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North Cameroon Livestock and
Agricultural Development Project

1.

2.

Project Officer should draft a list of recommenda­
tions for the further direction of the project,
based on his experience and the evaluation
recommendations.

.Decision should be made as to whether to extend
che project as recommended in evaluation, to
terminate it, or to let it phase out.
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PREFACE

The report of the evaluation of the North Cameroon Livestock and
Agriculture Development Project which follows this Preface was
written in Maroua, Cameroon during the period from 17 November
1983 to 12 December 1983. Report revisions were made in Ithaca,
New York during the period from 2 January to 20 January 1984.

The project evaluation team was compos~d of the following
specialists. from The United States Agency for International·
Development Mission in Yaounde, Cameroon, The Goverr~ent of The
United Republic of Cameroon: and Ithaca International Limited of
I~aca, New York:

Mr. John H. Eriksen

Mr. Vincent Barrett

Mr. Angelo Bonfiglioli

Mr. Christopher Phelps

Mr. Ayong Engille

Mr. Wakam Jean

AgriCUltural Economist and Team
Leader, Ithaca International
Limited, Ithaca, New York.

Range Management/Animal Science
Specialist, Ithaca International
Limited, Ithaca, New York.

Social Anthropologist, Ithaca
International Limited, I~aca, New
York.

Project Officer/North Cameroon
Livestock and AgriCUlture Develop­
ment Project, USAZD/Yaounde,
Cameroon.

Ingenieur Agronome, Chef de la
Division d'Amenagement des
Paturages et de l'Hydraulique
Pastorale du Diamare, MINEPIA,
Yaounde, Cameroon.

Economiste, Direction de Plannifi­
cation, MINPI, Yaounde, Cameroon.

The evaluation team wishes to express its appreciation to rep­
resentatives of the Government of ~e United Republic of Cameroon
and the United States Agency For International Development who
assisted in so many constructive ways with our evaluation
effort. In addition, we wish to express special appreciation to
our typist par excellence in Maroua, Mrs. Lori Foucalt, without
whose valiant efforts at deciphering several different hand­
writing styles and retyping our numerous report drafts ~e eval­
uation team could never have met its .assigned deadlines or, more



vi

While we trust that there are relatively few errors and/or
misinterpretations of fact in this report, the evalua't.ion team
regretfully realizes that some distortions and omissions
inevitablY plague reports such as this' one which are produced
under tight deadlines and do not always allow for the extensive
rechecking of all information amassed in the field. For such
errors, distortions and omissions as do exist in the following
pages, we take full responsibility as a team and request the
understanding of the readers.
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1. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1.1. Summary

1. A Project Without an Overall Proqram Context?

Our most lasting and general impression of the
North Cameroon Livestock and Agricultural
Development Project is that of a group of
dedicated and competent individuals working on
significant and complex livestock and agricul­
tural problems. However, many project activi­
ties seem to be implemented in isolation
because the Government of the United Republic
of cameroon (GURe) has not clearly defined and
implemented an overall program for natural
resources evaluation and land use planning in­
Extreme North Province. Since there is no
overall GURC program in the area of resource
management, coordination and cooperation
between line ministeries7 development agencies
like SODECOTON, SEMRY, IRA, IRZ, OPV and LCBC7
and the project are often difficult to
achieve. While no single agency has a clear
mandate in resource management and land use
planning, many have overlapping, and/or con­
flicting responsibilities in the same geo­
graphic and/or SUbject matter areas. This is
not to say that there have not been numerous
attempts by the Project to establish necessary
linkages between agencies but only that the
attempts that have been made do not appear to
have borne much fruit.

2. A Project with Limited Geographic Scope?

We believe that, since the reorganization, ~e

Project has been forced to confine its
activities to a portion of one transhumant
livestock system within one of five major eco­
systems known to exist in northern Cameroon.
That is, the Project is currently dealing only
with the rainy season portion of the trans­
humant livestock system that extends seasonally
between the Diarnare Plain Eco-system and the
South Yaeres Eco-System. In addition, it is
concentrating on this portion of the range
system from the geographic perspective of a
relatively privileged rangeland situation on
the Diamare Plain.
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3. A Project with a Timing Problem?

The original design and the subsequent reorgan­
ization plan for the Project were flawed by
misjudgements about the time needed to "prove"
and then demonstrate the planned livestock and
agricultural interventions.· Even in the United
States, with highly trained technical staffs,
well-organized programs, excellent support
infrastructure, and full use of prior research
results, few people would expect a project,
starting essentially from ground zero, to
develop and demonstrate a fully articulated
range management system or a new crop rotation
scheme in the period of five years - much less
do both jobs 11 In northern Cameroon, with a
trained but generally inexperienced staff: a
project rather than a program, approach to
development: weak supporting infrastructure: a
very limited prior research base: and erratic
weather conditions, one is a~ost certainly
talking about a minimum 15 to 20 year period of
continuous hard work to make a creditable start
on either major development problem.

4. Are the Interventions Relevant or Replicable?

The current project, since it is working in
isolation and with only a small portion of one
of the existing livestock systems in the area,
has always run the distinct risk of developing
a series of interventions with, at best,
partial applicability to the whole Province.
At worst, these interventions could be proven
simply irrelevant to the larger system because,
in their . development, no consideration was
given to the existence of ~~is larger system.

5. A Project in an Area Buffeted by External Changes?

Project interventions, such as they are at
present, are taking place during a period of
rapid change in northern Cameroon. Factors
external to the Project, as enumerated in
Section 3 of this report, are forcing major
changes in land use patterns in the Extreme
North Province. At the same time, there seems
to be little by way of systematic and program­
matic approaches to management of these factors
and trends in exploitation of resou:-ces, both
human and natural.
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6. Output Targets Achievable but to What End?

Although, in the course of this evaluation, the
evaluation team has been careful to follow its
Scope of Work with respect·to evaluating speci­
fic Project interventions and has represented
its analyses and specific recommendations for
these interventions in Section 11 of the
report, the strict confines of the Scope of
Work do not, in our opinion, address the key
issue of the Project' s relevance to the
environment around it or its prospects for
·success". In this sense, our evaluation could
easily have been reduced to a mere ennumeration
of the Project I S "achievements" as weighed
against the strict interpretations of the out­
put targets established in the reorganization
document.' From that narrow perspective, it
would have been easy to declare "success"
because the Project, in fact, has already, or
will by its scheduled completion date, have
achieved the strict targets set forth for
implementation. However, if one reads the
reorganization documents carefully, one soon
sees that it is entirely possible' for the
Project to fulfill all of the stated output
targets to the letter and still be no closer to
having a valid and replicable approach to the
problems of improving livestock, and associated
agriCUltural, production in the Extreme North
Province. In a very real sense, then, the
reorganized project could conceivably win the
battle but lose the real war .

..
1.2. Recommendations

This SUbsection of the evaluation report presents our overall
recommendations for . the consideration of the GURe and USAID!
Yaounde. Section 8 of the report contains an additional
series of specific .recommendations linked directly to our
analyses of specific Project interventions and activities.

1.2.1. Overall Recorr~endations

1. A Phase II Project may be Premature

The e·."aluation team does not believe
that the development of a Phase II
Project is warranted at this time
because we are not convinced that
sufficient information and experience
with the technical interventions of the
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present Project have been amassed to
dat.e. Furthermore, we do not. believe
t.hat a Phase II Project should be deve­
loped outside the context of an overall
program for resource evaluation. and
land use planning in the Extreme North
Province. And, finally, due to prob­
lems wit.h t.he scope and ·execut.ion of
the participant training component of
t.he present. Project, we do not believe
t.hat a well-balanced and critical mass
of Cameroonian expertise has been
developed to the point Where Phase II
activities could be successfully
carried out basically by Cameroon
specialists.

2. An Extension of the Present Project may
be Necessary

We recommend that the present Project
be extended unt.il December 1987. This
ext.ension in necessary in our opinion
to complete work on the activities and
interventions of the Phase I Project
and to prepare the way for a Phase II
Project. We believe, however, that the
reinstatement. of a functional socio­
economic unit for research, monitoring .
and internal evaluation of project.
activities, with the active collabora­
tion of DGRST I s. Institut des Sciences
Humaines, should be a condition prece­
dent for any extension of the Project..
It is evident to us that the most
crit.ical problems facing t.he Project
cannot and should not be defined
strictly as technical issues t.o be
solved by technicians. Rat.her, they
must be viewed as problems to be dealt
with by a well-balanced mUltidiscipli~

nary team in an interdisciplinary
manner.

3. If No Extens ion is Possible, We Recom:nend
Project Termination as Seon as Practicable

If, USAID and the GURC should decide
that no extension of the Project is
feasible or desirable beyond April
1985, we recommend that the present
Project be terminated as soon as is
practicable.
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1.2.2. Specific Recommendations with an Extens ion
of the Project

If an extension of the current Project
is granted by the GURC and USAID/
Yaounde, then we -recommend the follow­
ing:

1. The present Project be reo~iented to
proceed from a more regional perspec­
tive and consider cne livestock produc­
tion system in its entirety - i.e. the
system involving both the Diamare Plain
and the South Yaeres Eco-systems as
described in Sections 7 and 8 of this
report.

2. The reorientation of Project activities
be based on a more balanced appraisal
of the value of animal production
interventions vis-a-vis range manage­
ment activities in the entire livestock
system.

3. The present communication system of the
Project be revised to foster more two­
way communication between the Project
and its client groups and these groups
must in the future include all users of
the ranqe resources in the general
Project area.

4. We recommend that the new "grazing
block" system, as described in Section
8.1., be installed -in,at least, one of
the current Project Grazing Blocks by
the end of 1984 and in all three Blocks
by the end of 1987.

5. The current Grazing Blocks should be
used primarily for demonstrations in
controlled burning, control and brush
encroachment, soil -and water conserva­
tion techniques, and water point
development..

6. We recommend that. at least, three
Livestock Herder Associations, as
discussed and detailed in Section 13 of
this report, be organized with the
assistance of the Project by December



6

1987 for livestock producers using the
transhumant system in the Diamare Plain

/' and South Yaeres Eeo-systems.

7. We reco~end that the American contract
team, together with their cameroonian
counterparts, be required to produc:e a
joint project synthesis report detail­
ing the conduct and results from all
Project activities during the period
the- Experience, Inc. contract. This
should be completed by January 1, 1985
or before any member of the present
American contract team leaves Cameroon,
whichever is earlier.

8. We further recommend that the current
Project staff produce a coherent
overall Project strategy statement and
a detailed plan of work to cover the
balance of the existing Experience,
Inc. contract by March 1, 1984.

9. We suggest that it will be necessary
for the GURe and USAID/Yaounde to
rewrite the Project logical framework
for the period of the extension,parti­
cularly with regard to the objectively
verifiable indicators needed for
evaluation purposes at the end of the
Project.

10. We recommend that the specific agrono­
mic activity directed at finding a
suitable perennial legume forage for
insertion in appropriate crop rotations
for the Extreme North Province be
continued until the end of the
Experience, Inc. agronomist I s contract
and then passed over to a collaborative
lRA/IRZ research-effort.

11. When water points are developed by the
Project, we believe that they should be
based on a seasonal gra%ing strategy
involVing consideration of both the
Diamare Plain and South Yaeres Eco­
systems. That is, these water points
should be smaller in capacity, SUbject
to drying out by December each year,
more widely distributed, and planned in
accordance with the observed grazing
patterns in the Project area.
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2. STRATEGIC OPTIONS

'The evaluation t.eam believes there are a number of opt.ions
open t.o USAID/Yaounde and the GURe ,with regard t.o the present
Project.. We have ennumerat.ed several of these opt.ions below wit.h
a brief assessment. of the advant.agesand disadvant.ages of each
opt.ion.

2.1. Terminat.e the Project on or before the present. t.ermina­
tion dat.e in 1985

Advant.ages

1. Eliminat.es a problemat.ic project. from the USAID
. Mission1s program.

2. Saves development resources for potent.ial ~eallocat.ion

in Cameroon.

3• Permits reallocation of USAID and GURC personnel to
other projects and programs.

Disadvantages

1. Fails to achieve original goal and purpose of the
Project.

2. Results in loss a· considerable amount of experience in
livestock development.

3. Has negat.ive impacts on the local population in
Mindif/Moulvoudaye area.,

4. Causes possible difficulties in the working relat.ion­
ships bet.ween USAID and the GURC.

2.2. Cont.inue the Project through'the 'present. termination
date and begin desian of a Phase II Project

Advant.a ges

1. Conforms t.o normal project. design cycle and expecta­
t.ions.

2. Allows comprehensive discussion of the present issues
and problems bet.ween USAID and GURC.

3. Permits formulation of a future strategy for the
Project. at an early dat.e.
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Disadvant.ages

1. Lacks concrete result.s from the present Project which
would permit. design of t.he Phase II Project..

2. Baa high cost. of a.design effort which may prove t.o be
premat.ure.

3. Causespot.ential disrupt.ion of present. Project. act.ivi­
t.ies by a design effort..

2.3. Extend t.he Project. t.hrouqh December 1987 with t.he
possible future design of a Phase II Project.

Advant.aaes•
1. Permit.s further field experiment.at.ion plus corre-ction

of problems ident.ified in t.his evaluat.ion.

2. Permits any design of a Phase II Project. t.o benefit.
from a bett.er and more extensive scientific dat.a base.

3. Permit.s any design of a Phase II Project to be
contingent upon t.he phased development. of appropriat.e
condit.ions .for its successful implementation.

. .
4. Permit.s Cameroonian trainees to ret.urn from long-t.erm

t.raining and gain experience with a Project. st.aff
already in place.

5. Permits reinst.it.ut.ion of a viablesocio-economic unit.
in the present. Project and the collect.ions and analyses
of the data needed for a Phase II Project..

Disadvant.ages

1. A project ext.ension through December 1987 may be very
difficult. to secure from AID/Washington given that the
present. Project. has already been extended for one year.

2. A Project. extension will require addit.ional funding to
be effective.

3. A Project ext.ension will require addit.ional recruitment.
of both expat.riat.e and Cameroonian personnel.

4. A· Project. ext.ension may require a redesign effort. to
plan and implement the intervent.ions suggest.ed in the
evaluation and redo the Logical Framework.
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2.4. Extend the Pro;ect throuah December 1987 with a defin­
ite commitment eto a Phas; II Project

Advantages

1. Permits further field experimentation plus correction
of problems identified in this eva~uation.

2. Permits the design of a Phase II Project to benefit
from a better and more extensive scientific data base.

3. Permits Cameroonian trainees to return from a long-term
training and' gain experience with a Project staff
already in place".

4. Permits reinstitution of a viable soci-economic unit in
"the present Project and the collections and analyses of
the data needed for a Phase II Project.

5. Permits early discussion of a long-term strategy for
area development and determination of mutual commit­
ments of USAID and the GURe ,for both the extension
period and the Phase II Project •

6. Ensures a high degree of continuity between the "Phase I
and Phase II Projects.

Disadvantages

1. Commitment to a Phase II Project is contingent upon
USAID success in obtaining an extension of the current
Project.

2. A Project extension and "the subsequent design of a
Phase II Project will require the early commitment of a
considerable amount of funding by 'both USAID and the
GURC.

3. A Project extension will require additional recruitment
of both expatriate and Cameroonian personnel.

4. This course of action will require redesign of the
present Project and SUbsequent design of the Phase II
Project.

5. Early USAID commitment to a Phase II Project may negate
the opportunity to have a Phase II contingent upon the
implementation of certain changes in the present
Project and in the general area of GURe livestock sec­
tor policies and natural resources evaluation and
planning.
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3. EXTERNAL FAC'rORS

3.1. Intro4uction

.In the ,course of its study of the project and the project
area, the evaluation team has, endeavored to isolate and
describe certain factors and trends which now impact on the
pros.pects for success of .project activities - or have the
potential to do so in the near future. We have divided these
factors and ·trends into those whic:hare essentially beyond
human control in the near-term and those which are amenable
to change through concerted "action. . The first category
"includes those factors and trends which must be recognized by
the project and taken into serious consideration when project
staff establish project objectives, revise objectively veri­
fiable indicators, and/or plan project interventions. The
second category includes factors and trends Which may require
both Consideration and actions aimed at their modification if
tbe project is to proceed with any extension and expansion of
its ac~vitie8." .

3.2. Factors and Trends Not Amenable to Sic:nificant Change
in the Near-Term

1. Highly variable weather conditions within the
context of a generally harsh climate

The project zone is characterized by a
Sudanosahelian climate which means that there
are likely to be large variations in almost
all the commonly measured weather variables.
Of particular interest to the project in this
regard are the variables: total annual preci­
pitation and the timing of annual precipita­
tion. In addition, the spatial distribU't:.ion
of precepitation, as distinct from its tempo­
ral distribution, is a major problem in
Sahelian areas for both livestock and crop
research.

Over the course of the project· to date, the
project area has seen'total annual precipita­
tion vary from greater than BOO millimeters
per year to less than 500 millimeters. Worse
yet, certain areas of the project zone have
experienced near drought conditions while the
whole project zone was experiencing a more or
less "normal" rainy season. . Finally, the
temporal distributions of precipitation have
been highly variable with mid-season dry
spells, late onsets of the rains, and early
terminations of t.he rains. These phenomena
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have very serious implications for the length
of time needed. by researcherst.o effect.ively
··prove" any crop or livestock grazing inter­
vention in that production strategies of
farmers and herders are tied to their experi­
ences in dealing with these variable weather
conditions over a loogperioc. of time. A
major element in these production strategies
is risk avoidance thro\19h actions like field
dispersion, use of different varieties of the
same crop in different situations, staggered
planting ·dates for crops, and extensive use of
grazing land in transhumance. To ·prove" the
superiority of any particular. crop or live­
stock intervention, the new strategy must be
tested over this fUll range of conditions and
be shown to be. more pr09.ucti ve than the
"traditional" strategies over t.his range.
This implies much more time in research and
int.ervention testing under actual farm or
range conditions than is commonly allocated in
development projects.

2. High demographic pressure from a growing popu­
lation coupled with historical patterns of
internal migration of aQricultural peoples and
displacement of certain aQrocastoral groups

It is obvious to even the most casual. observer
t.hat demographic pressure in the Extreme North
Province is intense when compared to the quan­
tity an~ quality of the available natural
resources. Furthermore, the regional situa­
tion appears to be highly fluid with internal
migration of people to urban centers, local
migration of farmers from the. mountains to the
plain areas arid between agricUltural zones on
the plain, and the displacements of livestock
producers within· the zone as a result of
lon9~standing transhumance patterns and more
recent c.ltanges in land use patterns. These
factors and trends imply that the proje~

interventions must be initiated and evaluated
in the context of what is happening in the
region and as an integral component in a
broader strategy for land use.· It is highly
unlikely that project interventions can be
successfUl and can be replicable if they are
evaluated only from a technical viewpoint.
Technical "solutions" to problems that, at
best, are only partially technical in nature
are likely to be only partly successfUl and
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certainly run ~he ultimate risk of simply
being irrelevant to the local situation •

.
3. Instability in Chad

Since the Extreme Nor±h Province is a :ransi­
tion zone par excellence and is subject to
constant movements of peopls* goods and ser­
vieeswithin and between Niger.ia, Niger, Chad
,and Cameroon in reaction to -changi.nq local
conditions, . any serious oonflict situations
are likely to impact on project' aQ"tivities.

,The present situation in Chad is but a present
example of the problem. The conflicts between
.rival groups in that country have affected the
project in two ways. First, there has been an
increase in the influx of Chadian livestock
herds into northern Cameroon and, since veter-
'1nary services in Chad seem to have broken
down as a result of the war, these herds have
carried animal diseases with them into
Cameroon. This has led to necessary increases
in expenditures and personnel allocation to
fighting epidemics in animal diseases which
were previously under control in ~e area and
this obviously drains resources away from
~er livestock activities such as those being
promoted by the project. Second, and perhaps
more important, the war has cut off the option
of relieving some of the livestock pressure on
Cameroonian rangelands by diverting these
herds over the Lo90ne River and onto available
Chadian ,rangelands,' which had been a growing
practice before the present hostilities.

4. The dynamism and magnetic effect of the
Nigerian economy on neighboring coun~ries

Hiqeria is the predominant economy in West
Africa. What happens in the economy affects
economic act.ivities in countries aG far away
as Upper Volta and Mali.. It is, therefore,
obvious that the Extreme North Province is an
economic arena in which any positive or nega­
tive changes in ~e Nigerian economy are
immediately felt and generate responses among
local producers. The most immediate. problem
for ~he project in this situation is in live­
stock marketing. The prospects. for U vestock
prices and flows of live animals in the
Extreme North Province are directly linked ~o

general demand conditions in Nigeria and to



13

excnange rate fluctuations. ~In addition,
there are more subtle influences which are
more difficult t.o measure but. certainly are
present. Among these influences are impacts
on the opportunity costs for labor in the
Province, availabilities ,'of goods and services
'in the area, and flows-of information which
affect how local producers and commercial
agents devise and implement their p~oduction

and marketing strategies.

3 .,3. Factors and Trends Amenable t.o Change in the Near-Term

'1 .. ' Expansion of rice cultivation in the Extreme
North province and I t.s impact.s on the dry­
season grazIng areas in the Yaeres

The development of rice ·cultivation along the
Lbgone'River has already divert.ed large tracts
of land out of dry-season grazing for live­
stock and into irrigated agriculture. This
has distorted the previous pattern of seasonal
transhumance for livestock herders coming from
Mindif-Moulvoudaye project area and, WOrse
yet, for "nomadic" herds in the general area.
It has shifted grazing pressures to a shrink­
ing area of available range in the Province
and increased the problems involved in estab­
lishment of any controlled grazing schemes •
Even more direct impacts can be expected from
the recent decision to develop t.he SEMRY IV
irrigation project' in areas adjacent to and
within the project. zone, particularly since
there is no evidence that. the imcacts of t.his

~ development on livestocK produCtion in the
area have been seriously evaluat.ed and weighed
by the SEMRY, pro j ect planners or any GORC
agency concerned with regiC?nal land use
planning.

2~ Activities of SODECOTON and the projet Centre­
Nord In the province and their impacts on €he
agricultural economy

These agencies have major impacts on crop
product.ion patt.erns and land use allocation in
t.he Extreme North Province. They apparent.ly
have considerable influence over the crop
rot.ations which are promoted in the area and
on the flow of agricultural inputs for the
local economy. There is presently a consider­
able difference bet.ween t.he five-year rotat.ion
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being tested by the project and that Which is
advocated by SODECOTON. Increased collabora­
tion and coordination between the project and
these agencies is badly n~eded.

3. Uncont.rolled expansion of crop ·cultivation in
ieneral and muslcwari CUltivation on lowlands

n partIcular '.
. .

There has 'been a considerable and apparently
uncontrolled expansion of crop cultivation in
the Extreme. North Province in response to
increasing demographic·pressure and commercial
opportunities. This expansion is particularly
serious in the localized lowlands in the

. projeet zone because t:hese areas - like the
much larger Yaeres area along the Logone River
- formerly provided dry grazing areas for the
livestock herds. The continued shrinking of
these dry season pastures will have serious
and possibly irreversible impacts on the
region.' s livestock industry and hence on any
plans for controlled grazing schemes unless an
improved system of land use planning and
allocation is instituted. .

4. Lack of an effective coordinatinQ mechanism
for land use evaluation and Planning in
Extreme North Province

The previous three factors mentioned as items
of concern for the proje~ are illustrative of
the lack of land use planning in the
Province~ The evaluation team searched for
an agency - or group of cooperating agencies ­
in the Province which were technically capable
of evaluat.ing. the land resources of the area
and taking the necessary planning steps to
allocate these resources to their highest and
best use. It is perhaps the case that the
development that is proceeding apace in the
Extreme North Province is compatible with some
larger governmental plan which was unavailable
to us but, if SO, the changes in land use are
not particularly supportive of the present
project efforts in range management and live­
stock production.
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5.· Lack of effect!ve infrastructure for qeneral
development and implementation of the project

.technical interventions ..

In general, the infrastructure fOr development
in Extreme North Province is equal to or
better than that available in the adjacent.
areas of Chad, Nigeria or. Niger. However,
~re are certain areas of·concern for project
aetivities in t.his generally good situation.
Finlt. ,the agricultural agencies in the area
seem to function as advocates of single crops
and most production inputs are geared to
either cotton or rice. Extension services, to
the extent they exist at all, seem to give
only lip-service to raising the production of
essential food crops and/or the introduction
of alternative crops for farmers. Second,
agencies concerned with livestock production
and associated resource management seem to
be understaffed and underfinanced in propor­
tion to their program responsibilities. These
problems would seem to limit the extent to
whiCh the project can fulfill its stated goal
of bringing about development interventions
with local organizations.

6. The hierarchical nature of the local organiza­
tions in the project zone and the potential
for conflict with ob ectives of e uitable
s arJ.ng o. respons~ ~ ~t~es and bene ~ts ~n

development

This factor is raised here more as an item of
concern for future project interventions than
as a clear and present danger •. The evaluation
team was impressed with the qrowing sense of
conflict in use of resources in the Extreme
North Province and the potent.ial of certain
groups and individuals to take advantage of
the situation for personal gain. As rising
demographic pressure and other factors force
critical decisions on resource allocation in
the area, it would seem to be extremely impor­
tant. that these decisions be taken in an at­
mosphere which encourages fUll participation
of all concerned groups and that equit.able
solutions to these problema not only yield
benefits to certain groups but supply just.
compensation to those groups whose interests
may be diminished by 'the same decisions. In
this regard, .there is always the suspicion as



16

to whether· loca~organizations based on hier­
archial relationships. can make necessary
accomodations to include all concerned groups
and individuals in developmental delibera­
tions, share the fruits resulting from such
deliberations in an equitable manner, or allo­
cat.e just compensation to the losers. There
is also always an intuitive appeal in develop­
ment. efforts for the premise that interven­
tions should be implemented through local
organizations but one must be careful to
assure that such organizations are both compe­
tent and equitable before they are given
program responsibilities.
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4. PROJECT GOAL

4.l~ Ori9inal Goal

. In Annex I· of the original Project Grant Agreement; dated 3
April 1978, the overall goal of the North Cameroon "Livestock
and Agricultural Development Projeot-AID Projeot Number
6310004 - was: .

-To intensify and integrate livestock ana agrioul­
tural production in· the central plainiiJof the
North .while at the same time halting and even­
tually reversing the current degradationof·range
and agricultural lands" (58, Annex I, p.l).

4.2. Present Goal

In Annex I of Amendment No. 5 to the original ProjectGrant
Agreement, dated 15 July 1982, this goal was modified to
read:

-The goal of this Project:. is to intensify and
integrate livestock and associated agricultural
production in the central plains of the North
Province and reverse the current·· degradation of
the land resource base as a necessary foundation
for improving the socioeconomic standards of the
rural population" (58, Annex I,p.l).
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5. PROJECT PURPOSE

5.1. Original Purpose

In Annex I, of the original Project Grant Agreement, purpose
of the Project was:

liTo demonstrate in' the Mindif-Mou1vouday pilot
area, us ing improved technology and managerial
techniques, that livestock and ~gricultural

production can be intensified and integratedl and
that the process of natural resource degradation
can be arrested" (58, Annex'. I, p.l).

5.2. ,Present Purpose

In Annex I of Amendment No. 5 to the original Project Grant
Agreement, the purpose of this Project is:

. "To demonstrate, in a pilot zone, the feasiblity
of implementing through local organizations a
series of technical practices for integrating and
int.ensifying livestock and agricultural produc­
tion while r~versing the natural resource degra­
dation process and improving t.he resource base"
(58, Annex I, p.l).
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6. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

6.1. Original Description

In Annex I of the original Project Grant Agreement, the-North
Cameroon Livestock and Agriculture Development Project is
described.in the fol~owing manner:

-"This project. has -- its origins in the work of a
joint AID-PAC project -identification and design
team during 1974-75. Consultations among FAC,
AID and the Government of the United Republic of
Cameroon (GORC) led tea decision that AID would
assist in "the detailed design and implementat.ion
of this project which operates. in a pilot area.
Attempts will be made to incorporate, on a
limited scale, most -.of the technical interven­
t.ions found by the FAC/AID design team to hold
promise -for wider application in the livestock
growing areas of Northern Cameroon above the
Adamaoua Plateau. The area in which the project
will operate is on of approximately 2,490 square
kilometers around Mindif and Moulvoudaye, in the
Departments- of Diamare and· Mayo-Danai. This
area, with a human popUlation of some 55,000, was
chosen because it is typical of much of the
central plains country of Northern Cameroon and
represents a sufficiently significant and
diversified area as to hcve an important impact
on the livestock and agriCUltural .production of
the North.

Overall maJ;1agement by the GURe will be provided
through the Provincial Committee for the Struggle
Against the Drought (CPLS)~ CPLS will coordinate
the activities of other GORC organizations and
USAID technical assistance through a project
leader appoin~ed under the CPLS e%ecu~ive secre­
tariat.

1. Project operations in t..~e pilot area will
consist of, but DOt be limited. to the follow­
ing:

A. A plan will be made for the allocation of
land resources in accordance with its
capability for range and agriCUltural
purposes.

B. A detailed study of range and livestoc~

resources will be made in order to iden­
tify suitable production units through
which improved practices may be applied.
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c. A detailed study will be made of existing
governmental and traditional range manage­
ment structures in order to assure their
effective support of improved local
management ,and discipline.

D. A project consultative committ.ee wili be
set. up t.o consist. of represent.at.ives of
cooperat.ing GURe services,· traditiona.l
bodies and private· ~ivest.ock and agricul-
tural producers. .

E. The demonstration of appropriate mana­
gerial and ope-rational pract.ices such as
the followingz

i. Rotat.ional grazing:

1i. Creation of wat.er point.s as necessary
to make their dist.ribution more even
in order to promote uniform grazing:

iii. Control of bush and forest. species
which compete with grasses:

iv. On-sit.e water control and establish­
ment. of water spreading structures to
reduce water run-off and erosioul

"'1. Complement.ing farm crop residues with
agricUltural by-product concentrates
and other product concentrates and
other supplements for more efficient
feeding of draft animals and other
livestock.

F. The augmentation of traditional animal
health services.

G. The development of trials and demonstra­
tions of leguminous plant species in rota­
tion with other crops.•

H. A detailed study of agricUlture production
and the development. of a program for
improvement of product.ion purposes.

2. The folloWing targets are illustrative of the
results the project will seek to achieve in
the project. area:
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A. Establishment of a system of management of
range lands base~ upon. a self-disciplining
local organization· and based upon tech­
nically sound practices which will opti­
mize productivity of the range while
conserving it~ natural potential.

B. DemonB'tration of ·a system of livestock
production involving supplementing range
feeding with agriculture by-products and
cultivated forages.

c. Demonstration of the utility of
producing legume forages in rotation with
food and fiber crops as a soil-improving
measure.

D. Extension of the use o£ animal power t.o
more generalized applications (other· than
plowing) for food crop production.
Improved crop production practices, in­
clUding use of improved varieties and
seeds, water conserving techniques, pest.
cont.rol, crop rotation, etc. will be more
generally used.

E. Establishment of a mechanism for coordin­
ating the activities of several government
services and entities in an integrated
effort for the solution of complex prob­
lems .will have been established.

F. Training of Cameroonians in sufficient
strength to expand the project activities
beyond the confines of" the pilot zones.

G. An increase by some 25 percent in the
effectiveness of utilization of forage on
195,000 hectares of now improperly or
underutilized rangelands.

H. A reduction of livestock losses from
disease and parasites by 30 percent.

I. A reduction of calf mortality and, through
better feeding, better early development.

J. The establishment of an extension and
information service for livestock (cur­
rently veterinary services are the only
services available in the livestock
sector) •
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K. A training program for integrating train­
ing in both crop and animal production at
the project level.

L. Strengthened li-vestock and agriculture
extension services and veterinary services
through addition of personnel and training
of exis~in9 and new personnel and by
improvL~g facilities available to ~ese

services It (SS, Annex 1, pp.l-S).

6.2. Present Description

In Annex I of Amendment No. 5 to the original Project Grant
Aqreement, dated 15 July 1982,· the project description for
the present Project is described 8S follows:

ftThe pilot zone in the ~~ndif-Moulvoudaye area has
,been chosen because it is typical of the central
plains ,of the North Province. Most of the rural
population are both livest.ock and agriculture
producers, and village grazing lands are !oter-

,meshed with .agriculture producing lands. Large
areas of gra:ing lands are overgrazed while others
are underutili:ed. Increases in pressure for more
land caused by a growing population, poor agricul­
tural practices, and the increasing degradation of
existing land have caused a cont.inuing encroach­
ment of the lindted grazing lands,

The Project will therefore undertake a series of
demonstration actions in a defined pilot zone to
develop a viable, self-disciplined system managed
by local village livestock producers' organiza­
tions. These organiza~ions will, within their own
socio-cultural environment, intensify and asso­
ciate livestock and agriCUlture production and
prevent the continued degradation of the limited
natural resorce base. These actions are divided
into four main groups ofectivities.

1. Grazina Land Manaqement and Conservation•

A. Objectives

The key toimpr~ving range conditions
within the Project area and the entire
North Province is controlled grazing which
will be compatible with the physiological
requirements of forage species. Such
controlled grazing will result in improved
viger and health of the natural plants and
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provide increased root growt.h, tillering
and seed production needed ~o reestablish
the more desirable perennial grasses. The
improved vegetat.ive cover and root growth
will result in i-ncreased moisture i_il­
t.ration and retention in the Boil, reduce
erosive run-off and accelerate production­
of nat.ural forage available to livestock.

_The objectives of the Grazing Land
Management and Conservat.ion component of
the Project are:

i. To determine the applicability, in the
pilot zone, of livestock/range manage­
ment practices proven successful in

,other areas of the world~

ii. To identify any m.odifications neces­
sary to adapt these- practices to the
socio-cultural environment - of the
pilot zone1

iii. To demonstrate the
these practices in
forage production
graZing lands1

effectiveness of
improving natural

and conservin.g

iv. To develop specified watering points
in conformity with the estimated
stocking rate capacity of pilot graz­
ing blocks to assure rational use of
the rangeland:

v. To enhance_ e;.:isting organizational
structurea among village livestock
producers which will assure discipline
in the cooperative management of live­
st.ock and grazing ana water resources:

vi. To investigate the feasibility of
establishing a marketing and purchas­
ing association in conjunction with
graZing blocks. Legal, social, and
financial aspects will be studied.
Impact cf government pricing policy
and ether constraints on off-take will
also be studied. One association will
be established in the fifth year of
the prc:ject.
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B. Activitie::.

Activities which the.Project will carry out to
achieve the above objectives are as follows:..

i. Three demonstration grazing blocks of
approximately 5,000 hectares each will
be developed in the pilot zone. These
grazing blocks will be managed under a
pilot system of controlled rotational
gra:ing that will allow desirable for­
age species on approximately 25
percent of the pasture area (or 3,750
hectares) to reach mat.urity each year
before beinggr21zed:

ii. Approximately nine local village or
village cluster livestock producer
groups operating" through the existing

. traditional leadership system will be
provided technical assistance to
assume responsibility for management
of controlled grazing systems based on
the concept of self-discipline.
Assistance t.o these groups will be the
responsibility of the Project staff
and the Oiamar' Livestock Sector:

iii. The Project will demonstrate pilot
water and soil conservation practices
on selected areas within the three
grazing blocks to control and reduce
water runoff and soil erosion on the
15,000 hectares of pasture land.
These practices will consist .. of
natural reestablishment of ground
cover, artificial reseeding, estab­
lishing natural water barriers for
gully control, dikes, 'diversions, and
subsoil penetration:

iv. P.rtificial reseeding demonstrations
(approximately 30 hectares per grazing
block) will be undertaken in those
areas where improvement through
natural conservation practices cannot
be expected .to restore productivity
~ithin a rea~onable time;

v. A m~n~rnum of nine livestock water
points will be constructed within the
three grazing blocks or in sufficient
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numbers to facilitate livestock access
within the limit of the normal five
kilometer grazing range of cattle.
Water points will· be placed in loca­
tions Which will ensure efficient
utilization of available forage under
a rotational system of grazing: and

vi. The perimeters and interior boundaries
of the three pilot grazing blocks will
be cleared of brush and grass on a
one-time basis . in order to provide
access trails for livestOCk' and
Project-related personnel to and from
rotational pastures, water points and
villages. The cleared trials (approx-

. 'imately 40 kilometers/block) will also
serve as pasture section demarkation
and as breaks to control the spread of

.•. fire and to facilitate controlled
.- burning.

2. Animal Bealth

A. Objectives

Improvements in animal health will be a
functi-on of improved management and .the
increased forage available to livestock in
the controlled grazing areas. Controlled
stocking rates on the pilot areas should
result in a 20 percent increase in the
growt.h rate of· young anima.ls. Emphasis

. will be on improved nutrition which will
result in the increased conception rate of
cows ~y 10 percent and reduce the loss of
calves by at least S percent~ Objectives
of this component of the Project are:

i. To strengthen and support existing
veterinary service posts in the pilot
zoner

ii. To provide systematic control of
internal parasites in both large and
small animalsr and

iii. To provide systematic control of other
animal diseases endemic to the area.
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B. Act.ivities

The major act.ivities will be to establish
livestock feeding demonstrat'ions, provide
vaccines, medicines and refrigeration
facilities for .existing veterinary posts
and to investigate the desirability and
feasibility of operat.ing local pharmaceu­
tical outlets where vaccine. and medicines
may be stored and sold.

3. Increased Association of Agriculture and Live­
stock ProductIon

A. ~eC'tives

To reduce the need for farmers to contin­
ually encroach on limited grazing land in
order to increase agricultural production,
a system is needed to conserve the
existing agricultural. land and increase
its fertility. A proven method of accom­
plishing this is to establish a permanent
system of crop rotation with a period of
leguminous fallow. This system includes
the planting of traditional food and fiber
crops rotated with improved forage
legumes. This will result in increased
nitrogen fixation in the soil, increased
availability of forage crops, improved
structure and retention capacity of the
80il, reduced water/wind erosion, and a
decreased need to leave agriculture land
in unproductive fallow for long periods of
time while putting additional amounts of.
limited grazing land under cultivation.
Recycling of plant residues and animal
fertilizers is integrat~ into this
system. The objectives of this Project
component will be:

i. To promote intensive use of'crop resi­
dues and agricultural by-product ·con­
centrates as supplementary livestock
feed to balance Uvestock nutritiona.l
requirements 1 .

ii. To promote production of leguminous
forage in a permanent rotation with
other crops as a substitute for idle.
fallow to improve soil fertility,
conserve land resources, and increase
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production" of food/fiber crops as well
as associated fodder and forage avail­
able for livestock; and

iii. To proviae support to the agriculture
service· personnel operating in the
area in order to reinforce their live­
stock associated activities by improv­
ing the agriculture techniques and
practices utilized by the focal
farmers.

B. Activities

The Ministry o£ Agriculture will provide
personnel and the Grant will provide tech­
nical assistance and one time commoaity
and material support, inclUding seeds and
fertilizer and initial land preparation
for establishment of legume fallow, for
specific activities as follows:

.
i. Up to 30-rotation trials will be

established in association with the
three pilot grazing blocks. Each
trial will involve a minimum of L 25
hectares, divided proportionately into
two quarters for legume forage fallow
and three quarters for traditional
food and fiber crops.

ii. Through pilot demonstrations and tech­
nical assistance, farmer/livestock
producers will be assisted in managing
this permanent rotation system in
association with livestock production.

4. Training

The training objective is to for.m a nucleus of
expertise that can continue development of
grazing land and livestock management systems
in the area after termina~ion -0£ the Project.
Training 'activities outside Cameroon will be
funded as follows:

A. Long-term academic: training (96 person
months) • Four Government civil servants
will be sent. to the Unit.ed States for
advanced degree academic training in (i.)
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range management and water soil conserva­
tion, (ii.) animal husbandry, with empha­
sis on animal nutrition, (iii.) extension,
with emphasis on livestock and agricultur­
al production, and (iv.) agricultural
engineering with a specialization in con­
servation and water management.

B. u.s. short-term. training wi.ll be financed
where appropriate (up to 9 person months).

C. Short-ter.m observation tours. The Project
will provide funding for 30-day observa­
tion tours for up to eight people to
observe range management and livestock
production projects in neighboring African
countries such as Senegal, Mali, and
Niger.

s. Extension

In accordance with the overall training objec­
tive stated in Sub-section 4. above, the
Project will' provide financial and technical
assistance for in-country training activities
as follows:

A. The project will provide extension support
to agencies and organizations serving the
Project zone. It will plan and execute,
in coordination wi th official and local
leadership, training programs, tours,
demonstrations, seminars, and field days
designed to establish an information and
skills delivery system from the Project to
the livestock and agriCUlture producers.

B. The Project will also provide training and
material requirements necessary to estab­
lish, execute, and evaluate controlled
grazing and integrated livestock/agricul­
ture demonstrations. Coordination will be
affected with concerned agencies (MINEPIA,
MINAGRI),organizations (SOOECOTON), local
leaders, and and producers through methods
noted in Section 4.A. above to realize
maxirnumadoption of the demonstrated
improved practices.
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c. An extension information sUb-activity will
be supported by the Project to maximize
coordination and dissemination of applic­
able research originating from the Project
and other agencies. This will facilitate
training of agents and leaders and further
understanding and adoption of improved
livestoCk and agricultural production
practices by producers.

D. Training at the Mindif facility will be
provided for local leaders and extension
agents" (58, Annex I, pp.l-S).
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7. PROJECT BENEFICIARIES

7.1. Introduction

The objective of this section of the evaluation report is to
present the evaluation team's appraisal of who the real
beneficiaries of the Project are presently and are likely to
be in the future. In this discussion, our objective is to
review the present status of beneficiaries and to assess the
pot.ent.ial for such beneficiaries as a consequence of the
positive and negative aspects of project interventions and
the likely replicability of these"interventions on a larger
scale in the Extreme North Province. For this reason, all
reflect.ions on the actual beneficiaries to date are inextric­
ably linked with the prospects for potential beneficiaries.
At the same time, the review and assessment of beneficiaries
from project activities leads us directly to the equally
important assessment of the non-beneficiaries (i.e. those
people in the project zone and elsewhere who will not gain
benefits from project activities and those people who will
have to pay a high price in social, cultural and economic
terms as a consequence of project activities). Both the
winners and the losers in this development process will be
detailed under three general groupings: beneficiaries by
Geographic Space, Socio-economic Group, and Local Organiza­
t.ion.

7.2. Beneficiaries by Geographic Space

The North Cameroon Livestock and Agricultural Development
Project is the result of an initial request by the GURe for
assistance with development actions aimed at improving the
livestock sector in the Extreme North Province. The pilot
zone in the Mindif area was chosen because it was considered
typical of the central plains of Northern Cameroon. In this
area, the Project has undertaken a series of demonstrations
and other actions for the purpose of developing viable
agricultural and livestock systems replicable in other areas
of the Extreme North Province.

In fact, however, the evaluation team has determined that the
choice of the Mindif area for project activities was dictated
fundamentally by logistic and practical considerations, such
as the ~portance of the urban center of Mindif as a
Sous-Prefecture and a Lamidat, its relative ease of access
due to a reasonably good road infrastructure, and the
presence of a network of veterinary posts in the project
zone. While concern for these factors is certainly under­
standable from the viewpoint of supporting structure for the
project staff, the same factors tend to make the project zone
unrepresentative of the ecological realities in the Extreme
North Province. In the rest of the Province, conditions
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under which livestock systems must operat.e are considerably
more precarious, with greater isolation, more problems with
communication, longer distances between administrati ve cen­
ters, and a general lack of veterinary infrastructure. Even
more impor~tly, there are many reasons for suspecting that
rangelands of the project zone are considerably better than
those outside the zone and have lower animal and different
human population densities on them than is true elsewhere.
For example, the Livestock Service in the Province estimates
that the average stocking rate for the general area is
approx~tely 0.9 hectares per tropical livestock unit (UBT)
whereas the average stocking rate in the project zone is
approximately 2.0 hectares per UBT. The situation with res­
pect to the sedentary and semi-sedentary human popUlations in
the area also tends not to be representative in that there is
a'higher percentage of sedentary vis-a-vis semi-sedentary and
nomadic peoples in the project ·zone as compared with the
general area.

For these reasons, the zone benefitting from Project activi­
ties is seen by the evaluation team to have been rather more
advantaged than the surrounding areas at the start of the
Project and this advantaged position has probably been
increased over the life of the Project. This conclusion has
serious implications for the prospects that results of the
project I s act.ivities can be readily transferable and repli­
cable in less advantaged zones outside the Project.

A further conclusion of the evaluation term is that the
design and subsequent implementation of Project act!vities
took place in an atmosphere Which was deficient in its basic
understanding of the variety of livestock production sub­
systems which exist in northern Cameroon and, more particu­
larly, in the specific project zone. This lack of under­
standing has resul-eed in the Project. I s attempting to insti­
tute several livestoc.'l(. intervent.ions which, by their very
nature, are not sufficiently flexible or realistic to have
any real chance of being applicable over larger areas of the
Province. .

As a result of the evaluation team I s field work and inter­
views with herders and technical personnel of the go~ernment,

we have identified £ive different eco-systems in the context
of which livestock produc~ion sub-systems are practiced in
northern Cameroon. These eco-systems are:

1. The Northern Yaeres Eco-system

This is the region north of the parallel
11° 30 I and is essentially inhabited and
utilized by herders only during the dry
season, being flooded during. the rainy
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season. Before the rainy season, certain
groups of Shuwa Arab and PulBe herders
travel eastward out of this zone into Chad
to find pastures for animals and other
groups, specifically· FulBe Uda I en and
WoDaaBe,travel westward into Nigeria.

2. The Southern Yaeres Eco-systern .

This region lies between the 10· SO I and
11- 30' parallels and is inhabited by
groups of both crop farmers and herders.
The herding groups are specifically the
Moussougoum, Shuwa Arabs and FulBe. The
eco-system has been profoundly affected in
recent years by the installat.ion of the
SEMRY II rice project and the associated
Lake Maga water impoundment for irrigation
purposes. This lake was formed· by
impoundment of waters coming from the

. Mandara Mountains in the western part of
the Province and, to a lesser ext.ent, of
waters from the seasonal flooding of the
Logone River. The total expanse of land
taken .out. of traditional dry-season
grazing as a result· of the lake develop­
ment and the SEMRY II project is in excess
of 50,000 hectares. The area development
has also resulted in a considerable popu­
lation increase as farm families were
moved into t..:"l.e zone for rice production •
FinalJ.y, livestock production activities
have been severely affected by this
project both - because 6f the decline in
available grazing areas and the parallel
decline in the availability of water to
flood the re:naining Yaeres pastures and
sustain forage production. Other problems
encountered in the area include heightened
risks of animal diseases because of an
increased cattle tick ooDulat.ion, an
unexplained increase in t.he - incidence of
blackleg and anthrax in the herds I and a
much higher incidence of cattle thefts.

3. The Mora Plain Eco-system

This area comprises the large plain
directly east of Mora and is populated by
a mixture of Mandara farmers, semi­
sedentary' FulBe and ShuwaArabs and, more
rec.ently, large groups of H-Kirdis" from
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the mountains to the west. The Manda:-a
farmers in this area are o.....ners of larce
numbers of cattle which are herded by the
FulBe and the Shuwa Arabs. During the dry
season~ the herds from this area frequent
the Northern Yaeres Eco-system and during
the rainy season the area is a major tran­
sit zone for cattle herds returning to
Nigeria.

The Kapsiki Eco-System

This region is situated south of Mokolo
nea.r the border with Nigeria. This ar~a

has traditionally had a unique form of
livest.ocl~ production pract.iced 'by seden­
tary farmers. However, the internal
equilibrium of this system has started to
break down as a -Ief~ectioIJ of the crises
being experienced in the neighboring eco­
systems, particularly with the a.rrival
during t.he dry season of groups formerly
pasturing ~~eir animals on the Diamare
plain.

Diamare Plair. Eco-system

This is the eco-system in which the
Project zone is located. Tne zone extends
between the 10· 00' and 10· 30' parallels
north and is populated by groups of
Guiziga, Moundang, Toupouri and Massa, who
B.re basically crop farmers with occasional
livestock ~nterprises and constitute
apprcxim~tely 70 p€rcent of the tot.al
popUlation, a-.nd by groups of semi-seden­
ta.ry PulSe and Shuwa Arabs. The former
group is composed of livestock producers
who also far:n during the rainy season;
""hereas the: latt.er group is made up of
livestock producers who have ·no crop
activities. This eco-system is character­
ized by a reduction in available grazing
lands caused principally by demographic
pressure and expansion of crop cultivat.ion
in response to commercial opportunities in
rice, cotton and muskwari. sorghum.

Each of the geographically-distinct eco-sYstems des­
cribed above constitutes an area whiCh encompasses pas­
toral and agropastoral production suO-systems with



34

FIGURE 7.1. PASTORAL ECO- SYSTEMS OF THE EXTREME
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specific characteristics and problems. These character­
istics ,and problems vary considerably between eco­
systems. Furthermore, the eco-systemsthemselves are
not mutually independent but are more or less inter­
dependent. For example, there are' deep and long-lasting
interdependences bet.ween, eco-systems ,like the South·
Yaereaarea and the Diamare.Plain, which hinge upon a
delica-ee-, system of seasonally balanced pasture areas and
tranahwnance patterns between the two areas:.whereaa an
ec:o-eyatem ~ikethat.of the Kap.i.kihasbeen relAtively
iscla1:.ad ·.aDd iDci~lldent of the others until r.ecen-tly. .

., -.' .
In sumMary, the eva.l.\1ation team,.serio'Ully quest.ions the
ability of ,·:cbe Project to deal with the full range of
liVea1:ocX ,_sub-81's·tems present. ,in' the Extreme North.
Provi:nc:e. -',From the. geographic viewpoint~ the 'Mindif
region, .c:ertainlyhas .benefitted fr,om having the project
operation, centered .there .but, independent of technical.'
consi.deratione and results specific .to, that. area~ the
evaluation t.eam·does not foresee ·-ehe Project producing
many result.s that wiU be generally appUc:able to or
repl1cable ou~side of :~he pilot zone.

7.3 r . Beneficiaries bY Socio-economic Groups

'!'he population of the Mindif-Moulvoudaye region itself
i.populated by human groups.: living under different
residential, systems, depending on their orientation to
pastoral and/oragro-past.oral production. The evalua­
tion team ha& observed in tne course of its field work
that ~e Project in its design and subsequent implemen­
tation displays a distinct lack of basic knowledge of
these different socio-economic groups and t.heirsys~ems

of product.ion. This lack of knowledge will certainly
vitiate the effect.iveness of the interventions proposed
and execut.ed by the Project and nas.often led to unfor­
t.unat.e ·decisions being ,taken which result. in aggravating

. and disrupting the int.ernal social and economic equilib-'
'riumin, the project zone.

'!'he populat.ion of the project"' zone, like. the population
-of northern Cameroon in general, is extremely diverse'­
Oft.en: in, the past, this variety}las. been described in

;:1:erms of 'ethnic, religious and, et:hno';"'religiou8 group­
ings. The Project Paper itself reflects this tendency
with its general assumpt.ion that the local social system
i. " based, on a domi-nant ,class, the FulBe, and several
lesser -groups, . who together form a SUbservient class.
It stated. that the FulBe make up approximately 50 per­
cent of the population in the project zone and cont.rol
bOth the 'administrative and traditional politieal struc­
tures. The evaluation t.eam' s general feeling is that.
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this basie assumption about ~e social structure is, in
fact, not ~·accurate and should be reviewed if a true
understanding of the complexity of t.~e area is to be
obt.ained .~

As. a result of the mixing·of the populations during the
last· two' cent.uries and socio-poli-tical events ,such,
fusion' and fission of popUlations, internal and external
migrations, integration of former slaves, and inter­
marriage"between groups, these previously:employed cate­
gories no longer seem to encompas. the pre.ent cample%i-'

.ti•• of a sociological situation in flux. Nowadays,
aocio-economic . -criteria which emphasize the various
methods 'for appropriation and use, of the means of
pr~uction may be more helpful in understanding the
.ocio-·economic framework of' the area and in reflecting
upon .the "conflicts and problems peculiar to the project
milieu. ' With regard to pastoral production, we can say
without eqUivocation that in northern Cameroon th'ereis
no single pastoral system which covers t.he whole area
bat a mult.iplicity of sub-systems. Furthermore, differ­
ences between these sub-systems are not solely the
result of technical and ecological factors but must also
be interpreted in the context of social, economic,poli­
tical and religious influences •

. ' If, within this general' framework, one considers
only "those sub-systems where animals playa role,t.hen a
general Classification of pastoral systems can be drawn
by using two criteria: enterprise c:oncentration and
residential style.

Table 7.lA Classification of Pastoral Systems

Enterprise
Concentration

Crop Farming with
Limited Animal
Enterprises

'. '

Livestock Production
with Casual Crop
Farming

Livestock Production
with No Crop
Farming

Residentia.l
Style

Settled and Semi­
Settled "farmer­
herders"·

Semi-nomadic
~erder-farmersM

Nomadic herders

Represent.ative
Ethnic Groups,

. Toupouri, Guiziga.and
Mun~an9

FulBe Illaga, PulBe
Baquirmi and Bornuans

FulBe Alijam, 'PulBe
Maare, WoDaaBe and
Shuwa Arabs.
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This classification does not imply that these categories
are mutually exclusive but only that they represent
part.,s of a continum. Indeed, within the same eco-sys­
tem,' all three pastoral sUb-systems can and do co­
exist.'. "There is also mobility between the three cate­
90r~es. For example," herders may have to farm more
seriously during crisis periods and ,consequently more or
less ,.alter their residential style. Herder-farmers may
revert. ~ being only livestock producers once they reach
a cer~ain level of economic security_ Finally, cattle
ownerahip may spread among farmers, bringing significant
changes in residential style and/or family division of
labor responsibilities. "

The -r~'lationship linking' these different categories run
deep and involve mechanisms for cooperation, interdepen­
dence and ..specialization between groups.· Each' group
needS tne others. Eierders need the cereals produced by
the fa.rmers. Farmers need ~"le 1ivestock products and
the 'animals of the herders. Herder-farmers. often en­
trust their cattle of full-time herders for the extended
dry season transhumance. On the other hand, farmer­
herders entrust herder-farmer5 with their cattle during
the . rainy ~eason. Moreover, herder-farmers need loca.l
~armers -eo "plow and euli:.ivate their· fields. Thus, ···it is
clear that 'the agro-pastoral system must be viewed as a
shifting and complex web of relationships in Which cer­
tain families or groups will inevitably be ~re or less
successful in achieving their goal of self-reliance and
in Which each SUb-system is interdependent with each of
the other SUb-systems.

The farmer-herders in the project zone include a fairly
large number of Toupouri, Guiziga, Mundang and Massa
peoples. To them., livest.ock production is more or less
a newly-adopted activity and in a way is reflective of,
their success in their agricultura.l activities. Cattle
ownership bri.ngs new social 3tratification into their
traditional societies. In general, poorer farmers own
small numbers of animals, mainly sheep and goats. The
number and type of cattle owned by them depends upon the
quantity of crop residues and by-prodUcts they have
avai~able for feeding during ~~e dry season.

On the other hand, wealthy farmers can' afford to manage
their herds more like the fUll-time herders by sending
their cattle away on transhumance once or twice each
year. These herds are often entrusted to cne or more
family members to take advantage of grazing available in
the South Yaeres Eco-Systern during the dry season and to
avoid both the heavy concentrations of ticks and flies
and the possibility of crop damage in inhabited areas
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during the rainy season. As fa= as some groups of
farmers are concerned, livestock have a social value
since the dowry is defined in terms of cattle. For
·others~ to the contrary, 'livestock production is simply
a traditional activity as, for example, with the Kapsiki
people. In general, however, catt.le still remain.a
.tore ofcapital to be used in times of. need or as·a
ready sour~e·of investment when there is anagrlcultural·
surplus as long as there is sufficient family herding
labor or contract herding. services available in the
area:-.

Crop proauction systems also take on a variety of .forms,
differing in terms of the intensity of cUltivation, the
range . of crops grown, the tools and techniques em­
ployed, the size of land holdings, the types of live­
stock raised and the uses t.o which they are put, and
ways of balancing crop and livest.ock enterprises within
the farmer's available resources. Agricultural produc­
tion is often constrained by seasonal bottlenecks in
labor supply while at other times of. the year available
family labor is in excess of that needed for agricul­
tural.tasks.

. .

The herder-farmer groups in the project zone are com­
posed of FUJ.Be Illaga, FulBe Baguirmi and Bornuans. The
orientation of production activities in these groups is
cn livestock production. Cattle are a capital asset, a
symbol of .wealL~ and security, and are useful in every
phase of group social life. Crop farming is a secondary
activity viewed as a necessary way to obtain needed
cereals without having to sell cattle. However, this
mixing of crop and livestock enterprises presupposes the
availability of sufficient far.~ly labor within the basic
production unit and results ina. complex division of
labor involving family members of differ.ent ages ana·
sex.

Cattle owned by these herder-farmers fall into
three main classes:

1. The boDeeji or Bororo cattle which are raised
primarily for beef and regularly marketed.

2. The daneeji or white Fulani cattle Which are
retained in herds primarily because of their
superior reproductive traits.

3. The nyawi which are primarily valued for their
superior milk production.
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The herder-farmers· practice a seven-mon~~-lon9 dry sea­
son transhlL--nance (i.e. Decenber to June) in the South
Yaeres eco-system. During t.hat time, beth herder family
units and their'cattle herds are split in two parts.
The majority of the herds. go north with one or more
family members, both male and female. Meanwhile, the
rest of. the family retains sc)me cows to provide milk for
family consumption. In the ~~aere8, these herder-farmers
and their herds frequently camp1'1ear the WoDaaBe, FulBe
Ja£un or Sbuwa Arab herders of the .area to ta.ke advan­
tage of their superior kno"'ledg8 of the area and the
available pasture resources. During t.he rainy season,
these herders return. with their herds to pastures near
the family compounds and 1:,ields. There, tended by
herdsmen, they move back and for~ between grazing areas
and the fields, where they 9:~aze stubble and weeds. In
crop, farming, the herder-farners generally use the same
methods as their traditional farmer-herder neighbors and
subsequently rely cn these farmers for techniques and
tools. They have also adopted dry season muskwari
farming with the help of hire:d labor (i. e. the Mofu, Oho
and Banana ethnic groups). Their fields are often
plowed with the help of their neighbors, ~~e Toupourior
the :Gtliziga, whogeneral~y a.re more likely to have
Animal traction equipment and eit.her oxen or donkeys
avai~able for this purpose.

Herders who do not farm at all are also numerous in the
project area. A.."1d, as a rt!sult of historically-based
processes of eastward migrations, the lasting effects of
the 1969-1974 drought and, most recently, the political
events in Chad, their number has increased in recent
years. . In addition, regiom;~l migrations have occurred
in recent years between the Departments of Logone-chari
and Diamare, as best exemplified by the large number of
Shuwa Arab pastoralists currently utilizing the general
pro jeoe area. Their particular society is divided into
lineage groups, which are also :nigratory groups under
't.he leadership of an arDo. I Their life is centered on
their lives't.ock. Catt~rei their sole source of sub­
sistence, either through con~umption of mi2k products ­
but -very rarely· meat- or t rough market.· sales ..ot herd
resources to obtain ce~ea~s d other basic foodstuffs.

During the dry season~ Shuwa abs and the FulBe groups,
Ali jam, Maare 'en~ndAddank I en, living.. in the Yaeres
area,· move their camps only ree or four times and then
only for relatively short distances. A~ the heginning
of the rainy season as th Yaeres plain floods and
grazing becomes impossible, ~, e majority of these speci­
fic groups move southward to~ard the Diamare Plain eco­
system, following tradition~l transhumant patterns in

I
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regularly planned steps. These herds, although managed
by the above groups, J.n fact are composed of animals
actually owned by many different people, including many
farmers, commercial agents, and government employees
from the urban centers of Diamare, Mayo-Danai and
Margui-Wandala Arrondissements. Therefore, the herd,
which visually appears to the outsider as a single wlit
(tokkere) managed under a single system, is· in fa~ made
up by jokkere, which in Fulfulde lit.erally means the
groups of animals "pasted" or "glued" onto the herd, and
the herder family's own animals.

As with every other system in northern Cameroon, the
various pastoral sub-systems sketched out briefly above
are shaped and changed by their socio-economic and tech­
nical environments. Indeed, wit.hin the same general

• production system, marked differences can be found
depending on which eco-system is being exploited and the
number of different. geo-morphological units within it.
Thus, for example, herder-farmer systems are quite
different from each other in the Diamare, Mandara and
Kapsiki eco-systems. And, on the other hand, FulBe
Uda'en herding differs widely from WoDaaBe or Shuwa
Arabs herding within the South Yaeres/Diamare Plain eco­
systems. Consequently, when all t..'1e socio-economic
factors of northern Cameroon li·"estock husbandry are
taken into consideration, one does not observe a single
stereotypic and unchanging system but a large variety of
sub-systems reSUlting from different objectives and
st.rategies for exploiting the available natural and
human resources. These variations are the result of
many factors such as the size of production units, the
level of cooperation between those units, the size and
composition of herds when full-time crop activities are
adopted or when herders change 'their livestock produc­
t.ion system from one based upon dairy production - i.e.
producing milk and other dairy products for family con­
sumption and sale - to one which stresses beef produc­
tion. It is our jUd,gement that radical change is not
likely to occur among herder-farmer groups in the near­
t.erm and, in resisting change, these groups will lose
out to the farmer-herder groups, at least, in the
short-run. Nor is there evidence that such changes
would be desirable, since they would both reduce the
diveraity of production systems in ~"1e region and lead
to underutilization of specific niches in the ecology.
What happens in the longer term really depends upon the
degree of enlightenment shown by both the Project and
the GURC in reevaluated and redesigning the present
Project interventions.
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In this re9ard, it is the opJ.nJ.on of the evaluation team
that -the Project in its aesi.gn and in its implementat.ion
has never had more:' than the mostt.enucus grasp on the

'realities 'of the environment in which it is working and
that most of the understandinq that. has been accumulated
was the result 0: the work of the project's sociologist
-and economist, both of whom have long since departed and
were cot. replaced. None of the strictly technical
int.erventions of ''the Project, to our' mind, have taken
into account the diveraity of sOcio-economic groups in
the project. zone but, have been direc:ted almost exclu-

'sively at one particalar group, the farmer-herders.,
. . .~

The actual beneficiaries of the Projec't. f s interventions
in agriculture to date have been the twc1:y-eight colla~
bora1;inq -farme:--herders and ·,the. one 'collaborating
herd~r-£arttler. The latter, person, incidenta.lly, told
the evaluat.ion team that. his strategy '. for agricul.tural
production is to feed his family and use .the rest ·of the
revenues generated 'to. bUy more cattle. .When he accumu­
lates what he considers' to be a .sU£ficieni: number of
animals t.o· guarantee his economic aecurity, he intends
to quit farming altogether 'and live as a true herder,
usinq available fami~y labor resources.

-'.,

The real. bene£i.eiaries of 'the range management and pas­
t.ure improvement.. int.erventions to date have _been the
owners and managers of cattle and small ruminants who
live .in the vi1.tages in and around the Grazing Blocks.
According t:.o, the··· avcs.ilable statistics, which are, some­
what dubious· .. quality , about 25 percent of resident
village population actually owns cattle and these people
are almost always the richest.. inhabitants·. In this
situation, one finds a very ironic and ambiguous outoome
from 'Project interventions for, .' by prornctin9 agriCUl­
tural int.erventions, the Projeetis indirectly stimulat.­
ing investment by farmer-herders in cattle from thei.r.
agricultural revenues. On the other hand, the Proje<::t
is diecouraging the participation of local herders wi~

no c:rop enterprises. and putting the herder-farmers in
the area at a distinct economic disadvantage relative to
the farmer-herders. Above and beyondi:he speei.£ic tech­
nical problems o£these interventions,· which are dis­
cussed elsewhere in the report, the:evaluation ~eam .
wishes to stress here the ethical consequences of the
Project's actions in this environment.

... . ~-...

What is present.ly happening in the Project is c~early

not what was int.ended in the original design. effort;
where ~e qoalof achieVing an equilibrium between the'
different interests using th.'area and . with the natural
resOUrce ba8e-waa clearly spelled.. out. The ultimate
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end-point of ~~e Project was to have been the discovery
through long-term ef£ort of a system for sharing what
natural resource productivity was available and.could be
sustained among all interested groups. What has happen­
ed is 1:11e favoring of one group - the farmer-herders ­
to the disadvantage of ~e herder~farmers and the total
exclusion of the true holders.

.
7.4. Planninq benefit spread throuc:h local organiza­

tions

The Project's purpose is to d~6tra~e the feasibility
. of implementing a aeries of technical interventions
throuqh local orqanizat.ions. Projects elsewhere in t.he
Sahel have attelnpted to build organiza.t.ions of herders
at the local level t.hrough 'which t.o implement a variety ..
of project activities. This project has had·.no such
conception .of producers' associat.ions. ,I.nstead,
throughout. i"tsdesign and implementation phases, _ the
Pro ject. worked with a simplistic understandil19 of how
local societies are constitutedand.hence of the ways to
relate to what. it took to be -local ·organizations.·
This image is one of a monol!thicand rigid society
organized as a vertical ·and· .~a8ymme't;ric hierarchy.
Bence, ~e image continues ~at orders are simply trans­
mitted fran the laamido or canton chief to the lawanor
village chief to the Jawroor. village section Chief.
Under this concept· of local. organizations,.' the Project
implements all its actions effectively through the local
traditional political structur.e while, at. the same t.ime,
makinqgreat protestations about implementing stri-ctly
t.echnical and non-political interventi.ons. It is evi­
dent to the evaluation team, however, that if .the
Project retains this essentially false image of

- CAmeroonian society' as rigidly AUthoritarian, ·~mposed.
of a dominant. clase and a series of subservient. groups ­
as initially portrayed in the Project Paper (pp. 62-63),
it runs the serious risk of baving a12 benefits coopted
and monopolized by 1:he same smallqroup of individual~
who are believed to be the leaders. In this situation"
the actual and potential benefieiaries. of the Project.
become simply those people who already held positions of
power, influences and prestige in the local .society
before the Project started.

We have the impression that the current project, given
its image of the local society, is incapable of recog­
nizing the real complexity of local social organiza­
tion. The .evaluation team suggests t.wo. general issues
which seem not to have come to the attention of any of
the project technicians: that of the nature of social
relations within the actualaystema ~f produc~ion, and
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that of the land tenure syst.em. For the first. of these ..
we offer some remarks in Section 13-3 of this report ..
noting some of t~e element.arystructures of social life
of the populations in the project. area and of some of
the social aspects of tho'system of production of~ese

groups (e.g., cooperation, solidar.i.ty,sharing of res­
ponsibilities, and the . existence .of recognized local
technical· specia~sts).

..... -
It ia perhaps uit.e t.o reiterate that the image.-of"the
local soci-ety.upon ~:i.ch tile Projec:1: seems to be basing
all .iu implementat.ian i5,a1:. best, partial and doe~not

correspond with ~i~ the raalitie. of modern Cameroon
or the' aspirations of the GURe for _future developmen~~

The evaluation team believes that the Project m~ rfl­
evalua.te it.s present image of the local societ~ and
attempt· to develop a 1%lOre realistic and pragmatic .. view
of hoW thinqa actually work. If· it were to do so, we
believe that. it could begin, within· the. life of ~
present project, to cons~ruct local associations as h~

been·attempted with real promise elsewhere. Toward auch ..
a possibility, we offer suggestions in Section 13 as to
theprinci.ples on Which such organizations should.be .
ba.ed.

The second prob'lem is that of land i:.enure and of t.he
system of land use, Which have been constant sources ,of
t.ension and, conflict.. In· 'this regard, one of the mo~t

important features .of -present project interventions' i •.
what can De ~alled control of access to na~ural

resources by al.l persons involved.in· an.:ur.al pr04uction.-­
Basically, this concerns the range management component
as an .attempt to solve a."l existing ..problem in ~ ~ch-

nically .precise :·manner. . . , _ ... .' .. ..; .

In the: present Project. fr=ework, there is a clear" and
present. danger in isolating space as an independen;..
factor and simply identifying it as.the vegetative cover
or the complex of natural resources iT a' defined area.
This" way -of thinking':1s too limited in scope since human
social. ·:groups and animals inhabiting· the space tend to
be disreqarded. To the contrary,. space should not. be
considered an independent factor bu.t should be viewed' in
rela~ion to the other component.s of the system. In this
apace, human and animal groups. -are th. dynamic and
determinant .factors • Thus space planning deals with
relationships· between. these three inextr~ably inter- ...
twined components: men, animals and nature.:tnevit:.aJ::)~y·

t.his:·means 1:hat use of space. and acces6 to naturAl.
resources are a~ways subject tea system of constraints
depending upon ecological .factors, the techniques .usod, .
the -social structures. of the ·groupa·: involvedf ~e



organization of the produc~ion sys~em5 in place, inter­
nal and external political factors, religious, beliefs,
and many other similar factors. Only when aJ.l these
various factors are in equilibrium do we have effective
natura~ resource planning.- Technical problems cannot be
isolated from alIt-he other factors and solved 'in a
vacuum. Specific 'technical interventions can only :be
feasible when organized and implemented within a cocpre­
hensive view of the realities in an area. Furthermore,
pastora~ planning must take into consideration the
notion of territoriality. According to the 'various

.sub-systems, territory includes management .of livestock
trails, patterns of transhumance, grazing areas and.
forage reserves for: difficult years., a.nd other similar
planning factors.

- .

In Cameroon~ the two principal piecea of legislation
dealing with land rights date from- 1959 and 1963. In
att.empting to strengthen ownerahi.p rights of local or
ethnic communities on all non-CUltivated lands,-the.l959
law gives to chiefs the right:. to decide allocation or
use of non-eultivated areas ior ~roppin9. ~ne 1963 law
takes the additional step of decreeing that lands belong
to communities, even if they are not yet CUltivated.

Land . rights began to be a' very, -importantisBue in
Cameroon' when large nUmbers of -hUe became 8eden­
tarized. During the nineteenth century, with ~he Jihad
movement, lands were allocated to PUlSe according ~ the
IOlarajj system - i.e. people were allowed -to cultivate
but had t.o pay taxes or tribute. other parcels of; land,
were' ·set apart for religiotls purposes as wagf - i.e.
land' dedicated or .reserved. From :,this point on' and
throughout this centurf, the land tenure system bas been
an extremely complex and delicate issue, . linked as it. is
to both· economic influences aDd political considera­
tions.

.-
Today, the most difficult land problem is the eontrcl
and use of vertisols or kare, which are .~ocated on ~he

seasonally' flooded plains or yaeres. 1'hese vertisols .
are flooded during the rainy season and therefore cannot
be utilized. P..owever, at: the end of ··the rainy, season,
they form -a micro-system highly pr~. ''by both herders
for d..-y season grazing areas ·and farmers for the culti­
vation of dry season sorghum - i.e. muskwari.Vertisols
have a~ways played an important role in pastoral strate­
gies for herders but they have also become more and-more
interesting to farmers as muskwari 'cultivation has
spread-. And now t.he development· of commercial '. rice
produc~ion has added a third actor -t.o -the acene~ in ~.

form of the SEMRY development project, which is support.­
ed by the World Bank and FAC.
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As a general ru:le" 1::here are: no laws in Cameroon banning
herders from access to qrazing ,areas.· _But. neither are
there any laWs which protect. tra.ditiona~ grazing e.reas
against· encroachment by f",rmers. Indeed.,; ·.t.he ~aw,: a.side, ­
1:11e present. uend is toward -incI:easinq exeluaion of
herdersfL"cnI_: the· areas uaditional.ly used _for dry season
transhumanoe. , Population pressures in the south,. expan­
sion of farming areas. near. vi~l.qea for b.oth cash and
food crop production, and population JD:)vements seriously
reduce' the 'rainy season _pasta::. ';~. for. that, _eM· of,.
thei:ransh~ce pattern. The P..'t'oject JAter~.ent.iS)ns .are
ther.efore taking:place in a d:.amat.ic . ..framework and-they
risk exI!lCer.ba:tinc;· the"general. c::on:Uct,· : over - lan~. use
wi~ut.beinq a})le·to - adequately ,as.esa ,or control,: the.
80cio-ecanomic ~', facto~8: at play . .J.D.:,.·.northern::Cameroon
socie't.y.' . to-' • _.'., .....~_

~;,~: .: .. ~ ..:.. -;.... . ... .

Nomadie herders hav.always -reimbUrsed 1- the 'laaIiUae for
grazing rights on rainy seAson pastur"'~ ,~tha.project:.

zone. At -the same time, they contribu't.e t:.o local econo­
mic activities by selling their :', catt.le and.4ai.ry
products in local markets. In add!t'ioI1;' ·they'· "fertilize
local. ,fields' .."wit:h .-manure and··bqy lec.al. cerea.l~·.from '.
farmers. ...'!be Project:. int.erventiOns, .however, .risk
reduclnq, or even, prob.i.bi.tingt:he ··.acce~ of .. ·these ~cla, ... _
t:.o. rainy'aeaaon ·'9%"azi.ng grouncisin. the .ar~, as. ~e.ll as.,
theirpa8.~ng· ~; ,v~11ages and markets~n~eirway to
the ,'south.·· Thia migh~ drastic~ly... :4iJsru~· ;the entire "
econcmic ·symbioais in the project ··area, .v.ith '!8r~a~
conaequencea"'for both herder.:and ,farmer•• , • ...

In the future, Project interventiOns ahould .. ;-ely ~r..e on
obtaining an overall consensus .. ;Eromall users. of ~
DiamarePlain Eco-~ystem.. Cont~ued herde,:: intcest' and
cooperatio~ in Project activitiea can only be assured if
the practices being- introduced. are proven to be
econcmica1.1y .ana socially viable and compa.tible; ~w.i1:h

existing ecologic:al· r~alities. - , .. ' '.
. ". . '(. ~: .....,:~ ... - . .:: ~

At present., , ·two·~ic trends- ..aJ:e·_pro£ound.lyaJ.t.~ing
land us. :e~aticmahips .bet.w~a·, Pa.~a.li&ta .. ~~ _~d .
agricult.uralists in Extreme, No.rth P~~vincez ",: "', ;'. '.. ;<

-.. .1. ~econaiderable--reduc:tion.cin availaple, -. graz-
. inS land. Que mainly ~. the .rapi4 growth of .

'the,' rur~l' .,population which., in turn,. l~ :to ....
expansion· of cultivated-areas into the better .'

,~.qrazir1.g . lands. 'I'heannual; rural population.
9rowth nte is somewhere ~~ween 2.~.t03 per­

·;cent•.. At. -this ratet ': :t.he,~·number of, cuJ..t.ivating ... ".'
family. units will;. 4oubl-e approxi,matel-y ev~._. r

. twenty yea,rs. ". , .'
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2~' The 'increasing individuali:ation of, land
eenure.Thia, rarely meatW that rural land is
individually owned but the traditional, -free

., range-' philosophy wbereby livestock have free"
·access to water and 'forage resources on r~ge­

,.' ;., lands,· fallow. land, and",harvested .~fields is
c, •• inereasing.1.ybeing c11allengedby' farmers. who

, want -tc) control access ·to, 'their· holdings. '
" ... :'.::'.

'!'heae'; tWo' trends ·couldhave;;:a ,M lS12ow'ballM effect. in the
medium- and ·lonq--term. The reduction' ~'of . grazing "lands '.
will .. force .' larger·, and larger numbera' ,:of. berderst.o
,settle and~' ,-cultiva.te their own·, crops.'" In this" sii:ua-',
't.ion';' .We must expect' an accelerating '!:rend in disappear~

ance~of open range, ;increasing c1tfficu1.ty:::.in practi.c.iI1~·

any type of animal production involving grazing, and a
rising rural populat~on growth rate since settled popu­
latiOns :.a.lmost always have,' higher'growth rates ,1:han
thoae"'of trFshumantherding. groups. - ,

7. s. ' . General Conclusions"

One Of the 'principal- implicit> assumptions of "the Project
&8 currently'·, -8tructureais .that pastoral. practices· in
nort:hern cameroon are not rational- and that they, ~are
the 'principal-cause -'0£ ,environmental deterioraticn.
Human ,beings 'are viewed as the ~'main -- factors .. in thi'S
sitttktion in' --areas' where' animal PoPUlAt.ions exceed the
carrying =pa~it.y -oft:he -land and,werethe. vegetative
cover is reduced' by- ov-ergrezing,'" ~ire andsoJ.llvat:.er
eroaion. What is required, according to 'this assump­
tion; is" a radical' cl1ange--,in land 'use pat1:erns::. -through­
demons1:raf.ion- 'of:"the '., feasibility of implementing 'a
aeries of' techriical' 'practices. •• to reverse 'the natural
resource deqradation process and' improv.e the resource
ba'Se.. Following this way-·af 'thinking, thefocua, of
activi..t"iea' isprimarily-on land' or grasses and how
people can be organiZed and direoeed in their activities
so all not to destroy the land. 'l'he land is the princi­
pal beneficiary of' all' the, 'interventions and the land -i..
to be;, saved', . ' even '1f local'socio-econcmic and cul-tural
systems must bear the consequences. "" ;-"-

The, evalua-tion-temnfeels 1:ha~"this,.:as8umption--!s quite
e implistic 'and that. 'the root causes ,£or', ~:'r'esourc.

deqradation must be ,searched £or in a wider context and
that the degradation itself -cannot be viewed as a. tech­
nicalproblem to' be 801vedby ·techni-cal· means •. :;,'~'Re8ource
degrada"t.ion and' de1:.eriorat.ion of the- natural-resource
base are olearly caused by many, factors werking'cumula­
tively: drouqnts, erratic' rainfall;, ·:unwise political
decisions, increased crop production, unrestrained
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economic oppor-t;.unism, mounting demographic pressure of
bo'th man and animals., and many other. t.hings. Under the
pressure of both internal·· and external factors ,the
rat.ionality and the in'ternal equilibri.um of .northern
Cameroonian pastoral and agro-pastora2 societies is
rapidly b~eaking down. More and mere herders ,have been
forced to exploit more~.:more marginal land.resources
as urban areas expand and· more .and· more good land ia put
uDder. the plow. .' What is r~ired at . this juncture is a
serious reappraisal of all tra4iticnal.pas1:oral systems
in the .area to. determine their chances for survival in a
radically changed' environment and then multidi.ciplinary
approaches to put, to9~~er some Pr~~, not i;1dividual
projects" to· X'ei,ntegrat.e what,,)sys1;.emIP. can; be· .saved with
the reft of i:he·economy, ~~ :the.:;:%30rt.b ..... ~e .present
Proj4i!C't .could.be,o£-S~.~lISi.lI~~ in this ·search of.
different.. approa~be8te.__ the . critical issue of natural
resource management,· but only if it . readjusts it. own
thinki~away £r.ODJ, reliance o~.,· uter~aJ. .monitaring ana
coercion of. ,people.~,.and toward. an ~pproach; -albeit. a
slower and more difficult courae - based upon the con­
aen.us of all user groups in the area and their coopera­
tion . in- -equitable . al.locat.ion.•· of the· benefits from
ratioQu l~nd use. ,. . '

....>.

. t"'.:
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8. PROJECT ACTIVITIES

8.1. GRAZING LAND MANAGEMENT AND CONSERVATION

1. Activities

The 1r'tated key to improving range .condi­
tions w~thin the Project area and -the
entire E:treme North Province is controlled­
grazing which will -'be compat.ible' with' t.he
physiological requirements -'offoraqe
species. Such con~rolled gra%:1.ng' vill
result, in improved vigor and hea.lth of t:he
natural plants and provide ·the increased
root groWth, eillering and seed 'production
needed t.o reestablish' the more desirable
perennial gras-sese --The improved vegetative
cover and root growth willincreaae mois­
ture infiltration and -retention·' ·in 1:11e
-.oil~ reduce erosive runoff and accelerate
production of natural forage avai~able to
livestock. t. •

. .. . '

The objectives of the Grazing Land Manage­
ment and Conservation componen't ,'of the­
Project are:

A. To determine the applicability, in
the pilot zone, of livestock/range
management practices proven suc­
cessful in other areas of the
world.

B. To identify any modifications
necessary to adapt these practices
to the socio-cultural environment
of the pilot zone. ~

c. To demonstrate the effectiven•••
of these pract.ices in improvinq
natural forage production aDd
conserving grazing lands.

D. To develop specified watering
points in conformity' with the
estimated stocking rate capacity
of pilot grazing blocks to aS,sure
rational use of the rangeland.

E. To enhance
structures
producers
discipline

existing organizational
among village livestock

which will a••are
in the cooperative .
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management of livestock and gra­
zing and water resources.

F. To investigate the feasibility of
establishing a marketing end pur­
chasing association in conjunction
with grazinq blocks. Legal,
social, and financial aspects
wi11 be studied. Impact of
government pricing poliC'j' and
other constraints on off-take will
also be studied. One association
will be established in the fi:f1:.h
year of the project.

Activities whiCh the Project will carry out
to achieve the above objectives are as
follows:

A. Three demonstration grazing blocks
of approxima~ely 5,000 hec~ares

eaCh will be managed under a pilot
system of controlled rotational
grazing- that will allow desirable
forage species on approx~tely 25
percent of the pasture area (i.e.
3,750 hectares) to reach maturity
each year before being grazed.

B. Approximately nine local village
. or village cluster livestock pro­

ducer groups operating through the
existing traditional leadership
system will be provided technical
assistance to assume responsibi­
lity for management of the
controlled grazing systems based
on the concept ~f self-discipline.
Assistance to i:hese groups will be
the responsibility of the Project
staff and the Diamare Livestock
Sector.

c. The Project will demonstrate pilo~

water and soil conservation prac­
tices on selected areas within the
three grazing blocks to control
and reduce water runoff and Boil
erosion on the 15,000 hectares of
pasture land. These practices
will consist of natural
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reestablishment of ground cover,
artificial reseeding, establishing
nat.ural water barriers for gully
control, dikes, diversions, and
sUbsoilpene~ra~ion.

D. Artificial reseeding demonstra­
tions (approximately' 30 hectares
per c;razingblock) will be under­
taken in ·areas where improvement.
through natural conservation prac­
tices cannot be expected to

,'restore productivity within a rea­
sonable,time.

E. A minimum .of. : nii1.e livestock
watering points will be construct­
ed within the three grazing blocks
or in sufficient numbers to faci­
litate livestock access within the
limit of the normal five kilometer
grazing range of ,cattle. Water
points will be placed in locations
which will ensure efficient utili­
zation of available forage under a
rotatio~ system of grazing-

F_ The perimeters and interior bound­
aries of the three pilot grazing
blocks 'will be cleared of brush
and grass on a one-time basis in
order to provide access trials for
livestock and Project-related per­
sonnel to and from rotational
pastures, watering points and
vi~lages- The cleared trails
(approxima.tely 40 kilometers per
grazing block) wiilalso serve as
pasture section demarkation and as
breaks to control the spread of
fire and to facilitate controlled
burning-

Within the narrow confines of the Project
strategy for dealing with the proble1'l18 of
range management and nat.ural resource
degradation within the project area and in
the entire E:treme North Province and when
viewed strictly in terms of the targets for
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the activities as defined above, the
Project has achieved to date the following:

A.

B.

c.

D.

Three demonstration grazing blocks
of . at least. 5, 000 hectares each
have been established in the 'pro­
ject area•..

Within these gra:1ng blocks.
:. Projec~ ·staff have installed a

system -of, 'deferred graz.ing and
adequate pasture resting to allow
maturing of certain desirable
.forage species•

.TheProjeC't is working through the .
traditional leadership system, as
defined by Project staff, in more
than nine villages 1:.0 impart tech­
nical instructions to far.mer-herd-

-·era, as -- -defined by the evaluation
team, on how to manage grazing
areas, accordiaq to theProject's
system of controlled and deferred
grazing. In this regard, the
evaluation team observed t,J'lat all
groups which are classified by us
as £u-l~-t.ime.herders without asso­
ciated agricultural activities
have been effectively excluded
from the grazing blocks. Further­
more, the livestock ·producers
involved in the plan to rationally
exploit -t:.he grazing blocks appear
to us to be si~~ly the inhabitants
of the concerned villages,' under
the direction of the Project's
range monitors and .the traditional
administrative leaders - i.e. the
lammiDo~ lawan and. the Jawro.

'!'he Project has started to demon­
pilot water and soil conservation
practices on selected areas within
the three grazing blocks. These
activities. have . included the
natural reestablishment of ground
cover through the . deferring of
grazing and ~. resting of certain
areas of pasture, the artificia~

reseeding of limited areas of
pasture, and the installation of
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selected watering points for live­
stock. Work has not yet started
on establish~ng natural water bar­
riers for gully control, dikes,
diversions and ,.ubsoil penetration
to· the evaluation team's
knowledge ,,~: -

E. Artificial'" reseeding demonstra­
tions have ':started in the grazing
.blocks 'but have not yet reached
the level ,of 30 hectares per gra-

',:zing block .., "
F. 'l'wolives'telck -watering points have

been installed to date within the
grazing blocks and. a third one is
to start in December 1983 •

.... " ... .
"GO' The perimeters and interior bound­

aries of the three grazing blocks
have, ' been. cleared of' brush and
grass.. The. total number of kilo­
meters' of trails cleared in the
grazing l:>lQCks' was esti.mated by
the AmericalLChief of Party/Exten­
sion Special-1st '. as 114 kilometers.

In addition ~~e aCc~lishments enumer-
'ated above, the Project staff has assured
'the evaluation' team that it has detailed
plans for completion of all specified acti­
vities ,listed acove within the, period be­
tween DOW and ~e completion of the Project
on April 30, 1985. Barring extraordinary
events, we have no reason for doubting this
claim.

Issues

The evaluation' team,·· in it's scope of work,
was specifically requested by USAID/Yaounde
to-· address i t.self 1:0 the following issues
in' relation to the.' range management
program.

A. Whether ±.he Project •s range
. management : interventions are
a.ppropriate .for the project area
and the whole. of Extreme North
Province and whether they

:,.- ,:::--.
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adequately addres~ the issue of
natural resource· degradation.

What are the environmental impli­
cations of· development. of stock
vat.er reservoirs, both within the
hoject zone and on a wider scale
iri the Extreme North Province?
What should be the capacity of the
wat.er .points in. relat.ion to the
carrying. capaci.ty of the surround­
ing rangeland.'? And, is t.he
~roject determining water point.
p~·acemeDt8 amf· access with refer­
ence . to - .. appropriate livest.ock
management consiQera~ions?

.'.- . _..
c•.. Is - the t;·ec:hnical design of t.he

installed .grazinq blocks appropri-
.ate .with re~pect to carrying capa­
cit.ies; animal 'distribution withiD
theblocks,'-> pa·st.ure divisions I

fire}:)reaks, access trails and
oeher tec~ical .factors?

.. ~.1 ~ ""- ' ... 0"-

. D~ Is ·t.he range';~;reseedin9 program
appropriate~~:tachnicallysound?

E. Are the soil and water conserva­
tion techniqaes".beibq imPlement.ed
~echnically .soun,d and ap~ropriate?

," " ..- '.'. .'.. .

"'F. "Is' th-e methodology. for mOnit.oring
:.range production, :<cover, densit.y
and species composition techni­
cally sound, statistically valid
and. appropriate to ···10ca1 condi-
'tions? .

- .. ;~

G.

B.

. Is the range'" management program
economically ~iable with respec~
to general' .conditiODS in the
pro j ect area and the Extreme North
Province? .

" ~ .
Is the range management program
socially appropriate to conditions
in the .Project area and the
Extreme North. Province?
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In addition to these specific issues, the
evaluation team has isolat6d the following
items for consideratic~.

A. The, lack of agreement wi thin the
Project staff on exactly what con­
stitutes the Project' s overall
strategy for range management.

B. The adequate time horizon for the
Projec~ with respect to the devel­
opment of a range manage~ent sys­
tem and the need to collect and
analyze technical and socio-econo­
mic data for this system.

,
C. The basic controversy as to whe­

ther the paatures in the Project
zone should be:managed as annual
qrasspastures . ,or whether they
should be managed in such a way as
to .encourage '. the growth ofperen­
nial grasses.'

o. Should the Project begin to orga­
ni.z~ a herder marketing and pur­
chasing asaociation at this point
in the Project?

3. . Recommendations

After review and extensive discussions on
the issues raised above, the evaluation
team haa the following "recommenda't.ions to
make:,· ,

A. We feel that the question of whe­
ther or not the deferred grazing
system and other ra."1ge management
interventions of the Project. are
approximate to the Project zone
and to the whole of Extreme North

. Province must. be answered at two
levels. We believe that the prin­
ciples upon which the proposed
range interventions are based are
probabl.y universally true. How­
everI, the problem of adapting
those principles and techniques,
which have been developed and
"proved" elsewhere, to the local
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ecological and socio-economic con­
ditioqs in northern Cameroon is a
very long-term process which is
guaranteed to be no easy task and
Which has no sure outcome. What­
ever range ·managment techniques
are int.roduced must be adapted to·
the' local pre-existing productions
systems ·of herders in the Extreme
North . Province. It is here that.
we believe the Projee:;t runs seri­
ous risk of faltering through lack
of sl1£fi.cient knOWledge and per­
spective •.

Essentially/. the evaluation team
sees four basic strategic alterna­
t1ves by' which the resource base
of northern Cameroon can be
improved and used for livestock
production .' and, of course, other

.. productive activities. Those
alternatives are:

1. Sedentarization of Livestock
Heros . on Year-round Grazing
Blocks

This strategy involves com­
plete s~eenta.ri=ation of all
livestock herds in grazing
blocks with year-round water­
ing points and at stocking
rates cOmmensurate with the
carrying-capacity of ~e natu­
ral range. In this alterna­
tive, . the max~um carrying
capac!ty of the range would be
the number of' animal units
Which could be supported when
the range was. in its worst.
·annual. condition - i.e. at the
end of the dry season. Under
this strategy I all animals in
excess of the number that
could be supported on a year­
round basis w.ould have to be
removed from ~e range' and
slaughtered since there would
no longer be any other avail­
able pastures. Given the pre­
sent condition' of the range
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in northern, Cameroon, it is
obvious that truly massive
cuts in '~e existing livestock
Populations would be neces-

. ~ary,' alt.."'1ough t.he exact. mag­
,nit.ude' o£ these cut.. is· not.
known at present... , ,

The eValuation t.eam views 'the
-..implementat.ion of, any such

_,"IIt.rategy at this lX'int. in the
Exue.me ::North ProviDce as a.
political and economic impos­
sibility,"and, as a sub-opt.imal
technical solution to the pro-

'. blema, of ,livestock production
and resource degradation. It
.is clear to WI that such a
-strate'gy could only be imple­
mented. in the short or

, ~i~~rm. by resort to
_. force~.whicl1·we do not. believe

.. 'is a viable solution for the
GURe or something USAID should
sponsor" We say this on the
basis o£ our field interviews
with -: herder- farmers in which'
we founa no evidence tha.t
these people were willing to

,accept having their herds cut.
'in the interest of improved
rangeland - or any other lar­
ger c:o~unity obj ective. To
the contrary, we found, when
we asked What ~ey ~uld do if
they had any extra money, that
the first response in virtu­
ally every case was t.hat they
wouJ.dbuy more' cattle. And,
these, '.J.;,nt.erviews were c:qn­
duct8d".W1th ~e herder-far­
mers,who have now participa­
ted.in Project activities for
up:- to three years.
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2.Sedentarization of Livestock
·Herds on Year-Round Grazing
Blocks with SUPPlemental
Feeding of Aqro-Industrial

-By-products and Croe Residues

_This :: .s~ond alternative would
sedep,t,4rize the 11vest.ock

·her~~_ '.Dy having' year-round
..\!f81=-g·,~ grazing blocks and an
o;,gar.-1.,z~ prQ9ram of range
supplemen~ation with crop

:. .. --residues and agro-induauial
by~rodt1ct. - i . e. cottonseed
oake - "and rice bran. Easen~

t,1.ally; . animals would be
trazed~~from June until the
na~ural: pastures were grazed
~othe; lowest acceptable level
and· then put into some sort of
feeding:- system in organized
·feedloU. Assuming- 1:hat. all
cot:.tons.ed cake produced' in
Maraca ~d all rice bran pro-

. dacedin the SEMRY I and II
. projec--s - i.e. about. 25,000

metric tons 1."1 the agqreqate
.at ·preSent.. - was shipped to
the Mindif-Moulvoudaye area

. for mixing with locally-avail­
abl.e. erop residues and
feedi~9, we' calcula~e that.
this program could carry per­
haps 70. 1 000 catt.le through the
season, p:roviding that. the
carrying capacity of ~e 9~az­

ing blocks during ~e rainy
seaacnwas not. a binding cons­
traint on this· figure. Bov­
:ever,· it. is ertremely diffi­
cnl1:' for us t.o envision any
cievelopment agency in northern
Cameroon having either the
fi.nancial or logistical c:apa­
eit.y to organize and implement
such. a massive exercise in
oUlk transport of essentially
low-value livestock feeds on
an ; annual basis'. We, there-

. fore, .cannot truly believe
that.:thia is likely t.o be a
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viable livestock system in the
foreseeable future in
Province.

3. Maintenance and Imorovement
upon the Current Livestock
Sys't.em Utl.lJ.zing the biamare
PlaIn Eco-system for Rainy
Season Grazing and the South
Yaeres Eco-system for Dry
Seasort Grazing

This ~ird alternative is
essentially to maintain the
current system of seasonal
transhumance between the rainy
season pastures of the Diamare
Plain eco··system and the dry
season pastures of the South
Yaeres ceo-system install
appropriate range management
interventions in both areas so
as to develop a management
system for the entire geogra­
phic area actually used by the
herders and herder-farmers.

.,

Maintenance ana Improvement
upon the Current Livestock
Svetem as in Alternative C
wIth Addition of Supplemental
Dry Season Feeding of Live­
stock with Agro-industrial
By-products from the SEMRY
Projects

This fourth alternative is
essentially an extension of'
the third one based on the
hypothesis that, if feeding of
aqro-industrial by-products is
to take place on any scale in
northern Cameroon, it makes
infinitely more economic and
technical sense to move ani­
mals on the hoof to the areas
producing those by-products
than the contraOry. In this
partiCUlar case, since the

. South Yaeres eco-system is
directly adjacent to the SEMRY
II rice project. and since the
feed supplements are most
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needed by the animals during
the time they would normally
be in ,'this area anyway, we
appear ': 'to have a possible

. rnatchup~~ ,of convenience to all
parties.'

., ~ .

This classification of strategies
is obviously a~ oversimplification
of . the product.ion s~r.tem in that.
it. does not dea.l wit.."l t."'at. porticn
of .the berds which currently
remain in,', 1:11e Mindif-Moulvoudaye
region ~ugh the dry aeaaon pri­
'marily w' provide milk. In the
opinion • 'of ,the- evaluation, these
animaia : 40 ' not:; 'constit.ute a large
portion of .t.he~ ~t.al herds which
use the: area -during the' rainy sea-
son.A ", separat.e st.rat.egy must. be

'develoDed to~·: ~ deal with these
animals. "

While there is current.ly no appa­
rent. aqreemQn~ 'within ,the Project

'staff as to-exactly what consti­
"eut.es" 'tbeir .. proposed strategy for
ehe entire grazing year, ,theeval­
uation team wishes to assert the
third alternative above offers the

, "'most reasonable and least disrup­
tive possibility for maximizing
use of the available nat.ural
resources 1ft the t.wo ece-systems
without excess degradat.ion. Both
rainy Beason pastures in the pro­
ject. zone and dry season past.ures
in the South Yaeres would be ut.i­
lized at - their Peak periods of
production-and the overall grazing
system could maintain a maximum
number of animals of participating
herding groups within the confines
of the appropriat.e carrying-e::apa­
cit.ies ,- in ~~ two complement.ary
ar~as.

In effect.rthe-Project to date has
not. been able ~ deal effect.ively
with anyone-,-of these st.rat.egic
alternativesbecaase it haa, since
tile reorganization, been lindted
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__ toa specific geographic area and
.. pnly •one-half of one existing

:~ - livestock production system in the'
.'-~ E~reme North Province. . The

Project was ,originally mandated to
work . in the \-.thole Extreme North
Province, but Project personnel
soon realized that. financial. and
personal .'ra8ources were insuffi-
_J~ient to ~/e1:1nit operation on such
~ vast scale•. During t.he course
ofthg Pro~.ctreorganization the
technical ,assistance t.eam wished

. to maintain the focus on the South
Piamar'· PIA.1.n Eco-systems.· How­
ever, GORe decided that since LCBC
was alreaq.y_ 'Working in the South
Yaeres, the Project should concen­
trate their resources elsewhere.
,Essentially, this relegated the
Project .....t.othe-, Mindif-Moulvoudaye
region whi..ch~ ...only cOIl4priaes one
part of the' graz:Lng system. To

_ compound. thi8: ',problem, the LCBC
. ;',.projec1; .:lin "~ Yaeres has been
..... .suspepded due:1;.o a lack of funds.

:. Furthermore, .Lese int.erventions
.-bave b~en~imited t.o vater point.

-;, "deve~opment wi.thout any attempt to
- :,contral .grazing on the Yaeres. In
., effec1;.,. therefore, only one-half

',' '0£ the .gra~in9' system is being
developed.In attempting to deal
with this truncated range manage-

" ment .system.:_ project staff have
had t.c set up their current system
Which effectiv~ly operates only in
the period June to November as a
:eontroUed ,grazing scheme and

:hence does: '!lOt deal with the moat
crit:ical .£actor in livestock pro­
ductio1'1; in the area, which is the

_" .. lack of ad-equate nuai tion for the
~ima16 during the dry season.
During ~e.period from November to
June, the assll.'tlption of the pre­
sent range management specialist
is that the: bulk of the cattle in
,the Project zone' will depart on

. seasonal, . transhumance. '!'hill
rel'iev~8 '~a'~roje~ staff of hav­
·inq to. deal ,W.i.th the herds during
the - dry seaeon, but result.s in a
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mere .trans:er of the nutrition
· probl'em ou-:'side the Project. zone
and into a presently unmanaged
environment..

Within the Grazing Blocks them-
selves, the project has effec­
tively lowered stocking rates by
excludinc; the II nomade ll

• However ,
the . stoCking.'.~rates still exceed
~e carrying capacity of these
Blocks by the Project's own pre-

· liminaz:y .68timations.· The impli­
cit ho,P..e. of ~e Project is that,
with deferred",qraring and reseed­
,ing ·9f ·the forage species, there

· will _ be . enpugh evidence of
T. improved . -pasture conditions to

induce· herders 1:0 cooperate wi t.h
the range management program.

" There" is al:aO" the hoce that there
will" be· enough scientific data
collected anG .anal.yzed to estab-
linh car~ing 'ca~cities for the
various Grating Eloc;-;s and show
range trends··'....hich demonst.rate the

· 'benefits 0= ·t..~e new aystem... . .'-

E:o~ver, . t.he ·ev"aluation team has
..:. two m:aior critic:isms of this

"" approach~ First, since the inter­
. "vent.ions only ,affect one-half of

-the productior: system, they are
.. .not· appropriate· to finding- a per­

manent 6ol.ution to the entire pro­
clem. Secondly, the interve~ticns

· are· not receivi.ng ~Ja1id tests 1:.0
·determine t.h.!!~. validity for the
Project:. aroa~ ··"To "receive a valid
test, the earryi.ng capacitie. of
the test .a11:.es JnUSt be deterndned
.scientificall'y".aud then the st.ock~

"ing rate .must ~"e.. revised to a con­
.' commitant level. If the Project

actmt-lly ; succe~<1s in its current
aesign, it will be because it has

_ found a low enqugh stocking rat.e
by luck" through the exclusion of

· the "nomads.... "Even' if the project.
technicians :' found it necessary to
further reduce·· the stocking ra't.e
( a likely occurrence since t.hey
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already feel 1:.ha-::. the stocking
.rates ,eXceed '):.~e carrying capaci­

,."" ties),' t.he ~eroonian. project
. "Director has sa:"d that this would.

be .poli~ically impossible in t."'e
short-term. The Project,' then, is

._ . left having' to . test the grazing
~~system under ~nditions which,
,.~ 'from ,the very' beginning, have no't

! ~beenfavorable 'for a successful
. '.' outcome.l'ie be~ieve there is an

alternative,.,.pproaeh.
• _." or.

""one of' the key underlying assump­
, .. t.iona .of the' Project is that. it is
.:only , thro.~qh observing the
:aeferred grazing system fUlly
;articulat.ed and' in action that
herders will be convinced of its

. 'value. and' actively support:. it .
. This appears to be a valid \IIOrking
hypothesis, in. our opinion. How­
ever, we' feel that there is no
need to establish t.he necessary
d~ons~atior. on 15,000 to 20,000

· hectares _of . r~lat.ively privileged
"range as"" a :~iot effo~t.. We see
· two major problems with this
approach. First, the area includ­
'ed -L"l..~. 't.he ··.demonstrations bas
turned 'out to::be too large and
often "inaccessible for the rela-
'tively' smalJ. Project staff to man­

'.-age effec1;.ively and, at the same
.time r control .'aiiCf"'" monitor in a
maIU'ler SQ t.hat .they can obtain va­
.lidscientific data for necessary
'analyses of <:arryi.nq capacities,
species. compOsition changes, and
the like. . Without t.his accumula­
tion of sc.ientific data over ~e
from well-con~rolled grazinq situ­
c;:ti0ns r the Pro ject range manage­
ment 3ya~em c~ never be proven to
wOrk-' . in '··.·any·· . acceptable sense.
Second, ,by vir~ue of the very size

· of the grazing blocks, the Proj ect
staff has .. found it necessary to be
in a . con£rontational positiOD
vis~a-vis aome of the herder
groups that,previously used the
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used the"areas but now have to be
excluded if the Pro~eet is to have

'.' any hope of controliing its demon­
, strations. Since the results of
~th~ neces~ry trials and their
associated demon5tra~icn effects
are not. contingent on any particu-
lar ,si~..p£....1~c21sl put.ting the

". Project, in, ,.this awkward position
'.," vi&-a-v-Ia.', t.bi 'herders in the area

'at thiii early point is both
.:.- :)." ~ unnecessary and destructive of the
:~" demonstration,:;effects the Project

"is, trying to achieve.

~ :~~ Another ~-~sumpt.ion is that the
,C:;' Proj4itct' 8' curr.en.t range management

-system.. 9iy~people the experience
.'" of.,mana9~.~ their own rangeland

which: is'a '.necessary step toward•
.creat:.iQn-o~-a self-sustaining sys­
tem.'The ,evaluation team feels

:.... ;. that while tht-'?re is serne partiei­
, . pation of herders in the decision

: :J:Jn.aking .process ~ the system is
~~uallYcbeing imposed in muCh the

':. same !D'lcner as., SODECOTON imposes
~. . its a~onO:I'.ic techniques on far­

mers •. _ We feel 'thai: this produces
,,-, -short-term, .comoliance with rules
';'" -buttr.a.t it is not a long-term

:~educational.process. The people
" wi~l basically learn to rely on

:.:;;:..tlie ?roject to est.ablish the rules
, . and make" sure they are obeyed

~c:::, r~ther thau...~earning how to manage
:" t~ir. rang'eland on their own.

':: ~ ~: ~:..

,;:.-; W.epr~se" therefore, a much
:.,' JJIDAIJ.er, graziDq trial/demonstra­
,,~. ,.t!onprogram to. be conducted in a

muenmore vigorous scientific man­
':','ner :~th". fixed protocols, timely

._. and comprehensive data collec­
':-i:: tiOl1&, .' and prompt analyses and

., ~.::_~ite-up~. of the research results •
. Essentially,. this new "block" plan

.' WQuld. ·COrisist.~ of 600 fUlly fenced
hectares' which. are divided into
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";isixsUb-blocks of 100 hectares
;: ,·'each.:Anat:'tempt would have to be
:.. J ,'1I1ade tofi'nd a' truly representa­
: , :::'-tive area of, six square kilometers
" '-<withirr-"one<or -t:.heGrazing Blocks ­
~'r'and; . eventually.'· in all tlu-.e, of
· . 'them' i11' 'Which the vegetative

'. ""'~eover was fairly homogeneous. A
'., -: c1.i;ag-ram o.f:'cur "preliminary system
:'-:':':ls preaenteid 'in 'Figure 8-1 below•

.\~;.' .. , ...' .. ......

,. ." ,'Since ':eaeh :'~hJ':>I-~lock in this sys­
. '. 't:em woUld"; be"" eomplet.ely fenced,
~, ,': ''the nocking: rate 0:1 it could be

vigorously ~ont.rollQd so tha~ the
~h, 'rate 'wOuld be 'biown exaeUy at all

,'-': ..:~"durin~ the year.. Different
,,:. :eub-b'1.oc3as ':':1«>uld have different
· . s'tockincj-rates'. varying from total

~ 'c.' exclusion 'to' .. 'free grazing under
. ,'" ";1;he' system':" currently being prac­
.- ··t'l~iced by~ herders in the area. In
" the' fourlnt.ermediat.e blocks #

.:: ; steady st.ock!nq rat.es or patterns
:: would, -be mai:Dtained over time at.
';;""different ; levels so as to observe
<:'.:. a: ccntinuum"'of effect.s or range
:~-." :'·cond'itions. !n addit.ion, each .of
T ':; ';..:i.these aub-blecks could be further
":". :d'ivided'':'mtd-four quart.ers, one of
" which could be, rest.ed each year
. c::.under :'a ' regular, pre-determined.

. pattern. Pinally, i~ the Project
"was autnorizedto ertend its cper-.....

ations ini:o the South Yaeres ec::o-
'. system~" a second series of grazing

'. trial!demonstrations could be aet
up there for experimenting and

c. monitaring range conditions during
_the dry:' aeaat::m portion gf the

:,;-~ annual tracahumrmce.
. .. i ~-' .~.

:, .:c.. In a relal.ted issue, the evaluation
~'t;eamvfews the; current relative
~q:"isol~tion of ':':'~he Project range
-- management-- "specialist from other
f, . specialiSts 'T in her field - both
"'within cameroOn and elsewhere - as

· ,ihighly unfortt1na:te. . We have given
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FIGURE a-I: SCHEMA fOR PROPO'SED RANGE MANAGEMENi
TRIAL I DEMONSTRATIONS
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her several suggestions for
increasing he= contacts and we
reiterate here our feeling t.'lat,
if a more vigorous range manage­
ment trial/demonstration program
is to be put into place, the
Project must. see to i:-t tha.t more
e~perienced agrostolcgists and
range scientists are available to
the range" management specialist
for consultation, particularl.y in
establishing the necessary trial
protocols and in analyzing the
resultin9 data.

One ot.her issue is related to the
appropriateness of the technology
in the Project. Brush encroach­
ment in the past has been
prevented by b-.n-ning and by what
amoun1:.s to mob stocking of 11ve­
stock. This was not done in any
controlled way but, nevertheless,
was quite effective. However, by
eutting back on stocking rates and
by controlling burning, the
Project runs· the risk of having a
severe problem with brush
encroachment in the Grazing
Blocks. The Projectls current
response to this problem is to
encourage cutting of those bushes
and trees which have no forage
value for fir~wood. This may b.e
an adequate policy as long as it
is closely coordinated with local
representatives of ~e Servi~e of
Forestry and Waters. Addi1:.ion­
ally, we suggest that the Project
might deliberately fence off a
seventh block as an enclosure in
which trials could be conducted
with controlled burning and/or mob
grazing to control brush and
improve general range conditions.

B. Before dealing wi1:h the quality
and methodology of data collection
on range management questions, it
is perhaps useful to see how 1:.he
Project has proceeded to dat.e in
data gathering activities.
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Basical.ly I the data gathering
activiti.es ..have not occurred in
the Project b~cause ~~ere has been
r~ .consistent range management
presence since the beginning of
the Project. The effort which has
been put into dat~ gathering has
been disjo~~,- discontinuous and
highly uneven in quality. Mr. o.
Gipe, the .,first resident range
management ,specialist, spent one
year on the project and left in
June 1981-, Tb•. short-term consul­
t.ant, Mr. L. Rasmussen, spent
three months at the project in

.early 1982;· _ The present range
management specialist, Ms. L.
Cleboski, has only been resident
in Mindif since November 1982.

According to" the original Project
Paper, data gathering and analysis
were to have s~arted with the
initial a=riva1 of the contract
team and data ,,'ere to have been
built upo~ range conditiona and
carrying capacities before any
impor~t deci.sions were made as
to interventions like watering
point design and placements.
However., neither Mr. Gipe nor Mr.
Rasmussen were in place long
enough to collect any significant
data. Indeed, their efforts were
limit.ed "to establishing the boun­
daries of the grazing blocks and
to deflning the rar.ge management
system.

The actual data· gathering process
for range ~~naqement interventions
has only essentially begun under
the direction of the present range
management specialist. The
informat.ion necessary to evaluate
the effectiveness of the technical
intervention, therefore, will not
be available before the end of the
Project in April 1985 and then
will only comprise two years of
data at the very best. Therefore,
we feel that, if continued USAID!
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GURe support for this project is
envisaged, one of the first things
needed - is -a better and more con­
sis.t.ent .data gathering and analy­
sis capacity over several more

·years - i.e. the pilot phase acti­
vities in .• this regard should be
extended at least through three
rainy -seasoDS- 1987. Given 'the
-large variation-in climatic condi-

·tions from year- t.o year I ana. the
large number:of--_biological factors
which must be -.' measured over time
to -- come up with a viable range
management system, an extension of
this -lenqth should be considered a
bare minimum. :

The evaluation team feels that the
techniques and methodologies pro­
posed by the present range manage­
ment special"ist in her ambitious
program of monitoring vegetative
cover, density, production and
t.rends on the ::oangeare adequate
for Project-purposes. There, how-

- ever 7 is a major problem of con­
t.rolling the present environment
sufficiently to obtain valid
results from the interventions put
in place. Therefore, we feel that
the research strat~J proposed for
range management L, the preceeding
sub-section, coupled with her data
collection methodology, would per­
mit. a much more valid evaluation
of the possibl.e scope for range
managaonent --interventions than the
present rather ad hoc and unscien­
tific system-in which the range
manaqement specialist is forced to
\IIOrk • ~ .-:-. ".

.c. - -on the -issue of water points,
there is --~ no-· coherent strategy
being advocated by the Project

". team-. - This is partially due to
the -different pressures under
which different team members work
and partially -due to varying pro­
fessional approaches. The wat.er
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';:', The water· points have been used as
".an incentive t.o obtain cooperation

from local farmers and herders cn
the other int.efrventions. Farmers
and he:J;'ders who were interviewed

. by ,the ,eval~tion team generally
felt t.ha't tne"-:water points would
be a' dE:f.ini~' benefit to them

.~. beea~se they -WOUld no longer have
to move their animals to the
Yaeres during the dry season. Not
only is this', an arduous trek but. ~'•..",,,
cattle theft has become an
increasing' "danger during tra..."'1shu­
mance. This .- attitude has very
serious imp.tl,=~tions for dry 8ea-

, ,son Stocking rates.
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The contractor t '3 o-~ief of Party is
faced with the pressures for the

,,--water poL"'1ts from tl~e GURe and the
.local population and, in addition,

'he represents a contract.or with a
writ":.en obli.gation.,to dig at least
nine 'water points in the three
Grazing Blocks. Because of the
delayed arriyal of the heavy

'eauioment ' and 'the short time
-. '. remaIning '" in '. the Pro j ect , the

America.n 'technical assistance team
is devoting fUlly half of its col-

. ,lective·.'..wot')i.~t.ime to water point.
development.' ." "The Chief of Party
is working twel.ve to eighteen hour
days ,and th~ '~'''beavy equipment is
being', r.ln . on;; two shifts for a
total, of sixt,Em hours per day in
order, :1:,0 speed' up the excavation

" .of' these watex-':point.a •
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The Projec;t:. Di=ec~~ort meanwhile,
"has some ,'.' serious reservations

eu.>Q.ut, ..tAt; ccst."of the water points
as ,~e~· are' -currently being
designed by 'the ,Project. He esti­

,'.mated "the, cost to average about
, '. .... B~ 000, 00.0 FCFA' per ' water point

. '(i.e.' $20,000 per water point) and
he~is concerned about the ability
of. the GORe 'to replicate these
water: po~t.s~' on a wider acal.a
a.ftertbe·e=···Of the Project. Be
sees this aa especially difficlUt

,qivent1ie" es~t.ed fifteen year
lj.fe cif a water;' point. as currently
,d~s1gn'ed. "' .' ,

.. ": ,,: ..

.' , 'rherange' management specialist::.
-'" , " has' 3,.' third' and completely differ­

ent point of view about water
.' ""r: points. Her ma,jor concern is t.hat

the ~ater points be established as
a function', of the range carrying
capacity ana'that they be distri­
buted in such a way as to promate
uniform grazing. However, she is
severely handicapped in presentin9
this argunent because she present­
ly has d.a~ upon \Yhich to base her
estimations of the· carrying capa­
cities of differen~ sections of
the 'Grazin=: Blocks. At the same
time she is -Lrying' to collect the
necesaarydata to make even preli­
minary estimates, the work on ~e

water 'points is proceeding apace
due to ~e severe pressures of
t.ime -and "po11"tics. Water point
cape,cities ,are currently being
arrive4", at' ,~ everyone's beat.
guesses',~__~'.t.ho.e guesses vary
widel"". ,.- ' ;:.; .c~ ,
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The ,'Vate£-i?9tnt problem is, of
course, ,reflict.ive of a much lar­
ger problemwh~ch is the fundamen­
_taf differences of opinion among
project, st~ff on exactly what
should- 'be 't.he:overall range man­
agement stiatE!caY for the area. ,If
,the :,'Min~if~Moulvoudaye ranges are
to be used'fo: year-round grazing,
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then the ,capacity of the wa~cr

points .must be determined by the
number' of anime..Ls the range can
carry in t.he. ~-y season. If as
the evaluation· team recommends,
-:"l-).eserange!ar..ds are only used for
rainy season grazing, then the
water point'" capacities must be
determineq lUI a £unction of avail­
able water ..' from natural rain£ed

· ponds.in the cU:'ea, the best di.s­
.•. persio;n.~ of ,,:ater points to promote
" unifo,rlii;c9;azing, 'of the rainy sea­

.. '. 80n pasturcs~ and the range, carry­
ing ..capac'ities for a much shorter

, gra:~9" season. L'l t.his ease, it
'-lOuld 'actuallybebetter if most
o;f' the ,'~ater ',po:'nts in the Grazing

'. Blocks .- ~iC!ci: ,~ after the ra.iny
, season in -November or December so
t.hat moat, o£.·· the animals in the
area .'WOu'l~'be""forced to 90 on sea­
sonal t.:r.ansh~ce a."ld the stock­
ing rates woUld thus be cut to

, . almost ·zero· Qtlring the dry season •

The evaluation team recommends
" " that .t1le whole question of water
.-" points. be reasseE.;ed within the

context of an overall grazing
strategy' which ,takes into consi­
deration the' COL"!.plement.arities
between the lJiamare Plain and
South Yaeres -:~:{o-svstems and the
'likelihood :' tho. t ., the seasonal
· tran::humance ,. w.ill c:ontinue for
.JDan;-[ herders regardless of the
Project's predispositions or hopes
in ei.t.ber direction. This being
the case, 'we believe that coosi-

·deratio~ a:hould be given to
cliggi,ng - a large number of abal­
lower wat~r.points which would be
clearly seasonal in nature and
would dry UP' at approximately the
end ,of' each' . ::alendar year when

_ grazing in the ~ea is just about.
exhausted, anyWcly. in addit.ion to
t:iote advant.a9~s_' mentioned above,
water points' 'of this type would
not. attract~',aa,::heavy a burden of

• # • • ~.'



......
, .

.........
livestock traffic as the larger
ones ctirreri'tly being buil';' by the
Pro j ect and 'L~'3Y ~'Ould be more
consistent witb the financial abi­
lity of t.'le GURC to continue the

. program after the Project per se
is over'•.
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,. For .th,e :"'_1:1" pOrtion of the hera
. , which . remains' in the Mindif-

, ,', Maul.VOU~YE ~e9iQn through the dry
'".J':;-"-'.. season, '"-there.' must: be an, assured
",~.:;.:,: ',', ~ ,-:; -,~ . ~ater:. sUpply:~;The evaluation team
-',' ,':,:'~. ,~.- ~:.' '; ':~~" . 'feels' th4'ta water point develop-
. ,; ", c:~;~~:,~'!' ;,;. :' ment' str'at;egy,' for these animals
" - .~' ,.~!:,. ,~;.. ". must bec:are.fully developed takinq

-:' ':,'::" ' ,": ,: .. :: into· consideration the number and
- ;;:'. "", ;""~'-type 'o~' animals' in".folved. Since
:..~ ~ .•~. ~:.Ir. ;,.

indivi.dual owners generally only
'keep afewc:ows to provide milk,
shallow wells due in the low lands
'which are flOodecs. during the dry
season would euffic:s. Essentially
this is" 'the system which haa been
\l8ed traditioI~ally. We recommend

.." improvement 0; the system by
making -, these wells permanent. to
"avoid re-excavating them eaCh
year. ,The ~abor involved in rais­
ing water WOuld not. be toe onerous
for the'· fe¥-! anima.ls each owner
must handle. On the other hand,
,the labor r~uired to water large
herds framthese wells would be
prohibit.ive,·· . thus forcing them to

. leave th~ ..region if the wells 2.re
t.heo only :wate,r.· ,source.

:": :;" .
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, .
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, .
It.. has 'been very difficult to
assess the' d~sign of the Grazing
Blod....JI in' terms of the actual

.•..: :~:',<_; st.oc'king rate' in relat.ion to their
': ," estimated" carrying capacities

since '-the ':. Project has not as yet
.' come up\dth credible estimates of
,'either :figure•. - It seems likely

. that. overgrazing is occurring
". 'despi:te the reductions in stocking

rates in the" Blocks due to the
exclusion of "nomadic" herds.
This will become a more serious
probleu if year-round watering
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E:;. While the ranqe· reseeding program
.·'bas b.ad some. receni:. success on

··abo....-t. 10 to ·:15 hectares of range,
this also was done with the
Proje<".:t's heavy equipment, which

·makes it:' questionable whether the
.t.echniques can be replicat.ed else-
where .' eveni£ successful. The

. evaluat:ion team fully supports t.he
r-ange·· . management specialist' 8

,-',

_-. _~ •• ·c

'.:,,,'.'

"'.
o ~ ..

,'. ". '...
.. ~.""";:'

'" .'" .."";. ;
....~" ....... a·...

_: \~ 'r".:.. ....... _'.'

~~ ;', . '.': :~., .~ ,,' .~ ..~ ':: '

.......: ::.. : ;';' '.

- :;,r, ' ..

, . .... ,~.'"

..: ~, ... point.s are -developed w-j" thout any
concurrente:Efort to cut. stocking
rates. ;·With.~ decreased forage
ava-tlability in the dry season,

. """'animals'will .be'- forced to concen­
:; .~::;.;.' :..'~ ~ ':.' ... 'ua'te' more·heavily on the more
~. ; J~.-""': -', '-', ";~"; - nutritive': arid .: 'palatable species
." .. ;".;•.... j.".'• .::. ;,:'. "'~;::'-: ". ';·~th· '~'he- ·~resul· tha"" these will

., .• :' .... _ ....... ~: .• :•.••·_......·h ,...Z'·~._ ".,. ......... • .... _ ...

.:;.-' c: .~:.~..,:: ~J' ·····:'effectively .disappear •
:: ~~~ =:,,:~.:: .:-.;"~ i:.f "'.: L..:': .. ' ~ _

..., .it..~ ':':~ ;..: ;;:- .. :.; a'.:, ~, ~

;; 4 . ..-" : ~:- ~ :-> : ~i

...•.• :.; ~.~'-.~ "~;'j:.Whi~e~e;:desi.gn; of firebreaks and
:;<;·.,'r:. :':::':'::'<:-':".: access- trai1& ·seem of benefit fran
.~(~ =".;-; JC":~ ~". 'the'Project: ~;.zone , the eV.aluation

.....o~.r·~'F.. 2·-.:s,.~"~,1' ~l'; :~ -team.:·~·gue'stiOD8·· '·the means used to
,"~.:-=~;q:~ . "-; - ';:::. Clear t.bese=;·areaa and whether
!'-!;:f b. ,::c;;];'-' .. ~, ,these will:' prove too expensive for
--:~-:;;;; ?j,;L': -' replicat.ion';·elsewhere when the
.::.~r.~_t =-, .... ·~·~.,r GURC is·· foree.~ U> pa~T the full

cost of" ·such -development. The
cost of clearing the firebreaks

. and 'trails by road graders, which
·is th&~current practice, should be
-carefully 'oompared wi tlt the cost
of doing· them b:r- hand, as
'Fr~c:ticsd":befo!:e the· arrival of
. the heavy equipment. Furthermore,
.the COSts' of d9ing these

. firebreaks and.· trails s:"ould be
.,: compared ", with· the estimated

benefi:t:s' accr:u:Lnq fr'om reduct.ion
in ·fi=e damage, increased access

..; ';:~~-.;;..?:2~~.: .:~;~ ,~.. '. . to ; the -, : area,.·· and the like.
-.f;:.'::, :::!" " Finally., i:~e decisions are

,,l.';.i'::':' ·:·::)"'··taken;·' to continue building
firebrca~s and trails, then aome
methoo should. 'be devised so that
the majer beneficiaries of these
conetruction . ·,.activities either

~'! share in 'them. by devoting some of
·1:.heir :own· l.abor - or pay for the
costs: 'Of hired 'manual laborers.

r:/· ...,' ~ .- ........

;.: ..t·,

•
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: u' -.' n.· plans to a~tem?t reseeding with
the parUcip'~t.ion of: the fa:mers
and herde=o ;int.."le area.

".:.-. "-:: . ~ -

fL·.,:' .'

"<'<,::':;;;' :"~'. t"::;";:;,1We~E;O !...·.aupport the range
!:", ;.:: :.'" ;:':\. . ' c; ma.n;age.-nent specialist's efforts to

'; ;: find . ar..other. .':orage· species to
..".. ;; ·assO""-iat.e with 1'.ndrcpoc;on gayat1us
.... :..l.n th ,range reseedi!l9 program in

Qrder ~ take advantage of
di£ferential maturity dates and

,,·-o1;her fQct,(;;l~$ which produce more
~~~ ~.~:.~:/": .:~ ,,-"L t:!~<':- . i~utriept5 !=rr;e~: a longer period of
i:;r:: - r-:;:'''::~. .:;:.... ~~.';~::. :~ .... t:.ime..Andr'opo.gon is often asao­

.~.'::.. ciated ./;witiL..BYpParhenia species
,:r;i ~. ,';- ,. ,:~)~'t"}., .'. a.Qd .·lQC~· ,,~ertisE. should be

sought. ,'to".:~.:d.etermine the best
~ ..:-.~ ;~', associat.ipn·~" reintroduce into

tthe ~a. ':'::"."-4"\1 ~.; .,._..... ,

.~.......

.....

:-:;'.!..

;:; ~. . ..
;:":. ~.... ~, 'f:

-: _.. ;

":.:._i.; ~ •.•,

,-- ',..-",.." ... ,,'

~.;~!':'~'.:.:"':~~::;.:.:.;.':~.t"~. .. ~":JI'r~e <;: prc:>ject"~ range management
~.:i t·~:./·c·~-r;:; 1 :.j;:-,. i _! '", "~6tra~esY' i.E: d1reeted towards tbe
:';'?:"' :7!;~; { ..;:~, ',o' regeneration,.. ·of a particular

·c-limax .. p~-enni~ grass specie,
Andropogon gayanus. Reseeding

",:.~this,specie·:ona.J.~ pastures would
obviously be prohibitively expen­
sive_t.her_cr~1 ~he Project's
objective· ia.,~ regenerat.ion through

. ,proper managelna."'2't of the range.
The -evQ.~1.:<l t10n UtaJl1 fee ~ s that,

. ",. '..:;" while rege.."1er.!ii:.ion of ~.ndropogon

-;: . . ...., '._ :: . _.... .:.9ayanusis ..i, a. desirable goer;- it
. may be that this perennial grass

.,. is present' i:1 the project range in
'" .such ~_.all qua,."1tities that the

.. ?.,.-',J .J,.... . .. ".oJ ••:. ~:' ••regeneration pr.ocess will t.a.ke an
". ,': .'~" .-exceedinsJ.-y l.O119' period of t:.ime ­

perhaps e. minimum of thirty years
.- to beqi.."l· to show real resulu.

.•' .::: ..c·" •. " .,-:.:In-themea..""1time I we believe the
Project nas no choice but to base

':.11.' ;; 'E'':'': ~. ':.; i·c".: .'~ rang-e manag,emeni:. planning 01'1 the
forage -prod~i;.iQn from annual
grasses, whi.-e:ll; ..currently dominate

".::-.:::, the range.

~':~.: ~ J;.-,.: t. ;·'~·'L·" .;F~:.:, .. To . dat~, th~' ;project' 8 soil and
~'~',,:, .,.' :",...;'; ;:;.;::. "water conservation activities have
~. " , ;: «."; ".: <- .. been :1imited to the reseedings of
:... ;,';:' :' .':':: ..:.~~.j:'_:-f. '- grass merl:tion.ed. above, a reforest­
, _-:-,,:":,c. i.···,.,.:~~.~;:at.:f.o.n effort.·. on severely eroded
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land, and a:~ew diversion Channels
to .prevent;,,~ully erosion along
Projec'troads, The reforestation

.ef:fo~t, u5inq!1'eem treCG, was a
. val·iant effort: 'Wtdch failed due to

.' ". - .. ' a lack :of ra:i~fall this year. . The
. ,. evaluation t.eam fe~ls that such
-'.i~ ;:efforta .ishould continue but

":.; perhaps wi'th' more 'input.s from
; ~ ;'knowledgeable forestry speci.alists

" . -.";;; -' and; ·,that the planned water
..' . .' ~ ispreading dl:monatrations shouJ.d be

tried as ~n as possible •
.. .' _. ..~ . ,~. '.; ..:- :~a ~. .

::,"1.:'.0:->·;:.. ··· ... G. "j The evaluation .1:.eem's position on
.. ..:.;~.'.-.;-;,~.. :"'."~ --: t.he :.economic and social viability
~":';,' ;.~ ~;-::': ".. =- <'·'·andappJ:icabil:ity of' the Project
~'?'~.'.<~":';' :~!: . ""::..-". :::;. t.o its .nvil'~-"lt hae been dealt
- r;":'.,i::" ' ". <',: ;j, " -. wi;,th iI\> -. '-detail; in the Pro j ect
c.': ~" ,':~"::- " ' ,'." C 1 .:· Bene£iciaries::::.:':section of this
";'-":<J.:',::::~.'_.-~~. :', ~;-repOrt-.~!;~· Basic:ally~ we feel that.
;< ;;'';:.::tL! .' ~,.::-~. ; "the projGlc~"',~;.not reacting well
;';:' ..',; ;'·r.'~~:·-,c. ,<- t:.o the- eccno::d.ie' and Eocial reali­
-:~ :"'':'<!. :~'::..<~ :'~ :· .. ··t.ies ·i.·of', the environment around
!f:. r.~ :~L~ ..:!.:). :.:. .:., ,,",~' <1t. It bas· ~'been handicapped in
;~'.!:~?'r:·'~'~i -L-,-;::- '.~, ,;t.heoverallpercept:.ion of its role

.. ,~;~.::£.~ ',;;':F';':: : ;:;-':andthe'situation it is supposedly
,':" ';:':::; -.:~. ~ , .; !.<' .. . dealitilg·withby :the absence of the
r~\.:..:".'-:-:,,: ,:'.:': " Y'Projeci:.·sc~economic unit. We
-:,. .'-~- -i,.; :-, ". . . strongly ~e~end that, if any
';'!;.: .• :-.'>' -', .... !.' 'conside::ation" tis given to an

extene:ion o~:·'the Project, the
reinstallment of such a unit 'be.a . ':.
condition precedent to s'uch'an
ext.enGio~.

. ;

.::: ~: ...'.=
... - '..",' i· .-"..-:" '~.

1"; a. ~e :evaluation .:team's"posit.ion OD
livest.oek mar};:st.inl;F in . the Extreme
Nor~.h Provi!'lce" as· it -relai:es to

.- -- .... - .,: iproject<.:act:.ivities';'--:isessen'tJ..ally
~hat we dO'not feel that livestock
marketing .~practiceS': ,canst!tut. a
bind.ingoonstraint·· on Project.
activities. Herders who wish to

"'.'" " sell 'their· ar~a~s seem to be able
to do eo,.qUi~ easily an4 a-t.
reasonable p::ices in local mar­
kets. Many studies, both in
Cameroon' -.:and . in -the surroundi.ng

, ,', :sahelian r COU111:ries t have shown
•.' that .~' tlie ·'NiC'~ian market demand

for red meat effectively deter-

: . "..: "':

":.: . ~ ".

......
~"~' .~ .

-~ . .:

".'-_!_.4",'-,__ !
.- r:-'" ... :. .or
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mines the g~neral price levels £Or
cattl~ : or.:. -t:~e hoof for export ir..
the' ,r.:Jgion :::~nd t.-"at the local
marl:et~ se.s~n· adequate for the
other grade- of cattle. Market.irJg
ma~i;..w a=e ge;:,.erally found t.o be

. r:, quite n:cdest a..'1.Q ,the II i:raditional"
m&rketing .system appears to be
cha:~teri=e4 Qy fre:a market COD­

. di.-:.ions, ':tf adequate communications
:·ar.d competj. tion.. among buyers for

.. the animrls ~ailable.

.-;. :',' '..~ ,.
Given theprobl~~s exist.ing in the

. .Project ·.at .-the -moment., the
'evaluation - team I s over~l recom­
mendatipn is:' that the Project

-" refrain_ . free \.ISing scarce
resources- :- both human and finan­
cial .:- _.~ att..empting to delve into
the· comp~ex~ties of livestock
,market.ing. .. I;:.Ir"""..hermore, we feel
t.ha't. any mark,)tiQ~ int.ervent.ions
in i:.he fut1u:e woulc. be much better
.handled in t.he - context of options
::-for con.side=ation by the proposed
.,:Live,::.tock· Herders I Associations,
whieh -:'\'r'OuUi be a broadly-based
cooperative producer group through

'.which 'herder~ could mount a whole
...series of. I.:;utually-beneficial
activities.

8. 2. ',AHIMAL HEALTH'.

1. Activities

,-.. ; Under· the r.eorgatli.zation of t.he project r
.~ . improvement.s in aniIual h~a.lttJ. are described

. ~~., .' "a:sa functi.on -. of . i.:nproved management. and
.... ,',' the increa.sed forage,- ave:i~able to l.ivestock

" ::'~.>;-- •. '. in:' ''t:he, controll~ grazing areas. The
" ·".c. -', .;. -objectives of±hie' compcnent of the Project.

, are st!::~ed.to .be:

.' ...

.- .. r·'i.

~ .:: ~.;:':..-- :~

. A.;.; To, st.rengt.hen-.and support exist.ing
"veterinary service posts in the
.pilot %one:

. B.. To provide systematic control of
internal ;paraJSi1:.es in both large

.and S1t!.o.ll; a.."'1im'-1.1 s ~ ~nd
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C. To provide systematic control of
other animal diseases endendc: to
-t."'e area.

To date the Project 'has made two interven­
, tiona 'in animal health;

. . '. .~... ~

'. A. USAIDprovided a- sniallamount of
, ~'veterinarY supplies--to the three

, -. ve~·erine.ry 'ports at Mindif,
Mouivoudaye and' Kalora-: and

,- ~: .".

. '-.-; ~l :

i.•.• ' . ~.J. .'>' .
'.~" '.

- B., The" GURe' provided', ant.ibelmintic:s
(i.e.' '~±ben=ole) to' '-the Project

\ ~-, for:', a~ 'pl:anned , 'endoparasite cam­
.", -, 'F:' p'aign 'and the'Pt-oje:et'provided the

Animal Health Service with trans­
portation to carry ;': out the

" campaign. ,.. '
~

2,.':' Issues

...

. :" ..

:.!.. -:,-,:~, ,',

-~ •." t .

The evaluation team"4S !'Irequested by
,USAID/Yaounde --to i.i1vestigate two issues
wi"th .r:egard to animal' health: ,-

. .... '.: -. -.~ .' ~ .' ~;..." .

. " A.~'rhe coets versus bf!nefits of live­
, stock: ' proO.ucera -purchasing vac:­
cines for their animals T and

.. ;'.

t""

.....

"'": :.1, " •.

B. ~;The desirability-and 'feasibility
of operating locai phart,aceutlcal
out'lets' at Which 'lives~ock medi­
cines .i:, and t: vaccines :'coulCl be
properly 's1;ored'an :1)e readily
available' -to'livestock herders on
:a cost 'reiinbUr~~le,'basis •

. ;':;..~:- :;. . ..

-,' :

In 'addition,"the" eVa.l:imtian< team isolat.ed
tl1e iuue'Of the ,appropriaten:es8 of the

" ....:--: yeterinary .sUpplies 'providec~rby; OSAID for
'" the Project.' "", :. ,:' :,' - .~-,,-

-: ,. • ,~...' • •• 0' .... ~ ...

"With ~ard to'· 'the :,issue- o£herders pur­
chasing: vac:eines' for' their ';ai1i.mals, the

.. , ", 'evaluation 'team discussed ~he' GORe policy
" '. on'vaccines with· t:....'1.e-:' Projeet: .Director , 'Who

'~. 'is h~elf a ~'veterinarian." 'The present.
GORe policy is to" FOvide" -v~ccines against.
enq,emic diseases '~fr'ee <:.. c-f charge to

<,' herder~.. The ra't.iona.le behind 1:his policY
is" 't.hat ~~ the na~ional;jherd"must. be protected
against certain endemic diseases like
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, -; ..rinderpest, blackleg and anthrax and that
. .providing treatments fo:: animals on a

'cost~free basis to herders encourages
max~um compliance with the requirement for

. universal herd:cove.rage. The evaluation
team believes that" there is considerable
merit in this argument"specifically for the

r-· :diseases, mentioned above and that this
i":-; ::.' ~'.,~ ,l~ited. cost-free" cOVerage represent.s one

of the £ew real benefi.ts the herders in
.cam~oon ,'r~ceive . for ~eir ta:,: monies.

'''~;-.' _r;:;~: : ..If "viewed " uomanother perspective, it
:: ~>!~ f ;_~ .,~:would appear. to. be almost' impossible to
'~;'~E'~: £;0:-; .institute a' lives1:Ock policy for, coverage
:-:', 7. __ -, .; :' .ag:ainst " these 'specific endemic diseases
.',,_ ,-,<, ..;.- .~·-·which,would 1Iirnultaneouslv achieve t.~e· two
,,,:~~;. ".- .,'.;:~ objectives . of universal preventative

vaccination of the ,g,ational herd and pay­
ment for this service at full economic cost
by herders. In order, to institate such a.
policy, the GURe would have to be able to

"(::~ .. ,',' ..force her,cera to vo.ceinate their anlmala on
.... "",. .. -. .,t.' 'routine, .basis aDd obta.ul full economic

paymen1:..' . 'from' tp.em:,. fQ~'-;.. t.'1e services
-rendered. . Under' 'sucl"~ a. po"licy, it seems

-'~' . .:.:~ '-'; ~iglllY' Uke.ly t..lw.t some, herders would
.. '~ .:1~' :';.;:~t~~pt ,t.Q,avoid having their herds vacci­

;_;:.~ na..ted because t.h~y either choose not ~ pay
for the services or, for any number of

,,' ,'" :.,' ""reasons"", do DOt. .have' :th~, cash payments
'," .,_.;.;availab14.. when the ,vaccination campaign is
. ,.. -;,' .~onducted in their. area. The result of

: ".: >this herder avo.io.ancewculd be that disease
" :. ... 'reservoirs for' the ei1d.emic diseases would

build, 11.P . iIi the unvaceinat.ed animals and
,remain t:here. as a ,constant menace t.o all

,·atiiInals'·'in the area. Therefore, weighing
'. i:he. p::>ssib~e costso£ .,attemptiDg to insti­

.~ t:.u.~:" a, 'p)lJ.ey.,.pf payment fpr vaccines
_.-, ,again-a1=. 'endemi.c di.seases· ,' ( i. e; increased

incidences' of animal mor~l~yand morbid­
ity due t.o constant problems of diaease

'.~; ._.,;:..o¢b~eak.s :;s.nd ';., .posaib~e- losses ,of herder
. '" _. :·: ..~evenues: ' in... inter~tional trade of live
','.: ,:'0(, ,',animal-s. ,.duato quarantinesimpoaed on
':-- . :~" :.,~erooD.ian an'imals) against the relatively

: ) .:~c:. . ,;mo<iest iric'~ements ,to the national treasu...-y
~'" - . ,-;~..:.that-.wOuld ,De" amassed, we do ,not feel such
. ~, . . ;:~ ~.::.'a Poi.icy '~.would be,." .sit.h8r p:!'udent or co.t-

o • t4=.... -~ •. ,- "'. "'-. •
~', :, ., ,- f ·e.f...ec:Uv-e ar-thj..s .t.:uue·.. on the, other nand,

,~-~:~', :~;;:."';-;'~ ~'do ~feei ,.that. her~er.:ish9uld' be made to
. ' .. ;... . '.~.



79

. -...

. ~':

:: ..~ .'

.- ~-:..... .

pay .the full .. e,cQnomic cost.s for a.ll other
.'; '. types. of' veteriilaiysupplies and services

, available. to them. ,through the government
.services and/o~,,·~he- p:rj.vst.e markets. Such
",produc~s wou1.d' include~~all endo- and ~to­
parasit~ treatnuiots" ,:-all curative treat­
menta to animals rende'red by veterinaria.ns,

'1.; -,and. ,..s.uc:h other aerv.ice&" as·· castration of
~"'.i 1;: :7 ~ . " ~bulls •.i, ~. " . = ,;' "'; .;; " ~

:·.~t.;~ ,:, :::..·.~Th~Se~nd .iSsue :"aboVe: ..is directly related
•.'CO;· _.' 'to.-. the.£irst' aDd'seccnd objectives of the
::; ··:;;::.:<~:;::;p;ojfilCt component.·:·~ as~·.~ta.ted in the Project
...,: :"';';'. ,. ··~ant. ,Agreement :Amii;iidizlent. No.5. The
~.;.~., tl,;'{; Projec.t.basprovid~,...some relatively minor
.~. .~~-...:.; ..... i~0'¥liis .,.. of vet.er~ _ supplies to the
~. \,,::--, '. ve~erioary ,posts in' the proj e<:t. zone and is
,... j;; • ,. ~ppUentJ..y .committeQ:.,: to ; repair the build­
;~:"";:"i-;':'.i"" ings' at:~the$e'pOs~a in' the near future.
<O>::",~.~ ,.;;. The costs ·wilJ.: .. be . borne' by USAID and the

" . 'actions,' .seem·:te. ,conform well with the
.:;':,~:;..:.~. _. stated. "'objective . ;..of 'strengtheninq the
,;;,~,.::: ~..e%istin9' ':,veterinary' service.. At the same

:4~<_~; '. _~'. p" time.. the -GORe bAS. plans to provide the
.":' ~_;.' . .vet.~inary.:.· .p.c.sta. with freezers and ice

, ;~. 1 '.' ~'.::' ;.' chests t.o,· all.ow· per'sonnel to maint.a.in a
• ld _'l..:--ln ll f - ..., i;;'. -:J . ',," ..CO " \,;UG .', or vaccUlat.:i.on campa gns

'_');;-.;.::; ':'.a9~st. .. endendc .dise~.e~.•
. ~. - .. ..... ,;... -.........;

';;:;.: ",,: ';: .,' We -~l.ieve' it ,..'O~;L4, ~;' a mistake to go to
- ; :':' . ;..: :..the. f\1r'ther e::.pense Of·).ttempting to ..t. up
"~-',: ~,~ .~~ ~.... "::.a· separ~t.e .pha-~ut.i.~8J. service 1:0 be run

by the pr.ojecit; the ~Gu:ac directly, or some
parastatal . agency' at. ,. the local level

.' :. ,::': ;:',',' .~r.: " .bec~use.: ; . " .. '.. '" :

r:r·1... ~· "'"'!' " ••••~.,..,. •... '.~ ;..... ~.... ..~:..".

a.,.;t would'be :'far ~t~~r·.~ encour­
:age tbe.p;';vate~~i!ct.or to get

'!'involved .= ire' supply" of all other
. vet.erinarY ,6upplie! 'tp ,. herders as
actual" . ~" .. dein.an4:-.. ' '.- -". warrants.
Governme~~cir, worse yet, Project
·J..!lter~ention in tiiis '. area would

·A.The: eXisti.nc~{· infrast-ruature of
r.!:J vet.erinary " ,.Posts .,' se~ to us

. ".,' adeqwlt.e__·~ gr ~tential~ty adequate
. '. if pre'sent ;(?URC plans'are carried
... ,.out -" 'to ' ke"ep '. e:cizeIi vaccines for

'the .·limi~ .1 . ~ime·, .. ~hey are
, " required; £~:,~, . _~.:', .

...
... , .~--=..:~ :.. , ....

.. .- .... -..
:;..~ i.-~. ~.-.: \.-'!";
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mean the creaticD. of an unneces­
,sary parallel se:v:'.ce wh.ich would

. almost. c:ertain~:..y be plagued by the
pr~blems of high fixed adminis~ra­

tive cost$t l~ited distribution
networks, and lew demand . fran
herders for supplies.

"; , .~·'.'£·,-·.._.:.s .-

- #. ir.

. ";.';1.

~ .,
..;: ....

, -j-

'" -
; .-. ,.'

. '.;

,-"

~ -. .,

. .

. C ~ The GuRe ~.as :alre~dy'8et up the
Offioe Pharmaceuuque VeteriDaire
.(OPV)~a a~astatal organizat.ion
Whi;ch "is cha;rged:- with delivering

. veterinary, medicines and' supplies
'. -, ,'1:0 t~e regio~. ' It would ,'appear to

us t;hai:. _ 1;he nppropriate linkage
between ''the': project' zone and ~he

" j;" suppliers of veterinary supplies -
. t by they~ private': traders' or OPV ­

is through' . direct con1:ac~s wi'th
herder organized and managed
ass~ciationS'.Such associations
could be organized 1:0 pool herder
demands ' for' vEl':.erinar7tp supplies
and arrange paymetit for these

"iterns 'thrqugh ''their'' appoint.ed
",~, "loc:al representatives as one of

many -options' for communal action
open 'to them.' We believe the
Proj ect shoul~ att.empt· to atimu­
~ate the development. of such
indigenowi associations, rather l

, .' than impOse yet another admini­
strati~"e st:ruc~ure on the herdera
from tb~ oU'tsiae •

- - :.' .
~~-.'.~ .. ~'.

'. ~ -~'.

-~ ~ ."

The third issue isolated by' the ev~luation

te~ is a rather minor one that has already
._. been partially correC"!t:6d. The iS6uearose

\iben.·' . a ,fo.rm.er .F~jioi,:":aaministrator, who
was'Dot.a s pec'ialicrt' "tn- either veterinary

."i·m8dic::ineor ~imaJ. . science, was allowed to
.. ~~:.,.·,·c:hooae the t.ypea~and quantities of veteri­

-.' ilarysupplies' to" be ordered by the Project
and supplied to the' local veterinary

, posts_,... Some ,of these ,supplies were later
. :found to be eitner inappropriate or useless
to ,the local veterinariana and/or their

'.' '. aides. For example.;: many o.f the syring-es
.- ~. ordered had only' a 3'< cc ~ capacity and were

too small to be uaed in cattle or small
'rUminant vaccination': ca.=paigns and were of
lim!t.ed use, for - 'poultry. other

; ......

':; "'-.
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1 . . t' ~ i ~ - t.hr •'. - .• :'. ' .. 8-UPP J..eS., were.qu~e .J..y o_spose.. OJ: ougn
.' . ': " . ~Ocal -_hospit.al.s sJ.nce the TDY American
.. ' v-etednarian,.Dr. !-_ :Antroinen, found them

,', . .. inapprqpriat.,e . for .-~e .... vete:-inary posts..
. ""~'::: ,"" . The. renainingsi.1pp~ie~,have been divici~d up

.' ~!., :: bet~~ the three., vet.erina...-y posts in the
." r,·'. ~~jec:t.~ zone' .but....IDOSt. iem.a.in at. the Mindi£

".': ':' ." ~pject,.·· Center. -await.iQ,g.· delivery to t.he
=";.: ", pqs~a,. ~ '" ~e ~ed ariseS.

~,:~,:~:~~.:-:·,·'~ih~··.~tJ.~l'i'.£aaUe-Will be mitigated 'to some
.,::,,, ...>::~e%:~eAt;:)?t the.:. Pro;iec..~.? a .. orde:;ing anot.her
~ ..; _ ;. ':' =- ". rl;~tch' .C:# vat.~~inary suppl).es which· ere more
~; 'i': .~-:':, appropr;~te.~.::.,:r""n~s~.j,i~i:l:ies include labo­
;>'.' :::;:"'~"'t. ratory ~qu..pn1Q~t.,"~ ....J..mP%'ove diagnostic
~; ,:; ;..; ,,~erv.i:ces at. the.' veter~a...ry posts and better
','~~' ~: <;;' ~i~t.. .. for' :the~clnation campaigns.
":.. ' ~.:·~.~ ..Suppliu will,"be',o'rdered by the Project.
'~:i' i.}'-;; 'J)L~~r#who is:-. a: ve.p.eJ:inarian.
;,••,":.: -i . ~ o,,:.~ .:: :."1 ".... ."JIl :... . •

~,~.·:.:,3~~ .. aecommendat.ions,,·,
.' .~.. aq; - ..:..

The following recommendat.ions are presented
;''.'''.':.i: ,=-:... ;by ·the:..eva.luation team on the oasis of t.he
:t·, .,-,. 'aboVe comments-,.arid~c.hediacustlion in the

. :::'~~'f'~·':(..j·' p!:.~!=e~9.i.ijg s~sec~ionon :!"a."lge management
>' ;'>"'~; ; ··~·and·, co.~trolleGaraziria,~...- ,. ..;. -. ~ .- . ;";'~ - :.

~~~ ': .' -.~·".;::;Q;;t·,:~ ';')~~ :....'it.. ~~ea=a from 1:he available
;'",'. >. ;"~;: :-,.";:.. ". - docum.ents, and 'the discuss ions ldth
..'~~;:~: " ':.,~; "~';,~':.. :. '. "project ~;' ~~,., th~t the major

__ '. .!. i .- :~ ;,'..:.,impro~~~~~,sin ... atUJ'nal heal th in
- "." ., ~..:::' ;"~'.;' _ '.~:~ pro.j&<;,:t. zene are envisaged to
.:' -J'.,'::'; ~5-.::; ..: C:.~; comefo;-:U.·: -!ntp~~Yements in animal

-'. ,- l1utriti.on .u-l'lder the control~ed
,.. " grazillg' ~ sche:M;s. However, as

... ;'-:"., ..• :,._",~~ ~,':-: discusged~n~e preceeding sub-

.•. ,'~:d=';.-,.:U":' ~ct.i@n .on···range management. and
:':~.- .,: ;;~-o6 ·oo::.-~· :..~o_~~o;~: ~ :!=on~-4ed. 0:. ~.9ra&ing, we do not

"" ':·':.~~"~·~~:~'~;i':'; ; .believe,.~t.ha.f 'the current system of
'::"',F"':::~·:·.':'.'.~·; ,:,<,'J ..•.;l;"c:Ontro1~8d .. , -ejrazing effectively
-, •... :-',: L~:{:! .~..,- : '",;":'idd,re,uies,''-the " critical period of
.... _.' -~;';':"'::;"'" ·-;an~aJ..: "'mal~trition during the
:>: .i 1 .....~~. ~. :; d .. .. ~ ... ,qrazing yea.r~l i,.e. the dry season
.:. i.o.:;.,'-' '. "'';;. ;.' from Novembei', to. July). Under the
':"~'.'.' ",:. ,..:.. ~' :'~ - current·' sys~ .of grazing in the
.;. '.' £. -, ::;,'. " , . Grazing :.,Bloc;r.s, the majo:it.y of

.' oJ. ',"the cattle are .. expected to leave
.'" ~'''.". , ",~e:,pr.oje9t. !~~ precisely' at the

.. time. 1rIhen, -::fh~y are entering t.he
"Period' of . Inuimmn nutriUonal
stress in the year. Therefore, it
appears to us a rat.her t.enuous
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We recommeDcl'" {'t:.hat.' 'the 'Project seek
~o ';encoura-ge 1:.he: =ornzation of
multi-purpose ': Livestock Herders
Associations i%'1 the'·' proj ect zone
which coul.d be 'the focus of
herder~manaqed schemes for pooling
'orders for 'veterinary supplies and

. medicines' ,·'and arranging the
necessCLr}" payments for .the goods
and services "'provided by either

" 'the pri.."a:1:e market or the OPV and
the Yetartii-3iY -posta.

-- - -. .::,~.' ..~

J;.. . ..... ::.,

. ,~ .

::.';' # • :

.: ~'. :-: ,"

.. - .. '"

argument ·that major i..~rovements

in animal health are to be expect­
ed from th~ syst.em of controlled
grazing institut.ed by the

'Project.: We :'eCom!t1end, therefore.,
... .. "'that: ·t.h~·>PrOjet*· staff· seriously

"reevaluai:e····~the .:. proposed animal
.,~,"... health· int.ervent.ions in the con­

text· "of i'the Cle£iciencies in the
:. " .... ' : controlled. 9r~ins plans being

'~~::_:~!:.. ?" :..:~..~.;: ~',' .;'.~ implementf!d·. at. - present . since the
..,.>-., " -.J_' "", . " .' •. 'U'qtUtl8nt . o£·· ,. linkaqes bet.ween

'--" .',S:i:: ::~ ,,' !,.', iuliinaJ. \':: health·· 'and . '-controlled
-,>~~:.: ,; :"";"r:~ ..~,) '2 ~·.~9ia:i~ schemes '~s 'val'id ,only if
:"H':: ;\':'.:':~.t:':;: .' - ··""''those schemes' -result; in J.mproved
~.~....,... •....> ~ ,ow P'O-.'- t.. -"'.:;, . " .,. . _ ~ . "',.'-'::. :,v'~ .. :~::. :.'~"', ..'animal: 'nutr~:tion 'throughout. the
_.: ..-.-. ~~'''"'':''~ .' . '.',." .. '; .entire ye'ar ~. the projeC't zone or
...."" '. '. . ....., are' implemented by a sys1::em of

. :, ....' ""qeoqraphicall'y';'dispersed· rainy
season and dry season pastures
wi t.h livectock trail2 between
them.

.~

C.. Following od·~.:he above recommenda­
; tion, . flie do 'ndt' be'lieve 'that the

. Project.' shouldf:at:eempt to set up
~ .'.- and manage' local pharmace~tical

outlets 'for ·-herders. We recommend.
:·.. ·that vaccines"against the major
..~ endeMic' diseases continue to be
.~distributec:i.. 'tnrough the existing

veterinary' pOst' system on a cost­
''free' basis":'"iind that all other
veterinary' medioines and supplies
'by offered "'to the Livestock
Producer A-ssoeiations on a fUll­
eeonom.ic· cost'i'basis •

: :0,.:

........,:: ......... ' .'

,.... ~.; . .:.

'.
•..':.": .:.,~ .. ..-.. ;, "', -'.

c .•~ ::
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." .;.0-. '..

D.. The Project, ..shol.!ld investigate the
poE~ibility 'of arranging training
for -, members of the Livestock

.Producer A.5sociaticns as para­
veterinary aides. . TheBe members
could then se~ve their respect.ive
Associations by providing services
in rUdimentary animal health
interventions such as ~~doparasite

control, castration, treatmen~ of
~", 'minor 1;iQunds and infections, and

:.other. similar, 'practices. Such a
sjstem Would':'.greatly reduce in

, -~ ~;.:; .:.:;. ...~. need for a.ai'ly interventions by
"1 ':"i.; "'.,. :.'''0 .:.veter.i.r1Uians':·.~·and veterinary

. nurseS from the" Livest.ock Service
:~':'~'~~:~~l~~; :.~.,:. 'WhJ.cbare· rJ.o~·"·either rel~tively
~' . expensive to' .the GURCor generally
-:~,.: .c; •• ~.:€- :':-:'.':;-: ·'unavai~a.b~e" to most herders

~, ..:-'::'.:., '..

because 'the' .' 'Livestock Service
.' ....-.' _. " . . .' ..lacks ,- both the medicines and the

""..: ..._- ~."-- .. :;::~. ·meane-:.aftraneport~tionto o:get.ita
agents into the field on..--&'-=outine
basis.

..... ,,:': ..'. ~-; : \ .-
..' .

-.' -; ":.

...:.. '-~ - : ~

:" ..

. -: - .

......' " ~

.,~ ., .

:';.~~.- -

-' ,..-.. ',-

· If t.1lis reccmmendation is to 'be
. -. ::; ~ .).~ .~.. ~ -;" -.. "'!:.. adooted I -r.owe~J'er, :.. ii . 'is crucial

• • '.-..... I' .

· that t.he· Association memberll
~aelected fo~ training' be respected

::,''''~'members of""'t.he herder communiey
with. rec09~ized' abilities in

,'. . traditi'ona.l . means .... of handling
·:animal '}lealth pro~t'e1ns. Further­
more, these members:;' should not

,,'receive any sor"t. of government or
,..;' ',;.' Project payments for' ·their ser-

: '" 'vices and must " not be considered
·as mer.e extensions of" the Live­
stock SE rvice: to be used and

'':.: directed b'yv~teri;'1arians. If any..... ';, ..•.. ~.~f:'·.. :.... ;. payments' ;Or ~i~'eervices are 1:0

."":;':~:"" ". be given r : tbey. ~ot11d' ·come frail
''';'.' .,,:.:':·,the ct~:1t!;,~~e:r8,'-of the Associa-

o' •• tions·. ",'. by' . ,Dlutual agreement.
... ~... : " FinaJ.ly,. .the--tasks to'-be under-

;' :;, :- ..taXen "ay these· 'para~veter1nary
_,. 'aides. should'be lindted" 1:0 a few. >. ':.;':' simpl'e and noncontroversial inter­

. _.... " ;'.' .. "ventions and should .: never involve
A.·... -, '-:< 'deUliled .diagnostic ..' work and

prescription of dosage~ - and types
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of veterinary medicines beyond
their competence.

E. It appears to the evaluation team
that the present water points
being installed by the Project
leave much to be desired in terms
of preventative animal health
measures. We recommend that
Project staff investigate with the
Livestock Service means of
reducing pollution effects from
uncont.rolled animal access to the
water points and/or actual treat­
ment of the polluted water 1::.0
reduce anL~al health risks, parti­
cularly from liver fluke infesta­
tions generated through existing
snail hosts in the water.

8.3. INCREASED ASSOCIATION OF AGRICULTURE ~lD LIVESTOCK
PRODUCTION

1. Activit.ies

The goal of this project intervention is to
reduce the need of farmers to continually
encroach on limited grazing land in order
to increase agricultural production through
a system of crop rotation which will con­
serve the existing agricultural land and
increase its fertility. The Project con­
tends"that a proven method of accomplishing
this goal is to establish a per.manent sys­
tem of crop rotation with a period of
leguminous fallow. This system is envi­
saged to include the planting of t.radi­
tional food and fiber crops rotated with
improved forage legumes. The benefits of
this system are seen as increased nitrogen
fixation in the soil, increased avail­
ability of forage crops, ~proved structure
and water retention capacity of the soil,
reduced water/wind erosion, and a decreased
need to leave agricultural land in unpro­
ductive fallow for long periods of time
while putting additional amounts of limited
grazing land under cultivation. The
recycling of plant residues and animal
manures is to be integrated int.o this
system.
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The stated objectives of this intervention
are:

A. To, promote, more intensive use of
crop residues and aqricultur~l
by-product ~ncentrates as supple­
mentary livestock feed to balance
livestock nutritional require­
ments.

B. ,'1'0 promote., production of legumi­
noua ·forage, in a permanent rota­
tion with other cxcps as a substi­
t.ute for idle fallow t.o improve
Boil .fertili.ty, ..;' conserve' land
resources, and increase production
of food and fiber crops as well as
associated fodder and foraae
available :fOr livestock. -

c. To provide support to the agricul­
tural serv-tee personnel. 'operating
in the area.· in order to reinforce
their l1vestOckaasociated ac~ivi­
ties ~i improvU1g: the agricu1:ture
techniques and' .practices utilized
by the local farm~rs.

The Ministry of Aqriculture is to provide
the.personnel for this intervention and the
Proj ect·, is to provide' technical assistance
and a one-t~e commodity and material
qrant, including aeeds l fertilizer and
initial land preparation for establishment
of the legume fallow. Specific activitiea
under the Proj ect are .,the following:

A. The establisl'L'lIent of up to thirty
rotation trials in association

,with farme:rs in the ,. three pilot
Grazing Blocr..s, with ,each trial
involving a minimum of 1.25 hec­
tares divided in~ two 0.25
hectare seetions~ in legume forage
fallow and three 0:25 hectare
sect.ions for traditiona! food and
fiber crops~ ;

. ,

B. To assist farmer/livestock pro­
ducers ,to manage. this, permanent.
rotaticn sy:ste~" in association
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with 'livestock production through
Proj ect provision of technical
assistance in setting up pi~ot,

demonstrat;ion. '

The" Project 'has8ucceeded to date in
working with,thirty- farmers in establishing
rotation sys'tems "invol,ving 1.25 hectares of
land each. The taek~' of finding a farage
legume haa proven to be insurmountable in
the' .' 'time .allote'd :despite an admirable
effort', Qypro.j-eet1Jta'ff. The evaluation
team,: 'however, "is not., aware of other
experiences '. in simi~ar~;ecosystems in West

, ,,' ". .' Africa where 'a perennia~' forage legume haa
.. ;~"·been: 'found Whic:h'fit:.s· easily into the

., ··';-traditional . farming "Systems so the failure
.of the' "Project to produce such a discovery
in t.wo'or three ·years cannot be said to be
unexpected. This is particularly 80 given
t.he relatively low level of· resources and

. 'scient.ific expertise devoted to the search
'durin9' the Project. 'The Project effective­
ly tested over 100 varieties of forage
legumes and grasses.' The ideal foraqe
legume" was 1:0 have been a perennial ~equme

because:

A. Such a:' forage leg1Bi1e. would have
eliminated· the ':necessity t.o
replant' the fallow' every year 1 and

B. Such a forage le<3ume could be
pastured further into the dry
:season after' barvestioq . some hay
from it at the end of the rainy
season.

' .. '

'. "':-;' ",:~; .'
". <0 :

Stylosanthes . gayanensis was initially
regarded as the.' lequmeof choice based on
the -recommendat.ions -received £rom develop­
ment organizatioDs like FAO. and . IRZ •

." Unfortunately, Stylosanthes has proven
.' impossible . to ~ establish, on farmer fields

a.nd the-·Mindifcenter plots. Seed for this
legUme .must be placed 'in hot water for
twelve hcursprior to . planting in order t:e
increase the rate of germination to accept-

-, able' levels. . Further, initial seeding
. requires 'good rainfal-l on a reqular basi.
, "to establish a uniform stand • Mos~

important; however t is that. Stylosant.hes
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must be carefully protected from overgraz­
ing during the first t~~ years after stand
establishment in order to achieve good
permanent St:andSa, ,This type of protection
is especially ,diffic\Ut in a village
setting where small·, ruminants are allowed
to wander freely. and gJ::ue upon any grasses
and forbs they. can find: in the area.

Emphasis in the Project. has now switched to
t:eating ,Stylosanthes hamata, variety
MVerrano" • This, variety produces large
.amounts.of seed if .allowed to head out. and
hopefully will produce successful stands
under, the conditione ,in the project zone.
However, with the lack of a proven peren­
nial forage ~egume;' the' Project has nov
fallen' back on t.he use of a forage grass,
Andropocron gayanus, ,for, the rotation sys­
tem. This has theadvan't:.age of ceinq a
perennial and only having. to be established
once .in the rotation cycle and, comparec1 to
Stylosanthes, .i·t is relatively easy to
establish' . in . :.uniform stands. Equally
important is the fact that 'it is relatively
resia~antto overgrazing by comparison with
Stylosanthes. Legume crops now inc1uded in
the rotat:Ion system are peanuts and cow­
peas, which are both annuals but which have
the advaota,qe that their grain or pulse
produce can be used for human' consurapt.ion
or sa.le as a cOmJDercial cash crop and their

,forage residues can be used for feed for
livestock. .

In addj.tion to the .activities discussed
above which relate to the crop rotation
intervention speci£1cally, the Project has
used .livestock feeding trials or demon­
strations in order to promote use of crop
residues:.· and by-produc.tB as supplementary
feeds •

. 2. Issues

The following issues were isolated by the
evaluation teams

A. The time framework within which
t.he projeet.must work is clearly
too short to achieve the goal of
adapting a rotational crop system
to the local farmi.ng systems and.
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'the larger see-system in which
Project interventions are carried
out:. The theory bel-ind ,crop rota­
tion syst~:has be~n"provenu as
1-8 correctly ..stated in the Project
ReorganizationOOcument. ' It. is
likel.y,·:t.hat '4.llcf the benefits
c:ommorily attributed to auch rota­
tion systems could be realized if

:·the 'system could· }:)e, adapted to
local-eonditions • _ aowever I this

'adaptive research task has proven
: lIluchmore diffioult ,1:hanthe orig­
inal -project. planning, envisioned.
In the haste to single out a suit­
able 'perennial legume,.:the Project
had to evalua~e a large number of
plant species in a very short time
using screening trials and oeser-

, vations from very' small test.
plots. Given thi.s small area, the
short duration of the ,trials and
the greater than Dermal. variation
in the weather duriDg the last. few
years, it ~s inevit.aele that. some
-ratherarbitrary decisions were
made in selections. The Project
had to move forward with its
demonstration progr~~ based on teo
little experience in the area. It.
was clearly unrealistic to expect
that t.he . project could sort
through" over 100 species and.
varieties of forage legumes # find
one or more appropriate species,
develop a wol:'kable crop rotation
scheme, and adapt this scheme to
the ::omplex farming systems in the
project area in a period of five
years, even if" ,the project had
experienced a perfect. implementa­
tion schedule which it clearly did
not have. This is especially true
given the fact that many other
projects in similar ece-systems in
West A£ricahave tried to come up
with similar schemes for insertion
of forage legumes' in crop rota­
tions over a much longer period of
time with little or no success.



B. ... The IIproven It msthod of achieving
t.he benefits ~f a crop rotation
system is entirely dependent on
finding a . suitable perennial
legume. The proj ect. has not. been
able to . come up '¢,i th t.his legume
yet. It' seems, tt,at, given the
constraints on ,the system, it is
unlikely 'that ';a perennial legume
can be' found Which is suitable for
local condi~ons before the end of
the Project. The major con­
straints .are:

i. Lack of labor time available
to farmers to prepare seed
beds and plant a forage crop
without conflict with the

, field operations necessary for
traditional food and fiber
crops.

1i. Difficulties in establishing a
unifor.m stand of forage
lequmee.

iii. Protecting the, forage crop
from gra.zing pressure in the
absence of ~'Y effective
fen~in9 system.

The Project's preoent attempt t.o
use a ,perennial gr~ss 1.e.
Androposren qayanus - ~s the forage
crop in the rotation is cnly a
pl!.rtial solution to t.he problem.
Whi.le this grass does have bene­
ficial.· attributes it. will not:
r.ejuvenat.e the· soil fertility to
any significant degree. In
effeot, it becomes simply another
erop to drain .the Boil of nut­
rients an15 this will do nothing to
prevent the continuance of the
trend of decline in soil fertil­
ity.

~"'l.is grass then does not present a
solution ~ the central problem of
trying to reduce t.he need for
farmer~ to leave land in unpro­
ductive .fa!1ow for long periods of
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time ~nile practicing a system of
shifting cultivation on the avail­
acie rangelands 4

The Project1s also trying less
conventional approaches to this
proD~em, whi.ch may prove to be
more effectiva in t.he future. One
of .these - is growing Lucaena
leucocephala,. a .tree legume, which
produces large quantities of leaf
dry matt.er ana has the following
advantages:

i. As a; tree crop, once it is
establiahed, the only labor
requirement is 1n harvesting
the leaves which i6 a rela­
tively easy job compared to
harvesti.ng traditiona! forage
crops by hand.

i1. As a tree, it cannot be qrazed
easily once it att:.ains a
reasonable height.

iii. As a legume, it produces high
quality forage.

--
Lucaena baa one minor disadvantage
as a feed in tha1:. , when fed to
sheep in larqe quantities, it
causesdepila-t;.ion and reproductive
problems.

The tree is unfortunately
difficult. to establish and its use
will be limi ted to areas around
the family· ,compound where it can
be watered during the first dry
season and. protect.ed from
competi tion with weeds and
browsing by free-roving animals.
It also requires deep soils which
may further limit its usefulness
in . certain areas 0.£ the project
zone.

In the final analysis, the
evaluation team feels that no
perfect so~.ution is likely to be
found by Project. staff for ~e
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problem of the forage legume and
hence the concept of a £ive year
crop rotation is likely to remain
jus~ a concept. What the project
is left wi tho is a possible crop
rotation system which includes an
annual legume ( cowpeas or pea­
nuts) I cereals °C sorghum or millet)

. and a fiber crop ( cotton) • This
. is in fact the same array of crops

which is being recommended and
promoted by SODECOTON in its crop
rotation scheme and by IRA.

SODECOTON actively promotes a crop
rotation system of peanut.­
cotton-sorghum.· However, it i.
encountering strong fa..'P"Dler resis­
tance to adoptation of even this
relatively short and simple rota­
tion. The project staff maintains
that the varieties recommended by
SODECOTON are not Appropriate for
the Mindif/Moulvoudaye region.
The Project through its relation­
ship 'with IRA has a three year
rotation system which is better
adapted to the area. The peanut
variety, for example, is a Shorter
duration variety and fit.s in with
t.he seasonal rainfall pattern of
the region. Even though this does
not address ·the issue that the
project was asked to deal- with
(that of finding. a perennial
legmne forage crop for a fallow
system), the Project should
at.tempt to work through SODECO'l'ON
to have their varieties adopted.
The fact that the Project does not
have an effective working rela­
tionship with SODECOTON despite
some Pro j eet i..~itiatives in thi s
regard bodes ill for any real
progress on crop rotation schemes
before the end of the Project.

D. The evaluation team was specific­
ally asked to assess the receptiv­

. i ty of local farmers to the
Project's crop rotation scheme.
This has proven a difficult task

~.-..



given the fact. that. t.he Project.
does not yet have a specific
system.which . is fully adapted to
lOcal 'condii:ionz . However.,
cert.ain .. ~n9s are already· clear
about. t.he· crop.. , rotat.ion system.
First.,while-'farmers and farmer­
herders. may .adopt. the system, it
has nothing to offer the herder­
farmers .,inthe project zone who
cult.ivate - just'" ". enou9h land t.o
supply t.heir families with low­
cost. cereals for their own consum­
pt.ion- Secondly, farmer and
farmer-herders may accept. ~e

pack~gein'order' to get. free agri­
cult.ural inputs from the Project.
in the first year .(fertilizer and
improved seed), an impressive sign
in front. of t.heir compound, and
free technical advice. They seem
happy with the new seed. varieties
and ~e fertilizers provided by
the proj'ect but there is no parti­
cular evidence tha.t farmera are
impressed by the prospecta of the
five-year crop rotat.ion cycle or
that they are now willing to adapt.
it on their own farms as more than
a lindted clemonsuat.ion. Thirdly,
only one-fifth of the crop rot.a­
tion is devoted t.o cereal produc­
t.ion Which is cons.iderabl}'" ,. 'I-esB
than t.he nCJrmal proportion
observed by the evalua1:.1on t.eam on
local .farms. At t.he very least.,
farmers plant.. 50 percent of their
cropland t.o cereals in an average
rainy Beason and the percent.age of
rainy season sorghums in the t.ot.al
cropping schemes of farmers was
generally above 60 percent. in the
Maroua area. according to a DGRST/
OSAID st.udy by a Tufts University
graduat.e student, Lynn Salinger.

~. Because of small sample sizes, the
results of the animal feeding
trials cannot. be said to have any
scientific validity. Furthermore,
t.he nutrit.ive value of the feeds
were det.ermined using Morrison's
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"Feeds and Feeding" which are
based on pro~imate analysis of
temperate region forages. These
values are not valid for use with
tropical forage Which have much
higher .il1ca contents. Seme of
t.he - eAr1ier trials also used
methods of, est.imating cattle

.... weight by using external body
.measurements. . The s.yatems used
were designed for European catt.le
not for Zebu cattle in Africa.

COncerning t.he milk product.ion
-t.rials", the evaluation team felt
t.hat t.hese were carried out. over
too short a period and no attempt.
was made tore~at.e where the cows
were in their lactation cycle.
This is highly important as milk
production is definitely correlat­
ed with the stage of lactat.ion.

In sum, we feel t.hat theaeact.ivi­
ties did have validity as feeding
demonstrationa and they were per­
haps useful extension tools, but
they cannot be called "trials-.

F'.Given the fact t'r-at only about 25
percent of r€side~ts in the region
own cattle whe.rt::as· 70 to 75 per­
cent. " ....n small ruminants, feeding
demonstrations' with sheep and
goats would appear to be of int.er­
est and relevance to a much larger
group of livestock owners._. ,

) • Recommendat.iona

A. We believe that the task of finding a
suitable forage legume and inserting it

. in a well-adapted crop rotation system
was too much to ask of the project with
its lindted, five year lifespan. We,
therefore, recommend that the mandate
for this task be withdra\-ln from the
Project and t.hat USAID and GURe invest­
igate the possibility of. a collabora­
tive effort between IRA and IRZ in this
area. These organizat.ions clearly have
the long~ter.m mandates t.o work on these
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problems in ~~e~oon, and, more
importantly, have the research capabi­
lit.y to carry out the necessary adap­
tive ~esearch. The Project, on the
other hand, has a very short-term lease
on life and essentially no continuing
flow of input:.s a...·ld technical expertise
guaranteed into this effort. Even with
the most creative use of available
resources, this ad hoc approach to a
serious research problem is essentially
an isolated exercise which is not like­
ly to bear fruit.

B. Since the crop rotation scheme as i't
DOW exists is basically t.he same
legume/cot~n/cereal system of rot:.ation
being promoted by SODECOTON· and IRA,
'the extension of thie package should be
1.e£t - to SODECOTON which obViously has
t.he means of spreading it on a much
wider scale 1:.han the Proj ec:t • The
Pr.oject should seek to have SODECOTON
adop't its crop variet.ies which have
proven to be better adapted to the
local ecological conditiona than t.he
ones Which SODECOTON recommends.

c. The project should. have laboratory
analyses ~un on the nutritive value of
crop by-products in order to be able to
formulate valid ra.tions from local
feeds.

D. The project should undert.ake feedinq
'l:rials for small ruminants., and in
order for these trials to have some
scientific validity, the subsample 101:.
size should be at least 30 animals.

E. The Project should continue its feeding
demons'l:rations wit.h cat.tle.

8. 4. TRAINING

1. Activities

Under the reorganzed project description,
t.he training objective is to. form a nucleus
of expertise that can continue development
of grazing land and livestock management
systems in the area after termina'l:ion of
the project. Training activities outside
Cameroon are envisaged to be:
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ser-

training
for

civil

.:...·..:mg--::erm academ.ic
per~~~ mo~ths}

Camerccnian Joverr~ent

A.

ve,n~s in:

i. Range man~':if!![len~ c. nd W~~ t er/
soil conservation,

i1. Animal husbandry, with an
emphasis in animal nutrition:

iii. Agricultural extension, wi.th
an emphasis on li~J'estock !L."'ld
agricultural production: and

iv. Agricultural engineering, with
a specializat.ion in conserva­
tion and wat.er management
techniques.

B. Snort-term training in the United
Stat.es, to be· financed as approp­
riate, for up to r.ine person
months.

c. Short-ter.m observation tours to be
financed for up to thirty days
each for up to eight. people to
study range management. and 1ive-
atock production projects~ in
neighboring African countries such
as Senegal, ~ali and Niger.

2. Issues

The evaluation team in reviewing the train­
ing activities in progress or pl.:mnsd for
the project isolat.ed the following issues
for consideration:

A. Long-term academic training is
being provided for three
Cameroonians at American univer­
sities as can be seen in the
Project Chronology. However, a
suitable candidate for the fourth
training slot in agricultural
engineering has never been nomi­
nated by the GURC. Since t.he
completion date for the project. is
April 30, 1985, it is not too late
to provide training in agricul-
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tural engineering fer a suitable
candidate ami have. th~.t: person
return to Cameroon c.r;f·;:,re 1:.he end
of the Project. The it:3;le, then,
is can the project activities in
the future proceed without exper­
tise in agricultural engineering.

B. The cameroonian students returning
from long-term ~aining in the
United Statea will, for the most
part, return after the American
technicians will have departed
from the Projec~. There will,
therefore, be no opportunity for
further on-the-job training for
these trained but generally in­
experienced C~~eroonian techni­
cians with their American counter­
parts. Moreover, there will be no
opportunity for discussions
b: tween these people o~ activities
an~ events ~nich have taken place
in .....~..? Proj €let during their
absence in long-term training.
The iS8ue, the."1, is one of discon­
tinuities in ~e project implemen­
tation and the lack of an orderly
transition in responsibilities
between the America,;.1 technicians
and their newly trained
Cameroonian colleagues.

c. There is only one cameroonian
student \dio will return from
long-term training before the end
of the Project. Mr. T. E. Pamo is
currently expected to return from
his training in llew Mexico with
his Ph.D. degree in range manage­
ment in late 1983. However, there
is considerable confusion over his
future status ....-is-a-vi. the
Project with many people aS8Qming
that he will not be reassigned to
the project as the range manage­
ment specialist to replace Ms.
Cleboski. Mr. Pamo I s absence from
the Project by reassignment else­
where would certainly deny the
Project itself of his expertise in
ran9~ management but the issue is
whether or not Mr. Pamo I s skill.

BEST AVA/LADLE COpy
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are best ut.il i2:ed in the P7'0 j ect
or in some larger role.

D. If . one accepts the premise that
the candidates and ~~e skill areas
selected for emphasis in the
long-term training could have
formed the' -nucleus of experti.e
'needed to continue project activi-
ties 'after termination of the
Project per se, then the present.
issue is what does one do now that
it is clearly evident ·that the
training program in place will
fail ~ provide sufficient numbers
of trained cameroonians even to
replace the American technicians
in the Project - much less expand
project activities beyond the
current boUnds of the Project.

g. Finally, it. must be stated that
the evaluation· team rejects the
above premise .a.nd feels that the
number of candidates fOr long-term
training and . the selection of
sld11 areas 'for such training
would never have constituted the
desired critical mass of expertise
needed to carry out and expand
project activities after the end

. of the Project.· even if ·the exter­
nal training program had worked
perfectly. We believe that the
reorganized . project plan for
external training grossly under­
estimates the number of trained
personnel and. the variety of'
skills needed to execute and
expand ~he multiple activities of
the current Project. We are
seriously concerned that no train­
ing at a~l"wa-s offered in the
social sciences (i.e. agricul­
tural/livestock economics and
rural sociology/social anthropo­
logy) as a result of the reorgani­
zation when it is manifestly evi­
den~ to ·us that the Project cannot
hope to have any real and sustain­
ed successeS without the !avolve­
ment of a multi-disciplinary team
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working in an interdisciplinary
manner to plan and implement
project activities. Furthermore,
the present training program makes
absolutely no allowances for
personnel attrition, within ser­
vice transfers or any similar
factor and provides no margin of
trained Cameroonians for expanding
project activities beyond the con­
fines of cthe Mindif/Moulvoudaye
project zon~. The evaluation team
finds .this .evidence of poor plann­
ing in external training parti­
cularly.ironic .given the fact ~at

this type of training is virtually
the only element of the Projec1:.
which (:ould have 'been almost
guaranteed to be successful from
the very start of Project activi­
ties and probably would have had
the longest-lasting and most posi-

: tiveeffect on development activi­
ties in Cameroon of anything USAID
and the GURCcould have done in
this project. The issue, then, is

. ~at .can be dene to salvage the
present situation.

•
. ..,.

Recommendations

The .evaluation team, having considered the
abov.$; . issues in de~il , presents the
following recommendations for review and
possible action.

A.. The initiation of any training
program for" a Cameroonian candi­
date in aaricultural engineering
depends upon. the larger decision
as to the Project's future.
Should the GURe and USAID decide
that it is desirable to, at least,
extend . the first phase of the
Project. for two years, then we
'believe t.hat a Cameroonian candi-'
dat.e for training in agricultural
engineering should be identified
as a priority action and sent off
for training il'1 the first half of

.; 1984.
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If it is the· case that the GURC
and USAID declde to terminate the
Project on April 30, 1985, then
the evaluation team recommends
that th~ present American agricul­
tural engineer and his counter­
part,· Mr.· -Bouba, be strongly
encouraged to proceed with current
plans ~o -develop a series of
-detuled plans· for surface water
reservoirs of - appropriate sizes
and . associated structures for
water .. control and mana9ement. If
this course of action is selected,
it will be necessary to fore90 the
projecttscurrent intention to
scale all water structures to the
carrYing capacities of the
surrounding rangelands and settle
for the compromise of scaling the
structures to 'the nearest avail­
able size of reservoir concommi­
tant with the pre-existing
engineering plans.

3. The fact that the return of the
cameroonians in long-term training
will be delayed until aft.er U1e
American technicians have departed
cannot bee-hanged at this point.
If the Project is to be extended,
then this particular problem
should resolve itself. Finally,
if the PrQject is not to be
extended with USAID part.icipation
but the GURe' envisages continuing
some or a.llofthe -current project.
activities, then t.he Experience,
.Inc • contract team and the USAID
project 'officer should be required
to produce -'. a very detailed

,accounting·· o£ what project
activities have taken place since

.~ approximately - mid-1982, with
explanations for each activity CUI
to why it - was undertaken, the

. projectE!d strategy for its
implementation, and the expected
end results • This should be
followed ifci't all possible by. a
working session in the United
-Stat.es between t.he American
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t.echnicians and their Cameroonian
counterpart.s.

It is perhaps inappropriate for
t.he evaluat.ion t.eam to comment. on
thepossible'fut.ure placement. of a
Cameroonian civil servant.. How­
ever, there was considerable
discussion of this 'issue during
the evalua't.ion and we feel COD­
st.rained to make two brief com­
ments.' .',First, it. would appear
essential' that. the issue of Mr.
Pamo's job placement be' resolved
by theGURC in the near fut.ure to
mitigat.e t.he 'tensions caused by
thecont.inued uncert.ainty.
Second, it.. is t.he evaluation
t.eam'sopinion'that. Mr. ~o might.
bet.ter ut.ilize "his newly acquired
skills in range management. at a
higher 'level of governmental.
serv,ice where he had program
responaibilities in a regional
planning program, rat.her than
ret.urning to t.he rat.her isolat.ed
and confined job responsibilities
in the Proj ect. itself. One pos­
sible, such assignment could be
wit.hin t.he newly est.ablished
Division QfPaature Management. and
Past.oral HydraUlics for t.he
Extreme Nort.h Province.

With regard to the apparent. defi­
ciencies in t.he overall external
t.railiing approach, t.he evaluation
teazn IS recommendation6 are depen­
dent upon the'ultimat.e disposit.ion
of USAIO' arid the GURC on the
future of' the Project. If t.he
Project. is to terminate on April
30, 1985,then essent.ially not.hing
can 'be done in' t.he area of long­
term training at. this lat.e dat.e.
If the Projectts first. phase is t.o
be extended without. additional
funding, .. t.hen our minimum rec0nt­
mendat.ion is that. the agricult.ural
engineering t.raining slot be
filled wit.h a GURe candidate atthe,. earlieSt. possible date and
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that the candidate be sent off for
long-te::m training by mid-1984 at
the . latest. Finally, if the
Project is to be extended and more
funding is al so available, . we
recommend that the whole external
training plan be seriously re­
evaluated with two major objec­
tives: provMing a better balance
of skiils to the envisaged nucleus
of expertise needed to plan and

... implement· ··projec1:. activities and
staffing ·a· larger institutional
capacity in' land use evaluation
and planning. The former objec­
tive would, at least, involve
providing adequate long-term
training in agricultural/livestock
econoinics, rural sociology/ social
anthropology ~. and t.ropical agro­
nomy. The latter objective would
essentially involve carefully
considering . 'the full range of
skills and personnal requirements
for a Phase II Project effort
which would· have much broader
responsibilit.ies for land llSe
evaluation and planning in the
Extreme North Province and in
which the current Project activi­
ties would be integrated to some
as yet undetermined extent.

Finally, while 'the present Project
plans for additiona1 . external
training activities are not an
issue per se, the· evaluation team
wishes to express its support for
two p1annedactiv~ties .and offer
two suggestions for'additional
activities • . The t.wo planned
act.ivit.ies are the provision of
short.-term training in the United
States for. certain project staff
in development project administra­
tion,coupled with an observation­
al tour of range management units,
and . planned observation trip to
Ethiopia and Kenya to visit ILeA
headquarters·· and certain range
management/livestock production
,projects. The two sU9gest.ions for



'..

8. 5. EXTENSION

102

additional activities are that the
range management specialist and
her counterpart visit existing
ran~e management/livestock
projects sponsored by USAIO and
the l'~orld Bank ill Niger, Upper
Vol,;a ,Mal':' and Se:negal and that
the agronomist a~d his counterpart
visit agronomic research centers
in the 'SiJm€ four countries • With

" r.eqal';"d to the range managment/
livestock?rojects, it is suggest­
ed that visits be made to USAID/
Niger I s Range and Livestock Phase
II Project in Tahoua, Niger,
USAID/Mali's Phase III Livestock
Proje.ct: and USAIO/Senegal's
SODESP Project. In addition,· it
would be hel.pful for this team to
visit the World Bank livestock
projects located in Zinder, Niger;
Bobo Dioulasso, Upper 701 t:.a. : and
Tambacounda, Senegal. For t.he
agronomist~ ana his counterpart,
visits are suggested to the
ICRlSAT Sahelian Center outside of
Niamey, . Niger: the ICRISAT re­
search cent~r outside of
Ouagadougou, .Uppe= Volta 1 the
.SAFGRAD/ICRlSAT research unit at
Sotuba, i~li: and the ISRA
research complex in Bambey,
Senesal •

l. Activities

In the,' project' reorganization d~ument,

exten6ion .activities are seen to be sync­
nomous with in-country training activi­
ties.These activities are envisaged to
include the following.: .

A. The Project will provide extension
support to agencies and organiza­
tions serving the Pro j ect zone.
It will plariand execute, in coor­
dinatioo.,."! tho official and local
leadership, training programs,
tours, demonstrations, seminars,
and field days designed to estab­
lish CO•.1'l information and slalls
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delivery system from the Project
to the livestock and agriculture

•.c producers.

B. The Project ,will also provide
~ training a~ ·~4terial requirements

necessarytq establish,· execute
and evaluate controlled grazing
and integrated' livestock/agricul­
ture demonstrations~ Coordination
will be affected with concerned
agencies (MINEPIA,'· MlNAGRI) ,
organizations· (SODECOTON), local
leaders and producers through
met.hods noted in ""the ..above para­
graph to real'ize ·maximum adopt.ion
of the demonstrated improve~

practices.

C. An extension information sub­
activity will be ·supported by the
Project to maximize coordination
and dissemination of applicable
research originating· . from the
Project and ot.her aqencies. This
will facilit.ate training of agent.s
and leaders and fur~er under­
standing and adoption of improved
livestock· and.' agriCUltural prac­
tices by producers.

D~ Training at·· the Mindif facility
. will be provided for local leaders
;: .and exten·sion agents.

In general terms, the Project has been ful­
filling .the objectives of the project
reorganization document and we have every
ex~ectation that project staff will conti­
nue to do so in the future. The Project
has experimented with many different
approaches to conveying its messages to
farmers and herders. Furthermore, project
.staff have made concentrated efforts on
several occasions over the past two or
three years to hold ·informational and coor­
dination ··meetings and· seminars with local
government agencies and parastatals like
SODECOTON. Unfortunately, the interest in
tbese coordina~ion efforts does not seem to
have been intense and' reciprocal on the
part of other development agencies in the
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general.area of ~e Project. Pinally, the
Project has been innovative in its use of
various signs and markers to identify
project activity sites and foster a sense
of .participation on the part of collaborat­
ing farmers and herders and in ita use of a
monthly newsletter in French Which des­
cribes project activities and resul~s. The
principal clien't group . for this newsletter
i.s· primary . ..school . children but the
Project '8 eXpectation is tha-t. such a dis­
triPution eventually reaches the parents of
these ·children.. In addition, .the. Project
r.outinel.y sends ..itsquarterly progress

o r~por~a' .to government ministries , OSAIDj
Ya.ounde I and development agencies in
Extreme North province •.

Issues

': ':The . evaluation team I s review of the
extension activities and philosophy has

._. isolated the following issues for conaider­
.." ation:

A. The gener~ lack of detailed know­
ledge of local production systems
as practiced.· by farmers and
herders -.which· is a precursor to
effective two-way communication of
development ideas and technolo­
gies.. And the. implicit adop-t.ion
of .a system of one-way communica­
tion .with farmers and herd.ers in
which these persons are viewed as
recipients of the Project message
with no concomitant responsibility
on the part of the Proj ect 1:0

.. list.en to or 'try to -understand wy
farmers and .herders do wha't they

-do now and bow this affects the
possibilities for change in the
project. zone.

B. 'The lack of the ability 1:0 commun­
icate with farmers and herders in

. local languages - .. particularly
Fulfulde - by most Cameroonian and
all American· staf£ and the
American staff's furt.her problems
in attempt.ins to. communicate in

...French.
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The fact that the Extension
Specialist.· bas bee.'1. forced to
assume what· appear to the evalua­
tion team· to be an excessive
number of routine administrative
tasks and has'been furt.her divert­
ed away from his primary respon-

... sibilltiesby a perceived need to
superVise al.l aspects of the fire­
break and water point construction

.program•

.. 0., The fact that no real inter­
mediaries seem to exist between

,the farmers and herders who under­
" stand what, the ,Project is trying

. " to do intne' zone and can provide
effective feedback and evaluation

, . of these activities from the
perspective of the farmers and
herders, coupled with the apparent
Prcjectpolicy'of selecting its
field agents on the basis of
characteristics relevant 1:0 the
American team but less relevant to
the objective~:of effective c~
munication 'wi t.h farmers . and
herders.

E. The 'perceived' need for a project
training center and transient
quarters at the Mindif Project
Center.

F.. The lack of' an evaluation and
,., monitoring capacity in the Project.

independen-;'. of the project t.ech­
nicians who. are presently forced
by circumstances to be both the
implementors of project init.ia­
t.ives and the jUdges of their
success.

Recommendations

'·'I'he evaluation_' team presents below its
recommendations on possible ways to deal
,effec:tively with' the issues isolated. above:

A. 'With regardtc 'the Project's lack
of detailed knOWledge of local
production systems, we believe
that Project operations have been
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handicapped by the absence of any
social science contribution to
daily proj ect .. discussions, plann­
ing and irr'ple.rnenting of field
activi~ies . Elsewhere in this
report, we . have strongly recom­
mended the reinstitution of the

·project Evaluation and monitoring
unit and -t.'1ereemployment of, at
least, a livestock economist and a
social anthropologist. In addi­
tion, we 'feel very st...-ongly that
the project ,staff in "the immediate

· future and throughout the remain­
der oftne· Project must make
exceptional and 'continuous efforts
to deliberately allocate more time
for tech.'licians to get into vil­
lage si:t-uations in the pilot zone
and outside it in contexts that
are not alWays 'oriented toward the
project. staff issuing instructions

· and diet;a··to herders and farmers.
The effort 'bere must be directed
a't:. a much more sensitive under­
standing of 'herder/farmer con­
ceptionao£ their production
systems, why· things are dcne as
they are presently, and what
objectives/aspirations these
people have-for themselves and
their families. Such an under­
standing ca.~ only come, we
believe, if project staff deliber­
ately make a concentrated effort
to liste."1 to local people as juxa­
posed to the current modus
operandi of talking at local'
people.~

B. OUr second 0' • recommendation is
directly linked to the first in
that effective two-way communica­
tion between local people and
project staff· is severely hampered
if personnel. of the Project do not
have a common linguistic capabil­
i ty . with ·local people and addi­
tionally have difficulties in even
communica~in9 among themselves.
}..ll evidence we have seen in fie.ld
interviews and in discussions with
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project sta£f leads us to believe
that communciation problems are
severe between the Project staff
and local people - with very few
of the staff in place being able
to speal~ Fulfulde at anything
above a rudimentary level - and
even serious at the level of co~

munications in French. With
respect to the latter problem,

. there were several moments in our
discussions· with pro:) act staff
when rather fundamental elements
of the overall project strategy
were presented from diametrically
opposite viewpoints by Proj act
staff (i.e •. waterpoint design and
placement, . strategies for the
de-velopment ., of 1ivestock - in the
extreme North Province) • As a
consequence of these obvious prob­
lems,. we strongly recommend that a
pre-condition to assignment of
cameroonian ~ield tec~.nician8 and

.. staff to 'the Project be fluency in
Fulfulde in additioD to technical
competency. For the American
staff, more intensive French pre­
paration is called for in Bome
cases and we believe Fulfulde
lessons should be instituted for
all technicians as soon as pos­
sible and continued throughout the
remainder of the Prcje~t.

c. L~ a r~lated co~munications issue~

if in· fact a bilingual administra­
tive assist.ant is required in the
project principally to serve the
needs of American staff, we
recommend that USAID, and not the
GURC, be responsible for providing
the funding to permit the project.
contractor, Experience, Inc::., to
hire such a person since there is
presumably no requirement for such
assistance in t.he absence of the
American team. If, on the other
hand, an administrat.ive assistant
t.o the Project Director is
required as a continuing position
within the Project to serve all
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,project staff, then this person
should be recruit.ed and paid by
the GORC and, in our mind, does
not have to be bilingual.

D. We believe that the extension
specialist in the Project bes been
put· intoa. most unfortunate posi­
tionbasically aa a result of GORC

" ._ insistence that the separate posi­
tion of contractor Chief of Party
be dropped in. the reorganized
projE!ct, coupled with the GORC I s

.- seeming inability or unwillingness
_ ..to recruit and appoint a Project

-.. -Director until this vear. This
_- -has meant -that the extension
-'.advisor has been unnecessarily

'burdened with the responsibilities
of being a proxy for 'the absent
Cameroonian Project Director, in
addition to his responsibilities
to Experience, Inc • and USAID/
Yaounde as Chief 0'£ Party, and has
had to ,perform his assigned duties
without adequate administrative
support or secretarial s'taff. The
situation has been made worse yet

: by the diversion of the extension
'. specialist from his primary res­
,POnsibilities to aci:.ing essen-

tially as a construction super­
visor fOr all firebreak and water­
'point construction activities.
However, now that a full-'time
Cameroonian Project Director has
been appointed and the heavy
equiPment specialist and the
project agricult\;ral engineer are
more capable of organizing and
supervising. al.l project construc­
tion work, we believe it is essen-

- .tial that the extension specialist
make a'maximum effort. to turn over
all project-related administrative
duties to the Project Director and
also refrain from extensive pre­
occupation with construction
activities wich detract from his
primary responsibilities in exten­
sion. _ He should be expected to
continue to service the minimum
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needs of·the contractual relation­
ship between Experience, Inc. and
USAID/Yaounde . but a concerted
effort should be made by all
concerned parties to limit these
contractual duties to the absolute
minimum.

The Project sta£f, with the assis­
tance of· GORe . and USAID experts,

. should, seriously reevaluate the
present· employment criteria for
monitors in the Project ~th a
view toward wha-t sort of an agri­
cUltural/livestock agent system ia
likely to be most effective in
communications between the Project
and the local people in the
future. We are currently not
convinced that the monitors in the
Project can serve the twin objec­
tives of being technical aides to
Project technicians and effective
intermediaries between the project
staff and .::the local people. We
believe that the essential charac-

. teristics needed for personnel to
fill these :;. two roles are funda­
menta.J.ly nfferent. The technical
aide certainly needs a higher
level of general education, French
capabi.lity, and literacy/numeracy
skills. The v.:illage-le-.rel inter­
mediary ,on the other hand,
basicall.y has . to be of the local
people, familiar by virtue of
personal . in~olvement with the
pr~ject interventions, and willing
to serve as a focal p::>int for the
process of two-way communication
between.theprcject and the local.
people._ We, therefore, recommend
that the "Project consider insti­
.tuting a -two-tiered system with
technical aides and village inter­
mediaries·,· wi:th the latter being
the present· c~laboratin9 farmers
and a sfmil·ar group of leader
herders. These leader herders
should not automatically be
assumed to come from the Lamido/
Lawani/Jawro hierarchy in which
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the Project has placed so much
trustanci conficience in the past
but from among the' ranks of
genuine herders in the project
zone.

P. The need for,' a Project training
center and transient· quarters at
~~e Mindif Project Center has been
difficult for t.he evaluation team
t.o assess.. There 'appears, at

", best; :', to :bea need to have occa­
sional meetings with local leaders
and government officials at the

. Mindif center. Wi th proper plan-
~ing~ we be~eve these needs could.
usually be serviced with day-long
sessions in the present Project
conference room. This woul.d be
particul.arly .true if the GURe ful­
£il~s its, outstanding commitment
to construct adequate storage
facUi.tiea, to 'permit the Project
~o,move t.hepresent accumulation
of. seed, bags and ot.her such
materials out: of the conference
room.', With respect to training
courses for herders and farmers,
we strong~y ,recommend that the
Project adopt the working rule
that all 'such training take place
in the villages of the projact
zone with project staff going out
to the local people - and camping
there as necessary - rather than
continually requiring the local
people to corne to the Center for
such training.

G. With r:espectt:o the Project news­
letter ,w.ichis given to elemen­

, ,:tary school student.s who are
expect.ed to transmit the contents

'to, their :parents, the evaluation
team has serious doubts as to the
ability of these young children to
interpret and communicate the
complex ideas of the project to
their producer parents •

. " ... :.'

'. -..... "
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PROJECT INPUTS

9.1. ' USAID 'Inputs

The OSAID Grant contributions to the Project are provided to
fund 'the cost o£ technical aSl5i-stance, training, commodities,
construction, and' other loca..l c::osts;' according to 'the terms
of Amendment No. 5 to the Project Agreement. signed July 15,
1982.

~ -~...". ~

1. Technical Assistance

~.

,, Except' ,':for ,a peraonal services contract
for ' ·the position· of Advance Proj ect
Administrator between August', 1978 ,and
August 1979 and a host country contract
£or1:he Construction Monitor position from
March 1979 :to June - 1'980, all technical
assistance 'to, "the" proj act has been sup­
i>lied by "Expe;-ience, Inc." commencing- July
27, 1~79. Technical assistance bas been
provided' in accordance with Amendment No.

, 5 to 'the Project' Agreement since its sig-n­
i.n9 in, 1982.

2. Traiiiin51
. f:

3.

The Grant is funding long-term trai.ning
for .. three participants in the U.s.
Short-term training 'in the u.s. and obser­
vation tours are planned in Kenya. and
Ethiopia for 1984. A fourth long-term
training participant has not been nominat­
ed by' the GURe. '(Refer to Section 8 for
details on Project training activities).

CommOdities

'The Grant has and is continuing- to fund
commodity . procurement. as outlined in
Amendment No. 5 to the' Project. Agreement.

Construct.ion

"USAXD inputs towards construct.ion of the
Mindif Project Center'have been fulfilled
in accordance with 'the t.erms of knendment
'No. 5 -to the Project Ag-reement. •

. ,.-
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5. other Cos.ts

Costs associated with this budget item, as
outlined in- Alnendment No. 5 to the Project
Agreement, are on-going and provide a
support function for the technical assis­
tancet.eam and for the Min~if ...Project
Center.

6. Assessment of Commodity Procurement
" .

'l'be data used in 'thisseation were obtain­
ed from the USAID/Yaounde Supply Manage­
ment Division'.s.P~oject.Committee status
Reports. ,,,.

A. It' was :f~hnd' ~at, ixi·most cases
there were no inspection and
raceiving,· reports on file for
procuredPr~ect commodities.
Given "tbe sence of these
reports" the contractOr 1 8 Chief
of Party. should· complete an in­
ventory of all,. AID-procured
project commodities before the
Project audit. ," .scheduled for
February 1984.

B. Commodity procur.ement has been
piecemeal without. "evidence of a
planned procurement schedule. I~

appears there was inadequa1:e
planninqby project personnel and
USAID/Yaounde ..in advance ordering
of Project commodities. Bence,
the untimely procurement of
necessary commodities became a
constraint to implementation of
Projec"t activit.ies. For example,
project. vehicles for the tech­
n1c:al assistance. -team were not.
ordered until the arriVal of the
team's Chief of _. Party in
September 1'979. Three other mem­
bers. o-f the. team· arrived in
November 1979. Therefore, four
team members and, the COnstruction
Monitor had· to share the two
vehicles locally procured by the
Project's Advance Administrator
in June 1979 to accomplish .their
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. assigned tasks. Five o. S. veh-
icles arrived in May 1980 con­
current. with the arrival of four
additional members of the techni­
cal assistance team.

c•.

• ~.,l.. ••

. .' .. ~:

With all" goOd intentions, but due
to inexperience, the project's
Advance Administrator ordered
scmeinappropria~e cOmmodities.
The e~ectrical'9enerators for the

,Mindif Center were ordered. with­
o~t adequate spare parts and
without consideration of t.heir

,high. . fuelconsumpt.ion rate •
Inappropriate ve~erinary supplies
were ordered as' discussed under
animal health activities in
Section 8. "Improvisation by the
technical assistance team has
found uses for such things as the
tilt t.ot) trailers but these uses
cannot justify their costs or the
fa.ct that :'1:hey are' not approp­
riate for the 'job" 'they were
intended to perform. Also. in
this category is the drilling rig
which despite. many attempts at
improvisation has been found to
be hopele8s1y inadequate for i t.s
intended ~urpose. '

Due to the support and mainten­
ance 'provided by the North
camerooo:. ,Liaison Office Garage in
Maroua, . :the five Chevy B~azers

and pick-UPs ,are still function­
ing. otherwise, there is no
servicing or spare parts avail­
able for" Chevy vehicles in the
north of Cameroon.

7. ' . Assessment of Construction Inputs

- t~ '. ~

:'<'

-:'i'he proj ect 'strat.egy of proceeding first
to build tbe Project'center as the pr~ary

activity of a pilot project seems il~ogi­

cal and ill conceived. The single moat
, ,exhaustive source of Project time, money
'and energy 'has -been. the Mindif Project
Center. .Fully 451 of USAID' B dollar in­
puts to date into' this project have been
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consumed by the construction, maintenance,
support 'and administration of this com­
plex.

Construction of the" Mindif Project center
began in July 1979. Two members of the

. technical assistance team _occupied incom­
plete housins at Mindif in September
1980.. Final complet,ion of U.S.-financed
construction at the cent.er was completed
in September 19B1.

There· exist. no official earmarking docu­
ments . in . the form of Project Implemen­
tation Letters (FILs), authorizing die-

.bursement. of Project funds. between USAID
an~ the GURe for $582,000 in expenditures
on Project construction. Several letters
.between L'SAID and CPLS on the subject. of
construction costs and payments are in the

. USAID Project files.' This same mode of
operation without earmarking document. was

. followed for $87 ~.682 in disbursements for
." .project housing rentals and gasoline pay­

ments: as well" $7, 000 was spent for
miscellaneous - spa;..e .,parts and household
furniture. .

,A method of. earmarking project funds with
PIL's was reinstituted with the arrival of
Roland .Garner as USAID/Yaounde Controller
in January 1981.

8. Assessment of Other Costs Budget Line Item

A. Mind-if Proj'ect Center Operat.ions
Funded by USAID Grant Contribu­
tions

Amendment VIII to the Experience,
Inc. contract signed OCtober 14,
1981, authorized the contrac1:.Or
to assume' responsibi1ity for
disbursin9 funds' . for Project
operational costs during ~e

period of the Prpject reorganiza­
tion. PILs1,2, and 11 authoriz­
ed putting funds"for operation of
the Mind-if Project Center at the
disposi tion ofi;.he Contractor IS

Chief of Party in conformity wi th
established.budget~.
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. .i "

.~.~~' .r.,~. ; ;.~

. .
Amendment ,:No. 5-to the Project
Agreement ·,provided for GURe
establishment and administration
of a system to facili t.ate and
control disbursement of and
accountability for project

.funds." ,'PIL No. 10 dated March 7,
1983 ." 8Pe~i£1:cally detailed the

'-. 'accounting -system and clarified
the procedures necessary to ful­
fitl'; "'the :-'terms of Iulnex II ~

Article a,'Section B.5 of the
":' , ProjeCt-Agreement. '!'his PIL laid
.. .the. ground :'Work for t.he cameroon-

. 'ian Proj'ect: Director to assume
administrat.ion of t.he local
currency: account. for the opera­
tion of" -the Mindif proj ect.
Center. 'l11i•. responsibilit.y has
not yet been officially. trans-
ferred due to the fact that.' the
Minister ·of;····XDlEPIA hats' ,~- not
8:ic;nea'.·· 'the" ~-' i;joint' ':GURC/USAID
,Project. 'budget submit.ted in·',June··
'1983': :Bence', operaticna' 'at: the!!! .. ',,­
'Mindif Proj ect:· :Center'are 'hamper- ;.. '
ad and limited by the funds left. ".,...
inPIL 11•

...;,

.'. ..::;, :: ::-..

~. ..

\~ .

..~ '.

" ~ ,.. • : 1

.... ;,;

~ •.

; .... , ...•.

,,;' ..

. ~ , . .

......

;;.• '.! ...... ' ....

;: .':. ::.~. ': ..

, :. ~

:. ': .:.:" .

. ~.

Approva1':"~',Of .:: t.he ·;Projec1:.! a;" '.' .
accoantinij/ 'system and' ,vertlfica- ',,>, ,
tion ;0£ '"its 'coIlformi:£y. to' USA·ID ';:' ,:..'
requirements 'were 'given by -the>·;':
USAID/Yaounde···· Financial" Analyst.'· ':'­
during her:' review· ~'of ",:' t.h.- . .:'
Project1s accounting procedures
on July 6-7, 19a3:.·" ~<i. . .' .
Funds' earmeilfkecFbY'-PILs 1,2, and
11 wereadvauced . to the

.Contracl:.or ,. Chief of .Party • '!'he
vouchers£or~he advances made on
PILS' 1 and' ,2 have' been submitted
to the Controller's Office.
Vouchers to· clear.... 'advances made
on PIL 1'1 need '~o be submitted by
t.he . Project: once . funds are
~iquidated so -tha-t;·'r1:.he' authorized
"funds for~-oPera"t~.ing 'costs can be
fully accounted. for.
":. , :.. -... . -:-. .

'" .....
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B. Revolving Fund for ~,ima1 Nutri­
tion

." ~

"', -'

-; .~ ;~!: ..:~, : ". .~' '.

*." ," .....

.:' ~~ .:~. -.:"h; "..

~.. ,-'
.;, L. ..' ,', •

-'.:", .,' '.'

Funding' in the amount of $10,000
.. was authoriz~c. by PIL No. 2 dated
April 13, 1983 as a revolving
fund;for .. animal nutrition. A
memorandum from the Agricult.ure
and Rural, Development Office to
the .. ' cOntiact.or .Chief of Party
dateciDecernber 7, 1981 outlined

.the regula;ions and accounting
,procedures. . ..90verning· monies
released, - t,O- -' this fund. The

". Project ..Officer must. obtain a
.. full .accounting of these' monies

from the Chief of Party and the
Project Oir.ector.

, The p;;~ject.Grant Ag=eement' execut.ed between the Governments
of Qun.~oon:'~and theUnit~ Staten,on May IS, 1978 caJ.led for
GORe. contribut.ions of $2~123, 00'0: .to' the Project. Of t.his
t.o~~~~.~if.$08.,.OQ{l~as nin~d" ~~tributiQns and the remain­
der Df.~ $,6l.-5 I ·OOOwao .for .. salaries, of peraonne1 and support
coat!!!",.. ';.-; ,.-;;"; . _ ... ; .;' .;'.'

... "~"~~~ ;--

Amendment No. 5 i:.o the Project '-Agreement was signed July 1S,
1982, incre~8ed GURe Proj.ect c()n:t~ibu1:dons to $4,317, 000 which
repre.ented ..§29l,QOO....~n. ,"in. ldnd" contributions, $1, 018, 000
for i~i1UU1C~ cam~~:i.anpersonnelcommiments, $180,000 in
commodities, ·1670,000 "in cc,nstruction costs, and $2.158,000
in otber:qo8t, Lric~u~ing q~erating'costs, transport, and cer-
ta.in activity s~por~ items~ .',

~. . ~ . ,'.. , . .

Pe~scnnet· ....
;:... '.....

.' ":":t~.:.:

.~ ;. ~... ",. ~endmen~. ~No~ ,5. t~: :the Projec1: Aqreement. .
waIi"".siBnedon. July 15, 1982. A

. , -. ,cameroOnian Pioje~Directorwas appointed
.' " ~'. Ud,.o£~cili.lJ-Y,u"stalled on February 1 7 #

~·9~ •.. ,TO da~ nO 'Deputy Direct.or bas been
appo#,.n:ted •... : . Th~.efor.e# both the Project

: ,Direc-;;O;t;, arid COntracto'r Chief of Party
. " must..;~:fevo~e·· ,·th·eii - ~'t.ime to performing"

;, .. 'rout,in'e' administrative 'tasks t.mich would
be.,deiegated.to thaoeputy Director and an
administre,t.lve· aSsi-stant. •., .

Of t.he 26':~~~9Cmen£ ~upport personnel to
be financed by the GURe, 21 are in place.
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Five Cameroonian technical counterparts
are also in place. No counterpart to the
heavy equi"pment specialist has been pro­
vided. No suitably qualified agricultural
engineering counterpart has been assigned
to receive long-teIID.training in the 0. S.
To date I three. agriculture· technicians I

three livestock· technicians· . and three
extension infoI:mat!an. technicians to have
been . financed .by the GURe have. not been
assigned to the project.

2. Commodities·

The GORC has procured vehicles for
Cameroonian technical. personnel and has
provided some veterinary supplies. Other
camnodities have not yet been procured.

3. Construction

The GURe has not .funded its construction
commitments to the Mindif Project center.

4. Other Costs

Operating costs, . transport and activity
supPort are being funded. by the GURe in
accordance with Amendment No. 5 of the
Project Agre~ent.

9.3. Financial Analysis of Project Inputs

1. UWD Inputs
"

Tables 1-7 , on the Financial Status of
USAID inputs present the associated finan­
cial inputs into the Project's five areas
of act!vity and administraticnand support
categories. They show expenditures to
date and projected expend.itures required
to complete project activities by the
Project completion date of April 30,·
1985. In Tables 1-7, the first column i.
the aggregate. of expenditures for fiscal
years prior. to . the project's reorganiza­
tion in 1982: i. e. expend!tures through
Fiscal Year 1982.

Table 8 presents expenditures from 1981.
A quarterly financial reporting system was
initiated by the Controller's Office of
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USAID!Yaounde in" 'March '1"981. Table 8
represents the pi;-ojectls financial plan
w~th Project' inputs in five 'budget line
item cZltegories:"'-' technical' assistance,
training, commodit:ies," cons-truction and

': otlu!r costs. These-' 'budget:·· line i tams and
. tnei,r·. '&ss()ciated . itiputs are di8cusse~ in
Ame~~~t ,'No.', '5 fo~ ~hil' 'Projec-c." Agreement,.
'!'he. cont.inqendy ~~ind::ii1fla:tion budget line
it.em appearing hi. -the -Amendment has been

.•lim! natedand . the'.a "'flnanc1alcontribu­
tiona proport'ioned int.ot:he fiVEt budget.

'cat.egories. .7.,2:..:;- L.,.._. ':: .."

~rom ,Table 8 ~ ·:''it ~B ~ojected that to ful­
fill,: 'present ..:. t1~Dcomiiiii:.ment-s to the
P~oject..1 'as, .pe,r:'~endinent:No:. 5 to the
ProjeetAqreement~at~ta1of$S.2million
will be spent.. This represents a reduc­
tion in USAID proj.,C£:',funding' of $1
~llion. A major factor. contributing to
this reduction " has' . been the' improved
t!xchangerate c:e the 'tI~'S. :d611ar against
the FCFA currency. The exchange rate used
for USAID Grant contributiemii'.;described in
Amendment No. 5 was 250 FCFA to one u.s.
dollae. , 'The present. ',:'rate ,is over 400 FCFA

. ~o $1.00. . . .

As evidenced by "the 'Proje~ funds obligat­
ed but not spent in FY 82 and 83, the rate
of eXpenditure· fo~, .... USAID~,:inputs . has. not
proceeded as planned due to ~e consider­
able delays in Project. ·implementation
experienced during ~e project's reorgani-
zation. '",

. :.. -.=';'

2. GuRC Inputs

The GURC~' section 10.2':':' GURC±nputs, is
not contributing "to>"t'he ltroject' as agreed
in Annex I of 'Amendment No." 5 of the
Project Agreement ..'The GURC,prgj ect con­
t.ributions for 1'982;'S3'were· t.o have been
245, '. million FcFA.' : ': ."HoWever , only 10
million FCFA' was autbori%ed for the
pro j ect,:, durinq the 90vernmerit I s budget.ing
session. Through' -a .special 'act of the

. ·Office of the President on March 22, 1983,
the GORe provid'ed "additional funding of
300 mill-ion FcFA'to the pro-J.tict for 1982-
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83 expenses. Due to the late appropria­
tion of this money, however, only 60
million FCFA could be disbursed by the end
of t.he fiscal year on June 30, 1983.

In June 1983, "the -Project. Direct.or
aubmit"ted the joint GURC/USAID Project
bUdget.. for 1983-84. The t.otal GURC con-.
~ibutions out.1ined:~ inthia .budget -w.re .to '
have -:been '565 mill:!on -.: FCFA~:' Aft.er ·,£ive
mon1:hs ,~' seVeral rev'isions ,and a~nai.der-·
able reduction in funding, ~he b,udget· has·
still: not been approved. - .Because of this,_
no assessment can· 'be made as yet' as to t.he:',
GURC c 8 financial support 'and commitment. to·.'
this. p.rojeet.. However,.: ,a8~oted '!n'
Section 9. 2. on GURe inpufs,' t.hegovern-,
mant. . is' behiDa schedule onit.s ccimmitment.s .
and :financial contributions to ,Project:.
personnel, camuodit.ies , and construction
bUdget line items. The project Director­
has been requested to submit. documentation
to ·OSAID/Yaounde. on tbestatus 0; GORe
Project .contribut.ions and. expend.1t.ures, .
both Utose administered .by CPLS·· and.
MINEPIA.

..'



Table I-I. Financial 8t~tu. of USAID Inputs. summary Tabl. of Project ActiYlti••
J-: .. :

Financial Statu. of
Project Input..

Total

oraaing Lane Manage.
~ent and Conservation.
1. Technical A••iatance
2. Commodities

Anilllal lIealths
1. Technical Asolatance
2. COll1lllOditiea
J. Activities

Increased Association
of AgriCUlture and
Livestock Productions
1. Technical Asaiatance
2. CO.lWlloditle.

onaining.

Extenaione
1. Technical A••i.tance

Administration and
Supporte
1. Technical A••i.tance
2. COlIlIIIOdi tiea
1. COn.traction
4. Other Coat.

FY 70-82
Expenditures

2,634,629

508,201
475,201

33,000

31,010
16,010

5,000
10,000

304,985
2S:Z,9B5

22,000

18,000

272.306
2n,306

1;500,119
403,119
576,000
582,000
139,000

FY 83
Expenditures

1,070,450

624,234
208,234
416..000

156,108
96,108
60,000

45,000

48,054
48,054

197,054
4e,054
.n,OOO

128.000

FY"Projected
Bxplln~iture.

.42,351
312,351

-.130,000

5,000

,5,000

96,10B
If.,10B

108,000

48,054
. 49,054 ,,"

394,054
110,054
90,000

1'4.000

rt 85
projected

Expenditurea

113,099 .
a9,099
25;000 :

5,000

5,000

16,010 .
16,018·

15,000

28,012
28,012

167,031
28.031
10,000

129,000

~.,

.....
~t&1

'rojected ,
B!pehditui-.j

,,',

1;687,885·
1.0$),885

604,00,0

.n,tus
16,018
15,000
10,000,

573; 219 .
491,219·
82,000

~86,00!l

396:,446
396~4~6

2.258.258
509.258
497,000
582,000
590.000

Comments

Not.. Technical A..i.tance per IIIlln IhOntb .. $9009



Table 9-2. Financial Statu. of USAID lDput.•• Gradng Land HanagelM!nt &nd Conservation

,,1nl10010'1
rr 84 FT 85 Total

Status of rt 78-81 FY 83 Projec:ted . Projected projected
Project Input. Gxpcnd.1tureo Ibpendlturu Expendit.urell Expe~~!lt.uree E:tpendituree COllUMnt.

Total 50a,201 . 624,n.. 442,351 113,099 1,607.905
, .'.~.

Technical AS8i.tance 475,201 208,234 312,351 88,099 I,08l,sM
1. Ranga·Hanagement. 160.180 BO,090 96,1011 16,018 352,396

F. AbercomlJi4 24,027 24,027
D. Gipe 112,126 112.126
L. l\lllJllIUlilSen 24,027 24,027
L. Clobollki 00,090 96,108 16,019 192.216

2 •. A;ricultural
Economist. 66,742 24.027 24,027 114,196 FY 78-02 3n of

time spent all

.. ~angel N,84 "
~S 6 moe. of

. TDY
a. Sociologis~, 200.225 200.225 ~

4. hgrtcultural to.»...
tnglnnr,' . 48,054 - . 12,081 96,108, . 24,Op 240,:nO' .
W. I.ea thom. • e,054 49,054 . 50' ot ti..

?J6~10B
spent on Range

P. 'Child,. 72,081 24,027 192,216
5. nellVy EquipMent

SpechUat. Si,OU 96,108 24,021 176,198

416,000 i30,OOO
.~ ~

604,000commoditiee. 3),000 25,000
Trucke, 9 ton 33,000 ]],000
lteavy Equlpll1ent 416,000 416.000
Service V~hlcl. 55,000 55,000
Mi.c:.llaneouB 75,000 25,000 100,000
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Table 9-3. Financial Statu. of USAID tnput.. Animal 8eaitb £o!pOnent'

COIIlllum t...

A. Antro~nen

Total
Project.ed

Espendltur••

',.
FY 83

EXFendituree

n 04 FY 85
Projected Projected

E~pcn41ture. Expsnditurea

31, ol8:....-.. --=5~,"_=O:.::O:.::0 .::.5.:...0;:.;0;:.;0=__ ___.,;.::=1:;:.~O;.::1=8 _

16,018 16,018
16,018 16.018

TechnicAl Aosistancel
1. VeterinariAn TDY

FY 18-82
EJ:pendltures

Financial Status of prior to prolect
_::.1'.::.r~o...je::.c=t.-,I~:n""p"-u::.t::.a:;...- --"A",,e:;;..;-o.r9l:lniza t on i

Total

Animal 'Nutrition
n.monetrationa.

COJmloditi•••
1. Veleri'nary

Supplies
2.Suppott of

Veter:lnary Post.

10,000

5,00P

5.000

10,000 Rotating fund
for purchlule of
Uveat.ock and
feed ...

IV
N

5,000 5,000 is,tioo

5,000

5.000 S.OOO 10.000

Nole. Technical A••i.tance per man ~fith • f0009



Table 9-4. Pinanci.1 Statu. of USAID Input••
InereaBed A••ociation of AgrIculture and Llv8Dtock Production

" 10-91
....

Sap.neUtureQ FY84 rr 85 Totol
Flnanchl Status of prIor to Project FY 93 Projected Projecte" Projected

Project Ineuta Reorganisation Expenditure. ExpenditurelJ Ezpenditun. ~xpendtture8

"otal 304,995 156,108 96,108 16,018 573,219

~echnlcal Assistancel 282,985 96, lOB 96,108 16,018 491,219
~~ ~9ronoCllist 216,243 96,108 96,108 16,018 424,417
2·. Agricult.ural

Economh,t 66,743 66,742

COlllmenta

331 of hi. t.1C11e
spent on
Agriculture

Not.. Technical Asslatanaa per man month. 'S009

COllDlloditle8.
1. TraUer
2. Agricultural

~Uipm.Dt.

22,000
22.000

. ,-

60~OOO

60,QOO

......

82,000
22,000

60,000

;' .. '

' ... ,
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Table 9-5. Financial 6tl!ltus of t1SAIP InputB. Training CO!llJ?onent.

I'll' 18-82
I.penditurea " 84 FY 85 Total

Pinanchl Statu. of prior to Project rt 83 Projected Projected. Projected
Project Inputll Reorgani&llt.ion IbpencSitun. Bxpenditure. Bxpenditure. Eapenditurell

Tot.al 18,000 45,000 109,000 15,000 186,000

Long Term Training. 18,000 45,000 .u,000 .15,000 119,000
1. Pamo, E. T. 18,000 11,000 35,000

2. Engoulou, B.

]. Nuta, '1'. S.

Ghort ~rm Training.

Short Terril Obs.rvation
Tour••

Technlcal A••iet.anc.
Workllbop.

_.._-

. 15,500

11,500

1,000

..... 21,000

21,000

36,000

30,000

5,500

9,500

42,000

42,000

36,000

.' •. '

30,000

1,000

Comments

PhD Rang_
Management at
New Mexico
State
Unhen It.y
HS Agricultural
Extension at
Utah St.ate
Universlty
HS Animal
Science at Hew
Hexico State
Un1v~rdty

Three'peraona
for USDA man­
agement abort
cour•• ·and
obiBorvation
tour. of u.s.
agricultural
production
management

Bight parUci­
panta to Kenya
and Ethiopia
for range man­
agement and
livestock
production

sh: countor­
p"rts t.rftvcal to
Yaounde /lncS
perdielO

....
tJ....
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Table 9-6 c Fimulc!al Statue of USAto Input. c Baten8ion

FY 78-82
Bapendituu8 FY 84 PI 85 Total

Financial Status of prior to Project FY 83 Projected Projected projected
~P~r~o~je~u~·t~~ln=PLu~t~.~~~__~R~e~o~r~9~a~~~i~.~a~l~i~o~n~~E=x~.p~o~di~~r~c.~~~E~x~r~e=n~d=i=t=u~r~e=e~~~E~pendlture. E~p.riditure.

Tota,;;;.l . ..::2:,.;.7..;;2....,.:;;.3.:;;.06"'-- ~4.:;;.8.L, .::.O;;..5"~ "8~ ..;:2.:;;.8~.0;:.3;;;'2=-- --'19~, 446,;;.' --' _

Technical Aselatance,
1. Bxtftnaion Speoialist ~72,306 48,054 48,054 28,032 396,446 f'Y 83, 84, 85

SOl of time
~J?ent: on
Eaten. Ion

Notec Technical Ass1stance per Nan ~nth • $8009

"

." ..



TablQ 9-1. Financial Statu. of UOAID Inrutsl Administration and Support

Floaneial Statue of
Project Input.

Total

" 78-82
Bltpan4itur••

prior to Projeot
Reorgl1nicatlon

1,500, Ui

Py 83
Exeendit.uree

197,054

FYB4
Projected

Expendit.urell

394,054

FY 85
Projected

Expenditure.·

161,031

Total
Projecte4

Bxpen4itur••

a,258,259

Technical Asslst.ance.
1. Chief of Party

..... ,'",

2. Ayricu1tural Bngineer

3. Halntanonce C.hlef
". l\qrLcultural EconollliDt.

EVlIlul\tlonJ
COJ<lmOOltles.
1. GenGrllto..s
2. neplllr , Haintenanoe

Supplies .
3. Housebold Furaishings
... Ofttce P\Jrn18hJllg8
5. Vehicles
6. Radio Equipment.
1. Rep1ace~ent. Vehicle
8. MbceUaneoua

Conatructions
1. Hlndif projoct Cent.or
2. USAID 04rago in Maroua

OLhar caate.
1. HindiE Project

Conte~ Oper~tion.

2. Vehicle HalntQnane.

403,119
192,216

48,054

96,108 .
'6,141

316,000
23,000

43,000
211,000
20.000
79.000

582,000
536,000
46,000

139,000

108,000
31,000

48,05.
48,054

21.000

21,000

128,000

96.000
3:1.000

...

62,000
90,000

75,000
15,000

194,000

156,O<l0
38,000

29.031
29,031

10.000

10,000

129.000

91,000
39,000

589,258
316,35S

48,054

96,10$
66,141

61,01,'0
497,000
23.000

43,000
211,000

20,000
79,000
21.000
1$.000
2',000

582,000
536,000
46,000

590,000

451,000
139,000

Pi 83, 04, 85
50' of Chief
of Party/
Bxt..nation
SpeaiaHat'.
Time .pent on
Administration
SO, of W.
Leat.holll' 8 tim.
spent on Min41f
Center
construction
A. VillannevaJ,. of U.
Sch/lr'. tilU&
aperJt. on non­
related pc'oject
efforts at. CfLS
In Garoua

Notoa Technical Aadoll;\l1ce per IllilQ oonth • ~B009
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lO. PROJECT OUTPUTS

1. Specific Project Outputs

Specific project outputs related .to each of the five areas
of the Project activity were discussed in Section a of the
report. Infrastructural outputs not previously ennumerated
includes

A. The Mindif Project Center which comprises :

1. Forty-eight hectares of fenced demon­
stration area:

2. An access road grid and, drainage system:

3. seven houses, one garage, one equipment,
storage hanger, one office complex, one
drying £loor, one cattle feeding facility,
one generator shed, .five drilled deep
we~ls, one hand-dug well~ and guard hut.s.

B. Miscellaneous Commodities:

1.~e8e commodities :~otall~n9 approx~ately

$933,000 have been proc;ured and are being
utilj,;zed.

2. Project Documentation

The quality of project: documeJi'l:ation t".c date is disappoint­
ing. In some cases it is obvious that a huge ,effort went
into collecting 'data for the reports but that not enough
time was allocated for data, analysis and report. writ.in9'
The work of Mr. SChar, the Project economi.st, is a good
example of this. Whereas it is evident that he collected an
incredible amount of data duriJig the one and a half years he
worked in the Project area" Bome of his analyses are super­
ficial. For example, in his sampling procedure, he pur­
posively Bel-ected. eubsamples of farmers who used animal
traction :and people wno considered themselves livestock
specialists in order to have useful data for comparison with
the general farming popu~a~ion.However, he only makes one
comparison baeed on, this data whien is that farms using
animal traction were larger than 'the average farm. He
concludes from this that farmers view "animal traction as a
technique for extensifying their farming operations, rather
than intensifying them". (48.Pl') Even this single comparison
is rather superficial. Data from other sahelan countries
shows that in general, larger households adopt. animal trac­
tion and that their farms are generally larger to begin
with. Farmers using animal tract.ion may expand their area
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under 'proauctio.n somewhat but the only way to get at this
informati.on with one year's data is to look at the area

"under production per active, ",'Orker • Schar unfortunatel,y
does oot present these data.

The'document wri.tten by Mr. ,Kulibaba,the Project
Socio~ogist, raises some serious, questions about the narrow
focus of the Project on herder-farmers -_ and' farmer-herders to
'the exclusion of the II nomads" • Be also raised some valid
·ques-eions .about. thecrit.eria by which t.he, Project., evaluates
1t.8elf,'·i.e•. int.erms' of number ~ofmeet.it1gsheld, etc.. The
eva.luation' ,team feels 'that. it is. extremely unfortunate that
Hr ~-Ruliba.bi!lt did' not produce more documeota~on. In his End
of. Tour Report,~e only document we could find. by ,him, lie
c1ted two reports Which, were to be ..produced but. Which did
not exist, at least' in Cameroon. :'They were:

A) Range Use Dossiers for1:he Three Pi101:. Zones in
.'< the biamare plain, and ,.

'at-The .Ethnotaxot1omy :·ofPlants ·and Plant Communi­
ties, on the niamare pIiIn.

Themanuacript... of' !these .documents ,'were . said ", ,by current
project.-personnel to have never·arriv.ed in ·cameroon. Mr.
Kulibaba, ~en con1:.act~d by the., .'evaluation team in the
United States, claimed that the Project. had a complete set
of documents ~itten by him on file. He further, stated tbat
these 'and other documents-were 'ccmple~ed before he left
Cameroon (except: for theethnobotanical study), that copies
were' l.eft. with· the 'Project, . and indeed that· the "Range Use
Dossiera"'bad' ·been used by other project personnel in plann­
ing the grazing blocks.

The reports 'of the short-term consultants ..,ere generally
bet.ter • Mr.,Abercrombie I sreport concerned the Project
desic;n and therefore has l.ittlerelev.a.nce -for -the current
Project. Dr.' ~troinen's report was gooQ and dealt directly
with ·the1ssues he, was asked to report onA Dr. ,RAsmussen's
document ···on ,~: the design of Grazing' Blocks·' II and III is
rather ,general and very practical. He relied very heavily,
especially for his. soll . classi£ica:t:.ions,. on use of the
reaource inventory prepared 'by USAID, USDA/SCS and PAC (59)
Which specifically contains a disclaimer to ~e effect that
the informat.ion in it should not be used directly for range
management planning without extensive verification on the
ground.

Mr. Gipe and ~. Nuza' B reports on feeding "trials" were
disappointing because they have little 8c,ientific validity
(see Sectic;m 8. 3. 2 paragraph 5). '
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?·Mr. cahal:an has written one report on his atteIl1pb to find. a
;suitabLe perennial forage~e9U1:te: to be inserted ina.rota­
tion·eystem. In' additioIl, hez.eportec. some further result.s
,in a discussion paper pr,epared in· ear-ly 1982 (9). He. should
write a more up ~ date repor~ both on his agronomic trials

.i and on the· results· D£ t.he. survey heha.& just '£inished c:on­
..:earning' - .farmers ".aluaticns ". ·of . ··the ':,agroncmic '.' package
·:·o£feJ:lecl\ ..·.....• :i:he Pro"iect. .;::"£·~'.·~'Ci":·~' .. '. . .'~,"", ..,,';.:" ;~:>o.'
, . "4 "'" .
;~:-i;-'1;·. >~;;r<:.'i;.. ~:_.-; .. ~;:.. ...... :'.".' :--'.' A .~ •• _ •• '. _.r~·,":,",· _.~

;·{Project:· DoctUltElCt:.a:ti:onmttst be: :ilIpr.aved.: ,'~ . Pe.rhaps.:t:.he· :';.JIIOSt
....:import:al:tt output.. O£,·t.he ..project ' to data:>-.· is . the " exper:i.eDC8
.rgained :: by'f.it:s:. . t.echnic±an9 •. ; U -t.lU:s 18,-'not: _'i1oc:ument.ed " ,in
e':'~~=Sl~.:dir.ec.ted"a-t..".,specific subj-ects..........?tbe> exper;i.@ce- is
~1<108t;;' 'to. th~· iProj.eet:· and ·to· .cameroon: when .the ;:t"eChJ:U:c1aa.s
:)lea",-8.;;'; '!he: svaluauon· team. '£eels ;very·c ·~J.y~:t.h&t -at
~eaS't the followinq'r~por--s sbould.bewrit~en:.' ..~. ::X.,:,

iZi' ,;:,:-t,.A•..Mr'.>'cahalan ,:should report1:.he·~:results~ot his
...,....- .. - ~ '·'-·acjronoiiii'c ·triaJ.s '011- improved' va:iet.ies £Or the

:-.::-_:'~~"'-::': '.:._. Jtind.i#:-:!'1Ou;lvoudsye re94:on..-: wit:h.... :the-,~'objec1: of
oonvineinq SODECOTON of. the' 'superi.or prodUC­
tivity of theva.rleties"he"iested:"

. ~:t ~-:..~ .~ ;.~,~ ..,"·B.'.' -~e ~1:.echnieal· .:a:ssistance .J:.eam,·'.: togethe1: ". ,\111~ ,.' ~

:1' . " .' their C8meroorUan·'counte..-parts should pr~uce: .~. , .
;:d~': :. ,a,;' syn1:hesis'.. 'report dei:ailingthe 're$11lta·" O.f.L .......
':S:;. ,·::.}.7--'·::i'Bl.l. ... P:ojed: :aetivitJAs :.since _the az:rival: o£

,p;. ":-.-.... :.. '.:",,.; ·.-,.:·tb.• ...:t,~··::" .. ..'~. ~..... _._" . ..... .-' ...: .•~.~. ~

.:'0; :-.. ..c• .:.-'l'h.e Projec:t.- 4i'taf:f -shou1.d ~so_ produce a- ;:co-·
;' ~". - ~ 'heren~, oVerall' Projee:t· ·strategy st.at.emen~.. and '.
~.~: "; <". a ·'de"ta.iJ.;ed plan of .:work to ,: cover. the: -rema~er

- ". - o£:' ,i:he·.exi-stingExperience.,.· .lnQ. '-COJ1~ae:t:.-" by~-" ._
March 1. lSS4: and > •• : .'.

D. If the Project extension is accepted and the
"-f. :~; ·,t· ~: t soc::ioeconcmic unit'is: rein·stated. the~;l~ :'
oj :;.. 'o·:ei.ans- shoa1--d attempt to· analyze Mr.-.-SChar··8; :::
:< '-I:.... ' .. : ',' : "Cd. ::Mr. >., .Ku.libaba I 6' da:t.a ,in ord-erto.' prod~..:~;.·
->- ,. ,;. the baseline (lata necessary for prajeet. i.mple...[~;:-:-;

. ..~." ..:mentation .;and·,evaluation. - Personnel.•ttacheck,:;J
'0 • .;'t:.O '. the unit should. ' me.et with-·Mr .. ;·· SChar .aJXI:' ';:.:;;,:
. ':.. : . '-~ :,:'Mr;"'Kullba.ba~ in ord.er to he..,..fi:t fran ~:'t:hei.c,L"
c .. :' ~>~per..aonalimpressionsand ideas.- ~ ,i \.: '., ~~:)3';' '
[" .:;'.:' ':';l~.'·T "::".:. .... ~ ..-' ;-'",... ':~.' :; ,~;;; ~ .. ::?.-.. .~...~.-;O:,;;. ~.~

.!"::Jo" .. ' ...

.~ .

...~

.~

."", :. ~ "'. ; .... :. ::::
'. . . ;":. ....._..

. .-

.. :.,", :



131

11. "PROJECT EFFECTS: :PLANNED AND UNPLANNED- - , '

-~ • planned<Effects'·
.'

. ;"
... ;.' o·

........ ..:.' . ,"' ,......:, ...
".",- .

The evalUation team found-it -'impossible to ObHrve,anything
t.ha~ -'coula' ,"be-clear1y, identified'a,s-:long-1:·enn.' plamied
:e££ec1:-·of; -the' project in i:hef*~dif/Moulvoudaye:area,>With

;>the , obVious ,'exceptions ·of the,··physieal'const.ruct.lon a1:.·l:he
·Proje~-··centerandthe demar-cation"Of ·the'Gr-a:ing Blook6.
'~-swas<the~,C!ase··becausa,in·effe<:t.,'·:' t.he; pro"eet~ haa-:>juat
-be9Un :~ :··'Of·'l·itS activities in the 'p.eriod,;-afterthe
-r~ation'..anda;--period .of: ,one year···!s: 1:00:· short' 'a; ,::t.i.me
t,o"·Observe".; anCl·"veri'fy' long.-rt-erm: cause:;an4:' <cl.eet. . relat'ion­
ships.

The evalua.t.ion team, therefore, confined ·ita observat:.ions on
projected and possible effects from the current Project
activities to discussion in Section a of t::he report. We
perceive this sect.ion to be concerned wit.h observable loog­
term effects of Project activit.ies aDd find we have nothing
t:.o say on .'th.is subject at this ~ime.

2. unplanned Effects

Paatorali.ta, aqro-pasturalists -and agriculturalists in the
Project area do tl.Ot constitute self-suffici.ent unit.. but.
ra1:her are linked together by a complex web of social,
economic, and ecological relationships. Viewed as three
fOl:1D8 of adaptatic1D to the .local. eco-ayste:n, together they
constitute a wider. economic unit, which has developed
through 'the exchange of goods and services , and wich cannot
be easily disagqregated into its component groups.

In· trying to improve range conditions by controlling grazing
schemes, the Project technical staff decided to delimit
three Grazing Blocks. Howevs,r, in t.he delimitat.ion of t.he
deferred grazing schemes, we do not believe planning t:ook
!ni;Q account the intereet.s of all the uaers of the local
natural resources.

The present. system of Grazing Blocks' iqnores the rights of a
sizable portion qf the resource users and excludes them from
their tradit.ional grazing lands by recourse to the threat of
force from local adminis1:rative authorities. The basis for
the exclusion ~f some herders seems to be a regretable dis­
tinction which is made by the Project st.aff between herds
belonging. to sedentary .groups I on -the one band, and those
belongin9' to non-sedentary groups.' -The former groups are
seen to have a stronger proprietary claim to grazing in the
project area: while the latter groups'. long-term grazing
rights in the area tend to be discounted or disregarded by
the Prcjec't..
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We feel that the Projeetptaff' s· atti~ude, towa.r:d. the' noq­
sedentary groups is 'based on .arbitrary cri"teria 'fordisc:ri­
mination between two .different. residen.:t;ial , ~:pa,t:.ternsby
t.echnicians who do not realize. the compleii:€y 'of" t.be "inter­
nu: equiJ.ibri.um in th.e::,a.ocal:-;..socia1,··saub-~steZQs.i.an(l,'*0 have

wnot, .fully:.~val~ted .~t;he :,;poi;.en~~allY:,~:a~~'cons"quences. Qf
·tl1eir.,ac:ti.O.D4. :in· ~.'t;e=ns. ,,0,£. ,-human;:_;sw::'!'ij,V~;' ~nqr:'~e:hE!.rder
,.,g:DUPS • .-' ~er.for-th the ~':evuua~:·~,-:,has~·r~.ndedin::a
D.JDDQer qf.- 4U£erent places ~:anQ "QCn~;S ~t·iJll\1~~=n:.~con­

~deZ=,at.ion.·be:)·giv~" to "the:: poten~f:8OCi~d=Q~quence$: of
~be Proiect .~. -~~tion.s in. ~J:upti.o~o~::'1;he:t.,'80~~c\1J;t.~

::.eaYiJ;O~t,.~: t~t f:he ~an91!!:~~.':.PJ:..ogr=4:~:.iA·-par-u­
.q~1ar~~ ~.Oe r~~c=uJ.a.1;ea J:O:',C03~ w.i;#:h.-.~locAl.:;. re~L1;..i.os e. ,-
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,This section presents the evaluation team t s summary of ..mat
.c:anbe learned ~rom -the "experience of the Project to date.

:~All"pOints 'raised her-a: "pave'~en'dealt.with'·in other
, 8ec:1:.ions of' 'the report:.' ,'.: - ' ,,:; ,;',-' . . " .
~ .- '..' •. - ...

• '- -. • - ..:.... <. - ~ ~.

,I.: "The ·~st·:iJD.P.or1:an;t.~"l,es8on' to-be,'learn1!d;:'is-- that. devel­
. ",:., opmen1:' of:. 'i!r. livestock' sect.or' "J:eqw.reS-' a- 'much lonqer

time frame than' the 'curr_t.'-·'fiv~year:'lIlandate~'for the
~,'. "Pro.ject. This is particularly ,true given the long
~.generati:onat-:~~ervals,of ca1:'t.l'e', the"1cng ·periOds of
, .. ::":;, " time required to' ", reestab1.ish ~:optimal'· range' coed!'tiona,
\, ;,.,..,:~. ~ ,-, ':. ·the', variable weather' '-condi"t'ioIis- ::in:the· ·Project. area,
;::~ :~~':~.,', ~nd' the: ;'1~e" ,number ·0£ biolo9"i~ parameter. which
v· ."........ mUBt'''be- 'estimated Over" time ";to";establi8h':~a vUble

, ~.,: ~:.';".~; range"'~a9ement "systeDi'-cf.; -what.';is ,needed ,ls,'a prOeJram
apprc'ac:h and a 'long-teJ:D1 CCl'Eimitment on .t.he- part of the
GORe and the donors to' a ~-eoherent·ov-era1.1: ..:.str.'at.eqy in
res,ourc;e uumagement., as opposed to a project approach

" wh.tc:h 'is·' bY' definition Umi.t.ed',i'~"in .both .. :~time and
scOPe'. ' .. This issue is 'd«!alt - with in-'!mDre·';:detail in
'section 8:.'1'.'3'" af"1:he" repar~.''';':( ", ,,''''';:,- . ["." '*!"f.~'

.~"';": .• -~.':' • ".;.;' •.. -... '.'.- ".'• .-.. - .' .~.~ .. ; : ..'!":'~'.' .. ". .::.~~'--: "';'..".; ",~ ~~~ ..• - . -, '-~ ._.. ._.

t::;;, .; : 2.~~;: ':sf!'Cond i"; -lesSon :Jis ",that ~ 'excelli4!nt' ":soei~economic
data collection and anaJ.yses· is :requirea both·,prior to
and in conjunction wi:t.h all Project interventions.
The need for this type of research and 11:OIdtoring is
emphasized" in section , on Proj act Beneficiaries and
in section 8.5.3.

3. The third lesson is ~t a very clear distinction must
be made bet.ween the implementation of qeneral theories
wlUch are universal.ly true and the application of
technoloqies which are derived from general theory but
must. be adapt.ed to and tested under local conditiona.
Sections 8.1.3 ~d 8.3.2 deal with ~ia issue in more
detail.

4. The fourth lesson is -t:hat long-t.erm academic 1::aining
for technicians must be accomplished early' ina pro­
ject•s life so that ret.urning "Crhinees can participat.e
in the Project and p:-ofit from the on-the-job experi­
ence. This issue is elaborated in Section 8.4.2._

s. The fif1:h lesson is that Project activities and per­
sonne~ should be subject to continual objective
appraisal and. criticism' by outside evaluators. This
is crucial because it. is very 'eaSy in the course of a
project to become so involved in implementing day-to­
day project activities t.hat. one loses one' sparspec­
tive on the overall goals and obj ec1:.ive8 of t.he
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project and how the project relates to the host
country's socio-cultural environment.

6. The sixth lesson is that communication with people who
are the intended beneficiaries of Project activities
is a two-way process. The adaptive research process
necessary to develop effective technical packages is
critically dependent upon receipt of feedback from the
people Who participate in Project activities. Section
8.5.3 deals with this issue in more detail.

7. The seventh lesson is· that problems faced by the
Project are most effectively dealt with by a
mUltidisciplinary team working in an interdisciplinary
manner. There are very few development problems in
the developing worl~ which are amenable to solution by
individual technicians working within a single
discipline and in isolation. Section 8.4.2.
elaborates on this point.

8. The eight and final lesson is that there is a need to
encourage more initiative from the private sector.
The evaluation team feels t.hat these initiatives can
be si:.imulated by the creation of Livestock Herders'
Associations in this particular case but the point has
wider application.
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13. SPECIAL COMMENTS

1. Elements for the Extension of the Phase I Project

The following is a list. of the e~ements and activities upon
which we feel the Project should focus 'for the remainder of
the current phase and throughout the 'Project extension until
December 19871 .,

A. '!'he reinstatement of a socio-economic unit
sho'uld 'be acondit1on--precedent to the exten­
sion of the Phase "1 Project. ' The critical
problems facing the Project must 'be dealt with
by ,a mUltidisciplinary team in an interdis­
ciplinary. manner. ',The socio-economic' unit is

. essential 1:0 produce the research',' mon!toring
-and 'internaJ. evaluation work.:..·, necessary to
carry the Project to. a -successful 'conclusion
and ,prepare the way', for' a ~ssible Phase II
Project. . '

B. In 9.rder to create a ,well-balanced and criti­
cal mase of cameroonian e:pertise to' carry out
a Phase' II Project and/or to carry on Project
activities after Project termination, the

"tr~ini1'19 component must 'be' substant.ially
expanded. , '

C•. A new • grazing block- system should be insti­
tuted immediately. A much 'sma.~ler grazing
trial/demonstration program should 'be conduct­
ed in a much more vigorous scientific manner
with fixed' protocols~timely and comprehensive
dat.a t;:ollection, arid promptana.lysis and
write-ups of the research results.

D. '!he current grazing blocks should be used for
demonstrations in controlled, burning,' control
of brush encroachment,' soil and water: conser­
vation, techniques, graBS reseeding'activities,
and water point development. -

E. A revised policy on vater: point.. , should- be
institU1::.ed on the basis of a seasonal grazing
strategy involving considera~ion of" both the
D!amare Plain and the sottth Yaeres Eco­
Sys't.ems. The policy shoulcSinclude:

,i. Smaller water points I Widely d.iatribu­
'ted, and placed 'in accordance 'with t:he

,
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observed grazing patterns in the project
area and which are sUbject to drying out
in thedr~ season: and

.ii.Shallow wells in the' Diamare Plain deve­
loped as a function . of the herds (i.e.
size and types of. herd. animal-s) wich
remain in the Diamare Plain throughout
the dry season. .

1'-. Three· Livestock Herders'· Associations should
be forin~ be.fore t.he end of -. the extension
phase as per Section 1..J:~,3 be1qw),.·. ;,: ....., .

G. .Preliminary soCio-'economic . rec:onnaisance
studies should be carried out in the South
Yaues Bee-System in order to gather data on
local production systems~ distribution' of pop­
ulation and herders,. and the'- relationships
between agriculture and livestock. enterprises
in the area. -

More emphasis should be placed on-animal prO­
due~on activitiesresulting,in a more 'balanc­
ed approach between these activities and range
management activities already in place. These
activities should include on-fa1:"mdemonstra­
tiona of· small ruminant feeding using crop
by~products, helping Livestock Herders I

~~sociations to establish their needs for sup­
plementary feedstuffs and minerals, and
devising a rational arA. low-cost system for
provision and admihistration of veterinary
vaccines and other medicines to livestock.

I. If funds are available, trial aerial surveys
should be carried out· in ... the Mindif­
Moulvoudaye region in order to develop the
capacity and test the methodology for· rapid,
low-costcensusing .of the project area prior
to the initiation ofa Phase II Project.

~ ", "'-

J.. The project should pursue contacts with the
MINE~IA team responsible for fly eradication
around N· goundere in .or.der to conduct. trials
on el imination and/or long-term control of
biting flies in the Proj ect area.,.

K. The project agronomist. should write up the
results of his attempts to develop a viable
rotation system with perennial legume. In
addition, he should report the results of his



--.

.. I .. ,

,: .

1 ~­..... 1

adaptive r~3e~=ch on ~anu~ varie~ies to
. -60DECOTON in a. wri~~cen: doc:.nn""nt,, Responsibi­
, ~'.J.ity for ~-'e::tension of ;.:his ro~ation ;syst.em

should be :e::'t.-t:.o sor:<a:-;)'r'o.~;.' Furthermore #,

research OIl perennia.'. forage crops should be
.pa~sed over to !:l j:::int rf::~/:R.Z effort..

2.- ,- E-lemerit.s for a Pha!;e I: p;;'O);:c;;;.
.' -";;-' .

The ,following is a li.st-'of ~lcm.e.n1:s ' and, activities
':-whi~ we ,£eel woald be' 'important to; any Phase II
.', 'Projeat:

A. As a coOOition precedent. to a Phase II
:r< 'Project, a land use'planning unit. should be

es't.ablished in t.he Ex'::r~o,~ort:.h PrO'Vince to
,"'Undertake' a major land resouroes evaluation

study. 'This study,-sl'lould prcduce neces.ary
data'ana :analyses to allow the institution of
-a. process to' set p::-iorities for la.'71d 'use and
development i.?l the ..area. The goal of,' .such an
'activi-ty should ba:·· t.hfS establishmen't.. of an

"equ:£libr1um" be-:'ween 'competing 'claiman't.s for
" 'land' use' baaed upon t.~e land's' hiqh&et ane!

best use and tlle r.eed-to sustain resource
productivity in th~ long-te~.

"'S'::'The Project ,should ?rovid.~ funding for routine
-aerial 'su:veya-of the Dia;;uire Plain and the

. - ' •"SOuth 'Yaeres Eoc.-cystems.' Each year in the
.> fOt:mer area I two t31.1r"-1.eys should be conducted,

one at 't.ha beginning of, Septe:I'.ber aDd one in
January or February. ' Q:11Y one survey in
Janua~ of e<:c."1 ~TCtl.r -·.r~uJ'1.1"e necessary for

, the South Yaar6S Ec~-r:7S~eE. The current
·'aerial su::-ve:r .s:t~t~-. baing !It£1i::ed by ILCA in
West Africa CEo!l C~:> ~'U~ up to 64 independent.
variables in a eingl~ over~1ight with a t~
around 't.iIr~e ot E.ppro:d.mately four, months, .£rom

-,' ini-t:.ial over£light to production of the final
anal.ysis of a::s. area.

C:' A major' e-ffor1: should be' undertaken 1:0 eradi­
c~te no~ioua bitina ~lie. in certain zone. of

,Mindif-Moul\youdaye ~ area, a.'1d . in -transhu.~t
areas between this area and the South Yaeres.

, This, \TlV~ld open- aeditiona! land for qrazing
-during '1:he rainy,. season ana. :reduce pressures
in the present grazing -araas. '

D. A trial grazing block system, such as the one
recommended for the ~ndif/Moulvoudaye area.,

Best Available Do,c;ume,nt
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:·:should be-set,up in the SCuth Yaeres t.o study
-tbe:'.seconci, half cf. the annual grazing system

.,'. ·and .. deve1.cp appropriat.e· grazing management
":" atrateqies ana land use plans, for t.his Ec~

.- system. _" • "
. ;" . '." .' . .

E. Project personnel should expand their a.ctivi­
, ties with Livestock H~der6' Associations.
The Associat.ions fOrmed during the extension

,'-::"i.';. pbase.sboiUd,. be encouraged in 'their on-going
'; ~c:tiv.±tieil . and the· .Project should, build ~n

this iniUal experience in developing acidi­
t.ional. Asaociations •

p":~-"'~:animaJ scientist':' .·sho~ld. be' a member of 1:he
,: P.ba..se II. Project t.cam.; His mainrespo.n.sibil­

'. '. :".;.d;t'y. should be 'to. 'collect. data. to estimat.e
;:. _.-prexiueti.on-: paramet-ers f-or ~rds anQ flocks
>~.:auc:h .. as :a9'e at . first.calviog . or .lambing ,

.~enqth o-f calving intervals, milk production.
, length·c£ lactation periode, wei.ght. ~O.8es in

.: ,- animals during the dry sea-sen, ar.d other such
•variables. He ahouJ.d also at.tempt to. monitor

:. aeasonal herd and fl~k movements by marking
,. 'certain- l.ocalen1mala.

--~

G. Adequate long-t.erm training should be made
available to came=coIiian. perGonnel t.Q crt'ate
the 'erit.ic~l mass of local ex:perti sa needed to
carry oat and expand project activi~ies while,

.' :>..'at the same' 't:ime,c...al.l.oW'ing for personnel
''-':attrition due to within ·s·ervice transfers,

promotions, and o-eher factors. It is par't1-
. cularly critical.· -to i"..ave personnel trained in
the social, scienceG such as rura.l sociology, ..

..: social.. anthropology ar.d agricultural/livestock
.- ·-economics. '

..

B.··'l'h-e· ,.davelopment .,of '4iater points should be
. ~ ... cont1nuect:o.: baeed on the exp~ience gained 111

the Phase I Proj ect. ..

I. All livestock ana range managemen't,activiti••
'. should be transferred from t.he existing
'Project into t.."leDivision d I Amenagement des

Pat.urages et d' Eydraullque Pastorale. Fur-
'. - "thermore,.· t.he- socio-economi.c: unit of the

Project should be instit.utionalized wi~in the
framework of MrNEPIA.

;, .
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3.aeneral Comments on Livestock Herders· Association

1. '-Introduction ' •

'!'he . evaluation team views the creation
of LivEsstock Herders'· Associations as a
necessary institutional framework for
the development of livestock production"
in 1:he Er'"...reme North Province. The goal
of ~,this "S~Section";is: to present the

',' . evaluation team f s . 'general views about
the· internal. struct.ure' of these associa­

. ,. (". '. '; tiona and the -main', 'eri-eeria for the
.::'!organiza-t'ion. - i;

• 11·, ..

. A.' Basic St:.ruet:ures of Social Life
. . ."~. .-,

O\'i>°

'-' :. -, '

, "

. ;

.... :

; - ~..

,~The Livestock Herders' Associations
should be made up of homogenous
groups' whi-chrefleC't .the local social
structure and: economic organization.
With rt!9ard: '1:.0 . the sedentary and
-semi-seden'tary" social groups in the
'project area, 'even a 'brief &ooiolO9'i-

.:." ca~ analysis allowed us to distin­
":', SUish" three' basic'" levels in the
. aocial ··st:uctu~e; , .,. 'the family, the

neigOborhood and ~he village.

i.' -The 'village, -called saare , is the
basic . unit ''Of'' ,·al.l social and
economic li£e. "'- The concept. of
family can De more or leS8 ex~end­

ed .aecorditt9 to' t.he local ethnic
qroups. It; could' include not only
th~~ spouse( s) and -::hildren of an
individual but ?-lso ~e married
sons wi1:h tilei:- apouse( s) and

.children or' eve.."l' hired labourers
(herders or' farm. workers) •

. ,'''ii.· The ,neighborhood, called fattude,
conutitutes a more structured
:-esident.ial' uni't, which is made up

. _by homogenous familial groups,
having ccmmon goals and economic
interests ~ .on' the" basis of kinship
arid 'residential proximity.

iii. The village which can be called
either siire or wuro; basically,
the siira is the village of non-
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mos1~ pepple. i.e. the population
called' ·pagans· , such as the
Toupouri, the Guitiga, the Moundan
etc. • while the wuro is the

. village. of. the moslems; i.e. the
FulBeand the Bornuans. This
ethrio-religious distinct.ion has
lost it:.s s.i9Ilificance but:.· it
retains certain· v~ue for the geo­
grapher . fer the'. spat~a.l leeetioD
of the· habitat. and '. the 8Oc10­
economist (i.e. the two categories
represent .two different production
systems, the fa.-mers with lim!t.ed
animal enterprises and 'the herders
wit'h casual crop fa..~in9) •

.
Wi-th regard to the .. herOers with no
crop farming (.i •.e •. PulBe, Shuwa
Arabs, .WODaaBe) the conception of
terri tory; is wider· th~ that of
sedentary people,. no longer in­
Cluding . limited : and fi~ed geo­
graphical structures but rainy
season and dry .season grazing
areas and!, transhumance trails
between the areas. Th term waro
(plural aure) designates at the
same t.ime the kinship group or
fraction .and migratory group. In
otharworda, for the nomadic
herders, there is a correlati.on
between the kiiiship group and the
group who "de facto" cooperat.e in
management of space, and who
organize .common transhumance
pat terns. The kinships concept is
rooted in concr~te' :;:elat.i.onships

.J at . the level of pastoral and
. ecOnomic lite .cOmplex systems of
~al transfers through qifts,

- loans # inheri t.a.nce anq. through
intermarriages., Several gure
eventuaLly constitute a more com­
plex unit, the lenyol or clan,
which is a more or less vague cul­
tural unit and Which unites people
from the same· ancestry.
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2. The UHomogeneity~ Cri~erion

The eva~ua t.ion t.eC:.r.'c bel.ieves that the
above mentioned gel1~ralconsiderationa
should forro a basis fo:: 'identification
and organization' of L.ive.Gt~ck Herders'
Associations duririq'i:he"extension phase
'0'£ ~he Project. Soinogeneity should be
the basic c::::i:t.ericn '£or the choice of
'pot~~ial:'sociai' 'groups as A:ssociations.

In :fuJ.fulde, -the . wo=d ,"'pot-eal can form
the' 'linqustic 'andcul:1:Ural translation
of, the concept of homogeneity: pettal,
from the verb forte. which means " to
meet"" .-signifies· Hagreement., consulea-
tion,·collaboration-. ' This concept is
not', abstract. "1:t is a ,dyne.mic, gee­
;g-ra.Ph!cally loea:ted conCept. Pottal is
then' .·tb8-,~ace -~of the .meeting, of the

, encounter" • 'T":le term 'PO"ttal deals with
··,~,:,·'1:.he horizontal structure of the society,

, i ~ e. the solidarity bonds bet.ween indi-
viduals, the mutual' assistance, the
exchange, 'the> division" 6f the ""Ork and
the'··sharing of there~ponsibilities. It.
is' , .'1::.he necessary c:omp1e.ment of ,the
concept of la-ainu', t.hat. is·t.he chieftain­
ship, 'the" pol!tiCal" poWer which deals
\dth 'the vert.ical structure of the
society, i . e • the .rel.atiOnsh.ips bet.ween
chiefs and client gro~ps, the hierarchi­
cal status ana ''t.''le imperative norma.
,The term p?tta,l- therefore signifies
ac!!ociation m a dynamic 'F.ense: it is
everything th1l~ pUlls 'to;ether indivi­
duals. \Io"hicn tmifies by c:oncret.e link-·
ages, which draws people into consulta­
tioo ,on specific tasks and goals. In
sedentary groups'" the' neighborhood is
the ndlieu where" the pot'ta.l can grow,
whereas for tIle nomads this milieu is
~heWuro/£ract.ion. '

". - .. . ..:.~... '

'3. The Sha-ring of' :Responsibi'lities within
th~ Groups "_

, E~c:h homogenous 9roUP;-' nei-ghborhood or
fr.action, organizes,' itself around it.s
specific needs. In' contrast to the
political' . power : which is inherited,
soCie-t.echnical roles are· assigned by
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viLi:.ue .or~ compc:tenc~. ThU&., the kayda1
means '"the pastoral leader, the man who

. ,has a recognized competence and "mo has
a power. about everything .concerned with

.. herders and' natural . resources; the
", . me.sar,. on' the,. ot.her . hand ~ means the

.' c' ~9;r.iCw.tura1, leader, the Irian who has a
'.recogrlized-compete~e .. ,concerninq agri­
:.cW.tural ,".su};)jects : and . t~ timing of
diUeren.'t ".,agronomic . -,Qp~ations. The

'kaidal . (a"fUlfulde 'wcircil' is always
chosen, .. £ran . amongst . the ,~stora1ists,
whereas' 'the'masay,. (a 9ui~iga 1IlOrd) is
general.ly chOs,en fran .,.t.""le ':,.a.gricultural­
ists" Everybody, wi t.h611t "ethnic dis­
tinction., .-fo~lows the ..advi.ce of thes.e
authoritieg~ose power/irifluence is not

.perceiYedto be. in. " cr;:>oUiet with the
political POweL"· to "'the" laB.m~Do, or the
,jawro... Thekavdal ari4 the massay
~OB&ess aeower In Which-the technical,

'..magj,caland religic:liis., aspects are
ine::tJ:'i.cably.linked • ,Thus. to gj,ve an
.examPle, i.t :fs"_the kaydal who knows t.he
needs .cf,cattle-.in relation to the vese­
t.a.t.ive st.age' of the' J;'ang,.e: but it is
.also the kaydal,who is, a. diviner knowing
the .. secret formulas to .prot.ect the herd

._ frOJ11,. tile ~':'of"wild animal••- . ': .

Conc:1Jision. _

The evaluation team thinks that this
type of ,anthropological .and. sociological
.studyshouldcon'ti.nue and'. the concepts
43h~uld' be JUore· thoroughly, examined dur­
ing , the , ex-eensionof . ~ase I Project..
our recOmmendation ,is' that. at least
three Livestock. Herders' .Associations,
reflecting ·.local soc.i.al . struct.ure and'
ow.turai ' vzi.lues, be formed before f:he
end· of the Project. . J3y' virtue of t.he
principle of ,homogeneity, we believe
that these Associations ·'should be made
up.of a. limited number.; of, families
( i •e ~ between J:'S ami· 36Y~;: They should
be organized around-- --the ~- concept of
shared_ responsibilities", ..,according to

,. t.~e .~ competence of· the ~r30ns involved
in order to meet. the --r-e-al "needsof the
peopJ.e. Each Aasociation~could have a
revolving £unqat .its ci.isPosit.ion which



will be created by means \l}hich hav~ ye-t
to be defined. This will serve to pro­
mote a series of activities to increase
the pastoral productivity and to improve
the welfare:ofthe local popula-:.ion.
Included in these~'·ac1:.ivit·ies,could. be ..

~ , . .,;'

A. A herd of yotmg male animals' ..to'be,
fed out fOr marketing;

B. A herd offemalea to be fed.cut·for
.'lpc;aJ. mil.k production 7

.e. 'An' internal,·cr.edi.t· system. to 8uStaJ.n,
.. ·bmllies· daring c:rj.ticaJ. periods of

. -,::the year.".:: ;.-
.':"

" D~"' cr.a.tion··o£. cama.ll storehouse for the
'AJJ8ociation~ cont:aining a wide variety

. of;·bacsie necessities for livestock
production . such as medicines, both
human and aniI:1al feed supplements,

.. and the like.
i ~

;Withi.n the framework of the Associa­
tions. : a' tra,±ning program could be
andertaken'toprovide each group wi'th a
namber .of· technical specialists from
within its membership, such aa:

A:'- .A·. pa:ra-v~tarinary assistant;

B. A para-medical assistant:

c. A range management specialist;

. D. A .ape.ciaJ.is.t.; .in well
.main:t:.enance:. ana

.-
digging and ,.

.
E. ' Speeialista: ··in;.:."iDipr.oving the manage­

ment and': skills ,0£ the local sma.ll­
scale industries.

..... . ~..
The ··Phase II ProjeC1: .. should·have ,:t:h.e "
two-fold .objective of>~tending AS8ocia-

: . tiona" to other social groups and creat­
ing a mo~e' complex matitutional frame­
work whi.ch ·l·inks .$everal Associations at
the regional . level· into "village" and
"pastoral" communities, as per the
Etated policy of GORe in 1981-86 Five
Year Plan.
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14~ . PROJEC'l" CHRONOLOGY

·1. Introduction

'!'he prOj~t. chronology listed below h::lll ~eQ pieced together
frcm a ': combination . c~ .' existing p::oj eet. documents, the
project officer· s· c:::hrcnolcqical files, and interviews with
projeet. .peracnneJ.. .' ..

2. Project Chronology

Date

JUDe 1974 ::

'0- ~ .

JUly-september
1974 .

..' ~ ; ...

OC1:.ober­
November:1974

, .

Aet.ivi~y

Not.ification .frail the GORC to the Onited
·Stai:es.and French assi8~ance offices in
Yaounde that c the ... govermnent desires
assistance in developing plans for the
moderni.zation. of .the livestock sector in
thaarea north of the Adamaoua Plateau.
;Government Obje.c..tivee in the proposed

"plan were:

A. The..:definition of a long-term
wat.er program:

B. The streng1:her..ing of measures
. against. certain diseases f

c. The- study, of land use to better
deJ.iDeate~ ZOJ3.eS for 1ives'tock
and. agricultural production:

D. The intennive utilization of
a-qro-industz:ial.': by-products and
harvest t:lastes: and

E.. The control o£ the tse~.e fly
south of tlle Benoue.

The United Stat.es responds to the GUllC
request by proposing ~t a prefeaaibil­
ity r8connaisaance be carried out. in
conjunction with the DeveJ.opment
Assistance· ," Plali .(DAP) exercise for
.Cameroon_already p-lanned for 1974•

. .,:.' ~. ~ ~; ,,~._. .i. . ::.

A t.en person interdisciplinary DAP
planniZI9~ team is fielded and recommends
that AID .'Assistance efforts in cameroon
De aadressed to assisting the people in
northern:.Cameroon, ··the country·. poorest
reqion. ·::'!'his area was selected for con­
centrat.ion beeause's

"



B.

145

It was compatible
Congressional Mandate
at the time:

The emphasis of the
placed upon reducing
income disparities;

with the
in force

GURe was
regional

C. The Sudano-Sahelian semi-arid
environment was of concern to
the United States due to the
impact of the'Sahelian drought;

D. The activities requested by the
GURe in food crop and livestock
production were similar to
activities being financed by AID
in other Sahelian countries and
there could be positive program
interaction in terms of adapta­
tion of technology and implemen­
tation experience; and

E. The United States experience in
semi-arid programs indicated
that existing United States
technology might be relevant and
that. the United States could
provide some expertise relevant
to the problems of aemi-arid
agriculture and livestock.

~74 The focus for United States involvement
was established by a statement in the
DAP for the period 1976-1980 which read
as follows:

"The variety of land-use patterns, the
changing nature of some elements of
current land use and land capability,
and the variety of efforts, both by the
GURC and by external donors, underway
and planned in areas with high potential
but a fragile ecological base reinforce
the need for a comprehensive land use
survey ..•

Environmental and economic reasons
related to the differing land use pat­
terns indicate that the long-term, most
productive use of land will depend upon
developing integrated and complementary
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programs for cash/ food crop rotation i.."1
conjunction with rotation for leguminous
forage crops and livestock production 6

Therefore, although agriculture and
livestock are presented separately••• ,
the program should be conceptualized as
the single effort to maximize the effec­
tive use and conservation of natural
resources"
(8, Volume I, Section II, p. 227).

AID responds to the GURC I S request for a
livestock study within the context of
the broader land use study. The land
resource inventory is to be the base
for future program expansion in an over­
all regional rural development effort.

A mixed GURC/FAC/AID team consisting of
Dr. Eyidi, Director of Animal Produc­
tion, Dr. Garoust, Chief of Livestock
Services in the north, Mr. vanDawen,
Ministry of Plan, Mr. Lachaux, FAC, and
AID representatives, Mr. Berry, Mr.
Abercrombie, and Drs. McLeroy and
Ferguson spent two weeks in the north
developing a revised scope of work for
the proposed livestock study and pre­
senting it to the GURC.

GURC accepts the revised scope of work
which recommends a three phase study to
include:

A. A baseline survey of land,
water, livestock, agronomic and
social aspects of North
Cameroon:

B. The development of a long-term
strategy for modernizing live­
stock and indentification of a
series of medium-term projects
which contribute to the realiza­
tion of the strategy: and

C. The design of several pro j ects
so that these projects can be
submitted to the donor community
for financing.
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May-october 1975

Oct.ober 1975

. 147

Representatives of AID and USDA/SCS
(Abercombie and McClelland) visit
Cameroon to develop an actual work plan
for the studies and finalize this plan
with FAC (Lachaux) and the GURC
(Eyidi) • It is agreed that a six-man
land resources team a.~d an eight-man
(later expanded to ten-man) livestock
project design team would be jointly
financed by AID (33 man-months) and FAC
(22 man-months).

On the basis of the above agreement, an
AID Project Review Paper is prepared by
Rulen, Bahl, Ferguson and Abercombie and
AID/W reviews this PRP on March 5, 1975.

Final approval for the·three phase study
is obtained by memorandum from AI.,o/W
dated April 7, 1975. Theest.imated cost
of this study is 332,000 dollars.

The land resources survey is implemented
by USDA/SCS, with the assistance of Dr.
McLeroy. Subsequently, Utah State
University and Louis Berger, Inc., are
recruited for the livestock project.
identification and design effort.
Total amount of funds actually m~de

available by AID for the three phase
study is in excess of $500,000.

~ ~ -
The problems of mounting a multi-donor,
bilingual, effort in this area become
severe. Teams and designers seriously
overestimate the amount of original data
to be gathered and underestimate ~e

amount of time required for drafting,
editing, synthesizing, translating and
discussing the actual reports.

These difficulties assume the d~ensions

of a major handicap as the fieldwork is
completed in October. The land
resources team, as a result, notes that
their study will be useful in determin­
ing in general ternis the potential of
the resource unit and in planning land
use and developing resources at the
level of the Division but should not be
used for detailed planning of individual
projects.
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Additional problems arise When the con­
tract livestock team arrives in Cameroon
to find that the land resources survey
team has already left and has taken
their documents with them.

These problems are compounded by the
fact that the GURC is apparently not
convinced of the value of the land
resources study and is seriously con­
cerned that AID/FAC might be undertaking
another general survey. Thus,
Cameroonian participation in the land
resources study is minimal and is com­
posed almost entirely of periodic brief­
ings and consultations rather than
participation in implementation.

In seeking to address GURC concerns, the
livestock design team uses the period of
fieldwork to concentrate on project
identification. As a result, its preli­
minary report, when submitted to AID/W,
is found to be seriously deficient in
that it does not provide an overall
strategy framework or attempt .to indi­
cate priorities among projects, the
degree to which each project is related
to the other projects, or the contribu­
tion each project might make to the com­
prehensive development of the livestock
sector within the recommended strateqy.

The participants attempt to rectify this
situation by a series of seminars and
consultations in Logan, Utah and Paris,
France and these meetings result in
preparation of an overall synthesis of
the current livestock situation, con­
straints and development potential in
the northern region. Based upon this
analysis, recommendations· for global
objectives and strategy and a program of
project activities is developed.

The global objectives and strategy and
the program of activities is presented
to the GURC. The GURC endorses the
proposed strategy and notes that a simi­
lar strategy has been proposed by the
GURC itself for the Fourth Five-Year
Plan (1976-1980) • The Cameroonian
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representatives request, however, that
certain changes in emphasis be made
regarding the specific proj ects to be
designed. The GURC believes that geo­
graphically specific actions would be
difficult to plan and initiate because
t.."1ey involve changes in traditional
livestock practices. Therefore, the
GURC requests emphasis on institutional
support for the Ministry of Livestock,
Fisheries and Animal Industries through
the strengthening of certain division:
namely, animal health activities, water
development, and a program to develop
the distribution of agro-industrial by­
products.

Further consultations result in a com­
promise 'by which it is agreed that the
livestock team's final report will in­
clude recommendations regarding the
general strengthening of these govern­
mental services as well as geograph­
ically specific activities.

Livestock design team implements its
agreed mandate and produces a two-volume
Project Paper for the proposed North
Cameroon Livestock and Agriculture
Development Project (Project No. 631­
0004) •

The AID/W project committee reviews the
Project Paper on March 8, 1977 and
suggests a n~~er of minor revisions.

The project Paper is revised to reflect
the issues raised.

The AID/W project committee reconvenes
and reviews the revised Project Paper.
The prcj ect committee on July 11, 1977
unanimously approves the revised project
Paper and reco~mends authorization of
the project. The project committee
further agrees that there are no out­
standing issue that require resolution
in an ECPR.

The North Cameroon Livestock and
Agriculture Development Project is
authorized and approved by signature of
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the AID Assistant Administrator For
Africa on November 10, 1977. The pro­
ject is authorized for a term of six
years at a grant funding level of
$6,200,000.

USAID office L'"1 Yaounde negotiates and
finalizes the Project Grant Agreement
wi th the GURC.

The Project Grant Agreement is signed on
May 18, 1978 and the North Cameroon
Livestock and Agriculture Development
Proj ect officially becomes a GURC/USAID
development project effort.

Mr. Rick Carron is hired by personal
services contract as the project Advance
Administrator. He selects the location
of the present project site at Mindif in
collaboration with GURe personnel.

,

~~endment I to the Project Grant
Agreement is signed on September 5, 1978
and allocates an additional $21,000 for
commodities. This increases the total
of funding allocations from the original
project Grant Agreement total of
$1,029,000 to a total of $1,050,000.

Mr. Michael Orban is hired by host
country contract to oversee the con­
struction of houses and other facilities
at the Mindif project center.
Amendment II to the Project Grant
Agreement is signed· on March 22, 1979
and allocates an additional $875,000 for
various commodities (i.e. furniture and
appliances) plus heavy equipment, pro­
ject vehicles, and construction
expenses. This amendment raises the
total of funding allocations from
$1,050,000 to $1,925,000 for the pro­
ject.

Mr. E.T. Pamo, Ingenieur Agronome, is
assigned to the project as the first
counter part provided by the GURC.

Construction of the Mindif proj ect
center is begun.
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The contract between Experience, Inc.
and AID, as represented by the Regional
Economic Development Services Office
(REDSO/WA) in Abdijan, Ivory Coast, is
signed to provide the technical assist­
ance specialists required for project
implementation. The effective date of
the contract is July 27, 1979.

Project Advance
his assignment

August 1979

September 1979

Mr. Rick Carron, the
Adminstrator, finishes
and leaves the project.

Mr. Peter Daniells, Chief of
Experience, Inc. team, arrives
Cameroon on September 16, 1979.

the
in

November 1979

December 1979

February 1980

Mr. Cal Burgett, Experience, Inc. exten­
sion specialist, and Dr. Frank
Abercombie, Experience, Inc. TDY range
management specialist, arrive in
Cameroon and are posted in Maroua. Mr.
H.A. Schar, Experience, Inc. agricul­
tural economist, arrives in Cameroon and
is posted to the CPLS office in Garoua.

An initial survey is undertaken by
project personnel to familiarize them­
selves with the agricultural system in
the project zone. The results are
pUblished as "The AgricUltural and
Livestock Situation in the Mindif Arron­
dissement: Reconnaissance Survey
December 5, 1979 January 28, 1980"
(43) •

Mr. Peter Daniells is 9iven the addi­
tional administrati~le duties as project
director by the CPLS and the USAID
officer in Yaounde.

Dr. Frank Abercombie completes his
assignment and departs from Cameroon
having participated in the team recon­
naissance survey of the project zone,
determined the heavy equipment needs for
the project based upon the original
Project Paper, and· proposed a pasture
management system for the zone also
based upon the original Project Paper.
At the time of his departure, the issue
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of underfunding for the proj ect in com­
parison with its expected outputs is
already being raised by the Experience,
Inc. team. "

Amendment No. III to the original
Project Grant ;'.greement is signed on
March 17, 1980 and al10cates an addi­
tional funding of ~S64,OOO primarily for
technical assistance. Total funding for
the project now stands at ~2,489,000.

Mr. Souba, an agricultural technician
with a specialty in agricultural engi­
neering, is assigned to the project as
the second counterpa.-t from the GURC.

The first Plan of Work for the project
is drawn up and presented.

Mr. Warren Leathom,. Experience, Inc.
agricultural engineer, is posted to the
pro j ect • Mr. Donald Gipe, Experience,
Inc. range management specialist, is
posted to the pro j ect • Both men take up
residence in Maroua.

In a proj ect memorandum date May 22,
1980 is found the first "mention of the
need for a possible project reorganiza­
tion to bring project objectives more in
line with financial resources available
for the project zone.

On May 27, 1980, the first u.s. vehicles
for the project arrive in Maroua.

Mr. H. A. Schar is moved from Garoua to
Maroua by the CPLS and is given respon­
sibility for being the project agricul­
tural economist charged with conduct of
all socioeconomic surveys.

A memorandum from Mr. Peter Daniells to
the USAID Mission Director in Yaounde
contains a proposal for redesign of the
project. He cites the overly ambitious
scope of work and the lack of GURe
participation in the project as primary
reasons for this proposed redesign.
Mr • Michael Orban, construction super­
visor, completes his contract and leaves
Cameroon.
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Mr. Thomas Cahalan, Experience, Inc.
agronomist, and Mr. Nicolas Ku1ibaba,
Experience, Inc. sociologist, arrive in
Maroua. Their arrival completes the
technical assistance team for the pro­
ject for the first time.

Mr. Angel Villanueva is hired by the
project to establish a maintenance pro­
gram for the Mindif project. center faci­
Iities and equipment. He is to train a
Cameroonian counterpart but. no such
person is appoint.ed during his cont.ract.

The first plantings of observational
trials of forage grasses are made at the
Mindif project center on July 16, 1980.
Seeds had been obtained from sources
throughout the world for these trials
with ninety-eight species and/or varie­
ties being tried at Mindif. The resu1t.s
of these trials are eventually written
up in "Results of the Grass and
Leguminous Forage Adaptation Trials
1980-1981 Seasons" (11).

A revised Plan of Action for the first
year of the project '(l980) is produced
by the technical assistance team and is
submitted to USAID/Yaounde and the GURC
for approval.

Amendment No. IV to the original project
Grant Agreement is signed on August 15,
1980 and allocates additional funding of
$550,000 for commodities to the pro­
ject. Total funding now stands at
$3,039,000 from AID.

Six Cameroonian counterpart technicians
are assigned to the project. They are:

Mr. T.S. Nuza, Ingenieur Agronome
(Zootechnie)
Mr. E. Engoulou, Ingenieur Agronome
(Vulgarisation)
Mr. J. Tsamo, Ingenieur Agronome
(Agronomie)
Dr. D. Dairou, Docteur Veterinaire
Mr. S. Seka, Ingenieur Agronome
(Zootechnie)
Mr. M. Djitik, Ingenieur Agronome
(Genie Rural ) •
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January 1981

154

Mr. Djitik actually serves the project
for only two weeks although his appoint­
ment remains in effect until 1982. No
advance notification of the arrival of
these counterparts is made to the pro­
j ect by the GURC and no provi sions are
made in advance for their housing or
other matters.

Mr.·- Thomas cahalan and lw'.r. Cal Burgett
are the first American project team mem­
bers to move from Maroua to the Mindif
project center houses. This move had
been put off because of construction
delays at the project center, problems
with the water and electrical supply
systems, and unacceptable engineering
work. This poor engineering results
from no soil tests being -made for -the
project cener's spectic system, poor
design of the houses, an inadequate road
system, and construction of a shelter
which is too small to contain the pro­
ject generators. Nevertheless, it was
felt that there should be an American
presence at the Mindif proj ect center
even though the center was not com­
plete. The over five American team
members remain in housing in Maroua.

Mr. E. T. Pamo leaves for English lan­
guage training and long-term academic
training at the Master's degree level in
range management at New Mexico State
University.

A meeting is held between representa­
tives of MlNEPIA, MINAGRI, MINEP, U~ID

and the project chief of party on
November 28, 1980 which marks the offi­
cial beginning of the project reorgani­
zation effort.

A method of earmarking project funds
with PILs for various expenditures is
put into effect with ·the arrival of the
new' USAID/Yaounde Controller, Mr. R.
Garner.

Final selection of the site for Grazing
Block I is made on January 30, 1981
pending formal agre~~ent with the GURC.
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Eight hectares are secured by the pro­
ject for the satellite center for trials
at Moulvoudaye.

Meetings are held with villagers around
the Grazing Block I on March 10-11, 1981
to explain the range management system
and the proposed crop rotation trials.

A dry season animal nutrition study is'
conducted at the Mindif project center
and results L"'1 a report entitled '·Cat.tle
Feeding Trial Report" by Mr. Donald Gipe
and Mr. T.S. Nuza (23). This study pur­
ports t.o show the profitability of
utilization of crop by-product and resi­
dues for dry season cattle feeding.

Mr. H.A. Schar is requested to conduct a
study of vegetable marketing in Garoua
for the CPLS.

Mr. Warren Leathom completes his assign­
ment and leaves Cameroon. During his
assignment he plans subsurface dams and
develops the specifications for the
heavy equipment needed by the project.

Dr. Aaron P. Antroinen, veterinarian
consultant, arrives on a TDY consultancy
to evaluate the GURe animal health ser­
vice in the project zone and to make
recommendations on how to strengthen
veterinary services. The consultancy
results in a report entitled "A Survey
of ~~imal Health Services in the Mindif
Arrondissement II (2).

Mr. r::onald Gipe, proj ect range manage­
ment specialist, completes his assign­
ment a~d leaves Cameroon after producing
an end-of-tour report (24).

Si~ farmers begin to participate in the
project crop rotation trials with assis­
tance fram the project agronomist.

Mr. E.A. Schar completes one year·s work
on socioeconomic surveys and issues a
report entitled "Results of an
Agricultural Economic Census of Selected
Areas of the Arrondissement of Mindif"
(Sl) •
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A series of meetings is held with local
leaders and livestock producers on graz­
ing block management procedures.

Forage grass trials and forage seed
mUltiplication plots are planted on June
25, 1981.

Project range monitors are trained and
begin working in Grazing Block I.

Mr. Angel Villanueva leaves the projec~.

A report entitled "A Survey of Water
Resources and Dis~ribution in Mindif"
(39) is issued by Mr. Nicolas Kulibaba.
It presents data on water supply systems
and well locations and types in ~e town
of Mindif.

The controlled grazing schedule on
Grazing Block I is institu~ed.

Mr. James Jackson, USAID project offi­
cer, departs Yaounde and Mr. Richard
Goldman, depu~y agriculture and rural
development officer, becomes t.he interim
projec~ officer for the project.

On August 11, 1981, a meeting of CPLS,
USAID and project team representa~ives,

chaired by the Governor of the Nort.h
Province, is held to review the project
reorganization plan proposed by USAlD.
During this meeting, it was decided
that:

A. The Mindif-Moulvoudaye project
should retain a certain autonomy
and ~ere was opposition· to
placing the project under the
MINEPIA.

B. CPLS should remain the executing
agency for the projec~.

c. The project does not need a
Cameroonian Director or Co­
director but officials already
in place at the Sous-Prefecture
in Mindif, for example, can pro­
vide any assistance required.
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D. . USAID should order the hea'
equipment and' other machine.
promised in the original Proje·
Grant Agreement.

E. The Mindif-Moulvoudaye proje
should have its own maintenan
and repair capability for hea
earth moving equipment.

F. The technical assistance te
for the project should
reduced to four persons - i.
the extension specialist, t
livestock and range manageme
specialist, the agricultur
eng ineer , and the heavy equi
ment maintenance specialis
All other team members shou
leave upon completion of the
current assignments - i.e. t
Chief of Party, the agronomis
the economist, and the sociol
gist.

G. The animal health program shou
be augmented and expanded.

September 1981 USAID Yaounde
the decisions
revised at
Yaounde.

did not agree with all
and they were subsequent
the Ministry level

Dr. D. Dairou, veterinarian and counte
part, is transferred to Yagoua
Livestock Sector Chief and leavest
project.

Mr. Peter Daniells completes his assig
ment and leaves Cameroon. Mr. C
Burgett assumes the Chief of Par
position in addition to his role
extension specialist.

Amendment No. VIII to the Experienc
Inc. contract authorizes dispersement
the Mindif Center operating funds by t
Chief of Party during the period of t
project reorganization.
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u.s. financed construction at the Mindlf
center is completed and the project
personnel begin using the office complex
for the first time. Prior to this time,
project personnel were required to
conduct all their business from their
houses.

Mr. B.A. Schar issues "Farming Systems
in the Arrondissement of Mindif: A
Status Report" (48). This is his final
farming sys~ems analysis for the
project •

..

October 1981

The project
project crop
blocks and
interested
producers.

conducts a tour of the
rotation trials, grazing
the Mindif center for

farmers and livestock

November 1981

Mr. Nicholas Kulibaba issues
It Socio-physical Status of Grazing Block
In and distributes t.he report localli'·.
No copy is found in t.he project files.
The project conducts the first meetings
with livestock producers surrounding
Grazing Block II.

Mr. B.A. Schar and Mr. Issa Ousman issue
"The Profitability of Small Farm
Enterprises in the Arrondissement of
Mindif: the interrelation of labor and
income I' (52) . This report"' emphasizes
the cash flow probl ems and labor
bottlenecks faced by farmers in the
proj ect area and purports to show how
these factors inhibit €hem from adapting
recommended practices.

Mr. H.A. Schar issues "Prospective on
the Future of Livestock Marketing in
Extreme North Cameroon" (49) •
This report purports to elucidate some
current problems in the livestock
marketing system in the region.

On November 19, 1981, the Project
Reorganization Document is formally
approved in internal reviews by
USAID/Yaounde. This document is then
submitted to MINEP for approval.
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Project personnel hold the first coor­
dination visit with the lBRD Project
Centre-Nord.

Mr. B.A. Schar leaves the project and is
not replaced.

Seven representatives of the project and
local government services take a one
week tour to Ahmed Bello University in
Nigeria to study their range management
research and extension programs.

The initial survey of Grazing Block III
is begun.

Mr. Leroy Rasmussen, a range management
specialist, commences a TDY consultancy
at Mindif to develop plans for Grazing
Blocks II and III. His final report is
entitled "Design and Planning Factors
Affecting the Development of Grazing
Blocks No. 2 and 3 in the Mindif
Arrondissement" (46).

on January 18, 1982, an interagency
cooperation and coordination meeting fOr
all local development agencies working
in the proj ect zone is hosted by the
project at the Mindif Center.

On January 31, 1982, a meeting is held
in Yaounde with participation of
MlNAGRI, MlNEP, CPLS, USAID, SODECOTON,
and M!~~PIA to fully discuss the respon­
sibilities of each party under the
project reorganization.

Housing is finished for two GURC techni­
cians at the Mindif project center.

A series of meetings are held to orient
livestock producers to the grazing
schedule and rotations in Grazing Block
III.

Local authorities express continued con­
cern about the absence of heavy equip­
ment at the project and the failure to
provide the water points promised.
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On February 17, 1982, the Minister of
Agriculture, accompanied by the Governor
of the North Province, the Director
General of MlNAGRI, a CPLS representa­
tive and other local officials, meets
with project· personnel at the Mindif
Center to review the project. The
status of the project reorganization and
the CPLS pcsition on taking no further
role in project support or implementa­
tion actions are discussed. A radio
press release portrays the proj ect as
.. marking time 1\ •

USAID. provided veterinary supplies are
distributed to GURC officials at a cere­
mony on February 19, 1982.

In an effort to promote the coordination
of de'"lelopment efforts in the project
zone and to increase interest in the
proj ect I s research program, the techni­
cal assistance team circulates a discus­
sion paper and holds a meeting wi th
development agencies in the area. The
paper presents the responsibilities of
the different organizations in the
region and presents how the project fits
into the regional scheme for develop­
ment. Research results from the 1981
crop rotation trials are also presented.

On February 26, 1982, Mr. H. Tchoukdira,
Ingenieur Agronome (Vulgarisation)
arr i ves as a counterpart for the exten­
sion specialist.

Mr. Semedi Soulaye, accountant, is
assigned to the project. Other than two
secretaries, he is the only administra­
tive support person provided up to this
point by the GURC. on February 9, 1982,
all recruitment of personnel for the
project is suspended by CPLS. The GORC
by the same letter restricts its in­
volvement in the project to only paying
the salaries of the counterparts and
providing for gasoline and maintenance
for their vehicles.

A second interagency coordinating com­
mittee meeting is held at the Mindif
Center on February 25, 1982 at which

..
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time coordination in t..'l-te marketing of
agricultural produce is discussed with
the National Cerea~s Office representa­
tive.

Mr. N. Kulibaba moves to the Hindif.
Center and takes up residence.

On March 9, 1982, the technical advisor
to the President, Mr. Leonard Claude
Mpouma, and the Executive Secretary of
CPLS, Mr. Yaya Gaga, visit the project
to discuss the project reorganization,
project equipment requirements, the
technical feasibility of the project,
the proposed increase in GURC cash con­
tributions for project support, and the
nominations of US speci~lists and
Cameroonian participants fOr long-term
training in the United States.

The project makes an unsuccessful
attempt to rent heavy equipment to start
the development of the water points· in
the Grazing Blocks.

Contacts intensi:fy with livestock pro­
ducers in Grazing Blocks I and II.
Firebreaks and perimeter trails are
being cut by hand labor at this point.

Training sessions are held for farmers
participating in the on-farm crop rota­
tion trials and trial plots are laid
out.

May 1982 On May 24, 1982.
arrives in Cameroon
proj ect officer for
USAID/Yaounde.

Mr.
and
the

Chris Phelps
becomes the
project at

·June 1982 Deferred grazing is continued on Grazing
Block I for a second year and begins in
Grazing Block II. Fourteen farmers
participate in the on-farm crop rotation
trials.

Mr. T.S. Nuza presents the results of
another dry s~ason feeding trial in a
report entit~ed "Balanced Feeding of
Lactating Beef Cows for Sustained Milk
Production during the Dry Season" (44).
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Mr. Nicolas Kulibaba, project sociolo­
gist., leaves Cameroon after completing
his assignment 'and is not replaced.

Am~ndment No. V to
Grant Agreement,
official project
signed in Yaounde

the original Project
which contains the
reorganization, is
on July 15, 1982.

August. 1982

September 1982

This amendment also obligates an addi­
tional $1,500,000 for the project bring­
ing the total U. S. funds obligated to
$4,539,000.

Following the reorganization of the
administrative structure of the North
Province, the project administrat.ive
links are changed from the Department of
Diamare in Maroua to the Department of
Kaele in the town of Kaele.

The project Plan of Work and Project
bUdget for the fourth quarter· of FY 1982
and all of FY 1983 is complet.ed and sub­
mit.ted to USAID!Yaounde for approval.

At a meeting with nomadic herders, local
administrative officials an4 project.
personnel, the herders are told they can
use the Grazing Blocks if they agree to
follow the controlled grazing program.
The herders decide that they cannot
follow the grazing program and they are
therefore not allowed into t.he Grazing
Blocks.

Mr. Carl van Heaften, Experience, Inc.
vice-president., arrives in Cameroon to
renegotiate the Experience, Inc. con­
t.ract for project participation and to
review proj ect progress. Neqotiationa
are completed in ten days.

on August 30, 1982, the candidate for
the u.s. range management specialist,
Miss Linda C1eboski, is approved by
MI~'"EPIA.

The new Perfect. of Kaele vis!ts the
project at Mindif.
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At a meeting on Sept.ember 20, 1982 at
CPLS headquarters, chaired by the
Governor of North Province, the transfer
procedure for transferring of responsi­
bility for project adminstration from
CPLS to MINEPIA is reviewed. The
MINEPIA representative refuses to take
responsibi1i ty for the proj ect because
he has not yet received official autho­
rization to do so from MINEPIA in
Yaounde.

The heavy equipment for the project
arrives in Douala.

On October 6, 1982, the USAID/Yaounde
Mission Director and ARD Office Chief
review project activities with project
personnel at ~~e Mindif Center.

Firebreaks are completed on 1, 300 hec­
tares of pasture in Grazing Block II.
A series of fire control meetings for
participating herders are held in
Grazing Blocks I and II.

On November 14, 1932, the Mindif Center
operating funds authorized for May 1982
are received.

On November 15, 1982, Miss Linda
Cleboski, project range management
specialist, arrives in Mindif. At this
point, the project has been without a
range rnanagelnant specialist for sixteen
months.

Harvesting of one ton of Andropogon
gayanus seed for use in pasture reseed­
ing is completed.

Firebreaks are cleared on Grazing Blocks
I and II by controlled burning.

On December 12, 1982, the project starts
the redesign of Grazing Block II.

Mr. Philip Childs, project water anc
soil conservation specialist, arrives in
Cameroon to start his assignment.

Mr. E. Ekoa departs for the United
States to st.art. his st.udies in agricul­
tural extension at Utah State
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University. These studies are expected
to lead to a Master's degree.
Project personnel participate in prepar­
ation of the GURC buaqet submission for
FY 1983/1984. -

On January 16, 1983, drilling tests
begin to locate appropriate sites of
project water points. Inappropriate
equipment and breakdowns delay the
process.

A series of meetings to organize parti­
cipants for the grazing management of
Grazing Block III are started.

Dr. D. Dairou is appointed as the first
Cameroonian
project on

- same date-,
transferred
straticn.

Project Director for the
February 17, 1983. On the
the project is- officially
from CPLS to MlNEPIA admini-

March 1983

April 1983

May 1983

On February 21, 1983, the first. Agro­
pastoral Seminar is held at the Mindif
Center to promote cooperation among
agencies working in the area.

Miss Cleboski continues the dry season
feeding trials begun by Mr. Gipe.

Mr. Ralph Bagrowski, proj ect heavy
equipment specialist, arrives in Hindif
to start his assignment on March 11,
1983.

On March 22, 1983, the GURC authorizes a
special appropriation to the project for
FY 1982/1983 of 300,000 FCFA. This
appropriation includes funds for trans­
port of the heavy equipment from Douala
to the project in Mindif.

The project budget outline for the
remainder of FY 1982/1983 projects
expenditures of 60,000,000 FCFA.

On April 24, 1983, t.he project heavy
equipment arrives at the Mindif Center.

Mr. T. S. Nuza departs for the United
States to pursue his Master's level
graduate studies in animal nutrition at
New Mexico State University.



June 1983

'165

Recruitment and training of heavy equip­
ment operators is begun.

Twenty-four hour per day use of the
heavy equipment on construction of the
first water point is initiated on May 9,
1983.

The IRZ Director from Ngaoundere visits
the Mindif Center to coordinate trials
on forage production with project per­
sonnel.

A tree nursery for 10,000 seedling trees
is established at Mindif Center. The
trees are to be used for erosion control
efforts.

Meetings on cattle feeding are held for
livestock producers at the Mindif Center
to emphasize trial results and the
possibilities for dry season feeding.

Dr. D. Dai~ou, the Project Director,
supervise~ an endo-parasite and rinder­
pest vaccination campaign.

A meeting is held to clarify the respon­
sibilites of all participants in the
management of Grazing Block III.

A total of thirty far.mers participate in
the crop rotation trials at the three
project intervention sites.

The remaining pieces of heavy equipment
for the project - i.e. a Rome plow and a
scaper arrive at Mindif on June 4,
1983. Additional agricultural equipment
arrives on June 7, 1983, ending the need
for the project to borrow equipment.

The joint GURC/USAID project budget is
submitted to MINEPIA for FY 1983/1984.

Amendment VI to the Pr~ject Grant Agree­
ment is assigned and allocates an addi­
tional $900,000 for project activities.
The total funding allocation for the
proj ect is now ~5, 439, 000. The amount
of the original grant as yet unallocated
is $761,000.
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Clearing of the perimeters and fire­
breaks using the heavy equipment is ini­
tiated and completion of the layout of
Grazing Blocks II and III is accomplish­
ed. ~ne first" water point is completed.

Deferred grazing is continued in Grazing
Block I and II and begun in Grazing
Block III. Planting of twenty hectares
of Andropogon gayanus is done in
Grazing Block I.

Eeavy equipment operations are halted in
the first week of August by the rains.
Range inventory and production sampling
is begun on all three Grazing Blocks.

Planting of trees for erosion control
purposes is started in Grazing Block I.

On August 7, 1983, 250,000, 000 FCFA in
provisional funds are appropriated by
MlNEPLA £Or project operations.

MINEPIA fly control team arrives to sur­
vey the" fly situation in Grazing Block
II.

Initiated contacts are made by project
personnel for the planned training trip
to Kenya.

Miss Linda Cleboski, project range
management specialist, and her counter­
part visit the National Herbarium in
Yaounde for one week to study forage
species indent.ification. A series of
aerial photos of the proj ect zone is
ordered.

Construction on water point 2 is started
on September 25, 1983. Clearing of
firebreaks and perL~eter trials is con­
tinued and access roads to Grazing Block
II are cleared.

The project heavy equipment team estab­
lishes a temporary base camp in Grazing
Block II and operates from ~ere.

Dr. Dairou negotiates a compromise on
the GURe FY 1983/1984 bUdget which has
not yet been approved.
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Bulk fuel storage facilities have still
not been installed at the project
center.

Remaining construction
Center not completed as
this chronology:

at the
of the

Mindif
end of

A. Heavy equipment maintenance
garage,

B. Four additional counterpart.
houses:

C. Project warehouse:

D. Planned annex to the office: and

E. Visitors and trainees quarters.

Project Assistant Director and bilingual
secretarial positions for the project
remain unfilled.

Joint GURC/USAID project budget. for FY
1983/1984 has not been approved.

Project evaluation team arrives in
Yaounde on November 13, 1983 and, after
four days of consultations at USAID/
Yaounde, travels to Maroua on November

_ 17, 1983._ Evalua1;ion starts at the
Mindif Center on November 18, 1983.
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15. EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

1. Evaluation Team Composition

This Project Evaluation Report was prepared by an evaluation
team composed of ~hree consultants. from Ithaca International
Limited, one representative of USAID/Yaounde, one represen­
tative of the Ministry of Livestock, Fisheries, and Animal
Industries (MINEPIA), and one representative of the Ministry
of Planning and Industry (MINPI) of the Government of the
United Republic of Cameroon (GURe). These persons were:

Hr. John H. Eriksen Agricultural Economist
Team Leader,
In~ernational Limited

and
Ithaca

Mr. Vincent Barrett Range Management/Animal Science
Specialist, Ithaca International
'Limited

Mr. Angelo Bonfiglioli Social Anthropologist,
International Limited

Ithaca

Mr. Christopher Phelps Project Officer/North Cameroon
Livestock and Agriculture
DeveloPment Proj ect, USAID/
Yaounde

Mr. Ayong Engille Ingenieur
Division
Paturages
Pastorale

Agronome, Chef de 1a
d'Amenagement des

et de l'Sydraulique
du Diamare, MINEPIA

Mr. Wakam Jean .. Economiste, Direction de Planni­
fication, MINPI.

2. Timing of the Evaluation

This evaluation was conducted in the period from 11 Novemce=
to 21 December 1983, with an additional period for final
report writing, translation and reproduction in Ithaca, New
York from 2 January to 20 January 1984. During the period
of t.he evaluation team' s work in Cameroon, the following
schedule was followed:

A. Two members of the team from Ithaca
International Limited (i.e. Eriksen and
Barret.t) had initial briefings with USAID/
Yaounde and MINEPIA personnel in Yaounde
during the period from 14 November ~o 17
November 1983.
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B. Three members of the team (i.e. Eriksen,
Barrett and Phelps) flew from Yaounde to
Maroua, Cameroon on 17 November 1983 to begin
field work and Mr. Bonfiglioli joined these
team members on 21 November 1983 after flying
directly from· Paris to Maroua via Douala,
Cameroon. Mr. Ayong ·joined the team at
Mindif, Cameroon on 22 November 1983 and Mr •
Wakam arrived at Mindif on 24 November 1983.

c. The evaluation team conducted its field work
in and around Mindif, Cameroon until 12
December 1983 when part of the team left
Maroua for Yaounde. Prior to this departure,
a full briefing was held for the staff of the
North Cameroon Livestock and Agriculture
Development Project to share with them the
evaluation findings and recommendations as
drafted.

D. Work continued on the draft evaluation report
in Yaounde, Cameroon until 15 December 1983
when the draft was given to USAID/Yaounde and
officials of the Government of the United
Republic of cameroon for review and comment.

E. A final briefing a~d discussion session on the
evaluation' s findings and recommendations \iaS
held on 19 December 1983 in Yaounde. At that
time, the consultants from Ithaca
International Limited recorded all comments
and suggested revisions from USAID/Yaounde and
GURe briefing participants for incorporation,
as appropriate, into the final evaluation
report.

F. The final evaluation report was produced in
Ithaca, New York, by the three consultants
(i.e. Eriksen, Barrett, and Bonfiglioli) with
the assistance of Dr. Dan Aronson, anthropolo­
gist and Ithaca International Limited vice­
president, and submitted to USAID/Yaounde on
10 February 1984.

3. Evaluation Objectives

The USAID/Yaounde objectiv.es for this evaluation were sub­
mitted to Ithaca International Limited as a Scope of Work
for the Evaluation of the North Cameroon Livestock and
Agriculture Development Proj ect (631-0004). This Scope of
Work is appended to this report as Annex! and, therfore, is
available to the reader in its entirety.
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4. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation proceeded t..~rough the customary review of
existing project documents, files, minutes of meeting, field
t.rip and quarterly reports to augment.ation of t.hese mater­
ials with outside academic materials on the area and its
people to field interviews with project staff, government
officials, other subject matter specialists, local herders
and farmers. Interviews were conducted in English, French
and Fulfulde as appropriate. While in the project area, the
evaluation team worked a seven-day week and divided each
working day approximately as follows: 0730 to 1400 hours in
field tours, briefings, interviews and site visits: 1630 to
2000 hours in document review and report writing. The pre­
liminary dra.ft evaluation report was written during the
period of field work in Maroua and Mindif, cameroon.

5. Persons Contracted and Documents Consulted

A maximum effort was made by the evaluation team to consult
and digest all available written materials on the project
and the factors affecting it. In addition, much of the
available time was spent interviewing project staff, bene­
ficiaries, and other concerned individuals. A record of the
persons contacted in the course of the evalua~ion is
appended to this report as Annex II. Similarly, a report
bibliography of documents consulted is appended as Annex
III.
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ANNEX I

SCOPE OF WORK

FOR PROJECT EVALUATION
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AL'1\TNEX I

Scope of Work for the Evaluation of the North Cameroon
Livestock and Agriculture Development Project (631-004).

I. Backqround

The purpose of the North Cameroon Livestock and Agriculture
Development Project is to demonstrate in a pilot zone the feasi­
bility of implementing throuqn local orqanizations a series of
technical practices for integrating and intensifying livestock
and agriculture production while reversing the natural resources
degradation process ana improving the resource base. The various
project activities include: grazing land management and conser­
vation, animal hea.lth, increased association of agriculture and
livestock production, training, and extension. The project· is
administered by the Ministry of Livestock, Fisheries and Animal
Industries and implemented ,under a contract with Experience,
Inc., 1725 K Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006. The project
employs five technical assistance contractors at the project site
in Mindif in the Ext.reme North Province of Cameroon. Their
fields of expertise are: Agriculture Extension Specialist (who
is also the Chief of Party), Agronomist, Range Management
Specialist, AgricUlture Engineer, Soil and Water Conservationist,
and Heavy Equipment Specialist.

II. Objective

To conduct a formative evaluation of the project.

III. Statement of Work

The evaluation requires an Agricultural Economist, a Social
Anthropologist and a Range Management/Livestock Specialist.
(Specifications for these positions follOW in Section IV.) These
specialist.s will work as a team with designated USAID/Yaounde
staff members and official Cameroonian government representa­
tives.

A. The three consultants will carry out the following tasks
in the course of the evaluation, with particular atten­
tion to their specialty areas:

1. Review all relevant project documents. This should
include b~t not be limited to the following: the
Project Paper, the Project Reorganization Document,
the Project Grant Agreement with Amendment. No.5,
the Experience, Inc.· contract and amendments, and
project administrative and technical reports.
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2. Based on the review of these documents as well as
initial interviews in Yaounde and at the project.
sit.e during the first week of the evaluation, pre­
pare an itinerary and a list of potential issues
which should be examined 'during the evaluation.

3. Assess progress to date in the delivery of project
inputs both by USAID and the GURe, evaluation of
outputs and accomplishments towards the project pur­
pose.

4. Determine whether assumptions of the project and its
design logic are still valid and whether project
activities, as currently undertaken, will lead to
project object.ives or whether those objectives
should be changed.

5. Determine whether the objectively verifiable indi­
cators and/or the project objectives are st.ill "valid
and can be utilized to measure project progress. If
not, new indicators should be developed to enable
USAID/Yaounde to measure the project's progress.

6. Provide guidance to the Government of Cameroon and
USAID/Yaounde in making decisions regarding the
future of the project and assessment of feasibility
for a Phase II or a follow-on project.

" 7. Assess adequacy of training component.

S. Assess adequacy of extension component.

9. Assess adequacy of project infrastructure for sus-
tained project operation.

10. Assess the technical assistance component in past
and present performance.

11. Assess GURe inputs for administrative financial and
personnel support as well as project. interfacing
with other organizations and agencies.

12. Assess the commodity"procurement system.

13. Assess GURC I S interest and support for the project
and its projected ability to sustain the level of
project activities once USAID's support ends, with a
goal towards replication of project activities in
other parts of the extreme North Province.

14. Assess adequacy and quality of project stUdies and
reports.



174

B. The Agricultural Economist, in addition to the assign­
ments outlined in Section A, will evaluate the following
project activities related to his area of expertise.

1. The feasibility of the project establishing a
marketing purchasing association in conjunction with
the grazing bloCks.

2. The impact of government pricing policy and other
constraints to livestock off-take and sales.

3. Costs versus benefits of livestock producers pur­
chasing vaccines for their animals.

4. Whether the grazing . block activities and the
deferred grazing system are adapted to the economic
realities of livestock production in the project
area and if these are replicable in other a.reas of '"
the extreme North Province.

s. The desirability and feasibility of operating local
pharmaceutical outlets at which livestock medicines
and vaccines can be properly stored and be readily
accessible to livestock herders on a cost reimburs-
able basis. .

6. The integrated agriculture/livestock . rotation
cropping system comparing crop production, costs and
labor from traditional systems to the rotation
cropping system, and the benefits of crop residues
for livestock feeding.

7. The economic costs versus benefits of the leguminous
forage fallow program and farmers receptiveness to
it.

8. Whether the demonstration trials of the rotation
cropping system are producing results which can be
extended on a broad scale.

9. The cattle feeding trial studies and whether the
number of animals involved in the trials are too
limited to apply any statistical significance to the
results.

10. Local livestock and agriculture marketing systems
and their irnoact on project interventions and
objectives. -

11. Assessment of whether the marketing systems and the
lack of farming inputs and extension services
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present insurmountable constraints to the expansion
of this project fer a Phase II effort or another
follow-on project.

The Social Anthropologist, in addition to the assign­
ments outlined in Section A, will evaluate the following
project activities related to this area of expertise.

1. The social soundness of'~he assumptions behind
self-disciplined management by the existing tradi­
tional leadership with the deferred grazing system.

2~ Whether the grazing block activities and the
deferred grazing system is adapted to the socio­
cultural envi~onment of the project area and whether
it is replicable in other areas of the extreme North
Province.

3. The design of the grazing blocks and whether pasture
divisions accommodate traditional village animal
distribution patterns. ~so evaluate the impact of
the project's forcing the cooperating livestock
producers to reduce their livestock numbers utiliz­
ing the grazing blocks.

4. The impact and perceptions of livestock producers to
the animal health interventions.

5. The receptiveness of the small farmers in the
project area to the rotation cropping system, the
effects of the efforts by the project to integrate
agricUlture and livestock production, and any inhib­
itions or reservations that producers have in
adopting the system.

6. Local livestock and agriculture marketing systems
and their impact on project interventions and
objectives.

7. Assessment of whether we have a sufficient degree of
understanding of market structures and ~~e motiva­
tions of local producers to intervene in these areas
with a Phase II to this project or a follow-on
project.

D. The Range Management/Livestock Specialist, in addition
to the assignments outlined in Section A, will evaluate
the following project activities related to his area of
expertise.
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1. Whether the deferred grazing system and other
project range management interventions are tech­
nically the best suited for reversing the degrada­
tion of the range resources in the project area.
Assess whether the technology is appropriate.

2. The ~~vironmental implications of the development of
stock water reservoirs in the project area and a
technical evaluation of water point capacity versus
carrying capacity of the range. Placement and
access, and other livestock management considera­
tions. Also, what are the environmental, social and
economic implications of broad scale development of
stock water reservoirs in the North Province?

3. The range condition analysis and vegetation inven­
tory sampling methodology being used for quantita­
tive data collection in the grazing blocks and its
statistical validity. ~Recommend Changes, additions
and improvements in the sampling system.

4. The design of the grazing blocks: the animal num­
bers using them versus their carrying capacity,
animal distribution in the blocks, pasture divi­
sions, placement of stock water reservoirs, fire
~reaks. and access trials and roads.

s. The r~nge reseeding program.

6. The soil and water conservation techniques being
demonstrated.

7. The integrated agriculture and livestock production
system in'terrns of whether crop residues are provid­
ing balanced nutritional intake for cattle during
the dry season and whether there are sufficient
concentrates and supplements available and if they
are cost effective to feed.

8. The leguminous forage fallow system and its possible
impact .for herd improvement for livestock producers.

9. The cattle feeding trial studies •.

10. The livestock marketing system in the project area
and whether it presents a constraint to attaining
project objectives.

E. In the writing of the evaluation the consultant team
will coordinate and cooperate closely so as to ensure
comprehensiveness and coherence in the final evaluation
report.
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F. The team wi~~ undertake such other tasks re~evant to the
evaluation and/or to amend or modify the above scope of
work as may be deemed necessary by the USAID/Yaounde
Project Officer.

IV. Selection Criteria for Technica~ Soecialists

A. Agriculture Economist:

1. Extensive experience in designing, implementing and
evaluating integrated agriculture and ~ivestock

deve~opment projects.

2. Technical~y qua~ified to evaluate the economic
aspects of project activities.

3. Experienced in the coordination and production of
reports, studies and evaluations.

4. Extensive work exPerience 1"n the Sahel region of
West Africa. -

5. Working know~edge of French: 5-3 minimum.

B. Social Anthropo~ogist:

designing, implementing and
agricUlture and livestock

1. Extensive experience in
evaluating integrated
development projects.

Technically qualified to evaluate
project activities for their social
cu~tural appropriateness.

the various
soundness and

3. Experience. in the coordination and production of
reports, studies and evaluations.

4. Extension work experience in the Sahel region of
West Africa.

5. Working knowledge of French:
ledge of Fulfulde desirable.

S-3 minimum. Know-

c. Range Management/Livestock Specialist:

~. Extension experience in des~gning, implementing and
eva~uating live5tock deve~opment projects.

2. Technically qua~ified to evaluate range and live­
stock management activities in the arid tropics.
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3. E:perienced in production of reports, studies and
evaluations.

4. Extensive work experience in semi-arid and arid
regions of Africa, preferable the Sahel.

5. Working knowledge of French: 5-2 minimum.

v. Reports

An extensive evaluation report following AID evaluation
guidelines by the three member consulting team is required. The
report will include evaluation findings assessed from following
the outlines described in the St.atement of Work presented in
Section II, and other additions as may be deemed necessary by the
USAID/Yaounde Project Officer.

The consulting team is to submit 3 copies of their draft
report to the USAID/Yaounde Project Officer prior to departure
from Cameroon. There will also 'be two evaluation review ses­
sions. The first will take place at the Mindif Center to inform
project personnel and interested provincial government personnel

.·of· the evaluatioAo's ·findings. The second review will take place
in Yaounde with GURC and USAID personnel. Both of these reviews
will take place prior to any member of the evaluation team
departing Cameroon.

Within one month following the consulting team· s departure
from Cameroon the contractor must submit to USAID/Yaounde six
copies of the final evaluation report for distribution to the
project, the GURC, and within USAID/Yaounde.

VI. Relationships and Responsibilities

This is a joint government of Cameroon - USAID evaluation.
The evaluation team will work under the joint direction of the
Ministry of Livestock representative and the USAID/Yaounde
Project Officer, who will be their primary contacts. Cooperating
country liaison officials will be determined by the Ministry of
Livestock as appropriate. The three member conSUlting team will
cooperate with each other and with other evaluation team members
from the Mission and the GURC in the professional work, inclUding
data collection, analysis, discussions and report writing.

VII. Terms of Performance

Six day work week authorized. No premium pay authorized.
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VIII. Level of Effort

The Agriculture Economist., t.he Social Anthropologist., and
the Range Management/Livestock consultants will be required for
31 work days with 4 days budgeted for t.ravel. The daily maximum
fixed rate for each consultant is. $242.75 per day. The
authorized cont.ract dat.es should be from November 11 through
January 20.
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ANNEX II

LIST OF PERSONS CONTACTED

Government of the United Republic of Cameroon Personnel

Mr. Pierre Hodje
Mr. Koumpa rasa
Mr. Bakari Yacouba
Dr. Tobit Francois

Mr. Amadou Bouhari
Mr. Abdoul Kaoiri

Mr. Boli Zachee
Mr. Baba Abatcha
Mr. Jules Mandessi

Mrs. Fotso Francoise
Mr. Meng Liltnag Jean-Marie
Mr. R. Diandumbe
Mr. Fogang

USAID Mission Personnel

Mr. R. Levin
Mr. B. Wilder
Mr. R. Garner
Mr. H. Miller
Mr. W• Litwiller

Mr. L. Dominessy

Dr. ADdel Moustafa
Mr. R. Ruybal
Mr. S. Scott
Ms. R. Thomas
Mr. T. Baranyi

Project Personnel

Dr. Diarou Djalla
Mr. C. Burgett

Mr. Tchoukdira Hercule

Secretary-General of MINEPIA
Premier Adjoint au Prefect, Kaele
SOus-Prefect, Mindif
Chef de Secteur de l'Elevage, des
Peches et des Industries Animales
du Diamare
Lamido, Mindif
Chef de Poste Veterinaire a
Moulvoudaye
Chef de Centre IRA de Mareua
Chef, seus-section, UNC
Chief of Studies and Projects
Section, MINEPIA
Ingenieur des Travaux, MlNEPIA/DEP
Ingenieur Agronome, MINAGRI/DEP/DE
Head of Research Service, IRZ
Representative of IRA

Direct.or
Deputy Directe~

Controller
Chief Program Officer
Chief of Agriculture and Rural
Development
Deputy Chief of Agriculture and
Rural Development
Project Officer/Agronomist
Project Officer
Chief of Project. Evaluation
Deputy Chief of Project Evaluation
Contracting Officer

project Director/Veterinarian
Contractor Chief of party/Ext.ension
Specialist
Ingenieur Agronome/Extension
Specialist



Mr. P. Childs

Mr. SOuba

Ms. L. Cleboski
Mr. Beka Servici

Mr. T. cahalan
Mr. Tsamo Joseph

Mr. R. Baqrowski
Mr. Kaina Bamdandi

Mr. Djonga Alexis

O~er Specialists

Mr. O. Gwathmey
Mr. W. Slocum

Mr. J. R. Leblay

Mr. Robert
Mr. Ernst Buchmann

Dr. Jean-Jacques Delattre

Farmers and Berders

Mr. Adji Wataka
Mr. Njidda Jodaade
Mr. Aji Juggal
Mr. Kamay Bayzumi
Mr. Bello Laido
Mr. Bulama Mammadi
Mr. Usuman Bukar
Mr. ADdu Rahman Buuba
Mr. Abdu Bidauci
Mr. Eama Jam (Jowro)
Mr. Nasaru Faariku
Mr. Mallam Saydu
Mr. Sufiyaanu Sannda
Mr. Buuba Suudi
Mr. Sali Umaru (Jowro)
Mr. Yisa Umaru
Mr. Hallum Umaru
Mr. Bubari Siddiki
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Agricultural Engineer/Soil and
Water Conservation
Ingenieur Agronome/Rural
Engineering Specialist
Range Management Specialist
Ingenieur Agronome/Livestock
Specialist
Agronomist
Ingenieur Agronome/Agricultural
Specialist
Heavy Equiment Specialist
Moniteur d'Essais Agricole a Bakna.
(Block II)
Moniteur d'Essais Agricole a
Horlong{Block III)

Agronomist, IRA/SAFGRAD Program
Office Manager, USAID
Administrative Office, Maroua
FAO Expert in charge of the LeBe
Pastoral Project in the Yaeres.
Chef de Region, SODECOTON a Maroua
Director-General, SEMRY Rice
Projects, Yagoua
Livestock Specialist, SEMRY II
Project., Maga

Kessouo
Kessouo
Kessouo
Kessouo
FulBe Baguirmi
FulBe Baguirmi
PulBe Baguirmi
PulBe Baguirmi
PulSe Baguirmi
PulBe Illaga
PulBe Illaga
FulSe Illaga
FulBe Illaga
FulBe Illaga
Baknay
Baknay
Baknay
Baknay



, .

Mr. Nuar Hammajam (Jowro)
Mr. Maamadu Seyn
Mr. Amini Hamma j ~'11

Mr. Hammau Madi (Jowro)
Mr. Madi Hamman
Mr. Abbali Madi
Mr. Lesmi Sinata
Mr. Usmaan Bukar
Mr. Yuguaa Bakari
Mr. Umaru Lahana

Nomadic Herders

Mr. Al::>una Kadiri
Mr. Kadiri Bachir
Mr. Jibril Gorgel
Mr. Hassan Husseini
Mr. Hassan Kadiri
Mr. Mahaman Yissuf
Mr. Abubakar Hami
Mr. Alhaji Musa
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Gagadji
Gagadji
Gagadji
Mawdin
Mawdin
Mawdin
Mawdin
Mawdin
Mawdin
Mawdin

Shuwa Arab
Shuwa Arab
Shuwa Arab
Shuwa Arab
Shuwa Arab
Shuwa Arab
Shuwa Arab
Shuwa Arab
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