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This report prese!nIts the results of our program results audit ofthe North Cameroon Seed Multiplication Project. The objectives
were to (1) determine the project's progress in meeting its
objectives, (2) assess project management and contractor

performance, 
and 	(3) evaluate compliance with AID regulations

and project agreements.
 

The 	report concludes that limited progress was made in meeting
project objectives due to a very slow start 
in most activities.
 
The project was designed to do too much in too short a time.
Although USAID management has improved, better project

monitoring and management controls 
are 	still needed. Project
progress was further limited by poor 
contractor performance and

host government management 
weaknesses, including coordination

problems among government agencies and poor management systems.

In addition, long-term project success faces major constraints

because of over-optimistic desigin assumptions. 
 These include

questions ot farm selection, research, marketing, and private

sector capability.
 

The report contains five recommendations for more effective use
of the remaining $11 million' in AID project funds. The
recommendations are directed 
 to 	 determining what can
realistically be done within the 
project timetrame, reassessing

project design asu;nptions, and improving USAID project

monitoring and host 
government management. Your comments 
were

considered in finalizing this report and are attached as

Appendix I. on the basis of your comments to the draft report,
we are closlng part of one recommendation upon issue of this
 
report. Other recommendations will be tracked under the e's
 
recommendation tollow-up system.
 

Please advise us witiin 30 days of any actions taken or planned
to close the remaining recommendations. We appreciate the

cooperation and courtesy extended to out. staff during the audit.
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The prujuc-Lt desiyn icludeci several optimlistic assumptionls alnd 
diO not proporIy consider constraints to the project 's 
lunj-totrJ| objectivu uf increasing larmur productivity and 
income. The audit identi ied questions ot iarm sclect ion,
rusearci, market ing, quality control, and private sectot 
capability which neeued to be resolveu. Also, USAID did not
establish an evaluation program, thus limiting management
iniormation on project progress, impact, and validity ol
pruject desigl assumptions. The audit recommends that project
design assumptions be reassessed and an evaluation program
implementeu. USAID/Cameroon agreed.
 

Agreements had not been reached among the government agencies

participating in the project. The 
audit round problems in
 
coordination and cooperation among major agencies which
 
limited development ot improved seed varieties. 
 Also,
 
USAID/Cameroon was not sutficiently aware of World
a Bank ­
assisted 
proIect which, directly related to the AID-assisted
 
effort. The audit recommends agreements among participating

agencies be signed, coordination improved and USAID monitoring

increased to include the related 
 project. USAID/Cameroon
 
agreed.
 

Seeu prouuctiot costs were not analyzes and selling prices
based on cost were not established. This was critical it 
private sector interest and participation were to be 
encouraged. The absence of a good cost accounting system and
 
lack of proauction data caused this problem to occur. The
 
audit recommends development of a project cost accounting
 
system, ana analyses oi seed costs and selling prices.

USAID/Cameroon agreed.
 

The audit findings also included non-compliance with the
 
project agreement ana technical assistance contract, and

several internal control weaknesses. For example, the
 
contractor did not submit progress reports as required and
 
government internal controls over project equipment neeue6
 
improvement. USAID/Cameroon agreed.
 

Implementation o the tive audit recommenoations should result 
in better use of the $11 million of AID funds remaining on
tnis project. USAID/Cameroon's response to the draft report

resulted in the closure of part oi one recommendation. The IG
 
follow-up system will 
 tracX Lurther corrective action.
 
USAID/Cameroon's comments are attacneu as Appendix I.
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NORTH CAMIEIRO IIM PJ lECT 

PART 1 - INTRODUCTION 

A. Background
 

The Nortli Camuroon Uea Multiplication Prujuct, Pilse 11, is a
$13.6 million AID-assisted ettort comprised ot al $8 million 
grant (b31-0023) ana $5.6 million loan (No. 631-T-008).

Including the Government st the Republic st Cameroon's (Okc)
$5.1 million contribution, the project budget totaled about 
*18.7 million. This followed a Phase 1 AID grant o $1.5 
million.
 

The project is in Northern Cameroon, one at the poorest areas 
of the country where conditions are similar to the semi-arid 
Sahol region at West Africa. About 05 percent at the more
than 900,000 people within this area derive their living from 
agriculture. 

Phase I was authorized in November 1975 to establish a system

to produce, distribute, and use improved seeds in Northern
 
Cameroon. According to AID# tnis was not achieved because the

ORC and USAID/Cameroon tried to do too many activities at thu 
same time with limited resources.
 
Phase I1 was authorizea in February 1982 to help the ORC
 
develop an institution to produce improved peanut, corn,

sorghum, and millet seed to distribute to farmers. The

project's goal was to increase the productivity and income oT
the 163,000 farmer families in the region. AID assistance was
 
provided for research, institutional development, technology
transfer, and farmer extension. AID's assistance also focused
 
on building the physical plant and providing the equipment to 
grow, process, ,and multiply improved seeds, and on training
personnel to staff the facilities. 

The Food Development Authority (commonly referred to as
IDEVlV under its French acronym), an organization within the
 
ORC Ministry of Agriculture, and the Institute for Agriculture

Research (known as IRA) were the GIC agencies responsible for 
project implementation. The Director of IRA-North was
 
assigned project researcn responsibilities to select and
 
introduce new seed varieties. The Director ot IDEVIV
delegated management of seed multiplication to a project
 
manager. Breeder seed 
(improved seed which can be reproduced)

was released by IRA to MIDEVIV which multiplied it at seed 
farms. The Cotton 
Development Authority (BoDECOTON)o the

primary GOC extension institution, was to distribute and 
demonstrate the use eL improved seed to the farmers.
 

.,-, 
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Developunt Assistance Corporation* a Uob. coistractor, signed
s $3.2 milliwui direct Al) contract in May 1983 to provide
training ailu technical assistanc to develop the institutional
 
captbility ot the ok.
 

Al) explditurus under thu 1llasu 11 granit and loan totaled 
$2.3 million through June 19Ub. Th Pitas I1 project
ausistancu completion dat of Decumber 
J1, 1987 was extended
 
to March 31# 1988.
 

Do Audit Ob3activoes and Sco'u
 

Tite Oftice ol thu kegional Inspector General tar Audit/West

Atrics made a program results audit of the project at Its 
headquarters in Garoub and in Yaounde, Cameroon. The audit
covered Phase 11 project activities trom July 1982 through
February 198b. tlis was toe first 10 audit of this project.
 

Specific audit objectives were too
 

determine tne project's progress in meeting its objectivesi
 

mo 
 assess project management and contractor pertormancei and
 

SNOWevaluate compliance With AID regulations and the project
 
agreements*
 

To acnieve tnove objectives* we reviewed files and interviewed
 
USAID/Cameroon, GRC, and contractor officials. The accuracy

ot USAID accounting recoras and financial reports was tested,

and project tarm equipment, tools, and spare parts were
 
inspected. Since construction plans were not completed at the
 
time of audit, work was limited tO discussions with the
 
architect and engineering firm's representative and the USAID
 
engineer.
 

We did not review the implementing agencies' financial records
 
and only selectively reviewed internal controls because a
 
public accounting firm had completed a review and made
 
recommendations in July 1984. AL* er the completion of our
audit, USAIt) contractea wits an accounting irmsto assist the
 
OGC in implementing the recommendations. Other reviews and
 
tests were mae as considered necessary. The audit was made
 
in accoraance with generally acceptea government audit 
standards for program results audits. 

A draft of this report was provided USAID/Cameroon in July

1985. Mission comments were not received until mid October,
thus delaying report issuance. Mission comments have been 
includes In the respective report sections. Appendix 
contains the entire text of comments.
 

• , mul3.
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N.hT'1 CAILHUUN SEED MUETIP'LICATION PWECT
 

PART 11 - RESULTSi OF AUDIT 

A. Finainys and Recommendations
 

1. Need tor More Realistic Project Goals and Objectives
 

Very little progress was made in almost three years because of
 
slow implementation in most project activities. Technical 
assistance problems included delays in tielding the team, and 
substandard periormance. Lengthy procedures delayed
construction at seed tacilitiest eknd training tell 
significantly behind schedule. An unrealistic project design

contributed to these problems in planning too much in too 
short a time. Although some progress was being made to solve 
these problems, more realistic goals, objectives and a better 
planning and reporting system, were needed. 

Recommendation No. I
 

We recommend that USAID/Cameroons
 

(a) determine what can realistically be accomplished within
 
the project timetrame and available resources:
 

(b) determine how project technical assistance can be
 
effectively used in view of limited intrastructure and
 
supportl
 

(c) requ: e the contractor and tne Government ot the Republic
 
ot Cameroon to submit joint quarterly progress reports, and
 

(d) in cpnjunction with the Government o the Republic of 
Cameroon and the contractor (1) identity and prioritize
the work activities necessary to meet the project goal, 
purpose, and end-of-project objectives, (2) specify the 
parties responsible tor these activities, and (3)
establish activity completion dates. These items should
 
be made part ot the pro3ect work plan.
 

Discussion
 

Technical Assistance Problems - It took over a year fullyto 

staft the technical assistance team on site because two of the
 
original three key personnel did not accept the positions

offered. Replacement staft were later found, but some did not 
perform as expected. For example, in August 1984, USAID 
removed the administrative/ financial analyst because he was 
not ettective in helping the ORC develop the project 
accounting system.
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8oth USAZID and GRC oiticials Stated that Some members ot the 
techical assisthnce team e1howed little interest in working
with their host country counterparts. This was partly caused
by persunality cunilicts betweun the technical assistance team 
and GkC otiicials. This limited the transier el technical 
knowledge to GRlCL project oiticials. In addition, poor
communication between the technical assistance chit ot party
and other project personnel, both GRC and U.S., resulted in 
implementation plans and progress reports not being prepared 
ano submitted. The chiei of party did not obtain GRC input 
into the reports as required under the contract and USAID did 
not accept the reports. He was replaced in July 1984 due to 
poor performance. The machinery advisor assumed his duties 
until tite new chiet of party arrived in March 1985. 

Construction De_.s - Facility construction was critical to 

W~te processing,'storage, and testing of improved seed. 
However, contract negotiations with an architect ind 
engineering, tirm, to ciesign seed multiplication facilities and 
oversee consuctio~n did not start until mid-1983. The 
contract was not sitnzr mntil March 1984 because of the 
lengthy ORC approval procese. The first design was considered 
unacceptable, and final construction designs were not approved
until July 1985. Therefore, project construction will not be 
completea until lat 198b or early 1987-- approximately 4 1/2 
years after the signing of the project agreement. 

As a result of the long time required for construction, the 
completed seea farm will be fully operable only slightly more 
tnan one year beore the current project ccmpletion abte. 
Technical assistance will be impaired because the 
intrastructure will not be available. Specifically, starting 
in September 1985, a seed laboratory technician was to 
establish the regional testing laboratory and train personnel
in seed testing and equipment maintenance. However, the 
laboratory will not be available until the final year of the 
project. 

Training Delays - Training proposed in design documents could 
not be done. It was unrealistic to assume that 9 long-term
trainees could leave participating organizations at the same 
time and still expect those organizations to continue normal 
operations. Tnus, trainee departures have been staggered to 
meet manpower needs. 

In addition, practical long-term training at private U.S. seed 
companies was plannea for 5 participants. It was later 
determin d this was not feasible because U.S. seed farms would 
not provde practical training due to trade practices. All 
long-term training was then scheduled for U.S. universities 
with only bhort visits to seed companies. The first of these 
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part ic t Jelt itu tra .i ii May 1984 nd wOe n1Lt 
o-XpLCtud to rcturn uwtiI early 1987. 
U11ral i tic Project Dusuigil - Cultributin to sonl, oi tIIuuLL 
pioblL-uin t; waLi ali utirvicrl ItU projUt duuign- Tue duvign eaUed
£ul a 5 year eliort to iaLtitutluOiiilize a system iobr ipi'oveedsued to tariurvs. Tlis was overly optimist.ic. USAID and GR
otticialu 
tubu us that it would take at least lU years to 
aciiievc tlie pruject purpouc. 

Sued multiplication wauS the 
 primary Locus oi A] D's

assistince. However, 
as previously demonstrated, very little

had been acco:plished. in our view, the project 
was designed
to do too much in too little time. The project design was
turtier tilaw.d in tliat it 
sequenced the project implementation

activities but did 
not prioritize nor 
establish milestones ior
coitipletion. ,in aUditioni, the' project designers did

adequately consider technical 

not
 
the feasibility for one o the
 

two farm 
sites anu tailed to budget adequate iunds for its
 
construction.
 

Since the project was scnedulea to end in early 1988, it was

unlikely that adequate quantities of improved seed would 
be
availaule 
to incruase the income and productivity of farm

families. USAID needs to reassess the project purpose and
goal to determine wnat can realistically be done within the
 
project timetrame.
 

Neea to Improve Proect monitoring - Progress in achieving theproject's goal and 
 purpose was not adequately monitored
because acceptable work plans and progress 
reports were not
 
preparea by the contractor. In addition, the 
project had not
establisheu the speciiic activities 
and related timeframes

needed to achieve ena-ot-project oljectivas.
 

Contract provisions required the aevelopment of annual work
plans to include a Program Evaluation and Review Technique
(PERT) against wnicn quarterly progress reports were to be
analyzed. The PERT was planned a
as tool to monitor the
 progress ot major project activities. However, the system was
not developed due to 
(I) limited technical assistance support,
(2) inaceguate sciieculing of project events, and (3)
difficulties in applying PERT concepts. 

Witnout PEhT, project progress could be compared only 
to the

annual work plan. The 
first annual wurk plan, submitted in
December 1983, was not accepted by USAID because 
it lacked a
training program, description of technical assistance team
duties, ano GRC input. Tnu USAID project officer told us 
that
in lieu oi tne above documents he used the project paper and
grant agreement to monitor 
the project. These documents only
sequenced events without delineating specific timeframes for
 

http:optimist.ic


project activities. Iulys cUould 110t b reuldily id,'nt~iied 
Mid ACLted Upon. 

USAlb o11iciaJu cuntiasdeicut ii idiluilry J 9tib workpi,1 tdeVelpeik,
by USAID, the GRC, aIRi the constractor as thu irst Usefiul planci 
lor tiV prv~ujct. Tlii prouwct oilier tdvised u ht' Would use 
th~is doUcnlut tu trax project ctivtiesd n tevandruvise tie planl seui IInzualy. The wurkjpJan eLt abied work 
activities and timeiraies to complete various funictional areas 
such as procurement anU cuiistruULioii. 

The audit tound that the revised plan still did not translate 
tne project's goal, purpose aind end-of project objectives, as 
enumerated in the project design documents, into specific work 
activities during the year. As a result, som.e project 
activities, such a . the aevelopment ot a project cost
 
accountinq system and training 
 to be done by technical 
advisors, aid riot receive adequate attention. The project
implementing parties--USAID, GRC, and the technical assistance 
contractor--still had not prioritized these activities. 

In addition to annual worg plans, quarterly progress reports 
were required. The tecnnical assistance contract stated that
all reports were to ue prepared jointly by the technical
assistance team and the GRC project statt. The February 1984 
report was not accepted by the USAID project otficer because
it lacked GRC input. The technical assistance chief of party
disagreed with USAID and refused to prepare 
future reports.

With the changes in the technical assistance team, the project
otticer believea more meaningful progress reports would be
 
submitted.
 

Improved USAID .anagement - Too audit founa USAID management 
had improved since January 1984 when the current project

otticer arrived. He visited tne project monthly to review
 
activities and progress, and discussed progress problems
ana 

witn contractor ano GIC project staff. Also, an internal 
USAID review system involving bi-weekly meetings was 
establisned for problem projects. During the six month period

ending February 1985, the project was reviewed twice per

montn, and USAID had actea to resolve several project problems.
 

Conclusion
 

After almost three years, only limited progress had been made
 
in achieving 
the project's goal, purpose and end-of-project

objectives because oi slow implementation in most project

activities. Lengthy OC procedures 
delayeo construction of 
dOd facilities, and training fell significantly behind 
schedule. In addition, ineffective technical assistance 
turttier impaired progress. The project was designea to do too 
mucn In too short a time. At the conclusion of the audit, it 



was doubtJul tUJ IALAui dChJV tb VeLi witiillJrUfrCt ( i.v O ucti1.lh ebtbJJlsheJ ti),atrallv. 

Maiagyelliit Cumunits 

USAID/C unruun cuilcurrvd wi Lii twu ot tht tour partsL If 
recomillielldttill numbur 1 . They ilullded Lu rtcaligil til plrujtut
truuy .is lJiiu-.term pruwct evallutiOll which wuUid dCvulop) BorL­
realistic project goals atiU redefine projet objectives.
Also, tile technical assistance contractor aned tile GRC were
submilittiny joint quarterly progress reprts as tlhe audit 
recommnILded. 

Tilt. 0ission not thatdid believe project activities were 
curtailed because they were not prioritized In the order of
importance. Instead, tiley believed other problems such as 
those dealing with technical assistance, management
inlormation systems, and production at tile seed farm were tile 
major causes. They stated thaLt these problems were being 
resolved. 

They stated that tne project work plan identified and
 
prioritized work activities, assigned responsibility for the
work activities, and established timeirames for completion.
 
They acknowledged tha. .. USA I D, GhC, and the 
 technical
 
assistance contractor must continue to prioritize work 
activities needed J.;6 achieve project objectives. The work 
plan would be evuluateu Lor further refinement during the 
proposed project evaluation. 

Tle Mission furtner stated that the lack of proposed
facilities was critical to seed processing, testing, and
 
storage, but not to proauction. As a result the only

technical assistance position affected by the lack ot
 
infrastructure was the proposed seed technologist.
 

Office of Inspector General Comments
 

Part (c) st the recommendation is considered closed upon
 
issuance of this report based on Mission assurance that joint
 
progress reports have been submitted. The proposed project

evaluation is responsive to part (a) wnich is considered
 
resolvea pending completion of the evaluation.
 

Parts (o) and (d) are considered open as there has been no 
agreement on corrective action. For part (0) the Mission did 
not state the action being taken to assure effective use of 
technical assistance in view of the limited infrastructure and 
support. We continue to believe that 2 of the technical 
assistance positions--tlhe seed technologist and seed 
laboratory technician--are affected. The Mission should 
develop a plan to minimize tne impact of inadequate support 
for these technicians.
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2. Neeud to kev 1uiiwte Projuect ASSUMI Ltls 

~Lo~9~tQ 	 Lcd 111iwjrCoilsJ017wee tjfits Whichl 
, licluded (a) 	 pou tar 6ite selection, (b) lack ot research 

q 	 reuults, (c) iiauequat arkettig system, (d) lack of qua]ity 
control, and (V) Un1cIertaihty over private sector capability. 
"...'l'Lu constraitis were due to over-optimistic deuig i 
afasuliptioiis and ilnadequate atteitiull during project desigil.
1I auuitiou|, thII lack of an evaluation program limited 
manalgeent actiol in addressing these cols traints. These 
isueus must bv resolved ii the projec:t is to meet its 
long-term goal and objectives. 

I!CRecommenuation No. 2 

We recommena that USAID/Cameroon reassess the validity of the 
project design assumptions regarding farm site selection, 
researcii results, marketing, quality control, and 
privatization. 

)hcommenuation No. 3 

We recommena that USAID/Cameroon in conjunction with the
 
Government ot the Republic ot Cameroon develop a joint

evaluation plan that includes (a) annual 
interim evaluations,
 
(b) mio-term and final evaluations using external consultants,
 
anu (c) coordinated evaluations with 
the Center North Project
 
on agricultural production.
 

'Discussion 

Poor Farm Site Selection - The project design called for the 
cons-Uuction 	of facilities at two seed multiplication farms
 
comprising about 40U hectares 
each at Sanouere and Guetali. 
GRC officials told us that ttne selection of the two farms in 
Northern Cameroon was for political reasons. Factors such as 
,ano quality and rainfall patterns were not adequately
 
addressud.
 

!aseo on a recommenaation by the technical assistance team,

the Guetall farm was eliminated because of poor soil,

insufficient rainfall ano wator supply, poor access roads, and
 
difficult logistic conditions. The GRC wanted to develop 
an
 
alternative site. However, oocause of poor cost estimates in
 
the design, funds 
were only available to construct one farm at
 
Sanguero.
 

At kanguere, only about two-tnirds ot the land was farmed in 
1984 because of significant erosion problems, With these soil 
erosion problems and USAID's decision to limit project
activities to one farm, 
our draft report questioned whether
 
thu available acreage at 
tne banguere 	farm would be sufficient
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P-t o geluu ItL tile yuawtitiel; 01 ImpjrovvUl &Iuu required by the, 
pioject.USAAIrD tila subsequent to Lthaudit a sil IUtrt rliespnd 
bOi vifUi6iatOIW tluit imp eunted mvsiurcs to correct a
majur ity at tile so-il1 cr05101) probl ems In addItiono, thuv 
c~uIIsuUJailt developed £1 soil conlservatioll planl which is b)Ving( 

USA11) rucoynized. tiat altlioughi onec of the two tsri sites had 
been eliminated the projectedj need iur sed in the project

olnu had iot cliangd. However, USAlD lurtlier colmenuted thlit 
they believed by controlling erosion and implementiny 
counservatioti practices, cultivated 
land at the Sanguere iarm 
could be expanded to meet the required seed production. They
were also studying other alternatives to meet the need through 
the location ot a site tor a new second farm, and the use of 
contract seed farmers. 

Limited Research Results - Agronomic rusearcn was critical to 
project effectiveness. It was the starting point in 
developing improved varieties ot breeder seeds the basisand 

for successful seed production. However, USAID and contractor
 
officials told us that research was a long-term process which
 
required a minimum o± b years to develop one new variety.

Project assign assumptions were unrealistic in expecting the
 
development, multiplication and extension of improved seeds
 
covering tour crops, i.e., peanut, sorghum, maize and millet,
 
within b years.
 

USAID and GhC otticials interviewed said the Institute for
 
Agriculture Research (IRA) had not yet developed new varieties
 
ot seeds for seed multiplication. IRA had improved the local
 
seed varieties which, when combined with good management

practices, would produce higher yields. USAID believed IRA
 
would release new varieties, of sorghum and peanut seed for
 
multiplication in 1986'. They also believed that wasprogress
being made in developing new maize and millet seed varieties
 
through 
 USAID's National Cereals Research and Extension 
Project. We believe the status ot research activities should 
be evaluated to determine it other project activities are 
recessary to accelerate development ot new varieties of high 
yielding seeUs.
 

Inadequate Market tor Peanuts - In Cameroon# food crop prices
have traditionally 3een deeimnea by the open market because 
government controlled prices have not been enforced. This
 
provided the farmers with two options for marketing their
 
produce--thc GRC at the official prices, and the open or free 
market.
 

A market ior peanuts, one ot the project's major crops, had 
not been tully developed. Marketing was limited to local
consumption because prices were too nigh for oil refineries 
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very
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conitdit i had Iiut bought puwlutu ior a lutjy period ol ime. 

oil | ( thsIl additin, relineiieut hadIci in iliiKbt we L fotbr 
peanuts because (1) all retinuries were managed by a 
parastatal company whicn was also responsible ioi cotton
production, 
(2) peanut oil Would compute with the complilly'i 
cotton, seud produced oil, and (3) the company's reiining
capacity was unlikely to meet the processing needs of both 
cotton seeds an peanut oil.
 

Gic oiticals recognized the need to develop a peanut marketing
scheme'. They believed the government should convince the
 
cotton company to process peanuts in its refineries. This may

require adjusting oil prices annually based on the market
 
value ot peanuts. In our view, the government may have to
 
encourage the gradual establishment ot new oil. refineries by

the ,private sector as production increases and prices

stabilize. Without new markets, farmers would not have the
 
means to sell the increased production resulting irom the
 
multiplication of improved peanut seed varieties. An
 
AID-financed agricultural economist was assisting the

project's implementing agency in resolving the peanut

marketing problem.
 

Quality Control Not Assured - The project was providing the 
technology and equipment required to produce the needed
 
quantity and quality ot improved seeds. It also emphasized

the establishment of a quality control system to ensure
 
maximum'purity and germination ot the produced seeds.
 

In discussing this component with project ofticials, we found
 
that a quality control system had not been established. The
 
GhC had not formulated appropriate legislation and quality

stanaarus. In addition, a quality 
release board required
 
unaer the project had not been formally nominated. As a

result, the project had no basis to certify the quality and
 
effectiveness of project-produced seeds.
 

Privatization was Uncertain - Plans to 
eventually privatize

the eeu multiplication tarms had not been made. The project

design aid not proviae for private sector involvement in the
 
project. However, based on AID's special in
interest 

privatization, the project agreement included a covenant
 
stipulating that the G1C consider the potential for private
 
sector companies to invest in the seea multiplication farms.
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SnKenya and Zimbabwv hiI ely 19t0- Althugh ORC oiticialt 
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developienlt tcll VtU it) IItiwiw two Cutnutrieu, they belitvVd 
privatization wat till Key to lOli9j-terlil Uevvelopmeit of sed 
multiplicat ion. 

OlRC officials acKiwWi edged tile potenltiil tor private 
investment depended, Ol1 tlw eColoI i c viability of seed 
production and dtstribution in Canierooll. As discussed in 
finding number 4 oi this report (see pages 7-19) a system to 
account for and control costs is important. In addition, at 
tormula should be developed lor the investing company to 
compensate the governpient ior Its equity in the tarins. 

The GkC"s 5-year development plan e!.couraged private capital
investment by agro-industrial enterprises. With this overall 
government interest and specific interest ot GRC project

oticials, we believe USAD should give priority to developing
 
a project privatization plan.
 

Limited Project Evaluations - Phase 11 of tne project had not 
been evaluated since it began in July 1982, and an adequate
evaluation program had not been established. As a result, 
project management had limited iniormation on (1) the extent 
to wnicn tite project goal and purpose had been met, (2) the 
project's developmental impact, and (3) the continuing 
validity and relevance of project assumptions.
 

AID policy required evaluation plans be incorporated into
 
project aesign. The project agreement and project paper
 
specified the implementing parties establish an evaluation
 
program to (1) determine project progress, (2) identify and
 
assess problem areas, (3) evaluate development impact, and (4)
 
assess the training provided. The project agreement specified

the program include annual interim joint USAID/GRC evaluations
 
starting in the project's secono year (July 1983-June 1984),
joint mid-term and tinal evaluations, and short term external
 
consultancies. The project paper also notes the need for
 
coordinated evaluatio:s on agriculture production with the
 
World bank's Center Mortn project.
 

USAID OtfiCimj~r agreed that evaluations were necessary.
However, becae4se ot tne many day-to-day problems in 
implementing the project, the USAID project officer tocdwas 
busy to develop and implement an evaluation plan. They 
intended to perform a mid-term evaluation after the 
development ot a project accounting system by an independent

accounting firm.
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Conclusion3 

The projoCt d'lJyuI included over-uptimistlc asIjtuIIjLio, and 
gave i nadequat atteuntuion t C nut)3Or oi tLrai lts to the. 

p1 Ouect, '5 loly-tel iII SUC(VA31. TheICLe Cullutrai ltv Ii cl uded 
quustion oi tarm ;cIL'ctii 3, iLi uvarch, nkirketing, qual ity
cunLtrul, and private beutol uijijbil ity. USAID's tijilure to
establislh aui evaluation progro.m limiteci maliagemciit actioi in 
addressing these constrati t. Unless thesoe Issues are 
resolved, the project purpose t i(Ancruasing improved seed
produut-on to ultimately incr-ilvL crop production an armer 
income is unlikely to be achieved. We believe USAlD should 
reassess the project's design assumptions and establish an
evaluation system to periodically assess these assumptions. 

Management Comments 

The Mission concurred witli recommendations 2 and 3. The 
Mission and 
 the GRC agreed to perform a joint mid-term
 
evaluation. A formal evaluation plan for the project will be
 
developed during tile mid-term evaluation.
 

The Mission, the technical assistance contractor, and the GRC
 
are studying the project design assumptions and any

conclusions will be included as part of the upcoming project
evaluation. The Mission will fund a consultant (1) to examine 
tie GIC's structure for quality control standards and (2) to 
identify the technical assistance required to assist in the 
development ot adequate 
standards and the legislation and

regulations required to implement them.
 

Ottlce ot Inspector General Comments
 

The above actions are responsive to our recommendations which 
are considered as resolved. We will close 
 them upon
 
completion ot the corrective action.
 

~ -5,.' 
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,,USAI V/Camuro i o more .nedu tivolvenmijt ill coold1llatllg
acLvius and increUsed awarenes o1 izc..te. World Bank.

development project. 

RecommendatLon No. 4 

We rucommend that USAUD/Cameroon (a) etasurethe the Govtnment ofRupublic e± Cameroon complies withestablishing linkages 
the project covenant 

among participating GovernmentRepublic of of theCameroon agencies, and (b) establish proceduresfor periodic USAID site 
visits 
 to a related World 
 Bank
development project, including discussions with World Bank andGovernment of the Republic of Cameroon olflcials. 

Discussion
 

Under a project covenant, the GRC 
agreed to establish byJuly 15, 1983, agreements between IRA and MIDEVIV and between
SODECOTON and 
MIDEVIV. These agreements should establish the
institutional linkages 
 and the procedures for 
 project

implementation.
 

The agreement between SODECOTON and 4DEVIV was establishedApril 30, 1984, almost 
MIDEVIV 

one year latel the agreement betweenand IRA had 
not yet been established. 
 USAID needed
these agreements to adequately monitor 
projact activities and
to take 
timely action when the GRC agencies were not following

implementation procedures.
 

Agreement among these organizations was important iecause they
were all involves In 
the seed flow system.' For eample, (1)breeder seee 
 was produced by 
IRA and released to MIDEVIV
multiplication by the seed for
farm, (2) the seed farm multipliedthe broeder seed using specific planting instructions provided
by IRA and transfered the seed 
to SODECOTON, and 
was (3) the seed
sold and distributed to farmers inNorth Project zone by SODECOTON. 

the World bank 's Center 
The beneficiaries
project ano of the
the Center North project wore the 
 same.
coordination 
among all parties was 
an important factor for


project success.
 

Relations betwee, 
 IRA researchers and 4IDEVIV seodtmultipi cation farm personnel had boon strained due
questions of. quality. tooou SODECOTON o0LLcials believed the 
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recolkluiel'deu d illsL i1s proucthUdiUi c. A a renul L, good
CUlIghtUffiedLieeI iul0 CUeJvldtlei. Welt' JilVkJ1ui k'tWeel1 two Vi tin 
eeoUjr )articiiit aJUtJUieu. 

CouurdinitiuII btweuecli lLhVIV Ulte IM will UL-eUnCL L'VWC MUlr4
i mpor tan t as tile B ed :low systeno CAvolops 0 atJidiormeru 
incruulsvjly rely on the seed iutiiJJicution larm tor sued. 
A case iii poinit is the use ot synthetic# as opposed to hybrid
SUdu ".P tenu time e1 our review, IMA produced synthetic seed 
wich hati been made disease-tree aeid better germinating.
These soua. produced slightly hig!iet yields than seed normally
retained by the tarmur alter harvest. 

Hyoric seeds wore utterunt. Yields were substantially
larger, but the seeds harvesteu in one season could not be
used tor planting tine tollowing season. Teretorc, tarmers 
were dependent upon toe seed multiplication forw for these 
sueus. Iyurius cost more, but the inu:rease in yield more than
 
oLisets the price difterence. 'Vhe audit tound agreement hadnot been reactied between liA asd hILDFVIV as to whether hybrid
seeds should be given priority in research and production.
Although tne OIW recognized the Importance of reaching an
 
agreement, it not worked out
haa yet the implementation
 
arrangements.
 

Realitzing the implications ot poor communication between 1kA 
and MIDIVIV, USAIL otlicials told us they intended to work out
 
a tormal agreement between ?IDEVIV and ilk. This agreement

would include an arrangement whereby IRA researchers would
 
poriouically oversee the planting at the seed 
farms and seed
 
tarm personnel woula be given the opportunity to visit
 
researctier tields.
 

SOLeoTcUN was responsibly tar implementing the World Bank's 
Center hortn project as well as providing extension services 
to tne zarmers on the sale ana distribution ot improved seeds 
trom the AID-assisted project. USAID, however, did not have 
information on SODLCOTObd and World bank activities. The USAID 
project ofticer told us that solving AIlD-assisted project
proulems precluded nm from tize nsed~d to make contact with 
either the World bank or bODLCOTON. sODLCOTON and the Center 
Nortn project 
 were integral entities of the AID-funded
 
project. Since USAIL) had limitea 
available information on
 
botrt tcose entities, they sthould establish a system tor site 
visits and discussions among thv respective staL. 
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Uilicu ut- Inspector General comments 

Tile abovet actions are reasponsive to tile rucoummendation whicil 
is.coOBGiureu -,s resolveid. We will close it upon ciovolopnft
ot (1) agreements among ORC implementing 'agencies anu (2)
procedures ruquiring UbAII) sit~e visits to the World bianK 
Center North project. 
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TheLI Guv riinient ol the )wjiublc of Cameon, (OWce) a'ruud to
analyzu scud productiun costs 011U establish oul]iunj priccu
booed onj theuuv cuot not later tlu 19833. T'|his requirenmnt 
had not bUeen meL bucause tle project didi not mbiaintl adequate
prodUUCti l data ald basic CoSt accounting recordu. USAI V 
uuployud a public accounting firm to establish a coot
accounting system tor tile project. Oncu establiselld, tle GM! 
sloulu determine selling prices based on cost to stimulate
private sector interest in secu multipliction. In addition,
 
tile project shoulu establish a system el internal controls
 
over equipment.
 

Recommendation No. b
 

We recommend USA1D/Cameroon (a) periodically review the 
project cost accounting system to ensure it is operating
eztectivelys (b) ensure Government of the Republic of Cameroon 
compliance with the project agreement seed selling prices,on 

(c) require the technical assistance contractor to report on
 
the potential for reducing costs at the ise multiplication

farm# and (d) ensure the Government of the Republic of
 
Cameroon establishes adequate controls over project equipment.
 

Discussion
 

Production Costs and Seed Selling Prices Under the 1982
project agreement, the ORC agreed to analyze seed production 
costs and establish selling prices ,ithin a year. These
 
prices were to be established at a level to recover the cost
 
I production, including the amortization of capital equipment


and construction. The technical assistance contractor was
 
required to assist the GRC in establishing a cost accounting
 
system, and analyzing the costs of seed production.
 

Although GRC officials told us they placed a high priority on
 
establishing a good cost accounting system, this was 
not 
done. The implementing parties (USAID, ORC, and technical
 
assistance contractor) did not agree that this issue was a
 
hign priority and the technical assistance contractor did not
 
provide qualified staff.
 

Based on USAID/Cameroon's initiatives a consultant 
to the
 
technical assistance contractor and a public accounting firm
 
determined that the project did not maintain 'adequate

production data and basic cost accounting 
records# The 
production and selling 
 functions were not segregated.

Therefore tne costs of production were not known, and there
 
was no assurance that all sales were recorded.
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TVo corr4Jut the prublvem, USAl1)/ClIniu-roull III Ju~y 19Li5 efiployed ilpublic accuounting im' to eStfibiish cost LlcvuutntIn9 records au 
part oi an intersnal cuntrui IsyutOii. AtiliULal buditts would I)#­
perLormed th reutter. It was necessary to introuuce sound
 
mullagumenut slandarus to ctsure 
the viability and proiltability

of the project. on a long term basis, tfis shc.uid also 
serve
 
the project objective oi stimulating private investors'
 
interest in seed operations.
 

GRC ofticials recognized that the private sector would iot be
 
interested in seed multiplication unless the project was cost
 
effective, Once the cost accounting system is establishod
 
USAID/Cameroon should encourage the 
 GRC and technical
 
assistance contractor to 
analyze the project's production
 
costs and establish selling prices based on cost. In

addition, USAID shoula impress upon the GORC to take more
 
assertive measures to reduce 
the cost o± project operations.

For example, farming at the Sanguere farm was fully

mechanized during the 1984 campaign. Nevertheless, the
 
implementing agency did not act to reduce the number of
 
personnel, thereby increasing rather than decreasing

production costs. We believe the technical 
 assistance
 
contractor should look for other ways to reduce costs.
 

Equipament Controls - The project agreement budgeted $1.4
 
milion to purehase vehicles, seed processing and laboratory


''equipment, machine tools, and other farm implements. As of
 
December 31, 1984, expenditures for these commodities amounted
 
to $482,000.
 

In June 1984, a public accounting firm reported that the
 
project failed to establish and maintain a system st internal
 
controls to document the procurement, arrival, and disposition

of AID financed equipment and spare parts. In our visit 
to
 
the project in February 1985, we found that some progr-ss was
 
made in accounting for spare parts. USAID hired an accounting

firm to establish a commodity accounting systems including

provisions for internal control.
 

hanagement Comments
 

USAID concurred in the recommendation. They stated that a

public accounting firm had been at the project site since July

1985 realigning the administrative and accounting project
 
compnents including the development of controls over project

equipment . The firm was expected to make recommendations to
 
reduce costs by suggesting a new organization chart and
 
creating well aetined job descriptions. The technical
 
assistance contractor was assisting the firm in this work and
 
was analyzing prodiction costs to assist the seed farm
 
establish 
seea selling prices based on costs, USAID believed
 
the GRC would accept the recommendations resulting from this
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In the Sevd iarri. 

USAWD suygost.ocu that we reword part (a) ui recommendation 
number b by requiril9 thut USAIIi through the teclnical 
assistant contractor periodiually review the project
accounting system. 

Oitice at the Inspector General Comments
 

Good progress is being made to impioment the recommendation. 
We have retainea part (a) of the recommendation as originally
stated because we do not believe it is appropriate tor the 
technical assistance contractor to periodically review a 
system which it helped develop. 

The draft report included a tinding and a tour part
recommendation on the use of project equipment. based on 
additional intormation trom the Mission we deleted three parts
of the recommendation and the corresponding discussion. The 
fourth part at the draft recommendation is still applicable

and is retained as part (d) ot recommendation number 5.
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13. Coilpliance and Internul Controls
 

We mutud b instances e1 non-complialict with thu project 
agreement andl technical assistance contract. Those included
 
th lack at (a) quarterly progress reports including GRC input

(Finding 1), 
(b) a plan tor private sector involvement in seed
 
multiplication 
(Finding 2), (c) a 3oint USAID/GRC evaluationi 
program (Finding 2), (d) tormalited linkages between GRC 
participating agencies (Finding J), and (e) ORC seed selling
 
prices based on cost (Finding 4).
 

Other than the conditions cited above, which are addressed by

the recommendations in this report, nothing 
came to our
attention that would indicate that untested items were not 
in

compliance with applicable laws and regulations.
 

2. Internal Control
 

USAMD accounting internal controls 
were generally adequate,

but some improvement in administrative controls were needed.
 
This is noted in Finding 1 related to the prioritization of
 
work activities, establishment ot responsible parties, and the
 
establishment of timetrames to complete the activities. In
 
addition, as discussed in Finding 3, USAID needs 
to establish
 
procedures tor periodic site visits to a related World Bank
 
project to improve coordination.
 

The OkC needs to improve its internal controls in several
 
areas. As noted In Finding 4, USAI employed a public

accounting tirm to assist the GRC in establishing cost
 
accounting records and a commodity accounting system part
as 

ot an overall internal control system.
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UNCLASSIFIFD
 

ACTION: RIG-2 INFO: AMB DCM
 

VZCZCTAA325ESC912 LOC: 311 

00 PUTADS 17 OCT 85 OS21
 
DE RUrHYD 48530/01 2900933 CN: 36064 
ZNR UUUUU ZZH CHR,, AID 
0 170744Z OCT 85 DIST: RIG 
FM AMEtABASST TAOUNDE 
TO AMEMBASST DAKAR IMMEDIATE 4704 
ET
 
UNCLAS SECTION A1 O 05 YAOUNDE 08530
 

AIDAC
 

E:O. 12356: .N/A 
TAGS: N/A 
SUBJECT: DRAFT AUDIT REPORT ON THE NORTH CAMEROON
 
SEED MULTIPLICATION PROJECT, PHASE II, 631-0023.
 

REP: DAKAR 10237 

THE TOLLOWINI ARE USAID/CAMEROONS COMMENTS
 
CONCERNING THE SUBJECT DRAFT AUDIT REPORT:
 

1. RECOMMENDATION 1.: MISSICKN CONCURS WITH AUDIT
 
RCOMMENDATIO4.
 

PAPA A: TH MISSION IS IN THE PROCESS OF RALIGNING, 
THE PROJECT SUCH THAT IT WILL HAVE MORE REALISTIC 
GOALS. THIS IS A COMPLICATED TAS.( GIVEN THE S'.VERAL 
MAJOR SHIFTS IN IMPLEMENTATION ANr NEW INITIATIVIS 
ALreADY TAMEN IN THE PROJECT WHICH VERE NOT FORESEEN 
IN THY PROJECT PAPER. THKSF INCLUDE THE ELIiINA'ION 
OF ONY OF TEE TiO ORIfINALLY PROPOSED SVED FAR'S, ''PT 
CURRENT INVESTIGATION INTO THE US! OF CONTRACT SEP 
APMERS TO COMPENSATE FOR POSSIPLE PRODUCTION
 

DECREASES RESULTING FRO4 THE 9LIMINATION OF ONP SEED)
 
FARM, THE IDENTIFICATION BY TEE IA TEAM OF SERIOUS 
EROSION AND SOIL CONSERVATION PROBLEMS ON TAv 
REMAINING SEED FARM, AGRONOMIC AND SEED PROCESSING 
PROBLWVS, THE SERIOUS PERSONNEILAND FINANCIAL 
MANAGEMENT PROPLIMS WHICH THE FIRST PHASE PpOJrCT %AS 
SUFFERING ?UT WERE11NADDRESSYP IN THE PRASt T! 
PROJECT PAPER, AMONG A VARIETY OF OPERS. 
INITIATIVES HAVE BEEN STAwRFD IF~ EACH PROIFM ARTA 
AND THE MISSION INTENDS TO US? THlE FORUM 01 AN
 
INTENSIVE MIDTERF PROJFOT FVALUATION, CALLIP'J V'PON 
SVERAL OUTSIDM SED LTCHN)LOGY AND ArrINISRA1ION 
EXPERTS, TO REAL tN Thr PROJFCT. 

PAPA ?I A FECPNT AMENDINT TO THF DAC TFCONICAL 
ASSISTANCE CONTRACT ADD )Io A FOURT4 LONI TERM TA 
POSITION fOR ACCOUNTANT FVISED T1 J06AMN AND 
')E5CRIPTION3 FOR OTH'R TEAi MEAFH~fS, IRIS 110 
ALRYADY I*PROVD TrHE FFVZECT1V|N,4.S OF THE Tf A'4, TO, i 
CO4PLTION OP T11E FVALUATON, AS DICUSSIi 14 PARA A 
APOVE, WILL LEAD TO RFI)EVINE11 PROJfCT 0 PJCTIVS AND 
MMUL IN A VtiJ1I~lWR PFIllMvENT OV t9 ROUPS Of TA ' 



F; UNCLASSIFIED
 

7"TEAM MEMBERS.
 
PARA C: THE CONTRACTOR AND GEC ARE NOW SUBMITTING
 
JOINT QUARTERLY REPORTS, HOWEVER, THERE REMAINS
 
DIFICULTY WITH TIMELY SUPMISSION OF THE REPORTS.
 

PARA D: THE WORK ACTIVITIES HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIECD ANr
 
PRIORITIZED, PARTIES HAVE BEEN ASSIGNED

RESPONSIBILITT, AND TIMrEFRAMES HAVE BEEN ESTALISEED
 
TO .tSURP 'THE COMPLETION OF TH7 ACTIVITY. THEr NFW
 
PROJECT WORK PLAN ADDRESSES THESE AREAS FOR THE
 
DURATION OF THE PROJECT AND WILL BE EVALUATED FOR
 
FURTHER REFINEMENT DURING THY UPCOMING PROJECT
 
EVALUATION$
 

COMMENTS ON 'THE DISCUSSION SECTION OF RECOMMENDATIONi
 
ONE
 

PAGE FIGHT: THE NEW CUIEF OF PARTY ARRIVED MARCH
 
1995. TE LAC( OF THE PROPOSED FACILITIES IS 
CRITICAL TO SEED PROCESSING, TESTING AND STORAGE, NOT
 
REPEAT NOT TO.PRODUCTION, AND MULTIPLICATION. THF
 
FINAL CONSTRUCTION DESIGNS VERE APPROVED JULY 1965.
 
TVCHNICAL ASSISTANCE WILL NOT BC IMPAIRED DUE TO THF
 
LACK OF INFRASTRUCTURF. TH CURRFNT FOUR TECHNICAL
 
ASSISTANCE POSITIONS ART STA|FFD AND TRAINING GRC 
PFRSONNFLs TEP ONLY TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE POSITION
 
AFFECTED BY THE LACK OF INFRASTRUCTURE IS THE
 
PROPOSED SEED TECHNOLOGIST*
 

PAGE NINE: PIRACTICAL tO'-TFRM TRAINING AT PPIVATE
 
U. S. SEED COMPANIES IS NOT FEASIPL" BECAUSP U. S.
 
SEED FIRMS WILL NOT PROVIDE PRACTICAL TRAINING IN
 
ORDTR TO SP.FEGUAAD TRADE OPERATIONS.
 

PAGE ZLEV E MISSION DOSS NOT CONCUR WITH AUDIT TSAM
 
TEAT ELAYS COULD NOT HE READILY IDENTIEIEr AND'ACTED
 
UPON. M~AYS TRATSUPFACED DURIN5 IMPLME4TATION
 
WFQ? IMMEDIATELY IDENTIFIYDl AND ACTED UPON. THIS WAS

ACCOMPLISHED ?Y MEETINGS !iEEP ALL IMPLEMENTING
 
PARTIFS, VISITS TO 'THE PROJFC'r SITF lT T r PROJFCT
 
OFFICER, AND MEfTINS WITH MISSION lANp.GMfT.
 

PAOG TWFLI/f USAID DOES NOI CONCUP THAT PROJECT
ACTIVITITS WgRE NOT COMPLETED IsCAllSE T',iY WERE NOT
 
PRICNITIZFD IN ORDER O IMPOWIANCE. ITFMS 1'4RC
 

UNCLASSIFIFU YAUND; 17ZI44Z O)CT ?./01, 
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IIOR T 2ED-BETWEENALLT'E'PAETIESNbAPP!AR IN 

WORK- PLANS$ THE PROJECTWAS IN SUCH A STATE OF FLUX
 
TEAT MAJOR ACTIVITIES NEEDED TO BE RESOLVED BEFORE

TEF T zMISSION
COULD DEVELOP A DETAILED PLAN THAT
 
PRIORITIZES ALL ACTIVITIES. THESE ACTIVITIES WERE
TECHNICALASSISTANCE PROBLEMS, THE LACK OF A COMPLETE

MANAGEMENT, INFORMATION SYSTEM TO ADDRESS ALL THE
 
COMPONENTS.OF THE PROJECT, AND PRODUCTION PROBLEMS AT

THE 'SANGUEBE FARM. THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROBLEMS
 
HAVE PEEN RESOLVED, THE CPA FIRM IS CURRENTLY AT 
 THE -
PROJECT SITE ESTABLISHING THE MANAGEMENT INFORMATION
 
SYSTEM, AND THEPRODUCTION PROBLEMS SUCH AS EROSION

HAVE BEEN MITIGATED. OTHER ACTIVITIES,SUCH AS SEED
 
QUALITY CONTROL, TIMELY PROCUREM~ENT OF EQUIPMENT, AND
 
EXTENSION ' PLANS WERE NOT COMPLETED DUE TO DEADLINES

NOT BE-ING' MET BY THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE TEAM,
 
ADMINISTRATIVE BOTTLENECKS IN THE GRC, AND PROJECT
PERSONNEL NOT TAKING PROMPT ACTION. ALL PARTIES ARE

CURENTLY-WOREING ON THE UNCOMPLETED ACTIVITIES AND
 
THE NEW WORK PLAN PRIORITIZES IN DETAIL ALL THE

ACTIVITIES AND ASSIGNES DEADLINES TO ENSURE
 
COMPLETION.
 

PAGE 14: 
 USAID, GRC, AND THE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
 
* CONTRACTOR MUST CONTINUE TO PRIORITIZE THE WORK

ACTIVITIES NEEDED TO ACHYIVE PROJECT OBJECTIVES. END
 
COMMENTS.
 

2: RECOMMENDATION 2: MISSION CONCURS WITH AUDIT
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 ALL AREAS ARE UNDER REVIE"* BY THE

GRC, TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE CONTRACTOR, AND USAID AND
 
CONCLUSIONS DRAWN WILL BE MADE A PART OF THE UPCOMING
 
PROJECT EVALUATION.
 

3. RFCOMMENDATION 3: MISSION CONCURS WITH AUDIT
PFCOMM NDATION. A FORMAL JOINT EVALUATION PLAN, PER
 
V,~HAS NOT PEN DEVELOPED BEFTEEN USAID AND THE GPC,


PUT TiERE HAS EEVN AGREEMENT TO CONDUCT A MID-TFRM 
EVPTUATION AS OUTLINED IN THE PP. 
 ANNUAL PROGRESS

EVALTIATIONS HAVi NOT BPEN HELD PUT HAVE BEEN REPLACED
 
)T A STRIrS OF UNFORSEFN EVENTS INCLUDING A REVIEW: OF
 
T14F CAPAIILITY OF THE TA CONTRACTCR TO FULFILL ITS
CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATIONS, A MAJOR AOMIISTRATIVT AND
 
FINANCIhL MANAV INT RFVIEW 
 OF TNH PHOJECT AND
SYST"4m3 DCSIGN BY A CPA FIRM, AND THE USAID PROJECT
 
AUI1r. A FORMAL EVALUATION PLAN FOR THE REMAINDER OF
 
T POJV0CT WILL V. DVfOPVD fltJHING THE UPCOMING
 
MI-lIrM IVALUATION.
 

Cl"l'N'vS ON TI.lU t'ISCUiS1ON SFCTION OF RFCOMMFNDArroNs 

FA J S SIXTFEN AND SrFvNr :FNi sJfSFUFNT' TO TiflF ArV[T
Tp.AM, VISIT, lIJf: MAJIH4Y OF 1ItF SOIL ROSION PROPL711SAT SANOUFAF HAVE, bEC:NThY 'N coom rn BY A
 
i HOIOT-TM SOfiSV C04SVLTANT. THIS
 
INDIVIDUAL V1SZn T~'IUOJYCT .,IU enOM MAY TO
 
At1tItlsli li, AND I' L'oLFNTPD Tlfi COb)I,;CTIVE MPASIJRPS
 

UNOLA~ ~ ~ ~ ~ io(~ ~YAINi 9. 3SO'Q 

http:COMPONENTS.OF


SP~a ge 4of9
NCLAS SECTION 02 OF 05 TAQUNDE 08530
 

AND DEVELOPED THE CURRENT SOILS CONSERVATION PLAN
 
THAT ISLBEING IMPLEMENTED AT THE SEED FARM. RESULTS 
INDICATE THAT EROSION AT SANGUERE CAN E CONTROLLED
 
ANT) WITH IMPROVED CONSERVATION MEASURES, CULTIVATED

LAND AT THE SANUFtE FARM CAN BE FXPANDED TO MEET 
PvOUIRED PPODUCTIO14 OF SEEDS. 

PAGFS SEVENTEEN AND EIGHTEEN: ALTHOUGH NO NEb
 
VARIEPIES OF SEEDS HAVE BEEN INTRODUCED INTO THE SEED

MULTIPLICATION SC-iEMEt IRA HAS IMPROVED THE LOCAL 
VARIETIES THAT WFEN COMBINED WITH GOOD MANAGEMENT

PPACTICES PPODUCE HIGHER YEILDS. NEW SORGHUM AND 
PEANUT VARIETIES WILL BE RELEASED FOR MUTLIPLICATION
IN 19. THIS TAR IRA HAS PROVIDED THE SEED FARM A 
SMPLL AMOUNT OF THESE NEW VARIETIES SO THEIR 
P$.PFOPMANCESC&N BE OBSERVED ON A SIGHLT MECHANIZED 
PRODUCTION OPERATION. USAID NOTES THAT THE AUDIT
 
TEAM OBSRRVED THAT RESEARCH RESULTS ON MILLET, MAIZE,
 
AND SORHUM VERE NOT CONCLUSIVE AND THAT IRA HAS NOT
 
HIRED A MAIZ EXPERT. BOTH OF THESE STATEMENTS ARE
 
INCORRECT AND SHOULD BE ELIMINATED FROM THE REPORT. 
RFSEARCH ACTIVITIES WERE EVALUATED IN 1983 UNDER THE 
LSAir FUNDFD NATIONAL CEREALS RESEARCH AND EXTENSION
PROJECT AND THE CONCLUSIONS STATE THAT RESEARCH ON"fTLLET, MAIZE, AND SORGHUM WAS GEARED TOWARDS FARMER 
PAOPLEMS AND ON SCREDULE FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE NEW 
VARIYTIES. OSAID THROUGH THE NATIONAL CEREALS 

USCLAS SECTION 02 OF YACUNDf 08530
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RYSFARCI1 AND FXTNSION JllOJP(0T IMi1FmjN11EI) Jy Tpf
INT'iNATIOJALI, NSTJTtT1 ?'OIk THOPICAL AG~iICULTURY IN
COOP'v~ATION W'ITFi IPA IYAS PROV101) T0'MA1IZF ?RFFf1F4i, 

.TO CAMVROON SIINCF 1F T0ISL 1"OITIONS HAVI 
ASFJS"'i CAMYROON IN Tilt' Dt.'VYLOPMENT OF TFF NATIONAL. 
191%/L IMUf1'VFMT'N1 FRORAM WillCh HAS HAI) FAYORAbLF' 
IMPtCT ON 7I. 11,AZI PfiO1;JCIN(; FhMFRS. IRA ALSO HAI!A MA17f, )dVFPFR W1,O IS INTFRNATIONALLY )OCOGNIZVP FOR 
Tin1F VOP HE F4S }):rN UNDFTAINJ ON MAIZE PRkPING
 
ThPQU(CHOUT CAMPROON SINCE 19~79. IHIS YEA? HYI'RID

MAIZF TRIALS ARF I.FING CULTIVAIFP BY THE MAIZY
 
PRYFI)FES AT TXY SANGUERE FARo. 

PAGE 	20: USAID IDtNTIFIED THE LACK OF A FORMAL 
STPUCIURE CONCEPNIN3 QUALITY CONTROL STANDARDS AND
 
H/IS 0'LD SEVERAL DISCUSSIONS WITH CRC OFFICIALS ON 
THE IMPORTANCr OF ESTAFLIShING LFGISLATION AND

RFGULATIOhS. ThE GRC HAS RFQUFSTED USAID TO UTILIZE
 
PROJVCT FUNDS TO FIFLD A CONSULTANT TO ASSIST THEM ON
THIS SU.JFCT. USAID HAS AGREED TO FUND A CONSULTANT
 
TO EXA INF THE CURREN7 STRUCTURE AND TO IDINTIFY THE

TFCqNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUIRED TO ASSIST IN THE
 
S
IFV1LOPMENT 0; ADEQUATI QUI.LITY CONTROL STANDARDS AND

TFT LEGISLATION AND REGULATIONS RIOUIPED TO IMPLEMENT
 
THEM. THE CONSULTANCY IS SCHEDULED TO COMMENCE IN
 
DECIMPETR 19e5.
 

PAII,TWLNTY-TW0: ALTHOUGH PHASE 11 OF THE PROJECT
 
HAS 40T BETN FORMALLY EVALUATED, USAID, GEC, AND THE
ji 	 TE-CHNICAL ASS ISTANCE -CONTRACTOR HAVF r.XAMINED CLOSEtY 
ALL PPOJECT ACTIVITIES: ALL PROBLEM AREAS .AVY EFN 
IDPNTIFIED AND PRIORITIZED IN OPDER O IMPORTANCE. 
ACTION PLANS HAVE BEEN DEVELOPED FOR CORRECTIV! 
MFASURES. IT IS USAID'S OPINION TAT THY!PROJECT HASTEEN 	UNDERGOING A CONSTANT EVALUATION PROCESS SINCE
 
AU3UST 193Z* WHICh ALL3M!D MISSION MANAGMENT TO
 
PFCOMT AWAE Or TEE PROJECT'S PROGRESS IN ORDER TO
 
TAX! Thl APPROPRIATE ACTION. USAID WOULD LIES TO
 
'M111ASIZE TEAT THIS CLOSE tONI2ORING WAS EFFECTIVE
 

PECAUSF TOE AUDIT TEAM DID NOT IDENTIFY ANY PRDBLEM,

AR1AS TRAT USAID hAD NCT PRIVIOUSLY IDLNTIFIED AND

TAING ACITON. Zf1D COMMENTS.
 

4. ETCOMMENIATION 4: MISSION CONCUES WITh AUDIT
 
RFCOMMENDATION. TEE FIRST COORDINATING MEETING AMONG
 
ORC OENCIFS W S HELD IN MAY 1i65, AND USAID INTENDS
 
TO FACILITATI OTEIRS BY PROVIDING CONSULTANTS IN
 
T!CHt'ICA" AREAS SOCH AS SEED LEGISLATION AND VARIETY
 
RELSASF PROCEDURES. USAID AND PROJECT PERSONNEL RAVE
IMP 0VPD THEIR CONTACT WITV TE RELATED WORLD ANKPROJ CT INCLUDING THE RECENT COMPLETION OF AN
 
AORICULTURAL EXTENSION SURVEY TO DETERMINE
 
CONSTRAINTS TO INTRODUCING HEW SEED TEONOL0GT TO 
FARMI,S IN THE WORLD 7ANX PROJECT ZONE, 

COMMINTS ON TEE DISCUSSION SECTION 0F RECOMENDATION 
?OUR
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'. PAGJ7 TVIENTYSEVEN* USAID DOES NOT AGREE TEAT THE 
PrOJECT OFFICER WAS NOT AWARE OF THE ESTABLISHED
 

S .LINFS BETWEFN MIDEVIV AND
CF CCMMUNICATIONS 

SODECOTON. USAID INFORMED THE AUDIT TEAM THAT THE

AGRVEMINTS BETWEFN IRAM IDEVIV, AND SODECOTON ARE
 
LARH2KLY PUPElFICIAL AND !AD LITTLE IMPACT ON
 
COORDI-NATI'4' THE ACTIVITIES RE!QUIRED FOR AN EFFICIENT

SFEr MULTIPLICATION SCHEME. ALTHOUGH AT THE TIME OF
 
TH!E A9DIT VISIT, USAID HAD COPIES OF THESE DOCUMENTS,
 

TH. MISSION DID NOT OFFICIALLY RECOGNIZE THE CURRENT

AGREEmFNTS AS FULF:ILLING TH CONVENANTS AS OUTLINED
 
IN T F PROJECT PAPER. USAID HAS BEFN TRYING TO BRING
 
TOm-TFIR 
AL THE PARTIES TO DLVELOP WELL THOU1.'T-'OUT 
AGREMENTS THAT WOULD HAVE THE DESIRED IMPACT. THE 
MISSION DOES NOT EXPERIENCE DIFFICULTY IN OBTAINING
 
DOCUMENTS FROM Ml:)VIV.
 

"Deleted - Relates to Matter Not
 
Included in Final Report"
 

5. RCOIMFNDATION 5s MISSION CONCURS WITH AUDIT
RECOMMFNDATION AND WOULD LI(E TO CLARIFY ITEM (A)

THAT USAID T4RU THE TEChNICAL ASSISTANCE ACCOUNTANT
 
RTIIEWTFE PROJECT COST ACCOUNTING SYSTEM' AND WILL
..̂NSU
THAT FINANCIAL STATTMENS ARE SUBMITTED TO 

pUSAIP AND THE O.C. 

UWCL.S STCEIO e3 OF Or YAOUNDF 025.30 
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i'T OPf, I 1PM 1'AS 041 AT 111V PF0.)YCT SIT'r '.1ICi 111,Y 

ACCOUNTIN(I COMPO.' 4T$ OY Ti; v VQJFCT. AIIII'IONALY, 
1) AFV 1M0KI N~ h)COM!"a NPA'JIONS ON POW 1 % 01=1)C

COQSTS 1,Y SU3GYT 9 G A N7?d OR10t.1TION CIAVT AND~ 
C AvN VFIl D,I NItFJD JOP PY5CIPTIONS. THF 
TFCI'NICAL A$SISTANCF CONTIRACTOR HAS PROVIDID 4 
ACCOUNTPT TO ASSIST 1kAF CPA IVM. TIF AGRIICULT(RAL 
.CONO'!IST IS AliA1DZING PRODI.CTICh COIS TO ASSIF1 THY 
SFEP FARBM ON ESTABLISHING SLLING PRCF$ 1BASE) ON 
COS'IS. USAII ?fLIV.VFS THAT THE RC WILL ACCEPT TJfL 
CPA I'COIMENDATIONS TPAT WILL P.SSIST THT PROJMCT TO
 
MA SOUID MANA KENT .)),CISirntS IN THE LONG TER10
N ANwl 
ALLOW T'HI SMEI FARM TO YE, ATTRACTIVE TO THiE PRIVATF 
SRCTOR. L1D COYPE'NT. 

"Deleted - Relates to Hatter Not Included 

*in Final Report"
 



14 I'mt-e5 to Matter Not 
inluded in Pinal Roport" 

FARA D: fOPFR CCN COI OVER PROJECT FQUIPM;FNT IS
IFINI ArIT.SSTI IN T?'r MANAGrMENT STL7m. MXW~NLY 
PYIN"J CREATED FOR~ THF PBOJECT. 

7: COMO#ENTS ON TEE WY"IUTIVE SUMMARY 
PAGF 11: USAID AND Th"" ORC DID NOT ADEQUATELY 

tVNCLAS SECTION e4 OF 25 YAOUNDE.k?530i 
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IDETIFY PROFLFM AREAS IN CONSTRUCTION, LONG-TERM
TPAINN AND TECONICAL ASSISTANCE DURING THE DISIGN 
OF TEE PROJECT. DELAYS IIELDING TRF. TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE TEAM 'dFtRr DU1 TO THV CONTRACTOR'S HOME

OFFIC. THAINING FELL SIGNIFICANTLY EHIND.SCHEDULE 
BDCAUSE TFIE GPC DID NOT NOMINTE THE PARTICIPANTS ON 
A TIM 'LY BASIS AND THE TECHNICAL ASSICTANCE 
CONTRACTOR EXPERIENCED DIFFICULTY IN PLACING TiH$ 
PARTICIPANTS AT U. S. INSTITUTIONS. AS OF OCTOBER 
1995, ALL THE PARTICIPA3TS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED FOR 
LONG-TENM TRAINING AND HAVE FEEN PLACED IN U. S.
 
INSTITUTIONS. ThET ARE SCHEDULED TO DEPART DECBER
 
Ig19e: THE LACR OF COMPLETED FACILITIES WILL NOT
 
l
PESTRICT THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE TECHNICAL
 
ASSISTANCE TO THE ORC BECAUSE TRE CURRENT TECHNICAL
 
ASSISTANCE POSITIONS ASSIST THE ADMINISTRATIVF,

MARkETING, PRODUCTION, AND AGRICULTURAL MACHINERY
 
-AINTINA,1C! OPERATIONS OF THE PROJECT. 
 THE MAJORITY
 
OF TfE CONSTRUCTION CONCERNS SEID PROCESSING
 
FLCILITIES A.4D TdE PROJECT PAPER DID NOT IDENTIFY
 
TCF IC4L ASSISTANCE POSITIONS TO ASSIST:THIS
 
COMPONENT. SUBSEQUENTLY, USAID HAS IDENTIFIED THE
 
NEr FOR A PLANT PRODUCTION rANA,.ER 'O IMPLEMENT THE
 
SvtD PPOC SSINI OPERATIONS# USAID PAS BEEN REVISING
 
Tr.P?.CJv.CT PURPOSE AND GOAL O DETWR1INE WHA;T CAN
 
PALISTICALLY BE ACCOMPLISHED WITHIN THE PROJECT
 
TIME!ERAME AND HAS WORrED CLOSELY WITH THE TECENI0AL
 
ASSISTANCE CONTRACTOR TO IMPPROVF THEIR EFFTCTIVE4FSS.
 

PAIE Illi ALTOUGH USAID HAS NOT FSTABLISHED A
 
FCRM1AL EVALUATION PLAN, TUV GpC, USAIr, AND TH!
 
VCrHNICAL ASSIST *4C? CO'ITRACTOR HAV EXAMINED,

CLOSELY TUF CONSTRAINTS TAT APF AFFECTIN3 TEE
 
?PDOJlCT AND S-AVE DEVFLOPTD AN ACTION PLAN TO ADDPESS
 
THESF AREAS. LNhAG!FS iT~rN THE GRC PMRTICIPATING
 
VVNCItS NtFD TO b ST-T4GTuE'JTD SO TIIAT THOF 
APMINISTRATIV" 4ZTLFNfS r'FIEEN RlSEARCfi AND TIREED PULTIPLICAtIO4 FAI:4 CAN E PPFCLUDED AI'ID
 

PAllf IV: TRIO' GlU SH~~LIM IMPROV' THP CU?flTuT COST
ACCfYJNTIN; SYlTfOM IN )' PtO TO ACC.mdJLkTE PHRCI!*? COT 
DATA ON S7VD f~vCOCTICN. 

"l4ilotod - R,,latcs to Matter Not 
IneltulI in I'tnalt Roport" 

Ii
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List of Report Recommendations 

Recommendation No. 1 
 3 

We recommend that USAID/Cameroons
 

(a) determine what can realistically be accomplished within
 
the project timeframe and available resources;
 

(b) determine how project technical 
 assistance can be
ettectively used 
in view of limited infrastructure and
 
supportl
 

(C) require the contractor and the Government of the
Republic of Cameroon 
to submit joint quarterly progress
 
reports, and
 

(a) in conjunction with the Government of the Republic ofCameroon and the contractor 
(1) identify and prioritize

the work activities necessary to meet the project goal,
purpose, and end-of-project objectives# (2) spacity the
parties responsible for these activities, and (3)
establish activity completion dates. These items

should be made part of the project work plan.
 

Recommendation No. 
2 
 9
 

we recommend that USAID/Cameroon reassess 
the validity of
the project design assumptions regarding farm 
 site
selection, research 
results, marketing, quality control,

and privatization.
 

Recommendation No. 3 
 9 
We recommend that USAID/Cameroon in conjunction with theGovernmont of the Republic ot Cameroon develop a jointevaluation plan that 
 includes (a) antiual interimuvaLuations, 
 (U) mid-term and tinal evalitations using
uxternal consultants, and (c) coordinated evaluations 
tile Center North Proluct on 4%qricuLturaL production. 

with 

Racommndattun No. 4 
 14
 

Wu ruuluanivii thtit USALD/Ctmuruon (,i) onuure the Ouvuriimuntof tuu ituUbic Of e2..muroun cOmlpLiou With tLhe Propct 
. uvuiittL,ULR dIJ lli I I iiIk .ilull.sd t n Ipiir t Llp t i iiiuvurnun~t OL Ulu HQupubit4 Uit C41MUrouugi aqtijuau, .111d (U)
*.iul)L6i4H tI ui lI tiru Lir i urioilhj IJuy.ALD ul e Vdl, L O .1-l 
r t fli I0tWi 114111 k i i it4uv u jvt iiLhlupl till)fitaiiiialuiu uwt i w r d im '14 O fA IlJt o tl 
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compliance with the project agreement on seed
 
selling prices, (c) require 
 the technical assistance
 
contractor to report on the potential for reducing costsat the seed multiplication farm, and (d) ensure the

Government of 
 the Republic of Cameroon establishes
 
adequate contro~s over project equipment.
 

-!ijj'
 

Recommendation No. 5 


We recommend USAID/Cameroon (a) periodically
project cost accounting system to ensure it 
effectively; (b) ensure Government of the 
Cameroon 
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review the
 
is operating
 
Republic of 
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LIST OF REPORT RECIPIENTS
 

No. of
 
Copies
 

Director, USAID/Cameroon 5
 
Assistant Administrator, Bureau tor Africa 
 1
 
Assistant to the Administrator tor Management 1
 
AFR/CONT 5
 
AFki/PD

AFR/CCWA 1

XA I
 
LEG 1 
GC 
 I
 
OPA 
 2

Oftice of Financial Managemont (Z/FM/ASD) 2
 
SAA/S&T/AGR 
 2 
PPC/IYZIE 3
USAID/Praia 
 I.
 
USAID/N'Djamena I
 
USAID/Accra 
 I
 
USAID/Couakry

USAID/bamao 1 
USAID/Monrovia 
 L

USAID/Nouakchott 
 1
 
USAID/Niamey"
 
USAID/Freutown 
 1
 
USAID/Lome I 
USAID/Uuagadougou 
USAID/Yaounde L 
USAID/Banjul 
 I
 
USAID/Bissau
 
USAID/Dakar 
 I
 
hEDSO/WCA 
 L
 
LU 
 L

Assistant Lnspactor (unuraL Lor Audit . 

ALO/II L
 
HILQ I/Dak4r 
 L
 
lLU/A/W14ui litull L 
RIO/A/Cairo 
 L 
RLO/A/an iLa 
 L

kILU/A/MtiliuLa IL. ,
IlA[/A/NairuOUi 
 L
 
R(LU/A/ruJuciqja Ljpa L 

Vi ~ 7 


