
A.I.D. EVALUATION SUMMARY - PART I 

on or AlDlW Offlo* 

AGRICULTUML DEVELOPMENT 

IN GAXA AND THE WEST BANK 

(March 1 /94  t o  3 /31 /94  

USAID should support. 
c. Determine i f  USAID should design 

a WB/G ag project .  



The evaluation team's overall assessment is that the Grant 
program is,appropriate in c0ncep.t and offers some innovative ideas 
that have kindled new interest in exporting, but that the 
implementation of actual exporting has proved to be quite 
constrained which has harmed the Program's effectiveness. In terms 
of faci!,itating actual exports, the Grantee has assisted directly 
in the export of some 53.8 tons through ~ecember'l993 compared to 
a'target figure of some 38,988 tons. 

I P r o w  Strenaths I 
trouble shooting with export transportation and security 
issues through Israel on those individual exports which 
were facilitated through Grantee assistance; 

active export promotion efforts with ~uropean and North 
American buyers; and 

identification of high-potential export candidates in 
Gaza and the West Bank. 

I Proaram Weaknesseq I 
inability to meet export performance targets established 
in the Grant Agreement; 

9 low technology transfer in the areas of picking, packing, 
quality control, export regulations, etc; 

lack of clarity of Grantee's role vis-a-vis suppliers, 
and limited transmission of relevant information about 
the final export transactions to the beneficiaries 
(prices, terms of agreement, provision of subsidy, etc) ; 
and 

no recruitment of full-time field staff in Gazd and West 
Bank which has reduced contact and interaction with the 
target beneficiaries. 
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A.I.D. EVALUATION SUMMARY - PART I1 

J. Summary of Evaluatlon Flndlngs, Conolurlonr and Reoomrnendatlons (Try not to exceed the three (3) pages provided) 
Address the following Items: 

Purpose of avaluatlon and methodology used Prlnclpal reoommendetlona 
Purpose of aotlvlty(1ea) evaluated Lessons learned 
Flndlngs and concluslona (relate to questlons) 

Mloslon or Offloa: Date This Summary Prepared: Tltle And Date Of Full Evaluation Report: 

I N E ~ M E I ~ B I G  1 2- 15- 94' nt' &'. Eiport Program i 

The objectives of the evaluation are to assess: 

a Grantee fulfillment ~f objectives and achievement of 
targets as specified in the Grant Agreement Program 
Description and the K#I unsolicited proposal; 

a The effectiveness of the Grantee in promoting the exports 
of Palestinian agricultural produce from Grant start-up 
until present; and 

a Criteria in determining future AID support under this 
Grant and of export-promotion activities in general. 

p¶ethodolouv 

The principal documents against which the evaluation team 
measured Grantee p2rformance are the Grant Agreement and the KAI 
Unsolicited Proposal. The Grant Agreement specifies that the 
Program Description from the Grant Agreement takes precedence over 
the Grantee proposal in the event of inconsistency. 

The Program Description of the Grant Agreement and the 
unsolicited proposal provide the objectives, inputs, and 
implementation approach for the Grant Program. The key elements 
of Program Design (i.e. objectives, indicators, targets, baseline 
assumptions, etc. ) are critical factors which provide the basis 
upon which this evaluation is carried out. 

Within this framework, the evaluation team utilized the 
following evaluation steps consistent with AID Handbook 3 Chapter 
12 on Project Evaluation: 

1. Define baseline targets, assumptions, and objectives. 

2. Assess changes in project setting. 

I 3 .  Gather information and data on progress. I 
4 .  Compare progress with objectives and targets. 

5. Explain results. 
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ose o f  EvqJ,uatio~MethgUolom (Continued) 

In order 'to gather the information required by the Scope. of 
Work, the evaluation team conducted extensive interviews with the 
Grantee at KAI1s Washington office. 

The evaluation team also prepared interview questionnaires 
for both suppliers of produce and overseas buyers involved in 
transactions facilitated by KAI. The questionnaires ask 
straightforward questions about the role of KAI in facilitating 
exports. 

The evaluation team also interviewed key policymakers and 
program administrators in both the Israeli Government and the Civil 
Administration in both Gaza and West Bank. These interviews were 
undertaken to find out ' about policy and procedural impacts the 
Grantee may have had in facilitating direct exports, or in 
indirectly facilitating exports through policy or procedural 
changes brought about by the Grantee. 

Purpose of the Activity Being Evaluated 

dased on the KAI unsolicited proposal AID prepared a program 
description for an 18 month Grant program. The principal objective 
of the Grant program as stated in the program description of the 
Grant Agreement was to help increase exports of'produce from Gaza 
and the West Bank through: 

1. Facilitating sales arrangements between suppliers in the 
West Bank and Gaza and buyers in the United States, 
Europe, the Middle East and Japan. 

2. Advising suppliers on the appropriate ways to collect, 
package, and transport produce; and 

- 3. Assuring that suppliers are able to satisfy Israeli 
export regulations. 

Bindings and Conclusions 

The evaluation team's overall assessment is that the Grant 
Program is appropriate in concept and offers some innovative ideas 
that have kindled new interest in exporting, but that the 
implementation of actual exporting has proved to be quite 
constrained which has harmed the Program's effectiveness. 

In terms of facilitating actual exports, the Grantee has 
assisted in the export of some 53.8 tons through December 1993 
compared to a target figure of some 38,988 tons for same time 
period, thus achieving approximately 0.14 percent of its target. 
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8 IJ M M A R Y (Conllnued) . 

. . 
Bindings and Conalusions (Continued) , . 

The areas where the Grantee achieved the most progress were 
in: 

trouble shootirlg with export transportation and security 
issues through Israel on those individual exports which 
were facilitated through Grantee assistance; 

..... .. . . . . . , . . . .  ... , a . . d  .,*, _- .-*. ...-.-. -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...-I- .-..-... J............... '- U -.. . . . ............. 
. . .  . .  a - ..... active. export .promo&ion..ef forts. .with -European -. and.-North... 

. . .  . . . .  , .- :American buykrs; -. ' . .-. . . . . 

identification of high-potential export candidates in 
Gaza and the West Bank; and 

entrepreneurial approach to encouraging exports and 
transactions from Gaza and the West Bank which generated 
strong awareness of the program. 

The principal areas where the Grantee showed the least 
progress were in: 

inability to meet export performance targets established 
in the Grant Agreement; 

low technology transfer in the areas of picking, packing, 
quality c~ntrol, export regulations, etc; 

lack of clarity of Grantee's role vis-a-vis suppliers, 
and limited transmission of relevant information about 
the final export transactions to the beneficiaries 
(prices, terms of agreement, provision of subsidy, etc) ; 
and 

no recruitment of full-time field staff in Gaza and West 
Bapk which has reduced contact and interaction with the 
target beneficiaries. . 

Principal Recommendations 

Based on the information gathered during program evaluation 
and the lessons learned, the evaluation team has identified a set 
of suggestions or recommendations for USAID in its planning of 
future export promotion activities in Gaza and the West Bank:. 

Begin the program with realistic goals and objectives 
with regard to export targets. This could be achieved 
by a more complete program design process which could 
begin with baseline estimates of current exports. 

1 
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Principal Reaommendations (Continued) I 
Once realistic, quantifiable targets have been set by 
both parties, those quantitative targets will remain the 
principal criteria against which program success can be 
measured. 

e Work more closely with the Palestinian growers/suppliers 
,..... ., ., . . ... ..in the design-of the. program. to- determine-$ram. them what 

.. .. - .. . their greatest needs are f.or export expansion. . . . 

e Maintain emphasis on export transactions, as well as 
contact with overseas buyers, but place more emphasis on 
working directly through Gaza/West Bank growers, 
cooperatives, or packing houses as the export agents 
themselves. 

Attempt to negotiate and establish export procedures with 
~sraeli authorities that would apply to all Palestinian 
exporters, not just facilitate individual shipments. 

Provide detailed market information on prices in overseas 
markets such as Europe, North America, and the Middle 
East to suppliers and growers. 

"a Undertake a detailed analysis of the economics of 
exportinq for various crops, in different markets and for 
different seasons of the year. 

e Transmit detailed information to the suppliers about the 
terms and conditions of final sales, prices, and level 
of subsidy, if it is used. 

a Provide clear and transparent identification of subsidies 
if they are used, along with limits on subsidy levels for 
each transaction with a view of gradually eliminating 
subsidies. This will serve as meffective screen for the 
identification o r  crops, growers, and markets with 
greatest market viilbility and potential. 

Provide technical assistance to growers, packers and 
exporters in the areas of picking, packing, grading, 

, quality control, and export procedures. 

i' Prepare training manuals in these technical areas. and 
organize seminars for these same groups. to disseminate 
this information to program beneficiaries. 

1 
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Leaaons Learned 

This program was designed in the context of a situation in 
which USAID did not have a formal Mission or presence in the Gaza 
and the West Bank. With a limited USAID presence in the area and 
the complex political situation, the Grant Program has encountered 
greater management challenges than an average USAID grant or 
project. In addition, the Grant Program was a non-traditional, 
tra,~sacl;ion-oriented activity- :fully implemented. by a- private, -for- .... . 
prof$t f.irm. .. . . .. . . . . . .. , . 

The evaluation team belinves ' that for this type of ilctivity, 
it would be useful for USAID 150 adopt a management approach that 
balances implementation autonomy with accountability on the part 
of the Grantee. In the KAI Program, USAID could allow the Grantee 
maximum flexibility in implementing program activities within the 
confines (such as approved budgat) of the Grant Program. At the 
same time, USAID can hold the Grantee responsible for meeting Grant 
objectives and targets developed by the Grantee and specified in 
the Grant Agreement, without any obligations to satisfy requests 
for additional funding, particularly thoee submitted in an ad hoc 
fashion. 

Turning to overall management of programs of this type, there 
is a clear need for AID and prospective grantees to establish more 
effecttve program management structures. Increasingly AID will be 
required to conduct development assistance activities with fewer 
staff resources and in-country Missions. The experience of this 
program is therefore highly relevant. 

Programs of this type (new concept, difficult operating 
environment, absence of full AID Mission, etc.) are by definition 
exper5mental in nature, and should be approached and managed as 
such. Experimentation requires flexibility, which implies the need 
to make adjustments within the framework of the original grant. 
However, thjs in turn requires clearly understood processes for 
effecting changes in approach. 

The evaluation team strongly recommends that immediately upon 
(or prior to) implementation of programs of this kind, appropriate 
AID staff should meet intensively with grantees (particularly those 
with bimited AID experience) to review comprehensively all rules, 
policies and procedures that should be followed by grantees. This 
will eliminate or at least reduce lack of knowledge which creates 
frictions and delays and frustrates both AID and grantees. ' 

Finally, management relations and efforts will be improved by 
the introduction of a structure which provides greater grantee 
autonomy tied directly to greater grantee respo~sib?.lity and 
accountability. Amanagement structure which provides implementing 
organizations with more autonomy on routine matters, while at the 
same time holding them strictly accountable for activities and 
results, would improve perfdrmance and generate better program 
results. 



Attached are: - the final evaluation report - grantee .remarks:: -, January 19, 1994 and 
A d d e n d u m a . R m ,  January 21, 1994 

. 
**..  , . 

I - The final evaluation report incorporates AID comments as we12 as those Grantee commants that correct statements of fact. 

- 
L - A T T A C H M I C M T b  . ... . -- 

K. Alt~ohmOnt8 &W rtt&mnontr rubmltld with thlr Cvrllutkm krmnvy~ .Wry) rtY"h ocgy o! full uvrlurtlm rrtoort, mn I1 om w u  m l t t o d  

- This eighteen month grant supported a pilot activity. In 
general, while the project achievements were far short of those 
What the grantee presented in its proposal, the project did serve 
to underscore the difficulties the Palestinian have and will 
continue to have in competing in export markets. 

L 

- One the factors that contributed to the grantee's inability to 
reach project targets was its inexperience in the field of 
agricultural export. This same inexperience contributed to the 
setting of unrealistic project targets. 

1 - This was an unusual grant in that it was with a for-profit 
firm. The firm had no previous experience working with DSAID or 
the U.S. Government. This lack of familiarity with government 

' procedures accounts, to some extent, for unusually heavy 
management burden that this grant placed on the Near East Bureau 
project manager, senior staff, and the Contract Officer. 

- The grantee focussed on personal intervention to deliver 
services. This approach sacrificed some level of sustainability 
of services beyond the grant and also resulted in only modest 
transfer of information and technology. 

- The projfect was implemented during a transition period in 
Palestinian - Israeli relations. The expectation is that new 
trade regulations will be negotiated that will give Palestinian 
producers easier access to external markets including the Israeli 
market. A changed Palestinian-Israeli and regional political and 
economic relationship will diminish the need for the middle man 
services provided by the grantee. 
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EXECUTIVE s-Y 

The evaluation team's overall assessment is that the Grant Program is appropriate in 
concept and offers some innovative ideas that have kindled new interest in exporting, but that 
the implementation of actual exporting has proved to be quite constrained, and as a result not 
been very effdve. 

The concept and objectives of assisting Palestinian exports of fresh produce are 
fundamentally sound, according to the evaluation team. The program concept and objectives 
wen essentially developed by the Grantee through its Unsolicited Proposal of February 1992. 

The underlying assumptions of the proposal were that good quality surplus production 
was available for export and higher-value commercial markets were available in Europe and 
North America, provided a few constraints could be lifted. These constraints related mainly to 
security, transport, and monopoly pricing and buying practices. The fundamental assumption 
of the proposal was that once these hurdles were overcome and direct marketing initiatives were 
undertaken, commercial exporting of produce to high-value markets would be technically and 
economically feasible, 

In terms of meeting quantitative export targets and transferring knowledge to 
bendiciaries, the program has not been successful. The Grantee has assisted in the export of 
some 53.8 tons through December 1993 compared to a target figure of some 38,988 tons for 
same time period. Thus the Grantee only achieved some 0.14 percent of the export targets set 
in the Grant Agteement. Even if the Grantee substantially accelerates export performance in the 
next three months, it is highly unlikely that it will come close to meeting export targets for the 
overall program. 

The Grantee has also stated in its quarterly reports to have been indirectly involved in 
the export of some 16,486 additional tons of exports through facilitating security changes and 
other procedural changes. The evaluation team could not verify this impact through interviews 
with exporters, importers or Israeli Government Officials. 

West W G a z a  suppliers have received about $60,127 in export revenue to date through 
the project, including subsidies paid by other agencies. Leaving out subsidies, the gross 
farmgate value of production to date is only $14,535.'' This compares with a financial cost of 
the Program to date of $563,000 in USAID cash grant disbursements. 

The Grantee's inability to meet export targets had its root in the original program design, 
as it bas now become evident that the original export targets were vastly optimistic. Both the 

Ses Table 4.4 of this report for a braPltdown of eubsidiss used for exporting under this Prognm and their 
8oul'ce. 
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Grantee and USAID would in principle share responsibility for the setting of the original targets, 
as they were both parties to the signing of the Grant Agreement (Program Description) which 
established the targets. 

The specific choice of the approach that could be used by the Grantee in facilitating 
exports i.e., consulting advice, vcrsus brokering (middle man role), versus direct buying and 
haidling was not specified in the Grant ~greement.~ Flexibility was given to the Grantee to 
determine its most productive role as the implementing agent charged with a mission of 
facilitating exports in a constrained environment. Many of the suppliers considered the Grantee 
to be acting as a middle man for them, and one of the outcomes of this type of relationship has 
been that suppliers have not been completely informed about the terms of sales, final purchase 
prices, cost of transport, or use of subsidies in their export transactions. As a iesult, many of 
the suppliers have not learned as much fFom the experience as they could have, had they been 
completely apprised oF this infmtion and been muie directly involved in transactions with the 
buyers. 

While overall success in meeting quantitative program targets has not been ackieved by 
the Grantee, the areas where the Grantee achieved the most progress were in: 

+ trouble shooting with export transportation and security issues through Israel on 
those individual exports which were facilitated through Grantee assistance; 

+ active export promotion efforts with European and North American buyers; 

+ identification of high-potential export candidates in Gaza and the West Bank; and 

+ entrepreneurial approach to encouraging exports and transactions from Gaza and 
the West Bank which generated strong awareness of the program, 

The principal areas where the Grantee showed the least progress were in: 

+ inability to meet export performance targets established in the Grant Agreement; 

+ low technology transfer in the areas of picking, packing, quality control, export 
regulations, etc; 

+ lack of clarity of Grantee's role vis-a-vis suppliers, and limited transmission of 
relevant information about the final export transactions to the beneficiaries 
(prices, terms of agreement, provision of subsidy, etc); 

a The actual export ficilitatiag mls of the amtee WM not epecified in the G m t  Agreement. Thew are 
murely oxrmplen of d i k t  approach which could d o v e  tbis god. 



4 no recruitment of full-time field staff in Oaza and West Bank which has reduced 
contact and interaction with the target beneficiaries; and 

4 extensive focus on administrative constrainb with USAID, instead of solving 
problems to the best of their ability, within the resources provided in the Omnt 
Agreement. 

The level of exports achieved is an indication that the magnitude of constraints to 
exporting may be greater than was originally thought during program design. The evaluation 
team is of the opinion that constraints in the areas of quality improvement, packing and grading 
techniques, production cost reductions, and access to market information are formidable and 
probably need to be addressed over the longer term if USAID'S export assistance is to have an 
important impact in Gaza and West Bank. 



EVALUATION OF THE AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT AND 
EXPORT PROGRAM IN GAZA AND THE WEST BANK 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Purpose of Evaluation 

USAID requested that SRI International conduct a performance evaluation of the Kramer 
Associates Inc. 0 Graiqt program "Agricultural Development and Export in Gaza and the 
West Bank". The Grant Agreement is HNE 0159-0 00 3003 00. The Grant Agreement 
anticipated that "an evaluation of the effectiveness and impact of the activity" would take place 
at the end of the Grant period. 

As set forth in the Scope of Work (see Annex I), the objectives of the eval.uation are to 
assess: 

+ Grantee fulfillment of objectives and achievement of targets as specified in the 
Grant Agreement Program Description and the KAI unsolicited proposal; 

+ The effectiveness of the Grantee in promoting the exports of Palestinian 
agricultural produce from Grant start-up until present; and 

+ Criteria in determining future USAID support under this Grant and of export- 
promotion activities in general. 

In order to address the last objective, the evatuation team has been asked to: 

+ Suggest how future assistance in export promotion comports with the larger 
USAID strategy for pronloting private sector development and with planned 
activities such as the Private Sectbr Support Project; 

Report on what impact changes in the political climate are likely to have on 
Palestinian exporters and therefore their future needs for assistance; and 

+ Recommend what USAID can do to improve its management of marketing and 
export-oriented activities in the West Bank and Gaza Strip under this Grant or in 
future activitie3. 



B. Evaluation Methodology 

The principal documents against which the evaluation team measured Grantee 
performance are the Grant Agrecmcnt and the KAI unsolicited proposal. The Grant Agreement 
specifies that the Program Description from the Grant Agreement takes precedence over the 
Grantee proposal in the event of inamsistency. 

The h g m  Description of .the Grant Agreement and the unsolicited proposal provide 
the objectives, inputs, and implerneatation approach for the Grant Program. The key elements 
of Program -iga (i.c. objectives, indicators, targets, baseline assumptions, etc.) are critical 
factors which provide the basis upon which this evaluation is carried out. 

Within this fiamework, the evaluation team utilizes the following evaluation steps 
consistent with USAID Handbook 3 Chapter 12 on Project Evaluation: 

1. Define baseline targets, assumptions, and objectives. 

2. Assess changes in project setting. 

3. Gather information and data on progress. 

4. Compare progress with objectives and targets. 

5. Explain results. 

In order to gather the information required by the Scope of Work, the evaluation team 
conducted extensive interviews with Mr. Leo Kramer (Project Director) and Ms. Anita Kramer 
(Assistant Project Director) on Nwernber 22, 1993; November 24, 1993; and December 20, 
1993 at KAI's Washington office? In addition, Mr. Leo Kramer initiated two telephone 
conversations with the evaluation team (while the evaluation team was conducting field visits in 
Israel) on December 3 and December 8, 1993 in order to provide further inputs to the 
evaluation.' 

The e v d d o n  teuu met with Mr. Leo Knmsr md Ms. Anita Knmsr in pawn for r total of 7.5 hours 
(a total of five hours of intwiewing on Nmsmber 22 md 24 md two and r bdf hours of intwicwing on December 
20) at the KAI office. Ms. Anita Knmw WM promat at d l  of the interviews while Mr. Leo Knmer participated 
ia rpproxinutely five howa of in-pmam M e w e  with the evdution team on these drys. 

'Ibe evdution teun apoke with Mr. Leo Kruner for r total of one and a half hours during those two 
telephone casvoraations. 



The evaIuation team also prepared interview questionnaires (See Annex 2, 3 and 4) for 
both suppliers of produce and overseas buyers involved in transactions facilitated by KAI. The 
questionnaires ask straightforward questions about the role of KAI in facilitating exports. 

For suppliers the questions focus on the quantity and terms of KAI export facilitation, 
the extent to which KAI provided assistance in improving qwtity control and packaging and 
arranging transportation, and the perceived benefits or problems in exporting through KAI. 

For wcrseas buyers the questions focussed on the nature of the initial contact, problems 
encountered in the initial shipments, mode of transactions, and assessments of the quality of 
Occupied Territories produce vis-a-vis produce from competitor countries. 

The evaluation team also interviewed key policymakers and program administrators in 
both the Israeli Government and the Civil Administration in both Gaza and West Bank. These 
interviews were undertaken to find out about policy and procedural impacts the Grantee may 
have had in facilitating direct exports, or in indirectly facilitating exports through policy or 
procedural changes brought about by the Grantee. 

The names and addresses of suppliers and importers with whom KAI has worked or with 
whom they are trying to facilitate exports were provided to the evaluation team by KAI before 
their visit to Israel and GazaWest Bank in December 1993. (The names and addresses of these 
buyers and sellers are provided in Annex 5 of this report). 

The sampling technique used by the evaluation team to interview suppliers was to 
inteiview 100 percent of the growers, cooperatives or packing houses fiom Gaza/West Bank that 
have exported'through KAI. In additicm, the evaluation team also interviewed 100 percent of 
the suppliers in the category "suppliax with whom we continue to work to find a means to 
satisfy their conditions of export. " 

On the buyer side, the evaluation team interviewed 100 percent of the importers who 
have received KAI facilitated produce thus far and one-third of importers whose names were 
provided by KAI on the list of importers contacted who were not interested in GazaIWest Bank 
produce. 

Policymakers and officials in the Civil Administration intewiewed came from a list 
provided to the evaluation team by the Grantee. 

The sv.luation tcun was in- by KAI that the list of importers contacted by KAI who ua not 
interested ie a aunjJle rather than m exhustive list of dl buym contacted but not interested in buying. 



11. PROGRAM DESIGN AND OBlECTIVES 

A. Program Conception and Origin 

The origin of the program was an unsolicited proposal from KAI to USAID dated 
February 1,992. USAD authorized a Orant to KAI on August 20,1992 and the Grant Agreement 
for $594,000 (increased to $694,500 by amendment effective September 1, 1993) was signed on 
November 20, 1992. 

Evidently previous private business work in the region led the Grantee to identify the 
economic development needs in Gaza and the West Bank which could be met through increased 
exports and awess to world markets. Evaluation team interviews with produce suppliers in 
December 1993 confirmed that Mr. 'Leo Krarner had been in the area discussing the possibility 
of exporting Wore the program began in 1991 and 1992. 

The program was conceived of by the Grantee and the overall approach and objectives 
as stated in the Grant Agreement remained quite consistent with the unsolicited proposal. The 
only major difference between the unsolicited proposal and the Grant Agreement as observed 
by the evaluation team was the introduction of precise export targets in the program description 
of the G m t  Agreement. These targets are identified and discussed in Section C below of this 
chapter. 

B. Program Objectives 

Based on the KAI unsolicited proposal USAID prepared a program description for an 18 
month Grant program. The principal objective of the Grant program as stated in the program 
description of the Grant Agreement was a help increase exports of produce from Gaza and the 
West Bank through: 

1. Facilitating sales arrangements between suppliers in the West Bank and Gaza and 
buyers in the United States, Europe, the Middle East and Japan. 

2. Advising suppliers on the appropriate ways to collect, package, and transport 
produce; and 

3. Assuring that suppliers are able to satisfy Israeli export regulations. 

Specific quantifmble targets were not set for activities 2 and 3 above. Therefore it is not 
entirely clear whether activities 2 and 3 were intended to be "inputs" to the overall objectives 
of exporting or program "objectives" in themselves. In evaluating program progress, the 
evaluation team decided to look at these two activities as inputs to the export objectives, but they 



are such crucial inputs that progress in these two activities should be assessed and quantified 
, where possible. 

With respect to activity 1 above and to the overall objective of increasing exports, 
specific quantifiable targets were set in the Grant Agreement and are presented in Section C 
below. 

In addition to the objectives as stated in the Grant Agreement, KAI's unsolicited proposal. 
includcs a Program Development schedule with a timetable and benchmarks: 

1. Within three months of an agreement to proceed, KAI will have established the 
appropriate markets and will have had sufficient discussions with buyers to be in 
the process of consummating specific sales. KAI discussion with Israeli officials 
would have overcome security impediments and arrangements for transportation 
will have been completed. 

2. Within six months of an agreement to proceed, actual sales would have been 
consummated. 

3. Within nine months of an agreement to proceed, marketing and sales would 
continue and accelerate. A direct result of interaction between produce, 
marketing, and sales representatives would lead to upgrading and facilitating 
expansion of production to meet the market. 

4. Within 12 months of agreeinent to proceed, marketing and sales activities would 
continue to accelerate. In addition, the process of joint ventures and transfer of 

( technology transfer and know-how would accelerate. The potential for 
investments due. to appropriate structuring, development and expansion of 
activities will increase pressure on the growing markets. The growing markets 
and sales will create new and positive resources for growth. 

According to the unsolicited proposal, the net result of KAI sales and marketing will be 
to: 

1. Develop a plan to export produce from the West Bank and Gaza; 

2. Establish markets and create sales for their produce; 

3. Assist the farmers in improving the quality of produce by contact with buyers; 

4. Improve the system of collecting produce; 

5. Improve packaging facilities by buyer specification and some cases provide 
pack@%; 



6. Overcome transportation problems; 

7. Overcome other impediments; 

8. Proceed with immediate sales and provide for longer term results; 

9. Encourage production and marketing products other than fresh produce; 

10. Create more jobs and more income; and 

11. Expand the agricultural industry. 

In addition to the above objectives, the Grantee proposed to increase employment by 10 
percart (5,000 jobs) in the Occupied Temtories through its program, and it also offered to 
change the terms of export sales from 100 percent consignment to minimum guaranteed prices 
and advance payments. 

The export targets to be achieved by KAI are provided in Attachment 2 of the Grant 
agreemmt signed by USAID and KAI as follows: 

January 1993 through May 1993: 

5,000 to 10,000 tons of tomatoes 

9,000 to 14,000 tons of valencia oranges 

5,500 to 8,300 tons of cucumbers 

125 to 250 tons of strawbema 

June 1993 to August 1993: 

2,000 to 4,000 tons of watermelons 

500 to 1,000 tons of melons 

4,300 to 6,500 tons of grapes 

600 to 1,200 tons of figs 



750 to 1,500 tons of guava 

650 to 1,300 tans of lemons 

September 1993 to Decemkr 1993. 

4,000 to 6,000 tons of shamouti oranges 

1,100 to 2,200 tons of grapefruits 

2,100 to 4,300 ions of potatoes 

The evaluation team believes that some explanation/ interpretation of the Grant targets 
is required before an assessment of progress against targets can be made. 

First, the origin of the export targets requires some explanation. The original Unsolicited 
Proposal from the Grantee did  lot contain specific export targets. However, the Grantee was 
requested by USAID in a letter dated March 26,1992 to include specific benchmarks and targets 
for exports. The Grantee responded in a letter dated March 31, I993 that they were willing to 
be judged by their benchmarks and they included the export targets which were eventually 
accepted by USAID6, and incorporated into the Grant Agreement (see targets above). 

Second, since the Grant Agreement was signed with an approximate three-month lag from 
the original intended Grant start-up date of September 1, 1992, the evaluation team felt it is was 
reasonable to apply a lag of three months to the export target figures in the absence of any 
particular events that could have reasonably led to a catching up in the threz-month delay of 
start-up. 

Third, the evaluation team also felt that a literal interpretation of individual product 
targets was not meaningfbl as thc local supply and export demand for individual products can 
easily fluctuate - completely outside of the Grant program's control. In addition, the value (per 
ton) of most of the produce targeted for export falls generally within the same price range (with 
the exception of a few higher-value crops such as strawberries). As a result, the evaluation team 
feels that aggre@e export totals are much more useful. Consequently progress against 
aggregate export targets was used as the relevant measuring stick by the evaluation team. 

@ Subsequent to the signing of tb Onnt Agrsemcnt, USAID asked the Omtee in two mpmte written 
(latter drtsd Jmuuy 6,1993 md memomdurn dated Jmwy 12, 1993) if the amtee wiehed to 

revise the Onnt objectives. In r rsrpoass memorandum to USAID dated Jmuary 14,1993, the Omtee concluded 
tbat 'repding @ble minion of Objeclivet~, after careful wnsideratiofl and review, we have come to the 
conclusion that no revhion is mcamq at this timea. 



Fourth, product export targets contained a range for each product. The evaluation team 
u L d  the mid-points of ranges as the most reliable best estimate of actual targets. For 
comparison the low end of the ranges were also used as minimum target levels within the Grant 
targ~t framework. 

Fifth, the export targets are viewed by the evaluation team (with hindsight) as overly 
optimistic. Total recorded fresh produce exported from aaza in 1992193 was 47,500 tons 
according to the Gaza Agricultural Department. Official expor@ from West Bank for the same 
time period were some 44,00!). Therefore, the total target export targets for the KAI Grant far 
the period Septembm 1492 through March 1993 would represent some 50 percent of the total 
export market for one growing season for the two areas. Achievement of such export levels 
appears to be very optimistic for an experimental Grant program in the first year of operation. 

D. Overall Program Design 

The Grant Agreement itself was very general in its terms of its assumptions, approach 
and specific role to be played by the Grantee in facilitating exports. It is possible that this was 
done intentionally to allow for more innovation and creativity on the part of the Grantee, given 
that USAID was working in constrained and relatively "untested waters". 

The text of the Grant Agreement itself deals mainly with routine administrative 
procurement and reporting requirements of USAID. The only part of the Grant Agreement 
which provides any technical details is the Program Description (part of Scope of Work; see 
Annex 1 of this report) which focusses on Program Targets (see Section 1I.C above) and 
technical reporting requirements (see Section 1V.A below). The methods to be used by the 
Grantee in facilitating exports i.e. direct buying and handling, consulting advice, brokering 
(middle man role) were not specified in the Grant Agreement. 

Most of the key assumptions about the nature of the problem and the general approach 
to be taken by the Grantee weae outlined in more detail in the Grantee's Unsolicited Proposal 
do USAID. The Grantee began with the assumption (page one Grant Proposal) that exporting 
existing agricultural produce will be one of the fastest ways that Palestinians will be able to 
expand employment and raise their standards of living. The Grantee proposed to demonstrate 
that exporting was possible, and that sales are possible at "market prices." The Grantee also 
endeavored to transfer know-hour to the Palestinians so that "a, commercially-effective marketing 
program will be self-supporting in the future." 

Three main problems7 identified by the Granfee to be tackled during Grant 
implementation wem: 

'Ibe underlying mmmptioa which in diplomatidy left unsnid (for undmtrndnble remom) by the Grantee 
is that the Isneli authorities were lasponsible for them three mrjol: wwtraints to oxporting from the Occupied 
Territories. 



+ interfetence with development; 

+ obstacles to transport; and 

+ receiving less than fair market price for their produce. 

The implementation approach proposed by the Orantee was designed specifically to 
untangle t h a  three problems. For example, the Grantee proposed in the Program Development 
(Section V) of the Unsolicited Proposal to "have sufficient discussions with Israeli officials to 
be assured that security impediments will not in any way be detrimental to the products or their 
movement.. . and that lurangemcnts for transport will ts consummated." Thus the security and 
transport impediments to Palestinian export which occur within Israel were to be resolved 
through discussions with high-level Israeli decisionnlakers from the Ministries of Defense and 
Agriculhue. 

The third constraint mentioned above refers, according to the Grantee, to current market 
buying practices in Europe. Later in proposal (Setion VII. Markets page 6) the Grantee offers 
to "guarantee that the Palestinians will receive the going market price just like anyone else" by 
offering a more market-oriented price is currently the main buyer of produce for export in the 
Occupied Territories). 

A second set of problems identified by the Grantee relates to the poor image of 
GadWest Bank in the international community due to the IsraeliIPalestinian conflict. In the 
proposal, the Grantee stated that the image of the areas did not encourage investment nor the 
reliability of export production and delivery. In order to overcome this constraint, the Grantee 
proposed that that exports are possible would be one of the best ways to build 
confidence and thereby overcome this image problem. 

The Grant proposal was also premised on an implicit assumption that Palestinian growers 
have little direct contact with overseas buyers from Europe and North America. In order to 
overcome this constraint, the Grantee (page 3) proposed bringing the sellers into direct contact 
with potential buyers and markets "so that buyers and producers will have a good exchange and 
develop long-term business relationships. " 

In its proposal, the Grantee did not claim to have extensive experience in agricultural 
exporting, nor to have expertise in agricultural packing and quality-control issues. The firm, 
rather, messed its general knowledge in the field of international trade, marketing, business 
development, and corporate planning. 

The proposal did not explicitly identify or propose to change other constraints to 
exporting such as quality improvenrent, packing and grading techniques, production cost 
reductim, or access to market information. The Grantee's proposal also did not attempt to 
address what is the baseline level of exports and the percentage of the export market that it 
would be fhcilitating, nor did it endravor to accomplish this task during Grant implementation. 



The essential underlying assumptions of the proposal were that good quality surplus 
production was available for export and higher-value commercial markets were available in 
Europe and North America, provided a few constraints related to security, transportation, 
monopoly pricing and buying practices could be lifted. Once these hurdles were overcome, 
commercial exporting of produce to high value markets would be technically and economically 
feasible. 

While the Grant Agreement and the Unsolicited Proposal did not anticipate the Israel- 
PLO Peace Accord signed in Septembt:r 1993, the evaluation team is of the opinion that recent 
political changcs are compatible with the objectives of the Grant to increase the economic self- 
sufficiency of Palestinians in West Bmk and Gaza through assistance to their direct trade and 
investment activities. 

The impact that the Peace Accord and ensuing political changes have had on the Grant 
setting di$cussed in the following chapter. The potential impact of the peace process on future 
USAID export promotion activities is assessed in Chapter V of this report. 



Consistent with USAID Handbook 3 Chapter 12 on Project Evaluation, the evaluation 
team first examined whether significant changes have occurred in the program setting that would 
have affected "pmject relevance, design or progress. " Specifically, the evaluation team assessed 
whether changes in the political situation, economic environment, and infrastructure conditions 
have significantly affected the implementation of the Grant Program (either positively or 
negatively) during its first year of implementation, and whether the assumptions of the Grant are 
still valid in light of any significant changes which might have occurred. 

A. Political Changes 

Since the beginning of the Grant program's implementation, the political landscape of 
Oaza and West Bank has undertaken a positive and dramatic change. With the signing of the 
Peace Accord in Washington D.C. in September 1993, the withdrawal of Israeli troops and the 
emergence of a Palestinian state are imminent, although its realization is not without difficulties 
and delays. 

While the three months since the signing of the Peace Accord have witnessed an 
escalation of violence in both Israel and the Occupied Territories, in the long term the Peace 
Accord promises prospects of political independence for Palestinians and peaceful coexistence 
with the State of Israel. Recent political changes also brought promises of economic 
independence and better prospects for direct trade and investment. 

Overall, the evaluation team finds that recent political changes are compatible with the 
objectives of the Grant to increase the economic self-sufficiency of Palestinians in Gaza and the 
West Bank by assisting in their direct export of prod~lce. 

In the more specific context of Grant program implementation, recent political changes 
have not resulted in profound changes in the existing producer-export relationship between 
Palestinian farmers and AGREXCO. Palestinian farmers continued to sell the majority of their 
export-bound produce through AGREXCO and AGREXCO continued to exercise near 
monopsony power in the fresh produce export market in Gaza and the West Bank. However, 
it is likely that exporting through AGREXCO will be reduced significantly or eliminated 
completely when the Palestinian state eventually achieves full independence. (See Section V.D 
of this report,) 

In terms of the logistics of exporting directly through Israeli ports and airports, the Peace 
Accord has not led to relaxation in security checks at the border or at ports and airports. 
Politically @ua and the West Bank are still 'being administered by the Civil Administration until 
interim political arrangements are finalized. '?his means that Palestinian exporters still have to 



fill out the proper forms, obtain necessary clearances and permits when they export through 
Israel ports and airports throughout implementation of the Grant program. 

Overall, the Peace Accord has raised optimism among Palestinians about their economic 
prospects and has probably helped stimulate increasing interests among Palestinian farmers to 
look for alternatives to AGREXCO as an export channel. In this way it is likely that the Peace 
Accord has served as a positive net impact on program implementation. 

B. Economic Environment 

On a macro level, the economic environment has not undergone any profound changes 
during the implementation of thz Grant program. There has been no significant increase in 
agricultural investment, production or export from Gaza and the West Bank during the past year. 
There continue to be a dearth of Palestinian credit institutions to finance agricultural investment. 
Exports of produce from Gaza and the West Bank to Israel were still prohibited at the time of 
the evaluation. Access to overseas markeb have not been increased by any new bilateral trade 
agreements or political changes, although these breakthroughs may be forthcoming in the near 
future. 

However, several programs have been developed by the Civil Administration and the 
European Community over the past to assist in financing the export of produce fiom West Bank 
and Gaza. The Agricultural Office in Gaza has recently introduced a special program of 
incentives to encourage the export of tomatoes. Under this program, the Agricultural Office will 
automatically pay Gaza farmers $300 for each ton of tomatoes exported, whether through 
AGREXCO or notes The Agricultural Department has also recently established a special credit 
program to provide export financing for produce at a 7 percent ratee9 

In addition, the Cooperation for Development International (CD) financed by the 
European Community has made available short term credit at six to eight percent for Palestinian 
produce exporters. CD is also cooperating with several private voluntary organizations including 
Cooperatives Development Program, Save the Children Foundatiori, and the Palestinian Trade 
Promotion Organization to promote export of new crops (such as green beans and zucchini) 
identified as having good market potential in Europe. 

A d g  to the Grantee no funds from this program have bsen disbursed yet to Palestinian timom. The 
program is new and is being worked out. 

According to the Orantee the Israeli C3ovsmmcat-aponsored g m t  prom and loan prognm for Paleetinian 
fPrmsrs wsrs the outcome of on-going preseurs from the G m b .  The Chntee's contribution to the establishment 
of thow propma could not be confirmed by the evaluation tovn in interview with Imeli aovernmont officials. 
However the evduation t a m  belicvea that the Orantea hre played r major role in secwing funding from the Isneli 
Gxnnt program to subsidize the' export of melons and grapes from the West Bmlt. 



The existing infrastructure for the production and export of produce in Gaza and West 
Bank is poor. The infisstructure situation has not changed markedly during program 
implementation. Since Oaza currently does not have its own port or airport, producers in the 
Occupied Territories have to rely on Israeli ports, airports, and container terminals for cargo 
handling and freight forwarding. Existing roads, telecommuirications, and agricultural extension 
systems are also in desperate need of improvement, particularly in Gaza. According to the 
Palestinian Development Program developed by a PLRMirected group of Palestinian economists, 
some $1.2 billion will be needed for investmen? in water and agriculture, and $2.9 billion will 
be needed for infiastructure improvement between 1994 and 2000.80 

In terms of business infiastructure, there is also ,a dearth of exporting intermediaries, 
promotion organizations and marketing services in Gaza and the West Bank, However, with the 
emergence of the Palestinian state, institution building in those areas is receiving increasing 
attention and will be incorporated as part of the larger economic development plan for the State 
of Palestine." It is also likely that extension services in the areas of planning export-oriented 
agriculture, quality control, and packing will be increased with the inflow of foreign assistance 
and the emergence of Palestinian institutions. 

Dm Conclusion 

The most significant change in the project setting relates to the positive political 
development with the signing of the Peace Accord in September 1993. The evaluation team is 
of the opinion that those changes are compatible with the objectives of the Grant Program, and 
might have served to provide a net positive impact on program implementation by setting the 
stage for more Israeli-Palestinian cooperation, and helping to stimulate interest in direct 
exporting among farmers in Gaza and the West Bank. While the economic environment has not 
undergone profound changes, the emergence of several exporrt credit programs are believed to 
have provided additional resources that could be leveraged by the Grantee in Program 
implementation. The evaluation team did not find any significant changes in the infrastructure 
condition that would have a significant impact on Program implementation. 

In m interview with the evaluation tom, Mr. Dmud Istrnbuli spoke of initial plrns for r Pdostinirn export 
mhthg organization to deliver &eting uervices md export mistmce. Such a cenhnl marketing agency will 
provide a paraace md rspiewatation for Palesthim exportere in mrjor export mrrltete. Mr. btanbuli is cumatly 
tbe Technical Director af the Technical md Advisory Committees on the Pdestinira Team to the Pence Conference. 



N. PROGRAM PR0GR)GSS TO DATE 

A. Rrogrrun Management IPerformrmce 

The evaluation team was asked to address whether KAI is appropriately staffed in 
Waab@m and in West Ban4 and Oaza to achieve Orant objectives. 

Amrd'ing to the organizational chart provided by KAI to USAID in April 1993, the 
Orant program is W e d  by nine individuals in Washington.12 They include Leo I(ramer as the 
Project Director, Anita Krarner as the Assistance Project Director, five staff in marketing, 
mauth and salt9, two (one full time and one part-time staff) in financial support, and one 
adminisbative assistant. 

From discussions with M I  and field interviews, the evaluation teams finds that Leo 
Kramer and Anita Kramer are actively managing the Grant program. They are also heavily 
involved in camponding with producers and buyers, and ,in arranging the shipment of produce. 
On thc other hand, the evaluation team also finds that a substantive amount of management time 
has been spent on discussions and correspondence with USAID requesting additional Orant 
funding, which could possibly have distracted the KAI management from the implementation of 
the Grant program. 

The evaluation team learned fiom interviews with KAI, producers, exporters and 
importers that Lea Kramer and Anita Kramer have been the major points of contact in their 
export and import transactions under the Grant program. Most of the importers interviewed 
could not recall communicating or dealing with other marketing, research and sales staff 
substantively. The evaluation team was not able to c o n k  whether any of the marketing and 
sales stafY other than Lm and Ardta Kfamer were actively involved in export marketing under 
the pmgram.13 The growers and exporters in Gaza and the West Bank informed the evaluation 
team that they mostly dealt with Leo Kramer and occasionally with Anita Kramer.l4 

l1 T h  dlutiaa farm notes that USAID mrde que& to KAI to clarify the staffbg rsspoaeibilities and 
levale of sf'rort rmdro the Cfnnt Program. 'Ibe organbatid char€ wae provided by KAI to USAID in rssponse 
to tbore r#lusats. Tb6 Cirsntee later clarified to the evaluation term that three of individuals cited in the chrrded 
wbte utilized on m nsbded" hrir only, while two others were eagaged on r part-time h i s .  

l3 Ibs cnrduatioe tarm uked MI. Anita Krumr specifically during the November 24,1993 meeting who at 
KAI have b m  .Ctiw in the implemantation of the Gnat P q m n  md wpe told that it WM h i d y  Mr. Leo 
Knma ad Mr. Knmst hemelf. 

l4 Om importer hr iaportedly dealt with Mr. Angelica Oleoon of KAIIInndon. 



The evaluation team deduced from the interviews that KAI staff other than Leo Kramcr 
and Aniia Kraqcr working under the Orant program are probably more important in providing 
logistical, dminiatmtive, and financial management support instead of being actively involved 
in marketing and other liaison activiti~s.'~ The evaluation team is in the view that while the 
Washington office is heavily staffed with five specialized marketing personnel, their 
conttibutions to the implementation of the Or$ program are not very visible. It is possible that 
the crqport pcdhmcc under the Grant could have been enhanced had these marketing experts 
bee11 mon! acdvdy involvcd in liaising with growers and importerg. 

In ander to achieve its grant objectives, the Orantee offered in its Unsolicited 'Proposal 
to "develop a plan to export produce h m  the West Bank and Gaza." According to the 
evalua!ion tEam review of Orantee reports and other correspondence there is little evidence that 
a c o ~ e n s i v e  stmkgy to promote exports was ever articulated by the Grantee. For example 
it is not clear exactly how suppliers were identified and targeted for assistance, what would be 
the mast sonomidy vipblc crops, and 'which were the most viable export markets. This lack 
of a detailed strategic plan may have hampered deeper penetration of viable crop export markets, 
and may explain in part why limited repeat orders have been achieved for the same crops or 
from tbe same suppliers under the Program. 

According to the organizational chart provided by KAI, KAI has proposed to staff three 
individuals in the ficld, one in the West Bank, one in G m ,  and one in Israel to facilitate contact 
with producers. Tbe evaluation team has interviewed all three field staff (in person or by 
telephone) during program evaluation. 

From the interviews it is apparent to the evaluation team that all three individuals 
propod by the Grantee have other responsibilities and therefore could not be intensively 
involved in the implementation of the Grant program. 

Add Mohammed Bridgheeth, proposed by the Grantee as the West Bank Director, is also 
an employe @reswaably full time) of the Agricultural Department of Jericho under the Civil 
Admini~tration.'~ While Mr. Bridgheeth has provided logistical support and assistance in 
preparing appmprb documentation to the melon farmer and grape famer in the West Bank who 
cxpmtd under the Grant program, he also has other responsibilities of providing extension 
amices Q other fivmers in the Jericho area. 

'Ibs a v h a t h  tsrm wrs infanned by USAID that Mr. Rawlins Nesbit of KAI WM involved in prqmring ~~. Tb6 exact role of the other KAI staff m o t  be confirmed by USAID or the evaluation teun. 

Tbs durtio team wam iafona#l by USAID that Mr. Briegheeth ie included in KAI's vouchers at a 
m o a t b t y ~ f e e 0 f S M O .  



The proposed Oaza Director, Kamal Al-Azaiza, is the Head of the Board of Directors 
of the Dier El-Wah Cooperative. As such, Mr. Al-Azaiza was involved in arranging the export 
of two tomato shipments to the United Kingdom. However, it is unclear to the evaluation team 
whether he facilitated the export of those shipments in the capacity of the Cooperative's 
Chairman, or as an employee of KAI, or both.17 From interviews with other growers and 
exporters in Oaza, it appeared apparent that Mr. Al-Azaiza has not been actively involved in 
facilitating produce export from producen other than the Dier El-Balah Cooperative. 

Oiora Teltsch, the Israeli Facilitator proposed by the Grantee, is a transportation and 
agricultural consultant basad in Haifa. The evaluation team l m e d  from interviews with him 
and with producers in West Bank and Oaza that he has played a role in arranging transportation 
for many of the produce shipments, particularly h m  the West Bank. Mr. Teltsch has also 
arranged the appropriate cartons to be delivered to West Bank farmers for export packaging. 

Leo Kramer has also been involved in the field implementation of the Orant program. 
In fact, several producers interviewed were in the opinion that Mr. Kfamer was the only 
effective decisionmaker and facilitator of produce export under the Grant program. For 
example, most of the producerdcooperatives felt that Mr. Kramer is the only party with whom 
they can negotiate prim and terms of produce shipment. Mr. Kramer was also considered by 
several producers to have played an important trouble-shooting role in the cases when produce 
was held up at border checkpoints or security checks at ports or the airport. Since Mr. Krarner 
is based in Washington D.C., his contribution to export facilitation is hampered by the lack of 
his continuous presence in Gaza and the West Bank to interact with the growers and exporters. 

It has also been expressed by at least one importer in Europe that communications 
between exporters, importers and KAI could have been more direct had the KAI office been 
located in Gaza and the West Bank. 

OvemZ1, the evaluation team finds that the management and staffing structure of KAI for 
achieving Grant objectives is overly concentrated in the Washington office and insufficient in 
the field, given the geographical focus of program activities. 

Since this is a technical evaluation and not a financial review or audit, the evaluation was 
not asked to examine in detail the financial performance of the Orantee. Therefore in this 
section the evaluation team only assesses the overall Grant budget and how it relates to technical 
implementation and the achievement of program objectives. 

" Until Deembar 1993, Mr. Al-Aniza h~ ban included in vouchers rmbmitted to USAID by KAI with 
monthly mtaillm fesg of $1,000. 



The original Grant Agsement between KAI and USAID for $594,500 was authorized 
by USAID August 20, 1992. The Grant amount was increased to $694,500 by amendment 
effactive September 1, 1993. The Orant was signed on November 20, 1993, however the 
Grantee was allowed to mmu retroactive program expenditures for Grant start-up from 
September 1, 1992. 

The esdrnated total cad of the Grant Program in the Orant Agreement as amended was 
$1.19 million of which the Obnsltee and other donors were expected to contribute $594,500 with 
both cash and in-kind con!ddons. In the original Grant allocation, the Grantee allocation and 
other donors contribution amounted to 50 percent of program costs. After the revised Grant 
allocation of $694,500, the Orantee and other donors contribution requirement remained 
$594,500. 

The Grant budget of items reimbursable by US.4ID (original and amended) is provided 
in Table 4.1 below. 



Table 4.1 

Grant Budget 
($1 

Salaries 
TraveVPer Diem 
Operational Costs 
Legal Fees 

Subtotal 

Producers' Convention 
SampleA'est Shipments 

Subtotal 

TOTALGRANTBUDGET $694,500 

Sow--: Grant Agrscment and Amendment No. 81. 

The above cost item categories for the Grantee reimbursable by USAID are consistent 
with Standard Provisions of the Grant set forth in Attachment 3 to the Grant, entitled "allowable 
costs". The Grant Agreement allows for adjustments in the line items amounts as "may be. 
reasonably nnecessary for the attainment of program objectives". 

According to USAID Grant officers and the Grantee, some $563,000 in Grant 
disbursement had been made as of December 1, 1993. According to USAID Grant officers, the 
Grantee is drawing down on the Grant budget at a stream of about $30,000 per month. At this 
drawdown pace, the Grantee is on pace to draw down close to 100 percent of the Grant Budget 
by the scheduled Grant completion date of March 1, 1994. 

Section 1E. 1 of the Grant Agreement specifies that financial reporting requirements shall 
be done in acundance with Standard bvisions of the Grant entitled "Payment-Cost 
Reimbursement' as shown in Attachment 3 of the Grant Agreement. Financial reports were 
to be submitted to USAID concurrently with the quarterly technical reports submitted to USAID. 
Since these financial reporting matters are considered outside the scope of the technical 
evaluation, neither Attachment 3 nor the periodic financial reports were provided to the 
evaluation team, and consequently no comments on them are made by the evaluation team. 



A contract represents the most common normal legal relationship for the procurement of 
goods and services by USAID. Administration and use of contracts are regulated in some detail 
by the Federal and USAID Procurement Regulations. Grants, on the other hand, are used in 
cases w h v  the "nabre of the activity to be supported and the characteristics of the organization 
to be supported must justify the diminished level of managerial control which, under this policy 
determination, is to be xetained by USAID in Grant relati~nships."~~ Grants therefore are 
normally subject to much less managerial control than contracts. 

According to the information available to the evaluation team it appears that the degree 
of control exercised by USAID in the implementation of the Grant is, overall, consistent with 
control and monitoring requirements of USAID Handbook 13 and with the Grant Agreement (see 
Annex 1, Attachment 2 "Program Descriptionw for the summary of reporting requirements for 
the Grantee). The Grant Agreement Program Description mainly set targets for facilitating 
exports and established reporting requirements on four quarterly technical reports along with 
four financial reports to be provided by the Grantee. 

Few other controls or requirements were required of the Grantee for the implementation 
of the Grant as designed, other than standard per diem limits and other government financial 
requirements. In one case, the Grantee was not able to obtain in-country travel to the Occupied 
Territories. The travel request was not granted by USAID for security reasons and because the 
request shortly followed a recent trip to the area. 

This apparent overall pliant program framework notwithstanding, according to the 
Grantee (See December 17 memorandum from KAI to SRI in Annex 6) numerous requests for 
assistance from USAID have not been responded to, or have been answered in an timely way. 
This according to the Grantee has made program implementation difficult. 

A review of the Grantee's memorandum indicates to the evaluation team that the working 
relationship between USAID and the Grantee appears to involve a certain degree of friction 
between the two parties. Most of the interaction between USAID and the Grantee (other than 
scheduled reporting) appears to have been largely at the Grantee's initiative and not USAID'S, 
The summary of the program correspondence seems to reflect a sense of frustration from the 
Grantee in their dealings with USAID. From the Grantee's point of view, they believe they are 
not receiving optimal support from USAID for the Gmt. 

The summary memorandum indicates that at least ten requests (with 29 different items) 
had been directed from the Grantee to USAID from project start up until the date of the 
memorandum @ecember 17, 1993). The program evaluation '&am has observed that a 
significant number of these requests (six) involve submissions for additional funding from 

- - -- - - 

" See USAID Hmdbook 13 Page Number 13. 
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USAID beyond the level approved in the Gmt  Agrsement.19 The usual response to these 
requests for add i t id  funding (tuxording to the Grantee) in most cases was either no response 
or a negative respmse, although at least one request for additional funding for convention 
participation and for sample dhiprnents was approved by USAID. 

The time spent dealing with bath the oral and written requests submitted by the Orantee 
to USAD appears to be subdantial for both USAID and by the Grantee. Three or four different 
USAID officers have managed the Grant during implementation according to the C3ranrm. The 
average time spent managing tbis (3rant by the USAID officers in charge has ranged from 25 
to 60 percent. These offioaa also stated that rarely, if ever, have they received so many 
requests for additional fundinglchanga during the implementation of a year Orant or project of 
this size and duration. Considering that most of the USAID Grant officers have several other 
projects and Grants of equal sa greater size to manage, USAID'S management time requirements 
on this Grant appear to be substantid. 

From the Grantee's paint of view, they stated simply that their project was of utmost 
priority to them and it is not their fault or responsibility that USAID has many other important 
projects to manage. Also according to the Grantee, the lack of continuity among Grant 
management has led to deaays in responses, repetition of communications and other 
implementation problems. 

Some of the friction and apparent misunderstanding between the Grantee. and USAID 
seems to stem from the differmt backgrounds and expectations of the two parties going into the 
Grant relationship. The evaluation team senses that the tvyo different parties are coming from 
fairly different "corporate culturesw. On the one hand, the Grantee had never worked on a 
project or Grant with USAID before. Most of the C3rantee's background has been in 
international private business. On the other hand, many of the USAID Grant officers working 
on the Grant had not previdy worked with private companies in their Grants and projects. 
Most of their projects were implemalted by either non-government organizations (NGOs) or 
more traditional USAID contractors who are generally more familiar with USAID regulations 
and policies and with the g d  pace and rhythm of government activities, 

The Orant Agreement specifies that KAI will assist USAID, through written reports, to 
better understand constraints and opportunities that exist in exporting produce from the Occupied 
Territories. Four written reports were to be submitted to provide specific information and 
details on actions talren to stiut up the Grant; obstacles encountered in implementation, how they 

l9 In addition to the six rqmb for b d h g  m e a t i d ,  at least two additional qmta involving additional 
USAID h d h g  wem nrde during pogram implementation. One WM f a  a pfblnicated housing project in the 
Occupied Tmitdee tmd cbs otber wm for r fslsibility shrdy of m olive oil plant. While these idom m y  have been 
creative in them~~lvse, tbsy w m  enmtidlj, outaide of the Propm'e faus md may have mrvd re r distraction 
away fiOm direct program rctivitb. 



were overcome, further anticipated obstacles and how they would be addressed; financial data 
detailing expendit~res~~; and an analysis of progress towards achievement of export targets. 

The evaluation team was asked by USAID to review reports received to date from KAI 
to assess their comprehensiveness and to provide suggestions on how they might be improved. 

Four written reports have been submitted by KAI thus far: in November 1992; February 
1993; June 1993; and September 1993, The first two reports were less comprehensive in scope, 
partly because the lack of completed transactions in the early stage of the Grant program. 
Inteaviews with USAID and KAI have revealed .that over time and through increasing 
intmtions between USAID and the Grantee, later reports submitted by M I  were more detailed 
amj mmprehensive. 

The evaluation team finds that the June 1993 and September 1993 reports contain a 
considerable amount of detail 'on the volume of the produce shipped, the price paid by the 
importer, and the breakdown of delivery costs incurred in each shipment made. However, 
according to USAID the reports were not written in the format compatible with that specified 
by USAID. For example, the names, addresses, telephone and fax numbers for each producer 
and importer involved in the trandons were not listed in the reports.21 Those two reports also 
provide one case study each on the daily activities involved in an export transaction, and stated 
the general achi.evements of the Grant Program.22 

The above information notwithstanding, the evaluation team finds that the summary of 
the Grant activities provided in tbe reports was not entirely complete since it lacked details on 
the amount of subsidies required to complete each transaction. It was revealed to the evaluation 
team that subsidies from 'both Israeli and EC sources have been used in three transactions to 
compensate the farmers. For example, in the summary of the grape shipment to Paskalis made 
on July 15, 1993 (September 1993 report), it was reported that an Israeli Government Grant was 
used b cover the costs of farmers since the transaction actually incurred a loss, However the 
amount of the Israeli Grant was not provided by the Grantee in the technical reports. The 

The evaluation toam hre not bsclr asked by USAID to mviw the Grantee's h c i a l  reporting md was not 
povided with tho &to detailing expeaditmw under the Grant progmm. 

Ths infondon on the pro- md importers is apparently available from KAI on request. 

Mrny of the gcaenl o c h i e v w  clrimed by the Gnntce in the mjmrte, other than the direct export 
volumm issulted from Grant Pmgnm hdliwion, cannot be verified by the evaluation teun. 



evaluation team believes that it is important to reveal the amounts of subsidies used because 
large subsidies might indicate the lack of commercial viability of those transactions." 

me reports identified several constraints to program activities, among which are political 
instability and relations with the Israeli Oovernment, the iack of bridge financing for export 
shipment, the monopolistic power of AOREXCO, and the lack of trust among the Palestinians 
with regard to importers and intermediaries. The Grantee has so far focussed most attention on 
the lack of bridge financing, which the C31antee has suggested that USAID provide in numerous 
memoranda and discussions. 

Bridge financing or export financing is currently available from several sources at lower 
than market rates from the EC and from the Civil Administration. The evaluation team has 
learnad from producers, exporters and importers that the primary issue is not the lack of credit 
but the lack of guaranteed prices in the consignment markets and the risks of loss. Thus what 
is demanded by the producers and the exporters is not purely credit but price insurance or 
subsidies in case of a loss. The evaluation team felt that these issues could have been better 
clarified in the  report^.^ 

With regard to program progress, the evaluation team feels that the reports could be 
improved by stating the reasons for export targets missed.u It would have been useful for the 
Grantee to suggest revised targets to USAID given the realities of new constraints identified, and 
providing other suggestions on how to modify program activities (such as concentrating on 

a L) Tbbuation tam mg&m that subsidies ue often wed in pilot learning activities. But the level of 
d d h t i o n  a n  be very important. For example, while a 20 percent subsidy might be viewed M an investment 
in ths l d g  process, a 100 percat subsidy ie oftea an indication that a transaction is not commercially viable. 
Paat e x p i -  of the evaluation teun in &ping and evaluating export promotion  program^ indicotes that it is 
impoldmt for mistance progrruna to contain wed subsidy ceilings 9s well M build in phaseout mechanisms for 
such arbidk, otherwise they could distort the exporters' perception of the international market and encourage 
c01)tinwd iaefficimcy. 

Tbb Grantee hrs submitted repeated requcate to USAID for funding to provide bridge financing to fhrmers 
in C3ra md the Wed Bank. The Grantee hrs cited the mfud of USAID to provide euch additional funding rs the 
mja obsbcle for exporting freeh produce under the Grant Program. Since the primuy iasue with the fPrmere 
appears to ba gmmteed prices md not the lack of credit, the evaluation tsom is not certria that the provision of 
bridge f b d n g  by USAID is the most rppropriate way to addm18 it this problem. The evaluation team felt that 
the'ctrificrtion betwesa guuautsed p i c a  aad bridge financing should k better devaloped in the quarterly technical 
raportll* 

Tbs svrluation tsrm notm that USAID has made wvenl written requests to KAI for explanation for the 
bgeb mitrsd, to which KAI did not dqwtely respond. 



transfdng learning and how-how) to satisfy program objectives if the original export targets 
act cannot be met. 

In the sar,~ons titled "Know-How TransfemdlLcssons Learned" in KAI's technical 
reports of June 1993 and September 1993, the Orantee made claims to the export knowledge 
mnsfkmd to fjrumers in Oaza and the West BankmZ6 However, the Grantee did not state in the 
reports who among the KAI staff facilitated the knowledge transfer and how it took place other 
than the fact that h e r s  automatically "learn by doing" in the export process. 

The topic of viable markets for OazaWest Bank Produce was mentioned in the 
September 1993 report. The report listed a number of countries in Europe and North America 
as being viable markets without going into detailed analysis of current supply, demand, market 
and sourcing structure, and potential competition. The Grantee stated that issue of viable 
markets can be best addressed closer to the end of the Grant with the experience learned from 
the sewn 1993-94. 

The Grantee only addressed this topic briefly in the September 1993 report. The Grantee 
suggested areas on which future marketing programs should focus, including proving 
qmtmities for hands-on training to Palestinian producers and exporters. However the Grantee 
did not provide specific recommendations. The Grantee stated in the report that a 
comprehensive marketing assistance program will be provided in the next report. 

B. hcilitating Buyer Contact 

The evaluation team interviewed all six importers who have received produce from Gaza 
and the West Bank under the Grant program. They include two importers in the United 
Kingdom, one in Copenhagen, one in Amsterdam, and two in the United States. The Grantee 
did not identify any importers in the Middle East who have received produce under the Grant 
program, thedbre it is assumed that no substantive quantity of produce has been sold to buyers 
in the Middle East under the Grant program. 

'Ihs knowledge tmaferrsd was daucribed in statemeate euch as "The k m c m  were, for the first time, in 
tb positiaa of detumbhg the atage a! which the tomatoes should be picked in order to arrive at the foreign 
dmhati~ll with tb rPPlOpriata color" (KAI quuterly tachaical report September 1993 p.25). 



Most of the importers stated that their MI point of contact was either Leo or Anita 
Kramer. One importer in the United Kingdom also had contact with Angelica Olsson of 
IGWLondon. 

The export transactions facilitated under the Orant program are summarized in Table 4.2 
below. (For more details of each buying transaction, see Annex 3.) 

Table 4.2 

West BanktGaza Produce Received by Importers 
Under the Grant Frognun 

ProduceIQuantity 
Name of Importer Received* Date of Shipment 

Breiss & Co., U.K. strawberriesttwo tons March 1993 

Paskalis Imports, U.K. tomatoes/24 tons March- April 1993 
melonst8 tons July 1993 
grapest15 tons July 1993 

Pepino Fr., D e n d  tomatoes/two tons March 1993 

Winding, Holland grapest 10 boxes July 1993 

PtOC8CCi Bro., U.S.A. tomaWa few cartons Spring 1993 

D'Arrigo Bro., U.S.A. tomatoes1500 kg March 1993 

S o m a  Intervim w@b hpodem conducted by tbe evaluation team. 

* Estimates of the tonnages of produce received were obtained from interviews with 
importers. The slight discrepancies among the tonnage data supplied by the growers and 
buyers and tbose documented by the Grantee are probably the result of rounding of 
f i g m  and tbe rejection of produce due to spoilage in route. 

Two of the importers interviewed (Pepino Frugt and Procacci Brothers) indicated that 
they only received small sample quantities which did not involve commercial sales. All four of 
the importers who d v e d  produce from Gaza and the West Bank in quantities larger than 
sample size (i.e. mod than just a few boxes) paid the producers on a consignment basis. For 



thm consignment sobs, the importer typically paid for the internal transportation and freight 
forwarding costs, In nome wcs the importers may pay for packing cartons as well. The 
importer sold the pllodPCC in the wholesale market and paid the producer the proceeds less costs 
and the importer's annmission (,ranging from six to eight percent). 

All the impaCat interviewed indicated that the most common terms of sale for produce 
was by consignment, especially far new producers with whom importers and retailers did not 
have previous transnctiars. All the importers contended that due to the price volatility of the 
produce market (oftar r result of unstable supply), they arc very reluctant to offer fixed price8 
or minimum price g~rnrntee contracts to new producers. Thus it is common for new market 
entrants to bear thcm moukct'risks at least until a longstanding supplier-importer relationship has 
been established. 

The prevailing market practice of importers buying fresh produce on a consignment basis 
has been observed by the evaluation team as a major reason for the low volume of sales 
consummated under Ole Orant Program. Most of the farmers in aaza and West Bank 
interviewed by the evaluation team have been reluctant to accept those terms of sale especially 
when they have not pmdously dealt with the importer. The fact that the Grantee by admission 
has limited experience in the exporting of fresh produce suggests to the evaluation team that the 
Grantee may not have aoticipated the issue of consignment as an important export constraint in 
the Program design. 

Three of the importers interviewed (Briess and Paskalis in London and Winding in 
Copenhagen) revealed thpt they frequently offer fixed prices to their suppliers. Winding, which 
sells primarily to independent grocers, usually offers fixed prices to suppliers with longstanding 
relationships. Winding determines the prices of produce based on market prices. Briess and 
Paskalis, which primPrily sell to supermarket chains, often offer fixed prices to suppliers when 
fixed prices are off- by supermarket chains. Paskalis, for example, imports ten percent of 
its tomatoes and 70 pen#nt of its grapes based on fmed prices. Fixed prices are mostly offered 
verbally, but also occasionally through written contracts. However, large buyers such as 
supemarkts only o&r those terms when they have confidence in the reliability of the supplier. 

Two other importem, Procacci Brothers (Philadelphia) and D'Arrigo Brothers (New 
York), indicated that ttley occasionally buy on fixed prices when certain produce is in short 
supply and when they b w  that the risks of resale are minimal. 

It has been exparsed by many producers in Gaza and the West Bank that they would like 
to receive letters of d t  or bank guarantees from importers which guarantees prices before 
they send their prodwe shipment. The evaluation team thus asked buyers if the producers' 
demand could be met mader current market practices. 



All the buyem interviewed agreed that opening letters of credit or providing bank 
guarantees is no fargp a common practice in the fresh produce market in Europe and in North 
America, althougb rormc importers are willing to so in some exceptions. Importers are reluctant 
to open letters of d t  due to the volatility of the produce market and the risks of produce 
spoilage in route. Solme importers indicated that they are willing to provide bank guarantees to 
the extent that they rrin fulfil their obligations to sell the produce and pay the pducerlexporter 
the proceeds less but not to guarantee a specific price for the produce on delivery, as was 
demanded by producaJ in Oaza and the West Bank in a few instances. 

The c u m  pmtice in the produce market of not providing letters of credit or bank 
guarantees at guannlcad prices before delivery is perceived by the evaluation team as a passible 
obstacle to consunwdng sale. This issue was also probably not foreseen by the Orantee in the 
Orant Program design. 

For the trial c~nmercial shipments of produce received by Briess, Paskalis, Pepino Frugt 
and Procacci Brodrsry overseas freight was arranged by the Grantee, while inland freight from 
the port to the wanclbsose was usually arranged by the importer. Pepino, for example, arranged 
the trucking of tomWcs from Amsterdam to Copenhagen. The packing cartons, overseas and 
inland freight costs, amage and other handling costs were typically reimbursed by the importer. 
However, the costs incurred were deducted from, the payment by the impoxter to the supplier 
after the produce was sold. 

For the two sample shipments received by Winding and Procacci Brothers, the 
Granteelproducer amaged all transportation and paid the packing costs, cartons, freight costs 
and other handling dbotges. 

Mr. Costa ofRiess (London) informed the evaluation team that the strawberries received 
from Gaza were satkfiiory in both quality and packing. However, he had initially indicated 
interest in strawbemb shipment in November 1992 when prices were high, but the fvst 
shipment did not auhe until March when prices were much lower. Thus Gaza has not yet 
proven to be a rehtde source of supply of strawberries in terms of timely delivery. 

Mr. Butler & Paskalis (London) said that the quality of both the grapes and tomatoes 
received from Gaa a d  West Bank vuas good and that the produce wm well-received in the 
market. Howeva~ tb quantity shorfdds in many of the tomato shipments have showed that 
Gazan suppliers cam08 be relied on to deliver a specific quantity. 

Mr. D ' m  of D'Arrigo (New York) indicated that the trial shipment of tomatoes 
received from Gaa ms satisfactory in quality and packing, except for the unevenness of color 



of the tomatoes rridrfin tbe same box, which reaultad in lower selling price for the mmple 
shipment. 

Pepino FrqOlt (Copenhagen), Winding (Amsterdam) and Procacci Brothers Company 
(Philadelphia) all m&vd sample shipments of overripe produce from Oaza and the West Bank, 
Mr. Poclstra of Winding indicated that the packing of the grapes he received from the West 
Bank did not met  nraYcer standards. The three importers thought that the substandard quality 
of the pmluce they & v d  was probably the result of delays in shipment (could be security- 
relatad or due to h@cal problems) and the lack of quality control in the picking, sorting, and 
packing p r ~ a s s * ~  

The experbe of those iinporters and their perception of the produce received f?om 
Oaza and the Wu8 hdk s u m  to the evaluation team that the producers will benefit from 
additional training d technical ~~sistance in quality control, technology md techniques in 
picking, sorting and wig, and in handling the logistics of transporting produce.28 

S v  in tbg 
Business- 

Four of the bqortm interviewed indicated that the import transactions with Gaza and 
the West Bank facilildtrl by the Gramtee were no differc~~t from the standard practice in working 
with new suppliers. Rpino Frugt informed the evaluation team that the tran~sportation costs for 
the trial shipments dt#naloc!s were higher than usual because most large commercial shipments 
of tomatoes are tmqmtcd bay sea. Mr. Poelstra of Winding indicated that the transaction with 
the Grantee differed from his standard practice in that he usually deals directly with producers.29 

Four of the @mtm interviewed are interested in future produce transactions h m  Gaza 
and the West Bank, Muding strawberries, tomatoes, eggplants and grapes.* Three (Briess, 

Ths Gmtse  a p d  &at the e u h d u d  quality of the produce &livered wos due to logistical rooeons but 
did not spscify them to &B svrlmtim &-am. Tbe ZWOM cited above w m  the ones perceived by the importera 
intenriawed. 

T b  evrlurtion dsa wtss that some of the tnining md tschnicrl assistance in those mas ue being 
conaidmud m compoaaP k UKJ upwming USMD Private Sector Support Pmjsct in Weet Baak and O m .  

" For r d i d a d t h e  Gnntee'r role compued to -dud practices in the business, me tho astion under 
herdinO* 

.. . which follows. 

" While OM1 d v i h  wem primuily reqxmsible for lltimulrting intersst in O l p  and Wmt Bank II) I 
muno of fresh prodm &me importers, the wdurtion tsun believes that those I& can be successfully 
purau4dwi thorwi thoPl t~~ in tbe  futura. 



PasMia and Pepino) bwc plans to import from Oaza and the West Bank during the current 
w n  and were en- in discussions with the Orantes at the time of the interview. All three 
indicated that they ware only willing to import on a consignment basis and not on guarantd 
prices to the rupplien. "rhe reluctance of the importers to offcr guaranteed prices, open letters 
of credit or provide Wgwanteeo  appeared to have slowed down the process of consummating 
sales with Oaza and W a  Bank producers in the c u m t  JeaJon under the Grant program. Mr. 
D'Arrigo infarmad that evaluators that he i s  also interested in importing tomatoes from Oaza, 
but only on a condgplmmt basis. At the time of the interview, Mr. D'Arrigo had not made 
concrete future plans b hport fiom Gaza and the West Bank through the Grantee. 

Winding and PIocrcci ace not interested in importing from O m  and the West Bank 
because they took the d p e  conditions of the tomatoes they received in sample shipments as 
an indication that thom w l i e r s  w e n  not ready to export directly to Europe. Mr. Poelstra of 
Winding added that givw the oversupply and existing competition in the fresh produce market, 
he would only consider new suppliers if they can provide added value to the produce such as 
scpior packaging and pesentatiotr. 

The other countrh h m  which the importers currently source their produce is presented 
in Table 4.3 below. Bolb Briess and Paskalis informed the evaluation team that the quality, 
color, packing and degree of ripeness of the West Bank and Gaza produce were excellent 
compared to those from dber sourks including AOREXCO. However, both Breiss and Paskalis 
expressed that they canm~C yet treat West Bank and Gaza as a reliable supplier based on their 
experience from the sample shipments such as delays and shipment shortfalls. Mr. Costa of 
Briess indicated that he would Ulre to have one whole season to test out the reliability of the 
suppliers from West Bmk and Gaza. 

Four other importers considered the quality of the trial or sample shipment they received 
to be lower than that of tbe other  supplier^. Pepino Frugt and Procacci Brothers both received 
tomatoes which were avcnipe. D'Arrigo received tomatoes of uneven colors in the same box 
even though the overall @ty of the tomam was satisfactory. Winding related that the grapes 
received from the West Bank were overripe and not well packaged compared to grapes from 
other sources. 

Most of the inq#rters interviewed agreed that problems with produce quality and 
reliability of suppliers in Gaza and the West Bank could be the result of transportation delays, 
logistical problems, and & lack of quality control in the picking, sorting and packing process. 



Table 4.3 

Other Sources of Supply of Produce 
for the Importers Interviewed 

h ~ o r t e r  R F ~ ~ U C ~  sources 

Briess & Co., strawberries Egypt, Israel, Australia, France, Holland, 
Kenya Mexico, U.S. A, 

PasMs Imports tomatoes Spain 
gram Greece, Mexico, Chile 
strawberries Colombia 

Pepino Prugt tomatoes Canary Islands, Holland, Morocco 

Winding grapes Colombia, Venezuela, Malaysia, Thailand, 
Tahiti, Fiji, New Zealand, Australia 

Procacci Bro. tomatoes all over the world, including Ism1 (through 
AGREXCO) 

D' Arrigo Bro. tomatoes North Africa, Mexico, Caribbean, South 
America 

Most of the importers inteniewed stated that, in their opinion, the Grantee played the 
role typical of a broker in their import transactions from Gaza and the West Bank. Mr. 
D'Arrigo added that Leo h e r  also acted like a consultant to the producers, According to at 
least two importers, a broker, be it the Orantee or other parties, may be useful initially (for one 
to two growing seasons) for bringing together the producers and the buyers when suppliers are 
entering a new market. Several importers had the impression that Gaza and the West Bank 
producers who arc not sufficiently organized and experienced with direct exporting at this point 
and therefm can benefit fiom the service of a broker. However, Mr. Pepino expressed the 
view that communications between the supplier and importer can be improved by having a 
broker based in Israel instead of in Washington. 

Most importers interviewed noted that brokers for a particular source of supply are 
usually not needed indefinitely. Most of the importers had the general view that brokers often 



add mother layer of communication and costs to the transaction, so they eventually prefer to 
deal with the producers directly. 

The evaluation team interviewed eight importers who chose not to receive commercial r 

shipment of West W O a z a  produce b u g h  the Orantee. They include two from the United 
Kingdom, two from &many,  one fmm Sweden, two from Canada, and one from Saudi Arabia. 
Only the two importers from the United Kingdom interviewed could recall being contacted by 
the Orantee regarding importing produce from Oaza and the West Bonk.31 The other six 
imparters were asked their general interest in importing pruduce h m  West Bank and C3aza. 
(For derails of the interviews, see Annex 4.) 

Mr. Qlins of Poupart Limited (U.K.) was contacted by the Grantee by telephone. Mr. 
Olins explained that he was not interested in importing directly from Oaza and the West Bank 
because Poupart is currently one of the several wholesalers (panelists) for AGREXCO products 
in the U.K. market. Importing Gaza and West Bank produce from sources other than 
AOREXCO might jeopardize their current relationship with AOREXCO, according to Mr. Olins. 

Mr. Sanchez of A1 Fruit (U.K.) was initially contacted by Leo Kramer about three years 
ago. Since then Mr. Sanchez has met with Mr. Knuner several times and spoken with Anita 
Kramcr by telephone. While Mr. Sanchez has expressed interest in receiving sample shipments 
of citrus to the Grantee, the Grantee has not yet followed up with a sample shipment, according 
to Mr. Sanchez.32 A1 Fruit currently imports a variety of citrus from Uruguay and other South 
American countries. Mr. Sanchez said that while he would be interested in West Bank and Gaza 
produce, he would not be willing to offer fned prices to or open letters of credit for producers 
in Oaza and the West Bank until he has seen the quality of the produce and tested the reliability 
of delivery in several trial shipments. 

Of the other six importers contacted, both importers in Germany inte~riewed are 
c u d y  importing from Israel through AGREXCO. When asked about their interest in 
imporling directly from Gaza and West Bank, Mr. Hainke of Hahl said currently he did not see 
a niche for West BanWGaza produce, while Mr. Hauffman of Frueco said he preferred to deal 
directly with producers and continue the current business ties with suppliers in Israel. 

Gemini Food and Epiciers Unis Metro Richlieu in Canada, and Sydfrucktimporten AB 
in Sweden informed the evaluation team that they would consider importing from West Bank and 

'2his doee not imply that them impoitere w m  not cont9cted. aivm the numbers of export inquirica each 
impoasr mceivm srch you it ir not mprieing that in cam where no sxpM mterirlited that the importer would 
not d being ccnt.cted. 

" 'Ibo evaluation tsun deduced fiom the interview that the reuron could be that the C.I.F. prices ,quoted by 
A1 Fmit worn leu cmpdtive thm prices quoted by other importem to the Grantee. 



Oaza. However, they all expressed concern about the distance from the markets and potential 
tranqmtation delays and delivery uncertainties. 

Mr. AW-Aziz a1 Madi of Abdul-Aziz A1 Madi Establishment for Trading in Saudi 
Arabia said he would consider imparting from aaza and the West Bank when the political 
relatiam betwaen Saudi Arabia and the region improve. 

C. kc ik thg  Grower hr.ticipation in Bporting 

In Gaza the Grantee has directly assisted two coopratives in exporting produce - Beia 
Lahia Coaperative and the Dier El-Balah Cooperative. Both cooperatives have had experience 
in d M y  eJtparting large quantities of produce in the past. Both of them have continued to 
export produce through AGREXCO while working with the Grantee. The exporting experience 
of the two cmpcratives prior to working with KAI is described below. 

In the season 1989-90, Beit Lahia has exported 34 tons of tomatoes and five tons of 
strawbemies directly to the EC (Norway, Holland, France). In the season 1990-91, Beit Lahia 
exported 76 tons of tomatoes and seven tons of strawberries to the EC. Sales to the EC were 
mostly by umsignment. Payments were made to Beit Lahia after the importer sold his products 
to d c n .  Usually C.I.F. prices were paid for imported produce in the EC. 

The Dier El-Balah Cooperative exported 800 tons of produce (tomatoes, chili peppers, 
eggpiant, and potatoes) to the EC in the 1989-90 season, and 400 tons of produce each for the 
two stawns in 1990-92. Sales were nrainly made by consignment, facilitated by an agent who 
received commission for transferring produce and payments. Since cash payments were * 

provided to the Earmers upon delivery of their produce to the Cooperative, the Cooperative took 
the risks and ~ILdefWTOte'losses which resulted from some of those sales, 

For thost direct export sales, quality control and packaging were the responsibility of the 
Coopemtives. 'Ihsportation from the Cooperatives to the port was usually arranged by the 
Coopmtives. The necessary documentation and permits were prepared by the Cooperatives. 
TranqmWion from the port to the final destinations was sometimes arranaed by the importer. 

Far both Beit Lahia and Dier El-Balah, the experience of exporting directly to the EC 
has been mixed. While both Coops would like to diversify their markets, both have had 
negative experiences of being cheated by buyers, or have had produce spoiled in route or due 
to d t y - d a t e d  delays (and sometimes suspected tampering) at the port. Since sales to the 
EC an mainly docre on a consignment bases, those incidents have resulted in non-payments to 
the Coop which took significant losses. Thus, they are wary of exposing the farmers to the risks 
related to direct exporting in the near future, unless some type of price and payment guarantee 
fiom the buyer or the agent could be arranged. 



In Oan, KAI has facilitated the aport of two tons of strawberries to the U.K. by the 
Beit Lahia ,coopative and the export of 25.5 tons of tomatoes by the Dier El-Balah 
Coopmtivc. KAI has also arranged the shipment of small quantities of produce as samples 
from the two cooperatives, including 12 shipments of samples from the Dier El-Balah 
Coqxative. Beit Lahia received $7,500 for the strawberries (including the price of packing 
matcsirrls) and Dier El-Balah received $25,500 for their tomatoes. 

Both Coops are currently exporting most of their produce through AGREXCO due to the 
certainty of payment, which is immediate upon delivery of produce, despite AOKEXCO's 
relatively low prices compared to exporting directly. In the case of exporting through 
AOREXCO, the w s  do the picking, sorting and packaging. AGREXCO handles all 
markding for produce and arranges transportation. 

Compared to exporting through AOREXCO, Beit Lahia and Dier El-Balah received 
higher prices for their produce from exporting through KAI. Farmers from both Coops reported 
to be satisfied with the price their received. In the case of the Dier El-Balah tomato export, 
however, it is unclear whether subsidies were necessary to finance those sales. In that export 
shipment, a "bridge loan" of $30,000 from the EC-financed Cooperation for Development 
Internatid (CD) was used to finance the sale. The loan has not yet been paid back (see 
interview for Dier El-Balah for more details). 

In team of pricing, AGREXCO announces weekly prices for strawberries during the 
growing scam and pays that price to growers or cooperatives within ten days of delivery. At 
the end of the season, if final sales prices are favorable, ACiREXCO offers an additional rebate 
to growea. For tomatoes, AGREXCO has a quota of 300 tons of purchases per season from 
Gaza. For tht purchases of tomatoes, a fixed price is offered to growers, but unlike 
strawberries no rebate is provided at the end of the season. Compared to AGREXCO, it was 
reported that KAI has been more reluctant to guarantee prices. 

Compared to direct aport in the past, exporting through KAI in both cases has provided 
the buym with prompt payments for their produce. In the case of the strawberry export by &it 
Lahia, a letter of credit was opened by the Leumi Bank by KAI on behalf of the Coop, and 
paymat was immediate upon delivery of the appropriate documents to the bank. The letter of 
credit was the first and only one ever opened for Beit Lahia to finance export. 

In the case of the tomato export by Dier Balah, KAI was able to obtain bridge financing 
for $30,000 for the coop from CD. Funds were intended to be used as short term export 
financing, to p y  for packing materials, packaging and transportation. Such bridge financing 
has not been used in Dier El-Balah's past direct exporting. 

In addition, the cooperatives did not have to identify overseas buyers in the export 
trandcm fhcilitated by KAI. Overseas marketing was conducted by KAI on behalf of the 



cooperatives. The Orantee also facilitated quicker movement of produce across checkpoints and 
through sacutjty dccks at the port, praumably due to the Orantee's good connections with the 
Israeli authorities. flransportation and freight fmarding was arranged by KAI. 

Overall, tbe biggest advantage of exporting through KAI for the two Coops at present 
is to experiment with exporting channels other than AOREXCO. Neither one has exported 
outside of AQREXCO during the previous and the cumnt crop seasong other than through the 
Orantee. Thy drcrpite the small size of the shipments compared to the total cumnt export 
volume by the Coop, those shipments have important symbolic value, and might have rekindled 
interest among aqmativea in finding export channels outside of AOREXCO. 

In the West: Bank KAI has facilitated exports for three farmers as of December 1993. 
One h n e r  ex- saedless grapes through KAI, another one exported melons, and a third one 
exported e g g p h  

The thnc fmers  have exported the same produce directly to Jordan in the past, mainly 
to the wholesale market. They have also exported different products through AGREXCO. None 
of the three tknms has sold directly or through an intermediary to EC other than through 
AGREXCO. W b k  exporting directly to Jordan usually fetched C.I.F. prices terms, exporting 
through KAI or though AOREXCO fetched F.0.B prices terms. 

ofS- in West B w  wi- of && 

In the W~gt Bank, the Grantee has facilitated export from three individual growers. The 
three farmers in tlbe West Bank werb contacted by KAI through the Agricultural Department of 
Jericho. One fPrmaa exported 16 tons of grapes in 10 shipments, another farmer exported a total 
of 8.3 tons of mdons in two shipments, and a third farmer exported two tons of eggplants, all 
to the U.K. 

The grape fgrmer received three payments, including two separate payments of NIS 
25,000 (US$9 ,0  each, and one of US$4,017. The evaluation team learned from Mr.Teltsch 
and Mr. Leo KRmer that the two shekel payments came from an Israeli government export 
assistance fund (Grant finding) administered by the Agricultural Department in West Bank. The 
dollar payment was paid by KAI. 

The m h  h e r  received NIS 7,200 (US$2,592) for his first shipment and $1,985 for 
his second s h i m .  The evaluation team learned subsequent to the melon farmer interview 
from Mr. Teltscb and Mr. Kramer that as in the case of the grapes export, the shekel payment 
also came from tbt Israeli government export assistance fund. The team also learned from the 
same sources tU tbc second payment in US$ was made by KAI @resumably from proceeds 
from export sale net of transport costs and the commission to the importer). 



According to the CJranta, the eggplant farmer received $530 per ton for his shipment in 
December 1993. As the transaction was Wng place at the time of the evaluation, the study 
team did not have detaild information as to whether the eggplant farmcsr only received market 
prim or some form of subsidy as 

Both grape and melon farmus wem pleasad to find new errport markets for their 
products. However, the price paid for the produce waa critical to bath fanners. The grape 
farmer was dissatisfied with the total sum paid to him, which he claimed was below that fetched 
by nearby Israeli producers who shipped comparable produce around the same time, On the 
otber hand, the melon farmer was pleased with the price he was paid, since it v.as about 50 
percent higher than the AGREXCO price at that time. In both cases, the farmer was not aware 
of the exact sources of his payments (whether it came from export proceeds or subsidies or a 
combination of both). 

According to suppliers who exported through UI ,  currently there is a limited supply of 
wmices similar to those provided by KAI in those areas. While some growers have worked 
with export intermediaries, they generally view agents or middlemen as ineffective, unreliable 
and unable to guarantee sales or payment, unless the middleman is part of the family or a close 
assoCiate. 

The larger exporters (whom KAI contacted but have not exported through KC).'r) 
interviewed by the evaluation team expressed the view that intermediaries often cut into the 
already thin export margin. According to those growers who have exported to Jordan, agents 
are usually paid a six percent commission for receiving the produce, selling them at the 
wholesale market and transferring payment immediately to the exporter. Those who have used 
an agent in previous export to the EC have said that a five percent commission for marketing 
and facilitating sales is common. 

Most growers and exporters inte~ewed are willing to pay for KAI-like services, the 
benefits of which are to identi@ new markets for produce and the possibility of obtaining prices 
better than those offered by AGREXCO. However, all the growers and exporters intemiewed 
by the evaluation team strongly insist that prices and payments should be guaranteed. Growers 
demand guaranteed prices because AGREXCO currently pays pre-export guaranteed (previously 
agreed) prices to farmem for a limited number of crops in bath Gaza and the West Bank, usually 
within ten days of delivery. 

According to the Onatee, more thrn 13 tom of eggplaab bve been exported by the um fbmer, md 30 
toan by 0 t h  hnners by the tinm of the interview. Mowever, the amtee did not specify the d e p  of his 
involvemsat ia thorn rhipmc~b, nor did the fumbn interviewed wknowledge the Grantee's contribution to export 
rhipnm~b other tban tboas raported by the duotion teun. 



Sincu =port sales especially to the EC mostly done on a consignment basis, the 
guaranteed -and payment term* demanded by the Oaza/West Bank suppliers will be difficult 
to meet from *p in t  of view 0.' aport intermediary. The evaluation team understands that 
those terms not be met by KAI in most export transactions facilitated or discussed under 
the Grant Pllqr;rrr. The failure to reach agreement on the terms of payment has been expressed 
by w d  gnmm and exporters as an obstacle to export through ICAISW 

E J x ~ g  fiom aaza and the West Bank through Israel requires a host of permits, 
documcntatim, cdficatea of origins etc, The two Coqps in Gaza -- Beit Lahia and Dier El- 
Bayah -- are born( f d a r  with export procedures and regulations from previous experience in 
exporting d i  or through AOREXCO. 

-ves h m  the two Coops told the evaluation team that for the shipments they 
sent through MI, they prepared the necessary documents to satisfy Israeli export regulations 
without req- much assistance fiom KAI. However, both Coops added that the Grantee was 
helpful in expaUhg the process of moving the produce through checkpoints and security checks 
at the port doe t u ~  his good connections with the Israeli authorities. 

The hhidual farmers in West Bank who worked with the Grantee were less familiar 
with export pnoeadures and regulations. For the shipments of grapes and melons, the necessary 
export d o c d o n  and permits were prepared by Adel Briegheeth of the Agricultural 
Department afwcho. The three farmers were not involved in the process. However, one of 
the farmers rrs: ware that the Agricultural Department and KAI have intervened effectively 
when the p* was held up at one of the checkpoints to facilitate movement of the produce 
to the port w b m t  too much delay (See the following section). 

OvcraU, tk Grantee assured that three producers in Gaza and two producers in the West 
Bank were abk llo satisfy Israeli export regulations thus far. In the strict sense of the Grant 
Agreement, tbc Cbantee met this requirement. 

Houreoea llhe number of suppliers meeting the export procedures and the amount of new 
learning WUBWII very limited. Due to the small number of export transactions that have taleen 
place under tbe Cilrant Program, especially among growers who have not previously exported 
directly, re- few producers, if any, in the territories have benefited h m  the learning 
process of Israeli export regulations however. The three West Bank exporters reported 

" The of the armtee to gunmabe prices lad payments is not a reflection of the Qnntee's own 
mention of tinem (snu, but merely mflecta currsat wereem -tiwe of buying on consignment. The wduation 
tevn believnr (IJh pymsat term iaoistsd orm by the Fumers is due to part to the mppliers' lack of knowledge 
of muSret pirctiosu r well u their reluctmce to bmr ridEB associated with export tMIYCtiom. This in huns points 
to the neui for ahwing gmwm md ex- in buying pncticce, price negotiation, md other aspects of export 
tnnsrctiopls. 



not leamiing at all, while tire two Oaza cooperatives reported that they already knew thcse 
requiremtwts, 

Exporting produce from Oaza and West Bank currently requires burdensome proofs that 
the produce will not be sold in the Israeli markets. The evaluation team learned that Mr. 
Kramer has held several discussions with the Ministry of Agriculture of the Civil Administration 
as well as with the Israeli Ikfense Department regarding easing procedural constraints on 
produce aport from the te,nidories. Kowcver, those discussions have not yet yielded concrete 
changes in export policies and procedures for Gaza and West Bank producers. While easing 
those p o l i c y l p ~ u r a l  constraints is not an explicit goal in the Grant program, it would have 
been usefut and beneficial for all growers in the territories had the Grantee's efforts in doing so 
effected changes. 

According to Mr. Giora Teltsch who has wc~rked with KAI in export facilitation, KAI 
and associates have worked with the Jericho Chamber of Commerce to print the fust EUR-1 
form (Movement Certificate) for produce e n t e ~ g  tlhe EC, certifying that their origin is West 
Bank instead of Israel. Considering that all previous exports to the EC had utilized Israeli 
forms, this can be viewed as a significant step in facilitating future direct export of produce to 
the EC f h m  the West Bank. 

Overall, the Grantee's contribution towards export facilitation with regard to policy and 
procedural constraints is mostly in the area of when difficulties and delays 
occurred in individual shipments. Growers have confirmed that the KAI and associates have 
been responsive and effective in lealing with the Israeli authorities when difficulties arose. It 
is possible but cannot be confirmed if such positive intervention has resulted in establishing 
precedents which will benefit future direct export transactions in the absence of M I .  

Since many overseas produce markets (North America, EC) are conducted primarily on 
a consignment basis, producers do not usually receive payments for their shipment until their 
produce is finally sold by the importers/wholesalers. Thus, bridge financing has been raised by 
the Grantee as an issue affecting the willingness and ability of West BankfGaza pxuducers to 
engage in exporting. 

The evaluation team found that there are cunently two major sources of export credit for 
producers in thc territories. The Civil Administration has established a credit system through 
the Ministry of Agriculture to provide export financing in Gaza and the West Bank. Interested 
producers can obtain export financing fiom the Hapoalim Bank. Based on positive 
recommendations from the Civil Administration Department of Agriculture, this bank will 
provides short-term export credit at an interest rate of seven percent. The evaluation team 
learned from the Civil Administration that since those funds can only be borrowed directly by 



producers in Oaza ud West Bank, KAI could not access those funds on behalf of Palestinian 
producers. 

Many supplian interviewed stated that even at 7 percent interest rate in nominal terms 
(compared to shekel Mation of about 10 - 12 percent) they were reluctant to borrow. Many 
of the packers said thrrs they consider a reawnable nominal interest rate to be zen, to two 
percent. 

In addition, tbe Coopaation for Development International (CD) has also made available 
export financing credit at six percent (dollar indexed) from EC funds, Those funds are meant 
to finance the packaging and transportation of the produce to the final market. The Orantee has 
acted an a guarantor in one credit transaction with CD to finance the exporting of tomatoes from 
Oaza. 

The evaluatim team has learned from Dr. Terry Lacey of CD that Palestinian producers 
have been reluctant to access the CD funds because the interest rate is considered too high. 
While some producen cited religious beliefs as reasons for reluctance to borrow on interest, 
discussions with grotllnrs and exporters have revealed that they are generally cwW2ling to borrow 
to finance exporting lmnsactions in which sales, prices and payment cannot be assured. 

Most of the producers and exporters interviewed did not cite bridge financing g as 
a major constraint, Tlbey are mostly concerned with obtaining guarantees of prices and payment. 
From the point of vicw of many growers and cooperatives, exporting directly or through an 
intermediary does not provide sufficient security compared to exporting through AGREXCO, 
which guarantees priEcs and assures payments within ten days after delivery for a limited number 
of crops. 

Many growas f d  that they are already taking significant risks in the crop growing 
process and hence want to minimize risks associated with export transactions. In addition, many 
growers and expo- bave had negative experiences and incurred losses in past direct export 
especially to the EC. Thus they often demand terms similar to those currently offered by 
AGREXCO i.e. assusad sales and guaranteed prices, which in many cases could not be obtained 
by the Grantee on tbrit behalf fiom importers. Exporters intentiewed admitted that they could 
not usually obtain 1- of credit under those terms from importers directly on their own either. 

Exporters who bave not exported through KAI did not cite bridge financing as a .  major 
export constraint, although most indicated that they would be more willing to borrow to finance 
export had interest R(eJ been more favorable. 

The Grant Agreement specifia that the Grantee will advise suppliers on the appropriate 
ways to collect, package and transport produce. The evaluation team was asked to assess the 
success of the assistance delivered to suppliers in those areas. 



Interviews with Bdt Lahia and Dier El-Wah indicated that the since two cooperatives 
were already familiar with the picking and pacldng teclmniques required for produce export, they 
did not q u i r e  much assistance from KAI in those areas. 

For the three main export transactions in the West Bank, a KAI representative (Mr. Qiora 
Teltsch) visited the farmers to inform them of the produce color and size specifications, degree 
of ripeness, and picking and packing techniques to meet the requirements of the export market. 
Packing boxes were purchases by the Pmporter and the delivery of packing boxes to the farmers 
was arranged by Mr. Teltsch. 

Picking, packing and quality control were carried out in the farms. For the grape export 
from the West Bank, KAI arranged for a Palestinian expert to supervise the picking, sorting and 
packing process for several days. According to the Omtee, KAI's West Bank qfcsentative 
(presumably Mr. Bricgheeth) and an agronomi'st (presumably Mr. Teltsch) were also present. 
However, the grape: farm& only learned later after he had incurred a loss that he would have 
to modify planting and picking techniques to improve efficiency for future export transactions. 

The rivaluation team was not informed of any extensive supervision by the Grantee or its 
associates in the picking and packing process for the melon and eggplant export. The melon 
farmer indicated that he has not received direct feedback from KAI as to whether the picking 
and packing techniques and quality control in his farm should be improved or modified in the 
future. 

Beit Lahk and Dier El-Bdah in Gaza have worked with M I  and associates to arrange 
internal, transport of produce. Freight forwarding was arranged by Giora Teltsch of M I .  It is 
likely that some degree of learning has occurred as those were the only export shipments 
arranged outside of AGREXCO to the EC in the past two years. 

The three farmers in the West M were not involved in arranging the transportation of 
their produce both from their f m  to the port and Mght forwarding. Thus, very little transfer 
of knowledge in transporting produce has resulted from those three  transaction^.^^ 

One beneficiary of knowledge transfer is Mr. Adel Briegheeth of the Agricultural 
Department of Jericho. ' Mr. Briegheeth was invalved in preparing the necessary documentation 
and facilitating the transport of produce from the West Bank farmers to the port. Mr. 
Briegheeth indicated he has learned from the process and will be able to assist West Bank 
fhers better in the future. 

Overall, the transfer of technology and know-how was limited to the five producers who 
exported through KAI. There is little evidence that other producers in Gaza and the Viest Bank 
have learned from the plwxss. The evaluation has not found evidence that the growers who 

According to the anntm, the We& B d  ~ M W M  were not very intefwkd in getting involved in arranging 
tramport of the produce, due in part to their pmccupation with the picking and pocking process. 

38 



hrva worked with KA.1 or others have used tha knowledge transferred under the Onmt program 
to undertake othlrx export transactions witholjt KAI. 

D. Achievement of Export Targets 

Accarding to the evaluation survey findings, the total exports directly facilitated by KAI 
and the aport value generated from Grant start-up through mid-December 1993 were as follows: 

Table 4.4 

TOTAL EXPBR'P'S AND EXPORT VALUE GENERATEID BY KAI 
(START-UP THROUGH MID-DECEMBER 1993) 

sdIJRCFbF 
1'ONNAGE COMPENSATION 

16 tons of grapes 22,017 $18,000 from Israeli export assistance fund; 
$4,017 from KAI 

8.3 tons of melons 4,550 $2,592 from Israeli export assistance fund; 
$1,958 from KA.1 

25.5 tons of tomatoes 25,000 $30,000 from EC bridge loan 

2 tom of eggplants 1060 importer 

2 tons of strawberries 7,500 i m m r  



]In total the KAI program directly facilitated the export of 53.8 tons of produce valued 
at USS60,127. Table 4.5 compares thia performance to the export targets specified in the Orant 
Agmmmt  pmgram description. The table demonstrates that not only has the Grantee fallen far 
shmt d achieving overall export targets for tonnage, it has also not come close to meeting 
 target^ iu mery single product category. 

k the quarterly technical reports submitted by KAI to USAID in June 1993 and 
Septanlba 1993, KAI also claimed to have been responsible for the export of 16,188 tons of 
orangesP 40 tons of stpawbmies, 75 tons of tomatoes, 27 tons of grapes, and 156 tons of 
tmmm @ total of 16,486 tons) through indirect "involvement. "M These exports would be wcr 
and clbcrwt the direct exports verified by the evaluation team in Table 4.5. However, the study 
team d not verify the amtee's involvement in facilitating those sales in our interviews with 
the prodbcers and exporters in Oaza and the West Bankan The evaluation team also could not 
verifL Iiom interviews with Israeli Government officials that the Grantee achieved any policy 
or pn#edural changes that would have systematically benefited all direct export of p~wluce Erom 
C3aza d the West Bank. 

As shown in Table 4.5, the export total of 53.8 tons3' achieved by the KAI project 
reprroeslas only 0.14 percent of the target exports of 38,988 tond9 set in the Grant Agreement 
for the implementation period January to August 1993. Using the more conservative bottom of 
the r ~ a g ~  target numbers the Grantees' exports would represent 0.18 percent of targets for the 
same time period. Even if the Grantee substantially accelerates export performance in the three 
months until scheduled program completion it is unlikely that they will come close to meeting 
expart w e b .  

A much more conservative export target could be set in hindsight in the range of 600 to 
1000 #oms. This level is consistent with export targets set for projects in the area with similar 

Plramrins unclear to the evaluation teun how the Gnntee urived at those figuree and what typw of indirect .. - f#ttlboa cbe amtee h98 contributed to t h w  export d d e  that have drendy beon taking place. 

B b e  of the producers md exportera intmiewed by the evaluation term attributed my of their direct export 
to W u i r v o l v e ~ t  other than those directly hcilitrted by KAI. Neither om of the citrus exporters, for example, 
 AVO ~ l e d ~ t  that their cunent luge volumee of export to Jordan woe attributed to the Orantee's 

The evduation term intomiowed d l  of the producers md exportere identified by KAI re having bsen 
invdvdktbeanntProgfam. 

haking out the tonnage that the Grantee hcilitated without the use of subsidies, only 4 tons wsrs exported 
(am dm ht two tmmctione in Table 0.4). 

Usbg mid-point tuget numbem md wing the targob mt through August 1993 (instead of December) for 
a three rrtll delay in project otut-up. 



lcvelr d hdinp. If the target ret had been In this more modeat rangs, the Orantee would 
have achieved aome 8 percent of targets for the period to date. 

Table 4.5 

SorPa: CrrL -eat and Evdution Team 

* F ~ t ~ l e f h C l ~ ~ ~ e ~ p l t & ~ h e o f & t ~ b y C D i n a r z ~ h r e u ! e x ~ t u g d ~ f  
6Ml tons of e. The total fundin8 mado (~vailable by CD for this project ie $600,000 but the net cost of the 
project dmddbs kwer riace $600,000 ie the total fundiag rvdrble for loam. Net of 1- repayment the total c a t  
willt#lowaLm$600,000. 

'Ibmrqb December 1993. 

U w  id-jxhb rad tqds set through August 1993 to compensate for tiuw month delay in project start- 
up. 



E. Beneficiary Impact 

Following the Orant Agreement and the Unsolicited Proposal, the intended program 
beneficiaries are the growerrs and packerg responsible for the production of fruits and vegetables 
which were to be exported under the Grant program. As the discussion above on achievement 
of export targets demonstrates, there was a relad', cly amall number of growera and packera who 
directly benefitad from program exports, There was o total of five different commercial export 
transactions which took place under the program -- of modest level in size -- from five different 
growers/suppliers* 

The degree of interest of gmwers/packers who participated in export transactions ranged 
from moderate to high. However, the two growers who expressed the highest level of interest 
in future exports under the program also benefitted in their export transaction from a 
subsidylgrant from other sources, which may well have artificially boosted their potential interest 
or expectations from exporting under the program. A lower subsidy element or lack of subsidy 
altogether might have been required from a methodological standpoint to gain a purer picture 
of what the real interest of the beneficiaries would be under market or near-market conditions, 

The number of farm workers who benefited from the program exports ranged from 3 to 
15 per export shipment, but the majority of these workers were laborers employed on a very 
short-term basis for a few days of picking, grading or packing. No substantial long-term 
employment impact was evident for the program to date. Although an exact employment impact 
measurement can not be made from available data, it is estimated by the evaluation team to be 
less than 50 and this is only part-time employment for a limited number of days for each export 
order. It is very clear to the evaluation team that the number of jobs created by the Grant 
Program is far below the 5,000 jobs target established in the Unvolicited Proposal. 

The Grantee objective of accelerating joint: ventures" within 12 months has also not been 
accomplished, according to evaluation team findings. The Grantee activity and accomplishments 
and the in-person evaluation interviews did not identify any joint ventures which occumd as a 
result of the Grant Program. 

A formal cost-benefit analysis was not included as part of the Scope of Work of the 
evaluation. However, given the relatively manageable size of the data set required to estimate 
approximate costs and benefits of the program, an "order of magnitude" bnefit-cost assessment 
was conducted by the program evaluation team. The evaluation team feels that such an 

?M Unsolicited Propod Section V Part D on page 5. 



aaseosnmt 3a relevant and apjblicable since the greatest justification for the Grant program in the 
Unsolidtad Rroposal waa the direct and quantifiable aconomic impact that export transactions 
would bove an prsgm beneficiaries. 

'ITlrt gma costs to the Grant progmiLeU which are easily identifiable are !he costs of 
USAID CEnat cash contributions under the program. As of December 1, 1993 these costs were 
$563,000. 

The gross benefits to the program arc the value of export production which was 
facilitated the Grant program.45 As of December 1993, some 53.8 tons of produce had 
been through the program. No additional tonnage for exports that might take place in 
the f b m  me included for the benefit-cost estimate to date.& The gross farmgate financial value 
of this expat production (including subsidies) was $60,127. The gross farmgate economic 
value af pduction (excluding the subsidieu) w a ~  $14,535. 

The net financial cost-benefit ratio derived from the above numbers (through December 
1993) is Q.11. This ratio suggests financial benefits that are not nearly as high as the financial 
costs of tbe project (i.e. for every dollar of financial cost there has k e n  11 cents of financial 
bendit to the beneficiaries). 

Imbg  out the subsidies from the benefit stream, but leaving the cast stream unchanged, 
provides m estimate of the approximate net economic benefit-cost ratio of the program. This 
calculath d t s  in an economic benefit-cost ratio of 0.026. One way of interpreting this result 
is that fbr cvay dollar of economic cost to the program, the program has gained 2.6 cents of 
economic W t .  

* 'hat edhtee  exclude the incmmdlltal fprm production and grading costa from the incremental cost of 
exporting odar lbe program. Thew costa are 14 but us not easily idcntifiable. In addition to those CO&J which 
us not bcbkd, the Grantee may luve i n d  d d i t i d  W c i a l  coata (werhd, fringe benefits) beyond 
USAID'S adiilmticm, however these costa are also not mily identifiable and am not included hem. ~ u c a t l y  
the bmelitOQ4ntio in this "order of magnitude" uwgemcat becomes a measure of the rehuns to USAD r w l o m  

moployal i db pmgnm, not a rshrrn to total I W O ~ ~ X W  employed. 

Pa iapticity prnporsr the tobl v.lw of exports not the incmmdlltal export value w used a the pro$rom 
benefit. In b rb#ace of the Oirmt grogram, eomb percatage of the export value of the crop (probably &out 50 
peru!~t) oaY besa obtained in local multds. Mat  of the program export ordm crme after the planting 
decision Ld W y  lmu made, therefom for mmt tnnsrctionrr one crnnot my that the expoxt production in the 
program m d d y  inmmmtrl. 

a 'Ib drsrm of h e f i b  included in this d y s i s  does not include my e z p t n  that the Grantee might be 
f rc i l iw  btmm the datea of December 20 1993 to Much 1 1994 ( h u t  completion date) nor does it include 
my mporta a s  Gmtes may encounge through demonstdon or though making the initid contact 
aud tbea kbr .d being involved in the direct export. 



an aconomic benefit-cost ratio of 1 or higher is consided necessary to make 
a pr~&ct vfrbSamN Thus, the estimated economic returns for the first 14 months of khe program 
do not s u m  a net benefit which is clow to sufficient to justify the economic cost of the 
Prw"". 

She Ibe d h t  benefits to export assessed above an: quite limited in scope, the 
cvalustion &am also assessed indirect benefits to determine whether these nonquantifiable 
Wts wadd improve the overall net project impact assessment. In some projectsi indirect 
benefits sucb as technology tranifer or institutional development help offset low direct economic 
benefits. 

As fbE put C of Section IV above explained, the wcrall exprt learning and transfer of 
know1edge nrYk the project has been relatively limited according to evaluation team findingz. 

Thene are several reasons why the learning and technology transfer have been limited, 
One of the m s  la logistics. The two most active staff members of KAI under the Grant 
program (sccSaction IV part A) are located in Washington DC. Since the majority of their time 
has ban sp- at their headquarters, the opportunities for supplier learning through fraquent in- 
person - have been limited by the geographic space between GazaWest Bank and the 
United Statac. 

k second factor limiting the leanring process was the fact that the Grantee by admission 
had very limitrd background in the exporting of h s h  produce. This fact by definition contined 
the amount of technology transfer that could take place in the areas picking, packing, quality 
control, and amplying with export paperwork and regulations. The main KAI staff member 
who assisted in this area was Oiora Teltsch and he undertook many of these responsibilities on 
three sepolrPrt aport transactions from the West Bank. 

The aaly other significant learning opportunity came from GadWest Bank suppliers 
participation in a Producers' Convention in Washington. The West BanWGaza suppliers' 
partidpatim in this convention was initiated by the Grantee. The evaluation team interviewed 
four out of tbe nine participants at the convention. Two out of the four participants interviewed 
expxcssed m extensive' appreciation of the information provided at the conference. The 
i n f d c m  leaned dealt with trends and market developments in the North American and 
Europeaa fitsOl produce markets. The other two expressed limited learning or difficulties 
understanding because of language barriers. 

A tbird factor which might have limited the transfer of technology was approach taken 
by tbe Grantee set forth in the Unsolicited Proposal and confirmed to the evaluation team by 

" See kr--rmig- by J. Price Oittinger, pege 345. 
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suppliers during the interviews. This approach taken allowed the Orantea to take on somewhat 
of a brokerage or "middle man" role in export transactions, at least according to the perception 
of supplere." 

There are potential positive and negative implications of this perceived role. The positive 
side is that for some suppliers the Orantee seems to help generate additional entrepreneurial 
spirit. A negative side of the same perceived role is that aome of the suppliers appeared to not 
filly understand the nature of their tclationship nor the details of each transaction. Whether the 
perceived role had a not positive or negative effect on the overall program is unclear. However 
what is clear is that role and approach did not promote a maximum of information transfer and 
learning, as fi,;any supplier8 felt that they were basically in a busincss-negotiations relationship 
with the arantcle. 

The indirect impact of the Grant program on exporting activities in general is difficult 
to measure, as only anecdotal information is available in this area, On the positive side, the 
evaluation team feels that the Orant's basic objectives of facilitating exports of fresh produce are 
fundamentally sound. Moreover, the Grantee's focus on exporting seems to have generated 
additional interest in promoting direct exporting, although difficult to quantify, with other 
organizations such as the EC, CDP, CD and the Agricultural Departments in West Bank and 
Gaza. Most of these organizations accelerated their export promotion programs over the past 
year. The evaluation team feels that the Grantee is probably partially responsible for this 
increased interest. 

Another positive indirect impact that the Grantee has achieved is the direct contacts made 
by the Grantee to actual and potential sellers on behalf of Palestinian growers. The number of 
sample shipments and marketing inquiring may in the future open the door to Palestinian 
exporting opportunities with or without the Grantee. 

A third possible indirect impact was the enthusiasm generated in suppliers with whom 
the Grantee directly worked. This enthusiasm was apparent in two or three of the suppliers with 
whom the evaluation team met, While the actual levels of exports were largely symbolic, the 
demonstration effect may have some positive benefit for future exporting, with or without the 
Grantee. 

In terms of se!curity arrangements and facilitation of transport, the Grantee's progress to 
date has mainly been restricted to the when difficulties occurred in individual 

a Although the Gmtde did not qpecify hie role in ficilitating export tMarctions in the Gnat Agmewat with 
USAID and mry not bave rpecifirolly mfened to b l f  M 8 "broker' to producers md impartem, he hoe bsen 
perceived rs NCB by may suppliets and importem intsrviewed. For example, the Oraatee was described by one 
supplier 88 8 'mbrchmt." 



shipmenb. It is possible, but cannot be confirmed, that such positive intervention has resulted 
in establishing preGadents that will benefit direct export transactions. 

In teams of meeting its objective of shifting the buying practices from 10Q percent 
consignmart b minimum guaranteed prices and advance paymenD the Orantee has been largely 
unable to fi1Ifil1 this rquia~ment. As explained elwwherc in this document (See Chapter 
Sections B and C and Annexes 2 and 3), virtually all of the exports to date under the Program 
have been negotiated on a consignment basis with the importer. This is not a fault of the 
Orantee P but is a refection of the general market practices for fresh fruits and vegetable 
buying in Emope and North America. Of the exports realized by the Orantee, prices have not 
been guaranteed in advance but typically have been determined &r the consignment sales. This 
buying prPrctice, if continued, could make it difficult for the &antee to compete with 
AOREXCO wbich offers guaranteed prices or advance payments for all of its purchases in Oaza 
and West Bank. 



V. LESSONS LEARNED AND FUTURE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR USAID 

A. Overall Assessment of the Grant Program 

The evaluation team's werall assessment is that the Grant Program is appropriate in 
concept and offers some innwative ideas that have kindled new interest in exporting, but that 
the implementation of actual exporting has proved to be quite constrained, and as a result not 
bcen very effective. - 

The concept and objectives of assisting Palestinian exports of fnesh produce are 
fundamentally sound, according to the evaluation team. The program concept and objectives 
w a s  essentially developed by the drantee throu~h its Unsolicited Proposal of February 1992. 

The underlying assumptions of the proposal were that good quality sutplus production 
was avrdilable for export and higher-value commercial markets were available in Europe and 
Nortb America, provided a few constraints could be lifted. These constraints related mainly to 
secufity, transport, and monopoly pricing and buying practices. The fundamental assumption 
of 'he proposal was that once these hurdles were overcome, commercial exporting of produce 
to high-value markets would be technically and economically fmible. 

In terms of facilitating actual exports, the Orantee has assisted in the export of some 53.8 
tons through December .iW3 compared to a target figure of some 38,988 tons for same time 
period. Thus the Grantee only achieved some 0.14 percent of the export targets set in the Grant 
Agreement. Even if the Grantee substantially accelerates export performance in the next three 
months, it is highly unlikely that it will come close to meeting export targets for the overall 
program* 

West BanWGaza suppIiers have received about $60,127 in export revenue to date through 
the prqject, including subsidies paid by other agencies. This compares with a financial cost of 
the grqject to date of $563,000 in USAD cash grant disbursements. 

The Grantee's inability to meet export targets had its root in the original program design, 
as it has now become evident that the original export targets were vastly optimistic. Both the 
Grantee and USAID would in principle share responsibility for the setting of the original targets, 
as they were both parties to the signing of the Grant Agreement (Program Description) which 
established the targets. 

The level of exports achieved is an indication that the magnitude of constraints to 
exporting may be greater than was originally thought during program design. The evaluation 
team is of the opinion that constraints in the areas of quality improvement, packing and grading 
techniques, production cost reductions, and access to market information are formidable and 
probably need to be addressed over the longer term if USAID'S export assistance is to have an 
important impact in Gaza and West Bank. 



The a-h that could be used by the Grantee in facilitating exports -- such as direct 
buying and handling, consulting advice, brokering (middle man role) -- was not specifled in the 
Orrnt Agreement. Flexibility was given to the Grantee to determine its most productive role 
as the implementing agent charged with a mission of facilitating exports in a constrained 
environment. Many of the suppliers considered the Orantee to be acting as a middle man for 
than, and one of the outcomes of this type of relationship has been that suppliers have not been 
completely informed about the terms of sales, final purchase prim, cost of transport, or use of 
subsidies in their export transactions. As a rcsult, many of the suppliers have not learned as 
mud! fiom the e%periencc as they could have, had they been completely apprised of this 
infoamation and been more directly involved with transactions with the buyers, 

Wbile overall success in meeting quantitative program targets has not been achieved by the 
Gmtcc, the areas where the Orantee achieved the most progress were in: 

+ trouble shooting with export transportation and security issues through Israel on 
those individual exports which were facilitated through Grantee assistance; 

+ active export promotion efforts with European and North American buyers; 

+ identification of high-potential export candidates in Gaza and the West Bank; and 

4 entrepreneurial approach to encouraging exports and transactions from Oaza and 
the West Bank which generated strong awareness of the program. 

The principal areas where the Grantee showed the least progress were in: 

inability to meet export performance targets established in the Grant Agreement; 

4 low technology transfer in the areas of picking, packing, quality control, export 
regulations, etc; 

4 lack of clarity of Grantee's role vis-a-vis suppliers, and limited transmission of 
relevant information about the final export transactions to the beneficiaries 
(prices, terms of agreement, provision of subsidy, etc); 

4 no recruitment of full-time field staff in Gaza and West Bank which has reduced 
contact and interaction with the target beneficiaries; and 

4 extensive focus on administrative constraints with USAID, instead of solving 
problems to the best of their ability, within the resources provided in the Grant 
Agreement. 



B, USAID Management of the KAI h g m  and P r o g r a ~ ~  of ThL Kind 

The evaluation team has b a n  asked by USAID to examine the lessons learned from its 
manapmat of this activity. This program was designed in the context of a situation in which 
USADQ did not have a formal Misdon or presence in the Oaza and the West Bank. The 
program setting also entailed potentially sensitive political and strategic issues for the U.S. 
govenamer~t. With a limited USAID presance in the area and the complex political situation, the 
Omt lkrogram has encountered greater management challenges than an average USAID grant 
or * .  In addition, the Grant Program was a non-traditional, transaction-oriented activity 
Fully hplemented by a private, for-profit firm. The unusual program setting and design, and 
the &antee's lack of experience and knowledge of USAID procedures and requirements have 
caused a heavier than a v q e  management burden for USAID. 

The evaluation team believes that for this type of activity, it would be useful for USAID 
to aQpt a management approach that balances implementation autonomy with accountability on 
the poaR of the Grantee. In the KAI Program, USAID could allow the Grantee maximum 
flexibility in implementing program activities within the confines (such as approved budget) of 
the Gmt Program. At the same time, USAID can hold the Grantee responsible for meeting 
Orani abjectives and targets developed by the Grantee and specified in the Grant Agreement, 
withoost any obligations to satisfy requests for additional funding, particularly those submitted 
in an fahion. The evaluation team believes that such ad requests for additional 
funding may have distracted the Grantee from implementing activities that could be accomplished 
without additional funding, and also represented an undesired management burden to USAID, 

T h A g  to overall management of programs of this type, there is a clear need for USAID 
and pmpective grantees to establish more effective program management structures. 
Incmhgly USAID will be required to conduct development assistance activities with fewer 
staff zesmces and in-country Missions. The experience of this program is therefore highly 
relevnt 

Programs of this type (new concept, difficult operating environment, absence of full 
USAIE) Mission, etc.) are by definition experimental in nature, and should be approached and 
rnamjpd as such. Experimentation quires flexibility, which implies the need to add, eliminate 
or adapt tasks and components within the fiamework of the original grant. However, this in turn 
requires clearly understood processes for effecting changes in approach. 

The evaluation team strongly recommends that immediately upon (or prior to) 
imphentation of programs of this kind, appropriate USAID staff should meet intensively with 
grankcs (particularly those with limited USAID experience) to review comprehensively all rules, 
policies and procedures that should be followed by grantees. This will eliminate or at least 
redm lack of knowledge which creates frictions and delays and frustrates both USAID and 
gran- 



Finally, management relations and cffom will be improved by the introduction of a 
smchwc which provides greater grantee autonomy tied directly to greater grantee responsibility 
ad rccountability. In many pro#rams, far too much time and effort is expended on 
"bclePucraticw issues such as approvals, task revisions, incremental budget changes and other 
mttem. The USATD p m a s  for dealing with these ojmational issues is burdensome and time 
anadng. A management structure which provide8 implementing organizations with more 
-my on routine matters, while at the same time holdidg them strictly accountable for 
addivi;rics and results, would improve performance and generate better program results. 

C. Coordination with Other USAID Grantas 

Other USAID grantees (such as ANERA and ACDI) active in agricultural development 
in GLvca and the West Bank mainly focus on providing "from the ground upw training, technology 
tnak and extension services to Palestinian growers. The KAI grant programs activities 
cmclatly are not closely coordinated with activities of other USAID grantees. Since the KAI 
pqpm is primarily transactions-based, it can complement other activities by sharing its 
e x p h c e  in developing entrepreneurial and marketing skills through joint workshops, seminars 
or emndercnces. 

The evaluation team also learned that an export program to promote new crops has been 
r#mlIy initiated by a consortium of private voluntary organizations including a few current 
L'Slr9;11D grantees. Since this new activity and the KAI program share the common goal of 
inakpsing direct produce export from Gaza and the West Bank, KAI and other USAID grantees 
d d d  be encouraged to increase communication on their ongoing activities regarding the lessons 
1- from their experiences. 

D. fiture Export Promotion Activities 

Based on the information gathered during program evaluation and the lessons learned, 
the duat ion team has identified a set of suggestions or recommendations for USAID in its 
planing of future export promotion activities in aaza and the West Bank. 

The first suggestion is based on the direct recommendation from the Director of 
T-cal and Advisory Committees for the Palestinian Team to the Peace Conference. His 
mummendation was transmitted during an interview with the evaluation team. According to 
the Director, while the emphasis of the KAI export grant (transactions, active contacts with 
b ~ ,  removing security and transport constraints on the Israeli side) may have been 
appawate during the past year, the new events relating to Gaza and Jericho autonomy should 
led to a different approach in 1994. 

According to the Director, the new situation would call for stronger focus on institution 
buiMhg with the relevant new Palestinian organizations responsible for export promotion and 



agricultural development. In addition, according to Mr. Istanbuli, the new situation would 
suggest a grerter emphasis on tnaining and technology transfer. Such a program would focus 
mm clearly on the specific technical needs of Palestinian exporters and would encourage their 
dim% involvement in such activities. 

In ddition to the mmmmdation from the Director of the Technical and Advisory 
Committea, the SRI evaluation team would like to add the following points of emphasis for 
futun agdadtural export activities in Oaza and West BanP9: 

+ Begin the program with realistic goals and objectives with regard to export 
targets. This could be achieved by a mom complete program design process 
which could begin with baseline estimates of current exports. 

+ Once realistic, quantifiable targets have been set by both parties, those 
quantitative targets will remain the principal criteria against which program 
success can be measured. 

+ Work more closely with the Palestinian growers/suppliers in the design of the 
program to determine from them what their greatest needs are for export 
expansion. 

+ Maintain emphasis on export transactions, as well as contact with overseas 
buyers, but place more emphasis on working directly through GazaIWest Bank 
growers, wopexatives, or packing houses as the export agents themselves. 

+ Attempt to negotiate and establish export procedures with Israeli authorities that 
would apply to all Palestinian exporters, not just facilitate individual shipments. 

+ Provide detailed market information on prices in overseas markets such a3 
Europe, North America, and the Middle East to suppliers and growers. 

+ Undertake a dWad  analysis of the economics of exporting for various crops, in 
different markets and for different seasons of the year. 

+ Transmit detailed information to the suppliers about the terms and conditions of 
final sales, prim, and level of subsidy, if it is used. 

+ Provide clear and transparent identification of subsidies if they are used, along 
with limits on subsidy levels for each transaction with a view of gradually 

a 'Lbs durtion born ir of the opinion that r logical vehicle to undertake the types of agricultural export 
pramotim- 

. .. zmmmdal here will be under the ruepica of  the upcoming Private Sector Support Project 
spoaawsd by tbs Near East B u m .  



eliminating subsidies, This will nerve as a effective screen for the identi.fication 
of crops, growors, and markets with greatest market viability and potential. 

Provide technical assistance to growers, pack$ and exporters in the areas of 
picking, packing, grading, quality control, and export produres. 

Prepare training manuals in these technical areas and organize seminaru fap these 
same groups to disseminate this information to program beneficiaries. 

It is the opinion of the evaluation team that through the implementation of this Orant bcld 
through related development activities with other gmtaes in the area, USAID has 51 much widci. 
knowledge base of the constraints and opportunities related to exporting fresh prodrlce from Oaza 
and West Bank, The knowledge gained from these activities should be of great wsistance in the 
planning and implementation of future initiatives designed to promote agricultural exports from 
Oaza and West Bank. 



ANNEXES 



Attaohmont 2 

Program Daacription 

Over tho eighteen month life of tho grant, Kramer Assoairtes Ine. 
win12 

(1) help to increase tho export of produce from Oaza and tha West 
~trnk  by: facilitating #ales arrangement8 botwoen suppliars in tho 
Wrot Bank and Gaza and buyors in the United States, Europe, the 
~iddle Eart, and Japan; advising suppliers on the appropriate 
aallection, packaging, and transport of produce; and aacuring that 
supplier8 are able to satis9y Israeli oxport regulationa. 
specifically, Kramer Associates Inc. will: 

(a) for the period January 1993 through May 1993 provide 
idence that it has facilitated the #%port of 5,000 to 10,000 tons 
tomatoer; 9,000 to 14,000 tons of valencia orangaa; 5,500 to 

8,300 tons of cucumbers; and 125 to 250 tons ol atrawberries or an 
explanation of why the targeted level of exportr was not 
achievable. 

(b) for the period June 1993 through August 1993 provide 
evidence that it has facif ftated the export of 2,000 to 4,000 tons 
of watermelons; 500 to 1,000 tonu of melons; 4,300 to 6,5000 tons 
of grapes; 600 to 1,200 tons of figa; 750 to 1500 tons of guavas; 
500 to 1,000 tons of bananas; and 650 to 1,300 tons of lemons or an 
explanation of why the targeted level of exports was not achievable 

(c) for the period September 1993 through Drcember 1993 provide 
evidence that it has facilitated the export of 4,000 to 6,000 tons 
of shamouti orangea; 1,100 to 2,200 ton8 of grapefruit; and 2,100 
to 4,300 tone of potatoes or an explanation of why the targeted 
level of exports was not achievable. 

(2) help AID to better understand the constraint6 and 
opportunities that exist in exporting produce from the Occupied 
Territories by documenting it8 oxperienca. Spacifically, Kramer 
Associates Inc. w511 provide the A.I.D. Near East Bureau Office of 
Middle East Affairs (NE/ME) with four written reportr. The first 
report will be submitted three months after M e  data the grant has 
been migned and will: detail the actions Kramor Associate8 has 
taken to start-up the planned activities under the grant, describe 
any obstacles Kramer Associates has encountorod in implementing its 
planned activities and how obstacles were/ara baing addrorsed, 
discuss action8 planned and obrtacles anticipated through the 
remainder of the grant period, and indicate accrued grant 
expenditures broken down into the categories o f  rtaff salary, 
conrultant ualary, staff travel, consultant travel, equipment, 
overhead, and other mi8cellaneour costs (with other miocellaneous 
costs to bo identified in a separate line item any time a specific 



uort in tho catogory rxarrdr $10,000). Th8 thrar aubaequont 
report. will ba duo ona month aftor tha thraa prriodr notrd in 
(l)(a), (b), and (a) abovo, i..., they will bo due Junr 30, 1993; 
Soptambrr 30, 1993; and January 30, 1994. Eaah of thrar thrrr 
rrporta will indioatr auaormr againat tho idantiflad oxgort targrta 
and providr oxplanaticbnrr for any trrgetm not rchiovrd. Eaoh rcrport 
will alro provide thr following for the orops ralovant to tho 
reporting poriodr 

(a) information rrlatod to the producrr mold a8 8 raault of 
activity under tho grant, i , c r , ,  ,information on tho volume of oaah 
aategory of produccr 8014, tho price atwhiah it war mold, tha aost 
of delivery to tho buyor (broken down by olmmrnt, 0.90, paakaging, 
tranrport, etc.) and thr namo, addroas, talophono number, and fax 
numbrx of rach participating producer oooparative or auppliar and 
each participating buyor. 

(b) a description of conqtraintr encountmred in facilitating 
aaler arrangement# betwoen rupplierr and buyrro, and in dolivmring 
produco to the buyers; atrengtha and woaknerrra observod in tho 
collection, packaging, and tranrport of produce; and tho oxporionco 
in natirfying Israeli export and country-of-import ragulations. 

(c) an analyiis of what the moat viable prduco rxportr aro for 
Gaza and for the Wert Bank, and whore the moat rocmptiva/profitablo 
markets eximt. 

(d) recommendations as to actions AID can take to atren then 
Palestinian marketing capabilities much ar addressing Input 
requirements, improving credit mechanismm, otc. 

Like the first report, each of the three aubsequent reportm will 
also indicate accrued expenditures, broken down in the categories 
of staff salaries, consultant malarias, rtaff traval, conrultant 
traval, equipment, overhead, and other miocollaneoua coat8 (with 
other miscarllaneous costs to be identified in a maparato line item 
any time a specific cost in the category exceeds $10,000). The 
expenditure reports will be submitted to both NE/XZ and NE/DP/FB 
(Near East Bureau/ Office of Development Planning/ Divimion for 
Finance and Budget). 

Activities under the grant will be monitored by AID ataff a8 AID 
deems appropriate. Kramer Associates Inc. will cooperat8 with AID 
in an evaluation of the affectivaness and impact of tho activity at 
tho end of the grant period. 

The grantae will covenmt that, at any time it conclude8 that it 
cannot meet the grant objective of helping to incraase tho oxport 
of produce from Gaza and the Wert Bank, it will immediately adviee 
A. I .D. of the reasons am to why the objectives cannot be met and of 
its plan to demobilize, including orderly termination of the 
agreement. 



ANNEX 2 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR GROWERS ANlD EXPORTERS 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRES FOR GROWERS AND EXPORTERS 

Name and addme of growerlcooperative; 

1. Have you been misted by KAI to export halts or vegetabler during the past year? 

1.a If yes, please describe how the contact with KAI was made, the nature of their 
mistance to you, and the quantity of produce, price paid to you (if applicable) 
and the final destination of the exports, etc. 

. b If you answered yes to question 1, please describe what measures you undertook 
b ensure quality control of the produce and whether you received assistance from 
#AI in this area for you export shipment. 

1.c If you answered yes to question 1, in your export with MI who did the 
packaging, who arranged transportation? 

1.d 3n your export -with KAI, did KAI (or his representatives) assist you to satisfy 
GO1 export regulal',ons and procedures? 

- - 

2. What am the perceived benefits of exporting through KAI? 

Am there any particular problems? 



3. What are tbe gcocra) conatroilata to exportlag fresh produce? 

4, PI credit 8 condrrrfmt to exportlog? W u  bridge flnanchg necessary in your export 
t h ~ g h  KAI? 

5. Hare you exported piduce directly (without am Intermediary) in the past without 
KhJ? 

Yea No 

If yes, please describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, problems, 
etc. 

6. Have you exported through another intermediary or broker in the past? 

If yes, please describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, problems, 
ctc. 

7. If you answered yes to quetion 5 or 6, what are the dllferences in the mode of 
operation, procedures, and benefits to you between exporting through KAI and 
dher sources? 

8. W d d  you be intemted in exporting through KAI in the future? 

Yes No 



9, Would ym be w l h g  to pay a brokerage fee U you export through an lntermedlary 
hi the Mum? 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR GROWERS AND EXPORTERS 

Date: December 2, 1993 

Nama and a d h  of gmwerlcoopratlve: 
Ahmcd Marnoud Salch Fouquaha (grape farmer) 
Fara, West Bank 
Tel: 972-9-674-656 

1. Have you been a m k d  by KAI to export fruit8 or vegetables during the past year? 

1.a If ye,  please describe how the contact with KAI was made, the nature of 
their assistance to you, and the quantity of produce, price paid to you (if 
applicable) and the linal destination of the exports, etc. 

Mr. Fouquaha was approached by the Agricultural Department of Jericho to try 
expoating grapes through KAI. 

A total of 16 tons of grapes was shipped to importer in U.K. The farmer 
received three payments: 
NIS 25,000 in Sept 93 
NTS 25,000 in early October 
US$4,017 in mid-October 
The evaluaticm team later learned from the Orantee that the two shekel payments 
came from tl.e Israeli Government while the dollar payment came from the 
Grantee, presumably from the proceeds rc the sale. 

l ab  If you answered yes to question 1, p~a8e describe what measures you 
undertook to e m r e  quality control of the p ~ . ~ l u c e  and whether you received 
ass&ance fkwm KAI in this area for you export shipment. 

Mr. Fouquaha was visited by Giora J. Teltsch (of KAI) who informed Mr. 
Fouquaha of the specifications of grapes, and picking and packing techniques to 
meet the requirements of the market. Mr. Teltsch also specified color 
requirements and degree of ripeness. Mr. Fouquaha said picking and packing was 
not supervised by KAI, but according to the Grantee a specialist namcd Nawaf 
El Kbadir was hired by KIEJ[ for several days specifically to provie supervision 
and assistance in the pmms. 



1.c lj, your export with KAI who did the packaging, who amnged 
transpoFtotlon? 

Packing, kntes were provided by Mr. Oiora Teltsch, but the transportation costs 
of the empty boxes to the farm was paid by Mr. Fouquaha. Packing was done 
m Mr. Foquaha's farm, 

Intend and external transportation was arranged by KAI and Mr. Briegheeth of 
the Agricultural Department of Jericho. 

The packing boxes and transportation costs were paid by the importer. 

led In your export with KAI, did KAI (or hbr rep~e8entatlve.s) assist you to satisfy 
GO1 q o r Q  -latiom and procedures? 

All necessary paper work was done by the Agricultural Dept. of Jericho and KAI 
agent. The h e r  was not involved in preparing documentation. 

2. What am the perceived bnefib of exporting through KAI? 

Are there my particular problems? 

Mr. Fouquaha was not satisfied with the price he was paid for the grapes. According 
to Mr. Fouquaha, the same amount of grapes sold by a nearby Israeli settlement at that 
time fetched $32,004). 

According to Mr. Briegheeth of the Jericho Agricultural Coop, the payment was low 
because the grapes were shipped in Id separate shipments, the small size of which 
significantly raised the unit cost of shipping the gapes. Mr. Briegheeth said he does not 
know the source of nyment to Mr. Fouquaha (KAI or importer, etc.) According to Mr. 
Briegheeth, the small shipments were the result of the slow picking and packing process 
in Mr. Fouquaha's h. 

Subsequent to this inteaview, Mr. Leo Krarner and Mr. Teltsch 
clarified that the two payments in shekels came b m  an Israeli government export 
assistance fimd (Grant funding) administend by the Agricultural Department in West 
Bank. The dollar payment was paid by Leo Kramer. 

3. What am the genaal constraints to exporting fresh produce? 

Security asts (which include filing proper papers, transport using Israeli trucks, security 
check, etc.). Security requirements often caused delays which significantly affcct the 
quality of fiesh produce when they arrive in the market. He doesn't have problems with 
credit becarx he has other property that he can collateralize. 



4. Is credit a constraint to exportem? In your export through KAI was bridge 
financing used? 

Credit has not been a problem in this case, But farmer wanted f.0.b. prices to be 
guaranteed in advance or at the time of delivery. 

5. Have you exported produce directly (without an intermediary) h the past without 
KAI? 

Mr. Fouquaha has not exported grapes in the past except to Jordan, where he has directly 
sold the wholesale market. He hasr exported squash and oranges through AOREXCO in 
the past. He said most other export agents seemed ineffective. 

If yes please describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
problems, etc. 

Mr. Fouquaha has received JD 0.5 per kilo when he sold to grapes to Jordan. 

6. Have you exported through an intermediary or broker in the past? 

No, because no one seemed effective in facilitating export. 

If yes please describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
problems, etc. 

7. If you answered yes to question 5 or 6 what are the differences in the mode of 
operation, procedures, and benefits to you between exporting through KAI and 
other sources? 

AGREXCO pays pre-export prices to farmers -- prices are agreed before exporting. 

8. Would you be interested in exporting through KAI in the future? 

Yes, if the price issue of the previous shipment was resolved, and if he is guaranteed a 
"fairw price for his grapes next time. 

9. Would you be willing to pay a brokerage fee if you export through an intennedlisry 
in the future? 

Mr. Fouquaha doesn't mind paying a commission if a good price and payment is 
guaranteed. Timing of payment, whether it is immediate, 30 or 60 days is not important 
compared to the certainty of payment and the price. 



INTERVIEW QUESl'IONTVAlRE FOR GROWERS AND EXPORTERS 

Interview Number: 2 

Date: December 2, 1993 

Name and addma of growerlcooperative: 
Kalid Moustaga Abed At-Razeck and O m a  Abed Al-Razeek (melon farmers) 
Para, West Bank 
Tel: 972-9-674-639 

1. Have you been assisted by M I  to export fruits or vegetables during the past year? 

Yes, in June 1993. 

1.a If ya,  please describe Plow the contact with KAI was nude, the nature of 
their assistance to you, and the quantity of produce, prjce paid to you (if 
applicable) and the final destination of the exports, etc. 

Messrs. Al-Razeek were approached by the Agricultural Department of Jericho 
to export trial shipments of melons through KM.  They have never met Leo 
Krarner, only the KAI employee (possibly Mr.Teltsch of Haifa). KAI made all 
the arrangements for exporting. The producer has no direct contact with the 
buyer. 

A first shipment of 4 ton 300 kg was exported to UK. The growers (Al- Razeek 
brothers) were paid NIS 7,200 30 days after shipment. A second export of 4 tons 
was made at the end of June to the UK. The payment for the second export to 
the growers was $1985 (The evaluation team subsequently learned from Leo 
Kramer and Mr. Teltsch that the first payment came from the Israeli government 
export assistance fund (Grant funding) administered by the Agricultural 
Department in West Bank. The team also learned from the same sources that the 
third payment in US$ was made by KAI (presumably from proceeds from export 
sale net of tnursport costs). ' 

Tbs Onntee informed tbe evaluation teuu that the melons worn shipped ia three shipments instend of two. 
Acconlig to tbe September 1993 technical report submitted by the OMtee, the total volume of the three melon 
shipmate w u  7.8 tons instad of the the 8.3 tons reported by the firmer. 



1.b If you answered yea to question 1, p l e a  dercribe what measurea you 
undertook to e m r e  quality control of the produce and whether you received 
asalstaacc hmn KAX in this area for you export rrbipment, 

A KAI employee assisted in specifying size, quality, selection, picking and 
packing to fit market requirements. The farmer said he did not receive other 
direct technical assistanm from KAI? Farmer was familiar with exporting 
through AOREXCO and thus had a good idea of the quality control, packaging 
requirements needed for exp~rting.~ 

1.c In your export with ICAI who did the packaging, who arranged 
transportation? 

Pacwing was done on the farm, and internal and external transportation was 
arranged by KAI. 

led In your exporting with KAI, did KAI (or his representatives) k i s t  you to 
satisfy GO1 export regulations and procedures? 

The necessary export documentation was arranged by the Agricultural Department 
of Jericho and by KAI. The f m e r  was not involved in the p m s s  of 
documentation preparation. 

2. What ane the perrelved benefits of exporting through MI? 

Farmer received a price better than the AGREXCO price (about 50 percent), and was 
p l d .  

An there any particular problems? 

The truck loaded with the produce was stopped at the checkpoint and denied entry by 
Israeli authorities. The truck was allowed to enter Israel to reach the port after a few 
(4) hours of intewention by the Agricultural Department of Jericho. The truck used was 
W~tinian. 

3. What am the general zonstraints to exporting fresh produce? 

Problems arc mainly related to security. 

a Acanding to the Onatee, Add Brieghedh, N ~ w d  Kbadir md Mr. Mohrmad Mlahmoud (a technical 
expert) wsrr, preasat on menl occreiaae to provide ulsie1.a~~) in picking md packing. 

'Ibc Grantee clrimed tlsrt the mlon f h w  brs never exported tbmugb, AGREXCO. 



4. b d i t  a constrabt to exporters? In your export through KAI was brldge 
fhmdng w d ?  

Fmcr has access to credit. He can borrow against other assets, thus export financing 
is not a constraint, The only constraint is the lack of prim and payment guarantee by 
buyus. The farmer d a s  not know whether bridge Anancing has been used, 

5. Have jar exported produco directly (without an intermediary) in the past wlthout 
KAI 3 

Farmer has sold to Jordan directly before, According to the interviewee, he has never 
exported thmugh AOREXCO in the past (Note: evaluation team observed that this 
answer is not consistent with answer 1.c above and can postulate why this question was 
a n s w d  this way.) 

If yes please describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
problems, etc. 

6. Have you exported tbrough an intermediary or broker ln the past? 

No. 

If yes please describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
problems, etc. 

7. If you amwered yes to question 5 or 6 what are the differences in the mode of 
operation, procedures, and benefits to you between exporting through KAI and 
otber sources? 

Produce to Jordan were mainly sold at auction in the wholesale market. The agent 
received 6% commission immediately. The Municipality received 2% 

Prices fiom auctioning in the wholesale market might be low. Prices fetched: NIS 
700lton. The price paid by KAI was better. 

8. Would you be interested in exporting through KAI in the future? 

Yes. The farmer has let the Department of Agriculture know his interest to be contacted 
again fbr exporting. 



9, Would you be w?Uhg to pay a brokerage fee Wjlou export through an lntemdlary 
In the ilutum? 

As long as payment is guaranteed, farmer ia willing to pay a commission to the agent in 
the fum. 



IN'I'EBIVIEW QUWMONNAIRE FOR GROWERS AND EXPORTERS 

Name and addrewe d p.ower/cooperatlve: 
'Bdt Lahia Coopenathn, Oaza 
Rezik Abu W m a ,  Chrirman 
S d  Tarazi, Director 
Ayesh Ilcyym, Zaher Tantech, Ahmad Khalil A1 Zaanan, Beit Hanoun 
Tel: 972-7-82 1-535 
Fax: 972-7-821435 

1. Have you been r;esfsted by KAI to export hvib or vegetables durhg the past yeart 

Yes 

1.a If yes, please describe how the contact with KAI was made, the nature of 
their aalarnce to you, and the quantity of produce, price paid to you (if 
applicable) and the final destination of the exports, etc. 

KAI first made contact with Beit Lahia wer two years ago. Over the past two 
years, KAI has w'sted Beit Lahia in sending small quantities (samples) of 
strawbaries, eggplants, grapes and melons to new markets, especially in the EC. 

Over tbe last season (92-93), KAI facilitated a shipment of two tons of 
straw- to UK. Beit Lahia was paid $7,500 for the two tons, which included 
the c a t  of $0.50 per carton. KAI's assistance came mainly in the form of 
finding a new market, but also in facilitating quicker movement of products 
through checkpoints and airports (security checks). 

l.b If you answered yes to question 1, please describe what measures you 
undertook to ensure quality control of the produce and whether you received 
 ass^ &om KAI in this area for you export shipment. 

Beit Labia has ban exporting over 70,000 tons per year of produce through 
AGREXCO and is familiar with all the quality control, picking and packing 
requirements for export, KAI assistance was not needed in this area. 



1.c In your aport wlth KAI who Bid the packa#ing, who arranged 
tmaoportatlon? 

Freight fmuding w ~ s  facilitated by Oiora Teltsch, a KAI rcpre~ntatfve based 
in Wfh, 

1.. Xn yaur export wlth KAI, did KAI (or hla repwsentatlve) w&t you to satirfy 
a GO1 qulntione and pnrcsdurw? 

The naaroary documents, permits, clwtificatee of origins, were prqmcd by Beit 
Lahh without assistance from KAI. 

2. What are the perceived benew of sxportlag through KAI? 

KAI seemed to have good connections with OOI and thus can facilitate movement of 
produce across the border and through the port, KAI also seemed to have good 
connections with buyers and importers and thus may find new markets for produce from 
Beit Mia. 

Are there any particular problems? 

In the new shipments that are being discussed -- in two separate contracts between KAI 
and Beit Lahia, one for tomatoes (2,500 tons) one for strawMes (250 tons) financial 
guarantees arc! an issue according to cooperative representatives (see question #4). 

3. What are the general constraints to exporting fresh produce? 

Constraints are mainly security related. Another problem in exporting to the EC is the 
lack of mar& contacts in the EC to verify priw, delivery, sale, etc. Sale by 
consignment docs not provide enough financial assurance to the growers. 

4. Is credit a constraint to exportem? Was bridge financing necessary in your export 
witb KAI? 

For the shipment of two tons of strawMcs, KAI opened a letter of credit at Bank 
Leumi (local Imdi commercial bank) for $7,500.' Payment was received by Beit Lahia 
as soon as the shipping documents (bill of landing) were received by the bank. 

?bc Omtee la& ckrified with the evalurltion tsun that the LC w purctued, negotiated, and arranged but 
not ojmed by KAr. 



For the two currant mtract ordsru, h i t  Lahla ham asked for an advance of $20,000, 
wfrJch to the &te of the interview hu not beon provided by ICAI, b i t  M i a  ir awaiting 
the mdvu~ce monay bafm the ~tbwc#a will rtut picking. " 

4 Have you qmrted produce cUmctly (wltharrt m l n t a ~ & r y )  in the pad wlthout 
KAII1 

If yer pl- dercdbe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, problems, 
cbc. 

For the season 1909-90, 34 tons of tomatoes and 5 tons strawbsnics w m  directly 
exprrrtad to EC. For the saaoon 1990-91,76 tons of tomatoes and 7 tons of strawberries 
were exported to EC. Most sf the direct export shipments resulted in financial losses to 
Bdt Mia.  The majority of the export shipments were made on a consignment basis. 
The coqmattve f d s  that it has been cheated in the past by importers who reduced or 

payment based on claims of spoiled goods delivered. 

6. Have you exported t h g h  an intermediary or broker in the past? 

Yes, cumntly mainly through AGREXCO. 

If yes plerrse describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
P-9 

For strawberries, AGREXCO announces weekljj prices during the growing season and 
pgys tbrt price to growers or cwpcratives within 10 days of delivery. At the end of the 
seaaon, if final sales prices arc favorable, AGREXCO offers an additional rebate to 
growers. For tomatoes, AGREXCO has a quota of 300 tons of purchases per season 
fnnn Gaza. For the purchases of tomatoes, a fixed price is offered to growers, but 
unlike strawbdcs no rebate is provided at the end 01 the season. 

7. If y a ~  urswered yes to question 5 or 6 what am the differences in the mode of 
opclrtion, procedures, and benefits to you between exporting through KAI and 
otba soumes? 

AGREXCO offers guaranteed prices to growers, whereas ICAI is more hesitant to 
guarPat# prices. 

s The Tbe~nates submqueatly iDformsd the avrlurtion tsun tbt r check WM brought to Beit Labia on 
Nwembw 15 1993, md wm infwmsd by the Cmpmtive that an advance is no !anger nscsasuy. 



8. Would you be interartod h swporting througb KAI ia the hture? 

Yo, if am guaranteed. 

9. Would you be w l U g  to pay a brokerage fee 11 you export throua an intermediary 
la the hrwe? 

Yea, if piice and payment is guaranteed, 



IWERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR GROWERS AND EXPORTERS 

hterview Number; 4 

Date: December 5, 1B3 

Nnme and addre86 of grower/cmperative: 
Dier El-Balah Cooperative 
aaza 
Kamal Al-Azafza, Had of Board f Directors 
Tel: 972-7-83 1-154 

1. Have you been assisted by KAI to export fruits or vqetables during the past year? 

Yes 

Ian If yes, please describe how the contact with KAI WM made, the nature of 
their assistance to you, and the quantity of produce, price paid to you (If 
applicable) and the final destination of the exports, etc. 

Dim El-Balah was approach4 by KAI directly. Over the past year, KAI has 
assisted Dier El-Balah in shi,pping 12 shipments of samples to the EC, and 
fdlitatd two shipments of tomatoes which totalled 25.5 tons to UK. A bridge 
financing payment of $30,000 was made available by Terry Lacey of Cooperation 
for Development International (CD) to Dier I3alah Cooperative to as pre-cxport 
finance. After the buyer was identified by KAI. Dier El-Balah raceived payment 
of $25,500 for the shipment after the produce was sold in the UK. The 
difference sf $4,500 was paid back to Mr. Krarner. (See question #4). 

1.b If you answered yes to question 1, please describe wbat measures you 
undertook to mre quality control of the produce and whether you receivef 
asshtmce f m  KAI in tbb area for you export shipment. 

Dier El-Balah has exported through AOREXCO and is thus familiar with the 
quality requirements for export. Dier El-Balah did not need assistance from KAI 
in this area. 

lac If you answered yes to question 1, in your export with KAI who did the 
packaging, who arranged transportation? 

Packaging was done by Dier El-Iblah. Transportation was arranged with KAI 
assistance. 



1 .d In your axport wlth KAI, did KAI (or hL mpremntativw) mbt you to ratlab 
GO1 sxport ylulationr and procedura? 

Mw El-Balah was familiar with 001 export regulations and procadurns Prom 
p d o u a  export experienw with ABREXCO. KAI was helpfhl to fadlitam and 
expedite tho procuas whenever hie asalatanca was requested by Dier El-Balah. 

2. What am &e ipemdted benew of export? tbrou@~ KAI? 

KAI found new buyer for Dier El-Batah's produce. 

Are there my particular problemrr? 

No. 

3. What are tbe general coustmhts to exporting fkesb produce? 

The main constraint is the lack of new/altcmative markets for fresh produce. 

4. Is credit a constmiat ts exporting? Was bridge llnanclng necessary in your export 
througb KAI? 

Dier El-Bahh asked to raceive upfront payment. KAI arranged financing from the EC- 
financed Choperation for Development International (CD) in the amount of $30,000. 
Financing was available under CD's export credit program which provides short-term 
financing for export shipment and packaging. KAI acted as guarantor to the loan. 
(Note: the evaluation team learned from CD that the CD loan has not been repaid as of 
the date of the interview). 

5. Have you exported produce directly (without an intermediary) in the past withorat 
KAI? 

Yes. 

If yes please describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
p F o b b ,  dc. 

From 1989 to 1993, the coop exported about 800 tqns directly to Europe. The pdrrcts 
exported included chilies, eggplants and tomatoes. Overall, the coop lost $85,000 on tire 
shipments due to security-related delays, possible product tampering in route and low 
prim received through consignment sales. 



The ftrrt w n  rala were  main!^ trmrignment #ales, facilitated by an agent who 
received commission for transfarlng produce and payments. In litter sales, cash payment 
waa provided to the fmm upon their delivery of' producu. Coop took risks and 
u s r d m t e  10##~a from tho= aaler. The Israeli insurance company which insured those 
transactions want bankrupt and failed to pay Dier Balah. 

6. Have you sported through an intermediary or broker h the past? 

Yes, through AOREXCO. 

If yes, please &rib tbe quantity, number of rhlpmento, mode of pnyment, 
prd,b, a. 

The majority of Dier El-Balah's sales are through AOREXCO. Under these sales Dier 
BI-Balah undertakes the gradimg, sorting, and packing for AOREXCO and is paid a pre- 
export guaranteed price. Dier El-Balah is paid by AOREXCO within 10 days of 
delivery. AaREXCO then handles export arrangement and sale in Europe. 

7, If you answmd yes tcu q u d o n  S or 6 what are the differences in the mode of 
operation, procedures, and benefits to you between exporting through #A1 and 
otecr sources? 

No msjor difference except that AOREXCO is a big buyer which is always in the 
market. 

8. W d d  you be Interested h exporting through KAI in the future? 

Yes 

9. Wauld IOU be wWg to pay a brokerage fee if you export througb an intermediary 
fa tbe future? 

Yes 



SMIERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR GROWERS AND EXPORTERS 

Dater Damnber 5, 1993 

Name amI r d h  of grower/cooperative: 
Cim Facking Co, Ltd. 
Urport-, Qua 
Tel: 972-7422-764 
]Fax: 9127-822453 

Mu#hrabi 

1. Have you been assist& by XAI to export fruits or vegetables dufirsg the past year? 

la If yes, please descrlbe how the contact with KAI was made, the nature of 
their mistance to you, and the quantity of produce, price wid to you (if 
appIicable) and the final destination of the exports, etc. 

Export possibilities have been discussed with KAI for about two years. However, 
no sale has resulted thus far because guaranteed sale at guaranteed prices could 
not be arranged. 

1.b If you answered yes to question 1, please describe what measurn you 
undertook to ensure quality control of the produce and whether you received 
assistance from KAI in this area for you export shipment. 

1.c If you answered yes to question 1, in your export with KAI who did the 
packaging, who arranged transportation? 

1.d In your export with KAI, did KAI (or his representatives) assM you to satisfy 
GO1 export regulations and procedures? 

2. Wbt ur! the perceived benefits of exporting through KAI? 

E3Jqrarting through KAI would be beneficial if KAI can find EC buyers and obtain 
guaranteed prices or provide bank guarantee for sales. 

Art there any particular problems? 



3, What are the mral conrtralatr to axporting hrrh produce? 

Luck of payment guarantee from EC buyers. Mr. Mughrabi feela hc hss  been cheated 
by EC importcmr in the paat and lost money. 

4. 1& casefit a cmtralnt to c x p ~ r h g ?  Wam bridge financhg nsccmary in your export 
tbrougb U t  

Mt a consmint. Letten of credit were usually opened by importers. In Mughrabi's 
previous ucpcdng experience to the EC, them waa no problem in obtaining letters of 
credit. 

5. Have you arported produce directly (without an intermediary) in the past wlthout 
M I ?  

If yes plunse describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
problems, etc. 

In 1987, 10-11,000 tons of citrus were shipped. 
In 1988, 6-7,OUI tons of citrus were shipped. 
In 1989,4-5,000 tons were shipped. 

Shipments were mainly sent to Holland, For those shipments, letters of credit were 
gemrally opened by the buyer. Both f.0.b. and c.i.f. prices were used depending on 
who arranged and paid for freight, The main problem of selling to the EC was the 
amsignment sales arrangements that give the seller no control over the h a 1  price and 
no means of verification. 

In recent years, Mr. Mughrabi exported mainly to Jordan due to the low pdces in EC; 
those p d u a  were often re!-exported to Gulf countries by Jordan buyers. 

6. Have you aported through an intennedicuy or broker in the past? 

No. Mughrabi has always exported directly. 

I? yes please desdbe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
mw, 



7, If you amvamd yer to qucrtion 5 or 6 what are the dinere- la the mode of 
operrtiob, proadurn, and bewfita to you bdwetn exporting through KAI and 
other #orccr? 

8. Wauld y a ~  be b m t e d  in exportbg through KAI in the hture? 

Yes, if KAI could arrange guaranteed prica and payment. 

9. Would yar be rrtlling to pay a brokerage fee !U you export through an intarmediary 
In tbe fhItlm? 



INI'ERVIEW QUESIIONNAIRE FOR GROWERS AND EXPORTERS 

Nam and a m  o? grower/cooprativa 
Ahmal Abu El-Nqja 
Ahmecl Abu Bl-Naja Export Import, Qaza 
Tel : 4V2-7-85 1-705 
Fax: 972-7-85 1-705 

1. Have you been a s s M  by KAI to export h i t s  or vegetables during the past year? 

1.a U yes, please dcecribe how the contact with KAI was made, the nature of 
their assistawe to you, and the quantity of produce, price paid to you (U 
applicable) and the final destination of the exports, ebc. 

Although they still have not finalized any export orders, B1-Naja was contacted 
by KAI from Washington. El-Naja met Leo Krarner at the produce export 
mention held in Washington in November 1993.6 

1.b If you answered yes to question 1, please describe what measures you 
undertook to ensure quality control of the produce and whether you received 
addance fkwn KAI in this aream for'you export shipment. 

1.c If you answertd yes to question 1, in your export with KAI who did the 
packaging, who arranged transportation? 

led In your export with KAI, did KAI (or his representatives) assist you to satisfy 
GO1 regulations and procedures? 

2. What are the perceived benefits of exporting through KAI? 

If KAI can obtain better price8 than El-Naja. Othemise, there is not much benefit 
ex-g through KAI. 

Are there any problems? 

' According to tlw Omtee, be m6t Mr. El nTvja L Tel Aviv md not in Wauhingtcm. 



3, What are the gawml c o ~ l n t a  to aporctlng M produce7 

Cost &tors. Difficuldea in maldng cantata with external market, 

4, lar adt r eorratraint to exporting? War bddge flmmrcia# nmmary in your aport 
llhrala EM? 

5, Have you exported produce dlmctly (wlthout an intsmiediary) h the paat wlthout 
W t  

If ye, plerrse W b e  the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
mJ-, 
El-Naja is currently shipping 4 tons of tomatoes a day to the U.S. 24 tons have been 
sent in the c u e t  season by the date of the interview. El-Nqja has shippad up tc; 2P,m 
tons of citrus in a season in W o u s  y m .  In thw cases, letters of credit were usually 
opened by the importer to cover producers' costs. A price range is usually agmd ;:A 
advance. Final payment is by consignment, but Al-Naja has a gosd idea of the rind 
price. If payment is not received in 21 days, El-Naja can &ve payment using the 
letters of credit opened. 

6, Have you exported through an i n t e n n e w  or broker in the past? 

Yes through Israeli partners or brokers. 

If yes pleade describe tbe quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
prob-, 

Agents or middlemen must take commission, thereby reducing profits to El-Naja. El- 
Naja usually prefers to export directly. In the past when El-Naja exported with a 
putnu, profit was split 5040 aPter El-Naja received the first $30 per ton after cost. 

7. 116 you answered yes to question 4 or 5 what are the dinemncea in the mode of 
operation, procedures, and benefits to you between exportbg through KAI and 
dher mumest 



8, Would you be Mawtad In exportlog through KAI In the hture? 

Skepticd, u n l u  KAI agread to splittin8 profit 50.50 instead of only payin8 El-Nqja a 
percentage above costr. El-Nqja f d s  ha can export directly without udstmce or 
middleman, 

9, Would you be to pry a brokerage fm U you export through an Intermedllary 
In the hrture? 

Udikdy. Brokerage feu reduces profit. 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR GROWERS AM) EXP0RTB:RS 

Intervbw Number; 7 

Dater December 5, 1993 

Name and addmu of grower/cooparative~ 
Adley Shwrab 
Shurrab InduatrM & Trading Co., Oaza 
Tel: 972-7-864-140 
Fa: 972-7-822-895 

1 Have you been asatrted by KAI to export hvfts or vegetables during the past year? 

No. 

1.a II yeu, please describe how the contact with KAI was made, the nature of 
their ambtance to you, and the quantity of produce, prfce pnid to you (if 
applicable) and the ffnnl destfnation of the exports, etc. 

Shunab waa contacted directly by Leo Krarner. No export has resulted thus far 
because the terms of 'the sale and price discussed with KAI would not be 
profitable for Shunab, since KAI offered the same prices that Shurrab could 
obtain directly without KAI. 

1.b If you amwered yes to question 1, please describe what measurn you 
undertook to ensure quality control of the produce and whether you received 
mfstamce from KAI in this area lor you export shipment. 

1.c If you answered ycs to question 1, tn your export with KAI who did the 
packagfng, who arranged transportation? 

1.d In your export witb KAI, did KAI (or hfs repmntatives) assist you to mtfsfy 
GO1 regulations and procedures? 

2, What am the perceived benefits of exportfng through KAI? 

Not much, unlcsa KAI can offer better prices that Shurrab could obtain elsewhere. 



Am them any particular problem? 

Torma and mdftionr off& by KrPaler were not favorable enough, 

3. What am the g e m 1  condnhta to sxportlng f b b  produce? 

Pmh prod- may p11 if there am dehya in transport. Such ddayr are OM mlated 
to recurity checka at the ports. 

(4. b cred6t a constraint to aportjlllg? WPI brldge llnrrncing m-sy in your aport 
Urroua KAI? 

Shurrab could not get lettorn of credit at favorable term from EC buyers in recent years, 
therefore they have stopped exporting to the EC. 

5. Have you exported produce d k t l y  (without an intermediary) in the past without 
KAI 3 

If yea please describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
problems, &. 
In the season 1991-92, Shurrab has exported 13,000 tons of citrus to the EC, sometimes 
diractly via Israel, sometimes through middlemen. The commission charges by 
middlemen in EC was extremely high. Payment was by consignment. Shurrab stopped 
shipping to the EC after 1992 because c h s  prices there have declined. 

In racent years, citrus was mostly dpped to Jordan, Shunab works with an agent in 
Jordan who took possession of the produce, store them in itfiigeraaed containers, and sell 
when prices are favorable. Citrus is sold in the auction market. Payment is immediate. 
The sales agents charge 4 percent as commission. 

6. Have you exported through an Wermed&ry or broker in the past? 

If y a  please desdbe the qwatfty, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
ppoblmrs, etc. 



7, J f  you m r w d  ycr to qnmClon d or 6 wbat am tire d l l l e r e ~  lo the mode of 
opmtlon, pmcdumm, and bwefb to you Wwma exporting through KAI and 
o115er rourcar? 

8, Would you be Intembd lo sxlportlog through KAI In the Ihrture? 

Not Upricer o f f d  am low and piicar and payment m not guaranteed, 

9 Wauld you be willlmg to pay r Ibfokemge fw if you aport through an lotemedhry 
ta the future? 

Same a8 above, 



JNXSR'VIEW QWESTIONNAIRE eOR GROWERS AM) EXPORTERS 

#rw and rddrea & ~ w ~ / c o o p e m t l v e ~  
W w  und Imrd A1 N d ,  Jdcho 
m: w22260 

Yea. In December of 1993 Mr, A1 Namarf will rend his fimt shipment of two tons of 
wbtr to E U ~  tlvou~h KAI.' 

14 If ya, plcrrss d a d b e  how the contact with KM waa made, the nature of 
thelr mbhm to you, and the quabtity of produce, prke paid to you (if 
applicable) and the h l  dsrtlnation of thrd sxportr, aka 

$tit. &.I NamafiI waa adfired through an rrg;riculturc agent from the Jdcho office who not 
ss, employee of tb department but waa in contact with KAI. 

lab  If you nnawend ycs to question 1, pftare dglrcribe what rnemwm you 
urdeatook to ensum quality control of the pmduce and wbether you received 
asdstmm from KAI in thb arm for you arpopt shipment. 

He received assistance in quality control and export backing fiom the agriculture 
dqmtmmt in Jdcho. 

lac  If you enswendl yes to question 1, in your export with KAI who did the 
packaging, who arranged tramportation? 

Mr. A1 N h  arranged packing and transportation on his own under the 
supervision of the agri~,ahual agent.' 

T h e ~ c l r i m s d t h t b y ~ ~ o f t h o j n t e r v i w ,  12tauofeggplmlrbvek#nrbippedbytl1e 
However, the evnhutioo tsrm wu aot hfbrmed by tbe fumsr of thoes Ihipmcplta or of KAI imrolvemsnt 

i m I ( l b d ~ ~ t h r o t b e ~ t o n r h i p m m t ~ r b o v ( ~ .  



1.d In your export with KAI, did KAI (or his representatives) assist you to satisfy 
01 cntport regulations and procedures? 

2. Wbat are the perceived benefits of exporting through KAI? 

Mr. A1 Namari has exprted for several years through Jericho Cooperative and 
AGREXCO, so he dues have previous experience with this work. He has had no 
problems thus far. 

Am there any particular problems? 

3. What are tbe general c o ~ r a i n t s  to exporting fresh produce? 

None reported. 

4. Is credit a constraint to exporting? Was bridge fmancing necessary in your export 
through KAI? 

No. 

5. Have you exported produce directly (without an intermediary) in the past without 
K AI? 

Yes. 

If yes, pIease describe the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
probEems, etc. 

Mr. A1 Narnari exported four tons in four shipments and was paid at the end of the 
season for the entire quantity. 

6. Have you exported througb another intermediary or broker in the past? 

No. 

If yes, pkme d d b e  the quantity, number of shipments, mode of payment, 
P b - 9  a* 



7. If you answered yes to question 5 or 6, what are the differences in the mode of 
operation, procedures, and benefits to you between exporting througb KAI and 
other sources? 

Until now Mr. A1 Narnari has not evaluated the benefits of working through KAI. 

8. Would you be interested in exporting through KAI in the future? 

Yes. 

9. Would you be willing to pay a brokerage fee if you export through an intermediary 
in the future? 
Yes. 



ANNEX 3 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR IMPORTERS WHO RECEIVED PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
MllR IMPORTERS WHO RECEIVED PRODUCE 

FROM M A  AND WEST BANK 

Interview Number: 
Date: 

Name and Addmi8 of Buyer: 

1. Have you purchased produce h m  West Bank or Gaza through KAI (or Kramer 
Internatiollal) or exporters he Os representing over the past year? 

lea  Who are the points of contact at KAI? 

2. Was the shipment consideredl a sample shipment, trial shipment, or commercial 
shipment? 

3. What is the volume of produce received, date of shipment, and terms of the sale? 

3.a Was it a consignment (commission contract), pmaport price agreement 
(fixed), or minimum price guarantee? 

3.b Which is the most common terms of sale for this product for your company? 

3.c (If the most common terms of sale is consignment) Under what conditions do 
you agree to pr~export price agreements or minimum price guarantees? 



3.d Do you usually open letters of credit for produce exporters? If so, under 
what conditrons are you willing to do it? What are the standard terms that 
you would agree to? 

4. For the produce imported from West BaaWGaza through KAI, who manged and 
paid for overseas freight and cartons? Can you recall what was the freight costs 
from Israel to your warehouse (shipping costs and local transport)? 

5. Were there any problems with the shipment received from West Bank and Gaza? 

6. Was this transaction any diffsent from your usual practices? 

7. Are you interested in buying from West Bank and Gaza again (either through MI 
or through other sources)? 

If yes, do you have any plans to buy from these sources in the current season? 

8 From what other regions do you import the same produce as the ones imported from 
West Bank and Gaza? 

9. How would you compare West BanWGaza produce from those received from other 
regions (in terms of price, quality, and delivery) 



10. M a t  was KAI's m2e in the transaction? Was it typical of the role a broker would 
play in such tsansPdion? b the role that KAI played necessary for future 
traasactions? 



INl'ERvIEw QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR IMPORTERS WHO REC- PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Interview Number: 1 

Date: December 13, 1993 

Name and Address of Buyer: 
Gerard Costa 
Brim & Co. Ltd. 
New Covent Garden 
London, UK 
Tel: 44-71-498-3944 
Fa: 44-71-498-8003 

1. Have you purchased produce from West Bank or Gaza through KAI (or Kramer 
International) or exportem he 141 representing over the past year? 

Yes 

1.a Who are the points of contact at KAI? 

Leo and Anita Krarner, Donald (Mr. Costa was unable to remember surname) 

2. Was the shipment considered a sample shipment, trial shipment, or commercial 
shipment? 

Trial sample to test out the capability of the new supplier 

3. What O the volume of produce received, date of shipment, and terms of the sale? 

lhvo tons of strawberries, received in March 1993, sold for Lll-12 per carton in the 
wholesale market, comparable to prices AOREXCO received at that time 

3.a Was it a consignment (commission contract), prt+export price agreement 
(fixed), or midmum price guarantee? 

Consignment sale 

3.b Which is the most common terms of sab for this product for your company? 

Consignment sale. (The importer later revealed that 70-8096 of his current 
strawterry sale is actually done by fixed prices.) 



3.c (If Un! ma& common terms of sale is consignment) Under what conditions do 
you agree to pmexport price agreemerib or minimum price guarantees? 

Minimum price guarantees and pre-export price agreements are used when Briess 
has cdablishtd a long-standing relationship with the supplier, and when retailers 
such as supermarkets have confidence in the reliability of the supplier. 
Supmmkets often offer fixed price for fixed quantities to be delivered. Prices 
are fixed for a week, usually negotiated between suppliers and buyers, sometimes 
f h d b t d  by the importer. 

3.d Do you uma11y open letters of credit for praduce exporters? If' so, under 
what conditions are you wMliug to do it? What am the standard terms that 
you -18 agree to? 

It is m, longer a standard practice in UK to open letters of credit for producers 
in the import of perishable prduce. The risks of providing LCs or bank 

, guamkes are aften considered too high for the importers, who have no idea of 
the quality of the produce until they are delivered. Mr. Costa said that if X s  
w m  to be open, the terms would have to be extremely specific in terms of the 
risks and liabilities on the parties. 

4. For the prodb3ce imported from West BalnWGaza through KAI, who arranged and 
paid for overseas freight and cartons? Can you recall what was the freight costs 
from brad to your warehouse (shlpging costs and local transport)? 

The airfklgbt, local transport and carton costs were paid by Briess. Freight cost was 
about $2,025. In addition, there were storage costs, inland Ereight, duties, airline 
handling chaqp etc. The price for the produce, minus cost and commission from Briess 
was paid to the producers. 

5. Were then rqy problems with the shipment received from West Bank and Gaza? 

The quality was fine. The only problem was the reliability of Gaza as a constant source 
of strawberries Strawberry imports were originally talked about for Dec. when demand 
and prices were high. Due to various problems strawbemes were not shipped until 
March when prices had dropped. Thus Gaza has not proven to the importer as a reliable 
source of sup@y of strawberries. Briess will need one whole season to test the reliability 
of the supplier. 

6, Was this hmaction any different from your usual practices? 

Standard pmke in working with new suppliers. 



7. Are ym Me& in buyinIb from Wcst Bank snnd Gam agarin (either through KAI 
ar thnnrJI d k  souma)? 

Yes, Brim is intaested in importing strawberries immediate1y.h Dccember 1993, not 
waiting until h&& again. 

If yes, ekr yo/l h v e  any plans to buy from thee sources hi the current season? 

Yes. Negotiations are on-going. Briess is extremely interested in importing for the 
c u m t  mson, especially before the end of December. However, Brims is not williog 
to offer tbc supplier a fixed price guzmtee or open LC for shipments in the current 
season. 

8. From what other mgions do you import the m e  produce as the ones imported from 
West Bank and Gtm? 

Australia, Egypt, France, Holland, Israel, Kenya, Mexico, United States. 

9. How would you compare West BanWGaza produce from those received from other 
.wgioas (in term of price, quality, and delivery) 

The quality was as g o d  as AGREXCO strawberries. The two tons shipped fetched 
prices as high as Israeli strawbemes at the time. Delivery, however, has not proven to 
be reliable yet. 

10. What was KAFs role in the transaction? Was it typical of the role a broker would 
play in srrch transaction? Is the role that KG1 played necessary for future 
transadions? 

KAI's role is typical of a broker, However, Briess doesn't usually use a broker. While 
Briess usually worJm directly with producers, Mr. Costa believes that KAI is playing an 
important role in facilitating direct export of strawberries from Gaza since the producers 
may not be e x p e x i d  enough to deal directly with the importers yet. 



N E R V I E W  QUESTIONNAIRE 
I i R  IMPORTERS WHO =ErVED PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Interview Number: 2 

Date: Detbmber 13, 1993 

Name arrd A d h  ob Buyerr 
Tony Butler, Managing M r  
Paskalis Imports Ltd. 
New Covent Garden 
London, United Kingdom 
Tel: 44-71-978-26 1 1 
Fa: 44-71-978-2618 

1. Have you pw.rhPsed produce from West Bank or Gaza through KAI (or Kramer 
International) or exportem he is representing over the past year? 

Yes, Paskalis have d v e d  grapes, melons, and tomatoes from West BanWGaza through 
KAI. 

1.a Who are the points of contact at KAI? 

Leo and Anita Kmmer 

2. Was the shipment camsidered a sample shipment, trial shipment, or commercial 
shipment? 

The shipments were considered trial shipments to test out the market acceptance of 
produce from a new source of supply, and the reliability of delivery. 

3. Wbat k the volume of produce received, date of shipment, and terms of the sale? 

About 24 tons of tomafoes were received in March - April 1993; 15 tons of grapes were 
received in July 1993. About 8 tons of melons were also received in July 1993. 

3.a Was it r consjgnment (commission contract), pmexport price agreement 
(rued), or minimum price guarantee? 

Consignment d e .  



3.b Whkh t the most common term of sale for this product for your company? 

Consignment sale, following the practice of AGREXCO. 

3.c (If the mad common \ . e m  of sale is consignment) Under what conditions do 
you a m  to pmexport price agreements or minimum price guarantees? 

If fixed price and quantities were received from the buyers such as supermarket 
chains, then fixed prices will be offered to the suppliers. However, prices are 
usually fixed only verbally, not by a legal contract. Mr. Butler revealed that in 
his company, about 10 percent of the tomatoes sales and 70 percent of the grape 
sales are based on fixed prices. 

In further discussion, Mr. Butler revealed that he may be willing to guarantee a 
price up to about 50 percent of the current price level, because the risk of not 
being able to sell produce at half the market price is small. 

3.d Do you usually open lettels o!! credit for produce exporters? If so, under 
what conditions are you willh~g to do it? What are the standard terms that 
you would agree to? 

LCs were common until about five years ago. Sales are mostly by consignment 
at the moment. Most banks are not willing to open LCs for perishable produce. 
If LCs are opened, importers will want to retain the right to reject the produce 
upon anrival in case the produce spoil in route or the quality is sub-standard. 

4. For the produce imported from West BanMGaza through KAI, who arranged and 
paid for overseas freight and cartons? Can you recall what was the freight costs 
from Israel to your warehouse (shipping costs and local transport)? 

Paskalis paid for freight and the cartons for the grape shipment. Paskalis have not paid 
for the freight for the tunatoes yet. Airfreight and transportation were arranged by KAI. 

5. Were them any problemq with the shipment received from West Bank and Gaza? 

The quality of the produce received from West BankfGaza was fine. The grapes fetched 
very high prices due to market shortage at that time. The tomatoes were very well 
received. The taste was very good, and they were considered a novelty by the buyers 
when they first arrived and fetched prices about 20 percent higher than thcse received 
from the Canary Islands. However, the quantity shortfalls in many of the tomato 
shipments have showed the importers that Gazan suppliers cannot be relied on to deliver 

' a specific quantity. 



6. Was this transaction any different from your m a 1  practices? 

No. 

7. Axe you interesfed in buying from West Bank and Gaza again (either through ICAI 
or through other sources)? 

Yes. Mr. Butler believed that several importers in the U.K. are interested in acting as 
alternative channels for West BanWGaza produce since AGREXCO now has a monopoly 
on produce from the temtories and is a very powerful player in the market. AGREXCO 
has the power to fix prices with supermarket chains, and has in the past reduced prices 
(predatory pricing) when its monopoly position is threatened. 

If yes, do you have any plans to buy from these sources in the current season? 

Negotiations are on-going for the delivery of tomatoes, aubergines, and grapes. Paskali 
is only willing to pay on a consignment basis for the current season. 

8. From what other regions do you import the same produce as the ones imported from 
West Bank and Gaza? 

Paskalis currently raainly import tomatoes from Spain, grapes from Greece, Mexico, and 
Chile, and strawberries from Colombia. 

9. How would you compare West BadWGma produce from those received from other 
regions (in terms of price, quality, and delivery) 

Quality is very good, comparable to other supplies. Delivery, however, has proven to 
be less than reliable. 

10. What was KAI's role in the transaction? Was it typical of the role a broker would 
play in such transaction? Is the role that KAI played necessary for future 
trrmsactions? 

Typical of a broker. Mr.Butler believes that KAI's role will be important until the 
producers in West BanWGaza are organized enough to export directly. 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR IMPORTEW WHO RECEIVED PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Interview Number: 3 

Date: December 15, 1993 

Name and Address of Buyer: 
Uwe-Jens Lcnnsen 
Pepino Frugt Skandinavien A/S 
Copehagen, Denmark 
Tel: 45-31-17-33-55 
Fax: 45-31-17-49-15 

1. Have you purchased produce from West Bank or Gaza through KAI (or Kramer 
International) or exporten he is representing over the past year? 

Yes, received about two tons of tomatoes 

1.a Who are the points of contact at KAI? 

Lea and Anita Kramer, Angelica Olson (KAI-London) 

2. Was the shipment considered a sample shipment, trial shipment, or commercial 
shipment? 

?kid shipment 

3. What k the volume of produce received, date of shipment, and terms of the sale? 

Pepino received about two ton8 of tomatoes from Gaza in the last season. The sale 
resulted in a loss for Pepino because the produce arrived overripe. The proceeds from 
the sale of the produce was not sufficient to cover the shipping and handling costs. 
Pepino did not take its usual 8 percent commission in this transaction. Mr. Urnsen does 
not how whether the problem was the lack of quality control during picking and sorting 
or transportation delays. 

3.a Was it a consignment (commission contract), pmexport price agreement 
(fixed), or miuimum price guarantee? 

It was a consignment sale. 



3 Whtcb Is the most common terms of sale for this product for your company? 

Consignment sale. 

3.c (If tbe mad common terms of sale b consignment) Under what condltiona do 
you agree to pmeqort price agreements or mhimum price guamntees'! 

Pepino newer enters into minimum price contracts with producers. However, 
producers that have established long-standing relationships with the Pepino and 
buyers usually have a good idea of the price range of the produce. 

3.d Do you usually open letters of credit for produce exportam? If so, under 
what conditions are you wUling to do it.? What are the standard terms tbat 
you would agree to? 

Pepino never provides LCs. However, Pepino will provide bank guarantee that 
it will fulfil its obligations to sell the produce and pay the producerlexport the 
proceeds less the costs [transportation, cartons, duties, etc.). 

4. For the produce import from West BanWGaza through =I, who amoged rand paid 
for overseas freight and cartons? Can you recall what was the freight costs Prom 
h a e l  to your warehouse (shipping costs and local transport)? 

Air freight to Amsterdam was .arranged by KAI and the cost was reimbursed by Pepino. 
Pepino arranged the trucking of the produce from Amsterdam to Copenhagen. 

5. Were there any problems with the shipment received from \Vest Bank and Gaza? 

Tbe tomatoes in the trial shipment arrived overripe. Thus they were not sold at good 
market prices. 

6. Was this tramaction any dif'femnt from your usual practice.? 

No different, except that Pepino usually does not ship tomatoes by air due to the high 
cost of air freight. 

7. An yoo interested in buying from West Bank and Gaza again (either through KAI 
or through other sources)? 

Yes. 



If yes, do you have any plans to buy from these sources in the current season? 

Negotiations are on-going for the shipment of 24 pallets of tomatoes (over 3 0  boxes) 
f h m  Oaza by ship to Marseille and by ground transport from there. 

8. Fnw what other regions do you Import the same produce as the ones imported from 
W e t  Bank and Gaza? 

Canary Islands, H o h d ,  sometimes from Morocco. 

9. How would you compare West BanMGaza produce from those received from other 
ngions (in t e r n  of price, quality, and delivery) 

While the a3pearance, size, taste, and packing of the tomatoes in the sample shipment 
(one carton) was ideal, the trial shipment arrived in overripe condition and therefore was 
of substandard quality. Price was determined by market. 

10. What was KAI's role in the transaction? Was it typical of the role a broker would 
play in sucb transaction? Is the role that KAI played necessary for future 
trclmactio~s? 

Typical of a broker. Until the growers in West Bank/Gaza are organized and 
knowledgeable of the export market, they may need an intermediary be it KAI or others. 
However, Mr. Lonrsen believes that it would be more useful for the growers and 
importers to have a broker in Israel instead of in Washington. He believes it would 
improve the communication between the importer and the grower. 



FOR IMPORTERS WI60 RECEIVED PRODUCE 
FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Interview N b  4 

Date: December 17, 1993 

Name and Address of Buy= 
Mr. Ronald Poelstra, Director 
Windig A.G.S.B.V. 
Jan van Gdensbaat 4 
105 1 KM AmsterQm, the Netherlands 
Tel: 31-20-6824040 
Fa: 31-20-6861813 

1. Have you purchased produce from West Bank or Gaza through KAI (or Kramer 
Intendonal) or exporters he Is representing over the past year? 

Received samples of grapes. 

1.a Who are the points of contact at KAI? 

L#, and Anita Kramerm9 

2. Was the shipment considered a sample shipment, trial shipment, or commercial 
shipmatr 

Sample sbipment. 

3. What is the volume of produce received, date of shipment, and terms of the sale? 

Ten boxes of grapes were received as samples in this season (July or August 1993). 
Since it m a sample, Windig did not pay for the grapes, shipment and other related 
costs. 

Accodic~ to the C3mtoe. neither Leo and Anita Kruner had any dealings with Windig. The KAI contact 
waa Angelica OSlooa in London. 



3.8 Was it a consigrment (commission contract), pre-export price agreement 
(fixed), or minimulr: price guarantee? 

3.b Which is the most common terms of sale for this product for your company? 

Fixed price for 80 percent of the variety of products Windig deals with. 

3.c (If the most common terms of sale is consignment) Under what conditions do 
you agree to preexport price agreements or minimum price guarantees? 

Since Windig only sells to independent g m r s  (not supermarket chains) and 
mainly buys from grbwers with a longstanding relationship, Windig usually buys 
aad sells at fixed prices. Prices are usually determined by Windip. However, 
fbr groduce whose prices are more volatile and the volume of shipment is 
unstable, sale by consignment is more common. New producers who are entering 
the market always accept consignment sales. 

3.d Do you usually open letters of credit for produce exporters? If so, under 
what conditions are you willing to do it? What are the standard terms that 
you would agree to? 

Never. Not standard market practice in Amsterdam. 

4. For tLcpsPduce import fkom West BanWGaza through KAI, who arranged and paid 
for ovmeas freight and cartons? Can you recall what was the freight costs from 
Israd to your warehouse (shipping costs and local transport)? 

KAI m g e d  and paid for freight. 

5. Wem there any problems with the shipment received from West Bank and Gaza? 

The gmpw arrived overripe. Packing and the boxes were substandard. Mr. Poelstra 
suqmted that there were logistical problems leading to the delay in shipment, resulting 
in larva quality grapes on arrival. 

6. Was tbh transaction any different from your usual practices? 

A littlettle different. Windig usually deals d i i t ly  with the producers or coops. Mr. 
Poelshrr wasn't sure whom he was dealing with in the transaction arranged by KAI. 



7. Are you interested in buying from West Bank and Gaza again (either through KAI 
or through other sources)? 

Yes, but only if there is added value to the produce such as superior packaging and 
presentation. There is no room for new entrants in average quality produce. 

If yes, do you have any plans to buy from these sources in the current season? 

No. 

8. Fronr what other regions do you import the same produce as the ones imported from 
West Bank and Gaza? 

Mainly from CentralISouth America (Colombia, Venezuela), Asia-Pacific (Malaysia, 
Thailand, Tahiti, Fiji), Australia, New Zealand. 

9. How would you compare West BanWGaza produce from those received from other 
regions (in terms of price, quality, and delivery) 

Substandard packing and quality. 

10. What was KAI's role in the transaction? Was it typical of the role a broker would 
play in such transaction? Is the role that KAI played necessary for future 
t ~ c t i o n s ?  

Windig doesn't deal with brokers or agents. Windig prefers more direct importing 
channels. 



]INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 
FOR IMPORTERS wo RECEIVED PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Interview Number: 5 (by phone) 

Date: December 16, 1993 

Name and Address of Buyer: 
John DiFeliciantonio, President 
Procacci Brothefs Company 
Philadelphia, IRA 
Tel. 215-463-8000 
Fax. 215-467-1144 

1. Have you purchased produce from West Bank or Gaza through KAI (or Kramer 
Internatjonal) or exporters he is representing over the past year? 

Yes 

1.a Who are the points of contact at KAI? 

2. Was the shipmcnt considered a sample shipment, trial shipment, or commercial 
shipment? 

3. What is the volume of produce received, date of shipment, and terms of the sale? 

Sample cartons of tomatoes only. Date of shipment - Spring 1993. Not a sale, small 
sample d y .  

3.a Was it a consignment (commbsdon contract), preexport price agreement 
(Ikted), or minimum price guaranteed? 

Sample only, no payment involved to exporter. 

3.b Are these the most common terms of sale for this product for your company? 

Sample shipments are common for first-time exchange between supplier and 
buyer. 



3.c Clf the most common terms of sale are consignment) Under what conditions 
do you agree to preexport price agreements or minimum price guarantees? 

Whcn they are in short supply of item and they know they can resell quickly 
without risk. 

3.d Do you usually open lettern of credit for produce exporters? If so, under 
what conditions are you willing to do it? What are the standard terms that 
you d d  agree to? 

No. 

4. Who arranged and paid for overseas freight and cartons? Can you recall what was 
the freight cuds from Israel to'your warehouse (shipping costs and local transport)? 

Kramer amnged air shipment by Federal Express.1° Mr. ~i~eliciantonio does not know 
what the f i g h t  cost was. 

5. Were there my problems with the shipment received from West BanWGaza? 

Yes, the tomtms arrived overripe according to Mr. DeFeliciantonio. 

6. Was this trmrsrction any different from usual practices? 

No. 

7. Are you interested in buying from West Bank and Gaza again (either through KAI 
or through a(ber sources)? 

No, as a result of the overripe condition of the tomatoes, the Procacci Brothers are not 
interested in finther pursuit of produce fiom GadWest Bank at this time according to 
Mr. D iPe l i ch~Wo.~~  

If yes, do yoo have any plans to buy from these sources in the current season? 

N.A. 

lo 'Ibe Grantee &i&d that the produce w u  rhipped by U P S .  

The Omtee clrhasd that d e s  did not coneummrte because of the problem in the siza of Gam tomatoss 
and U.S. import regul.tiara 



8. From what other regions do you import the same products as the ones imported 
from West Bank and Gaza? 

From all over the world, including Israel (AGREXCO). 

9. How would you compare West BaWGaza produce from thwe received from other 
regions? (in price, quality, and delivery) 

Worse in quality if this sample is representative, Mr. DeFeliciantonio does not know 
about price and delivery based on this small sample. 

10. What was KAI's role in the transaction? Was it typical of the role a broker would 
play in such transaction? Is the role that KAI played necessary for future 
transactions? 

Broker for supplier. Often there is a middleman. They often are useful at fust but not 
indefinitely . 



FOR IMPORTERS W* RECEIVED PRODUCE 
FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

M e d e w  munber: 6 (by phone) 

Date: December 15, 1993 

Name and Add- of Buyer: 
Matthew D'Arrigo, Vice President 
D'Arrigo Bm. Co. 
New York City 
Tel: 718-991-5900 
Fax: 718-9604!544. 

1 Have you purchased produce from West Bank or Gaza through KAI (or Kramer 
International) or exportem he is representing over the past year? 

Yes, a shipment of 100 boxes of tomatoes (note 1 box = 5 kilos). Mr. D'Amgo pointed 
out that this is a very small shipment for him. 

1.a Who are the points of contact at KAI? 

Leo Krarner and Anita Kramer. 

2. Was the shipment considered a sample shipment, trial shipment, or commercial 
shipment? 

A trial shipment. 

3. What 19 the volume of produce received, date of shipment, and terms of the sale? 

500 kilos, March 1993, consignment sale. D'Anigo did not buy it f b m  Leo Kramer, 
he simply $old it for a commission. He can't recall the price, but does remember that 
be (D'Anigo) did not lose money on the transaction. 

3.a Was it a consignment (commission contract), pre-export price agmment 
(fixed), or minimum price guaranteed? 

Consignment contract. 



3.b Are these the most common terms of sale for this product for yorrr company? 

D'Arrigo does every kind of contract, but consignment is very common unless 
they know the seller very well, or unless there is a real shortage of the produce 
in the New York market. 

3.c (If the most common terms of sale are consignment) Under what conditions 
do you agree to pre-export price agreements or minimum pdce guarantees? 

If there is a real shortage in the market or if he knows the seller very well, then 
he is more willing to offer fixed prices or a minimum guaranteed price 
(combination fixed and consignment). 

3.d Do ycw usually open letten of credit for produce exportels? If so, under 
what conditions are you willing to do it? What are the standard terms that 
you would agree to? 

No. Mr. D'Arrigo explained he does not open letters of credit for exporters, but 
he knows of buyers who are willing to do so. 

4. Who arranged and paid for overseas freight and cartons? Can you recall what ware 
the freight cuds from Israel to your warehouse (shipping costs and local transport)? 

D'Arrigo paid air freight for the shipment. He cannot recall the costs of air freight from 
Israel. The exporter paid for the cartons. 

5. Were there any problems with the shipment received from West BaWGaza? 

No major problems. Packing was fine. This grower has definitely had experience 
cxprting before through the Israeli company, that is why D'Arrigo was willing to buy 
fiom them. There were some small problems with color, some tomatoes were redder than 
others within the same box. This results in a lower selling price. 

6. Was this transaction any different from usual practices? 

No, ~ther than the fact that the buyer has never bought from IsraeWest Bank-Gaza 
before. 



7. Are you interested in buying from West Bank and Gaza again (either through KAI 
or through other sources)? 

Mr. D'Arrigo explained that he met with the Palestinians at the recent produce 
ummtion in Washington and he expressed his willingness to consider buying from them 
again in the fioture. 

Be merrtimed in this intt,wicw that he believes the Palestinian exporters should group 
together so they have more marketing clout and to enable them to develop a name and 
+tion for the produce from that country. 

It gcs, do you have any plans to buy from these sources in the current season? 

Mr. D'Arrigo has contacted Leo Kramer recently to let him know that he is interested 
in buying a larger shipment of tomatoes from Gaza this season. The terms would 
probably be consignment. 

8. Ekom wbat other regions do you import the same products as the ones imported 
h'P.l West Bank and Gaza? 

Marico, Caribbean, Suuth America, North Africa. 

9. Hw would you compare West BanWGaza produce from those received from other 
rqbns? (Sn price, quality, and delivery) 

Priat was fine (consignment he did not buy it), quality was fine except the coloring was 
not dm, delivery was fine (air shipment). 

Mr. D'Arrigo believes that transport might be quite expensive to allow Palestinian 
poduce to be profitable most of the time in the U.S. market. However, he believes 
t h e  might be "window opportunities" when U.S. prices are high and the transaction 
might be profitable. He also said if Israel (AGREXCO) can export profitably from the 
sune sources, then he thinks the Patestinians should be able to do the same. 

10. Wbat was KA19s role in the transaction? Was it typical of the role a broker would 
plrq in such transaction? Is the role that KAI played necessary for future 
hmiactions? 

Iso Krarncr acted Uce a consultant to the producers. Sometimes a broker is needed to 
h i h l l y  bring buyer and seller together, but after that D'Anigo feels middlemen are not 
U - they add an extra layer and sometimes the message gets muddled in translation. 



ANNEX 4 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 
IMPORTERS WHO DID NOT RECEIVE PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 
IMPORTERS WHO DID NOT RECEIVE PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

IntcRkw Nmbm 

Date: 

Name and Address of Buyer: 

1. Do y m  mall being contacted by KAI about possible imports of produce from West 
BanUGuta? 

2. If yes, bow was the initial contact initiated (through fax, phone call, or personal 
visit)? 

- - -  - -- - -- - 

3. Why was the transaction through KAI not consummated? 

terms? 

p*? 



perrched dimculty or uncertainty In dellvery 

m e d  or actual dimcultica Ptr obtahhq proper documentation? 

4. WaoJd you consider buying from West BanWGaza either through KAI or through 
other means k the hrture? 



INTERVIEW QUElSTIONNAIRF, E"OR 
IMPORTERS WHO DID NOT RECEIVE PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Interview rdumbcr: 1 (by phone) 

Date: Dccunba 13, 1993 

Name rrnd Addms of Buyer: 
Laurence OW, Managing Director 
Poupatt UJnitCd 
United Kingdom 

1. Do you recall being contacted by KAI about possible fmporta of produce from West 
BmwGaza? 

Yes 

2. If yes, bow was the initial contact initiated (througb fax, phone call, or personal 
vissd)? 

Contacted by Leo Krarner. 

3. W h y  was the transaction through KAI not eommmated? 

perceived quality? 

quantltg (too snrall)? 

perceived difficulty or uncertainty in delivery 

perceived or actual dimculties in obtaining proper documentation? 

Poulpart is one of several wholesalers (panelists) for AGREXCO in the UK market. 
Poupart handles the marketing and distribution of AGREXCO produce to retailers and 
receives a commission. Prices are usually negotiated directly between AGREXCO and 
the buyer beforehand. 



4. Would you consider buying from West BanWGaza either through KAI or through 
other m e a s  in the Mure? 

Poupart is not interested in working with KAI because it may jeopardize their current 
relationship with AOREXCO. 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAlRE FOR 
IMPORTERG WHO DID NOT RECEIVE PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

hterdew Number: 2 

Name md Address of Buyer: 
Migud Sanchez, Managing Director 
A1 Fruit Tunbridge Wells 
Kent, United Kingdom 
Tel: 44-892517444 
Fax: 46.892517222 

1. Do you recall being contacted by KAI about possible imports of produce from West 
BamWGaza? 

Yes 

2. If yes, how was the initial contact initiated (through fax, phone call, or personal 
Pisit)? 

A1 Fruit was initially contacted by Leo about three years ago. Mr. Sanchez has had a 
fiw meetings with Leo Krarner, and has also spoken with Anita Kmmer over the phone. 

3. Why was the transaction through KAI not consummated? 

KAI has contacted A1 Fruit a few time to inquire about the c.i.f. prices for various 
produce items in the UK. However, MI has never sent samples to A1 Fruit. 

4. Would you consider buying from West BanMGaza either through KAI or through 
dher means in the future? 

Mr. Sanchez is interested in importing from West BankIGaza. However, he revealed 
that he is frustrated with the failure of KAI to follow up with sending samples or trial 
shipment to him. 



OUber comments: 

Mr. Sanchez said that although it is not common practice in the business, he sometimes 
opens LCs for cxporteas in Uruguay for up to 70 percent of the value produce. This 
amount is payable when the exporters submits the bill of lading to the bank. The balance 
is usually payable 5-10 days after the produce is delivered. 

Mr. Sanchez also revealed that most of the citrus he imports is bought on fixed prices, 
usually when fixed prices are offered by buyers such as supermarket chains. Prices are 
either fixed verbally or on paper. However, he will not be willing to offer fixed prices 
to producers in West BanWaaza until he has seen the produce, and tested the reliability 
of delivery and their acceptance in the market in a few trial shipments. 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 
IMPORTERS WHO DID NOT RECEIVE PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

In tedew Number: 3 (by phone) 

Nam and Address of Buyer: 
Claudia Hainkc, Fresh Produce Dept. 
J.A. Hahl GMBH & Co. 
Germany 
Tel: 49-89-7800-620 
Pax: 49-89-78-55-824 

1. Do you recall being contacted by M I  about pcssible imports of produce from West 
Bank/Gaza? 

No. 

2. If yes, how was the initial contact initiated (through fax, phone call, or personal 
visit)? 

3. Why was the transaction not consummated? NA 

perceived quality? 

perceived dimculty or uncertainty in delivery? 

perceived or actual difficulties in obtaining proper documentation? 



4, Wwld you consider buying from West BanWGaza through KAI or through other 
means in the itture? 

Ms. Hainkc said that J.A. Kahl does not currently import from West BankfOaza, but 
does receive produce from Israel. She said the company is open to importing from any 
area but does nat currently see a niche for produce from West BanWOaza given that the 
company already has a well-established network of suppliers. 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 
IMPORTERS WHO DID NOT RECEIVE PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Wcrrlcw Number: 4 (by phone) 

lYlPlr and Address of Buyer: 
Mr. H a d h n  
PIPaa, 

-Y 
TcQ: 49-40-308-40 
Fax: 49-40-32-70-22 

1. Do you d being contacted by KAI about possible imports of produce from West 
BmwGaza? 

2. If yes, how was the Wtial contact initiated (through fax, phone call, or personal 
*t)? 

3. Why was the transaction not consummated? NA 

price? 

perceived qwlity? 

quantity (too small)? 

perceived difficulty or uncertainty in delivery? 

pemived or actual dlMculties in obtaining proper documentation? 



4. Would you consider buying from West BanWGaza through KAI or througb other 
means in the future? 

Mr. Hauffman said his company usually deals directly with produce exporters and would 
mt see a need for an intermediary such as KAI. Fmeco currently has no ties to West 
W O a z a  and is not considering establishing any given the company's long-standing 
business ties to suppliers in Israel. 



m V I E w  QUEISTIOrnAIRE FOR 
IMPORTERS WHO DID NOT RECEIVE PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Interview Number: 5 (by phone) 

Dater Dtcembcr 15,1993 

Name uad Address of Buyer: 
Alain Pare, Fruits and Vegetables Division 
Epicins Unis Metro Richlieu 
Canada 
Tel: 514-251-4435 
Fax: 514-251-4424 

1. Do you recall being contacted by M I  about possible imports of produce from West 
BsnWGaza? 

No. 

2. If yes, how was the initial contact initiated (through fax, phone call, or personal 
*)? 

3. Why was the transaction not consummated? NA 

perceived quality? 

quantity (too small)? 

perceived dimculty or uncertainty in delivery? 

m i v e d  or actual difficulties in obtaining proper documentation? 



4. Would you consider buying from West BanWGaza through KAI or through other 
means in the fbture? 

According to Mr. Pare, Epiciers does not currently import produce from West 
BanWCiaza, but the company would consider doing so given the right price and quality 
for the produce. For Epiciers, the most important factor when deciding to import from 
West Banlc/aaza would be facility of exporters to ship produce to Montreal given the 
time constraints and distance involved. 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAXRE FOR 
IUPORTERS WHO DID NOT RECEIVE PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Interview Number: 6 

lhte: December 15, 1993 

Name and Address of Buyer: 
Coleman Bernstein, Oeneral Manager 
&mini Food 
Canada 
Tel: 416-775-3353 

1. Do you recall being contacted by KAI about possible imports of produce horn West 
BanWGaza? 

No. 

2. If yes, how was the initial contact initiated (through fax, phone call, or personal 
visit)? 

3. W h y  was the transaction not consummated? NA 

terms? 

price? 

perceived quality? 

quantity (too small)? 

perceived difficulty or uncertainty in delively? 

perceived or actual dimculties in obtaining proper documentation? 



4, Would you consider buying born West BanWGaza through KAI or through other 
means in the hture? 

Oemini does not currently import from West BanktOaza, but would be open to any 
opportunities. For C3emin.i the major concern would be the time and distance involved 
in transporting the produce to Canada by ship and the high cost of transportation by air. 



INTERVIEW QUFSTIONNAIRE FOR 
lMPORTERS WHO DID NOT RECEIVE PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

In lcnkw Number: 7 (by phone) 

Name and Address of Buyer: 
Abdul-Aziz Al Madi, Owner 
Abdul-Aziz Al Madi Establishment for Trading 
SIudi Arabia 
Tel: 966-1-457-2586 
Fax: %6- 1-458-4457 

1. 110 you recall being contacted by KAI about possible imports of produce from West 
BanktGaza? 

No. 

2. If yes, how was the initfa1 contact initiated (through fax, phone call, or personal 
vkit) ? 

3 Why was the transaction not consummated? NA 

terms? 

price? 

perceived quality? 

quantity (too small)? 

pemived diMculty or uncertainty in delivery? 

perceived or actual difficulties in obtaining proper documentation? 



4. Would you conslder buying from West BnnWGaza through KAI or through other 
means in the future? 

Mr. A1 Madi said that his company does not currently import from West BanWaaza 
because of strained political relations between the region and Saudi Arabia. He added 
that if relations were to improve in the future, his company may consider establishing 
commercial ties with West BanYOaza. 



INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 
IMIQRTERS WHO DID NOT RECEIVE PRODUCE 

FROM GAZA AND WEST BANIK 

IdrJrkw Number: 8 (by phone) 

Nrrc and Address of Buyer: 
Mr. -art Thulson, Import Dept. 
!i$dfmktimporten AB 
SIimden 
Td: 96-8-810210 
Fm: 46-8-814460 

1. Do you recall being contacted by Y<AI about possible imports of produce &om West 
RanWGaza? 

No. 

2. If yes, how was the initial contact initiated (through fax, phone call, or personal 
visit)? 

3- M y  was the transaction not consummated? NA 

price? 

perceived quality? 

quantity (too small)? 

perceived difllculty or uncertainty in delivery? 

perceived or actual difnculties in obtaining proper documentation? 



4 Would you conddtr buyhg from Wert BanMGaza through KAI or througb other 
means In the ]Mum? 

Sydhucktimporten docs not curmrtly import hrom West W O a z a  and was unfamiliar 
with the products o f f d  by the region. He said he would consider buying from West 
Bank aaza but he did note scvcrat complicating factors, including: perceived distance of 
West BanWOaza from Scandinavia, transportation difflcsrltics, and availability of fresh 
produce withh traditional European suppliers, eapccially Spain, Italy and other 
Scandinavian countria. 



ANNEX 5 

LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED 



LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED 

Harry Bimholz, A.I.D. Affaicp Officer, Tel Aviv 
Ernie Kuhn, W M E  Project Officer 
Peter Malnak, NEIME 
Sufian Mshasha, Foreign Service National, Jerusalem 
David Rhoad, Acting A.I.D. Affairs Officer, Jcruialcm 
Saleh Sakka, Oaza Field Representative 
Diana Swain, NWME Project Officer 
Dorothy Young, WME Project Officer 

OTHERS 

Hillel Adiri, District Director, Ministry of Agriculture (CIVAD), Gaza 
Adel Briegheeth, Agricultural Department of Jericho, West Bank 
Daoud Istanbuli, Technical Director, Technical & Advisory Committees, Palestinian Team to 
the Peace Conference 
Misour Wfeh, export consultant to the EEC, formerly Director of the Jenin Marketing 
Cooperative 
Sobhe Kharobi, Cooperation for Development International (CD), Gaza 
Terry Lacey, General Secretary, Cooperation for 3evelopment International, U.K. 
Mohammed A Ra'is, Agecultural Office (CIVAD), Gaza 
Aown Shawa, Gaza Representative, Cooperative Dtvelopment Project 
Nader R. Shawa, Director, Center for the Promotion of Palestinian Products, Palestinian Trade 
Promotion Organization, Rotterdam 
Giora J. Teltsch, Haifa 

KAI 

Anita Kramer 
Leo .Kramer 

PRODUCE SUPPLERS IN GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Kamal Al-Azaiza, Head of Board of Directors, Dier El-Balah Cooperative 
Kader and Imad Al Namari, Jericho Agricultural Cooperative, Gaza 
Kalid Moustaga Abed Al-Razeek, Fara, West Bank 
Osama Abed Al-Razeek, Fara, West Bank 
Matthew D'Arrigo, Vice President, D'Arrigo Bros. Co., New York 
Ahmed Marnoud Saleh Fouquaha, Jericho, West Bank 



Produce Suppliers in Gaza and West Bank 
Continued,. . 
Jihad Haddad, Managa, Jericho Marketing Cooperative, West Bank 
a z i k  Abu Halima, Chairman, Bcit Lahia Cooperative, Oaza 
A,yesh Ileyyan, Beit Lahia Cooperative, Oaza 
I'orahim M. Mughrabi, Managing Director, Citrus Packing Co., Oaza 
Khader Nammari and I d  Nammari, West Bank 
AS~med Abu El-Naja, Chairman, Ahmed Abu El-Naja Export Import, Oaza 
Adli Shurrab, Shurrab I3Jrport Import Co., Gaza 
Ahmad Shurrab, Shurrab Export Import Co., Oaza 
Emad Shurrab, Shurrab Export Import Co., Oai G 
Zaher Tantech, Beit Lahh Cooperative, Gaza 
Saad Tarazi, Director, Beit Lahia Cooperative, Oaza 
Ahmed Khalil A1 Zaaneen, Beit Hanoun Cooperative, Gaza 

PRODUCE IMPORTERS 

Abdul-Aziz A1 Madi, Owner, Abdul-Aziz A1 Madi Establishment for Training, Saudi Arabia 
Coleman Bernstein, Geneaal Manager, Gemini Food, Canada 
Tony Butler, Managing Director, Paskalis Imports Ltd., London 
Gerard Costa, Director, Brims & Company Ltd., London 
John DiFeliciantonio, Pnsident, Procacci Brothers Company, Philadelphia, PA 
Claudia Hainke, Fresh Produce Dept, J.A. Hahl GMBH & Co., Germany 
Heinz Hauffman, Frueco, Germany 
Uwe-Jens Lornsen, Pepino Frugt Skandinavian AIS, Copenhagen 
Laurence Olins, Managing Director, Poupart Limited, England 
Alaine Pare, Fruits and Vegetables Division, Epiciers Unis Metro Richlieu, Canada 
Ronald A.M. Poelstra, Director, Windig A.G.F.B.V., Amsterdam 
Miguel Sanchez, A1 Fruit Limited, Kent 
Lennart Thulson, Import Dept., Sydhcktimporten AB, Sweden 



ANNEX 6 

MEMORANDUM FROM KAI 
TO EVALUATION TEAM 

SUMMARIZING GRANTEE 
CORRESPONDENCE WITH AID 



D€C 17 '93 141 56 KRAMER WASHINGTON DC ' P, 1/16 
2100 M N.W. WASfWBTON, DC 20037 . , 

ITP: FAX 703-247-8410 

: FBOW Leo Krarnet 
gramtr Assodates Inc. 

' : 

, , D A R  Dkcraibrr 17, 1993 

. Nb. of Pago krcluding this Page 16' , . . I :  ' 

. , 

' Encloaod for your rev&ev. 

Kind regards. 

. . . . 



DE% 17 '93 14156 KRFlflER WSHINGTON DC ' P.2/16 1 ,  
' .' ' . I rim x mm xw. WA~BINOT~N, ~c & I 

vb Krmer Associates Inc. T.l202-296.~0 h.202-294.6275 ' I  
! . ( '  

I ',' 6 

j #rot Peter Boone n 
i '  

I .  

j ]FROM:' ' I#, Kxamer 
Kriuner Associates, Inc 

I DATE: 
I 

December 15, 1993 

I Please 'note that your evaluation of our grant started almost a a d g  me y~ .$i ss r';. 7.m . 
was si ed. What can we expea in the first yeat of an acpahcnt *th. s/c. z.;::,,; ! 

! imped&nts and unexpected prob1emr like border dosings? 

A question.. 

I p  view of my concern that the gmt is not being propdy m t e d  as per our last 
: convwadon,J hope I would have an opporhdty rg add m views to the wcrview~ I 
' "' expressed a the very beginning of the waluation, and nd f would be inmvhdl in.de,@-' 
I 
I 

I hopc so. . . .. . 0 .  

, I  

i ~ i ' a i d  tormost we must remember that this was aa pro where 9 sides .: $" i would ltanr how to effectively any out not only agricultud but pootib y all @vats sccbr ; . 
! pmjace vis-a-vis AID. . i , . a  ., 

1 .  . . i .  . ' 
1 I '  ; . ~ n c b i r ~ i t m ~ b e c l a r i h u ~ ~ & t w a t u n d ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ n ~ a ~ b s t i n r , '  . . I ,  . - 

- ' i  in~mdQWur~,ilIDrndKramu~b~gueua-budg~,linoitcmrmd 
. bench marks knowiag these would have to be adjusted from experience. I 

. .Whatwould~followaswe~tinmtheAJdarc~j~f~totherealityofwbatw~ ; - . 
!.a, were the impdimmu properly dsfkied and aurectablc and whetha t b m  wars 

.: . 
I' .. - ~ a t n r i d p d .  
' .  I:. , 

I 

- Them were. ,: I 

I 
I 

What &re the proposed so1utions and who could any them out and in what b e  w e ?  ' -: 1 ' . 
Solutiolu were found, proposed, and most were implemented only where they did not rsquks . 

. supporrorchangtbyM3. I I a i ,  I .  . .  .: . . t 

. * a  



; hx to Peter &one &om Leo Kramer 
* D k n b i r  15. 1993 

. . 
''Cblgid tima w a  DalIy D f i  course becauh AID did not pr- the gmnt documents within : . a I 

, i .tb8 thmework of tho sgricultursl cycle. a 
I 

I !  
a I 

, !& *an wu negotiated with c m i n  members of ihe AID rrril anti ihan m u d  ova lo . , 
qtd!2i inpl~rnentatia. 

. , 

: . Certain . .  hcran an clear and beyond dispute. I S  , I 

:  AID^^ p t i c a ~ y  a~ aijwrments con;idg out of ;he experience of  the W. 
. I 

, . .  . : 1 

lWanr'~wtdtobU~Dembal(~ardtofb.ck&~ghordcrtoprovidrfw& ' ' . j  
@cUy ro make up for the long delay and for AID failure to rcxess documents. ThFt did not " ' '  P 

. , 

' work.) and did W v e  piudal pa ment on December 23rd. t tcok the Decemba b W  until. . Y Lk . I 
5 to be completed, there ore completely negating the rdue of advance funds, :I&T. , $ 8  

I 

, e 

. '  . of the thne months of payments was: 
. I '  

i 'Zlr January 5 voucher w not completed until Feb- 12, a pried of 38 days. 
1 

t ,  
Q ,  

1 .  , ' . Febauary 1 voucher w a ~  not completed until March 2, a period of 30 days. , . . ! . 
I I .  

: . ' ' X b  oripiaJ fonnat decided on by the contraeu people was a grant to allow maximum 
a ' fkxibilrry in this new and experimental program golng into uncharted seas. 

. AID bowever, .chose to administer this as if it w u s  a contract, a reimbursable conmct and . 
mjcro-managed it. This math w destructive of the mission/objcrtivac of the p u t .  

~ w n o f ~ a t f o r t h o t r a a d e r o f h d w i c d g ~ ~ ~ g n i n t d b y ~ s a f t w ~ h w u  . '  ' q a 'm antidpat& to be aa end produn of the gxant. . ..! 
. . 

. 4  . '  
. I .  ) 

: qls quWy found possible soIudons but ATD:refbscd lo partidpate in most implementations., ! I .. 
: 

1 :  - -k of the delay bf the evaluation, wnuhd for a one month &on in order to get I .  
. Ow pIouM off us, and the evaluators. We a s h i  for chir tvithout my additional funding and 
ddbwasdaird_ . ' - -  . I .  

: . 1 :  

: , . - * I i ,  
' . l 'br~@ouc this throughout 05 paat we could ahnost auto- -a 'no', . . . . . (  

. adenid.. .i . 

. ! h & M y . w e ' ~  stoppd fiom entariag the j&&ion of our responsibility. Whvnnr tho . .  
niboas f a  that decision, ir was clearly demudive of the (pant objectives. 1 I. . . .  

I 

I .  Iian emagency wheze r rolution was only possible by operating in Aviv, we were d& 
pczmission to =el to Td Aviv. 

. I  .. 
I . . -  

. . 1 )  . . . . .. . . 



C a w  l a  &~ri;, 14s-  
aunly then rr the commrnrcnt by ADD to the o b j d v u  of the grant? 

. . 
1 ,  I : ".'we did not hiow at tbc rtmc that it would h a i  been inappropriate and an ucceptable ! . 

, burden far us to recdvc zero indbets, zero overheads, zero GQA, and zcm fees. 
. . . . . I ~b did not inform us of the ovenrrnent for such hods as the Td Aviv BPton. We I : : . I  . 

therefore last thousmds of &S until we -rend it ourselvcs. , :  * 

, .,'. .; 

. Kind rckds. . ; .. I ' : I :  

. '~achmcnt: A list of soIutions pmposd by & and AID responses. 

. P.S. This is intended. to be illusmtive, not wmpnh&. 
. I  



! ATD~ rr8ponsme or  lack o f  rraporuam t o  *amer writtur~rsquutm, 
ida)atiLying and proposing 8olution8 t o  Palaatinian trada and . 

. , axport needs 
I I . I ,  

i i 
, ' I  

0 ,  

! # .  : Exaapla of solu~ions t o  a p o r t  problem and AID responma : 
I .  

I . . j p  I 
! 

I 'I 

. ' 3 / 9 / 9 3  Ix t o  AID 
; **No respawe * XAf describes oircu~lcstmcam 

th a t  impact its abi l i ty  to 
I 

make zoquaats i n  a timaly m e r  
! 

7/1293 LX to AID j 
i i R a e e s t  for funding , for 

. samples shipmanta 

i . .  ! 
' 7/it 193 AK to AID . +*No response. . 

. : KITrprovides further explanistion e* 
1 . . thoI raquest for funding sample 
f a . : shipments 

8/5/93 LX to AID ' **NO rrsponsa. . 
XAI requests approAl for prior rapes& 
and funds t o  export ! s a r ~ p l u .  ' 

0 .. 
I I . . 
: .  

: : 8/12/93 LK to AID . . 
1 UI: reguests approval I 

1 . .  

o f  :sample shipments, 
I 

'. . 
+*A mnt& and a ha2f * 

of prior requests af t e t  initial 
raquasts for  sample 
wad trial: shipment . . 
fzaadiag in July; Xnr . 
roc81 V ~ S  
notification on a 

8/25/93 that AIDlis 
I 

, o m -  t o  provi dSag ' ' ' 

modest mount of . I 

funds ~ Q Z  
sampl ./trial :a, 

shiperr&. Ffrrsl .. . 
? * 

rampla appmttal . i 

Docombar  6. . 



AID reaponaer or lack o f  re8 onsrm to Krruoer writtan request8 
: idmntifying and proposing 80 utionr * to  Palr8kinian trade and 

' I  

, I  expo* needs 
P 

' I 

-1. o f  solutlon8 t o  rxport prob2.m~ and AID reeponsr ; 
I 

, 

( '. 
a : ' 8/27/93 I1K to A I D  **On 9/39/93, AID 
: #A1 submits a datailad plan for tho granted approval' of 

administration o f  tho 8smgZe fund. $50,000 f o r '  l i m i t e d  
use for sampl. : 
shipment Z u d i  ag, . , 8 

. , cannot be urad 
because requireateaU # .  

are flawad., Final ' 

a approval D 8 ~ 8 m b O r  6 .  

4 .  

,. **IIowavor, becausa t h i s  fwd includod the cost of the - 
produce, it could not bo implemented and did not include the cost ' 

of rhfppiag and handling f o r  samplas. Samp1es tharefore caul# ' 

not be ahipped. 

l f / l 2 / 9 3  LX to AID a Ggantly requests approval 
prior requests including 

, - sample shipment ($~oo,OOO) . 

0 . .  11/24/93 LX aaaatinq w i t h  AID 
, .. RAk requests that cost o f  shipping 

and handling related to s h p l r  
shipmen- be covered under the 
grant t o  m a k a  the grant process 
more usaful. This does not incraase 
maximum amount o f  550,000 allowed 
f o r  sampla shipments. 

**ll/16/93 a D .  
responds t o  X U  
2 ~ ~ 1 8 9  of  10 /18 and 
11/12 by 
roi tarating that 
i t  w i l l  await the . a 

results of the 
+valuation bafer8 . . 
granting approvkl . to .  . .\. 
any prior raqu.sts. a .  , 

As of  Dacrmbar 1.6, 
no indepth intarvidw .' 
by  8vsZustors wLth ' * 

a. : I .  

*+21/24/93 A I D  
indfcatas it would.: 
approve t h i s ,  bu t  a t  
thfs p i n t ,  U bar! , 

no authority to, 
the pr0ca.d. F i n a l  ' . 

D0Cemb.r  6 .  



' DEC 17 '93 15100 KRAMER WASHINGTON DC 
3 # 

' , '  

- ,  I 
* ,  

0 .  
' A  

, I S  . I 

' AID reeponres or lack of rrmpon6es t o  Xramar writtan raguarrto " 
idantitying and proposing rolutionr t o  Paleatirnian trade and 

. axport noads 
, # 1 0  . Eatampla of rolutionr t o  export probl~ms and AID raspon8a : ' : ' 

I .  
* I  

:, 
I 

11/36/93 IX to AID *+NO tespnse . 
KAX requests that AID, in order Ssmplo final aqr8rd' a 

t o  simpliiy and expedite the use o f  Docamber 6 .  
funds f o r  samplas by allowing the I I 

dafinition of +has. funds t o  apply t o  
any cost particulars necessary to  
delivar samples t o  the potential buyer. 
KAI also raguests advanca a t  the ormpla 
fund to KAI so that it could move quickly. ' , I  

+*Mi  d-December, KAI finally receives the go-ahead t o  use the . . '. 
sample shipment funds a f t e r  being i n i t i a l l y  approved on 9 /29 /93  
and in f  t i a l l y  requested on 7 / 2 / 9 3 .  The deadline f o r  the November 
hatvest is now past due and. the farmers have l o s t  out because: of 
lack of  timeliness i n  decision-making and insufficient funding t o  . 
get samples out to laporters who ware w i l l i n g  to start program.  as 

*+It took 6 months t o  get tho  s(u11pZs shipment process f inal izad * . a  , 

iron r e p e s t  to approval. O f  the  $loo,ooo requested for ssnrple 
shipments, on2y $50,000 is approved for  sample shipments. Th i s  
sum includes cost o f  produca f o r  oamploa and cost o f  slrippiag. a d  
handling 

. .  I 



. 0 
I ' 

* I '  
I '  

, a I ,  1.  . .  :,, 
, I 3  I : !  #, 

4 I ,I ) 
I , ;  

1 1 .  
*:, ' AID rasponmas or laclc of r."ioruu t o  I*.m.r written raquabtg , ' , I idmti fy in  and proporing rolutions t o  Palertinian trade and 

X , . . aarport nea P ' I  q . . ' I  

I 

I ' m p l e  of rolutions t o  ~ u p o r t  problamm, and AID rarponu ' . 

t o  1 '  gbL ts  REQUESTS 
I 
! - 
i ' '7 /1/ )2*" LR to AID 

Sbquast for funding for - , . . 
I . '  a trial' shipments 

++No response 1 .  
I I 

8 '  ' I  i !  

8 0 

: : :  t '  : 
' I ,  

, " 7/15/93 AK to AID 
. I 

I , ~ h l  provides ~utther a x p ~ ~ i t i o n  o f  
I the raquest f o r  funding tri'il 

. .abfpi~enta, including s ize  and 
! costs of t r i a l  shipments. 

i 
, 8/12/93.  IX to AID ! 

' =I ,$aquests approval o f  pr$or raquests 
of .trial thipments 

i 
! ' .  !' . 

I I 

! 

' 8 /27 /93  IJC. to AID 
I 

. . XAI dubmita a datailcd plan' 'for the 
: adninistration of the s-lejtrial ! .: . . *  ' fund. 

After a month "urd . 
a ha2 f fzom ia i  t i a l :  

. . requastsfor ' 

traal  shipment 
funding in  July, X b  
r.c.ives I . .  

notif ication .on 
8 / 2 5 / 9 3  that WD i s '  
open t o  providing., . 
modost8smount of ' 

funds for 
raatpls/triaZ 
shipments. BOWOV& : 

. t r ia l  shipment 
approval aovor cam. ,: 

t -bough  . . . 
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1 ' : A& rubolues or l i d c  of rir onsea to mamar written raquaata: I 

! 1 .  
8 @ ,  . 
I I 

A(lqti2ying and proposing ro ! utions t o  PaLost i n i m  trade and' . . , 

1 . : . .. ' .wort needs 
I ', . . mapla of .elutions t o  w o r t  probluaa and AID +aspens., , , 
I 

I I 

: r 

7 , , 
1 : '  

' I 
I '  g&#s AuunauE * .  

: *  
, { O ,  8 ! I I 

' '. 
1 / 2 9  t o  AID , , * *11 /16 /93  U D  . 

! 
XA,I :ugontly repuerts apprbval ' responds t o  X U  ' 

'.' p#or re eets including f" faxes of 1 0 / 1 8  aaad . 
i ' tz$al rh pment (8100,000). 11/12 by 

. . : .  . . 
I 
I I ! r a i t e r u t i n g  t h a t  o i t  w i l l  await  the . .  : 

resu l ts  of  tha  
evaluatf on bofors 
granting approvaJ t o  
any pzior regucrsts 
Jls o f  Docambar 26; 
Leo Xramar s t i , J l  

I 
:. aweitjtng lnda th " . R in terv iew w i t  ! 

evaluators.  i .  1 '  * .  , 
! .  . . . . **h US baen await in9 the: drdsionr cf ND concaming tz ir l  a 

. .. s ~ p m o n t s  since i n t i a l l y  rrquested 6 months ago.  Now tthe proceaa . .  hq@ ba8a delayad amti2 tha .completion of  the evalut ion.  . . 



i 
0 ,  . I I ' I I I  

lb 1 ,i , 
0 .  

e ,  
, I , :;I. 

I a . . I  . # : I  
I I I 

I ! 

AID raaponses or lack of riiaponaes t o  Xrrmer writtan raguaeto : I ! ,  1 ii4 
. '  . S;dantifyinq and proposing aijlutions t o  Palestinian trade and I 

export nards I I ! : II 
. . 
' , '* 

Example 02 so~Sutfon8. to a p o r t  problears and AID rerponaa , ; i  

, I  
$ 1  , , I' - .  r / r / s3  ut to XD 1 .  +*NO rosponsa . t 

: %&I' requests approval for 'mior requests + I  

n .  . .. . and ' brf dging f undr . : I i 

1 1 ,  ';I. 
! 

: ; *  , 

1' *;12/93 LR to AID *: : 4* NO ZeSpOnSe I. 
. =I raquests approval o f  pdi$r requests 

., . .:',.:;, and ,bridging funds . , I .  

I . .  

11/12/93 IX to AID 
KAI urgently requarts appr&al 

. ' prioi raqu88ts including I! , . 
: bridging Finance ($500,0QO)i~ 

+*91/f 6/93 AID' 
kespondr t o  JtAI . 
request# of 20118 
and 121U by 
r k i  terhtinf tha t :  
i t  w i l l  await the 
results of  th8 
evaluation before . . ' ii 
gzanting approval, t o  
cmy prier zequorts. . 
As of  December S6, 
Lao Xramer await ing 
h i s  fndeptb 
Fnterview . 
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, a  1:. a 

I I . I . ( .  ' 0 , .  

I ' 
! *  

. . 
I ; #. 

' #  I I 

i ' AZD responses on lrok of ~orgonsoa to Rramar writtrn requaata ,'., : 
. .I idantifying and ptopoeing $olutlonr to Palastinian trade and ' 
. w o r t  nad8 , ' t  . 
I 
I '  ' 

Exampla 02 solutfons to r q o *  p o b l a r t  and AID raaponra.. .I 
I '  

, * .  
S./19/93 L% to AID . '  

1 .  
, **No resporuro 

g G  : llAI +oquomts re-allocatio~' 
i o l  sw among 801ae Line it-, 
t .  involving no change in ovdrall budget 
! 

i ' , Z0/1/93 to AID 
I WI rrquasts a change In M a  lina 

items in tha currant prowam. 
, I * '  

' : 
1 , . 11/30/93 IZ to AID 

KAI, requark approval to move funds 
: -  from ona line i t em to the other always 

within the e o t a l  budget. 



1 ,AID responras or lack of rea onsrr to Warner wri t ten  raquaeto 
i idmtifying and proporring re utionn t o  Palestinian trada and 
: w o r t  nrrda 

P 
, 

Ibcample'of rolutionr t o  export probloma and AID msponss , . 

:9 / 1 9 / 9 3  LK to AZD +*No roaponae. I*  

* ;  : 
' .XU!'t.questr a onemyear grant uctension. , , 

*. 1 
1 2 4 9  LK meeting with AID 
'KAI raquasts a 30-day no-cost rejects NLT'S , ' I 

a x t y s i o n  of tha want from the request f o r  a '30-dry , .  
no-cost extonafoa ; 

1 curzeat expiration date of : I 
~ a r k h  1, 1994 to March 3 f ,  1994 of the grant on 

, so that the results of the 1 2 / 7 / 9 3 .  
. evaluation will be able t o  br 
considered while the want is 
still going on. , .  , a 

I 

. I . 
zl/jo/93 LX to AID **NO resgonra. 
KAI f rrqursto 60-day grant I .  I .  

I 

extension. . . 
# ,  . . 

I ' :  
I 

. !. 
+*& r a i n d a d  RTD tha t  the 'oae7aonth extension i s  of no coot t o  * , ,  I s , g 

AID jaad sny costs incurred by X U  during the one-manth period . I '  

vould be borne by m. 
**& was told that the evuluatian tesult. vould be ready .lid 02' 
.November or bogirming o f  Dee@&-. Emever, the contract of  t&e 
eva2uatort states that they have untf l  Jarruazy 3 1  Latest t o  ' 

, .  

'comg2ate the evaluation. I t  is new add-Decunber and the . .... 
o v ~ u a t ~  have not yet come to tntervi ow ilt. Lao Xtaaer. 

.I ,I 

!. '**lU' of Da~.cmet 16, t.0 X r - O I  Wdtw hi. f a d e p a  fnt@mi.~ ,viq the evduaton.  

'**T& agr iaa~ tura l  procrrr does not stop to wait t o r  a@ I 

ocom&letfon of an evaluatfoa. Tlre famuus still must p l a t  axad 
harvest. Tire projact fs suffezfng Socause of  this lack of  
: l d i b i l l t y  in decision-making. 

: I  I 

. :  I I .  . I 

!. 
9 .  

. I 



AID tasponseu or lack of responses to Xramer wri'cten r.quasts 
identifying and proposing solutions t o  Palastiniaur trada and I I 

export needs , 8  

! 9 txa2nple o f  solutions t o  export problems end AID r.@ponse: 
' 0 

! ( 0  ' 

, 9,/19/93 LK t o  AID 
: KAZ requests an increasa of funding 

of the grant by $260,000 f o r  a nrw. 

. . 
I 

1o/le/s3 LX t o  AID 
. . K?LI requost8 a Zunding for  a new. 

worth 
$26,0,000. XAT also raitmrates 
requests f o r  approval for axtension 

o f  time and additional funding for grant. 

* *10/28/93 LK to AID * ' I  
**No response. 

KAT requests means by which travel I ,  

and communication can be funded ! 
I * I  

. by an additional $67,000 t o  support . , .  I I 

KbI 's rf f orts through the end o f  
I 

' the  grant period (February ,1994) . I . ' !  ., 

11,/5/93 LK to AID 
'KAI requests approval of prior 
requests of w m  

as stated in fax dated 
10/18 to)B8ans. 

, . 
**AID respoasa t o  : 
9/19 fmto#, I 

lO/l fur, 26/28 2- +' ' 

and 21/S fax i ron ' a ,  I 
I : AID w i l f  not. . , , 

olake dacisionr od - '  , . 
prior rquests uatil a '  

tho coap1ation of i . 
tha .valuation of ! i 
this grmt, in esr1y . :. 
December. Aa of. . ! :  

D8~4arb.t. 16, -0' 
. . 
.' I 

Xraanu rtUL . .  . . .  I . I 

a~riUmg US ladepth I i . 
Irtenriw w i c h  *a a ' 
evaluators, . I * .  

0,: ' 
I '  
I I 

- !  , 



I 4 , *  I 

. ' / ,  . I I 

I 'XD rasponss~t or lack of rasponaes +o Kramer wr i t ten  rrquartuo I 

s ! identifying and proposing oolutions to Palestinian trade and 
1 w o r t  needs . , I 
I : I 
I hmample of molutions t o  oxport problems and AID rrsponra,' , I  

I *  I 
1 I 

I ! 

* .I ~ ' 8 5 9 3  LR t o  AID **NO rasponse . I .  

. . ' KAI requests approval for : * i s e  
< .  

i , :I0 .Palestinians to come to Washln on 
i 

I . a for the Produce Mazketing Convant r on I 
i * I 

i 8/33/93 LR to AID RAI rrquaets approval of prior 
request for 10 Palemtinians ka 

1 . ,.+ coma to Washington toE the 
Produce Marketing Convention. 

**AID responds on ' .: : 

9/29 ,  six weeks 
l a t e r ,  that ATD .will 
approve $50,000 f o r  
PMA Convention. 
Approval csma w i t h  
time factor of  oqly , 

2 weeks before 
a r t i v u l  i n  
Washington. 



ANNEX 1 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND SCOPE OF WORK 



PRIVATE ENTRRPRlSE DPrYP,I,OPMh8T SUPPORT PROJECT IIIICPEI)S 
TASK QIII)EW WlEUUEST 

Rqusn Number: 
Dare of Inihl Request: 
Requestor: 
Funding Some: 
Psorr Number: 
C&L codc: 

Scope OF Work 

An evaluation tarn is required to conduct a pcrformancc evaluation of thc Kramcr Associates 
Inc. (KAI) activity, Agricultural Development and Export in G m  and tha Wcst Bank, A.I.D. 
Gnnt HNE 0159-G 00 3003 00. 

The objectives of this evaluation are to assess: 

1. Grantee !'ultlllmenc of objectives and achievement of targets as specitled in the 
Cinnt Apcment  h g m m  ncrcriptjon and in the KAT ltnznlicitcd Proposal ($a! 
Section n helnw for summary): and 

2. rhe eflectivcncss of thc Grantce in promoting the export of Palesrinlan agricultural 
pn>Juce fmm Sqwnber 1. 1992. tu BI~:  prcscnt. 

Tlir: purpvsc of tlii sv&luatiuu is u asuiuc A.I.D. in dekr~~liuiu~ its luture support u;dcr rlris 
Orau awl of export-promotion activities in general. In addressing this purpose, the Co~luactor 
will: 

- suggest how funtrc assismcc in cxpon promotion fiw wilhin thc largcr USAID 
stratcgy for promoting private sector development Pnd with planned activities such 
as the Private Sector Support Project; 

- report on what impact changes in the political environment are liktly to have an 
Palestinian exponcn and therefore their future nerds for assistance; ad 

- recommend wbat USAM can do to lmprove its management of markedng and 
export-rype acrivlties in the Wcst Bank and the Gaza Strip under this Grant or 
fuwe utivici#. 



11o*231'93 101 53 CCCPWE O LYORFlLlD 4 703 217 0110 

Krnmer Associates International (KAI) 1s r private company specializing in drvrlophg 
oppomnltfes for to export rheir products to the U.K., Europe, and the Middlc ht. 

Ths KAI program is described in the Grant Agtecmcnr, inclnding: 

- Auachment 2 (The Program Description prepared by A.T.rJ.1, and - Umllcital P~wyoval (suhni~ by KAI). 

Thc Grant Agreement is attached to this Scope of Work. It is Ua prixicipal J ~ ~ : M c I I ~  based on 
which the Comctor will evaluate Grantee pcrfonnance. Thc KAI u~lbluli~ikd proposal was 
incorporated by rcfcrcncc in its cntircty and made a pan of the Omu. Tllc C3l-dui Ayrtcment 
statca that thc Program Dc~cription taka prcccdcnca over the Orarm propoaal irr rlrt cvalt of 
an inconsiaancy . 
The KAI unsolicited proposal wae eubmitted to A.I.D. by Mr. Leo KIPmer in Fcbrusly 1992. 
A.I.D. authorized a grant to KAI on August 20, 1992, and the Gmt Agreement for $594,500 
(increased to S694,SOO by amendment effective September 1, 1993) was signed on November 
20, 1992, However, the Grantee was allowed to recover expenses mlated to the start-up of the 
grant from September 1, 1W, Therefore, this evaluation will examine Gmntee performance 
for the fi~ll bngrh of tht! Agreement: September 1, 1992 to present. 

Based upon thc original lCAI unsolicited proposal, A,I.D. prepared a Program Description for 
an l&month program. It contains the following main points: 

1. Tl~c grill (U KAI would h l y  iu ilrc~rasr: UN aport of proJucr: Born Ciua ro the West 
Bauk by: 

- "facilitating aalcs anangcmcnts between suppliers in the WDIG and buyers in the 
Unitcd Statcs, Europc, thc Middlc East and Japan; 

advising suppliers on the apppriata ways to collect, package, 306 transport 
produce; and 

- assuring that suppliers are able to satisfy Israeli export regulations." 

2. Targets for export of produce were emblihcd as follows: 

Jannary 1993 through May 1993 

5000 w 10,000 MT luttlaws 
9000 to 14,000 MT valencia oranges 



5500 to 8300 MT cucumbers 
123 to 250 MT srrawberricv 

June 1993 through Aupst 1993 

2000 to 4000 MT watermelonu 
SO0 to 1000 MT melons 
4300 to 6306 MT gnipes 
600 to 1200 MT n g ~  
750 to 1500 MT guava 
500 iu 1000 MT bannnas 
650 to 1300 MT lemons 

Scptembcr 1993 through December l!XU 

4000 to 6000 MT sharnouti orangas 
1100 to 2200 MT grapefruit 
2100 to 4300 MT potatoes 

USAID specified that if any of the above targets ca~ild nnt he met, the Grantee was to 
provide A.I.D. with an explanation as to why the levels were not achievable, 

3. KAI was to help A.1. U., rhrcl~igh written reports, to better understand the cunsuiu~w aud 
opportunities r h t  exisr in exporting produce from the Occupbd Tcrri~urics, 

Foilr written reports were to be submitted by sycx;ificd dates. They were to pmvidc 
specific i~rlormarion and derails (see below) 011 actions taken to start up thc graru; 
obstacles encounrcred in implc~ncnlation, liow they wen ovcrcomc, furthct nnticipnted 
obstacles and how they wuuld be addressed; financial data detailing expenditures; and an 
analysis of progress towa~ds achievcmcnt of the aport targcrs listed above. 

Derails lo bc r;onlahed in the reports to USAID include: 

(1) data on the vdlumc, thc pricc, delivery cost broken down by element and the 
name, addrcss, tclcphonc number and FAX number of each producer and of each 
buycr for cach product sold and for each shipment; 

(2) description of each constraint encountered in fxilirattng sales arrangements 
between suppliers and buyers, or we~knc~scs in the system (collectton. packages, 
transportation) and experience in satisfying Israeli expon and cuuntry-of-iuiport 
regulations; 

(3) analysis of the most viable prorlucrs for. expod and of the most promising 
markers: anil 



(4) recommendatfons on how to improve and strengthen PaltatMn'H 'markctkrg 
capabDftics such ar addnrring input requirements,' hprovlng credit mechnnismn. 

. , 

The K A i  Propul included n P m p m  rlevelopment ocbune md a section on objectives d 
rmlu. The proporal contains the following timeurhle: 

1. Wlrhin thne months of an agreement tn prnceer! KAI wo~rld have established 
appropriate markers and would have had sufficient cantact with buyers to be in 
the process of consummating speciilc salu, discussion% with Tsncli at'fidnla 
would h v c  overcome impcdhenu and all arrangements lor shipplng would have 
tcsrl arrwgul. 

2. Within six months of an agreement to proceed actual sdeu would l~ava beon 
consummated. 

3. Within nino months of an agrccmcnt to procccd marketing and sales activities 
would continue and accelerate. A direct result of intornction bctwccn producc, 
marketing and ualoa representatives would l a d  to uperoding and fucilitating 
expansion of production to meet the market. 

4. Within twelve months of an agreement to proceed marketing and ~iilrs activities 
would continue to accelerate with an addition of amlerated process of joint 
ventures and technology transfer. 'l'he potential for investment due to appropriate 
structuring. development and expansion of facilities will increase pressure an the 
growing marlretc. The growing markets and sales will crurtr new and positive 
resources for gmwth. 

Withln the above timcilamcs KAI would: 

(2) Establish markets and create sales for their product; 

(3) Assist the fanncn in improving thc quality of producc by contact with buycrs; 

(4) Improvc thc system of collecting produce; 

(5) Improve the pockaging facilitieo by buyOr specification and, in some c w s ,  
providing packaging; 

(6) Overcome rransponadon problems: 



8 P d  with immrdiatc salor and provido for longer torm rerult4i "' ' 

(9) Encourage production and marbting of products other rbzn frarh produce; 

(10) Cruau mom job8 md income; and 

(1 1) Expand tho~agrhlt~ra indurtry . " 
KAI cxplaimd that it kdbdod to meet the above objcctivc~ thm~lgh iu. approach of vlsltlng and 
bving d k t  contact wirh potenfial buyers and marlrot.*. KAI stated ln iu proposal that. ur 
pmdpctfon in the West Bank and Gaza Strip is rpciall7~d and relatively small, nlchc mrrrhlbl 
would be sought ad adjustment0 in export prodnct.t could be mode !torn season w Jarroll iu a 
mi l t  of the &lop@ betweon buyer and p m d ~ m .  By utillzlng mqlor anJ ~liablr: frtlyortera 
KAl would "be able to negotiate the cost of mnsponadon and, as it stated. KAI could tako the 
problsm of rmnrport off the hands of the people in the West Bank and Qua."  KAI stated that 
the P a l d m  would m i v e  the going marker prlce for it8 ppnnfcc "Just lkc everyone olsc" , 
md that it would "change fmm 100% consignmern w m b i ~ ~ u  payments and advance? for tho 
produce shipped to the markets." 

l& Contractor will submit a rcpoxt that addrcsscs the following questions and includes the 
following infonnalion: 

1 Is KAI adquately and appropriately staffed in Washington and in the West Hank and 
Gaza Strip to achicvc grant objectives? 

2. What arc the G m s  accomplishments and foilurcc fn fncilit~ting sales arrangements 
bctwccn suppliers in the W I G  and buyen in the llnitrd StatLs, Europe, the Mlddlr: East 
and Japan? 

3. Provide all relevant Wonnatinn collected from lnurvicwv wiPr buyers from at least thrcc 
countries in Europe, one in the Middle Easr, and two iu Nunh America including: 

a. nature d initial contact 

b. problems encomml trt &c rUitial8hipmcnt~ 

c. how trar~cdons differed fm s t a d a d  practicw 

B. buyer's anticipated ttturc tramactions with WBIG: 

- hoe or will the buyer import the same produce during the next growhn 
season? If so, from where? 



- ha or will tho importer considcr hyortluy y r d w  fiortl'th& West Bank 
or aaza Strlp orhcr than tho klud of produce &eady irupmd? 

- from what other regions or countrlu does the buyer currently import the 
uma produw na imported from tbo Occupied Tetrlrories? 

- what cornpariaon can be dnwn between produce fm tho Occupied 
Tdtorics and from other d a s ?  

-- what war KAI's role in the tmmtion? woc it typical of tho role r b r o k  
would ploy in such tranoactioxu? L tho role that KAI played mcawy for 
htun tnnoactiono? 

4. Resent the resuits of interviews with elected ttnno .(to bc chocen from among th, lfat 
in itern 3 above) in Europe, Middle East and North America that chose nor to impart 
thmgh KAI to determine the following: 

a. How did the initial cnncrrt with KAI originate? 

b. Had the buyer recently Imponed stmtlar or the same ldnd of produce that was 
onered by KAI? XI so. from where? ,, . . ., ,, 

c. Why wau tbr Tulid deal 11o1 comunlrrwktl? E.K., Shippiup claks 11oi suilablc? No 
sauple sbip~nent for compuison with other suppliers? Inability to obtaiu proper 
documentation? disagrctmtnt on pricclpaymtnt? other? 

d. Would the buyer consider trying again to impon produce from the Occupied 
Ttnitories? If so, undcr what coeditions? If not, why not? 

5. 1-nt thc rcsult of intcrvicws with all individuals, cooperntivcs or export finns t h t  
bave actually sold to IClll or exported produce through KAI. Information presented will 
Wude the following: 

a. Hd the grower, coo@entive or exporrcr previouiy exported produce ouuide the 
Occupied Ttrritoties prior to using KAI? If so, tbrough what organization'! How 
had payment ban made'! How many shipments over hnw many yemrs? Tn what 
calntics? War the gmwcr or cmpmtive required tn undenake measures to 
ensure quality control of the produce? Who dld rhc packaging? Who arranged 
cranspomlian? 

b. I1 the grower or cooperative had nor cxponcd previously, how was eotiwcL tuade 
with W? 

c. What has been the expcric~ss of d k t  cxponcn who have either tried to export 
unnssistcd or who have engaged the ~ervices of a brokrr or other mtity? For 
example, wbat are the differencsr in modor of operation, procedures, and b e d U  



to rhrr ruppllor beweon oxponkg through KAI and oxporriP~ttEou& 0 t h  
pruviourly-tried macbsnfams? .. I 

d Provide other nlovlnt Momation a& the Palestinian exporters. Could rhay 
have ohW vllj paid for the mice8 provldcd from other a a u r c ~ ?  Would th, 

& .  

supplier k willing to pay for KAI-like scrviccR Whot aro th, p m i v o d  knofitu 
of unJ wy problem with tho mppolt providqd? 

6. To wlut extant ut bridge finracing ond availabitity of cmdlt conruPinu? How are other 
exporters adb ing  thcw co~trPinu? What @act, if my, doer providing bridging 
i\rods to KAI mpoacn uadar this Orant hDV0 on other expoltbrs? 

7. To whrt extent did tbr Gantee moot the expon urgeto rpecW in the Ormt Agreement? 
' 

8, The Grant Agrwrrunt specifies that KAL wfll advtse ~upplian on the approprlatc ways 
to collect, package, and transport produce. What kind of fcchnical asslsrance or advice 
did KAI provide to #rowers, coopentivet nr exponers? What arc the inrlir;aiors of 
success? 

9. What is the e v i d e  that the Grantee assured that suppliers wcrc able to satisPy Israeli 
export reguhlirmr? . . ..... .. , 

10. Have then been any changes in CK)I rc~ulatio~ls and w m l s  and, if so, what ie the 
evidence that KAI contribursd towards changes that facilitated cxportotion? 

11. Whar indications m there that private individuals not dinctly aseociated with this 
program h v s  k n  ablc to export produce using tho "openingsw pioneered by KAI? 

Wlut swtainable benefits has the Grant produced for Palestinian exporters'l For 
sxaurple, what actions has the Gnnm taken to assure that, in its absence or upon 
~cnuination of thb C m t ,  Palestinian individwlr, firm, or cooperatives that have utwd 
KAI strvicfs rrsd other potential PalertinIanexportan understznd procechlns, regulations. 
nquircmcata PPd an expn thmk produce in a timely manner? What working 
arraogemenrs baw been put in place with the Israeli anthmiticc to minimize delays'? What 
systems hnva h n  establiskd? What information (writrm or other) b now available to 
expanen that previously w u  missing') 

13. Wbrt lessons are there for IJSAID in its management of h i s  activity and the planning 
md management of future export-promotion activities iu yirriculai? 

14. Cmlld the grant benefit ftom beUcr coordination with other A.I.D. grantees such as 
ACDI (CDP) anb ANBRA id if so how? 

! 15. Rcvicw reports received to date from KAI to assess their completen~s and to pmvide 
suggestions on how they might be improved. 



.' , 
I Thir Scopr of Work tlnur tbr purpose oh]ectlv~ .of rhls evaluation and tho ~ 1 1 1 ~  rypm 

of information Md data to be collec~d. It ale0 aummrh the OUICO~HCII Md reaulu W C ~ O X M  
of tho G m  Agrwmmt aad tha Umlkltrd Proposal. These two nfmms are crldcal to thlv 
§spa of Work aad tha Coatram will rddrsu all itmn in thm, guided by qwnlom In 
Sacdon 111. Howsver, tho specific mrthbdology 1 1 8 4  a nhraln the data and paf811p chlu 
ovohration wil l  .b btrrmkwl by the ovalurntorn In mnrultotion wtth A.I.D. NBhWWBCJ 
oMcm. The Contrada will drrclop inrawlaw q o u d o ~  for ttrr dlicrmt ategory 
of htarviamm: r.g., buyers, auppllcm, and wUI propsa a uuapllny t ~ q u u  which will 
be detctfbed in the tZllPl report, The fnllowlng d o n  ruggesu tub ul lyps  of contlctb to 
bemade. ' 

Revbw all records ud files in rhc NIDIMEIWBG offlco and in M ' s  Washington offlco; 
interview illdviduals in Washington including the3 econornica officer in the Israeli 
Embllvsy arid the ACDI rcpmcntativc. . .. . 

B. ws 8pe sitc vi& (apptoximOt~ly 44 person days) 

Intcrvicw program hyen and sellers in Europe, North AmerJu and the Middle East as 
follows: 

(1) u: Philadelphia (stmwbmy export), New York, city/cities in Canada to be 
aomd (telephone interviews or sita visim - Id days). If uavcl 1s involvnl, the wddc 
specialist or thc marketing specialist will conduct these interviews. 

(2) Qvma 'l'ravel will he required IO Europe: Copenbyen (2 days), Landon (2 
days), B w ~ b  or Rotterdam (1 day). Travel will mail ollly ope specialist per city. 
The specialist may be either & n-dtkahg sger;Misr or t l ~  trdc spechlilist/agriculml 
economist. The lbal  aelcrcllon of European cidw to be viritcd will be mode ia 
coilt~tltatian with KAI and, lf n a w i q ,  after follow up cmunuuication with the buyen. 

Middle East: the West Bank and the Gazs Strip, Israel (37 person days) and Amman 
and/or Criru (1-2 days). Both thc tndo e p t c i o l ~ t / a g r i n r l ~  economist and the 
marketinbg specialist will travel to the West Bank md alaza Strip. The Palcatiniftn 
apmllomWrticu1n~nIii will work with team in thZI West Bank ~IXI the CiA723 Snip 
and in Israel u appropriate. T~ovel to Cairo d Amman will hc by one of the two 
intmationnl specialists. 

The purpose of the stops in Amrm\n and Caim will be to ascerrain what KAI has done in those 
two locations to facilitrte the transit of Palestinian product Ihrouu Jordanian or Egyptian 



&porn. In ~gypt ,  the Contncrot will aamr ubumlcr to arirn expmm u J  If 2- rk 
wupomdon nnd #A1 progress la rcmoviny oy ~~. In r'mmm, thr Contractor will 
uu#r KAI pmgrcu tn Ideati@& high& forwardorr f ~ r  8k and laad traaaportadon to the Wwt 
IPd list. 

In the eveat that the Contractor cnr;w&fl diillculda in obtaining infomtbn horn ~ t i o d  
buyWhrnkera, A.I.B. wffl ruqwr KAI rurrbtancc, to tho oxtsnt nqukrd rPd fwibk, in 
pmvidlng em lor t k m  wmcts. 

(3) In cuunulca whm Pdatinirn export prodw hau b m n  sold, it my be appropriate 
to nek intffvitwa with c~onomica officon in Aulericm Embassics In onlet tn a M n  
general mukct statistics. 

(4) The maractor will mPkr eveq crtumpt to hold d b l ~ l t W i #  with -0 Clvfl o . ,  . .. 
a Administration (WAD) ofIlcidr who an nrponrible for rgricul~ral productlo11 uPd 
marketing data in order to o b h  whatover informrrian t h y  may provide and ro d b s s  
with *&om responsible for tax, tPrifi Md samity j a w  and procedures relaud to thc 
cxport of pmdw from tbe West EJaak a d  W a  Sulp. 

(5) I n w i a w  dl individuals, c m ~ t l v e ~  or export ilrmS thar hve  actually sold to KAI 
or exportcd produce through KAI. 

C. F i m  (approxLn;rdy G days). 

'I'hfs evaluatfarn will mire up iu 35 person days as follows: 

Makaiug Specialist: 25 dsya 
Trade Specialist/Agritlllaual Economfst*: 23 days 
AgroIY)rnist/Hodculturd Specidst (Palestinihn): 7 days (West Bank and Oua 
Strip) 

The Palestinian specialist should be familiar with extension-tfl seNices available in Urc Wut . 
Bank and thc Gaza Snrip, should be able to comrmtnicate comior~ably with f'crslproductrs 
snd bc able to ass086 thcr effective transfer of tcchnalogy. 'Phis individual will, for cxamplc, 
wbat impact ths Grantee had an affecting c b n p  in nrllivadon or gowirrff tcchaiqucs. 

This poeition may be filled by two ind1vfUuals. 

Six day work weeks are authorized for imr:mational specialists. 



T&O CMIV(CIOT is wspmibl~ for au 1oghdcal mappoppon:for the cvaluatlon ulln ad conmcting 
mngcmtnts with any Palcstiniu~ terun member/$, Palusthim team m c ~ r / e  must ba 
apgruvd by AlDN and by tb M O ,  

8 .  

OMCO space, tsrarportatfon (vat*~h, chauffeur, ate.), word procooring, tmuladonllnterprethg, 
ypiPe, printing rad rhihr m v h r  will  not k puodhd by UI). 'l'mrn memhenr are ndvlaad 
to cury with them Mr own word procarsing equipment. ' lb C o r n t o r  h authorficd to  us^; 
fund# provldd in thir task order to rcarn adequate wrvrd prtacssslng and micro-computer 
apjwrt nnd to hin wviw aa required. 

A. The tcm will be rcqondbla for producb an cvlrluvliuxi report that addresses tho 
questions and pmvida the information pnsenrcd in f& myt of work and that is acceptable to 
A.1.1'. Seven days prior u, d c p m ,  the cvalu19ou team will present a detailed oral briefing 
md m rnncrtatcd outlint of the evaluation rcpori I ;. tlrc A.I.D. Affairs Officers, who wiU provide 
the evaluation tcsns, with common& oa the o ~ ~ ~ i o e .  Based on thcsc commow and prior to 
dcp~lwc, the cvalua~ion lsa will provide one copy cach of tho draft evaluation repon to.th~ 
A.I.D. Af fah  Officers in Jerusalem and Tel Aviv, 

Upun its EUJI to Wahhgton, and onc wcck prior to the echdulcd briefings iri Washington, 
the WI will pfcscnt five copics of thc same draft to the R.I.D. Project Officer and to KAI. 
A.I.D. will provide commcnu and input within two weeh of the oral briefrag. The written 
umne11ts will represent rhc coordinated views of A.I.D. Affairs Gfficcr3 and KAl. Upon 
rtccipt of thc arlittcn comrrienta, tho Conmaor, h b pers&a of tha f : e m  leader, will work up 
to fne days to finrrlize the evalwtion document ecccptlble to A.1.1). 'I'he r:!nntmrrnr will submit 
tcn copics of tha fd repon to the A.I.D. Project Off icc~  not I~ter than two we& after the 
Cantrnctor has recoived tie written comments tiom A.I.D. 

Contractor will ptovidtb A.I.U,IW with a disc coylta- the ten of the repon in WordPexfcct 
5.0 or 5.1. Ihe format fnr the repon should conform to the followlug guidelines and will 
contain the following ,wtinn%: 

1. h s i c  Evaluation Sheet, pan 2 (one page) 

3. C o n m u m  Text (Maximum 50 paga singisspaced) 

Dacribc briefly the ccntoxt k which the g r o p m  was develnped and 
implemented. The q o n  will pm4& n,vidence and anr lyds which form the bash 
for concluoio,?o and recommenclations. The evaluators will c l w l y  distinguish 
between their fh l ix~s  and dieit conclusions and the recommcrdatio~ls tlut follow, 



Ap#Pdlw my lmludc additionl apponiw uulycu ad d& "" 
I 

4, A ahnt .Id w 4 n c t  u r ~ ~ ~ r r m  oi ccmhulo~ and ncmmondrtlo~ ihu am 
m u ~ a l l y  tuggortimp. When pwbto, mmn#tdrtlorrr rhodd fndlcrto who 
should W nsponribillly and w h  for tho rmmmonded utlon, 

5. Appemitc;or will inclub rhe following: 

a. Bvrluullon ropz of work 
b, kcripion of tho mcthadolaly uacd in tho evrlut~on 
c. Diblloln~hy of dscumrl, c d t d  
d. Ult of pctaonr co-A*rviH 
0, Othrr 

B. The taun will k r#poarlbb fsr pnpuin# r Project Bvrlution Surnnury (P.H.S.) wing 
USAID fonn 13304 page8 and cwrpluUng prga 2,3, and 4. The Contnclor will provide r dlac 
in WotdYerfect 5.0 or 5.1 for the text of the PFS. A copy nf tam Am 1330.1) IN attachrd to 
tkir %ope of work. 

11 Ia expected [hat rhc Inrernrdonal comlunts (Peter hone and Ophelia Yeunp) wlll begln 
preparatory work In Warhingmn, D.C. on or about Namnkr 22,1993. Travel b expected u, 
begln on or ohwt Novcmhn 29.1993 and k wmpletd on or Wut December 20, 1993, All 
work ir expcxted to kt complctrd by Jmuary 31, 1994. 
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is a highly divereified 
group committed to the solution of the complex 
pblema which must be salved by the private sector 
and governments, by organizations and individuals. 

KAI knows that a single discipline can neither 
define nor solve complex problems. Most problems 
are a combination of several elements, each of 
which must be clearly identified before solutions can 
be devised. 

KAJ recognizes each problem is unique. Our clients 
will not receive prepackaged solutions. 

KAI assigns to each discipline its proper task and 
priority. This results in maximum effectiveness and 
minimum cost. 

KAI problem-solving does not stop with a blueprint 
for action. We work with our clients and 
their staffs from analysis and recommendations to 
implements tion. 

KAI provides for a transfer of knowledge and 
capability to our client so that he can solve similar 
problems without being dependent on consultancy. 

KAI guarantees all business will be confidential. 
Our clients do not risk hannful disclosure. 

KAI multi-service problem solving is possible 
because of our comprehensive capability. Not 
committed to any single discipline, we design the 
solution that will dn the job, never proposing a 
solution to fit limif '. capability. 

KAI offers unique qualificatio~:? on both sides of the 
Atlantic that, when combined, result in a more 
stable and economically feasible solution than 
either community may produce for itself. 
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I. OPENINO STATEMENT 

KAI has been responsible for at least 17,000 tons of produce, valued at $3.5 
million, exported from Oaza and the West Bank since the beginning of the grant 

riod. The AID evaluation team identified only a portion of the total value, 
7,980, Why? The evaluation team did not understand the underlying urpose F 

of the grant and developed a methodology that missed the full scope an 
achievements of this project. 

B 
improved treatment of 

the Allenby Bridge, Ashdod and 
markets to providing on-the-job 

rt projects. Achievements have 
impediments as noted in the 

unforeseen at the start including 
in the West Bank which 

destroyed and/or damaged the 1993 winter, spring and summer crops. The 
peace process has, ironicaliy, also created new impediments that must be 
addressed. 

KAI's approach to developing export activity in Gaza and the West Bank aims 
at laying a foundation that can be futher developed and built upon in the years 
to come, Their approach can be summed up as follows: 

Solve impediments that impact all agricultural export from Gaza and the 
West Bank, Action taken ranges from solving trans rt problems to 
lobbying successfully for grants and loan programs or Palestinian 
farmers. 

P" 
Generate demand for Gaza and West Bank produce by soliciting 
importers in the international market. 

Liaison between the international market and Gaza and West Bank 
producers, whenever necessary, to facilitate contact and meetings 
behveen buyers and sellers, negotiations and movement of produce. 

Transfer know-how to individual farmers and cooperatives (that 
represent hundreds of farmers) through demonstration export rojects 
that involve hands-on experience and on-the-job training. S he s 
transferred range from appropriate picking methods for export quality 
produce, to correct paclang techniques and materials, to the use of 
cooling and pre-cooling, to the complexities engendered by plane and 
ship schedules for even those who have mastered all other aspects. 
Benefits accrue to the participant at the time as well as to others in the 
area by providing on-going examples of the export process. 

Demonstrate to AID the requirements of private sector projects. 



M I  has undertaken extensive export-related tasks to bring their achievements 
about. 

Tasks undertaken to establish markeb and Pacllftate sales: 

o Direct contact with European, North American and Gulf S~ate 
importers to solicit interest in Gaza and the West Bank as 1 new, viable 
source of produce, 

o On-going work with the European, North American importers to 
maintain interest and, most importantly, to establish importer 
requirements for active import programs for produce from Oaza and the 
West Batik. 

It is KAl's primary premise that without active im rter interest, all P" other means of reparation and readiness will not cad to results. 
Satisfying actua! importers' requirements and specifications is the key to 
success in trade and the experience of responding directly to them is an 
excellent teacher. This cannot be achieved in a classroom. 

Farmers have teen given the chance both to actively undertake export 
within the guidelines of importer specifications as well as to plan to 
accommodate specifications that they currently cannot meet. 

o Direct on-goin work with Gaza and the West Bank suppliers and 
producers to i f entify who is interested in pursuing export. 

Working with farmers who have a particularly strong interest at the time 
provides benefits to far more than the one farmer. In one small example, 
a farmer who had just been assisted to export for the first time showed 
up on the first day another farmer was starting, to offer encouragement. 
In the larger perspective, success of one is quickly noted throughout 
Gaza and the West Bank and is a source of general enthusiasm and 
optimism. 

o Direct on-going work with Gaza and the West Bank suppliers and 

P roducers who are interested in export to establish their requiremenu 
or export with respect to the terms of trade. 

o Direct on-going work with both the foreign importers and potential 
Palestinian ex rters to convey and negotiate the respective P" requirements or trade (i.e., terms of trade) and provide interpretation of 
needs and requirements where it is helpful in bringing the two parties 
closer to agreement. There is a wide gap in the respective requirements 
and this is a major impediment to trade. 

It is clear from comments and actions that on-going exposure to the 
terms of trade of the world produce market is ~nvaluable to the 
producers: Attitudes and practices may take time to change, but do so 
faster when exposed to market realities and real time pressures. KAI 
has made sure this exposure is not conceptual but is transmitted directly 
from the foreign importers that actively want the Palestinian produce. 



Tasks undertaken to overcome impediments: 

o On-goin pressure on organizations and government 
agencies !f authorities that have the ability to rovide funds to overcome f the initial hurdle that the gap in the terms o trade represents. s , f l  * & + ;  

J. ,Q 1 ''t 3" 
The outcome was that the Israeli government set up a grant program and ,,P', - 
a loan program for Palestinian farmers. The EC ad'usted its loan 1 

V .  

program to accommodate particular needs of agricu turd applicants, As 
these programs all have specifics that do not make them universally 
applicable to all situations and have limited funds, KAI also worked to 
encourage a United States-sponsored program. 

Credit rograms are particularly important to put into elace now because 
as the f alestinian producers begin to participate in the international 
market practices, it is the credit programs that will provide the resources 
with which to do so. 

o On-going interaction with Israeli and Palestinian agencies and 
authorities to ease procedural constraints on produce export from the 
Territories. This activity has taken a more urgent role slnce the Peace 
Accord, as the issue of movement of produce must be addressed in Taba, 
Cairo and Paris talks, KAI is in constant communication with Israeli and 
Palestinian representatives to these talks. . ,. 

o On-going solutions to the problem of creating free trade by challenging 
the monopoly buyer in Gaza and the West Bank. 

~\4' ' L' 

o On-going solutions to other impediments such as the lack of properly 
printed documents for West Bank producers to claim favored du status 
m the EC. This was discovered during the grapes shipments in #e 
summer and corrected through KAI involvement so that eggplant 
producers could respond quickly to the spot market in the EC in early 
winter. 

A recent impediment that just emerged in December, ironically from the 
political changes, is the halt of tomatoes from Gaza and the Wet Bank 
Into the United States. The United States Agricultural Department does 
not now recognize the phytosanitary certificate issued in the Territories 
as legitimate, as there is no country, but does not allow Temtory 
produce to enter this country under Israeli certification. KAI is working 
to correct this situation. 

Other imyiments solved included halting Agrexco's negative 
intervenbon with licenses needed to transport produce from Gaza and 
the West Bank to the airport and port, halting abusive handling of 
produce at security check point, and reducing time required to be at 
security check points. 

o On-going financial analysis of the potential of all export activity 



that takes place to make sure that after the initial shipments are made, 
howover accomplished (i,e. whether the farmer was willing to ship at a 

tcntial risk or whether supported by government funds), long-term 
fPnancial profitability is poss~bls. 

Shi ments are never encouraged without assessing market-based 
via i! i~ity. 

o On-going negotiation with the airline and shipping companies to 
obttlln the best rates. A system was set up so that any shipment from 
Gslza and the West Bank is treated as if from one producer, thereby 
maximizing the total tonnage shipped from the "one" roducer. In this 
way, even small, first-time shipments receive rate an service available 
to established, large customers. 

a 
Task to provide hands-on, on-the-job training and assistsace in the process 
of supply: 

o On-going provision of technical assistance required in order for export 
to proceed. For example, in the case of ex rt of melons and seedless F grapes from the West Bank, KAI hired a P estinian technical expert to 
train the farmers and their laborers in the correct picking, quality, and 
packing for export. 

This was in addition to KAI's agronomist in the West Bank who was also 
in the field to train and supervise. Supervision was constant throughout 
the picking and packing activity. 

KAI advises on, and worked with producers to find ways to implement, 
cooling and pre-cooling at harvest, temperature control for transport, 
appropriate color at harvest given transport length and conditions, 
quality control, varying pallet height depending on size of plane or if by 
sea, and adjustments at every step to accommodate plane and ship 
schedules. Guidance is also given on more minor but necessary Items 
such as phytosanitary documents and certificates of origin that 
accompany produce to foreign markets. 

The expertise acquired by the farmers in one season will be used to their 
advantage in the next season. 

o On-going provision of other assistance required in order for export 
to proceed. In one example, KAI was able to persuade an importer 
interested in seedless grapes to provide packaging materials to a farmer 
who was not prepared to make the up-front investment. 

In another example, KAI paid for cartons for eggplant in such a way as 
to also allow the farmers to establish credit with ;!t? carton manufacturer 
by withdrawing the cartons as needed and repaying the factory. In still 
another example, KAI paid for packaging materials as a means to bypass 
reluctance on the part of supplier to risk this investment. 

o Detailed input into export manual prepared by the EC for producers 
in Gaza and the West Bank. 



11, RESPONSE TO THE EVALUATION 

A. Areas of Agreement 

The AID evaluation team provided some insightful and accurate observations on several key 
points. 

Regarding KAI's work directly with importers: 

1, IfA[n], .impact was the enthusfasm generated In suppliers wlth whom the 
Grantee... worked." 

2. "Overall, the 

Agrexco. " 

3. "....both Coops added that the Grantee was helpful in expediting the process of moving 
the produce through checkpoints and security checks at the port due to his connections 
with the Israeli authorities. " 

Regarding impacts of KAI's work on the larger Palestinian export community: 

4. tf[An],. .impact that the Grantee has achieved is the direct contacts made by the Grantee 
to actual and potential sellers on behalf of Palestinian growers" 

5. "Most of these organizations [the European Community, Cooperatives Development 
Program, Cooperation for Development and the Agricultural Dcpartrnents in the West Bank 
and Gaza] accelerated their export promotion programs over the ast year. The evaluation 
team feels that the Grantee Is probably partially responsible ! or this increased interest." 

Regarding impediments solved by KAI: 

6. " . . .KAI and associates have worked with the Jericho Chamber of Commerce to print the 
first EUR-1 [eligibility form needed for favored status duty rates in the EC] for rduce 
entering the EC, certifying that their origin is the West Bank instead of Israel. 8 onsidering 
that all previous exports to the EC had utilized Israeli forms [which does not allow for 
favored duty status], that can be viewed as a significant step in facilitating future direct 
export of produce to the EC from the West Bank." 

7. If.. .such positive intervention [trouble shooting in the area of security arrangements and 
facilitation of transport] has resulted in establishing precedents that will benefit direct 
export trawnctions. fl 

Regarding AID'S experience administering a private sector project: 

8. "The evaluation team senses that the two different parties [AID and the Grantee] are 
coming from fairly different "corporate culturesN. On the other hand, the Grantee had never 
worked a project or grant with AID before. Most of the Grantee's background has been in 
international private business. On the other hand, many of the AID Grant officers workin# 
on the grant had not previously worked with private companies in the grants and projects. 



Regarding an overall observation: 

9, nThe level of exports achieved is an indication that the magnitude of constraints to 
exporting may be greater than was originally thought during program design. The 
evaluation team is of the inion that constmints in the are83 of quality improvement, "P packing and grading techn ques, production cost reductions, and acceu to market 
information am formidable and probably need to be addressed over the lon er term if b USAXD's aport assistance is to have an important impact in Oaza and the est Bank." 

B. Areas of Errors and Disagreement 

KAI is concerned that many conclusions, implications and statements are misleading at best 
as the evaluation report contains numerous instances of factual error and errors in 
assumptions. 

Examples of KAI's concerns by both topic and line item are as follows: 

1. The evaluation report states: "The underlying assum were that good 
quality gurplus production was available for export and commercial markets 

practices. " 

were available m Europe and North America, provided could be lifted. 
These constraints related mainly to security, transport, and monopoly pricing and buying 

There are two inaccuracies here. 

This description completely ignores KAI's emphasis on direct marketing of Palestinian 
produce in foreign markets and demonstration export activity as key elements to generating 
trade, as well as on solving impediments. Without acknowledgement of this three-pronged 
approach, the descri tion does not adequately or accurately portray the complexity of the 
approach. Without k lly understanding the project, the question remains whether an. 
accurate evaluation can be performed. 

This description also includes a constraint never mentioned at all in KAI's proposal. The 
=valuation team has taken KAI's reference to the problem of low market prices for 
Palestinian produce and concluded: "Although there is no explicit reference to Agrexco in 
this case, the evaluation team is reasonab!~ ctsiain that this was a veiled reference to 
Agrcxco's buying practices. " In fact, IC4I was referring to prices received in the European 
market. 

The evaluators were incorrect in their interpretations and ihus incorrect in claiming to 
understand the underlying issues in the proposal. 

2. The evaluation rts states: "The Grantee has assisted in the export of some 53.8 tons 
through December "$ 1 93 . . . . . " and thus "the implementation of actual exporting has proved to 
be qulte constrained, and as a result not been very effective." 

This tonnage figure shown is incorrect and therefore this csnclusion and several related 
conclusions are incorrect. 

KAI has assisted in, or has been responsible for, export of at least 17,000 tons since the 
beginning of the grant period as reported in KAI's written rts. (Once general export "P" interest and activity has been generated or facilitated, it is di ficult to measure precisely the 



exact results,) KAI's approach in thig roject is to solve fmpediment~ that impact R; 9 agricultural export from Oam and the eat Bank, generate demand for all produce rom 
these arc89 by soliciting importers in the international market, as well as to directly assliot 
some farmers to export to ravide hands-on experience for the participant and exmples of 
the expott process to ot R ers in the area. Therefore, the most accurate re remntation of 

evaluators use numbers that reflect only one aspect sf KAI's approach. 
S the results of KAI's work includes exports that result from all aspect3 of the r approach. The 

As the Grant period has not ended and export activity since Bctobcr in Oaza and the West 
Bank has not yet ht~ afficially reported, final figures for the g m t  period are not et d available. Any comparison to target figures is pre-mature, Thus, the ratio of. 12 calculated 
from inac~urate tonnage figures compared to total target figures is incorrect. To date, but 
not final, the ratio is 40%. This ratio has been achieved even with boarder closures, a harsh 
winter that destro ed much of the crops last season and a three-month delay in 
implementation o f the project. 

Since the tonnage figure u s a l  by the evaluation team is inaccurate, the dollar value assigned 
to it ($58,000) 1s inaccurately used. That is, to date the value of the produce that KAI 
assisted in, or has been responsible for, export is approximately $3,500,000. It is this figdre 
that is to be compared, if at all, to the financial cost of the project to date of $563,000 in 
USAID cash grant disbursements. 

Further, there is no explanation given and there is no apparent reason for examining 
revenue received by suppliers, less any subsidy used (which is how the evaluators arrived at 
$7,980.) As discussed more fully in Point 4, below, the use of agricultural s:lbsidies is 
universal and, in any case, most appropriately and effectively used in start-up situations. 
M I  specifically evaluates each transaction (potential and actual) to avoid long-term 
dependence on government funds. 

Finally, there are errors in the evaluation team's listing of the individual produce items 
(Table 4.4) in demonstration ex rts with direct KAI assistance, thus roviding an erroneous $0 tR total. Eggplant is reported as v ued at $240 per ton. It was $530 at e time and the farmer 
has a letter stating that. By the date that the evaluation team interviewed one eggplant 
farmer, more than 13 tons of eggplant had been exported by that farmer. More than 30 tons 
had been ex rted by other farmers. Table 4.2 erroneously refers to the demonstration 
exports as a r  1 produce received by importers under this grant and implies the full grant 
period. Even if it were correctly labeled as demonstration exports with KAI direct 
assistance, there are omissions. Further, five additional importers have received produce 
since this chart was made, 

3. The evaluation report assumes KAI's role during the grant period to be a broker. The 
report refers to "the approach. .used by the Grantee in facilitahng exports i.e., direct buying 
and handling.. [and]. . . . brokering.. ". 
This is inaccurate. 

The reference to both brokering, as well as the reference to buying and handling, is 
incorrect. Not only did KAI never propose that we would take on such a role, KAl[ did not 
proceed on that basis. 

KAI did intend to act as liaison between the producers and foreign importets, whenever 
necessary, to facilitate contact, negotiations, movement of produce and on-the-job training 
through demonstration rojects. This is not a role that has been actively taken by anyone in E Gaza and the West Ban and is not easily described. 



Proceeding on the incorrect assumption that KAI is a broker, the evaluation team 
interviewed Palestinian produce suppliers. Six of the nine pre-set questions in each interview 
focuv'd on U I ' s  "role' as broker and the use of brokers or intermediaries in eneral, The 

4 f evalutlon team concluded from this line of uestions tha: the Palestinian supp iers' 
r don of KAl's role was, indeed, that o a broker, This appears to be a case of a self- !%$kg prophecy. 

Further, out of such a line of questions comes the following erroneous statements by the AID 
evaluators: 

"KAI h a  been.. .reluctant to g u m t e e  prices. " 

"Thc rclucWice of IKAI to guarantee rice and payment to the farmers has been expressed by 
several growers and exporters as an o \ stslcle to export through KAI. " 
"Thus, they [growers] often demand terms similar to those currently offered by Agrexco, i.e., 
aso~red sales and guaranteed prices, which in many cases could not be offered by the 
&>:t=. " 

These statements are at best misleading and are fundamentally incorrect about m: 
KAI is neither broker nor buyer nor imprter. Instead, such statements accurately reflect 
the producer's concerns regarding the r:rsk of enterifig a new market and should be discussed 
as such. 

The real issue is that there is a wide gap between what the foreign market is willing to do and 
what the farmers want. This is an impediment: that requires on-going exposure to market 
requirements, negotiations and experience. 

4. The evaluation report state that KAI's ".,.repo;.ss were not. .camplete since it (sic) lacked 
details on the amount of subsidies required to wrnplete each transaction.. . . .'The evaluation 
team believa that it is important to reveal the amounts of subsidies used bccause iarge 
subsidies might indicate the lack of commercial viability of those tmnsactions." 

This is a narrow focus and a misleading hterpretation. The evaluators seem to be unaware 
of world-wide agricultural subsidies. 

It is true that the. amount of subsidies was not specified as it was not required by AID. 

Regardless of what was re@red of us and regardless of the widespread use of subsidies, KAX 
addressed the very issrle or subsidies that the AID evaluators illustrate so narrowly. KAI 
specified in detail in their npoN the reasons why each transaction can be commerciall 
vlable in the near future, if in fact it wasn't at the time. KAI also specified in detail w I y 
articular transactions did not provide adequate r a m s ,  As the reasons vary, u did the 

f k l  of subsidy. Howexer, based on our analysis, it is clear that a larger fubddy Jots not 
correlate to a lower likelihood of commercial viability. It merely suggests reflects a certain 
set of conditions in effect at the tin;;! of the transactions. It is the r.,htrlre of ~~,O,OSZ:  ~onditions 
and whether they are amenable to change, not the size of the subs;d-: ,;;at atc;tetl11ines long- 
term viability. 

The evaluation team fails to note that the subsidies r e f d  to--(!! , ~$i:4 for Stedless 
grapes and melons--wm not pan of an established program. Ii,..: LL. .; ::ircumstances at the 
time of the shipments, KAI recognized that the use of g m t s  wc~..'? ..!L .;l,,-ropriate to act as 
start-up money. KAI lobbied for and achieved success in obk r. :;( . A .  zrants for these 



farmers on a case-by-case bauis, This was the first time for such a use of Israeli government 
funds in tha Weat Bank. This program has now b a n  formalized. 

In addition to providing the analysis ~f commercial viability KAI ccrtahly will, in the future, 
report the siza of any subsidies used. 

5,  Regarding U I  focus on the treed for bridging finance, the evaluation r rt states that: 
"Bridge financing.. . is currently available from several sources.. ,from the E Y' alQ the Civil 
Administration. The evaluation team has learned from prducers, exporters and importers 
that the primary issue is not lack of credit but the lack of guaranteed prices in the 
consignment markets and the risks of loss. Thus what is demanded by the pducers and the 
exporters is not purely credit but price insurance or subsidies in case OC a loss." 

This is misleading in the policy direction it implies. 

It is true that roducors and exporters demlvid urntee3 prices, whether by government 
subsidies or 8 xed market price. However, as ff, e evaluators point out later m the report 
fixed rice is not the practice ih the international sarket and full subsidies are m be avo/ded. 
As re ? ationships are established between im rter and exprter, some forms of market- P" derived gutamtees and set pricec are possib e, 

Until such time as those relationships are ecbblished, credit programs are particularly 
important to put into place. As the Palestinian producers begin to participate in th3 
international market practices, it is the credit programs that will provide the resources with 
which to do so. 

6. Regarding the Civil Administration's credit system to provide export financing in Gaza 
and the West Bank, "the evaluation team leaned from the Civil Administration that since 
funds can on1 be borrowed directly by producers in Gaza dn the West Bank, KAI could not X access those nds on behalf of Palestinian producers. " 
The implication in this statement is fundamentally incorrect. 

Under no circumstances should or would these funds be available to anyone else but the 
Palestinian producers, 

The evaluation team fails to mention that KAI was instrumental in bringing this credit 
s stem into existence. At the beginning of 1993, KAI preset~ted to the I@s the possibility 
$at they contribute to the bridging fund solution. We convinced them that they should 
participate in such a program, starting on be securing a policy decision at the top and setting 
aut for them how the program should work arid be implemented. 

We followed through from policy to implementation by participation in writing the 
documents that passed the Knesset. 

7. Regarding KAI's provision of assistance in export demonstration projects, the evaluation 
report states: "Packing boxes were provided by Mr. Teltsch [of KAIJ. Picking, packing and 
quality control were carried out in the &rape and melon] farms and were not supervised by 
KM or its associates to a large extent." 

These two statements are incorrect, 



KAI was ablo to persuade the UK importer who was to receive grapes to pay for the grape 
cartons, In fact, he puchased enou h quanllty to supply the farmer this season and next. f Oiora Teltsh of KAI made the loc arrangements, 

KAI arranged for very extensive supervision, KAI hired a Palestinian expert to work full 
days throu hout the picking, sorting, packin and quality control process to teach and 
supervise 8 16 laborers and tho farmer. Our est Bank representative and agronomist was 
also present . t 
Dua to the tremendous effort put in by the farmers to undertake export for the first time, 
which turned out to involve morning to night activity, it is true that "the two farmers were 
not involved in arrangins the transportation of their produce both their farm to the port and 
Prelght forwarding." Thls aspect of transfer of knowledge will certainly come whenever tha 
farmer is ready. 

Further to the issue of transportation arrangements: It is in this area that all producers have 
shown the least interest in terms of involvement. Having asked specifically whether they 
would like to be involved, KAI has received negative answers thus far. 

The statement regarding lack of involvement is incorrect. 

The evaluation report also states that "Beit Lahia and Dier El-Belah indicated that since the 
two cooperatives were already familiar with @e picking and packin techniques required for i produce export, they did not require much assistance from KAI in t ose areas." 

The information gathered in the interviews can be misleading. For example, these 
cooperatives certainly have long experience in picking and acking but they do not have 
extensive experience in making adjustments in the timing o I' picking, color, etc. for different 
and changing modes of transportation, destination, and importer requirements. KAI 
provided detailed information about the conditions of transport, timng, etc. so that 
appropriate adjustments were made discussed and made. Also, the cooperatives do not have 
extensive ex rience in responding quickly to importer request, in maintaining a consistently 

f P" hi h level o quality for export no matter what the destination is, and adjusting work 
sc edules to accomodate plane schedules. 

The evaluation report fails to acknowledge that there are technical and proc ' .I;: rsl issues that 
involve KAI's asnstance beyond picking and packing. 

The evaluators also failed to note that KAI did pa for the cartons for eggplant in such a way 
as to also allow the farmers to establish credit wi ti the carton manufacturer by withdrawing 
the cartons as needed and repaying the factory. KAI paid for strawberry cartons used by 
Beit Lahia as a means to bypass reluctance on the part of the supplier to risk this investment. 

The evaluation report states that: ,.."the transfer of technology and know-how was limited to 
the five producers who exported through KAI. There is little evidence that othe~ producers 
in Gaza and the West Bank have learned from the process." 

This is an unfounded opinion. It also ignores the pupse of a cooperative. 

The evidence will continue to emerge with each sucessive season. Already other grape 
farmers in the West Bank have inade their interest in export known because they have seen 
the process take place. They will be able to use at least some of the same laborers (various 
parts of the Jordan Valley have slightly different ripening schedules) who have now been 



trained. A pool of trained workers will amtr a, Just as the grape farmer, who went through f export preparation flrst, showed up at the me on farmers farm to encourage him and offer 
advice on thc initial difficulties, SO this will continue to happen as each farmer begins to 
export. 

Along these lines, the statement that "no substantial ton -term employment im act was 
evident..." is misleading, as agriculture is seasonal an will exhibit growth w th each 
sucessive season. 

d P 
A cooperative represents far morc than one grower and supplier. It is there to serve all its 
members, all of whom arc farmers, The involvement of each coop then involves many farmers 
who are picking and packing on schedule, with the right quality and color. It is misleading to 
count the coops as a single supplier. 

&. degarding management in KAI's Washington office: 

A. "Accordin to the organizational chart provided by KAI, the Orant program is staffed by 
nine individu af  s in Washington.. . , . The evaluation team deduced that KAI staff other than 
Leo and Anita Kramer [are involved in other activities] instead of being actively involved in 
marketing and other liaison activities. ... The evaluation team is in the view that while the 
Washington office is heavily staffed with five specialized marketing personnel, their 
contributions to the implementation of the Grant program are not very visible." 

The statements here are false and therefore the conclusion is false, 

The chart 
AID staff 
the time. 

referred to was provided to AID, not to the evaluators, in April in response to an 
' member's inquiry to clarify the lacement within the project of certain people at 
It does not indicate who works i! 11 time or part time on the project. It does not 

indicate the nature of the part time work, which for example in the case of at least three 
persons was on a limited "as needed" bayis over a limited period of time. At least two others 
are part time on this project. 

B. "The evaluation team was not able tri confirm whether any of the marketing and sales staff 
other than Leo and Anita Kramer were actively involved in export marketing under the 
program. " 

The implication of this statement is misleading at best. 

The evaluation team would have had no trouble finding out that their assumption is incorrect 
had they asked KAI about this subject. 

9. Regarding KAI's field staff: 

A. "From the interviews it is apparent to the evaluation team that a l l  three individuals 
proposed by the Grantee have other responsibilities and therefore could not be intensively 
lnvolved in the implementation of the Grant programn. 

This is a fundamentally unfounded opinion. 

For example, in the w; of Adel 
agricultural community md 
Agricultural Department 
to this project. Beyond 
few hours of his time 



been instrumental in persuading farmers to enter the international market 
basia, something that the avaluation report achnowledges is difficult, Mr. 
rare ability to ice the bi ger picture from both the West Bank and foreign 

and function on a de d led level. 

The evaluation team did not substantiate their opinion. 

B, "Oiora Teltsch, the Israeli Facilitator proposed by the Grantee, is freight forwarder based 
in Haifa. " 
False. 

10. "It h& also been ex rased by several importers in Europe that communications between 
exporters, im rters an KAI could have been more direct had the KAI office been located in C S 
aaza and the est Bank, and/or in the European markets." 

False. 

According to the evaluators own interview data, only one importer expressed this view and 
he only referred to Gaza and the Wcst Bank. (This one Danish importer, by the way, has 
continually offered to have his son take an active role in the Territories for this project as his 
son has personal interests in Israel.) 

The evaluation team failed to note that AID cannot provide funds for an office in the 

EurOP markets. The evaluation team also failed to note that KAI has a sister camp-my in 
Lon on which has been a full participant in this project, the full cost of which is incurred by 
KAI and is not reimbursed by AID. 

KAI does however a p  with the proposal that an official Grantee office in Gaza and/or West 
Bank is now appropnate. We proposed this as a new item in our fax of September 19, 1993, 
and intend to include it again in our proposal that will be submitted shortly. 

1 1. Regarding financial management: 

A. "The estimated total cost of the Grant Pro ram.... was $1.19 million of which the Grantee 
and other donors were expect to contribute $ f 84,500.. .the Grantee allocation and other 
donors contribution amounted to 50 percent of program costs." 

The implication in this description is fundamentally incorrect. There have been no other 
donors during the course of this project. 

B. "After the revised Grant allocation of $694,500, the Grantee.. . .contribution requirement 
remained $594,500, which meant that the non-USAID contribution requirement dropped to 
46 percent of program costs. " 

False. 

The math shows a lack of understanding of the original intent of sharin costs and a lack of 
understanding of the intent, administratron and use of the additional $1 b ,OW. 
The additional $100,000 is almost exclusively a pas-through. These funds provide for the 
trips of 10 Palestinians to the Produce Convention and reimbursements to farmers for the 



costs of samples, Further, it is very likely that the $50,000 allocated for the sample fund will 
not be fully u d  due to severe restrictions set by AID. 

The $594,500 are for direct KAI costs (staff' salaries, telephone, fax, etc.) incurred in the 
course of undertaking the project. 

12. Regarding interaction between KAI and AID: 

"1**29 T te oral or written r uests had been directed from the Grantee to AID [during 3 the course o the project]. The.. .cv uation team has observed that.. . (19) of these requests 
involve submissions for additional funding from AID beyond the level approved in the Grant 
Agreement. 

False, 

The 29 items referred to b the AID evaluators include only 10 requests. The balance, or 19 
items, are repeat requests or the same items or explanations that AID asked for to clarify 
the requests. 

7 
Of the 10 requests, on1 6 are uests for additional funding beyond the level approved in 
the Grant Agreement, 1 7  are for c anges in the line items within the limits of the original 
budget, and 2 are requests for an extension of time with no increase in budget. 

B. The time spent dealing with.. [the 291. .requests.. .a s to be substantial for. .AID.. .The 
average time spent managing this Grant by USAID o cers in charge have ranged from 25 to 
60 percent. " 

r 
This is an unsuk,stantiated amount of time and correlation at best. 

Given that it is 10 requests, not 29, that were made and only 6 are for additional funding, the 
reason for AID'S expenditure of time remains unclear. 



III. CLOSINO STATEME3NT 

KAI acknowledges that there are accurat4 and insi htful observations made by the f AID evaluation team. However, KAI is concern that the overall evaluation is 
impacted by a series of inaccurate and/or misleading statements. KAI is also 
conwmed that the evaluation team dm not axhibit a comprehensive understanding of 
the project. We believe that without fully addressing these concms, many of the 
conclusions of the ewaluation report am not valid. 

Addendum to follow. 
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is a hlghly diverslflcd 
group commlttd to the solution of thc complcx 
probloms whlch must be wlvcd by the private wctor 
end governments, by organizations and Individuals. 

KAI knows that a single dluciplinc can ncithcr 
define nor solvo complcx problems, Most problcms 
are a combination of scvcral clcmcnts, each of 
which must be clearly idcntiflcd before solutions can 
be devlsed. 

KAI recognizes cach problem is uniquc. Our clients 
will not receive prepackaged solutions. 

KAI assigns to cach discipline its proper task and 
priority. This results in maximum cffcctivcncss and 
minimum cost, 

KAI problem-solving does not stop with a blueprin t 
for action. We work with our clients ana 
their staffs from analysis and rccommend~tions to 
implementation, 

KAI provides for a transfer of knowledge and 
cap~bility to our client so that he can solve similar 
problems without being dependent on consul tancy. 

KAI guarantees all business will be confidential. 
Our clients do not risk harmful disclosure, 

KAI multi-service problcm solving is possible 
because of our comprehensive capability. Not 
committed to any single discipline, we design the 
solution that will do the job, never proposing a 
solution to fit limited capabilitv. 

KAI offers unique qualifications on both sides of the 
Atlantic that, when combined, result in a more 
stable and economically feasible solution tlidn 
either community may produce for itself. 
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ADDENDUM TO RESPONSE TO EVALUATION REPORT 

I. Additional responais b pages ii.47 

1. "mere was] oxten~ive focus @y tho CJmtee] on administrative canstrainto with 
USAID, Instead of solvin# problems to the best of their ability, within the resources 
provided in the Orant Agreement. " 
Unclear conclusion: One of the objcctivcs of th t  Orant was to rovide AID with a 
learning experience regardin private sector work. What cons tutes an extensive f focus versus an appropriate ocus. 

tP 

2. "The Grant Aprecment anticipated that 'an evaluation of the effectiveness and 
impact of the activity' would take place at the end of the Qrant period." 

Error: Not only did the evaluation not take place at the end of the grant but the 
timing did not allow for the full im act of the season to be reviewed. The evaluation P took place at the beginning of the irst full season of the grant period. 

3. "Far suppliers the questions focus on ... the extent to which KAI provided quality 
control.. . " 
Error: KAI never proposed to provide quality control. Therefore the focus is 
incorrect. 

KAI did propose to undertake several tasks that are related to uali , importer 
requirements and standards. This is quite different than provi ing e quality control 
mechanism during the picking and packing stages. 

a 3; 

Regardless, KAI did provide actual quality control in the CM of melons, grapes and 
eggplant as this assistance was required in order for the export to proceed. KAI has 
also devised and negotiated a plan for quality control for strawberries and tomatoes. 

4. "...since the Grant Agreement was signed with an approximate three-month lag 
from the original intended Grant start-up date of September 1, 1992, the evaluation 
team felt it is was reasonable to appl a lag of three months to the export target 
figures in the absence of any partrcu ? ar events that could have reasonably led to a 
catching up in the three-month delay of start-up." 

Incorrect conclusion: While adjustment is certainly required, the agricultural cycle 
must be the basis for the ad'ustment. An entire season is lost when a start date is 

t i  missed, not just three mon s. 

5. "Achievement of such export levels appears to be very optimistic far an 
experimental Grant program in the first year of operation." 

Incomplete conclusion: If the ex rt levels appears to bc very optimistic for the first 
year, it is not that much longer er the foundation is laid that the export levels can be 
achieved. 

F 



6, Unclear approach: If tho evaluation team ctur list four problems with thtr tar8et 
export levels why do thay then proceed to analyze strictly in terms of the turgat 
export l d d  Obwrvations, such as those mad8 on the target levels, are commonly 
incorporated into the larger framework of an analytical process, 

7, "The proposal did not explicitly identify or propose to change other constraints to 
exporting such a~ quality imptqvernmt packing and grading technique3, production 
cost reductions. or accw to market in/ormation." 

Unclear a roach: It is unclear exact1 what is bein i n f e d  or explained, 1s it that RP t some of t ess items were listed in the I proposal fi ut not sptciflcally called 
constraints? Is production cost reduction a universal prablem or did the evaluators 
observe problems in this area in Oaza and the Wedt Bank? 

8. "The Grantee's prdposal also did not attempt to address what is the baseline lwel of 
exports and the percentage of the export market that it would be facilitating, nor did it 
endeavor to accomplish this task during Orant implementation." 

Unclear approach: It is unclear exactly what is being inferred or explained. Was KAI 
asked to write this in the proposal and did not? This is not the case. 

9. "In the more specific context of Grant program implementation, recent political 
chan~es have not resulted in profound chan es in the existing produceex~rper 
relabonship between Palestinian farmers an ! AGHEXCO. " 
"In terms of the logistics of ex rting directly through Israeli ports and airports, the 
Peace Accord has not led to re axation in security checks at the border or at ports and 
airports. " 

P" 
Unclear assumptions: It is universally understood that changes would not appear 
overnight due to the signing of the Peace Accord. It is the very details of 
im lementation that are being laboriously worked out in Taba, Cairo and Paris that 
w' f 1 bring about changes. 

Most of the entire section is speculation. 

10. "There continue to be a dearth of Palestinian credit institutions to firw~ce 
agricultural investment. " 

Unclear approach: The existence of Palestinian credit institutions is not a function of 
the grant. In an case, credit institutions will be funded b outside sowm for quite a ti r long time until e economy is not only thriving by is stab e. 

1 "Access to overseas markets have not been increased by any new bilateral trade 
agreements or political changes, . . . " 
Unclear approach: As there is no new coun yet, much less a formal government, it 7 is unclear what this statement is meant to imp y. 



12, "Under this pro ram, the Agricultural Office will automrrticall ay Oaza farmers P $300 for r h  ton o tomalocr exported, wllcther through AoRBxC!~;P~~ not." 

I3rroa: The Agricultuxnl CPffce hao not ald anyone any funds lander this program 
wen though over 200 tons of tomatoes ave bean exported (outside of Agrcxco). Tho 
system b new and is baing worked out. 

R 

13, "The existing infrastructure for the production,. .of produce in 0wa and West 
Bank is poor. " 

Unclear assumptions: Uiven the availability of water, packing houses, and high 
technology, on wh8.t basis is the infrastructure! for production deemed poor? 

14, "In krms of business infrastructure, there is also a dtsvth of exporting 
intermediaries.. .in Oaza and the Wedt Bank. " 

Unclear basis: A3 the evaluation report suggests that intormediarim are not sought 
after nor that useful in the long term in the export process, on what basis is the dearth 
noted? 

15. "For those consignment sales, the importer typically reimbursed the 
Grantec/producer for all exporting expenses incurred, including packing, cartons, 
internal transportation, and freight forwarding. " 

Error: The importer does not reimburse the i. mtee/producer for inttunal 
transportation or freight forwarding. This is b i k d  to them separately. Further, the 
importer does not reimburse the roducer for packing and carton costs as that is 
assumed to be the costs paid for ! y the producer out of the proceeds received. 

16. "Fixed prices are mostly offered verbally, but also occasionally through written 
contracts. " 

Emr: A fixed price is never fued unless it is written. Verbal "fned" prices are only 
price ideas. 

17. "The three importers thought that the substandard quali of the produce they 
received was probably t9e result of delays in shipment (cod a be security-related or due 
to logistical problems) and the lack of quality control in the picking, sorting, and 
paclang process." 

Unfounded statements and speculation: The "substandard quality" in these cases was 
not due in any way to the picking, sortin and packing process. It was not due to 
security. .UI three cases could be terma%logistical but not in any of the expected 
ways, Each case was somewhat unique. 



18. "Pepino Fru t informed the evaluation team that the transportation costs for the f trial shipments o tomatoes were higher than usual because most large commercial 
shipments of tomatoes are transported by sea." 

Misleading implication: Pepino received several pallets of tomatoes as a sample 
shipment. Such size shipments always go by air. This was not a cornclercial shipment. 

19. ". ..Procscci are not interested in importing from Gaza and the West Bank because 
they took the ovempe conditions of the tomatoes they received in sample shipments as 
an indication that those suppliers were not ready to export directly to Eurc,pe." 

Error: (See discussion under "Procacci" in Annex 3, below) 

20. "The evaluation team interviewed eight importers who chose not to receive 
commercial shipment of West BanMGaza produce through the Grantee." 

Error: Of the eight importers referred to, six were not interested in seriously 
pursuing Gaza and the West Bank as a new source of produce. This is quite different 
than deciding not to receive a commercial shipment. A decision to ship or not comes 
after interest in the new source is established. 

21. "Only the two importers from the United Kingdom [of the eight] interviewed could 
recall being contacted by the Grantee regarding importing produce from Gaza and the 
West Bank." 

Misleading implication: KAI has records of discussions with all importers contacted. 
This statement infers the opposite. 

22. "Sales to the EC were mostly by consignment. Payments were made to Beit Lahia 
after the importer sold his products to retailers. " 

Error: KAI discussions with Beit Lahia indicate that their sales were not by 
consignment. 

23. "Both farmers [grape and melon] have exported the same produce directly to 
Jordan in the past, mainly to the wholesale market. Apparently both have also 
exported through AGREXCO. However, AGREXCO currently does not buy any 
seeded grapes from the West Bank. 

Erroneous and unclear statements: The farmers have not exported seedless grapes or 
melons through Agrexco. The grapes exported with the assistance of KAI were 
seedless so the reference to seeded craws is unclear. Also. exmrt to Jordan entails - - 

very different picking and packing kcfiniques for grapes &d kelons than for export 
to the EC. 

24. "One farmer exported 16 tons of grapes in 11 shipments, another farmer exported 
a total of 8.3 tons of melons in two shipments, and a third farmer exported two tons of 
eggplants, all to the U.K." 



Error: There were 10 shipments of grapes. There were three shipments of melons. 
The eggplant farmer exported 11.9 tons by the time of the interview. 

25. "According to those growers who have exported to Jordan, agents are usually 
paid a six percent commission for receiving produce.. . . Those who have used an agent 
in previous export to the EC ha.ve said that a five percent commission for marketing 
and facilitating sales is common,," 

Error: Based on the evaluators own interview data, only one grower reported the 
percentage commission for Jordan. Only one grower reported the percentage 
commission for the EC and it was 4%. 

26. " . . .target exports of 43,362.5 tons.. .(using mid-point target numbers and using the 
targets set through August 1993)." 

Error: Using the evaluators own methodology, the correct figure is 38,988 tons. 

27. "Table 4.5.. .Tonnage Exported. .Through December 1993. " 

Error: The table presents only exports assisted directly by KAI and excludes exports 
facilitated by KAI through zddressing impediments and securing interest in foreign 
markets. 

Error: If the table was accurately labeled to present exports directly assisted by KAI, 
it excludes everything that was exported in December, 1993. 

28. "In the absence of the Grant program, some percentage of the export vahic of the . 

crop (probably about 50 percent) could have 
been obtained in local markets." 

Error: This is an assumption that can never be made as the relationship between the 
local market and the foreign market fluctuates widely. Currently, there is an 
overproduction of eggplant in the West Bank and the local prices are less than $100 a 
ton while eggplant shipped to Europe can return $500 a ton. 

29. "A second factor limiting the learning process was the hct that the Grantee by 
admission had very limited background in the exporting of fresh produce. This fact by 
definition confined the amount of technology transfer that could take place in the 
areas picking, packing, quality control, and complying with export paperwork and 
regulations. " 

Error: This fact by definition has very little to with the approach taken. As detailed 
in the "Response to The Evaluationw, KAI hired experts to assist in these tasks when 
needed and pressed importers to provide details on needs and specifications, (This, by 
the way, includes documentation. Importers very carefully spelled out what 
documents they need and what should appear on it.) 



30. " the only other significant learning opportunity came from.. . .participation in a 
Producers' Convention,. . " 
Erroneous assumption: This assumption is based 011 exclusion of the information now 
provided to them on the types of learning opportunities not previously noted (now 
detailed in the "Response to the Evaluation" and the addendum). 



II. Additional responses to Annexes 

ANNEX 2: IN'I'ERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR GROWERS AND EXPORTERS 

Interview #l  : Fouquaha 

The evaluation report states: "The farmer was paid by the Coop but wasn't sure of the 
source of funds (whether from the importer, by KAI, or Israeli sources.)" 

Error: The farmer was not paid by the Coop. In fact, the farmer received a check 
from the Israeli Government and a check from KAJ Certainly the checlcs had the 
issuers' names on them. 

lb. "Picking and packing was not supe~ised by KAI." 

Error: Picking and packing was supervised by Nawaf, who was hired by KAI. Nawaf 
El Khadir was brought in specifically for this purpose. 

lc. "Packing boxes were provided by Giora." 

Error: No, they were paid for by the importer at the urging of KAI. Arrangements 
for them were made by KAI. 

". ..Mr. Brigheeth of the Agricultural Cooperative of Jericho. " 

Error: Mr. Brigheeth is not part of the Cooperative. 

2. "According to Mr. Fouquaha, the same amount of grapes sold by a nearby Israeli 
settlement at that time fetched $32,000;" 

Unfounded opinion and implication: The Israeli settlement was selling to Agrexco. 
Agrexco prices may or may not actually be higher. Agrexco has a pricing system 
which on paper is higher than what the farmers actually get. 

Interview # 2: Al-Razeek 

la. Export assistance by .KAI 

Error: There were three shipments, not two. 
The third shipment was approximately 3 tons. 

lb. "The KAI employee visited the Al-Razeek farm once." 

Error: Adel Briegeet, Nawaf El Khadir and Mr. Mohamad Mahmoud (a technical 
expert also hired by KAI) were there several occasions and certainly at the time of the 
picking and packing for shipments. 

"Farmer was familiar with exporting through Agrexco and thus had a good idea of the 
quality control, packaging requirements needed for export." 



Error: The farmer had never exported melons through Agrexco. 

Interview # 3: Halima, Tarazi, Tantech, A1 Zaanceen 

la. "Beit Lahia was paid $7,500 for the two tons, which included the cost of $0.50 per 
carton. " 

Error: The cost of the carton as noted is impossible. This year the cost is $1.034 per 
carton. 

4. "For the shipment of two tons of strawberries, KAI opened a letter of credit at 
Bank Leumi for $7,500." 

Error: The LC wss opened by Booker. The LIC was pursued, negotiated and 
arranged by KAI. 

"For the two current contract orders, Beit Lahia has asked for an advance of $20,000, 
which to the date of the interview has not been provided by KAI. Beit Lahia is 
awaiting the advance money before the growers will start picking. " 

Error: A check was brought to them onlaround November 15 by Leo Kramer. At the 
time, the Cooperative indicated it was no longer necessary to receive an advance. 

7. "Agrexco offers guaranteed prices to growers, whereas KAI is more hesitant to 
guarantee prices. " 

Incorrect implication: KAI's role is to liaison between buyer and seller. It is not KAI 
making these decisions. 

Interview # 6: El Naja 

la. "El Naja met Leo Kramer at the produce export convention held in Washington in 
November 1993." 

Error: They met in Tel Aviv. El Naja was not in Washington. 

Interview #7: Shurrab 

la. "No export has resulted thus far because the terms of the sale and price discussed 
with KAI would not be profitable for Shurrab, since KAI offered the same prices that 
Shurrab could obtain directly without KAI. " 

1ncomplete explanation: KAI conve ed terms and conditions of European importers. 

S hurrab. 
r Prices were extremely low and not ixed. Therefore, they were not attractive to 

Interview # 8: A1 Namari: December 22, 1993 

1. "In December of 1993 Mr. A1 Namari will send his first shipment of produce to 
Europe through KAI. " 



Error: By the time of the interview, December 22, Mr. A1 Namari had exported the 
following eggplant shipments: 

2 tons: December 7 
3.95 tons: December 15 
1 ton: December 15 
4.95 tons: December 18 

lc. "Mr. Namari arranged packing and transportation on his own under the 
supervision of the agricultural agent" 

Error: KAI worked with Mr. Namari 011 packaging and transportation arrangements. 

ANNEX 3: INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE FOR IMPORTERS WHO RECEIVED 
PRODUCE FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 

Paskaiis: #3c. 
The evaluation report states: "In further discussion, Mr. Butler revealed that he may 
be willing to guarantee a price up to about 50% of the current price level, because the 
risk of not being able to sell produce at half the market price is small." 

Incomplete explanation: The evaluators should note that a guarantee of a percentage 
of the current price level at the time of arrival (i.e. not fixed before export) does not in 
any way achieve what the suppliers are looking for. It is still a moving target. 

Windig: Regarding "Contacts at KAI": These people reported to have named Leo and 
Anita Kramer. 

Error: Neither Leo nor Anita Kramer had any direct dealings with them. It was 
Angelica Olsson. 

Procacci: Johnnie D. is reported as saying that the tomatoes arrived overripe and 
therefore they are not interested in pursuing anything from GazaIWest Bank. 

are for a 

Also, Johnnie D. says tomatoes were shipped by Federal Express. They were shipped 
UPS. 

ANNEX 6-INTERVIEW QUESI"I'0NNAIRE FOR IMPORTERS WHO DID NOT 
RECEIVE PRODUCE FROM GAZA AND WEST BANK 



Misleading title of Annex: It should be: Interview questionnaire for importers who 
did not express interest in Gaza and West Bank produce or who did express interest 
but have not yet received produce. 

Further, the evaluators failed to verify information obtained by interviews. 

J.A. Hahl GMBH & Co.: Claudia Hainke is reported as not recalling being contacted 
by us. 

Error: KAI and Ms. Hainke talked onlaround November 24, 1992. KAI then had 
contact with her again and she stated that she had checked with her colleagues and 
there was no interest. The evaluators report that her company is open to importing 
from any an% but does not currently see a niche for produce from West BankfGaza 
given the company already has a well-established network of suppliers. A general 
Indication of being "open" to a new source is a standard response in the indugtry until 
the issue of proceeding with real business activity is addressed. Hence, the apparent 
discrepancy in attitude in response to KAI's inquiry versus that of the evaluators. 

Frueco: Mr. Hauffmann is reported as not recalling being contacted by KAI. 

Error: KAI and Mr. Hauffmann talked on November 24, 1992. KAI's notes say that 
he told KAI that Frueco deals directly with Israel, among many other markets, and 
has no demand for additional merchandise. This is exactly what is stated in the 
evaluation. 

Epiciers Unis Metro Richlieu: Mr. Pare is reported as not recalling being contacted by 
KAI. 

- Error: KAI and Mr. Pare hzd conversations on April 27 and April 28, 1993. He said 
he would convey our information to his buyers to see if they were interested. 

The evaluators noted that "the company would consider doing so given the right price 
and quality for the produce." This is the standard statement tn the produce world and 
does not indicate an inclination one way or the other. 

Gemini Food: Mr. Bernstein is reported as not recalling being contacted by us. 

Error: MA1 W e d  with Mr. Bernstein on August 8, 1993. His specialty is onions, 
carrots and cabbages which he explained arc not only not feasible to do with such a 
long distance, hut are also found m abundance in North America and Canada. He said 
"except for major disasters, it would not be feasible". 

We were asking whether he actually wanted to go ahead and buy. Evaluators were 
asking would he ever buying, Of course, unless someone is already tied up 
with Agrexco, there is no harm or obligation in being "open" (which he said) to 
opportunities. The real question to be asked is whether they have needs now or will 
there be needs in the future that would result in an actual sale. 

A1 Madi: Mr. A1 Madi is reported as not recalling being contacted by KAI. 



Error: KAI talked with Mr. A1 Madi on April 19, 1993. We faxed him Apnl20. KAI's 
notes indicate that he said the politics were unclear, as he a l s ~  indicated to the 
evaluators, 

Sydfrucktimpoten: Mr. Thulson is reported as not recalling baing contacted by KAI. 

Error: KAI talked with Mr. Thulson on December 23, 1992. He said he is satisfied 
with s u e e m  the had in Spain and Italy and cannot expand at the moment. We B faxed hlm a list o products. 

Evaluators report him as saying that he is unfamiliar with the products offered by the 
region. He said he would consider buying from West Bank/Gaza but he did note 
several complicating factors. As mentioned above, importers' mention of willingness 
to consider is a standard response and does not indicate an indication me way or the 
other. 


