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(National Association of Agro Industrial Companies Producing Oil Palm in Côte 

d’Ivoire) 

ASTI Agricultural Science and Technology Indicators 

BIAOCI Banque Internationale pour l'Afrique Occidentale 

CCA  Council of Cotton and Cashew Nuts 

CCC  Conseil du Café Cacao 

CCP  Compagnie du Caoutchouc de Pakidié  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES. 1: Background 

The International Finance Corporation (IFC) manages the Private Sector Window of the Global 
Agriculture and Food Security Program (GAFSP - PrSW), which is a multilateral mechanism to 
assist in the implementation of pledges made by the G20 in Pittsburgh, USA in September 
2009. GAFSP established a private sector window to provide long and short term loans, credit 
guarantees, equity and advisory services to support private sector activities for improving 
agricultural development and food security.  Through the blending of IFC finance and GAFSP 
finance, investments can be financed which are commercially viable, but have temporary 
higher costs and/or higher risks than the investments which IFC normally finances, and justify 
a concessional element in the financing package.   
 
The objective of the IFC managed private sector window is to address the following:  

1. Support and demonstrate new and innovative financing aimed at agribusiness 
companies and their supply chains,  

2. Help increase productivity, improve market access, support innovation and 
development of new ideas in financing and technology, reduce information 
asymmetries between small end users of capital and financial institutions, and 
reduce risks associated with financing small holders/companies in the 
agribusiness sector 

3. Support projects that foster research, development and innovations through 
entities operating in the ‘last mile’ and projects that can demonstrate higher 
productivity, lower use of water resources and inputs such as fertilizers 

 

As a means to reach this objective, IFC contracted Cambridge Economic Policy Associates 

(CEPA) to conduct an agribusiness sector diagnostic of Cote d’Ivoire (CDI) to i.) 

analyze/identify the most promising sub-sectors and commodities for IFC/GAFSP investment 

and advisory services and ii.) identify specific IFC/GAFSP investment opportunities and related 

partners. This analysis would include competitiveness benchmarking to examine investment 

and trade patterns and evaluate the competitiveness of specific agri sub-sectors and value 

chains, as well as considering ―strategic‖ entry points for advisory, namely water/irrigation, 

women, climate change as well as skills development, mechanization, technology and other 

potential areas. Particularly important to the diagnostic process would be the country specific 

national planning work on food security, including CAADP, National Agricultural Investment 

Program. 

This report presents the results of a 2 phase assignment, which aimed to identify three to five 

agribusiness sectors in CDI that have the potential to deliver significant growth and 

development impacts for CDI as well as investment opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/IFC.  Phase 

1 reviewed a long list of sectors using a two stage assessment process to identify the priority 

sectors:  
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i.) Review FAOStat data looking at the top-50 sectors by export value and by 

production value to identify ten sectors worth looking at in more detail. 

ii.) Analyse each sector gathering quantitative data and reviewing the sectors’ 

competitive strengths and weaknesses; main sector participants; and 

providing an overview of the recent investment activity in the sector.  

ES.2 Phase1: Analyze/identify the most promising sub-sectors and commodities for 

IFC/GAFSP investment and advisory services 

The long-list of sectors were reviewed against five criteria, summarised below.   

Table ES.2.2: Criteria and indicators used to identify priority sectors 

Criteria Indicators 

Development 

impact 

 Estimated number of smallholder farmers in sector 

 Contribution to food security 

Economic impact  Average value of production of crop over last five years 

 Average value of exports/ imports over last five years  

Competitiveness  Yield per hectare achieve in CDI compared to world’s top five producers 

 Change in CDI’s share of global exports over ten years for each sector 

Enabling 

environment  

 Qualitative view on the quality of the policy environment  

 Qualitative view on the level of donor support received   

Investment 

potential  

 Qualitative view on the level of private sector activity in sector 

 Qualitative view on the amount of recent investment activity  

Each indicator was scored between 1 (lowest) to  5 (best), so the maximum score is 50;  Table 

ES.2 presents the data and ES.3 summarises the scores.   
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Table ES.2.3: Data for long-list sectors  

Sector Development Economic Competitiveness Enabling Investment 

Indicators 
No. of 

smallholders 

Ave. daily 

calories 

Ave. value of 

crop $m 

Ave. value of 

exports $m 

Yield as % of 

competitors 

Change in 

export share 

Policy 

environment 

score  

Support 

from donors 

score 

Private 

activity 

score 

Investment 

activity 

score 

Cocoa 900,000 20 1,478 2,262 147% -28% 2 4 5 3 

Rubber 36,000 0 261 598 137% 47% 4 3 4 5 

Rice 150,000 533 196 498 97% -6% 4 4 3 3 

Cashew nut 250,000 0 333 179 41% 20% 4 3 4 4 

Oil palm 36,500 214 156 145 43% 26% 4 4 5 4 

Fresh fruit 1,500 2 125 159 124% -13% 3 3 3 2 

Cotton 100,000 0 107 102 44% -70% 4 4 3 2 

Maize 102,000 192 90 5 34% -17% 3 3 1 2 

Sugar 5,000 99 58 16 108% -33% 2 2 2 2 

Coffee 100,000 0 105 134 28% -87% 3 2 2 2 

Source: FAOStat, IFC Agribusiness Strategy, Comtrade data,  USDA Data, Cote d’Ivoire Ministry of Agriculture, World Bank, CEPA analysis 
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Table ES.2.4 Ranking of the long-list of sectors 

Sector Development Economic Competitiveness Enabling Investment Summary assessment Total  

Cocoa 7 10 7 6 8 

Economic size of sector and level of private sector activity 

suggests relatively high potential for GAFSP PrSW/IFC 

investment.  

38 

Rubber 2 8 10 7 9 

Sector achieves globally competitive yields and is one of the 

fastest growing export sectors.  Relatively high level of private 

sector activity and recent private sector led investment.  

36 

Rice 7 7 7 8 6 

Although not an export crop, potential opportunity to exploit 

rapidly growing demand for rice in urban markets in West 

Africa.  Increasing rice production is a key government priority. 

35 

Cashew nut 4 7 6 7 8 
Investment in sector is judged to have a high potential for 

creating jobs, particularly for women. 
32 

Oil palm 4 4 6 8 9 
Sector supported by relatively well-organised associations. Also 

has high level of private sector and recent investment activity. 
31 

Fresh fruit 3 5 7 6 5 
Potential opportunities in bananas, but pineapples in decline. 

Concerns around impact of erosion of EU trade preferences. 
26 

Cotton 3 4 3 8 5 
Sector has been growing, but yet to recover to pre-crisis levels.  

Opportunities seem to be relatively limited. 
23 

Maize 5 2 6 6 3 
Opportunities limited; perhaps potential around production for 

poultry feed but otherwise no real private sector activity. 
22 

Sugar 3 2 7 4 4 
Unclear that sector is large enough/ growing fast enough to 

support a strong pipeline of GAFSP PrSW/IFC opportunities. 
20 

Coffee 3 4 3 5 4 

Sector has been in long-term decline with smallholders 

increasingly choosing to produce other crops. Not a priority for 

GAFSP PrSW/IFC relative to other sectors reviewed. 

19 
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Based on the analysis and discussions with IFC/PrSW (see below), cocoa; rubber; rice; cashew 

nuts and oil palm were selected for the Phase 2 work.  

Table ES. 2.5 Selection of the sectors 

Sector Summary rationale for prioritizing  

Cashew nuts 
Rapid growth of sector in CDI and high potential to create jobs, especially for 

women. 

Rubber 
Rapid growth of sector, relatively high level of recent private sector led 

investment activity. 

Rice 
Importance to government in addressing food security concerns and potential 

size of market within CDI and West Africa. 

Cocoa 
Importance of sector to approx. 900,000 smallholders and presence of 

established international firms. 

Oil palm High level of recent private sector-driven investment activity.   

 

ES.3 Phase 2: Identify specific IFC/GAFSP investment opportunities and related partners 

The Phase 2 work included a Country level fact finding mission to map out and analyze the 

value chain of each priority sub-sector and identify their performance and constraints, 

potential investments and development opportunities and partnerships for consideration by 

GAFSP PrSW/IFC. The in country work including meeting with various stakeholders including 

private sector companies, donors, government officials, commercial banks, industry and 

farmer associations, NGOs among others.  Below is a brief review of the rationale for selection 

of the sectors followed by the high level potential opportunities in each sector.   

Table ES.3.1: Review of priority sector identification and high level country findings 

Sector Summary rationale for prioritizing  Consistent with country visit findings 

Cashew nuts 

Rapid growth of sector in CDI and high 

potential to create jobs, especially for 

women. 

Confirmed during country visit. 

Rubber 

Rapid growth of sector, relatively high 

level of recent private sector led 

investment activity. 

Confirmed during country visit. 

Rice 

Importance to government in addressing 

food security concerns and potential size 

of market within CDI and West Africa. 

Some uncertainty about government’s long-

term commitment to reduce dependence on 

cheap imports has caused some players to exit 

sector, e.g. Olam and may explain lower level of 

investment activity than assumed in phase 1. 

Cocoa 

Importance of sector to approx. 900,000 

smallholders and presence of established 

international firms. 

Cocoa is a key sector for CDI, but determined 

that GAFSP PrSW/ IFC already has investments 

in pipeline in this sector, so less of a priority for 

follow up for this assignment. 
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Oil palm 

High level of recent private sector-driven 

investment activity.   

Environmental concerns limits opportunity to 

companies willing to take on Roundtable on 

Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) certification. 

 

ES.3.2. Potential opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in cashew sector 

CDI is Africa’s largest producer of raw cashew nuts, and the second largest globally, after 

India. The sector has seen a significant increase in production from below 85,000 tonnes in 

1999 to an estimated 450,000 tonnes in 2013, an annual growth rate of over 16% (see Figure 

2.1 below); CDI now accounts for around 20% of global output of raw cashew.  The crop is 

currently harvested on around 0.9m Ha of land, and has become a particularly important 

source of income in the poorer northern part of the country where it was initially planted. 

The majority of farmers growing cashew nuts are smallholders on plots of around 2 – 3 Ha of 

land.  Overall, the sector provides direct employment to between 250,000 to 400,000 

smallholder farmers and contributes to the livelihood of 1.5m Ivorians.  Currently the main 

commercial activities that are occurring in the sector are the export of raw cashew nuts and 

cashew processing, which is at a nascent stage of development. Olam is by far the dominant 

company operating in the sector. 

Key issues/opportunities identified in the Sector Diagnostic:  

- Despite being the second largest producer of raw cashew, CDI currently produces 

only around 1% of the world’s processed cashew supply.  Government policy is to 

support the increase of cashew processing in CDI.  The target is to increase 

production of raw cashew nuts to 600,000 tonnes by 2016, and to increase local 

processing capacity of the raw nuts from its current level of around 55,000 tonnes to 

over 200,000 tonnes (35% of production) by 2016 and then to 100% by 2020.  

However, CDI’s ability to process cashews is limited by the lower Kernel Outturn 

Ratio (KOR) vis a vis India and Vietnam.  The diagnostics points to the need on 

improving harvesting techniques of farmers as one area of support.  

- A key issue faced by cashew processors is the need to hold on to a sufficient stock of 

raw cashew to keep their factories in operation throughout the year requiring access 

to working capital finance from the local banks.  However, banks will not accept the 

stocks of raw cashew as sufficient collateral.   

- Analysis developed by RONGEAD (2014) for the Ministry of Agriculture provides a 

detailed competitiveness assessment of the cashew sector in CDI. It suggests that 

CDI has a very marginal competitive advantage over the world’s leading processors: 

India and Vietnam.  This theoretical advantage is due to the simple fact that CDI has 

direct access to raw cashew nuts, while both India and Vietnam have to import it, is 

an important advantage for CDI.  However, the main competitive disadvantages are: 

existing spare processing capacity, local market for cashew nuts, lower working 

capital requirements, and provision of support from government.  
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The diagnostic shows that in theory cashew processing can be a profitable activity in CDI and 

that the sector may have marginal competitive advantage over countries such as India and 

Vietnam (though this may have been undermined by the recent wage increase).   

However, there are a number of key risks that could affect the viability of investments in the 

sector.  In particular these relate to the skill/ experience of the processor and its ability to 

carry out the processing activity without damaging too high a proportion of its raw materials.  

In addition, local processors face significant costs and risks in its ability to secure sufficient 

stocks of quality raw cashew and then hold on to them until they are ready for processing.   

This suggests that investment directed towards start-up companies in the sector would have 

to help develop the technical skill/ experience of the processors and also assistance to enable 

them to secure and store their raw cashew nuts.  

The cashew sector was seen by some stakeholders as having the potential to provide CDI with 

a major opportunity in the coming years.  The sector has nearly doubled in size in the last 

seven years, and although processing is at a nascent stage it is seen as having the potential to 

provide a large number of jobs in the future. Depending on whether the processing factories 

are manual or mechanised, investment in processing facilities has the potential to create in 

excess of 80,000 jobs, assuming that the 35% processing target is achieved. 

In terms of immediate opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC, the options for direct investment 

to existing processors are currently limited.  Instead, if the processing sector is to develop it 

needs to be understood that the sector is only at the infant industry stage and will need 

significant policy and technical capacity building support alongside financial investment.  The 

RONGEAD (2014) market study that was developed for the Ministry of Agriculture sets out 

clearly the interventions required to support the development of the market.  

The Review did not see much evidence that the report’s recommendations are being 

systematically implemented.  Therefore there is an important role that needs to be played to 

support the implementation of reforms to develop the sector, which should help to unlock 

significant investment in the sector.  The GAFSP PrSW/ IFC could in particular provide: 

1. Technical assistance (full-time experts) to support the Inter-professional association 

(INTERCAJOU) to design and then implement specific, practical, measures to raise 

the overall productivity of the processing sector: from raw nut purchase and storage 

through to export procedures and shipping. This could be partly financed by a 

processor and partly by donors – Olam has said that it could be willing to make 

additional investments to support the development of the sector if there was more 

commitment to the implementation of policy reforms to support the growth of the 

sector. 

2. Technical assistance to individual processing companies, to help with: 

a.  the choice of technology and equipment; 

b.  installation and commissioning;  
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c. initial operations; fine-tuning of equipment;  and trouble-shooting;  

d. training of employees; 

e. maintenance systems; 

f. food-hygiene systems etc. to satisfy international buyers requirements. 

This could be provided by a pool of technical specialists and co-financed by the beneficiaries, 

the industry and by donors.  Such an “incubation” service would go a long way to make start-

ups and expansion projects promoted by Ivorian business people investment-ready and 

credit-worthy.  

3. Technical assistance to the industry and to commercial banks to establish the 

protocols that would make it easier to provide working capital finance with raw nuts 

and processed kernels as collateral: e.g. common systems and documentation for: 

a.  grading, inspection, and valuations; 

b.  certification and supervision of storage facilities by collateral management 

agents; 

c. ultimately a tradable warehouse receipt system could be envisaged, and is 

current being promoted globally and in the Ivory Coast by the IFC, but direct 

bank/borrower/CMA agreements would be an effective intermediate step.           

4. One short-term measure that could be considered would be to make cashew 

processing companies, up to a certain capacity specifically eligible to apply to the 

IFC-backed SME finance facility at the Societe Ivoirienne de Banque (SIB). Currently 

most Ivorian cashew processors would not qualify because of the size of their 

annual turnover.  

Possibly some form of risk-sharing support for the commercial banks for the provision of 

working capital could also be considered in the short-term, until they gain full confidence in 

the integrity and enforceability of collateral arrangements.   

ES.3.4 Potential opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in rubber sector 

CDI’s Natural Rubber (NR) production has increased rapidly over the past decade, increasing 

from 135,500 tonnes in 2001/02 to 290,042 tonnes in 2012/13 and is forecast to reach over 

320,000 tonnes in 2015, driven by a significant increase in the land used to produce rubber, 

see Figure 4.1 below.  CDI is Africa’s largest latex producer; it has a 44% share of total 

production in the continent.   Yields have also increased in recent years; farmers achieve 

around 2 tonnes per Ha, while around 2.2 tonnes per Ha are achieved on plantations.  This 

compares to the 1.8 tonnes per Ha achieved in India and 1.7 tonnes per Ha achieved in 

Vietnam and Thailand.  In total it is estimated that over 100,000 private farmers are involved 

in the production of rubber.  
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Key issues/opportunities identified in the Sector Diagnostic:  

- The rapid growth in the CDI rubber sector has ultimately been driven by the 

significant price increase that occurred in the sector post 2003, which is attributed to 

the high demand for NR spurred by increasing number of cars in Asia. However, 

prices have moderated as a result of the slowdown in global economy combined 

with the recent decline in oil prices.   The longer term prospects for the industry are 

thought to be good.   

- In the past most NR production was carried out on plantations, but now around 80% 

of total production is by farmers that in many cases effectively act as out-growers for 

the NR processors.  Many of the farmers benefit from free inputs and services or 

short-term equipment credit from the processing companies with the understanding 

that they will sell their rubber to that company. The company then deducts the cost 

of these services before paying the farmer. 

- A key factor in the growth of the rubber sector in CDI is that the farmers are able to 

receive a good price for their crops and were thus able to capture some of the 

benefits from the high prices experienced in recent years.  The fact that farmers 

have been able to secure a good price for their product, while at the same time 

international prices have been increasing caused a number of farmers to switch to 

rubber production over the last ten-years despite the high-up front costs and 

relatively long-term nature of the investment.  It is estimated by APROMAC that it 

costs $2,000 per Ha to establish a new rubber farm (not including the costs of the 

land), with half of the costs incurred in the first year. One issue is that the funds for 

investment in new rubber trees has had to come from the farmers own resources.  

APROMAC has been operating the rubber development fund. The fund was 

subsidising private farmers to cover 50% of the cost involved in planting new rubber 

trees.   However, the fund stopped operating in the last financial year because the 

falling rubber price has reduced the available funds. 

- While some processors have their own plantations, there is thought to be limited 

scope for processors to make significant investment to increase the size of their 

plantations because of restrictions on the amount of land available.  Instead much of 

the investment has been to regenerate existing plantations so that they remain 

productive.   

- APROMAC has set a target of achieving 600,000 tonnes of rubber production by 

2020 and based on previous planting there is very likely to be a significant increase in 

production over the medium-term.   One factor that could act as a drag on 

production is that the cultivation of latex from the rubber trees requires a lot of 

skilled labour.  Most of the private farmers employ specialist workers to tap their 

trees rather than developing the skill themselves, which could lead to shortages/ 
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bidding up of the price of labour as the number of trees producing latex continues to 

grow.   

- Before the latex rubber that is collected from the rubber trees can be exported it has 

to be processed so that it can be manufactured into rubber goods.  There are sixteen 

rubber processing factories in CDI. Processing capacity in CDI has been increasing 

rapidly in response to the increased production of latex.  In 2009 processing capacity 

was estimated to be around 200,000 tonnes; it increased by over 70% by 2012 to 

346,000 and has increased by another 100,000 to 440,000 by 2014.  The processors 

are reported to suffer from some significant cost disadvantages compared to 

countries in Asia due to higher costs for electricity, diesel fuel, equipment, spare 

parts and maintenance.  However, the Ivorian businesses have the advantage of 

lower transport costs for their produce to the EU market.   

- One other important challenge faced by the processing industry is said to be the 

government’s fiscal policies.  In 2012 the government introduced a 5% tax on the 

rubber companies’ revenues; in addition to this the companies have to pay a Value 

Added Tax (VAT) on their exports after the removal of an exemption that had been in 

place, though the companies can recover this cost from the government.  It is 

reported that this together with the recent decline in international rubber prices has 

hit the profits of the processors.   

Overall, the investment opportunities in the sector are currently in the primary rubber 

processing sub-sector. The pipeline for opportunities to support companies with either/ both 

working capital finance to support processors to purchase the farmers’ rubber production and 

capital finance for more processing equipment will emerge on a more opportunistic basis as 

some of the companies in the sector have either made recent investments to increase 

processing capacity and/ or have been able to arrange financing on their own. 

The table above lists the largest four rubber companies; it shows that three of the four biggest 

companies are potentially not options for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC investment. It would seem that 

there is more potential to follow up with the medium-sized firms such as Voie et Latex that 

might be open for business. 

ES. 3.5. Potential opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in the rice sector 

Rice is the fastest growing food commodity in CDI with the increase in demand (estimated to 

be growing by around 6% per annum) driven by rapid urbanisation, increasing incomes and 

consumer preferences for rice given the relative cost and ease of cooking rice compared to 

substitutes.  Leading to a rapid increase in domestic rice production over the last few years.  

For instance, according to USDA data domestic milled rice production reached 900,000 tonnes 

in 2012/13 and is estimated to have increased by 22% in 2013/14 to 1.2m tonnes.  The rapid 

increase in domestic production that has potentially occurred in the past few years, is 

attributed to the increase in investment that government has made in the sector through the 

implementation of the Revised National Rice Strategy (NRDS).  Government has reportedly 
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invested in the provision of improved seeds to smallholders and in small-scale processing 

facilities.  

Key issues/opportunities identified in the Sector Diagnostic:  

- The seed produced is processed in one of the rice mills. According to the 

available statistics, there are very few large-scale processing units in CDI.  There 

are between 2,000 and 3,500 units of which according to the ONDR only two are 

industrial scale (able to process more than 5 tonnes of rice per hour).  Most of 

the existing mills are artisanal, with some micro (less than 1 tonne per hour) and 

mini (between 1 and 5 tonnes per hour) mills also present. 

- Imports currently account for around half of rice consumption in CDI.  They come 

mainly from Vietnam (around 34%), Thailand (23%) and India (24%).   

- The key to the long-term development of the domestic rice market is the extent 

to which it can compete with the imported rice. At present most of the domestic 

rice produced is competing in a different market to the imported rice.  Domestic 

rice production is usually sold by small retailers in local market places near the 

main production areas because of the high costs involved in transporting rice. 

The main importing companies have developed more formal marketing channels, 

including wholesalers, semi-wholesalers, retailers in grocery stores and small 

outlets targeted at the main consuming areas – particularly Abidjan. 

- The main issues said to be restricting the development of the domestic rice 

production are as follows:  

 Despite the potential recent increases in production, there simply isn’t 

enough rice produced to meet demand.  The low productivity and lack of 

access to improved seed varieties is a key driver of this. 

 There is little organized collection and distribution of the local rice and 

domestic producers face high transport costs in accessing the main 

consumption markets.  

 The quality of domestic milled rice, particularly the manually processed rice is 

low when compared to the imported rice. 

 There is little investment in the development of local rice brands; much of 

the rice that is sold on local markets is sold in unbranded bags.   

-  Although the implementation of the NRDS demonstrates the government’s 

commitment to developing the rice sector, some market participants are not 

convinced that government will fulfil the required interventions in the sector.  

The uncertainty caused by government’s decision to temporarily remove rice 

custom duties and import cheap rice from Thailand may have also increased 

uncertainty for the potential investors in the sector.   

It would be worth following up with projects identified in the diagnostic for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC 

investment to support the projects to scale-up; but the experience of existing projects 
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highlights the need for more clarity in government policy in the sector.  There is still 

uncertainty amongst market participants about the extent to which government is committed 

to reducing dependence, which is limiting the willingness of investors to make large scale 

investments in the sector.  This is evidenced by the fact that Olam has pulled out of the rice 

sector in CDI.  This would suggest that there is an important role that GAFSP PrSW/ IFC could fill by 

bringing together government and potential investors together to identify the specific actions that 

government needs to take to help attract more investment in the sector.   

ES. 3.6. Potential opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in the cocoa sector 

CDI is the world’s largest producer of cocoa, accounting for 36% of global output. Annual 

production over the past three seasons has averaged around 1.5 million MT, with a Gross 

Production Value of $3.2bn in 2012. The country is also the world’s second largest cocoa-

grinder after the Netherlands, with an output of 460,000 tonnes in 2012-13.  The cocoa sector 

was selected as an area of focus primarily because of its economic importance to CDI -  there 

are around 900,000 smallholder cocoa farmers and around 4 million Ivorians are dependent 

on cocoa their income.  In addition, the sector has a large number of established private sector 

players active in the sector.   

Key issues/opportunities identified in the Sector Diagnostic:  

- According to FAOStat data yields in CDI are around 0.6 - 0.7 tonnes per Ha. 

Which is CDI’s direct competitors (Ghana and Cameroon). Despite this it is 

considered that the main issue affecting smallholders is their lack of productivity 

and poor farming practices. Specific issues include; i.) Limited research to 

develop fertilisers and other inputs suited to CDI conditions, ii.) Aging tree stocks, 

iii.) Limited access to cash/ finance for farmers to purchase inputs, iv.) Incidence 

of pests and disease and v.) Poor farming techniques employed by farmers 

particularly regarding the husbandry, plant protection and fermentation 

processes adopted. 

- Another constraint faced is access to working capital finance to enable 

cooperatives to source supply from farmers. It is considered that cooperatives 

would also benefit from technical support and advice to improve the 

management of their organisations and also improve their ability to offer 

agronomic advice to smallholders.   

- Downstream players developing relationships with trustworthy cooperatives/ 

middle-men to secure a reliable source of supply.  A number of the large 

processors such as Cargill and Barry Callebaut are already involved in 

programmes that provide pre-finance for trusted partners further up the supply 

chain.  

- Exporters: The main constraint identified for exporters is faced by the new local 

firms that are trying to establish themselves within the export market.  They face 

significant working capital requirements if they are to secure the supply needed 
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to gain enough volume to make their activities profitable. The larger exporting 

companies also face some difficulty in securing supply.  

- Processing: Entry into the processing sector requires significant capital 

investment.  While government is seemingly keen to get more local players 

involved in the sector there are high barriers to entry for this activity.  Moreover, 

a number of stakeholders believe that there is already enough processing 

capacity in the country and as we discuss below it is currently considered that 

there is no real commercial incentive for investment in increased capacity at 

present. 

- Structural: There are a number of structural factors that limit the 

competitiveness of CDI as a processing hub.  First, there is no local demand for 

chocolate, which means that all the cocoa liquor produced has to be exported.  

Other structural issues include a lack of supportive infrastructure especially poor 

quality roads – one stakeholder estimated that the cost of the bad roads was in 

the region of 5 – 10 CFA per kg of cocoa, which is significant given that the 

traders/ cooperatives’ margins are usually just 80 CFA per kg.   

- Policy: Processors reported that one of the reasons that they originally expanded 

their processing capacity in CDI was to take advantage of the incentives that 

government has put in place.  Recent government reforms to the sector have 

eroded these incentives and also introduced regulations that have negatively 

impacted the sector; for instance the removal of the tax breaks enjoyed by 

exporters of processed cocoa goods. The reforms are also said to have created 

uncertainty for investors.   

Overall there is most scope to invest in the development of financial products that allow the 

banks to lend directly to cooperatives, which we understand is already being developed by 

the IFC together with a few cocoa private sector players.  

In theory the development impact of any GAFSP PrSW/ IFC investment might be highest if 

support was provided to smallholders, either in the form of inputs or working to increase the 

number of certified farmers.  However, it is currently unclear that these activities can be 

carried out on a commercial basis.  A number of companies in the cocoa sector are already 

carrying out similar interventions as part of their own market development strategies but are 

doing so through the provision of grants.   

The other option that we considered is the scope to provide support to develop the 

processing capacity of some of the local firms that are trying to compete with the 

international players.  While there is a distinct gap in the provision of finance to medium sized 

firms looking to invest in CDI, it is not clear that this is suitable for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC given that 

processing capacity is not seen as being a significant investment need at present. 

ES. 3.7. Potential opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in the oil palm sector 
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CDI is the second largest oil palm producer in Africa behind Nigeria, producing 400,000 tonnes 

on around 250,000 ha of land, located primarily in the south-east region.  Most produce is 

destined for export; the country earned over $250m from the export of oil palm in 2011 

according to FAOStat data.  CDI exports around three-quarters of its produce to West Africa.  

Most oil palm production is from smallholders; they occupy around 75% of the land under 

cultivation.  Of these farmers nearly half farm on more than 10ha of land. The remaining 

quarter is produced on industrial estates.  Farmers are organised into cooperatives, with most 

also being members of the FENACOPAH-CI (National Association of oil palm producers).  The 

sector has a strong and well organized processing capacity, with processors forming their own 

association – the APROSAP-CI.  Total processing capacity of association members is 1.7m 

tonnes of fresh fruit bunches. There are also large palm oil refiners present in the country 

such as SANIA (part of the SIFCA group).1  The various processing and related activities in the 

sector create a large number of jobs for the economy.  The oil palm sector was identified as a 

priority in the phase 1 work primarily because of the high level of recent private sector-driven 

investment activity.   

Key issues/opportunities identified in the Sector Diagnostic:  

- The findings of the country visit suggest that there are some important issues with 

the coordination of the supply chain, but more importantly we found that the 

concerns about the environmental impact of the sector means that investment 

would only be possible if the partner is willing to take on the RSPO certification.  

- The main issue with smallholders is the poor yields of Fresh Fruit Branches (FFBs – 

the oil palm fruit) that they achieve:  around 3 – 6 tonnes per Ha compared to the 

industrial plantations that achieve around 20 tonnes per Ha.  The low yield achieved 

by smallholders is primarily due to their inability to afford access to inputs; e.g. 

seeds, fertilizer, irrigation. 

- In addition to the productivity issues there are also constraints related to the 

inefficient management of the transfer of FFBs from smallholders to processors.  This 

issue occurs in part because the climatic conditions in CDI are not perfect for 

producing oil palm – the country has a long dry season, while oil palm is a crop that 

needs continual moisture.   

- Industrial producers of oil palm are able to achieve yields of around 20 tonnes per 

Ha, which is consistent with the world’s best producers. The main constraint faced 

by the industrial oil palm producers is that they face difficulties in getting access to 

land to expand their production levels.   

- Processing factories are not operating at full capacity because they lack access to 

sufficient raw materials (FFBs).  This is in part because of a need to increase 

production of FFBs in CDI by increasing smallholders’ productivity and also related to 

                                                           
1 The Proforest initiative (2013).  RSPO Africa roadshow in Cote D’Ivoire. 
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the issues around improving the way in which FFBs are transferred between 

producers and processors. 

Given the current environmental concerns around oil palm, the scope for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC 

investment in the sector is seemingly more limited to supporting RSPO certified producers or 

providing technical support/ advice to encourage more market participants to become 

certified.   

We understand that Agrivar is currently the only RSPO certified producer in CDI and that they 

have already been in dialogue with IFC to consider the potential for investment.  Beyond re-

considering the chance to work with them it is unclear that there are additional investment 

opportunities in oil palm at present given a seeming reluctance of other players to become 

RSPO certified. 

ES. 4. Structure of the report  

This report is structured as follows: 

Section 1- Provides the full findings from the Phase 1 report. 

Section 2- Provides the full findings from the Phase 2 report (omitting any confidential 

information related to specific company investment) 
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(Professional Association of Cotton Companies of Côte d'Ivoire) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Cambridge Economic Policy Associates (CEPA) was appointed by the International Finance 

Corporation (IFC) identify potential investment opportunities that could be supported by the 

Private Sector Window of the Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme (GAFSP 

PrSW/IFC) in Cote D’Ivoire (CDI). 

This report presents the findings of phase 1 of the assignment, where we identified five 

agribusiness sectors that have the most potential to deliver development impacts for CDI and 

investment opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/IFC.  The sectors are taken forward to phase 2 of 

the assignment when the team will travel to CDI to identify both the industry players 

operating in each sector and specific investment opportunities for consideration by GAFSP 

PrSW/IFC. 

We used a two stage assessment process to identify the priority sectors:  

 We reviewed FAOStat data looking at the top-50 sectors by export value and by 

production value to identify ten sectors worth looking at in more detail. 

 We analysed each sector gathering quantitative data and reviewing the sectors’ 

competitive strengths and weaknesses; main sector participants; and providing an 

overview of the recent investment activity in the sector.  

ES.1 Identification of priority sectors 

We reviewed the long-list of sectors against five criteria, summarised below.   

Table ES.1: Criteria and indicators used to identify priority sectors 

Criteria Indicators 

Development 

impact 

 Estimated number of smallholder farmers in sector 

 Contribution to food security 

Economic impact  Average value of production of crop over last five years 

 Average value of exports/ imports over last five years  

Competitiveness  Yield per hectare achieve in CDI compared to world’s top five producers 

 Change in CDI’s share of global exports over ten years for each sector 

Enabling 

environment  

 Qualitative view on the quality of the policy environment  

 Qualitative view on the level of donor support received   

Investment 

potential  

 Qualitative view on the level of private sector activity in sector 

 Qualitative view on the amount of recent investment activity  

Each indicator was scored between 1 (lowest) to  5 (best), so the maximum score is 50;  Table 

ES.2 presents the data and ES.3 summarises the scores.  Overall the analysis suggests that the 

phase 2 work should focus primarily on cocoa; rubber; rice; cashew nuts and oil palm. 
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Table ES.2: Data for long-list sectors  

Sector Development Economic Competitiveness Enabling Investment 

Indicators 
No. of 

smallholders 

Ave. daily 

calories 

Ave. value of 

crop $m 

Ave. value of 

exports $m 

Yield as % of 

competitors 

Change in 

export share 

Policy 

environment 

score  

Support 

from donors 

score 

Private 

activity 

score 

Investment 

activity 

score 

Cocoa 900,000 20 1,478 2,262 147% -28% 2 4 5 3 

Rubber 36,000 0 261 598 137% 47% 4 3 4 5 

Rice 150,000 533 196 498 97% -6% 4 4 3 3 

Cashew nut 250,000 0 333 179 41% 20% 4 3 4 4 

Oil palm 36,500 214 156 145 43% 26% 4 4 5 4 

Fresh fruit 1,500 2 125 159 124% -13% 3 3 3 2 

Cotton 100,000 0 107 102 44% -70% 4 4 3 2 

Maize 102,000 192 90 5 34% -17% 3 3 1 2 

Sugar 5,000 99 58 16 108% -33% 2 2 2 2 

Coffee 100,000 0 105 134 28% -87% 3 2 2 2 

Source: FAOStat, IFC Agribusiness Strategy, Comtrade data,  USDA Data, Cote d’Ivoire Ministry of Agriculture, World Bank, CEPA analysis 
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Table ES.3 Ranking of the long-list of sectors 

Sector Development Economic Competitiveness Enabling Investment Summary assessment Total  

Cocoa 7 10 7 6 8 

Economic size of sector and level of private sector activity 

suggests relatively high potential for GAFSP PrSW/IFC 

investment.  

38 

Rubber 2 8 10 7 9 

Sector achieves globally competitive yields and is one of the 

fastest growing export sectors.  Relatively high level of private 

sector activity and recent private sector led investment.  

36 

Rice 7 7 7 8 6 

Although not an export crop, potential opportunity to exploit 

rapidly growing demand for rice in urban markets in West 

Africa.  Increasing rice production is a key government priority. 

35 

Cashew nut 4 7 6 7 8 
Investment in sector is judged to have a high potential for 

creating jobs, particularly for women. 
32 

Oil palm 4 4 6 8 9 
Sector supported by relatively well-organised associations. Also 

has high level of private sector and recent investment activity. 
31 

Fresh fruit 3 5 7 6 5 
Potential opportunities in bananas, but pineapples in decline. 

Concerns around impact of erosion of EU trade preferences. 
26 

Cotton 3 4 3 8 5 
Sector has been growing, but yet to recover to pre-crisis levels.  

Opportunities seem to be relatively limited. 
23 

Maize 5 2 6 6 3 
Opportunities limited; perhaps potential around production for 

poultry feed but otherwise no real private sector activity. 
22 

Sugar 3 2 7 4 4 
Unclear that sector is large enough/ growing fast enough to 

support a strong pipeline of GAFSP PrSW/IFC opportunities. 
20 

Coffee 3 4 3 5 4 

Sector has been in long-term decline with smallholders 

increasingly choosing to produce other crops. Not a priority for 

GAFSP PrSW/IFC relative to other sectors reviewed. 

19 
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INTRODUCTION 

Cambridge Economic Policy Associates (CEPA) was contracted by the International Finance 

Corporation (IFC) to carry out analysis of the agribusiness sector in Cote D’Ivoire (CDI) to 

support work related to the Private Sector Window of the Global Agriculture and Food 

Security Programme (GAFSP PrSW/IFC). 

o Background to the assignment 

GAFSP PrSW/IFC is a multilateral mechanism that is managed by the IFC.  It is designed to 

assist in the implementation of the pledges made by the G20 in Pittsburgh, USA in September 

2009.  

GAFSP PrSW/IFC provides long and short term loans, credit guarantees, equity and advisory 

services with the aim of improving agricultural development and food security in targeted 

developing countries.  It targets agribusiness investments across the value-chain that are 

commercially viable but have temporary higher costs/ risks that would otherwise prevent 

them from attracting/ affording finance on more commercial terms. 

o Objectives of the report and approach 

This report presents the results of phase 1 of the assignment, which aims to identify three to 

five agribusiness sectors in CDI that have the potential to deliver significant growth and 

development impacts for CDI as well as investment opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/IFC.  The 

sectors are taken forward to Phase 2 of the assignment where we identify the key industry 

players operating in each sector and investment opportunities for consideration by GAFSP 

PrSW/IFC. 

To identify the sectors we have carried out desk-based research of secondary sources of 

information on the agribusiness sector in CDI.   

We first reviewed some selected quantitative indicators to identify a long-list of sectors that 

were worth looking at in more detail. We then completed qualitative and quantitative analysis 

of these sectors to identify a short-list for Phase 2.  

o Structure of the report  

This report is structured as follows: 

Section 2 provides an overview of the agribusiness sector in CDI. 

Section 3 analyses the long-list of sectors. 

Section 4 presents our ranking analysis of the sectors to identify the short-list. 

Annex A presents the bibliography.  
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1. OVERVIEW OF THE AGRIBUSINESS SECTOR IN COTE D’IVOIRE  

This section reviews the agribusiness sector in CDI.  We consider its main competitive 

strengths and weaknesses and then discuss the issues of access to finance, the main 

government policies and the relevant donor interventions separately. 

o Sector profile  

Figure2.1: Agriculture sector in CDI 

 

Sources: FAOStat, USAID (2013). USAID Country Profile: Property Rights and Resource Governance: 
Côte d’Ivoire; World Bank World Development indicators. 

Figure 2.2: Main export earners ($m) and contributors to food consumption (ave. daily calorie intake) 

 

Source: FAOStat 

Agriculture accounts for 75% of CDI’s non-oil exports, with cocoa and rubber by far the most 

important export earners.2 In terms of food security rice, yams and cassava are the main 

sources of food.  With the exception of rice, CDI is self-sufficient in its main sources of food.  

CDI is divided between the two large agro-ecological zones in the north and south. Around 

530,000 farms, more than half the country’s total, are located in the fertile southern forest 

zone, with an average farm size of 10-13 hectares. Most cash crops are cultivated in this 

                                                           
2 IFC (2014). Côte d’Ivoire Joint World Bank Group Business Plan.   
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region. Cotton and cashew are the key cash groups grown in the northern savannah zone, 

which is otherwise predominantly grows of food crops and livestock. The average size of farms 

in the north is 3.5 ha including forest and fallow land much lower than in the south.3  

 Main competitive strengths and weaknesses   

 

 Access to finance  

As is common to agribusiness sectors across SSA, access to finance is a key constraint faced 

in CDI. Despite a combined GDP share of 27.7%, agriculture and mining only account for 4.6% 

of lending by banks, with most loans directed towards the services sector instead.4 

                                                           
3 USAID (2013). USAID Country Profile: Property Rights and Resource Governance: Côte d’Ivoire. 
4 IMF (2013).  Côte d’Ivoire 2013 Article IV Consultation and Fourth Review Under the Extended Credit Facility 
Arrangement.  

Competitive strengths Competitive weaknesses

Agro-ecological conditions

• CDI benefits from favourable conditions, such as agri-friendly 
soil, plentiful rainfall and temperate and tropical conditions 
conducive for a broad range of crops. 

• Climate changes issues could also be exacerbated by 
agribusiness activities, which affect biodiversity and ecological 
equilibrium, such as through deforestation, use of land and 
water resources, pollution through agricultural chemicals etc.

Market factors

• Market is close to EU, which is the main destination for a 
number of the key exports compared to competitors in Asia and 
Latin America.

• CDI currently benefits from preferential trade access to EU for a 
number of crops. 

• International demand for a number of CDI’s crops is relatively 
robust and expected to remain strong.

• CDI has a relatively diverse agribusiness sector, with the 
exception of cocoa, the economy is not overexposed to any one 
crop.

• The current low level of cultivation of agricultural land and the 
low level of processing of the main crops is seen as presenting 
an opportunity for future growth.  

• There is also potential for development of renewable energy 
solutions, driven by availability of sizeable biomass from cocoa/ 
palm oil and cashew.

• Preferential trade arrangements to the EU are gradually being 
eroded.  CDI has been less successful in accessing no EU 
markets for a number of its crops.

• With the exception of cocoa and cashew, CDI is  a marginal 
player in the global market, leaving it exposed to factors beyond 
its control.

• The increased land devoted to some cash crops for export, 
particularly rubber, has caused concern about long-term food 
security and nutritional deterioration –the amount of land 
devoted to food crop production has fallen for some crops in 
recent years.

• The agribusiness sector suffers from a high level of smuggling/ 
fake goods from other countries in the region.  This is reducing 
the incentive of investors to invest in upgrading local processing 
facilities.

Business environment

• The government is active in trying to develop and implement 
reforms to support the growth of the agribusiness sector –
though important to note that estimated level of budgetary 
funding to sector remains low at around 3%, well below the 
10% CADDP target.

• CDI has two privately managed ports and a growing road and 
rail network.  Relative to other SSA economies it is well served 
in terms of transport infrastructure – though the quality of rural 
roads is seen as a key constraint for domestic agricultural 
markets.

• CDI also has a relatively strong energy and telecommunications 
network compared to regional comparators

• There have been a number of reforms to the business climate, 
including the launch of an Investment Code in 2012; and 
implementation of a single investment window, the CEPICI, 
which provides a one-stop-shop for starting businesses.

• Access to land has also been an important problem which has 
retarded efforts to use more land for farming. However, 
government is in the process of trying to address this constraint 
through the implementation of a new land law which is planned 
for 2015.

• The smallholder farmer workforce is seen in lacking the skills 
necessary to increase yields/ productivity in the sector.  Wages 
are also higher in some sectors compared to competitors.

• Overall, CDI ranks 147th out of 189 countries, in the World 
Bank’s 2015 Doing Business Index, a particular issue 
emphasised as a constraint in the index is access to credit. 

• Concerns about the level of political stability in the country that 
has reportedly put off some potential investors.

• The recent threat of Ebola spreading from neighbouring 
countries has heightened perceptions about the level of risks 
involved for potential investors.
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In the figure below we summarise the available information on the main commercial banks; 

Microfinance Institutions (MFIs) and funds potentially relevant to the CDI agribusiness sector. 

Figure 2.3: Summary of information on relevant stakeholders in financial sector 

 

Sources: Individual company/ initiative websites; Ecobank (2013). Ivorian Banks: Back to 

profitability.   

 Main government policy initiatives 

National Agricultural Investment Programme  

The National Development Programme (NDP) sets out the economic development priorities 

of the government; the National Agricultural Investment Programme (PNIA), covering the 

period 2012 – 2015, is the agricultural component of the NDP.  
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The circa $4 billion5 PNIA seeks to increase agricultural growth to 9% per annum and create 

2.4m jobs by promoting cash and food crops for growth and food security, through six 

Operational Programs: (i) crops productivity and competitiveness; (ii) development of 

agricultural supply chains; (iii) sector governance; (iv) capacity building; (v) sustainable 

management of fisheries; and (vi) rehabilitation of forest and wood industry.  Sector specific 

value-chain strategies are also being developed/ updated. 

The implementation of the PNIA is supported by the G-8 through the New Alliance for Food 

Security & Nutrition on CDI (referred to as the G-8 Alliance in this report).6  Through the G-8 

Alliance some donors have made commitments to support the agribusiness sector (e.g. 

France $120m; the EU $88.6m and Germany $7.2m).  The government has also committed to 

implement reforms in the agribusiness sector, chief amongst them is the implementation of 

the Rural Land Act in 2015, which will demarcate village lands and facilitate the issuance of 

land tenure certificates.   

The G-8 Alliance also includes commitments, demonstrated in the form of signed Letters of 

Intent, from private sector companies to invest over $500m across the agribusiness sector in 

CDI (some details of sector specific investments are provided in Section 3). Grow Africa 

reviewed the progress of the investments in 2013.  They found that, so far, $100m of 

investments have been made creating 1,287 jobs and reaching 236,000 smallholders.7 

National Export Strategy 

The National Export Strategy (NES) was launched in 2014, which benefited from technical 

support from the International Trade Centre (ITC) through the Trade Support and Regional 

Integration Programme for Côte d'Ivoire (PACIR) financed by the EU through a $8.4m project.  

The National Export Council is the implementing agency, and is meant to facilitate Public 

Private Partnerships (PPPs) in the agribusiness sector. 

The sectors prioritised in NES are: cashew nuts; rubber; cotton; fruit and vegetables; and 

cassava.  The strategy includes a focus on trade information and trade promotion; access to 

finance; packaging and quality management; export-related capacity-building; and trade 

facilitation and logistics. 

 Donor interventions  

The table below describes some current/ recent activities of donors and development 

institutions focusing on CDI.  

                                                           
5 World Bank (2013). Côte d’Ivoire Agriculture Support Project  
6 G-8. Cooperation framework to support the New Alliance for Food Security & Nutrition in Cote D’Ivoire. 
7 Grow Africa (2014).  2nd Annual report on private-sector investment in support of country-led transformations 
in African agriculture.   
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Table 2.1: Donor Interventions in CDI’s agriculture sector 

On-going/ recent programmes Size Description 

IFAD 

Agricultural production & 

marketing support project: new 

project runs to 2020 

Original investment: $29m. 2nd phase 

: $59.7m - $41.9m from IFAD of 

which $17.4m was a loan. 

Seeks to increase agricultural productivity of rice, maize, cassava and the 

vegetable value chain through interventions such as increasing access to 

irrigation schemes and post-harvest facilities.   

Agricultural rehabilitation and 

poverty reduction project 2009 - 

2014 

$25.6m  - IFAD financing $10m; DSF 

grant $10m 

Post-conflict intervention to rehabilitate livelihoods of smallholders. Provided 

improved inputs to smallholders and through the West African Development 

Bank financed activities to rebuild rural infrastructure.  

World Bank Group 

Agriculture Sector Support 

Project: to be implemented over 

2014-18 

$50m in IDA funding Seeks to enhance competitiveness of the five agricultural sectors (cocoa; 

cashew; rubber; cotton and palm oil) by improving smallholders’ access to 

technologies and markets, and by improving governance in the value chains 

of the segments supported by the project. 

Poverty Reduction Support 

Credit (PRSC) Series. PRSC 1: 

August – December 2014; PRSC2: 

December 2014- June 2015 

PRSC1: $50m (agriculture, fishing 

and forestry, 20%; crops, 10%) 

PRSC2: $70m (agriculture, fishing 

and forestry, 10%; crops, 15%) 

Seeks to support CDI to enact reforms to reach its stated goal of becoming an 

emerging market by 2020. Overarching goals include creating economic 

opportunities in areas of growth, particularly cocoa, cotton, cashew nuts and 

rice industries. 

Economic Governance & 

Recovery Grant III: (May 2010- 

June 2011 

$90m (crops, 34%) Overall objectives of the grant included supporting government efforts and 

reforms to enhance governance, transparency and efficiency in the cocoa 

sector. 
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AfDB 

Agricultural Infrastructure 

Support Project in the Indénié-

Djuablin Region: 2012 – 2018 

€25m (CFA 16.4 billion) Aims to improve food security and reduce poverty in rural areas, by  

increasing production and productivity of the major crops by supporting 

infrastructure development and capacity building. 

Proparco (Agence Francaise Development) 

PALMCI – subsidiary of SIFCA €30m ten-year loan  Proparco and DEG have provided a loan to PALMCI (oil palm sector) to 

partially finance its investment plan  

Advans Cote D’Ivoire (micro-

finance) 

n/a Technical assistance agreement to support Advans to improve services 

offered to cocoa farmers.  

SUCRIVOIRE – subsidiary of SIFCA Senior debt €8m nine-year loan Loan provided to finance the rehabilitation and modernization of 

SUCRIVOIRE’s production facilities in the sugar sector. 

FMO 

OLAM Cocoa processing  €11.2m  Support development and modernization of is processing facilities – Proparco 

and DEG (German DFI) are co-funding the investment (total project is €50m). 
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2. SECTOR ANALYSIS  

This section provides a summary analysis of ten agribusiness sectors in CDI.  We first explain 

how we identified the long-list, before providing the sector summaries. 

o Long-list of sectors  

To ensure that we are covered the main agribusiness sectors in CDI that have some potential 

to support GAFSP PrSW/IFC objectives we looked at across a range of indicators to develop a 

long-list.  We first identified the: 

Top fifty agribusiness sectors in CDI by US$ export value.  

Top fifty agribusiness sectors in CDI by US$ production value.  

We ranked each sector by assigning a score to each based on their position for the above 

indicators (e.g. if ranked first for export value sector gets a score of 1) to identify the ten 

lowest scoring agribusiness sectors to take forward to the second stage of the assessment.   

We then carried out a sense-check of the results (i.e. consulting with our in-country 

consultant and reviewing the list against the IFC Joint World Bank Group Business Plan for CDI 

suggestions) to ensure that the long-list provided good coverage of the main sectors with 

potential.  The table below presents the long-list of sectors identified following the 

completion of the analysis described above.   

Table 3.1: Long-list of sectors   

Sector/ 

overall rank 

$ export 

value rank 

$ Production 

value rank 

Overall score 

1. Cocoa 1 1 2 

2. Cashew nuts 5 3 8 

3. Rubber 2 6 8 

4. Oil palm 4 9 13 

5. Cotton  7 10 17 

6. Bananas 

(fresh fruits) 

8 14 22 

7. Rice 22 8 30 

8. Sugar 19 16 35 

9. Coffee 11 26 37 

10. Maize 44 12 56 

The following sub-sections review each of the long-list. We profile each sector to assess its 

approximate size – number of smallholders and economic size.   We then present an overview 



   
 

12 
 

of the key stakeholders involved in the value chain and describe the nature of the competitive 

advantages and disadvantages faced by market participants, all of which helps us to consider 

the potential of each sector to yield opportunities of relevance to GAFSP PrSW/IFC. 

o Cocoa sector 

 Profile of the cocoa sector 

CDI is the world’s largest producer of cocoa, accounting for 36% of global output. Annual 

production over the past three seasons has averaged around 1.5 million MT, with a Gross 

Production Value of $3.2bn in 2012. The country is also the world’s second largest cocoa-

grinder after the Netherlands, with an output of 460,000 tonnes in 2012-13.   

Cocoa accounts for 25% of exports and 20% of GDP,  and is harvested on around 2.5m ha of 

land, representing 56% of land under cultivation.   The sector provides employment to 

approximately 900,000 farmers, with an estimated 4m Ivoirians dependent on the crop at 

least in part for their livelihood.   

The sector has a complicated value chain with a number of traders and middlemen purchasing 

smallholders’ beans and selling them on until they reach processors. Despite the 

implementation of recent reforms designed to protect farmers there are still numerous 

instances in which smallholders are exploited. As such, rising poverty is a key issue – around 

60% of cocoa farmers currently fall below the poverty line, representing 20% of poor Ivoirians.  

There are also significant environmental and social concerns in terms of child labor, 

biodiversity and land issues. 
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 Summary of the cocoa value chain  
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 Summary of the competitive strengths and weaknesses of the sector 

 

 Scope for sector growth and commercial investment opportunities  

DFI’s such as Proparco and FMO have recently made commercial investments in the sector in 

organisations such as OLAM and Advans Cote D’Ivoire.  Furthermore under the G-8 Alliance 

programme a number of companies have made commitments to invest in the sector. 

Examples include Nestle; Barry Callebaut through an approx. $7m investment to increase its 

milling capacity; and Mars Inc. $21m project to raise the quality of cocoa production and 

yields in the Soubre area.  This all suggests that there will be a relatively robust pipeline of 

project opportunities that are worth considering by GAFSP PrSW/IFC. 

o Cashew nuts 

 Profile of the cashew sector 

CDI is Africa’s largest producer of raw cashew nuts, and the second largest globally, after 

India. The sector has seen a significant increase in production from just 75,000 tonnes in 1999 

to an estimated 500,000 tonnes in 2013; CDI now accounts for 20% of global output. Less than 
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10% of production is transformed, with over 90% shipped for processing to India, Vietnam 

and Brazil. Raw cashew nuts are an important export earner, with over $260m gained in 2013 

according to FAOStat.  

The crop is harvested on 0.9m ha of land, and has become a particularly important source of 

income in the poorer northern part of the country where it was initially planted. The majority 

of farmers growing cashew nuts are smallholders on plots of around 2 – 3 ha of land.  Overall, 

the sector provides employment to around 250,000 farmers and is contributes to the 

livelihood of 1.5m Ivorians. 

 Summary of the cashew value chain  
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 Summary of the competitive strengths and weaknesses of the sector 

  

 Scope for sector growth and commercial investment opportunities  

CDI is aiming to increase production by up to 600k tonnes by 2016, and achieve a target of 

35% of local processing (up from 5% at present) by 2016 and 100% by 2020. Yields could be 

improved by around 10% within ten years by promoting the use of more-productive varieties 

and improved agricultural practices, with additional enhancements possible thereafter once 

new varieties have been planted.   

There is judged to be high potential for job creation and increased exports to the global 

market; increasing processing of raw nuts to 30% of national production would create more 

than 40,000 jobs (with at least 60% of new jobs for women) and increase overall export value 

by 8%, with further potential in the medium-term for much higher value added through 

processing of finished consumer goods.  

Although a number of improvements in the investment climate, such as reforms to export tax 

incentives, are still required, the commercial attractiveness of the processing segment is 

reflected in planned investment commitments made as part of the G-8 Alliance process. Olam 

has invested $35 million in a cashew processing unit in the Bouaké region, (the largest in Africa 

with an annual capacity of 30,000 tonnes), as well as previously investing $6 million for the 

reinforcement of processing capacities and provision of support for small producers of 

cashew nuts. A number of corporates such as Intersnack Group GmbH & Co. KG, Kraft Foods 
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Inc., Olam International, SAP AG and Trade and Development Group, have also partnered with 

the African Cashew Initiative, supporting its efforts to increase competitiveness of cashew 

production and processing in target countries including CDI. The government has also  

developed the SME cashew transformation initiative, which seeks to provide support for 

developing small-scale processing units for cashew transformation by SMES, and establishing 

incentives, with the overall objective of creating 80 husking units with a 2,500 tonne capacity 

and 32,000 jobs by 2015. 

2.2. Rubber sector 

 Profile of the rubber sector 

CDI is Africa’s largest producer of natural rubber (NR), and is one of the world’s fastest 

growing markets. Output increased more than two-fold from 135,542 MT in 2001/02 to 

290,042 MT in 2012/13, increasing CDI’s share of African production from 31% to 44%. 

Production is expected to double again over the next five years.  

Around 90% of NR output is exported, mainly as Technically Specified Rubber (TSR) and 

concentrated latex, with nearly half of all exports (48%) directed to the EU for manufacture 

into both tyres and latex products. Demand from China has also grown, with an eighteen-fold 

increase in the value of exports to this market over the past three years. Rubber is now the 

second most important agribusiness export crop (behind cocoa). 

Sustained government support has increased the land under cultivation to 420,000 Ha, of 

which 180,000 Ha are currently in production. Smallholders account for 80% of output, 

typically on farms of less than 4 ha, with the balance made up by industrial plantations.  

Three companies dominate the sector:  

Société Africaine des Plantations d'Hévéa (SAPH) has a 44% market share, sourcing 

60% of supplies from village plantations, while also operating industrial 

plantations;  

Société des Caoutchouc de Grand-Béréby (SOGB), which has a 20% share; and  

Tropical Rubber Côte d'Ivoire (TRCI), which also has around a 20% share.    

The remaining 15% of production is by smaller companies and small-scale out-growers. Some 

processing of NR is required before export; the three biggest companies have around 50% of 

CDI’s processing capacity. Current production of processed goods into TSR is estimated to be 

around 68% of installed processing capacity.  
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 Summary of the rubber value chain 

  

 Summary of the competitive strengths and weaknesses of the sector 
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 Scope for sector growth and commercial investment opportunities  

Although recent international NR prices have been weak, production in the short-term is 

unlikely to slow down. Given the six-year gestational period of rubber trees on industrial 

plantations and 7-8 years for out-growers, a continued increase in production is projected for 

the next 4-5 seasons, following heavy planting by farmers in 2011 when prices hit a record-

high.   

This suggests that there will be a need for investment in processing capacity to cope with the 

probable increase in production in the coming years. Six processing firms have already 

increased investment in capacity (SAPH, SOGB, CHC, EXAT, SCC and CCP), increasing capacity 

from an estimated 380,000 tonnes in 2013 to 440,640 by the end of 2014 according to 

Ecobank (2014).8 For instance, SAPH’s investments are projected to increase production by 

8,000 tonnes over the period (2012-15), absorbing the output of 138,000 Ha of new 

plantations involving around 9,000 small planters.   

In addition, under the G-8 Alliance, APROMAC (the rubber traders association) has set up the 

Interbranch Fund for Agricultural Research and Advice (FIRCA) for financing agricultural 

research and advisory services to increase the productivity of rubber plantations; and has 

established the Rubber Development Fund (FDH) to finance an action plan designed to create 

new plantations and provide training to the workforce.  These mechanisms are expected to 

benefit some 76,000 rubber planters. 

Overall, given the recent growth of the sector, and the number of initiatives already 

underway/ under consideration there is thus likely to be a range of potential partners for 

GAFSP PrSW/IFC type investments that are worth considering.     

The medium-term outlook for the sector is more uncertain. Production may decline from 

2019/20, as farmers may have stopped planting new trees in 2012/13 after the fall in prices. 

Much will depend on the longer term international price trend which will depend on factors 

such as long-term oil prices and demand in key markets such as the EU and China.   

China is currently trying to implement a strategy to cut its dependence on the import of 

rubber, which has been a major factor behind the declining international prices – the success 

of this import-substitution strategy will have an important long-term impact on the sector.  

On the positive side regional demand for a wide range of rubber products also increasing at a 

fast pace, pointing to key investment opportunities in terms of transforming natural rubber 

into finished products.  

 

                                                           
8 Ecobank (2014). Middle Africa Briefing Note. Soft Commodities. Natural Rubber. 
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o Cotton sector 

 Profile of the cotton sector 

Cotton is mainly produced in the North Central region of Cote d’Ivoire. It is complementary 

to food production, providing access to fertilisers for crops typically cultivated in rotation, 

such as maize, rice and sorghum.  

CDI was among West Africa’s leading cotton producers before the crisis of 2002, producing 

over 400,000 tonnes and supporting the livelihoods of around 180,000 mainly smallholder 

farming households.  Production then fell to just 120,000 tonnes by 2009 and the number of 

farmers involved in the sector to less than 60,000.  In recent years the sector has undergone 

significant restructuring; the number of farm households involved in production is estimated 

to have increased to 115,000 according to ITERCOTCON (the inter-professional agency for the 

sector) to and production to over 300,000 tonnes following the implementation of a sector 

rehabilitation programme with support from the EU.9,10  The EU programme supported the 

creation of INTERCOTTON, which has played a key role in managing the value chain more 

effectively. 

 Summary of the cotton value chain 

 

                                                           
9 World Bank (2013). Côte d’Ivoire Agriculture Support Project. 
10 World Bank (2010).  The cotton sector of Cote D’Ivoire. 
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 Summary of the competitive strengths and weaknesses of the sector 

 

 Scope for sector growth and commercial investment opportunities 

The evidence of the past few years is that the cotton sector is growing rapidly, driven by a 

combination of sector reforms and government support in the form of input subsidies. The 

commercial attractiveness of the sector could be raised in coming years, as CDI is one of the 

focus countries targeted by the Competitive African Cotton Initiative (COMPACI), which is 

being implemented by the DEG and GIZ in partnership with Cargill, Dunavant, Industrial 

Promotion Services West-Africa and Plexus Ltd as part of the G-8 Alliance initiative. In addition 

to reinforcing good agricultural practices, improving operating systems and training 

producers, COMPACI will also increase demand by promoting the “Cotton made in Africa” 

brand globally, and partnering with the “Better Cotton Initiative”. 

It is not clear that the sector is currently in the position to provide a number of investment 

opportunities at present, as the sector is still not recovered to the pre-crisis levels.  Though 

given the number of smallholders engaged in the sector, and the potential benefits of 

combining cotton production alongside food crops this is something that should be kept 

under review. 
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o Oil Palm 

 Profile of the oil palm sector 

CDI is the second largest oil palm producer in Africa behind Nigeria, producing 400,000 tonnes 

on around 250,000 ha of land, located primarily in the south-east region.11  Most produce is 

destined for export; the country earned over $250m from the export of oil palm in 2011 

according to FAOStat data.  CDI exports around three-quarters of its produce to West Africa.12 

Most oil palm production is from smallholders; they occupy around 75% of the land under 

cultivation.  Of these farmers nearly half farm on more than 10ha of land. The remaining 

quarter is produced on industrial estates.  Farmers are organised into cooperatives, with most 

also being  members of the FENACOPAH-CI (National Association of oil palm producers). 

The sector has a strong and well organized processing capacity, with processors forming their 

own association – the APROSAP-CI.  Total processing capacity of association members is 1.7m 

tonnes of fresh fruit bunches. There are also large palm oil refiners present in the country 

such as SANIA (part of the SIFCA group).13  The various processing and related activities in the 

sector create a large number of jobs for the economy. 

 Summary of the oil palm value chain 

 

                                                           
11 Kwabena Ofosu-Budu and Daniel Bruce Sarpong (2013). Oil palm industry growth in Africa: A value chain and 
smallholders’ study for Ghana.  
12 Ecobank (2014). Middle Africa Briefing Note. Palm Oil. 
13 The Proforest initiative (2013).  RSPO Africa roadshow in Cote D’Ivoire. 
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 Summary of the competitive strengths and weaknesses of the sector 

 

 Scope for sector growth and commercial investment opportunities 

Given sector growth and robust demand for oil palm and there is likely to be a range of 

potential investment opportunities in the sector; for instance, Ecobank (2014) identifies the 

need for significant investment in new plantations to help out-growers to increase their yields 

and cut production costs.  

The IFC has already identified an opportunity for consideration in the sector with SOCFIN 

(SoGB is the CDI oil palm and rubber branch of the group) to support the expansion of rubber 

and oil palm plantations.  Further, Proparco has recently completed an investment in the 

sector with PALMCI demonstrating that there is potential to complete commercial 

investments in the sector.  Given the interest in CDI from international companies from South 

East Asia there is likely to be a pipeline of projects that are worth considering. 

o Fresh fruits  

 Profile of the fresh fruit sector 

CDI has been the leading fresh fruits exporter in the West Africa region for the last twenty 

years. The main crops produced are bananas, pineapples and mangos; jointly account for 90% 

of CDI’s export earnings from fresh fruits - bananas alone accounts for around 70% of 
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earnings.14  There is a lack of processing capacity which means that produce that is not of 

sufficient quality for export typically goes to waste – a study by the Investment Promotion 

Center (CEPICI) found that 15% of CDI’s fresh fruits production goes to waste as a result of 

the limited processing capacity in the sector.15 

The figure below shows that the quantity of bananas exported has grown steadily over the 

last decade to over 320,000 tonnes, while pineapple exports have been in decline falling from 

over 180,000 tonnes in 2000 to just over 60,000 tonnes in 2011 according to FAOStat data.   

Figure 3.2: Export volume (tonnes) in fresh fruits sector 

Source: FAOStat 

The decline in pineapple exports is due to competition from Latin American producers who 

have displaced CDI exporters in the EU (the main destination for CDI fresh fruits exports).  At 

the same time the imposition of tougher product standards and traceability requirements in 

Europe has made the market less accessible for CDI.  The banana sector has been relatively 

more successful in maintaining its market share in the EU - according to EU trade data CDI 

supplied around 5% of banana imports in 2006 and has retained this market share in 2013. 

According to the World Bank (2012) smallholder participation has been in decline as farmers 

have switched to more lucrative crops.  Until the end of the 1980s, smallholder farmers were 

prevalent in the sector, but the privatisation of the government marketing board combined 

with the new quality demands of the single EU market has led to their marginilisation.16  

Most bananas are produced in plantations; with the biggest owned by SCB local subsidiary of 

Compagnie Fruitiere (French company 40% owned by Dole). SCB employees over 6,000 

workers on its plantations (includes employment for pineapple), highlighting that the banana 

sector has some potential to create a lot of jobs.17  According to the Ministry of Agriculture 

the bananas sector as a whole employs around 8,000 to 10,000 individuals, while around 

25,000 individuals are employed in the pineapples sector. 

                                                           
14 IFC (2014). Cote D’Ivoire Agribusiness Strategy. 
15 http://news.abidjan.net/h/486818.html.  
16 http://www.bananalink.org.uk/west-africa  
17 Banana Link and Peuples Solidaires (2011). West Africa Mission Report. Summary  

http://news.abidjan.net/h/486818.html
http://www.bananalink.org.uk/west-africa
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 Summary of the fruit & veg value chain 
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 Summary of the competitive strengths and weaknesses of the sector 

 

 Scope for sector growth and commercial investment opportunities  

As part of the G-8 Alliance programme, SCB is planning a €20m investment to develop the 

banana sub-sector.  The investment aims to create 1,500ha of plantations and provide 

training for smallholders.  In addition, the IFC CDI Agribusiness Strategy identifies the sector 

as being a priority and includes some target companies for future interaction.18 This 

demonstrates that there may be some scope for GAFSP PrSW/IFC investment in the sector. 

However, the World Bank (2012) sector assessment suggests that the banana sector in CDI 

only offers the potential for modest growth, whilst the pineapple sub-sector is likely to 

continue to decline.  There is also likely to be strong competition for the EU export market 

from Latin America.  Overall, the sense we get from the desk-based research is that the fresh 

fruits sector will offer GAFSP PrSW/IFC investments on an opportunistic basis rather than a 

pipeline of potential investments that some of the other sectors could offer. 

                                                           
18 IFC (2014). Côte d’Ivoire Agribusiness Strategy FY15-FY19. 
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o Rice sector 

 Profile of the rice sector  

Rice is a key food security crop in CDI, particularly for the rapidly growing urban poor 

population; according to FAOStat data it is amongst the largest contributors to average daily 

calorific consumption.   It is produced primarily in the west of the country by smallholder 

farmers under rainfed conditions – around two-thirds of the rice area is estimated to be 

rainfed.19    

According to the available data from FAOStat (USDA data suggests a similar story) CDI has 

increase rice production significantly in recent years in an attempt to reach a self-sufficiency 

target of 2m tonnes of milled rice by 2020.  The figure below shows that since 2009 production 

of paddy rice has increased from around 0.67m tonnes to over 1.8m tonnes in 2013.  This is 

because yields have increased from around 1.8 tonnes per hectare to nearly 5 tonnes per ha 

over the same period.   

The improvement of rice yields is attributed in some sources to the implementation of the 

government’s Revised National Rice Strategy (NRDS) covering the period 2012 – 2020.20  This 

strategy has sought to support the use of more modern agricultural equipment and improved 

seeds by smallholders and increased investment in the sector by the private sector. This is a 

massive increase in such a short space of time, it will be important to keep under review over 

time to see if the data is accurate and if so, the achievements can be sustained over time. 

According to USDA data, the benefit of this increase in domestic production will be a 

significant reduction in imports.  Their data suggests that milled rice imports could fall from 

1.15m tonnes in market year 2012/ 13 to 0.8m tonnes by 2014/15. Given the cost of imports 

of around $500 per tonne this would yield significant savings for the country. 

Figure 3.2: Paddy rice production and yield trends in CDI 

Source: FAOStat 

                                                           
19 World Bank (2012).  Cote D’Ivoire. The growth agenda: building on natural resources and exports. 
20 USDA (2014).  Grain and feed annual. 2014 West Africa Rice Annual. 
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 Summary of the rice value chain 

 

 Summary of the competitive strengths and weaknesses of the sector 
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 Scope for sector growth and commercial investment opportunities  

Existing research suggests that there is some scope for significant growth to be achieved in 

the sector through import substitution.  According to the World Bank (2012), the sector has 

the scope to grow by 10% per annum, with the main risk to achieving this identified as the 

need for effective and ongoing support from government.  The success of the NRDS since 

implementation in 2012 indicates government’s commitment to the sector, whether this can 

be sustained over the long-term is uncertain. 

There are several commercial investments in rice developed as part of the G-8 Alliance, 

suggesting some potential for GAFSP PrSW/IFC opportunities.  We summarise information on 

these investments in the table below. 

Table 3.1: Some examples of investments in the rice sector 

Investor Investment  

General 

Alimentaire 

Africaine  

Investment of approx. $3.7m from 2013 in rice-growing 

programme. Involves installation of husking units and support for 

7,500 smallholders. 

OLAM A $50m local rice-growing project. 

Group Louis 

Dreyfus 

Working with a local partner – Societe de Distribution de Toutes 

Marchandises (SDTM) – the plan is to develop an integrated 

farming project in the northern regions of the country through a 

PPP, with a total investment cost of over approx. $60m. 

Group 

Mimran 

Integrated rice production project together with smallholders in 

the southern part of the country.  The intended investment is over 

$230m.  

Group 

Cevital 

Partnering with CICA (a local private firm) plans to develop an 

integrated project in north-east CDI.  Investment of approx. $150m. 

Group CIC Approx. $30m Integrated rice project in partnership with local rice 

farmers in the southwest region of the country. 

Export 

Trading 

Corporation 

(ETG) 

Rice production, processing and marketing project in partnership 

with CI Trading, with an estimated investment of around $38m. 

NOVEL 

Group SA 

Potential $95m investment with AGCO, Syngenta Foundation and 

the District of Yamoussoukro the project plans to create a business 

unit of agro-industrial production, processing and marketing of rice 

with 5,000 growers. 

SUD 

Industries SA  

Together with Yebe Wognon (a local group of farmers) a $150m 

investment to develop rice growing areas with a focus on increasing 
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access to modern farm machinery and equipment, supporting 

potentially 32,000 producers.  

Source: New Alliance for Food Security & Nutrition in CDI 

 

 

 

o Sugar sector 

 Profile of the sugar sector 

CDI is the leading sugar producer in the WAEMU. The crop is grown on around 25,500 hectares 

of land in the country. Small-scale farmers cover an estimated 3,700 hectares, with larger 

producers growing cane on around 22,000 hectares.21 

Since the privatization of the sector in 1997, sugarcane cultivation has been dominated by 

industrial farms owned by Sucrivoire (part of SIFCA Groupe) and SUCAF (part of SOMDIAA 

Group). The two companies operate four sugar complexes with a total capacity of 250,000 

tonnes, where the entire sugarcane production is processed. SUCAF has two sites, Ferké 1 

and Ferké 2, which collectively harvest 1m tonnes of sugarcane, yielding 105,000 tonnes of 

sugar.  

While there are some exports of sugar to Europe and the regional market, local consumption 

accounts for the majority of output – in 2010, the two main sugar companies produced about 

187,000 tonnes of sugar for total domestic demand of around 200,000 tonnes. 

                                                           
21http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-08-10/ivory-coast-nigeria-test-sugar-cane-crops-to-boost-rural-
output.html  

http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-08-10/ivory-coast-nigeria-test-sugar-cane-crops-to-boost-rural-output.html
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-08-10/ivory-coast-nigeria-test-sugar-cane-crops-to-boost-rural-output.html
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 Summary of sugar value chain 

 

 Summary of the competitive strengths and weaknesses of the sector 
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 Scope for sector growth and commercial investment opportunities 

The sugar sector has been largely stagnant in recent years.  Total production has varied 

around 200,000 to 250,000 tonnes for much of the last 25 years.  As described in the table in 

the previous sub-section there is some potential that growth in regional demand could be a 

source for future growth, but equally the erosion of CDI’s trade preferences in the EU could 

reduce demand.  Overall, the sector is forecast to remain relatively flat in future years, World 

Bank (2012).22    

Sucrivoire as part of the G-8 Alliance process has committed to rehabilitate and modernise its 

Zuénoula and Borotou sugar complexes, supported by a EUR 8 million credit agreement from 

Proparco in 2011. The project aims to increase yields at plants, expanding capacity of facilities 

and scaling up production to 115,000 tons of sugar by 2014 against 87,000 tons in 2011.  This 

shows that there may be scope for investment in the sector in the future, though the number 

of opportunities is likely to be limited by the lack of growth and the fact that there are 

currently only two realistic partners: Sucrivoire and SUCAF. 

o Coffee sector 

 Profile of the coffee sector 

In the past coffee was one of the most important crops grown in CDI; however its importance 

has been in significant decline over the last fifteen years.  As shown in the figures below, the 

amount of land under coffee production has decline from averaging over 100,000ha in the 

1980s to around just 15,000ha in 2012.  The decline of the sector has been attributed to the 

low world price for the lower grade robusta coffee, which is produced in CDI and strong 

competition from other coffee producers such as Vietnam.  As a result smallholders have been 

moving away to produce more lucrative crops on their land, the number of smallholders still 

producing coffee could be around 100,000. 

Figure 3.4: Decline of the coffee sector in CDI 

Source: FAOStat 

                                                           
22 World Bank (2012).  Cote D’Ivoire. The growth agenda: building on natural resources and exports. 
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 Summary of the coffee sector value chain 

 

 Summary of the competitive strengths and weaknesses of the sector 

 

 Scope for sector growth and commercial investments 

The World Bank (2012) analysis suggests that the sector is unlikely to provide a future source 

of growth for the economy.  There may be some individual investment opportunities that 

emerge overtime for instance:  
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Nestle have developed a factory in CDI that is producing instant coffee for the West 

African market.  As part of this investment Nestle has developed a research and 

development center in Abidjan to carry out research and then distribute high-

yielding disease-resistant plantlets to smallholders. 

OLAM are carrying an investment under the G-8 Alliance initiative.  

However, relative to the other sectors that we have looked at the coffee sector in CDI would 

seem to present a smaller pipeline of investment opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/IFC. 

o Maize sector  

 Profile of maize sector 

Maize is a key food crop in CDI, it is the fifth largest contributor to the average daily calorific 

intake for people in the country – it is also an important source of animal feed for the livestock 

sector.   

According to FAOStat data, over 660MT of maize was produced in 2013 on around 340,000ha 

of land.  This is thought to be enough to meet the level of demand for maize in the country.  

Although it is largely grow for subsistence by smallholders, nearly $500,000 was made from 

the export of maize in 2014 making it the 32nd largest export earner for the agribusiness 

sector.  The main destination for exports is the regional West African market; much of the 

trade is through informal channels.  

A rough estimate, based on FAOStat data on the amount of land under cultivation, suggests 

that there are in excess of 100,000 smallholder farmers producing maize in CDI.   
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 Summary of the maize value chain 

Figure [ ]: Maize value-chain 

 

 Summary of the competitive strengths and weaknesses of the sector 
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 Scope for sector growth and commercial investment opportunities  

According to the World Bank (2012) the maize sector has the scope to grow by around 4% per 

annum, with potential to supply maize demand in the WAEMU market.23 The private sector 

investments identified in the G-8 Alliance do not focus on the maize sector, though the 

government is currently seeking investments to produce an additional 300,000 tonnes of 

maize for animal feed manufacturers, breeders, brewers and consumers.24,25   

As such while there will probably be some individual investment opportunities (potentially 

alongside investments in other sectors) in the sector, it is unclear from the desk-based 

research that there is likely to be many commercial opportunities in maize particularly when 

compared to the other sectors that we have reviewed in this report.    

                                                           
23 World Bank (2012).  Cote D’Ivoire. The growth agenda: building on natural resources and exports. 
24 G-8. Cooperation framework to support the New Alliance for Food Security & Nutrition in Cote D’Ivoire. 
25 Grow Africa (2014).  2nd Annual report on private-sector investment in support of country-led transformations 
in African agriculture. 
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3. PRIORITY SECTORS AND NEXT STEPS 

In this report we have presented an overview of selected agribusiness sectors in CDI to 

identify the three to five sectors to take forward to the second phase of the project. In phase 

2 we will identify both the key stakeholders and specific investment opportunities that could 

be suitable for support from the GAFSP PrSW/IFC in the priority sectors. 

Given the strong and diverse nature of the agribusiness sector in CDI it appropriate to take 

forward five sectors to the next phase. It is important to emphasise that this does not preclude 

any GAFSP PrSW/IFC investments in the sectors not taken forward to the next phase – we 

note in particular that some interesting cross-sector opportunities might present themselves 

during the country visit.   

It is necessary to identify some priority sectors to guide the analysis that we will carry out in 

the next phase; it may well be that we identify interesting projects in non-priority sectors that 

have both a sound commercial basis and scope to deliver significant food security benefits 

when we visit CDI. 

o Approach to identifying the priority sectors 

To identify the short-list we have reviewed each sector against five criteria, summarised in 

the Table 4.1.   

Table 4.2 sets out the data gathered for each of the sectors. 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

38 
 

Table 4.1: Criteria and indicators used to identify priority sectors 

Criteria Indicators  Scaling approach used Sources/ how measured  

Development 

impact 

Estimated number of 

smallholder farmers in sector 

1:  < 100,000 
2: 100,000 – 200,000 
3: 200,000 – 350,000 
4: 350,000 – 500,000 

5: > 500,000  

IFC Agribusiness strategy; Cote 

D’Ivoire Ministry of Agriculture; 

World Bank Sector Strategy 

(2012); high-level estimates based 

on FAOStat data on land under 

cultivation 

Contribution to food security 

based on contribution to 

average daily calorie 

consumption 

1: No contribution 
2: 0  - 100 calories per day 
3: 100 - 250 calories per day 
4: 250 – 500 calories per day 

5: > 500 calories per day 

FAOStat Food security indictors – 
average calories per day from 
different crops. Data available for 
2011 only 

Economic 

impact 

Average value of production 

of crop over last five years 

1:  < $100m 
2: $100m - $200m 
3: $200m - $300m 
4: $300m - $400m 

5: > $400m  

FAOStat value of production data 
(US$m constant value). Data 
available up until 2012 

Average value of exports/ 

imports over last five years 

1: < $50m 
2: $50m - $150m 
3: $150m - $250m 
4: $250m - $400m 

5: > $400m 

FAOStat trade data and UN. Data 
available for 2011 only  

Competitiveness 

Yield per hectare achieve in 

CDI relative to the average 

yield of the world’s top five 

producers 

1:  0 – 25% 
2: 25 – 50%  
3: 50 – 75% 
4: 75 – 100% 

5: >100% 

FAOStat comparative yield data; 

various websites for data on 

world’s largest producers 

Trend in CDI’s share of global 

exports for each sector 

1: Significant decline  
2: Marginal decline  
3: Stagnation  

Review of FAOStat trade data; 

FAOStat domestic production and 
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4: Marginal increase  

5: Significant increase  

supply data (for rice and maize) 

and UN Comtrade data 

Enabling 

environment 

The quality of the policy/ 

regulatory environment  

 

1: Highly unsupportive environment  
2: Unsupportive environment  
3: Broadly neutral environment  
4: Supportive environment  

5: Highly supportive environment  

Qualitative judgement based on 

findings of the desk-based review, 

as presented in the summary 

competitive advantages and 

disadvantages analysis for each 

sector  

The level of support provided 

by donors and development 

partners 

1: Highly unsupportive  
2: Unsupportive   
3: Broadly neutral  
4: Supportive  

5: Highly supportive  

Qualitative judgement based on 

findings of the desk-based review, 

as presented in the summary 

value chain and competitive 

advantages and disadvantages 

analysis for each sector 

Investment 

potential 

The level of private sector 

activity in sector 

 

1: Few actors involved in sector 
2: Some actors involved but only in parts of 
value chain 
3: Some actors involved across value chain 
4: Significant private activity across parts of 
value chain 

5: Significant private activity across all value 

chain 

Qualitative judgement based on 

findings of desk-based review. As 

presented in the summary 

overview of the value chain of 

each sector  

The amount of recent 

investment activity in sector 

1: No real evidence of investments found  
2: Limited examples of investment but all 
donor related 
3: Several investments found but mainly donor 
related 
4. Evidence of donor and private investment  

5: Significant private and donor investment 

activity    

Qualitative judgement based on 

findings of desk-based review. We 

identified investments discussed in 

G-8 Alliance, and also reviewed 

industry info in various published 

reports 



   
 

40 
 

Table 4.2: Data for long-list sectors  

Sector Development Economic Competitiveness Enabling Investment 

Indicators 
No. of 

smallholders 

Ave. daily 

calories 

Ave. value of 

crop $m 

Ave. value of 

exports $m 

Yield as % of 

competitors 

Change in 

export share 

Policy 

environment 

score  

Support 

from donors 

score 

Private 

activity 

score 

Investment 

activity 

score 

Cocoa 900,000 20 1,478 2,262 147% -28% 2 4 5 3 

Rubber 36,000 0 261 598 137% 47% 4 3 4 5 

Rice 150,000 533 196 498 97% -6% 4 4 3 3 

Cashew nut 250,000 0 333 179 41% 20% 4 3 4 4 

Oil palm 36,500 214 156 145 43% 26% 4 4 5 4 

Fresh fruit 1,500 2 125 159 124% -13% 3 3 3 2 

Cotton 100,000 0 107 102 44% -70% 4 4 3 2 

Maize 102,000 192 90 5 34% -17% 3 3 1 2 

Sugar 5,000 99 58 16 108% -33% 2 2 2 2 

Coffee 100,000 0 105 134 28% -87% 3 2 2 2 

Source: FAOStat, IFC Agribusiness Strategy, Comtrade data,  USDA Data, Cote d’Ivoire Ministry of Agriculture, World Bank, CEPA analysis 
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o Priority sectors  

We ranked each of the ten sectors in the long-list against the different criteria described in 

the table above.  The final scores for each sector are shown in Table 4.3 below.  

Overall the analysis suggests that the phase 2 work should focus on cocoa; rubber; rice; 

cashew nuts and oil palm.  

o Next steps 

For phase 2 of the assignment the team will visit CDI during the weeks of January 19th and 

26th to meet with key private and public sector stakeholders primarily in the cocoa; rubber; 

rice; cashew and oil palm sectors – but will also take advantage of the chance to meet with 

potential GAFSP PrSW/IFC opportunities in other sectors as they arise.   

The objective of this visit will be to update the information available on the key stakeholders 

present along each stage of the value chain for the priority sectors and to identify specific 

investment opportunities that have potential to be supported by GAFSP PrSW/IFC. 
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Table 4.3: Ranking the long-list of sectors 

 

Sector Development Economic Competitiveness Enabling  Investment  Summary sector assessment  Total  

Cocoa 7 10 7 6 8 

The size of the sector alone makes it probable that there are a number of 

investment opportunities that could be of interest to GAFSP PrSW/IFC.  This 

is demonstrated by the fact that DFI’s such as Proparco and FMO have 

recently made investments in cocoa in companies such as OLAM and Advans 

Cote D’Ivoire.  Under the G-8 Alliance programme a number of companies 

have made commitments to invest in the sector. 

38 

Rubber 2 8 10 7 9 

There are a number of commercial firms operating and investing in the 

sector to increase processing capacity. Despite recent decline in rubber 

prices the sector is reported to present an attractive investment opportunity 

particularly given that market in CDI is the fastest growing in the World.   

36 

Rice 7 7 7 8 6 

Although currently not an export crop, there is a high demand for rice 

amongst the rapidly growing urban poor population in West Africa. The 

sector is a key priority for government and has been the target of a sector 

specific development plan that, according to recent data, is yielding 

impressive growth in the sector.  There are a wide number of G-8 Alliance 

investments that are targeted at the sector suggesting that there may be 

opportunities for consideration by GAFSP PrSW/IFC. 

35 

Cashew 

nut 
4 7 6 7 8 

Cashew sector seen as having strong potential for growth;  a number of firms 

are active in the sector and investments are planned under the G-8 Alliance.  

Investment in the sector is judged to have a high potential for creating jobs, 

particularly for women. 

32 

Oil 

palm 
4 4 6 8 9 

Sector has grown strongly in the past ten-years: production (tonnes) has 

increased  by nearly 40%  creating the need for investment in the sector.  IFC 

and Proparco have already identified relevant opportunities and there is 

said to be strong interest in CDI from companies from South East Asia. 

31 
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Fresh 

fruit 
3 5 7 6 5 

Pineapple sector is in decline and the available evidence suggests that the 

bananas offer only modest growth potential over long-term given that CDI’s 

preferential access to key EU market is being eroded. Overall sense from the  

research is that the pipeline in this sector will be more limited. 

26 

Cotton 3 4 3 8 5 

Sector has been growing quickly in recent years, but yet to recover the pre-

crisis levels.  Cotton has benefited from significant structural reforms in 

recent years which are in the process of bedding down.  Initiatives such as 

the COMPACI could improve the commercial attractiveness in coming years, 

but it is unclear that a strong pipeline is available at present given the time 

horizons of potential GAFSP PrSW/IFC investments. 

23 

Maize 5 2 6 6 3 

Maize has potential to achieve modest levels of growth in the coming years, 

by taking advantage of demand in WAEMU. There may be some investment 

opportunities; for instance, government is currently seeking investments to 

produce an additional 300,000 tonnes of maize for animal feed. However, 

from  desk-based research the pipeline seems to be more limited. 

22 

Sugar 3 2 7 4 4 

Sugar has been largely stagnant in recent years, with production hovering 

around the 250,000 tonnes mark and concerns around the impact of the 

gradual removal of preferential access to the EU.  There are only two major 

players in the sector Sucrivoire and SUCAF and Proparco has already 

invested in Sucrivoire. Unclear that the sector is large enough/ growing  

quickly enough to support a strong pipeline of GAFSP PrSW/IFC 

opportunities. 

20 

Coffee 3 4 3 5 4 

Despite its previous importance to CDI coffee is not seen as offering much 

potential for future growth.  The amount of land under cultivation has been 

in decline as farmers have switched to more lucrative crops.  CDI faces 

strong competition and agro-ecological constraints, in that its climate is only 

suitable to grow the lower grade robusta coffee variety.  Companies such as 

OLAM and Nestle have planned commercial investments, but evidence 

suggests that the pipeline of commercial projects will be more limited. 

19 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Cambridge Economic Policy Associates (CEPA) was appointed by the International Finance 

Corporation (IFC) to identify investments that have the potential to be supported by the 

Private Sector Window of the Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme (GAFSP PrSW/ 

IFC) in Cote D’Ivoire (CDI). 

This report presents the findings of phase 2 of the assignment, during which the team 

travelled to CDI to identify both the key industry players operating in the cocoa, cashew nut, 

oil palm, rubber and rice sectors (identified and agreed with IFC as the priority sectors for 

consideration following phase 1 of the assignment) and investment opportunities/ strategies 

for consideration by GAFSP PrSW/ IFC.  The analysis presented is based on the findings of a 

two-week visit to CDI during the weeks of January 19th and 26th, follow-up consultations and 

additional desk-based research. 

We understand that the GAFSP PrSW/ IFC is looking to support projects of a minimum size of 

$5m and for the IFC to invest a maximum of 25% of the capital structure (debt plus equity) 

i.e. the expectation is that the private sector will provide a minimum 75% of the total 

investment costs.  A project size of $5m is at the bottom end of IFC’s financing range, so any 

such project would need to have a strong developmental case. The minimum project size has 

an important impact on the number of projects that can realistically be considered for 

investment in the CDI agribusiness sector.  

Another important consideration for the work in CDI is that the IFC had already completed 

analysis to identify priority sectors for investment (the report was shared with CEPA at the 

beginning of the assignment) and was already advanced in the process of identifying 

investment opportunities and indeed making investments in some of the sectors.  For 

instance, it was only during the country visit that we learned that GAFSP PrSW/ IFC is in the 

process of carrying out an investment together with Cargill and Barry Callebaut in the cocoa 

sector which to support the development of financial products that allow the local banks to 

lend directly to cooperatives.  GAFSP PrSW/ IFC has also already provided up to $40m to 

guarantee loans made by Societe Ivoiriene de Banque (SIB) to support increased lending to 

small and medium sized enterprises in CDI, focusing on women and agribusinesses. 

Given this context, and the fact that IFC has a country office which would naturally interact 

with potential investees, especially (in the context of agribusiness) relatively larger players, it 

was acknowledged early on in the process that given this, much of the work that CEPA would 

carry out would inevitably be to re-affirm the analysis that the IFC had already done, although 

it might of course also throw up new opportunities for policy engagement and ultimately 

investment.   
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ES.1 Priority sectors 

In phase 1 of the assignment we carried out desk-based analysis to identify sectors in which 

intervention has scope to achieve a high development impact while also providing some 

investment opportunities for consideration by GAFSP PrSW/ IFC.   

Part of the analysis carried out in phase 2 has involved using the information gained from 

stakeholders in-country to revisit these assumptions to consider if these/ other sectors have 

more potential. 

Table ES.1: Review of priority sector identification  

Sector Summary rationale for prioritizing  Consistent with country visit findings 

Cashew nuts 

Rapid growth of sector in CDI and high 

potential to create jobs, especially for 

women. 

Confirmed during country visit. 

Rubber 

Rapid growth of sector, relatively high 

level of recent private sector led 

investment activity. 

Confirmed during country visit. 

Rice 

Importance to government in addressing 

food security concerns and potential size 

of market within CDI and West Africa. 

Some uncertainty about government’s long-

term commitment to reduce dependence on 

cheap imports has caused some players to exit 

sector, e.g. Olam and may explain lower level of 

investment activity than assumed in phase 1. 

Cocoa 

Importance of sector to approx. 900,000 

smallholders and presence of established 

international firms. 

Cocoa is a key sector for CDI, but determined 

that GAFSP PrSW/ IFC already has investments 

in pipeline in this sector, so less of a priority for 

follow up for this assignment. 

Oil palm 

High level of recent private sector-driven 

investment activity.   

Environmental concerns limits opportunity to 

companies willing to take on Roundtable on 

Sustainable Palm Oil (RSPO) certification. 

In addition to the priority sectors we also met with stakeholders in other sectors to get a sense 

of whether they might provide interesting opportunities. 

 Cotton: Cotton is worth looking at in more detail than suggested by the phase 1 

analysis.  Sector has been growing rapidly in recent years and production can help 

to address food security concerns, as it is considered to be optimal to produce 

cotton in rotation with food crops such as maize.  Because cotton requires high 

use of fertilizer, food crop production can benefit from the residual fertilizer left 

after the cotton has been produced. In addition, the cotton sector benefits from a 

relatively well organised supply chain which could make the development of the 

input-supplier finance model a possibility (where an off-taker takes a loan from a 

bank and then provides credit to smallholders in the form of agri-inputs).    
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 Fresh fruits: Findings support assumption that commercial investment 

opportunities in the sector may be more limited.  Sector has a number of needs, 

such as development of more cold storage facilities, but unclear how many of 

these are commercially viable.  

 Coffee: The sector has been in decline, but industry players such as Nestle have 

made investments to try to support the development of the sector by providing 

inputs to smallholders for free.  While some stakeholders are confident that 

smallholders can be incentivized to return to producing coffee it is unclear what 

commercial investment opportunities are present at this stage. 

 Food crops: The importance of food crops such as cassava, maize and plantain was 

emphasized by a number of stakeholders.  However, it is unclear that there are 

any commercial opportunities suitable for direct GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in this area.  The 

main opportunity could have been to target the maize sector by investing in 

poultry, but this is already being done through an IFC investment in La Societe 

Ivoirienne de Productions Animales (SIPRA).   

We also met with stakeholders in the financial sector and some input suppliers. 

 Financial sector: There is interest amongst banks in providing more lending to 

agribusiness sector if provided guarantees/ some form of credit enhancement but 

they are currently constrained by both lack of risk mitigants and liquidity issues 

that restrict their ability to provide loans to smallholders and to local small and 

medium sized (SME) firms.26  The large established international firms present 

across the different priority sectors in CDI have no problem in accessing finance, 

and in many cases can obtain finance from international markets quite cheaply. 

 Although the provision of finance to smallholders to enable them to increase their 

productivity is important, we observed that the more immediate bigger need 

might be in the provision of finance to local SME agribusinesses looking to carry 

out investment for less than say $5m.  Opportunities of this size might be too small 

for consideration for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC. It may be that opportunities of this kind 

are more suited to equity investment.   

 Input suppliers: Yara (fertilizers) established a presence in CDI in 2012, but there 

is a gap in the availability of input suppliers.  For instance, there is no large scale 

commercial seed company in the country.  There could be scope to approach 

major input suppliers to discuss the possibility of entering the CDI market.  

                                                           
26 Firms in CDI are classed as SMEs if they have a turnover of less than around $2m/ less than 200 permanent 
employees.   
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ES.2 Next steps for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in priority sectors 

For the three priority sectors considered in this report, we provide an infographic to illustrate 

where the goods are mainly produced and where the main processing companies are located. 

We also provide a table that lists the main agribusinesses consulted/ assessed for GAFSP 

PrSW/ IFC together with an explanation for why/ why it wasn’t taken forward to the pipeline. 

Where appropriate we also summarise the main next steps for the sector. 
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ES.2.1 Cashew nuts 

Some Information in this section has been omitted for confidentiality reasons.  

 

Figure ES.1: Main cashew producing areas and cashew processors 

 

 



   
 

13 
 

Potential next steps for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in cashew sector 

In terms of immediate opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC, the options for direct investment 

to existing processors are currently limited.  Instead, if the processing sector is to develop it 

needs to be understood that the sector is only at the infant industry stage and will need 

significant policy and technical capacity building support alongside financial investment.  The 

RONGEAD (2014) market study that was developed for the Ministry of Agriculture sets out 

clearly the interventions required to support the development of the market.  

We have not seen any evidence that the report’s recommendations are being systematically 

implemented.  Therefore there is an important role that needs to be played to support the 

implementation of reforms to develop the sector, which should help to unlock significant 

investment in the sector.  The GAFSP PrSW/ IFC could in particular provide: 

1. Technical assistance (full-time experts) to support the Inter-professional association 

(INTERCAJOU) to design and then implement specific, practical, measures to raise 

the overall productivity of the processing sector: from raw nut purchase and storage 

through to export procedures and shipping. This could be partly financed by a 

processor and partly by donors – Olam has said that it could be willing to make 

additional investments to support the development of the sector if there was more 

commitment to the implementation of policy reforms to support the growth of the 

sector. 

2. Technical assistance to individual processing companies, to help with: 

a.  the choice of technology and equipment; 

b.  installation and commissioning;  

c. initial operations; fine-tuning of equipment;  and trouble-shooting;  

d. training of employees; 

e. maintenance systems; 

f. food-hygiene systems etc. to satisfy international buyers requirements. 

This could be provided by a pool of technical specialists and co-financed by the beneficiaries, 

the industry and by donors.  Such an “incubation” service would go a long way to make start-

ups and expansion projects promoted by Ivorian business people investment-ready and 

credit-worthy.  

3. Technical assistance to the industry and to commercial banks to establish the 

protocols that would make it easier to provide working capital finance with raw nuts 

and processed kernels as collateral: e.g. common systems and documentation for: 

a.  grading, inspection, and valuations; 
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b.  certification and supervision of storage facilities by collateral management 

agents; 

c. ultimately a tradable warehouse receipt system could be envisaged, and is 

current being promoted globally and in the Ivory Coast by the IFC, but direct 

bank/borrower/CMA agreements would be an effective intermediate step.           

4. One short-term measure that could be considered would be to make cashew 

processing companies, up to a certain capacity specifically eligible to apply to the 

IFC-backed SME finance facility at the Societe Ivoirienne de Banque (SIB). Currently 

most Ivorian cashew processors would not qualify because of the size of their 

annual turnover.  

Possibly some form of risk-sharing support for the commercial banks for the provision of 

working capital could also be considered in the short-term, until they gain full confidence in 

the integrity and enforceability of collateral arrangements.   
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ES.2.2 Rubber sector 

Some Information in this section has been omitted for confidentiality reasons.  

Figure ES.2: Rubber processors in CDI 
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Potential next steps for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in rubber sector 

Overall, the investment opportunities in the sector are currently in the primary rubber 

processing sub-sector. The pipeline for opportunities to support companies with either/ both 

working capital finance to support processors to purchase the farmers’ rubber production and 

capital finance for more processing equipment will emerge on a more opportunistic basis as 

some of the companies in the sector have either made recent investments to increase 

processing capacity and/ or have been able to arrange financing on their own. 

The table above lists the largest four rubber companies; it shows that three of the four biggest 

companies are potentially not options for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC investment. It would seem that 

there is more potential to follow up with the medium-sized firms that might be open for 

business. 
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ES.2.3 Rice sector 

Some Information in this section has been omitted for confidentiality reasons.  

Figure ES.3: Rice producing areas and ongoing rice projects 

 

It would be worth following up with both projects identified above to explore further the 

potential for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC investment to support the projects to scale-up; but the 

experience of both projects highlights the need for more clarity in government policy in the 

sector.  There is still uncertainty amongst market participants about the extent to which 

government is committed to reducing dependence, which is limiting the willingness of 

investors to make large scale investments in the sector.  This is evidenced by the fact that 

Olam has pulled out of the rice sector in CDI.  

This would suggest that there is an important role that GAFSP PrSW/ IFC could fill by bringing together 

government and potential investors together to identify the specific actions that government needs 

to take to help attract more investment in the sector.   
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4. INTRODUCTION 

Cambridge Economic Policy Associates (CEPA) was appointed by the International Finance 

Corporation (IFC) to carry out analysis of the agribusiness sector in Cote D’Ivoire (CDI) to 

support work related to the Private Sector Window of the Global Agriculture and Food 

Security Programme (GAFSP PrSW/ IFC). 

4.1. Objectives of the report and approach 

This report presents the results of phase 2 of the assignment, which aims to identify the key 

industry players operating in priority agribusiness sectors in CDI (the priority sectors were 

identified in phase 1 of the work) and to establish a pipeline of investment opportunities for 

consideration by GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in each of the priority sectors and more generally across 

CDI’s agribusiness sector. 

The analysis presented in this report is based on the findings of a two-week visit to CDI during 

the weeks of January 19th and 26th; some targeted follow-up consultations and some 

additional desk-based research. 

We understand that the GAFSP PrSW/ IFC is looking to support projects of a minimum size of 

$5m and for the IFC to invest a maximum of 25% of the capital structure (debt plus equity) 

i.e. the expectation is that the private sector will provide a minimum 75% of the total 

investment costs.  A project size of $5m is at the bottom end of IFC’s financing range, so any 

such project would need to have a strong developmental case. The minimum project size has 

an important impact on the number of projects that can realistically be considered for 

investment in the CDI agribusiness sector.  

Another important consideration for the work in CDI is that the IFC had already completed 

analysis to identify priority sectors for investment (the report was shared with CEPA at the 

beginning of the assignment) and was already advanced in the process of identifying 

investment opportunities and indeed making investments in some of the sectors.  For 

instance, it was only during the country visit that we learned that GAFSP PrSW/ IFC is in the 

process of carrying out an investment together with 2 private sector players in the cocoa 

sector which to support the development of financial products that allow the local banks to 

lend directly to cooperatives.  GAFSP PrSW/ IFC has also already provided up to $40m to 

guarantee loans made by Societe Ivoiriene de Banque (SIB) to support increased lending to 

small and medium sized enterprises in CDI, focusing on women and agribusinesses. 

Given this context, and the fact that IFC has a country office which would naturally interact 

with potential investees, especially (in the context of agribusiness) relatively larger players, it 

was acknowledged early on in the process that given this, much of the work that CEPA would 

carry out would inevitably be to re-affirm the analysis that the IFC had already done, although 

it might of course also throw up new opportunities for policy engagement and ultimately 

investment.   
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4.2. Priority sectors for analysis 

In phase 1 of this assignment, a desk-based assessment of the agribusiness sector in CDI was 

completed. The objective of this research was to identify the priority sectors that had most 

scope to yield investment opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC.  The following five sectors were 

identified: 

 Cashew 

 Cocoa 

 Oil palm 

 Rice  

 Rubber 

Following discussions with the IFC team it was agreed that the phase 2 work would focus 

specifically on the cashew, rice and rubber sectors.  The reasons not to focus on cocoa and oil 

palm are: 

 Cocoa: The GAFSP PrSW/ IFC is already in the process of making investments in 

cocoa and so there would be limited benefit in focusing on investment 

opportunities in the sector. 

 Oil palm:  There are environmental concerns surrounding the production of oil 

palm that would make it difficult for companies in the oil palm sector to receive 

investment from GAFSP PrSW/ IFC unless they have received the RSPO 

certification.  Agrivar is currently the only RSPO certified producer in CDI and that 

they have already been in dialogue with IFC to consider the potential for 

investment.   

For the cashew, rice and rubber sectors the following sub-sections provide a detailed sector 

overview to get a sense of the key trends in the market.  We then identify the main 

organisations operating across each stage of the value chain before providing detail of the 

investment opportunities available in the sector. 

Annex A provides an overview of the cocoa and oil palm sectors and identifies the key value 

chain participants. 

4.3. Structure of the report  

This report is structured as follows: 

 Sections 2 - 4 present analysis of the cashew, rice and rubber sectors.  In each 

section an overview of the sector is presented which analyses the recent growth 

history of the sector and assesses the key competitiveness issues faced by the 

sector.  It then sets out the investment opportunities identified in each sector for 

GAFSP PrSW/IFC. 
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 Section 5 presents a summary overview of our conclusions from the study. 

 Annex A provides an overview of the cocoa and oil palm sectors and identifies the 

key value chain participants. 

 Annex B discusses the additional sectors considered during the analysis. 

 Annex C lists the different stakeholders met during the visit to CDI and consulted 

during subsequent consultations. 
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In addition to the priority sectors, the phase 2 in country visit also had the following findings 

regarding other potential sectors for IFC/PrSW investment:  

Cotton: Cotton could be worth looking at in more detail than suggested by the phase 

1 analysis.  Sector has been growing rapidly in recent years and production can 

help to address food security concerns, as it is considered to be optimal to produce 

cotton in rotation with food crops such as maize.  Because cotton requires high 

use of fertilizer, food crop production can benefit from the residual fertilizer left 

after the cotton has been produced. In addition, the cotton sector benefits from a 

relatively well organised supply chain which could make the development of the 

input-supplier finance model a possibility (where an off-taker takes a loan from a 

bank and then provides credit to smallholders in the form of agri-inputs).    

Fresh fruits: Findings support assumption that commercial investment opportunities 

in the sector may be more limited.  Sector has a number of needs, such as 

development of more cold storage facilities, but unclear how many of these are 

commercially viable.  

Coffee: The sector has been in decline, but industry players such as Nestle have made 

investments to try to support the development of the sector by providing inputs 

to smallholders for free.  While some stakeholders are confident that smallholders 

can be incentivized to return to producing coffee it is unclear what commercial 

investment opportunities are present at this stage. 

Food crops: The importance of food crops such as cassava, maize and plantain was 

emphasized by a number of stakeholders.  However, it is unclear that there are 

any commercial opportunities suitable for direct GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in this area.  The 

main opportunity could have been to target the maize sector by investing in 

poultry, but this is already being done through an IFC investment in La Societe 

Ivoirienne de Productions Animales (SIPRA).   

The in country visit also including the following findings based on meeting with stakeholders 

in the financial sector and some input suppliers. 

Financial sector: There is interest amongst banks in providing more lending to 

agribusiness sector if provided guarantees/ some form of credit enhancement but 

they are currently constrained by both lack of risk mitigants and liquidity issues 

that restrict their ability to provide loans to smallholders and to local small and 

medium sized (SME) firms.27  The large established international firms present 

across the different priority sectors in CDI have no problem in accessing finance, 

and in many cases can obtain finance from international markets quite cheaply. 

                                                           
27 Firms in CDI are classed as SMEs if they have a turnover of less than around $2m/ less than 200 permanent 
employees.   
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Although the provision of finance to smallholders to enable them to increase their 

productivity is important, we observed that the more immediate bigger need 

might be in the provision of finance to local SME agribusinesses looking to carry 

out investment for less than say $5m.  Opportunities of this size might be too small 

for consideration for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC. It may be that opportunities of this kind 

are more suited to equity investment.   

Input suppliers: Yara (fertilizers) established a presence in CDI in 2012, but there is a 

gap in the availability of input suppliers.  For instance, there is no large scale 

commercial seed company in the country.  There could be scope to approach 

major input suppliers to discuss the possibility of entering the CDI market.  

 

This final Country Diagnostic Report is organized as follows:  

- Part 1: Phase 1 review of the long list of agriculture sectors in CDI and related 

stakeholder activities related to the agriculture sector.  

- Part 2: Phase 2 findings from the short list of sectors selected for deeper analysis.  

 

5. CASHEW  

5.1. Sector overview  

CDI is Africa’s largest producer of raw cashew nuts, and the second largest globally, after 

India. The sector has seen a significant increase in production from below 85,000 tonnes in 

1999 to an estimated 450,000 tonnes in 2013, an annual growth rate of over 16% (see Figure 

2.1 below); CDI now accounts for around 20% of global output of raw cashew.  India is the 

market leader producing around 600,000 tonnes (around 25%); Vietnam is the other major 

producer of raw cashew nuts, producing around 350,000 tonnes.   

The figure below shows that domestic production has increased in part because the yields 

achieved by smallholders have increased from below 0.3 tonnes per Ha to 0.5 tonnes per Ha 

over the same period.  However, this is lower than India, which achieves 0.75 tonnes per Ha 

and significantly lower than the other main producers such as Nigeria, which achieves 2.5 

tonnes per Ha and Vietnam which achieves 3.7. 
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Figure 2.1: Cashew sector in CDI 

 

Source: FAOStat 

The crop is currently harvested on around 0.9m Ha of land, and has become a particularly 

important source of income in the poorer northern part of the country where it was initially 

planted. The majority of farmers growing cashew nuts are smallholders on plots of around 2 

– 3 Ha of land.  Overall, the sector provides direct employment to between 250,000 to 

400,000 smallholder farmers and contributes to the livelihood of 1.5m Ivorians. 

An overview of the cashew sector value chain is presented below.  It shows that at present 

the main commercial activities that are occurring in the sector are the export of raw cashew 

nuts and cashew processing, which is at a nascent stage of development. Olam is by far the 

dominant company operating in the sector. 

 

 

 

5.2. Cashew sector value chain 

Production Cashew exporting Cashew processing  

Around 250,000 smallholders 

produce cashew on 900,000 Ha of 

land.  Total production has grown to 

approx. 500,000 tonnes.  

 

The majority of smallholders are 

growing on plots of around 2 – 3 Ha 

of land, they achieve yields of over 

0.5 tonnes per Ha.  

 

 

Available data suggests that the 

vast majority of cashew 

production is exported in 

unprocessed form.  There are a 

number of firms involved in 

exporting raw cashew: 

 Olam 

 Cajou des Savanes (IPS 

West Africa) 

 Africa Negoce  

 ROMAF 

 Ivoire Cajou 

Olam is the biggest player with 

40,000 tonnes of processing 

capacity. 

 

Besides from Olam, there have 

been some new cashew processing 

companies setting up including:  

 Cajou des Savanes (IPS West 

Africa) which has a current 

capacity of 5,000 tonnes and 

aims to reach 10,000 tonnes;  

 SITA 2,500 tonnes;  
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 Kohinoor International 

 Cajou de Fasou 

 SITA 

 EBLA, based in Abidjan and 

has 1,500 capacity; 

 Cajou de Fassou, which has 

1,500 capacity; and 

 ROMAF which has 500 tonnes 

capacity.  

There are new entrants in the 

sector such as Africa Negoce, which 

established factory recently with a 

reported 8,000 tonne capacity.  

Research and development agency responsible for developing and releasing improved varieties: CNRA 

Government extension agency: ANADER   

Development partner initiatives: Africa Cashew Initiative (ACi) is currently operating a series of interventions 

to support the competitiveness of cashew production and processing in CDI (as well as Benin, Burkina Faso, 

Ghana and Mozambique).  They have provided training to farmers and value-chain participants and are also 

currently managing a GIZ funded Matching Cashew Fund, which can provide matching grants of up to 

€200,000 to support investment in the cashew value chain. 

5.3. Cashew processing sector  

The figure below shows that CDI’s export earnings are almost entirely derived from raw 

cashew exports – nearly 99% of cashew exports (426,000 tonnes) were in unprocessed form 

in 2013. CDI gained $312m from these exports at around $730 per tonne.  Most of the exports 

were destined for the Indian (around 60% of exports) and Vietnamese (approx. 20%) markets.   

According to UN Comtrade data, just 4,400 tonnes of cashew kernels were exported in 

processed form in 2013, around 55% of these exports went to the US with the EU being the 

other important market.  CDI gained $27m from these exports at over $6,000 per tonne.   

Despite being the second largest producer of raw cashew, CDI currently produces only around 

1% of the world’s processed cashew supply.  India is the world’s leading producer, with 

capacity to process around 2m tonnes; around 1.4m tonnes of raw cashew was processed in 

2012.  The next biggest producer is Vietnam which has the capacity to transform 1m tonnes 

and processed around 700,000 tonnes in 2012. 

Government policy is to support the increase of cashew processing in CDI.  The target is to 

increase production of raw cashew nuts to 600,000 tonnes by 2016, and to increase local 

processing capacity of the raw nuts from its current level of around 55,000 tonnes to over 

200,000 tonnes (35% of production) by 2016 and then to 100% by 2020.   

Focusing on the 35% target, this would imply the need to increase existing processing capacity 

by around 150,000 tonnes. Estimates provided by stakeholders suggest that investment costs 

are around $500,000 to $1m per 1,000 tonnes of additional processing capacity, implying that 

the sector will need approx. $75m to $150m of investment in processing capacity, and around 

$75m of working capital alongside investment in storage facilities and the development of an 
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industry to manage the bi-products of cashew nut processing if government’s targets are to 

be achieved. 

The ability to make profitable investment in processing raw cashew nuts depends on a 

number of factors.  The critical issues relate to the efficiency with which the cashew kernel is 

obtained from the raw cashew, the quality of the nut that is retrieved and the need to access 

working capital finance to hold on to cashew stock throughout the year. 

 Key determinants in ability to process cashew successfully  

The Kernel Outturn Ratio (KOR).   

The KOR is the estimated amount of consumable kernels contained in a consignment of raw 

cashew nuts. It is usually measured in pounds (0.45 kg) of kernels per 80kg bag of raw nuts. 

The acceptable standard for the KOR is usually around 20% to 30% of the raw nut – typically 

around 50% of the weight is the shell and somewhere between 20% to 30% relates to the 

number of defective nuts within the batch. The KOR dictates the amount of cashew kernels 

that is produced from the raw cashew nuts.   

The KOR achieved depends on the quality of the raw cashew nuts produced by farmers.  This 

depends on factors such as the farmers’ harvesting practices and ability to apply appropriate 

treatment for diseases and to manage the impact of insects. 

According to the consultations that we have had the typical KOR achieved in CDI is between 

20% to 24% which is just consistent with international standards but is lower than achieved 

in India (27% to 29%) and Vietnam (28% to 32%).  There is a price premium for every 

percentage increase in the KOR, because the higher quality raw cashew is easier to process. 

Quality of cashew nuts produced 

The process of obtaining the final cashew kernel product includes a number of different stages 

during which the kernel can become damaged.  The quality of the final kernel has significant 

impact on the price that can be obtained.  The quality is based primarily on three parameters: 

the size of almonds, their colour and the damage they have suffered during the 

transformation process.   

There are more than 24 different grades of cashew kernels.  With a significant price variation 

between particularly between whole (for which there is a significant demand in the EU, USA) 

and broken kernels (for which there is only really a market in India).  The table below 

illustrates some of the price variation between the different grades of cashew nut.  It shows 

that the price that can be obtained for cashew kernel can vary from $2,000 to over $6,500 

per tonne depending on the quality of the kernel obtained from processing. 

Table 2.1: Price variation for different grades of cashew nut 

Type of kernel produced  Illustrative price $ per tonne 
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White whole nut (WW 240 – size in terms of the 

number of kernels per pound) 

6,667 

Scorched whole (SW 320) 5,000 

Super scorched whole (SSW 450) 3,333 

White splits 3,750 

Scorched bits 2,917 

Large pieces white 2,917 

Small pieces scorched 2,083 

Source: RONGEAD (2013) 

The quality of the cashew kernels obtained from the raw cashew is determined in part by the 

quality of the raw cashew but also depends on the skill with which the processing activity is 

carried out. Cashew processing involves a number of different steps including cleaning, 

roasting, shelling and drying.  It is a highly technically demanding activity, which  if done 

incorrectly has significant scope to destroy the value of the raw cashew nut.   

In many countries the processing activity is carried out in manual factories (in particular India), 

while in countries such as Brazil mechanised/ semi-mechanised factories are used. 

 In a manual cashew processing factory, where the kernels are extracted by hand, 

the skill of the workforce is critical in determining how much produce is available 

for sale.  It can take years for the workers to develop the skills required.  In India, 

the extraction of the kernel is done by low-paid female workers who have 

developed considerable skill and experience in the shelling process.  It is estimated 

that they can process as much as 50% more kernels than inexperienced shellers, 

while achieving 90% whole kernels.   

 The shelling process can also be done by machine, but it takes significant time/ 

experience for companies to calibrate their machines to achieve competitive levels 

of output.  In addition, the mechanized plants require more energy to operate, 

though in some countries they have managed to make use of the cashew nut shells 

by burning them to generate the power needed for some of the processing 

activities.  

As shown in Section 2.2, Olam has around 40,000 of CDI’s total processing capacity; its main 

factory is in Bouake where it has a 30,000 tonne fully mechanised plant, which employs up to 

2,400 people (including temporary workers) 60% of whom are women.  It has considerable 

experience in the cashew processing sector given its presence in India and Vietnam and has 

thus reportedly been able to manage its processing activities efficiently.  There is significant 

risk around the ability of the new local processing firms, which have been established in 

recent years, to manage their processing activities to produce a sufficient proportion of high-

value kernels from the raw cashew. 
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Working capital finance needs 

A key issue faced by cashew processors is the need to hold on to a sufficient stock of raw 

cashew to keep their factories in operation throughout the year.  In CDI cashew nuts are 

harvested during February to May (most intensively between March and April).  For much of 

the rest of the year there is little additional supply available on the market.   

This creates significant volatility in the price of raw cashew, which can vary between just over 

$200 to around $500 within a year.  In addition, it means that domestic processors have to 

purchase their total supply for their factories for the year during this period (other raw cashew 

production in West African countries is as at around the same time of the year).  This creates 

a significant working capital finance need, which given the high financing costs faced by local 

processors adds significant costs (and storage risks) for processors – particularly when one 

considers the risks associated with processing discussed above.  

Stakeholders informed us that a number of the processors cannot get access to working 

capital finance from the local banks.  This is because the banks will not accept the stocks of 

raw cashew as sufficient collateral.   

For the newly established local processors the working capital requirements are high and limit 

their ability to fund the purchase of sufficient supplies of raw cashew.  For instance, a small 

factory with processing capacity of 2,000 tonnes seeking to purchase the raw cashew to keep 

the factory fully utilised would either need cash reserves or to arrange up to $1m of finance.  

Given that interest rates charged by banks for working capital are around 15%, this can 

become a key constraint for the smaller processors.  

 Profitability of cashew processing in CDI? 

The figure below presents a simple illustration of the potential costs vs. benefits involved in 

processing cashew nuts in CDI.  It assumes that a firm has access to 30,000 tonnes of raw 

cashew and can either process it or simply export it in raw form.  Given a price of around $800 

per tonne the opportunity cost (in terms of potential sales of raw cashew) of getting involved 

in processing is around $25m.   

The simple analysis shows that if the firm is able to match the Indian processors and achieve 

as high as 90% whole cashews it could gain over $8m from processing (this doesn’t take into 

account the working capital requirements to hold onto the cashew stock nor the upfront costs 

associated with investing in the factory).   

However, the profit gained from processing is highly dependent on the quality of the kernels 

obtained.  A more standard estimate of the outcome of processing is that around 65% of the 

kernels will be whole, 25% of them splits and 10% of them bits.  If this is achieved the profit 

from processing is around $5m.  If, for instance, all the cashew processed turned out to be 

the low-value variety the firm would have been better off exporting the raw cashew. 
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This simple analysis highlights the critical importance of the skill of the processors in obtaining 

high-value kernels from its stock of raw cashew nuts. 

Figure 2.2: Illustration of the revenue and costs involved in cashew processing ($m) 

 

Assumptions 

Firm has access to 30,000 tonnes of raw cashew 

KOR  = 22%  

Processing costs  = $500 per tonne 

Prices 

 Price of raw cashew $800 per tonne 

 Price of whole cashew $6,000 per tonne 

 Price of split cashew $4,000 per tonne 

 Price of broken (bits) cashew $2,000 per tonne 

Source: CEPA analysis 

 Competitiveness of cashew processing in CDI 

The analysis shows that the processing activity is highly risky, but does have some potential 

to generate profits over the long-run if carried out by skilled processors.   

Another important issue to consider is the extent to which CDI processors are competitive. 

This is important for two main reasons. First if other nations are more competitive in 

processing cashew nuts the sector private investors are more likely to target their 

investments elsewhere. Second given that there is currently relative scarcity of raw cashew 

compared to cashew processing equipment there is competition to acquire reliable supplies 

of raw cashew.  The more competitive nations can, and have in the past, offer higher prices 
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for CDI’s raw cashew production than local processors (unless the sector is protected) limiting 

the ability of the local industry to develop. 

Analysis developed by RONGEAD (2014) for the Ministry of Agriculture provides a detailed 

competitiveness assessment of the cashew sector in CDI. It suggests that CDI has a very 

marginal competitive advantage over the world’s leading processors: India and Vietnam.  This 

theoretical advantage is due to the simple fact that CDI has direct access to raw cashew nuts, 

while both India and Vietnam have to import it, is an important advantage for CDI.  The study 

estimates that it costs an additional $1,150 to $1,700 per tonne for Indian / Vietnamese 

processors to import the raw cashew nuts rather than be able to source it domestically.  

However the competitive advantage is highly sensitive to the domestic price of raw cashew 

nuts, which can be quite volatile. 

In addition it is important to note that subsequent to the completion of the RONGEAD study 

minimum wages in CDI have increased by over 60% according to stakeholders; given that 

wages account for a significant proportion of costs, depending on the technology employed 

in the factory, this has further eroded the competitiveness of CDIs’ processors. Overall, it is 

estimated by stakeholders that the competitive advantage held by CDIs’ main competitors 

amounts to around $150 - $250 per tonne of cashew kernel. 

The main competitive disadvantages highlighted for the CDI are as follows: 

Existing spare processing capacity 

Both Vietnam and India have already established a large processing capacity.  As noted above 

in India processing capacity is around 2m tonnes and it is 700,000 tonnes in Vietnam.  As a 

result if a cashew processor in these countries wants to increase output they don’t have to 

invest in new capacity they can typically rent it from the existing cashew processors.  It was 

indicated that the cost of increasing processing capacity by 15,000 tonnes in CDI would be up 

to $15m; in competitor countries it could be as low as $4m. 

Local market for cashew nuts 

In India there is a strong market for the ‘lower quality’ cashew kernel products.  Local 

processors in India can thus sell their broken cashew kernels for a higher price.  Furthermore, 

in both Vietnam and India there is an established market for the cashew shells. In CDI the 

cashew shells have to be disposed of, which creates an additional cost for the processors.   

Lower working capital requirements 

In both Vietnam and India the processors are regularly importing raw cashew from countries 

such as CDI.  They therefore don’t face the same working capital requirements that are faced 

by processors in CDI.  The report by RONGEAD estimates that this creates a competitive 

disadvantage for CDI of around $30 to $90 per tonne. 
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Provision of support from government  

India in particular has a number of policies in place to support the cashew processing sector. 

This includes incentives such as the provision of tax exemptions for the import of processing 

machinery, tax exemptions, some grants to support investment in processing facilities etc. 

These incentives have been in place in India for years and some stakeholders think that they 

have played a key role in retarding the growth of the processing sector in other countries. The 

support given to the processing sector is a politically sensitive issue because the sector 

provides a large number of jobs particularly for rural women (around 80% of jobs in the sector 

are for women).  Therefore the government reportedly has in the past responded to the 

threat of other countries trying to develop their processing sectors by providing additional 

subsidies.  

A number of other governments have policies in place to support the development of the 

cashew sector.  For instance, Mozambique has placed a tax of 18% on the export of raw 

cashew nuts to try to incentivise more domestic production.   

Private sector companies in the sector are of the view that the government of CDI could do 

more to help incentivise the growth of the processing sector.  For instance, at present cashew 

processors seeking to import the machines necessary for their factories are exempt from 

duties for their first round of orders.  However, on subsequent purchases they are required 

to pay the full duty, which makes it expensive to buy additional machinery/ spare parts when 

they are needed.  Furthermore, the cashew processing sector is meant to be VAT free, but 

the processors have to pay the VAT up-front and then claim it back from government.  It was 

reported that it can take 1 to 2 years for processors to be reimbursed which adds to their 

working capital difficulties. 

 Overall conclusions on the viability of processing 

The analysis presented above shows that in theory cashew processing can be a profitable 

activity in CDI and that the sector may have marginal competitive advantage over countries 

such as India and Vietnam (though this may have been undermined by the recent wage 

increase).   

However, the important thing to take away from the analysis is that there are a number of 

key risks that could affect the viability of investments in the sector.  In particular these relate 

to the skill/ experience of the processor and its ability to carry out the processing activity 

without damaging too high a proportion of its raw materials.  In addition, local processors 

face significant costs and risks in its ability to secure sufficient stocks of quality raw cashew 

and then hold on to them until they are ready for processing.   

This suggests that investment directed towards start-up companies in the sector would have 

to help develop the technical skill/ experience of the processors and also assistance to enable 

them to secure and store their raw cashew nuts.  
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5.4. GAFSP PrSW/ IFC investment opportunities  

The Information in this section has been omitted for confidentiality reasons.  

 

5.5. Recommended actions for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC in cashew sector 

Portions of information in this section have been omitted for confidentiality reasons.  

The analysis presented above suggests that there is real potential for CDI to develop its 

processing sector.  While countries such as India and Vietnam have the “first mover” 

advantages and economies of scale, CDI has the potential to catch up.  

It will take time and a concerted effort to match the overall productivity levels of the Indian 

industry. Fortunately the CDI has a number of strengths with which to meet this challenge: 

 CDI is the world’s second largest producer of raw cashew nuts.  It has the inputs 

needed to develop the processing capacity close at hand, while its competitors 

need to import much of the raw material needed to carry out processing. 

 The presence of Olam, one of the world’s largest traders of cashew nuts. Olam has 

already has substantial processing facilities in CDI and which has great credibility 

with the leading international buyers of cashew kernels. It has indicated that it is 

willing to provide technical support for the development of the cashew industry 

as a whole (i.e. its future competitors) recognising that this is preferable to being 

an isolated, foreign-owned, near-monopoly. It is also willing to be an off-taker – 

purchasing processed kernels from other processors and ensuring that they meet 

export standards. This would be a major benefit (obviously subject to price 

negotiations) for start-up processing companies until such time as they build up 

their own quality, reliability, capacity and market-reputation.   

 CDI has a tradition, which is not present in a number of SSA countries, of promoting 

agricultural sector development via Inter-professional associations, which 

combine representatives of growers, processors, exporters and the government. 

In terms of immediate opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC the options for direct investment 

to existing processors is currently somewhat limited.   

Moreover, it is questionable the a few individual investments with selected players would 

enable CDI to achieve the potential that the sector has.  Instead, if the processing sector is to 

develop it needs to be understood that the sector is only at the infant industry stage and will 

need significant policy support.  The RONGEAD (2014) study sets out clearly the interventions 

required; the full list should be reviewed in the report, but some of the steps include: 

 The development of standard contracts for raw nut purchases, which will help to 

formalize the sector and could help processors to use their raw cashew nuts as 
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collateral to enable them to access working capital finance on more reasonable 

terms from the banks. 

 Develop stronger producer-processor linkages, along the lines already developed 

for cotton.  This could help to reduce the risks involved in trying to acquire raw 

cashew nuts from farmers and should also help to improve the quality of raw 

cashew produced. 

 Simplified import procedures for processing equipment and service providers to 

enable processors to get the required equipment more affordably. 

 Subsidies/technical assistance for employee training and promotion of better 

kernel quality – with payments based on results achieved, i.e. a reimbursement 

approach.  

 CEPICI (the Ivory Coast Investment Promotion Centre) to provide effective support 

and guidance to promoters of new agro-industrial projects: e.g. on regulations, 

customs, labour laws, special incentives available, sample documentation needed, 

etc. 

We have not seen any evidence that the report’s recommendations are being systematically 

implemented.  Therefore there is an important role that needs to be played to support the 

implementation of reforms to develop the sector, which should help to unlock significant 

investment in the sector.  The GAFSP PrSW/ IFC could in particular provide: 

1. Technical assistance (full-time experts) to support the Inter-professional association 

(INTERCAJOU) to design and then implement specific, practical, measures to raise the 

overall productivity of the processing sector: from raw nut purchase and storage 

through to export procedures and shipping. This could be partly financed by a 

processor and partly by donors – Olam has said that it could be willing to make 

additional investments to support the development of the sector if there was more 

commitment to the implementation of policy reforms to support the growth of the 

sector. 

2. Technical assistance to individual processing companies, to help with: 

a.  the choice of technology and equipment; 

b.  installation and commissioning;  

c. initial operations; fine-tuning of equipment;  and trouble-shooting;  

d. training of employees; 

e. maintenance systems; 

f. food-hygiene systems etc. to satisfy international buyers requirements. 

This could be provided by a pool of technical specialists and co-financed by the beneficiaries, 

the industry and by donors.  Such an “incubation” service would go a long way to make start-
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ups and expansion projects promoted by Ivorian business people investment-ready and 

credit-worthy.  

3. Technical assistance to the industry and to commercial banks to establish the 

protocols that would make it easier to provide working capital finance with raw nuts 

and processed kernels as collateral: e.g. common systems and documentation for: 

a.  grading, inspection, and valuations; 

b.  certification and supervision of storage facilities by collateral management 

agents; 

c. ultimately a tradable warehouse receipt system could be envisaged, and is 

current being promoted globally and in the Ivory Coast by the IFC, but direct 

bank/borrower/CMA agreements would be an effective intermediate step.           

4. One short-term measure that could be considered would be to make cashew 

processing companies, up to a certain capacity specifically eligible to apply to the IFC-

backed SME finance facility at the Societe Ivoirienne de Banque (SIB). Currently most 

Ivorian cashew processors would not qualify because of the size of their annual 

turnover.  

5. Possibly some form of risk-sharing support for the commercial banks for the provision 

of working capital could also be considered in the short-term, until they gain full 

confidence in the integrity and enforceability of collateral arrangements.   

As noted earlier the processing sector will need approx. $75m to $150m of capital investment 

in processing capacity, together with around $75m of working capital finance alongside 

investment in storage facilities and the development of an industry to manage the bi-products 

of cashew nut processing if government’s targets for the processing sector are to be achieved.  

While the direct investment opportunities in the sector may be currently limited, there is real 

scope to support the development of the sector and unlock a pipeline of opportunities in the 

future. 
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6. RICE 

6.1. Sector overview 

Rice is the fastest growing food commodity in CDI with the increase in demand (estimated to 

be growing by around 6% per annum) driven by rapid urbanisation, increasing incomes and 

consumer preferences for rice given the relative cost and ease of cooking rice compared to 

substitutes.  It is estimated that the average Ivorian consumes 63kg of rice each year. 

There is some uncertainty in the recent market trends in the rice sector.  According to the 

available statistics from USDA, FAOStat and the ONDR there has been a rapid increase in 

domestic rice production over the last few years.  For instance, according to USDA data 

domestic milled rice production reached 900,000 tonnes in 2012/13 and is estimated to have 

increased by 22% in 2013/14 to 1.2m tonnes.   

Figure 3.1: Total rice supply in CDI (000s) 

 

Source: USDA Data (beginning stocks refer to existing stores of rice in the country at start of the period) 

As a result in the last few years imports - which have typically made up over 50% of domestic 

rice consumption - are estimated to have fallen from 1.2m tonnes in 2012/13 to 1m tonnes 

in 2013/14.   

As shown in Figure 3.2 below, UNcomtrade data also indicates that rice imports declined in 

2013, from a total of $684m in 2012 to $470m.  In terms of the quantity of rice imported, 

UNcomtrade stats are similar to the USDA numbers, they show that just over 800,000 tonnes 

of rice was imported in 2013, which compares to over 1.2m tonnes in 2012, and is the lowest 

amount since 2008. 
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Figure 3.2: Rice imports in CDI (US$) 

 

Source: UNcomtrade 

The rapid increase in domestic production that has potentially occurred in the past few years, 

is attributed to the increase in investment that government has made in the sector through 

the implementation of the Revised National Rice Strategy (NRDS).  Government has 

reportedly invested in the provision of improved seeds to smallholders and in small-scale 

processing facilities (government policies are discussed in Section 3.5). 

However, market stakeholders do not think that rice production has increased as much as 

shown in the current statistics.  They estimate that production is about half the official levels 

shown, pointing to the fact that there has been no significant investment in milling capacity 

in the past few years that could have facilitated such a rapid increase in the production of 

milled rice in CDI.  Further, there are usually much longer time lags involved before the 

introduction of improved seed varieties are adopted by smallholder farmers.   

A large part of the difficulty in getting accurate information on production/ trade in the sector 

is that there is a large amount of cross-border trade in rice with countries such as Guinea, 

Liberia and Mali – particularly from the high-producing rice areas in the mid-west of CDI.  

These trade flows are not accurately measured at present.   

Despite the uncertainty what is clear is that the rice market in CDI is large and continues to 

present a significant opportunity for import substitution - 800,000 tonnes of rice imports 

implies expenditure of approx. $450m. 

The sub section below sets out information on the rice sector value chain.  We then describe 

the state of domestic rice production and the import market in more detail.  We would 

caution that although we have reviewed the available data and consulted with stakeholders 

there is limited certainty about the available data on the sector.
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6.2. Rice value chain  

Production Rice trading and processing  

Smallholders:  

It is estimated that there are as many as 600,000 smallholders involved in 

rice production on small plots of between 0.2 to 1 Ha on 500,000 Ha of land.  

The available data on yields is not consistent but suggests that smallholders 

achieve around 0.5 – 1.5 tonnes per Ha. Production by smallholders is 

generally intended for own-consumption, but some is marketed. 

There are 44 agricultural cooperatives. Examples include CODERIZ 

(Cooperatives Departementales des Riziculteurs) CORERIZ (Cooperatives 

Regionales des Riziculteurs).  

There is also a national farmers’ association: ANARIZ-CI, which includes 35 

representatives of CORERIZ. Since June 2009, there is also a National seed 

association (ANASEM-CI) which is seeking to support the development of the 

Ivorian seed sector.  

These organisations are lacking in financial and technical capacity and are 

not able to offer a full range of services to their farmers. 

Irrigated rice:  

Up to approx. 20% of rice is grown under irrigated conditions according to 

the ONDR, achieving yields in the region of 3.5 tonnes per Ha. Around 60% 

of irrigated production makes use of improved seeds and fertilizers. 

There is limited large scale processing activity occurring in the market at present. Most 

processing is carried  out manually by the smallholder farmers and by small-scale processing 

units.  Locally produced rice is usually sold by small retailers in market places while imported 

rice is distributed through marketing channels operated by large trading companies: 

• Societe de Distribution de Toutes Merchandises (SDTM) – The leading rice importer 

in CDI and is reported to account for between 50 – 70% of rice imports.   

• Export Trading Corporation (ETG) – Large industrial group from Singapore.  They 

currently import and distribute rice in CDI. According to its business plan it plans to 

establish a warehouse in CDI in the future. 

• Cereal Investments Company (Group CIC) – A Swiss agro-industrial company active 

across SSA.  In CDI they import and distribute rice, alongside other crops.  They have a 

storage capacity of 53,000 tonnes in Abidjan.  Reportedly interested in establishing an 

integrated rice project in the South-western region. 

Under the G-8 New Alliance for Food Security and Nutrition a number of investments in 

rice have been announced.  However, the following two are the only ones to have got 

going according to the available information; both are described in more detail in Section 

3.6. 

• Novel Group/ Syngenta Foundation – YaaNovel project. 

• Louis Dreyfus Commodities – Currently developing a project in Korhogo. 

Research and development agency responsible for developing and releasing improved varieties: CNRA 

Government extension agency: ANADER   

Across value-chain industry association: ONDR is the National Rice Development Office. It is responsible for implementing the NRDS. 
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6.3. Domestic rice production 

The main rice producing areas of CDI include: Korhogo; the west of the country near the 

border with Liberia (Guiglo, Man, Danane, Toulepleu and Bangolo);  the Marahoue region, 

Yamoussoukro and the N’Zi Comoe region.  

There are two general systems for the production of rice in CDI according to the ONDR: rainfed 

rice and rice produced under irrigated conditions.  

 Rain-fed rice. This is mainly upland rice, which is typically cultivated on small farms 

(0.2 to 1 Ha) using limited inputs/ agricultural machinery; much of it is produced 

for own-consumption.  Rain-fed rice is estimated to account for 70% to 80% of 

total domestic production.  New varieties such as NERICA 1 and 2 varieties as well 

as the Wab 50-60, IDSA 92 and IDSA 10 have been developed for the market by 

the CNRA.  However, the most recently available published statistics from the 

Ministry of Agriculture suggest that around just 7% of rain-fed production makes 

use of improved seed varieties, with the current seed market dominated by 

informal seed systems.    

 Irrigated rice. Irrigated rice (both flood irrigation 5% and controlled irrigation 

systems 15% of total rice production) accounts for the remainder of rice produced 

in CDI.  The rice is grown on larger farms (1 to 2 Ha) and is sold on local markets.  

Irrigated rice generally makes use of the WITA seed varieties that were developed 

by Africarice.   

 Processing  

The seed produced is processed in one of the rice mills. According to the available statistics, 

there are very few large-scale processing units in CDI.  There are between 2,000 and 3,500 

units of which according to the ONDR only two are industrial scale (able to process more than 

5 tonnes of rice per hour).  Most of the existing mills are artisanal, with some micro (less than 

1 tonne per hour) and mini (between 1 and 5 tonnes per hour) mills also present. 

The artisanal processors often make use of either a sickle or a simple knife to thresh the rice.  

The rice produced from this approach is usually of poor quality with lots of cracks in the grain 

and the presence of foreign materials such as earth and rock. Thus the quality of much of the 

domestic milled rice that is produced is not high. 

The micro and mini mills are clustered around the main rice producing areas in CDI.  One of 

the constraints faced by domestic producers is that around 70% of rice consumption takes 

place in Abidjan, but most of the production areas are situated far away from that market.  

There is reportedly limited formal organisation of rice collection from producers and the 

transport costs are high making it difficult for domestic producers to reach the market. 
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According to the available information the average price of locally produced rice is in the 

region of $550 to $650 per tonne.  The rice produced is said to be of an average standard (16 

– 25% broken rice). 

6.4. Rice import market 

Imports currently account for around half of rice consumption in CDI.  They come mainly from 

Vietnam (around 34%), Thailand (23%) and India (24%).  As shown in Table 3.1 below, the 

majority of white and parboiled  rice currently imported into CDI are the lower quality 

standard of rice.28 CDI is also noted as being an important market for the import of jasmine 

rice, both quality rice and 100% broken jasmine rice. 

Table 3.1: Rice imports to CDI29 

Type of rice  % of imports Approx. FOB $ price 

per tonne  

Approx. retail price $ 

per tonne 

Luxury rice (0 – 15% 

broken grains) 
5 410 1,000 

Standard rice (16 – 25% 

broken grains) 
70 

370 

740 

Broken rice (> 25% 

broken grains) 
25 400 

Source: SNDR, FAO Rice price index, ONDR, Country consultant  

CDI reportedly has a high mark up on the FOB rice prices for rice (other countries typically 

have around a 15% mark up on the FOB price) because of the oligopolistic nature of the 

market for rice imports – while at the lower end of the market the imported rice faces more 

competition from domestic production.  Although there are around ten companies involved 

in importing and distributing rice, the market is dominated by Societe de Distribution de 

Toutes Merchandises (SDTM), which is estimated to have over a 60% share.  

All the rice imported into CDI attracts a 10% custom duty for all different varieties.  However, 

in 2012 the government removed the duties for three-months and negotiated imports from 

Thailand directly with the Thai government.  The government reportedly imported 240,000 

tonnes of rice in 2012 (USDA), with the stated aim of ensuring that domestic consumers could 

have access to affordable rice.  

This type of intervention by government can create significant uncertainty for investors in the 

rice sector.  For an example, CEPA recently provide advice on a $10m investment in Kilombero 

                                                           
28 Jeanne Coulibaly (2013).  Do source and quality matter in the demand for imported rice in Cote d’Ivoire. 
29 Data on prices is taken from the FAO rice price index.  We have used the Vietnam Free on Board (FOB) price 
for Vietnamese 5% and 25% broken rice, looking at the average price observed over the last twelve months for 
which data is available.  Data on retail prices is taken from the ONDR. 



   
 

39 
 

Plantations Ltd (KPL), which is a leading rice producer in Tanzania.  The box below explains 

how government importation of rice affected the potential viability of investment. 

Box  3.1: Importation of rice duty-free by the Tanzanian government  

In 2005 the East African Community imposed a Common External Tariff (CET) on rice imported from 
outside of the community of 75%.  The presumable intention behind this policy was to help 
stimulate the growth of the region’s domestic rice sectors – indeed in Tanzania rice domestic rice 
production had doubled in the past ten years.   

However in 2013, the government of Tanzania made the decision to import 175,000MT of rice from 
Pakistan duty free.  The impact of this decision on the local rice market was to depress significantly 
local rice prices causing domestic agribusinesses and smallholder rice producers to loose significant 
revenues.   

Impact of government’s policy on a potential investors 

Since 2008, after $40m of initial investment, KPL has become East Africa’s leading rice producer 

with a 5,000-hectare nucleus commercial farm and a transformative satellite smallholder 

programme lifting 5,000 farmer families from subsistence to surplus.   

KPL wanted to attract an additional $10m of investment to support an expansion in its business, 

which will benefit itself and the farmers attached to the scheme.  The viability of their existing 

operation and proposed future investment would be undermined if the government continue to 

import duty free rice. 

International rice prices 

Figure 3.3 below shows that since the huge spike in international rice prices experienced in 

2008 – which was caused by the imposition of export restrictions on rice by large producers 

such as India and Vietnam, rising oil prices and the general increase in world food prices that 

occurred at that time - international prices have varied between $600 to $400 per tonne (with 

only a marginal difference between the different rice varieties).  Existing forecasts suggest 

that the international price will remain at around $400 for much of the next decade. 
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Figure 3.3: Historic trend in the international rice price  

 

Source: IMF commodity statistics  

 Competitiveness of domestic production 

The key to the long-term development of the domestic rice market is the extent to which it 

can compete with the imported rice. At present most of the domestic rice produced is 

competing in a different market to the imported rice.  Domestic rice production is usually sold 

by small retailers in local market places near the main production areas because of the high 

costs involved in transporting rice. The main importing companies have developed more 

formal marketing channels, including wholesalers, semi-wholesalers, retailers in grocery 

stores and small outlets targeted at the main consuming areas – particularly Abidjan. 

The main issues said to be restricting the development of the domestic rice production are as 

follows:  

 Despite the potential recent increases in production, there simply isn’t enough rice 

produced to meet demand.  The low productivity and lack of access to improved 

seed varieties is a key driver of this. 

 There is little organized collection and distribution of the local rice and domestic 

producers face high transport costs in accessing the main consumption markets.  

 The quality of domestic milled rice, particularly the manually processed rice is low 

when compared to the imported rice. 

 There is little investment in the development of local rice brands; much of the rice 

that is sold on local markets is sold in unbranded bags.   
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6.5. Government rice policies 

Government policy for the rice sector is articulated in the NRDS covering the period 2012 – 

2020.  The revised strategy replaced the original programme that was developed in 2008.  The 

goal of the NRDS is to improve CDI’s food security by increasing domestic rice production to 

2.1m by 2018 in order to reduce dependence on rice imports.  The National Rice Development 

Office (ONDR) is responsible for the implementation of the NRDS. 

The NRDS has two phases: 

 Phase 1: 2012 – 2016 assumes $776.9m of investment to increase domestic rice 

production.  This includes seed production, improved water management, 

increasing the amount of production that makes use of machines and improved 

crop management. 

 Phase 2: 2017 – 2020 implies $315.9m of investment focused on improving the 

capacity of the domestic market to add value to rice production.  This will include 

investment in processing, marketing and labelling. 

To organise this investment through the NRDS the ONDR has separated CDI into four 

individual production zones, within which ‘rice pools’ of about 70 - 75km2 each in the major 

rice-producing zones.  In each of the different areas a rice-processing unit operator will be 

established, with funding for all inputs and the purchase of the paddy rice will be done 

through these units.  Each of these units will need rice mills and storage facilities.  A total of 

48 ‘pools’ have been identified with an average capacity of 37,500 tonnes of milled rice, giving 

a potential total of 1.8m tonnes of milled rice production.   

The NRDS assumes that 64% of the investment required to achieve the project’s objectives 

will come from the private sector, with development partners providing 22% and government 

14%.  Through the New Alliance for Food Security & Nutrition in CDI, a number of private firms 

made commitments to invest in the sector, demonstrated in the form of signed Letters of 

Intent. The findings of the country consultations suggest that the only two proposed 

investments by Louis Dreyfus and Novel Group are making any progress at this stage.   

Although the implementation of the NRDS demonstrates the government’s commitment to 

developing the rice sector, some market participants are not convinced that government will 

fulfil the required interventions in the sector.  Olam reported to us that it exited the rice sector 

because it believes that government is not providing the rice sector with sufficient protection 

from imports.   

The uncertainty caused by government’s decision to temporarily remove rice custom duties 

and import cheap rice from Thailand may have also increased uncertainty for the potential 

investors in the sector.   

In contrast the government of Nigeria has implemented a range of measures to try to develop 

the domestic rice sector in recent years with a similar objective of becoming self-sufficient in 
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rice production.  The experience in the country (see Box 3.2 below) suggests that the 

imposition of tariff protection can have a short-term effect of increasing the prices charged 

to consumers while producing limited benefits for domestic consumers.  

Box 3.2: Nigerian tariffs on rice imports 
 
USDA estimates that Nigeria produced 2.8m tonnes of milled rice in 2013/14 up from 2.4m in 
2012/13. Despite being one of the biggest rice producers in west Africa Nigeria is heavily dependent 
on imports to support consumption; USDA estimates that around 2.6m tonnes of milled rice was 
imported in 2012/13 rising to 3m in 2013/2014. Most of the imports come from India and Thailand.   
 
In 2013 the Nigerian government imposed a 110% tariff on the importation of polished/ milled rice 
and a 60% tariff on brown rice (increasing from the previous effective duty of 10%) in an attempt 
to protect domestic rice producers. This was part of an import substitution effort designed to make 
Nigeria self-sufficient in rice production – the ostensible target date to achieve this was 2015.  
 
In addition to these policies the government introduced an import quota, which permits importers 
that have existing rice milling capacity and a verifiable backward integration programme to import 
agreed quantities of husked brow and semi-milled or wholly milled rice for a 10% duty and a 20% 
levy instead of the higher rates faced by the pure traders.  This policy was introduced alongside 
other incentives to attract increased investment to the domestic rice sector.   

Impact of the tariff increase  

Available evidence suggests that the price of rice increased significantly since the tariff increase. 
USDA (2014) notes that a 50kg bag of rice imported from India retails in the Nigerian market for 
$67 compared to $38 for the same bag in Benin.  Other market information suggests that a 50kg 
bag of rice used to retail at around $50 to $55, increased to around $73 to $80; reports also claim 
that this would increase to $90 by the end of 2014 if the import tariff increase were not to be 
reversed.  
 
The imposition of the tariff also led to a significant increase in unofficial imports from neighbouring 
countries, creating a black market in the importation of rice – traders responded to the tariff 
increase by importing rice to neighbouring countries such as Benin, Cameroon and Niger and then 
bringing the rice into Nigeria via land borders which the government is unable to police.   
 
The Rice Millers Importers and Distributors Association of Nigeria (RIMIDAN) estimates that less 
than 100,000 tonnes of rice was imported into Nigeria through legal channels in 2013/14 following 
the increase in the tariff, with the remaining approx. 2.9m tonnes (of the approx. 3 million tonnes 
imported) entering through illegal channels.  This has led to considerable lost government revenue, 
which is estimated to be around $2bn. 
 
However, there is some evidence that the steps to incentivise increased investment are having an 
effect. A number of investors have committed resources to the Nigerian rice sector: Olam Rice 
Farms, Stallion Foods, Best Foods, Tara Rice, Lumana Rice, Umza Farms, Ebonyi Rice as well as the 
Dangote Group - which alone has announced a $1bn investment plan for the sector.  According to 
USDA there has been some increase in production and processing, but the sector is still being held 
back by structural problems within the supply chain such as the difficulty in acquiring enough paddy 
rice and the high processing costs faced in Nigeria. 
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6.6. Current investment projects/ next steps in the sector 

Portions of this section have been omitted for confidentiality reasons.  

The experience of rice projects highlights the need for more clarity in government policy in 

the sector.  There is still uncertainty amongst market participants about the extent to which 

government is committed to reducing dependence, which is limiting the willingness of 

investors to make large scale investments in the sector.  This is evidenced by the fact that 

Olam has pulled out of the rice sector in CDI.  

This would suggest that there is an important role that GAFSP PrSW/ IFC could fill by bringing 

together government and potential investors together to identify the specific actions that 

government needs to take to help attract more investment in the sector.   

  

 

  



   
 

44 
 

7. RUBBER 

7.1. Sector overview  

CDI’s Natural Rubber (NR) production has increased rapidly over the past decade, increasing 

from 135,500 tonnes in 2001/02 to 290,042 tonnes in 2012/13 and is forecast to reach over 

320,000 tonnes in 2015, driven by a significant increase in the land used to produce rubber, 

see Figure 4.1 below.  CDI is Africa’s largest latex producer; it has a 44% share of total 

production in the continent.    

Figure 4.1: Rubber production in CDI 

 

Source: FAOStat 

Yields have also increased in recent years; farmers achieve around 2 tonnes per Ha, while 

around 2.2 tonnes per Ha are achieved on plantations.  This compares to the 1.8 tonnes per 

Ha achieved in India and 1.7 tonnes per Ha achieved in Vietnam and Thailand.   

In total it is estimated that over 100,000 private farmers are involved in the production of 

rubber.  

 Growth of market in CDI driven by global price increases 

The rapid growth in the CDI rubber sector has ultimately been driven by the significant price 

increase that occurred in the sector post 2003, which is attributed to the high demand for NR 

spurred by increasing number of cars in Asia and, in particular, China and supply side 

restrictions caused by increasing wealth in key rubber producing regions of Asia which in turn 

led to reduced workforce and real estate for rubber.  

Figure 4.2 below shows that NR prices increased rapidly during the last decade increasing to 

over $4,000 per tonne in 2011 before falling back to around $1,500 per tonne at the end of 

2014.  The huge spike in prices in 2011 was caused by temporary factors; the supply of NR in 

Asia was severely restricted by droughts in 2010 and then heavy rains, which limited the 

ability of farmers to tap their trees for latex. 
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Figure 4.2: NR international price trends 

 

Source: Bloomberg 

Around 80% of NR is sold for use by tyre manufacturers – Michelin is one of the major NR 

buyers of African produce.  NR use is particularly high in the tyres used by heavy lorries/ 

trucks, which require a lot of grip. Around 80% of the composition of tyres for these vehicles 

is made up of NR (in tyres for normal cars around only 20% to 30% of the rubber used is NR 

with the remainder made up of synthetic rubber), which are generally needed/ used more 

when there is high economic growth.  As a result demand for tyres is dependent on economic 

growth. 

The other key determinant for NR prices is the price of synthetic rubber, which can for some 

uses be used as a substitute for NR.  Synthetic rubber prices are determined by oil prices, as 

the product is made from a bi-product of crude oil.  Therefore, when the price of oil falls, the 

price of synthetic rubber will decline which then reduces demand for NR. 

The general slowdown that has occurred in the global economy combined with the recent 

decline in oil prices have been key factors in the moderation of NR prices.   However, the 

longer term prospects for the industry are thought to be good.  The long-term historical 

growth rate for the demand for NR is estimated to be 3.7% per annum, it is expected that 

demand will continue to grow at around this rate in the future. 

An overview of the rubber value chain is shown in the next sub-section.  The main commercial 

activities carried out are the production of NR through industrial plantations, primary 

processing of the NR to make it suitable for the production of rubber goods and the 

manufacture of NR processing into rubber goods, which is currently a very small sector in CDI. 

 -
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7.2. Rubber value chain 

Production Rubber processing   Production of rubber goods 

Private landholders: Over 100,000 farmers are involved in 

sector; private landers produce about 80% of the total 

production. Most of them grow their rubber as part of out-

grower schemes attached to the main processors. 

Total natural rubber processing capacity is estimated to be 

over 440,000 tonnes.  SAPH and SOGB are the biggest 

processors, but there are a number of mid-sized processing 

firms:  

 SAPH has 28% of existing processing capacity at around 

124,000 tonnes.  In 2013 it achieved a very high 

utilization processing over 120,000 tonnes;  

 SOGB, has around 18% of existing processing capacity  of 

over 77,000 tonnes and utilizes around 44,000 tonnes of 

that capacity;  

 Compagnie Hévéicole de Cavally (CHC) whose processing 

capacity increased to 30,000 tonnes in 2013;   

 Exploitation Agricole Tehui (EXAT) with around 30,000 

tonnes of capacity;  

 Compagnie du Caoutchouc de Pakidié (CCP) which also 

has capacity around 30,000 tonnes. 

 TRCI, which has a processing capacity of 26,000 tonnes; 

and  

 A number of smaller processors such as: Sud Comoe 

Caoutchouc (SCC) – part of the SOCFIN group and 

Ivoirienne d'Hévéa (IDH).   

There are only three companies 

involved in the manufacture of rubber 

into rubber goods. Total uptake is 

estimated to be less than 1% of natural 

rubber production: 

 Société Ivorienne de Traitement 

de Latex (SITEL)  

 Zenith Plastique  

 Compagnie de Caoutchouc de 

Pakidié (CCP)  

 

Industrial plantations:  

Around 20% of production is on industrial plantations.   

Some companies have plantations e.g.:  

 Société Africane des Plantations d'Hévéa (SAPH) with 

over 21,000 Ha. SAPH is part of SIPH, which is part of 

the SIFCA group.  SIPH recorded a turnover of €326m. 

 Société des Caoutchouc de Grand-Béréby (SOGB) 

15,000 Ha. SOGB is part of the Socfin group.  SOGB 

has a market cap in excess of $187m. 

 Compagnie Hévéicole de Cavally (CHC), has around 

5,000 Ha.  Turnover of over $48m in 2012. CHC is part 

of the Belgian SIAT group.   

 Tropical Rubber Cote d’Ivoire (TRCI), has 1,560 Ha of 

plantations.  GMG a Singapore based rubber company 

owns 51.2% of TRCI. GMG made over $1bn in revenue 

in 2013. 

Across value-chain industry association: APROMAC is the national rubber association. 

 Rubber development fund. APROMAC was providing subsidized seedlings through the fund. Under this scheme, APROMAC paid for 50% of the cost of new plants. It 

has apparently stopped doing that in the last financial year because the falling rubber price has reduced the available funds. 

 APROMAC also sets the market price, with farmers receiving around 60% of the international price. 
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7.3. Production of NR 

In the past most NR production was carried out on plantations, but now around 80% of total 

production is by farmers that in many cases effectively act as out-growers for the NR 

processors.  Many of the farmers benefit from free inputs and services or short-term 

equipment credit from the processing companies with the understanding that they will sell 

their rubber to that company. The company then deducts the cost of these services before 

paying the farmer. 

A key factor in the growth of the rubber sector in CDI is that the farmers are able to receive a 

good price for their crops and were thus able to capture some of the benefits from the high 

prices experienced in recent years.  APROMAC (the rubber industry association) sets the 

minimum farm-gate price equal to around 61% of the CIF price quoted on the Singapore 

Commodity Exchange.  Processors can, and in some instances have, offered higher prices than 

the minimum because of the competition that they have faced in securing supplies from the 

farmers. 

The fact that farmers have been able to secure a good price for their product, while at the 

same time international prices have been increasing caused a number of farmers to switch to 

rubber production over the last ten-years despite the high-up front costs and relatively long-

term nature of the investment.  It is estimated by APROMAC that it costs $2,000 per Ha to 

establish a new rubber farm (not including the costs of the land), with half of the costs 

incurred in the first year.  In addition, it takes seven or more years for a rubber tree to produce 

latex and thus enable the farmer to start recovering some income from the investment. The 

long-term nature of the investment makes it less likely that farmers will cut down their rubber 

trees following the decline in rubber prices experienced in recent years. 

One issue is that the funds for investment in new rubber trees has had to come from the 

farmers own resources.  The long time-horizons involved in the repayment of a loan 

associated with planting new rubber trees make it impossible for the banks/ Micro-finance 

institutions to provide credit, while the processors have been unwilling to provide credit given 

past experiences when they tried to offer support but experienced poor repayment rates – 

with repayment rates as low as 10% recorded.  As a result most of the farmers that have 

entered the sector have been relatively well-off.  The World Bank Agricultural Sector Support 

Programme (ASSP) is currently providing support to poorer farmers in the South East of CDI 

to expand and renew rubber production. 

Other factors that have been important in making the sector attractive to farmers include: 

 The rubber sector is relatively well organized and there are few middlemen 

operating in the sector; the processors typically buy direct from the smallholders 

who are located close to their factories.   

 The NR crop can be harvested on a monthly basis (with only a slight drop during 

March and April), giving farmers a regular source of income throughout the year. 
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 Once the high up-front investment costs are made the production of NR does not 

require much ongoing expenditure on inputs.  Smallholders don’t need much 

fertilizer, pesticides or sprays to ward off diseases – there are some fungal diseases 

that can affect the rubber plant’s leaf and root systems the diseases are estimated 

to affect only 3 – 5% of trees. 

 Through the Inter-professional Fund for Agricultural Research and Extension 

(FIRCA) has since 2005 raised levies from the processors to fund the provision of 

extension services to the farmers.  For instance, SAPH employs 800 individuals to 

provide extension services to its suppliers.  

Another important factor in the growth of the sector is that a number of processors offer free 

inputs and services to a number of farmers on the understanding that the farmers will sell 

their production back to the processing company. There is some risk that the significant 

growth of the sector will start to undermine the existing relationships between farmers and 

the processors, potentially making it more difficult for the processors to continue to offer 

inputs and services to the farmers. For instance, since 2013 SAPH has also been collecting 

information on its suppliers: the name of the land, the amount of area planted and some 

technical data pertaining to the site.  This is done to make it easier for the company to trace 

the quality of its suppliers and identify more effectively the more reliable farmers, given their 

concerns that as the rubber market continues to grow, new entrants will enter the sector that 

will seek to ‘free-ride’ off firms such as theirs that have provided support to the farmers.   

In addition, to these structural features APROMAC has been operating the rubber 

development fund. The fund was subsidising private farmers to cover 50% of the cost involved 

in planting new rubber trees.  The fund supported the creation of plantations over 2,631 ha 

by 1,169 planters in 2009, 6,500 ha by 3,000 planters in 2010 and 12,000 ha by 5,000 planters 

in 2011. However, the fund stopped operating in the last financial year because the falling 

rubber price has reduced the available funds. 

Industrial plantations 

A number of the processors in CDI have industrial plantations to provide some of their supply 

of NR. These plantations have the benefit of providing the processors a cheaper supply of 

latex, and a better guarantee that the rubber produced will be of the quality needed for their 

factories.  

For instance, the largest firm in the rubber sector is SAPH, which is part of the SIFCA group.  

SAPH is the leading buyer of the rubber produced by smallholders in CDI; it buys 30 to 40% of 

the rubber sold to factories in the country.  The increase in rubber produced by smallholders 

has meant that processors such as SAPH have now come to rely on rubber purchased from 

farmers for the majority of the NR produced by the company.  As a result the company has 

had to adopt additional practices to control for the quality of the raw materials that they use 

so that they can continue producing finished products to the grade sought after by tyre 
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manufacturers.  They carried out investment to ensure that all of their factories are equipped 

to pre-treat the raw material provided by smallholders. 

There is thought to be limited scope for the processors to make significant investment to 

increase the size of their plantations because of restrictions on the amount of land available.  

Instead much of the investment has been to regenerate existing plantations so that they 

remain productive – plantations in CDI currently achieve yields that are highly competitive 

with producers in Asia.  SAPH spent €6.5m regenerating their plantations in 2013. 

Growth prospects for domestic NR production 

APROMAC has set a target of achieving 600,000 tonnes of rubber production by 2020.  Given 

the time lags involved in the production of rubber, the planting that has already taken place 

will determine the extent to which that target is met.  Even back in 2009, it was estimated 

that only half of the rubber trees planted were over seven years old and therefore producing 

rubber.  This in addition with the fact that there was a huge level of planting in response to 

the sharp increase in price that occurred between 2009 and 2011 means that over most of 

the period to 2018 there is very likely to be a significant increase in production over the 

medium-term.   

One factor that could act as a drag on production is that the cultivation of latex from the 

rubber trees requires a lot of skilled labour.  Most of the private farmers employ specialist 

workers to tap their trees rather than developing the skill themselves, which could lead to 

shortages/ bidding up of the price of labour as the number of trees producing latex continues 

to grow.  Furthermore, according to a study commissioned by AFD (French Development 

Agency, the workers are generally paid on contracts per kg of rubber that they tap; they 

receive around 10% of the price of the rubber.30  There is thus also the risk that the workers 

will over tap the trees to try to maximise their short-term return to the detriment of the long-

term productivity of the tree. 

7.4. Primary processing of latex into Natural Rubber  

Before the latex rubber that is collected from the rubber trees can be exported it has to be 

processed so that it can be manufactured into rubber goods.  This processing involves 

coagulating the latex and then drying it.  There are sixteen rubber processing factories in CDI; 

SAPH is the biggest with a 28% market share of processing capacity. 

Processing capacity in CDI has been increasing rapidly in response to the increased production 

of latex.  In 2009 processing capacity was estimated to be around 200,000 tonnes; it increased 

by over 70% by 2012 to 346,000 and has increased by another 100,000 to 440,000 by 2014.   

The processors are reported to suffer from some significant cost disadvantages compared to 

countries in Asia due to higher costs for electricity, diesel fuel, equipment, spare parts and 

                                                           
30 Francois Ruf, CIRAD, UMR Innovation (2008).  Developing smallholder rubber production.  
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maintenance.  However, the Ivorian businesses have the advantage of lower transport costs 

for their produce to the EU market.  Companies such as SAPH and SOGB have all reported 

profits in recent years, though have been hit by the decline in rubber prices and the imposition 

of a new tax on revenues by government: 

 SOGB achieved a net profit of $12.7m in 2013, though this was a decline from the 

$32.2m achieved in 2012 because of the decline in rubber prices. SOGB is 

reportedly seeking to expand further its processing capacity. 

 SAPH registered a net profit of $27m in its last published annual report and is 

reportedly seeking to carry out additional investment to expand its processing 

capacity to cope with the additional supply of latex from its plantations and 

farmers. 

One other important challenge faced by the processing industry is said to be the government’s 

fiscal policies.  In 2012 the government introduced a 5% tax on the rubber companies’ 

revenues; in addition to this the companies have to pay a Value Added Tax (VAT) on their 

exports after the removal of an exemption that had been in place, though the companies can 

recover this cost from the government.  It is reported that this together with the recent 

decline in international rubber prices has hit the profits of the processors.   

For instance SAPH’s net profit fell from $41m in 2012 to $27m in 2013, their financial 

statement reports that these taxes have been an important contributor to the decline: the 

tax on the revenue raised from selling rubber alone is said to have cost the company nearly 

$13m in lost income, while the payments required on VAT required them to use more than 

$6m of working capital. 

7.5. Investment opportunities/ next steps 

Portions of this section have been omitted for confidentiality reasons.  

We have considered the investment needs/ scope for investment by GAFSP PrSW/ IFC across 

the different stages of the rubber value chain in CDI.   

Overall, the commercial investment opportunities in the sector are most likely to be found  in 

the primary rubber processing sub-sector. The pipeline for opportunities to support 

companies with either/ both working capital finance to support processors to purchase the 

farmers’ rubber production and capital finance for more processing equipment will emerge 

on a more opportunistic basis as some of the companies in the sector have either made recent 

investments to increase processing capacity and/ or have been able to arrange financing on 

their own.  
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8. CONCLUSIONS  

In this report, we have sought to identify the key value chain participants in the cocoa, cashew 

nut, rubber, rice and oil palm sectors and also specific investment opportunities that have 

potential to be supported by GAFSP PrSW/ IFC.  The analysis presented is based on the 

findings of a country visit to CDI and desk-based research. 

Following discussions with the IFC team it was agreed that the phase 2 work would focus more 

specifically on the cashew, rice and rubber sectors.  This is because the GAFSP PrSW/ IFC is 

already in the process of making investments in cocoa sector and so has identified the main 

investment opportunities available in the sector.  There are environmental concerns with oil 

palm that make it a difficult sector for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC to invest in at the time of drafting this 

report.  

The main sectors considered in detail in this report are therefore: cashew nuts, rice and 

rubber.  In the following sub-sections we summarise our main findings on the investment 

opportunities available in each of these sectors. 

8.1. Cashew nuts 

The analysis presented in the report suggests that there is real potential for CDI to develop a 

large cashew nut processing sector.  The market is currently dominated by India and Vietnam, 

but CDI has potential to catch-up due to the volume of raw cashew nuts being produced in 

the country means that it has the. 

In terms of immediate opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC, the options for direct investment 

to existing processors are currently limited.  Instead, if the processing sector is to develop it 

needs to be understood that the sector is only at the infant industry stage and will need 

significant policy and technical capacity building support alongside financial investment.  The 

RONGEAD (2014) study sets out clearly the interventions required to support the 

development of the market.  

We have not seen any evidence that the report’s recommendations are being systematically 

implemented.  Therefore there is an important role that needs to be played to support the 

implementation of reforms to develop the sector, which should help to unlock significant 

investment in the sector.  The GAFSP PrSW/ IFC could in particular provide: 

1. Technical assistance (full-time experts) to support the Inter-professional association 

(INTERCAJOU) to design and then implement specific, practical, measures to raise the 

overall productivity of the processing sector: from raw nut purchase and storage 

through to export procedures and shipping. This could be partly financed by a 

processor and partly by donors – Olam has said that it could be willing to make 

additional investments to support the development of the sector if there was more 

commitment to the implementation of policy reforms to support the growth of the 

sector. 
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2. Technical assistance to individual processing companies, to help with: 

a.  the choice of technology and equipment; 

b.  installation and commissioning;  

c. initial operations; fine-tuning of equipment;  and trouble-shooting;  

d. training of employees; 

e. maintenance systems; 

f. food-hygiene systems etc. to satisfy international buyers requirements. 

This could be provided by a pool of technical specialists and co-financed by the beneficiaries, 

the industry and by donors.  Such an “incubation” service would go a long way to make start-

ups and expansion projects promoted by Ivorian business people investment-ready and 

credit-worthy.  

3. Technical assistance to the industry and to commercial banks to establish the 

protocols that would make it easier to provide working capital finance with raw nuts 

and processed kernels as collateral: e.g. common systems and documentation for: 

a.  grading, inspection, and valuations; 

b.  certification and supervision of storage facilities by collateral management 

agents; 

c. ultimately a tradable warehouse receipt system could be envisaged, and is 

current being promoted globally and in the Ivory Coast by the IFC, but direct 

bank/borrower/CMA agreements would be an effective intermediate step.           

4. One short-term measure that could be considered would be to make cashew 

processing companies, up to a certain capacity specifically eligible to apply to the IFC-

backed SME finance facility at the Societe Ivoirienne de Banque (SIB). Currently most 

Ivorian cashew processors would not qualify because of the size of their annual 

turnover.  

5. Possibly some form of risk-sharing support for the commercial banks for the provision 

of working capital could also be considered in the short-term, until they gain full 

confidence in the integrity and enforceability of collateral arrangements.   

8.2. Rice 

In the rice sector there are a number of commercial projects planned to develop the sector 

as part of the NRDS and the New Alliance for Food Security & Nutrition initiative.  However, 

the evidence on the ground suggests that only few of these investments are going ahead; for 

instance Olam, one of the companies that had signalled intent to invest in the sector has 

actually pulled out of the rice sector. 
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The main two projects that have got underway are the YaaNovel and Louis Dreyfus projects; 

we had consultations with both understand their progress in more detail.  It would be worth 

following up with both projects to explore further the potential for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC 

investment to support the projects to scale-up, but the experience of both suggests that both 

are being held back from being scaled up because of uncertainty about government’s level of 

policy commitment to the domestic rice sector.  This would suggest that there is an important 

role that GAFSP PrSW/ IFC could fill by bringing together government and potential investors 

together to identify the specific actions that government needs to take to help attract more 

investment in the sector.   

8.3. Rubber 

Overall, the investment opportunities in the sector are currently in the primary rubber 

processing sub-sector. The pipeline for opportunities to support companies with either/ both 

working capital finance to support processors to purchase the farmers’ rubber production and 

capital finance for more processing equipment will emerge on a more opportunistic basis as 

some of the companies in the sector have either made recent investments to increase 

processing capacity and/ or have been able to arrange financing on their own. 

It seems that opportunities to work with the larger processing companies are limited – we 

consulted with one of the biggest four companies and it stated that it does not assistance to 

access concessionary finance; while two of the four biggest companies are not available for 

consideration.  SOGB the other of the big four processors has been unavailable for discussion 

during the process of completing the report; it may be worth following up with them directly.  

It may be that there is more potential to work with some of the medium-sized/ new entrant 

firms in the sector.   
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ANNEX A: SECTOR OVERVIEW OF COCOA AND OIL PALM SECTORS 

A.1 Cocoa sector  

The cocoa sector was selected as an area of focus primarily because of its economic 

importance to CDI -  there are around 900,000 smallholder cocoa farmers and around 4 

million Ivorians are dependent on cocoa their income.  In addition, the sector has a large 

number of established private sector players active in the sector, which could provide 

different types of opportunity worth considering for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC. 

The findings of the country visit support these initial assumptions.  Cocoa remains an 

important crop for CDI, despite the growth of rubber, cashew and oil palm.  In addition, a 

number of large private sector companies remain committed to the CDI market.   

However, what has come across more strongly from the country visit is that the focus of 

activity is currently more geared towards increasing smallholder productivity by improving 

smallholder’s access to inputs, farming practices and investing in new cocoa trees.  At the 

moment there are seemingly fewer plans for investment to increase domestic processing 

capacity.   

The findings from the country visit are set out in the following sub-sections. 
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A.1.1 Cocoa sector value chain 

Production Cocoa exporting  Cocoa grinding/ processing  

Smallholders: approx. 900,000 smallholders growing 

around 1.5m tonnes of cocoa beans on around 2.3m 

Ha of land on farms that average 2.5 Ha in size and 

generally all are below 4ha.  Smallholders achieve 

yields of around 0.6 – 0.7 tonnes per Ha.  There are 

no industrial cocoa estates. 

 

Smallholders are required to sell their produce to 

cooperatives – the large exporters are not permitted 

to purchase directly from farmers.  The cooperatives 

now have to be registered as a company, but there 

are still reported to be a number of fake 

cooperatives operating. 

 

The cooperatives can sell directly to the exporters or 

to the many middlemen ‘pisteurs’ that operate in 

the sector.   

Nearly all cocoa is exported; around 70% is exported in 

the form of raw cocoa beans. 

There are a number of international and local players 

involved in exporting cocoa. 

These include international firms such as: 

 Barry Callebaut (Saco) 

 ADM, pulling out of sector, operations being sold 

to Olam and Cargill 

 Olam  

 Cargill 

 CEMOI Group 

 CIPEXI 

 Condicaf  

 Nestlé 

And smaller local firms such as: ICP, Pronibex, SAF 

Cacao, SUCSO 

CDI has a processing capacity of 550,000 - 600,000 

tonnes. Cocoa products such as liquor powder, butter, 

paste and cake are produced.  Total production of 

processed cocoa estimated to be around 400,000 

tonnes.   

The sector is dominated by: 

 Barry Callebaut – 190,000 tonnes grinding capacity 

 Cargill – 120,000 tonnes capacity  

 ADM (Unicao) – 80,000 tonnes capacity (will be 

taken over by Olam and Cargill) 

 CEMOI – 100,000 tonnes grinding capacity. CEMOI 

is reportedly the only chocolate manufacturer in 

the sector. 

 

Smaller local grinders have entered in recent years:   

 Choco Ivoire (Caf cocoa), over 30,000 tonnes  

 Ivory Cocoa Products (ICP), Sucso and Condicaf, 

have over 20,000 tonnes of capacity each  

Research and development agency responsible for developing and releasing improved varieties is the CNRA 

Across value-chain industry association:  Cocoa and Coffee Council (CCC) responsible for setting the minimum cocoa price, which guarantees farmers 60% of the 

international price.  They have enforced this price, prosecuting pisteurs that have tried to undercut the minimum price in some instances.  CCC is responsible for 

regulating the sector and implements a number of other important regulations such as the stocks and quotas requirements.  

Key international associations/ stakeholders:  World Cocoa Foundation, RainForest Alliance; Proparco have recently provided support to the sector as have the FMO 
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A.1.2 Constraints identified in the cocoa value chain  

This section sets out the main constraints identified for each stage of the value chain. 

Smallholder farmers 

As shown in the figure below according to FAOStat data yields are around 0.6 - 0.7 tonnes per 

Ha. This is actually higher than CDI’s direct competitors: Ghana is around 0.5 – 0.6 tonnes and 

Cameroon around 0.4 tonnes. Despite this it is considered that the main issue affecting 

smallholders is their lack of productivity and poor farming practices. It is believed that CDI 

could triple the productivity of smallholders if the constraints could be addressed.  

Figure A.1: Comparative yields for cocoa farmers  

 

Source: FAOStat 

Specific issues mentioned by stakeholders as holding back smallholder productivity include: 

 Limited research to develop fertilisers and other inputs suited to CDI conditions.  

 Aging tree stocks, according to the World Bank around 30% of cocoa trees are in 

need of replacement.  

 Limited access to cash/ finance for farmers to purchase inputs.  

 Incidence of pests and disease.  

 Poor farming techniques employed by farmers particularly regarding the 

husbandry, plant protection and fermentation processes adopted. 

 An issue with the use of child labour by some smallholders. 

Cooperatives / middle-men 

The main constraint faced is access to working capital finance to enable cooperatives to 

source supply from farmers. It is also considered that cooperatives would also benefit from 

technical support and advice to improve the management of their organisations and also 

improve their ability to offer agronomic advice to smallholders.   
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Despite reforms that have been implemented in the cocoa sector there are still a number of 

problems surrounding ‘fake’ cooperatives that are engaged in either stealing farmers’ 

produce or tricking the middle-men into providing funds for a supply of cocoa that they don’t 

have.   

It is thus been important for the downstream players to develop relationships with 

trustworthy cooperatives/ middle-men to secure a reliable source of supply.  A number of the 

large processors such as Cargill and Barry Callebaut are already involved in programmes that 

provide pre-finance for trusted partners further up the supply chain. 

It could support the development of the sector if this finance was provided more directly by 

banks instead, reducing the costs and administrative burden faced by the firms and enabling 

the cooperatives to build a track-record of accessing and repaying loans.  Moreover, having 

to provide pre-finance to the supply chain exposes the CDI-based processors to additional 

costs and risks that are not faced by some of their international competitors. 

Exporters 

The main constraint identified for exporters is faced by the new local firms that are trying to 

establish themselves within the export market.  They face significant working capital 

requirements if they are to secure the supply needed to gain enough volume to make their 

activities profitable. 

The larger exporting companies also face some difficulty in securing supply, but this is not 

because of financing constraints instead it is a result of the issues, discussed above - the 

limited capacity of the cooperatives and the difficulties that can be encountered in identifying 

trustworthy trading partners who can provide a reliable source of quality product.   

Processors 

Entry into the processing sector requires significant capital investment.  While government is 

seemingly keen to get more local players involved in the sector there are high barriers to entry 

for this activity.  So it is not clear how viable a prospect it is for a local firm to establish itself 

as a genuine competitor for the existing established international players.  Moreover, a 

number of stakeholders believe that there is already enough processing capacity in the 

country and as we discuss below it is currently considered that there is no real commercial 

incentive for investment in increased capacity at present. 

The main constraints identified by the processors were both structural and policy related: 

 Structural: There are a number of structural factors that limit the competitiveness 

of CDI as a processing hub.  First, there is no local demand for chocolate, which 

means that all the cocoa liquor produced has to be exported.  For this to occur it 

needs to be solidified, with the off-taker then re-melting the product when it 

arrives.  This adds significant costs to CDI’s processed cocoa goods.  Other 

structural issues include a lack of supportive infrastructure especially poor quality 
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roads – one stakeholder estimated that the cost of the bad roads was in the region 

of 5 – 10 CFA per kg of cocoa, which is significant given that the traders/ 

cooperatives’ margins are usually just 80 CFA per kg.  Overall, CDI is seen as being 

less efficient as a base for processing activities than established competitors such 

as the Netherlands and countries such as Indonesia that are growing rapidly their 

processing capacity. 

 Policy: Processors reported that one of the reasons that they originally expanded 

their processing capacity in CDI was to take advantage of the incentives that 

government has put in place.  Recent government reforms to the sector have 

eroded these incentives and also introduced regulations that have negatively 

impacted the sector; for instance the removal of the tax breaks enjoyed by 

exporters of processed cocoa goods. More than one processor said that the 

removal of the fiscal incentives means that it is more profitable to export cocoa 

beans than processed cocoa products at present.  The reforms are also said to have 

created uncertainty for investors.   

A.1.3 Existing expansion plans/ interventions in the cocoa sector  

In terms of existing interventions in the sector the main activities that we identified are 

targeted at smallholder farmers and cooperatives.  The table below describes some of the 

ongoing initiatives. 

Table A.1: Cocoa sector initiatives  

Nestle Cocoa Plan 

Nestle plan to distribute 12m cocoa plantlets to smallholders for free, by 2022.  They have given 

around 4m so far and are in discussions with the major companies in the sector to see if they can 

help to extend this plan to 50m plantlets to benefit more smallholders.  They are managing the 

distribution of the plantlets by identifying worthwhile cooperatives that have been in business with 

the major players and are trusted to use the plantlets effectively. So far they have managed to work 

with around 35 cooperatives and have around 80 in their network. 

Nestle are also working with the Rainforest Alliance to improve smallholders farming practices by 

providing training to increase their productivity and also to address issues such as the use of child 

labour on farms.  The end result is to increase the number of certified cocoa producers – around 

40% of the 110k tonnes of cocoa that they purchased last year were from certified producers.   

All of the major players in the cocoa sector in CDI have committed to sourcing most of their cocoa 

from certified sources by 2020; this is thus seen as a long-term development opportunity for the 

sector.  There is some premium available for the farmers that have achieved certification, though 

there is some uncertainty about the sustainability of offering a premium with the government’s 

price floor in place. 

As part of the initiative designed to promote the growth of the cocoa sector in CDI, Nestle are also 

engaged in research being carried out by Yara and Syngenta to develop fertilisers that are optimised 

for CDI’s agronomic conditions. Yara are in the process of carrying out field trials.  
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The intervention is expected to cost around 110m Swiss Francs (about $120m) and is being funded 

by Nestle in the form of grant money. 

Cargill 

Cargill have been involved in providing training and seedlings (disease and pest resistant varieties) 

through their farmer field schools. They have provided training for around 74,000 farmers and are 

also currently working with UTZ, the Rainforest Alliance and Fairtrade to help 104 cooperatives to 

achieve certification.    

In addition Cargill and the IFC have launched a $2.4m PPP arrangement with the Conseil du Café-

Cacao, Care International and 14 cooperatives in CDI to strengthen and expand the Cargill Coop 

Academy. The goal of the project is to provide greater access to advanced business skills training 

for more than 300 cocoa cooperatives, which is expected to benefit more than 60,000 smallholder 

farmers and their communities. 

Barry Callebaut  

Barry Callebuat is working with 86 cooperatives (with around 40,000 smallholders) in CDI to provide 

training and certification.  They have committed around 40m Swiss Francs (approx. $43m), in the 

form of grants, to supporting the sustainability of the sector over the next 10 years. 

A.1.4 GAFSP PrSW/ IFC opportunities in cocoa  

Overall there is most scope to invest in the development of financial products that allow the 

banks to lend directly to cooperatives, which we understand is already being developed by 

the IFC together with Cargill and Barry Callebaut.  

In theory the development impact of any GAFSP PrSW/ IFC investment might be highest if 

support was provided to smallholders, either in the form of inputs or working to increase the 

number of certified farmers.  However, it is currently unclear that these activities can be 

carried out on a commercial basis.  As described in the table above, a number of companies 

in the cocoa sector are already carrying out similar interventions as part of their own market 

development strategies but are doing so through the provision of grants.   

The other option that we considered is the scope to provide support to develop the 

processing capacity of some of the local firms that are trying to compete with the 

international players.  While there is a distinct gap in the provision of finance to medium sized 

firms looking to invest in CDI, it is not clear that this is suitable for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC given that 

processing capacity is not seen as being a significant investment need at present.  

 A.2 Oil palm 

The oil palm sector was identified as a priority in the phase 1 work primarily because of the 

high level of recent private sector-driven investment activity.   

The findings of the country visit suggest that there are some important issues with the 

coordination of the supply chain, but more importantly we found that the concerns about the 

environmental impact of the sector means that investment would only be possible if the 
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partner is willing to take on the RSPO certification.  We used this as a steer when trying to 

identify potential investment opportunities for GAFSP PrSW/IFC during the country visit. 
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A.2.1 Oil palm value chain 

Production Processing into Crude Oil Palm (CPO) Refining  

Smallholders: approx. 36,500 producing on around 

160,000 Ha at yields of 3 – 6 tonnes per Ha.    

FENACOPAH-CI is the association of farmers. It represents 

33 cooperatives that have been established. 

Total CPO production estimated to be over 400,000 tonnes. 

The main producers are: 

 Palmci – 270,000 tonnes  

 SIPEF-CI SIPEF-CI – 75,000 tonnes  

 Palm Afrique – 30,000 tonnes  

 SoGB – approx. 30,000 tonnes 

 Dekel oil – reported around 14,000 tonnes in 2014 

 Smaller  processors such as Agrivar and Maeva  

Processing facilities estimated to operate at around 60% of 

capacity due to a lack of feedstock (fresh fruit bunches – 

FFBs)/ issues in storage and managing the supply of FFBs 

over the year. 

Oil palm producers association: APROSAP-CI  

The oil palm refining sector largely involves 

the production of palm kernel oil.  

Major players: 

 SANIA (part of Sifca group), produces 

around 250,000 tonnes 

 United Oil Company (UOC) 

 COSAV 

 

GITPH is the oil palm refiners’ industry 

association. 

Industrial plantations: producing on around 50,000 Ha at 

yields of around 20 tonnes per Ha and some up to 25 

tonnes per Ha (competitive with international production). 

 Palmci (Sifca group) 

 SIPEF-CI 

 Palm Afrique 

 Société des Caoutchoucs de Grand-Béréby 

 SoGB (part of the Socfin group) 

 Dekel oil 

Research and development agency: Centre National de Recherche Agronomique (CNRA) - National Centre for Agronomics Research 

Government extension agency: Agence Nationale d’Appui au Développement Rural (ANADER) - National Agency for Support to Rural Development 

Across value-chain industry association: Inter-professional Association of the oil palm sector (AIPH).  

 AIPH sets the monthly price for CPO based on the Rotterdam CPO price.  AIPH make deductions from the international price to account for factors such as 

harvesting costs, transport costs, and technical assistance costs. Smallholders receive around 60% of the net price and processors receive 40%. 

 AIPH runs the FER-PALMIER which is the fund - around $2m in size -that is trying to subsidise smallholders to access inputs.  It subsidises inputs by around 50%, with 

the money for the fund coming from the members of the association.   

Key international associations/ stakeholders: RSPO 
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A.2.2 Constraints identified in the oil palm sector 

This section sets out the main constraints identified for the oil palm value chain. 

Smallholder farmers 

The main issue with smallholders is the poor yields of Fresh Fruit Branches (FFBs – the oil palm 

fruit) that they achieve:  around 3 – 6 tonnes per Ha compared to the industrial plantations 

that achieve around 20 tonnes per Ha.  The low yield achieved by smallholders is primarily 

due to their inability to afford access to inputs; e.g. seeds, fertilizer, irrigation. 

In addition to the productivity issues there are also constraints related to the inefficient 

management of the transfer of FFBs from smallholders to processors.  This issue occurs in 

part because the climatic conditions in CDI are not perfect for producing oil palm – the country 

has a long dry season, while oil palm is a crop that needs continual moisture.   

As a result most of the crop is produced within a four month period of the year. All of this 

produce then needs to be transferred to the processors for processing within 48 hours to 

maximise the amount of CPO that can be gained from the FFBs.  The volume of output 

produced in such a short period of time has proved difficult for the supply chain to manage 

leading to high levels of waste.  

To address this issue some producers are exploring the potential of supporting the production 

of oil palm in swamp areas, where there is a high water table and thus continual moisture.  

This could help to provide a more continuous supply of oil palm throughout the year. 

Industrial producers 

As mentioned above the industrial producers of oil palm are able to achieve yields of around 

20 tonnes per Ha, which is consistent with the world’s best producers. The main constraint 

faced by the industrial oil palm producers is that they face difficulties in getting access to land 

to expand their production levels.   

CPO processors 

Processing factories are not operating at full capacity because they lack access to sufficient 

raw materials (FFBs).  This is in part because of a need to increase production of FFBs in CDI 

by increasing smallholders’ productivity and also related to the issues around improving the 

way in which FFBs are transferred between producers and processors. 
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A.2.3 Existing expansion plans/ interventions in the oil palm sector 

Investments to increase smallholder productivity 

In terms of existing interventions to increase smallholder productivity these are seemingly 

being led by the AIPH which manages a fund (around $2m) in size that is trying to subsidise 

smallholders’ to access inputs by around 50%.   

The AIPH are also trying to arrange community-based lending programmes with selected 

cooperatives in which loans would be provided to all the farmers in the group to effectively 

socialise the risk of providing loans to smallholders.  They think that this risk could be further 

guaranteed by the National Association of cooperatives and the AIPH themselves.  The 

objective of this programme would be to develop the cooperatives track-record of managing 

finance over time so that they can access loans from financial intermediaries. 

The association is also involved in the implementation of the World Bank sector support 

programme that aims to provide improved planting material to oil palm farmers as well as 

helping to improve targeted feeder roads to help improve the ability of smallholders to access 

the market. 

There are also reports that some of the private firms such as Palmci have tried to work with 

smallholders by helping to pre-finance inputs, though they noted that there has been some 

difficulty in getting money back from farmers when they have received funds.  This may 

suggest that the industry players are still in the process of establishing their network of 

trusted cooperatives. 

Investments to increase processing capacity 

We also found that sector participants are trying to expand production.  For instance, 

companies such as Dekel Oil are considering developing another estate and factory.  In 

addition Agrivar (which has achieved RSPO certification) is looking to expand the size of its 

plantations and has recently been in receipt of a loan of around $350,000 from Oiko Creit to 

enable it to purchase more FFBs from local cooperatives and independent farmers. 

A.2.4 GAFSP PrSW/ IFC opportunities in oil palm 

Given the current environmental concerns around oil palm, the scope for GAFSP PrSW/ IFC 

investment in the sector is seemingly more limited to supporting RSPO certified producers or 

providing technical support/ advice to encourage more market participants to become 

certified.   

We understand that Agrivar is currently the only RSPO certified producer in CDI.  It is unclear 

that there are additional investment opportunities in oil palm at present given a seeming 

reluctance of other players to become RSPO certified.  
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ANNEX B: OTHER SECTORS REVIEWED DURING THE COUNTRY VISIT  

In addition to the priority sectors we met with a range of other stakeholders to get an 

understanding of the type of opportunities that might be available.  We summarise the 

findings below. 

B.1 Fresh fruits 

The analysis presented in phase 1 suggested that the main fresh fruit products in CDI are 

bananas and pineapples which was confirmed during the country visit.   

B.1.1 Bananas  

According to the consultations the banana sector in CDI has remained competitive largely 

because of the existence of trade preferences with the EU that are due to be removed by 

2017.  There is thus an important need for investment in the sector to improve the 

competitiveness of production.   

The EU is already providing support through the Trade Support and Regional Integration 

Programme for Côte d'Ivoire (PACIR), which is providing funding to help modernise 

production for instance by extending the use of irrigation and also help to help improve 

smallholder farming techniques. 

In addition to the challenge of adjusting to the loss of trade preferences, the shorter-term 

challenges include a recent increase in the packaging requirements for bananas destined for 

the EU; and the limits in the availability of cold storage facilities that leads to a high-level of 

their output being lost as waste.   

Most bananas are produced in plantations; with the biggest owned by SCB local subsidiary of 

Compagnie Fruitiere. SCB employees 6,300 workers (includes some employment for 

pineapple) producing bananas on 4,000ha of land achieving yields of around 55 tonnes per 

Ha.   

SCB thinks that it is extremely expensive to increase storage and refrigeration capacity mainly 

due to the high energy prices; instead they are working to increase the speed of loading and 

improving the logistics along the supply chain.  In addition they have a longer-term goal of 

working with more local banana producers, with SCB providing technical advice and support 

to help develop the market. 

B.1.2 Pineapples  

The consultations confirmed the findings of the phase 1 analysis that the pineapple sub-sector 

has been in long-term decline because of the competition from Latin America.  SCB, one of 

the largest pineapple producers, have a strategy of trying to improve the quality of pineapples 

to obtain a premium and make continued production worthwhile, but they are not confident 

about the long-term commercial potential of pineapples in CDI. 
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B.2 Cotton 

As set out in the phase 1 analysis the consultations suggested that the cotton sector is 

currently growing quickly at present. If the growth experienced in the last few years is 

maintained it could increasingly be seen as a priority sector. 

An important feature of the sector is that while the processors compete for smallholders’ 

production in terms of quality of service etc. they typically don’t buy cotton off a farmer if 

that farmer has received credit from another processor.  In addition, the association keeps a 

database of cotton growers making the provision of pre-finance/ technical support to 

smallholders a potential opportunity in the sector.   

One of the main constraints in the sector is seen as being the limited investment that is taking 

place in carrying out research to develop improved seeds and fertilizer that is designed 

specifically for the CDI agronomic conditions. 

We discussed opportunities in the sector with Olam that are currently working with 15,000 

smallholders in the sector and are considering expanding by investing in the development of 

another ginnery.  They want to increase their production of cotton lint to 150k tonnes to 

achieve a 25% market share in the sector.  Olam has been providing pre-finance to 

smallholders, but would like the banks to take up this responsibility other the medium-term 

using a mechanism similar to that under development in the cocoa sector.   

B.3 Coffee 

While the sector has been in decline some of the consultees were confident that smallholder 

farmers can be incentivised to increase production of the crop particularly if prices continue 

to rise.   

Nestle has made significant investment in the sector to support the development of the coffee 

market in CDI.  They plan to supply 27m high-yielding disease-resistant plantlets, developed 

in its research centre, to smallholders for free by 2020.  In addition they are trying to support 

smallholders to achieve certification from organisations such as the Rainforest Alliance.  They 

have already supported over 16,000 smallholders and have worked with over 50 

cooperatives. 

Olam are reportedly the largest players in the sector and have been carrying out some 

activities to increase production which they might be willing to scale up with the right partner.  

They were of the view that government has not done enough to support the growth of the 

sector in recent years. 

B.4 Food crops (maize, cassava, plantain) 

The importance of food crops, in particular maize, cassava and plantain, was emphasised by 

a number of stakeholders.   
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Maize is seen as being a particularly important crop for food security reasons in CDI, given 

that it is used for both human consumption and for poultry feed.  The potential for investment 

in maize through the poultry sector was suggested – the IFC have already made an investment 

in La Societe Ivoirienne de Productions Animales (SIPRA).   

The CNRA has apparently released new cassava varieties that have the scope to increase in 

cassava production in recent years.  This could lead to more commercial opportunities 

developing over time around cassava preservation and processing.  Though these will be likely 

be very small investments that might be suitable for support by interventions such as the SIB 

bank facility. 

In plantain stakeholders suggested that there is a big need for investment in storage facilities 

to reduce the amount of food that is wasted.  However, we didn’t identify any specific industry 

players who might be interested in carrying out this investment on a commercial basis. 

B.5 Agribusiness support sectors  

We also consulted a number of stakeholders in the financial sector and a fertilizer supplier to 

consider other ways in which GAFSP PrSW/ IFC could support the agribusiness sector. 

B.5.1 Financial sector 

We met with both commercial banks and micro-finance institutions to get an understanding 

of why their lending to the agribusiness sector is limited and how these issues could 

potentially be addressed in the future. 

While some of the financial intermediaries spoke of their desire to provide more loans to 

agribusinesses there was an acceptance that there is a significant gap in the availability of 

affordable financing for both smallholder farmers and SME agribusinesses (firms in CDI are 

classed as SMEs if they have a turnover of less than around $2m/ less than 200 permanent 

employees).  The larger established firms operating in CDI have no problem in accessing 

finance, and in many cases can obtain finance from international markets quite cheaply. 

The stakeholders in the financial sector highlighted concerns about the level of risk involved 

in lending to agribusinesses as well as liquidity constraints. 

Risks of lending to agribusinesses   

The banks and MFIs both highlighted the risks involved in lending to the agribusinesses as 

being a key factor that is limiting their ability to lend to the sector.  In particular noting that: 

 Smallholders’ lack of access to land rights/ other forms of security makes it difficult 

for the banks to provide finance to them because there is no security in place – 

more generally the smallholders are seen as being too small and too difficult for 

commercial banks to deal with. 
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 The inadequate technical/ financial skills of cooperatives make them an 

unattractive client for the banks to lend too. 

 The banks also admitted that they lack experience of lending to the agribusiness 

sector, which may mean that the sector is seen as presenting more of a risk than 

it actually does. 

Liquidity constraints  

The banks also noted that there are important liquidity constraints that limit the provision of 

finance increased agricultural production, particularly in sectors such as rubber, cocoa and oil 

palm where it can take a long-time for farmers to start recovering an income from their 

investment (e.g. in rubber in can take up to seven years before a rubber plantation starts 

producing a crop that can be sold). 

Given that most of the banks’ liabilities are short-term deposits they can find it quite difficult 

to provide any longer-term finance that would be needed to support investment in increased 

production or capital investment in any of the agribusiness sectors. 

Approaches to increase finance to agribusiness sector 

The banks suggested that alongside the provision of some form of guarantee/ credit 

enhancement the main models that they are interested in/ have increased their ability to 

provide finance to the agribusiness sector have included: 

 Working with the industry to identify ‘trusted partners’. Providing loans to 

cooperatives/ agribusinesses that have an established relationship with the larger 

international companies was considered to be a workable model.  In particular 

those that have been receiving pre-finance from those companies and have a 

track-record of repayment.  This is similar to the model that IFC are developing in 

the cocoa sector together with Cargill, Barry Callebaut and the Societe Ivoirienne 

de Banque (SIB). 

 Input-supplier model.  This model involves working with off-taker to provide 

credit to smallholders in the form of agri-inputs.  In this model the bank provides 

the loan and receives the repayment from the off-taker; the off-taker would be 

responsible for providing the finance to the smallholders and would typically 

receive repayment in the form of the farmer’s produce.  This model was seen as 

having some potential in the cotton sector in particular, where there is seemingly 

more confidence about the ability of off-takers to enter into contracts with 

smallholders/ cooperatives.  Advans has reportedly been implementing its own 

input credit model in the agribusiness sector, providing loans to cooperatives that 

they have been able to develop a relationship with over time. 

 Warehouse receipts. The banks also mentioned that the warehouse receipts 

system model is something that could be developed in the CDI context, though 
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some banks were cautious about this noting that it will take some time for banks 

to have confidence that a piece of paper really does represent some securely 

stored stocks in a remote rural warehouse.  One approach that has worked in some 

SSA countries where no formal warehouse receipts law is in place has been to 

develop the system alongside a trusted industry player/ warehouse manager that 

would be trusted by the banks. An alternative arrangement would involve the 

appointment of a collateral management agent. 

 Leasing equipment. Some of the banks noted that it may be possible to provide 

finance in the form of leasing agricultural equipment, which can work because the 

leasing company retains title to the asset.  The banks noted that there are some 

leasing companies that have been able to access finance in other sectors, but it 

has not really taken off in the agribusiness sector.    

While there is clearly a significant gap in the provision of finance to the agribusiness sector, 

one thing that seems to mark farmers in CDI out from other countries in SSA is that many 

smallholders see their farming as a business and are willing to invest themselves when they 

are able/ there is a good opportunity.  For instance, there has been a significant increase in 

the amount of farmers moving to produce rubber in recent years, despite the lengthy time 

horizons involved in recovering their investment.   

What this may mean is that while the increased provision of finance can play an important 

role in directly or indirectly increasing the supply of inputs to smallholders and thus their 

productivity.  We observed that the bigger need might be in the provision of finance to local 

SME agribusinesses looking to carry out investment for less than $5m.  Opportunities of this 

size might be too small for consideration for support by GAFSP PrSW/ IFC; it may be that 

opportunities of this kind are more suited to equity investment of the type provided by 

organisations such as Root Capital. 

B.5.2 Fertilizer/ input supply 

Fertilizer 

The team met with Yara to discuss some of the options that are being considered to improve 

smallholders’ ability to access fertilizer.  Yara only started operating in CDI in 2012, but are 

reportedly involved in some initiatives designed to increase smallholders’ use of fertilizer.   

 They are already working together with Nestle to carry out research to develop 

fertilizers that are optimized to increasing coffee yields within CDI’s agronomic 

conditions.   

 They are also considering developing a mobile banking facility with Advans, in 

partnership with that would allow smallholders to purchase fertilizers on credit 

using their mobile phones. 
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Supply of seeds 

During our discussions with the CNRA it was noted that there is currently no large-scale seed 

multiplication company in CDI.  As a result CNRA has had to get involved in multiplication 

activities more than it should. There could be some benefit in approaching some of the large 

seed multiplication and distribution companies to explore the potential to enter the CDI 

market. It might also be worth speaking to the Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) 

that has been implementing a number of interventions to try to develop the seed sector in 

SSA. Given the size of the agribusiness sector in CDI it is perhaps an anomaly that no firm has 

entered to date. 

B.6 Summary findings from other sectors considered 

As set out in this section, in addition to the main priority sectors considered the team also 

met with stakeholders in a range of other sectors to try to identify investment opportunities 

for consideration by GAFSP PrSW/ IFC.   

Although we have not identified any specific investment opportunity the findings suggest that 

it could be worth following up with a wider range of stakeholders in the cotton sector to 

determine the scope for a pipeline of opportunities to be developed; for instance by talking 

with Olam.  Furthermore, there could be additional investment opportunities in the financial 

sector; though given that an investment has already been made with SIB it is unclear what 

appetite there is for additional investments in the financial sector. 
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ANNEX C: LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS INTERVIEWED DURING PHASE 2 

Organisation Sector  

ONDR – Office 

National de 

Developpment de la 

filiere riz  

Industry association.    

Le conseil du coton et 

de l’anacarde 

Cashew nuts association   

Ministry of agriculture  Government department 

responsible for public private 

partnerships 

 

Cargill   Cocoa sector – processing, 

exporting  

 

ROMAF Cashew sector – process 

cashew for export   

 

AIPH Oil palm Association   

ANAPCI National farmers’ association   

APROMAC National Rubber producers 

association   

 

Dekel Oil  Oil palm processing into CPO    

ADM   Cocoa sector grinding and 

export    

 

Africa Negoce Cashew processing      

BNI State owned bank  

Cocoa cooperative  Cooperative    

UNACOOPEC – CI MFI  

Nestle (research and 

development centre) 

Cocoa and coffee processing/ 

export 

 

Olam Cocoa, cashew, coffee, 

cotton  

 

Société d’étude et de 

développement de la 

Fruit Producer  
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culture bananière 

(SCB)  

SOCFIN Rubber and Palm Oil  

Technoserve Technoserve helps poor 

people by connecting them 

to information and market 

opportunities. 

 

BNI State owned Bank  

SGBCI Commercial bank  

Banque Atlantique Commercial bank  

OikoCredit Cote 

D’Ivoire 

MFI  

Agrivar Oil palm  

Louis Dreyfus Commodity Trading  

Yara Input and Fertilizer 

 

 

CNRA Research Centre  

SACO Cocoa Exporter  

Africa West Industries Soap Manufacturer from 

Palm Oil 

 

Advans MFI  

SIB  Commercial bank   

AgDevCo Agribusiness focused social 

impact investor 

 

n/a West Africa cocoa expert   

YaaNovel Rice production   

n/a Rubber expert  

CASA Cashew processing  

n/a Rice expert  

Agriculture and 

Management 

Company (AMC) 

Rice processor  

SIAT – Parent company 

of CHC 

Rubber processor and 

plantation 

 

Ivorian Rubber Group Rubber company   
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Voie et latex Rubber processing company  

 


