services to agriculture - Action Plan For January 2014 Report.

International Trade Center Interim Six-monthly Reports for Component 5. Improvement of key
services to Agriculture: July 2013; December 2013; January to June 2014; and December 2014

International Trade Center - Joint Communications '& Visibility Report — July to December 2014
International Trade Center - Powerpoint Presentations ‘
Agri-Foad Value Chain Development Implementation Road Map for Cassava, April 2014
Agri-Food Value Chain Development Implementation Road Map for Cocoa, April 2014
Agri-Food Value Chain Development Implementation Road Map for Dalo, April 2014
Agri-Food Value Chain Development implementation Road Map for Kava April 2014
International Trade Center — Semi Annual Report January 2013. |
Labasa Cane Producers” Association — Environmental Management Plan 2013 - LA'BASICS
Labasa Cane Producers’ Association - LABASICS Manual Version 2.0 (Year ?)

Labasa Cane Producers’ Association - A Fairtrade Certified Producer Organisation. Annual Report
(2013).

Logical Framework Analysis for International Trade Centre (ITC) — Component 5: Improvement of
key services to Agriculture — Annual Action Plan 2011.




" Logical Framework Analysis for South Pacific Corporation (SPC) Caomponent 5: Improvement of
key services to Agncuiture Annua[ Action Plan 2011.. - .

Logical Framework AnaEySJS for South Pacific Corporation (SPC) - Co‘mpon'ent 5. Improvement o'f_.
. key services fo Agriculture. 5.2: Fairtrade associations are replicated and dperations strengthened
- Annual Action Plan 2011 for SPC / Fairtrade Coordinating Unit (FCU).

Logical Framework for Sugar Research Institute of Fiji — Component 6. Improve sugarcane
varieties — Annual Actaon Programme 2011.

Memorandum of Understanding of a Grant under ProjectFIG/?S/BOA between International Trade
. Centre (ITC) and the Fiji Crop and Livestock Trust (FCLT). : '

Memorandum of Understanding between Fairtrade Coaordination Unit — Proman Consult and the-
Fiji Sugar Corporation Ltd, the Sugar Research Institute of Fiji and the Sugar Cane Growers
Council. :

Mid-Term Evaluation of the Accompanying Measures 2011 for Sugar Protocol Countries (AMSP).
Fiji. Terms of Reference. ,

Project Coordination Unit; Strengthening Grower Advisory Services: How the MOA between FSC,
FCU, SRIF & SCGC will operate. Paper by Andrew Winter-Taylor/Mohammed Habib (January
2014)

Project Coordination Unit: Fairtrade Report by Mohamed Habib, (2013 7)

South Pacific Community (SPC) — Powerpoint presentation on Improvement of Key Services to
Agriculture (January 2015}

The Sugar I'ndustry Stakeholder Action Group. (2012). Fiji Sugar Industry Action Plan (SAP): Sugar
Cane Industry Action Plan 2013-2022, 81p. Lautoka:Fiji.

Traders of fresh produce in Fiji's Western Division — Baseline mapping, surveying and analysis.
Prepared by Kyle Stice, Tropical Horticulturist and Development Specialist, August 2013.
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.An'nugi‘ Action Programme :

African, Caribbean, Pa(':iﬁc
Accompanying Measures for the Sugar Protocol
Development Assistance Committee
European Commission

European Uniﬁn

Delegation of the European Union
Financihg Agreément

Fiji Gane Producers Association

Fiji Sugar Corporation

Governmént of Fiji _. |
fmplementing Agency

International Trade Centre
Long-Term Expert

Multi-annual Indicative Programme
Mid-Term Review

Mid-Term EQaIuation Team

National Authorising Officer

National Adaptation Strategy
Objectively Verifiable Indicators
Programme GCoordination Unit
Programme Steering Committee

Fiji Sugar !ndust_ry Strategic Action Plan
Secretariat of {he Pacific Gommunity
Short-Term Expert

Technical Assistance

Terms of Reference
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As requested in the Terms’of Reference (ToR —see Annex 1) for the evaluation mission, this Inception
, Flepdft reflects the major..aspects of éhe evaluators’ intended approach of their mission. It is mainly
'based on the eva{uéltors’ o
o interviews with key stakehaolders {see Annex 3),
e first analysis of Programme-related documents received from the PCU (see Annex 4},
¢ experience from evaluations of other programmes and projects.

It is understood that this approach is tentative and can be adaptéd - in consultation with the Evaluatidn
Manager, Mr. Xavier Ganton-Lamousse - according to needs which might emerge during the course of
“the mission.

The Multi-annual Indicative Programme for Fiji approved by Commission Decision (C/2011/7965) was
designed to take appropriate measures o mitigate the adverse social effects of the EU sugar price
reform and the overall decline of the sugar industry for the most disadvantaged groups

The maximum contribution of the European Union to the Annual Action Programme was set at EUR 8
000 000 to be financed from budget line 21.0603 of the general budgset of the European Union for
2011. : ‘
The main intervention area of AMSP 2011 is to ‘cushion the rural population in the sugar belt from the
risk of deteriorating living standards due to the present high. dependence and reliance on sugar cane
and the sugar industry'. It is expected that capacity building will enable poverty-stticken groups to take
opportunities and other economic activities through the strengthening of community-based
organizations and farmers associations, development of private sector partneréhips and through better
agriculiurat research and exiension service delivery.

The main objective is therefore ‘to alleviale poverty by increasing farm income and genetating
opporiunities in agriculture, and to help to maintain stability and sustained growth in rural
areas’ and the specific objective is to imprave key services to agriculture and to enhancé the supply
capacities.

The expected results are that support will be provided directly to farmers through agricuitural
diversification in horticulture (Component 1 of AMSP 2011) and indirectly to sugar cane farmers in
Supporting research through Fiji Sugarcane Research Institute {(Component 2} and extension support

through Fair trade associations (Component 3).

The MTR will focus on four different LogFrames on twao levels:
e Programme level: LogFrame used by the PCU (hereafter referred to as “General LogFrame”;
see attachment to Annex 1).
e Result Area level: LogFrames used by the three Implementing Agencies (see Annex 2).

MTR of the AMSP 2011 — FLII - Inception Report Page 5 of 12




While the General LogFrame has remained unchanged, all three original LogFrames on |A-level have
been modified during the corresponding inception phases. These-adjustments the practicability of the
LogFrames and facilitated their utilization as-valuable management tools. '

Afirst review of the aforemeniioned LogFrames has confirmed the following
« All LogFrames are in a clear hierarchic logic: The Logftames which are used by the three
corresponding imp!émenting Agencies (lA), are in line with the overall Programme Logframe.
» The modifications of the orlgmaE LogFrames on IA level, which had been adJusted during the
inception phase, are reasonable and logic. o
e Al four LogFrames (1 on Programme level and 3 on IA level) have clearly defined and
measurable Objectively Verifiable Indicators {OVls). '

With respect to the aims/ToRs of the Mid Term Evaluation, that is to assess the performance of the

programme in meeting its major objective, i.e ‘to help to cushion the economic and social impacts
of the sugar seclor restructuring by supporting a diversified market driven agriculture’ and to
draw key lessons and recommendations for follow up actions and review the programme with all
partners, the evaluation will:
* review the original projects’ designs and financing decisions with respect to
achievements/failures to achieve expected objectives;
s assess the extent defined objectives, goals and targets have been attained;
s assess the sustainability of the achievemenls and if these are not suslainable, to recommend
l how {o ensure sustainabilty; ' '
. revie\]v constraints, lessons learnt and successes which could strengthen institutional capacity
of those implementing the programme;
~* gauge projects’ management compefencies and processes; and
e appraise if environmental and gender issues were adequately addreésed during the
implementation of the project.

The Evaluation Team considered the consistericy and validity of the evaluation questions outlined in
the ToR. In general, they cover all aspects which can be expected for the Mid-Term Review {(MTRY) of
the AMSP-2011 Programme. It also leaves enough room to include unanticipated issues which might
come up-dUring the course of the mission. Consequently, only minor changes have been made to
further adapt the questions. Below, the slightly moedified evaluation questions, as proposed by the
Evaluation Team, are grouped along the DAC criteria,

Relevance
1. In what way did the projects address national priorities?

2. Are projects' strategies, methodologies and overall approaches relevani to address the existing
problems?

Effectiveness

MTR of the AMSP 2011 — FIJI — Inception Repart Page 6 of 12



1. Tawhat extent have the projects' abjectives and purposes been achieved?
2. Have there been unforeseen beneficiaries or unintended consequences, and if yes explain- why,
- the extent, impact and implications for all stakeholders?? : -

3. Have the assumptions required to'translate projects’ results into the projects’ purposes ‘been
) realised? If not, why and how did this affect the projects? '
4. Have the projects' resources (Technical Assistance and personnel, equipment, training, résearch

etc.) been directly related to projects’ results? '
5. Have appropriately qualified and experienced staff been recruited to implement the projects and
contribute to planned projects’ outputs?
Efficiency
6. Are fundmg structures and contractual arrangement approprrate to manage the Programme
efficiently?
7. Have machanisms been putin piaca and apphed to monitor the Programme?
8. Are the management capacilies of the Coordination Unit and the rmplementmg Agencies
appropriate to manage the Programme efficiently?
9. Were the "milestones” achieved on time?
Impact .
10. What are the resuits obtained so far by the projects’ activities and who are the beneficiaries
{compare actual vs. planned)?
11. Were there unanticipated results of the project- either beneficial or harmful?
12. What were the most important factors explaining success or failure?
13, Who were the main beneficiaries? :
14, Given the desired outcome of the proreot iwere there alternative ways of achieving it which might

have been more cost effective (eg. design alternatives, use of different materials etc ... )?

Sustainability

15.

16.

17.

Acceptance and Ownership: This imporiant component of sustainability needs to be assessed in all
relevant target groups. Do the target groups feel the outputs of the prorects were relevant to their
needs?

Appropriate Technology: Did the technology that was offered correspond to the capacity and needs
of the target groups? Were the intended beneficiaries able to adopt and maintain the technology
acquired without further projects’ assistance?

Institutional and Management Capacity: Is the commitment of key parties involved such as

government, (e.g. through palicy and budgetary support} other institutions and potential donors in -
coniributing towards sustainabifity?

EU Value Added & Coherence

18.

18.

To what extent the Programme activities were coherent with Commission’s development
programmes, coherent and/or complementary with other donors' intervéntions and coherent with
other EU policies?

To what extent the programme adds value to EU interventions?
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- The evaluation mission has started with two separate briefings
e January 15 and 16 at PCU (Mohammed Habib, Jone Vuklnagauna Apenisa Vanigi, Nico
van Tienhoven, Kessawa Payandipilfay, )
s January 19 at EUD (Xavier Canton-Lamousse, Jerome Pons, Nico van Tienhoven,
Kessawa Payandipiliay)

During these sessions, the ToR have been discussed and variols aspects concerning expectations,
consfrainis and methodological approaches have been harmo'nized. Based on outcomes from these
discussions, as well as from the complementary siudy of programme documentation and further
- discussions with PCU members, the evaluators propose the outlined methodology below for the
- overall @ssessment of the programme.

1n fine with the briefing sessions with representatives from the PCU and EUD, the fellowing approach
will guide the Mid-Term Evaluation Team {(MTET) during the forthcoming mission activities.

The evaluation mission anticipated for this assignment to be thoroughly participatory. Although as
stipulated in the Terms of Reference, the assignment is independent and commissioned by the EU,
the MTET is of the opinion that an evaluation should be owned by the stakeholders who should
subscribe to the main findings, recommendations and lessons learnt. From a positive angle, the extent
to which such ownership is achieved intends for all stakeholders to be encouraged to utilize
recommendations drawn from evaluation findings activities. Negatively, without ownership, findings
and recommendations will have no ‘anchor’ and may contribute to tensions belween stakehotders, or
they might just be “ignored"”.

The approach by the mission is to acquire insight into and understanding on the many different
activities of the programme through interviews and meetings with the stakehalders, collectively as well
as individually, and collecting and lpro.c'essing a large number of reports, documents, memoranda, and
some intra-office and inter-office notes,

Consequently, the evaluators' findings, conclusions and recommendations / suggestions will be based
on three main pillars: B
e Literature review: An extensive literature review will be undertaken and some issues for further
evaluation identified. This cantinues during the course of the evaluation as new information is
gathered. _
s  Stakehalder interviews: An indicative list of interviewees is included further below.
» Field visits to projects: During field visits to projects implemented by the three Implementing
Agencies, the evaluators will endeavour to meel with local stakehalders as well as with final
beneficiaries. '

Note: Desk phase {literature review) and field phase (stakehoider interviews and field visits) cannot be
strictly separated, because for example, each project visit will require study of the correspondmg
documentation and briefing from the project management priar o the site visit.
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"To avoid /. correct errors or misinterpretations, which might arise due to the special socio-economic
and/or. institutional environment in which the programme operates, the evaluators will be reguiar
contact with the PCU and/or the corresponding Implementing Agencies (IA) to discuss their findings.

Especially 'd-uring the initial phase of the MTR, interviews shall be conducted by both evaluators
together, if the avaaEablhty of interviewees or logistical constraints does not require parallel activities.
This is seen as a precondition for a well coordinated and harmonized approach of the Evaluation
Team. However, for later project visits and some of the stakeholder interviews, the team m!ght split up
to maximize efficiency of the assignment.

In coordination with the PCU, the evaluators have compiled an indicative list of stakeholders to be
interviewed (see below). However, it is understood that this list will be continuously updated during the
course of the gvaluation:.

s Stakeholders’ availability and / or logistical constraints might requ;re an adaptatlon of the
originally faresean list of Inter\newees

¢ Findings during the course of the evaluation might imply changes or redirections in the list of
interviewees.

In order to set up the interviews, the evaluators will need the support of the EUD and the FCU.
Thersby, a timely preparation of the numerous interviews is a key requirement for the mission’s
success considering the overall time constraints for the field phase of the evaluation,

o EUD
o NAO
e PCU
e AusAid

o lAs {SPC, ITC, SRIF)
s National Crop and Livestock Council
* Nature's Way Cooperative
e  Fiji Organic Association
e Fiji Sugar Corporation (FSC)
Fiji Cane Producers Association (FCPA)
e Ministry of Sugar
¢ Ministry of Prirhar’y Industry
e Fiji Crop and Livestock Council (FCLC)
e Farmers and Farmer Groups
o Enterprises assisted through Cbmpohent 1

To facilitate visits to different locations and project sites, the evaluators will have a sultable vehicle at
their disposable during the entire assignment. This will ensure a maximum of flexibility to respond on
interviewees™ availability.
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During the briefings for this assignment.on 15 January 2015 at the PCU in Lautoka and on 19 January
‘at the EUD in Suva, it has been the comman understanding of the participants that the Reference
Group should be limited to a few members only. The limited number of Reference Group members will
facilitate a quick and — if necessary — ad hoc coordination between the Fvaluation Team and the
Reference Group: ' |

s Feedback on evaluators’ findings and conclusions.

s Adapfation of planning and schedule according to evaluation needs and stakeholder

“availability. '

Based on the ToR for this assignment, discussions during the briefing sessions and incéption phase,
and a first screening of the Programme documentation, the evaluators have developed the below
detailed schedufe for the evaluation exercise. However, it needs to be mentioned that this is a “living
work plan”. The cantinuaus update of this work plan will be done in close coordination with the PGU

and the Evaluation Manager.
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" DeskPhase (Inception Phase)

Briefing session with PMU and Lautoka '
preparation of incéption repart . | - A
Briefing session with EUD & NAO | Suva 19 Jan _ 1 1
and preparation of inception report ' - '
Submission of inception report 20 Jan
Interviews with various Lautoka and other - 20. 25 Jan 4 4
stakeholders; ' locations on Viti Levu : |
Study of project dogumentation; . - .
thervieWS with various Lautoka and other 26 Jan - 01| 4. 5
stakeholders; _. | locations on Viti Levu | Feb
Fieldvisits; . . and Vanua Levu

| study of prOJectdocumentatlon o o _
Interwews WIth various "1 Lautoka, Suva and other | 02~ 08 Feb 5 5
stakeholders SRR | locations on VitiLevu ' :
Field visits; .~ - ' e o
Study.of.p_r_OJeC_t_d.ocume_ntati_on; e
Interviews With'\:farious " |lautoka . . .| 09-15Feb 3 3
stakeho[ders ' . ' '
Preparation of Draft Final Heport _ o
Submission of: summaryofflndmgs [ 11Feb :
and recommendaﬂon (5pages) | N : _
Preparation of sllde presentatlon | lautoka & o 2o
for de-briefing o SRREEI IS R R
De-briefing with slide presentatlon 3 Leut_oka_ oo | 16Feb IR
of flndmgs and recommendatmns : S . ' B

“allow for Referenc"' : roup to commenf on Debrlefing Presentatlon

F_Ehiéh_gjo'f _Dr_af_t F’inal Report Home base 23 Feb

Submlss;on of the Draff Flnal S o 9 Mar

Reporf 3 : : I
SRR Break to aflow for Reference Group to comment on’ Draft Flnal Reporf R
Preparation of Fmal F{eport B Home base PRI TApr-. b1 R

12 Apr
12 Apr

S_ubmissibn 'of Fihe:l':-ﬂeport
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° 1 BACKGROUND

VThe development cooperation of the European Unfon with the groupfof Afrlcan, Caﬁbhean and
. Pacific-countries {ACP):is enshrined in the Cotonou Partnership Agreement and” fts predecessors of
Lome and Yaounde. An essental part of these Partnership Agreements used to be the so-called Sugar
Protocol which granted a preferentlal price end quota access to the European market to 18 sugar
producing ACP countries,

On 20 February 2006, upon request of the World Trade Organisation (WTO), the EU Co'unc!l adopted
a Reforny of the EU Sugar Reglme, which Introduced a significant reduction In the EU price for the
Sugar Protocol countries {36% over 4 years, Le. 2006-2009). The interim Economic Partnership
Agreement {EPA) concluded with Fifl in December 2007 and ratified in July 2014, grants Fiji a guota-

free access on the European markets By Octobar 2017 all £U imports from ACP countries should be‘

quota free and duty free without any price support mechenrsm

These decisions have had and will have an Important Impact on sugar exporting ACP counttles,
which have been relying on the EU market for the past 30 years, under the Sugar Protocol, In order
to assist the countries to adapt to the new situation the Commission established Accompanying
. Measures 1o the change of the EU sugar trade regime with the ACP countries (Regulation 226/2006),
In keeping with the provisions of the Regulation, the 18 Sugar Protocol countries were Invited to
draw-up their National Adaptation Strategies (NAS) and submit these to the Europeah Commission,
. The Commission responded with the granting of substantial financial- assistance for the
implementation of the natlonai strategles.

Fiji's National Adaptatlon Strategy Is a response to the declining performance of the sugar sector as a
whole by taking into account the forecast decline In sugar prices for the coming years. It defines
measures to.maka the sugar Industry more competitive and ready to take up the challenges of world

market price by 2015 and to make Fiji's agriculture less dependent on sugarcane cultivation. The

measures were formulated on the basis of an analysls of the country’s economic and social

condittons and grouped aocording to thelr priorities of imptementation and most approprlate source

of funding.
Consequently NAS has three main Intervention areas:

= Support to the smallholder sugarcane growers alming at continuous productivlty and efﬂciency
improvement resulting in production costs reduction,

" m  Support the Introduction of a diversified agriculture for food Import substitution and for

Increasing certaln food exports In order to make the country less dependent on sugarcane in the

- medium long term prospects,
= Cushion the rural population In the sugar belt from the risk of deterforating living standards due

to the present high dependence and rellance on sugarcane and the sugar Industry,

The EC Multlannual Indicative Programme for Fijl proposed to support all three dimensions of
the NAS:




- » Productivity Improvement and cost reduction in the sugar sector;
M Senvices and supply capacities almed at diversification in agriculture;
»  Local development strategies for supplylng socio-economic needs.,

In addition resources would be made avaifable for the coordination and monitoring of the
-strategy implementation, ‘ :

~ The first aliocation of €4.038M to Fiji from the initial 2006 Accompanying Measures for Sugar
Protocol countries has been used to revive sugar research and extension services, to contribute to
Fii's efforts to rejuvénate the sugar plantatlons {cane replanting program for 3500 Ha) and to
establish a Project Management Unit under the premises of the Sugar Cane Commission responsthle
for coordinating the programme and assisting in the design of following annual allecations. This
~ programme was partlcularly successfut in supporting the establishing of the Labasa Cane Producers
Association enabling the sugar production of 4000 farmers to become Fairtrade certified In 2011 and
enjoying a price premium,

However, since the December 2006 military coup, FiJl has been under the restriction of Article 96 of
the Cotonou Agreement and any EU assistance is conditional to the country restoring its democratle
institutions. As the military regime had made no significant progress on the road to restoring
democracy and the rule of law, an amount of € 52M (2008-2010 allocation for the Accompanying
Measures for sugar) was lost by Fijt by end of 2010,

Considering the critical situation of the Fijlan sugar sector and its social impacts on the poputations,
the EU refeased a limited assistance through the Annual Action Programme 2010 for Fiji (€8M). This
social mitigation assistance has only been implemented through Non State Actors in order to find
income generating alternatives to sugar and to improve the livelthood of the rural households most
affected hy the reform. The 2010 program aimed at developing a sector strategy for social mitigation
in Implementing a pllot local development program through grants to NSAs for the whole sugar belt
area, focusing on alternative livelihoods and poverty reduction. It has also provided the necessary
Technical Assistance for coardination, implementation and moni'toring of the NSA grant schemes,
and made provision of studies to prepare for possihle future Interventions under Accompanying
Measures allocations (2011-2013), This support was contracted for 3.5 years {2011-2014} under the
ongoing Coordination Unit Phase { which is golng to be completed by 31/12/2014,

In 2011, the EC decided to allocate to Fiji another amount of £51M for the petiod 2011-2013, As no
progress was made In the Article 96 consuitations, the EU only considered funding interventions
through Non State Actors.

EU Accompanying measures (2011-2013)

The EU Accompanying Measures for Sugar Programme (AMSP} follows the National Adaptation
Strategy {NAS) that was deslgned in 2006 by the sugar stakeholders. The EU response Is designed to
allevlate poverty In Fiji's sugar cane beit by supporting on farm Income generating opportunities for
farmers and their dependents. Poverty and the fall into poverty of groups at risk Is tackled by
building capacity to enable the poor to take up opportunitles and other economic activities through
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e strengthenlng of Commumty Based Drganlsatlons and farmers assoclations, development of private
sector partnershfps and through better agricu!tural research and extens!qn service defivery. The
‘programme also assists. the sugar cane dependent popu!attons in generatlng Income from micro- .
“projects while Increasing thelr resifEence and preparation to climate disasters such as the recurrent

floods affecting the sugar be[t1 The prohabllity of flooding has increasad in recent years with
changes In the agricultural pattern and the urban development together with the increase In
~occurrence and severlty of climatlc events,

The EU Accompanying Measures for Sugar Programme (AMSP) is made of four different
Interventions; AMSP 2010, 2011, 2012 and 2013. The programme of 'relev_ance to this assignment is
AMSP 2011: ‘ ‘

AMSP 2011, Improvement of Key Services for Agrlculture Programme (€ 8,000,000} ~ Project
Duration 2012-2015 ‘ '

The overall objective of the program is to help to cushion the economic and soclal impacts of the
sugar sector restructuring by supporting a diversified market driven agriculture, The specific
objective Is to ensure that Key services to agriculture are Improved and supply capacities are
- -enhanced, The programme Is Implemented through the. Secretariat of the Paclfic. Cornmunltv, the
international Trade Centre and the Sugar Research Institute of Fiji.

¢ 2. DESCRIPTION OF THE ASSIGNMENT

- The objectlves of the Mid Term evaluation of the AMSP 2011 improvement of Key Services to
Agricufture Programme are to-

a. Make an independent assessment of the performance of the AMSP 2011 contribution * to
help to cush{on the economic and soctal impacts of the sugar sector restructuring by
supporting a diversified market driven-agriculture,

b, Draw key lessons and recommentclations for possible follow up actions, review the
programme set up by the EU and other partners involved in the programma,

In keeping with the EU evaluation methodology presented below, the evaluation will:

() Review and assess the relevance of the original projects’ deslgns and Financing Decisions, in
the light of achievements or fatlures to achieve the expected objectives,. :

{il} Assess the degree to which the Prograimmes’ activitles have achieved the defined goals,
objectives and targets and the impact those have had on heneficiary

(i) Assess the sustalnabllity of the project achievements and provide recoinmendations as to

‘ensurlng sustainabliity if this is not the case yet,

{iv} Review the problems faced, lessons learnt and successes achieved which could strengthen
institutional capacity of programme implementers.

{v) Gauge projects’ management competencias and processes

l Flii s c?ar balt was stricken by floods early 2008 and early 2012. The occurrence of flaods on the western coast of VIl Levu
Vanua Levu Is wall documented under the EU study on Economle cosls of the 2008 floads, [UCN,
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' {vi) Appraise the projects’ sensitivities to environmental and gender issues, and specificaliy _
whether these Issies were addrassed adequate!y ’ o R

e

‘The project purpose is : "to ensure that Key services to agriculture are improved and supply
capacities are enhanced".

3,  MAIN ISSUES TO BE STUDIED

When undertaking the evaluation the experts should address the following 7 evaluation critetia.
While an opinion will be formulated with regards each criterfa, the proposed focus for the mid-term
evafuation wili be on, Efficiency, Effectiveness and Sustainabllity. '

3.1 Relevance

Assess the extent to which projects’ designs based on the original Financing Decisfons was conslstent
with country requirements and EU priorities. Also assess the internal coherence of the projects with
due consideration to:

Overall objectives

Project purposas

Expected Resuits

Activities

Assumptions / preconditions
Comment on the Logleal Frameworks.

Taking into account other interventions of the Fiji government, EU and other donors which were
directly or Indirectly related to the project, the evaluation will, amongst other aspects, consider:

» inwhat way did the projects address national priorities?
» The relevance of profects’ sttategles, methodologles and overall approaches to address the
relevant existing problams ‘

3.2  Efficlency

Evaluate the efficlency with which the activities in the Programmes have been undertaken In order to
yleld planned results, The following aspects should be considered: -

= QOrganisation and management, analyses of tha organisational arrangements {funding, structures,
human resources, responsibilities and contractual arrangements) relating to the project (TA,
grant contracts, etc.). This Includes an assassment of the management capacities of the
Coordination Unit and relevant organisations {e.g. international and national agencies ) and the
mechanisms put in place to monitor and manage activities. Issues to be considered Includes:
plans of operations and timetables, financial management and budgeting, terms and condltions,
phasing of activities, Internal monitoring arrangements, management of technical assistance
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3.3

under the project, coordination with EU and other donors and Institutional capamty support
provided during the programme. v
Implementation of activities, including the quallty, quantity and timing of techn:cal assistance,
training and other project outputs at the regional and natlonal levels, :

Effectivenass

Analyse the extent to which the programme’s ohjectives were achieved, The following questions
should dssist with the assessment of the effectiveness of the projects:

3.4

To what extent have the projects’ objectives and purposes been. achieved?

Have there been unforesean beneficlaries or unintended consequences, and if yes, explain why,
the extent, impact and implications for all stakeholders?

Have the assumptions required to translate projects’ results into the pro]ects purposes heen
realised? If not, why and how did this affect the projects?

Have the projects’ resources {Technical Assistance and personnel, eqmpment, training, research
etc.} been directly related to projacts’ resuits?

_ Have appropriately quallfied and experlenced staff been recrulted to implement the profects and

contribute to planned projects’ outputs,

= A particular focus will be given on evaluating the Jast achlevements of the year 2014 by

comparing the programme outputs to the benchmarks set. This specific assessment will
enable the review team to make some recommendations on deciding whethet ot not the

- programme should continue after the completion date provided that an extension is
granted, ‘

A segarated analysis will be conducted for each component of the Programme:

" Each result to be achieved in @ certaln timeframe under each sub-component will be
- assessed according to their level of achlevement. The evaluation will also consider the
different constraints faced during the project Implementat!on and the relevance of the
actions taken and the planning to overcome thase constraints. :

impact

Analysg the foreseen and Unforeseen projects’ impacts, whether they are positive or'negative. '
Compare the scenarlo Immediately prlor to the implementation of the projects with the

“achievements of the projects. Among the points to consider are :

- What are the results obtalned so far by the projects’ activities and who are the benefictarles
{compare actual vs, planned)?

- Did the objectives/proposes change during the life of the project?

- Were there unanticipated results of the project- either beneficlal or harmful?

- What were the most important factors explaining success or failure?
Who were the main benefictaries?




- Given the desired outcome of the project were there alternative ways of achieving it which
might have been more cost effective (eg. deslign alternatives, use of differeit materiafs- -

efc.. )? e

Findings have to be brought together and concluslons drawn. Among the points to

.consider are:

«  What are the lessons learnad that emerge from this project 7

" - What factors — favourable or adverse ~ made for the relative success or fallure of the

project? ‘ :

- Does the project throw new light on particular areas or reveal new problem areas?
»  How do the findings compare with those of previous evaluations in this field?

- What recommendations arise ditectty from this project for continued operation or for future

similar projects?

3.5 Sustainability

Assess the extent to which the activitles of the Programmes at the reglonal and national level have
been sustained and whether or not this Is likely to continue. '

In terms of sustainability particutar emphasis should be given to:

- Acceptance and Ownership: This important component of sustainahbility needs to he
assessed in all relevant target groups. Do the target groups fee! the outputs of the projects were

relevant to their needs?
. ¢

- Appropriate Technoibgy: Did the fechnofogy that was offered correspond to the capacity
and nesds of the target groups? Were the Intended beneficiaries able to adopt and maintain the
technology acquired without further projects’ assistance?

- tnstitutionel and Management Capacity: Assess the commifment of key parties involved such as
government, (e.g. through policy and budgetary support) other institutions and potential donars in
contributing towards sustalnahility,

3.6 EU Value Added & Coherence

Conslder to what extent the programme activities were coherent with Commission's development
programmes, coherent and/or complemnentaty with other donors' interventions and coherent with
other EU poficies.

Tha evaluation wii assess to what extent the programme adds value to EU interventions,

3.7 Conclusions and Recommendations




P

- Having avaluated the projects along the lines proposed above; With a particular emphasis on

efﬂccency‘ effectiveness and sustainabm!y, summarise the outcomes and draw recommendations,
Additlonaily, Identify what poifcy, organisatlonat and gperational lessons are to be learnt by

" stakeholders. The evaluation wil ehsure that all recommendations are substantiated and are

followed by corresponding operational recommendations that could be adopted to overcome
Identified constraints and enable opportunltles

Concluslons should cover all 7 evaluation criteria, with a focus on the specific focal areas identified
above. Each conclusion should lead to corresponding operational recommendations that could be
adopted to overcoma constralnts,

4, METHODOLOGY

For methodological guidance refer to the EuropeAld's Evaluation methodology website where
guidance Is available for both evaluation managers (Commission staff) and evaluation teams

{experts} http://ec.europa. eu[eugogeaId[eva]uation[metnodology[gufde!ines[gba en.htin as well as

to ‘Aid Dellvery Methods’, Volume 1 ‘Project Cycle Management Guidelines (EuropeAld, March 2004)

http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/multimedia/publications/publications/manuals-tools/t101_en.htm,

Methodologleal tools for the evaluation of integration of cross-cutting issues (environméntal
sustainabllity, gender, good governance and human rights) may be found in the following websltes
(please note that these links could be changed);

hiip://ec.europa.eweuropealdfevaluation/methodologyitools/teo_en.htm

4.1 Management and steering of the Evaluation :

The evaluation is managed by the Profect Coordination Unft and the EU Delegation with the
assistance of a reference group consisting of members of steering committee who oversees the
evaiuat[on on behalf of the Commission. The reference group member's main functions are:

e To ensure that the evaluatlon team has access to and has consulted all relevant
information sources and documents related to the project/programme.

¢ Tovalldate the Evaluation Questions prepared by the Evaluators,

« To discuss and comment on notes and reports delivered by the evaluation team.
Comments by individual group members are compiled into a single document by the
evaluafion manager and subsequently transmitted to the evaluation team,

s To assist in fesdback of the findings, concfusrons Iessons and recommendations from the
evaluation.

The Evaluation Manager Is Mr Xavier Canton-Lamousse, EU Delegation
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4 2 The evaluation approach / process

The evaluation approach should- be developed and implemented as presented below through two
phases: a Desk Phase and a Field Phase

4,2,1 Desk Phase

* In the inception stage of the Desk Phase, the refevant programming documents should be reviewed,
as well as documents shaping the wider strategy/policy framework, The evaluation team will then
analyse the logical framework as welf as the relevant programming documents should also be '
reviewed, as well as documents shaping the wider strategy/policy framework. On the basis of the
information collected the evaluation team should:

* & & »

Hoid a briefing meeting with profect partners In the first days of the field phase.

Describe the development co-operation context,

Comment on the loglcal framework.

Comment on the Issues / evaluation questions suggested {see annexe 2; section3} or, when
relevant, propose an alternative or complementaty set of evaluation quastions Justifying
thelr relevance. Develop the evaiuation into sub-questions identify provisional Indicators
and their verification means, and describe the analysis strategy.

Propose the work plan for the finalisation of the fleld phase.

Confirm the final time schedule. _

Identify and present the list of tools to be applled In the Field Phase;

List alf preparatory steps already taken for the Field Phase,

The Evaluation Team will conduct the Desk Phase in Lautoka, at the Coordination Unit, during the
first 4 working days of the mission,

4.2.3 Fleld phase

The evaluation team should:

implement detalled work plan with an lndicatlve fist of peupfe to be interviewed, surveys to
be undertaken, dates of visit, Itlnerarv, and name of team members in charge. This plan has
to be applied in a way that Is flexible enough to accommodate for any last-minute difflcuities
in the field. If any significant deviation from the agreed work plan or schedule is perceived as
creating a risk for the quality of the evaluation, these should be lmmedtateiy discussed with
the evaluation manager.

Ensure adequate contact and consultation with, and Involvement of, the different
stakeholders; working closely with the relevant government authorities and agencies during
their entire assignment. Use the most rellable and appropriate sources of information and
will harmonlse data from different sources to allow ready interpretation.

Summarlse its fleld works at the end of the fleld phase, discuss the reliabliity and coverage
of data collection, and present its preliminary findings In a meeting with the profect
/programime management, the EU Delegation, the Reference Group.

Preparation of the draft finail report, The consultants will make sure that thelr assessments
are abjective and balanced, affirmations accurate and verifiabte, and recommendations
realistic,
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* When drafting the report, they.wiil acknowledge clearly where changes-in the deslred directlon are

known to be already taking place, in order to avold misleading readers and causing unnecessary
irritatlon or offence.

I the evaluation manager considers the draft report of sufficlent quality, he will circulate itfor -
commants to the reference group members, and convene a meeting In the presence of the
avaluation team,

. 'On tha basls of comments expressed by the reference group membars, and collected by the

evaluation manager, the evaluation team has to amend and revise the draft report, Comments
requesting methodological quality improvements should be taken Into account, except-where there
Is a demanstrated Impossibility, In which case full justification should ke provided by the evaluation
team. Comments on the substance of the report may be elther accepted or refected. In the latter
instance, the evalyation team Is to motivate and explain the reasons in writing.

The Evaluation Teamn wiil conduct the Fleld Phase for 18 working days, after the Desk Phase,

4,2.4 Dabrlefing seminar

The evaltation team has to present the revised draft final report at a seminar In Lautoka, The
purpose of the seminar Is to present the draft final report to the main stakeholders, to check the

- factual basis of the evaluation, and to discuss the draft flidings, conclusions and recommendations.

The Dehriafing is scheduled for the 16/02/2015

On.the basis of comments made by participants, and collacted by the evaluation manager, the
evaluation team has to wrlte the final version of the report, in which the rules applying to the
integration of comments are those stated In the previous section.

5. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The reports must match qu'ality standards. The text of the report showld he fliustrated, as
appropriate, with maps, graphs and tables; a map of the project’s area(s} of Intervention is required

{to be attached as Annex),
The consultant will submit the following reports in engiish:

1. Inception report of maximum 6 pages to be produced after 4 days from the start of the
consultant services in Fijl. In the report tha consultant shall describe the first finding of the study
along the linas proposed In 4.2,1 ahove, the foreseen degree of difficulties in collecting data,
other encountered and/or foreseen difficulties in additlon to hls programme of work and staff

mobillzation.
11
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2. Draft final report {of maximum 30 pages, with Executwe Summary of 2 pages maximum} using
the structure set out In A nneg 2 and taking due account of comments received froim the
" reference group members. Besides answering the evaluation questions, the draft final report
should also synthesise all findings and recommendations Into an overaif assessment of the
project/programme. The report should be presented within 15 days from the recaipt of the
reference group's comments at the occasion of the debrlefing seminar.

4.Final report with the same specifications as mentioned under 2 above, incorporating any
comments received fram the concerned partles Comments from the aviluation steering
‘committae will be provided within 30 days of the submission of the draft report to the evaluation
manager. The Final Report to be presented within 5'days of the receipt of these comments.

Distributlon of all reports In paper and electronic version will be as follows
& [EU Delegation . {2) copies

Paper verslon are requested only for the Final Report, unce approved by the Evaluation Corﬁmittee.

¢ &, Evaluation Team

» The evaluation wlil be undertaken by 2 experts with the followlng profile:

TEAM LEADER (CATEGORY | .25 working days)

Qualiﬁcotlon

* A university degree (MS¢ or more} In Agricultural economics, Economies for rural development

Expertise |
*  Management for agricultural development, Projects Management
* Tropical Agriculture, sugar value chain, food crops, rural deve!opmeot
¢ Evaluation methodology
Experience

e Minimum 10 years of relevant international experience n developing countrles in the context of
rural development/agriculture/management

+ The candidate must have experience in participatory programme/project evalyation and must be
famHifar with the concept and implementation of EU funded profects

¢ The expert is expected to have professional experience In the evalvation of development
projects for international aid donors and to be fully familiar with the Commission’s Project Cycle
Management and Logical Framework Approach

¢ Project Management at senior level and Team Leader experience on similar studias

¢ Excellent computer and communication skilis {both oral and written English}.
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‘ The fdlfowing experie_nce would be an asset:

e _Professional experlence in small stand developing states.

¢ " Evaluation of other AMSP'Would be an asset
AGRONOMIST {CATEGORY It} Troplcal Crops specialist - {25 working days) -

Qualification

e MScor more In Agronomics for Rural Development,

. Expertise

e Expertise In similar studies

‘¢ knowledge in sugar commodity chain, food crops, agriculture diversification, va!ue chain
analysls, agra-marketing, falrtrade

Experlence

4 A minimum of 1Q years in Agronomlcs studies and experience of rural development
o Knowledge of agricultural research and extension

« Experlence in evaluation of research & extenslon programmes
e Experience in participative approaches, farmers Organisations
e Experience of other AMSP evaluation would be an asset-

s - Expetience of gender issues, and community based appraaches in rural areas

7. WORPLAN AND TIME SCHEDULE

The evaluation will be undertaken as follows:

Brleﬂngs with the EU Delegation, Suva and the Coordination Unlt(CU) ~ Lautoka and Suva -
Analysis of project documentation at the CU, Lautoka

Individual stakeholder consultatlon, Lautoka

De-briefing with Steering committee, the EU Delegation, the Coordination Unit (CU) in l.autoka

¢ o o o

The personnel input to be provided is estimated to be 25 x 2 = 50 days, provisionally broken down as
follows for each expert:
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« Travelling (return trip) : 4days,' not in‘cl'ud‘ed' as the working days
o Dask Phase : :Lautoka, Suva, including drafting of inception report, — 4 working days

+ Fleld Phase 18 working days, inoluding : mesting -stakeholders; draft final report writing
and debrlefing seminar I Lautoka, Including the members of the Steering Committee.

'« Final Report Drafting : 3 days (Hbma country report wiiting and integration of partners
comments) :

The indicative starting date of the assignment is 156 January 2014, dependent upon the

availabllity of the expert. The above indications may be changed with the agresment of all

. parties concerned. Services rendered between the begihning of the evaluation and the
acceptance of the fina! report should span no more than a psriod of four ¢alendar months.
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Ar-v.mé‘x 13 Kev DUCU_MEN;IS FOR THE EVALUATION
o '(‘abvgrnmehtal national‘and se’cfor poliey.documents
¢  Project feasibllity study
¢ Project ﬂna’nting. agreement and addenda
° Pi'oject‘s guarterly and annual progress rgports, and technical raports

e EC's Result Orlented Monitoring Reports, and aventual other external and
internal monitorlng reports of the project

L other sources of information , e.g. base-line surveys, specific studies or analyses of specific
. Issues/groups, relevant country, sector, thernatic and project evaluations, whenever available,
works/suppliesfservices contracts, etc.. _
¢ Relevant documentation from natlonal/local partners and other donors

¢ Relevant policy and planning documents from natlonal/iocal partners and other donbrs]

Note: The evaluation team has to identlfy and obtain any other document worth analysing, through
its intarviews with people who are or have been involved In the deslgn, management and supervislon
of the-project / programme. Resource persons to collect informatfon and data are to be sought in the
EC services, implementing body and / or public service In the partner country .
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. ANNEXI: LAYOUT, STRUCTURE OF THE FNALREPORT : el

-

il

The final report should not be longer than approximéte!y 30 pages. Additional Information on overall
context, programme or aspects of methodology and analysls should be conflned to annexes,

~ The cover puge of the report shall carry the following text:

“ This evaluation Is supported and guided by the European Commission and presented by [name of
consulting firm]. The report does not necessarlly reflect the views and opinions of the European
Commission™. '

The-maln sectfons of the evafuation report are as follows:

1, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

- A tightly-drafted, to-the-point and free-standing Executive Summary is an essential component, it

should be short, no more than 2 pages, It should focus mainly on the key putpose or issues of the
evaluation, outline the maln analytical points, and clearly indicate the main concluslons, jessons
learned and specific recommendations. Cross-references should be made to the corresponding page
or paragraph numbers fn the main text that follows.

2. INTRODUCTION _ .
A description of the project/programme and the evaluation, providing the reader with suffictent

“ methodological explanations to gauge the credibility of the conclusions and to acknowledge

limitattons or weaknesses, where relevant,

A 3. ANSWERED QUESTIONS/ FINDINGS
A chapter presenting the evaluation questions and conclusive answers, together with evidence and

reasoning.

The organization of the repdrt should he made around the responses te the Evaluation guestions
which are systematically coverlng the DAC evaluation criterfa: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency,
impact and sustalnability, plus coherence and added value specific to the Commission. In such an
approach, the criteria wilt be translated Into specific questions, These questions are Intended to give
a more precise and accessible form to the evaluation criterfa and to articulate the key Issues of
concern to stakeholders, thus optimlsing the focus and utility of the evaluation.

This annex proposes an indicative list of issues which deserve to be studied In a project/programme
evaluation, The evaluation should foclis on ¢ limited number of precise Issues/questions. it should
ensure that there Is a bafance of evaluation criterla,

Further guldance on evaluation questions for the following sectors - heafth, education, transports,
rural deveiopment, water and sanitation - Is avatfable on the following link
http/fwww.cc.cec/dalntranet/europeald/activities/evaluation/sec_en.htm
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elaborated for each pro, ect/ programme evaluation case,

8.1 Problems and needs (Ralavence}

The extent to which the obfectives of the devalopment Intervention (projacts/ programime) are
consistent with beneficlaries’ requirements, country needs, globat priorities and partners’ and EC's
policies. :

The analysis of ralevance will focus on the following.questions In relation to the design of the project:

¢ the extent to which the project has been consistent with, and supportive of, the policy and
programme framework within which the project Is placed, in particular the EC's Country
Strategy Paper ahd Natlonal indicative Programme, and the Partnet Government’s
development pollcy and sector policies

o the quality of the analyses of lessons learnt from past experlence, and of sustainability issues;
e the project's coherence with current/o_n going initiatives;

¢ the quallty of the problem analysls and the project‘s interventlon logic and loglcal framework
matrix, appropriatenass of the obfectively verifiable Indicators of achlevement;

¢ the extent to which stated objectives correctly address the identifled problems and soclal
needs, clarity and intemal consistency of the stated oblectives;

e the extent to which the nature of the problems originally identifled have changed
¢ the extent to which abjectives have been updated In order to adapt to changes In the context;

¢ the degree off[embﬂitv and adaptability to faciiitate tapld responses tochangesin
clrcumstances;

e the quality of the identification of key stakeholders and target groups {Ihcluding gender
“analysls and analysls of vulnerable groups) and of Institutional capaclty Issues;

e the stakeholder participation in the design and in the managemeht/tmp!ementatlon of the
project, the level of focal ownership, absorption and |mplementation capacity;

» the quallty of the analysis of strategic optlons, of the Justification of the recommended
implementation strategy, and of management and coordination arrangements;

v the reallsm in the chaice and quantity of inputs {financial, human and admlmstrative
resources) :
s the analysis of assumptions and risks;

¢ the approptiateness of the recommended monitoring and evaluation arrangements ;
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3.2 Ach!eue'ment of purpose (Effect! venéss)

The eﬁect[veness criterlon, concerns how far the project‘s results were atteinecl, and the project’s
specific objectivels) achieved, or are expected to be achieved. ' : '

The analysls of Effectiveness will therefore facus on such issues ast

whether the planned benefits have been delivered and recelved, as per'_ceived'by all key
stakeholders {including women and men and specific vulnerable groups);

whéther intended beneficlarles participated in the intervention

in institutional reform projects, whether behavioural patterns have changed in the beneficlary
organisations or groups at varlous fevels; and how far the changed institutionat arrangements
and characterlstics have produced the planned Improvements (e.g. in communications,
productlvity, ability to generate actions which lead to economic and soclal development};

if the assumptions and risk assessments at results level turned out to be inadequate or invalid,

~ or unforeseen external factors intervened, how flexibly management has adapted to ensure

that the results would still achieve the purpose; and how well has it been supported in this by
key stakeholders including Government, Commission (HQ and locally), etc.;

whether the balance of responsibilities between the varlous stakeholders was appropriate,
which accompanying measures have been taken by the partner authoritles;

howunintended results have affected the benefits recelved positively or negatively and @
could have been foreseen and managed.;

whether any shortcomings were due to a failure te take account of cross-cuttlng or over-
arching issues such as gender, environment and poverty during implementatton,

3.3 Sound management and value for money (Efficiency)

The efficiency criterlon concerns how well the varlous activities transformed the avallable resources -
into the Intended resuits {sometimas referred to as outputs), in terms of quantity, quality and
timelingss, Comparison should be made against what was pfanned.

The assessment of Efficiency will therefore focus on such issues as:

*

the quality of day-to-day management, for example fn:

a. dperatidnal work planning and Implementation {Input delivery, activity
management and delivery of outputs},and management of the budget {including cost
control and whether aninadequate budget was a factor);

h, management of personnel, information, property, etc,

C. whether management of risk has been adequate, i.e. whether flexibility
has been demonstrated in response to changes In clrcumstances;

d. relations/coordination with local authorities, institutions, beneficiarles,
other donars;
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e, the qualitv of information management and reportmg, and the extent to
which key stakeholders have been kept adequately Informed of project activities
(mctuding beneflclaries/target groups);

f. respect for deadtines;

Extent to which the costs of the project have been Justifled by

- the benefits whether or not expressed In monetary-terms in comparison with simflar projects

or known aiternative approaches, taklng account of contextua! differences and ellm!na’clng
market dlsto rtions,

Partner country contributions fmm local institutions and government {e.g offices, experts,
repotts, tax exemption, as set aut In the LogFrame resource schedule), target beneficlares and
other local partles: have they been provided as planned?

Commission HQ/Delegation inputs {e.g. procurement, tralning, contractlng, elther direct or via
constltants/buresux}: have they been prowded as planned?;

Technical assistance: how well did it help to provide appropriate solutions and develop local
capaclties to defne and produce resuits?

Quality of monitoring: its existence {or not}, accuracy and flexibility, and the use made of it;
adequacy of baseline information;

Did any unplanned outputs arise from the activities so far?

3.4 Achievement of wider effects (Impact)

The terim impact-denotes the relationship between the project’s specific-and overalf objectives,

At Impactievei the final or ex-post evaluatton will make an analysis of the following aspects

Extent to which the objectives of the project have been achleved as lntended In particular the
project planned overall objective. - :

whether the effects of the project: .
a} have been facllitated/constrained by external factors

b} have produced any unintended or unexpected impacts, and If 50 how have these affected
the overall impact,

¢} have been facllitated/constrained by project/programme management, by co-ordination
arrangements, by the particlpation of relevant stakeholders

d) have contributed to economic and soclal devellopment
e} “have contributed to poverty reduction

f) have made a difference In terms of cross-cutting issues like gender equatlty,
environment, good governance, conflict prevention etc,

g} were spread between economic growth, salarles and wages, foreign exchange, and
budgsat,
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3.5 Likely continuation of achieved results {Sustainability)

- The sustaln_abliit\i criterion relates to whether the positive outcomes of the project and the flow of
"beheflts are likely to contiriue afterexternal funding ends or non funding support interventions (such

as: pollcy dialbgue, coord!nation}.

The Mid Term evaluation wnII make an assessment of the prospects for the SUstainabHity of beneﬁts on
basts of the fo!low[ng Issues: :

¢ the ownership of objectives and achlevements, e.g. how far all stakeholders were consulted on
the objectives from the outset, and whether they agreed with them and continue to remaln in
agreament;

¢ pollcy support and the responsibi]itv of the beneficlary Institutlons, e.g. how far donor pollcy
and national policy are corresponding, the potentlal efects of any policy changas; how far the-
relevant natlonal, sectoral and budgetary policies and priotities are affecting the project
positively or adversely; and the level of support from governmental, public, business and civil
soclety crganizations.

¢ Institutional capacity, e.g. of the Government (e.g. through policy and budgetary support) and
counterpart institutfons; the extent to which the project Is embedded in local institutional
structures; if it involved creating a new Institution, how far goad relations with existing
institutions have been established; whether the Institution appears likely to be capable of
continuing the flow of benefits after the project ends (Is it weil-led, with adequate and trained
staff, sufflcient budget and equipment?); whether counterparts have been properly prepared
for taking over; technlcally, financially and managerially;

 the adequacy of the profect budget for its purpose part!cularlv phastng out prospects;

» soclo-cultural factors, e.g. whether the project Is In tune with focal perceptions of needs and of
ways of producing and sharing benefits; whether It respects local power- structures, status
systems and bellefs, and if It sought to change any of those, how well-accepted are the changes
both by the target group and by others; how well it Is based on an analysis of such factors,
fncluding target group/ benefictary participation in deslgn and implementation; and the qualitv
of relat!ons between the external project staff and local communities,

. financ!ai sustainabliity, e.g. whether the products or services being provided are affordable for
the intended beneficiarles and are likely to remained so after funding wilf end; whether enough
funds are avatlable to cover all costs {including racurrent costs}, and continued to do so after
funding will end; and economic sustainability, l.e, how well do the benefits {returns) compare
to those on similar undertakings once market distortions are eliminated.

e technical {tachnology) issues, e.g. whether {i} the technology, knowledge, process or service
introduced or provided fits in with existing needs, culture, traditions, skills or knowledge; {i)
alternative technologies are being considered, where possible; and {iil} the degree in which the

. beneficlarles have been able to adapt to and matntaln the technology acquired without further
assistance, ‘

*  Wherever relevant, cross—cutting {ssues such as gender equity, environmentaf impact and good
governance; were appropriately accounted for and managed from the outset of the profect,
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3.6 Mutual reinforcement (t’:oharenoo}

The extent to which activities undertaken allow the European Commission to achleve jts
o development policy objectives without internal contradiction or wlthout contradiction with other
" Community policies. Extent to which they complement partner country's poilcies and other donors'
interventions.

Consldering other related activlties undertaken by Government or-other donors, at the same ievef or
at a higher level; : : .

e [ikeliness that results and impacts wiil mutually reinforce one another

o lkeliness that results and Impacts will duplicate or conflict with one another

.Connection to higher level policles (coherence) |
Extent to which the project/programme (fts objectives, targeted beneficiarles, timing, etc .):

o Islikely to contribute to / contradict other EC policies

e [sinline with evolving strategles of the EC and Its partners

3.7 EC value added

Connectlon to the interventions of Member States. Extent to which the project/programme {its
objectives, targeted beneflclaries, timing, etc.}

¢ |s complementary to the intervention of EU Member States In the region/country/area
¢ s co-ordinated with the Intervention of EU Member States in the reglon/country/area
¢ Iscreating actual synergy {or duplication} with the intervention of EU Member States

¢ involves concerted efforts by EU Member States and the EC to optimlse synergles and avold
duplicatlan,

4. Visteruiry
The consultants will make an assessment of the project’s strategy and actwitles in the fleld ofvtslbihty,

Information and communication, the results obtained and the !mpact achleved with these actions in
both the beneficiary country and the European Unjon countrias,

5. OVERALL ASSESSMENT .
A chapter synthesising all answers to evaluation questions into an overal} assessment of the

project/programme. The detalled structure of the overall assessment should be refined during the
evaluation process. The relevant chapter has to articitlate all the findings, conclusions and lessons in
a way that_ reflects their Importance and facilitates the reading. The structure should not follow the
evaluation questlons, the logical framework or the seven evaluation criterla;

6. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1 Conclusions
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“This chapter Introduices the conclusions relative to each question, The cpnclusldns should be
" organised In clusters in the chapter in order to-provide an overview of the assessed subject.

v

Note:
The chapter should not follow the order of the questions or that of the évaiuatiun_ criterla
(effectlveness, efficiency, coherence, etc.)

it should features references to the findings (responses to the evaluation questions} or to annexes

showing how tha concluslons derlve from data, Interpretations, and analysis and judgement criterla,

The report should Include a seif-assessment of the methodological {imlts that may restraln the range
or use of certaln conclusions.

The conclusion chapter features not only the successes observed but also the issues requiring further
thought on modifications or a different course of action,

The avaluation team presents its conclusions In a balanced way, without systematically favouring the
negative or the positive concluslons,

A paragraph or sub-chapter should pick up the 3 or 4 major conclusions organised by order of
importance, while avolding being repetltive. This practice allows better communicating the
evaluation messages that are addressed to the Commission,

If posstbie, the evaluation report !dentlﬂes one or more transferable lassons, which are highlighted In
the executlve summaty and presented in appropriate seminars or meetings so that they can ba
capltalised on and transferred.

6,2 Recommendations

They are Intended to Improve or reform the project/ programme or to prepare the design of a new
intervention for the next cycle. '

Note:
The recommendations must be related to the conclusions without replicating them., A
recommendation derlves directly from ghe or more concluslons,

The ultimate value of an evaluation depends on the quality and credibllity of the recommendatlons
offered. Recommendations should therefore be as realistic, operational and pragmatic as possible;
that Is, they should take careful account of the circumstances currently prevalling in the context of
the project, and of the resources avaflable to implement them both locally and in the Commission,

They could concetn policy, organisational and operational aspects for both the national
implementing partners and for the Commission; the pre-condlitions that might be attached to
declslons on the financing of similar projects; and general issues arising from the evaluation in
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relation to, for exampie, policies, technologies, fnstruments, iilstltutfonai development, and regfona!
- country orsectoral strategies. B -

Recommendatlons must be clustered and prtorftised, carefully targeted to the apprOprlate audiences
at all fevels, especialiy within the Commission structure [the project/programme task manager and
the evaluation manager will often be able to advise here),

7. ANNEHES O THE REPORT -
Tha report should in¢lude the following annexes: <

¢ The Terms of Reference of the evaluation

e The names of the evaluators and-thelr companies (CVs should be shown, but summarised
and limited to one page per person)

¢ Detailed evaluation method Including: optnons taken, dlfﬂculties encountered and
limitations, Detalf of tools and analyses,

¢ Logical Framework matrices {original and improved/updated)

¢ Map of project area, if rélevant

¢ List of persons/organisations consulted

e |iterature and documentat_lon consulted

o  Other technical annexes {e.g. statistical analyses, tables of contents-and figures)

& page DAC summary, following the format Iin Annex V.,

8. ATTACHED

AAP 2011 Action Fiche, Logframe
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Action Fiche for the Aunual Action Progranmme 2011 of Accummnvmg Mensures fm‘ Sugar

Protacal Cauntrles In favour of the Republic of Fiji islands \‘ LT
s Identification : ‘ - . ‘
Title/Number Improvement of key services to agriculture
| DCI-SUCRE/2011/23247
Total cost "EUR 8,000,000

EUcontribution  EUR8,000,000

Fijt: EUR 4,940,000 {equivalent in kind contribution)

Ald  method / Project approach - centrafsed divect and joint management {with’

Method of | the Secretarfat of the Pacific Community and International Trade
Implementation Centre)
DAC-code 31120 Sector Agricultural development

+ Ratlonale

Sector context

Int February 2011, the International Monatary Fund (IMF) concluded: "economic growth in Fiji
has been negative or fow for four years and is expected to be jow In the medium term. This is
in part due to the weak domestic investment climate that results from delays in structuraf
reforms, an increase in exchange restrictions and price controls, the decline of the sugar.
industry and political uncertalnty, Without fiscal consolidation and stronger growth, public
debt wiii remain high and Fiji will not have the fiscal space It needs to respond to shocks.
Volatile commodity prices, increasing reliance on tourism, risk of natural disaster and some
uncertainty about externat financing represent significant vuinerabliities", The garment
industry and timber exports have been in decline and the future of the sugar industry looks
bleak with a recorded net loss-of EUR 70 mitllon in 2010. The return of high inflation rates and
recent tax increases have put further pressure on the poor househo!ds to meet basic food,

schooling and health needs.

While an estitmated 49% of the Fljian population lives in rural areas, the latest report on
Poverty and household Incomes In Fiji* shows a dramatic drop In avaitable Incore In rural
areas (~14% between 2002 and 2008), 44% of rural Fijfans live below the poverty line3, of
which half living in the sugar beit areas. '

The Government has undertaken several soclal measures In order to limit-the spread of
poverty through the Famlly Assistance Programme supported by AUSAID {Australian Aid} and

% Fijl Istand Bureau of Statistics, 2011 report

3 Poverty mapping supported by the WB and AusAID in collaboration with Fiff Bureau of Statistics,
hased on data from 2008-2009 period which pre-dales the main impact of the global economic
crisls In Fiji set national poverly line at 2349 FUD/adulllyear In urban seftings and 1830
FJDfadultfyear in rural areas - based on cost of basic food needs (FDJ; Fijian Dollar)
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" the World Bank {WB), Hawever, this rellef programmae Is limited to the most destitute of the
poor population. (apprommately 25000 peopie), The Government of FiJi (GoF) Is also trying to
contain the commodities (fuel, food} price Increase by exerting a tight prlce control. However,
such strong directive economic measures imit the margins of the privats sector and therefore
are a severe Impediment to ts development.

| - Sugarcane is stili the mainstay of the rural populatlon of the western part of Vitt Levu and the
central and eastern parts of Vanua Levu Islands. Sugar remains an important forelgn exchange :

. edrner for Fiji. However, the sector has been in decline since before 2000 due to uncertalinty of
land tenure system, the poor mill performa_nce and the poor cane hushandry practices. Fiji's
sugar production has fallen from a peak of 341,000 t In 2000 to 136,000 t [n 2010. The absence
of internal reforms and Investments into Fiji's sugar industry compounded by the failure of the
mills upgrading programme have caused a worsening in the mill efficiancy and a further price
reductlon paid to the growers last year, The 2006 EU sugar regime reform led to a 36% cut In
the reference price for sugar in’ the EU market. While, Flji continues to enjoy preferantial

“access to the EU market? with a minimum reference price untit 2015, and for this year, high
world market prices have prevented the price to drop as last year, Fijian sugar industry must

now undertake a rapid modernisation If it Is to survive after 20155,

- Int 2010, the price paid to the farmers has dropped from EUR 24.4/t of cane to EUR 18.4/t In
2010 harvest season. Such prices are not compatible with the current costs of ptodllction of
cane at EUR 16/t In order to maintain the farm Income, the average ylelds must Increase to

~ 65 t/ha and the costs of productlon for farmers should be reduced by 30%. With these yields, it
is estimated that 50,000 ha would satisfy projected mills demand. In paraliei, the costs of
processing should be reduced by 25% according to the industry plans, While the Government
and: the industry have started to undertake some positive reforms, notably on the renewal of
fand lease_s which is starting to have some Impacts on-the ground, and put more efforts in
trylng to solve tha milling defaults, It Is estimated that restoring the profitabllity of the sugar
Industry by 2015 Is a serlous challenge and requires considerable investments from both the
Industry and the farmers. The latter will lack financial capacities to tackle this challenge
without an external support.:

The latest projections suggest that if the above targets are achleved, it Is likely than 20% of the

~ land presently used for cane productlon, In particular on steep stopes with poor and shallow
solls, Is expected to be released for other uses, This Is equivalent to around 5,000 farmers on

" the top of another 5000 farmers that have left the industry since 2,000 due to land lease non
“renewal, In 2010, the number of registered growers has continued to fall and counts now
17,762 of which 22% no longer harvest cane, Similarly the number of cane cutters has failen to
9,649, half what it was in 2000. The fall in numbers is fastest in the most remote areas with

4 Commisslon Regulatfon (EC) No 828/2009-of 10 September 2009, OJ L, 240114, 11.9.2009
5 When EU price should coincide with the international market price
9 At farm's door Including harvest and transport costs
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_ high transport costs. While some farmers will continue to have to leave their farms, others will

- make gradual changes such ds reducing dependence on cane farming or aiternatlvely,
graduaify decreasing the scale of Intensity of cane production, shlfting to %ntercroppfng or
diversufymg the farm enterprise. Thelr abiilty to do so will rely on improved access to markets
for nan-sugar products and access to improved farming technologles.

_ The developtment of alternatives to sugar agriculture products has a signlﬂbant potential to

~contrlbute to rural employment, food security, import substitution and forelgn exchange
earnings for Fifl. Its contribution to the econamy goes far heyond the production of food crops -
and horticulture and the muitiplier effect can be many times more than simply Increase the
quantities of pr!marv nroducts,

Valuable export markets and import substitution opportunities have been Identified b\j a
feasibifity study conducted in 2008 on Agricultural diversification. For Instance, In 2008 Fiji
imported more than FID 250 million of food products in value, which was equivalent to the
export earnings of sugar for the same year,

Market opportunities for fruit and vegetables have been identifled for export market niches,
for supply to the local tourlsm Industry and for the domestic market. However there are key
bottlenecks for the development of these sub-sectors, in partictdar the availability of quality
seeds and fertilizers, a lack of constant quality and reliability of supply, lack of wholesale
intermediates as well as poor loglstics, Growth in thase sectors depends on the development
of the private sector which has been hesltant to invest due to political uncertainty, food price
control and delays in structural reforms. However, there are potentlal fields of intervention in
order to support the emerging horticultural and food crops sector by adopting a commodity
chain approach and to provide both production support measures and structural support to
the development of appropriate downstream outlets. This wili imply the mobilisation of the
farmers through thelr representative bodies and the private sector through partnerships.

Further to the EU 2006 Accdmpany[ng Measures Sugar Protocol {AMSP) (EUR 4.098 mitlion)
Intervention which started to rebuild the capacities of the Sugar Research institute of Fjl {SRIF)
and helped to establish the falr-trade certification through the setting up of farmers'
assoclations, the EU 2011 AMSP programme will pursue these two activities as an Indirect
support to valnerable farmers willing to remain in the sugar sector, Simllarly, following the EU
2010 AMSP (EUR 8 million) that was used for providing income generating opportunitles to
farmers, the 2011 programme will pursue the strategy of social mitigation through the support
of farm agricuItUral alternatives., The proposed EU approach s to work in partnership hetween
farmers' organisatians and existing private sector enterprises with an established track record
in serving markets, being financially sustainable and having existing or potentlal surplus
capacities. Support will be provided through the private sector to mobilise and traln farmers or
provide equipment, bullding on the lessons fearned from the FACT’ programme and in synergy

T FACT: Facllitating Agricutural Gommeodily Trade, Regional EU funded programme (EUR 4 miilion)
— Given the lack of success of public sactor initiatives, FACT works directly through private sector
ventures by providing marketing assistance, helping to produce planting material and small
grading and packaging equipment.
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- with other regional agriculture projects and mohilising resources avallable through reglonal

) organlsations In particuldr the: programme will! encourage hétworking through 'the different
faclllties avallable in the Pacific region like the phyto- sanitary dlagnostlc service centre which s
among ACIAR projects portfol!o The programme will coordinate with the newly established
Flfian Blo-securlty Authority for developing or reforming Bilateral Quarantine Agreements with

7 Austral!a, New Zealand, Japan and Us In order to promote the export of Fijlan agricultural
products : :

Lessons learnt _ ‘
The EU response strategy for Fiji's sugar sector reform endorses the views that the sugar
sector could still play an Important role in the economy and offers a basis for soclal stability in
the concerned areas, through a comprehensive restructuring programme together with
measures to diversify on farm income, considering the whole farm entity and not just sugar
cane, The EU respunse strategy is a balanced option between assisting research and extensfon
for sugar cane farming which has an Immedlate available market, and the development of new
markets for other attractive agricultural products.

Drawing on lessons from the EU mid-term review? of the Multi-annual mdioative programme
(MIP} I, the Annual Action Programme (AAP) 2011 focuses on activities that will defiver a real
Impact on p_overty reduction in the cane belt. The programme action plan has selected areas of
intervantions with the view of supporting developments that are likely to dellver useful results
whatever s the scenarlo adopted by the sugar industry, focusing Its support on research and
extension on sugarcane and alternative crops, and on capaclty bullding of producers'
organisations for better service delivery. In the areas where sugar cane production would have
to be given up or the Incone generated from cane Is not sufficlent to support the livelihoods,
the programme will support the development of alternative for the farmers affected by the
restructuring of the sector. :

_ The positive response from the sugar cane farmers to the EU AMSP 2006 subsidized replanting
programme s an indication of thelr willlngness to continue to Invest in sugar even under the
current conditions. The Government of Fiji has pledged Its support to the Industry and the
farmers by al#ocating FDJ 6 million annually for the' replanting effort. However, the increase in
‘sugar cane yields performance has not reached the required level due to the poor quality of -
utilized seed canas. Therefore the EU AMSP 2011 assistance will assist SRIF to produce quality
seed cane to be used for the future replanting schemes. The results of the Results Oriented

® Increasing Agricultural Commodity Trade-JACT(EU), 10th EDF Intra ACP Agricultural and rural
davalopment project, Market Development Facliity and entarprise Challenge Fund (AUSAID) and
research projects financed by the Australlan Centre for International Agriculiural Research
(ACIAR) on facliitating private sector growth and agribusiness (Pacific Agribusiness Research for
Development Initiative-PARDI), PHAMA {Pacific Horficultural Market Accass), Food Securlty and
Sustalnable Livelihood Programme In the Pacific Istand Countries - FSSLP (FAQ/IFAD).

9 Mid term review carrled out for all ACP sugar Protocol countries. While MIP | was not implemented,
and consldering the impacts of the EU sugar reform on Fijf and the current political Impasse, the
review suggested alternative ways for delivering aid through soclal mitigation measures with MiP

iR
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Monltoring (ROM} of the EU 2006 AMSP have been integrated In order to structure the policy
~recommendatlons based on the latest studies, In particular, the project will ensure that
growers have access to close farm advisory and specialised extension services through the
farmers' organisations. - '

Only two rural development projects were implemented for Fiji in the early 1990's. They were
partly successful and had limited achievements of resuits due to the excessive reliance on
assumptions In the design stage (infrastructure, marketing and resource avallabifity} and to the
Inadequate participation leading to weakness In the identification of beneficiary needs.
Moreover the two projects failed to recognize and address the fnstitutional weaknesses of the
implementing Government agencies. Lassons have been drawn from those projects in order to
mitigate risks and ensure good ownership and long term sustainability. The Identification and
formulation of this programme has strong focus on the capacity building of the existing
implementing agencles and partnerships wlith existing Farmers' assoclations and privaté or
cooperative entities which already have a good track record in delivering agricuftural Inputs
{eg.: Natures’ Way, Fijl Organic Association, Agrana ...},

. Complementary actions

The current EU funded regional programme FACT (2008-2011) Implemented by SPC?is a
successful example of a strategy that could be replicated to transform selected
commerclal ventures into market oriented, demand-driven enterprises that consistently
-supply domestic and overseas markets with competitive and good guallty products, The
project provides Technical Assistance support to identify market bottlenecks, to offer direct
marketlng assistance, or to achieve certification and target niche markets, FACT will be
continued and expanded through the newly signed IACT programme (2012-2015), The EU
AMSP 2011 programme will closely coordinate with 1ACT.

AUSAID is providing assistance to agri-business ventures and farmers through Its Agricultural
Market Development Facility (AUD11 14 million) covering Fijl, East Timor and Selomon Istands,
which has just started and with which the present programme will develop synergtes for
supportlng private agro-processors in expanding their supply capacitles,

_"Talks have also been initlated with the Taiwan technical m!ssion12 providing technical
advice In the western areas, in view of creating synergles {n improving farm management
practices, ‘

Several other regional agriculture related assistance programmes are currently financed
by different donors from which lessons and cooperation should be sought. PHAMA (AUD
14 milifon} Pacific Horticultural & Agricultural Market Access Programme is an AUSAID/NZAID

5% Mid term evaluation of FACT, 2010
1 Australlan Doliar; AUD

12 Tgjwan Technical mission i an assistance programme to Fijlan farmers, funded by Taiwan for the
tast 20 years, It Is based in Slgatoka and provides agricultural inpuls and serviges lo farmers
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* co-funded regional Prografome 'which  aims at supporting Pacific isfands Countrles and
~Territorles (PICT®) governments and industry organlsations worklng collaboratively to gain,
maintain and fmprove access into key markets for selected high priorlty products. The EU 2011

© AMSP will make use of the expertise belng depioyed by the PHAMA programme under the

Secretariat of the Pacific Community {SPC),

Donor caordlnatlan

In line with the Parls declaration and the European Consensus on development, locally
based Member States and bllateral agencles involved In Fijf {AUSAID and NZAID) as welf
as local stakeholders {Ministry for sugar, Ministry of Primary Industties, Non-
governmental organisations {NGOs) and farmers organisations) have been closely
assaclated In the design and formulation aspects of the EU AMSP 2011 pragramme,
The coordination process will be ensured through Programme steering committees

Involving the local beneficlaries' representatives, the Ministries Involved and the -

bilateral donors.

A fruitful collaboration has been initlated with AUSAID in the Institutional framework of
“the EU AMSP 2010 Soclal Mitigation Programme and will be pursued with the EU AMSP

2011 programme, for sharing expertise and to ensure a smooth coordination with the

Fiit Community Development programme (FCDP} support to Community Based

Organisations (AUD 15 miilion) working ih the sugar belt'® and with the Agricultural

Market Development Facility.

A steering committee shall be set up to oversee and vaildate the overall directlon and policy
of the project, The project steering committee shall meet twice a year at a minimum,

The project steering commﬁtee shall be made up of:

-a representative oi;' thé Head of Defegatlon 7

- a representative of fhé Secretarlat of the Paclfic Community
- a representative of the National Crop and Livestock Coun_cii_l
- arepresentative of the Internationai Trade Centre
-a representatl\)e _of the fafme'rs falr trade assoclations
-a repre.sentati\}e of the Sugar Research lnstf_tute of Fiji
- a representative of the Sugar fndustry and Sugar Tribunal (observers'statUS)
- a representative of the Fiji National Authorlsing Officer (obéervers status)

- @ representative of AUSAID {observers status)

¥ FGDP Programme AUSAID (AUD 15 million) — is & support programene for bullding the capacily of
Communily Based Organisations {2012-2017)
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A technical assistance team recrulted under the AMSP 2010 and made of'a Programme

"Coordinator and a technical manager will oversee the - overall Implenientation - of the

programme until end of 2014, A new coordination team will take over the monftering and
stearing aspects of the programme from 2015, :

~ Description
Ohlectives

The overall objective of the programme is to help to cushion the economic and
social impacts of the sugar sector restructuring by supporting a diversified market
driven agriculture. The programme Is designed to alleviate poverty by increasing on
farm Income and generating opportunitles in agricuiture, and to help to maintain
stability and sustaln growth in rural areas,

The specific objective aims at improving key services to agriculture and at enhancing
the supply capacities.

Expected results and main activities

The programme Is designed to alleviate poverty for the most vulnerable groups In sugar
dependent areas focusing on two main axes: '

1} Direct support to farmers through agricultural diversification in horticulture

2) Indirect support to farmers by Improving the sugar cane sector in supporting Research
through SRIF and Extenslon services delivery through fair trade associations,

Poverty and the fall into poverty of groups at risk will be tackled by enabling the poor to take
up opportunities through strengthening of farmers assoclations, development of
partnerships with the private sector and through better agricultural research and extension
setvice delivery. There are 3 rasults to be achieved:

1} Horticulture/food crops vaiua chalns are supported and supply capaclties are enhanced

" {component 1}

in order to improve key services to agriculture and enhance the supply capaclties, the
programma wlill have to establish the conditions for quick starting the off take of horticulture
and food crop production.

This will include structural Interventions like promoting cooperation between farmers in
ordet to better access domestic and international markets and suppotting farmers groups to
develop Small Medlum Enterprises {SME) ventures at focal level. The programme will support
the newly established National Crop and Livestock Council by bullding and strengthening lts
capacities as well as providing guidance and suppott to commodity chalns associations under
1ts umbreila with the alm to have 25% of the farmers belng members of the assoclations and
to achieve self financing capaclty by 2015, The programme will enable Nature's way
cooperative and Fijl Organic Association to access funding through borrowing, as major
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members of the Natlonal Crop and Livestock Councl! to expand and dwersify their activities
and services to their members in order to achieve 3,000 tons of fruits and vegetabfes export
a year.

The development of alternative to sugar underlles the removal of key technical bottlenecks.
The programme will enhance and sustain séeds and seedling production capacltles (25t of
tnixed seeds and 200,000 papaya seedlings/year, as of 2015) through the development of
partnershlps wlith research stations present in the sugar belt and able to Increase their supply
chain. it will disseminate integrated farming techniques by developing a pilot demonstration
cum training farm for vegetable production In the Ba area and supporting extension services
through the Nature's way cooperative, It wiil tackle some of the loglstics issues by initfating
the establishment of a collection grading facifity in Ba and revitalizing the existing collection
centre in the Sigatoka east bank area. The programme wili alm at doubling the pulse
production and recapture 15% of imports for frults and vegetables by 2015,

Activities incude: Strengthening of the horticulture/Food crop farmers Organisations -and
supporting farmers group for small enterprises; enhancing of horticuiture/food crops
component, increasing seed &seedling production capacities :

2) Cane variety research is strengthened and good quality seed cane Is auailahle to farmers
{component 2}

One of the major factors that may contribute to the rebound of the sugar Induﬁry and
therefore to Icrease sugar cane farmers' income is a consistent investment In research to
ensure a constant flow of Impraved cane varleties ta farmers, SRIF (Sugar Research [nstitute
of Fiji} has started faying the foundations for deve!oplng multi-annual research programmes
of Importance to growers and the Industry In the years to come. i,t needs to be ahie to
expand on these capacities and to be accompanled In order to plan and innovate, SRIF was

granted an EY intra-ACP funding!4 for pursuing applied research in 2011. Foilowing up on
the EU 2006 AMSP intervention, the EU AMSP 2011 programme will continue to bulld the
capacities of the institute and to find ways to promote fts financial sustainabillty as an
‘Independent non state agency, driven as a non far profit making entity. The future of the
Fijian sugar industry Is heavily dependent an the introduction of new high yielding varletles
‘and disease free planting matarlal at farm level, A specific component of the programme was
prepared to deVerp a sead cane mu!tipllcaflon system In Fiji so that by 2016 sufficient
quantities of Improved and certifled varletles can he replanted with a target of 4,000

Ha/year,

11 2 research projects were granted in 2011 (EUR 800,000) by EU intra ACP programme for Sugar
Protocol countries
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Activities Include: Updating and streamliﬁlng of cane var!e'tv recoramendatlons, support to
", growers to diversify thelr cane supply, strengthening carie research capaclty, Improvement of
monltoring, seed cane certification '

- 3) Falrtrade associations are replicated and operatlons stren‘gthénad {component 3)

The current extension services are mobllised through FSC with only 23 extenslon officers -
serving 14,000 farmers and are totally industry drivan. Growers regularly complain about the
lack of effectiveness of the technical services and their farm management issues are hardly
addressed. They are now being mobilised through the Fair trade mechanism into three

_assocfations and-an umbrella federation3, The fair trade concept provides Incentives to the
“farmets in the form of a premium remuneration to be collectively utllised and which has the .
potential to retain the farmers in the sugar cane business, The focus of this component will
be to use the fair-trade assoclations' framework to support the ermergence of demand driven
advisory services for farmers, The EU AMSP 2011 programme will provide technical farming
and management advice through growers associations federated at mills’ level and in an
umbrelfa Fijl Cane Producers Association {FCPA) thus supporting the fair trade organisational
empowerment of smallholder organisations. Extenslan will be provided through the training
of extension officers and fleld assistants of the growers mill fevel associations. All extenslon .
staff will receive reguiai‘ backstopping through a technical assistance attached to FCPA which
will streamline training, maf'hodblogicai support, extension aid and plan to manitor on-going
activities together with the fair-trade internal control-team, Close coltaboration with SRIF
and FSC wilt be promoted as events and demonstration plots are major vehicles to test and
fine tune new innovative practices with growers, By end of 2015, the programme will have
mobllised 1,150 growers' technology groups, trained 500 lead farmers and developed 64
demonstratlon plots. 8 growers centres would have been set up and operational and 35% of

reglstered members would have been trained In farm management, ‘ '

Activities Include: Mobilisation of technical advisory services for sugar cane production,
developing Integrated farm advisory services, provision of adequate support services to all
farm advisors and coordination

Risks and assumptforns 7
There are important assumptions that have heen identified during the identification stage
of this programme: '

" % SRIF should retaln its Non State Actor status and independence from FSC. The non-
profit non-state actor {NSA) status of SRIF Is a precondition for the Institution to
quailfy for continued support through EU grant funding (refer to MIP 2011-2013},

15 1 assoclation (Labasa Cane Producers Association was set up in 2010}, 2 others associations (Ba
and Nadi) are heing established and will be operafional end of 2011, The Fairtrade Cane
Pyoducers Associalion will he fully established by end of 2011.
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. tesponsible for the extension services (Fiji Sugar Corporation, Falrtrade assoclations,

Closer collaboration Is achleved between the various implementing agencies

Ministry of Pr{mary Industries, Commodity Councils).

-

> Structural reform of the sugar industry as well as the agriculture sector at large,

“contlnues to be implemented according to the timetable, plans and recommendations
made on the business or?entation. A cane qguality pavment systemn is gradually
introduced

The land [ease renewal contthes effectively.
Fertilfsers are readily available at an affordable price.

Government of Fifi provides assistance through a revolving fund for cane replanting. A
- subsidy was provided in 2010 covering half of the replanting costs of 4,500 ha. In
2011, the govarnment has set aside a grant of F/D 6 million as a credit line through
SCGF to build up a revolving fund for replanting, interest free. Through the EU 2011
programme, the SCGF wil! make sure that growers are using good quality seed canes

- provided by SRIF,

>

The privata actors remain commumitted to form partnershlp with the brogramme.

Domestic food prices remaln attractive as compared to imported products and
bilateral quarantine agreements are maintained.

There are tisks to be considered and that can he mitigated:

>»

The institutlonal weakness of the stakeholders Is seen as a high risk factor, but the alm
of the project is to address this issue by bullding capacity and strengthening the

institutions.

The Fair trade Cane Producers Assoclation model and Its replication throughout the
entire sugar cane belt with two new associations and an umbrella organisation, is hot

diminished by some members' vested intarests and/or political Interferences, There-

are weak signals to this effect. This is a risk having high Impacts but with moderate

probability, The programme will provide support to develop participatory process and.

to bulld the capacity of the assoclations to mitigate this risk and reinforce farmaers’
interest in fa!r—trada and provision of extenslon services,

Government of Fijl does not interfere in the institutional set up of the newly
established Natlonal Crop and Livestock Commodity Council as an apex body of the
other farmers assoclations. This Is‘a risk with high impacts but moderate probability.
The programme will aim at providing assistance to conduct participatory workshops
and promote strategic dialogue between farmers assoclations and line Ministries and
hy these means will mitigate this risk.

The sustainability of the programme wiil be ensured through a good ownership by the

different stakeholders, being farmers assoclations, private partners or research-institute.
Thesa actors have been assoclated since the beginning in the project design and will be
directly Involved In its Implementation. The necessary conditions of sustainability will be
established through the institutional strengthening and capacity building of the
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- staketiolders Involved, Local  partnerships between farmers associations and private

. enfrepreneu‘rs will be initiated and will remain beyond the EU asslstance programme.

Ecahomic viability WIII_ be systemnatically addressed i the procurement of equipment
and financlal sustainability will be ensured by the private sector involvement and by the
annual recurrent budget of the Falr Trade assoclat[ons. The financlal sustainabllity of the

‘commodity councils will have to be established before the end of the EU assistance
 scheme through commercial business plans possibly supported through a levy or a

mem bership fee system.

The se]f financlng capacity of SRIF will be strengthened through the seed cane supply to
farmers at a non-subventlon prlce SRIF's capacity to conduct research-on-order will be

‘ enhanced.

3nstltutiornai arrangements and governance structure under farmers assoclations
working in partnerships with the private sector will get a better chance to be sustalned
after the EU assistance. Government structures will be Involved for the consultation
process only and through linkages between Project Steerlng Committees and National
Adaptation Strategy Steering Committee in order to ensure coherence with the
government policles.

Soclal, gender and environmental Issues will be systematically mainstreamed In building
capacitlés within the farmers' organisations, In dslivering extension services and

. technical packages with appropriate technologles, in considering both Indo-F;]ian and

Fljian farmers working in lialson with their immediate community.

Crosscutting Issires

Good governance will be reinforced by strengthening the political independence of
farmers assoctations and bulfding their capacities to lobby Govarnment system and to
better address their members' needs; '

The proposed programme will have positive environmental impacts and benefits from

Improved sugar cane farming system. The Strategic Environmental Assessment

undertaken in 2010 has indlcated few areas where potential mitigation should be
addressed. These recommendations will be. taken on board. The programme wili
systematically carry out an Environmental impact Assessment when hecessary, The Fair
Trade programme will contribute to a great deal to mitigate the environmental impacts
of sugar cane farming on the farm environment though the compulsory implementation
of the Falr Trade Environmental Management Plan. The proposed crop diversification
pragramme will partly replace the sugar cane monocufture and will avold its negative
impacts Hke burning and waste water po![utlon. Better farming practices through
intercropping and ctop rotation wilt have a positive effect on soll fertllity and land
erosion. The strengthening of farmers assoclations wiil contribute to build a more
resilient agricultural sector and will prepare farmers to hetter face more adverse and
severe climatic events.

Gender equallty will be systematically looked Into through the capacity buliding
activities, The expected Increase in the overall farm Income due to the Increase of sugar
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" cane ylelds and thé'd!\/ers[ﬂcatioh into‘other food crops will kring beneflts to women
“and children and to both cammunities, indo-Fljlans-and-Fijlans, contrtbuting to keep
stabllity in rural areas and prevent conflicts between communities.

Stakeholders ‘ : .
The target beneficlaries will be the 200,000 people living In the sugarcane belt’s five provinces
{an estimated 90,000 indo-Fiflans and 104,000 native Fijlans} relying in whole or In part on
sugarcane farming. The project addresses the needs of the farm households rather than
farmers as such. Speclal attention will be given to the needs of women family members.
Partlcipation of women In farm fivelihood activities and decreasing incomes tend to worsen
gender confiicts and Increase stress on women for Income ganeration, In cash and kind,*®

The segmented benéﬂclarv popuiation will be:

" e sugar cane farmers and thelr families who are willing to continue sugarcane farming on renewed
leases or are landowners but the cane Income is not sufficient to support thelr livelihoods and for
whom possikle options will be offered like Intensifying ylelds and comblning Intercropping with

_food crops or moving towards alternative crops. ‘

* sugar cane farmers and their familtes who are -;Nming to fully diversify -into alternative
praduction.

The stakeholders assoclated with the programte are:

‘o The farmers' assaciations and comrmodity councils represanting crops industries (vegetable and

frult assoclation, kava assoclatlon, ginger assoclation, root crop Industry assoclation...}. The
National Crop and Livestock Council was established in- 2010 as an apex organisation of Individuai
commodity assoclations that range from honey through oot crops to the food processing sector.
it Is an initiative of few successful business people with vast and varied experlence representing
the voice of the farmers, However, the farmer association movement In the non-sugar sector Is

still fragile and the proposed Interventions need to be Introduced stepwise with focus on

_ structural Issues at the start,

¢ A flrst fair-trade cane producers association was established in the Labasa Milf area in 2010 with
* the support of Tate and Lyle and the AMSP 2006 programme. It is bullt around four layers: 4,000
farmers, 400 sugar cane gangs, elected gangs' representatives at the sector level and alected
representatives at the mill level, The certification process was completed early 2011 and enabled

the growers to benefit from fair-trade conditions for their sugar cane and to recelve a premium

at around FID 12/t of sugar cane on the top of the sugar cane price. The association has

' In 2011, Flji Bureau of Statistics has undertaken a poverty mapplng showing that provinces where

more than 60% of the Inhabltants are poor are Ra, Macuafa and Cakaudrove {northern sugar belf)
and greafest concentration of poor peopls is In Ba - (western Sugar beif) ~ UNICEF survay on
vulnerabifity (2011) has idenfifiled coping mechanisms In reaction to economic strass which include
home gardaning, eating oheaper food, moving chitdren to cheaper schools or out of schools and
giving them casual work outslde school hours, not giving children a meal for school, en increase in
domestic violence in tmes of economic stress was also mentioned by houssholds - a review of
food prices indicated that the price of rlce has Increased 100% over the last year
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“-developed Internal -control systems in response to the - Fairtrade Label[ing_organlsation
certification requirements.and Internal procedures for managing the association . The lLabasa .

Cané Producers -Assoclation foresees to ensure proper-and lasting technical support to Its
members to develop a more sustalned cane production system based on.environmentally sound
farming practlces. it lays the foundations for a comprehensive technical driven extension
programme that will be streamlined by the Fairtrade certification standards. This successful
madel is to be replicated Into the three other milis on Viti Levu by end of 2011.

The research on sugar and assoclated Intercropping craops was revamped with the creation of an
independent Sugar Research Institute end of 2006, The technical capacity of the new established
Institute Is still weak (new staff} but good sprouts of solid capacity Is buflding up as an outcome
from the training component of the 2006 EU asslstance. .

The extension services for sugar farming were in the past delivered by FSC which did not consider
this service to belong into its core activities. The Act establishing SRIF transferred the extension
services from FSC under SRIF's umbrella, However, in the turmoll around the decreasing sector
performance the Government, in 2009, declded to return the extension services back to FSC. The
uncertainty about the management of the extension services has resuited In loss of experienced
human resources and advisory services to farmers. It is unlikely that they get the attention they
would deserve amongst more burning operatlanal challenges which FSC is facing at the miils. The
extension services for other erops are devoived to MPI but the Ministry facks capacity to
structure and menage the operation and to deliver effective professtonal advisory support to the
farmers, The programme will assoclate these stakeholders In the coordination of the different
extension activities,

So far only a few private agribusiness Initlatives have been successful. Representatives of these
businesses attended the programme’s workshop on identification and formulation. Some of
these private sector actors expressed an Interest to be associated to the programme and serve as
models to trigger mu{tipElcat!on of business concepts.

The Secretarzat of the Paclfic Community is a reglonally based organfsation which has deve!oped
an extensive expertise in horticulture and food crops production in the Pacific. SPC is currently
Implementing EU FACT regional Programme and coordinates agracuftura] regional Programmes
funded by AUSAID and NZAID.

The interinational Trade Centre {ITC} is a UN body speciallsed in trade refated issues and focussing
Its interventions on agriculture topics, ITC was Identifled for its strong expertise in agriculture
value chaln analysis and extensive staff resources with a pool of experts. ITC has undertaken
simitar work worldwide and has recently completed a sector development strategy for the Fruits
and vegetables industry in Fiji under the framework of the All ACP commodities project {EU},

llﬁplementaﬂon issues

Method of Implementation

Component 2 of the project will be implemented through Direct Centralised
management by the EU Delegation to Fiji, The EU will award a direct grant to the Sugar

Y Internat Management procedures: institutional compllance, premium management based on

collective decision making, rules against child labour, good environmental practices, health and
safely hazard,
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* Research !nstitute {SRIF) which occup!es a de facto monopoIv on research in the sugar
: sectorin Fiji. - . .

’ Compan.ents:l and 3 will be Implemented through joint  -management  with  the

Secretarlat of the Pacific Community {SPC) and with Internatlonal Trade Centre {ITC)
who are working in Fiji and have extensive expertise capaclities In the flelds of the
programme, both locally and Internationally, th accordance with Article 53d of the

_Financial Regulation. The International organlsations comply with the criteria provided

for inthe applfcab!e Financlal Reguiation,

The EU will sign two Standard Contribution Agreements with SPC and with ITC
tespectively for the implementation of the activities under resuit 1 (Horticulture/food
crop value chain s supported and supply capacities enhanced), and result 3 (Fairtrade
associations are replicated and operations strengthened), ITC is covered by the
Framework Agreement (FAFA} as a UN agency. SPC has successfully passed the
Institutional assessment and Is able to sigh contribution agreements with EU,

Activitles related to monitoring, evaluation, audit, communication and vistbitity wilk be

implemented through direct cantralised management by the EU delegation to Fiji

signing service cantracts,

Procurement and grant award procedures

1) Contracts

All contracts Implementing the actfon must be ‘awarded and Implementad in

‘accordance with the procedures and standard documents lald down and pubiished by

the Commission for the implementation of external operatlons, in force at the time of
the launch of the procedure in question. :

Participation In the award of contracts for the present action shall be open to all
natural and legal persons covered by the DCI instrument. Further extensions of this
participation to other natural or legal parsons by the concerned authorising offlcer
shall be suhject to the conditions provided for In articles 31(7) and (8) DCL,

© 2) Spedific rules for grants

The éssential selectlon and award criterla for the award af grants are laid down In the

Practical Gulde to contract procedures for EU external actions. They are established in

accordance with the principles set out In Title Vi 'Grants' of the Financial Regulation
applicable to the General Budget. When derogations to these principles are applied,
they shall be ju.stiﬂed, in particutar In the following cases;

~  Financing In full {derogation to the principle of co-financing): the maximum
possible rate of co-financing for grants Is 80%. Full financing may only he
applied In the cases provided for in Article 253 of the Commission Regulation
{EC, Euratom} No 2342/2002 of 23 December 2002 laying down detailed rules
for the implementation of the Financlal Regulatlon applicable to the General
Budget.

Under component 1 and 3 all contracts implementing the actfon are awarded and
implemented in accordance with the procedures and standard documents lald down
and published by the relevant International Organlsation,
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The total project cost Is estimated at EUR 8.aiition, of-which 8 million shall be financed -
from the MIP 2011-2013 In the framework of the General hudget of the European
Union An in kind contribution worth approximately EUR 4.94 miflion will be provided
by the Farmers/SRIF and private stakeholders own resources,
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‘| Budget Breakd own Categorles

‘1EU contrihution

Contracting/

‘| Paying
authoritles

million EUR

&seedling production capacities for horticulture/food

Component 1 Horticu_lturé/ Food. crap 'vaFﬁe chaln Is
supported and supply capacities enhanced (see 3.2}

Contribution Agreement with_{TC ; Strengthening of
the horticulture/Food crop farmers Organisations and
astablishing of the collection centres In Ba and
Slgatoka

Contribution Agréement with SPQ : Enhancing seed

crops, farmers group support for small enterprises and
Enhancing of horticulture/food crops companent

2.7

EU/EU

Component 2 Cahe varlety research is strengthenad
and good quality seed cane Is available to farmers

(see 3,2}

Grant to SRIF

10

EU/EV

Component 3 Fairtrade assoclations are replicated
and operations strangthened {see 3.2)

Contribution agreement with SPC (to be combinéd
with component 1) ‘ '

10

EU/EU

Monitoring and evaluation, audlts (Service contracts)

-Commun!catlon/vl’slbimy s ervice contracts)

Contingencles ¥

0.15

0.05

0,50

EU/EY
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TOTAL ” ' 1800

The operational fmp!ementatlon perlod of the programme is 48-months starting from the date of the
signature of the first implementing contract

Performance monitoring
The Commission will carry out annual Results Oriented Monitoring [ROM} via lndependent

consuitants, starting from the slxth month of project activities, which will be finalised at the
latest 6 months before the end of the operational implementation phase.

Monitoring the performance will be the responsibllity of the EU Delegation in Fiji based on

" reparts, steeting committee meetings and monltoring visits, A monitoring system to measure
on-going progress wlil be set up by the coordination TA that was set up under the EU AMSP
2020 support programme. The main Ohjectively Verifiable Indicators of the programme will
take into consideration a without project scenario and will be: Total production of
horticulture increased by 25% in 2015 as compared to 2006 level - sugar cane farmers gross
margin/ha has increased to FJD 3,750 ih 2015 as compared to FDJ 1,281 in 2006 — 5,000 out
going farmers have started alternatlve activities by 2015 as compared to no plan for exiting
farmers.

Evaluation and audit

The Commission wilf carry out external evaluations (EUR 100,000) via Independent
consultants, as follows: '

7 a mid-term evaluation mission;
@ afinal evaluation, at the beglnning of the closing phase;
m possibly, an ex-post evaluation,

Communication and visibllity

The communlication and visibility of the 2011 Improvement of key services to Agriculture
programme will be implemented In accordance with the EU's guldelines for external action
{September 2005} and will be ensured through publications of Research and Extension bi-
annual reports from SRIF, bl-annual reports from National Crop and Commodity Counci and
Falr trade farmers assoclations, quarterly and annual progress reports from the executing
agencies and-the Project Management Unit, Visibility Is subject to the political context in Fiji
{art., 96) and ad hoc considerations, Without any new political development, visibllity
should be restricted to promoting awareness of the EU assistance program through SPC/ITC
support to diversification,
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- LogFrame (SRIF)
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Between 42% and 73% of Budget Disbursed

: _:u< end of December 2014)
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OUTLINE

- Methodology

+ 3 Components with 4 Result Areas
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__W< the end of the project, SRIF: ‘Ooperates a' mﬁmﬁm- B L 2 nurseries ovmﬁm*_o:m_
B of-the-art seed-cane nursery and there is a R BERE & 2 more by end 2015.
§  demand for seed-cane that SRIF is __oaac_o_zo. | N BERE Demand to be

| | - __ et stimulated (extension)
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OVIs — SRIF (2

m.o. dﬂmﬁ : __.o<<.ﬁ Smn_EB level of mo:_m<m3m2

rable; yellow= PARTLY mor_m(.mgmv

(gres

it

_w< the end of the project, SRIF ovmﬁmﬁmm a state- .

| of-the-art seed- -cane nursery and there is a
§ demand for mmma-om:m 52 SRIF is Qoa:oS@

B By the end of the training measures, SRIF staffs

propose to SRIF management how 5m< <<___ cm__
 using their newly acquired x:oé_ma@m

§ Achievements

Comments
N nurseries ocmﬁmﬁ_osm_

& 2 more by end 2015.
|Demand to be

stimulated Amxﬁmzm_o:v

| Research v_m_,_m

| proposed, but yet to be
fincorporated into
 strategic research

| concept linked to the

e SAP & implemented.
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Recommendations SRIF (1)

SRIF has not yet positioned itself
lwith a clear focus, which can be
L \used as a key macq_mz 8 mﬁ:mo?
B future funding. R

B SRIF research is not yet

B sufficiently linked with the dnma:_:@. ”_

| community. This hampers
1 research focus on needs and.

 implementation of research results|g§

|f [ Positioning of SRIF as a
R renowned interlocutor between
. PN international research centres and
Fiji cane farmers: Emphasis on
- . applied _.omom_,o: and farmers’
mwm.w;__w:omam ‘

_.__J”ﬁ_m:m& cooperation with FSC
[ cxtension services and Farmers
iR Associations
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Recommendations SRIF (3)

_,\_m:m@mam:ﬁ :oﬁ wcm_o_m:ﬁ_u\ Qo.. :

active.
Board lacks ﬁmo::_om_ mx_umn_mm

| detrimental to SRIF activities.
? | CEO needs guidance for

. amBm:q-az,\m: research

_<_ m_oﬁ_oo :_m:msﬁm to __3v8<ma |

& production: |
|- Lot of gaps in ooBBmB_m_ fields -

Poor weed management
Irrational use of fertilizers

¥ G "Nomination of Board members
[ \vith adequate specialist(s) with

appropriate scientific background

| /reputation. CEO to focus at

excellence in terms of research
output and clientele satisfaction.

B Intensify studies on good farm
- B management practices: Planting,
e \wccd management and rational
- | fertilization. Train field extension
I staff / farmers on safe handling
[ and application techniques.
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_______<._c__:v_ __om_zo_:_ _ 9n mmma_ cane _mooo _.a 5@ _8 mﬁ

— roduction
hake Byl potential - [ . Early
S Marieties _ i _
e " . (Sucrose/ | June-Aug
~lcane)

% Area
currently
‘planted

Targeted area

_w_mDD gon A o S 01

”_ _<_>Z> | S Hight | o - ol 70 ] 30 £ _ mm:< :mimmﬂ

___ ____.u__su_,__w_.____ | Mod ey L 02

LF91-1925 | High |t =~ | . | 05

i : 0.2
m W WMM N,,M %wwz@ g i

<_<<> s :_lmr_\_s_oa_ : Jo @%ﬁﬁ%@ﬁ%&f . ~ #[ Released in

KA - \High/Mod| ;wf

,_,m ﬂmmﬁma % per harvesting
_ - period

”_“”__._.._.__"”mzm wmﬁmw mmq.mogﬁsm <mﬁmﬁ_mm
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UTLINE

> Component SRIF
B Component SPC/FCU
o Component SPC-IKSA -
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«@M_oélﬁma_g% Mméw.

- [ o ____..._.__@: moo:o_j_om:a moo_m_ ﬁm_m<m:om, Umm_.@:_.
Relevance / 8 | SR has already proven to be appropriate and
Umwﬁ: i e __ mcoommm*c__v\ tested during predecessor

| So far, targets have been achieved on time.
B [ight budget control allows for budget-neutral
o extension.

Efficiency

E _._.mﬁ@mﬁm_ as planned in ﬁ:.m _lon_uﬁm_ﬁm will be

Effectiveness B achieved.

e |mproved farm income. Mitigation of social
SRR Challenges. Improvement of inter-institutional
S cooperation (FSC, SRIF). Successful
[ organisation of farmers CPAs

B Institutionally _mcmﬁm_zm_u_m_ m::ocm: ::mo_c:@_ __o<_._

: e | SRR cgos’ likely to be a challenge. Only 1 buyer and
MCmﬁm_DmU___q_ S BRI Challenges if Fairtrade quota further reduced and §
: . | SOk I _“___mmm_mﬁc:am__m<m:m_c__m (‘fight for resources’ ...). :
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¢ officers and FSC extension
§ | officers in Fairtrade field days and

[ Currently, the Fairtrade quota and

jcorresponding payments have

lbeen reduced (by approximately
150% as compared to 2013). This
® | might demotivate farmers.

[ Joint participation of SRIF field

§ frainings is regarded as a major
| achievement.

B |dentify complementary funding to

B increase leverage effects through

B co-financing opportunities (like
AMSP-2012 Micro Projects).

g : Further consolidate this interactionf
- [ between research (SRIF) and

BN cxtension (FSC).
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i O<_ § -

>ﬁ _mmwﬁ moo__ooo papaya .mmma__zm_mémmﬁ are

produced by 2015, i.e., after the start-up Um:oa_o_
2012 at least 33,000 per semester Umgmm: mo;ww

L and mo\_m

moo vmov_m from ﬁ:mﬁmamﬁ group are :m_zma U< .
end of the Eo_ooﬁ

__________.____Doc_u__zo_ the pulse ,vﬂoacoﬁmo: __ooﬂ:vm_ﬂma with
12012 and recapture 15% of 2012 imports for -

fruits and vegetables at the end of the vﬁo_moﬁ_mm_

[} compared to the starting of the project

mxvo: of fruits m:a <m@mﬁm_u_mm reach Amaa_ﬁ_o:m; |

3,000t/year at the end of Em vﬁo_moﬁ

yel mo%:m}mﬂw,x moj_méc_mv

>o:_m<m3m:ﬁm

.00.33@ _,:m

= ”__m_ mo far: 26, 000. By end 2016
¢l challenging. Risks: Markets

labsorption capacity and
f farmers’ willingness to

BN plant 200 ha.

IR | ikely to be achieved.
B Until 12-2014: 301

S __ Should refer to the

| Sugar Belt only. Not
| feasible until 12-2015.

BE Possible until 12- 2016.

Not feasible :3__ \_ml
g 2015, Possible until 12-
@ E 2016. (papaya alone =
R >50%)
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R [ .I_@:,ﬁm_m<msom _o: dnmﬁB__._m.gm_ and on national
Relevance / i 1 IS
Design [ i = __________________Umm_@:_,,mvgov:mﬁm but interface with post
.y 000 N harvest oo_.:.o:m:ﬁ not <<m__ _3._m3m3ﬁma.

i _mx:m:,_m Qo_m<m at _oo@_sz_so

R Multiple delays resulting from procurement.
SRR | ate take-off of seed multiplication (further
SN o 0gravated by drought in 2014

B [ ow to date. But 302 ﬁmﬂ@mﬁm could still be
B met by end of 2016. However, this would
B require strong target oriented management
B and realistic medium/long term planning.

Efficiency

mmmo?m:mmm___

Very low to date. But high vo_ﬁm:ﬁ_m__ _B.Um.oﬁ on
| REUM __m<m______e:oo§m up & risk down) & on natio-
BRI N2l level (improved trade balance through
BRI R o Cditional export & import m:vmﬁc:_o_: .
. Y N R High demand for seeds at farm level.
cahility R R B Nurseries respond to demand.
mcmﬁm_sm_o___dx. E RS BRI Marketing part is still problematic & farmers
I \Willingness to buy seeds still uncertain.

¥
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_.m:o?u\_vamm_a_c Bm. and decision
making processes in |
I procurement of goods and

[ services have omcmma m.@:_:om:ﬁ m

delays.

I Concentration on increase of

B production without assuring
[ absorption ombmo_Q of Bm%mﬁm
could entail price erosion and
endanger sustainability.

on B Revise SPC's internal
R procedures.
B [nitiate procu rements timely

(planning process!)

B ‘Package” procurements and go §
e for “framework contracts”. |

B Increase efforts to link farmers [
| with buyers and assure sufficient

e demand is identified. Close
g cooperation with ITC is essential
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B N some cases, farmers have [ Intervention / activity should aim
§| received funding for new PR at developing “show cases” and
equipment or upgrading of their [ restrain from financing “windfall

facilities without clear need. B profits” for already advanced
E farmers.




e 43»‘5"”’.%/:

e
T

v -

T

e
=

2

Evaluation ang Recommendaions by Component




_uO_.O is established and Qo<_.o_5@ mmZ_omm#o_ﬁ_._
i members by Q4 2013. R

>H _mmmﬁ 4 3o<< Bm%mﬁ & Qoacoﬁ ovvo:cs_ﬁ_mmw»
I and/or opportunities to increase incomes are
! identified by Q2 2013 58:@: vm:mo_vmﬁoé |

§ processes.

2 least 2 __SmQBm_um_ for selected _<m_cm_.o:m_:m.m.ﬁm_ _”

| defined and validated by mﬁm.xm:o__ama _u< Q2
2013, |

I Roadmaps are being implemented with
leadership from the private sector U< m:a 9“ Dw
2013. R

Formally established.
(I But still poor manage-
& ment capacity and
8 services. Strained
B relationship FCLC-ITC_

__uo:m“ m_ﬁ:ocm: later
B (Cocoa, Cassava,
& Taro, Kava). Not
— oooam:mﬁmo_ E_H: m_uO

. ______”_L Bmo_anm Qonmﬁoo_
BB (June 2014), but yet to |
I be fully validated in .

__ _uﬂmo:om

o _BU_mBm:ﬁm:o: is m:____
in-an early phase
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_ ml_._.O-_ xmb;wv

,>o:_m<m§msﬂ

At least 70% of farmers and communities

| | assisted by the project regularly use mobile
| applications to find out domestic market prices,
[ get market and sector information, or organize
| produce collection _oo_mcom by the end of Em

L project. i

At least moo& of m@:;nooa mﬂm%zmmm _um:m:zm:@
f from the project have increased their | incomes (or §
[ reduce their costs) by more than 10% from |}
L selling more volume or higher-unit value produce
E  compliant with applicable mﬁmsamam in mx__wﬁ_:@ or
F | new markets by 2015.

E At least 50% of msﬁm:u:mmm or community
[ organisations benefitting from the project are

mplementing improvement plans to meet food
|safety and quality compliance mﬂm:n_mam”g_ﬁ:_m
end of Em v_,o_moﬁ. |

_Comments |

B 1o date, the m<mﬁm3m
B arc still in develop-
SR ment and no roll out

BB has been started.

¥ No data available.
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[FGLC is financially still completely |

ldependent on ITC and
. nstitutionally not consolidated.

B Thstitution building and coaching
| requires close-by and :m:am-o: |
& | support. |

omvmo_a\ Uc_a_:@ activities to

® enable FCLC to develop into a
.E:o:o:_:@ sector representing

 organization: Financial

#§ Management, _,\_mBUmﬂm:_v base.

| Services.

_mmBoH. mmc,.Euoz__m not suitable to

facilitate a smooth development.
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Food SCs still 100% subsidized
through AMSP funds, without m3<
& contribution from clients /
| beneficiaries.

_<_oc__m m_un__om:o:m have not been
{1 rolled out .

i Clients should at least partially
B pay for the service. Especially
B now, with the new food security

S | act becoming effective, this is an
- | achievable target.

EB /\pplications to be rolled out asap.
B Hosting of the different

B applications and their financing
e bcyond the Programme to be
B defined and smmam to be done with
: | o _Q_w_om.“._“<
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Equipments acquired by SRIF IN AMSP 2011 (3)
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Comments on
Draft Final Report







PCU on
Draft Final Report

Comments from







fiee Ref. Ares(2015)1895646 - 22/04/2015

. Summary of Critique:

Exceilent analysis. The report summarises very accurately the main weaknesses | agree
with the findings & recommendations, :

. There are some highlighted corrections all the way through the report which may be useful
for the monitors.

P. 13 Component 1a—ITC

« ITC to should intensify and accelerate capacity buiiding activities to enable FCLC to
develop into a functioning sector and capable of offering various services to its' members
in such as financial management and food safety.

accept and adopt new: sugar ‘cane var&eties commg from. research

| suggest that this cooperation would be the natural way forward led by the management of
the two organisations. However management is weak & therefore a design that ‘forced’
them together would have been useful.

P. 20 Relevance 5.1 General. Mention needs to be made here of the importance of the
project in terms of contributing to import substitution. This is not been mentioned at all so far
in the report and he would be a good place to include it. The value of imported food is about
the same as the value of sugar sold. Fiji could grow most of the food it needs and this is one
of the main intentions of this IKSA project.

24-,4_..t9_€ 184 per tonne of.cane -du_rl_n_g--the_-201 0 crop séason

More up-to-date ﬁgures are available. MH kindly insert here for 2013 & 2014 please.

of the actzon It can also. be ar.gtll'ed_-_- ) _tﬁ_at the .natlonai.level this action is of hlgh re!evance

The complementary crops are also often needed to enable the farmers to feed themselves
in order to stay on the sugarcane farm. ' :

P. 31 lndlcator 1 A Export of fru1t5 and vegetables reach’ 3000t/year -at:the end of the
project:.

= This target will not'be’ achleved by ‘end. 2015; but: may probabiy ‘be ‘met by - 2016 tis
appropriate: to report here that papaya exports alone may. répresent more than 50% of the
3000 tonnes targeted yearly




However it is likely that the papaya exports are mainly due to Nature's Way activities.

Specific Objective / Programme: Plrpose and cansequenitly, owr OVis on this level
This is incomrect; the objective, purpose and QVis were deveioped by EUD. '

9. P. 40 Estabiishment of a solid financial and operatiorial management.

10.
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EE Ref. Ares(2015)1695646 - 22/04/2015

Respond to Mid Term Review

SPC Component

1.Nursery establishment- Para 1, Line 2 on Page 12

“Even now (30 months after start of the project) only a part of the nurseries is
operational. An unusual drought in 2014 contributed further to the considerable
delays”. - - '

Our fesponse : There’s no denial that sufficient nursery weren’f sef up in time. A
 concerted effort is reguired from us fe speed up outstanding nurseries. This would be
our top pricrity in order to provide allowance for most of the crops that need nursery
raising to be produced, B :

2.Drought —Paragraph 1, Line 3 Page 12,

“An unusual drought in 2014 contributed further to the considerable delays....”
Our Response ;. Drought (5 months) created a domino effect on the
momentum of our project implementation and caused widespread calamity on
all stakeholders |

3. Procurement issues with SPC - Builet Point 3 on Page 13

“SPC should revise its internal procedures by initiating procurements timely through
a good ‘planning process’. Procurements should be packaged and framework
contracts be privileged”. | 3

Our Response: SPC admittedly had some procurement jssues especially with

the informal stake-holders. However, this has been identified and rectified. The
difficulty faéed Initially with this arrangement are that, farmers have differing
needs and- have different stages of development which are unigue to each
ather. However, we will expidre using packaging and framework contracts

where applicable as recommended.

4.Seed Multiplication Strategy ( Bullet Point 5 on Page 13)

“To avoid that the hand-out mentality of farmers endangers the seed multiplication
targets, SPC should increase training and sensitization activities to motivate farmers
to buy seed (instead of waiting for seeds to be supplied for free)".

Qur Response: The seed stpplied to farmers was merely to try and boost our
seediings multiplication; farmers had no discretion to buy seeds in bulk. Seed
supplied is a motivation to them rather than endangering the sead multinlication
targets stated by the reviewers. It is quite difficult to play a waiting game for

farmers to buy seeds given the limited seasonal period to plant and of course




the project duration itself. We have set to get back some 10 percent of the seeds
 given from farmer’s harvest.

" 5.The recommendation (Bullet Point 1on Page 14)

“The intervention/activity of SPC should aim at deveio‘ping show cases and
should restrain from financing windfall profits for already advanced farmers.”

Cur Response | Surrounding and nearby farmers have very litfle capacity to build
their own nursery thus strengthening the exisling onie was a feasible option given his
‘Lead Farmar (referred farmer) status. He already had farmer networks where
farmers are well infarmed on the seeds available, the fyp'e of seeds availabie and in
what quantity. The initial gap assessment with the farmer before our intervention
identified his real needs, which is water supply availability and capacity for his
nursery in the height of a very long drought. This could have spelied disastrous if we
did not assist and will definitely affect those farmers who rely on him for seadlings.

6.SPC-ITC partnership (Bullet Point 2 on Page 17)

“A crucial element of the design foresees a close cooperation with the on-farm
production component of the IKSA activities, which is managed by a different
Implementing Agency, SPC (see Figure 1). Unfortunately, such close collaboration
has not been established during most of the planning and implementation period.”

Our Ré&pans& S “Our partnership is working well now though thers are some
pertinent / minor issues between us st to be addressed. The differences we belisve
are triggered by the initial weak interface with marke! componert,

7. Efficiency Issues { Paragraph 1 on page 24 )

“Especially concerning the IKSA activities (Component 1a and 1b), the very late take
off of the projects has caused severe delays, and it will be impossible to regain the .
lost time within the implementation period untii 31 December, 2015":

Cur Response - Efficiency issues were the direct result of late imp!erﬁenmﬂon
(systemic issues - both procedural and eperational - it’s completely an
exogencus issue). '
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Summary

Pages 3 to 14 of this document contain a tahle recording ITC's detailed comments on the draft
evaluation report showing the Page and paragraph reference and the report extract to which the
comment refates. ‘

”no°

We have preceded each comment by remarking whether we “Agree”, “Partially agree”, or
“Disagree” with the Report extract, or if there is a specific factual, with: “Error”.

Key findings of the evaluation

The three findi’ngs below are those that ITC considers to be the most important areas that it
needs to address under the remaining time before the end of the project, now foreseen to be
December 2016. '

1. Addressing the management capacity-building, usefuiness and membership buildihg of the Fiji
Crop and Livestock Trust {(FCLT) to better serve the interests of the Council (FCLC);

2. Assuring the sustainability beyond the end of the project of the support services created by ITC
namely: the Food Safety and Farm Management Counsellors and the mobile applications;

3. Doing our utmost to help the farming communities involved in the demonstration value chains
in Ra Province and other agri-food clusters to continue to benefit from the higher incomes anc
new markets they have found in 2014.

Whilst we generally agree with the overall recommendations for ITC’s Component 1a contained
in Section 11 of the draft report on page 46, we have added our comments to both refine the
recommendations and indicate the actions that ITC will take, or has taken to address the
Observations made, ‘

Throughout the other sections of the draft report, ITC has recorded in the table that follows:

o 15 findings that we fully agree with and are addressing;
o 6 findings that we partially agree with and provide an explanation of our opinion;

18 findings where we disagree and provide an explanation of our opinion, and;

@

5 findings in which there are factual errors that should be corrected.

The ITC comments are being sent in both MsWord and .pdf format to support the process of
consolidation. '

ITC takes the independent project evaluation process very seriously and constructively. We
would like to take this opportunity to thank the evaluator for the candid exchange of findings and
opinions experienced during the preparation for, and progress of, the evaluation mission and in the
preparation of the draft evaluation report. '

ITC will provide a Response Action Plan and will comment further on the findings of the
evaluation in its Management Response to the final report, when this is received.

ITC comments of 2 April 2015 on the draft evaluation report 2014/351748 Page 2



ITC Table of detailed responses of 31 March 2015 to the draft mid-term evaluation of AAP2011
Improvement of key services to agriculture DCl SUCRE/2012/291944

Reference

Report extract

ITC comment

1-Page 11
Component la:
{(ITC) - Project
Purpose:

“The main weaknesses of the four
Result Areas of the AMSP 2011
Programme are summarized here
below.”

"Horticulture/Food crop_value
chain is supported and supply

capacities enhanced”

Error: ITCs project is called: Improvement of key
services to agriculture. The project document foresees
the establishment of agriculture commodity councils,
rehabilitation of infrastructure to facilitate market
access, and to enhance tourism, agriculture and export
linkages to provide alternative sources of income for
marginal sugar cane farmers and labourers.

2-7" Paragraph

“Although the Programme aims at’
increasing vegetable and fruit
production...”

Error: Note this is not the stated purpose of the ITC
project. ITC's indicators relate to increasing exports or
import substitution in agriculture — not necessarily
vegetables or fruits,

3 - Page 11,
"Final paragraph

“Most of ITCs activities are not
sufficiently coordinated with SPC..."

Partially agree with comment:

In Ra, SPC and ITC field teams have worked well with
each other.and indicators are being met. in other areas
where SPC is operating with its IACT enterprisesor
focusing on building nurseries, there are limited
opportunities for operating synergies to be derived
untit next season when seeds produced in SPC
nurseries should be distributed to farmers.

In Page 12, Paragraph 6, of the Inception Report of
December 2012 SPC and [TC agreed to focus on
different areas as "the original planned ITC-SPC
approach may only be appropriate for suppliers of
domestic markets and tourism outlets that have
predictable demand.” “..this is rarely the case..”. _
SPC continued to maintain “exclusive agreements” with
its FACT/IACT partner F&V enterprises limiting
openings for ITC or FCLC assistance.

Response to fruit and vegetable tourism and export
markets requires hybrid seeds and/or nursery
development to increase farm inputs for growing the
required vafieties and volumes of produce. As nursery
and seed developmeént take more than two years ITC
settled on assisting farmers with ¢rops that did not
require such inputs — namely root and tree crops.
MAFF requested ITC to focus on one of the poorest
production areas in Fiji: the Ra Province, as a way of
reduting the risk to the economy of a cyclone hitting
the Sigatoka valley and assisting the poorest cane belt
populations.

In addition, SPC cannot support farmers without land
title. Most of the farmers and communities that {TC is
working with in Ra Province do not have land title and
fall into the category of “the most affected population”
under sugar restructuring, which are the project’s
stated target beneficiaries.

4 -Page 13
Recommendations
Component la
(ITC)

“. It is accepted by all stakeholders
that the remaining implementation
period ending December 2015 for
ITC and SPC respectively and
August 2015 for SRIF would only
allow partial implementation”

Agree with comment: At the invitation of the EUD in
Suva, ITCis in the process of requesting a budget
neutral extension to Dec 2015.

ITC comments of 2 April 2015 on the draft evaluation report 2014/351748
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Reference

Report extract

ITC comment

5-Page 13

o|TC should intensify and
accelerate capacity building
activities to enable FCLC to
develop into a functioning sector
and capable of offering services in
financial management and food
safety”

Disagree with the phrase in italics:

FCLC is meant to be a Producer organisation it was
never intended that FCLC would offer Financial
Management and Food Safety Services. [t is not
mandated, registered, nor equipped to do that.

Fram 25 March ITC has engaged a full time consultant
organisational development specialist in Fiji to work
alongside the FCLT CEQ and staff to coach the team on
how to work effectively an'd efficiently on the tasks

required to complete their agreed work plan and

respond to their members’ needs.

The FCLT Board did not include support to the Financial
Management and Food Safety Counsellors in its
Strategic Operational Planin November 2014. FDB has
taken over temporarily FMC hosting and ITC has
provided office space for FMC's and FSC’s in Suva and
Lautoka. '

The Government of Fiji has timetabled a Cabinet
discussion before Easter on how to host these services
separately. The operations of the National Centre for
Small SME Development {the original choice) are
currently suspended by MIT —this was one option to
host FMC's and FSC’'s that was mentioned in the
Inception Report.

6 - Page 13

#]TC should provide close-by and
hands-on and not remote support
to facilitate smooth development
of FCLC”

Agreed with comment. This was planned in the original

ITC draft Cantribution Agreement of August 2011
valued at Euro 5.5Mn. When the budget was reduced
in November 2011 to Euro 2.6Mn, the Fiji-based [TC
International Project Coordinator was removed.

Since then we have resorted to ather ways to provide
hands-on support and a total of 13.5 w/m of in office
support was provided between November 2013 and
Dec 2014,

QOur evaluation of the original problem at FCLT is that it
is not linked to the close presence of ITC. In fact, on
several occasions FCLT has not been available for close
full-time assistance. As a result of the mid-term

-evaluation the Chairman has agreed to more closely

monitor and evaluate the performance of the FCLT CEO
and staff. Regional and Fijian specialists will work
directly alongside FCLT staff and will also implement
weekly targets and performance indicators.

ITC'now has the ability to recommend termination of
contracts of FCLT personnel who are un-willing to
perform and to stop paying personnel involved in any
financial mismanagement.

sFood Safety Counsellors {FSCs)
‘should become more autonomous
and be able to offer paid (at least
partially) to clients. Renaming of
FSC should be considered to avoid
confusion with the Fiji Sugar
Corporation {FSC)

Agree with comment. FSCs have made their first
independent proposal for paidservices in March 2015.
They now have office space rented till end 2016 and

are being assisted by a Fijian services development
specialist. FSC's are creating now their own Association
of Food Safety Advisers (AFSA) and will join with FMC’s,
MAFF, MoH, MIT, FCLC in coordinating the provision of
deveiopment services.

There are more than 5 institutions in Fiji with the
abbreviation “FSC”. The choice of acronym came from

the team after considering all other options.

ITC comuments of 2 April 2015 on the draft evaluation report 2014/351748 Page 4




Reference

Report extract

ITC comment

8

eBeyond AMSP funding, Financial
Management Counsellors (FMCs)
should be embedded in a
Micro/Small/ Medium Enterprise
{MSME) supporting structure”

Partially agree. A coordinated FMC, FSC, MAFE, MoH,
MIT, FCLC arrangement was planned from the
beginning. ITC has raised it to Cabinet level and
achieved a budgetary provision in the November 2014
national budget. During 2015 a host organisation
should be designated and budgeted for by Cabinet.

e Mobile applications should be
launched as soon as possible and
the hosting of the different -
applications and their financing
beyond AMSP has to defined in
priority.”

Agreed: delays have been beyond the control of {TC:
Launch'is now timetabied with MAFF for May 2015,
Usage depends on data in the database of mobile
numbers, names and farmer categorisation being

- maintained by FCLT. Two other Government agencies

{FDB & MAFF} have agreed to support FCLT now to do
this work. .

10

eThe set-up of a food processing.
unit in RakiRaki should preferably
be conferred to private ownership
instead of a youth club.”

Partially agree: Having researched options W|th
reputable Fijian specialists and institutions ITC plans a
mix of community and private ownership. The “Youth .
Council” has successfully managed a provident fund for
3,000 people and other commercial activities for more
than 7 years. It is supervised by the District
Commissioner, HLTB and FDB. The business model calls
for user enterprises and MAFF to be on its Board with
adwsory support from FNU and FDB.

11

" ¢|TC needs to strengthen

partnership / liaison with SPC to
identify marketing /post-harvest
support for the farmers.”

Agreed: This activity is underway and planned. ETC
FSC‘s and FMC's already working with 12 agri-food
enterprises (4 in partnership with SPC) to prepare their

'supply chains {additional pack houses, BAF audit, etc)

to be compliant with market requirements when new
crops and additional volumes come on stream.

ITC market information and demand-supply survey
completed in 2014 with SPC for 17 crops grown in
sugar belt. Next phase of joint work is scheduled in
time to find buyers for crops grown out of market

“compliant varieties that will be ready for harvest {Q4

2015). Buyers sent a clear message at the start of this
project: “Fix the supply side issues {varieties, quantity
and quahty contmwty) and we are ready to enter into
contracts.”

12 - Page 16
Final paragraph:
Programme
envirenment and
background

=P Improvement of key services
for agriculture (IKSA) with focus
on the improvement of the value

chains for vegetabie and fruit

craps and institution building
support te the Fiji Crop and
Livestock Council (FCLC).”

Disagree/Error: ITC is not restrlcted to fruits &
vegetables. This point was remforced in ITC's inception

Report.

Page 6 of ITC’s Contribution Agreement states: “This
Programme will initially focus on market orientation
and the potential for producing more agri-foods {eg:
horticulture, root crops, pulses, cereals and nuts),
reducing wastage and expanding or improving crop
harvest, collection, conditioning, logistics, food safety
and food processing value chains.”

ITC comments of 2 April 2015 on the draft evaluation report 2014/351748
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Reference

Report extract

ITC comment

13 - Page 17
Design concept
Component 1A
(ITC)

* The lack of a Fiji-based team
leader with all corresponding
competences has proven to
be a major cause for the
drawbacks, which this
component is facing. The
“remote management” of the
project as practised by ITC
{with the team leader and the
su bﬂcom‘ponent managers
being based in Geneva, -
Switzerland), and the almost
exclusive dependence on
short-term interventions has
clearly proven to be
inappropriaté for this kind of
projects. This is particularly
cbvious concerning

~ institution building and
strengthening activities for
the FCLC, which require, at
least lduring an initial phase, a
close by full time avaiiable
support,

Partially agreed:
The original draft ITC project Contribution Agreement of

August 2011 valued at Euro 5.5Mn included provision of
Fiji based full time international support staff from ITC -
namely an {TC Project Office with full time Senior
Technical Advisor with scope to cover Viti Levu and Vanua
Levu.

When the ITC project budget was reduced in November
2012 to Euro 2.6Mn the full-time Senior Technical Adviser
had to be removed and replaced with a Fijian National
Project Technical Coordinator (NPTC) and the project

“scape reduced. The NPTC has been in place since 2012

sharing the offices of FCLT since November 2013.

The role of the {TC project is to build the capacity of local
partners to achieve mutually agreed objectives andto
provide “technical assistance” to local partners, not to
substitute international staff for Fijian capabilities.

A distance-based technical assistance arrangement was
tailored to the available budget. It pre-supposes that
pattners’ are willing to cooperate and align their
development objectives with those of the project. Whilst
this appeared to be the case at the start FCLC's priorities
changed in February 2014,

Despite having recruited an experienced and highly paid
CEO who benefited from close ITC support, financial
irregularities accurred. ITC was directed by the EU to
continue to pay the personnel who were responsible for
the irregularities. The degree of international support
required to work out from this position without changing
the FCLT staff was not originally budgeted in the project.
FCLT has benefited from 13.5 w/m of full time support in
their offices from national and regional capacity-building
consuttants from November 2014 till December 2015.
These consultants have reported their frustration due to a
lack of responsiveness, task focus, budget optimisation
and follow-on work ethic by FCLT and its Board.

At the start ITC was the employer of the FCLT team and
could encourage performance against contracts. Under
the Grant Mol {TC is no longer the employer of the FCLT
team and we have no legal right to supervise them
directly. In hindsight the-early transition to a Grant MoU
was inappropriate despite the insistence of FCLC,

With other national association partners in Fiji we have
had a better response. Sustainability requires local
partners to take on increasingly greater independence
and this has happened with the FSC's and FMC's and
MAFF extension services that have been project assisted.
ITC is requesting budget neutral amendments to its
Contribution Agreements {{KSA & HKSL projects) to extend
the end date of the IK5A project ta 31 December 2016,
record the additional staffing levels and costs at FCLT and
agree the required additional level of direct supervision
under iKSL that is being requested for. FCLT by this
evaluation report.

ITC conunents of 2 April 2015 on the draft evaluation report 2014/351748 Page 6




Reference Report extract iTC comment

14 - Page 18 “According to the Project Purpose, SPC Disagree with Comment: FSC has vigorously
Compecnent 1b should support the development of defended the loss of any sugar land to

(SPC) [ITC Horticulture and Food crop value chain and alternative cultivation. The level of resistance
implications] enhance supply capacities in the sugar belt. | was not foreseen and this has had an impact on

Final paragraph

For the production side, the project design
is appropriate as it aims to identify other
crops that could be exploited either in
association with sugar cane, or in rotational
lands or on lands which are no longer viable
for sugar cane.” ’

FSC / SPC / ITC cooperation and farmers land
availability for both SPC and ITC projects.

ITC understands that the farmers needed to
show title to the land they farm before they

‘would be eligible to receive SPC assistance.

Where titfe exists in most cases it applies to
sugar cane and not to other crops. Most.
farmers do not have any title deeds. ‘
For this reason ITC focused on crops not
propagated through seeds,

15 -Page 18:
[ITC
implications]
Final paragraph

“The design appreach to provide initial
seeds to selected farmers and subsequently
multiplicate them on farm level {and in
farmer-managed nurseries) is appropriate.”

Disagree with Comment:
Farm level nurseries only work for crop
varieties destined for low value-addition

- domestic markets. Replication in small scale

hurseries may take two seasons at least to
produce enough seeds to plant out.

Hotel, catering chefs and export buyers require
hybrid varieties {as shown in the joint
ITC/SPC/PARDI market study). These
seeds/seedlings cannot be grown from
previous year’s crops or domestic varieties and
néed to be imported. This point was not
included in SPC’s original project design.

16 - Page.21
Relevance

5.2. Component
1a (ITC)

« This component targets to improve key
services for agricuiture through 3.major
lines of activity: Improvement of farmers’
access to market information through
mobile phone applications.”

Partially agree: The Contribution Agreement
states that improved Access to market
information in the sugar belt will be achieved
through FCLC, media and mabile applications,
ie: through many channels and partners in Fiji
{MHT, NCSMED, MAFF, AMA, NWC, PT&] etc.).

17

Improvement of value chains in order to
achieve a higher and homogeneous
quality of agricultural products through
o Improvement of on-farm post-harvest

activities.
olmprovement of food processors and
exporters’ quality management through
Food Security Counselling (FSC) system.
. oImprovement of agri-food enterprises’
~ access to finance through Financial

Management Counselling (FMC) system:

o Facilitation of business contacts for
exporting agri-food exporters.”

Partially agree: The Contribution Agreement
definition is broader, eg: It calls for
implementation of upgrading activities with the
help of MAFF, FCLC, FSC's, FMC’s mobile apps,
market information and other development
agencies in up to two demonstration value
chains that would then act as a model, which
could be replicated throughout Fiji.

FCLC's [atest Strategic Operations Plan does not
include field assistance to poor farmers in’
association with the project, nor its
participation in the demonstration vaiue chain
work foreseen in this project. '
An alternative for the rest of the project would
be to build up the services of MAFF extension
to cover the gap left by FCLC.

ITC conmments of 2 April 2015 on the draft evaluation report 2014/351748
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Reference

Report extract

ITC comment

7.3 Envisaged
results -
Component 1a
{ITC)

"activities related to the establishment of

FCLC and the development of roadmaps for
the devetopment of selected value chains
of vegetable and fruit products. Hereby, the
development of FCLCis ~50 far - a
complete disaster, whereas the
development of roadmaps has achieved at
least some initial results.”

18 - Page 24 .."Especially concerning the IKSA activities | Disagree: The project is currently proceeding
Efficiency {Component 1a and 1b), the very late according to budget, and in March 2015 there
6.1 Timing take off of the projects has caused severe was app?rox|mateEy E‘uro 600,090 available till
L . . . the project end. ITC is requesting a budget-

delays, and it will be impossible to regain neutral extension til December 2016. The

the fost time within the implementation | graph in Figure 3 in the draft report below this

period until 31 December, 2015: extract also shows that approx. Euro 600,000 is

-> In case of ITC {Camponent 1a), this will | left in the project funds for ITC.

result, undoubtedly, in severat planned

activities not being finished and OVIs not

being achieved under AMSP 2011

funding. Fortunately, ITC is also

implementing the follow-up IKSL project,

which will allow the financing - and

hopefuily finalizing — of the unfinished

activities. -

The remaining budget for this

" Component does not allow for a budget

neutral extension of the implementation

period.” ‘
19 - Page 29 Result 1: ..."” This result area refers to Disagree: This is a subjective judgement and

not an abservation. Later in the report, the
evaluator talks of the “successes notched up
by FCLC". These include advocacy and policy
changes, subsidised farm inputs and reduced
interest rates of farm eguipment and vehicles
that greatly benefit farmers and food
processers being assisted by the project.

Envisaged results
Component la
“{ITC)

corresponding activities show a clear bias
towards export crops, as compared to SPC
which has a stronger focus on import
substitution and local consumption. Alse,
iTC Is limiting Its activities to Viti Levu,
while SPC 1s covering the whaole sugar belt,
including Vanua Levu.

20 indicator 1.1: FCLC..."The establishment of | Disagree with the comment in italics: As above
a fully operational FCLC has been a key task i this is a subjective judgement. FCLC Is fully
for this component, because it has been operational. It is also only 18 months old. The
foreseen to host numerous other services EUD in Suva has agreed staffing changes to
under this organization. /it now seems te be | FCLT to increase their capacity and
almost impossible to develop the FCLC professionalism. We expect it to achieve full
towards a fully functioning and aperational | functionality by the end of the project, now in
: entity within the scope of AMSP 2011." December 2016.
21 - Page 30 Indicator 1.2: Furthermaore, ITC's Disagree: Gf ITC's 4 crops, Dalo, Cassava, Kava

and Cocoa are al sold first to local Fijian
processors after community conditioning and
some value addition. The resultant products
are exported or sold on the local market
(approx.50:50 split). For example: Cassava
varieties for the local market are encouraged
to spréad risk and other varleties are grown far
export of frozen cassava.

The ITC focus on Viti Levu was agreed with EUD
in the Contribution Agreement after the Initial
budget allocation to iTC was reduced before
conclusion of the ITC project design. There
were Insufficient funds to cover the travel and
establishment costs for ITC to work effectively
also In Vanua Levu as was the case with the
larger SPC project.
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Reference

Report extract

ITC comment

22

fndicator 1.3: At least 2 roadmaps for
selected value chains are defined and
validated by stakeholders by Q2 2013.

-> Four roadmaps have been proposed,
albeit with a one year delay In june 2014.At
the time of the mid-term review, the
roadmaps have not yet been fuily validated

Disagree: ITC has provided evidence of the
validation in public meetings of the Road Maps
by all stakeholders Including more than 500
farmers. The validation and work planning
meetings were publicised by national media as
well {TV, Radio, Press, etc)

23

Indicator 1.4: Roadmaps are heing
implemented with leadership from the
private sector by end of 3 2013,

> implementation is stilf in an early phase

and roadmaps are not yet validated ihl
Fehruary 2015. Although a pilot
implementation has started in the Rakiraki,
the success js still not assured and there
will be no time left to roll out the -
corresponding experience in a wider scale.

Disagree: This Is Incorrect as mentioned in ITC
comment 22. Four demonstration value chains
have already made their first season’s sales

and more than 250 farmers have received
incomes many times higher than previous
years. The project started the field activities
after the 2013 planting season- 50 2014 is the
first harvest resulting after ITC assistance
started and has delivered excelfent results.
AMA and MAFF have publicly stated they will
replicate the [TC approach across Fifi and have
recefved budgetary support in the November
2014 budget to do that. An ITC extension till
end 2016 would enable accompaniment to
continue for another 2 seasons, proving the
sustainability of ITC’s approach.

24 - Result2:
“Horticulture &
food sector
services providers
offer a range of -
services to
support men
& women in agri-
food value chain
growth”

- Summarizing, this result area has been the

most problematic one. The envisaged
institutional strengthening of the FCLC does
hardly show any relevant results, taking '
into consideration a 2.5 years Institution
building and coaching support by ITC. It
cannot be expected that the FCLC will be
institutionally stabilized and operation
within the scope of

AMSP 2011.

-| Disagree: in the Contribution Agreement only

one out of 5 components under Result 2
relates to FCLC. The evaluator's remark ignores
the excellent services now being provided by
the F5C's and FMC's,

Therefore it cannot be deduced that this result
area is “the most problematic one”.

25

Indicator 2.2:FCLC effectively shares

International market opportunity and trade
information data with its members by the
end of the project.

> A systematic platform to share
international market opportunities and
trade information has not yet been
established and the membership base -
benefitting from occasional information
published in a newsletter is not yet

-sufficiently developed.

Partially Agree with Comment:
FCLC staff received complete training from ITC,

but MIT, MAFF and PT& reacted more quickly
“and put up access to international market

information on their own sites.

FCLT did not apply the same priority to this
activity, and has just completed recruitment of
the necessary staff to support a market
information service.

Institutional authors of information are
currently reluctant to disseminate through
FCLC because they have Improved their own
channels in the last two years. :
ITC will now focus on helping FCLC to provide -
Commercial farming and agri-food market
information, membership and association
development,

ITC comments of 2 April 2015 on the draft evaluation report 2014/351748
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Report extract

ITC comment

26 - Page 30/31

Indicator 2.3: At ieast 50% of agri-food
entrepreneurs that require HACCP/150
certification under the Fiji Food Act have
used food safety advisory services (assisted
by the project) by the end of 2015.

-> 50 far, only three companies have been
certified and further six have received

| services. it is very unlikely that 50% of
agri- food entrepreneurs that require
HACCP/150 certification under the Fiji Food
Act have used food safety advisory services
until the end of 2015, -

Disagree: Only those enterprises targeting
specific markets require HACCP certification.
Out of the 10 enterprises in the sugar belt
requiring certification, 3 already had itand 7
applied to the ITC project, Cne drapped out
due to bereavement. 3 passed in 2014.The
remaining 3 have scheduled HACCP audit visits
in April 2015. {TC's FSC's have thus focused

- their efforts on helping agri-food enterprises,

‘municipal markets and their suppliers to attain
Fiji Food Act compliance {legislated for all
enterprises involved in the food chain by Dec
2015), and on advising enterprises on facilities
investments so that they will be compliant
with HACCP should they require it.

27 -Page 31 Indicatar 2.4: At least 50% of agri-food Disagree: This comment is incorrect and ITC
enterprise financing proposals for has provided the evaluator with additional
upgrading are approved as eligible for FMC and FDB reports for 2014 and Q1 2015,
funding by 2015. which were missing at the time of his visit to
-> Formally, the targeted percentage has Fiji. RBF, FDB, Empower Pacific and the AusAID
been achieved. However, the low absolute | funded MDF have acknowledged the success of
number of enterprises supported by FMCs the FMC's ,which Is reflected In Government's
{twelve), of which altogether nine received | commitment to suppert them from 2015
funding puts this observation in a onwards. More than FID 900,000 has been
considerably critical light. And also the fact | disbursed with greater than 90% repayment
that since 2013, no new activities have rate so far.
been started and no major further activities
are foreseen to be financed through AMSP
2011 funding
28 - Page31 Indicator 2.5: At least 70% of farmers and Disagree: We are confident that the mobile
communities assisted by the project applications wili be fully utilised from May this
regularly use mobile applications to find out | year. The systems were fully developed and
domestic market prices, get market and piloted in 2014, Updates were proposed by
sector information, or organize produce MAFF for the mCollect and mPrices apps. after
collection logistics by the end of the project | piloting and have been completed. Roli-out is
-> To date, the systems are still in scheduled for 12 municipal markets early May
| develepment and no rollout has been 2015. FCLC decided not to focus on building
started. Consequently, It cannot be the database of names, numbers and farm
expected that a relevant number of farmers | activities as originally planned and so there Is
and communities will regularity use mobile | now only a limited number of recipients to
applications by the end of the project. which services can be channelled {3,500}
through the mobile apps. This is being rectified
with assistance from MAFF, FDB, BAF.and
‘ = others entering their own data in 2015.
29 - Result 3: Summarizing, this result area has been Error: The evaluator could not download

"Selected new
products and
market linkages
are Initiated:
value chain
performance to
these markets
improve and
income and unit
value along the
supply chain
Increase™.

problematic, because only very few pliot
enterprises have so far benefitted from the
project. Therefore, the envisaged
qualitative and financial improvements on
company level are limited to these Isolated
cases and even for these ones, the
corresponding data has not been available
on project level.

the ITC data and there was Insufficient time to
send additional data before the evaluation
mission{7 days’ notice period)

Only two demonstration value chains were
foreseen In the Contribution Agreement. As
AMA and MAFF now expand the
demonstration chain approaches across Fiji,
more examples should come on stream.

ITC comments of 2 April 2015 on the draft evaluation report 2014/351748
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30

Indicator 3.1: At least 50%" of agri-food
enterprises henefitting from the project have
increased their incomes {or reduce their costs)

-.by mare than 10"from selling maore volume or

higher unit value produce compliant with
applicable standards in existing or new
markets by 2015,

->To date, the systems are still in development

" and no roll out has been started and It [s

doubtful that a significant number of agri-food
enterprises will benefit from the Programme
within the foreseen Implementation period.
Also, It has to be mentioned that this Indicator
is problematic: It refers only to a percentage of
benefitting enterprises without requiringa
minimum absolute number. Consequently, this
OVIwould be achieved If oniy two enterprises
were benefitting from the project, and one of
them with the envisaged positive result.

Disagree: The indicator has heen
substantially met in 2014, More than 250
out of 500 farmers and their communities in
Ra Province have already benefited from
significant increases In their Incomes after
just one season (2014). The results have
been noted by both MAFF and ITC fiefd staff
and there are accounting records kept at

- community level.

We agree that work remains to be done to
ensure that the results attained are
sustainable and continue. '

ITC understands that the evaluator only
visited one out of the four crop sites and
one enterprise.

31

Indicator 3.2: At least 50% of enterprises or
community organizations benefitting from the
project are implementing improvement plans
to meet food safety and quality compliance
standards by the end of the project.
->There Is no date available as regards the
status of achievement for this indicator.
Similar as mentioned for the previous OV, this
indicator is problematic: [t refers only to a
percentage

Disagree: The'indicator has been met, but
ITC continues its efforts with the FSCs to
increase the number of enterprises they
work with to assure their sustainability.

The data has been provided by ITC after the
evaluators visit. It was assumed in 2014 that
publicity from the Government about the
deadline for attainment of Fiji Food Act
certification would drive more business to
the FSCS. Government has not yet launched
its promised publicity campaign.

32 - Page 39
8. Impact,’
8.2 Component

Summary

Disagree with comments: Please note ITC's
preceding comments in association with the
areas mentioned below and update the
report draft accordingly.

1a{(7C)

ITC cornments of 2 April 2015 on the draft evaluation report 2014/351748
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33 - Page 42

9. Sustainability,
9.1Component la
{ITC}

Altogether, activities realised In the context of
this IKSA component show a very low level of
sustainahility. In detail, this can be
summarized as follows:

FCLCIs still far from being sustainable {Low
skills base, no major other funding except
from IKSA) and it cannot be expected to
drasticaily change this within the scope of
IKSA project activities {only EUR 50.000.-
remain available for this sub-component for
the entire year of 2015).It would still need
considerable efforts financed through the
follow-up IKSL project to develop FCLC Into a
sustainabie Institution, which would he ‘
qualified (among others} to attract and
successfully manage future project funding
Main constraints are:

e Establishment of a solid flnanual

management.

sSubstantial improvement of the membership
base.

*Development of v;able business concepts and
plans for services to be provided to members
and non-members, and subsequent roll-out of

these services.

Error in budget figure noted:

We agree with the comment but the figure
for the budget remaining in 2015 is
Incorrect. Note, as well, that in May 2014
the funding of FCLT/C capacity building was
transferred entirely to the ITC IKSL project.
As at 31 March 2015, approximately Euro
600,000 remains in the ITC budget.

The Euro 50,000 mentioned is an unspent
balance from the FCLT 2014 allocation. Due
to Financial mtsmanagement at FCLT these
funds were not used as planned, More than
Euro 20,000 are being repaid to the project,
havinig been misused by FCLT staff.

These mismanagement issues were hidden
from both the local project managers,
accountants and auditors, even duting an
investigation fasting more than 9 months so .
would not have been picked up by a more
prolonged international presence.

FCLT has now engaged a fully qualified
Finance Officer that is expected to improve
the situation.

FCLT and its Board have re-planned twice,

-so far, business plans developed under the

project. They are on their third pian. Their
ambitions will be measured against their
capabilities,

34 institutional embedding and financial Disagree and comment:

sustainability for the different services, which {TC organised alternative arrangements

were (or are still being) developed by the with Government to provide for

project, are still not resolved: sustainahiiity of FSC's and FMC's since mid-

sFinancial Management Counsellors, 2014.If FCLC do not take on their

sFood Safety Counsellors. responsibilities in mobile applications, then

=Mobile apps and market information other Fijian agenties will take over. FDB is

systems'. : currently supporting part of the budget of
the FMC's and its IT services are ready to
support the national agriculture database,
currently started with FCLT.
35 - Page4d2 "Value chains are not yet consolidated and the | Agreed:

planned establishment of a processing plant
near Rakiraki together with a local youth
group Is a very risky management model,
which should rather be reconsidered and the
option of a private Investor / operator should
be further pursued.”

This comment Is taken on board The vC .
consolidation drive Is to a certain extent
seasonal.

Hence ITC request for a budget-neutral
extension of the project till Dec 2016.

H‘C comments on Apr 11 2015 on the dr‘aﬁ eva.’uﬂnon reporf2014/351 748
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36 - Page 46 The FCLC is ITC needs to intensify Agreed. This Is being applied with a further
11 financiaily still and accelerate capacity | period of intense direct capacity building.
Recommendations | completely building activities to

dependent on EU-
funding through ITC.

enable FCLC to develop
into a functioning -
sector representing
organisation: Financial
Management and
development of FCLC's
membership base and

| services,

Institution building

Agreed. New measures are in place since

37 Remote support s not
-and coaching _suitablfe to facilitate a March 2015 - Further support Is availabie
requires close- by smooth development, and will be brought in rapidly If initial
and hands- on Consequently, a full- - efforts do not show signs of being effective,
support. " time support should be | The issue is one of cost- effectiveness.
envisaged for the ' ' '
remaining
implementation
period.
38 Food Safety Clients should at least | Agreed: FSC's received their International
Counsellors are still - | partiafly pay for the certification in November 2014.1n March
- 100% services. Especially 2015 they also started using dedicated
subsidized through now, with the new Fiji offices allowing them to produce now
AMSP funds, food security act (FFA) | publicity materials and launch their new
without any becoming effective, - service coordinated with the FMC's and
contribution from | this should be an MAFF.
clients / " achievable target. FSC's are just concluding their first full cost
beneficiaries. recovery proposal to a Fijian enterprise.
Government assures ITC that FFA
compliance will be promaoted after Easter.
39 Financial Neither financial Agreed- alternative measures are being
Management institutions nar . applied: _ :
Counsellors Micro/Small/Medium FCLC will not take on the responsibility to
(FMCs) are still Enterprises (MSMEs) ~ | host the FMC’s. This was decided when the
100% are likely to fully pay FCLT Board approval their new Strategic
subsidized through for these services, Operational Plan I November 2014.
AMSP funds, Consequently, FMCs Government has now stepped in and will ‘
without any need to be embedded | debate the hosting of this service at Cabinet
contribution in a MSME supporting fevel before Easter 2015.
‘| from clients | structure. FCLC Is not
beneficiaries. ‘ yet empowered |
prepared to assume
this responsibility. :
40 Mabile appfications | Applications should be | Agreed with comment: Application design

have not been
rofled out.

made available as soon
as possible.

The hosting of the
different applications
and their financing
beyond the
Programme |s yet to be
defined and needs

to be done with
priority.

and development has been completed.
Before mass 5MS messaging can be |
completely effective more categorised
recipient names and mobile numbers are
required on the database. Currently there
are some 3,900, but this is below the target
of 20,000. Other agencies are ready to step
in to enter their own digital data.

We are currently addressing the hosting
question and will finalise that and the full
rofl-out by May 2015,

ITC comments of 2 April 2015 on the draft evaluation report 2014/351748
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41 Planned set-up of Private operator In Ba | Agreed with comment:
two J[community] seems to be reliable. The Ra Youth and Community Council has
food processing For Rakiraki, a successfully managed a provident fund and
units has not yet preferable option for a | small scale agricultural sales for the
started. Planned private ownership community for more than 7 years.
ownership and should be evaluated.
operation of the We are taking advice from appropriate
Rakiraki unit by the authorities and qualified hodies on the most
youth club Is a risky appropriate arrangement to pursue.
organisational set- Participation of enterprises, FNU and FDB is
up. - ‘ ‘ planned. ' B
42 Only small/ weak ITC should Immediately | Agreed: now that new sources of seeds and
Interaction and liaise with SPC and’ seedlings are becoming available and SPCis
complementarities identify concrete needs | assisting non-IACT enterprises support from -
with SPC's activities | for marketing and post- | ITC to address supply chain issues, post-
(type of crops, harvest support. harvest and marketing Support will be
regions, category of | appropriate; ITC will'agree with SPC which
farmers, etc.). enterprises merit support.
43 Weak partnership Much more cohesion is | Agreed with comment:
with SPC. required at leadership The situatien In the field is much improved
level of ITCand SPCto | from 2013. Cooperation is working well in
strengthen areas where both organisaticns need to
collaboration and work together with beneficiaries.
partnership. '
ITC Final page
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Evaluators’ response to comments on
Draft Final Report







Response to comments received from PCU. _
This Table refers to the comments as submitted by the EUD on 29 April; 2015,

Number of comment

Evaluators’ response to comments:

Noted and agreed. -

Noted and agreed.

Changed a_ccordingly' in the Final Report.

Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

Changed accordingfy in the Final Report.

Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

OV N W =

Changed accordingly in the Final Report

Response to comments received from SPC.
This Table refers to the comments as submittéd by the EUD on 29 April, 2015,

Number'bf comment

Evaluators’ response to comments

1

Noted and agreed.

Changed accordingly in the Final Réport.

2

3 Noted and agreed. . _

4 Noted and agreed. No ‘éontradiction seen to the
| evaluators’ findings as outlined in the Final Report,

5 Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

6 Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

7 Changed accordingly in the Final Report.




Response to comments received from ITC
This Table refers to the comments as submitted by the EUD on 29 April, 2015.

Number of | Evaluators’ response to comments

comment L |

1 ' Changed accordingly in-the Final Report.

2 Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

3 Noted and agreed. ‘

4 Noted.

5 Changed according'iy in the Final Report.

6 Noted and agreed. |

|7 Noted and agreed.

8 Noted. |

9 Noted and agreed.

10 The evaluators retain their recommendation that a commercially
operating food processing unit should preferably be conferred to
private ownership. '

1 Noted.

12 Changed accordingly in the Final R‘eport.

13 Noted.

14 The evaluators do not refer to replacihg cane where it is still viable
- instead they are referring to bring. more value to existing'cane
lands by encouraging interline cropping or exploiting fallow cane
lands!

15 Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

16 Noted and agreed.

17 | ‘Noted. The corresponding passage in the Final Report refers to
major lines of activity, which implies that t'his listing does not
include the comp’iefe range of activities.

18 Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

19 Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

20 The evaluators are still convinced that it seems to be almost

impossible to develop the FCLC towards a fully functioning and
operational entity within the scope of AMSP 2011 until end of
2015. However, it may be the case later on, if ITC seriously puts
more efforts and additionally draws on inputs from the follow-up




IKSL-project.

21

it is the intention of this passage to explain that a different regional
and target group focus complicates the cooperation and creation of

synergy effects between ITC and SPC activities.

22

The evaluators are convinced that vaiidation of fulf value chams
“on the ground” is still deficient.

23

Changed accordingly in the Final R‘_eport,

24

| This passage has been adapted in the Final Report. Nevertheless,

it needs to be mentioned that (a) the key interviewed stakeholders |

I regard the strengthening of the FCFLC as a key objective of the

IKSA-component, and (b) the demand for services provided by
FMCs and FSCs has been very limited untii the date of the

“midterm review.

25

Noted.

26

Changed accordingly in the Final Report.

27

The additional information has been received of March 24, which
was after submission of the Draft Final Report. Although this
additional information does not change the substance of the
evaluators’ findings, the corresponding passage has been

modified.

28

Even with [TC's new efforts, the evaluators remain sceptucai that
the targets (At least 70% of farmers and communities assisted by
the project regularly use mobile applications”) can be achieved
within the IKSA project. -

29

Although with major difficulties, the evaluators were able to
download most of the files. Nevertheless, the fac_t that major
information was not available in Fiji, but'onfy at the Switzerland-
based project management complicated the evaluators’  task.

The corresponding passage in the Final Report has been
accordingly amended.

30

This indicator refers to agri-food enterprises (i.e. food~processing
enterprises) and not to farmers. In this context, -the

-evaluators’ findings remain valid.

Contrary to ITC’ s comments, the evaluators visited altogether
four food processing enterprises (including the Youth Council
project in Ra, which is still in a planning phase). Also, they met
representatives of seven farmer groups and visited several farms
in the RA area.

31

The corresponding passage in the Final Report has been




accordingly amended.

32 The corresponding passage in the Final Report has been
accordingly amended.

33 The incorrect figure concerning the budget has been removed from
the Finai Report. - '

34 Changed accordingly in the Final Report. _

35 Noted. Appropriateness of budget neutral extension seems {o be
questionable. If original tasks remain being financed through IKSA, |
without being transferred to {KSL fuhding, the remaining funds
hardly jusﬁfy such an extension |

36 Noted and agreed.

37 Noted and agreed.

38 Noted and agreed.

39 Noted and agreed.

40 Noted and agreed.

41 Noted and agreed.

42 Noted and agreed.

43 Noted and agreed.




