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Glossary
African Cocoa Breeders’ Group (ACBG)
The African Cocoa Breeders Working Group (ACBWG is made up of breeders from Cameroon, Côte
d’Ivoire, Ghana, Nigeria and Togo with representation from the International Institute of Tropical
Agriculture (IITA). The ACBWG supports regional collaboration on breeding, given the wide
disparities in capacities across the sub-region and the need for improved varieties to meet national
rehabilitation goals.
African Cocoa Initiative Phase II (ACI II)
In September 2016, USAID approved a global development alliance program, entitled the African
Cocoa Initiative Phase II (ACI II) project, which is purposefully designed to be a direct support to the
CocoaAction sustainability platform. ACI II focuses on a limited number of high-value interventions
to: 1) increase cocoa production using quality and affordable planting materials and 2) facilitate
access to financial services and products in support of the total farm productivity and resilient agrifood systems among smallholder cocoa farmers in West Africa.
Better Than Cash Alliance
A UN-based global partnership of governments, companies, and international organizations that
accelerates the transition from cash to digital payments to drive inclusive growth. The Alliance has
over 60 members across 30 emerging markets, including companies and business organizations such
as Unilever, H&M, Gap Inc and Grupo Bimbo.
Bioversity International (BI)
A research institute of the Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research (CGIAR)
Consortium whose focus is on maintaining tree biodiversity. BI facilitates the development of a
standard method for measuring and recording plant performance to support the PSP’s crop ontology
work in Objective 1.
Centre National de Recherche Agronomique (CNRA)
Côte d’Ivoire’s national research institute for agriculture including cocoa. Plays a strong role in cocoa
productivity research & breeding. Active in ACBWG. Involved as a national institute in the supply of
improved planting material and the assessment of heat/drought tolerant planting material.
Cultivating New Frontiers in Agriculture (CNFA)
A non-profit international development organization based in Washington, DC. CNFA's mission is to
increase and sustain rural incomes in less developed areas of the world by assisting farmers and rural
entrepreneurs. CNFA works in Eastern Europe, the Caucasus, South and Central Asia, Africa, the
Near and Middle East and the Caribbean to improve agricultural economies by strengthening market
linkages; building input supply networks; promoting enterprise growth and development; enabling
agribusiness financing and improving processing and marketing. CNFA receives funding from a
variety of donors, including USAID, USDA, the Millennium Challenge Corporation, and
the Rockefeller Foundation
CocoaAction (CA)
CocoaAction was launched in 2014 as a voluntary industry-wide strategy that focuses on world’s
leading cocoa and chocolate companies’ sustainability priorities with those of the governments of
Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana. CA common action and coordinated activities and investments with other
key stakeholders aim to improve learning and knowledge management across the sector.
Conseil Interprofessionnel du Café et du Cacao (CICC)
CICC is the convening body for professional organizations in agriculture, trade, industry and services
of the cocoa and coffee sectors in Cameroon. CICC provides a platform for meetings, exchanges,
sharing and reflection to highlight the comparative advantages of the sectors. The CICC is part of a
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dynamic action, representation, coordination, liaison and information on its members, which comprise
all private sector stakeholders in cocoa and coffee in Cameroon.
Cocoa Research Institute of Ghana (CRIG)
CRIG is the national cocoa research institute of Ghana and host organization for current ACI flavor
and sensory laboratory. CRIG has a strong role in cocoa productivity research & breeding; is an active
member of the African Cocoa Breeders’ Group (ACBG); and is involved in the supply of improved
planting material to WCF member companies.
Cocoa Research Institute of Nigeria (CRIN)
CRIN is the national cocoa research institute of Nigerian. CRIN plays a key role in cocoa productivity
research & breeding and very active in the ACBWG. CRIN will potentially host the third ACI II
flavor and sensory laboratory in 2019.
Conseil du Café-Cacao (CCC)
CCC is the National regulatory authority for the cocoa sector in the Côte d’Ivoire. CCC is responsible
for the coordination and policy making for cocoa sector in Côte d’Ivoire, including season price
setting, farmer training, rural services, and overall sector performance. CCC will work with PSP as
the government representative and partner under ACI.
Ghana Cocoa Board (COCOBOD)
COCOBOD is the National regulatory authority for the cocoa sector in Ghana. COCOBOD is
responsible for purchasing all cocoa destined for export. COCOBOD represents the Government of
Ghana’s interests under ACI.
Institut de Recherche Agronomique pour le Développement (IRAD)
IRAD is the National research institute for Agriculture in Cameroon including cocoa. IRAD support
ACI productivity research & breeding strategies. IRAD is a key member of ACBG and facilitate the
dissemination and delivery of improved cocoa planting material to end-users in Cameroon. IRAD
may also host the third ACI II flavor and sensory laboratory in 2019.
Maximizing Opportunities in Cocoa Activity (MOCA)
MOCA is a USDA-funded project aiming to increase the productivity and efficiency of actors in the
cocoa value chain by strengthening the capacity of cooperatives/producer groups, research
institutions, input suppliers, and processors of cocoa.
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Executive Summary
This report contains details of the activities undertaken and progress towards the achievement of ACI
II project results from October 2018 to September 2019. Success stories from them implementation of
activities in FY 2019 are presented in Annex 1.
In September 2016, USAID approved a Global Development Alliance program, entitled the African
Cocoa Initiative Phase II (ACI II) project, designed to be a direct support to the CocoaAction
sustainability platform. ACI II focuses on interventions to: 1) increase cocoa production using quality
and affordable planting materials and 2) facilitate access to financial services and products to support
total farm productivity and resilient agri-food systems among smallholder cocoa farmers in West
Africa.
In FY 2019, the cocoa sector in West Africa was dominated by the implementation of new strategies
and policies in both Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana, the most prominent of which was the announcement of
the Living Income Differential of $400 per ton of cocoa sales starting in the 2020/2021 season. Other
noteworthy developments were the joint Cocoa Swollen Shoot Virus Disease (CSSVD) control
program launched in August 2018 and the validation in Ghana of the Cocoa Sector Development
Strategy II.
Under Objective 1, “Increased Production and Use of Quality Cocoa Planting Material”, the Institute of
Agricultural Research for Development (IRAD) in Cameroon established the first 20 of the planned
100 trial plots in farmers’ fields for the introduction of clonal planting material to farmers. In Nigeria,
WCF completed an assessment of the planting material production capacity of existing seed and budwood gardens, providing inputs for WCF member companies in Nigeria to community nurseries and
seed gardens that will increase access to improved plating material to farmers. In Côte d’Ivoire,
potential heat and drought tolerant planting material has been identified and grafted unto rootstocks
awaiting transfer to a centralized budwood garden and the assessment of the impact of irrigation on
cocoa seed pod production has started in Divo and Soubré in collaboration with the National Research
Institute for Agriculture (CNRA). In Ghana, the Cocoa Research Institute of Ghana (CRIG) is
implementing trials on six plots, representing the cocoa growing areas of the country that experience
the longest dry spells, to identify heat/drought tolerance planting materials to be planted in the climate
sensitive cocoa production areas of the Ghana.
Related to the collaboration with CNRA and CRIG on heat/drought tolerance, WCF in partnership
with Bioversity International, the Cocoa Research Institute of Ghana (CRIG), the African Cocoa
Breeders Group and Kookoo Pa, started a new activity in November 2018, co-funded by the Dutch
government, to identify and train farmer cooperatives in the production and dissemination of heat and
drought tolerant new hybrids and clones within their distribution systems using the Citizen Science
approach. This innovative approach for the cocoa sector and farming communities in Ghana is
centered around a network of central and satellite nurseries and budwood gardens managed by women
and youth.
WCF continued to coordinate the requests for seed pods from member companies to the Seed
Production Division (SPD) stations of COCOBOD in Ghana, resulting in the supply of 291,283
hybrid cocoa seed pods to WCF member companies. The companies raised and distributed 6.9 million
seedlings to 34,674 farmers (including 11,272 women). The farmers in turn planted 6,171 hectares
with these seedlings. The ban on productivity enhancing interventions in Côte d’Ivoire are still in
force and was discussed in more detail in the FY 2018 annual report.
Towards Objective 2, “Increased Provision of Financial Services in support of the Cocoa Value
Chain”, WCF completed the digital financial services (DFS) inception and landscape reports and
provided technical support to CocoaAction companies willing to digitalize their payments with their
respective cocoa supply chains in Ghana thereby moving from cash to digital payments. Between
1

October 2018 and March 2019, WCF organized a workshop to introduce e-payments in the cocoa
value chain, concluded agreements with interested companies to receive technical assistance in
digitizing their supply chains, and introduced these companies to three electronic money issuers and
one fintech working on e-payments in the cocoa value chain. Consequently, 1,175 farmers have
received voice messages on DFS, and 21 Licensed Buying Companies are in various stages of
discussions with DFS providers following a WCF-organized inception meeting to emphasize the
advantages of shifting from cash to digital payments.
To improve the flavor quality of cocoa, WCF worked with CRIG to expand the coverage of flavor
quality training for more than 442 cocoa extension, 647 quality control staff and 5,359 (1,661 women)
farmers in Ghana. Three farmers who benefited from the flavor quality trainings in Ghana were
recognized at the 2019 edition of the International Cocoa Awards in Paris in October 2019. WCF
established a second flavor laboratory at CNRA in Abidjan and started to provide laboratory
management training to the CNRA team; a collaboration with CNFA’s USDA-funded Maximizing
Opportunities in Cocoa Activity (MOCA) project resulted in the training of 1,000 farmers using cocoa
liquor samples processed at the laboratory in Abidjan. In March 2019, an exchange visit by farmers
and leaders of cooperatives supported by MOCA during which the farmers, accompanied by CNFA
staff as well as officials from the Ivoirian national cocoa regulatory institution, Le Conseil du CaféCacao, extension agency ANADER and research institute CNRA, learned from their Ghanaian
counterparts who have benefited from previous WCF flavor quality activities. In 2020, WCF has
planned to establish two additional flavor laboratories in Nigeria and Cameroon. The terms of
reference are for these two laboratories are under review by in-country stakeholders.
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Introduction
The United States Agency for International Development (USAID) issued Cooperative Agreement
AID-OAA-A-16-00052 for the African Cocoa Initiative (ACI) Phase II through its Global
Development Alliance (GDA) mechanism, in concert with relevant government agencies in
participating countries. The $12,000,000 program ($5M from USAID and, $7M in cash and in-kind
leverage from WCF members) runs from October 2016 to September 2021. Focus countries are
Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, and Nigeria, with the bulk of the effort going to Côte d’Ivoire and
Ghana as the focus countries of the CocoaAction strategy. ACI II follows the successful
implementation of the first phase of the WCF African Cocoa Initiative (WCF/ACI) project, from 2011
to 2016.
The program is strongly aligned with WCF’s CocoaAction framework. CocoaAction is a voluntary
industry-wide strategy that focuses on the world’s leading cocoa and chocolate companies’
sustainability priorities with those of the governments of Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana, and other key
stakeholders for common action, coordinated activities and investments, and improved learning and
knowledge management across the sector. In 2016, CocoaAction companies agreed on a set of key
performance indicators (KPIs) and a common framework for measuring results and have since been
reporting on these indicators to test hypotheses and make continuous improvements to the strategy.
The program is aligned as well with the new WCF vision of sustainable and thriving cocoa sector –
where farmers prosper, cocoa-growing communities are empowered, human rights are respected, and
the environment is conserved. WCF is achieving this vision through a stronger “systems approach”
that integrates the various individual actions and actors into a holistic framework to drive the stepchange needed to reach our shared vision.
ACI II’s goal is to sustainably increase cocoa productivity among smallholder farmers in West Africa.
ACI II objectives are: 1) Increasing production and the use of quality cocoa planting material; 2)
Increasing the provision of financial services in support of the cocoa value chain; and 3) Improved
flavor quality of cocoa. ACI II is also aiming at documenting the relationship between cocoa
production and food and nutrition security at the cocoa-based household.
This annual report covers the period of October 2018 to September 2019.

Figure 1 ACI II Results Framework
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Table of Indicators
FTF
Indicator #
EG.3.2-25
EG.3.2-24
EG.3-2

Life of Project: FY2017-FY2021
Indicator
Number of hectares under improved management
practices or technologies with USG assistance
Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have
applied improved management practices or technologies
with USG assistance
Number of individuals participating in USG food security
programs

Target

Achieved % Achieved

Year 3 - FY2019
Target

200,000

32,681

16%

40,000

100,000

82,126

82%

25,000

100,000

59,928

60%

25,000

700

740

106%

EG.3-10,11,-12

Yield of targeted agricultural commodities among
program participants with USG assistance

EG.3.2-27

Value of agricultural-related financing accessed as a result
$500,000
of USG assistance

0

0%

Achieved % Achieved
23,974

38,229
38,229

600 kg/ha 740 kg/ha

$100,000

0

60%
153%
153%

123%

0%
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Objective 1 – Increased Availability and Use of Improved Planting
Material
Over the years, cocoa breeding programs internationally, and in West Africa, have produced clones
with varying levels of tolerance to the most significant biotic and abiotic stressors of the crop. These
breeding efforts have focused on increasing the productivity of cocoa alongside the threat of
pathogens and abiotic stressors. Unfortunately, despite the progress made in breeding, many varieties
have yet to be approved by Côte d’Ivoire or Ghana, and in Cameroon and Nigeria, the materials have
started to be distributed to farmers. As a result, yields remain low and unpredictable. Other factors
that account for this low level of yields include the limited application of good agricultural practices
(GAPs) by farmers, the aging tree stock, the recurrent outbreaks of pests and diseases and the use of
local varieties at the expense of improved planting materials understood to be either genuine hybrid
material or clonal plants.
Over the past decade, drought and heat stress have become the most important limitation to successful
establishment and productivity of cocoa plantations in Ghana largely attributable to a rapidly
changing climate. These effects are exacerbated by soils of very low water holding capacity arising
from farming practices that are incompatible with cocoa production.
Previous investigations have identified cocoa genetic groups that contribute to high seedling survival
in the field, early fruiting and stable high yields of mature trees under relatively high incidence of soil
water stress. However, it remains unclear whether hybrids developed with CRIG will exhibit the same
potential when cultivated in benchmark sites of drought prevalence in the cocoa belt.
Objective 1 aims at translating the gains and progress made in breeding for improved planting
materials to farmers. This is achieved through increased production and support to the distribution of
improved planting material to smallholder farmers.

Outcome 1.1 Increased Production of Quality Planting Material Using New Genetic
Material and Technologies
Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana have requested support under ACI II to identify and select cocoa hybrids
varieties tolerant to heat and drought. The resulting selected planting materials will be used by
farmers in areas with high frequency of drought. These activities implemented by CRIG in Ghana and
CNRA in Côte d’Ivoire, are using multilocational trials with the best-performing clones and hybrids.
Ghana plans to go a step further to undertake an assessment of the current planting material
production and distribution capacity in the country. The expected outcome is a screening protocol for
heat and drought tolerant planting material that will be used in screening national and international
cocoa collections and the identification of promising new and safe materials to be transferred and
incorporated into the national breeding programs of ACI II countries.
In Cameroon, WCF is working with IRAD to introduce clonal material to the farmers. The objective
is to transfer clonal varieties developed under WCF/ACI to farmers’ field and to equip the beneficiary
farmers and field technicians with the tools and skill to enable successful production, distribution and
use of clonal planting material.
In Nigeria, ACI II assessed the status of the seed gardens and bud-wood gardens established under
ACI I, as well as the existing stock of seed and bud-wood gardens, to determine how much planting
material WCF member companies can access from these facilities to support their sustainability
programs.

5

Key achievements and Milestones
Development of heat and drought tolerant planting materials in Ghana
Under ACI II, WCF signed an agreement with CRIG to conduct research over a period of three years
on the selection of cocoa varieties with high levels of tolerance to soil water and heat stress. Activities
began in September 2018 had the following specific objectives:
•

•
•

To ascertain the relative growth rates, survival, precocity and yield of new and existing cocoa
hybrids during the first 36 months after planting in areas with high frequency of drought
stress.
To determine the level of genotype x environment interaction of selected cocoa hybrids tested
at six benchmark sites for growth and yield traits.
To validate physiological traits known to contribute to plant survival and yield in the field
under conditions of soil water stress and high ambient temperatures.

The rationale is that varieties with high yield in favorable environments may carry growth and yield
penalties when cultivated in areas with high frequency of drought, and that specific varieties
developed with tolerance to drought are needed in such areas. This rationale is premised on the fact
that varieties currently recommended in the seed gardens were developed through testing in a range of
favorable soil and climatic conditions. Current varieties are therefore more adapted to favorable
growing areas, accounting for the large losses of seedlings whenever plantings are subjected to
extended periods of post-rainy season water stress particularly in the first two years of crop
establishment. Moreover, the rapidly changing climate requires that hybrids are well tested for target
environments beyond the primary ecologies within which they were developed. Such testing, even in
the absence of variety x environment interaction affords greater precision in rating varietal
performance due to increased replication.
CRIG is currently evaluating 27 specific hybrids, including two seed garden types, at six sites
measuring 2.2 ha each. The sites include Akim Tafo, Akumandan, Afosu, Mabang, Manfo and two
farmer’s sites Owuobegya Whan and Akwesiase -Mensakrom. Hybrids were generated through
manual pollinations of clones previously certified as true to type. These clones developed during
WCF/ACI, were selected from those that have shown good combining ability for seedling survival
under abiotic conditions considered marginal for cocoa. Each location has a minimum of 3,000
seedlings per cocoa hybrid variety. Land preparation was completed and temporal shade with plantain
and Gliricidia established in FY2018, with the transfer of the cocoa plants to the field between May
and July 2019. CRIG acquired basic equipment for monitoring soil moisture and crop response with
the support of ACI II. This equipment, which includes a soil moisture probe with 120 access tubes, a
chlorophyll meter, and a chlorophyll fluorimeter will be installed in April 2020 after the plants have
experienced the first major dry spell. Table 1 presents the results on the performance of the hybrids in
relation to heat and drought at the six sites.
Table 1. Results of heat and drought tolerance trials in Ghana
Site
Number of
Number of
Minimum
trees planted
dead trees
average stem
diameter (mm)
Akomadan
2,160
52
5.41
Mabang
2,160
120
5.10
Owuobegyawhan 1,640
28
6.97
Mensah Krom
1,640
80
7.28
Ohenenkwanta
1,640
10
10.63
Afosu
2,160
70
7.92

Maximum
average stem
diameter (mm)
8.01
8.00
9.70
10.44
14.57
12.58

These preliminary results show clear differences in stem diameter, and by extension early
establishment, between the various hybrids. The results will be confirmed in 2020 after the plants
have experienced the first major dry spell.
6

Using the Citizen science approach in Ghana to test clones and hybrids for climate adaptation
WCF, under the ACI II project in collaboration with Bioversity International, is using a publicprivate-civil society partnership to adapt the citizen science “tricot” approach to cocoa variety testing.
In this project WCF and Bioversity are working with women and men farmers to test cocoa hybrids
and clones for climate adaptation in a gradient of agro-ecological zones in Ghana. WCF aims to
develop and validate processes and guidelines for the production and distribution of selected
climatically adapted, stress-tolerant cocoa hybrids and clones in a network of central and satellite
nurseries and budwood gardens managed by women and youth and to ensure constant varietal renewal
depending on the emerging needs of farmers and findings on climate adaptation from on-farm testing.
WCF, Bioversity and partners have designed appropriate dissemination and scaling mechanisms by
supporting inclusive business development to ensure the delivery of diverse and adapted genetic
materials of cocoa addressing the specific demands of farmers. The implementing partners are funded
by the Dutch government, and include CRIG, the African Cocoa Breeders Group and Kookoo Pa, a
farmer cooperative. The project is complementary to ACI II activities that support business
development in the management of professional nurseries to produce quality cocoa seedlings, as well
as adding value to the production system of cocoa through intercropping and diversification at the
farm level. The consortium composed of WCF, Bioversity International, CRIG, and Kookoo Pa is
providing opportunities for collaboration, mutual learning and information exchange across platforms
and research programs.
The project has started generating some outcomes which include:
• New knowledge about how to implement farmer citizen science trials focused on cocoa in
Ghana, including validated protocols and concrete experiences, with relevance to other
countries and regions and other perennial species, and which may be scaled;
• Capacity of national partners to design, execute and analyze citizen science trials using the
tricot approach, including the climatic analysis of trial data;
• New knowledge about the influence of climate-induced stress variables on the establishment
and early growth of cocoa seedlings under farmer conditions and genotype-specific responses,
enabling the identification of adapted improved planting material;
• Establishment of a network of farmer citizen scientists who may contribute to cocoa
observational and experimental research in the long-term, including the long-term monitoring
of the hybrids and clones present on their farms;
• Capacity of women and youth to manage nurseries and budwood gardens, to produce and
distribute climatically adapted, stress-tolerant hybrids and clones, ensuring constant varietal
renewal depending on the emerging needs of farmers and the findings on climate adaptation
from on-farm testing; and
• Sharing of this knowledge and research results uptake through stakeholder platforms
established at the farmer community and national levels.

Develop and distribute heat and drought tolerant planting materials in Côte d’Ivoire
Despite remarkable production performance since the late 1970s, Côte d'Ivoire, like other countries, is
suffering the effects of climate change, which has brought droughts lasting three to six consecutive
months in the main production areas (Dimbokro, Abengourou, Tiébissou, Bouaflé and Daloa). This
has seriously affected yields, beans quality and the establishment of new cocoa farms.
As a result, CNRA and the government of Côte d'Ivoire have prioritized heat and drought tolerance.
Since 2004, CNRA established pilot plots to evaluate the behavior of about twenty hybrids in drought
conditions. WCF, under ACI II, is building on this previous work to confirm the heat/drought
tolerance of these hybrids planted in different agro-ecological zones since 2004, as part of the
CFC/ICCO/Bioversity project and will also collect samples from old cocoa farms in different marginal
areas of the country. In the long term, the project aims to provide cocoa farmers with heat
7

and drought tolerant hybrids and clones with a good level of production. WCF hopes that the first
generation of heat/drought tolerant planting materials will be made available to farmers when the ban
on productivity enhancing interventions is lifted.
The collaboration between WCF and CNRA under ACI II aims to:
• Select the most suitable hybrids for different agro-ecological zones in the
CFC/ICCO/Bioversity test plots established since 2004;
• Select potentially heat and drought-resistant cocoa trees in old cocoa farms from marginal
areas;
• Reproduce the selected planting material and evaluate their behavior in marginal areas and
greenhouse-induced moisture deficit;
• Select hybrids and genotypes adapted to drought in marginal areas and greenhouse-induced
moisture deficit.

Table 2. Status of production of potential heat/drought tolerant clones
Production
Zone

Number of
Accessions

Number of
rootstocks
grafted

Number of grafted
Number of grafted
plants with new flushes plants without new
after 45 days
flushes after 45 days

Bouaflé

42

420

205

215

Yamoussoukro

57

570

206

364

Tiébissou

38

380

135

245

Total

137

1,370

546

824

This will generate new heat and drought hybrids and clones as follows:
• Hybrids adapted to different agro-ecological zones of Côte d’Ivoire;
• Drought-resistant cocoa trees in old cocoa farms in marginal areas are selected and replicated
on a large scale;
• Hybrids and clones adapted to heat and drought to be used in marginal zones are identified
and scaled;
• New hybrids and clones adapted to drought and with a good level of production are available
for farmers.

Observation of the impact of irrigation on pod production in seed gardens
It is generally accepted that irrigation leads to increased production in farming systems. Increasingly
challenging environmental factors prolonged dry spells have increased the need for irrigation in the
production of cocoa as more areas of intense production turn marginal as a result of changing climatic
conditions. This is more important in seed gardens that supply planting material in the form of hybrid
seed pods from which farmers raise seedlings to establish new farms or to replace old or diseased
trees. However, due to significant costs involved in the installation and maintenance of irrigation
infrastructure, a clear business case must be made to justify the costs. WCF is supporting CNRA to
document empirical impact of irrigation on seed pod production in seed gardens at CNRA stations at
Divo and Soubré, including two of the seed gardens established during WCF/ACI between 2014 and
2016 to make the business case for irrigation.
This activity is comparing irrigated and non-irrigated plots of the same age growing under similar
conditions over a 36-month period. The aim is to document the impact of irrigation on the quantity
and quality of seed pod production in seed gardens. Parameters under consideration include the
number of cherelles formed after pollination, number of wilted cherelles after pollination, number of
pods formed after pollination, number of matured pods and the quality of beans in matured pods.
8

At the Divo station, the comparison is between 300 irrigated trees and 300 non-irrigated trees all
planted in 2014 and between 150 irrigated trees and 150 non-irrigated trees planted in 1972. At
Soubré, the comparison is between 448 irrigated trees and 504 non-irrigated trees planted in 2014 on
one hand, and 480 irrigated trees and 520 non-irrigated trees planted in 2019.
The observations started in June 2019 and continued till the end of the reporting period in September
2019. However, this coincided with the period of heavy rains during the rainy season in Côte d’Ivoire,
therefore the impact of irrigation is assumed to be marginal. The true test will be over the next six
months when dry season observation would have been concluded.
Figure 2. Rainfall at observation sites
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Preliminary results from the observation, as presented in Table 3 below, show no significant
difference in the characteristics of the irrigated and non-irrigated plots, with 16% of all cherelles
wilting in the irrigated plots compared to 14% wilting in the non-irrigated plots within two months of
pollination.
Table 3. Preliminary results of observation of the impact of irrigation on seed garden performance
Location

Divo
Soubré

Year

2014
1972
2014
2009

# of trees
pollinated
300
150
448
480

Irrigated
Total
Cherelles
5,578
1,865
10,995
10,096

Wilted
Cherelles
1,776
597
1,856

# of trees
pollinated
300
150
504

1,480

520

Non-irrigated
Total
Wilted
Cherelles
Cherelles
6,651
1,330
2,112
1.218
8,615
1,579
9,346
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Introduce clonal planting materials to farmers in Cameroon
In Cameroon, WCF is introducing clonal material to the farmers. The objective is to transfer clonal
varieties developed under WCF/ACI and previous breeding programs to farmers’ field and to equip
the beneficiary farmers and field technicians with the tools and skill to enable successful production,
distribution and use of clonal planting material. Activities designed in four steps by IRAD are
implemented with the technical assistance of the local ‘Forever Chocolate’ program of Barry
Callebaut, a CocoaAction member.
The first steps consisted of improving facilities dedicated to the clonal propagation of cocoa varieties
introduced or developed under ACI I, followed by initiating clonal and shade trees propagation,
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selecting testing sites and introducing the cocoa clonal varieties’ concept to the selected farmers as
summarized in Table 4. As of September 2019, 16 plots of clonal farms had been established
successfully with 22,000 rootstocks and 5,500 budded plants ready for the establishment of additional
plots to bring the total to 100. At the end of the project, the lead farmers will have community clonal
gardens to supply budwood and scions for the establishment and maintenance of farms using clonal
material. All WCF member companies in Cameroon are encouraged to access budwood and scions
from these clonal gardens for distribution to their farmers.
Table 4. Summary of ACI II activities in Cameroon
Component
Capacity
Building for
Introduction of
Clonal Planting
Material to
Farmers

Establishment of
bud-wood
gardens for
introducing
clonal material to
farmers

Activity
1. Creation of a functional
Clones-based technology
Centre (CBTC)

Specific Tasks

3. Select and train
Technicians / Farmers
Organization
1. Multiply IRAD best
clones to create bud-wood
garden
2. Establish central budwood garden for clonal
material at IRAD,
Nkolbisson and one each
in the target communities.

Build the Capacity of
IRAD and the selected
Farmers Organizations

1. Select farmer groups
for participation in clonal
trials
Select and
support farmers
for the
introduction of
clonal planting
material

2. Establish shade onfarm sites using
recommended tree
species;

Achieve at 100% the
creation of the CBTC

Budding/Grafting
Clonal Production / Land
Preparation /
Establishment of
temporary shade
(plantain) / Establishment
of cocoa clones
Meetings with farmers
groups and Barry
Callebaut
Production of Rootstocks
/ Grafting

Planting of shade trees in
the first 30 on-farm clonal
plots

3. Establish farms for
selected farmers using
clonal material;

Production of clonal
material
Planting of clonal
Material

Major Achievements
The Clonal-Based Technology Centre
(CBTC) achieved at 100% with the
extension of the nursery capacity from
12,000 to 25,000 cocoa seedlings
(rootstocks) or budded/grafted plants
10 cocoa technicians recruited and trained
by the Project, and fully operational in the
CBTC
About 20 well-known IRAD cocoa clones
currently multiplied to create the budwood
gardens

A budwood gardens established near-by the
CBTC in Nkolbisson

100 farmers selected within two farmers
organizations of the Barry Callebaut’s
network: MBAGASSUD (60) and Ets
NTSAMA (40)
300 newly selected clones multiplied in
Nkolbisson and tested on-farm in on-farm
clonal plots
22,000 cocoa rootstocks under production
and 5,500 budded cocoa plants with a
percentage success of 60%
5,000 plantain seedlings acquired
1,000 avocado rootstocks produced and 500
successfully grafted. 2,500 Citrus
rootstocks producing a ready for grafting
5,500 cocoa plants budded (with 60%
success rate)
16 on-farms plots of ¼ ha each successfully
established at both sites

Documenting the production capacity of seed gardens in Nigeria
During the implementation of the first phase of ACI between 2013 and 2016, WCF supported the
establishment of 15 ha seed gardens and 10 ha of bud-wood gardens in Nigeria, which begin
producing seed pods in 2018 (Table 2). This was part of the strategy to enhance capacity in the cocoa
sector among national institutions and addresses specific gaps in cocoa productivity improvements,
including the provision of better planting materials.
The general objective of this task was to assess the status of the seed gardens and bud-wood gardens
established under ACI I, as well as the existing stock of seed and bud-wood gardens, to determine how
much planting material WCF member companies can access from these facilities to support their
sustainability programs.
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Specific tasks:
•
•
•
•
•

Review status of seed and bud-wood gardens with members of the cocoa breeding team at
CRIN;
Undertake field verification visits to the various seed and bud-wood garden sites to ascertain
the actual status of the seed and bud-wood gardens firsthand;
Confirm planting material needs for CLP matching grantee – Tulip Cocoa in the context of
the surrounding communities/State;
Make detailed cost estimates for the establishment of nurseries and seed gardens to support
Tulip Cocoa’s sustainability; and
Make recommendations to matching planting material availability with Tulip Cocoa’s
anticipated needs

Key outcomes
WCF/ACI supported the establishment of 15 hectares of seed gardens and 10 hectares of budwood
gardens in Nigeria (Figure 1). The underlying concept of this program was to safeguard and secure
these elite materials at CRIN and Ondo Tree Crops Unit to preserve the unique organoleptic
characteristics and traits intrinsic to the Nigerian origin for chocolate manufacturers to source for their
recipe.
Figure 3: Map showing locations of seed and budwood gardens established by WCF/ACI

Seed/Budwood
garden location
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From the findings of this study, all sites selected were properly selected, delineated and planted with
plantain shade crops. Planting of budded and grafted cocoa rootstocks was done on all sites except
CRIN Ajassor, Ondo State Tree Crops Unit sites at Owena and Ile-Oluji. However, there was a
significant loss of budded/grafted clones due to death of scions, massive take over by rootstocks and
limited post-planting management and field maintenance.
Analysis of data collected showed that CRIN has an average total capacity of producing 190,228 pods
(with a range of 135,568 to 227,626 pods) annually from all its four stations including the Ibadan
headquarters. It was estimated that CRIN production capacity can support the production of 5.7 to 6.7
million seedlings annually to plant up to 5,560 hectares of cocoa plantation annually. In addition, the
Ondo State Tree Crops Unit has the capacity to produce about 10 million seedlings from seed gardens
to plant an estimated 8,500 hectares annually.
In summary, it is possible to produce enough hybrid pods to plant more than 15,000 hectares annually
in Nigeria. However, current demand of 15 million for hybrid seeds of newly released CRIN Tc 1 – 8
far outweighs the ability to produce enough to meet needs, which makes the expansion of seed garden
capacity imperative in Nigeria.
Recommendations
In view of the observations made on the field, the following actions are recommended to remedy the
situation:
1. Nursery activities
•

•
•

The vegetative propagation methods used in the nursery should be reviewed. Of the two
methods currently used, only budding is recommended for seed and budwood garden
establishment. CRIN may introduce rooted cuttings in addition;
Top-grafting method should be discontinued henceforth for seed garden establishment and
germplasm conservation efforts; and
As part of the routine in budding, the rootstock shoot should be decapitated once the scion
union has been successfully established and produced good number of matured leaves for
self-sustenance. This will allow the scion to fully be established and prevent competition
from the main rootstock shoot.

2. Field activities:
•
•

•

All surviving planted rootstocks should be closely evaluated for the survival or death of the
scion of budded clones to ascertain the integrity of surviving stands.
All surviving stands that are rootstocks and therefore off-type should be removed
immediately. This will keep the field clean of unintended materials when the field will be reestablished with selected clones; and
As much as possible, field maintenance by CRIN management should be encouraged. Given
the closure of project, all seed and budwood garden locations should be properly handed over
to CRIN for continued management if not already done so.

3. Project funding support solicitation:
Given ACI II commitment to provide plant materials to support member companies and national
institutions, there is the need to have a clear management plan and strategy with CRIN.

Integrating clones into the formal cocoa planting material delivery system in Ghana
The current recommendation on the use of planting materials in Ghana is to use the supply of seed
from the national Seed Production Division (SPD) of COCOBOD. The recommendation to use seed
rather than clones for plantation establishment has primarily been due to the ease of largescale
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distribution of seed pods and the pervasive threat of the cocoa swollen shoot virus disease (CSSVD),
which is not seed transmitted.
Empirical evidence of the superiority of clones over seed planting material has been demonstrated by
the Ghana Research Institute of Ghana (CRIG) on experimental plots. However, comparisons of
recommended seed planting material and improved clones under different agro-ecologies and
management practices are lacking. Based on these observations, Work Stream 1 (WS1) of WCF and
CRIG have hypothesized that clones developed from high-yielding clonal trees would lead to
increased yield in plantations. Aside from yield potential, farmers’ knowledge on the management of
practices peculiar to clones is expected to influence the productivity of clonal planting compared with
plantations established from seed. To date, 10 clones developed by CRIG from 10 years breeding
efforts started with ACI I may provide productivity advantages over seed plantings under appropriate
management conditions. These clones were selected based on 10 years of experimental field
performance data that included information on the establishment, girth, precocity, yield and bean size.
It is also important to note that flavor and fat testing is ongoing as CRIG started with the 2 clones at
Mabang in 2018.
In December 2018, WCF and GRIG jointly organized a workshop in Kumasi to review the status of
current clonal research. This workshop included participation from WCF member companies. As the
lead productivity technical group for CocoaAction, WS1 has been actively engaging with CRIG
through a series of workshops and meetings since the Kumasi workshop to develop a comprehensive
proposal to create and deliver clones that are ready for farmer dissemination. Their priority was
identifying cocoa clones that are responsive to high input and intensive production systems and will
lead to higher economic gains over current seed planting materials in specific agro-ecological zones
of Ghana.
The engagement process resulted in a draft proposal submitted by CRIG and subsequently revised by
WCF and WS1. The proposal aims to establish a multilocation clonal trials at SPD seed gardens and
sites of CocoaAction companies. The multilocation trials will help to select at least five top clones to
be recommended and piloted with farmers, including the cost associated to establish a clonal farm
under farmer conditions. The project is designed with a 5-year time horizon, in which the first three
years are dedicated to multilocation trials and to confirm precocity of specific clones and hybrids. The
last two years of the project will deliver the top five clones based on their tolerance/resistance to
CSSVD and Heat and Drought tolerance and with Ghana flavor quality attributes.

Key outcomes
•
•
•
•
•

This project gathers evidence to inform future policy direction on use and selection of clonal
material in planting material strategies;
COCOBOD has evidence to decide which type of planting material offers the best agroeconomic option for farmers;
Cocoa Health Extension Division (CHED) and Seed Production Division (SPD) of
COCOBOD are sufficiently informed to advise on the use of clones;
The industry and the Ghanaian cocoa sector have cost-evidence based and practicality of
establishing farms with clones and/or new hybrids;
Within a relatively short period of time (2 years), at least 5 clones will be released to farmers
to begin planting in Ghana.

Outcome 1.2 Increased adoption by companies of plant propagation technologies
CocoaAction companies have been supporting improved methods for cocoa planting material
production and propagation over the years. Under Outcome 1.2 of ACI II, WCF documented and
presented the work that companies have undertaken on the new propagation technologies and to the
Conseil. This led the approval from the Conseil for the continuation of
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ongoing trials even after the Conseil suspended all activities that supplied cocoa planting material to
farmers.

Key achievements and Milestones
Test an validate plant propagation technologies in Côte d’Ivoire
In Côte d’Ivoire, less than 30% of cocoa farms are planted with improved planting materials, resulting
in low yields and more land clearing for cocoa, including from forest reserves. In 2015, the industry
committed to support and facilitate government of Côte d’Ivoire access to improved planting
materials. The commitment was agreed in a MoU signed between le Conseil Café-Cacao and WCFCocoaAction. In 2016, a called “CocoaAction Pilot” was established to test under farmer conditions
different propagation technologies using clones recommended by CNRA. The technologies included
somatic embryogenesis (SE) and orthotropic shoots (OS), and grafted seedlings (Grafting) provided.
The Pilot involved15 demonstration plots with the propagation technologies established in five
locations representative of the cocoa producing regions of Côte d’Ivoire: Abengourou in the Eastern
region, Bouaflé in the Central region, Divo/Gagnoa in the Central West region and San Pedro and
Soubré in the South Western region. In February 2016, the pilot started by planting banana/plantain
suckers on all plots for temporary shade. In June 2016, SE and Grafted plots were installed followed
by OS plots in 2017. In December 2017, the technical committee made of le Conseil Café-Cacao, the
Centre national de la recherche agronomique (CNRA), the Fonds interprofessionnel pour la
recherche et le conseil agricole (FIRCA), the Agence nationale d’appui au développement rural
(ANADER), WCF and CocoaAction companies conducted an evaluation of the Pilot. The evaluation
criteria included the effect of heat and drought on the technologies, nutrient requirements, occurrence
of the ‘swollen shoot” infection and farmer appreciation of the technologies (SE, OS and grafted
seedlings) in comparison to commonly used hybrids.
Key outcomes
• Technical validation of the SE technology in 2018;
• Further evaluations were recommended for grafting and OS to define the best density for
Grafting and the optimal crown height for OS;
• OS and grafted plants were less affected by heat and drought and SE plants were the most
susceptible to drought;
• Farmers preferred grafted and SE plants because they produce early flower and many pods.
Recommendation and next steps
WCF is working to identify the right rootstock for grafted and SE plants to facilitate scaling with
farmers. WCF, under ACI II, is also working with the CocoaSoils Initiative to identify the best type of
fertilizer and nutrient for the grafted and SE plants and has hired technicians to support this work.
With the establishment of the flavor quality laboratory, WCF is undertaking flavor quality assessment
of the clones in these trails to identify, and to prevent to the extent possible, any flavor drift or shift
when these planting materials are adopted and used by farmers.

Capacity building to introduced clonal planting materials in Cameroon
WCF, under ACI II, has started equipping farmers and field technicians from IRAD and Barry Callebaut
with the tools and skill to enable successful and safe clonal planting material propagation and
multiplication. Through this support, IRAD has established a Clonal-Based Technology Center (CBTC)
to promote clonal propagation and to disseminate clonal varieties. The CBTC consists of a training
room, propagators and a nursery for rootstocks; an acclimatization area and a water supply system
(borehole). The six, 10 m-long propagators, covering a surface of 130 m2, are used to keep the newly
budded rootstocks and to stimulate plant growth. The acclimatization area accommodates the successful
cocoa budded/grafted transferred from the propagators. The water supply system consists of a borehole
and a water tank to enable irrigation of grafted cocoa plants and rootstocks and the training room is
dedicated to the training of trainers (ToT) sessions for farmers and field technicians. Training modules
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aim to reinforce the technical skills of 10 field technicians from IRAD and farmer groups on clonal
propagation technologies and on the on-farm management of clones. Following these trainings, farmers
are now establishing community-based budwood gardens in their respective communities. In 2019, 100
cocoa farmers from Barry Callebaut’s production areas were trained with the aim to train 2,000 farmers
on clonal propagation techniques by June 2021.

Company pilots as a response to the productivity ban in Côte d’Ivoire
Less than 30% of cocoa farms in Côte d’Ivoire use improved planting material, resulting in low yields
and extensive land use including forest reserves. To address this gap, WCF and its member companies
have implemented a limited on-farm pilot program (see description of clonal pilots above) to test plant
propagation technologies developed by Mars/ICRAF and Nestlé using clones developed by CNRA
under WCF/ACI. These technologies include somatic embryogenesis, orthotropic shoots, and
grafting, and after this initial pilot, additional research is still needed to fine-tune orthotropic shoots
and grafting technologies. In March 2018, the Ivorian government abruptly announced plans to halt
all distribution of planting materials and all productivity-enhancing interventions. Le Conseil
suspended the distribution and use of planting materials over the 2018/2019 season and restricted their
use to research activities. Le Conseil requested that WCF report on all company research activities on
planting materials. In April 2018, WCF presented a comprehensive overview of company pilots and
related requests by individual companies to use hybrids and clonal planting materials in their on-farm
company trials. Except for one individual company’s request, the expanded company trials were
approved—totaling approximately 1,074 ha of on-farm trials to use clonal and hybrid planting
materials with one company’s pilots (e.g. 900 ha) part of an existing agreement with le Conseil. WCF
is taking on the responsibility of coordinator of the company pilots, providing a single point of
information and oversight for the company pilots. This includes monitoring the company expanded
pilots and report to le Conseil and the WCF group of companies involved in the pilots; organizing
field visits; developing and managing an open knowledge-sharing platform; convening knowledgesharing and learning meetings; and liaising with le Conseil on behalf of implementing companies for
progress review.
Company expanded pilots involve the collection and analysis of additional agronomic and flavor
quality (to be conducted by the ACI II flavor laboratory at CNRA Bingerville) information and the
production of data to inform decision making. ACI II anticipates that findings will provide evidence
for adoption by le Conseil of clonal propagation technologies and will also document the adaptation
of these clones to climatic changes and resistance to CSSV.
Table 5 lists the ongoing approved company pilots by le Conseil. These pilots focus on specific issues
such as agroforestry, soil nutrition, flavor quality of clonal materials and farm management.
Table 5. Existing and newly approved pilots
Pilot type
Clonal
propagation
pilots

Agroforestry
pilots

Pilot description
Existing CocoaAction pilot on
clonal propagation (SE, OS and
grafting
Finalize farm management practices
on SE and OS cocoa plants
Evaluate different agroforestry
models under farmer conditions
Agroforestry pilots in cocoa farmer
farms

Location
San Pedro,
Soubré,
Bouaflé,
Gagnoa/Divo
Abengourou
Divo/Zambak
ro

Size (ha)

Partners

7.5 ha

2 WCF member
companies CNRA,
ANADER
ICRAF

3 ha

Tiassalé

12 ha

Tiassalé

10 ha

1 WCF member
company CNRA
3 WCF member
companies CNRA
2 WCF member
companies CNRA
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Cocoa Soil
Nutrition
pilots

Rehabilitatio
n and farm
management
pilots

All cocoa
growing
regions

120

1 WCF member
company ICRAF,
ECOTIERRA

Soubre,
Sinfra,
Vavoua

600 ha

1 WCF member
company ANADER,
CNRA, ICRAF

Maféré

2,3 Ha

Nutrient replenishment pilots in
cocoa farms in collaboration with
the CocoaSoils initiative.

Tiassalé

2 Ha

Rehabilitation of CSSVD infected
farms

Soubre,
Sinfra,
Vavoua

600 ha

Rehabilitation of overaged cocoa
farms in the Nawa region

Nawa

300 ha

Pruning and shade management
pilots

Tiassalé

2 ha

Abengourou
- Haut
Sassandra bas
Sassandra Gagnoa

15 ha

Scaling Agroforestry practices to
combat deforestation
Diversification and smart
agroforestry practices in
rehabilitated CSSVD infected in 3
main cocoa producing regions
Evaluate nutrient efficiency (N, P,
K) on cocoa physiology and yield
parameters

Rehabilitation and farm
regeneration pilots in association
with food crop diversification

1 WCF member
company ANADER,
CNRA
1 WCF member
company IDH, Cocoa
Soil consortium,
CNRA
1 WCF member
company ANADER,
CNRA, ICRAF
1 WCF member
company ANADER,
CNRA, ICRAF
1 WCF member
company Wageningen
U., CNRA

1 WCF member
company CNRA

Develop an early detection tool for the management of the cocoa swollen shoot virus in
Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire
With over two million smallholder farmers and 10 million people in West and Central Africa relying
on cocoa as their main source of income or part of their livelihoods, a healthy and sustainable cocoa
industry means opportunity for economic growth and poverty alleviation in the region. A major threat
to this vision is the devastating Cocoa Swollen Shoot Virus (CSSV), spreading rapidly in Côte
d’Ivoire, Ghana, Nigeria, and Togo.
In 2018, the governments of Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana announced a joint control effort to combat
CSSVD. They described the threat posed by CSSVD as “comparable to natural disasters like tsunamis
and earthquakes” and urged producers to allow their farms to be treated
(https://www.worldcocoafoundation.org/blog/early-detection-can-eradicate-cocoa-disease-in-westafrica/). The virus has already infected 16.5% of Ghana’s cocoa areas (more than 300,000 ha) and the
government is planning on investing an estimated US$ 140 million of a US$ 600 million loan from
AfDB on CSSVD control efforts in the country. The government of Côte d’Ivoire will cut more than
100,000 ha of infected cocoa farms in the next three years, which will cost an estimated US$ 19
million.
When a cocoa tree is infected, it takes a while for symptoms (swelling of shoots and red ban vein on
young leaves or flushes) to manifest and three years for the tree to completely die. As a result, the
disease can be spread through farmers inadvertently sharing infected planting materials or through
grafting and transferring infected germplasm. This is the main cause of the rapid spread of the virus in
Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana, Nigeria and Togo. The only known cure is cutting and destroying infected trees,
hence the high cost of national CSSVD control programs.
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WCF believes that the key to CSSVD eradication is early detection, both in planting material, before
seedlings reach farms, and on existing trees, before symptoms appear. This should be part of an
integrated approach to identification, management, cutting out of infected farms, replanting, and
diversification. Therefore, WCF (through ACI II and CocoaAction) has developed an early detection
tool which has the potential to safeguard the livelihoods of millions of farmers in the region.
ACI II and the industry-wide CocoaAction strategy in collaboration with public and private partners,
This early detection tool combines real-time polymerase chain reaction (PCR) and DNA-based
genetic testing (a plant is declared diseased if the DNA of the virus is present). A handheld PCR
device is used to screen samples in the field, and only a few samples are sent to a specialized
laboratory for DNA testing. This process requires a robust sampling protocol for farms and nurseries
to ensure proper analysis of the disease presence and its spread (Figure 2). Discussion are underway
with various institutions in Cote D’Ivoire about what might be an acceptable process going forward to
deploy the tool on a commercial basis.

Ensure that the
cocoa materials
distributed to
farmers are free
of viruses

Able to detect CSSV
viruses in
asymptomatic cocoa
crops

Through Support of
CocoaAction & ACI
II

Transfer the test
to countries &
interested parties

Develop a
diagnostic test for
multipurpose largescale screening

Figure 2. Steps in using the early detection tool against CSSVD

Outcome 1.3 Increased rehabilitation of old and diseased cocoa farms using improved
planting material (with added emphasis on access and use of farms in marginal areas)
Cocoa farms are long-term assets that require ongoing maintenance and periodic renewal of tree
stocks to maintain yields. This encompasses an integrated approach around smart climate practices
(shade management, diversification, integrated soil and water management, use of quality planting
materials in combination with good agricultural practices) to increase farm resilience to climatic,
biotic and socio-economic shocks. Today, most cocoa trees in farms are more than 30 years old, well
beyond their useful economic lifespan, resulting in yield decrease. The high decrease in yield, coupled
with declining soil fertility, climate change and high pest and disease pressure, is leading to
abandonment of plantations and the spread of the agricultural frontier into remaining forests. Over a
quarter (27%) of agriculture conversion is a result of cocoa expansion, making it the single most
important commodity driver of deforestation in West Africa. This high deforestation rate is putting the
tropical biodiversity of West Africa in danger and may negatively impact the livelihoods of several
millions of farmers. However, the government of Côte d’Ivoire and Ghana are planning to support
cocoa farmers to gradually rehabilitate their aged plantations into a high-diversity multi-strata
agroforestry system by cutting old trees and keeping few orthotropic shoots (e.g. pruning) that will
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later grow into a mature tree or by new replanting and diversifying with food crops and non-cocoa
trees. Another factor that led to the abandonment of cocoa plantations is the recurrent outbreaks of
pests and diseases such as the CSSVD, as outlined in the preceding paragraph. WCF (through ACI II
and CocoaAction) has developed a guideline to replant CSSVD infected farms after all trees are
removed.

Key Achievements and Milestones
Develop guidelines for the replanting of CSSVD-infected farms
The replanting of cocoa farms affected by CSSVD is the major challenges for responsible production,
eliminate deforestation and diversify incomes of cocoa farmers. WCF has developed a replanting
guideline that includes establishing cocoa agroforestry systems – The suggested approach based on
scientific and local knowledge includes three phases as summarized in Figure 4. By encouraging the
production of food crops, this guideline has the advantage of providing a source of income for farmers
in the years between planting and first harvest, which has been a major hindrance to CSSVD control
and plantation renewal efforts over the years.

-

-

Phase I
(1 – 12 months)
Cutting and
removing diseased
trees
Barrier crops
Temporal shade
Annual crops
&Diversification
AF species

-

Phase II
(1 to 5 years)
Cocoa (Hybrids &
Clones)
Semi-perennial crops
Perennial crops
Annual crops
AF species
Fruit tree species

Phase III
(5 to 40 years)
-

Cocoa (Hybrids &
Clones)
AF species
Fruit tree species
Perennial crops
Semi-perennial crops

Figure 4. Step in replanting CSSV infected farms
The guideline will form a component of the CSC project and the Cocoa and Forest Initiative in Côte
d’Ivoire. WCF will develop similar guidelines for Ghana, under ACI II, which will complement
COCCOBOD’s $140 million CSSVD control program.

Objective 2 – An Enabled Ecosystem for Financial Services
Recognizing how digital payments can be a game-changer for farmers, WCF and the Better Than Cash
Alliance are working in partnership to support the growth of digital payments in the cocoa value chain
to promote inclusive growth, boost productivity and improve the livelihoods of smallholder cocoa
farmers, especially women.
WCF is a member of the Better Than Cash Alliance, a UN-based global partnership of governments,
companies, and international organizations that accelerates the transition from cash to digital
payments to drive inclusive growth. The Alliance has over 60 members across 30 emerging markets,
including companies and business organizations such as Unilever, H&M, Gap Inc and Grupo Bimbo.
The objectives of this initiative are:
• Learn: Better understand the opportunities and challenges of introducing digital payments to
cocoa farmers;
• Disseminate: Share the learnings and best practices knowledge; and
• Support: Support WCF members with neutral and responsible DFS-related technical
assistance.
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Outcome 2.1 Increased availability and use of high-quality financial services by
farmers
ACI II activities falls into company specific and pre-competitive categories. The company specific
activities are focused on technical assistance as requested by WCF member companies and provided
by the WCF DFS technical expert consultant. The pre-competitive activities are those that are to the
benefit of the industry overall, providing access to all WCF members to content, activities and
engagements that bring them closer to initiating or scaling digitization initiatives in their supply
chains. Between October 2018 and September 2019, WCF, under ACI II, undertook a survey to help
establish a baseline for farmer understanding and use of DFS; identify farmer points of expenditure to
target digitization efforts; develop and conduct trainings for farmers and purchasing agents.

Key Achievements and Milestones
Provide training on digitizing cocoa value chain
WCF organized a workshop on digital financial services in November 2018 to introduce company
members to digitized payments in the cocoa value chain. This was to ensure that there is clarity within
cocoa companies on the process and implications of going digital and mitigation strategies for any
challenges and as well expose the participants to the materials that would be used to educate other
stakeholders (including farmers) on digital financial services. During this workshop, financial
aggregators (NFORTICS and IT Consortium), issuers of digital credit (Jumo Ghana), digital pensions
and digital health insurance (Peoples’ Pensions Trust and Mirco Ensure) were introduced to
participants, including WCF company members. Subsequently, WCF has facilitated introductory
exchanges between member companies and Licensed Buying Companies on one hand as potential
users, and DFS providers MTN, Vodafone, AirtelTigo and NFORTICS during which the service
providers presented their product and service offerings and scheduled individual follow up with
participants. The World Bank Ghana Office hosted and facilitated these exchanges.

Provide technical assistance on digital financial services to WCF member companies
With regards to the provision of technical assistance, all WCF member companies received a request
for proposals document encouraging them to submit a proposal that detailed their request for DFS
implementation support from WCF. Four companies submitted expressions of interest. Since then,
three companies have signed MOUs with an agreed scope of work, The agreed activities in the
statement of work include:
• Training of staff, PCs and farmers on DFS.
• Ecosystem buildout to support digitization of pay points so that farmers have a broader range
of locations to spend their e-money.
• Farmer sensitization of DFS to ensure maximum uptake and activity levels.
o Review existing training content and channels to identity opportunities for embedding
DFS content.
o Development of DFS content and upload to an existing application for engagement with
farmers via voice, SMS and other channels.
• Development of RFP template which LBCs can use to engage with providers as they select
their payments provider.
• General assistance & trouble shooting.

Develop DFS sensitization materials
In the quest to ensure that farmers are well informed on the opportunities that DFS presents (financial
inclusion and improved security key among them) voice sensitization messages endorsed by
COCOBOD were disseminated to 1,175 farmers. The disaggregation of male and female beneficiaries
was 72 and 28 percent respectively. The sensitization
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consisted of three modules: 1) introduction to DFS; 2) benefits of DFS; and 3) the various DFSenabled products and services accessible to smallholder farmers. The sensitization tool will be shared
with COCOBOD and all WCF member companies on a pre-competitive basis as well to be a part of
extension educational materials in Ghana.

DFS transactions, definition of merchant points and farmer experience with mobile money
In 2019, WCF recorded US$ 226,157 worth of digital transactions for participating companies in the
cocoa value chain. This amount consists of payments to purchasing clerks and premiums to farmers in
two districts. 338 farmers participated in a survey on farmer experiences with DFS and mobile
money. The survey included DFS exposure/perceptions, experience with mobile money agents, and
details on their financial income and outlays. The survey, which sought to understand farmer’s lives to
cater to their digitization needs and address their concerns, revealed that farmers’ key financial
transactions are for food, education, labor, farm inputs and healthcare. WCF is collaborating with
electronic money issuers to sign up farmers to facilitate their digital payments to make the case for the
digitization of payments to farmers for their cocoa beans. In addition, 52 outlets in cocoa communities
were identified as merchant points ideal for digitization, 10 in the Western and 42 in Ashanti
Regions. Contact details of the identified potential merchant points have been shared with MTN and the
process of onboarding and digitization ongoing.

BTCA and ACI II of WCF Collaboration
The first phase of the DFS implementation collaboration between WCF and BTCA has ended. However,
DFS technical assistance to companies is ongoing with a significant amount of work still outstanding,
like the Cost of Cash Study (Annex 3). In view of this, the BTCA has extended the funding period until
March 2020 to document the various processes involved in digitized payments. Tools that have been
developed, which are available to companies on a pre-competitive basis, include;
• DFS sensitization materials (Voice, posters, videos etc.);
• DFS survey questionnaire;
• DFS analysis and PPT template;
• Request for proposal (RFP) documents to guide companies in vendor selection;
• Blogs on the DFS implementation process etc.

Objective 3 – Increased Flavor Quality of Cocoa
Outcome 3.1 Companies Prioritize Cocoa for Flavor Quality and use the Flavor
Quality Lab to support their Purchasing Decisions/ Practices
WCF, under ACI II, aims to improve productivity of cocoa as a means of improving farmer livelihood,
the emphasis is on higher yields, disease tolerance/resistance and more recently, tolerance to abiotic
stress like heat and prolonged drought. WCF is working to ensure that flavor quality, which is the reason
chocolate makers include cocoa from specific origins in their recipes, is not lost in the pursuit of those
other desirable traits. ACI II achieves this through the cocoa flavor quality laboratories that provide the
tools to enable national cocoa research institutes to integrate flavor characteristic into their cocoa
breeding programs. The flavor laboratories also make liquor from cocoa beans for the training of cocoa
extension staff and subsequently cocoa farmers on the effects of harvest and post-harvest practices on
flavor development.
During the first phase of ACI, from 2011 to 2016, WCF supported the establishment of a flavor quality
laboratory at the Cocoa Research Institute of Ghana (CRIG). WCF supported the transitioning of the
laboratory to CRIG, which operated the lab without WCF support from December 2016 to March 2018,
when an MOU was signed for the implementation activities under ACI II, which includes larger scale
equipment. WCF has also supported the establishment of a second flavor quality laboratory at and the
Centre National de Recherche Agronomique (CNRA) in Côte d’Ivoire in 2019 and is in the process of
establish a new lab each in Cameroon and Nigeria.
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Key Achievements and Milestones
Expanding capacity of flavor quality laboratory in Ghana
To enable the flavor quality laboratory at CRIG to train more farmers, WCF supported the acquisition
of larger scale equipment for the lab. This new equipment expands the labs capacity from 30kg of
samples per week to close to 100kg, which will enable CRIG to produce enough cocoa liquor to train
all cocoa farmers in Ghana on flavor quality. Already, in 2019, CRIG has trained more than 442
cocoa extension, 647 quality control staff and 5,359 farmers, including 1,661 women, in Ghana. Three
farmers who benefited from the flavor quality trainings in Ghana were recognized at the 2019 edition
of the International Cocoa Awards in Paris in October 2019. It is anticipated that this impact of
increased capacity will be expressed in the inclusion of more samples from Ghana in the top 50 at the
International Cocoa Awards in 2021.

Supporting training on flavor quality in Côte d’Ivoire
WCF established a second flavor laboratory at CNRA in Abidjan and started to provide laboratory
management training to the CNRA team; CNRA completed all required civil works for the flavor
quality laboratory in Abidjan. A collaboration with CNFA’s USDA-funded Maximizing Opportunities
in Cocoa Activity (MOCA) project resulted in the training of 1,000 farmers in 2019 using cocoa
liquor samples processed at the laboratory in Abidjan. In all, this collaboration will enable WCF to
reach 20,000 additional farmers in Côte d’Ivoire.
In March 2019, an exchange visit by farmers and leaders of cooperatives supported by MOCA during
which the farmers, accompanied by CNFA staff as well as officials from the Ivoirian national cocoa
regulatory institution Conseil du Café-Cacao, extension agency ANADER and research institute
CNRA, learned from their Ghanaian counterparts who have benefited from previous WCF flavor
quality activities.

Establishing new flavor quality laboratory in Cameroon and Nigeria
WCF published a request for proposals from the government and cocoa research institutions of
Cameroon and Nigeria to establish and operate a third flavor quality laboratory either in Cameroon or
Nigeria under ACI II. Proposals were required to include availability of financial resources, physical
space and personnel for the laboratory, and expressions of interest from industry partners indicating
their specific support for the flavor quality laboratory in either country. Both Cameroon and Nigeria
presented strong application in response to the request for proposals. Therefore, WCF reviewed the
budget for ACI II and obtained approval from USAID and the Steering Committee for the
establishment of a flavor laboratory in each country. After consultative stakeholder meetings in both
countries, WCF has drafted terms of reference, which are under review by in-country stakeholders
towards the establishment of the flavor quality laboratories in Cameroon and Nigeria.

Outcome 3.2 Increased employment of appropriate post-harvest practices by farmers
for cocoa that ensures high flavor quality
Improve the knowledge and skills of government extension agents and farmers on flavor
quality
The sustained low price of cocoa prices on the global market over the years has brought the issue of
flavor quality into focus. Farmers could earn more by producing, and selling, better quality beans as
the CNFA MOCA project demonstrates. WCF has developed up long-term flavor quality work plans
in collaboration with both CNRA and CRIG. The knowledge gained by the Ivoirian lab team will be
transferred to farmers through ANADER extension agents and CNFA staff implementing the MOCA
project. Also, the collaboration with CNFA will allow WCF to verify that farmers are applying the
lessons they acquire from the trainings through the market linkage aspect of the MOCA project,
where chocolatiers will give an indication of the improved flavor quality of beans produced by
participating farmers by sourcing from these farmers in future.
21

Cross-cutting Research and Learning Activity
Cocoa income and household food security study
ACI II is supporting WCF’s vision of a cocoa sector where farmers prosper, communities are
empowered, human rights are protected, and the environment is preserved. In delivering on these
strategic priorities, ACI II engaged a consultant to conduct an assessment on the contribution of cocoa
to nutrition and food security, with the main goal of increasing sustainable cocoa productivity among
smallholder cocoa farmers in West Africa. This study was one of the main recommendations of
USAID’s final evaluation of the first phase of ACI. Annex 4 contains the report of the study.
The study focuses on the multiple dimensions of food security (availability, accessibility, utilization,
stability) including controls for household demographics and wealth indicators. The main objective of
the assignment is to conduct a comprehensive study on the contribution of cocoa production to
nutrition, food security and the livelihood of cocoa farmers. The preliminary results of this study are
anticipated in 3 months.
The consultants provided a comprehensive literature review and conceptual pathways between cocoa
production, nutrition and food security (Figure 5).

Figure 5. Conceptual pathway between cocoa production, nutrition and food security1

Study and sampling design
For Ghana, the consultants developed questionnaires, trained enumerators, and undertook a pilot
survey based on which the questionnaires were modified. The consultants administered the
questionnaires to 636 farmers, including 147 women as indicated in Table 3 below. Data collection in
Ashanti, Ahafo, Western North and Western South Regions was completed between 6th and 15th July
2019. WCF will collect data in Cameroon and Côte d’Ivoire to complement the data collected in
Ghana.

1

MAHFP - Months of Adequate Household Food Provisioning; FCS - Food Consumption Score; HFIAS - Household Food Insecurity
Access Scale; HHS - Household Hunger Scale; CSI - Coping Strategies Index; HDDS - Household Dietary Diversity Score; WDDS Women's Dietary Diversity Score; CDDS - Child Dietary Diversity Score
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Table 6. Sample size for Food Security Study in Ghana
Region
Ahafo
Ashanti
Western North
Western South
Total

No. of Communities
12
12
12
10
46

No. of Farmers Sampled (women)
175 (59)
185 (48)
126 (32)
150 (35)
636 (174)

For each region in Ghana, data was collected using a two-step stratified random sampling approach.
First, a community list was obtained from the directorate of Ministry of Food and Agriculture
(MoFA) in each region and categorized into ten strata: those participating in various cocoa farmer
groups under WCF member companies.

Confounding Factors

Food Security

Table 5 summary of indicators for the study.
Variable

Indicators (metrics)

Source

Availability

Months of Adequate Household Food
Provisioning or Supply

Food Frequency Survey

Access

Household Food Insecurity Access Scale
Household Hunger Scale
Reduced Coping Strategies Index

Food Frequency Survey

Utilization

Diet Diversity Scores (HDDS, WDDS, CDDS)
Food Variety Score
Anthropometric scores:
Height-for-age
Weight-for-height
Weight-for-age

Food Frequency Survey

Anthropometric survey

Stability

Months of food self-provisioning capacity
Variability of food prices

Household Survey

Cash Crop
Production

Quantity of Cash Crops Produced (kg)
Percent of Total Land for Cash Crops (%)

Household Survey

Household
Demographics

Female Headed Households (% of Total)
Household Head Education Level
Dependency Ratio

Household Survey

Wealth

Total Land Used for Agriculture (ha)
Asset Index

Household Survey

Cocoa
revenue/income

Total cocoa revenue/income from households

Household Survey

Study findings from Ghana
1. Household characteristics in relation to food crop and cocoa production
• Respondents dedicated 60% of their land on average to cocoa production and had an average
productivity of 416 kg/ha.
• Average annual household income from cocoa was GHS 9,133 which is 95% of total income.
• Households engage in food crop production, livestock rearing, and production of other cash
crops

23

•

Main expenditure items for households are: food (57%), transport and communication
(17.7%), healthcare (12.4%), education (8.4%), utilities (3.3%) and accommodation (1.34%).

2. Dietary diversity, nutritional status, household food security and cocoa production
• Household had 10 months of adequate food supply annually on average
• 27% of households were medium food secure, while 14% were food insecure
• Households consume 6 to 7 food groups daily on average
• Households consume on average 9 different food items daily; 41% of women have low dietary
diversity, consuming only up to 3 food groups
3. Market access, market participation, food and cocoa price fluctuation and seasonality
• 41% of food secure and 53% of food insecure households do not have access to local food
markets
• Availability of food is not enough even though cocoa farmers produce much of their own food
• Food prices doubled in 2019 lean season, making both staple and non-staple foods less
affordable
• Access to basic amenities remains a challenge in cocoa growing regions
4. Cocoa farmers employ strategies to cope with food insecurity
• 63% of household rely on less preferred and less expensive foods
• 58% of households limit portion size at mealtime
• 53% of households reduce the number of meals eaten in a day
5. Childcare and food insecurity
• 93% of children in sample households are in school
• Some children engage in activities considered hazardous during vacation and weekends;
reducing household labor cost
• Children are fed 3 times a day on average, but children have less dietary variety
6. Relationship between cocoa production and food security
• A negative relationship between cocoa production and overall household food security.
o Percentage of land dedicated to cocoa production has negative relationship with
household food availability and food access, indicating that cocoa farmers dedicating
a higher proportion of their farm land to cocoa production find it difficult to get enough
food to feed their households (availability) and they also employed intense coping
strategies to obtain food (accessibility)
• A positive and insignificant relationship between a household’s cocoa production and food
utilization.
• Higher levels of cocoa production leads to a decrease in dietary quality because cocoa-based
household consumed more starchy staples and less of nutrient rich foods
• A negative and significant relationship between cocoa production and child dietary diversity,
implying that children of cocoa farming households with higher cocoa production levels have
less diversified diets
• Focus group discussions and interviews revealed that cocoa production contributed to food
security by providing mainly income which is used to purchase food to supplement their own
production
• Factors such as climate variability (inadequate rainfall, frequent droughts), biological factors
(pest and diseases), higher food prices (which makes food less affordable) during the lean
season, insufficient income, limited access to markets and competing land use for cocoa are
main causes of food insecurity
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Recommendations from the Ghana study
Table 6. Main recommendations of study.
Subject
1. New Knowledge and
Productive
technologies

2. Livelihood
diversification and
business opportunities

3. Infrastructural
development

4. Sustainable
intensification and
diversification

5. Access to financial
services and products

6. Diversify food and
diets

Recommendation
Facilitate access to new knowledge and productive technologies
− Improved and high yielding varieties
− Integrated pest and disease management,
− Integrated soil fertility management & irrigation (e.g. small scale/ drip)
− Post-harvest handling and management, etc.)
with adequate logistical support and technical assistance to expand cocoa and
food crop production capacities to enable farmers boost the yield of cocoa and
food crops productivity for higher income
Support livelihood diversification program and business opportunities for cocoa
farmers whilst targeting women in the form of training and capacity
development in
− New productive technologies,
− Diversification, processing and marketing.
This will enable cocoa farmers to have multiple streams of income and food to
attain balanced nutrition. This should be complemented with nutritional
education and cooking demonstrations targeting diversified diets.
Support infrastructural development that enhances
− Local storage, processing and transformation of food crop produce,
− Access to markets
− Training and capacity building in local trade of cocoa-based and non-cocoa
produce and
− Including facilities to improve health and food safety;
Encourage sustainable intensification and diversification strategies to:
− Expand cultivation of high value crops mostly legumes, vegetables and
fruits.
− Support non-conventional livestock farming to provided needed proteins to
HHs
This should be done by building households’ capacities through technical
training or extension that blend traditional agricultural practices to include:
− Improved and locally adapted crops, as well as integrated crop;
− Soil and pest management strategies to boost yields on existing farmland
while coping with land scarcity due to population growth
Assist cocoa farmers to have better access to financial services and products:
− Digital payments systems (e-wallet);
− Village saving and loans associations (VSLA) to cope with cash-flow
management and seasonality in crop production, prices fluctuation and
incomes
Diversify food and diets at the household by:
− Introducing feeding programs
− Integrated home gardening to provide diversity of nutrient and nutritional
high value food crops such as legumes, green leafy vegetables and fruit trees.
− Nutrition education and cooking demonstrations at the household and
community levels to provide children with more diversified and healthy
nutrient rich diets.
− Sensitization campaign on water and sanitation (WASH) at the household
and community level to improve health and food safety
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Active indicators in FTFMS
The following ACI II indicators were revised for FY2019. A historical table of indicators showing all
past indicators is included as Annex 5 to this report.
EG.3-1: Number of households benefiting directly from USG interventions [IM-level] This
indicator is being dropped and has been replaced with EG.3-2 Number of individuals
participating in USG food security programs [IM-level] to count number of individuals instead of
households to get a better understanding of the breadth of our food security work. For out years,
2019 and beyond please, delete the targets here and set the targets and then eventually report actuals
using EG 3-2
EG.3-6, -7, -8: Farmer's gross margin per hectare, per animal, or per cage obtained with USG
assistance [IM-level]
Transition to the new indicator EG.3-10, -11, -12 Yield of targeted agricultural commodities among
program participants with USG assistance [IM-level
EG.3.2-1: Number of individuals who have received USG-supported short-term agricultural
sector productivity or food security training [IM-level]
Reminder: Except for results reported in FY18 and FY19 for IMs previously reporting on the
indicator, this is no longer required nor collected centrally.
EG.3.2-3: Number of micro, small, and medium enterprises (MSMEs), including farmers,
receiving agricultural-related credit as a result of USG assistance [IM-level]
This indicator has been replaced by EG.3.2-27 Value of agriculture-related financing accessed as a
result of USG assistance [IM-level]. Please transition to this indicator to avoid double counting. It
should be fairly easy since nothing is reported yet.
EG.3.2-17: Number of farmers and others who have applied improved technologies or
management practices with USG assistance [IM-level]
Replaced by EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved
management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] Please delete outyear targets
under this indicator, add the new indicator and put the outyear targets under the new indicator.
EG.3.2-18: Number of hectares of land under improved technologies or management practices
with USG assistance [IM-level]
Replace with EG.3.2-25 Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies
with USG assistance [IM-level] Out year targets should be deleted and added under this new
indicator. Also, the baseline should likely be zero. It looks like FY17 actuals were used at the baseline
here.

Program Governance: Steering Committee
The Technical Working Committee (TWC) is the primary governance structure of CocoaAction and
acts as a committee to the World Cocoa Foundation (WCF) board of directors. TWC is made up of
one senior technical representative from each participating CocoaAction company. TWC has been
expanded to serve as the ACI II Project Steering Committee in which USAID and representatives of
non-CocoaAction companies, are also represented. The Chief of Party represents the implementing
team and the AOR represents USAID at TWC Meetings. There was one TWC meetings in March
2019 during which topics like clonal planting material strategy for Ghana, Material, Implementation
of the CSSVD laboratory and company expanded pilots were discussed.
The TWC approves the annual productivity workplan of CocoaAction and the Workstreams (WS) act
as communities of practice for different technical representatives to support the implementation of the
work. WCF organizes biweekly scientific and operational calls around breeding, integrated soil
fertility management (IFSM), CSSVD and DFS. These calls have been reorganized around two
strategic groups to better reflect productivity elements and needs. The Science discussion to elaborate
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and provide scientific recommendations on the best strategy to propagate elite planting materials (i.e.
with merged parameters relevant to SE/OS, grafting as well as CSS, heat/drought and flavor) including
the soil management strategy associated; The Implementation/Delivery discussion to contextualize the
science-based recommendations (e.g. customized recommendations) to meet farmer’s needs with the
aim to optimize cocoa plant (i.e. selected elite clones) /soil interactions, manage soil fertility and
shade, and minimize fertilizer inputs and pesticide applications. Both discussions are complementary
to facilitating the successful establishment of cocoa tree (e.g. elite clones) and optimize productivity.
Members of delivery discussion include people with good understanding of the local reality,
agronomy and policies related to cocoa rehabilitation. WCF staff members facilitate regular calls with
this two groups to ensure adequate oversight and coordination within individual company programs. It
is through this mechanism that ACI II develops and presents the annual productivity work plans for
review and validation by these experts, prior to transmission to the Steering Committee and USAID
for approval. The work streams also coordinate implementation meetings to appraise various activities
and work of contractors and sub-grantees.
Project Management Unit: As the principal execution arm of the project, this team, based primarily in
Ghana, is charged with the day to day oversight and execution of ACI II workplans for productivity
and financial inclusion, as well as data collection, knowledge management and learning. The PMU
submitted the FY2020 workplan, which includes changes to the results framework, for USAID
approval in August 2019. An updated version of the Project Monitoring and Evaluation Plan is
included as Annex 6 to this report.
In June 2019, USAID approved a modification to the GDA for ACI II to include a new activity on
Village Savings and Loans Schemes (VSLA). Between this modification and September 2019, WCF
has concluded discussions with the eight participating member companies and signed contracts for the
implementation of activities. The first progress report on this activity will be presented in the semiannual report for FY2020.
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Activity Implementation Locations
Country
Cameroon

Côte d’Ivoire

Sub-objective
Increased Use of Improved planting
material
Increased Use of Improved planting
material
Improved Quality of Planting Material

Côte d’Ivoire

Improved Quality of Planting Material

Côte d’Ivoire

Improved Quality of Planting Material

Côte d’Ivoire

Improved Quality of Planting Material

Ghana

Increased Use of Improved planting
material
Improved Quality of Planting Material

Cameroon

Ghana
Ghana
Ghana
Nigeria

Improved Quality of Planting Material
Enabled Ecosystem for Financial
Services
Improved Quality of Planting Material

Activity
Training farmers and cooperatives on clonal planting material
propagation
Establishment of community bud-wood garden to support
introduction of clonal planting material to farmers
Establishment of bud-wood gardens for potential heat and
drought tolerant planting material
Identification of potential heat and drought tolerant planting
material
Observation of impact of irrigation on seed pod production in
seed gardens
Flavor quality analysis and training sessions at flavor
laboratory in Abidjan
Support for distribution of seed pods to CocoaAction
companies
Trails to identify potential heat and drought tolerant planting
material
Expanded flavor quality trainings in Ghana
Mobile Platform for Financial Services

Period
Q3 FY2019 onward

Assessment of established in-country planting material
production capacity

Q2 FY2019 onward

Q4 FY2019 to Q3 2021
Q4 FY2019 onward
Q3 FY2019 onward
Q3 FY2019 onward
Q4 FY2018 onward
Q2 FY2017 onward
Q4 2018 onward
Q3 FY2018 onward
Q3 FY2018 onward
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Annexes
1.
2.
3.
4.

Success Stories
DFS Cost of Cash Study Concept
Historical Indicator Table
Updated ACI II M&E Plan
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ACI II Build Partnership to Increase Quality within Cocoa Supply
Chains in Côte d’Ivoire
The World Cocoa Foundation is collaborating with
CNFA under their Maximizing Opportunities in Cocoa Activity (MOCA) project to train farmers in
good harvest and post-harvest practices that enable farmers to produce the best quality cocoa. Under this partnership, WCF, through ACI II supports
the establishment and functioning of the flavor
quality laboratory. The laboratory produces cocoa
liquor and chocolate samples that the CNRA aims
at increasing the productivity and effectiveness of
actors in the cocoa value chain. To this effect,
plans underway leading to an MOU signing between WCF/ACI II.

Photo Credit: WCF

The collaboration between WCF
and CNFA has resulted in the direct training of more than 1,000
farmers in cocoa supply chains in
Côte d’Ivoire. Eventually, the partnership aims to train 20,000 farmers.

Chocolate samples made from cocoa of Ivoirian origin
for a tasting session.

The flavor quality laboratory produces cocoa liquor and chocolate samples that are used to
train farmers in the application
of good harvest and post-harvest practices.

One of the first activities under this collaboration
was a visit by members of cocoa farmer cooperatives in Côte d’Ivoire to their counterparts in Ghana.
The visit was remarkable since it was the first time
such a delegation is visiting to learn from Ghana.
The team were briefed on several activities such as
pre-harvest management practices such as Good
Agronomic Practices (GAP) and post- harvest
practices that leads to improved flavor quality development in cocoa including harvesting, pod
breaking, fermentation, drying and storage of cocoa beans.
Participants expressed a profound appreciation for
the unique perspective the experiential training offered and a collective agreement that the tasting
component is an innovative approach for enhancing farmers’ appreciation of the importance of the
recommended harvest and post-harvest practices
through the support of government and stakeholders. They also acknowledged that flavour quality
work and training should be a national priority that
should gain national interest to preserve the rich
quality flavour of west African cocoa.

World Cocoa Foundation
www.worldcocoa.org

ACI II Training Recipient Receives International Cocoa Award
Ghana’s lucky number was 231. No, not 233, the
international direct dialing code, but 231, the number of Mr. Samuel Tetteh Korboe’s winning cocoa
sample from Ghana. Mr. Korboe was one of the
top five from the Africa and Indian Ocean region,
and one of only 20 from across the world recognized during the International Cocoa Awards on
October 30, 2019. The award ceremony was part
of the Cocoa of Excellence session during 2019
edition of the Salon du Chocolat in Paris, France.

Photo Credit: WCF

The world Cocoa Foundation
(WCF), under the ACI II program,
provided equipment and technical
support to the Cocoa Research Institute of Ghana (CRIG) for the establishment of the flavor quality
laboratory that trains farmers like
Mr. Samuel Tetteh Korboe on
good harvest and post-harvest
practice for cocoa.

Mr. Korboe proudly displays his award during a visit to
his farm. Around him are members of his farmer group,
who also benefited from training provided by the CRIG
flavor laboratory.

“Mr. Korboe’s beans were rejected

in 2017 because they did not meet
the quality. Subsequently, he applied the lessons from the ACI IIsupported trainings, and he is a winner in 2019” – Mr. Stephen Opoku,
Senior Scientist, CRIG.

But Mr. Korboe’s cocoa was not always in this
class. In 2017, his beans were rejected after they
failed selection tests for that year’s Cocoa of Excellence. Following the rejection, he applied lessons from training he received from extension
agents. These agents had previously been trained,
and supplied with cocoa liquor samples for training
farmers, by the team from the flavour quality laboratory at the Cocoa Research Institute of Ghana
(CRIG). Through the training, farmers, like Mr. Korboe, learn how to apply the appropriate harvest
and post-harvest practices that affect their cocoa
beans’ flavor.
Building capacity around cocoa flavor is a key goal
of ACI II. In furtherance of this, WCF established
the flavor lab at CRIG during the first phase of the
project between 2013 and 2017. In partnership
with WCF members TCHO, and later Guittard
Chocolate, the Ghana Quality Innovations (GQI)
program was implemented to use the flavor lab to
train extension officers and farmers.
In 2019, WCF supplied the CRIG laboratory with
larger scale equipment that will allow the laboratory to produce larger quantities of cocoa liquor for
extension agents to train farmers.

World Cocoa Foundation
www.worldcocoa.org

Cost of Cash Analysis in the Cocoa Value Chain - Concept Note
INTRODUCTION
The World Cocoa Foundation (WCF) is a non-profit international membership organization
whose vision is a sustainable and thriving cocoa sector – where farmers prosper, cocoa-growing
communities are empowered, human rights are respected, and the environment is conserved.
WCF’s members comprise farm-level input providers, financial institutions, cocoa processors,
chocolate makers and manufacturers, farmer cooperatives, cocoa trading companies, ports,
warehousing companies, and retailers.
Recognizing how digital payments can be a game-changer for farmers, WCF and the UN-based
Better Than Cash Alliance (BTCA) are working in partnership to support the growth of digital
payments in the cocoa value chain to promote inclusive growth, boost productivity and improve
the livelihoods of smallholder cocoa farmers. WCF is a member of the Better Than Cash Alliance,
a UN-based global partnership of governments, companies, and international organizations that
accelerates the transition from cash to digital payments to drive inclusive growth. The objective
of the current project in Ghana is to promote and support the engagement and implementation
efforts of large cocoa buyers, license buying companies (LBC) and other agribusiness
intermediaries.
Digital payments are more efficient, secure and transparent, and they have the potential of
improving cocoa farmers’ livelihoods, productivity and access to financial services for the
following reasons.
• Improved efficiency and transparency in the cocoa supply chain: Moving to
digital payments can reduce the risks associated with cash payments such as fraud and
theft. Cocoa buyers can have digital records of payments made to farmers which can help
to map the flow of cocoa sales from individual farmer to the cocoa buyer to the exporter,
creating a digital record of sales to the farmer level.
• Increased productivity and better control over finance: Digital payments can
enable cocoa farmers’ access to financing mechanisms that can help them increase their
productivity. They can use the digital payment infrastructure to purchase inputs, reduce
the time spent in travelling to make payments, better control their finance and leverage
existing means of payment and agents’ network to meet their life cycle events (sickness,
schooling, bills for example).
• Pathway to financial services for cocoa farmers and improved livelihood:
Digitizing payments to cocoa farmers, most of whom have been previously unbanked, can
lead to better access to a broad range of financial services such as savings, credit and
insurance, and to additional economic opportunities, especially for women.
The current business as usual payment process for cocoa payments in Ghana is as
follows:
1) Cocoa farmers deliver beans to purchasing clerks (PCs) of the relevant licensed buying
companies (LBCs).
2) Farmers receive cash payment upon delivery of the beans.
Confidentiality Agreement
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3) PCs pay the farmer using cash withdrawn from their bank account. These funds were
transferred directly into the LBCs account by the cocoa purchasing company, with
oversight from Cocobod.
With digitization, the process given a complete digitization shift along the entire
supply chain would be as follows:
1) Cocoa farmers deliver beans to purchasing clerks (PCs) of the relevant licensed buying
companies (LBCs).
2) Farmers receive digital payment upon delivery of the beans.
3) PCs pay the farmer by sending e-money electronically to farmers’ bank account, mobile
money wallet or by loading e-money onto the farmer’s E-zwich card. This/These funds
would have been transferred into the LBCs account by the cocoa purchasing company,
which then pass it on to the PCs. The Electronic Money I and/or an aggregator would have
facilitated the exchange of money for e-money and delivered it to the farmer.
RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
Despite the benefits of digitization to the farmer having been demonstrated in many pilots across
several value chains, there are few quantitative studies on the cost supported by agribusinesses
companies of cash vs. digital payments. Without this type of information, LBCs may
underestimate the cost of cash operations and overestimate the cost of going digital.
The goal of this work is thus to engage with a group of LBCs who, with the benefit of data
aggregation and anonymization so no individual company can be identified, can contribute to a
general understanding of the range of expenses associated with cash payments vs digital payments
in the cocoa supply chain.
• Each LBC would have access to their own information detailing their specific cash vs.
digital position, and can use this information to better evaluate how and when to begin
their transition to digital payments. This type of information is also critical for gaining
internal buy in for the type of investments required to shift to digital.
• Finally, beyond receiving their own cash vs. digital analysis, the participating LBCs will
also be able to review how they measure up to an industry average calculated based on all
the LBCs that had participated in the study. This will be helpful to each LBC to measure
how they are doing against an industry standard and where they need to address any
significant variation from the norm.
• Finally, the industry wide generalized information will be helpful for the Government of
Ghana (including COCOBOD and other ministries and agencies engaged in the cocoa value
chain) for their decision making on policy and financial support to improving the cocoa
sector.
In developing the analysis of cash vs. digital payments, there must be a clear and evidence-based
analysis of each of the two scenarios, using detailed activity-based-costing along the supply chain.
This assessment must deliver primarily quantitative data for each cost center, though some
qualitative information would be also be of value in cases where no exact data can be provided.
The assessment must look at all cost centers for the LBC, including finance (including losses and
financial institution charges), administration, transport, insurance, transfer fees, security and
personnel costs, among others. Where possible, the assessment should also capture potential
impact of digitization on non-financial resources committed to cash vs. digital transactions (e.g.
Confidentiality Agreement
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time, capacity, training requirements, etc.). This assessment would also highlight and estimate
potential financial and non-financial benefits of digitization linked to improved efficiency, greater
transparency and security, data analytics and stronger business relationships. Finally, in addition
to the quantitative analysis to reveal cost of cash, this assessment should also highlight key pain
points that prevent the use of digital financial services at scale, whether those pain points reveal
real or perceived challenges.
DELIVERABLES
1. Final Report: a report written in English and of a maximum of 50 pages should include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Executive summary
Background
Study purpose and objectives
Methodology
Findings
Recommendations
Conclusion
Annexes, including survey instruments and activity-based costing analysis

2. Copy of the aggregated and anonymized database of information (in Excel or any
other format)
3. Summary Presentation: A PowerPoint presentation with key findings across all
participating LBCs. The data contained herein will be anonymized and the messaging in the
presentation should focus on take-aways on an industry level. Specifically, this presentation
will contain information on the cost of cash vs digital, in a combination of averages, ranges
and anonymized examples – all of which are to provide as much information to the reader
while making it impossible for any particular LBC to be identified. This presentation will be
a public copy which industry, COCOBOD and other stakeholders can review for their
information and education.
4. Individual LBC Presentations: These presentations (one for each participating LBC) will
combine the information contained in deliverable 2 (summary presentation) but also include
specific information from each LBC. The objective is to allow each participating LBC to have
their own results in a presentation as well as information from all participating LBCs
(consolidated) for purposes of comparison.

Confidentiality Agreement
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ANNEX 2 – Data Collection Template
1. Basic Information
a.
b.
c.
d.

Name of Firm
Address
Respondent Name
Respondent Position

a.
c.
d.

2. Cash Conversion Cycle
Days Inventory Outstanding (DIO)
Days Sales Outstanding (DSO)
Days Payable Outstanding (DPO)

Unit of measure

3. Farmer Payments
a. Number of farmers purchased from
b. Bags purchased
c. Median bags per farmers
d. Number of payments to farmers
e. Total amount paid to farmers, value
f.
Cash Payments to farmers, Volume
g.
Cash Payments to farmers, Value
h.
Check Payments to farmers, Volume
i.
Check Payments to farmers, Value
j.
Bank Transfers to farmers, Volume
k.
Bank Transfers to farmers, Value
l.
Bank to Wallet Payments to farmers, Volume
m.
Bank to Wallet Transfers to farmers, Value
n.
Other Payments to farmers, Volume
o.
Other Payments to farmers, Value
p. Average time to pay farmer (from receipt of cocoa)
Confidentiality Agreement

2016-2017

2017-2018

2018-2019

2019-2020

# of days
# of days
# of days
#
# of bags
# of bags
# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of days
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q.

Range of time to pay farmer (fewest number of days to
maximum number of days)

4. Purchasing Clerks (PCs)
a. PCs employed
b. Average number of farmers per PC
c. Commission paid to clerks, Total Value
d.
Cash Payments to PCs, Volume
e.
Cash Payments to PCs, Value
f.
Check Payments to PCs, Volume
g.
Check Payments to PCs, Value
h.
Bank Transfers to PCs, Volume
i.
Bank transfers to PCs, Value
j.
Bank to Wallet Transfers to PCs, Volume
k.
Bank to Wallet Transfer to PCs, Value
l.
Other Payments to PCs, Volume
m.
Other Payments to PCs, Value
n. Average time to pay commissions
o. Range of time to pay commissions (fewest # of days to
maximum # of days)
p. Cash advances paid to clerks
q. Cash advances paid to clerks
r. Losses on cash advances
a.
b.
c.
d.

5. Accounting Costs
Accountants employed
Share of time spent reconciling payments + advances
Time spent reconciling payments + advances
Average accountant salary

a.

6. Finance Costs
Short-term cost of borrowing

Confidentiality Agreement

# of days

#
# of farmers
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of days
# of days
# of transactions
GhC
GhC
# of people
%
# of days
GhC
Interest rate %
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7. Security Costs
Number of PCs robbed while on duty
Number of PCs injured during robberies who received
medical attention
c. Cost of medical coverage for PCs
d. Personnel days lost to robbery-related injury
e. Collections activities initiated for cash robbery-related
incidents
f. Average rate of collections for cash robbery-related
incidents
g. Write-offs for cash robbery-related incidents
h. Insurance premiums
i.
Insurance Claims
j.
Insurance Claims amount
k. Security staff employed
l.
Annual security staff compensation
m. Share of security staff activities dedicated to cash
a.
b.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

8. Transportation Costs
Vehicles used for cash transport
Drivers employed
Annual driver compensation
Petrol expense
Purchasing trips
Trips by purchasing clerk to bank
Average distance from warehouse
Share of transport dedicated exclusively to cash
Cost per trip

Confidentiality Agreement

# of PCs
# of PCs
GhC
# of days
# of cases
opened
% of outstanding
debt recovered
GhC
GhC
#
GhC
#
GhC
%

#
#
GhC
GhC
#
#
# of kilometers
%
GhC
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a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

9. Transaction Costs
Bank charge per check processed
Bank charge per EFT processed
Bank monthly charge for EFT service if any
Percentage charged per bank-to-wallet payment
transaction processed
Bank-to-wallet payment monthly charge (if any)
Total amount paid for all bank-to-wallet transactions
% charge for farmers to cash-out from bulk payments (if
any)

GhC
GhC
GhC
%
GhC
GhC
%

a.

10. Cocoa Sales
Total cocoa payments received from COCOBOD, volume

# of transactions

b.

Total cocoa payments received from COCOBOD, value

GhC

c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

Cash payments for cocoa received, volume
Cash payments for cocoa received, value
Check payments for cocoa received, volume
Check payments for cocoa received, value
Bank transfers for cocoa received, volume
Bank transfers for cocoa received, value
Average time to receive payment (from delivery of cocoa)

# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of transactions
GhC
# of days

j.

Range of time to receive payment (fewest number of
days to maximum number of days)
What is the single biggest factor affecting payment time?

# of days

k.

Confidentiality Agreement
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ACI II Historical Table of Indicators
FTF
Indicator #
EG.3.2-18
EG.3.2-17
EG.3.2-1

EG.3.2-4

EG.3.2-5
EG.3-1
4.5.2-27

EG.3.2-20

EG.3-6,7,8
EG.3.2-6
EG.3.2-3
4.5-2
Productivity

1

Indicator
Number of hectares under improved technologies or management
practices with USG assistance
Number of farmers and others who have applied new technologies
or management practices with USG assistance
Number of individuals who have received USG supported shortterm agricultural sector productivity or food security training
Number of food security private enterprises (for profit), producers’
organizations, water users’ associations, women's groups, trade
and business associations, and community-based organizations
(CBOs) receiving USG food security-related organizational
development assistance
Public-private partnerships formed as a result of USG assistance
Number of households benefiting directly from USG assistance
under Feed the Future
Number of members of producer organizations and communitybased organizations receiving USG assistance
Number of private enterprises, producers’ organizations, water
users’ associations, women’s groups, trade and business
associations and community-based organizations (CBOs) that
applied improved organization-level technologies or management
practices with USG assistance
Farmer's gross margin per hectare, per animal or per cage obtained
with USG assistance
Value of agricultural and rural loans as a result of USG assistance
Number of MSMEs, including farmers, receiving agriculturalrelated credit with USG assistance
Number of full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs created with USG
assistance
Kilograms per hectare per year (at farm level)

Life of Project: FY2017-FY2021
%
Target Achieved
Achieved

Year 2 - FY2018
Target

Achieved

%
Achieved

200,000

5,805

3%

45,000

4,119

9%

100,000

41,513

42%

20,000

36,925

185%

150,000

10,648

7%

20,000

3,676

18%

200

800

400%

50

708

1,416%

200

15

8%

40

0

0%

100,000

4,588

5%

20,000

0

0%

10,000

21,699

217%

1,500

21,240

1416%

200

800

400%

50

708

1416%

$1,000

675

68%

$800

NA1

NA

$500,000

0

0%

$50,000

0

0%

100

0

0%

0

0%

200

0

0%

0

0%

700

602

61%

602

300%

20
200
500

This indicator was removed from FTFMS reporting for the FY2018 reporting year.

1

World Cocoa Foundation
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and Learning Plan
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1.0. OVERVIEW OF THE AMEL PLAN
Commencing 2017, the World Cocoa Foundation (WCF) and its partners have been implementing the
African Cocoa Initiative Phase II (ACI II) program. The program has a five-year duration and expected to
end by May 2022. ACI II is being implemented in four West African Countries, namely; La Cote d’Ivoire,
Ghana, Nigeria and Cameroon. This Activity Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning (AMEL) Plan is
expected to guide and support the implementation of ACI II interventions, especially in capturing accurate,
timely and reliable data. Data and information collected through the AMEL system will serve the program
team to ensure interventions are indeed contributing to improving productivity, enhancing access to finance,
and improving flavor quality. Implementation of the AMEL plan will enable the program to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Identify constraints facing program implementation and recommend improvement options;
Track the use of resources for prudent management and accountability;
Contribute to effective and efficient delivery of services to meet the intended needs of beneficiaries;
Monitor and ensure that program targets are being achieved;
Evaluate the level of progress made in implementing the program;
Learn from M&E data and adapt program implementation approach where necessary.

ACI II is partly sponsored by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) through
the ‘Feed the Future’ (FtF) initiative. ACI II initially committed to report on eleven (11) FtF standard
indicators. However, following the revision of the ‘Feed the Future Indicator Handbook’ in 2018, the
definition of some of the program indicators have changed, while others have been dropped entirely. Of the
11 indicators the program initially committed to, only 5 remain in some form, and for which ACI II can
report on. This AMEL plan covers arrangements for those 5 indicators and other ACI II specific custom
indicators. Table 1 below highlights the changes made to the previous indicators as contained in the 2018
version of the FtF Monitoring and Evaluation Handbook.
Table 1: Modifications/Changes to Previous Indicators
Previous
Indicator #
EG.3-1

Previous Indicator
Name/Description
Number of households
benefiting directly from USG
interventions

New
Indicator #
EG.3-2

EG.3.2-1

Number of individuals who have
received USG-supported shortterm agricultural sector
productivity or food security
training

EG.3.2-2

ACI II MEL Plan

Changes/Amendments to Indicator
Replaced with EG.3-2 Number of individuals
participating in USG food security programs [IMlevel] to count number of individuals instead of
households to get a better understanding of the
breadth of our food security work. If programs reach
more than one individual in the household, then all
those individuals should be counted.
Dropped for a focus on more significant professionallevel or degree-granting training. See indicators
EG.3.2-2 Number of individuals who have received
USG-supported degree-granting non-nutritionrelated food security training [IM-level] and HL.94 Number of individuals receiving nutrition-related
professional training through USG-supported
programs [IM-level].

[September 2019]
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Previous
Indicator #
EG.3.2-3

Previous Indicator
Name/Description
Number of micro, small, and
medium enterprises (MSMEs),
including farmers, receiving
agricultural-related credit as a
result of USG assistance

New
Indicator #
EG.3.2-27

Changes/Amendments to Indicator
Replaced with EG.3.2-27 Value of agriculturerelated financing accessed as a result of USG
assistance [IM-level], a new indicator that looks at
both credit and debt (loan)-related financing provided
NB: The revised indicator [EG.3.2-27] replaces both
EG.3.2-3 and EG.3.2-6. See Next.

EG.3.2-6

Value of agricultural and rural
loans as a result of USG
assistance

EG.3.2-27

Replaced with EG.3.2-27 Value of agriculturerelated financing accessed as a result of USG
assistance [IM-level], a new indicator that looks at
both credit and debt (loan)-related financing provided.

EG.3.2-17

Number of farmers and others
who have applied improved
technologies or management
practices with USG assistance

EG.3.2-24

Replaced with EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in
the agriculture system who have applied improved
management practices or technologies with USG
assistance [IM-level], which now includes more
actors in the agri-food system (including private sector
firms).
NB: The revised indicator [EG.3.2-24] replaces both
EG.3.2-17 and EG.3.2-20 See Next.

EG.3.2-20

Number of for-profit private
enterprises, producers’
organizations, water users
associations, women’s groups,
trade and business associations
and community-based
organizations (CBOs) that
applied improved organizationlevel technologies or
management practices with USG
assistance
Number of hectares of land
under improved technologies or
management practices as a
result USG assistance

EG.3.2-24

Replaced with EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in
the agriculture system who have applied improved
management practices or technologies with USG
assistance [IM-level]; the new indicator captures key
individuals (e.g. decision-makers) in these
organizations/groups that are applying new
technologies or management practices.

EG.3.2-25

Replaced with EG.3.2-25 Number of hectares under
improved management practices or technologies
with USG assistance [IM-level], which now includes
both intensive (e.g. managed crop fields) and extensive
(e.g. rangelands) forms of agriculture.

EG.3-6,7,8

Farmer's gross margin per
hectare, per animal, or per cage
obtained with USG assistance

EG.3-10,11,-12

EG.3.2-5

Number of public-private
partnerships formed as a result
of USG assistance

N/A

Replaced with yield indicators EG.3-10,-11,-12 Yield
of targeted agricultural commodities among
program participants with USG assistance [IMlevel], although several data points gathered
previously under Gross Margin, including Commodity
Type, Total Production, Units of Production and
Number of Participants, would be used to report on
yield in the new indicator.
Dropped. This is already reported separately through
USAID/Lab’s more detailed reporting on PPPs.

EG.3-9

Number of full-time equivalent
(FTE) jobs created with USG
assistance

EG.3.2-18

ACI II MEL Plan
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Previous
Indicator #
EG.3.2-4

Previous Indicator
Name/Description
Number of for-profit private
enterprises, producers’
organizations, water users
associations, women's groups,
trade and business associations,
and community based
organizations (CBOs) receiving
USG food security related
organizational development
assistance

2 4.5.2(27)

Number of members of
producer organizations and
community-based organizations
receiving USG assistance

New
Indicator #
N/A

Changes/Amendments to Indicator
Indicator has been dropped entirely [Check page 249
of FtF Indicator handbook]

Indicator has been archived, and not in the 2018
version of the FtF Indicator Handbook

Source: Feed the Future Indicator Handbook, 2018 Version

2.0. PROGRAM OVERVIEW
The African Cocoa Initiative Phase II (ACI II) is a public-private partnership, bringing together the World
Cocoa Foundation (WCF), cocoa industry members, and the United States Agency for International
Development’s (USAID) Feed the Future (FtF) initiative through a Global Development Alliance (GDA),
in concert with key government institutions in the four countries of Cameroon, Côte d’Ivoire, Ghana and
Nigeria. ACI II is a $12 million, 5-year program (FY2017-21) with the goal of responding to the need for
enhanced capacity in the cocoa sector among national institutions and to address specific gaps in cocoa
productivity improvements, including the provision of better planting materials, pesticides and fertilizers,
and credit to cocoa farmers. In June 2019, USAID modified the GDA for ACI II with an additional $1.038
million to cover Village Savings and Loans Activities in Côte d’Ivoire. This modification also extended the
end date of ACI II to May 2022. Program implementation commenced in 2017 and is expected to close-out
in May 2022. About 100,000 smallholder farmers and other beneficiaries are anticipated to adopt and
implement improved technologies or management practices; this should translate into about 200,000
hectares of land brought under improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance.
Then ACI II program has been purposefully designed to align with CocoaAction, which works to transform
and professionalize the cocoa sector. Its longer-term objectives seek to increase cocoa yields and allow
cocoa growing communities to thrive through the delivery of two important packages of services to the
same farmers and communities; productivity is one of the two important packages. ACI II is strongly
aligned to the productivity package, and includes interventions in good agricultural practices, farm
renovation, and soil fertility and fertilization. There is also a dimension of improved access to finance; and
ACI II is working with stakeholders to explore options for improving access to finance for smallholder
cocoa farmers.
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Program Goal, Objectives and Activities
The main goal of the ACI II program is:
• To sustainably increase cocoa productivity among smallholder cocoa farmers in West Africa.
Four major program objectives lead to the realization of the goal. The objectives, their intermediate results
(sub-objectives) and their corresponding activities are listed below:
•

Objective 1: Increased Production and Use of Quality Cocoa Planting Materials
o

Sub-objective 1.1: Increased Use of Improved Inputs

o

•

-

Continue engagement with CRIG and SPD and other relevant stakeholders
for trials using clonal planting material in Ghana. This activity will continue
throughout FY2020;

-

Continue to support the pilot and develop appropriate irrigation strategies in
seed gardens, including their use, roll out in national gardens;

-

Provide support to national regulatory authorities to understand the
technologies for clonal planting material propagation and develop
appropriate regulatory frameworks for the technologies;

-

Provide oversight at national and sub-regional levels on the joint evaluation
of the clonal planting material propagation and approaches as they scale up,
including farm level and supply chain level evaluation of relative benefits—
cost, effectiveness, and ease of use;

Sub-objective 1.2: Improved Quality of Planting Material
-

Development of a screening protocol for cacao heat and drought tolerance;

-

Screening of national and international cacao germplasm collections for
promising heat and drought tolerant planting material;

-

Integration of flavor into cocoa breeding programs using the flavor
laboratories;

Objective 2: Increased Provision of Financial Services in support of the Cocoa Value Chain
o

ACI II MEL Plan
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Sub-Objective 2.1: Enabled Ecosystem for Financial Services in the Cocoa Sector
-

Finalize DFS plan & value proposition

-

Continue the provision of technical assistance to CocoaAction
companies on a pre- competitive basis to achieve base level of
understanding of existing digital payment solutions.
[September 2019]

-

•

Establish basis of a learning & collaborative platform for the
development of digital payment solutions

Objective 3: Improved Village Savings and Loans Associations (VSLA) in Côte d’Ivoire
-

Facilitate the creation of 384 new VSLAs and provide VSLA kits;

-

Train all 384 new Associations on key training modules

-

Monthly collection and analysis of VSLA performance data;

-

Training/sensitization of WCF companies and local partner organization in the VSLA
methodology and management of a VSLA project;

-

Link existing, mature VSLA to the formal financial sector and other FSPs, which
would include training on financial education and products.

•

Objective 4: Increased Flavor Quality of Cocoa

The following activities are being undertaken in Ghana and Côte d’Ivoire for flavor quality
-

Flavor and sensory Assessment of clones and hybrid material
Management of Sensory Panel
Breeding & Cocoa Sensory Analysis
Extension and Capacity Building on flavor and quality in collaboration with CNFA’s
MOCA project
Flavor Quality Conference
Capacity building on flavor quality evaluation (with QCC in Ghana and CAQCC in
Côte d’Ivoire)
Flavor quality assessment from fields and pilots

The following activities are being undertaken in Cameroon & Nigeria for flavor quality
-

Establishing a third and fourth Flavor Laboratory
Training of lab team and sensory panel
Training of cocoa farmers and company extension teams

Expected Results
The program will track and report on five (5) standard FtF indicators and one custom indicator across its
four (4) country projects. Ultimately, it is expected that the implementation of ACI II will lead to a
sustainably increased cocoa productivity among smallholder cocoa farmers in West Africa. Four
intermediate results (IRs) are expected to lead to the ultimate results, including; increased production and
use of quality cocoa planting materials; increased provision of financial services; improved village savings
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and loans associations (VSLA) services; and an improved flavor quality of beans. Ultimately, the program
hypothesizes that, if smallholder farmers are supported to access and adopt improved cocoa plating
materials that have the potential to increase yield, and if they are supported to increase access to financial
services and credits, then farm productivity will increase, leading to improved household incomes and
standard of living.
Among others, ACI II is working with its partners across West Africa to increase the production of quality
heat/drought tolerant planting materials using improved genetic materials and technologies. It is expected
that member companies and farmers will adopt the new technologies that may result out of the program’s
partnership with selected research stations in the implementing countries. ACI II activities will also lead to
increased rehabilitation of old and diseased cocoa farms; the old and diseased cocoa farms will be replaced
with improved planting materials. Particularly, the program will facilitate access to and use of early
detection tools of the cocoa swollen shoot virus (CCSV). While these works are ongoing, the program will
also actively advocate for national policy frameworks that support adoption of new technologies. In
addition, farmers are expected to employ the appropriate post-harvest practices that ensure high flavor
quality, and that companies will prioritize cocoa flavor quality and use information from the flavor quality
labs to support purchasing decisions and practices. Finally, the program is expected to lead increased access
to high quality financial services, especially for women, which leads to increased sustainable cocoa
production. In Ghana, WCF has partnered with ‘The Better Than Cash Alliance’ to promote access to
finance through digital platforms. In Côte d’Ivoire, WCF is working with Village Savings and Loans
Associations (VSLAs) to improve access to credit for smallholder cocoa farmers, especially women.
The expected quantifiable results over the life-of-the-program include 100,000 number of individuals
participating in USG food security programs, and about 100,000 individuals in the agriculture system who
have applied improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance. Ultimately, these
should translate into about 200,000 ha of land brought under improved management technologies and
practices, 700 kg/ha yield of cocoa among program participants with USG assistance. On the aspects
relating too financial services, about US$500,000 Value of agriculture-related financing accessed as a result
of USG assistance is expected to be realized by the end of the life of the program. Figure 1 below is the
results framework for the ACI II.
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Figure 1: ACI II Results Framework

3.0. MONITORING PLAN
This section provides guidance on how WCF and its partners will monitor the performance of ACI II and
contextual factors that may affect program performance. The ACI II Monitoring and Evaluation system
consists of the people, tools, and procedures to ensure quality data which accurately reflects performance
and achievement. It is specifically designed to collect information and demonstrate improvements in farm
productivity and access to finance and guided by a set of evaluation and learning activities.

Program Indicators
ACI II will report on five (5) standard FtF Indicators. The five indicators are identified in Table 2. A detailed
indicator table is included as Annex 1 which provides additional information on data sources, indicator
disaggregation, frequency of monitoring and reporting, etc. The respective performance indicator reference
sheets (PIRS) are also attached as Annex 3.
Table 2: List of ACI II Indicators
Indicator #
EG.3-2

Indicator
Number of individuals participating in USG food security
programs
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LOP Target
100,000

EG.3.2-27

Value of agriculture-related financing accessed as a result of
USG assistance

$500,000

EG.3.2-24

Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have
applied improved management practices or technologies with
USG assistance

100,000

EG.3.2-25

Number of hectares under improved management practices or
technologies with USG assistance

200,000 ha

EG.3-10,-11,-12

Yield of targeted agricultural commodities among program
participants with USG assistance

700 kg/ha

Performance Monitoring
The monitoring approach to be deployed by ACI II involves a number of activities, including joint routine
monitoring involving WCF program team members and representatives of WCF company members). The
essence of these visits would be to collectively ascertain progress of program implementation and propose
corrective measures.
In addition, program staff will undertake periodic field monitoring visits to verify among others, the
adoption of recommended good agricultural practices intended to lead to increased productivity. Different
monitoring tools and approaches will be used depending on the purpose of the monitoring visit. This will
include random spot checks, beneficiary interviews and verification of information received from ACI II
partners. A critical aspect of ACI II is the distribution of planting materials, including pods and seedlings.
WCF will undertake monitoring visits to among others, establish the adoption and survival rates of the
new/improved planting materials distributed to smallholder farmers. These activities will be undertaken on
a quarterly basis and are intended to contribute to the preparation of semi-annual and annual progress
reports.
In some cases, WCF will conduct real-time monitoring. This particularly will apply in instances where
farmers are being trained. WCF will select, participate, and monitor some of the trainings to obtain first
hand understand of the training approaches and the receptiveness of farmers to the new knowledge been
introduced to them. This will enable WCF to establish direct link with trainees and facilitate subsequent
verification and validation visits.
In respect of improved access to finance, ACI II work in the Côte d’Ivoire will count towards the indicator.
ACI II is exploring options for enhancing access to credit through Village Savings and Loans. The program
takes notice that for VSLAs to count for access to credit, they must be duly registered as financial
institutions. The monitoring of VSLA activities will therefore include checking the legal status of the
associations and determining whether they can be countered or not.
Generally, the following shall be the monitoring activities that will be deployed by ACI II for the
remainder of the program duration;
•

Joint monitoring efforts with partners to project sites
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•
•
•
•
•

Direct observation during events
Spot checks
Verification and validation of reported data (semi-annually)
Qualitative interviewing/Focus groups with program beneficiaries
Key informant interviews, especially with service providers

Annex 1 is the calendar of activities for the ACI II M&E system detailing when each of these activities
will be undertaken.

Data Collection
Baseline Data Collection
ACI II did not specifically carryout a baseline assessment for applicable indicators at the onset of the
program. This was because the program is a continuation of ACI, thus, the performance indicator results
for 2016, the last implementing year of WCF/ACI, served as the baseline for the ACI II. Other baseline
information came from the Cocoa Livelihoods Program Baseline carried out in early 2015 covering
Ghana, Côte d’Ivoire and Nigeria. The report provides a broad range of detailed and authenticated data on
the planting material use, access to services and inputs and other socioeconomic information of cocoa
households and communities. The specific outcome indicators that get their baseline values from
WCF/ACI are listed below:
-

Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices
or technologies with USG assistance
Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance

The following are ‘Output indicators’ and their respective baseline value is zero.

-

Number of individuals participating in USG food security programs
Value of agriculture-related financing accessed as a result of USG assistance

Output and Outcome Indicators
WCF will collect data from multiple sources in order to report on its output and outcome indicators. Of
primary importance is data from Cocoa Action members. WCF, through Cocoa Action, already aggregates
data on several very important indicators. Some of those indicators are also relevant to ACI II. In order to
avoid duplicating efforts, WCF will rely on such data. Thus, for the following indicators, the Cocoa Action
M&E systems shall be the main source of data for reporting:
-

EG.3-2: Number of individuals participating in USG food security programs

-

EG.3-10, -11, -12: Yield of targeted agricultural commodities among program participants with USG
assistance
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For the remaining four FtF indicators, ACI II will collect the data from the company members using its
tried and tested internal processes. On a semi-annual basis, WCF will work with each implementing
company member to complete a Pod Utilization Assessment Form (Annex 4). The form will enable WCF
to determine progress of implementation of the following core indicators:
•

EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved
management practices or technologies with USG assistance

•

EG.3.2-25 Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies with USG
assistance

All data received from partners, as already explained, shall be verified and validated before reporting. This
may involve spot checks complemented with telephone calls. All data received from partners shall be
checked for accuracy.
Where applicable, data will be disaggregated by: Sex of individual; age group (youth is 15-29 years of
age); and geographic location (by country). There is other specific indicator disaggregation as contained
in the respective performance indicator reference sheets (PIRS).

Data Quality Assurance
The entire team will be involved in data quality assurance, as the quality of data requires input and work of
not only the MEL manager, but also all project staff. The program will use a system for verifying validity,
reliability, timeliness, precision, and integrity of data using three levels of quality control when data comes
in. This multi-tiered approach is our internal data quality assurance system. The first level is the MEL
manager or persons primarily assigned to collect data from partners; the second level is the chief of party;
and then the data goes to the home office team for a final check before submission to the AOR. The home
office team will verify data reported in semi-annual reports using the scanned/back-up documents
sent/uploaded by the MEL manager and/or program coordinators. If errors are found this will be
documented by email and sent back to the MEL manager to correct, as part of the internal quality assurance
process.
In addition, internal data quality assessment exercises will be conducted to ensure that data reported by
partners are valid and reliable. These internal assessments will build on the assessment that USAID
conducted into WCF/ACI data in 2015. Annex 2 shall serve as a guide for internal data quality assessments.

Data Storage and Security
This section describes the systems and formats in which data will be stored and processes for sharing
knowledge internally and externally. Proper data storage and security are critical to protecting data integrity,
optimizing data usability, and safeguarding potentially sensitive or personally identifiable information.
Data storage and security systems for ACI II includes hard copy files locked in file cabinets in the country
office in Ghana, password protected spreadsheets that will be received from member companies, and a
ACI II MEL Plan
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cloud-based management system that only program staff can access. Electronic data shall be available to
all staff but editing access to the indicator performance tracking sheet shall be limited to the MEL manager,
chief of party, deputy chief of party and home office staff to maximize data integrity. These safety protocols
are necessary to ensure that, especially personally identifiable information, is being safeguarded during
storage and transfer to WCF Home Office and USAID.

Reporting
Over the life of the program, the under-listed are the reports WCI II is mandated to submit to USAID. The
program remains flexible and will take on any additional reports requested by the Agency.

Table 3: Schedule of Monitoring, Evaluation, and Learning reports to USAID
Report

Frequency

Transmission to USAID

Semi-Annual Reports

Semi-Annually

30th April of each implementing year

Annual Reports

Annually

30th November of each implementing year

Close-Out Report

Once

3 months after program closeout.

4.0. EVALUATION AND LEARNING PLAN
This section of the AMEL plan identifies all evaluations and assessments that ACI II plans to undertake
over the life of the program. Foremost, evaluations will be undertaken to assess the progress of
implementation. The two major evaluations that the program will undertake are a limited mid-term
evaluation and an end-line performance evaluation. In addition to the above identified
evaluations/assessments, ACI II will collaborate with USAID on any country/regional context evaluations
they plan to undertake, and which has a bearing on the work of WCF in West Africa.
In addition to the evaluations, ACII II will conduct assessments and studies to understand the context of
program implementation, and the factors that either facilitate or limit the achievement of program
objectives. That forms part of the program’s Collaborating, Learning, and Adapting (CLA) strategy. CLA
is a set of practices that programs and projects to improve on development effectiveness. Integrating CLA
into program implementation ensures that the programs are coordinated with others, grounded in a strong
evidence base, and iteratively adapted to remain relevant throughout implementation. The systematic
application of CLA approaches, led by people who have the knowledge and resources to carry them out
will enable WCF/ACI II to be an effective learning organization and thereby a more effective development
organization. WCF will carry out CLA through a learning agenda, which includes (1) set of questions
addressing critical knowledge gaps (2) a set of associated activities to answer them and (3) products aimed
at disseminating findings and designed with usage and application in mind.
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The ACI II M&E System will provide the basis for systematically collecting and analyzing data over time
for answering the learning questions of the program. Broadly, ACI II has seven learning questions. While
analysis and discussion of routine M&E data will be useful for answering some of the questions, studies
will be conducted to answer other questions. The questions will be reviewed regularly and discussed at
steering committee meetings as well as meetings of technical working committees. Knowledge and insight
from the learning activities shall be shared with program stakeholders through a variety of platforms,
including newsletters, blogposts, partner learning events, website of WCF etc. Data gathered and feedback
received will be used to adjust the project as it progresses. The Learning Questions are listed below:

-

-

-

What opportunities and challenges confront the introduction of digital payments to cocoa farmers?
Does cash crop professionalization increase food security (by increasing income and technical
skills for growing cash and food crops)?
What opportunities exist for increasing access to credits/loans for small-scale cocoa farmers
through VSLAs?
What advantages do VSLAs have for smallholder cocoa farmers over traditional financial
institutions?
What factors lead to the increased adoption of DFS among smallholder farmers?
What uses do smallholder farmers put DFS to, and how do these lead to increased farm
productivity?
What arrangements/conditions can encourage farmers to adopt post-harvest practices that lead to
improved flavor quality?

Table 4 is the learning plan/agenda for the program, detailing learning activities and questions, expected
deliverables and platforms for dissemination.

Table 4: Evaluation and Learning Table
Evaluation Purpose and
expected Use
Landscape assessment of
financial services across
the dominant cocoa
markets of West Africa

Potential Evaluation and Learning
Questions
- What opportunities and
challenges confront the
introduction of digital payments
to cocoa farmers?

An assessment of the
contribution of cocoa to
nutrition and food
security

-

An assessment of VSLAs
on smallholder farmers’
access to finance and
increased productivity
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Methods/Tools

When

Status

-

A special study

FY 2019

Completed

Does cash crop
professionalization increase food
security (by increasing income
and technical skills for growing
cash and food crops)?

-

A survey of cocoa
producing
households and
communities

FY2019

Ongoing

-

What opportunities exist for
increasing access to credits/loans
for small-scale cocoa farmers
through VSLAs?

-

Focus Group
discussion with
VSLA members

FY2020 2021

Not Due

-

-

What advantages do VSLAs
have for smallholder cocoa

Synthesis of
monitoring reports

[September 2019]

Evaluation Purpose and
expected Use

Potential Evaluation and Learning
Questions
farmers over traditional financial
institutions?

Assessment of the impact
of digital financial
services on access to
finance

-

What factors lead to the
increased adoption of DFS
among smallholder farmers?

-

Synthesis of
program monitoring
reports

-

What uses do smallholder
farmers put DFS to, and how do
these lead to increased farm
productivity?

-

An assessment of
DFS services
provide by ACI II
DFS partners

Flavor quality assessment

-

What arrangements/conditions
can encourage farmers to adopt
post-harvest practices that lead to
improved flavor quality?

-

Focus Groups with
farmers

Mid-term assessment of
program implementation
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Status

FY2020 2021

Not Due

FY 2020FY2021

Not Due

FY 2020

Not Due

-

Interviews with
CocoaAction
Company members
and research stations
- Synthesis of program
monitoring reports and
other program
commissioned report
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When

5.0. CALENDAR OF M&E ACTIVITIES
NO

1

M&E ACTIVITIES

FY 2017
1 2 3 4

FY 2018
1 2 3 4

1

TIMEFRAME
FY 2019
FY 2020
2
3
4
1
2
3

ACTORS
4

FY 2021
1
2 3 4

LEAD

SUPPORT

PROJECT SET-UP
Develop Activity Monitoring
and Evaluation Plan

2

3

PROJECT MONITORING ACTIVITIES
Undertake semi-annual field
visits to verify and validate
partners’ reports
Internal data quality
assessment
Organize review
meetings/workshops with
company members semiannually
LEARNING AND EVALUATION ACTIVITIES
Landscape assessment of
financial services across the
dominant cocoa markets of
West Africa
An assessment of the
contribution of cocoa to
nutrition and food security
An assessment of VSLAs on
smallholder farmers’ access
to finance and increased
productivity
Assessment of the impact of
digital financial services on
access to finance
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NO

M&E ACTIVITIES

FY 2017
1 2 3 4

FY 2018
1 2 3 4

1

TIMEFRAME
FY 2019
FY 2020
2
3
4
1
2
3

ACTORS
4

FY 2021
1
2 3 4

LEAD

SUPPORT

Flavor quality assessment

4

Knowledge
Dissemination
Draft and share Quarterly
Newsletters
Draft and share success
stories
Blog post

5

Reporting
Prepare and submit semiannual reports
Prepare and submit annual
reports
Final/Close-out Report
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ANNEX 1: INDICATOR SUMMARY TABLE
Indicator

EG.3-2: Number
of individuals
participating in
USG food
security programs

EG.3.2-24:
Number of
individuals in the
agriculture
system who have
applied improved
management
practices or
technologies with
USG assistance

Indicator
Type

Disaggregation

Output

FIRST LEVEL:
- Sex: Male, Female, Notapplicable, Disaggregates
Not Available.
- Age: 15-29; 30+; Not
applicable; Disaggregates
Not Available
- Type of Individual:
(Parents, HH member,
school-aged children,
people in government,
proprietors of assisted
firms, people in civil
society, Labourers,
producers

Outcome

ACI II MEL Plan

SECOND LEVEL: Size:
•
Smallholder;
•
Non-smallholder;
•
Not Applicable;
•
Disaggregates not
available
FIRST LEVEL:
Value chain actor type
[Smallholder producers;
non-smallholder
producers; government;
private sector; CSO; other]

Data Source(s)

Various:

Frequency

Unit of
Measure

Baseline
Value

LOP
Target

Annually
Reported

Number
(of
people)

0

Annually
Reported

Number

0

1) Number of
farmers assisted
with pods/
seedlings in
Ghana

ANNUAL TARGETS (FY)
17

18

19

20

21

100,000

10,000

20,000

25,000

25,000

20,000

100,000

10,000

20,000

25,000

25,000

20,000

2) Number of
persons trained
submitted by
CocoaAction
members for Côte
d’Ivoire and
Ghana

Cocoa Pod/
Seedlings
Utilization
Records

SECOND LEVEL:
•
Sex: Male/Female
•
Age: 15-29, 30+
•
Commodity
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Indicator

EG.3.2-25:
Number of
hectares under
improved
management
practices or
technologies with
USG assistance

G.3.2-27: Value
of agriculturerelated financing
accessed as a
result of USG
assistance

Indicator
Type

Disaggregation

Outcome

FIRST LEVEL:
Type of Hectare (Land use)
[Crop land; Cultivated
pasture; Rangeland;
Conservation/ protected
area; Freshwater or marine
ecosystems; Aquaculture;
Other]

Output

SECOND LEVEL:
•
Sex: Male, Female,
Association-applied
•
15-29, 30+,
Association-applied
•
Management practice
or technology type
•
Commodity
FIRST LEVEL:Type of
financing accessed: Debt
SECOND LEVEL:
•
Type of debt: Cash,
In-kind
•
Size of recipient
•
Sex of producer or
proprietor
•
Age: 15-29, 30+,
mixed

Data Source(s)

Frequency

Unit of
Measure

Baseline
Value

LOP
Target

0

200,000

Cocoa Pod/
Seedlings
Utilization
Records

Annually
Reported

Hectare

TBD

Annually
reported

US$

0

$500,
000

ANNUAL TARGETS (FY)
17

18

19

20

15,000

45,000

50,000

50,000

40,000

$0

$50,000

$100,000

$150,000

$200,000

FIRST LEVEL: Type of
financing accessed: Non-Debt
SECOND LEVEL:
•
Size of recipient
•
Sex of producer or
proprietor
•
Age: 15-29, 30+,
mixed
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21

Indicator

EG.3-10,-11,-12:
Yield of targeted
agricultural
commodities
among program
participants with
USG assistance

Indicator
Type

Disaggregation

Outcome

FIRST LEVEL:
- Commodity:

ACI II MEL Plan

Data Source(s)

Cocoa Action
Database

Frequency

Annually
Reported

Unit of
Measure
Kilogra
ms per
hectare

Baseline
Value

LOP
Target

400

700kg/
hectare

ANNUAL TARGETS (FY)
17
450

18
500

19
550

20
600

21
700

SECOND LEVEL: Farm size:
•
Smallholder
•
Non-smallholder
THIRD LEVEL
o Sex: Male,
female
o Age: 15-29,
30+
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ANNEX 2: CHECKLIST FOR DATA QUALITY
ASSESSMENT
No.

Question/Issue

Yes

No

Comments

VALIDITY – Data should clearly and adequately represent the intended result
1.

Does the information collected measure what it is supposed to
measure?

2.

Do results collected fall within a plausible range?

3.

Is there reasonable assurance that the data collection methods being
used do not produce systematically biased data?

4.

Are sound research methods being used to collect the data?

RELIABILITY – Data should reflect stable and consistent data collection processes and analysis
methods over time.
1.

When the same data collection method is used to measure/observe the
same thing multiple times, is the same result produced each time?

2.

Are data collection and analysis methods documented in writing and
being used to ensure the same procedures are followed each time?

TIMELINESS – Data should be available at a useful frequency, should be current, and should be
timely enough to influence management decision-making.
1.

Is data available frequently enough to inform program management
decisions?

2.

Is the data reported the most current practically available?

3.

Is the data reported as soon as possible after collection?

PRECISION – Data should have enough level of detail to permit management decision-making;
e.g. the margin of error is less than the anticipated change.
1.

Is the margin of error less than the expected change being measured?

2.

Is the data collection method/tool being used?

INTEGRITY – Data collected should have safeguards to minimize the risk of transcription error
or data manipulation.
1.

Are procedures or safeguards in place to minimize data transcription
errors?

2.

Is there independence in key data collection, management, and
assessment procedures?

3.

Are mechanisms in place to prevent unauthorized changes to the data?
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ANNEX 3: INDICATOR REFERENCE SHEETS
SPS LOCATION: Program Element EG.3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity
INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – IR.1: Strengthened inclusive agriculture systems that are productive and
profitable
INDICATOR TITLE: EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices or
technologies with USG assistance [IM-level]
DEFINITION:
This indicator measures the total number of agriculture system actors participating in the USG-funded activity who have applied
improved management practices and/or technologies promoted by the USG anywhere within the food and agriculture system during the
reporting year. These individuals can include:
•
•
•
•

Farmers, ranchers and other primary sector producers of food and nonfood crops, livestock and livestock products, fish and
other fisheries/aquaculture products, agro-forestry products, and natural resource-based products, including non-timber forest
products such as fruits, seeds, and resins;
Individuals in the private sector, such as entrepreneurs, input suppliers, traders, processors, manufacturers, distributors,
service providers, and wholesalers and retailers;
Individuals in government, such as policy makers, extension workers and natural resource managers;
Individuals in civil society, such as researchers or academics and non-governmental and community organization staff.

The indicator tracks those individuals who are changing their behavior while participating in USG-funded activities. Individuals who
attended training or were exposed to a new technology do not count under this indicator unless the individual actually applies what
she/he learned. For example, if an agriculture extension agent attends a gender-sensitive agriculture extension training, he can be
counted under this indicator once he applies what he learned by changing the way he reaches out to and interacts with the female
farmers to whom he provides extension services.
Improved management practices or technologies are those promoted by the implementing partner as a way to increase agriculture
productivity or support stronger and better functioning systems. The improved management practices and technologies are agriculturerelated, including those that address climate change adaptation or climate change mitigation. Implementing partners promoting one or a
package of specific management practices and technologies report practices under categories of types of improved management
practices or technologies. This indicator captures results where they were achieved, regardless of whether interventions were carried
out, and results achieved, in the ZOI.
Management practice and technology type categories, with some illustrative (not exhaustive) examples, include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Crop genetics: e.g. improved/certified seed that could be higher-yielding, higher in nutritional content (e.g. through biofortification, such as vitamin A-rich sweet potatoes or rice, high-protein maize), and/or more resilient to climate impacts (e.g.
drought tolerant maize, or stress tolerant rice); improved germplasm.
Cultural practices: context specific agronomic practices that do not fit in other categories, e.g. seedling production and
transplantation; cultivation practices such as planting density, crop rotation, and mounding.
Livestock management: e.g. improved livestock breeds; livestock health services and products such as vaccines; improved
livestock handling practices and housing; improved feeding practices; improved grazing practices, improved waste
management practices, improved fodder crop, cultivation of dual purpose crops.
Wild-caught fisheries management: e.g. sustainable fishing practices; improved nets, hooks, lines, traps, dredges, trawls;
improved hand gathering, netting, angling, spearfishing, and trapping practices.
Aquaculture management: e.g. improved fingerlings; improved feed and feeding practices; fish health and disease control;
improved cage culture; improved pond culture; pond preparation; sampling and harvesting; management of carrying capacity.
Natural resource or ecosystem management: e.g. terracing, rock lines; fire breaks; biodiversity conservation; strengthening of
ecosystem services, including stream bank management or restoration or re/afforestation; woodlot management.
Pest and disease management: e.g. Integrated Pest Management; improved fungicides; appropriate application of fungicides;
improved and environmentally sustainable use of cultural, physical, biological and chemical insecticides and pesticides; crop
rotation; aflatoxin prevention and control.
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•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

Soil-related fertility and conservation: e.g. Integrated Soil Fertility Management; soil management practices that increase
biotic activity and soil organic matter levels, such as soil amendments that increase fertilizer-use efficiency (e.g. soil organic
matter, mulching); improved fertilizer; improved fertilizer use practices; inoculant; erosion control.
Irrigation: e.g. drip, surface, and sprinkler irrigation; irrigation schemes.
Agriculture water management - non-irrigation-based: e.g. water harvesting; sustainable water use practices; practices that
improve water quality.
Climate mitigation: technologies selected because they minimize emission intensities relative to other alternatives (while
preventing leakage of emissions elsewhere). Examples include low- or no-till practices; restoration of organic soils and
degraded lands; efficient nitrogen fertilizer use; practices that promote methane reduction; agroforestry;
introduction/expansion of perennials; practices that promote greater resource use efficiency (e.g. drip irrigation, upgrades of
agriculture infrastructure and supply chains).
Climate adaptation/climate risk management: technologies promoted with the explicit objective of reducing risk and
minimizing the severity of the impacts of climate change. Examples include drought and flood resistant varieties; shortduration varieties; adjustment of sowing time; agricultural/climate forecasting; early warning systems; diversification, use of
perennial varieties; agroforestry; risk insurance.
Marketing and distribution: e.g. contract farming technologies and practices; improved input purchase technologies and
practices; improved commodity sale technologies and practices; improved market information system technologies and
practices.
Post-harvest handling and storage: e.g. improved transportation; decay and insect control; temperature and humidity control;
improved quality control technologies and practices; sorting and grading, sanitary handling practices.
Value-added processing: e.g. improved packaging practices and materials including biodegradable packaging; food and
chemical safety technologies and practices; improved preservation technologies and practices.
Other: e.g. improved mechanical and physical land preparation; non-market- and non-climate-related information technology;
improved record keeping; improved budgeting and financial management; Improved capacity to repair agricultural equipment;
improved quality of agricultural products or technology.

This indicator endeavors to capture the individuals who have made the decision to apply a particular management practice or
technology, not those who have had to do so as a condition of employment or an obligation. For example, if a manager in a company
that distributes agriculture produce decides to use refrigerator trucks for transport and plans the distribution route using GIS information
to maximize efficiency, both practices that are promoted by the USG-funded activity, the manager is counted as one individual; the five
drivers of the newly refrigerated trucks who are driving the new routes are not counted. If the manager and co-owner together decided to
apply these new practices, they are counted as two individuals. Another example would be if a franchise offers a new fertilizer mix
developed with USG assistance and makes it available to franchisees, yet those franchisees make the decision whether or not to offer it.
In this case both the decision-maker(s) at the franchise level and the franchisees who decide to offer it get counted as individuals
applying a new management practice.
It is common for USG-funded activities to promote more than one improved technology or management practice to farmers and other
individuals, This indicator allows the tracking of the total number of participants that apply any improved management practice or
technology during the reporting year and the tracking of the total number of participants that apply practices or technologies in specific
management practice and technology type categories.
•
•
•
•

Count the participant if they have applied a management practice or technology promoted with USG assistance at least once in
the reporting year. Count the producer participant who applied improved management practices or technologies regardless of
the size of the plot on which practices were applied.
Count each participant only once per year in the applicable Sex disaggregate category and Age disaggregate category to track
the number of individuals applying USG-promoted management practice or technology type. If more than one participant in a
household is applying improved technologies, count each participant in the household who does so.
Under the Commodity disaggregate, count each participant once under each commodity for which they apply a USGpromoted management practice or technology type. For example, if a participant uses USG-promoted improved seed for the
focus commodities of maize and legume, count that participant once under maize and once under legumes.
Count each individual once per management practice or technology type once per year under the appropriate Management
practice/technology type disaggregate. Individuals can be counted under a number of different Management
practices/technology types in a reporting year.
o

For example:
▪
If a participant applied more than one improved technology type during the reporting year, count the
participant under each technology type applied.
▪
If an activity is promoting a technology for multiple benefits, the participant applying the technology may
be reported under each relevant Management practice/technology type category. For example, a farmer
who is using drought tolerant seeds could be reported under Crop genetics and Climate adaptation/climate
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▪

▪

risk management depending for what purpose(s) or benefit(s) the activity is being promoted to participant
farmers. For example, if a private enterprise invested in newer, more efficient machinery to process or
otherwise improve the raw product that is also intended to reduce emissions intensities, this practice
would be counted under “value-added processing” and “climate mitigation”.
Count a participant once per reporting year regardless of how many times she/he applied an improved
practice/technology type. For example, a farmer has access to irrigation through the USG-funded activity
and can now cultivate a second crop during the dry season in addition to the rainy season. Whether the
farmer applies USG-promoted improved seed to her plot during one season and not the other, or in both
the rainy and dry season, she would only be counted once in the Crop Genetics category under the
Management practice/technology type disaggregate (and once under the Irrigation category.)
Count a participant once per practice/technology type category regardless of how many specific
practices/technologies under that technology type category she/he applied. For example, a project is
promoting improved plant spacing and planting on ridges. A participant applies both practices. She/he
would only be counted once under the Cultural practices technology type category.

IPs may use sales data from assisted firms for some kinds of inputs to estimate the number of producers for indicators EG.3.2-24
Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance
[IM-level], and EG.3.2-25 Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] if
they use clearly documented assumptions that are regularly validated through spot surveys or similar methods. For example, an IP
working to strengthen the certified soy seed market within a defined market shed in the ZOI could use data on the number and volume
of certified soy seed sales by assisted firms during the reporting year to estimate the number of farmers applying certified soy seed (by
using a conservative assumption that one sales equals one farmer applying) and hectares under certified seed by assuming a periodically
validated planting density. All assumptions underlying the indicator estimates should be documented annually in an Indicator Comment.
However, if an agrodealer gives away seed packs with the purchase of other inputs as a promotion, more validation would be necessary
for the IP to assume farmers purchasing the other input are also applying that seed.
If a lead farmer cultivates a plot used for training, e.g., a demonstration plot used for Farmer Field Days or Farmer Field School, the
lead farmer should be counted as a participant applying improved practices/technologies for this indicator. In addition, the area of the
demonstration plot should be counted under indicator EG.3.2-25 Number of hectares under improved management practices or
technologies with USG assistance [IM-level]. However, if the demonstration or training plot is cultivated by a researcher (a
demonstration plot in a research institute, for instance), neither the area nor the researcher should be counted under this indicator or
indicator EG.3.2-25.
Participants who are part of a group or members of an organization that apply improved technologies on a demonstration or other
common plot should not be counted under this indicator, the area of the common plot should not be counted under indicator EG.3.2-25
Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level], and the yield should not be
counted under indicator EG.3-10, -11, -12 Yield of targeted agricultural commodities among program participants with USG assistance
[IM-level]. For cultivated cropland, these three indicators (EG.3.2-24, EG.3.2-25 and EG.3-10, -11, -12) only capture results for land
that is individually managed.
This is a snapshot indicator, which is designed to capture farmer application only for the reporting year. Individuals who applied a USG
activity-promoted management practice before the intervention constitute the baseline. Individuals that still continue to apply the USG
activity-promoted during the project period get counted for applying the technology in any subsequent years they apply that technology.
However, this also means that yearly totals can NOT be summed to count application by unique individuals over the life of the project.
However, there are some cases where group members can be counted under this indicator. For example, as a result of participating in a
USG-funded activity, a producer association purchases a dryer and then provides drying services for a fee to its members. In this
scenario, any member that uses the dryer service can be counted as applying an improved management practice under this indicator.
Note that the list of practice/technology type disaggregates is broader under this indicator than the list of practice/technology type
disaggregates under indicator EG.3.2-25 because this indicator tracks application of improved practices/technologies beyond those that
are applied to a defined land or water area.
RATIONALE:
Improved management practices and technological change and adoption by different actors throughout the agricultural system will be
critical to increasing agricultural productivity and supporting stronger and better functioning systems. This indicator falls under IR 1:
Strengthened inclusive agriculture systems that are productive and profitable in the Global Food Security Strategy (GFSS) results
framework.
UNIT:
Number
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▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Smallholder producers (e.g. farmers, ranchers, and other primary sector producers of food
and nonfood crops, livestock products, wild fisheries, aquaculture, agro-forestry, and natural
resource-based products)
Non-smallholder producers (e.g. farmers, ranchers, and other primary sector producers of
food and nonfood crops, livestock products, wild fisheries, aquaculture, agro-forestry, and
natural resource-based products)
People in government (e.g. policy makers, extension workers)
People in private sector firms (e.g. processors, service providers, manufacturers)
People in civil society (e.g. staff and volunteers from non-governmental organizations,
community-based organizations, research and academic organizations)
Others

Note: Only count producers under the "Producers" disaggregate and not the "Private Sector Firms"
disaggregate to avoid double-counting. While private sector firms are considered part of civil society
more broadly, only count them under the "Private Sector Firms" disaggregate and not the "Civil
Society" disaggregate to avoid double-counting.
Smallholder Definition: While country-specific definitions may vary, use the Feed the Future
definition of a smallholder producer, which is one who holds 5 hectares or less of arable land or
equivalent units of livestock, i.e. cattle: 10 beef cows; dairy: two milking cows; sheep and goats: five
adult ewes/does; camel meat and milk: five camel cows; pigs: two adult sows; chickens: 20 layers and
50 broilers. The farmer does not have to own the land or livestock.
SECOND LEVEL
Sex: Male, Female
Age: 15-29, 30+
Management practice or technology type: Crop genetics, Cultural practices, Livestock management,
Wild-caught fisheries management, Aquaculture management, Natural resource or ecosystem
management, Pest and disease management, Soil-related fertility and conservation, Irrigation,
Agriculture water management-non-irrigation based, Climate mitigation, Climate adaptation/climate
risk management, Marketing and distribution, Post-harvest handling and storage, Value-added
processing, Other
Commodity (See list in FTFMS):
Activities promoting sustainable intensification or those where multiple commodities are involved (e.g.
transportation), where counting participants by commodity is complicated and/or not meaningful are not
required to disaggregate participants by commodity, and should use the "Not applicable" category
under the Commodity disaggregate.

TYPE: Outcome

DIRECTION OF CHANGE: Higher is better

MEASUREMENT NOTES
➢

LEVEL OF
COLLECTION:

Activity-level, activity participants

➢

WHO COLLECTS
DATA FOR THIS
INDICATOR:

Implementing partners

➢

DATA SOURCE:

Sample survey of activity participants, census of private sector/government participants, activity
records, farm records, reports from activity partners, association records, company/organization
records

➢

FREQUENCY OF
COLLECTION:

Annually reported
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➢

BASELINE INFO:

The baseline is the number of participant producers and other actors applying improved management
practices or technologies promoted by the activity at the start of the activity.

REPORTING NOTES
FTFMS DATA ENTRY NOTES:
Please note the commodity(ies) must be selected in FTFMS to open the cells for data entry.
If a participant sample survey is used to collect data for this indicator, the sample weighted estimate of the total number of activity
participants for each Management Type and for the Sex, Age and Commodity disaggregates must be calculated using appropriate
sample weights before being entered into FTFMS.
For example, an activity is working with smallholder farmers to increase the application of drought-tolerant maize to increase
productivity as well as increase climate adaptation, and increase the use of certified seed in soy. The IP would enter the number of
individuals under each category as follows after selecting the maize and soy commodities:
Value chain actor type: Smallholder producer
Sex of participant
•
total number of female smallholder farmer activity participants who are applying drought-tolerant maize, certified soy seed, or
both
•
total number of male smallholder farmer activity participants who are applying drought-tolerant maize, certified soy seed, or
both
Age of participant
•
total number of 15-29 year old smallholder farmer activity participants who are applying drought-tolerant maize, certified soy
seed, or both
•
total number of 30+ year old smallholder farmer activity participants who are applying drought-tolerant maize, certified soy
seed, or both
Management practice
•
total number of smallholder farmer activity participants who applied Crop Genetics practices/technologies (i.e. droughttolerant maize, certified soy seed or both)
•
total number of activity participants who applied Climate Adaptation practices/technologies (i.e. drought-tolerant maize)
Commodity
Maize
•
total number of smallholder farmer activity participants who applied drought-tolerant maize
Soy
total number of smallholder farmer activity participants who applied certified soy-seed
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FTFMS AND PPR (USAID only):
▪
FTFMS reporting requires specific commodity to be selected. For PPR reporting, specific commodities are not disaggregated;
commodities are clustered into commodity groups and reported under these groups.
▪

FTFMS will produce aggregated totals for the indicator and for each disaggregate for entry in FACTSInfo.
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SPS LOCATION: Program Area EG.3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity
INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – IR.4: Increased sustainable productivity, particularly through climate-smart
approaches
INDICATOR TITLE: EG.3.2-25 Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level]
DEFINITION:
This indicator measures the area in hectares where USG-promoted management practices or improved technologies were applied during the
reporting year to areas managed or cultivated by producers participating in a USG-funded activity. Management practices counted are
agriculture-related, land- or water-based management practices and technologies in sectors such as cultivation of food or fiber, aquaculture,
fisheries, and livestock management, including those that address climate change adaptation and mitigation. Improved management practices or
technologies are those promoted by the implementing partner as a way to increase producer’s productivity directly or to support stronger and
better functioning systems.
The application of both intensive and extensive agriculture-related management practices and technologies in different landscapes are captured
under the Type of Hectare disaggregate. The Type of Hectare disaggregates are: crop land, cultivated pasture, rangeland,
conservation/protected area, freshwater or marine ecosystems, aquaculture, and other [1]. Intensive interventions are those where higher
levels of inputs, labor and capital are applied relative to the size of land. Extensive interventions are those where smaller amounts of inputs,
labor and capital are applied relative to the size of land. For example, an intervention working to increase the production of fingerlings in
aquaculture is considered intensive while using improved grazing practices for livestock in a rangeland landscape would be considered
extensive. Those interventions carried out on crop land, cultivated pasture and aquaculture are considered “intensive”. Those carried on
rangeland, conservation/protected area and freshwater or marine ecosystems are considered “extensive”. The same area cannot be counted
under more than one Type of Hectare disaggregate category.
This indicator captures results where they were achieved, regardless of whether interventions were carried out, and results achieved, in the ZOI.
A management practice or technology can be applied under a number of different hectare types. For example, improved grazing practices could
take place in cultivated pasture, rangeland, or conservation and mixed-used landscapes, and climate adaptation/climate risk management
interventions can be applied in all hectare types.
Management practice and technology type categories, with some illustrative (not exhaustive) examples, include:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Crop genetics: e.g. improved/certified seed that could be higher-yielding or higher in nutritional content (e.g. through biofortification, such as vitamin A-rich sweet potatoes or rice, or high-protein maize), and/or more resilient to climate impacts (e.g.
drought tolerant maize or stress tolerant rice); improved germplasm.
Cultural practices: context specific agronomic practices that do not fit in other categories, e.g. seedling production and
transplantation; cultivation practices such as planting density, crop rotation, and mounding.
Livestock management: e.g. improved grazing practices, improved fodder crop, cultivation of dual purpose crops.
Wild-caught fisheries management: e.g. sustainable fishing practices.
Aquaculture management: e.g. pond culture; pond preparation; management of carrying capacity.
Natural resource or ecosystem management: e.g. biodiversity conservation; strengthening of ecosystem services, including stream
bank management or restoration or re/afforestation; woodlot management.
Pest and disease management: e.g. Integrated Pest Management; improved fungicides; appropriate application of fungicides;
improved and environmentally sustainable use of cultural, physical, biological and chemical insecticides and pesticides; crop rotation;
alflatoxin prevention and control during production.
Soil-related fertility and conservation: e.g. Integrated Soil Fertility Management; soil management practices that increase biotic
activity and soil organic matter levels, such as soil amendments that increase fertilizer-use efficiency (e.g. soil organic matter,
mulching); improved fertilizer; improved fertilizer use practices; inoculant; erosion control.
Irrigation: e.g. drip, surface, and sprinkler irrigation; irrigation schemes.
Agriculture water management - non-irrigation-based: e.g. water harvesting; sustainable water use practices; practices that improve
water quality.
Climate mitigation: technologies selected because they minimize emission intensities relative to other alternatives (while preventing
leakage of emissions elsewhere). Examples include low- or no-till practices; restoration of organic soils and degraded lands; efficient
nitrogen fertilizer use; practices that promote methane reduction; agroforestry; introduction/expansion of perennials; practices that
promote greater resource use efficiency (e.g. drip irrigation).
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•

Climate adaptation/climate risk management: technologies promoted with the explicit objective of reducing risk and minimizing the
severity of climate change. Examples include drought and flood resistant varieties; short-duration varieties; adjustment of sowing
time; diversification, use of perennial varieties; agroforestry.

•

Other: e.g. improved mechanical and physical land preparation.

Since it is very common for USG activities to promote more than one improved management practice or technology, this indicator allows the
tracking of the number of hectares under the different management practices and technology types and the total unique number of hectares on
which one or more practices or technologies has been applied at the activity level.
•

•

•

If a participant applied more than one improved technology during the reporting year, count that area on which the participant applied
those technologies under each relevant Management Practice type applied under the relevant Hectare type. However, count the area
only once in the applicable Sex, Age and Commodity disaggregate categories under the relevant Hectare type. This will not result in
double-counting for the total in FTFMS.
If an activity is promoting a single technology for multiple benefits, the area under the technology may be reported under each
relevant category under the Management Practice/Technology Type disaggregate. For example, drought tolerant seeds could be
reported under Crop genetics and Climate adaptation/climate risk management depending for what purpose(s) or benefit(s) the
activity was promoted.
If a participant cultivates a plot of land more than once in the reporting year, the area should be counted each time one or more
improved management practice/technology is applied. For example, because of access to irrigation as a result of a USG activity, a
farmer can now cultivate two cycles of crops instead of one. If the farmer applies USG-promoted technologies on her/his plot for the
two cycles, the area of the plot would be counted twice under this indicator. Note that the farmer would only be counted once under
indicator EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices or
technologies with USG assistance [IM-level].

If a lead farmer cultivates a plot used for training, e.g. a demonstration plot used for Farmer Field Days or Farmer Field School, the area of the
demonstration plot should be counted under this indicator. In addition, the lead farmer should be counted as one individual under indicator
EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices or technologies with USG
assistance [IM-level].
This is a snapshot indicator, which is designed to capture farmer application only for the reporting year. Individuals who applied a USG
activity-promoted management practice before the intervention constitute the baseline. Individual that still continue to apply the USG activitypromoted during the project period get counted for applying the technology in any subsequent years they apply that technology. However, this
also means that yearly totals can NOT be summed to count application by unique individuals over the life of the project.
IPs may use sales data from assisted firms for some kinds of inputs to estimate the number of producers for indicator EG.3.2-24 Number of
individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] and
indicator EG.3.2-25 Number of hectares under improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level] if they use
clearly documented assumptions that are regularly validated through spot surveys or similar methods. For example, an IP working to strengthen
the certified soy seed market within a defined market shed in the ZOI could use data on the number and volume of certified soy seed sales by
assisted firms during the reporting year to estimate the number of farmers applying certified soy seed (for example, by using a conservative
assumption that one sales equals one farmer applying) and hectares under certified seed by assuming a periodically validated planting density.
All assumptions underlying the indicator estimates should be documented annually in an Indicator Comment. However, if an agrodealer gives
away seed packs with the purchase of other inputs as a promotion, more validation would be necessary for the IP to assume farmers purchasing
the other input would also apply that seed.
Demonstration plots cultivated by researchers (a demonstration plot in a research institute, for instance) should not be counted under this
indicator nor should the researcher be counted under this indicator or indicator EG.3.2-24. The area of a demonstration or common plot
cultivated under improved practices or technologies by participants who are part of a group or members of an organization should not be
counted under this indicator, the participants should not be counted under indicator EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in the agriculture system
who have applied improved management practices or technologies with USG assistance [IM-level], and the yield should not be counted under
indicator EG.3-10, -11, -12 Yield of targeted agricultural commodities among program participants with USG assistance [IM-level].
For cultivated cropland, these three indicators (EG.3.2-24, EG.3.2-25, and EG.3-10, -11, -12) only capture results for land that is individually managed.
However, communally- or group-managed areas under extensive ”Type of Hectares” disaggregates, such as conservation landscapes or
rangeland, can be reported under this indicator under the association-applied category under the Sex and Age disaggregate. Association-applied
would be applicable for landscapes where communities or organizations develop and adhere to policies regarding management, harvest,
protection, etc.
[1] Type of hectare disaggregates defined as:
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▪

Crop land: areas used for the production of crops for harvest, including cultivated, harvested, fallow or crop failure. Include home
gardens in this category.
Cultivated pasture: land where forage crops are primarily grown for grazing
Rangelands: land on which the native vegetation (climax or natural potential plant community) is predominantly grasses, grass-like
plants, forbs, or shrubs suitable for grazing or browsing use.
Conservation/protected areas: terrestrial areas that are protected because of their recognized, natural, ecological or cultural values.
The protected status may fall into different categories and include strictly protected to those that allow for some limited human
occupation and/or sustainable use of natural resources, such as agroforestry, collection of NTFPs, etc.
Fresh-water and marine ecosystems: aquatic areas that include freshwater, such as lakes, ponds, rivers, streams, springs, and
freshwater wetlands, and water with higher salt content, such as salt marshes, mangroves, estuaries and bays, oceans, and marine
wetlands.
Aquaculture; areas dedicated to the breeding, rearing and harvesting of aquatic animals and plants for food.
Other: Areas that don’t fit into these categories. Please describe the Hectare type in the indicator comment.

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

RATIONALE:
Improved management practices on agriculture land, in aquaculture, and in freshwater and marine fisheries will be critical to increasing
agricultural productivity. This indicator tracks successful application of technologies and management practices in an effort to improve
agricultural productivity, agricultural water productivity, sustainability, and resilience to climate change. In the GFSS results framework, this
indicator reports contributions to IR.4: Increased sustainable productivity, particularly through climate-smart approaches.

UNIT:
Hectare

DISAGGREGATE BY:
FIRST LEVEL
Type of Hectare:
▪
Crop land,
▪
Cultivated pasture,
▪
Rangeland,
▪
Conservation/protected area,
▪
Freshwater or marine ecosystems;
▪
Aquaculture,
▪
Other
SECOND LEVEL:
Sex: Male, Female, Association-applied
Age: 15-29, 30+, Association-applied
Management practice or technology type (see description, above): Crop genetics, Cultural practices,
Livestock management, Wild-caught fisheries management, Aquaculture management, Natural resource or
ecosystem management, Pest and disease management, Soil-related fertility and conservation, Irrigation,
Agriculture water management-non-irrigation based, Climate mitigation, Climate adaptation/climate risk
management, Other
Commodity (see list in FTFMS): Activities promoting sustainable intensification or those where multiple
commodities are involved where counting hectares is complicated and not meaningful are not required to
disaggregate by commodity, and should use the "Disaggregates not available" category under the
Commodities disaggregate.

TYPE: Outcome

DIRECTION OF CHANGE: Higher is better

MEASUREMENT NOTES
➢

LEVEL OF COLLECTION:

Activity-level; only those hectares affected by U.S. Government assistance, and only those newly brought or
continuing under improved technologies/management during the current reporting year

➢

WHO COLLECTS DATA
FOR THIS INDICATOR:

Implementing partners
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➢

DATA SOURCE:

Sample survey of activity participants, activity or association records, reports from activity partners, farm
records

➢

FREQUENCY OF
COLLECTION:

Annually reported

➢

BASELINE INFO:

The baseline is the area under improved management practices and technologies promoted by the activity
at the start of the activity.

REPORTING NOTES
FTFMS DATA ENTRY NOTES:
Please note the commodity must be selected in FTFMS to open the cells for data entry.
If a participant sample survey is used to collect data for this indicator, the sample weighted estimate of the total number of hectares across all
participants for each Management Practice type and Sex, Age and Commodity disaggregate under each Type of Hectare must be calculated
using appropriate sample weights before being entered into FTFMS.
Missions and IPs need to select the Type of Hectare first before reporting the number of hectares under the Sex, Age, Commodity, and
Management Practice disaggregations. For those that select Other under Type of hectare, please include in the indicator comment a description
of the type of landscape and whether the intervention is intensive or extensive.
For example, an activity is working with smallholder farmers to increase the application of drought-tolerant maize with the intention of
promoting increased climate adaptation, and increase the use of certified seed in soy. The IP would enter the number of hectares under each
category as follows after selecting the maize and soy commodities and the crop land Type of Hectare:
Type of Hectare: Crop land
Sex of participant
• total area cultivated by female smallholder farmer activity participants under drought-tolerant maize, certified soy seed, or both
• total area cultivated by male smallholder farmer activity participants under drought-tolerant maize, certified soy seed, or both
Age of participant
• total area cultivated by 15-29 year old smallholder farmer activity participants under drought-tolerant maize, certified soy seed, or
both
• total area cultivated by 30+ year old smallholder farmer activity participants under applying drought-tolerant maize, certified soy
seed, or both
Management practice
• total area cultivated by activity participants under Crop Genetics practices/technologies (i.e. drought-tolerant maize, certified soy
seed or both)
• total area cultivated by activity participants under Climate Adaptation practices/technologies (i.e. drought-tolerant maize)
Commodity
Maize

•

total area cultivated by activity participants under drought-tolerant maize

•

total area cultivated by activity participants under certified soy-seed

Soy

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FTFMS AND PPR (USAID only):
▪
FTFMS reporting requires specific commodity to be selected. For PPR reporting, commodities are clustered into commodity groups
and reported under these groups. FTFMS will produce aggregated totals for the indicator and for each disaggregate for entry in
FACTSInfo.
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SPS LOCATION: Program Area EG.3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity
INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – Output: could be applicable to many parts of results framework.
INDICATOR TITLE: EG.3.2-2 Number of individuals who have received USG-supported degree-granting non-nutrition-related food security training
[IM-level]
DEFINITION:
This indicator measures the number of people who are currently enrolled in or have graduated during the reporting year from a degreegranting technical, vocational, associate, bachelor, master, or Ph.D. program. Degree candidates being supported through partial fellowships
or exchange programs can be counted toward this indicator. A person who completes one degree-granting program in the fiscal year and is
currently participating in another degree-granting program should be counted only once, no matter the length of either degree-granting
program; she/he should be counted under the Continuing disaggregate.
Non-nutrition-related food security training includes training in areas such as agronomy, crop science, climate science, plant pathology, rural
sociology, anthropology, agricultural economics, agricultural engineering, seed science and systems, bioinformatics, and conflict and conflict
resolution. It does not include nutrition-related trainings; nutrition-specific and nutrition-sensitive training should be reported under HL.9-4.
This indicator measures individuals receiving degree-granting training; individuals applying new practices based on their training should be
reported under indicator EG.3.2-24 Number of individuals in the agriculture system who have applied improved management practices or
technologies with USG assistance [IM-level].

RATIONALE:
Measures enhanced human capacity for policy formulation, technology development and research/education capacity building and
implementation, which is key to transformational development. This is an output indicator and could be applicable to many parts of the Global
Food Security Strategy results framework.
UNIT:
Number

DISAGGREGATE BY:
Sex: Male, Female
Duration:
•
New = the individual received U.S. Government-supported long-term training
for the first time during the reporting year
•
Continuing = the individual received U.S. Government-supported long-term
training in the previous year and continued to receive it in the reporting year

TYPE: Output

DIRECTION OF CHANGE: Higher is better

MEASUREMENT NOTES:
➢

LEVEL OF COLLECTION:

Activity-level, direct beneficiaries.

➢

WHO COLLECTS DATA FOR
THIS INDICATOR:

Implementing partners

➢

DATA SOURCE:

Activity training records
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➢

FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION:

Annually reported

➢

BASELINE INFO:

Baseline is zero

REPORTING NOTES:
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SPS LOCATION: Program Element 3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity
INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – Output: could be applicable to many parts of results framework.
INDICATOR TITLE: EG.3.2 Number of individuals participating in USG food security programs [IM-level]
DEFINITION:
This indicator is designed to capture the breadth of our food security work. This indicator counts participants of Feed the Future-funded
programs, including those we reach directly, those reached as part of a deliberate service strategy, and those participating in the markets we
strengthen. We expect Implementing Partners (IPs) to track or estimate the number of individual participants across different interventions
within their own project and to report numbers of participants reached, not number of contacts with the project or project-supported actors.
This indicator counts, with some exceptions listed below, all the individuals participating in our nutrition, resilience, and agriculture and food
system activities, including:
•

Adults that projects or project-supported actors reach directly through nutrition-specific and community-level nutrition
interventions, (e.g. parents and other caregivers participating in community care groups, healthcare workers provided with in-service
training on how to manage acute malnutrition), but not children reached with nutrition-specific or community-based interventions,
who are counted under indicators HL.9-1 and HL.9-2 instead;

•

People reached by productive safety nets, community-based micro-finance and diversified livelihood activities through our
assistance;

•

Members of households reached with household-level interventions (households with new access to basic sanitation through our
work, households receiving family-sized rations);

•

Smallholder and non-smallholder producers that projects or project-supported actors reach directly (e.g. through an irrigation
training, through a loan provided, through distribution of drought-tolerant seeds to specific farmers);

•

Proprietors of firms in the private sector that we help strengthen (e.g. agrodealers, aggregators, processors), but not all the
employees of those firms;

•

Producers who directly interact with those USG-assisted firms (e.g. the producers who are customers of an assisted agrodealer; the
producers from whom an assisted trader or aggregator buys), but not customers or suppliers who are not producers;

•

Participants whose main source of income is labor (e.g. Laborers/non-producer diversified livelihood participants);

•

People in civil society organizations and government whose skills and capacity have been strengthened by projects or projectsupported actors;

•

School-aged children who are recipients of USG school feeding programs;

In cases where activities work with multiple individuals in a household, this indicator counts all activity participants in the household, not all
members of the household. However, in the case of sanitation services and family-sized rations, all members of the household receiving the
sanitation facility or ration can be counted here.
An individual is a participant if s/he comes into direct contact with the set of interventions (goods or services) provided or facilitated by the
activity. The intervention needs to be significant, meaning that if the individual is merely contacted or touched by an activity through brief
attendance at a meeting or gathering, s/he should not be counted as a participant. An intervention is significant if one can reasonably expect,
and hold OUs and IMs responsible for achieving progress toward, changes in behaviors or other outcomes for these individuals based on the
level of services and/or goods provided or accessed. Producers with increased access to goods, services and markets for their products and
who purchase from or sell to market actors that have been strengthened as a result of our activities are considered to have received a
significant intervention.
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Individuals who are trained by an IM as part of a deliberate service delivery strategy (e.g. cascade training) that then go on to deliver services
directly to individuals or to train others to deliver services should be counted as participants of the activity—the capacity strengthening is key
for sustainability and an important outcome in its own right. The individuals who then receive the services or training delivered by those
individuals are also considered participants. However, spontaneous spillover of improved practices to neighbors does not count as a deliberate
service delivery strategy; neighbors who apply new practices based on observation and/or interactions with participants who have not been
trained to spread knowledge to others as part of a deliberate service delivery strategy should not be counted under this indicator.
Value chain facilitative and/or market-system activities may use a two-step process to identify and count participants:
1. The first step involves identifying which private sector firms have been assisted by the activity during the reporting year, and
counting the number of proprietors of those firms.
2.

The second step, which is only applicable to firms that buy from or sell to producers, is to count the number of producer customers
or suppliers of each assisted firm.

The total number of participants for that activity is then the sum of the proprietors of the assisted firms and their producer customers/suppliers.
For example, an IP working to strengthen the certified soy seed market within a defined market shed in the ZOI could use data on the number
of certified soy seed sales by assisted firms during the reporting year to estimate the number of farmers purchasing certified soy seed (by using
a conservative assumption that one sales equals one farmer applying), and then report that number as the number of producer participants. All
assumptions underlying the indicator estimates should be documented annually in an Indicator Comment in FTFMS.
Data provision by assisted firms can be facilitated by entering into written agreements that include reporting and nondisclosure requirements
and by showing assisted firms how the information provided is useful and used. Counting producer participants may be more straightforward
if the value chain activity is also facilitating extension strategies, e.g. agrodealer agents that require knowing where the customers live and
farm.
While other Feed the Future indicators, such as "financing accessed", "value of sales," and "individuals applying improved practices" also
capture the number of enterprises that contributed results to the indicator, this indicator only counts individual people, i.e. the farmer (not the
farm), and the proprietor (not the firm).
This indicator does not count the indirect beneficiaries of our activities. An indirect beneficiary is someone who does not have direct contact
with the activity but still benefits, such as the population that uses a new road constructed by the activity, neighbors who see the results of the
improved technologies applied by direct participants and decide to apply the technology themselves (spillover), or the individuals who hear an
activity-supported radio message but don’t receive any training or counseling from the activity. In part, this is because accurate tracking of
indirect beneficiaries is challenging by its nature, despite the fact that spillover is a core component of the Feed the Future theory of change. In
general, spillover is captured in Feed the Future through measuring changes in population level indicators (e.g. proportion applying improved
technologies and management practices) and linking those to the work activities are doing directly.
Note that this indicator cannot be summed across years for a project total, since “new” and “continuing” participants are not disaggregated,
and thus this will only show a total of individuals reached in any one reporting year.
RATIONALE:
Understanding the reach of our work and the breakdown of the individuals participating by type, sex, and age will better inform our
programming and the impacts we are having in various sectors or in various demographic groups. This understanding can then make us more
effective or efficient in reaching our targeted groups. Understanding the extent of spillover and scale is also very important, but this will be
assessed as a part of the ZOI survey and performance and impact evaluations rather than through annually reported IM-level indicators. This
indicator is an output indicator and is linked to many parts of the Global Food Security Strategy results framework.

UNIT:
Number (of people)

DISAGGREGATE BY:
FIRST LEVEL
➢ Sex: the unique number of individuals should be entered here (i.e. no double-counting of individuals
across disaggregate choices here)
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•
•
•
•

Male;
Female;
Not applicable (e.g. for household members counted from household-level interventions);
Disaggregates Not Available

➢

Age Category: the unique number of individuals should be entered here (i.e. no double-counting of
individuals across disaggregate choices here)
School-aged children (only to be used for counting those reached by USG school feeding programs;
report the total reached with school feeding regardless of actual age);
15-29;
30+;
Not applicable (e.g. for household members counted from household-level interventions);
Disaggregates Not Available

•
•
•
•
•

Note: Children under five reached with nutrition interventions are counted under HL.9-1
➢
•
•

Type of Individual: double-counting individuals across types is permitted here
Parents/caregivers;
Household members (household-level interventions only), such as new access to basic sanitation
and/or receipt of family rations;
•
School-aged children (i.e. those participating in school feeding programs);
•
People in government (e.g. policy makers, extension workers, healthcare workers);
•
Proprietors of USG-assisted private sector firms (e.g. agrodealers, traders, aggregators,
processors, service providers, manufacturers);
•
People in civil society (e.g. NGOs, CBOs, CSOs, research and academic organizations, community
volunteers)
While private sector firms are considered part of civil society more broadly, only count their proprietors under
the "Private Sector Firms" disaggregate and not the "Civil Society" disaggregate
•
Laborers (Non-producer diversified livelihoods participants);
•
Producers (e.g. farmers, fishers, pastoralists, ranchers);
Producers should be counted under the "Producers" disaggregate, not the "Private Sector Firms" disaggregate
SECOND LEVEL (only for the first-level disaggregate of “Producers”)
o Size:
▪
Smallholder (see definition below);
▪
Non-smallholder;
▪
Not applicable (for aquaculture);
▪
Disaggregates Not Available

Smallholder Definition: While country-specific definitions may vary, use the Feed the Future definition of a
smallholder producer, which is one who holds 5 hectares or less of arable land or equivalent units of livestock,
i.e. cattle: 10 beef cows; dairy: two milking cows; sheep and goats: five adult ewes/does; camel meat and milk:
five camel cows; pigs: two adult sows; chickens: 20 layers and 50 broilers. The farmer does not have to own
the land or livestock.
•
•
TYPE: Output

Not Applicable
Disaggregates Not Available

DIRECTION OF CHANGE: Higher is better.
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MEASUREMENT NOTES
➢

LEVEL OF
COLLECTION:

Activity-level, activity participants

➢

WHO COLLECTS
DATA FOR THIS
INDICATOR:

Implementing partners

➢

DATA SOURCE:

Firm records, activity records, training participant lists, or through census or sampling of participating
firms/farms/families/individuals, etc.

➢

FREQUENCY OF
COLLECTION:

Annual

➢

BASELINE INFO:

•
•
•
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“Zero” for individual IMs newly starting;
“Current number of individuals participating” for IMs with ongoing work that will now include this
indicator;
“Summation of all reported baseline values” (after removing double-counting) for the OU overall
reporting
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SPS LOCATION: Program Area EG 3: Agriculture
INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy - IR 4: Increased sustainable productivity, particularly through climate-smart
approaches
INDICATOR TITLE: EG.3-10,-11,-12 Yield of targeted agricultural commodities among program participants with USG assistance [IMlevel]
DEFINITION:
Yield is a measure of the total output of production of an agricultural commodity (crop, fish, milk, eggs, live animal offtake[1]) divided by the
total number of units in production (hectares planted of crops, area in hectares for pond aquaculture, cubic meters of cage for cage
aquaculture, maximum number of animals in the herd/flock during the reporting year for live animals, maximum number of producing cows
or hens during the reporting year for dairy or eggs). Yield per hectare, per animal and per cubic meter of cage is a measure of productivity
from that farm, fisheries, or livestock activity from USG-assisted producers.
Yield is calculated automatically in FTFMS from the following data points, reported as totals across all activity participants, and
disaggregated by commodity, then by sex and age of the producer:
1.

Total Production (TP): Kg, mt, number, or other unit by participants during the reporting period;

2.

Total Units of Production (UP): Area planted in ha (for crops); Area in ha (for aquaculture ponds); Maximum number of animals in
herd (for live animals); Maximum number of animals in production (for dairy or eggs); Cubic meters of cages (for open water
aquaculture) for participants during the reporting year.

Yield per hectare, per animal, or per cubic meter of cage = TP/UP
If there is more than one production cycle in the reporting year, the data points for total production (TP) and units of production (UP) should
be counted (and summed) each time the land is cultivated, animal products are produced or the cages are used if the same commodity was
produced. The sum of TP divided by the sum of UP will provide an estimate of the average yield achieved across the different production
cycles.
Total production is the amount that is produced, regardless of how it was ultimately used. It also includes any postharvest loss (i.e.
postharvest loss should not be subtracted from total production.)
The preferred units for TP by commodity type are:
•
Crops: metric tons
•
Pond aquaculture: kilograms
•
Cage aquaculture: kilograms
•
Dairy: liters of milk
•
Eggs: number of eggs
•
Livestock: weight in kilograms of entire animals which were offtake
The required units for UP by commodity type are:
•
Crops: hectare
•
Tree crops: hectare is recommended[2] 17T
•
Pond aquaculture: hectare of surface area
•
Cage aquaculture: cubic meter of cage
•
Dairy: maximum number of producing animals during the reporting year
•
Eggs: maximum number of producing hens during the reporting year
•
Livestock: maximum number in herd, flock, or other group during the reporting year..
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For partners working in livestock value chains, there is an additional disaggregation of livestock production system to support meaningful
analysis of outcomes. Select the system which is the best fit for the livestock activity intervention. There are four production systems:
Rangeland; rural mixed crop-livestock; urban/peri-urban; and intensive commercial livestock production.

Rangelands (pastoral, transhumant, agro-pastoral, sylvo-pastoral, and extensive grasslands)
•
Livestock and livestock-crop systems in which production is extensive with low stocking rates (typically <10 TLUs per hectare) and there is a
degree of herd mobility in the grazing system beyond the farm for at least part of the production cycle.
•
Typically in arid and semi-arid zones, with rainfall dependent (forage) growing seasons less than 180 days per year.
Rural mixed crop-livestock (ruminants, pigs and poultry and small stock such as rabbits and guinea pigs and animals kept principally for traction including
oxen, buffalo and equids)
•
Integrated crop and livestock production where crop and livestock systems rely on one another for inputs and exist in a fixed rural
location, typically a small holding or farmstead. For example, a system where at least some of the livestock feed comes from crop residues and
by-products produced on-farm.
Urban/peri-urban (including poultry, small scale dairy, small and large ruminants, pigs, micro-stock, small scale fattening operations)
▪
Livestock are kept in close proximity to human population centers. Land holdings are small and/or include confined, caged and
landless production systems
▪

Small to medium scale, variable levels of intensification (from a single animal to a mid-sized enterprise such as a small peri-urban
cow dairy or small scale fattening operator).

▪

Production may target home consumption, local markets or both.

Intensive, commercial livestock production (large pig and poultry production units, also includes ruminant fattening, large dairying and large scale dry
lots)
▪
Operate at considerable scale and are highly commercialized with significant financial investments and technical inputs in
specialized housing, feeding, animal health and marketing approaches.
▪

Animals are typically housed and fed formulated, nutritionally balanced rations.

(Scale of operation, level of technical inputs and capital investment distinguishes from the urban/peri-urban category).
Yield targets should be entered at the commodity level and at the sex and age level under each commodity. Targets do not need to be set for
the TP and UP data points.
[1] Offtake quantity includes the entire weight of all animals that were sold, slaughtered, gifted or exchanged, including those for home
consumption.
[2] For tree crops, Number of hectares is recommended as UP, however, Number of trees can also be selected for UP. FTFMS won’t have the
capability to convert and aggregate across the different UPs.
RATIONALE:
Improving the yield for farm commodities contributes to increasing agricultural GDP, can increase income when other components of
agricultural productivity are in place (e.g., post-harvest storage, value addition and processing, markets), and can therefore contribute to the
IR of increasing sustainable productivity and the goal indicator of reducing poverty. Yield of farms, fisheries, and livestock is a key driver of
agricultural productivity and can serve as a proxy of the overall productivity of these value chains and the impact of interventions when the
trend is evaluated over a series of years, and/or appropriate covariates such as inter-annual weather conditions are included in the analysis. In
the GFSS Results Framework, this indicator measures Intermediate Result 1: Increased sustainable productivity, particularly through climatesmart approaches.
UNIT:
Preferred TP units of measure:
Crops: metric tons
Pond aquaculture: kilograms
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DISAGGREGATE BY:
For crops:
FIRST LEVEL
Commodity: see commodity list in FTFMS

[September 2019]

Cage aquaculture: kilograms
Milk: liters of milk
Eggs: number of eggs
Live animals: kilograms of animal offtake.
These TP units of measure are preferred, however,
in FTFMS users can select a different unit of
measure for TP under the drop down box or select
“other” if needed. If conversion factors are
available, FTFMS will convert other units of
measure to the preferred TP unit of measure.
Required UP units of measure:
Crops: hectare
Tree crops: hectare is recommended
Pond aquaculture: hectare
Cage aquaculture: cubic meter of cage
Milk: maximum number of productive animals
Eggs: maximum number of producing hens
Live animals: maximum number in herd, flock, or
other group.

TYPE: Outcome

SECOND LEVEL
Farm size: Smallholder, Non-smallholder
THIRD LEVEL
Sex: Male, female
Age: 15-29, 30+
While country-specific definitions may vary, use the Feed the Future definition of a
smallholder producer, which is one who holds 5 hectares or less of arable land or
equivalent units of livestock, i.e. cattle: 10 beef cows; dairy: two milking cows;
sheep and goats: five adult ewes/does; camel meat and milk: five camel cows; pigs:
two adult sows; chickens: 20 layers and 50 broilers. The farmer does not have to
own the land or livestock.
For aquaculture:
FIRST LEVEL
Commodity: see commodity list in FTFMS
SECOND LEVEL
Sex: Male, female
Age: 15-29, 30+
For livestock:
FIRST LEVEL
Commodity: see commodity list in FTFMS
SECOND LEVEL
Production system: Agro-pastoral/extensive grassland; small-holder mixed livestockcrop; urban/peri-urban; and intensive industrial
THIRD LEVEL
Sex: Male, female
Age: 15-29, 30+
DIRECTION OF CHANGE: Higher is better

MEASUREMENT NOTES:
➢

LEVEL OF COLLECTION:

Activity-level, activity participants, targeted commodity/fisheries/livestock products

➢

WHO COLLECTS DATA FOR THIS
INDICATOR:

Implementing partners

➢

DATA SOURCE:

Participant farmer/fisher/rancher sample surveys; data collection through producer
organizations or farm records, routine activity records, as well as data collection
through producer organizations or farm records.

FREQUENCY OF COLLECTION:

Annually, recommended to collect as close to post-harvest to optimize recall

BASELINE INFO:

Baselines are required. Baseline data reflects the yield of targeted commodities in
the year prior to programming. If that information is not available, yield information
collected during the activity’s first year can serve as baseline.

REPORTING NOTES:
FTFMS DATA ENTRY NOTES:
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If a sample survey of activity participants is used to collect yield data points, the sample weighted estimate of the total across all participants
must be calculated for each data point using appropriate sample weights before being entered into FTFMS.
Partners must also enter the number of participants in the activity, disaggregated by commodity and then sex and age of the participant
producer. Participants should only be counted once under each commodity regardless of the number of production cycles for the commodity
in the reporting year.
Data should be entered in FTFMS disaggregated to the lowest level. Partners should enter total production, total units of production, and
total number of participants, disaggregated by commodity, then by farm size (for crops) or production system (for livestock), then by sex
and by age. This procedure applies for each commodity. These disaggregations are required since the most meaningful interpretation and use
of yield information is at the specific commodity level, including the comparison of yield obtained by female and male producers. FTFMS
will calculate commodity-specific yield per ha, animal or cubic meter of cage automatically.
For example, to report on the yield for maize for small-holder activity participants, partners should enter the following information for the
reporting year:
Commodity: Maize
Farm size: Small-holder
Number of participants
•
•
•
•

total number of female, maize-producing small-holder activity participants;
total number of male, maize-producing small-holder activity participants;
total number of 15-29 year old, maize-producing small-holder activity participants;
total number of 30+ year old, maize-producing small-holder activity participants.

Total production
•
•
•
•

total production in mt on plots managed by female, maize-producing small-holder activity participants;
total production in mt on plots managed by male, maize-producing small-holder activity participants;
total production in mt on plots managed by 15-29 year old maize-producing small-holder activity participants;
total production in mt on plots managed by 30+ year old maize-producing small-holder activity participants.

•
•
•
•

total hectares in production managed by female, maize-producing small-holder activity participants;
total hectares in production managed by male, maize-producing small-holder activity participants;
total hectares in production managed by 15-29 year old maize-producing small-holder activity participants;
total hectares in production managed by 30+ year old maize-producing small-holder activity participants.

Units of production

To report on the yield of cattle managed in a small-holder mixed crop-livestock production system, partners should enter the following data
points:
Commodity: Cattle, live
Production system: small-holder mixed crop-livestock production system
Number of participants
•
total number of female, cattle-managing activity participants in the small-holder mixed crop-livestock production
system;
•
total number of male, cattle-managing activity participants in the small-holder mixed crop-livestock production
system;
•
total number of 15-29 year old, cattle-managing activity participants in the small-holder mixed crop-livestock
production system;
•
total number of 30+ year old, cattle-managing activity participants in the small-holder mixed crop-livestock
production system.
Total production
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•
•
•
•

otal kg of cattle offtake managed by female activity participants in the small-holder mixed crop-livestock production
system;
total kg of cattle offtake managed by male activity participants in the small-holder mixed crop-livestock production
system;
total kg of cattle offtake managed by 15-29 year old activity participants in the small-holder mixed crop-livestock
production system;
total kg of cattle offtake managed by 30+ year old activity participants in the small-holder mixed crop-livestock
production system;

Units of production
•
•
•
•

total maximum number of cattle in the herd (in the reporting year) managed by female activity participants in the
small holder mixed crop-livestock production system;
total maximum number of cattle in the herd (in the reporting year) managed by male activity participants in the
small holder mixed crop-livestock production system;
total maximum number of cattle in the herd (in the reporting year) managed by 15-29 year old activity participants
in the small holder mixed crop-livestock production system;
total maximum number of cattle in the herd (in the reporting year) managed by 30+ year old activity participants in
the small holder mixed crop-livestock production system.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FTFMS AND PPR (USAID only):
▪
In FTFMS and in the FTFMS PPR report, FTFMS automatically generates an OU-level commodity-specific weighted average
yield indicator. The weighted average yield is calculated by 1) converting TP to the recommended units listed under Unit above
(when reported using different units and if conversion factors for those units are available), 2) summing TP and UP across all OU
implementing partners that reported on that commodity, and 3) dividing the sum of TP by the sum of UP. This creates an average
that is automatically weighted by the number of UP. Missions are advised to report custom commodity-specific yield indicators in
the PPR for all or the most important commodities for achievement of the relevant Development Objective. Target country
Missions should include, at a minimum, custom yield indicators for the same commodities for which ZOI-level data are collected.
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SPS LOCATION: Program Area EG.3.2: Agricultural Sector Capacity
INITIATIVE AFFILIATION: Global Food Security Strategy – IR.2: Strengthened and expanded access to markets and trade
INDICATOR TITLE: EG.3.2-27 Value of agriculture-related financing accessed as a result of USG assistance [IM-level]
DEFINITION:
This indicator sums the total U.S. dollar value of debt (both cash and in-kind loans) and non-debt financing, such as equity financing,
disbursed during the reporting year as a result of USG-assistance to producers (individual farmers, fishers, cooperatives, etc.), input
suppliers, transporters, processors, other MSMEs, and larger enterprises that are in a targeted agricultural value chain and are
participating in a USG-funded activity. USG assistance may consist of technical assistance, insurance coverage, guarantee provision, or
other capacity-building and market-strengthening activities to producers, organizations and enterprises. The indicator counts the value of
non-debt financing and both cash and non-cash lending disbursed to the participant, not financing merely committed (e.g., loans in
process, but not yet available to the participant).
Debt: Count cash loans and the value of in-kind lending. For cash loans, count only loans made by financial institutions and not by
informal groups such as village savings and loan groups that are not formally registered as a financial institution [1]. However, the loans
counted can be made by any size financial institution from microfinance institutions through national commercial banks, as well as any
non-deposit taking financial institutions and other types of financial NGOs. In-kind lending in agriculture is the provision of services,
inputs, or other goods up front, with payment usually in the form of product (value of service, input, or other good provided plus interest)
provided at the end of the season. For in-kind lending, USAID may facilitate in-kind loans of inputs (e.g., fertilizer, seeds) or equipment
usage (e.g. tractor, plow) via implementing partners or partnerships. NOTE: formal leasing arrangements should be captured in non-debt
financing section below), or transport with repayment in kind.
Non-Debt: Count any financing received other than cash loans and in-kind lending. Examples include: equity, convertible debt, or other
equity-like investments, which can be made by local or international investors; and leasing, which may be extended by local banks or
specialized leasing companies.
This indicator also collects information on the number of participants accessing agriculture-related financing as a result of USG
assistance to assist with indicator interpretation. Count each participant only once within each financial product category (debt and nondebt), regardless of the number of loans or non-debt financing received. However, a participant may be counted under each category
(debt and non-debt) if both types of financing were accessed during the reporting year.
Note: This indicator is related to indicator EG.3.1-14 Value of new USG commitments and private sector investment leveraged by the
USG to support food security and nutrition. Where there is a USG commitment such as a grant, guarantee provision, or insurance
coverage, the resulting value of debt or non-debt financing accessed by participants of USG-funded activities should be counted under
this indicator. The total value of the private sector investment leveraged should be counted under indicator EG.3.1-14. These two
indicators will not be aggregated, thus there is no “double counting.”
[1]

The value of loans accessed through informal groups is not included because this indicator is attempting to capture the systems-level
changes that occur through increased access to formal financial services.

RATIONALE:
Increased access to finance demonstrates improved inclusion in the financial sector and appropriate financial service offerings. This in
turn will help to expand markets and trade (and also contributes to Intermediate Result [IR] 3 Increased employment, entrepreneurship
and small business growth) and to achieve the key objective of inclusive agriculture-led economic growth (with agriculture sector being
defined broader than just crop production). In turn, this contributes to the goals of reducing poverty and hunger. This indicator is linked
to IR.2: Strengthened and expanded access to markets and trade of the Global Food Security results framework.
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UNIT:
U.S. Dollars
Note: convert local currency to U.S.
Dollars at the average market foreign
exchange rate for the reporting year
or convert periodically throughout
the year if there is rapid devaluation
or appreciation.

DISAGGREGATE BY:
FIRST LEVEL
Type of financing accessed: Debt
SECOND LEVEL
Type of debt: Cash, In-kind
Size of recipient: Individuals/microenterprises; Small and medium enterprises; Large enterprises
and corporations.
Microenterprises employed <10 people in the previous 12 months, small enterprises employed
10-49 people, medium enterprises employed 50-249 individuals and large enterprises and
corporations employed >250 individuals.
Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Male, female, mixed
If the enterprise is a single proprietorship, the sex of the proprietor should be used for
classification. If the enterprise has more than one proprietor, classify the firm as Male if all of
the proprietors are male, as Female if all of the proprietors are female, and as Mixed if the
proprietors are male and female.
Age: 15-29, 30+, mixed
If the enterprise is a single proprietorship, the age of the proprietor should be used for
classification. If the enterprise has more than one proprietor, classify the firm as 15-29 if all of
the proprietors are aged 15-29, as 30+ if all of the proprietors are aged 30+, and as Mixed if the
proprietors are from both age groups.
FIRST LEVEL
Type of financing accessed: Non-debt
SECOND LEVEL
Size of recipient: Individuals/microenterprises; Small and medium enterprises; Large enterprises
and corporations.
Microenterprises employed <10 people in the previous 12 months, small enterprises employed
10-49 people, medium enterprises employed 50-249 individuals and large enterprises and
corporations employed >250 individuals.
Sex of producer or proprietor(s): Male, female, mixed
If the enterprise is a single proprietorship, the sex of the proprietor should be used for
classification. If the enterprise has more than one proprietor, classify the firm as Male if all of
the proprietors are male, as Female if all of the proprietors are female, and as Mixed if the
proprietors are male and female.
Age: 15-29, 30+, mixed
If the enterprise is a single proprietorship, the age of the proprietor should be used for
classification. If the enterprise has more than one proprietor, classify the firm as 15-29 if all of
the proprietors are aged 15-29, as 30+ if all of the proprietors are aged 30+, and as Mixed if the
proprietors are from both age groups.

TYPE: Output

DIRECTION OF CHANGE: Higher is better

MEASUREMENT NOTES
➢

LEVEL OF COLLECTION:

Activity-level, activity participants
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➢

DATA SOURCE:

Financial institution and investor records or survey of activity participants

➢

WHO COLLECTS DATA FOR
THIS INDICATOR:

Implementing partners

➢

FREQUENCY OF
COLLECTION:

Annually reported

➢

BASELINE INFO:

Baseline is zero

REPORTING NOTES
FTFMS DATA ENTRY NOTES:
Partners will need to enter the value of financing accessed in U.S. dollars, the value of financing accessed in local currency and the
number of recipient enterprises that accessed the finance for each of the disaggregates. For example, an activity is working to increase
cash loans available to small and medium agro-enterprises in the soy value chain. The IP would enter the value of cash loans and the
number of enterprises under each relevant disaggregate category as follows after selecting the Debt disaggregate:
Type of financing accessed: Debt
Type of debt
•
Value in US$ of cash debt disbursed
Size of recipient
•
Value in US$ of loans disbursed to the participant small and medium soy agro-enterprises
Sex of recipient
•
Value in US$ of loans disbursed to participant soy agro-enterprises with all male proprietors
•
Value in US$ of loans disbursed to participant soy agro-enterprises with all female proprietors
•
Value in US$ of loans disbursed to participant soy agro-enterprises with proprietors of both sexes (i.e. mixed)
Age of recipient
•
Value in US$ of loans disbursed to participant soy agro-enterprises with all proprietors aged 15-29 years
•
Value in US$ of loans disbursed to participant soy agro-enterprises with all proprietors aged 30+ years
•
Value in US$ of loans disbursed to participant soy agro-enterprises with proprietors in both age groups (i.e. mixed)
Number of recipients
•
Number of participant soy agro-enterprises enterprises
•
Number of participant soy agro-enterprises enterprises with only male proprietors
•
Number of participant soy agro-enterprises with only female proprietors
•
Number of participant soy agro-enterprises enterprises with proprietors of both sexes (i.e. mixed)
•
Number of participant soy agro-enterprises enterprises with all proprietors aged 15-29 years
•
Number of participant soy agro-enterprises with all proprietors aged 30+ years
•
Number of participant soy agro-enterprises with proprietors of both age groups (i.e. mixed)
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FTFMS AND PPR (USAID only):
Only enter the Value of Financing Accessed in U.S. Dollars. The Local Currency and Number of Recipients data points are not required
in the PPR. FTFMS will produce aggregated totals of the Value of Financing Accessed in U.S. Dollars for the indicator and for each
disaggregate for entry in FACTSInfo.
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ANNEX 4: INDICATOR PERFORMANCE TRACKING TABLE
(Attached as a separate MS Excel File)
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ANNEX 5: POD UTLISATION REPORT TEMPLATE
WORLD COCOA FOUNDAITON
POD UTLISATION REPORT
Parameters / Indicators

Performance
Data

Comments/
Notes

Total quantity of pods received from SPD stations
Quantity of pods distributed to farmers for nurseries
Mode of collection/pickup
Number of beneficiary communities
Number of beneficiary farmers
How many of the beneficiary farmers were women?
How many of the beneficiary farmers are aged below 30years?
(please provide an estimate)
Number of polybags filled
Germination Rate
Total number of seedlings raised
Total number of seedlings distributed to farmers
Usage of planting material - seedlings (% and ha)
1) New cocoa farm – New area
1a. New cocoa farm – New area (percentage)
1b. New cocoa farm - New Area (Hectares)
1c. New cocoa farm - New Area (Females - Hectares)
2) New Cocoa Farm- Extension of Farm
2a. New cocoa farm - Extension of farm (Percentage)
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2b. New cocoa farm - Extension of farm (Hectares)
2c. New cocoa farm - Extension of farm (Females - Hectares)
3) Replacement of Old Trees
3a. Replacement of old trees (percentage)
3b. Replacement of old trees (Hectares)
3b. Replacement of old trees (Females - Hectares)
4a. Number of unused seedlings.
4b. Field Survival Rate
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