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ABSTRACT 

This paper examines factors related to the supply of hybrid maize seed in Ghana and lays the groundwork for 

research on the demand side. There are a number of public maize hybrids, but most are recently released and 

only a few are readily available to farmers. There has also been importation of hybrid maize seed, but this is now 

severely restricted. The current system for variety release is undergoing modification and has proven particularly 

unsatisfactory for imported hybrids. One of the major challenges in promoting the public hybrids has been an inef-

ficient source seed system, and this has affected the prospects of the relatively few emerging domestic seed 

companies that are attempting to produce and market local hybrids. There are also serious deficiencies in mar-

keting local hybrids. Problems in local hybrid production and marketing and small quantities of imported seed 

mean that only a small minority of farmers have experience with maize hybrids. The paper also looks at the regu-

latory and policy issues affecting hybrid maize promotion and examines the interplay between the substantial 

portfolio of donor projects supporting the seed sector and government stances and priorities. The paper con-

cludes with a consideration of priorities for seed system development and a preliminary assessment of the imme-

diate prospects for hybrid maize seed supply in Ghana. 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The spread of hybrid maize is one of the most remarkable examples of plant breeding’s contribution to agricul-

tural development. Hybridization techniques were developed in the early 20th century and by the 1930s farmers in 

the US began turning to hybrid maize. Since that time, hybrids have become a major factor in the growth of maize 

production worldwide. But the uptake of hybrids has been far from uniform. In countries such as the US and 

China, virtually all maize seed used is hybrid. In Latin America, farmers’ adoption of hybrids varies significantly by 

country (Kosarek et al. 2001). In India, the overall proportion of maize area in hybrids is 60 percent, but state-

level adoption rates vary from 16 to 100 percent (KPMG 2014). In sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) the hybrid maize 

experience is also characterized by considerable variability (Smale et al. 2011). Finding explanations for these 

patterns and proposing interventions to help farmers take better advantage of hybrid technology is a priority for 

Africa’s agricultural development. 

The introduction of hybrid maize to SSA began quite early, driven by white commercial farmers in colonial 

Rhodesia (Zimbabwe and Zambia) and later in Kenya (McCann 2005). The post-independence states continued 

support for hybrid maize, and today the majority of maize farmers in these countries use hybrids. Elsewhere on 

the continent, the situation is much more uneven. In the past decade there has been increasing donor and com-

mercial investment in hybrid maize, and its use is growing in a number of other countries in Eastern and Southern 

Africa (ESA), although often driven by government incentives or subsidies (Mason and Gilbert 2012; Abate et al. 

2015). Data from 2006 showed that about a quarter of the maize area in ESA was planted in hybrids, and this 

figure will have increased somewhat in the past decade (Smale et al. 2011). The situation in West Africa (WA) is 

somewhat different. Although a higher proportion of WA maize farmers plant modern varieties (MVs) of maize 

than their counterparts in ESA, very little of this is hybrid maize (ibid.). This paper focuses on Ghana, where de-

spite the fact that about 60 percent of maize area is planted with MVs, only a negligible proportion is hybrid (Ra-

gasa et al. 2013). 

It is important to recognize that hybrids represent a fundamentally different seed technology to farmer-

saved seed. Rather than being produced by the simple multiplication of the previous harvest, hybrid seed is the 

product of a cross between two or more inbred lines. Maize is normally cross-pollinated, and the seed obtained 

from one plant is the product of fertilization from a number of neighboring plants. A maize inbred, on the other 

hand, is produced by repeated self-fertilization, resulting in an inbred line that is itself low-yielding, but when 
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cross-pollinated with another inbred gives hybrid seed that will produce uniform plants of high yield. However, the 

second generation of this hybrid seed will generally produce a much lower yield.  

There are several consequences of this technology. First, farmers must learn that they need to buy fresh 

seed every year, which they do not have to do with the open-pollinated varieties (OPVs) they traditionally have 

used. Second, because of the investment in maintaining and multiplying inbreds and the relatively low seed 

yields in hybrid seed production, hybrid seed can be expected to cost at least three times as much as commercial 

OPV seed. Third, hybrid seed production requires skills and resources beyond those that a small seed company 

might use for multiplying a conventional seed crop. 

The final consequence is that the combination of the high skill requirement with higher seed price and a 

constant market means that hybrid technology (in maize and several other crops) has been the prime driver of 

most modern seed industries. Hybrid maize was the major factor behind the growth of the US seed sector (Fitz-

gerald 1990); in India, hybrid millet and sorghum provided the initial stimulus (Pray et al. 1991); in Kenya, Zam-

bia, and Zimbabwe, hybrid maize led the way (McCann 2005). Few other crops offer such an initial stimulus to a 

productive and competitive commercial sector that could replace the range of generally inefficient and ineffective 

public programs that attempt to provide seed to farmers in SSA. It is important to recognize that hybrid maize is 

far from the only priority for developing the seed industry in SSA, but firms that can establish profitable busi-

nesses built on hybrid maize seed can then expand to produce seed for other crops that are not served by most 

of today’s public seed programs. 

A complete analysis of the factors that explain wide variation in hybrid seed use among maize farmers 

necessarily must consider profitability both for farmers using hybrid maize seed and for the seed industries pro-

ducing the seed (Heisey et al. 1998). Farm-level profitability affects the demand for hybrid seed and depends on 

the performance of specific hybrids under farmers’ crop management and the returns offered farmers to their in-

vestment in hybrid seed. An examination of many of these farm-level factors requires evidence from farm surveys 

– IFPRI is currently pursuing this type of research in Ghana. Industry-level profitability reflects the supply side of 

the equation, and these factors are the focus of this paper. This study examines how Ghana’s current plant 

breeding options, seed production capacity, seed markets, regulatory environment, and government and donor 

support affect the incentives for hybrid maize seed supply. 

2. DATA AND METHODS 

This report is largely based on interviews conducted in Ghana from 16 July to 29 August 2015. Over 60 key in-

formants from government agencies, seed industry, research institutes, universities, project teams, and donors 

were interviewed in Accra and five regions of the country. In addition, interviews were conducted with 15 crop 

aggregators or nucleus farmers and 16 hybrid maize growers. Appendix 1 lists the persons and organizations 

interviewed. The paper is also based on a review of policy documents, reports and published literature, as well as 

field trial and farm demonstration results. In some cases requests for access to official reports or statistics did not 

receive a response. Hence, the report is based on the best information available as of 8 October 2015. 

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. First, a short overview of the Ghana’s maize seed system is 

presented. This is followed by discussion on current plant breeding capacity, imported maize hybrids, variety re-

lease processes, source seed, seed production, seed markets, and some insights on current hybrid use and per-

formance. The paper then looks at the regulatory environment, hybrid seed policy in particular, government pro-

grams, and donor support. The paper concludes with a preliminary assessment of the prospects for hybrid maize 

supply in Ghana and recommendations for institutional and policy reform. 
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3. OVERVIEW OF GHANA’S MAIZE SEED SYSTEM 

Before beginning the analysis of specific issues it will be helpful to introduce the major elements in Ghana’s cur-

rent seed system. (More detail is available in Tripp and Mensah-Bonsu 2013.) The legal, regulatory, and policy 

framework for the seed sector has been recently refreshed by the Ministry of Food and Agriculture (MOFA). A 

new seed law was passed in 2010 and the attendant regulations are approaching final form as they are made 

compatible with regionally-agreed seed regulatory standards for the Economic Community of West African States 

(ECOWAS). There is also a National Seed Council (NSC). A national seed policy was published in 2013 and a 

seed plan, detailing investment needs for the seed sub-sector in Ghana, was released in 2015.  

Plant breeding for maize is carried out by two national agricultural research institutes (NARIs), the Crops 

Research Institute (CRI) and the Savanna Agricultural Research Institute (SARI), both under Ghana’s Council for 

Scientific and Industrial Research (CSIR). Until recently seed production (e.g. for maize OPVs) was virtually all in 

the hands of a rather unusual system in which the CSIR institutes provided breeder seed to a government 

agency, the Grains and Legumes Development Board (GLDB), which produced foundation seed and provided it 

to several hundred small growers organized under the Seed Producers Organization of Ghana (SEEDPAG) for 

certified seed production. SEEDPAG members often took advantage of seed conditioning and storage facilities 

operated either by GLDB or by the national seed certification agency, the Ghana Seed Inspection Division (GSID) 

of the Plant Protection and Regulatory Services Directorate (PPRSD). The individual growers sold their seed to 

agro-input dealers for sale to farmers, or took advantage of bulk sale opportunities to various government pro-

grams. This system represents the evolution of various donor initiatives over several decades.  

There were virtually no conventional maize seed companies on the scene until 2009, when the Alliance 

for a Green Revolution in Africa (AGRA) began to offer grants and training to stimulate the emergence of local 

firms. Today there are about a dozen small companies producing maize seed, including a few producing hybrids. 

There has also been a modest amount of commercial hybrid seed from multinational companies (MNCs) im-

ported in the past few years, mostly for the use of outgrower schemes managed by agribusinesses or for govern-

ment programs. The direction and shape of Ghana’s seed sector is currently attended by at least a dozen donor 

projects focusing largely or partially on seed. 

4. PLANT BREEDING 

Hybrid maize breeding and seed production does not have much of a track record in Ghana. Although the Minis-

try of Agriculture had a Hybrid Seed Multiplication Unit in the late 1950s, this was closed by 1961. Maize breeding 

in Ghana is done by CRI and, more recently, by SARI. Until recently, the emphasis has been on OPVs. The first 

public hybrid, Mamaba, was released by CRI in 1996. Two other hybrids were released in 1997, but were subse-

quently withdrawn. It was not until 2007 that another hybrid was released. In the last few years CRI and SARI 

have released a number of other hybrids (Table 1). Despite the past lack of emphasis on hybrids, the CRI maize 

breeding program was quite active in the 1980s and 90s, releasing a number of OPVs that achieved at least lim-

ited farmer acceptance. The most successful of these public OPVs is Obatanpa, released in 1992, which cur-

rently accounts for over 40 percent of Ghana’s maize area (Ragasa et al. 2013). 

Ghana’s maize breeding efforts have been heavily dependent on donor assistance. For many years, the 

government has only paid staff salaries and maintenance costs for the research institutes (estimated to be 79 

percent of total CSIR expenditure), while all research costs have been borne by external donors (Essegbey et al. 

2014). Lynam et al. (2010: 34) describe Ghana’s maize breeding trajectory as ‘progress under donor programs 

and then regression, as capacity has been lost’. Much of the most productive OPV breeding and the beginning of 

hybrid development was done under the Canadian Ghana Grains Development Project (GGDP), which ran from 

1979 to 1997. The next decade saw much less external support for maize breeding, and the program declined as 

key staff retired or left for better jobs. Significant support for maize breeding began again in 2007 with the initial 



 

5 

phase of the Drought Tolerant Maize for Africa (DTMA) project that works with both CRI and SARI. Shortly there-

after, AGRA’s Program for African Seed Systems began making grants for maize breeding in the two institutes. 

CRI and SARI have each released a number of new hybrids in the past few years. They have also released sev-

eral new OPVs as well. But their maize breeding programs are understaffed, with relatively little experience – 

each program essentially has only two qualified maize breeders. Ghana’s national seed policy (MOFA 2013: 48) 

acknowledges the high attrition rates in NARI breeding programs. 

Table 1—Maize hybrids in use or potentially available for production in Ghana, 2015 

Name Source 
Year of 
release Color Hybrid type 

Maturity 
(days) Notes 

Mamaba CRI 1996 White 3-way 105-110 Until recently the most widely available public hybrid 

Etubi CRI 2007 White 3-way 110 Replacing Mamaba as most available hybrid 

Aseda CRI 2012 White 3-way 115 Recently released; a few companies are trying to produce 

Opeaburoo CRI 2012 White Top cross 115 Recently released; a few companies are trying to produce 

Tintim CRI 2012 White Top cross 115 Recently released; a few companies are trying to produce 

Omanwa CRI 2012 Yellow Single cross 110-115 Little emphasis so far 

Odomfo CRI 2012 Yellow Single cross 110-115 Little emphasis so far 

Kunjor-Wari SARI 2015 Yellow Top cross 90 SARI increasing breeder seed 

Suhudoo SARI 2015 White Top cross 90 SARI increasing breeder seed 

Warikamana SARI 2015 White Top cross 110 SARI increasing breeder seed 

Kpari-Faako SARI 2015 White Top cross 110 SARI increasing breeder seed 

Pan12 Pannar pending Yellow 3-way 115-120 Commercial hybrid planted in RSA 

Pan53 Pannar 2015 White 3-way 115-120 Commercial hybrid planted in RSA, Zambia, etc. 

30Y87 Pioneer 2013 (?) Yellow Single cross 110-115 Commercial hybrid planted in Pakistan, other Asian countries 

30F32 Pioneer pending White Single cross 110-115 Commercial hybrid planted in Central America 

A portfolio of nearly a dozen public maize hybrids may give the impression of potential for growth, but a 

number of questions must be answered. There is still very little use of any the public hybrids, as we will discuss 

below. The relatively high number of recent hybrid releases may be excessive. Relatively little information is pro-

vided to seed companies, who must try to decide which among the recently released public hybrids are most ap-

propriate to produce. Breeders invest considerable thought in giving the releases attractive local names, but often 

have difficulty explaining the difference between two similar hybrids. The growing number of hybrids implies in-

creasing complexity in maintaining the component inbred lines (although some of the releases share a common 

parent), and there have been many concerns about the purity and seed quality of the inbreds provided for seed 

production, a problem that will be discussed below. 

There are alternatives to the public maize breeding done by CRI and SARI. All of the recent hybrids are 

crosses from inbred lines developed by the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IITA), one of the interna-

tional agricultural research centers (IARCs). There are already cases of IARCs providing their inbred lines directly 

to local seed companies (e.g. for maize in ESA or millet and sorghum in India), using a standard material transfer 

agreement (SMTA). IITA uses the support of the West Africa Seed Project (WASP) to provide additional quanti-

ties of the inbreds to the NARIs for their distribution to companies and also directly supplies inbreds to at least 

one of the local seed companies (B. Badu-Apraku, pers. comm.). One might argue that, with a little more effort, 

IITA could ‘eliminate the middle man’ and be the direct source of hybrids for seed companies. There are some 

limits to this strategy, however. IITA, as well as other IARCs, depend on NARIs as bases for a wide range of re-

search programs in Ghana, and being seen to bypass them in maize breeding might be politically difficult. In addi-

tion, it is part of the IARC system’s philosophy that the network exists to build local capacities, although there are 

many examples of stasis and complete dependency. 

Another alternative to the NARIs for maize breeding in Ghana is the recently established West African 

Center for Crop Improvement (WACCI) at the University of Ghana, which was conceived by AGRA as a teaching 
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center for PhDs in plant breeding for West African countries. It has 28 graduates and another 82 studying for their 

degrees. To assist its teaching program, WACCI has assembled maize breeding lines from the IARCs and other 

sources and has an active maize breeding effort. It has identified several hybrids that it feels have high potential 

and hopes one or more will be ready for release within a year. Its goal would be to license these hybrids to local 

seed companies. 

Despite these alternatives, serious doubts remain about the public maize hybrids available in Ghana. His-

torically, a typical trajectory (e.g., US or India) has been for public breeding to lead the way in hybrid develop-

ment, often with initial public seed production. But soon private seed companies emerge to do a more efficient job 

of producing hybrid seed and, as these companies grow, they develop their own breeding capacity, which usually 

eclipses public research, allowing public research institutes to shift their responsibility towards more upstream 

research. As local seed companies expand, they should have enough revenue to hire their own breeders, per-

haps offering better pay and conditions than government service. However, in countries with late-developing 

seed systems, there are often superior hybrids on the regional market from companies that have much more ex-

perience, and these can either be imported or, if there is sufficient demand, the experienced company can set up 

in-country. This situation results in very limited capacity for hybrid maize production being established within 

NARIs or in domestic seed companies. 

5. IMPORTED MAIZE HYBRIDS 

Over the past several years, some commercial hybrid maize seed has been imported from seed MNCs. Wienco, 

a local agribusiness firm, has imported seed of two Pannar hybrids from South Africa (Pan53 and Pan12). The 

seed has mostly been used in Wienco’s contract outgrower scheme (with Masara N’arziki association), where 

farmers are provided a package of inputs and are expected to sell the harvest to Wienco. The firm has also sold 

some of the seed over the counter to larger farmers or government programs and a small amount has been pro-

vided to seed dealers. In addition, a local firm (AgriServ) began to import and promote several maize hybrids from 

Pioneer several years ago. In 2014, another local firm, Dizengoff, became the exclusive distributor for Pioneer. 

The hybrid maize seed Dizengoff imported, mostly Pioneer 30Y87, was destined largely for a new joint United 

States Agency for International Development (USAID)-Pioneer program, Ghana Advanced Maize Seed Adoption 

Program (GAMSAP). PPRSD is unable to provide data on maize hybrid imports over the past several years, so 

we cannot report precise statistics on the amount of MNC maize available in the country. 

In mid-2015, a shipment of Pioneer seed was turned back at the port as MOFA refused to authorize its 

importation. Wienco’s 2015 Pannar imports were apparently restricted as well. The justification for this action is a 

policy that prohibits the import of any seed that can be produced in Ghana. A careful reading of Ghana’s seed 

law (GoG 2010) does not reveal such a restriction. Section 39 gives the requirements for a ‘person who intends 

to import seeds of any crop…for direct and commercial distribution…’. These requirements are concerned with 

testing and approval of the variety. It goes on to say that ‘[o]n approval of the importation of the seeds, the Minis-

ter shall authorize the importer to produce the seeds for commercial production and distribution.’ Those who 

claim that the law is the basis for the restriction say that authorizing the importer (who is in Ghana) to produce the 

seeds implies in-country production. 

Many admit that the law is at best equivocal on this point, but insist that the Minister should exercise dis-

cretion in considering imports and that for something like maize seed there should be an insistence that the seed 

be produced locally. Ghana’s seed policy (MOFA 2013) is also cautious on the issue, urging that hybrids be de-

veloped and produced in-country, but allowing import over a short period to ‘develop the market’ (ibid:50). An 

irony of the current ban is that, until recently, government programs themselves were among the major users of 

imported hybrids. The Savanna Accelerated Development Program (SADA) used imported seed for two years for 

its participating farmers, and government Block Farms and National Service Farms were also occasional but ea-

ger users of imported seed. And none of this was ‘to develop the market’ but simply to ensure high yields. SADA 
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used more than 300 mt of imported hybrid seed in its programs for two years until SEEDPAG put pressure on the 

government to switch the seed SADA used to local OPVs. 

It is not clear what will happen in the near future on hybrid imports. It is possible that representatives of 

the MNCs or their importers (or in the case of Pioneer, USAID) will try to work out some arrangement with MOFA. 

One option would be to allow imported seed only if it is used in contract grower schemes and not sold on the 

open market. 

At the same time, several donor projects and ministry officials are eagerly pushing toward the final ap-

proval by Parliament of regional ECOWAS seed regulations which, among other things, promote seed trade 

within West Africa. So nearly all those who support the import ban acknowledge that once this agreement has the 

force of law, Ghana will have to allow seed import from within the region. Pioneer or Pannar could set up produc-

tion in, say, Nigeria, and Ghana could then import significant quantities of hybrid seed from Nigeria rather than 

South Africa. Indeed, the MNCs are among the firmest supporters of the ECOWAS seed legislation, as it would 

allow them to set up regional hubs. SeedCo, another MNC, has long had interest in Ghana and is already estab-

lishing a seed production facility in Nigeria. 

Some staff in MOFA and the NARIs hope that MNCs would contract firms in Ghana to produce their seed, 

perhaps providing an alternative source of employment for current government agricultural staff. But it should not 

be expected that MNCs will turn over the inbreds of their proprietary hybrids for production in Ghana. They would 

insist on having their own facilities and a secure production chain. Although Nigeria would seem the obvious first 

choice in the region for MNC seed production, given the size of its internal market and a more business-friendly 

environment, it is possible that an MNC could set up shop in Ghana. The rationale for doing so would likely be to 

capture the local market from their competitors. But they would need a certain minimum level of demand, and it is 

doubtful that any company has sufficient evidence of a potential market or a business-friendly government to risk 

such an investment in Ghana at this point. 

6. VARIETY RELEASE 

If a wider range of players, domestic or foreign, is going to offer maize hybrids in Ghana, there needs to be a 

well-defined, transparent variety release process. Until now the system has been one of a variety release commit-

tee reviewing the data from CRI or SARI and approving or rejecting an application. The breeding institutes say 

they are supposed to present data from three seasons of multi-location, on-station trials and two years of data 

from on-farm trials, although this is not apparent in the draft regulations or the seed law; a set of procedures for 

variety release (MOFA 2010) states a general minimum of two seasons for all crops. If the performance is supe-

rior to the check varieties in the trial, the variety can be released. 

This may have been satisfactory as long as only CSIR institutes were applying for variety release, but with 

other public and private variety sources emerging more attention needs to be given to neutrality. The 2010 seed 

law mandates that seed of the applicant’s variety be provided to an accredited public organization to conduct the 

tests. (The draft seed regulations indicate a ‘competent independent body’.) Thus, a research institute would no 

longer provide the test data of its own varieties. But until now (including the most recent public hybrid releases in 

2015), the applications have been based on the institute’s own data. The new seed law confusingly sets out two 

separate release entities, the Technical and Variety Release Committee (TVRC) and the Variety Release and 

Registration Committee (VRRC). As described by the law, their composition and duties are very similar, although 

the TVRC seems to have more responsibility for setting release standards. Many of the current members are not 

aware of the difference or unclear on the implications, and meet simply as a release committee. In recent release 

procedures, large numbers of people (15 or more committee members or invitees) make visits to the research 

stations to see trials and hold meetings, an expense that may be paid from donor funds. Various members of the 

release committee have different conceptions of how many times they are to visit a field. A recent USAID Agricul-

tural Policy Support Project (APSP) series of seminars with the National Seed Council and other stakeholders 
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has urged that the third party testing, as described in the law, be followed by the TVRC (which should be the op-

erative committee), and that, where field visits are required, a small sub-committee be designated. (The Ghana 

Seed Policy proposes a separate government registration agency.) Although there have been a number of recent 

releases of public hybrids, each presumably with appropriate documentation, it has not been possible to get ac-

cess to the release reports for these hybrids. The reason given is that they are awaiting the Minister’s signature, 

even though some of the release decisions took place three years ago. 

The only instances to date of non-CSIR hybrids being considered for release are those of the four MNC 

hybrids. The case of Pan53, a hybrid that had been used in Wienco programs for several years (without official 

release) is instructive. The hybrid was provided to SARI, which duly carried out the requisite tests over three 

years and produced a release application in 2015 (CSIR/SARI 2015). It was possible to acquire a copy of this 

document, which shows that the performance of Pan53 was superior to that of any of the national hybrids in the 

tests. The release document also includes an unusual appendix that outlines an in-country seed production pro-

gram that is apparently a prerequisite for release. It suggests that 534 mt of Pan53 should be produced over a 

ten-year period, to be financed by Wienco, including multiplication of the parental lines by GLDB. The hybrid is 

given a local name (Aburo-Sika). It is impossible to imagine Pannar acceding to this kind of request for seed pro-

duction. The appendix to the release document also lays out a requirement for Wienco to help rehabilitate cold 

storage facilities at GLDB, CRI, and SARI; some of this may be feasible if it is what is required to allow continued 

marketing of the Pannar hybrids. Attaching such conditions to variety release is not the practice of a neutral and 

transparent regulatory authority anywhere in the world and should be of great concern to those who hope that 

Ghana will develop an effective commercial seed system. 

One of the Pioneer hybrids, 30Y87, is also said to have been released, but no information on the terms 

and conditions is readily available. Two other MNC hybrids, Pan 12 and Pioneer 30F32, are currently being 

tested by CRI, but there is no indication on when an application to the release committee is expected. On the 

other hand, there was apparently considerable government pressure in the case of SARI’s recent hybrid re-

leases, so the requirement of a third year of tests was waived. When questioned about the neutrality of SARI or 

CRI testing the hybrids of private companies, one member of the release committee shrugged and said there was 

no problem because the companies paid the institutes well for doing the tests. That sort of attitude does not indi-

cate robust and equitable variety regulation in the near future. 

7. SOURCE SEED 

Any seed production strategy involves several generations of seed multiplication, as a small amount of breeder 

seed is increased to eventually give an acceptable quantity of commercial seed. There are various names for the 

intermediate stages, but these are often described generally as foundation seed. Source seed is a term for all the 

generations (breeder and foundation seed) before commercial or certified seed. A system where the plant breed-

ing is in public hands, but the certified seed production is private, as in Ghana, requires a clear definition of when 

in the multiplication process the handover takes place. In the system of OPV maize seed production in Ghana, 

the procedure in the past has been for CRI or SARI to provide breeder seed to GLDB, which then produces foun-

dation seed to provide at an artificially low price to SEEDPAG members to produce certified seed. That system 

has had many problems of both quantity and quality. The new seed law opens the system and allows entities 

other than GLDB to produce foundation seed. An informal rule has been established where foundation seed is 

sold at twice the price of certified seed; and NARIs must sell breeder seed at no more than twice foundation seed 

price. An efficient and properly costed alternative to that system would significantly raise the price of foundation 

seed to SEEDPAG or other growers. Everyone agrees both that GLDB is not an appropriate vehicle for source 

seed of maize hybrids and that SEEDPAG members do not have the skills and resources to enter into hybrid 

seed production. 
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Source seed supply for hybrids is particularly crucial and somewhat complex and depends on the type of 

hybrid. The most common hybrids in Ghana are three-way crosses, which require three separate inbred lines. 

The source seed process requires the increase of each of the inbreds; one of the inbreds is the male parent and 

the other two lines are increased and then crossed to produce what will be the female parent. Commercial seed 

production then involves the planting and controlled pollination (by detasseling the female) of the two parents. 

The other common hybrid type in Ghana is a top-cross, which is less complex and requires the increase and then 

crossing of an inbred line (the male) with a maize OPV (the female). 

Thus for each hybrid, the NARI must maintain and increase three inbred lines in three-way crosses or an 

inbred and an OPV for a top cross. The current situation in Ghana is slightly simplified because some of the hy-

brids share a (female) parent. Nevertheless, the maintenance and increase of each line requires fields with ade-

quate isolation (spatial or temporal), irrigation (if possible), adequate cold storage facilities, and, most crucially, 

the time of highly skilled technicians to make controlled pollinations and to eliminate the off-types that appear in 

the fields. Resources for breeder seed production for even OPVs has been a perennial problem in most SSA 

NARIs, and Ghana has been no different. 

The hybrid source seed situation in Ghana has been particularly unsatisfactory. When the first hybrids 

were released, there was apparently no clear strategy for their promotion, and they languished on the shelf. More 

recently, increasing pressure, particularly from donors, has been met by a variety of tactics, reflecting inexperi-

ence, attempts to take advantage of donor funds, and more than a little mistrust and jealousy of the emerging 

companies that could stand to make a profit from the public hybrids. In 2012, in an agreement mediated by 

AGRA, CRI sold one kg of each of the three inbreds for Mamaba to several seed companies for the equivalent of 

approximately US$3,000. Since then there have been additional instances of inbred provision (at significantly 

lower price), some mediated by donors and others by personal contacts, but there is still no well-defined means 

to contract for the inbreds. There are currently at least five donor projects that include support for source seed 

production in their mandates. However, the NARIs cannot provide an estimate of what the process actually costs 

and regularly submit widely differing budgets as they pursue donor funds. 

Part of the uncertainties in breeder seed provision for hybrids lies with the seed industry itself, which has 

little experience in making advance requests to NARIs. There have been annual meetings in the past two years 

involving SEEDPAG, the seed companies, GLDB, and the NARIs, where a compilation of source seed requests 

across crops has been presented. However, it is not clear if this makes any substantial difference to the behavior 

of GLDB or the NARIs and certainly many of the variety requests go unfulfilled. A recent set of seminars for seed 

policymakers funded by APSP has discussed a system in which a clear contracting system between NARIs and 

companies will be established and the NARIs will charge a royalty of some sort. APSP will develop a detailed set 

of procedures and submit these to the NSC for its approval. If such a system is accepted and conscientiously im-

plemented, it would be an important step forward. But there are several concerns along the way. 

One issue is the level and type of royalty that the companies should pay for inbreds. It is clear that the 

pricing formula established for breeder seed of OPVs (four-times certified seed price) makes little sense for hy-

brid source seed, so finding a price that fairly compensates the NARIs while still encouraging private seed pro-

duction will be a challenge. One of the principal hurdles to overcome are demands from CSIR (which itself is 

pressured from the Treasury) for its institutes to engage in more profit-making activities. SARI and CRI each have 

commercialization offices, but so far have little to commercialize. WASP has encouraged the institutes to estab-

lish separate bank accounts for source seed. 

CSIR apparently has aspirations for the production of foundation seed and even certified seed. Ignoring 

the inevitable unprofitability of such schemes, the thought of research institutes, whose technical capacity is de-

fined by severe or even absolute hiring restrictions, diverting a significant amount of their limited staff time to pro-

ducing seed that others can provide more efficiently is distressing. One can also imagine the hopes of significant 
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royalty payments contributing to any final source seed agreement. Such hopes need to be tempered and, alt-

hough some royalty income is possible for NARIs, it is generally far below the aspirations of NARI management 

(World Bank 2006). Plant variety protection (PVP) is a private right and the institutes themselves would have to 

police compliance. The combination of administrative costs and companies’ willingness to pay would mean that 

any profits would be modest. If we assume (on little evidence) that CSIR is interested in supporting a commercial 

seed industry that relies on public hybrids, probably the best initial strategy would be to simply sell breeder seed 

to the companies each year on a cost-recovery basis, with the possibility of increasing prices later on when de-

mand is well established. 

Another hurdle on the path to sustainable source seed provision is the competence of and incentives for 

the breeding institutes. The NARIs have little experience with the annual maintenance and production of the 

quantities of breeder seed that would be necessary to sustain even a modest hybrid seed industry. In the past 

few years when CRI has provided breeder seed, there have been many complaints from the seed companies of 

the poor quality of the inbreds in terms of both germination and genetic purity. In a few cases, the companies 

themselves have tried to purify and maintain inbreds obtained from CRI, rather than returning for a fresh supply. 

The low quality of the breeder seed is partially a function of lack of experience (and incentives) and the fact that 

the breeders may not be as familiar with the hybrid parents as they should be, given that these have been devel-

oped and provided by IITA. There have been instances where companies have been unable to use inbreds of 

recently released hybrids, not only because of poor quality, but also because the breeders are unable to provide 

accurate information on the management requirements of parent lines to ensure synchronized pollination (‘nick-

ing’). 

8. SEED PRODUCTION 

Without a strategy for hybrid production, the amount of hybrid seed available in Ghana has been insignificant. In 

2005, USAID funded TechnoServe to begin training farmers for commercial seed production of Mamaba. How-

ever, the procedures proved too complex and the rewards too low for the participants, so the attempt was eventu-

ally abandoned. Beginning in 2009, AGRA began providing grants to help establish small commercial seed com-

panies. The 2010 seed law helped open the field to a wider range of seed companies. Some of the companies 

involved in the original grants subsequently left seed production, while others emerged. With further assistance 

from other donors, there are currently about a dozen firms that are involved in commercial seed production, in-

cluding OPV maize, cowpea, and soybean. Only about half of these firms are currently attempting hybrid maize 

production and marketing. Some that have attempted hybrid maize in the past have since gone back to OPVs, 

finding there was not a sufficient market. 

Table 2 shows recent production levels of certified maize seed. It is clear that seed of public hybrid maize 

continues to be in very short supply. The amount that will be produced by the end of 2015 will probably not sur-

pass 200 mt, because of the difficulties with source seed described above and bad weather in some parts of the 

country. 
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Table 2—Certified maize seed production in Ghana, 2001-13, by variety, metric tons 

Variety 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Hybrids - - - 11 24 70 40 30 75 99 14 19 129 

Mamaba - - - 11 24 70 40 30 35 54 3 4 21 

Etubi - - - - - - - - 40 45 11 15 108 

OPVs 996 1,500 1,330 1,345 2,012 1,602 1,637 2,444 3,716 4,325 2,656 2,777 2,306 

Obatanpa 921 1,424 1,283 1,303 2,012 1,587 1,585 2,372 3,630 4,282 2,634 2,761 2,201 

Okomasa 16 18 29 25 - - - - 18 - - - - 

Dorke 15 14 17 16 - 14 - 4 10 3 1 2 - 

Golden Jubilee - - - - - - 51 59 53 32 - - 1 

Abeleehi 30 - - - - - - 9 - - - - - 

Dodzi 14 15 1 1 - 1 1 - 2 - - - - 

Omankwa - - - - - - - - - - 14 - 8 

Akposoe - - - - - - - - - 8 - - 23 

Abontem - - - - - - - - - - 7 7 34 

Aburoheema - - - - - - - - - - - 9 19 

Honampa - - - - - - - - - - - - 20 

Others - 29 - - - - - - 3 - - - - 

Despite the fact that there is considerable donor funding available to support hybrid seed production over 

the next few years in Ghana, the future is far from certain, even assuming that the supply of source seed im-

proves. The seed companies will balance their attention between hybrids and other seed depending on the re-

spective costs and benefits (and, in many cases, will also take account of other agricultural enterprises in which 

they are involved). Hybrid seed production requires much more care and attention than conventional seed. The 

companies have found it difficult to identify and train outgrowers for hybrid seed production and find that they still 

need to invest significant time in supervision of the outgrowers, particularly for detasseling. In some cases, com-

panies are limiting hybrid production to their own land rather than relying on outgrowers. Despite the intensive 

management, hybrid seed will only be profitable if the company commits to a certain minimum scale of production 

– hybrid seed production is not an activity that can be done as a sideline. 

Commercial hybrid seed not only demands the careful maintenance of genetic purity, but also attention to 

good physical seed quality (e.g., cleanliness). Many of the emerging seed companies still have no seed condi-

tioning equipment of their own and must rent from government facilities, which feature ancient and inefficient 

equipment left over from previous donor projects, rent from the few private facilities available, or hand process 

the seed, which puts a limit on the volumes that can be expected. 

Firms like these are constantly reminded by the donors that many of the world’s biggest seed companies 

started out as very small operations, begun perhaps by individual farmers, traders, or cooperatives. While this is 

undeniably true, the extent to which such a pathway remains open today for hybrid maize, in particular, in SSA, 

where a number of MNCs, based on the continent or elsewhere, have a significant part of the market, and seed 

demand is increasing only modestly, remains to be seen. There are some hopeful stories, emerging, for instance, 

from AGRA’s support to seed enterprises in various countries. But even here, many of the top producers are 

those who can sell directly into government subsidy programs rather than having to market the seed over the 

counter to farmers. Indeed, some of the seed companies in Ghana complain about the weak ‘government mar-

ket’. 

It is certainly a defensible strategy to give as much support as possible to the development of local seed 

enterprises, but their future in Ghana is far from assured. Whether more attention should be given to the few 

companies that already have a track record or developing further seed enterprises is an interesting question, but 

the amount of donor funding currently available indicates that the latter strategy will be prominent. 
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9. SEED MARKETS 

Even assuming that the source seed and the logistic hurdles are cleared and local seed companies can produce 

an appreciable quantity of hybrids, significant improvements are required in hybrid marketing. Farmer awareness 

of hybrid maize is very low. A 2012 farm-level study of 630 maize growers found that only 10 percent of growers 

had heard the term ‘hybrid’ and only one-fifth of those knew that hybrid seed should not be recycled. Of the 10 

surveyed farmers actually growing hybrids only the sole grower of a public hybrid understood that its seed should 

not be saved. Of the farmers who had heard the term hybrid, only 17 percent were able to name specific hybrids; 

the majority could give no names, and a few responded with the names of OPVs. Similar evidence comes from 

dissertation research that interviewed farmers in six villages in Ashanti and Brong Ahafo that had received exten-

sion and demonstrations on hybrid maize. Although most of these farmers knew the term hybrid, the majority 

named OPVs as examples, indicating that they confused the set of improved varieties with the subset of hybrids 

(P.A. Boateng, pers. comm.). 

Visits to agro-input dealers and extension agents also demonstrated that their knowledge of hybrids may 

not be much better than that of farmers. Dealers who sell a selection of maize seed, including one or more hy-

brids, may not be able to distinguish among them, and some dealers interviewed do not know the seed-saving 

limitations of hybrids. Some dealers (and farmers) may only know the name of the company producing the hybrid 

rather than the specific name of the hybrid. In any case, seed is currently a small part of the portfolio of Ghana 

Agri-Inputs Dealers Association (GAIDA) members and not an expressed priority. There is apparently no particu-

lar effort by the government or the seed companies to ensure better knowledge about maize seed choice among 

the dealers. Some of the seed companies that have direct connections with their customers warn them not to 

save the seed, but report that they get occasional reports of farmers complaining about the performance of saved 

seed. 

With their limited resources, most of the seed companies try to fund demonstrations and other promo-

tional activities, such as radio programs or field days, often with AGRA funding. But there is great need to engen-

der more brand- and variety-awareness. A study done in two areas of Rajasthan in India at a time when commer-

cial pearl millet hybrids had just begun to dominate farmer seed choice may provide some useful warnings (Tripp 

and Pal 2000). Although there were public hybrids produced by both state enterprises and private companies, the 

private hybrids were ascendant. Only 17 percent of the farmers planting hybrids could give both the name of the 

variety and the name of the company for the seed they had planted; 19 percent could give neither a variety nor 

company name, and many more knew the name of the company than that of the hybrid (even though many com-

panies marketed more than one hybrid). Thus even in a fairly well-developed commercial hybrid market aimed at 

small-scale producers, the amount of information in farmers’ hands to help guide variety choice was inadequate. 

One advantage that the Rajasthan farmers had was that at least the companies had fairly distinctive seed 

packaging, even in an era when packaging technology was not as advanced as it is today. In Ghana, in contrast, 

the packages are generally difficult to distinguish. When SEEDPAG was the only seed producer, GSID was man-

dated to provide them with the plastic bags (generally holding one or two kgs) for seed packaging. These bags 

bear the SEEDPAG name and provide a space in which the variety name can be written with marker pen. When 

the small seed companies began to emerge, GSID was quite reluctant to allow them to produce their own pack-

aging. Some of the seed companies still use SEEDPAG bags, while others have struggled to come up with dis-

tinctive packaging of their own. Those with their own packaging still must write the variety or hybrid name on the 

bag. This is an understandable compromise in a situation with several different varieties, almost none of which 

have a significant demand or predictable market. However, it limits companies’ marketing capacity as well as 

farmers’ capacities to learn what it is that they are growing and to ask for (or avoid) it the following season. There 

is nothing in current company packaging that distinguishes a maize OPV from a hybrid. 
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10. CURRENT USE AND PERFORMANCE OF HYBRID MAIZE 

With little availability of hybrid seed and the need for resource-constrained farmers to buy fresh hybrid seed each 

season, Ghana’s hybrid maize area is very low. A nationwide survey of 630 maize farmers that examined produc-

tion practices in 2012 found that only 10 farmers (1.6 percent) grew hybrids (all but one from MNCs), accounting 

for about 3 percent of the area planted to maize (Ragasa et al. 2013). The yields of the hybrids reported in the 

survey were about 70 percent higher than those of the popular OPV, Obatanpa, although more fertilizer was used 

on the hybrids. Estimates of yield differentials are similar to those found in another IFPRI survey in 2013 – 

Pannar varieties yielded 60 percent higher and Mamaba yielded 18 percent higher than Obatanpa on average. 

Despite higher fertilizer use, calculations based on these two surveys showed that the hybrids were 60 to 90 per-

cent more profitable than the OPV (Ragasa et al. 2013; Ragasa et al. 2014). 

The statistics for certified seed production of public hybrids in 2013 (much of which would have been sold 

in 2014) show an increase over previous years. If all of the 129 mt produced that year had been sold, this would 

have been enough to plant about 6,500 ha. Interview data from local seed companies indicates that hybrid seed 

production continued at higher levels in 2014 and 2015, but is unlikely to have surpassed 200 mt (or enough for 

about one percent of the national maize area). Maize seed import statistics are not readily available, but inter-

views indicate that about 760 mt of hybrid seed from Pannar and Pioneer were imported in 2014. Thus, the total 

of domestic and imported hybrid maize seed available in 2014 might have been enough to plant about 5 percent 

of maize area. Import restrictions would lower the estimate for 2015. 

The regional distribution of hybrid maize seed use in Ghana is uneven.  

 One of the highest concentrations of hybrid maize production is in the Upper West Region, which has re-

ceived attention from the Wienco-Masara N’arziki program, SADA, and, more recently, from USAID’s Agri-

cultural Development and Value Chain Enhancement project (ADVANCE). The IFPRI 2013 survey found 

19 percent of farmers in Upper West growing hybrid maize, compared to only between 3 and 5 percent of 

maize farmers in Ashanti, Brong Ahafo, Northern and Upper East Regions. One of the local seed compa-

nies, Antika, is also based here and has been one of the more active local producers of hybrid maize 

seed.  

 Maize is a very important crop in the Northern Region as well, but current hybrid use there appears less 

common than in Upper West Region. The Masara program used to be active in the Northern Region, but 

has since pulled back. Several small seed companies are located in the region, but their hybrid seed pro-

duction has been modest to date.  

 The Transition Zone of the Ashanti and Brong Ahafo Regions has traditionally been the most dynamic 

maize-growing region (e.g., showing the strongest early adoption of OPVs), but hybrid maize use so far 

has been modest. Some efforts by Masara and other programs in these regions met with little success, as 

farmers did not like the Pannar hybrids, and local seed companies’ promotion of Mamaba has not been 

successful as farmers find that it offers no advantage to Obatanpa or local varieties  Since 2014, the AD-

VANCE/GAMSAP project has been promoting Pioneer hybrids in this area.  

 Despite the fact that there are two local seed companies in the Volta Region, the uptake of hybrids there 

is low. The only exception is the northern Volta Region which is within the Transition Zone and has re-

ceived attention from SADA. 

Field studies to be conducted in 2016 will look more carefully at the performance of the maize hybrids be-

ing grown, but some preliminary information is available. Interviews with farmers and other key informants in 

2015 indicate that the MNC hybrids significantly outyield the domestic ones, Mamaba and Etubi, albeit with gen-

erally higher fertilizer rates. There are also several sets of trials that provide further evidence (Table 3).  
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Table 3—Average yield of hybrid maize varieties compared to other varieties, based on available trials data, mt/ha 

 Obatanpa Mamaba Etubi Pan53 Pan12 
Pioneer 
30Y87 

Farmer's 
variety 

New OPV 
from 
SARI 

WACCI on station trials (2012)         

Kpeve (minor season) 4.9 3.6 3.5      

Anloga (major season) 5.1  4.6      

Kumasi (major season) 6.5 5.1 5.1      

SARI trials (based on Pan53 release documents) 

2011a         

  South (on-station) 5.3 5.3 5.1 7.2     

  Northern region (on-station)  4.9  6.2 5.9    

  Akomadan (on-farm) 4.2   4.9     

2011b         

  South (on-station) 4.6 5.1 5.1 5.8     

  Northern region (on-station)  0.9 0.7 1.2 1.1    

  Akomadan (on-farm)    4.7   3.2  

2012         

  South (on-station)  3.0 2.7 4.6 4.7    

  Northern region (on-station)  4.7  7.4 7.0    

2013a         

  South (on-station)  2.4 2.6 4.4 3.3    

  Northern region (on-station)  5.9 2.5 6.5 6.1    

2013b         

  South (on-station)  2.6 2.5 3.4 3.6    

  South (on-station, under drought stress)  0.9 0.7 1.2 1.1    

Northern region (on-farm) (no year)  2.9 -10.8  3.9 - 8.5 3.1 - 8.0  1.3 - 6.4  

CRI (2011) (on-station trials in 3 zones: Forest, Guinea Savannah and Coastal) 

For early-maturing varieties       6.1 5.0  

For intermediate to late-maturing varieties 
(Forest, Guinea Savannah, Coastal zones) 

5.6 5.4 5.4 6.4 6.9    

ATT (2014)          

North (24 farm demos)  3.6 3.3 6.5    4.2 - 4.8 

ADVANCE/GAMSAP (2014)          

82 farm demos by nucleus farmers comparing 
Pioneer 30Y87 and farmer’s current variety 
(mostly Obatanpa) 

2.5 
[0.3 - 7.0] 

 

    5.2 
[1.5-11.1] 

 

  

WACCI compared the yields of Obatanpa with Mamaba and Etubi at three research stations and found 

that the OPV yielded slightly more than the domestic hybrids (compiled data from WACCI). The three years of 

trials done to document the release application for Pan 53 (CSIR/SARI 2015) show that Pan 53 consistently 

outyields the two domestic hybrids in all 12 on-station experiments. Only two of the trials included both Obatanpa 

and the domestic hybrids, but in those two cases little advantage of the domestic hybrids over the OPV was seen. 

On-station trials done by CRI in 2011 show a modest yield advantage for Pannar and Pioneer hybrids over the 

domestic hybrids and no advantage of the domestic hybrids over Obatanpa (Danso, undated). The Agricultural 

Technology Transfer (ATT) project conducted 24 on-farm demonstrations comparing Pan 53 with the domestic 

hybrids and the yield of the former was almost twice that of the latter (compiled data from ATT). Nucleus farmers 
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under ADVANCE/GAMSAP project planted 82 demonstrations that showed the yield of Pioneer 30Y87 was sig-

nificantly higher than Obatanpa (twice higher), Mamaba (40 percent higher), Pan 53 (60 percent higher),1 and 

other farmers’ local maize varieties on the same farm demo (compiled data from ADVANCE/GAMSAP). 

11. REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT 

A viable hybrid seed market serving farmers’ needs will require adequate regulation. An earlier section discussed 

the challenges related to variety approval and release that need to be addressed for future hybrid development. 

Much effort has already gone into ECOWAS regional regulatory harmonization, so it will be interesting to see how 

this affects seed trade and possible hybrid maize seed imports from within the region. But even with a regional 

regulatory system in place and everything ceremoniously signed and sealed at the ministerial level, the actual 

conduct and enforcement will depend on the resources and competence of national regulatory bodies. 

The initiation of a viable hybrid seed market in Ghana will require adequate seed certification. The new 

seed law allows for private certification, so the logical goal is for seed companies of a sufficient size and resource 

base to be accredited to do much of their own inspections, based on the understanding that they are at least as 

interested in protecting their reputation and market as any government agency. But it will take a number of years 

for that to happen. In the meantime, companies producing hybrid seed require oversight and guidance from a 

competent certification service. Whether there are currently adequate resources available for this type of service 

is open to question. GSID has between 30 and 35 technical staff nationwide, including field inspectors, samplers, 

and laboratory technicians. Reports from many of the seed companies describe missed visits and the necessity 

of providing transport for field inspectors, which compromises their independence. In addition, many current in-

spectors have little familiarity with hybrid seed production, so are often not in a position to recognize problems or 

correct them. 

Most national seed certification services in SSA are subject to a cyclical existence, where resources and 

facilities run down and then are temporarily rescued by donor investments. USAID’s ATT project is currently re-

furbishing several GSID laboratories in northern Ghana. It is quite likely that more training and equipment for cer-

tification will be available from one project or another. However, it is difficult to detect any interest in sketching out 

a rough business plan for GSID based on possible scenarios for future seed production; the implications for staff, 

transport and facilities; the charges that would have to be levied to pay those costs on a sustainable basis; and 

the alternatives for funding, subsidizing, or prioritizing certification activities. 

12. HYBRID POLICY 

The discussion above indicates that Ghana still has a long way to go in organizing its plant breeding, regulatory, 

and seed production resources in order to ensure the availability of good quality seed of productive maize hy-

brids. In addition, written and interview evidence from many who hold influential places in the seed system does 

not indicate that hybrid development is very high on the list of priorities for the development of the Ghanaian seed 

sector. While the majority of opinion is supportive, there are few who see hybrid maize as not only important in 

itself but also a prime driver for the entire seed industry. 

The national seed policy (MOFA 2013) addresses hybrid development at several points, but is generally 

cautious, raising questions about adaptability and costs, and highlighting the remaining technological challenges. 

Its most positive stance acknowledges the potential contribution of hybrids to seed market development, but 

questions the capacity to develop appropriate hybrids and train seed growers in their production (ibid: 55), mak-

ing hybrids sound like a recently developed, experimental technology, rather than one widely used throughout 

                                                           
1 Based on more than 50 farm demonstration plots comparing Pioneer and Obatanpa; but only four farm demonstrations comparing Pioneer 30Y87 and 
Mamaba, and only 2 farm demonstrations comparing Pioneer 30Y87 and Pan53. 
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SSA. The national seed plan (MOFA 2015), which turns the seed policy into a set of costed investments, is virtu-

ally silent on the issue, making only one passing reference to the need for training in hybrid (and OPV) production 

in its specific proposals (ibid: 41). The seed plan sets targets for the seed replacement rate (SRR),the proportion 

of purchased, rather than saved, seed in any year for several crops. Incredibly, the SRR target for 2020 for rice 

(40 percent) is higher than that for maize (35 percent). Its projections for source seed requirements make no dis-

tinction between maize OPVs and hybrids. 

Donors such as USAID and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation (BMGF) place much more emphasis on 

hybrid development, but even here there are uncertainties. Two USAID projects funded the hybrid-indifferent na-

tional seed plan. In addition, there are also questions about USAID’s partnership with Pioneer and its plans (now 

at least temporarily derailed) of importing and promoting significant quantities of the MNC’s hybrids. Why would a 

donor that presumably understands the importance of a local hybrid maize industry for the development of the 

national seed sector decide to import seed that would compete with this development, rather than focus on sup-

port for delivering local hybrids? Part of the answer lies in the fact that these USAID projects are under the ‘Feed 

the Future’ umbrella, an initiative that attracts exceptional scrutiny from an army of evaluators using dozens of 

indicators (USAID 2014) and two overarching measures: reduction of childhood stunting and increase in per cap-

ita income. If a project has to meet these targets in a five-year window, it may be better to bring in proven tech-

nology, see to its distribution, and (hopefully) measure some progress in farm income, rather than waiting for the 

national seed system to get its house in order. 

The decision is not an easy one. Has Ghana been too slow to get on the seed system development curve 

that has been followed by a number of other nations, featuring public maize hybrids as the basis for a local, pri-

vate seed industry, often with subsequent growth in local private breeding? It is certainly possible to imagine a 

domestic seed industry without hybrid maize, based on maize OPVs, cowpeas, soybean, and perhaps a few 

other crops. However, its development will be much slower and its size will be much more modest than it would 

be with a hybrid maize kick-start, even if local seed firms are eventually replaced by larger competitors. Where 

should the government and the donors place their money? There are no simple answers, but given that much 

depends on those two players it is appropriate to look a little more carefully at their priorities and actions. 

13. THE GOVERNMENT POSITION 

The almost uniform stance of government on prohibiting, or at least severely restricting, maize seed imports 

might be understandable if one assumes that this is a government intent on nurturing and developing its infant 

commercial seed industry and seeking some space in which that can happen. But widespread indifference, or at 

times suspicion, by the government towards local seed companies belies that assumption. It is difficult to find an-

yone in the NARIs or MOFA that is a strong supporter of the emerging seed companies. The overwhelming sense 

is that people are simply protecting well-established positions; while these do not provide unusual monetary ben-

efits, they offer a certain amount of stability and security. This is reinforced by some jealousy and mistrust to-

wards the new local seed companies who are seen as potentially gaining significant profits from the labors of 

public servants. As one observer said, the seed companies ‘think they have stronger wings’. In other countries, 

such stubbornness might be explained by the protection of ill-gotten gains for a few at the top, by the struggle to 

attract votes or clients, or to develop patronage among farmers, but in the Ghana seed sector it is more likely 

simply an exercise in circling the wagons to protect comfortable positions and a levelling mechanism to ensure 

that no one jumps too far ahead. 

There is little first-hand experience among policymakers of how a commercial seed system functions, but 

there are a few people in government institutes or ministry posts who have a fair understanding of what a seed 

sector should look like. However, they are not necessarily in positions where they can effectively apply that ex-

pertise, or the application of that expertise would jeopardize the position they hold. In any case, this expertise is 
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thinly spread and many policymakers do not have adequate information on how a commercial seed system oper-

ates. 

The past several decades of Ghana’s formal seed system can be described as a comfortable stasis where 

a set of players have interacted to produce a very modest amount of seed of an exceptionally modest range of 

varieties. In the early 1990s, Sasakawa Global 2000 (SG2000) established a system where individual seed grow-

ers (mainly former outgrowers of the defunct Ghana Seed Company) were organized to grow seed of maize and 

cowpea varieties from CSIR institutes. A subsequent German project organized them to become SEEDPAG, 

which currently has about 600 members. The system supported GSID to do inspections and to supply packaging 

material. GLDB, a government organization with a range of mandates became focused on supplying foundation 

seed. The seed growers could have their seed cleaned and stored at facilities managed by GSID or GLDB. 

SEEDPAG members established links with input dealers who marketed the seed; the dealers were subsequently 

organized under GAIDA by a donor project in 2003. 

This system has a long history and has spawned many friendships and connections. Individuals may be 

members of several entities, and links have grown with other decision-makers in MOFA. The emerging conven-

tional commercial sector has had little influence. The National Seed Council was established under the 2010 

seed law; SEEDPAG is the only council member remotely connected to the private sector. (The council is sup-

posed to meet at least four times a year, but has only met twice since its inception.) The Technical and Variety 

Release Committee includes GSID, GLDB, and ‘one representative from the private sector who is engaged in the 

seed industry’ – GAIDA seems to have played this role until now. The national seed policy was authored by rep-

resentatives from MOFA, GLDB, and GAIDA (the only private sector representative). The two principal authors of 

the national seed plan were a staff member of GLDB and a consultant who once headed Ghana’s parastatal 

seed company. The plan provides no strategies or priorities for developing the private seed sector, but, rather, 

concentrates on proposing new public bodies that would guide and coordinate private sector development, pre-

sumably with donor funds. 

Connections among players in a national seed sector are understandable and often useful, but it is worth 

asking if the current network of players in the sector can serve to oil the gears for seed system reform or, rather, 

creates a rigid structure that will resist further change. The local commercial companies, most with support from 

AGRA, recently formed the Seed Trade Association of Ghana (STAG). SEEDPAG was given associate status in 

STAG. But the APSP has convinced people to merge SEEDPAG and STAG under a new umbrella national seed 

industry association which would also include other players in the seed sector. The new association is also sup-

ported by the Business Sector Advocacy Challenge Fund (BUSAC). Staff of projects in the seed sector speak 

confidently of the various players working out their differences. While candid views from these players are difficult 

to extract, their immediate focus seems to be on the significant funding stream that will become available to the 

new association and its members. In addition, WASP envisions a regional and individual national seed alliances, 

the latter in Ghana is to include approximately 20 members. How all of this affects policies and support for a rec-

ognizable private seed sector in Ghana remains to be seen. 

The commercial seed situation has significant parallels with that of Ghana’s horticulture export sector. 

Whitfield (2011) describes how, over several decades, the government neglected substantial support to the horti-

culture sector, partly because it was not a major source of revenue or employment and partly because few in the 

industry had political influence within either of the two major parties. This is typical of industrial development in 

Ghana – the domestic capitalist sector has had relatively little influence and provided relatively few funds to politi-

cal parties over the past several decades. Thus the development of the horticulture sector was left to the atten-

tions of a large number of donor projects, often with competing or inconsistent objectives. Whichever party was in 

power tried to extract as much visible and immediate benefit as possible from these projects without seeing the 

need to invest government funds in the sector. This is seen as an example of collecting ‘policy rents’ (ibid) 

through gaining access to significant donor funds by making apparent policy shifts – in this case, lip service to 
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private sector development in the horticulture sector – without really coming to terms with what this means for 

refashioning government roles and responsibilities. 

The role of donors in the seed sector in particular and the agricultural sector in general, past and present, 

cannot be overstated. Table 4 lists major projects that currently have relevance to the maize seed sector, but this 

is just the tip of the iceberg. Travelling in the countryside and observing all the signboards for projects on rice de-

velopment, soil fertility, cassava processing, and so on, one can only marvel at MOFA’s ability to manage and 

juggle all of these diverse initiatives and objectives. 

Table 4—Donor projects with at least some investment in Ghana’s maize seed sector 

Project Donor Activities 

AGRA1 Program for Africa’s Seed 
Systems (PASS) 

BMGF Support to national plant breeding programs, input dealers, small and 
medium seed companies and plant breeding training 

AGRA1 Micro-Reforms for African 
Agribusiness (MIRA) 

BMGF Identify opportunities for policy reform; train in policy analysis and 
implementation. 

Agricultural Development and Value 
Chain Enhancement (ADVANCE) 

USAID Input and service supply, market linkages, technology promotion for 
maize, rice, soybean 

Agricultural Policy Support Project 
(APSP) 

USAID Support for policy analysis and advocacy; includes training and support 
for national seed council and regulatory bodies. 

Agricultural Technology Transfer (ATT) USAID Seed sector support to GSID, MOFA and private companies; research 
(including source seed); soil fertility. Maize, rice, soybean 

Business Sector Advocacy Challenge 
Fund (BUSAC) 

DANIDA, USAID, 
EU 

Helps organizations advocate for policy change; has provided assistance 
to SEEDPAG will do so for new seed association. 

CSIR-SARI Technical and Financial 
Support 

USAID Equipment, infrastructure; includes modernizing SARI's seed production 

Drought Tolerant Maize for Africa (DTMA) BMGF Plant breeding and release of drought-tolerant maize varieties and 
hybrids; source seed. 

Ghana Advanced Maize Seed Adoption 
Program (GAMSAP) 

USAID, Dupont-
Pioneer 

Promotion of best production processes; access to hybrid maize seed; 
market linkages 

   

Scaling Seeds and Technologies (SSTP) USAID/AGRA 
(under G8 ) 

Strengthening seed sector to promote commercialization, distribution 
and adoption of high quality seed; direct to support to domestic seed 
producers. 

West Africa Agricultural Productivity 
Program (WAAPP) 

World Bank Regional project focused primarily on roots and tubers in Ghana but 
sponsored variety release manual; supported maize breeder seed; will 
fund multiplication and distribution of seed of SARI’s new maize hybrids 
through extension. 

West Africa Seed Program (WASP) USAID, through 
CORAF 

Development of national and regional seed alliances; ECOWAS 
harmonization; breeder seed production; training for seed companies 

Integrated Seed Sector Development 
(ISSD)2 

Netherlands, 
BMGF 

Focus on seed entrepreneurship, particularly at small-scale; access to 
public varieties; policies for seed system development. 

World Seed Project (WSP)3 FAO, UPOV, 
OECD, ISTA, ISA. 

To provide support for seed standards, seed trade, and IP, including 
national seed plans. Ghana and Tanzania listed as two pilot countries. 

14. GOVERNMENT AND DONOR INTERESTS 

A recent paper suggests that more attention be given to the differences in genuinely-held perceptions between 

domestic policymakers and foreign donors regarding agricultural development strategy (Mockshell and Birner 

2015). There is certainly considerable truth in this argument, and it helps explain slow progress in donor project 

attempts to improve the policies and performance of national agricultural systems in SSA. Such differences in 

strategic perceptions are complemented, of course, by suspicions from donors that policymakers are protecting 
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and favoring their clients; and from governments that the donors are simply trying to pave the way for their na-

tions’ own economic interests. 

But despite these differences, there are many opportunities for compromises that allow each party to pur-

sue some of its own immediate goals. BMGF and USAID recently commissioned a consulting firm to do a study 

on public and private responsibilities in seed provision in sub-Saharan Africa (Monitor Deloitte 2015). It provides 

in its concluding pages a large set of ‘government and donor recommendations’ to help develop national seed 

systems. These bullet points rarely distinguish between governments and donors as sources of funds or initiative 

for the many investments it suggests. Such distinctions would go beyond the mandate of such a report, but lump-

ing the two together illustrates the significant lack of clarity in most proposed changes in the seed sector in SSA 

and challenges any hopes of seeing the emergence of sustainable capacities at the level of national govern-

ments. 

The list of recommendations is so long and varied and their specific application depends so much on the 

details of individual crop and country seed systems, that it is difficult to see what next steps the donors would 

take to alter or refine their current strategies. It must be assumed that any significant financial input would be pro-

vided by donors. In Ghana’s case, the country has recently concluded a $918 million loan agreement with the 

IMF in the face of increasing public debt. The fiscal discipline required by the agreement would surely rule out 

any thoughts of funding additional public positions in agricultural research, extension, or regulation. 

One notable aspect of the government and donor recommendations in the consultancy report is that no 

political motives are lurking behind the bullet points. They assume a benign government dedicated to improving 

the lives of farmers, served by selfless donors. Nowhere are there government officials looking for funds to keep 

activities and offices afloat or access to fresh resources to enhance their positions; nor are there any of the public 

and private actors who have entrenched places in a national seed system and who seek support to strengthen 

their grips or gain consultancies or secondments. Similarly, there are no donor projects desperately ticking boxes 

on people trained, equipment delivered, or policies affected; or anxiously looking over their shoulders about 

meeting ‘burn rates’ for fund disbursement; or the attendant contractors, consultants, and research institutes al-

ready seeking to justify their next assignment. 

This is certainly not to say that donor-led seed system intervention is nothing but the meeting of two cyni-

cal groups focused on their own survival, but it is to say that very different pressures on the two parties may not 

always lead to the most productive compromises. There are certainly legitimate worries about donor driven devel-

opment, but it is not always appreciated that governments can defend entrenched interests and devise compro-

mises with donors who are judged in part by how quickly they unload funds and reach log frame indicators. A do-

nor project’s evaluation targets hang over its head every bit as much as patronage obligations hang over the 

heads of government policymakers. Few donor project evaluation targets include evidence for the establishment 

of a sustainable and commercially viable domestic seed system. 

15. CONCLUSION 

This report addresses the status of hybrid maize in Ghana, but it is useful to step back for a moment and look at 

the country’s commercial seed system as a whole. On a superficial level, things seem to be moving forward with 

a new seed law, regulations, policy, and plan. But in terms of implementation, there is not much movement on the 

challenges that were evident three years ago (Tripp and Mensah-Bonsu 2012). There are still not any serious 

efforts to address the establishment of a neutral variety release system, develop a business plan for seed certifi-

cation, devise an effective way to provide source seed to seed producers, or provide incentives to public research 

that emphasize getting their varieties grown in farmers’ fields. Some of the major players such as SEEDPAG and 

GLDB, beneficiaries of former donor initiatives, still occupy key positions. Not only do they have little relevance 

for hybrid maize seed provision, but their roles need to be seriously reconsidered if a broader commercial seed 

system is to emerge in Ghana. 
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A report such as this should base its conclusions on the information available, but in this case some im-

portant conclusions can also be drawn from what is not available. In particular, this is a country where basic seed 

reports and statistics are often not accessible, or only with difficulty; where those involved in regulatory proce-

dures or policies provide different accounts of their implementation and relatively little is committed to paper; and 

where little documentation is available to describe or help promote the latest crop varieties. One can only con-

clude that this is a seed system of modest resources, experience, and commitment. 

Remarkably, this complacency exists in the midst of extraordinary donor investment in Ghana’s seed sys-

tem. Such investment will undoubtedly have some positive results, with the provision of new infrastructure, funds 

for seed production, and protocols for more effective regulation. But there are limits on the long-term contributions 

of new infrastructure, without a clear plan on how to manage it; on temporary increases in production of source 

seed or commercial seed without a strategy for financing this in the future; or on access to advice on best regula-

tory practices without the political will to own and implement those practices. Ghana’s new seed law was, after all, 

the product of a donor initiative, and its haphazard implementation – a seed council that rarely meets, uneven 

management of variety release, debate over seed imports – shows a lack of government commitment and owner-

ship. Moreover, donor initiatives have their own targets to meet, so that attempting to encourage the development 

of more relevant seed institutions (as opposed to working with what is already on the ground) or focusing on de-

veloping local capacities and ownership (rather than delivering ready-made protocols) is out of the question. 

There is little prospect of an effective, evidence-based approach to strengthening Ghana’s seed policy and any 

progress will instead have to be made through the associations, alliances, forums, coordinating bodies, advoca-

cies, and workshops that are an inevitable product of the interaction of multiple donor projects, each with its own 

targets, and a set of local institutions anxious to protect the positions gained through previous donor project en-

counters. 

In brief, the priorities for strengthening Ghana’s seed system include: 

 Source seed. CSIR needs to work with its partners in the seed companies and MOFA to devise a system 

that ensures a supply of source seed of public varieties that is financially sustainable for the NARIs but 

affordable for the seed companies. The large number of donor projects currently willing to fund source 

seed production is probably useful in the short term, but does not support a long-term resolution to the 

problem. A donor project has offered to provide a suggested protocol for source seed access and royal-

ties, but this is an issue where the stakeholders need to debate the details and commit to implementation 

of a clear, single-door mechanism. If the NARIs continue to see this as simply a way of earning rents from 

donor projects or seed companies, little progress can be expected. 

 Variety release. With a wider range of players, public and private, offering varieties for approval, there is 

an urgent need to develop an effective and efficient variety release system. Again, a donor project has 

offered to provide a protocol based on best practice, but local stakeholders need to discuss the options 

and standards and commit to an absolutely fair and transparent system. If people continue to see variety 

release as an opportunity to do a deal or extract concessions from the variety’s owner rather than as a 

public regulatory responsibility for assuring that Ghana’s farmers have access to the best varieties, even 

the best procedures on paper will not be worth much. 

 Support to seed companies. The emergence of private seed companies implies that significant changes 

must be made to the system that has depended on GLDB and SEEDPAG. But there is relatively little overt 

support given to the new seed companies by the government of Ghana. Some donor projects, on the 

other hand, have offered exceptional support to get these companies off the ground. One of the current 

challenges is to provide sufficient support so that there is a range of viable companies, but not so much 

support that the companies are forever donor-dependent. There are a few committed seed firms, and 

some other businesses are giving it a try as long as the donor funds hold out, all hoping that one or more 
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of the public varieties or hybrids will elicit farmer demand. However, because all of these companies de-

pend for their survival on a pipeline of public varieties, CSIR must do much more to ensure that variety 

use, rather than simply variety release, is its top priority. This implies a much closer interaction between 

the NARIs, the seed companies, and farmers. 

 Seed certification. A reliable seed certification service will be necessary to help guide commercial seed 

development and provide consumer education and protection. There is donor support for improving the 

infrastructure of the certification service, and such support is to be welcomed. But there does not appear 

to be any serious movement on mapping out a long-term plan for the certification service that identifies 

priorities and matches their costs with the resources likely to be available from fees or government sup-

port. The certification service needs to assess, prioritize, budget, and manage its next decade. 

Turning to hybrid maize in particular, the priorities just listed are all exceptionally relevant. The current 

source seed situation for the NARI hybrids is untenable; the variety release situation for non-CSIR hybrids is un-

acceptable; the seed companies depend on hybrid maize as their major product but get insufficient help from the 

NARIs; and hybrid seed production and consumer education are surely top priorities for the guidance and over-

sight of a competent certification service. 

The introduction to this report emphasized that hybrid maize is the best candidate to drive the develop-

ment of a commercial seed sector in Ghana. There is variable commitment to this proposition among the various 

donor projects addressing the seed sector and surprisingly little articulation of any real support from the govern-

ment. Hybrid maize is far from the only thing that is needed from the seed sector, but no other product has the 

same potential for building a viable commercial seed sector. 

Most support for hybrid maize focuses on a model that sees public hybrids playing a lead role, at least at 

the beginning. But it may be that Ghana has wasted too much time and this model is no longer realistic. The seed 

study commissioned by BMGF and USAID (Monitor Deloitte 2015) describes a set of ‘market archetypes’, with 

varying degrees of public responsibility. The example for the ‘private sector dominant’ model is hybrid maize, and 

the report recommends that the private sector should be responsible for almost all activities, including maize 

breeding, with the only public role in upstream research by IARCs and NARIs and a possible government role in 

ensuring access by marginal farmers or regions. It is not clear how the donors who sponsored the report will in-

terpret this recommendation. In any case, such a transition could not be achieved instantly in Ghana. In addition, 

there will certainly be the need for productive maize OPVs for many of Ghana’s farmers for the immediate future. 

But if the recommendation of a lead role for the private sector is taken seriously, it has significant implications for 

the way that donor and government funds are directed in hybrid maize research and development in Ghana. 

It is possible to imagine several scenarios for Ghana’s hybrid maize over the next decade: 

 Some good public hybrids become available and source seed is efficiently provided from the NARIs, IITA, 

or perhaps WACCI. The seed is produced by local seed companies who may eventually develop their own 

hybrid maize breeding capacity to supplement or replace that of the NARIs. They will surely have to com-

pete with MNC hybrids, either produced abroad (if attitudes change), regionally (when the ECOWAS 

agreement is in place), or in-country (if the MNCs see sufficient demand). Even if the local companies are 

eventually outcompeted by MNCs, they will have had the chance to develop resources, reputations, and 

infrastructure that serve Ghana’s wider seed requirements. 

 Continued lack of direction by the NARIs and limited commitment from MOFA, with no acceptable public 

hybrid maize varieties on offer. Hybrid maize is provided exclusively by MNCs, either imported or perhaps 

produced locally. This will make it much more difficult for local seed companies to develop and hence to 

deliver other seed of public varieties. 



 

22 

 Complete stalemate. No appropriate action from the NARIs or MOFA combined with a refusal to allow any 

hybrid seed imports; no interest from MNCs to produce locally because of uncertainties about the behav-

ior of the government of Ghana, and insufficient evidence of farmer demand. 

One of the major uncertainties in all of these scenarios is the strength of farmer demand for hybrid maize. 

IFPRI’s future research will seek to understand and evaluate the nature of that demand by assessing experiences 

of farmers that have grown one or more of the  public or private hybrids that have been available. Despite the sig-

nificant supply-side challenges documented in this paper, strong demand from the countryside could give a boost 

to local hybrid production or might change the restrictive regulatory stance of government on imports of hybrid 

seed. Sufficient farmer interest might at least nudge public officials into establishing more effective research and 

regulatory procedures to support a commercial seed sector. On the other hand, little effective demand for hybrids 

might postpone or severely damage the hopes for a domestic hybrid seed industry and significantly dampen the 

prospects for Ghana’s wider seed system development. 
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APPENDIX: LIST OF PEOPLE INTERVIEWED 

Name Position Organization 

ACCRA   

Mr. Koranteng Technical Representative ACDI/VOCA GAMSAP Project 

Mr. Hallow AfriCARE, Accountant Former Employee of AfriCARE 

Dr. Constanzo Garello General Manager for Agriculture Dizengoff 

Prof. E. Danquah and Dr. P.B Tongoona Director and researchers WACCI 

Dr. Aboubacar Toure Program Officer, Crop Improvement and 
Famer Variety Adoption 

AGRA 

Mr. Raja Najjar CEO AgriServ 

Dr. Walter Nuñez-Rodriguez Chief of Party Agriculture Policy Support Project (APSP) 

Mrs. Afia Nyantakyi, Mr. Boateng Immediate past Vice-president and a 
Representative of APFOG 

GAIDA/APFOG 

Ms. Veronica Nipaah Foster Lab manager PPRSD/GSID 

Dr. Solomon Ansah Representative, National Seed Specialist West African Seed Program (WASP)  

Mr. Roland Quaye Head of Marketing and Research WIENCO 

Mr. E. Asante Krobea  Director Crop Services Directorate 

Mr. Forster Boateng SSTP, AGRA Country Coordinator AGRA 

Ms. Afua Ansre CEO Innovation Village 

Dr. Joe Cortes Seed Science Center Iowa State University 

Mrs Azara Ali Mamshie National Co-coordinator, Ghana WAAPP 

Dr. Issoufou Kapran Program Officer, Seed Production and 
Dissemination  

AGRA 

Mr. Leon Konan N’dri Program Officer, Fellowships AGRA 

Mr. Eric Bentsil Quaye Head Ghana Seed Inspection Unit 

Mr. Nicolas Gebara Manager BUSAC FUND 

Mr. Thomas Havor Secretary SEEDPAG 

Dr. Francisco Miti Chief Seeds Officer Seed Control and Certification Institute, 
Zambia 

VOLTA REGION   

Mr. Ben Kemetse CEO M&B Seeds 

Mr. Gilbert Asiamah CEO Mabert Seed Company 

Mrs. Mabel Okata Co-Founder Okata Farms 

Mr. Duncan Representative Volta Cereals 

Mr. Mayebe Agricultural Extension Agent MoFA, Hohoe 

Mr. Emmanuel Dzameshie Representative AfriCARE 

KUMASI, TECHIMAN, WENCHI AND EJURA 

Ms. Angelina Dekpor,  
Mr. Hanson Agbosu 

ADVANCE/GAMSAP technical officers ACDI/VOCA 
 

Prince Owusu, Godwin Oduro,  
Iddrisu Morro Samuel Opoku-Agyiman, 
Obiri Yeboah, Agnes Forkua 

Outgrower business leaders  

Dr Robert Asuboah Executive Director Grains and Legumes Development Board 

Dr. Emmanuel Otoo, Mr. Manfred Ewool, 
Dr. Patricia Acheampong,  
Dr. Allen Oppong 

Research team CRI 

Mr. Adu-Gyamfi The CEO Agri Commercial Services Limited, 

Mr. B.B. Fuseini Agricultural Extension Agent in Ejura MOFA, Ejura 

Mr. Issifu Pangabu The CEO PEE Farms Limited 

TAMALE, NORTHERN REGION    

Mr. Nyo Abass Agriculture Coordinator Savannah Accelerated Development 
Authority (SADA) 

Dr. Nutsugah, Dr. Abdulai, 

Mr. Haruna Alidu, Dr. James Kombiok 

Director, maize breeders and agronomist Savannah Agricultural Research Institute 
(SARI) 
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Name Position Organization 

Mr. Zakaria Iddrisu Director Heritage Seeds Company 

Mr. Alex Bokuma CEO Lexbok Seeds 

Mr. Joseph Bapule CEO Rural Innovations Consult 

Mike Dockrey, Cletus Achaab,  
Tara Wood 

COP and team ATT/IFDC  

Mr. Yambor Edwin Benjua Representative BUSAC FUND  

Mr. Michael Omani-Ampong Owusu ADVANCE technical officer ACDI/VOCA 

Mr. Afram Vincent  PPRSD, Seed Inspection Division 

WA DISTRICTS, UPPER WEST REGION 

Mr. Desmond Twumasi,  
Mr. Boniface Sofo 

ADVANCE technical officers ACDI/VOCA 

Mr. Antiku CEO Antika Company Limited 

Mr. Osman Husein Manager 18th April 

Mr. Natahan Biassey  Wa Seed Office 

TUMU, SISSALA DISTRICT, UPPER WEST REGION 

Mr. Seidu Technical Officer  Masara N’Arziki Farmers Association 
Tumu Branch 

Mr. Jamil Zangwio ADVANCE technical officer ACDI/VOCA 

Mr. Timothy Sindim Director MOFA, Tumu 

Mr. Aloysuis Head  TUDRIDEP, Tumu Branch 
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