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PREFACE

The report of the evaluation of the North Camercon 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 periocd from 2 January to 20 January 1984.

The project evaluation team was composed of the following
specialists from The United States Agency for International
Development Mission in Yaounde, Cameroon, The Government of The
United Republic of Cameroon: and Ithaca International Limited of
Ithaca, New York:

Mr. John H. Eriksen Agricultural Economist and Team
Leader, Ithaca International
Limited, Ithaca, New York.

Mr. Vincent Barrett Range Management/Animal Science
- Specialist, Ithaca International
Limited, Ithaca, New York.

Mr. Angelo Bonfiglioli Social Anthropologist, Ithaca
International Limited, Ithaca, New
York.

Mr. Christopher Phelps Project Officer/North Cameroon
Livestock and Agriculture Develop-
ment Project, USAID/Yaounde,
Cameroon.

Mr. Ayong Engille Ingenieur Agronome, Chef de 1la
Division d'Amenagement des

Paturages et de 1'Hydraulique
Pastorale du Diamare, MINEPIA,
Yacunde, Camercon.

Mr. Wakam Jean Economiste, Direction de Plannifi-
cation, MINPI, Yaounde, Cameroon.

The evaluation team wishes to express its appreciation to rep-
resentatives of the Government of the United Republic of Cameroon
and the United States Agency For International Development who
assisted in 80 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 the 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 evaliuiation tean
regretfully realizes that some distortions and omissiocons
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 £ield. For such
errors, distortions and omissions as do exist in the £ollowing
pages, we take full responsibility as a team and reguest the
understanding of the readers.
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1.1.

Summarx

1.

A Proiject Without an Overall Program Context?

Cur 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 Camerocon (GURC) 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 ministeries; development agencies
like SODECOTON, SEMRY, IRA, IRZ, OPV and LCBC;
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.

A Prodject with Limited Geographic Scope?

We believe that, since the reorganization, the
Project has been forced to confine its
activitieas to a portion of one transhumant
livestock system within one of five major eco-
systems known to exist in northern Camerocn.
That is, the Project is currently dealing only
with the rainy season portion of the trans-
humant livestock system that extends seasonally
between the Diamaré 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 Diamaré Plain.



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 tc “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 £rom 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 jobsll In northern Camercon, with a
trained but generally inexperienced staff; a
project rather than a program, approcach to
development; weak supporting infrastructure; a
very limited prior research base; and erratic
weather conditions, one is almcst certainly
talking about a2 minimum 15 to 20 year period of
continuous hard work to make a creditable start
on either major development problem.

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 livesteck systems in the area,
has always run the distinct risk of developing
a series of interventions with, at Dbest,
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 this larger system.

A Project in an Area Buffeted bv 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 tc management of these factors
and trends in exploitation of resources, both
human and natural.



6. Output Targets Achievable but to What End?

Although, in the course of this evaluation, the
evaluation team has been careful tc £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 evaluaticn could
easily have been reduced to a mere ennumeration
of the Prcject'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 1is entirely possible - for the
Project to fulfill all of the stated output
targets to the letter and still be no closer to
having a wvalid and replicable approach to the
problems of improving livestock, and associated
agricultural, production in the Extreme North
Province. In a2 very real sense, then, the
recrganized project could conceivably win the
battle but lcse the real war.

l.2. Recommendationé

This subsection of the evaluation report presents our overall
recommendations for the consideration of the GURC 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 Recommendations

1. A Phase II Project may be Premature

The evaluation team does not believe
that the development of a Phase II
Project 1s warranted at this time
because we are not <convinced that
sufficient information and experience
with the technical interventions of the



present Project have been amassed +to
date. Furthermore, we do not believe
that a Phase 1l 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 with the 8scope and -execution of
the participant training component of
the present Project, we do not believe
that a well-balanced and critical mass
of Cameroonian expertise has been
developed to the point where Phase 1II

activities could be successfully
carried out  Dbasically by Cameroon
specialists.

2. An Extensicn of the Present Project may
be Necessary

We recommend that the present Project
be extended until December 1987. This
extension 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 FPhase Il
Project. We believe, however, that the
reinstatement of a functional socio-
economic unit for research, monitoring ,
and internal evaluation o¢f project
activities, with the active collabora-
tion of DGRST'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
critical problems £facing the Project
cannot and should not be defined
strictly as technical issues to be
gsolved by technicians. Rather, they
must be viewed as problems to be dealt
with by a well-balanced multidiscipli-
nary team in an interdisciplinary
manner.

3. If No Extension is Possible, We Recommend
Project Termination as Scon as Practicable

I£, USAID and the GURC should decide
that no extension cof the Project is
feasible or desirable Dbeyond April
1985, we recommend +that the present
Project be terminated as soon as is
practicable. ’



1.2.2. Specific Recommendaticns with an Extensicn
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 reoriented 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 zactivities
be based on a more balanced appraisal
of the value c¢f 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 inciude all users of
the range rescurces in the general
Project &area.

4. We recommend that the new ‘"grazing
block" system, as described in Secticn
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 dJdemonstrations in
controlled burning, contreol and brush
encroachment, soil and water conserva-
tion technigues, and water point
development.

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



9.

10.

1ll.

1987 for livestock producers using the
transhumant system in the Diamare Plain
and South Yaeres Eco=-systems.

We recommend that the American contract
team, together with their Cameroonian
counterparts, be required to produce 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.

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.

We suggest that it will be necessary
for the GURC 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.

We recommend that the sgpecific 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's contract
and then passed over to a collaborative
IRA/IRZ research-effort.

When water points are developed by the
Project, we believe that they should be
based on a seasonal grazing strategy
involving consideration of both the
Diamar€ 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.



2. STRATEGIC OPTIONS

‘The evaluation team believes there are a number of options
cpen to USAID/Yaounde and the GURC with regard to the present
Project. We have ennumerated several of these cptions below with
a brief assessment of the advantages -and disadvantages of each
option. .

2.1. Terminate the Proiject on or before the present termina-
tion date in 1985

Advantages

1. EBEliminates ' a problematic project from the USAID
‘Mission's program.

2. Saves development resources for potential reallocation
in Cameroon. .

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

Disadvantages

l. Fails to achieve original goal and purpocse of the
Project.

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

3. Has negative impacts on the 1lccal population in
Mindif/Moulvoudaye area.. :

. 4. Causes posaible difficulties in the working relation-
ships between USAID and the GURC.

2.2. Continue the Proiject through ‘the present termination
date and begin design of a Phase 11 Project

Advantages

l. Conforms to normal project des;gn cycle and expecta-
" tioms.

2. Allowe comprehensive discussion of the praesent issues
and problems between USAID and GURC.

3. Permits formulation of a future strategy for the
Project at an early date.



Disadvantages

1.

2.

3.

Lacks concrete results from the present Project which
would permit design of the FPhase II Project.

Hag high cost of a.design effort which may prove to be
premature.

Causes potential disruption of present Pro;ect activi-
ties by a design effort.

2.3. Extend the Project through December 1987 with the
possible future deslgn of a FPhase 11 P Progect
Advantages
1. Permits'further field experimentation plus correction

2.

of problems identified in this evaluation.

Permits any design of a Phase II Project to benefit
from a better and more extensive sclentific data base.

Permits any design of a Phase 1II Project to be
contingent upon the phased development of appropriate
conditions for its succeasful implementation.

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

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

Disadvantages

1.

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

A Project extension will require additional funding to
be effective.

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

A ‘Project extension may require a redesign effort to
plan and implement the interventions suggested in the
evaluation and redo the Logical Framework.



2.4.

Extend the Project through December 1987 with a defin-
ite commitment to a Phase II Project

Advantages

1.

2.

3.

4.

6.

Permits further field expérimentation plué correction
of problems identified in this evaluation.

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

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

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.

Permits early discussion of a long-term strategy for
area development and determination of mutual commit-
ments o©of USAID and the GURC <for both the extension
period and the Phase II Project.

Ensures a high degree of contlnuity between the Phase I
and Phase II Projects. _

Disadvantages

1.

2.

5.

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

A Project extension and the subsequent design of a
Phase 11 Project will require the early commitment of a
considerable amount of funding by both USAID and the
GURC.

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

' This course of action will require redesign of the

present Project and subsequent design of the Phase II
Project.

Early USAID commitment to a Fhase 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 GURC livestock sec-
tor policies and natural resources evaluation and
planning.
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EXTERNAL FACTORS

3.1. Introduction

-In the course of its study of the project and the project

area, the evaluation team has. endeavored to isclate and
describe certain factors and trends which now impact on the
prospects 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 which are essentially beyond
human control in the near-term and those which are amenable
to change through concerted ‘action. . The £irst 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
the project is to proceed with any extension and expansion of
its activities.’ '

3.2. Pactors and Trends Not Amenable to Significant Change
in the Near-Term

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

The project 2zone is characterized by a
Sudanosahelian climate which means that there
are likely to be large variations in almost
all the commcnly 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 distribution
of precepitation, as distinect 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 800 millimeters
per year to less than 500 millimeters. Worse
vyet, certain areas of the project zone have
experienced near drought conditicns 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 o©of the rains. These phenomena
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have very serious implications for the length
of time needed by researchers to effectively
"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 long period of time. A
major element in these production strategies
is risk avoidance through actions like £field
dispersion, use of different varieties of the
same crop in different situations, staggered
planting datee for crops, and extensive use of
grazing land in transhumance. To "prove" the
superiority of any particular crop or 1live-
stock intervention, the new strategy must be
tested over this full range of conditions and
be shown to Dbe. more productive than the
"traditional" atrategies over <this range.
This implies much more time in research and
intervention testing under actual farm or
range conditions than is commonly allocated in
development projects.

High demographic pressure from a growing popu=-
lation coupled with historical patterns of

internal migration of agricultural peoples and
displacement of certain agropastoral groups

It is obvious to even the most casual observer
that demographic pressure in the Extreme North
Province iz intense when compared to the quan-
tity and 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 and between agricultural 2zones on
the plain, and the displacements of livestock
producers within the zZone as a result of
long=-standing transhumance patterns and more
recent changes in land use patterns. These
factors and trends imply that the project -
interventions must be initiated and evaluated
in the context of what is happening in the
region and as an integral component 1in 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 +echnical 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 the ultimate risk of simply
being irrelevant to the local situation.

Instability in Chad

Since the Extreme North Province is a transi-
tion zone par excellence and is subject to
copstant movements of people, goods and ser-
vices within and between Nigeria, Niger, Chad
and Cameroon in reaction to changing 1local
conditions, any serious conflict situations
are likely to impact on project activities.

-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-

-inary services in Chad seem to have broken

down &8 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 contreol in the area and
this obviocusly drains resources away from
other 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
Cameroconian rangelanda by diverting these
herds over the Logone River and onto available
Chadian rangelands, which had been a growing
practice before the present hostilities.

The dynamism and magnetic effect of the
Nigerian economy on neighboring countries

Nigeria is the predominant economy in West
Africa. What happens in the economy affects
economic activities in countries as 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 the Nigerian economy are
immediately felt and generate responses among

- local producers. The most immediate problem

for the project in this situation is in live=
stock marketing. The prospects for livestock
prices and flows of 1live animals in the
Extreme North Province are directly linked to
general demand conditions in Nigeria and to
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exchange rate fluctuations. 'In addition,
there are more subtle influences which are
more difficult to 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 thelr production
and—marketing strategies. :

3.3. Pactors and Trends Amenable to Change in the Near-Term

‘1. Expansion of rice cultivation in the Extreme
North Province and its impacts on the d4dry=-
season grazing areas in the Yaeres

The development of rice cultivation along the
Logone River has already diverted 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
vyet, 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 develcp the SEMRY IV
irrigation project in areas adjacent to and
within the project =2zone, particularly since
there is no evidence that the impacts of this
" development on livestock production in the
area have been seriously evaluated and weighed
by the SEMRY project planners or any GURC
agency concerned with regiqnal land |use
planning. '

2. Activities of SODECOTON and the Projet Centre-
Nord in the Province and their impacts on the
agricultural economy

- These agencies have mnmajor impacts on crop
production patterns and land use allocation in
the Extreme North Province. They apparently
have considerable influence over the crop
rotations which are promoted in the area and
on the flow of agricultural inputs for the
local economy. There is presently a consider-
able difference between the five~year rotation
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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 needed.

Uncontrolled expansion of crop cultivation in
general and muskwari cultivation on lowlands
in 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 1localized 1lowlands in the

- project zone because these 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 irreveresible dimpacts 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. '

Lack of an effective coordinating mechanism

for land use evaluaticn and planning in
Extreme North Province

The previous three factors mentioned as items
of concern for the project are illustrative of
the lack of 1land 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 evaluating 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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Lack of effective infrastructure for ageneral

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,
there are certain areas of concern for project
activities in this generally good situation.
First, 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 1livestock production
and associated resource management seem to
be understaffed and underfinanced in propor-
tion to their program respomsibilities. 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.

The hierarchical nature of the local organiza-
tions in the project 2zcne and the potential

for conflict with objectives of eguitable
sharing oif responsibilities and benefits 1in

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 growing sense of
conflict in use of resources in the Extreme
North Province and the potential 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 equitable
solutions to these problems not only yield
benefits to certain groups but supply just
compensation to those groups whose interests
may be diminished by the same decisions. 1In
this regard, there is always the suspicion as
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to whether local organizations based on hier=-
archial relationships can make necessary
accomodations to include all concerned groups
and individuals in developmental delibera-
tions, sghare the fruits resulting from such
deliberations in an equitable manner, or allo-
cate Jjust 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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PROJECT GOAL

4.1. Original 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 Project-AID Project Number
6310004 - was: :

" "To intensify and integrate livestock and agricul-
tural production in the central plains of the
North while at the same time halting and even-
tually reversing the current degradation of range
and agricultural lands" (58, Annex I, p.l).

4.2. _Présent 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 1livestock 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 socioceconomic standards of the
rural population" (58, Annex I.p.l).
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PROJECT PURPOSE

'5.1. Original Purpose

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

“To demonstrate in the Mindif-Moulvouday pilot
area, using improved technology and managerial
techniques, that livestock and agricultural

. production can be intensified and integrated, 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 2zone, the feasiblity

of implementing through 1local organizations a

- series of technical practices for integrating and

. intensifying livestock and agricultural produc-

tion while reversing the natural rescurce degra-

dation process and improving the resource base"
(58, Annex I, p.l).
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

. 6.1. Original Description

In Annex I of the original Project Grant Agreement{ the North
Cameroon Livestock and Agriculture Developmnnt Project is
described .in the following manner: _

"This project has: its orlgins in the work of a

. joint AID-FAC project identificaticn and design
team during 1974-75. Consultations among FAC,
AID and the Government of the United Republic of
Camercon (GURC) led to a decisicn that AID would
assist in the detailed design and implementation
of this project which operatea in a pilot area.
Attempts will be made to incorporate, on a
limited scale, most ©f the technical interven-
tions found by the FAC/AID design team to hold
promise for wider application in the 1livestock
growing areas of Northern Cameroon above the
Adamaoua Plateau. . The area in which the project
will cperate is on of approximately 2,490 square
‘kilometers around Mindif and Moulvoudaye, in the
Departments. of Diamaré and  Mayo-Danai. This
area, with a2 human population of some 55,000, was
chosen because it is typical of much of the
central plains country of Nerthern Cameroon and
represents a sufficiently significant and
diversified area as to have an important impact
on the livestock and agricultural production of
the North.

Overall management by the GURC will be provided
through the Provincial Committee for the Struggle
Against the Drought (CPLS). CPLS will coordinate
the activities of other GURC organizations and
USAID technical assistance through a project
leader appointed under the CPLS executive secre-
tariat.

l. Project operations in the pilot area will
consist of, but not be limited., to the follow-
ing:

&. 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 livestock
resources will be made in order to iden-
tify suitable production units through
which improved practices may be applied.
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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.

A project consultative committee will be
set up to consist of representatives of
cooperating GURC services, . traditional
bodies and private 11vestocP and agricul-
tural producers.

The demnnstratlon of appropriate mana-
gerial and cperational practices such as
the following:

i. Rotational grazing:
ii. Creation of water points as necessary

to make their distribution more even
in order to promote uniform grazing:

iii. Control of bush and forest species

which compete with grasses:

iv. On-site water control and establish-
ment of water spreading structures to
reduce water run-off and erosion:

v. Complementing farm crqp ‘residues with
agricultural by=-product concentrates
and other product concentrates and
other supplements £for more efficient
feeding of draft animals and other
livestock.

The augmentation of +traditienal animal
health services.

The develcpment of trials and demonstra-
tions of legurinous plant species in rota-
tion with other crops.

A detailed study of agriculture production
and the dsvelopment cf a program for
improvement of production purposes.

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

Demonstration of a system of 1livestock
production inveolving supplementing range
feeding with agriculture by-products and
cultivated forages.

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

Extension of the use of animal power to
more generalized applications (other. than
plowing) for food crop production.
Improved crop production practices, in-
cluding wuse of improved varieties and
seeds, water conserving technigues, pest
control, crop rotation, etc. will be more
generally used. :

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

Training of Cameroconians in sufficient
strength to expand the project activities
beyond the confines of the pilot zones.

An increase by scme 25 percent in the
effectiveness of utilization of forage on
195,000 hectares of now improperly or
underutilized range lands.

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

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

The establishment of an extension and
information service for 1livestock (cur-
rently veterinary services are the only
services available in the livestock
sector).
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K. A trzining program for integrating train-
ing in both crop and animal production at
the project level.

L. Strengthened 1livestock and agriculture
extension services and veterinary services
through addition of personnel and training
of existing and nrew personnel and by
improving facilities available to these
services" (58, Annex 1, pp.l-5).

Preseht Description

the present Project is described as follows:

“The pilot zone in the Mindif-Moulvoudaye area has
. been chosen. because it is typical of the central

plains of the North Province. Mogt of the rural
population are both 1livestock and agriculture
producers, and village grazing lands are inter-

. meshed with agriculture producing lands. Large

areas of grazing lands are overgrazed while others
are underutilized. Increases in pressure for more
land caused by a2 growing population, poor agricul=-
tural practices, and the increasing degradation of
existing land have caused a continuing encroach-
ment of the limited 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 1local village livestock producers' organiza=-
tions. These organizations 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 of activities.

l. Grazing Land Management and Conservation

A. Objectives

The key to improving range conditions
within the Project area and the entire
North Province is contrclled grazing which
will be compatible with the physiological
requirement8 of forage species. Such
controlled grazing will result in improved
vigor and health of the natural plants and
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provide increased root growth, tillering
and seed production needed +o0 reestabliish
the more desirable perennial grasses. The
improved vegetative cover and root growth
will result in increased moisture imfil-
tration and retention in the 8o0il, reduce
erosive run-cff and accelerate production-
of natural forage available to livestock.
.The objectives of the Grazing Land
Management and Ccnservatlon. 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 modifications neces-
sary to adapt these practices to the
socio-cultural environment. o©of the
pilot zone;

iii. To demonstrate the effectiveness of
these practices in improving natural
forage production and conserving
grazing lands; '

iv. To develop specified@ watering points
in cornformity with +the estimated
stocking rate capacity of pilot graz-
ing blocks to assure rationzl use of
the rangeland:

v. To enhance _existinz organizational
structures among village livestock
producers which will assure discipline
in the cooperative management of live-
stock and grazing a2nd water resources:;

vi. To investigate the feasibility of
establishing a marketing and purchasg-
ing association in conijunction with
grazing blocks. Legal, social, and
financial aspects will be studied.
Impact c¢f government pricing policy
and cther congtraints on off-take will
alsc be studied. One asgsociation will
be established in the fifth year of
the prqject.
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B. Activities

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

i.

ii.

iii.

iv.

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 rotaticnal
gragzing that will allow desirable for-
age species on approximately 25
percent of the pasture area (or 3,750
hectares) to reach maturity each year
before being grazed:;

Approximately nine loecal village or
village <cluster livestock producer
groups operating through the existing

-traditional leadership system will Dbe

provided technical assistance to
assume responsibility for management
of controlled grazing systems based on
the concept of self-discipline.
Assistance to these groups will be the
responsibility of the Project staff
and the Diamarf Livestock Sector:;

The Project will demonstrate pilot
water and soil conservation practices
on selected areas within the three
grazing blocks to control and reduce
water runcff 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
subscil penetration:;

Artificial reseeding demonstrations
(approximately 30 hectares per grazing
block) will be undertaken in those
areas where improvement through
natural ccnservation practices cannot
be expected to restore productivity
within a reasonable time;

A minimum of nine 1livestock water
points will be constructed within the
three grazing blocks or in sufficient
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numbers to facilitate livestock access
within the 1limit of the normal €£ive
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 1livestock and
Project-related personnel to and from
rotaticnal 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 Health

A.

Objectives

Improvements in animal health will be a
function 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
growth rate of young animals. Emphasis

-will be on improved nutrition which will

result in the increased conception rate of
cows hy 10 percent and reduce the loss of
calves by at least 5 percent. Objectives
of this component of the Project are:

i. To strengthen and support existing
veterinary service posts in the pilot
zone : ‘

ii. To provide systematic control of

internal parasites in both large and
small animals; and

iii. To provide systematic control cf other

animal dJdiseases endemic to the area.
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Activities

The major activities will be to establish
livestock £feeding demonstrations, provide
vacecines, medicines and refrigeration
faclilities for existing veterinary posts
and to investigate the desirability and
feasibility of operatlng local pharmaceu-
tical outlets where vaccines and medicines
may be stored and seold.

3. Increased Association of Agriculture and Live-

stock Production

A.

Obijectives

To reduce the need for farmers to contin-
ually encroach on limited grazing land in
order to increase agricultural production,
a system 1s 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 focd and fiber
crops rotated with improved forage
legumes. This will result in increased
nitrogen fixation in the scil, increased
availability of forage crops:. Jimproved
structure and retention capacity of <the
goil, reduced water/wind erosion, and a
decreased need to leave agriculture land
-in unproductive fallow for long pericds of
time while putting additional amounts of
limited grazing land under cultivation.
Recycling of plant residues and animal
fertilizers is integrated into this
aystem. 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 livestock nutritional
regquirements:

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 providé support to the agriculture

service. personnel operating in the
area in order to reinforce their live-
stock assoclated activities by improv-
ing the agriculture techniques and
practices utilized by the focal
farmers.

Activities

The Ministry of Agriculture will provide
personnel and the Grant will provide tech-
nical assistance and one time commodity
and material support, including seeds and
fertilizer and initial land preparation
for establishment of legqume £allow, for
specific activities as follows:

i. Up to 30 rotation trials will be
established in association with the
three pilot grazing bDlocks. Each
trial will involve a minimum ocf 1.25
hectares, divided proporticnately into
two quarters for legume forage £fallow
and three gquarters for traditional
food and fiber crops.

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

Training

The training objective is to form a nucleus of
expertise <that can continue development of
grazing land and livestock management systems
in the area after termination of the Project.

"Training activities outside Camercon will be

funded as follows:

A.

Long-term academiec training (96 person
months). Four Government civil servants
will be sent to the United States for
advanced degree academic training in (i.)
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range management and water soil conserva-
tion, (ii.) animal huspbandry, 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 will be financed
where appropriate (up to 9 person months).

C. Short-term observation tours. The Project
will provide funding for 30-day observa-
tion tours for up to eight people to
obeserve range management and livestock
production projects in neighboring African
countries such as Senegal, Mezli, and
Niger. ' :

Extension

In accordance with the overall training objec-
tive stated 1in 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 with official and 1local
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 (SODECOTON), local
leaders, and and producers through methods
noted in Section 4.A. above to realize
maximum adoption of the demonstrated
improved practices. -
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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.

Training at the Mindif facility will be
provided for local leaders and extension
agents"” (58, Annex I, pp.1l=5). :



30

PROJECT BENEFICIARIES

7.1. Introduction

The objective of this section of the evaluation report is tc
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
potential 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
reflections 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 1leads 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-
tion.

7.2. Beneficiaries by Geographic Space

The North Camerocon Liveastock and Agricultural Development
Project is the result of am initial reguest by the GURC for
asgsistance with development actions aimed at improving the
livestock sector in the Extreme NVorth Province. The pilot
zone in the Mindif area was chosen because it was considered
typical of the central plains of Northern Camerocn. 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 Ncrth 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 importance 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 cf 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 tc 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 operate are conegiderably
more precarious, with greater isolation, re problems with
communication, longer distances bpetween administrative cen-
ters, and a general lack of veterinary infrastructure. Even
more importantly, 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
approximately 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 gemi~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 cof the Project. This conclusion has
serious implications for the prospects that results of the
project's activities 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 subsegquent implementation of Project activities
took place in an atmosphere which was deficient in its basic
understanding of the variety of 1livestock production sub-
systems which exist in northern Cameroon and, more particu-
larly, in the specific project zone. This lack of under-
standing has resulted in the Project's attempting to insti-
tute several livestock interventions 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. )

Ags a result of the evaluation team's field work and inter-
views with herders and technical personnel of the government,
we have identified five different eco-systems in the context
of which 1livestock production sub-systems are practiced in
northern Cameroon. These eco-systems are:

1. The Horthern Yaeres Eco-svstem

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

The Southern Yaeres Eco-system

This region lies between the 10°® 50' and
11®* 30' parallels and is inhabited by
groups of both crep farmers and herders.
The herding groups are specifically the
Moussougoum, Shuwa Arabs and FulBe. The
eco-gsystem has been profoundly affected in
recent years by the installation of the
SEMRY 1II rice project and the associated
Lake Maga water impoundment for irrigation
purposes. This lake was formed Dby
impoundment of waters coming from the

- Mandara Mountains in the western part of

the Province and, to a lesser extent, 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 aisc resulted in a considerable popu-
lation increase as farm families were
moved into the 2zone for rice production.
Finally, 1livestock prcduction activities
have Dbeen severely affected by this
prciect both because of the decline in
available grazing areas and the parallel
decline in the availability of water to
flood the remaining Yaeres pastures and
sustain forage production. Other problems
encountered in the area include heightened
risks of animal diseases because of an
increased <cattle tick population, an’
unexplained increase in the incidence of
blackleg and anthrax in the herds, and a
much higher incidence of cattle thefts.

The Mora Plain Eco-system

This area comprises the large plain
directly east of Mora and is populated by
2 mixture of Mandara farmers, semi-
sedentary FulBe and Shuwa Arabs and, more
recently, large groups of "Kirdis" £from



the mountains to the west. The Mandara
farmers in this area are owners of large
numbers of cattle which are herded by the
FulBe and the Shuwa Arabs. During the &ry
season, the herds from this area freguent
the Northern Yaeres EZcc-svstem and during
the rainy season the area is a2 major tran-
sit zone for cattle herds returning to
Nigeria.

4. The Kapsiki Eco-Syétem

This region is situated south of Mokolo
near the border with Nigeria. This area
has <traditiomally had a unique form of
livestock production practiced by seden-
tary farmers. However, the internal
equilibrium of this system has started to
break deown as a reflection of the crises
being experienced in the neighboring eco-
systems, particularly with the arrival
during the dry seascon of groups formerly
pasturing their animals on the Diamare
plain.

5. Diamaré Plair Eco=-system

This is the eco~system in which the
Project zone is located. The zone extends
between the 10° 00' and 10° 30' parallels
north and is populated Dby groups ' of
Guiziga, Moundang, Toupcuri and Massa, who
are basically crop fermers with occasional
livestock enterprises and constitute
appreximztely 70 percent of the total
population, and by groups cof semi-seden-
tary PulBe and Shuwa Arabs. The former
group is composed of livestock producers
who also farm during the rainy season;
vhereas the latter group is made up of
livestock producers who have no crop
activities. This eco-system is character-
ized by & reduction in available grazing
lands caused principally by demcgraphic
pressure and expansion cf crop cultivation
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 sub-systems with
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FIGURE 7.I. PASTORAL ECO-SYSTEMS OF THE EXTREME
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specific characteristics and problems. These character-
istics -and problems vary considerably between eco-
systemns. Furthermore, the eco-systems themselves are
not mutually independent but are more or less inter-
dependent. For example, there are deep and long-lasting
interdependences Dbetween. eco-systems ‘1like the - South
Yaeres area. and the Diamaré Plain, which hinge upon a
delicate. system of seasonally bzlanced pasture areas and
transhumance patterns between the two areas; whereas an
eco-gystem like that of the Kapiki has been relatively
_isola.t.ad and mdapendent of the others umtil recently.

In tmma:y, the evaluatz,on team seriox;aly ques"ions the
2bility of the Project to deal with the £ull range of
livestock - sub—systems present in the Extreme North
Province. ~ From the gcographic viewpoint, the Mindif .
region- certainly has benefitted from having the project .
operation. centered there but, independent of technical
considerations and results specific to. that area, the
evaluation team .does not foresee .the Project producing
many results that will be generally applicable to or
replicuble outside of .the pilot 2zone. _

7.3- Benefic:.arles by Socio=economic Groups

The population of the Mlndif-Moulvoudaye region itself
is populated by human groups. living under different
residential  systems, depending on their orientation to
pastoral and/or agro-pastoral production. The evalua-
tion team has observed in the course of its field work
that the Project in its design and subsequent implemen=-
tation displays a distinct lack of basic knowledge of
these different socio-economic groups and their systems
of production. This lack of knowledge will certainly
vitiate the effectiveness of the interventions proposed
and executed by the Project and has often led to unfor-
tunate deciszions being taken which result in aggravating
~and disrupting the internal social and economic equilib-'
rium in the pro:ect zZone. .

The population of the progect zone, like the pOpulatibn A
of northern Cameroon in general, is extremely diverse.
Often  in the past, this variety has . been described in
-terms of ethnic, religious .and. ethno-religious group-
ings. The Project Paper itself reflects this tendency
with its general assumption that the local social system
is" based on a dominant class, the FulBe, and several
leager 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 control
both the administrative and traditional peolitical struec-
tures. The evaluation team's general feeling is that
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this basic assumption about the social structure is, in
fact, not -accurate and should be reviewed if a true
understandlng of the complexity of the area is to be
cbtained. : :

As a result of the mixing of the populations during the
last ¢two - centuries and socio-political 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 encompass the present complexi-
ties of a sociological situation in £lux. Nowadays,
soclo—economic vcriteria which emphasize the wvarious
methods for appropriation and use of the means of
production may be more helpful in understanding the
socio—-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 Camercon there is -
no single pastoral system which covers the whole area
but a multiplicity of sub-~systems. Furthermore, differ-
ences Dbetween 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 Lnfluences. . ‘

"If, within this general’ framework, one considers
only those sub-systems where animals play a role, then a-
general classification of pastoral systems can be drawn
by using two criteria: enterprise concentration and
residential style. - )

- Table 7.1 A Classification of Pastoral Systems

Enterprise Residential - Representative
Concentration : Style e - Ethnic Groups.
Crop Farming with Settled and Semi- - Toupouri, Guiziga and
Limited Animal Settled "farmer- Mundang
Enterprises ~  herders" . :
Livestock Production  Semi-nomadic : FulBe Illaga, FulBe
with Casual Crop "herder~farmers” Baguirmi and Bornuans
Farming _ ' - :
Livestock Producticn Nomadic herders FulBe Alijam, 'FulBe
with No Crop _ Maare, WoDaaBe and

Farming o Shuwa Arabs.
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This classification does not imply that these categories
are mutually exclusive but only that they represent
parts of a continum. Indeed, within the same eco-sys-
tem, all three pastoral sub-systems can and do co-
exist. There is also mobillity between the three cate-
gories. 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 to being only livestock producers once they reach
a certain level of economic security. Pinally, cattle
cwnerﬁhip may spread among farmers, bringing significant
changee in residential style and/cr ‘amily division of
labor. responsi b;lxties.

The rﬁlationship lirking these different categories run
deep and involve mechanisms for cooperation, interdepen-
dence and specialization between groups.  Each group
needs the others. Herders need the cereals produced by
the farmers. Farmers need the livestock products and
the animals of the herders. Herder-farmers. cften en-
trust their cattle of full-time herders for the extended
dry season transhumance. On the other hand, farmer-
herders entrust herder-farmers with their cattle during
the ralny season. Moreover, herder-~farmers need local
farmers to plow and cultivate 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 more or less
successful in achieving their goal of self-reliance and
in which each sub-system is interdependent wzth each of
the cther sub~systems.

The farmer-herders in the project zone include a fairly
large number of Toupouri, Guiziga, Mundang and Massa
peoples. To them, livestock production is more or less
a newly-adopted activity and in a way is reflective of -
their success in their agricultural activities. Cattle
ownership brings new social stratification 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
available for feeding during the 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
vear. These herds are often entrusted to cne or more
family members to take advantage of grazing available in
the South Yaeres Eco-System during the dry season and to
avoid both the heavy concentrations cf ticks and flies
and the possipility of crop damage in inhabited areas
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during the rainy season. As far as some groups of
farmers are concerned, livestock have a social wvalue
since the dowry is defined in terms of cattle. For
‘others, %o the contrary, ‘livestock production 1s simply
a traditionazl activity as. for example, with the Kapsiki
people. In general, however, catile still remain a
store of capital to be used in times of need or as a
ready source of investment when there is an agricultural
surplus as long as there is sufficient family herding
labor or contract herding  services available in the
area,

Crop production 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 to which they are put, and
ways of balancing crop and livestock 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 hérderffarmer groups in the project zone are com=
posed of FulBe Illaga, FulBe Baguirmi and Bornuans. The

orientation of production activities in these groups is

on livestock production. Cattle are a capital asset, a-
symbol of wealth 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 family labor within the basic
production unit and resulis in a complex division of
labor involving family members of dJdifferent ages and

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

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

2. The daneejl or white Fulani cattle which are
retained in herds primarily becausgse of their
superior reproductive traits.

3. The nyawi which are primarily valued for their
gsuperior milk preduction.
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The herder~-farmers. practice a seven-month-~long 4ry sea-
son transhumance (i.e. Decemnber to JSune} in the South
Yaeres eco-~system. During that time, bocth 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 some cows to provide milk for
family consumption. In the Yaeres, these herder-farmers
and their herds frequently camp near the WoDaaBe, FulBe
Jafun or Shuwa Arab herders of the area to take advan~-
tage of their superior knowledge of the arez and the
available pasture resources. During the rainy season,
these herders return with their herds to0 pastures near
the family compounds and f{ields. There, tended by
herdsmen, they move back and forth between grazing areas
and the fields, where they graze stubble and weeds. 1In
crop. farming, the herder-farmers 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 seascn muskwari
farming with the help of hired labor (i.e. the Mofu, Oho
and Banana ethnic groups). Their £fields are often
plowed with the help of their neighbtors, the Toupouri or
the Guiziga, who generally are more 1likely +to have
animal traction eguipment and either oxen or donkeys
availadble for this purpose. :

Herders whe do not farm at all are also numersus in the
project area. And, as a result ¢of historically~based
processes of eastward micrations, the lasting effects of
the 1969-13974 drought and, most recently, the political
events in  Chad, their number has increased in recent
years. In addition, regional migrations have occurred
in recent gears between the Departments of Logone~Chari
and Diamar as best exemplified by the large number of
Shuwa Arab pastoralists currently utilizing the general

project area. Their particular society is divided into .

lineage groups, which are alsoc migratory groups under .
the leadership of an arDo. Thelr life is centered on
their livestock. Cattle are! their sole source of sub-
gistence, either through ccn&umptlon of milk products -
but .very rarely meat ~ or through market sales of herd
resources to obtain cereals and other basic foodstuffs.

During the dry season, Shuwa Arabs and the FulBe groups,
Alijam, Maare'en and Addankqg'en, living in the Yaeres
area, move their camps only three or four times and then
only for relatively short dijstance=. At the beginning
of the rainy season as jh Yaeres plain flocds and
grazing becomes impossible, e majority of these speci-
£ic groups move southward tQWard the Liamzare Plain eco-~-
system, following tradition4l transhumant patterns in
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regularly planned steps. These herds, although managed
by the above groups, in 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 unit
(tokkere) managed under a single system, is in fact made
up by Jjokkere, which in Fulfulde literally 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, within the same general
production system, marked differences can be £ound
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 Diamaré, Mandara and
Kapsiki eco-systemns. And, on the other hand, FulBe
Uda'en herding differs widely £rom WoDaaBe or Shuwa
Arabs herding within the South Yaeres/Diamar& Plain eco-
systems. Consequently, when all +the socio=-economic
factors of northern Camercon livestock 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
strategies for exploiting the awvailable 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 sgize and
composition of herds when full-time crop activities are
adopted or when herders change their livestock produc-
tion 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 judgement that radical change is not
likely to occur among herder~farmer groups in the near-
term 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
diversity of production systems in the region and 1lead
to underutilization of specific niches in the ecology.
What happens in the longer term really depends upon the
degree of enlightenment shown Ly both the Project and
the GURC in reevaluated and redesigning the present
Project interventions.
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In this regard, it is the opinion of the evaluation team
that the Project in ite design and in its implementation
has never had more ' than the. most tenuous grasp oa the
"realities ‘of the environment in which it is working and
that most of the understanding that has been accumulated
was the result of the work of the project's sociclogist
-and economist, both of whom have long since departed and
were not replaced. None of the strictly technical
interventions of the Project, to our mind, have taken
into account the diversity of socio-economic groups in
_the project zone but have been directed almost exclu-
sively at one part:.cular group. the farmer-herders.-

The actual benef:.ciaries of the Project's interventicns
in agriculture to date have :been the twenty-eight colla=-
borating <farmer~herders and -the ome <collaborating
herder~farmer. The latter. person. incidentally, told
the evaluation team that his strategy for agricultural
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 sufficient number of
animals to guarantee his economic security, he intends
to quit farming altogether and live as a true herder,
using available family labor resources.

The real beneficiaries of the range management and pas-
ture improvement . interventions to- date have . been the
owners and managers of cattle and small ruminants who
live 'in the villages in and around the Grazing Blocks.
According to the available 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 outcome
from ‘Project interventions for, by promoting agricul-
tural interventions, the Project iz indirectly stimulat-
ing investment by <farmer-herders in cattle from their
agricultural revenues. On the other hand, the Project
is discouraging the participation of local herders with
no crop enterprises. and putting the herder-farmers in
the area at a distinct economic disadvantage relative to
the farmer-herders. Above and beyond the specific tech=-
nical problems of these interventions, which are dis-
cussed elsewhere in the report, the -evaluation team-
wishes to stress here the ethical consequences cf the
Project's actions in this environment. oL

What is presently happening in the Project is clearly
not what was intended in the c¢riginal design  effort
where the goal of achieving an equilibrium between the-
different interests using the area and with the natural
resource bage was clearly spelled out. The ultimate
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end-point c¢f the Project was to have been the discovery
through long~term effort of a system for sharing what
natural resocurce productiivity was available and could be
sustained among all interested groups. What has happen-
ed is the favoring of one group = the farmer-herders =
" to the disadvantage of the herder-farmers and the total
exclusion of the true. noldera. :

7.4. . Plannlnc benefit spread. th*ouah local 'o:ganiza-
tions . .

The Project's purpose 1is to demonstrate the feasibility
of implementing a series of technicil interventions
through local organizaticns. Projects elsewhere in the
Sahel have attempted t0 build organizations of herders
at the local level through which to implement a variety .
of project activities. This project has had ano such
conception - ©of producers' associations. . Instead,
throughout its design and implementation phases, the
Project worked with a simplistic understanding of how
local societies are constituted and hence of the ways to
relate to what it took to be "local .crganizations.™
This image is one of a monolithic and rigid society
organized as a vertical - .and :asymmetric hierarchy.
Hence, the image continues that orders are simply trans-
mitted from the laamido or canton chief to the lawan or
village chief to the Jawro .or village section chief.
Under this concept of local organizations, the Project
implements all its actions effectively through the local
traditional political structure while, at the same time,
making great protestations about implementing strictly
technical and non-political interventions. It is ewvi- -
dent to the evaluation team, howaver, that if the
Project retains +this essentially false image of
Cameroonian society as rigidly authovxtarlan.-compoaed,
of a dominant clases and a series of sukservient groups -
as initially portrayed in the Project Paper (pp. 62-63),
it runa the serious risk of having all benefits coopted .
and monopolized by the same small group of individuals
who are believed to be the leaders. In this situation,
the actual and potential beneficiaries of the Project
become simply those people who already held positions of
power, influences and prestige in the 1ocal society N
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 two 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 actual systems of producticn, and
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that of the land tenure system. For the first of these,
we offer some remarks in Section 13~3 of this report,
noting some of the elementary structures of social life
of the pecpulations in the project area and of some of
the social aspects of the system of producticn of these
groups {e.g., cocoperation, solidarity, sharing of res-
ponsibilities, and the  existence cf recognized local
technical apecz.al:.sts). - .

It is perhaps trite to reiterate that the .un.age of the .
local society.  upon which the Project seems to be basging
all .its implementatim: is, at best, partial and dees nct
correspond with either the rezlities of modern Cameroon
or the aspirations of the GURC for future development..
The evaluation team believes that the Project must re-
evaluate its present image of the local society and
attempt to develop a more realistic and pragmatic view
of how things actually work. If it were to do so, we
believe that it could begin, within the life of the
present procject, to construct local associations as has
been ‘attempted with real promise elsewhere. Toward such
a possibility, we offer suggestions in Section 13 as to
the princ:.ples on wh:x.ch such organizationa should ba.
baged.

The second prob‘lem ig that of land tenurs and of the
system of land uze, which have been constant sources of
tension and conflict. In +this regzard, one of the most
important features .of -present project interventions is

what .can be <called control of access +o natural .

resources by all persons invelved in animal production.
Basically, this concerns the range management component
as an attempt to solve an ex:.sting problem in a tech-,
zu.ca.lly prec:.ae ‘manner. . . : .

In the: present Pr03ect framework, there is a clear and
present danger in isoclating space as an independent..
factor and simply identifying it as. the vegetative cover
or the complex of natural resources ir a defined area. -
This way of thinking is tco limited in scope since human
social. groups and animals inhabiting - the space tend to
be disregarded. To the contrary, space should not be
considered an independent factor but should be viewed: in

relation to the other components of the system. In this . .

space, human and animal groups .-are the dynamic and
determinant -factors. Thus space planning deals with
relationghips between these three inextricably inter-..
twined components: men, animals and nature. Inevitably .
this means that use of space. and access to natural
resources are always subject to a system of constraints
depending upon ecoclogical factors, the techniques used,
the - social structures  of the groups.: invelved, the



organizaticon of the production systemsz in place, inter-
nal and external political factors, religious beliefs,
and many other similar fuctors. Only when all these
various factors are in equilidbrium do we have effective
natural resource planning. Technical problems cannot be
igolated from all the other factors and solved in a
vacuume. Specific technicel interventions can only be
feasible when organized and implemented within a compre-
hensive view of the realities in an area. Furthermore,
pastoral planning must take into consideration the
notion of <territoriality. According to the ‘various
‘sub=-systems, territozry includes mz2nagement of livestock
trails, patterns of transhumance, grazing areas and
forage reserves for: diffxcult yuars, and other similar
planning factors. :

In Ca.meroon, the two principal piecea of leg:.slation
dealing with land rights date from- 1959 and 19&3. In
attempting to strengthen ownership rights of local or
ethnic communities on all non-cultivated lands,-the.1959
law gives to chiefs the right to decide allocation or
use of non=cultivated areas Ior zropping. The 1363 law
takes the additional step of decreeing that lands belong
to communitiesg, even if they are not vet cultivated.

Land rights began to be a very. -important issue in
Cameroon  when large numbers ¢ FulBe became seden-
tarized. During the nineteenth century, with the Jihad.
movement, lands were allocated to FulBe according to the

Khara4j system - i.e. people were allowed to cultivate S

but had to pay taxes cor tribute. Other parcels of.land-
were -gset apart for religious purposes as wagf - i.e,
land dedicated or reserved. From -this point on and
throughout this century, the land tenure system hag been
an extremely complex and delicate issue, linked as it is
to both economic influences and political considera-
ticns.

Today, the most difficult land problem is the control
and use of vertisols or kare, which are .located on the
seasonally flooded plains or yaeres. These vertisols:
are floocded dquring the rainy season and therefore cannot
be utilized. However, at the end of the rainy season,
they form a nucro-eystem highly prized ‘by both herders
for dry season grazing areas and farmers for the culti-
vation of dry season sorchum - i.e. muskwari. Vertisols
have always 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

spreagd. And now the development of commercial 'rice .

production has added a third actor to the scene in the
form of the SEMRY development project, which is support-
ed by the World Bank and FAC.
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As a general rule, there are no laws in Cameroon banning
herders from access to grazing areas.  But. neither are
there any laws which protect traditional grazing =zreas
against encroachment by farmers. Indeed, the law asgide, -
the present trend is toward  increasing exclusion of
herders from:the areas traditionally used for d4ry season
transhumance. . Population pressures in the south, expan-
sion. of farming areas near villages for both cash and
foed crop production. and population movements seriously
reduce: the rainy season pasture. -areas for that- end. of
the transhumance pattern. The Project interventions are

therefore taking-place in a dramatic £ramework and they

risk exacerbating the.  general conflict :.over land use
without being able  to adequately assess or conirol. the.
socio~economic - fa.cto:a at play 1& -northern Cmeroon
eociaty- B o . B

Nomad:.c herders have always reimbursed the la,am.Be for .
grazing rights on rainy season pastures in the project
zone. At the same time, they contribute to local econo=~
mic activities by selling their - cattle and  dairy
products in local markets. In addition, they fertilize

local fields with manure and- buy local cereals. from. .

farmers.. .The Project interventions, however, risk

reducing: or even prohibiting the-access of theae herds. .
to rainy season .grazing grounds in .the -area, as well as . .

their passing by villages and markets on their way to
the . south. - This might drastically disrupt the entire .
econcmic  symbiosis 4in the project - area, with aeri,oua
consequcncea -for both herders .and farmers. .

In the. future. Project interventions should raly more on .

obtaining an overall consensus. from 2all users of the

Diamare Plain Eco-system. Continued herder interest and
cooperation in Project activities can only be assured if
the practices being introduced . are proven to be
econcmically and socially viable and compatible with
exiating ecological realitles. L .

At present;.- EWO - basic trends a::a profoundly a.].tc::.ng B
land use relationeahips . between . pastoralists.. a.nd
agriculturalists in Extreme. North Province: . . .. . .. .

1« The considerable reduction.in available graz- -
. ing land, due mainly to the rapid growth of .

-£he- rural .population which. 4in turn, leads to

expansa.on of cultivated areas into the better
-~grazing - landsa. The annual . rural population.
growth rate is somewhers betwoen 2.5 to .3 per-

-.cents - .At this rate,. the number of cultivating

family units will. double approximately eve:y
. twenty years. _
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2.’ The ‘increasing individualization ' of - land

) tenure. - This: rarely meang that rural land is

ihdiviaually owned but the traditional “free

" “range® philosophy whereby livestock have free

- -acecess to water and forage resources on range-

-+ lands; fallow land . and “harvested .fields is

~ increasingly being challenged by farmers who
_want to cont.rol access to their holdings..

Thase two trencs could have~ & snowball“ effact in the
medium- and long-term. The raduct:.on -of - grazing lands -
will. ~force: larger and larger numberg ' 0f herders to .

settle and: cultivate their own crops.” In this. situa=—- .

tion; -we must expect an accelerating trend in disappear-
ance- of cpen range, ‘increasing difficulty:in practicing”
any type of animal production involving grazing, and a -
rising rural population growth rate since settled popu=-
lations .almost always have higher” gmth ratas than
thoee of tranahumant herd:.ng groups.-.

7«57 General COncluaions R : : -

One of the principal- :melicit assumotions of the Project
ag currently structured -is that pastorai practices- in -
northern Cameroon are not raticnal. and that they .are
the principal ‘cause - of - environmental deterioration..
Human beings are viewed as the -main. factors. in this
situation in areas where animal populations exceed the
carrying capacity of the land and where the.vegetative-
cover is reduced by overgrazing, :fire and soil/water
erosion. What is required, according to this assump-
tion, iz 'a radical change in land use patterns:.-through
demonstration- of :the - fee.sib:.l::.ty of implementing a
series of technical practices... to reverse the natural
resource degradation process and improve the resource
base. Following this way -of thinking, the focus of
activities is primarily on land: or grasses and how
people can be organized and directed in their activities
g0 as not to destroy the land. The land is the princi-
pal beneficiary of all the interventions and the land is
to be’ saved, even if local socio-econcmic and cultural-
systems must bear the consequences. .- .5: B

The evaluation team feels that thig. assumption ‘Is quite -
simplisti¢ and ‘that ' the root causes .for: pegource
. degradation must be searched for in a wider context and
that the degradation itself cannot be viewed as a tech-
nical problem to be soclved by technical means.:“ Resource
degradation and: deterioration of the natural:  resource
base are clearly caused by many £factors working cumula-
tively: droughts, erratic rainfall, ‘unwise political
decisions, increased c¢rop producticn, unrestrained
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economic opportunism, mounting demograzphic pressure of
both man and animals, and many other things. Under the
pressure of both 4internal and external factors, the
" rationality and the internal equilibrium of northern
Cameroonian pastoral and agro-pastoral societies is
rapidly breaking down. More and more herders -have been
forced to exploit more and .more marginal land  resources
as urban areas ezpand and-more.and. more good land is put
under . the plow. -What is required at this juncture is a
serious: reappraisal of all traditionazl pastorazl systems
in the area to determine their chances for survival in a
radically changed enviroament and. then multidisciplinary
approaches to put. together some programs, not individual
projects, -to reintegrate what.systems can be saved with
the rest of the -economy. in :the. north. The present
Project could be . .of .-soma. aas:.ata.nce in tlus -search of
different. approaches +o the -critical issuae of natural
resource management -but only if it readjusts its own
thinking .away from reliance on. external monitoring and
coercion pf people: and toward an approach. - albeit a
slower and more difficult course - based upon the con-
sensus of all user groups in the area and their coopera-
tion in’ equitable . allocation - of the benefits from
rational land use. Lt ’
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PROJECT ACTIVITIES

8.1.

GRAZING LAND MANAGEMENT AND CONSERVATION

1.

Activ;t;es

The sta.ted key to :.mg.roving range .condi-
tions within the Project area and "the
entire Extreme North Province is controlled-
grazing which will :be compatible with the
phyasioclogical requirements  of forage
species. Such controlled grazing will
result in improved vigor and health of the
natural plants and provide -the increased
root growth, tillering and seed production
needed to reestablish the more desirable
perennial grasses. 'The improved vegetative
cover and root growth will increase moisg-

- ture infiltration and rTetention.  in +the

-80il, reduce erosive runoff and accelerate

production of natural forage available to

- l:.vestock .

The objectzves of the Grazlng Land Hanage-
ment and Conservation component 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 effectiveness
of these practices in improving
natural forage production and
conserving grazing lands.

Do To develop specified watering
points in conformity with the
estimated stocking rate capacity
of pilot graszing blocks to assure
rational use cf the rangeland.

E. To enhance existing organizational
structures among village livestock
producers which will asgure
discipline in the cooperative-
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management of livestock and gra-
zing and water resources.

To investigate the feasibility of
establishing a marketing and pur=-
chasing association in conjunction

with grazing Dblocks. Legal,
social, and financizal aspects
will be studied. Impact of

government pricing policy and
other constraints on off-take will
alsc be studied. One association
will be established in the £ifth
vear of the project.

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

follows:

A.

Three demonstration grazing blocks
of approximately 5,000 hectares
eacn will be managed under a pilot
system of controlled rotational
grazing that will allow desirable
forage species on approximately 25
percent of the pasture area {(i.e.
3,750 hectares) to reach maturity
each year before being grazed.

Approximately nine local village

. or village cluster livestock pro=-

ducer groups oOperating 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 of self-discipline.
Agsigtance to these groups will be
the responsikility of the Project
staff and the Diamaré Livestock
Sector.

The Project will demonstrate pilot
water and soil conservation prac-
tices 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. Thege practices
will consist of natural
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reestablishment of ground cover,
artificial reseeding, establishing
natural water barriers for gully
control, dikes, diversions, and
subscil penetrztion.

D. Artificial reseeding demonstra-
tions (approximately 30 hectares
per grazing hlock) will be under=-
taken in -areas where improvemsnt

- through natural conservation prac-
tices cannot be expected to
‘regtore productivity within a rea-
- sonable time.

E< A minimum ¢f :nine  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
peints will be placed in locations
which will ensure efficient utili-
zation of available forage under a
rotational 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
villages. The cleared trails
(approximately 40 Xkilometers per
grazing block) will also 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 problems of
range management and natural Tresource
degradation within the project area and in
the entire Extreme 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.

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

Within these grazing blocks,

- Project staff have installed a

system  .of - deferred grazing and
adequate pasture resting to allow
maturing of  certain deairablg

forage species.

- The Project is working through the

traditional leadership system, as
defined by Project staff, in more
than nine villages to impart tech-
nical instructions to farmer-herd-

ers, as defined by the evaluation
"team, - on how to manage grazing

areas, according to the Project's

- system of controlled and deferred

grazing. In- this regard, the
evaluation team observed that all
groups which are classified by us

as full~time 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 the grazing blocks appear
to us to be simply 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.

The 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 resstablishment of ground
cover through the . deferring of
grazing and the resting of certain
areas of pasture, the artificial
regeeding of 1limited areas of
pasture, and the installation of
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selected watering points for live-
stock. Work has not yet started
on establishing natural water bar-
riers f£or qully control, dikes,
diversions and subsoil penetration
to- the  evaluation team's
kKanowledgeg.: -

E. Artificial . reseeding demonstra-
tions have :started in the grazing
blocks  but have not Yyet reached

. the level of 30 hectares per gra=-
-:zing block. -

F. Two livesteck-watering points have
been installed to date within the
grazing blocks and.a third one is
to start in December 1983.

'iﬁ. The perzmeters and interior bound-
' aries of the three grazing blocks
- - have been. cleared of-‘ brush and

R grass. The. total number of kilo-

meters of trails cleared in the
grazing blocks was estimated by
the American Chief of Party/Exten-
sion Specialist .as 114 kilometers.

In addition to the acccmplishments enumer-

’:'ated above, +the Project staff has asaured

2.

- the evaluation team that it has detailed
. plans for completicn of all specified acti-
- vities listed above within the period be-

tween now and the 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/Yaocunde

. to..address itself to the following issues

in- relation to ' the - range management
program. a

A. VWhether the ' Project's range

: . Management . interventions are
' appropriate for the project area

and the whole: of Extreme North
Province -and whether they
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adequately address the issue of
natural resource degradation.

What are the environmental impli-

" ecations of develcopment of stock

water reservoirs, both within the
Project zone and on a wider scale
in the Extreme North Province?
What should be the capacity of the
water points in relation to the
carrying. capacity of the surround-
ing rangeland? And, 1is the
Project determ;nxng water point

= placements and access with refer-

Do
o app:opriate and tachnically sound?

G.

ence to -~ appropriate livestock

management considerations?

Is the technical design of the
installed grazing blocks appropri-

‘ate with regpect to carrying capa-

cities; animal distribution within
the Dblocks, ~ pasture divisions,
firebreaks, access trails and
other technical factors?

RSSO

Is ‘the range reseealng program

Are the scil and water conserva-
tion technigues ‘being implemented
technically aound and agpropriate?

.. Is the umthodology for monitoring
Tange production, “‘cover, density

and species compositicon techni-
cally sound, statistically valid
and appropriate _to "local condi-

_ tions?

Is the range management program
econonically wiable with respect
to general conditions in the

~ Project 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 isolated the following
items for consideraticn.

A.

The, lack of agreement within the
Project etaff on exactly what con-
stitutes the Project's overall
strategy for range management.

The adequate time horizon for the
Project with respect to the devel-
opment of a range management sys=-

. tem and the need to collect and

analyze technical and socio-econo-
mic data for this system.

The basic controversy as to whe-
ther the pastures in the Project
zone should be .managed as annual
grass pastures or whether they
should be managed in such a way as
to encourage the growth ofperen-

- nial grasses.-

Should the Project begin to orga-
nize a herder marketing and pur-
chasing association at this point
in the Project?

Recommendations

After review and extensive discussions on
the issues raised abova, the evaluation
team has the following recommendations to

makes,

A

We feel that the question of whe-
ther or not the deferred grazing
system and other range management
interventions of the Project are
approximate to the Project 2zone-
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
probably universally true. How-
ever, .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-
ditions in northern Camercon is a
very long-term process which is
guaranteed to0 be noc casy task and
which has no sure outcome. What-
ever range .managment techniques
are introduced must be adapted to
the local pre-existing productions
systems of herders in the Extreme
' North Province. It iz here that
we believe the Project runs geri-
ous risk of faltering through lack
of sufficient Xknowledge and per-
spective. -

Essentially; the evaluation teanm
sees four basic strategic alterna=-
~tives by which the resource base
of northern Camerocn can Dbe
improved and used £or 1livestock
procduction « and, of course, other
"productive activities. Those
alternatives are:

1. Sedentarization of Livestock
Herds on Year-round Grazing
‘Blocks

This strategy involves com=~-
plete sadentarization of all
livestock herds ir grazing
blocks with year~-round water—
ing points and at stocking
rates commensurate with the
carrying—-capacity of the natu-
ral range. In this alterna-
tive, the maximum carrying
capacity of the range would be
the number of animal units
which could be supported when
the range was 1in its worst
annual condition ~ i.e. at the
end of the dry season. Under
this strategy, all animals in
excess of the number that
could be suprorted on a year-
round basis would have to be
removed from the 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 ncrtherr . Cameroon, it is
obvious that truly massive
. cuts in the existing livestock
populatiocns would be neces-
- sary, although the exact mag-
nitude of these cuts is not
known at present.

‘The evaluation team views the
~‘3..1::;:3.t.exnen‘t:avl::i.or- of any such
,)strategy at this point in the
Extteme North Province as a
poli:.éal and economic impos-
eibility ‘and as a sub-optimal
technical @dlution to the pro-
. blems of livestock production
- and resocurce degradation. It
is clear to us that such a
‘strategy could only be imple-
mented in the short or
. medium=-term . by resgort to

. force, which we do not believe

" 'is a viable solution for the
GURC or something USAID should
gsponsor, We say this on the
basis of ocur field interviews
with - herder~farmers in which'
we found no evidence that
. these people were willing to
~accept having their herds cut -
'in the interes:t of improved
rangeland - or any other lar-
ger cormunity objective. To
the contrary, we £found, when
we asked what they would do if
they had any extra money, that
the £first response in virtu-
ally every case was that they
would buy more cattle. 2nd,
these .interviews were con-
ducted . with the herder-far-
mers, who have now participa~
ted .in Project activities for
up. to three years.
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"Sedentarization of Livestock
-Herds on Year=rRound Grazing

Blocks with Supplemental
Feeding of hgro-lndustrial

- Bv-products and Crop Residues

" This second alternative would

gedentarize the livestock

‘- herde - by having year=-round

_'--:,.-__,wat.u;;{,&'ti_' grazing blocks and an
"  organized program of range

supplementation with crop

- 'regidues and agro-industrial

by»products - i.e. cottonseed
cake "and rice bran. Essen-
tially; animals would be
grazed’ “from June until the
natural ' pastures were grazed

" to the: lowest acceptable level

and then put into some sort of
feeding: system in organized

- feedlots. Agsuming that all
. cottonseaed cake produced in

Maroua and all rice bran pro-

"duced:. in the SEMRY I and IX

projects - i.e. about 25,000
metric tons in the aggregate

" "at present. = was shipped to

the Mindif-Moulvoudaye area

- for mixing with leocally-avail-

able  crop residues and
feeding, we  calculate that
this program could carry per-
haps 70,000 cattle through the
season, providing that the
carrying capacity of the graz-
ing blocks during the rainy
geason was not a binding cons-
traint on this figure. How=

ever, it is extremely diffi-

cult for us to envision any

- development agency in northern

Cameroon having either the
financial or logistical capa=-
city to organize and implement
such a massive exercise in

" bulk +transport of essentially

low=value livestock feeds on
an ‘annual basis. We, there-

‘fora, ‘cannot truly Dbelieve

that .»...thia is likely toc be 2a
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viable livestock system in the
foreseeable future in

Province.

Mzintenance and Improvement
upon the Current Livesgtock
System Utilizing the Diamare
Plain Eco-system for Rainy
Seagon Crazing and the South
Taeres Eco~-svstem for Dry

—

Season Grazing

This third alternative |is
essentially to maintain the
current system of seasonal
transhumance between the rainy
seagon pastures of the Diamare
Plain eco-'system and the d4ry
season pastures of the South
Yaeres eco-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 and Improvement
upon _the Current Livestock
System 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
esgentially an extension of
the third one based on the
hypothesis that, if feeding of
agro~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 noef to the areas
producing those by-products
than the contrary. 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
e in this ares anyway, we
appear ‘tc have a possible

* matchup-.of convenience to all
parties.”

Thie eclassificdation of strategies
igs obvicusly an oversimplification
of - the productiocn system in that
it does not deal with that portion
- 0of the MHerds which currently
remain in the Mindif-Moulvocudaye
region through the dry season pri-
marily to provide milk. In the
opinion ‘of the evaluation, these
animals "8 not:constitute a large
portion of the’ total herds which
‘use the area ‘during the rainy sea<
son. A separate strategy must be
- developed to07:-deal with these
animals. ot

‘While there is currently no appa-
rent agreement within the Project
"staff as to exactly what consti-
tutes’ their proposed strategy for
the entire grazing year, the eval=
uation team wishes to assert the
third alternative above offers the
" ‘most reasonable and least disrup-
tive possgibility for maximizing
use of the available natural
‘ resources in the two eco-systems
‘without ezcess degradation. Both
" rainy season pastures in the pro-
ject zone ané dry season pastures
in the South Yaeres would be uti~
" lized at their peak periods of
- production and the overall grazing
system could maintain a maximum
number of animals cf participating
herding groups within the confines
of the appropriate carrying-capa-
cities " in the two complementary
areas. SRR

In effect, the Project to date has
'not been able to deal effectively

- with any one of these strategic
alternatives because it has. since
the reorganization, been limited
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. to a specific geographic area and
.only one-half of one existing
. livestock production system in the’
-~ Extreme North Province. . The
.. .Project was originally mandated to
work in the whole Extreme North
Province, but Project personnel
soon realized that fipancial and

personal regources were insuffi-

;clent to permit operation on such
a vast scaJ_,'g.._ During the course
of the Project reorganization the
- technical -assistance team wished
- to mzintain the focus on the South
. Diamzr€ Plain Eco-systems.  How=
. ever, GURC decided that since LCEBC
- was already working in the South
Yaeree, the Project should concen=-
trate their resources elsewhere.
.Essentially, this relegated the
- Project _to the Mindif-Moulvoudaye
regicn which...only comprises one
part of the grazing system. To
. compound . this' problem, the LCBC
- :;.project .,in .the Yaeres has been
3uspended due .to a lack of funds.

. Purthermore, LCBC interventions

~-have been limited to water point
.» - development without any attempt to
".: control grazing on the Yaeres. 1In
- effect, therefonre, only one-half
- ©of the grazing system is being
developed. In attempting to deal
with this truncated range manage=—
- ment .system; project staff have
had tc set up their current system
which effectivaly operates only in
the perisd June to MNovember as a
gontrolled _ grazing =scheme and
-hence dees. not deal with the most
. eritical facter in livestock pro-
- duction. in +he area, which is the

.. . lack of adeguate nutrition for the

- animals during the dry season.
During the pariod from November to
June, the assumption of the pre-~
sent range management specialist
- "1s that the bulk of the cattle in
- the Project zone will depart on
-seasonal:. transhumance. - This
relieves the Project staff of hav-

.. -ing to deal with the herds during

the dry season but results in a
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mere Lans-e- of the nautrition
_probaem outside the Project zone
‘and intoc & presently unmmanaged
~environment.

Within the Gr azing Blocks them-
_gelves, the Project has eiffec-
tively lowered stocking rates by
e*cludlnc the “"nomads". However,

" the stockn.ng “raztes still exceed

the carrying capa.c:.r.y of these
Blocks by the Project's own pre—
. liminary estimations.  The impli-
cit hope of the Pro;ect is that,
with deferred’ .grazing and reseed=-
_ing ‘of ‘the forage species, there
‘will" _ be . __enpugh evidence of
improved ~“pasture conditions to

" induce herders tc cooperate with

‘. the range management program.
" There is also the hope that there
'will® be enough scientific data
~collected anc analyzed to estab-
lish carrying czpacities for the
various Graz..ng Bilocks and show
range trends which demcnstrate the
. benefits of the new system.

However, the evaluation team has

gwo major criticisms of this

approach. Tirst, since the inter-
. .venticns only affect one~half of
the product<iorn system, they are
- not appropriate’ to finding a per-
; manc_nt sclution to the entire pro-
Tlem. Secondly, the interventions
. are not receiving wvalid tests to
‘determine tl;gi:' validity £for the
Project area. To Teceive a vwelid
 test, the carryinc capacities of
the test sites must be determined

.f_].aclentifically zgnd then the stock=
" ing rate must ‘be revised to a con-
. commitant level. If the Project
" actually succeeds in its current

design, it will be because it has
found a low enouah gstocking rate
" by luck through’ the exclusion of
“the "nomads®. "Even if the Project
technicians ;_f'fbund it necessary to
further reduce 'the stocking rate
(2 likely occurrence since they
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alreaav feel thatz the Stocklhé
.rates exceed the carrying capaci-
_ties),” the Cameroonian Project
" 'Director has said that this would.
be .politically impossible in the
- short-term. The Project, then, is

. left having to test the grazing
. system under conditions whick,
" from .the very beglnnlng, have not
been favorable for a successful
putcome, We bel;.eve there is an
alternat ve apnroach.

‘One of'the kev underlying asaumpe
.tions of the Project is that it is
.only “through  observing the
‘deferred = grazing system fully
‘articulated and in action that
herders will be convinced of its
. value. and actively support it.
.This appears to be a valid working
hypothesis. in. our opinion. How=
ever, we feel that there is no
need to establish +the necessary
demongtration. on 15,000 tc 20,000
. hectares of relatively privileged
_range .as" a pilot effort.. We see
two major problems with this
approach. First, the area includ-
ed in_ the  demonstrations has

" turned out %o ‘be too large and

. often inaccessible for the rela-
tlvely small Project staff to man-
.age effectively and, at the same

. time, control and monitor in a

manner s that they can obtain va-
1id scientific data for necessary
analjses of ca.rylng capacities,
species comnoszt;on changes, and
the like. Without this accumula-
tion of secientific data over time
" from well-controlled grazing situ-
- ations, the Project range manage-
ment system can never be proven to
" work™  in ' any acceptable sense.
'Sécona,,by virtue of the very size
" of the grazing blocks, the Project
staff has found it necessary to be
in a _confrontational rosition
vlaga-vis sorre of the Therder
groups that  previously usad the
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used the arezs but now have to be
excluded if the Project is to have

- any hcpe aof ccqt:olllng its demon-
- strations. Since the results of
-the . necessary trials and their
-associcted demonstraticn effects

are not. contingent on any particu-
lar size of. parcezls, putting the
. Project . in. this awkward position
- vis-a-vis. the herders in the area
at thig early point is both
-unnecesasary and destructive of the
. demonstration.. effects the Project

;15 trylng to achieve.

Anothex assumpt;on is that the
Project's current range management
-system givea .people the experience
- of managing their own rangeland
which is a neceﬂsary step towards
.ereation of ‘a self-sustaining sys-
tem. The .evaluation team feels

.. that while there is scme partici-

“.pation of herders in the decision
-~ making process, +he system 1is

actually being imposed in much the

. same manner as SODECOTON imposes

.. its agronomic techniques on far-

mers. _ We feel that this produces

;ghcrt-tgrm.:compliance with rules

- but that it is not a2 long=term
-educaticnal  process. The people

. will bas;cal Yy learn to rely on
-the Project +o establisgh the rules

. and make sure they are obeyed
rather than.learning hcew to manage
their raageland on their OwR

?EWe" propoaa, therefore, 2a much

smaller . grazing trial/demonstra-
.-tion prograr to be conducted in a
much more vigorous scientific man-

.. ner .with fixed protocols, timely

and comprehens;ve data collec-
-~tions, and prompt analyses and

;- write-ups of the reseazrch results.

Esaentlally. this new "block" plan

.would consiast of 600 fully fenced

hectaras which are divided into
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“/mix ' ‘sub-blocks of 100 hectares

.* ~sach. An attempt would have to be

ORI

‘made to find a truly representa-

f ,_’f“‘_*_tive area of -gix square kilometers
" within’‘one ¢of ..he Grazing Blocks -

“-and’ eventually ~in «ll three of
them - ify -n..ch the vegeta..iVe

“‘cover- was fa:.rly homogeneous. A

"'j d:.agra.m of “our "preliminary system

-

¥

":.s presenteid m ‘Pigure 8-1 below.

'j'SJ.nce exeh aub-blcck in this sys-

‘tem woul& be- completely fenced,

" the stocking rate oan it could be

~vigorously controlled so that the
‘rate would be ¥nown exactly at all

Y times” during the year. Different

" ‘pub~blocks ~“would have different

stocking Tates varying from total

_",- exclusion’ to'- ‘free grazing under
*the system—'mrently being prac-

*ticed by herders in the area. 1In
_the four intermediate Dblocks,
" steady stocking rates or patterns

would be maintained over time at

- different levels sC as to observe

-~ a” centinuum-cof effecis or range

cond:.tions. In addition, each of

-~

"these sub-blocks could be further
divided“into -four quarters, one of
vhich could be  rested each year

T under “a- regular, pre-determined

pattern. Finally, i< the Project

" 'was authorized to extené its oper-

. ations into the South Yaeres eco-

system, a second series of grazing

~erial/demonstrations could be set

up there for experimenting and
monitoring range conditiocns during
_.the dryv season portion o¢f the

" amnual transhumance.

P

“i.oIn a reldted issue, the evaluation
“ team views the current relative

"isolation of ~the Project range
‘managemert speclal_st from other

* " gpecialists "in her f£ield -~ both

within Camercon and elsewhere - as

“ highly unfortunate. -We have given
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FIGURE 8-1: SCHEMA FOR PROPOSED RANGE MANAGEMENT
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her several suggestions for
increasing her contacts and we
reiterate here our fzeling that,
if a more vigorous range manage-
ment _rlal/demonst aticen program
is +tc be put into place, the
Project must see to it that more
experienced agrostolcgists and
range scientists are available to
the range management specialist
for consultation, particularly in
establishing the necessary trial
protocols and in analyzing the
resulting datza. '

One other issue is related to the
approprlateness of the technology
in the Project. Brush encroach-
ment in the past has  been
prevented. by burning and by what
amounts to mob stocking of live-
stock. This was not done in any
controlled way but, nevertheless,
was quite effective. However, by
cutting 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 Project's current

response to this problem is to
encourage cutting of those bushes
anéd trees which have no forage
value for firewood. This may be
an adequate policy as long as it
is closely coordinated with local
representatives of the Service of
Porestry and Waters. Addition-
ally, we suggest that the Project
might deliberately fence off a
seventh block as an enclosure in
which trials could be cconducted
with ceontrolled burning and/or mob
grazing to control brush and
improve general range conditions.

Before dealing with the quality
and methodology of data collection
on range management gquestions, it
is perhaps useful to see how the
Project has proceeded to date in
data gathering activities.
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Basically, the data gathering
activities Tnave not cccurred in
the Project hzcause there has been
no .consistent range management
presence since the beginning of
the Project. The effort which has
been put into datz gathering has
been disjointed, disccntinuous and
highly uneven in quality. Mr. D.
Gipe, the ..first resident range
management :gpecialist, speat one
year an the project and left in
June 1981. The sheort-term consul-
tant, Mr. L. Rasmussen,  spent
three months at the Project in
.early 1982. _ The present range
management specialist, Ms. L.
Cleboski, has onlv been resident
in Mindif since November 1982.

According to. the original Project
Paper, data gathering and analysis
were tc ‘have tarted with the
initial actrival of +{he contract
team znd datas were to have been
built up on range conditions and
carrying capacities before any
important decisions 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
limited o estazbilishing the boun-
dariez of the grazing blocks and
to defining the range management
system. : :

The actual data gathering process
for range management interventions
has only essentially begun under
the direction of the present range
management specialist. The
information 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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"GURC support for this Project is

envisaged, one of the first things
needed is a better and more con-
sisternt .data gathering and analy-
sls capacity over several more

‘years - i.e. the pilot phase acti-

vities in: this regard should be
extended at least through three
rainy seasons - 1987. Given the
large variatian in climatic condi-

- tions ZIrom year to vear, and the

large number of -biclogical factors
which must be-measured over time
to - come up with a viable range
management system, an extension of
this -length should be considered a
bare m;nzmum.zf

The evaluatlon team feelsg that the
technigques and methodologies pro-
posed by the present range manage-
ment specialist in her ambitious
procranm of monitoring vegetative
cover, density, prcducticn and
trends on the rangesre adegquate
for Project purposes. There, how=-

-ever, is a mzajor problem of con=-=
" trolling the present environment

sufficiently to obtain valid
results from the interventions put
in place. Therefore, we feel that:
the research strategy proposed for
range minagemernt in the preceeding
sub=-section, coupled with her data
collection methiodology, would per-
mit a amuch more valid evaluation
of the possible scope for range
manzgement -interventions than the
present rather ad hoc and unscien=
tific system ~in which the range
management specialzst is forced to
work.

on the issue cf water points,
- there 'is " no. eccherent 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 water
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points are c;.éarly what interests

the Camerooniizns most about the
whole project. Since 1974, when
initial discussions on this
'Precject began, <the GURC has con=-

-~ eistently pushed for. water point

deve_.opment. ‘Pressure to build
‘them has beex intense from all
levels f.:‘= the government and from
.the = ..rad:.t;.onal leadarsh:.p
structua. ey

“"The water points have been used as
‘an incentive to obtain cooperation

from local farmers and herders on
the other interventicns. Farmers
.and herders who were interviewed
. by the ,nvaluation team generally
felt that the water points would
be a def..nite benefit to them

. because they would no longer have
" to move their animals to the
" Yaeres during the dry season. Not

~only is this an arduous trek but
become an -
. increasing danger during transhu-

cattle theft has

mance. This “attitude has very

" sericus implicztions for dry sea-
..son stocking rates.

The contractor's Chief of Party is

' faced with the pressures for the
“water pointa from the GURC and the

loczl pcpulation and, in addition,
" "he reprosen £ts a contractor with a
written obligatica. to dig at least
nine 'water points in +the three
Grazing Blocks. Because of the
delayed ar‘fival of the ‘Theavy

"equipment ‘and the short time

remaining “ia " the Project. the
America:i technical assistance team .
is devot_ng fully half of its col=-
lective ‘work time to water point
developmen-._ The Chief of Party
is working twelve to eighteen hour
days and the’ “-heavy equipment is
being " run on; two shifts for a
total of sixteen hours per day in
order. to speed’ up the excavation

" of these water points.
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~ The Pro:eﬂt Director, meanwhile,
has csome = serious reservations
aogut tne cost of the water points
as they are ecurrently Dbeing

_aeslgned by the Project. He esti- -
"mated the cost to average about
..B,000,000 FCFA per -water poirct
.(i.e. $20,000 per water point) and

he' is ccncerned about the ability
of. the GURC tc replicate these
water points on a wider scale
after the end of the Project. He
sees this as especially difficult

.. given the estimated fifteen year
. 1life of a_watef point as currently
N  designed.,' N

The range management specialist

" has a third and completely differ-

ent point of view about water

'Eii.point8-~ Her major concern is that

the water points be established as
a function o©of the range carrying
capac;ty and that they be distri-

. buted in sucn.a way as to promote

uniform grazing. However, she is

severely handicapped in presenting

thie argument bacause she present=

. 'ly has data upon which to base her

astimetions of the. carryzng capa=-
cities of different sactions of

. the Grazing Blocks. At the same

time she is irying to ccllect the
necessary data to make even preli-
minary estimates, the work on the

' water points is proceeding apace

due to the severe pressures of
time and politics. Water point
;apccitles are currently being
arrived at’ by everyone'se best

;  guesses' and ;those guesses vary
’»w«delv."fw )

—v

. The . wWater’ point problem is, of
}_courae, reflective of a much lar-
. ger problem which is the fundamen-
tal Adifferences of opinion among

roject, staff on exactly what
should be “the ‘overall range man-
agement strateqgy for the area. .If
the '‘Mindif=-Moulvoudaye ranges are
to be used For year-round grazing,
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then +the .capacity of the water
points must be determined by the

. number of animeis the range can

carry in the d4dry seascn. If as
the evaluztio:n +team recommends,
these rangelanis are only used for

‘rainy seasonr grazing. then the

water point capacities must be

determined a8 a function of avail-

able water from natural rainfed

,ponds Ain the area, ths best dis-
. persicn of water poin%s to promote
_uniform,, cg..az.:.nd of the rainy sea-
.. son pastures, and the range carry-
'ing capacities for a much shorter

grazing season. ' In this case, it

Cwould actua..x.ly be better if most
- of the water points in the Grazing
" Blocks " dried. up after the rainy
' season in Novémber cr December so

that most oFf  the =znimals in the

" . area.would be ‘Eorced o go on sea-
.-scnal transhumance and the stock-
. ing ratés would thus be cut to
"almost ‘zZero m.r:.ng the dry season.

Th:: evaluation *‘eam reccmmends

. that the whole question of water
“pcints  ne reacsessed within the
" context c¢f  an cverall graz:.ng

]

strategy which takes into consi-
deration the corplementarities
between the piamaré Plain and
South Yaereg uxo-svstems and the

‘likelihood  that ths  seasonal
transhumance will continue for

many Therders regardless of the
Project's predispositions or hopes
in either direction. This being
the case, we Dbelieve that consi-

-deration should be -givem to

digging "a lazrge number of shal-

. lower water points which would be

clearly seasonal in nature angd

. would dry up at approximately the

end of each calendar year when
grazing in the area is just about

" exhausted’ ,anyway. In addition to

the adva-xtages mentioned above,
water points of this type would
not attract” zs heavy a burden of
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livestock traffic as the larger

ones currently being built by the
Project and thesy would be more
consistent with the £financial abi-

'lity of the GURC to continue the

program &after the Pro]ect per se

For ..he “small portion of the herd
which ~remains- in the Mindif-

'Moulvoudaye *eg:.an through the dry

season,’ there must be an assured

- water supply. “‘The evaluation team

‘feels that a vater point develop-

" ment " strategy for these animals

must be carefully developed taking

_into consideration the number and
type of animals involved. Since

- individual owners generally only

keep a few cows tc provide milk,

. .shallow wells duc in the low lands
" which are floocded during the dry

' season would suffice. Essentially

"for the " few animals

this is" the system which has been
used traditionally. We recommend
improvement of the system by
making  these wells permanent to

‘avoid re-excavating them each

year. The labor involved in rais-
ing water would not be toc onerous
each owner

- must handle. Cti the othar rand,

the lakor reguired to water large

""" herds from tnese wells would be

prohibitive,” thus forcing 4hem to

‘leave the region if the wells 2are

the only wate:: source.

It. has ‘been very difficult to

" assess the design of the Grazing

Blocks in terms of the actual

.stocking rate in relation to their

esbz....a.teq . carrying capacities

. since the Project has not as yet

. come up with credible estimates of

- “either figure. It seems likely

that overgrazing is occurring

_'despite the reductions in stocking

rates in <+the Blocks due to the
exclusion of “nomadi¢"  herds.

" This will become a more serious

probler if year-round watering
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P T Re et points are .developed without any
L " concurrent effort tc cut stocking
rates. - ‘Kith.. decreased forage
availability in the dry season,
- ‘ ‘animals will be’ forced to concen-
ST et s 2 o trate more ‘heavily on the more
R nutritive-‘f? and ' palatable species
“with the “result that. these will
ST ef*‘-'ectz.vely disappear.

3 {"

th.le «.he des:Lgn of firebreaks and
access traile seem of benefit from
R the Project’"zone, the evaluation
a- " team''gquestiouns- the means used to
it s glear these~: areas and whether
‘these will prove too expensive for
- replication ['elsewhere when the
ShRALL T GQURC is - forced to. pay the full
cost of ~-such development. The
cost ©f clearing the £firebreaks
‘and trails by road graders, which
-is the- current nractice, should be
careful].y ocempared with the cost
of doing- them by hand, as

i -practiced “before the . arrival of
-the heavy equipment. Furthermore,
‘the costs of doing these

- Eirebroaks aad  trails should be
- compared- with. the estimated
" benefits: accruing from reduction
in fire damage, increased access
“-to thes:areas:- and the 1like.
Pinally, . if the dcacisions are
“taken - to. gontinue building
: firebreaks and trails, then some
=7 methad should. be devised so that
e -*+ 7 the major beneficiaries of these
w7 construction. .activities either
'-'f*-shaze in them: by devoting some of
SReeseL e L7 thelr own labor - or pay for the .
costs of hired ma.nua’ laborers.

nies T Bre While bhe ::anga reseeding program
PSS - has had scme recent success on
et L i gbott 10 to 15 hectares of range,
this algo was done with the
Project's heavy equipment, which
‘makea it guestionable whether the
" -technigques can be replicated else-
" where -even if sucgessful. The
T : " evaluation team fully supports the
HLSTe o waxtooL . pange’’ - management specialist's
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3w.c Dlans to atitempt reseeding with
G the participation of the farmers
<& -+« and herders.in the ares. "

pr oo Booo T We also :. support the range
sz o4 - limanpgement speclalist's efforts to
o2y £ind - another - forage: species to
cea, L5t assoctiate with Andrcpocon gavanus
-+ - rin th range reseeding program ain

order <o take advantage of
.. @ifferential maturity dates and
-Other factors wnich produce nore
«nutrients over ‘a longer period of
. »-.time. - Andropogon is often asso-
2z. clated -wiin-Hypparhenia species
- .. and --local .expertise should be
s - -geught . 0. determine the  best
; .. asscciation ~t0 - reintroduce into
« o he area. g

e, --The : Project:  range management
,xni o strategy ie directed towards the
ow T regeneration .- of a particular
: v climax pereannial grass specie,
2 Andreopogson gayanus. Reseeding
-..this .specie-on all pastures would
obvicusly be prohibitively expen-

. sive, therefcre, +he Project's
.3, objective. is. regemeration through
. .proper managerant of the range.
S wmE I ak el wmT o The eveluztion team feels that,
oni e while regeneraticon of Andropogon
©r o exteunizt.,  rgayanus is (a desirable goal, 1t
#: . .mey be that this peremnial grass
wemge s in 0y ¢, 18 presgsent 'in the preject range in
Jelroooe o oot such sswall guantities that the
Toars Ao sweoss . Fegeneration process will take an

ECEIR I oo sexceedingly long period of time -
T osmos e _cove s perhaps & minimum of thirty vears

i . -=to begin- to show real results.
S w st d. L cosin-the meantime, we believe the
Project has ann choice but to base

LoaEe D rANge nanagement planning on the
i forage production froem annual
s.7.a0n . grasses - which ;o currently dominete
-1z the range., :

. - F....-To: date, the Project's soil and
;i 1z ~water conservation activities have
zer L. been limited to the reseedings of
S . *grass memtioned . above, a reforest-

rerfilass x-aktion effort on severely eroded




Tt lomes 0 land,” and a few diversion channels
LIt " ¢to ‘prevent --cully erosicn along
SEAL s 0 project ‘roads. | The reforestation

o+ -effort, using Heem *%rees, was a

Taitooev " oyaldant effort which failed due to
Teosc oo T s..c 3 lack ©f rainfall this vear. . The
PR © evaluaticn ¢eam fez=ls that such

"L lefforts ;"z-shaulde'- continue «~ Dbut
TELT e . perHaps with 'more ‘inputs from
SR L kncwledgeable foraestry specialists

ST e r UYLl i Wt and@ricthat  the planned  water

‘ -*»‘snreac’.ing demonstrations should be
tried as soon as poss-nle.

The eve.luation team'-' position on
T the economic and social viability
“and -applicability of the Project
to its environment has been dealt
with i .detail in +the Project
G BT "Be’neficiarie’a*~-’ ‘section of this
PedEELS L T ~r-eport. - Basically, we feel that
duBa w010 .the Projec..f-:i:s mot reacting well

/- to the eccnomic and social reali-
- <«-ties + ' GEf- the environment around
AR K It ‘has been handicapped in
- +'the owverall perception of its role
. Tand the 'situation it is supposedly
© dealing with by the absence of the
- orproject | sccio-economic unit. We
AT s BRL T - serongly rvecommend that, 1if any
s&e Tl seowT e Lol " roonsideration - ds  given to  an
exteneion ©f the Prciect, the
reinstaliment of such a unit ‘be a
condition pr~canent to such an
axtension. , - g

L - ~-— e

- vT 2 B, fThe ‘ewaluation team's. position on
TR L 1ivest.ock rmerketingsin ‘the Extreme
CotEl 0w North Province, -as - it relates to
ios. o fiprojectsackivities;is .egsentially

. F=rid 7 that we donot feel that livestock
e TIE 2 S omarksting Cpractices: constitute a
binding «constraint: on Project
o activities. Herders who wish to
WitL e i iyl 7 L gell thedr animals geem to be able
T s s - tor do ‘#0 :qguite easily and at
reasonzble prices in 1local mare-

o _ kets. Many studies, both in
S Smnonat e Cameroont -an€ ‘in ¢he  surrounding
wRRre orui 0 so.Sahelian’ countries, have shown
7. " that “the Nicerian market dJemand

for red meat effectively deter-
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mines the general price levels for
cattle -on the hoof for export in
the  raogion znd ¢that +the loecal

- markets sesn - adeguate for the

other grade of cattle. Marketing
margins ave generally found to be
guite mcdest and the "traditional”
marketing system appears to be
characterized by fres market con-

- Gitions: 2f adeguate cocmmunications

-ané competition. among buyers for
. the animels awailable.

éiveﬁ ﬁhe.prdﬁléms ezisting in the

... Proiect -.at - the . moment, the

evaluation team's overall recom-
mendation 1s: that the Project
refrain .  frem using scarce
resources .~ both human and f£finan-

. tial - in attempting to delve into

the . complexities of livestock
marketing. - Furthermore, we feel

-~ . that any garketiac interventions
. in the future would be nuch better
. handled in the context of options

-zfor consideration by the proposed
~Livestock Herders' Associations,

which  would be a broadly-based
coopezative producer group *through

which herders cotld mount a2 whole
. series ¢f wutuzally-baneficial

8.2. -ANTMAL HEALTH-

1.

activities.

Aciivities

Under  the reorganization of :he project,

in: the..

. - improvements in animal hezlth are described
-J-a8 @ function  of  improved management and
‘the increased forage.awvailable to livestock

controlled grazing areas. The

-f;objectives of thie compenent of the Project

are stated to be:

'-A...-;..;

B

To. strengthen- and support existing

~veterinary service posts in the

pilot zone; - - -

To provide systematic control of

-+ . internal parasites in both large

.and emzll . animals: ~né
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C. To provide scystematic control of
other animal diseases endemic to
the area.

To date the Project 'nas madp two interven-
tions z.n am.ma.. hcalﬂ'x-

'.f_A. 'USAID p'-ovided a small amount of
‘. ‘veterinary supplies +to the three
" veterincry posts - at Mindif,
Moulvoudaye: md Kolora- and 4

"~ 'B, The  GURC - provided  entihelmintics

0% 77 {i.e. ‘Thibenzole) to the Project

"=~ for a--plarned ‘endoparasite cam-
%" peaigm and the Project provided the
© Animal Heaith Service with trans-
- portation  to  carry.  out the

-

The evaluation team was “requested by
USAID/Yacunde ‘<o mvestzgate two issues

_ wi‘th regdra to ﬁnz.mal health-

‘The coets versus bene"':.*'s of live~
"stock’ producers purchasing vac-
cinea for thelr am.nala- and

B. ‘The des:.*‘ab 13.tv and  feasibility

© '~ of operating local phariaceutical -

_ outlets at which livestock medi-

"~ egines “and ¢ vaccines ‘could Dbe

- properly stored ‘an ‘be readily
'ava:.lablé 40 livestock herders on
a ccst re:.mbnrsable bas:.s.

In addit:.on. the evaluation team isclated
the iasgue of the  appropriateness of the

'f veterinary suppla.es profv:.ded by' USAID for

the Project. ) ~_‘ e

With regard to- the issue of herders pur~
chasing vacéines for their ‘animals, the

evaluation team discuesed the- GURC policy
" on ‘vaccines with the’ Project - ‘Director, who

'is himself a -veterinarfian. - The present
GURC pclicy is to- provide vaccines against

- endemic diseases -free ~“eof charge to

harders. The raticnale behind this policy
" 1s-'that”the national’ herd must be protected
against certain endemic diseases like
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rinderpest, blackleg &and anthrax and that

_providi treatments for animals on a

cost-free ©basis to herders encourages

maximum compliance with the reguirement for

-, sz -, universal herd coverage. The evaluation

team Delieves that . there ,is considerable

merit in this argumeat specifically for the

e ... diseasee. menticned above and +that this

wrmoct -, -limited cost-free coveraae represents one

" of the few real beng its the herders in
- ' : - Cameroon r;ecez.ve for t.'ne.lr tax monies.

.If .wviewed  from .another perspective, it
_would appear to. be a2lmost impossible to
:institute a livestcck policy for . coverage
..~ against these specific endemic diseases
,,-;;'; ;.f~wh.1.ch would "aimqltaneously achieve the two
wris .. Objectives | of universal preventative
vaccination of the pational herd and pay-
ment £for this service at full economic cost

by herders. In order to irstitute such a

. pol:.cy, the GURC weuld have to be able to
el e force herders to vaccinate their animals on
T a routine. basis and . abta:.n £ull economic
payment from them. . for  the services
rendered. Under such a policy, it seems

~sw 1 % highly  likely that some herders would
oAy «a.ttempt to aveid having. their herds vacci-
- nated becauan they either choose not to pay
for the services or, for any number of
.-reasons,.. do not have - the cash payments
availablc ‘when the vaccination campaign is
. conducted .in their  area. The result of
_this herder avo:.ca.nce wauld be that disease
reserveoirs for the endemic diseases would
~build up in the unvaccinated animals and
 Temain there as &z  constant menace to all
animals in the area. Therefore, welghing
= . . . the possible costs of .attempting to instie
s o L tute . A po...icy of payment £or vaccines
. against endemic disesses (i.e. increased
incidences of znimal mortal.t.y and morbid-

ity due to constant problems of disease

. =..outbreaks .and . posaible losses - of herder
-revenues in. ante..nat:.onal trade of 1live
-animals . dus to gquarantines imposed omn
Ca:nerocnian animals) .against the relatively
modest J.nc::ements .£0 the national treasury
.-+ - that would be amassed, we do not feel such
- ._-",w,-t . a pelicy. would be. either prudent or cost-
STt g ef‘ect,.zve at_this tme. on the other hand,
_;f-'-,_'_;-“:_‘;-‘f;ﬂ,;- we do feel that herders . should be made to

oo PR S e e le T e




79

~ pay the fu 1 ecopomic costs for all other
: types of veterinary supplies and services
. available o them through the government
~ services and/or, .the private markets. Such
. products would J.nclt.d ..all endo-~ and ecto=-
parasite treatments, - "2ll curative treat-
ments to animals rendered by veterinarians,
. -and .. such other services. as- ‘castration of
« ;f':‘_._,-:‘;A-"_ n ‘bulls. _‘: -, . . .

'_The second issne abcve A8 directly related
“to. the .first and’ second cbjectives of the
px:cjec*- ccmpcnent as_.gtated in the Project
| .Grant.. Agreement Ameéndment No. 5. The
s Prcjec:t has provided some relatively minor

...amounts _of vetermary supplies to the

ve‘-er:.nary posts in the project zone and is

apwent],y conuutteq' to . repair the build=-
ings at, thesge posta in the near future.
:_ The coats will ‘be borne by USAID and the
; actions. seem . to. .conform well with the
... stated objective ,ef 'strengthening the

- ex:.sting -vetexinary service. At the same
.+ .- .time, the GURC has plans to provide the
e e - Meterinary. pcsts with freezers and ice

;- .z - chests to- allow’ persconnel to maintain a

o ... *cold  chain" ., for vaccination campaigns
it againat ende.mic d.:.sealea.

e We believe ;t ‘.'ould be 'a mistake to go to
Y the £urther ezpense of attemptmg to set up

. .. .a& sSeparate .pharmaceuti cal service to be run
by the Project, the Gt.mc directly, or some
parastatal agency at the local level

‘sizwelgebecauses g PiEe s

Seon a7 '."A. The ex:.st:x.ng mfrastructure of
T vete*xnary . posts - meems to us
e . a.dequate - or potent:.ally adequate
A e Te oo . if present GURC plans are carried

i s . - .. .out = %O keep frozen vaccines for

;. . . the 'limited . time : they are
ww - -~ rTequireds O - L
 B. It would be far better £o encour-
.. .age the. p:zvate: ) sector to get
'V.,'.'j_;.nvolved id supply ‘'of all other
ve-.e*:.nary supplies to herders as
actual’ . dema.nd" T Y7 warrants.
 Govermment .or, worde yet, Project
__‘intervention in tYis area would
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‘mean the creaticn ¢f an unneces-~
.sary p...r_c....leJ. sesvice which would
“almost certainly be plagued by the
problems cf high fixed administra-
tive costs, iimited distribution
networks, and low demand ‘from
herders _ ‘of suppl..es. ’

"C.  The GURC hag ‘already Set up the
- Office Pharmaceutique Veterinaire
(QPV) as 2 parastatal organization
which is charged” with delivering
veterinary medicines and supplies
*" to the regioa. - It would -appear to
. us that the appropriate linkage
* ° between ‘the project zone and the

‘ e suppliers of veterinary supplies -

by they private -traders or OPV -
is through direct contacts with
herder organized and managed
asgociations: Such associations
could be organized to poel herder
demands for veterinary supplies
~an c.n-a:xge payment for these
~ dtems - through ‘“their ' appointed
Y loeal representatives as one of
‘many ‘options for communal action
open to them.’ We believe the
Project should attenpt to stimu-~
late the developme.nt of such
indigenous: associations, rather
'than impogse yet another admini-

traztive structure on the herders
from ..he ou‘tsiae. -

The third issue iaolated bg the evaluation

. team is a rather minor one that has already

been part:.ally correrted. The issue arose
when  a former - pro::—:'*t “administrator, who
was not a specialist fn either veterinary

‘medicine or animal sciénc was allowed to

‘nary supplies to be ordered by the Project

and supplied to the local veterinary .

. posts. . Scme of these supplies were later
" Found tb be either J.nappropriate or useless
to the local veterinarians and/or their

" aides. For example, many of the syringes

‘ordered had only a 3 co. capacity and were

" toco small to be used ...n cattle or small

rumina.nt vaccination campaigns and were of
limited use . for ° poultry. Other
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sunpl.\.es .were gquietly disposed of through
"l6cal _hospitals since the TDY American
- veterinarian, Dre A. Antroinen, found them
inappropriate . for .the .veterinary posts.
- The remaining supplz.ea. have been divided up
. between the three, vetermary posts in the
.« v preoject. zone but, .most remain at the Mindif
. -r. .-sProject. Center .awaiting ' delivery ¢to the
~: Pposts. as.the need arises.

The im.tinl luue "will be mitigated to some
e~ s @xtent by the Project's ordering another
to s1batch Q£ veterina.ry suppl].ea which are more

e appropriate. ... Inese _aupp}.:.es include labo-
.» Tatory equ...gment ‘ta  _improve diagnostic
~-services at the veterinary posts and better
equ:.pment for .the waccination campaigns.
¥ Tiiwe Suppliee will be- .ordered by the Project
i Dixy r, who is. & veterinarian.

LA oo o

: B.econinendaticnfs -

The following recommendations are presented

Anaa ..’y the evaluation team on the basis of the

_above comments .and  the d&iscussion in the

. preceeding sub—qection on range management
and controllec. are.zinc:..

7&. 2 It agnea::a “from the available
PR docmnents a.nd the discussions with

project o, staff, that the major
EL a3t improvements in animal health in
T R N L - the projecf zone are env:.sagsd to
Bt Vil sas oL o Gome for'n J.xnprevements in animal
' . i~ nutrition  under the controlled

grazing schemes. However, as
. discussed in the preceeding sub-
. ri~ saction on v-ange management and
STt T controlled . gra..:.ng, we do not
believe’ thn.i‘. ‘the current system of
vccmtrolled grazing effectively
- - .~addresses ‘the, critical period of
FT T “animal malnutr;ta.on during the
ve eife .grazing year_{i.e. the dry season
e .o . from November to July). Under the
_,.f-:' current  system -of grazing in the
. Grazing . Biocks, the majority of
the cattle are expected to leave
w ge =, <the. project .zone precisely at the
.time when.’ f.hey are entering the
‘period’ of maximum nutritional
gstress in the year. Therefore, it
appears to us &a rather tenuous
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argument ‘that major improvements

3 . ‘ in animal health are to be expect-
= “=° © ed from the system of controlled
.. - " grazing instituted - by  the
. v . 7= -Project.: We recommend, therefore,

ST '“that-th§*?r6ject st2£f - seriously
oot o7 reevaluate -“the ‘propesed animal
N =N " health interveantions in the con-
text ‘of ‘the deficiencies in the

. ., controlled grazing plans being
j'_j"implemented 2t - present since the
;”“jargument - of - lxnkages between
“:anzmal ~health ~ and ~ controlled
‘grazing schemes is valid only if
“PiEthosge schemes -result in improved
‘;f?;‘anzmal ‘nutrition throughout the
" 7777 entire year in- the project zone or
L dre implemented by a system of
“geographically-dispersed - rainy
season and dry season pastures
with livestock trails between
them- .

o

o< e 7 B We recommend” that the Project seek
L BE mESE 3o - ‘encourage  the' Sormation of
ST T multi-purpose’ Livestock  Herders
‘ Associatione ir the project zone
e . which could be the focus of
Soove e % hHerder-managed schemes for pooling
“7 r7F 7 ‘orders for wveterinary supplies and
7 medicines ~‘and arranging the
© 7 ' necessary pvayments for the goods
'~ and services “provided by either
.7 the private mmrket cr the OPV and

the vetarinary posts.

_ i TG ,Fcllcw1ng oa’ .he above 'ecommenda—
L . .77 . tion. we do not believe that the
e . Project shouldattempt to set up
Ctew . .2 7 7" and manage local pharmaceutical
cT7 T 7. outlets ‘for ‘herders. We recommend
T "~~~ that vaccines against the major
~“endemic disemses continue to be
T . .. distributed - -through the existing
o7t 7 - ¢ veterinary post system on a coste
o0 7 free basis’ and that all other
LT T f veterinary medicines and supplies
" by offered “to the Livestock
. P:oducer Assocéiations on a fulle
- econamic cost’ basis.

a4
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.The Progeﬁt snould _nvestlgate the
poss:;s:.ll ty ' of arranging tra:.m.ng
for members of the Livestock

Producer Associations as Dpara-

veterinary zides. ' These members
could then serve their respective
Asgociatione by providing services
in rudimentary animal health
interventions such as andoparasite
control, castration, treatment of
minor wounds and infections, and
other similaf, practices. Buch a
systemr wWould greatly reduce in
need £or daily interventions by
Vetermaxia.ne. o ';j and veterinary
nurses fram the’ Livestock Service
_which are now either relatively

~ expensive to the GURC or generally

unavailable ' t2 most herders

~ bBecause ~the - ‘Livestock Service

-—.dacks .both the medicines and the
~ means-of tranepor:tation toget its

agents into the field on-a routine
basis.

. If this recomendation is to be
adoptaed, Towevar, "4t - is crucial
_that the ' Akssociation  members
"selected for training be respected
"member# o&f “the herder commun:.ty

~with ' recognized - abilities in
traditional meazns of Thandling
-animal "health probYems. Further-

more, these members should not

. receive any sort of government or

' Project paymernta for their ser-

vices and must not be considered
‘as mere extensions of the Live~
stock Service; to be used and
directed by veterinarians. If any
pa.yments for their ‘services are to
.be given, they should come from
the ot.her members of the Associa-
“tiens . by mutual - agreement.
F:Lnally. the tasks_ to- be under-
"taken Dby these ' para-veterinrary -

. ;"_, aides. ghould be limited to a few

smple and noncontroversial inter-~
“'ventions and should- never involve
" ‘detailed diagnosztic - “work and
‘prescription of dosages "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  Tealth

measures. We recommend that
Project staff investigate with the
Livestock Service means of

reducing pollution effects from
uncontrolled animal access to the
water points and/or actual treat-
ment of the polluted water ¢to
reduce animal health risks, parti=-
cularly from liver fluke infesta-
tions generated through existing
snail hosts in the water.

8.3. INCREASED ASSOCIATION OF AGRICULTURE AND LIVESTOCK

PRODUCTION

1.

Activities

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 1land and
increase its fertility. The Project con-
tends that a proven method of accomplishing
this goal is to establish a permanent sys-
tem of c¢rop rotation with a period of
leguminous fallow. This system is envi-
saged to 1include the planting of tradi=-
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, improved structure
and water retention capacity of the soil,
reduced water/wind erosion, anéd a decreased
need to leave agricultural land in unpro-
ductive fallow for 1long pericds of time
while putting additional amounts of limited
grazing land under cultivation. The
recycling of plant residues and animal
manures is to be 1integrated into this
system.
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The stated objectives of this intervention
are:

A. To promote more intensive use of
crop residues and agriculturzal
by=~product ctoncentrates as supple-
mentary livestock feed to balance
livestock = nutritional reguire-
ments. L

B. . To promote  production of legumi-
nous forage in a permanent rota-
tion with other crops as a substi-
tute for idle fallow to improve
soil fertxlity,-w conserve  land
resources, and increase production
of food and fiber crops as well as
associated fcdder and forage
avallable for livestock.

c. To prcv;de support to the agricul-
. tural service personnel operating
in the area.in order to reinforce
their livestock associated activi-
ties by improving the agriculture
techniques and practices utilized

by the local farmers.

© The Ministry of Agriculture is to provide
_ the personnel for this intervention and the
Project. is to provide technical assistance
and a one-time commodity and material
grant, includina seeds, fertilizer and
initial land preparation for establishment
of the legume fallow. Specific activities
under the Project are the following:

A. The estzblishment of up to thirty
rotation trials imn association
‘with £farmers in the three pilot
Grazing Blocks = with .each trial
involving a minimum of 1.25 hec-
tares divided into two 0.25
hectara sections. in legume forage
fallow and three 0. 25  Thectare
sections for traditlonal focd and

- fiber crops..

B. To assist farmer/liveétock pro-
ducers to manage  this permanent
rotaticn system. in association
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with 1ivestock production through
Project provision of technical
assistance in setting up pilot
demonstraticn.

The- Project has esucceeded +¢to date in
working with thirty farmers in establishing
rotation systems -involving l1.25 hectares of
land each. The task: of finding a forage
legume has proven to be insurmountable in
* the- time alloted ‘despite an admirable
" effort by project staff. The evaluation
team,f however; ‘iz not' aware of other
-  euxperiences in similar’ ecosystems in West
.. Africa where 2a perennial forage legume has
“"been - “found which fits  easily into the
“ traditional farming -systems so the failure
‘of the ‘Project to produce such a discovery
in two ‘or three years cannot be said to be
unexpected. This is particularly so given
" the relatively low level of resources and
'scientific expertise devoted to the search

" <during the Project. "The Project effective=
- 1ly tested over 100 -arieties of forage

" legumes and grasses. The ideal forage
legume wag to have boen a perennial legume
because:’ -

A. Such a forage legume» would have
© ‘eliminated  the :‘necessity to
replant the fallow’ every year; and

B. Such a forage legume could be
- pastured #further into the dry
- season after harvesting some hay
from it at the end of the rainy
season._

© Stylosanthes gayanenais was initially

' "regarded as the legume of choice based on

" the recommendations received from develop-
ment organizations 1like FAQO and . IRZ.

-~ Unfortunately, - Stylosanthes has proven

* impossible to - establish: on farmer fields
and the Mindif Center plots. Seed for this
legume must be placed 'in hot water for
twelve hours prior to planting in order to
increase the rate of germination to accept-

~ able levels. "Further, initial seeding

‘requires ‘gocd rainfall on a regular basis
‘to establish a uniform stand. Most
important, however, is that Stylcosanthes
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must be carefully protected from avergraz-
ing during the £first two years after stand
establishment in order ¢o achieve good
permanent stands. . This type of protection
is especially -difficult in a village
setting where small: ruminants are allowed
to wander freely-and graze upon any grasses
and forbs they can find in the area.

'Emphasls in the Project has now switched to
- testing . Stylosanthes - hamata, variety

*Verrano®. This. variety produces large

amountg of seed if allowad to head out and

hopefully will produce: successful stands
under the conditions in the project zone.
However, with the lack of a proven peren-
nial forage legume, the Project has now
fallen back on the use of a forage grass,
Andropogon gayanus, for the rotation sys-
tem. This has the .advantage of being a
perannial and anly having to be established
once in the rotation cycle and, compared to

- Stylosanthes, it is relatively easy +to

establish - in .uniform stands. Equally
important is the fact that ‘it is relatively
resistant to overgrazing by comparison with
Stylosanthes. Legume crops now included in
the rotation system are peanuts and cow-

- peas, which are both annuals but which have

the advantage that their grain or pulse
produce can be used for human consumption
or sale as a commercial cash crop and their

. forage residues can be used for feed for

livestock.

In addition to the . activities discussed
above which relate to the crop rotation
intervention specifically, the Project has
used _livestock feeding trials or demon=-
strations in order to promote use of crop
residues.- and by-productn ag supplementary
feeds. _ .

Issues

The following issues were isolated by the
evaluation team:

A. The time framework within which -
the prodject must work is clearly
tco short to achieve the goal of
adapting a rotational c¢rop system
to the 1local farming systems and
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"the larger eco-system in which
-Project interventions are carried
out. The theory behind crop rota-
tion systems:has becn *proven" as
ig correctly-stated in the Project
Reorganization Document.. It is
1likely “that all «cf the benefits
commonly attributed to such rota-
tion systems could be realized if
the system could. be  adapted to
local conditions. . However, this
‘adaptive research task has proven
‘much more difficult than the orig-
- .inal -project planning envisioned.
In the haste to single out a suit-
able perennlal legume, the Project
had to evaluate a large number of
plant species in a very short time
using screening trials and obser=-
-vations from very small test
" plots. Given this small area, the
short duration of the triala and
the greater than ncrmal variation
in the weather during the last few
years, it wes inevitable that some
rather arbitrary decisions were
" made in selections. The Project
had to move forward with 1ts
demonstration progran based on too
little experience in +the area. It
was clearly unrealistic to expect
‘that the "~ Project could sort
through ~ over 100 species and
varieties of forage legumes, £ind
one or more appropriate species,
develcop a workable crop rotation
scheme, and adapt this scheme to
the complex 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 dia
nct have. This is especially true
given the fact that many other
projects in similar eco-systems in
West Africa have 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.
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-The "proven" msthod cf achieving

the benefits of a crop rotation
system ie entirely dependent on
finding a cuitable perennial
legume. The Project nas not been
able to.come up with this legume
vet. It seems that, given the
constraints on the system, it is .
unlikely ~that d perennial legume
can be found which is suitable for

“local conditions befcre the end of

the Project. The nmajor con-
straints are:

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

- £ield operations necessary for
traditicnal £focod and fiber
crops.

ii. Difficulties in establishing a

uniform etand of forage
iegunmes.

iii. Protecting the. forage crop

from grazing pressure in the
absance of any affective
fencing svstem.

The Project's present attempt to
use 2 -perennial grass - 1i.a8.
Andropogen gavanus - as the forage
crcep in the rotation is caly a
partizl soluticn +< the problem.
While this grass does have bene-
ficial attributes it will not
rejuvenate the scil fertility to

-any significant degree. In

effeset, it becomes simply another
crop to drain the scil of nut-

" rients and this will do nothing to

prevaent the continuance of the
trend of decline in scil fertil-
itv.

This grass then does not present a
soluticn to thz central problem of
trying ' to reduce the need for
farmers to leave lané in unpro-
ductive fallow for long pericds of
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time while practicing a system of
shifting cultivaticn on the avail=-
able rangelands.

The -Project {8 also trying less
conventional approaches to this
proplem, which may prove to be
more effective in the future. One

. of _these is = growing lLucaena

- leucocephala, & tree legume, which
produces large gquantities of leaf
dry matter and has the <following
advantages:

i. As a: tree crop; cnce it 1is
established, the only 1labor
requirement is in harvesting
the leaves which is a rela-
tively easy Jjob compared to
harvesting traditional <£orage
crops by hand.

ii. As a tree, it cannot be grazed
easlly once it attains a
reasonable height.

-iii. 2As a legume, it produces high
quality forage.

Lucaena has one minor disadvantage
as a feed in that, when fed to
sheep in large quantities, it
causes depilation and reproductive
proklems.

The tree  is = unfortunately
difficult to establish and its use
'will e limited to areas around
the family compound where it can
be watered during the f£irst dry
seagon and = protected from
competition with weeds and
browsing by free-roving animals.
It also requires deep scils which
may further limit its usefulness
in certain areas of the project
zone.

In the fineal analysis, the
evaluation team feels that no
perfect solution is likely to be
found by Project staff for the
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preblem of the forage legume and
hence the concept of a five year
crop rotation is likely to remain
just a concept. What the project
ig left with is a possible crop
rotation system which includes an
annual legume (cowpeas or pea=-
nuts), cereals (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 peanuts-
cotton-sorghum. °~ Eowever, it is
encountering strong farmer 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 vyear

rotation system which is better
adapted to the area. The peanut
variety, for example, is a shorter
duration variety and f£fits in with
the seasonal rainfall pattern of
the region. Even though this does
not address +the issue that the

“ Project was asked to deal with

(that of £inding a perennial
legume forage crop for a fallow
system), the Project should
attempt to work through SODECOTON
to have their varieties adopted.
The fact that the Project does not
have an effective working rela-
tionship with SCDECOTON despite
some Project initiatives in this
regard bodes ill for any real -
progress on crop rotation schemes
before the end of the Project.

The evaluation team was specific- -
ally asked to assess the receptiv-

. ity of 1local €farmers to the

Project's crop rotation scheme.
This has proven a difficult task
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given the £fact that the Project
does not yet have a specific
gystem which is fully adapted to
local  ‘condition:c. However,
certain - things are already’ clear
about the crop .rotation system.
First, while ‘farmers and farmer~
herders may adopt the system, it
has nothing to offer the herder-
farmers nzn the project zone who
cultivate - just.  emough land to
supply their families with low-
cost cereals for their own consunm-
ption. Secondly, farmer and
farmer-herders may accept the
package in order to get free agri-
cultural inputs from the Project
in the first year (fertilizer and
improved seed), an impressive sign
in front of their compound, and
free technical advice. They seem
happy with the new seed varieties
and the fertilizers provided by
the Project but there is no parti-
cular evidence that farmers are
impressed by the prospects of the
five-year crop rotation cycle or
that they are now willing to adopt
it on their own farms as more than
a limited demonstration. Thirdly,
only one-fifth of the crop rota-
tion is devoted to cereal produc=
tion which is considerably " less
than the normal proportion
observed by the avaluation team on
local farms. At the very least,

farmers plant 50 percent of their

cropland to cereals in an average
rainy seascn and the percentage of

. rainy season sorghums in the total

cropping schemes of farmers was
generally above 60 percent in the
Maroua area according to a DGRST/
USAID study by a Tufts University
graduate student, Lynn Salinger.

Because of small sample sizes, the
results of the animal feeding
trials cannot be said to have any
scientific validity. Furthermore,
the nutritive value of the feeds
were determined using Morrison's
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"Feeds e&end Feeding®™ which are
based on prowimate analysis of
temperate region forages. These
values are not valid for use with
_ tropical forage whichi have much
higher silica contents. Scme of
the ~earlier trialas alsc used
‘methods of ~ estimating cattle
.weight by using external body
measurements. The systems used
"were designed for European cattle
not for Zebu cattle in Africa.

~ Concerning the milk production
“trials", the evaluation team felt
that these were carried out over
too ghort a period and no attempt
was made to relate where the cows
were in their lactation cycle.
This is highly important as milk
production is definitely correlat=
ed with the stage of lactation.

In sum, we feel that these activi-
ties 4id have validity as feeding
demonstrations and they were per=-
haps useful extension +tocls, but
they cannot be called "trials®.

F. Glven the fact that only about 25
percent of residents in the region
own cattle whereas. 70 to 75 per=
ceni own small ruminants, feeding
demonstrations with sheep and
goats would appear to be of inter-
est and relevance to a much larger
group of livestock cwners,

.

3. Recommendations

A.

We believe that the task of £inding a

‘suitable forage legume and inserting it

in a well-adapted crop rotation system
was too much to ask of the Project with
its limited, five year lifespan. We,
therefore, recommend that the mandate
for this task be withdrawn from the

. Project and that USAID and GURC invest-

igate the possibility of a2 collabora=-
tive effort between IRA and IRZ in this
area. These organizations clearly have
the long-term mandates tc work on these
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E.

TRAINING

problems in Cameroon, and, more
importantly, have the research capabi-
lity tc carry out the necessary adap-
tive resezrch. The Project, on the
other hand, has a very short-term lease
on life and essentizlly no continuing
flow of inputs and technical expertise
guaranteed into this effort. Even with
the most c¢reative use o©0f available
resources, thise ad hoc approach to a
serious research prcblem is essentially
an isolated exercise which is not like-
ly to bear fruit.

Since the c¢rop rotation scheme as it
now exists is Dbasically the same
legume/cotton/cereal system of rotation
being promoted by SODECOTON -and IRA,
the extension of this package should be
left to SODECCTON which obviously has
the means of spreading it on a much
wider scale than the Project. The
Project should seek to have SODECOTON
adopt it3s crop varieties which have
proven to0 be better adapted to the
local ecclogical conditicns than the
ones which SODECOTON recommends.

The project should have laboratory
analyses run on the nutritive value of
crop by-products in order to be able to
formulate wvalid rations from 1local
feeds.

The project should undertake feeding
trials for sm2ll ruminents, and in
order for these +trials to have some
scientific wvalidity, the subsample 1lot
size gshould be at ileast 30 animals.

The Project should continue its feeding
demonstraticns with cattle.

1. B2Activities

Under the recorganzed project description,
the training cobjective is to form a nucleus
of expertise that can continue development
of grazing land and livestock management
systems in the area after termination of
the Project. Training activities outside
Camerocn are envisaged to be:
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wmg-term  academic  training (96
perason monaths) for four
Camerccrian Jovernment civil ser-
vants in:

i. Range manz.ement znd water/
scil conservaticn;

ii. Animal huﬁbandfy, with an

emphasis in animal nutrition:

iii. Agricultural extension, with -

an emphzsisz on livestock and
agricultural production: and

iv. Agricultural engineering, with
& specialization in conserva-
tion and water management
techniques.

Short-term training in the United
Btates, to be €financed as approp-
riazte, for up +fo nine person

" months.

Ehort-term observation tours to be
financed for up to thirty dJdays
each £for up ¢o eight people to
study range management and live-
-#tock  production  projects, in
neighboring African countries such
as Senegal, Mali and Niger.

evaluation team in reviewing the train-
activities in progress or plannsd <£for
project isolated the following issues
consideration:

A,

Iong-term - academic training is
being provided for three
Cameroonians at American univer-
sities as can be seen in the:
Project Chronology. However, a
suitaktle candidate for the fourth
training slot in agricultural
engineering has never been ncomi-
nated by the GURC. Since the
completion date for the Project is
April 30, 1985, it ia not too late
to provide training in agricul-
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tural engineering fcr a suitable
candidate and have that perscn
return to Cameroon bzfcore the end
of the Project. The i:sz:e, then,
is can the Project activities in
the future proceed without exper-
tise in agricultural engineering.

The Cameroonian students returning
from long-term training 4in the
United States will, for the most
part, return after the American
technicians will have departed

" from the Project. There will,

therefore, be no cpportunity for
further on~the-~job +training for
these trained but generally in-
experienced Camerocnian techni=-
cians with their American counter-
parts. Moreover, there will be no
opportunity for discussions
b: tween these people on activities
anc @vents which have taken place
in 2 Project during their
absence in long-term training.
The imsue, then, is one of discon-
tinuities in the project implemen-
tation and the lack of an orderly
transition in responsibilities
between the American technicians
and their newly trained
Cameroonian colleagues.

There is8 only one Cameroonian
student who will return from
long~term training before the end
of the Project. Mr. T. E. Pamo is
currently expected to return £rom
his training in New Mexico with
his Ph.D. degree in range mnanage-
ment in late 1983. However, there
is considerable confusion over his
future status vis-a-vis the
Project with many people assuming
that he will not be reassigned to
the Project as the range manage-
ment specialist to replace Ms.
Cleboski. Mr. Pamo's absence from
the Project by reassignment else=
where would certainly deny the
Project itself of his expertise in
range management but the issue is
whether or not Mr. Pamo's skills

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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- are best utilized in the Project

or in some larger role.

If one accepts the premise that
the candidates and the sgkill areas
selected for emphasis in the
long=term +training could Thave
formed the  nucleus of expertiase

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 to provide sufficient numbers
cf trained Cemerconians even to
replace the 2American technicians
in the Project - much less expand
project activities beyond the
current bounds of the Project.

Finally, it must be stated that
the evaluation  team rejects the
above premise and feels that the
number of candidates for long-term
training and -the selection of

'8kill areas for such training

would never have conatituted 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 bhad worked
perfectly. We believe that the
reorganized - project Elan for
external training grossly under-
estimates the number of trained
personnel and . the variety of -
skills needed to execute and
expand the multiple activities of
the current Project. We are
seriously concerned that no train-
ing at all: was 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-
dent to -us that the Project cannot
hope to have any real and sustain-
ed successes without the involve~
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 the Mindif/Moulvoudaye
project zone. . The evaluation team
finds this evidence of poor plann-
ing in external trainirng parti-
cularly ironic given the fact that
this type of training is virtually
the only element of the Project
which <¢ould Thave 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-
- tive effect on development activi-
ties in Camercon of anything USAID
- and the GURC c¢ould have done in
. this Project. The issue, then, is
~what can be done to salvage the
- present situation.

Recommendations

- The evaluation team, having considered the
above; issues. in detail, presents the
following recommendations for review and
- possible action:

A. The initiation of any training
- program for a Camercoonian candi-
date . in agricultural engineering
depends upon the larger decision
as to the Project's future.
Should the GURC and USAID decide
that it is desirable to, at least,
extend the first phase of the
Project Ifor two years, then we
believe that a Cameroonian candi--
date for training in agricultural
engineering should be identified
as a priority action and sent off
for training in the £irst half of
i 1984.
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If it is the case that the GURC
and USAID decide to terminate the
Praject omn April 30, 1985, then
the evaluation team reccrmends
that the present American agricule
tural engineer and his counter-
part, Mr. Bouba, be strongly
encouraged to proceed with current
plans to ‘develop a series of

-detailed plans for surface water

reservoirs of - appropriate asizes
and - associated structures for

'~ water control and management. If

this course of action is selaected,
it will be necessary to forego the
Project's current 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=-
akle size of reservoir concommi-
tant with the pre-existing
engineering plans.

The fact that the return of the
Camerconians in long=-term training
will be delayed until after the
2merican technicians have departed
cannot be changed at this point.
If the Project is to be extended,
then this  particular problem
should resolve itself. Finally,
if +the Project is not to be
extended with USAID participation
but the GURC- envisages continuing
some or all of the -current project

- activities, then the Experience,

'Inc. contract team and the USAID
project officer should be required
to produce - a very detailed

~accounting - of what project
S activities have taken place since
"’ approximately mid-1982, with

explanations for each activity as
to why it was undertaken, the

" projected strategy for its

implementation, and the expected
end results. This should be

. followed if at all possible by . a

working session in the United

‘States between the American
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technicians and their Cameroonian
counterparts.

It is perhaps inappropriate for
the evaluation team to comment cn
the possible -future placement of a
Cameroonian civil servant. How=
ever, there was considerable
discussion of this ‘issue during
the evaluation and we feel con=-
strained to make two brief com=-
ments. _ Pirst, it would appear
essential that the i=ssue of Mr.
Pamo's job placement be resolved
by the GURC in the near future to
mitigate the tensions caused by
the continued uncertainty.
Second, it i1s the evaluation
team’s opinion that Mr. Pamo might
better utilize his newly acquired
skills in range management at a
higher level of governmental
service where he had program
regsponsibilities in a regiomal
planning program, rather than
returning to the rather isoclated
and confined job responsibilities
in the Project itself. One pos=
sible such assignment c¢ould be
within = the newly established
Division of Pasture Management and
Pastoral Bydraulics for the
Extreme North Province.

With regird to the apparent defi-

ciencies in the overall external
training approach, the evaluation
team's recommendations are depen-
dent upon the ultimate disposition
of USAID and the GURC on the
future of the Project. If the
Project is to terminate on April
30, 1985, then essentially nothing
can be done in the area of long=-
term training at this late date.
If the Project’'s first phase is to
be extended without additional
funding, then our minimum recom-
mendation is that the agricultural

engineering training slot Dbe
filled with a GURC candidate at
the earliest possible date and
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‘that the candidate be sent off for

long~term training by mid-~1984 at
the  latest. Finally, 4if the
Project is to be extended and more
funding is - also available, we
recommend that the whole external
training plan be sericusly re-
evaluated with two major objec-
tives: providing a better balance
of skills t0 the envisaged nucleus
0f expertise needed to plan and

" implement -project 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
economics, rural sociology/social
anthropology, and +tropical agro-
nomy. The latter objective would
essentially involve carefully

" considering ° the full range of

skills and personnel requirements
for a Phase 1II Project effort
which would have much broader
responsibilities for land |use
evaluation and planning in the
Extreme North Province and 1in
which the current Project activi-
ties would be integrated to some
as yet undetermined extent.

Finally, while the present Project
plans for additional . external
training activities are not an
issue per se, the evaluation team
wishes to express its support for
two planned activities -and offer
two suggestions for -additional
activities. @ The two planned
activities 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 ILCA
headquarters  and certain range
management/livestock production

projects. ‘The two suggestions for
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additional activities are that the

range management specialist and
her counterpart visit existing
range : management/livestock
projects sponsored by USAID and
the World Bank 1in Niger, Upper

Volta, Mal: ané ESenegal and that

the agroncmist and his counterpart
visit agronomic research centers
in the same four countries. With
regar@ to +the range managment/
livestock p»rojects, it is suggest-
ed that visits be made to USAID/
Niger's Rangec and Livestock Phase
II Project im Tahoua, Niger;
USAID/Mali's pPhase III Livestock
Project; and USAID/Senegal's
SODESP Project. In addition, - it
would be helpful for this team to
visit the World Bank livestock
projects located in Zinder, Niger;
Bobo Dioulasso, Upper Volta:; and
Tambacourda, Senegal. For the
agroncmist and his counterpart,
visits are suggested to the
ICRISAT Sahelian Center outside of
Niamey, - Niger; the ICRISAT re=-
search center cutside of
Quagadougou, Upper Volta: the

SAFGRAD/ICRISAT research unit at

Sotube, Mali; and the ISRA

research complex in Bambey,

Senegal.

EXTENSION
1. Activities

'In the project reorganization document,
extension activities are seen to be synoe
nomous with in-country training activie
© ties. These activities are envisaged to

include the following:

A

The Project will provide extension
support to agencies and organiza-
tions serving the Project zone.
It will plan and execute, in coor-
dination with official and 1local
leadership, training programs,
tours, demonstrations, seminars,
and field days designed to estab-
lish &an information and sikills



103

delivery system from the Project
. to the livestock and ‘agriculture
" producers. :

" B. The Project will also provide
* training and material requirements
' necessary to establish, execute
and evaluate controlled grazing
and integrated 1livestock/agricul-
ture demonstrations. Coordination
will be affected with concerned
agencies (MINEPIA; - ‘MINAGRI).,
organizations - (SODECOTON), local
leaders and producers: through

" methods noted in the above para-
graph to realize maximum adoption
of the demonstrated - improved
practices.

C. An extension information sub-
activity will be supported by the.
Project to maximize coordination
"and: dissemination o©f applicable
regsearch originating- from the
Project and other agencies. This
wiil facilitate training of agents
~and leaders and further 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 extemsion agents.

In general terms, the Project has been ful-
' £illing ‘the objectives of the project
reorganization document and we have every
" expectation 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 cocor-
dination meetings and seminars with local
government agencies and parastatals 1like
" SODECOTON. ©Unfortunately, the interest in
these coordination 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 the Project. T"":x.ne.lly, the
Project has been innovative in its use of
varicus signs and markers +o identify
project actlvzty sites and foster a sense
of partzclpatlon on the part of collaborat-
ing farmers and herders and in ita use of a
monthly newsletter in TFrench which des-
cribes project activities and results. The

_princxpal client group for this newsletter

is prlmary .8chool children but the

Project's expectation is that such a dis-

tribution eventually reaches the parents of
these children. In addition, the Project
routinely sends . its gquarterly progress

. reports to government ministries, USAID/

. 2

Yaounde, and development agencies in
Extreme North Province.

Issues

" The evaluation team's zeview of the

extension activities and philosophy has

~; isolated the following issues for consider-
Qjationz _

A. The general lack of detailed know-
ledge of local production systems
ag practiced Dby farmers and
herders - .which is a precursor to
effective two-way communication of
development ideas and technolo-
gies. And the implicit adoption
of a system of one-way communica-
tion with farmers and herders in
which these persons are viewed as
recipients of the Project message
with no concomitant responsibility
on the part of +the Project +to
listen to or try tc understand why
farmers and herders do what they
-do now and how this affects the
posaibilities £for change in the
project zone.

B. The lack of the ability to commun-

~icate with farmers and herders in

local languages =~ . particularly

Fulfulde ~ by most Camerconian and

all American - staff and the

American staff's further problens

in attempting to  communicate in
".French.
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The fact that the Extension
Specialist has Dbeen forced to
assume what appear to the evalua-
tion team to be an excessive
number of routine administrative
tasks and has been further divert-

. ed away from his primary respon-
. sibilities by a perceived need to
. supervise all aspects of the fire-

break and water point construction

.__prbgram.

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 in the zone and can provide

effective'feedback and evaluation
of these activities from the

perspective of the farmers and
‘herders, coupled with the apparent
" Project policy of selecting its

field agents on the basis of
characteristics relevant to the

. Bmerican team but less relevant to

the objective of effective com-
munication  with farmers . and
herderg. '

The perceived need for a Project
training center and transient
guarters at the Mindif Project
Center. ;

;'The lack of an evaluation and
" monitoring capacity in the Project

independent o©f the project tech=-
nicians who are presently forced
by circumsteances to be both the
implementors of project initia-
tives and the Jjudges of their

. Bucgcess.

Recommendations

‘The evaluation team presents below its
. recommendations on possible ways to deal
. effectively with' the issues isolated above:

A.

With regard to the Project's lack
of detailed knowledge of local
production systems, we Dbelieve
that Project operations have been
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handicapped by the absence of any
social science contribution to
daily project discussions, plann-
ing and irplementing <f field
activities. Elsewhere in this
report, we -have strongly recom—

‘mended the reinstitution of the
‘project evaluation and monitoring

unit and the reemployment of, at
least, a livestock eccncmist and a

'social anthropologist. In addi-

tion, we ‘feel very strongly that
the project staff in the immediate

. future and th:oughout the remain-
der of the Project must make

exceptional and continuous efforts
tc deliberately allocate more time

" for technicians to get into vil-

lage situations in the pilot zone
and outside it in contexts that
are not always oriented toward the
project staff issuing instructions

-'and dicta to herders and farmers.

The effort here must be directed
at a much mora sensitive under-
standing of ‘"herder/farmer con-
ceptions of their production
systems, why things are done as
they are presently, and what
objectives/aspirations these
people have for themselves and

“their families. Such an under-

standing can only <ccme, we
believe, if project staff deliber=
ately make 2 concentrated effort
to listen to local people as juxa-
posed to the current modus
operandi o©of talking at local’
pecple, '

Cur second - reccommendation is
directly linked +to the £firast in
that effective two-way communica-
tion Dbetween local people and
pro;ect staff is severely hampered
if personnel of the Project do not
have a common linguistic capabil-
ity with 'local pecple and addi-
tionally have difficulties in even
communicating among themselves.
All evidence we have seen in field
interviews and in discussions with
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project staff leads us to believe
that commnunciation problems are
severe Dbetween the Project staff
and local people - with very few
of the staff in place being able
to speak Fulfulde at anything
above a rudimentary level - and
even serious at the level of com-
munications in French. -~ With
respect to the latter problem,

" there were several moments in our

discussiors with Project staff
when rather fundamental elements
of the overall project strateqgy
were presented from diametrically
opposite viewpoints by Project
staff (i.e. waterpoint design and
pPlacement, strategies for the
development cf livestock- in the -
extreme North Province). As a
consequence of these cbvious probe-
lems, we strongly recommend that a
pre-condition to assignment of
Cameroonian £field +<echnicians and

" staff to the Project be fluency in
" Fulfulde in addition to technical

competency. For the American
staff, more intensive French pre-

paration is called for in =some

cases and we Dbelieve Fulfulde
lessons should be instituted £or
all technicians as soon as pos-
sible and continued throughout the
remainder of the Prcject.

In a ralated communications issue,,
i1f in” fact a bilinguzl administra-
tive assistant is required in the
Project principally to serve the
needs of 2American 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 the absence of the .
American team. If, on the other
hand, an administrative aesistant
to  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 recruited and paid by
the CGURC and, in our mind, does
not have to be bilingual.

We believe +that the extension
specialist in the Project has been

put into ‘a most unfortunate posi-

tion basically as a result of GURC
ingsistence that the separate posi-

"" tion of contractor Chief of Party

"be dropped in the reorganized

project, coupled with the GURC's

" seeming inability or unwillingness

- ko recruit and appoint a Project

" 'Director until this year. This
" "has meant that the extension

‘advisor has ©been unnecessarily

burdened with the respomsibilities

- of being a proxy for the absent
' Camerconian Project UDirector, in

addition to his responsibilities
to Experience, Inc. and USAID/
Yaocounde as Chief of Party, and has

. had to perform his assigned duties

without adequate administrative
support or secretarial staff. The
situation has been made worse yet

";by the diversion of the extension

" specialist from his primary res-
" poneibilities +to acting essen-

tially as a construction super-
visor for all firebreak and water-

‘peint  construction activities.

However, now that a full-time
Camerceonian Project Directcr has
been appointed and the Theavy
egquipment specialist and the
project agricultural engineer are
more capable of organizing and
supervising all 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-
cccupation with construction
activities which detract from his

| primary responsibilities in exten-

sion. He sghould 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 staff, with the assis-
* tance of GURC.and USAID experts,
- should . seriously reevaluate the

present ~employment criteria for
monitors in the Project with a
view toward what sort of an agri-

- cultural/livestock agent system is

likely to be most effective in

- communications between the Project

and the 1local 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
- £111 these: two roles are funda-

mentally different. The technical
aide certainly needs a higher
level of general education, French
capability, and literacy/numeracy
skills. fThe village-level inter-
mediary, on the other Thand,
basically has to be of the 1local

- people, familiar by vwvirtue of

personal  inwolvement with the
project interventiocns, and willing
to serve as a focal point for the
process of two-way communication
between . the Project and the local.
pecple. We, therefore, recommend
that the- Project consider insti-
tuting a two~tiered system with
technical aildes and village inter-

mediaries,” with the latter being
the present: collaborating <farmers
and a similar group of leader
herders. These leader herders
ghould not automatically be
assumed to come from the Lamido/
Lawani/Jawro hierarchy in which
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the Project has placed so much
trust -and confidence in the past

-but from among the ranks of

genuine herders in <the project
zone. :

The need for: a Project training

center and transient quarters at

‘the Mindif Project Center has been

difficult for the evaluation team
‘o - assess. . -There appears, at

- best; to be a need to have occa-~
-gional meetings with local leaders

and government officials at the

-Mindif Center. With proper plan-

ning, we believe these needs could

.usually be serviced with day=-long

sessions in the present Project
conference rocm. This would be
particularly true if the GURC ful-

- £ills ite outstanding commitment
to - construct  adequate storage

facilities to permit the Project
to. move the present accumulation
of .seed” bags and other such
materials out of the conference
room. - With respect to training
courses for herders and <farmers,
we strongly recommend that the
Project -adopt the working rule
that all such training take place
in the villages of the project
zone with project staff going out
to the local people -~ and camping

. there as necessary - rather than

continually requiring the 1local
people to come to the Center for
such training.

With.ﬁzspéct~to the Project news-
letter which is given to elemen-

-4ary school : students who are

expected 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 1ldeas of the Project to

. their producer parents.
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PROJECT INPUTS

' 9.1. - USAID Inputs

The USAID Grant contributions to the Project are provided to
fund the cost of technical assistance, training, commodities,
construction, and other local costs; according to the terms
of Amendment No. 5 to the Project Agreement signed July 15,
1982. : :

l; Technlcel Aaalstanﬂe

Ezeept for a pe:so:ml services contract

" for the position: of Advance Project
Administrator between August - 1978 -and

August 1979 and a host country contract

© for the Construction Monitor position from

L. 7. March 1979 ‘to June® 1980, all technical
Z..- - assigtance- to .the project has been sup-
"n.7 ° plied by Experience, Inc., commencing July
27, 1979. Technical assgistance has been
provided in accordance with Amendment No.

' - 5 to the Project: Agreement since its sign-

- ing in-1982.

2. Tralni ng

The Grant is funding long-term training
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 1long=term
training participant has not been nominate
ed by the GURC. ' (Refer to Section 8 for
details on Project training activities).

3. Commbdities

‘The Grant has and is continuing to £und
commodity - procurement as outlined in
Amendment No 5 to the Project Agreement.

34; Conetructlon

"USAID inputs towards construction of the

"Mindif Project Center have been fulfilled
in accordance with the terms of Amendment
No. 5 to the Project Agreement.
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Other Costs

Costs associated with this budget item, as
outlined in-Amendment No. 5 to the Project

-Agreement, are on=~going and provide a

support function for the technical assis-
tance team and for the Mindzf Praject
Center. . _ o «

Asgsessment of Commodity Procurement

The data used iﬁ'ﬁhis-séctioﬁ were obtain-
ed from the USAID/Yaounde Supply Manage-
ment Division's Project Committee Status

.Reports.

A. It was found that.in -most cases
' " there were no inspection and
receiving. reports on file for
procured . project commodities.
Given the absence oOf these
reports., the contractor's Chief
of Party . should complete an in-
ventory of . all  AID-procured
Project commodities before the
Project audit .- scheduled for
February 1984.

B. Commodity procurement has been
piecemeal without .evidence of a
planned procurement schedule. It
appears there was inadequate
planning by project personnel and
USAID/Yacunde in advance ordering
of Project commodities. Hence,
the untimely procurement of
necessary commodities became a
constraint to implementation of
Project activities. For example,
Project vehicles for the tech-

. nical aassistance -team were not
ordered until the arrival of the
team's Chief of = Party in
September 1979, Three other mem=-
bers. of 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 U.S. veh-
icles arrived in May 1980 con=~
current with the arrival of four
additional members ¢f the techni-
cal assistance team.

C. With all good intenticns, but due

to inexperience, the Project's

_ Advance Adm;nistreto: ordered

- gome 1nappropriate commodities.

The electrical generators for the

. Mindif Center were ordered with-

out adequate sgpare parts and

without consideration of their

. high  fuel consumption rate.

Inappropriate veterlnary supplies

were ordered as discussed under

- animal  health activities in

Secticn 8. '~ Improvisation by the

technical assistance team has

found uses for such things as the

tilt top trailers but these uses

cannot justlfy their costs or the

. fact that they are not approp-

. riate for the Jjob - they were

- intended to perform. Also, in

this category is the drilling rig

. which despite many attempts at

- improvisation has been found to

be hopelessly inadequate for its
intended purpose.

Due ta the suppcrt and mainten-
ance 'provided by the North
Cameroon Liaison Office Garage in
Maroua, ‘the £five Chevy Blazers
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.

‘Assessment of Construction Inputs

“The Project strategy of proceeding first
.-, . to build the Project center as the primary
", activity of a pilot project seems illogi-

cal and ill conceived. The single most

' exhaustive source of Project time, money

~and energy has been the Mindif Project
" Center. Pully 45% cf USAID's dollar ine-

puts to date into this project have been
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consumed by the construction, maintenance,
support and administration <f this com-

Construction of the Mindif Project Center
began in July 1979. Two members cf the

.technical assistance team. occupied incom-

" plete housing at Mindif in September

8.

1980, Eﬁnal'ccmpletion of U.S.-financed
construction at the center was completed
in September 1981

There  exist no official earmarking docu=
ments .in the form of Project Implemen-

~ tation Letters (PILs), authorizing dis-
.bursement of Project £funds between USAID

and the GURT for $582,000 in expenditures
on Project construction. Several letters

between USAID and CPLS on the subject of

construction costs and payments are in the

_USAID Project files. This same mode of

operation without earmarking documents was

_followed for $87,682 in disbursements for
- Project housing rentals and gasoline pay- .
. ments; as well,  §7,000 was spent for

miscellanecus - spare 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.

Assessment of Other Costs Budget Line Item

" A. Mindif Project Center Operations
Funded by USAID Grant Contribu=-
tions

Amencdment VIII to the Experience,
- Inc. contract signed October 14,
1981, authorized the contractor
- to assume responsibility for
disbursing funds  for Project
operational <costs during the
period of the Project reorganiza—
.tion. Pils 1,2, and 11 authoriz-
ed putting funds for operation of
the Mindif Project Center at the
. disposition of the Contractor's
Chief of Party in conformity with
established budgets.
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Amendment .No. 5 to the Project
Adreement - provided for GURC
establishment and administration
of a system to facilitate and
control disbursement of and
accountability for Project

'funds;-fPIL No. 10 dated March 7,
- 1983 " specifically detailed the
“"‘accounting -system and clarified
the procedures necessary to ful-

£411 +the *“'terms of Annex II,
Article B, "Section B.5 o0f the

- .Projedt Agreement. This PIL laid
the ground work for the Camercon-
“ian Project - Director to asasume
- administration of the local

currency’ account for the opera-
tion o¢f the Mindif Project
Center. Thia responsibility has

not vet been officially trans-

ferred due to the fact that the

Minister of HINEPIA has-*"not

signed ~the 7 ‘Joint’ GURC/USAID

- Project: ‘budget submitted in’ June ‘-
'1983.  ‘Hence, operations -at'the.":
‘Mindif Project Center 'are hamper-

ed and limited by the funds left .-

Project's accounting proccdures

Funds earmarked by PILs 1,2, and

11 were - advanced  to the

PILs 1 and 2 have been submitted
to - the Controller's Office.
Vouchers ¢o clear-“advances made
on PIL 11 need +t0 be submitted by
the Project © once funds are

- Iiguidated so that '‘the authorized
‘funds  for ¢perating costs can be

fully accounted for.

o accqunting system ‘and" vertifica=
% tion '‘of its conformity -to USAID -
requirements were ‘given by the "~
USAID/Yaounae*-Fihahcial”‘Anal?at“ o
during her: review :0f -"the -~

' Contractor Chief of Party. The
vouchers for the advances made on

L gt e

; Approval “ the - Projcct‘ D

n
I
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. B. PRevolving Fund for Animal Nutri-
. tion

Punding in the amount of §10,000
was aunthorizzé by PIL No. 2 dated
April 13, 1983 as a revolving
-2 ..-.. . fund .for .animal nutrition. A
- memorandum from the Agriculture
T LR .» =« - and Rural  Development Office to
Cwfs= o oo ... the. Cont,.actor Chief of Party
ST dated December 7, 1981 outlined
. .+ ... .the regulations and aooounung
s u.h .o . procedures .. governing monies
B . released. to -this £und. The
N Y S .. Project. ‘Officer must obtain a
i vl s full . acﬂount:x.ng of these monies
: from the Chief of Party a.nd the
P : ‘ Proiect Director. ‘

9.2. . GURC Inouts _

. The Pr:oj ec:t Grant Ac:*eement executed between the Govermments
of Cameroon-and the Unitzd States, on May 18, 1978 called for
GURC.. cantribut:.ons of $2,123,000 .to the Project. 0f this
total,; 51 508,000 was "in kind" cont.n.bm:.ions and the remain-
der .oﬁ $6.'!.5 000 wac - for . Salar:.es of personnel and support
costssy .. Do B T .

Amendment No. 5 to the Projéot "Agree'ment wag signed July 15,
1982. increased GURC Project contributions to $4, 317,000 which
represented .$291,000..in "in kind" contributions, §$1,018,000
for financing Cameroon:x.an peraonnel commitments, $180,000 in
commodities, §670,000 in capstruction costs, and $2,158,000
" in other.costs including ooerating costs. transport, and cer-
tain. activity aupport items. ,

1. Personnel P .
Amendment Ho. . 5 td> .the Project Agreement
was signed on . July 15, 1982. A
peTE T e Cameroonian Project. Director was appointed
s wes o :.and. officially .inctalled on February 17,
Lot il 1983.: To date no Deputy Director has been
appointed.. . Therefore, both the Project
~e. .. .Dpirector .and Contractor Chief of Party
. must: devote . their ‘fime to performing
~routine administrative tasks which would
..«  be.delegated to the Deputy Director and an
. ,administrauve ass:.ai:ant R

of the 26 management support personnel to
be financed by the GURC, 21 are in place.
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Five Camerconian technical counterparts
are also in place. No counterpart to the
heavy equipment specialist has been pro-
vided. No suitably qualified agricultural
engineering counterpart has been assigned
to receive long-term training in the U.S.
To date, three agriculture- technicians,
three 1livestock technicians "and three
extension information. technicians to have
been financed by the GURC have not been

‘assigned to the project.

Commodities '

The GURC has procured vehicles for
Camerocnian technical personnel and has
provided some veterinary supplies. Other
commodities have not yet been procured.

Construction

The GURC has not funded its construction

commitments to the Mindif Project Centar.

Other Costs

Operating costs,. transport and activity
support are being funded by the GURC in
accordance with 2mendment No. 5 of the
Project Agreement.

9.3. Financial Analysis of Project Inputs

1.

USAID Inputs

Tables 1l-7, on the Financial Status of
USAID inputs present the associated finan-
cial inputs into the Project's five areas
of activity and administration and support
categories. They show expenditures to
date and projected expenditures required
to complete project activities by the
Project completion date of April 30, -
1985. In Tables 1-7, the first column is
the aggregate of expenditures for £fiscal
years prior to the project's reorganiza-
tion in 1982: i.e.expenditures through
Fiscal Year 1982. .

Table 8 presents expenditures from 198l.
A quarterly financial reporting system was
initiated by the Controller's Office of
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USaID/Yaounde in~ -March' '1981. - Table 8
represents the Project's £inancial plan
with Project inputs in five ‘budget 1line
item categories: - technical - assistance,
training, commodltzes.'-constructlon and

~ other costs. ThHesé budget line items and
their ‘assoclated inputs are discussed in
Amendment N&. 5 t6-tha Project “Agreement.

The contlngenqy‘and‘inflatlon budget line
item appea:i;ng in the -Amendment has been

‘eliminated and these "financial contribu=-

tions proportioned into the five budget

‘categories. R

A?:From Tahle 8, ‘it is projected that to ful-

2.

£111 ' present USAID commiitments to the
project,~ as per Amendment No. 5 to the
Project Agreement; a total of $5.2 million
will be spent. This represents a reduc-
tion in USAID Project: funding ‘of §1
million. A major factor contributing to
this" reduction  has been thé: improved
&xchange rate of the ‘U.S. dollar against
the FCFA currency. The exchange rate used
for USAID Grant contributioni..described in
Amendment No. 5 was 250 FCFA to one U.S.
dollar. ‘The presént’ rute is over 400 FCFA

. to $1 OO.

As evidenced by the Project funds obligat-
ed but not spent in FY 82 and B3, the rate
of expenditure -for USAID-inputs has not
proceeded as planned due to the consider-
able delays in Project ‘-implementation
experienced during the Project 8 reorgani-
zation. _

Ca

'GURC Inputs

The GURC,'sectloﬁ 10.27 GURC inputs, is

not contributing to- 'the Project as agreed
in annex I of ‘Amendment No. 'S of the
Project Agreement. ﬁe%ﬂ?mh&cm-
tributions for 1982-83 were t& have been
245 million - FCFA. "Howéver, only 10
million - FCFA' was authorized for the
project "during the government 8 budgeting
session. Through™ a &pecial act of the

- Office of the President on March 22, 1983,

the GURC provided additional funding of
300 million FCFA~ ;o the Project for 1982-~
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83 expenses. Due tc the late appropria-
tion of this money, however, only 60
million FCFA could be disbursed by the end
of the fiscal year on June 30, 1983.

In June 1983, the Project Director
submitted the joint GURC/USAID Project
budget for 1983-84. The total GURC con-
tributions dutlined: in this budget were to
have been 565 million "PCPA.° After .five
months,; several revisions, and a consider- .
able reductiocn in funding, the budget has
still not been approved. - Because of this,. .
no assessment can be made as yet as to the
GURC's financial support and commitment to:
this project. Howaver, . a8 noted in
Section 9.2. on GURC lnpuﬁs, the govern-.
ment is behind schedule on ‘it3 commitments
and <financial contributions to Projcct,
personnel, commodities, and construction
budget line items. The Project Director
has been requested to submit documentation.
to USAID/Yzounde . on the ‘status of GURC
Project contributions and expenditures,
bath = those administered: by CPLS . and,
MINEPIA. o - .



Table 9-1» PFinancial Status of USAID Inputa: Bummary Table of Project Activities

ot R
" .

' FY 84 .. _ 'Fi 85 . _ﬂ%tii“

Pinancial Status of FY 78-82 FY 83 Projected . Projected Projected . .

Project Inputa Expanditures Expendituras Expanditures Expenditures _ Bxpahditures Comments
Total 2,634,629 1,070, 450 1,009,867 ° 344,180 > 5,142,826
Grazing Lane Manage~ o o R N
ment and Conservation: 508,201 624,234 442,351 113,099 - 1,687,885
1. Technical Asaistance 475,201 208,234 312,351 80,099 . 1,083,885
2. Commoditiea 33,000 416,000 130,000 - . 25,000 . 604,000
Animal Healths: 31,018 — 5,000 5,000 " 41,018 -
1. Technical Asasistance 16,018 —— ~——— —— 16,018
2. Commodities 5,000 s 5,000 5,000 - 15,000
3. Activities 10,000 ———— ——— o~ — . 10,000 .
Increased Assoclation
of Agriculture and :
Livestock Production: 304,905 156,108 96,108 16,018 - <. 573,219 .
1. Technical Assistance 282,985 96,108 9¢,108 16,018 . 491,219 - |
2. Conmodities 22,000 60,000 | w—— ——— 82,000
Trainings 18,000 45,000 108,000 . 15,000 186,000
Extenaion: . 272,306 48,054 48,054 26,032 - 396,446
1. Tachnical Assistance 272,306 48,054 . 48,054 . 28,032 ' 396,446
Adninistration and
Bupports 1,500,119 197,054 394,054 167,031 2,258,258
1. Technical Assistanca 403,119 48,054 110,054 28,031 509,258
2. Commodities 976,000 21,000 90,000 10,000 497,000
3. Construction 582,000 ——— ——— ———— 582,000
4. Other Costs 139,000 128,000 194,000 129,000 590,000

Notes Technical Assistance per man month = §$8009

0z7T



Table

9-2: Financial Status of USALID Inputs: Grazing Land Management and Conservation

i

. ’ FY 84 FY 85 Total -
Financial Status of PY 78-82 FY 83 Projected Projected Projaected
Project Inputs EBxpendituras Expend{turas Expenditures Expendltures Expenditures Comments
Total 508,201 - 624,234 442,351 113,099 1,667,885
Technical Assistance 475,201 208,234 312,351 88,099 1,083,885
1. Riénge Hanagements 160,180 80,090 96,108 16,018 352,396
F. Abarcombie 24,027 24,027
D. Gipe 112,126 112,126
L. Rasmussen 24,027 - 24,027
L. Cloboski . 80,090 96,108 16,018 192,216 ) ] .
2. Agricultural '
" Economists: 66,742 24,027 24,027 114,736 FY 78-82 33% of
: time spent on
5 Range; FY .84 &
‘ - A B5 6 mos. of
. TDY
3. Bociologisty 200,223 ) 200, 225
4. Agricultural ' : ’ '
" Enginear: T 48,054 - 72,081 96, 108 .24,027 240,270 . _
W. Leathom 48,054 ) : ) : 48,054 508 of time
. . : R spent on Range
P. Childa 72,081 36,108 24,027 192,216
9. Neavy Fquipment : ) .
Specialist: 56,063 96,108 24,027 176,198
Commodities; © 33,000 416,000 130,000 25,000 604,000
TrUCK!. 9 ton 33.000 . 31.000
Neavy Equipment 416,000 416,000
Service Vehiclae £5,000 55,000
Niscellaneous 75,000 25,000 100,000

12T



Table 9-3: Financial Status of USAID Inputas

Animal Health Component

FY 78-02 . .
Expenditures rY 84 FY 85 Total
Financial S8tatus of prior to Project FY 83 Projected Projacted Projected
Project Inputs Reorganization: Expsndituree Expenditures Expanditures Expenditures Commerit.s
Total 31,018 5,000 5,000 41,018
Technical Assistance: 16,018 16,018 o
1. Veterinarian TDY 16,0106 16,018 A. Antroinen
Animal Nutrition ' '
Demonstrationas 10,000 10,000 Rotating fund
L . . foxr purchass of
livestook and
feead
Commoditiem 5,000 5,000 " 8,000 15,000
1. Veterinary _ . . - o
Supplies 5,000 5,000
2. Support of ) . ;
Veterinary Posts 5,000 5,000 10,000

Hote:

Technical Resistance per man month = $8009

[4A¢



Table 9-4: Financial S8tatus of USAID Inpute:
Increased Association of Agrlculturo_nnd Livestock Production

FY 78-82 ’ ~
Expenditures FY 04 FY 085 Total
Pinancial Status of prior to Project YY 83 Projecten Projected Projected
Project Inputs Reorganization Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures Pxpenditures Comments
Total 304,985 156,108 96,108 16,018 573,219 .
Technlical Assistance: 282,985 96,108 96,108 16,018 491,219
1. Agronomist 216,243 96,108 96,108 16,018 424,477 '
2. Agricultural - .
Economist 66,742 . . 66,742 33% of hie time
: spant on
agriculture
Commoditiess 22,000 60,000 : + 82,000
1. Trailer 22,000 22,000
2. Agricultural .
Equipmant 60,000 60,000

Notes Technical Aseistance per man month = $8009

ETT



Table 9-5: Pinancial Status of USAID Inputes Training Component

Pinancial status of

FY 78-82
" Expenditures
prior to Project
Reorganigation

Total
Projected
Expenditurea

FY 83
Projected.
Bxpenditures

FY B4
Projected
Expanditures

FY a3

Expenditures Corments

Project Inputs

Total

18, 000 45,000 108, 000 15,000 186,000

Long Term Training:
1. Pamo, E. T.

2. Engoulou, E.

3- “u‘a' T. 8.

45,000 42,000 /15,000
17,000 ——— ——

18,000
14,000

119,000
35,000 PhD Range

Hanagement at
New Mexico

' C State

University

M3 Agricultural
Extenaion at

Utah State

: Univaxaity
42,000 MS Animal

. Sclence at New

Mexico State

University

———— © 15,500 ™~ 21,000 5,500 42,000

——— 11,500 21,000 9,500

ghort Dérm Training:

——— ———— Three pereons

: for USDA man-

i . et agement short
course and
obaorvation
tours of U.S.
agricultural
production
management

36,000 —— 16,000

ghort Term Obsarvation

Toursi

Eight partici-
pants to Kenya
and Ethiopia
for range man-
agenent and
livestock
production

30,000

- -

30,000 ——

Technical Assistance
Horkahops

8ix counter-
pacrts travel to
Yaounde and
perdiem

——— 1,000 —— : —

yTT



Table ©-6: Financial Status of USAYD Inputs: Extension

FY 78-82
Expsnditures FY B4 FY 85 Total
Financial Status of prior to Project FY 83 Projected Projected Projected
Project Inputs Reorganigatiosn Expenditures Bxpanditures Expenditures Expanditures Cammenta
Total 272,306 48,054 48,054 28,032 356, 446
Technical Assistance: . .
1. Extanajion Specialist 272,306 . 48,054 48,054 28,032 396,446 FY 83, B84, 85
. 508 of tima
spent on

Extension

szt

Nota: Technical Asaistance per man month = §8009



Tabla 9-7: Flrancial Status of USAID Inputegs Admlnlattatlon and Support

YY 78-82 : .
Expanditures : FY 84 FY 85 Total
Financlal Status of prior to Project FY 83 Projected Projacted Projected
Project Inputs Reorganization Expenditures Expenditures Expenditures - Expenditures Comuents
Total . 1,500,119 197,054 394,054 167,031 2,258,2%8
Technical Assistance: 403,119 48,054 110,054 28,031 5689, 258 .
1, Chief of Party 192,216 48,054 48,054 28,03} 316,355 FY B3, 084, 85
. U . . . 50% of Chief
of party/
Extenstion
Specialist's
~ Time spent on
Administration
2. Agricultural Engineer 48,054 48,054 50% of W.
Leathom's time
spent on Mindif
Center
caonatruction
3. Haintenance Chief 96,108 96,108 A. Villanneva
4. Agricultursl Economint 66,741 66,741 338 of H.

_ Schar's time
spent on non-
related praoject
efforts at CPLS

. in Garoua

Evaluation: ] 62,000 62,000 .
Commoditien: 376,000 ‘21,000 : 90,000 _ 10,000 497,000
1. Generators 23,000 23,000
2. Repalr & Maintenance

Supplies . 43,000 43,000
3. Household Furaishings 211,000 211,000
4. Office Purnighinga 20,000 20,000
5. Vehicles ] 79,000 79,000
6. Radlo Equipment 21,000 21,000
7. Replacewent Vahicle 75,000 715,000
8. Miscellaneoua 15,000 10,000 25,000
Constructions 582,000 562,000
1. Mindif Project Center 536,000 536,000
2. USAID GQarage in Maroua 46,000 46,000
Other Casts: 139,000 126,000 194,000 129,000 $90,000
1. Mindif Project .

Centex Operations 108,000 96,000 156,000 91,000 451,000
2. Veshicle Maintenance 31,000 32,000 38,000 38,000 139,000

Note: Technical Assiatance per man ponth = $8009

9T
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PROJECT QUTPUTS

1. Specific Project Outputs

Specific project outputs related to each of the five areas
of the Project activity were discussed in Section 8 of the
report. Infrastructural ocutputs not previously ennumerated
include: .

A. The Mindif‘Project'Center which comprises:

1. Forty-elght hectares of fenced demon-
'stratlon area; : :

2; An access roadAgrid and drainage system:;

3. Seven houses, one garage, oOne equipment.
storage hanger, one office complex, omne
drying floor, one cattle feeding facility,
- one generator shed, <five drilled deep
wells, one hand-dug well, and guard huts.

B. Miscellaneous Commodities:
f..These commodities totalliing approzlmately
$933,000 have been procured and are being
utilized.

2. Pro;gct Documentation

The cual::.ty of project documentatz.on to date is disappoint-
ing. In scme 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 writing.
The work of Mr. Schar, the Project economist, is a good
example of this. Whereas it is evident that he collected an
incredible amount of data during the one and a half years he
worked in the Project area, some of his analyses are super-
ficial. For example, in his sampling procedure, he pur=
poaively selected subsamples of farmers who used animal
traction and people who considered <themselves livestock
specialists in corder to have useful data for comparison with
the general farming population. BHBowever, he only makes one
comparison based on this data which 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.P1) Even this single comparison
is rather superficial. Data from other Sahelian countries
shows that in general, larger households adopt animal trac-

~ tion and that their farms are generally larger +o begin

with. Parmers using animal traction may expand their area
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under :production somewhat but the only way to get at this
information with one year's data is to look at the area
-under preoducticn per active worker. Schar unfortunately
does nct present these data. : ‘

The document written by Mr. Kulibaba, the Project
Sociolog:l.st, raises some serious questions about the narrow
focus of the Project on herder-farmers . and farmer-herders to
+the exclusion of the “nomads®. Be also raised scme valid
«questiona about. the criteria by which the. Project evaluates
itself, i.e. in terms of number .of meetings held, etc. The
‘gvaluation team feels that it is . extremely unfortunate that
Mr: Kulibaba: did not produce more documentation. In his End
of. Tour Report, the only document we could f£ind by him, he
cited two reports which were to be .produced but which did
not exist, at. least in Cameroon. 'They were: C

A) Range Use Dossiers f.or +he Three Pilot Zones in
-. the Diamare Plain; and .

' B) -The .Ethnotaxcnomy :of Plants and Plant Communi.-
" ties on the D:.ama:e Pla:.n

The manuscripts of rthese documents ‘were said by current
project -persocnnel to have never .arrived in Cameroon. Mr.
Kulibaba, when contacted by the :evaluation team in the
United States, claimed. that the Project had a complete set
of documents written by him on file. He further stated that

these 'and other documents. were. completed before he left
- Camercon (extept for the ethnobotanical study), that copies
were left. with the ‘Project, and indeed that the "Range Use
Dossiers”™ -had been used by other project personnel in plann-
ing the grazing blocks.

The reporta of the short-term conaultants were generally
better. Mr. Abercrombie's report concerned the Project
~design and therefore has little relevance for the current
Project. Dr. Antroinen's report was good and dealt directly
with the issues he was asked to report on. 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 classifications, on use of the
rasource inventory prepared by USAID, USDA/SCS and FAC(59)
which specifically contains a disclaimer to the effect that
the information in it should not be used directly for range
management planning without extensive verificaticn on the
ground.

Mr. Gipe and Mr. Nuza's reports on feeding "trials" were
disappointing because they have little scientific validity
(see Section 8.3.2 paragraph 5).
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‘Mr. Cahalan hzs written one report on his att empt.. to £ind a
-guitable perennial forage legume to. be inserted in a. rota- .
tion system. In addition, he reporteé some further results
'in a discussion paper prepared in-early 1982 (9).Be. should
write a more up to date report both on his agronomic trials
iand on the results of the survey he hesc just finished con=
“cerning . farmers* cvaluatums of . nhe : ,ag:onomic;.,: package
offared by the }?ro‘tect 5 :;-': TS uwm R A O S T

‘Prc’_:act Documentatzcn must be impzmed. < Parhaps. the -most
«{important output. of the .Project to dates ig . the. experience
gained by its: . tecmiz::a.ns If this is 'not. documented- in
..repo:ts i.directed - &at..: speca.fm subjects,. the : experience -4is
“fogt .’ to the: .Pro:acn and to .Cameroon when the :technicians
hleave. ' The evaluation . team  feels wery: ttrcngly t.‘na.t at
least the following reports should be writtems: - » lsxs oo

. A Cahalan should report the result.s of his

e ﬁindiﬁ-uou...voudaye reg;on ‘with the: object of

convincing SODECOTON af +the superior produc~
tivity of the varieties he tested;

B. The technical =ssistance .team,: together with -
: — . their Camerconian "counterparts should produce: - .
odn 0 Las” synthesis: report de'taiiing +the  results - oft..,
Bk *all -Project act:x.vz.tics s.mce t‘xe az:rival of _
" -...‘":.' sthe-teams - -
c. “The - Projen*- .staf‘ should f.lso produce a- =co-
se.1 .« ‘herent. overall - Project-strategy- statement.and ...
Teow .. adetailed plan of work to cover. the remainder ..
. . of-the- existing Experience. Incx. cont.rac‘:. by

March 1, 1¢84: and ‘
, D. If the Project extenzion is accepted and the
Yolwds . socloeconcmic unit is reinstated, the technis- -
oo +ejans shoald asttempt to analyze  Mr.- Schar's-:. -
T o Jamd M, Knlibaba'e’ data  in order to: producs. .-
Yoo the baseline data necessary £or praject. implew: .-
<l Imentation .and evaluation. - Perscoanesl attached sl

-0 .the unit shouid meet with Mr. - Schar. and: =

“Mrs Kulibaba: in ordar to benefit from-thedyr: .. -

SRl L >personal mpress:.ons and ideasé a0 v i
HES "_',:'i'."" i __ . Y U mE =1 o
TS SZaot osomL L RIS PR A S ¥
c i 3 PRTBAPOL I SR

3
{
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‘PROJECT EFFECTS PLANNED AND UNPLARHED

The evalunuon team found it :meossible to dbserve anything
that “could ‘be -clearly identified ‘as ®long-term, planned

‘affect -0f the Project in the Mindif/Moulvoudaye -arega,:with
the obvicus exceptions of the physiéal consiruction at: the
“Project Centér and the demarcation—of the Graczing Bldeks.
“This was ‘the.¢ase-because, in effect, the - Proiect: has ‘just

Ppegun many --of + its activities in the 'period -after the
Teorganization -and a“period of one year: is’ toco- short -a: time
to -obgerve: and ‘verify  long=term: cause:and ‘effact relation=-
ships. )

The evaluation team, therefore, confined ‘its cbservations on
projected and possible effects from the current Project
activities to discussion in Section 8 of the report. We
perceive this section to be concerned with observable long-
term effects of Project activities and find we have nothing
to say on this subject at this time.

2. Unplanned Effects

Pastoralists, agro-pasturalists -and agriculturazlists in the
Project area do not constitute self-sufficient units but
rather are linked together by a complex web of social,
economic, and ecoclogical relationships. Viewed as three
forms of adaptation to the local eco-system, together they
constitute a wider economic unit, which has developed
through the exchange of goods and services, and which cannot
be easily disaggregated into its component groups.

In: trying to imprcve range conditions by controlling grazing
schemes, the Project technical staff decided to delimit
three Grazing Blocks. However, in the delimitation of the
deferred graring schemes, we do not believe planning took
into account the interests of all the users of the local
natural resources.

The present system of Grazing Blocks ignores the rights of a
sizable portion cf the resource users and excludes them from
their traditionsil grazing lands by recourse to the threat of
force frem local administrative authorities. The basis for
the exclusion ©f scme herders seems to be a regretable dis-
tinction which is made by the Project staff between herds
belonging. to sedentary groups, on the one hand, and those
belonging to non-sedentary groups. The former groups are
seen to have a stronger proprietary claim to graging in the
Procject area; while the latter groups'’ long-term grazing
rights in the area tend to be discounted or disregarded by
the P:oject. _
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We feel that the Project staff’'s. attitude toward <the npon-
sedentary groups is based on arbitrary criteria for discri-
mination between two different residential pat.te:ns by
technicians who do not realize the complexity of the inter-
nal egquilibrium in the- local-.social-sub-gystems_ and who have
-not fully evaluated the.potentdally . tragic consequences of
-their .actions in terms -of -human. survival: among these herder
-groups.. . Therefore, the: evaluation team-has.reccmmended in a
number of different places .and -gontezts 'thut anch moTs reon-
sideration be.given to .the: potential .social .consequences of
4ie Project's -actions in d:.sruptiau,, of. -the+ socig-cultural
:epvironment. and: that the range managemex;t :program, -in- parti~
- .qplar, .-be refpz:mulgted ‘to:coxzespond with. local, raali-tz.as.
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" -LESSONS LEARNED':i'-

This section presents the evaluat:.on team's summary of what

., can be learned from the experience of the Project to date.
"All points raised here’ have -‘beeu dealt with -in  other
K aections of the report. _

. 1. “The most 1mportant -‘.Lesson to be lea"ned is— that devel-
opment of & livestock sector ‘requires a- much longer
time frame than the current five~-yvear mandate: for the
. Project. This is particularly true given the long
generational *:x._nterva.ls of cattle, the- long paridcde of
-7 time required to reestablish- optimal range conditicns,

w73 5i% the variable weather <conditions ‘in ‘the ‘Project area,

_and: the ‘large’ ‘number - of biological parameters waich

5 FL0Y st - be estimated over “time <to -establish-“a viable

ra.nge.r managment ‘system+ " -Whae- is -needed is- a program
' approach and a long-term commitment on -the part of the
GURC and the donors to a -ccherent -overall -strategy in

, Tesource management, as oprosed to a project approach
“ which is by definition 1limited i*in Dboth-“"time and

" scope. " This issue is- dea.lt-- with in ‘more- ‘detail in
s Section 8 l 3 of the report. T e

‘2. The' ‘aecond © leseon is “Ehat - excellen"' sccio-;economic
data collection and analyses is required bothuprior to
arid in conjunction with all Project interventions.
The need for this type of research and monitoring is
emphasized’ in Section 7 on Project Benef:.cia,r:.es and
in Section 8.5.3.

3. The third lesson is that a very clear distinction must
be made between the implementation of general theories
which are universally true and the application of
technologies which are derived from general thecry but
must be adapted to and tested under local conditions.
Sect;jl.-ons 8.1.3 and 8.3.2 deal with this issue in more
detail.

4. The fourth lesson is thnt long=-term academic training

’ for technicians must be accomplished early in a proe-
ject’s life so that returning trainees can participate
in the Project and profit from the on-the-job experi-
ence. This issue is elabcrated in Section 8.4.2..

S. The £ifth lesson is that Project activities and per-
~ sonnel 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 s¢ involved in implementing day-to-
day project activities that cne loses one's parspec-
tive on the o¢verall goals and objectives of the
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project and how the project relates +toc the host
country's socio-cultural environment.

The sixth lesscn is that communication with pecple 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.

The seventh 1lesson 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 world which are amenable to solution by
individual technicians working within a single
discipline and in isolation. Section 8.4.2.
elaborates on this point.

The eight and final lesson is that there is a need to
encourage more initiative £from the private sector.
The evaluation team feels that these initiatives can
be stimulated by the creation of Livestock Herders'
Associations in this particular case but the point has
wider application.
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- SPECIAL COMMENTS

1. Elements for the Extension c¢f the Phase I Project

The following is a list of the elements and activities upon
which we feel the Prcject should focus for the remainder of
the current phase and throughou" the Project extensiocn until
December 1987:

A. The reinstatement of a soc:.o-economic unit
should be a cond:.tion precedant to the exten~
sion of the Phase I 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 to produce the research, monitoring
and ~internal evaluation work- necessary to
carry the Prcject to a -successful -conclusion
and - prepa.re the way - for a poss;ble Phase II
Project.

B. In order to crsate a well-balanced a.nd criti-

'~ . ¢al mass of Camerconian expertise to carry out

a Phase II Project and/er to carry on Project

" activities after Project termination, the

.training component muat 'be aubstantially
expanded. n ' ' - o

C. A new “grazing block" system ahould be insti-
tuted immediately. A much smaller grazing
trial/demonstration program should be conduct-
ed in a much more vigorous scientific manner
with fixed protocols, timely and comprehensive
data collection, and prompt analysis and
write~-ups of the research results.

D. The current grazing blockes should be used for
demonstrations in controlled burning, control
of brush encrocachment, soil and water' conser-
vation techniques, grass reseeding actzvitias.
and water point development.

E. A revised policy on water points should be
instituted on the basis of a seasonal grazing
strategy involving consideration of Both the
Diamare Plain and <the South VYaeres Eco-
Systems. The policy should include:

i. Smaller water points, widely distribu-
‘ted, and placed in accordance ‘with the

N
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cbserved grazing patterns in the Project
area and which are subject to drying out
- in the dry season; and

ii. Shallow wells in the Diamare Plain deve-
loped as a function of the herds (i.e.
size and types of herd animals) which
remain in the Diamare Plain throughout
the dry season.

. Three Livestock Herders' Associations should
. be formed before the erd of the extens:.on
phase as per Section 13.3 below).

'.Prelmz.nary | socio-econom:.c . 'reconnaisance
- studies should be carried out in the South

Yaeres Eco—-System in order to gather data on
local production systems, distribution cf pop-
ulation and herders, .and the relationships
between agriculture and livestock enterprises
in the area.

More emphasis should be placed on animal pro-
duction activities resulting. in a more balanc-
ed approach between these activities and range
management activities already in place. These
activities should include on—=farm demonstra-
tions o©f small ruminant feeding using crop
by=products, helping Livestock Herders'
2ssociations to establish their needs for sup-
plementary feedstuffs and mninerals, and
devising a rationeal and low-cost system for
provision and administration of veterinary
vaccines and other medicines to livestock.

If funds are available, trial aerial surveys
should bDe carried out  in . the Mindif-
Moulvoudaye regicn in order to dJdevelop the
capacity and test the methodclogy for rapid,
low-cost censusing .of the project area prior
tc the initiation of 2 Phase II Project.

The project should pursue contacts with the
MINEPIA team responsible for fly eradication
around N'goundere in order to conduct trials
on elimination and/or long-term control of
biting flies in the Project area.

The Projact agronomist should write up the’
results of his attempts to develop 2 viable
rotation system with perennial legume. In
addition, he should report the results of his
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" adaptive  reszezrch on  peanu: varieties to

" -SODECOTON in & writtern donument. ‘kesponsibi-
“dity for “extension of ithis rotztion system
should be leiZif +o SOLDZCIIJN. - Furthermore,
research on perennia’ forace crops should be
passed over to z joint IE-./..RZ effort,

..-:. EIQEEﬂtS for a Phaz;e Iz P"'Oj«‘:c

I 'I"h.e fo]_.low:.ng is 2 list-of elements and. activities
" which we Zfeel would be: important +o ' any Phase II
M- Project: . . ] - Tl . . . -~ -

. A. A3 a condition precedent +to a Phase II
‘Project, a iand use ‘planning unit sghould be
- agtablicshed in the Exirema North Province to

o _"‘u"ndertake' a mejor land resources evaluation
- study. ' This study should prcduce necessary

- data and analyses tc &allow the institution of
a process *o set priorities for land use and
" development in the _area. The goal cf such an
activity should be'- the establishment. of an

- -aquilibrium- between ccmpeting - claimants for

"land use ‘based upon the land's  highest and
best use and the need teo sustain resource
productivz.*y in the long—tez-.n.

“BJThe Prcject '-sh uld provide fnnd:.ng for routine

- -aerial surveys of the Dianure Plain and the
"South Yaeres Ecc-cystems. = Bach year in the
-~ former area, two curveys shoculd be conducted,
- one- at the beginning of Septexber and one in

- January or February. - Caly one survey in
January, of sach vecar vwould be necessary for
‘the B8pouth Yaeres Ecc-cysten. The current

“aerial gurver systyer being utilized by ILCA in
Wegt Africa can cwisus up to 64 independent
veriables in a gingle overflight with a turn-
arouné time of zpproximately four months from
“initial overflight <c production cf the final
analysis of an area. i , E

7 Co A major effort should be undertaken to eradi=-
- cate noxiocus niting fiies in certain zones of
‘Mindif-Moulvoudaye area and .in transhumant
areas between thig area and the South Yaeres.
"This would open additional land for grazing

- during +the rainy- season and reduce pressures
in the present grazing areas. - S

P. A trial grazing block system, such as the one
recammended for the Mindif/Moulvoudaye area,

Best Available Documant
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--should be set .up in the CScuth Yaeres to study
the::gecond. half cf the annual grazing system
-and . .develop appropriate  grazzing management
:t::ateg:.es a.nd land use p-ans for this Eco-

syst.em. T

E. Progect peraonnel should expanu their activi-
"ties with Liwvastock Hardere' Asscociations.
The Associations formed during the extension

1uve¢ phase -should . be encourageé in their or-going

*1 activities and the Project should. build upon
this initial experience in developlng addi-
t:.onal Assocz.at:.ons.

F. An an:unal scient:.st should be a member of the
;- Phage IX Project team.. His main responsibile
~.-..~'-,-¢.:L~'ty.. shoulé be to0- -'collect data to estimate
- production: parameters: for herds and £flocks
voipuch - a8 age at -first calving ..or lambing,
- length of calving intervals, milk production,
- .length of lactation periods, weight lcsses in
c-animals during the dry seascn, and other such
:variables. - He should alsc attempt tc monitor
rseasonal herd and f£lock movements by marking :
-certain- local animals.. . ‘

G. Adequate long-term 1'_1' :Lning should be made
*. available to Cameroconlian personnel to create
- the critical mass of local oxpsrtise neseded o
carry out and expand project activities while,
.u.;at the sgame - time,: -allowing for personnel
::attrition GQue to within service transfers,
promotions, and other factors. It is parti-
‘cularly critical.to have perscnnel trained in
. the social. sciences such a3 rural sociology,
.2 social. anthropology ard ag icul tural/ livestock
. economxcs. .

H. ‘The.. developmen* of water points should be
7 continued:. based on the experience gained in
the Pnase I Project.. -, o

I. All livestock and range management activities
' ghould be transferred £rcm 4%he existing
- Project intc the Divisicn d'Amenagement des
Paturages et d'Hyd.raulique Pagtorale. Fur-

. thermore,  the -socic-economic unit o¢f the
Project should be mstitut:.onalized within the
framework of MINEPIA. .
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3. General Comments on- lenstock Eerders' Association

1. ~Introduction R
The evaluata.on team views the creation
of Livestock Herders' RAsscociations as a
necessary - institutional <£ramework for
the development of livestock production’
in the Extreme North Province. The goal
of this Sub-Secticn:'is to present the

" avaluation team's -general views about

- the internal structure of these associa-
’-tions and the main criteria for the
organization. 3

"A. Basic Structures of Social Life

" The Livestock Herders' BAssociations
" should bDe made up of homogenous
groups wnich reflect the local social
structure and’ economic organization.
With regard '+o - the sedentary and
semi-sedentary- social groups in the
‘project area, ‘'even & brief socioclogi-
“-"cal analysis allowed us to distin-
- Y4 v "i.guish three Ltasic - levels in the
Leno 7 s soelial f structure: - the family, the
0o " nelidhborhcod and the village.

4. The wvillage, called saare, is the

basic urnit of -all social and

‘economic life. * The concept of

el family can be more or less extend-

e ed according to the local ethnie

s ' groups. It could include not only

th= spouse(s) and children of an

individual but =2ls0 the married

TR T e sons with ¢their spouse(s) and

' ‘chiléren or evan hired labourers
{‘he:ders or- farm workers).

] ‘ii. The neighbo*hood. called fattude,

. e constitutes a more structured

B residential unit, which is made up

.by Thomogencus ' familial groups,

. S having common goals and economic

v Ee e interests, on the basis of kinship
7 and residential proximity.

iii. The village which can be called
either siire or wuro: Dbasically,
the giire 1s the village of non-
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moslen people, i.e. the population
called “pagans", such as  the
Toupouri, the Guiziga, the Moundan
etc., while the wuro is the
~village of the moslems, i.e. the
FulBe and the Bornuans. This
ethﬁo-religipus distinction has
lost 1its significance but it
retaing certain value for the geo-
grapher for the spatial location
0of the .habitat and  the socio-
economist (i.e. the two categories
represent two different production
systems, the farmers with limited
animal enterprises and the herdera
with casual CTrop .a:ning).

. With regard to the herders with no
crop farming (i.e. FulBe, Shuwa
Arabs, WoDaaBe) the conception of
territory is wider. than that of
sedentary peaple,. no longer in-
eluding - limited : ané fixed geo=-
graphical structures but rainy
season and dry season grazing
areas and, +transhumance trails

. between the areas. Th term wuro

(plural guvre) designates at ~ the
same time the kinship group or
fraction and migratory group. In
other wordés, for the nomadic
herders, there is a correlation
between the kinship group and the
group who “de facto® cooperate in
management of space, and who
organize _Comman transhumance
patterns. ‘The kinships concept is
rooted in concrete relationships
+ at . the level ¢£f pastoral and
- economic life complex systems of
animal transfers through gifts,
- loans, inheritance and through
intermarriages. . Several gure
eventually constitute a more com=-
plex wmit, the lenycol or clan,
which iz a more or iest vague cul=~
tural unit and which unites people
£rom the same ancestry.
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The “Bomogeneity® Crirerion

The evaltation team Ybeiieves that the
abcve mentioned gensral considerations
ghculd ferm a basis f£or identification
angd organl"ats.on cf Livestpck Herders'
Associations Guring the extension gphase

‘of the Project. qosnogenez*y ghould be

the basic coris erir‘n for the choice of

' 'pctentz.a.l socia.}. groups as Asgociaticns.

"In fulfulde, the -wor *E-_a_ttaJ. can form

the lingustic  and cultu’*al translation
of the concept of homogeneity: pottal,
frem the verb fotta which means to
meet", sign:.f..es uagreeu:nem:, consul ta-

" ‘tion, ‘collaboration*. This concept is

not abstract. It 13 & dynamic, geo-

" graghically located concept. Pottal is

then “tha.-space ‘'of the meeting, oOf the
encounter™ Tae term pottal deals with

"the hbri'zrmtal structure of the gociety,

i.e. the solidarity bonds betwaen indi-

viduals, the mutual '@ assistance, the

exchange, the division of the work and
the gharing of the reaeponsibilities. It
is° the necessary complement of the
concept of laarm. that is -the chiefta2in-
ghip, the political’ power which deals
with "the vertical structure of the
society, i.e. the relationships between
chiefe and client groups, the hierarchi-
cal stztus and the imperative norms.

The %erm pottal therefore signifies
" aceociation in a dynamic sense: it is

everything +that pulls together indivi-

Quzls, which unifies by concrete link--

ages, which draws people intc consulta-
tion on specific tasks and goals. In
sedentary gvcubs, the neighborhood is
the milieu where the pottal can grow,
whereas for +the ncmads th:.s milieu is .
the wuro/ fractlon. "

" The Sharing of Responsib:.lities within

the Groacs

- Bach’ homcgencrus group;” ‘neighborhood or

friction, organizes itself around its

- specific needs. In contrast to the

political - power ~which 1is inherited,
soccio~technical roles are  assigned by
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virtue or” competence. Thus, the kaydal
means “the pastoral leader, the man who

_has a receg_n:.zed competence and who has
. a power about everything concerned with

. herders and natural resources; the

. masay, on the. other hand, means the

agricultural leader, the man who has a

v recognized competence ccncerning agri-
‘eultural .subjects and the timing of

different agronomic operations . The

~ka§dal {(a° fulfulde word) is always

from . amongst  the  pastoralists,

‘whereag the. masay. (2 guiziga word) is

generally chosen from the .agricultural-
ists. Everybody, wz.thqu* ethnic dis-
tinction, -follows the .e.dv:.ce of these
authorities whose power/imfluence is not
perceived to be in . conflict with the

. " political power to the laamiDo, or the

jawro.. = The Xaydal. a’.z_za_tﬁ'e massay
£Ogsess a power wviich "the technical,

. -magical and religious . aspects are
ine‘.trmabl_v linked. . Thus, to give an
. example, it {s the ka;dal who knows the

needs .of ca ttle in relation to the vege-
tative sta.ge of the range; but it is

.also the kaydal who is a diviner knowing

the secret formulas to protect the herd

_ from. the da.ngara of u:.ld animals.

Conclusion .

The _evé.luatic.m:-team thinks that this

type of anthropolcecgical and sociological
study should continue and the concepts
should be more thoroughly examined dur-

. ing the  extension Of Phase I Project.

our . recommendation is tha.t at least
three Livestock Herders' Associations,
reflecting local social structure and
cultural . values, be formed before the
end of the Project. By virtue of the
principle of homogeue:.ty, we believe
that these Associations -‘should be made
up. of a2 limited pumber. of  families
(i.e. between IS amd 3€),. . Théey should
be organized around—- the- concept of

- shared responsibilities, according to
‘the . competence of the persons involved

in order to meet the Feal needs of the
pecple. Each Association’ could have a
revolving fund at its d;sposit;on which
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will be created by means vhich hiave yet -
to be defined. 'I'h.a will serve to pro-
mote a series of activities to l_ncrease
the pastoral productivity and to improve
" the welfare of the local  populazion.
- Included in these act:.vit:.es could bes

A.' A herd of young male a.zumals to be;
fed out for uarketing,

B. A herd of females to be fed out for “
. local milk production: S

- Ce An internal. credit system to sustain . .
o familieg ™ dur:l.ng cr:.tical periods of
. :_:-the yaar1~ S

D Crca.t:l.on o£ sma..‘l.l storehouse for the
- Afsociation containing a wide variety
‘of: . basic necessities for livestock
production - such as medicines, both
human and animal feed supplements,
--.and the l:.ke.

?With:.n the framework of the Associa-
tions,  a: training program could be
undertaken +to provide each group with a
number of technical gpecialists from
wlthin :Lts membersh:.p, such as:

A. A pv:a-veter...nary assistant;
: B. A para-mea:.cal assi stant;
C. A range management specialz.st-

"pv A specia.list ‘4n well digging and.'
. ma.mtenance- and

ﬁ.. Special:.sta -ins. i:mroving the manage-
-~ ment andiskills of the local small-
acale :.nduatries.

The Ena.se II Project should hawve - the

two=-£fold objective of extending Associa-
- tions :to other social groups and creat=
ing a more:complex institutional frame=-
work which 1links several Aascociations at
the regiocnal ‘level into “village"” and
"pagtoral” ccomunities, as per the
gtated policy of GURC in 1981-86 Five
¥ear Plan.
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PROJECT CHROWGLOGY g

‘1. Int:odnctzon

The project chronology llsted,below has been pieced together
from a..combination. ©f existing project documents, the
project officer's ohronolog;cal fz;es. and interviews with
projsct peraonnel. SR .-

2. Prolggt Chronology

Date | T T aetdvity

June 1974 - .. . MNotification from the GURC to the United

- States and French assistance offices in

Yaounde that:. the government desires

assistance in developing plans for the

modernization of the livestock sector in

the area north of the Adamaoua Plateau.

A Governnment objectives in the proposed
- . fplan were: - . . :

A. The. . aoflnltlon of a long=term
water program:

B. The strengthening of measures

.~ against certain diseases;

‘ C. ' The study of land use to better
. : . delineate .zomes for livestock
' ’ and agriculiural production:

D. The intensive utilization of
agro-industrial: by=-products and
harveat wastes; and

E. The control of the tsetse £ly
south of the Benoue.

July-September The United States responds to the GURC
1974 - . request by proposing that a prefeasibil-
: ity reconnaissance be carried out in

conjuncticn with the Development

SR : Aggistance .-Plan (DAP) exercise for
~Lias ‘Cameroon alroady planned for 1974.

October- A ten person interdiaciplinary DAP
November 1974 plamning: team is- fielded and recommends
: that AID -assistance efforts in Cameroon
- pe. addressed to aasisting the people in
northern  Cameroon, -the country's poorest
region. - This area was selected for con-

centration because:
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A. It was compatible with the
Congressional Mandate in force
at the time:

B. The emphasis of the GURC was
placed upon reducing regional
income disparities;

C. The - Sudano-Sahelian semi-arid
environment was o©f concern to
the United States due to the
impact of the "Sahelian drought;

D. The activities requested by the
GURC 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 scme expertise relevant
to the problems of semi-arid
agriculture and livestock.

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 ecoclogical 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/foced crop rotation in
conjunction with rotation for leguminous
forage crops and livestock production.
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'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 regicnal 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. lLachaux, 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 Dbaseline survey of 1land,

: 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 projects
so that these projects can be
submitted to the donor community
for financing.
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February-March
1975

April 1975

May-October 1975

October 1975
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Representatives of AID anéd 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 and an eight-man
(later expanded to ten-man) livestock
project design team would be jointly
financed by AID (33 man-months) and FiC
(22 man-months).

On the basis of the above agreement, an
AID Project Review Paper is prepared by
Rulen, Bahl, Ferguscn and Abercombie and
AID/W reviews this PRP on March 5, 197s.

Final approval for the three phase study
is obtained by memorandum from AID/W
dated April 7, 1975. The estimated cost
of this study is 332,000 deollars.

The land rescurces 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 amocunt of £funds actually made
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 the
amount of time required for drafting,
editing, synthesizing, translating and
discussing the actual reports.

These difficulties assume the dimensions
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 terms 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 wnen 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 1land
resources study and is seriously con-
cerned that AID/FAC might be undertaking
another general survey. Thus,
Cameroconian 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 strategy.

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 projects to be
designed. The GURC believes that geo-
graphically specific actions would be
difficult to plan and initiate because
they 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 £inal 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 £or 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 number of mincr revisions.

The Project Paper is revised to reflect
the issues raised.

The AID/W project committee reconvenes
and reviews the revised Project Paper.
The prcject committee on July 11, 1977
unanimously approves the revised Project
Paper and recommends 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 1level of
$6,200,000.

USAID office in Yaounde negotiates and
finalizes the Project Grant Agreement
with the GURC.

The Project Grant Agreement is signed on
May 18, 1978 and the North Cameroon
Livestock and Agriculture Development
Project officially becomes a GURC/USAID
development project effort.

Mr. Rick Carron 1is hired by personal
services contract as the Project Advance
Administrator. He selects the location
of the present project site at Mindif in
collabeoration with GURC personnel.

Amendment I to the Project Grant
Agreement is signed on September 5, 1978
and allocates an additional $21,000 for
ccmmodities. 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 Dy host
country contract to oversee the con-
struction of houses and other facilities
at the Mindif project center.

2Zmendment II to the Project GCrant
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 project
center is begun.
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The contract between Experience, Inc.
and AID, as represented by the Regional
Economic Develcpment Services OQffice
(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.

Mr. Rick Carron, the Project Advance
Adminstrator, finishes his assignment
and leaves the project.

Mr. ©Peter Daniells, Chief of the
Experience, Inc. team, arrives in
Cameroon on September 16, 1979.

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, 1Inc. agricul-
tural economist, arrives in Cameroon and
is posted to the CPLS office in Garocua.

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 given the addi-
tional administrative duties as project
director by +he CPLS and the USAID
cfficer 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 2zone also
based upon the original Project Paper.
At the time of his departure, the issue



March 1980

April 1980

May 1980

June 1980

152

of underfunding for the project in com-
parison with its expected outputs is
already being raised by +he Experience,
Inc. team. '

2mendment No. III to the original
Project Grant 2Agreement is signed on
March 17, 1980 and allocates an addi-
tional funding of $564,000 primarily for
technical assistance. Total funding for
the project now stands at $2,489,000.

Mr. Bouba, an agricultural technician
with a specialty in agricultural engi-
neering, is assigned to the project as
the second counterpart £ram 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
project. Mr. Donald Gipe, Experience,
Inc. range management specialist, is
posted to the project. Both men take up
residence in Marocua.

In a project memcrandum date May 22,
1980 is found the £first mention of the
need for a possible project reorganiza-
tion to bring precject 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 agricule-
tural economist charged with conduct of
all socioeconomic surveys.

A memcrandum from Mr. Peter Daniells to
the USAID Mission Director in Yaocunde
contains a proposal for redesign of the
project. He cites the overly ambitious
scope ©f work and the 1lack o©f GURC
participaticn in the project as primary
reasons for this proposed redesign.

Mr. Michael Orban, construction super-
visor, completes his contract and leaves
Camercon.
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Mr. Thomas Cahalan, Experience, Inc.
agronomist, and Mr. Nicolas Kulibaba,
Experience, Inc. sociclogist, arrive in
Maroua. Their azrival ccmpletes 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-
lities and equipment. He is to train a
Camerconian counterpart but no such
person is appointed during his contract.

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 results
of these +trials are eventually written
up in “Results o©of the Grass and
Leguminous Forage Adaptation Trials
1980-1981 Seasons" (1l1).

A revised Plan of Action for the £first
year of the project (1980) is precduced
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. Beka, Ingenieur Agronome
(Zootechnie)

Mr. M. D3jitik, Ingenieur Agronome
(Genie Rural).
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Mr. Djitik actually serves the prcject
for only two weeks although his appoint-
ment remains in effect until 1982. Ne
advance notification of the arrival of
these counterparts is made to the pro-
ject by the GURC and no provisions are
made in advance for their housing or
other matters.

Mr.. Thomas Cahalan and Mr. 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 project 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 MINEPIA, MINAGRI, MINEP, USAID
and the project chief of party on
November 28, 1980 which marks the offi-
cial beginning of the project reorgani-
zation effort. S

A method of earmarking project funds
with PILs for various expenditures 1is
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 agreement with the GURC.
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Eight hectares are secured by the pro-
ject for the satellite center for irials
et 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 in a report entitled "Cattle
Feeding Trial Report" by Mr. Donald Gipe
and Mr. T.S. Nuza (23). This study pur-
ports to 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 Garscua
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 GURC 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 Animal Health Services in the Mindif
Arrondissement" (2).

Mr. Donald Gipe, project range manage-
ment specialist, completes his assign=-
ment and leaves Cameroon after producing
an end-of~-tour report (24).

Six farmers begin to participate in the
project crop rctation trials with assis-
tance from 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

?reas of the Arrondissement of Mindif"
51).
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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 £crage seed
multiplication plots are planted on June
25, 198l.

Project range monitors are +trained and
begin working in Grazing Block I.

Mr. Angel Villanueva leaves the project.
A report entitled "A Survey of Water
Resources and Distribution in Mindif"
(39) is issued by Mr. Nicolas Kulibaba.
It presents data on water supply systems
and well locations and types in the town
of Mindif.

The controlled grazing schedule on
Grazing Block I is instituted.

Mr. James Jackson, USAID project offi-
cer, departs Yaounde and Mr. Richard
Goldman, deputy agriculture and rural
development officer, becomes the interim
project officer for the project.

On August 11, 1981, a meeting of CPLS,
USAID and project team representatives,
chaired by the Governor of the North
Province, is held to review the project
reorcanization plan proposed by USAID.
During this meeting, it was decided
that:

A. The Mindif-Moulvoudaye project

: should retain a certain autonomy
and there was opposition to
placing the project under the
MINEPIA.

B. CPLS should remain the executing
agency for the project.

C. The project does not need a
Cameroconian 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
engineer, and the heavy equi
ment maintenance specialis
All other +team members shou
leave upon ccmpletion 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.

USAID Yaounde did not agree with all
the decisions and they were subsequent
revised at the Ministry 1level
Yaounde. -

Dr. D. Dairou, veterinarian and counte
part, is transferred to Yagoua
Livestock Sector Chief and leaves t
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 pericd of t
project reorganization.
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U.S. financed construction at the Mindif
center 1is completed and the project
personnel begin using the office complex
for the first time. Prior to this time,
project personnel were regquired to
conduct all their business £from their
houses. :

Mr. H.A. Schar issues "Farming Systems
in the Arrondissement of Mindif: A
Status Report” (48). This is his final
farming systemns analysis for the
project.

The project conducts a ¢tour of the
project crop rotation trials, grazing
blocks and the Mindif center for
interested farmers and livestock
producers.

Mr. Nicholas Kulibaba issues
"Socio~phygical Status of Grazing Block
I" and distributes the report locally.
No copy is found in the project files.
The project conducts the first meetings
with livestock producers surrounding
Grazing Block II.

Mr. H.A. Schar and Mr. Issa Ousman issue
"The Profitability of Small Farm
Enterprises in the Arrondissement of
Mindif: <+he interrelation of labor and
income" (52). This report emphasizes
the cash £low problems and labor
bottlenecks £faced by farmers in the
project area and purports to show how
these factors inhibit them from adapting
recommended practices.

Mr. H.A. Schar issues "Prospective on
the TFuture 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 1is 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 wvisit with <the IBRD Project
Centre-Nord.

Mr. H.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. lLeroy 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 developrment agencies working
in the project 2zone is hosted by the
project at the Mindif Center.

On January 31, 1982, a meeting is held
in Yaounde with participation of
MINAGRI, MINEP, CPLS, USAID, SODECOTON,
and MINEPIA to fully discuss the respon=-
gsibilities o©f 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 c¢on-
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 MINAGRI, a CPLS representa-
tive and other 1local officials, meets
with project personnel at the Mindif
Center to review the project. The
status of the project reorganization and
the CPLS position on taking no further
role in project support or implementa-~
tion actions are discussed. .A radio
press release portrays the project as
"marking time".

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 development efforts in the project
zone and to increase interest in the
project's research program, the techni-
cal assistance team circulates a discus-
sion paper and holds a meeting with
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.

Cn February 26, 1982, Mr. H. Tchoukdira,
Ingenieur Agroncme (Vulgarisation)
arrives 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 GURC
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 +the marketing of
agricultural produce is discussed with
the National Cereals Office representa-
tive.

Mr.. N. Kulibzba moves to the Mindif.
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 eguipment requirements, . the
technical feasibility of the project,
the proposed increase in GURC cash con-
tributions f£or project support, and the
nominations o©¢f US specizlists 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 intensify with livestock pro-
ducers in Grazing Blocks I and II.
Firebreaks and perimeter trails are
being cut by hand labor at this pecint.

Training sessions are held for £farmers
participating in the on-farm crop rota-
tion trials and trial plots are laid
out.

On May 24, 1982, Mr. Chris Phelps
arrives in Cameroon and Dbecomes the
project officer for the project at
USAID/Yaounde.

Deferred grazing is continued on Grazing
Block I for a second year and begins in
Grazing Block 1II. ‘Fourteen farmers
participate in the on=-farm crop rotation
trials.

Mr. T.S. Nuza presents the results of
another dry season feeding trial in a
report entitled "“Balanced Feeding of
Lactating Beef Cows for Sustained Milk
Production during the Dry Season" (44).
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Mr. Nicolas Kulibaba, project socioclo-
gist, leaves Camerocn after completing
his assignment and is not replaced.

Amendment No. V to the original Project
Grant Agreement, which contains the
cofficial project reorganization, is
signed in Yaounde on July 15, 1982.

This amendment alsc obligates an addi-
tional §1,500,000 for the project bring-
ing +the total U.S. funds obligated to
$4,539,000.

Following the recrganization of the
administrative structure of the North
Province, the project administrative
links are changed from the Department of
Diamare in Marocua 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 completed and sub-
mitted to USAID/Yaounde for approval.

At a meeting with nomadic herders, local
administrative officials and 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
fellow the grazing program and they are
therefore not allowed into the Grazing
Blocks.

Mr. Carl wvan Heaften, Experience, Inc.
vice-president, arrives in Camerocon to
renegotiate the Experience, Inc. con-
tract for preoject participation and to
review project progress. Negotiations
are completed in ten days.

On August 30, 1982, the candidate £for
the U.S. range management specialist,
Miss Linda Cleboski, is approved by
MINEPIA.

The new Parfect of Kaele visits the
project at Mindif. : )
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At a meeting on September 20, 1982 at
CPLS headquarters, chaired by the
Governor of North Province, the transfer
procedure for transferring ¢f responsi-
bility for project adminstration frem
CPLS o MINEPIA is reviewed. The
MINEPIA representative refuses to take
responsibility for the procject because
he has not yet received official autho=-
rization to do so £from MINEPIA in
Yaounde.

The heavy eguipment for the project
arrives in Douala.

On October 6, 1982, the USAID/Yaounde
Mission Director and ARD 0Office Chief
review project activities with project
personnel at the Mindif Center.

Firebreaks are completed on 1,300 hec-
tares of pasture in Grazing Blocck II.

A series of fire control meetings for
participating herders are held in
Grazing Blocks I and II.

On November 14, 1532, the Mindif Center
operating funde 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 management specialist for sixteen
months.

Barvesting of one ton o©f 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, 1582, the project starts
the redesign of Grazing Block II.

Mr. Philip Childs, project water and
soil conservation specialist, arrives in
Cameroon to start his assignment.

Mr. E. Ekoa departs for the United
tates to start his studies in agricul-
tural extension at Utah State
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University. These studies are expected
tc lead to a Master's degree.

Project personnel participate in prepar-
ation of the GURC budget submission for
FY 1583/1984.

On January 16, 1983, drilling tests
begin to lccate 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 Director for the
project on February 17, 1983. On the

. same date, the project 1is- officially

transferred from CPLS +o MINEPIA admini-
straticn.

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, project Theavy
equipment specialist, arrives in Mindif
to start his assignment on March 11,

©1983.

On March 22, 1983, the GURC authorizes a
special appropriation +o the project for
Fy 1982/1982 of 300,000 FCFA. This
appropriation includes funds for trans-
port of the heavy equipment from Douala
to the project in Mindif.

The project Dbudget outline for the
remainder of FY 1982/1983 projects
expenditures cf 60,000,000 FCFA.

Cn April 24, 1983:. the 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.
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Recruitment and training of heavy equip-
ment operators is begun.

Twenty-four hour per day use of +the
heavy equipment on construction o©f the
£irst water point is initiated on May 9,
1983.

The IRZ Directcr 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. Dairou, the Project Director,
supervises an endo-parasite and rinder-
pest vaccination campaign.

A meeting is held to clarify the respon-
sibilites o©f all participants in the
management of Grazing Block III.

A total of thirty farmers participate in

- the crop rotation trials at the three

project intervention sites.

The remaining pieces of heavy equipment
for the project - i.e. a2 Rome plow and a
scaper arrive at Mindif on June 4,
1983. Additional agricultural egquipment
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 Project Grant Agree-
ment is assigned and allocates an addi-
tional §$900,000 for project activities.
The total funding allocation for the
project is now §5,43%,000. The amount
of the original grant as yet unallocated
is §$761,000.
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Clearing of the perimeters and fire-
brezks using the heavy equipment is ini-
tiated and compietion of the layout of
Grazing Blocks II and III is accomplish-
ed. The firest water point 1s completed.

Deferred grazing is continued in Grazing
Bleck I and II and begun in Grazing
Block III. lanting of twenty hectares
of Andropogon gavanus is done in
Grazing Block 1.

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 ocf trees £for erosion control
purposes is started in Grazing Block I.

On August 7, 1983, 250,000,000 FCFA in
provisicnal funds are appropriated by
MINEPIA for 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 wvisit +the National Herbarium in
Yaounde for one week to study forage
species indentification. A sgeries of
aerial photos of the project =zone is
ordered.

Construction on water pocint 2 is started

. on September 25, 1983. Clearing of

firebreaks and perimeter 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 there.

Dr. Dairou negotiates a compromise on

.the GURC 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 at the Mindif
Center not completed as of the end of
this chronology:

4. Heavy eguipment maintenance
garage:;

B. Four additional counterpart
houses:

C. Project warehouse:
D. Planned annex to the office; and
E. Visitors and trainees gquarters.

Project Assistant Director and bilingual
secretarial positions £for the project
remain unfilled.

Joint GURC/USAID project budget f£or 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.. Evaluation starts at the

' Mindif Center on November 18, 1983.
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EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

1. Evaluation Team Composition

This Project Evaluation Report was prepared by an evaluation
team composed of three consultants. from Ithaca International
Limited, one representative of USAID/Yacunde, cne 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 (GURC). These persons were:

Mr. John H. Eriksen Agricultural Economist and
Team Leader, Ithaca
International Limited
Mr. Vincent Barrett Range Management/Animal Science
: Specialist, Ithaca International
Limited
Mr. Angelo Bonfiglioli Social Anthropologist, Ithaca
International Limited
Mr. Christopher Phelps Project Officer/North Camerocn
Livestock and Agriculture
Development Project, USAID/
Yaounde
Mr. Ayong Engille Ingenieur Agroncme, Chef de la
_ Division d‘'Amenagement des

Paturages et de 1l'Hydrauligue
Pastorale du Diamare, MINEPIA

Mr. Wakam Jean Economiste, Direction de Planni-
fication, MINPI.

2. Timing of the Evaluation

This evaluation was conducted in the period £rom 1l November
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 the 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
Barrett) had initial briefings with USAID/
Yaocounde 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. Bonrfiglioli 3jcined <these
team members on 21 November 1983 after flying
directly <£from Paris to Maroua via Douala.
Cameroon. Mr. Ayong 'joined the team at
Mindif, Camerocon 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,
a2 full briefing was held for the staff of the
North Camerocon 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 cf the United
Republic of Cameroon for review and comment.

E. A final briefing and discussion session on the
evaluation's findings and recommendaticns was
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
GURC briefing participants for incorporation,
as appropriate, into the £inal 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. Evaluatiocn Cbjectives

The USAID/Yaocunde objectives for this evaluation were sub-
mitted tc Ithaca International Limited as a Scope of Work
for the Evaluation of <the North Cameroon Livestock and
Agrlculture Development Project (631-0004). This Scope of
Work is appended to this report as Annex 1 and, therfore, is
available to the reader in its entirety.
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4. Evaluation Methodology

The evaluation proceeded through the customary review of
existing project documents, files, minutes of meeting, field
trip and quarterly reports to augmentation of these 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 tc 1400 hours in
field tours, briefings, interviews and site wvisits; 1630 to
2000 hours in document review and report writing. The pre-
liminary draft 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 factore affecting it. In addition, much of the
available time was spent interviewing project staff, bene-
ficlaries, and other concerned individuals. A record of the
persons contacted in the course of the evaluation 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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ANNEX I

Scope of Work for the Evaluation of the North Cameroon
Livestock and Agriculture Development Project (€31-004).

I. Background

The purpose of the North Cameroon Livestock and Agriculture
Development Project is to demonstrate in a pilot zone the feasi-
bility cof implementing through local organizations a series of
technical practices for integrating and intensifying livestock
and agriculture production while reversing the natural resources
degradation process and improving the resource base. The wvarious
project activities include: grazing land management and conser-~
vation, animal health, increased association ©¢f 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., Washingten, D.C. 20006. The project
employs five technical assistance contractors at the project site
in Mindif in the Extreme 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 Conservatiocnist,
and Heavy Equipment Specialist.

II. Objective

To conduct a formative evaluation of the project.

IXII1. 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
specialists 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 but not be limited to the following: the
Project Paper, the Project Reorganization Document,
the Project Grant Agreement with Amendment No. 3,
the Experience, Inc. contract and amendments, and
project administrative and technical reports.
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8.
9.

i10.

1ll.

12.
13.

14.
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Based on the review of these dJdocuments as well as
initial interviews in Yaounde and at the project
site during the first week of the evaluation, pre-
pare an itinerary and a 1list of potential issues
which should be examined during the evaluation.

Assess progress +to date in the delivery of project
inputs both by USAID and the GURC, evaluation of
outputs and accomplishments towards the project pur-
pose.

Determine whether assumptions of the project and its
design logic are still valid and whether project
activities, as currently undertaken, will lead to
project objectives or whether those objectives
should be changed.

Determine whether the okjectively verifiable indi-
cators and/or the project objectives are still valid
and can be utilized to measure project progress. If
not, new indicators should be dJdeveloped to enable
USAID/Yaounde to measure the project's progress.

Provide guidance to the Government of Camercoon and
USAID/Yaounde in making decisions regarding the
future of the project and assessment of feasxblllty
for a Phase II or a follow-on project.

Assess adequacy of training component.
Assess adequacy of extension component.

Assess adequacy of project infrastructure for sus-
tained project operaticn.

Assess the technical assistance component in past
and present performance.

Assess GURC inputs for administrative financial and
personnel support as well as project interfacing
with other organizations and agencies.

Assegss the commodity procurement system.

Assess GURC'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
gocal towards replication of project activities in
other parts of the extreme North Province.

Assess adequacy and gquality of project studies and
reports.
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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.

lo.

11.

The feasibility of the project establishing a
marketing purchasing association in conjunction with
the grazing blocks.

The impact of government pricing policy and other
constraints to livestock off-take and sales.

Costs versus benefits of livestock producers pur-
chasing vaccines for their animals.

Whether the grazing "block activities and the
deferred grazing system are adapted to the economic
realities of 1livestock production in the project
area and 1if these are replicable in other areas of
the extreme North Province.

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 .

The integrated agriculture/livestock .rotation
cropping system comparing crop production, costs and
labor from traditional systems tc the <rotation
cropping system, and the benefits of crop residues
for livestock feeding.

The economic costs versus benefits of the leguminous
forage fallow program and farmers receptiveness to
it.

Whether the dJemonstration trials of the rotation
cropping system are producing results which can be
extended on a broad scale.

The cattle feeding trial studies and whether the
number of animals inveolved in the trials are too
limited to apply any statistical significance to the
results.

Local 1livestock and agriculture marketing systems
and their impact on project interventions and
objectives.

Agsessment of whether the marketing systems and the
lack of farming inputs and extension services
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present insurmcuntable constraints to the expansion
of this project for a Phase Il 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 ~the assumptions behind
self-disciplined management by the existing tradi-
tional leadership with the deferred grazing system.

Whether the grazing block activities and the
deferred grazing system is adapted to the socio-
cultural environment of the project area and whether
t is replicable in other areas of the extreme North
Province.

The design of the grazing blocks and whether pasture
divisions accommodate traditional village animal
distribution patterns. Also evaluate the impact of
the project's forcing the cooperating livestock
producers to reduce their livestock numbers utiliz-
ing the grazing blocks.

The impact and perceptions of livestock producers to
the animal health interventions.

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.

Local livestock and agriculture marketing systems
and their impact on project interventions and
objectives.

Assessment of whether we have a sufficient degree of
understanding of market structures and the motiva=-
tions of local producers to intervene in these areas
with a Phase II to this project or a follow-on
project. '

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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6.
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10.
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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.

The environmental implications of the development of
stock water reservoirs in the project area and a
technical evaluation of water point capacity versus
carrying capacity cf 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?

The range condition analysis and vegetation inven-
tory sampling methodology being used for quantita=-
tive data collection in the grazing blocks and its
statistical wvalidity. ¢Recommend changes, additions
and improvements in the sampling system.

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
breaks and access trials and roads. -

The range reseeding program.

The soil and water conservation techniques being
demeonstrated.

The integrated agriculture and livestock production
system in:terms 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.

The leguminous forage fallow system and its possible
impact .for herd improvement for livestock producers.

The cattle feeding trial studies..

The livestock marketing system in the project area

and whether it presents a constraint to attaining
project objectives.

In the writing of the evaluation the consultant team
will coordinate and cocoperate closely so as to ensure
comprehensiveness and coherence in the final evaluation
report.
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The team will undertake such other tasks relevant to the
evaluation and/or o amend or modify the above scope of
work as may be deemed necessary by the USAID/Yaounde
Project Officer.

Salection Criteria for Technical Specialists

Agriculture Economist:

1.

4.

5.

Extensive experience in designing, implementing and
evaluating integrated agriculture ' and livestock
develcpment projects.

Technically qualified +to evaluate the economic
aspects of project activities.

Experienced in the coordination and production of
reports, studies and evaluations.

Extensive work experience in the Sahel region of
West Africa.

Working knowledge of French: S-3 minimum.

Social Anthropologist:

1.

5.

Extensive experience in designing, implementing and
evaluating integrated agriculture and 1livestock
development projects.

Technically qualified to evaluate the various
prciect activities for their social soundness and
cultural apprcpriateness.

Experience in the coordination and precduction of
reports, studies and evaluations.

Extension work experience in the Sahel region of
West Africa.

Working knowledge of French: S=3 minimum. Know=-
ledge of Fulfulde desirable.

Range Management/Livestock Specialist:

1.

2.

Extensicon experience in designing, implementing and
evaluating livestock development projects.

Technically qualified to evaluate range and 1live=-
stock management activities in the arid tropics.



178

3. E=xperienced in proéuction of repcrts, studies and
evaluations.

4. Extensive work experience in semi-~arid and arid
regions of Africa, preferable the Sahel.

5. Working knowledge of French: S=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 Statement cf 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 Camercon. 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
-0f the evaluation'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/Yaocunde
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, the Sccial Anthropologist, and
the Range Management/Livestock consultants will be reguired for
31 work days with 4 days budgeted for travel. The daily maximum
fixed rate for each consultant is. §$242.75 per day. The
authorized contract dates should be from Necvember 11 <through
January 20.
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LIST OF PERSONS CONTACTED
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ANNEX II

LIST OF PERSONS CONTACTED

Government of the United Republic of Camercon Personnel

Mr. Pierre Hodje Secretary~General of MINEPIA

Mr. Koumpa Issa Premier Adjoint au Prefect, Kaele
Mr. Bakari Yacouba Sous-Prefect, Mindif

Dr. Tobit Francois Chef de Secteur de l'Elevage, des

Peches et des Industries Animales
du Diamare :

Mr. Aamadou Bouhari Lamido, Mindif

Mr. Abdoul Kaciri Chef de Poste Veterinaire a
Moulvoudave

Mr. Boli Zachee Chef de Centre IRA de Maroua

Mr. Baba Abatcha Chef, Sous-~section, UNC

Mr. Jules Mandessi Chief of Studies and Projects
Section, MINEPIA

Mrs. Fotso Francoise Ingenieur des Travaux, MINEPIA/DEP

Mr. Meng Liltnag Jean-Marie Ingenieur Agronome, MINAGRI/DEP/DE

Mr. R. Diandumbe Head of Resezarch Service, IRZ

Mr. Fogang Representative of IRA

USAID Mission Personnel

Mr. R. Levin Director

Mr. B. Wilder Peputy Directon

Mr. R. Garner Controller

Mr. H. Miller . Chief Program Officer

Mr. W. Litwiller . Chief of Agriculture and Rural

) Development

Mr. L. Dominessy Deputy Chief of Agriculture and
‘ Rural Development

Dr. Abdel Moustafa Project Officer/Agronomist

Mr. R. Ruybal Project Officer

Mr. S. Scott Chief of Project Evaluation

Ms. R. Thomas Deputy Chief of Project Evaluation

Mr. T. Baranyi Contracting Officer

Project Personnel

Dr. Diarou Djalla Project Director/Veterinarian

Mr. C. Burgett Contractor Chief of Party/Extension
Specialist

Mr. Tchoukdira Hercule Ingenieur Agronome/Extension

Specialist



Mr. P. Childs
Mr. Bouba

Ms. L. Clebeski
Mr. Beka Servici

Mr. T. Cahalan
Mr. Tsamo Joseph

Mr. R. Bagrowski
Mr. Kaina Bamdandi

Mr. Djonga Alexis

Other Specialists

Mr. O. Gwathmey
Mr. W. Slocum

Mr. J. R. Leblay

Mr. Robert
Mr. Ernst Buchmann

Dr. Jean-Jacques Delattre

Farmers and Herders

Mr. Njidda Jodaade
Mr. Aji Juggal

Mr. Kamay Bayzumi
Mr. Bellc Laido
Mr. Bulama Mammadi
Mr. Usuman Bukar

Mr. Abdu Rahman Buuba

Mr. Abdu Bidauci

Mr. Hama Jam (Jowro)

Mr. Nasaru Faariku
Mr. Mallam Saydu

Mr. Sufiyaanu Sannda

Mr. Buuba Suudi

Mr. Sali Umaru (Jowro)

Mr. Yisa Umaru
Mr. Mallum Umaru
Mr. Buhari 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 4'Essais Agricole a Bakna.
{Block II)

Moniteur d'Essais Agricole 2
Horlong(Block III}

Agronomist, IRA/SAFGRAD Program
Office Manager, USAID
Administrative Office, Maroua

FAO Expert in charge of the LCBC
Pastoral Project in the Yaeres.
Chef de Region, SCDECOTON a Maroua
Director-General, SEMRY Rice
Projects, Yagoua

Livestock Specialist, SEMRY 1II
Project, Maga

Kessouo
Kessouo
Kessouo
Kessouo
FulBe Baguirmi
FulBe Baguirmi
FulBe Baguirmi
FulBe Baguirmi.
FulBe Baguirmi

~ FulBe Illaga

FulBe Illaga
FulBe Illaga
FulBe Illaga
FulBe Illaga
Baknay
Baknay
Baknay
Baknay



Mr.
Mr.
Mrl
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Nuar Hammajam {(Jowro)
Maamadu Seyn

Amini Hammaijam
Hammau Madi (Jowro)
Madi Hamman

Abbali Madi

Lesml Sinata

Usmaan Bukar

Yuguda Bakari

Umaru Lahana

Nomadic Herders

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Abuna Kadiri
Kadiri Bachir
Jibril Gorgel
Hassgsan Husseini
Hasgan Kadiri
Mahaman Yissuf
Abubakar Hami
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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