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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is a summary of the findings and recommendations of
consultants employed by USAID/Burkina Faso through Checchi and
Company Consulting, Inc., under contract number PDC-0085-1I~00-
6097-00 (Delivery Order No. 38). The consultant team consisted
of John H. Sanders (Senior Agricultural Research Administrator
and Team Leader), Joseph Y. Yayock (Agricultural Scientist) and
Ruben H. Puentes (Research Agronomist). The team's assignment
was to conduct the mid-term evaluation of the Semi-Arid Food
Grains Research and Development (SAFGRAD) Phase II Project. The
evaluation took place in July-August 1988.

SAFGRAD II is concerned with increasing food production in
the semi-arid tropics of Sub-Saharan Africa. SAFGRAD II phased
out its direct agricultural research activities at two Interna-
tional Agriculture Research Centers (IARCs), the International
Crops Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT) and
the International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IITA). The
project subsequently provided substantial resources to these same
IARCs and to a .egional unit of the Organization of African
Unity/Scientific Technical and Research Commission (OAU/STRC),
the SAFGRAD Coordination Office (S5C0), to set up four regional

crop Networks.

The problem of increasing food crop productivity in 26
countries through agricultural research is an enormous one. By
reducing the focus to establishing four effective crop research
networks, SAFGRAD II attempted to increase the impact of the
IARCs on the National Agricultural Rescarch System (NARS) 1in a
manageable, well defined manner. A primary goal was for African
scientists to have more impact in defining realistic rescarch
priorities in treir own systems and ultimately in the interna-

tional agricultural research instituvtions.



The purpose of the evaluation was to determine the effec-
tiveness of the four crop research networks and to assess the
performance of the African regional management unit, the ScO.

Two secondary purposes were to increase the effectiveness of TARC
support to the Networks and to evaluate the field research of the
IARCs in the transition period. The evaluation method entailed
reading file documents and conducting extensive interviews with

scientists and research administrators in several countries.

One principal finding was that the IARCs provided very
effective Network Coordinators and the SCO provided commendable
administrative and political support. The Evaluation Team
identified the principal constraint to the evolution of African
leadership in the Networks to be the formal training of the NARS
Network scientists. One principal recommendation is that plans
for the obtaining of M.S. and Ph.D. degrees by NARS scientists be
developed by the SCO in collabciation with the leaders of the

various NARS.

The Evaluation Team recommends the continuation of the SCO
at its present USAID funding level for the duration of SAFGRAD
II. It is further recommended that major new functions in
pursuit of donor funding or in direct implementation of other
activities, besides Network support, be deferred until the re-
evaluation of 1991 for a SAFGRAD III. A critical component of
SCO maintenance of present and future Network support will be an
SCO/USAID budget re-allocation to pay for the twn top management
personnel supported by the International Fund for Agricultural
Development (IFAD) until April 1989. If increased funding can be
obtainea for the SCO without major wanagement cffort, the SCO is
encouraged to pursue this. Certainly both the 0OAU/STRC and the
African Development Bank should be approached for some supple-
mentary funding Various other management suggestions have been
made for both the SCO and the IARCs to improve their support of
the Networks.
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Among lessons learned, the Team believes that SAFGRAD II was
appropriately designed to have a narrow focus on crop specific
networks in the NARSs. In many of the countries of the Semi-Arid
Tropics of Sub-Saharan Africa, the development of the scientific
capacity of their research institutions is a critical component
of their agricultural development. This project directly focuses
on improving that management capacity, on obtaining more indige-
nous scientific capacity, and on better utilizing the well
trained African scientists already in the field. Future projects
may benefit from observing the narrow focus of the Network
concept, especially its emphasis on national human capital
development. The regional focus of this project also seems to be
appropriate. 1In planning for SAFGRAD III, the Evaluation Team is
concerned with the recent A.I.D. initiative calling for all
regional projects to be funded from operational year budgets

(0YB) of country missions.
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Section I

INTRODUCTION

A. Purpose and Study Questions of the Evaluation

"The project purpose is to increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of agricultural research on identified staple food
crops (sorghum, millet, maize and cowpeas) in the SAFGRAD region
by strengthening specific agricultural res=~arch networks for
those food crops and to improve the service capability of
regional and national research institutions to assist with those

efforts." (Project Paper, p. 2)

In SAFGRAD II the principal activity is to strengthen four
crop research Networks. These Networks involve the International
Research Centers (IARCs) of IITA and ICRISAT and the national
agricultural research centers (NARSs) in the semi-arid countries.
These Networks and related activities now include 26 countries,
so there is an important coordination role (See Figure 1). There
are substantial differences between the NARSs in hoth scientific
capacity and technical training. The interaction in Networks is
expected to help the NARSs avoid duplication, focus their
research priorities, create incentives for further professional
advancement, and ultimately form a political framewerk which
would allow them to influence the research priorities in the
IARCs. Most of the NARSs in the semi-arid regions have shortages
of professionally trained people at the M.S. and Ph.D levels and
many suffer from inadequate national support of research. So
they often have little infrastructure. Moreover, many NARSs

chronically suffer from schortages of operating funds.

To facilitate the tormation of the Networks, an intermediate
scientific organization, the SAFGRAD Coordination Office (SCO),

was established in SAFGRAD I and its financing was continued



Figure 1
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during the first two years of SAFGRAD II. One of the principal
objectives of this review is to evaluate the performance of the
SCO, especially its activities, to promote NARS leadership in the
Networks. (Project Paper, p. 7). BEesides serving as a "polit-
ical umbrella" to facilitate the NARS scientists in their inter-
national participation in Networks and on the Oversight Commit-
tee, to expedite the international travel of NARS scientists as
well as the movement of germplasm, and to facilitate information

exchange, the SCO was expected to become:

a) a secretariat for the Networks;

b) an effective spokesman for the NARSs and the
Networks to the IARCs; and

c) a fund raiser to help increase financial support

of research networking and the individual NARSs.

This evaluation is intended to identify an organizational
framework for the rest of the project by either making specific
suggestions for the SCO or recommending alternative institutional

arrangements,

One measure to insure more NARS lecadership in the Networks
was to set up an Oversight Committee by election from the leaders
of research in the NARSs in SAFGRAD member countries. This body
was tc serve as the "policy, technical, and operational decision
making body for the Networks" (Project Paper, p. 7). A principal
evaluation criterion of both the IARCs and the SCO is the degree
to which they are facilitating an increasing role for NARS
leadership in the Networks. The effectiveness of the Networks in
improving research eftficiency in the NARSs 1s another central

component. of the evaluation scheme.

Most of the budget for SAFGRAD 11 went directly to IITA and
ICRISAT. Of the $9.8 million budgeted over the 1986-1991 period,



$3.1 million was obligated to ICRISAT and $4.1 million for IITA.
This direct support to the IARCs enabled some resident research
during the first two years of the project. However, the prin-
cipal task of the two IARCs in SAFGRAD II was to coordinate those
Networks and to develop the NARS leadership capable of assuming
control of the Networks. 1ARC leadership in these Networks was
only seen as a temporary phenomenon until NARS scientists could
do this. The planning of the four IARC Coordinators to turn over
the leadership of those Networks is an important conmponent of
this evaluation. Finelly, in this review the performance of the
IARCs in attaining the performance targets identified in the

project implementation Jocuments is also considered.

In summary the mid-term evaluation will consider:

a) the effectiveness of the Oversight Committee and
the Networks in reaching the scientific goals and

promoting NARS scientist pairticipation;

b) the effectiveness of the SCO and the IARCs in
support-ing the Networks and promoting scientific
advancement in the basic food crops of the semi-

arid region; and

c) alternative management strategies for the second
half of SAFGRAD II and into SAFGRAD III.

B. Economic, Political and Social Background to SAFGRAD II

Since the Green Revolution of the late '60s the principal
success story in international agricultural development has been
the TARCs. Their support evolved from Ford and Rockefciler
foundation initiatives into multi-lateral donor support in the
seventies and eiqghties through the CGIAR. The basic concept of
the crop IARCs was that a multi-disciplinary team of well-trained

professionals working in an integrated gpecific commodity program



over a sufficiently long time of assured funding could utilize
applied scientific knowledge to increase food crop yields in

developing countries.

The IARC successes have been dramatic for wheat and rice
under good agronomic conditicns of irrigation or adequate
rainfall and moderate to high chemical fertilizer. Progress has
also been made in maize and ccmmon beans. However, in Sub-
Saharan Africa, food crop yields continue to stagnate or even
decline in spite of substantial IARC involvement over the past
decade. Due to increasing population pressure there has been a
disappearance or deciine ot the fallow system method of soil
fertility maintenance. This bas not been replaced with addi-
tional purchase of rarm inputsi. Hence, soil depletion and

erosion have accelerated in much of Sub-Saharan Africa.

In the semi-arid regions of Sub-Saharan Africa the agro-
ecological environment is particularly hostile. Rainfall is low
and irregular. sSoil fertility is generally low, especially
phosphorous and nitrogen levels. Use of purchased inputs is
minimal, and a deteriorating crop land base is forcing larger
animals out of the farming system. Hence, the supply of animal
manure 1is also declining. 1In this type of harsh environment with
substantial variation of the stress factors, region specific
research 15 necessary. The IARCs cannot do all of this research,
hence, the development of the NARSs is commonly identified as the
principal constraint to agricultural development in Sub-Saharan

Africa (SPAAR, January 1986).

Donors are actively engaged in direct funding of NARSs. In
1986 bi-lateral USAID missions had projects supporting national
research in 18 of the 26 SAFGRAD countries. Moreonver, in most
countries there weore several programs so that in these 18 coun-
tries, 43 difrercnt projects had components directly supporting
national research systems (Project Paper). Building up the HARSS

is a long-term institutional development project. There are



undoubtedly economies of scale in developing different types of
NARS for different countries depending upon their size and
wealth. Some countries can take better advantage of developments
in the IARCs and the more advanced NARSs by just doing region
specific adaptation of the technologies from those lead centers.
To avoid some of the financial difficulties facing international
donors and the excessive costs of all NARSs trying to develop all
of their own technologies, regional crop networks have been

proposed by the donors (SPAAR).

These Networks would facilitate scientific interchange, help
develop the weaker NARSs professionally and ultimately finan-
cially, and in the long run provide the political strength for
the NARSs to influence the research agenda of the IARCs and even
to control their own research agenda. Presently, the research
agenda, especially in the smaller NARSs, is largely influenced by
donor loan conditions or the specific research requirements of
different agricultural development projects. Greater scientific
independence for NARS scientists is a major long run objective of
SAFGRAD II. At the same time the project seeks to build on the
demonstrated strengths in administration and finance of the

TARCs.

C. Team Composition and Study Methods

The three-man Evaluation Team included:

John H. B8anders - Team Leader - Agricultural Economist at
Purdue University - previously the technical adviser to the
Purdue Farming Svstems Unit in SAFGRAD I (1983-1986)

Joseph Y. Yayock - Agronomist - Director of the Institute
for Agricultural Research at Ahmed Bello University in
Samuru, Nigeria - previously a member of the Technical
Advisory Committee of SAFGRAD I



Ruben H. Puentes - Soil Scientist - Program Manager of the
Soil Management CRSP (TROPSOILS) West Africa, Texas A & M

University

The Tecam read file documents and reports from USAID/Ouaga
and SAFGRAD/SCO. Then numerous interviews were undertaken in
Burkina Faso, Mali, Niger, Ivory Coast, Kenya and Nigeria. Those
interviewed were in the IARC, NARS, Network members, African
Development Bank, SCO and with USAID officials. The Evaluation
Team attended the SAFGRAD Oversight Committee meeting in Nairobi
from August 1-3, where Network Coordinators reported on their
activities, and overall planning for SAFGRAD II networking

activity took place.

The Team members were well received by all interviewed but
are especially grateful to M. Sullivan, J. Menyonga, T. Bezuneh,
R. Gibbons, J. de Wet, L. Stifel, P. Fall, G. Kingma, J. Eckebil,
K. Fischer, and L. Fakambi for their time and patience in ex-

plaining complicated issues.



Section II

EVIDENCE/FINDINGS

A. SAFGRAD Coordination Office

1. Performance of SCO in SAFGRAD II

1.1 Crop Networks

These four crop Networks are currently operational: the
West and Central Africa Maize Network, the West and Central
Africa Cowpea Network, the West and Central Africa Sorghum
Network, and the East Africa Sorghum and Millet Network. They
are evolving and have had effective leadership provided by the
IARCs. The Oversight Committee and the four Steering Committees
are in place and functioning. The SCO is providing political,
coordinating, and administrative support to these committees and
to the overall Networks. This support is a difficult and often
thankless job but absolutely critical in the socio-political
environments in many African countries. The SCO leadership sees
this coordination and political support at the level of Ministers
of Agriculture/Science and Technology and Directors of Research
as one of its primary functions. Since there are 24 countries in
the four crop Networks and communication/transportation can be

difficult, this coordination role is a big one.

Also on the positive side for the SCO, is the general
respect for the hardworking Ph.D trained scientists in the two
top management positions: the SAFGRAD International Coordinator
and the Director of Research. Since the 1982 A.I.D. audit and
the new top management, the SCO has received high ratings for
financial management and responsibility. Moreover, the 5CO is
gradually becoming an effective lobbyist for the NARSs to the
IARCs. This is a very important role, which needs to be

aggressively pursued and diplomatically handled. There has been



some disagreement between ICRISAT and the SCO on several deci-
sions relating to the West African Sorghum Network. However,
there is now a genuine desire for collaboration on both sides and
an improved dialogue. Since IITA headquarter is in West Africa,
it is not surprising that relationships «re better and that they
are moving faster than ICRISAT in getting distinguished African
agricultural scientists (but still from IITA) into the leadership

roles of their two Networks.

On the negative side, the most serious problem is the lack
of well-defined goals among the SCO management. The Interna-
tional Coordinator and the Director of Research are considered by
the Evaluation Team to be good managers. They need to better
define their objectives and go after them. Thils scems to the
Evaluation Team to be a feasible change in organizational

mentality.

Positive goals of improving the efficiency of the four
Networks, producing a quarterly newsletter, holding bi-annual
conferences, publishing, and more aggressively calling the
attention of African government officials to the Networking
Services of SAFGRAD could keep both the International Coordinator
and the Director of Research fully occupied. Moreover, these

would all be useful services to the Networks.,

in the longer run (after 1991 - SAFGRAD III) the SCO should
be able to evolve into a more effective fund raiser since the
NARS plans are progressing for producing a scientific journal in
SAFGRAD. Both of these functions have been promoted earlier but
the Evaluation Team believes that the SCO is too understaffed to
become very involved in those activities during the rest of
SAFGRAD II. The SCO presently needs to consolidate its activi-
ties and become a more effective Network manager and become
better known for that. This should be its principal objective

for the rest of the SAFGRAD II. A better organizational identity



and more recognition for the SCO in the SAFGRAD countries will
result from a concentration of the SCO leadership on the present
and new Networks, and specifically on providing better services
to them.

The termination of the IFAD financial support, in favour of
bilateral loans to member countries, makes the SAFGRAD program
less diversified. The SCO should gradually get more involved in
fund raising as specific projects emerge from the Networks. ‘o
do this, the International Coordinator and the Director of
Research need to provide good services to the Networks. They
also need to become more familiar with the strengths and weak-
nesses of the various NARSs. This support of the Networks is the
comparative advantage of the SCO, and their two tcp managers have
been gradually becoming more involved and effective in these
roles. They do need to specitfically recognize the new organi-
zational chart brought about by the departure of IFAD and
accordingly delineate their respective roles and responsi-

bilities.

A smaller negative note has been the inability to establish
linkages with cither Collaborative Research Support Projects
(CRSP - U.S.), the centrally funded USAID Science and Technology
Projects, or other International Projects. The CRSPs on Sorghum/
Millet, Cowpeas/Beans, and Soil Management would undoubtedly be
overjoyed to have ties to the Networks. Individual CRSP scien-
tists have been attending SAFGRAD sponsored events including
Network workshops. More formal relations with the Management
Entities, at least for information sharing, are being recommended
here. These contacts with scientists (rom other projects would
help diversify iniormation sources and facilitate germplasm
exchange and thereby help make the Networks and the NARSS more
independent of the two IARCs, IITA and ICRISAT. Interaction with
the International Center for Improvement of Maize and Wheat

(CIMMYT) is also encouraged,

10



1.2 Other Network Activities of SCO

The long-term objective of the SCO is to become a Secre-
tariat for many networks and to have the Network Coordinators
centrally located in the SCO headquarters in Ouagadougou or in
the regional office in Nairobi. Presently, the Network Coor-
dinators are designated by the IARCs, and operate out of dif-
ferent experiment stations, with their budgets coming from the
SAFGRAD Project directly through the IARCs. There is undoubtedly
some duplication of services here. However, this problem, and
the takeover as coordinators of the NARS scientists, will need to

be resolved in SAFGRAD III.

Some evidence of the recognition that the SCO is getting for
services to the Networks is coming from the addition of new
Networks. The 5CO is now providing the organizational support
for the West African Farming Systems Netwerk. The Coordinator of
this new Network works out of the $CO tacilities. This Network

pays 10% of 1its tunding to the SAFGRAD for these scervices.

A West African Animal Traction Network has also been
discussed with SAFGRAD. It this Hetwork is able to obtain donor
support, 1t would probably follow through on this plan of being
oper .ted out ot the 5CO0 headquarters. Also the Internaticnal
Council tor Research in Agro-forestry (ICRAF) has discussed
locating a Coordinator tor an Agro-forestry Hetwork .in the $CO.
S50 the concept of <“he 5CO as 4 Secretariat for Networks scems to
be emerging amcay scientists with a wide range of interests.  The
ICRISAT Sahelian Center (15¢) in Niamey is presently organizing

workshops to start two new Networks on Millet and Groundnut.

The 1nterest of these new Networks in the political and
organizational services of the SAFGRAD/SCO 1o the nost concrete
positive endorsement that the $CO is doing a good job in facil-
itating the evolution of the four crop Networks supported by

A.1.D.

11



1.3 SCO Activities of Direct Proiject Implementation

In 1986, the SCO became a direct project manager of three
Farming Systems Research (FSR) programs in Burkina Faso, Benin,
and Cameroon, funded by the International Fund for Agricultural
Development (IFAD). This project hired African scientists and
continued for three crop seasons (1986-1988). Then IFAD decided
to make loans directly to individual African countries rather
than make a grant tc SAFGRAD. This policy shift will result in
termination of the IFAD/SAFGRAD/FSR project in April, 1989.
However, valuable financial management experience was obtained in
the process which should enable the SCO to more effectively
compete for direct management of other projects during SAFGRAD

IIT.

Besides the Networks and the Farming Systems programs the
SCO has been directly administering an extension-demonstration
program in four countries (Figure 2). The ACPO programs were
SAFGRAD efforts to improve the linkages between research and
extension, by promoting testing and verification of new tech-
nologics by tarmers, and providing teedback to the resecarch
ztation on the pertormance ot the particular technologies. The
IARCs recognize the necd tor region specitic evaluations of new
technology and theilr manpower limitations in doing this. In some
countries, CAFGRAD is better known by the ACPOs than by the

Network:.

The basic concept that extension should first test out new
technologies in a wide aspread fashion before lecturing tarmers is
important. The Accelerated Crop Production Ofticer (ACPOs) are
increasingly producing data trom these trials of the new tech-
nologies and this information should be usetul to the TARCS and
to other selentista (see the articles by two ACPOn in Menyonga,
Bezuneh, and Youdeowel, pp. 633-672). However, in practice, the

ACPO Proqram has just involved one individual in cach country

l“{
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carrying out a large number of demonstration trials. Improving
the effectiveness of the extension service by linking it better
to the agricultural research institutions is a national respon-
sibility. 1In Mali and Cameroon, the ACPOs were integrated
into the national system. Tne SCO needs to concentrate its

attentions on the Networks and leave the ACPOs to the NARSs.

1.4 SCO Activities During the Second Phase of SAFGRAD II

The Evaluation Team found that SAFGRAD has perfermed in a
satisfactory manner the difficult political and administrative
roles of supporting the four crop Networks. These Networks are
now following the SPAAR collaborative research network model for
establishing a Steering Committee for cach, and one Oversight
Committee to supervise them. Each Steering Committee is respon-
sible for the review ot research and network planning, whose
activities are implemented by the Coordinator. The Coordinators
are presently provided by the 1ARCs and are expected to remain in

their positions tor the duration of SAFGRAD I1.

The Oversigh® Committee serves as a Board of Directors for
the SAFGRAD/SCO and the tour Networks. Members of the Oversight
Committee are selected by the Directors of Research of the
SAFGRAD countries. Besides overall direction to the $CO and the
four Networks, the Oversight Committee is responsible for long
run planning, and ig alao becoming involved in the search for

additional tinancial support tor the 5CO.

The pregress in implementing African leadership in the
Oversight Committee, and the four Steering Committees, is an
important achievement of the SC0. It is evident that NARS
leadership 14 beginning to assert itselt in terms ot more
intervention with the TARCS through the 5CO and the scearch for
funds.  The critical bottloneck in obtaining o more rapid
development ot the NARSsS, according to general consensus ot the

Heads of NARSs interviewed, and the Oversight Committee, is the
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lack of academic training of their staff (M.S. and Ph.D degrees).
This NARS opinion about lack of training being a major con-
straint, is supported by the World Bank's West Africa Agricul-
tural Research Review. A limited number of NARS researchers
have the depth of academic background and maturity of research
experience that are required for dynamic leadership of a modern
research program. Only five West African countries have the
needed educational capacity to meet the estimated demand for M.S.
national research scientists, i.e., Benin, Cameroon, Guinea, Coéte
d'Ivoire and Nigeria. All but Nigeria will have to rely largely
on external training for the Ph.D degree (World Bank, West Africa

Project Decpartment, 1987).

Given the good performance on Network support, and the need
to actively participate in strengthening training programs, it is
imperative that the SCO management continue to receive USAID
support tor the balance of SAFGRAD II. One ot the two pillars of
the $CO, IFAD, will no longer be flnancing approximately one-half
of the $C2 staff after April, 1989. To maintain and improve
services to the Hetworks, the SCO will need tc maintain a
Director ot Research, and supporting statt. The job description
of the Director of Resecarch must be redefined according to his
new responsibilities in support of networking activities in-
cluding: leadership on technical matters among Network Coor-
dipators, preparation of research proposals in support of
Networks (e.q. proposal for training proqgram), periodic contacts
with research leaders ot TARCs, CRSPs and other non-SAFGRAD

Networks, etc.

The shift in organizational structure of SAFGRAD from the
early eighties is dramatic (Figure 2). The three prongs of the
SAFGRAD 1in lictwork Implemnentation, On-Farm Testing, and Exten=-
sion, have now been reduced to only the Networks, as the funding
for most ot these two other activities has been withdrawn.,  There

is a strong desire within the 5C0 to remain a diversitied agency



so as to attract a wide range of funding. However, the Eval-
uation Team believes that the SCO should now specialize in
Networks. It has demonstrated some competence in this activity.
By strengthening its delivery of services to the Networks, the
SAFGRAD will create an effective lobby for its services in the
NARSs, and thereby be in a better position for the negotiations
on SAFGRAD III.

2. Financial Support to the SCO

Since its beginning in SAFGRAD I (1977), to the present
time, the principal financial supporter of the SCO has been
USAID. Since the 1982 audit, the SCO and OAU/STRC have con-
tracted excellent financial administrators. From 1983 until the
spring of 1989, IFAD has been a co-sponsor for the $SCO to
directly implement a program of Farming Systems Research in three
countries. The USAID financial people expressed satisfaction

with the financial administration in SAFGRAD I1.

The government of Burkina Faso provides tree office space
and has pronmised to increase this space so that the SCO can

expand and provide tacilities to more Network Coordinators.

The OAU/GTRC provides $20,000 per year and some tinancial
and administrative services. There will be a major review of
SAFGRAD at the OAU Headqguarters in Addis Ababa in September. At
that time, the proposals of changing SAFGRAD from a project to an
institution, and ot increased financial support trom the OAU will
both be reviewed. The case tor an increased role tor the $CO in
SAFGRAD TI1 would b2 strengthened by increased OAU/STRC financial
support. This Team endorses the initiatives by the $5CO to pursue
funding tor the additional support staf! tor Che SC0.  Howeveoer,
the SCO 15 not encouraged to devote much of ity energies to other
fund raising otforts.  Rather the 5C0 needs to consolidate its
support to the present and future Networks during the rest of

SAFGRAD 1T,
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The West African Farming Systems Network has just joined the
SCO. This Network pays 10% of its funding to the SCO. Both the
S5CO and this new Network are reasonably happy with this arrange-
ment. If the SCO ‘s to attract other Networks, it needs to be
continuously reviewing, and even expanding, its services. Then,

future Networks may be willing to pay higher overhead changes.

3. Alternative Organizations

As part of this Evaluation, two regional organizations were
considered to do the SCO Network management functions, the
African Development Bank (Abidjan - headgquarters) and the
Institute of the Sahel (INSAH), which is the technical and
sclentific institute for the Permanent Interstate Committee for

Drought Control in the Sahel (CILSS).

The African Development Bank (AFDB) is modeled after the
World Bank and the other regional development banks in Asia and
Latin America. Their regional mandate is wide enough to handle
the Network; however, the bank is a financial institution. They
develop projects and then finance them. Their staff is kept very

busy 1n project work.

The AFDB often contracts individuals or institutions to
execute specific projects, and this could be done with the
SAFGRAD-5CO functions. The quantity of money involved in the SCO
management function is relatively small compared to the types of
lending activity to the African national governments financed by

the AFDBE.

There would be no particular advantage to asking the AFDB to
manage the entire loan for SAFGRAD 1II. This would be enough
money to interest the AFDB, but the Bank would still have to
contract a third party and supervise them. To do this, the AFDB

would want some overhead and use some of its staft time. This
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activity would have to be approved by their Board of Directors.
The Bank brings no particular competence to this, outside of
having 5 regional offices in Sub-Saharan Africa. In short,
A.I.D./Ouaga and A.I.D./Washington can more efficiently identify
and contract a management entity. Leaving this function with the
SCO seems to the Evaluation Team to be more technically and cost

efficient.

One further note on the AFDB. The principal activity of the
Bank is to make project loans. However, as a public institution
it makes development grants from its profits. Tn 1987, the AFDB
put 1.5 million dollars into core financing for the IARCs (into
the CGIAR). Moreover, bhank staff have been increasingly recog-
nizing the importance of agricultural research to African
regional development. Many agricultural development projects
have a component to finance specific research. For example, a
recent loan to Chad to support increased export activities
specifically includes support to the IRCT to develop improved
cotton varieties. The East-North African Division of the AFDB
only recently made 1ts first loan to improve a national agricul-
tural research system (Tanzania). The $CO management neceds to be
commended for making periodic visits to the AFDB to keep them
informed about project activity relevant to NARS rescarch and to
see abo't grants for its, or related NHARS', activities. The SCO

ir prescently developing a project tor AFDB financing

INSAH i the technical institute o the CILSS and is located
:n Bamako. Its regional focus is the 3 countries ot the Sahel.
INSAH has already been the coordinator for millet and sorghum
regional trials. They handled the money ($900 to $1,200 per
trial) and assembled the data but did no regional supervision.
The level of technical competence and experience in Network
coordinaticn is substantially higher in the 2¢O than in TNSAH.
There is no advantage to asking [HSAH to manage the grant,

Moreover, the SAFGRAD project goes beyond Sahelian countries.
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Again, the SCO needs to be congratulated for making a collab-
orative agreement with INSAH for the Sahelian countries and
Southern African Center for Cooperation in Agricultural Research
(SACCAR) for the Southern African countries. Further collab-

oration is encouraged.

B. Networking Activities

1. Development, Leadership, and Evolution of Networks

The primary focus of SAFGRAD IT is on networking. This
networking exposes the NARSs at different stages of development
to agricultural technologies developed by the TARCs, and by NARSs
that are relatively strong. Evidence of the emphasis given to
networking in SAFGRAD Il can be seen in the allocation of 75% of

the USAID grant in direct support of the four Networks.

The four crop Networks evolved out of regional variety
testing in the IARCs. The movement of these Steering Committees
into the planning and research priority identification process
for their Networks is thoe crucial evolution ot the system. At
the start, these Networks tend to be dominated by the I[ARC
Coordinator. Ultimately, there will be more equality, and the

’

Coordinator will become the implementor of a Steering Commitltee,
which will become an ettective Board of Directors.  The steering
Committees were tound to be moving in this direction and to be

beginning the research priority identitication process,

Implicit within the concept of netvorking, is the gradual
shift of the management and control ot Hetworks from the IARCs to
the NARSs.  The transter ot control, in terns of o tineframe and
conditions required, remains unanswered.,  In fact, 1t i not
clear who will take the initiative on tais issue.  Meanwhile, the
West African Farming System Hetwork, with multi-donor support,
and originally under II'TA management, has become the tirst

Network under national control.



Both ICRISAT and IITA personnel agreed that the NARSs will
be able to appoint some of their own Network Coordinators in a
period of 3 to 5 years. The timeframe depends heavily on
strengthening of training programs, which, up until now, are the
most important constraint. The permanence of IARC technical
backstopping after the takeover would be assured by including an

IARC representative in the Steering Committees.

2. Effectiveness of Network Coordinators in Supporting
NARSs

As mentioned earlier, the Network Coordinators have an
important responsibility in the success or failure of the

Networks. Their responsibilities are quite varied, including:

a) Promotion of NARSs leadership;
b) Implementation and coordination of the Networks;
c) Assistance to NARSs scientists in conducting field

research and interpreting their results;

d) Enhancemert of linkages within NARSs (workshops,
monitoring tours) and promoting NARSs involvement

in Network activities;

e) Assistance to NARSs in developing national

research programs;

£) Information to NARSs on technology developments;
and
g) Evaluation and inventory of NARSs needs, including

training needs, and informing the SCO about them.

20



Promoting national leadership is the most important objec-
tive. This is a long-term task, consequently, difficult to
evaluate in the short term. All the Network Coordinators have
demonstrated their efforts in promoting national leadership by
organizing strong Steering Committees and promoting short-term
training activities. Lack of available funds for long-term
training programs is the main constraint to these efferts. Else-
where, the Evaluation Team has suggested that the SCO prepare a
document on training needs of its member NARSs and make this

information available to potential donors.

The four commodity Networks are well crganized and oper-~
ational, to the credit of the Network Coordinators. Lists cf
research needs have been prepared. However, when NARSs scien-
tists and research managers were acked their opinions on the
effectiveness of the Networks, they invariably expressed some
concerns. The Steering Committees have classified the various
NARSs as either "strcng" or "weak", depending on their state of
agricultural research capacity and development. Much of the
concern about the Networks come from the NARSs that are clas-
sified as "weak". Common complaints are that: a) visits by
Network Coordinators are infrequent; b) funds provided are not
enough to conduct trials; c) technical assistance is very low; d)
exchange of intormation is scarce; and e) training opportunities
are minimal. In conclusion, the '"weak" NARSs are concerned that
they are not getting from the Networks what they expect. Con-
trasting opinions are raised by the few "strong'" NARSs who are
largely appreciative of the germplasm, supplies, and funds
provided by the Networks. 1If such a preferential treatment
towards '"strong" NARSs is generalized, the end result would be a
widening of the gap in research capabilities between SAFGRAD
member countries. Hence, it is imperative for the SCO management
to know better the institutional and financial constraints in the
weaker NARSs and to work with ISNAR and the donors to help
develop these weaker NARSs. The four Network Steering Committees

have prioritized research topics by individual countries as
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backgrourid information for the development of appropriate

research programs.

Although not specifically included in their job descrip-
tions, some Network Coordinators have taken the initiative in
preparing project proposals for funding with the objective of
increasing donor support to their respective Networks. One
example is the proposal for a sorghum and millet improvement
program prepared by the East Africa Sorghum and Millet Network
and submitted to the SPAAR. These activities are highly

beneficial for the Networks, and the initiative must be welcomed.

Much of the effectiveness of the Network Coordinators relies
on the stability of their positions. Promoting leadership among
NARSs scientists, enhancing communications among NARSs, and
relationships between NARSs and IARCs, are long-term jobs that
require uninterrupted efforts. Tne development of strong
personal relationships facilitates this procecss. Rapid turnover
of technical coordinators (less than 5 years) should be avoided
by the IARCs.

3. Emergence of NARS Scientists into Leadership Roles
in the Networks

Both the IITA and ICRISAT see the leadership role which they
presently play in support of the Networks as a temporary arrange-
ment. As the NARSs become experienced in networking and the
coordination of Networks, NARSs scientists will be identified for
leadership roles. While there are, presently, institutions and
individuals among SAFGRAD member countries who are amply quali-
fied to take on leadership roles of Networks, the problem remains
that of members. 1In most of the Networks less than one-third of
participating staff of NARSs possess more than an undergraduate
degree. An even smaller number have the experience that would

command the respect of colleagues as Network Coordinators.
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The Evaluation Team believes that the Network Coordinators

should continue to be appointed by the IARCs throughout the

duration of SAFGRAD II. In order to insure a subsequent smooth

and effective transfer of Network leadership from IARCs to NARSs,

the following criteria should be used:

a)

b)

d)

e)

£)

There must be evidence of a stable and strong

Network based on an evaluation report.

There should be evidence of a functional and

effective Steering Committee.

The state of technological development of the crop

should be taken into consideration.

It would be desirable to have a well developed
manpower situation in member countries, especially
in terms of appropriate qualifications and

relevant experiences.

The selection process of the Network Coordinator
must be based on international criteria and
conditions in order to ensure that the best NARS

material is attracted and retained.

Whoever is to be appointed Coordinator must have
adequate rescarch and management experience in the
Network region; must command respect among his
research colleaques; must be judged to have a
commitment to regional cooperative research and
the concept of networking; must have a willingness

to travel extensively, and should be bi-lingual.
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cC. International Agricultural Research Centers

1. JARC Support to the Networks

The whole concept of networking is predicated on the under-
standing that scientists of the national programs participating
in Network activities should identify and prioritize the common
constraints affecting each crop and decide how best to tackle the
problems. This is one of the main tasks presently being addresed
in the four Networks. NARSs scientists and research managers
chould be aware of the strengths and weaknesses of each other and
find ways of exploiting their strengths and of reducing their
weaknesses. The role of the IARCs is very significant at the
initial stages of Network development, by providing both tech-

nical and management leadership.

Technical backstopping to the Networks from IARCs Head-

quarters is expected to be provided in the following areas:

a) Network Coordinators attend in-house IARC reviews
relevant to the commodity, hence they become
acquainted with the latest state of the art
information regarding this crop. This also gives
the Network Coordinator the opportunity to present
to his peers the work he is coordinating. (It is
expected that the Network Coordinators will
provide feedback to the IARCs of the research

needs and problems from the NARSs).
b) Provision of germplasm.
c) Consultant visits to che Networks in the field by

Headquarters research scientists to provide tech-

nical guidance.
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d) Training both on an individual basis and in group
course training for NARSs scientists participating

in Network activities.

e) Participating of core IARC research program
scientists in internal reviews of individual

national research programs.

f) Participation of core IARC research program
scientists in monitoring tours and in nroject

evaluation.

g) Assistance to Network Coordinators in the
elaboration of funding project proposals for
either a national program or a group of national

rograms, for submission to donors.
!

It is the view of the Evaluation Team that the IARCs have
provided satisfactory support on items a), b) and d). These are,
perhaps, the most impertant. There is little evidence of active
participation of core IARC research program scientists either in
field research activities or in internal reviews of HARSs
programs. An additional observation is that although Network
Coordinators are invited to attend in-house 1ARC reviews relevant
to specific crops, no NARSs rescarchers are invited to partici-
pate. Such NARS participation would encourage naticonal involve-
ment on Network activities, promote national leadership, and
develop higher commitment to the overall Hetwork strateqgy by the

NARSs.

some proposals have been prepared by the Steering Committees
and Network Coordinators with the objective to strengthen Network
activities. No evidence has been found of active participation
from IARCs core research program scientists in these ottorts,
Another area of potential technical support trom the TARCs 14 in

research station management. Little has been done on this topic.



2, JARC Commitment to the Networks and Coordination
with the 5co

There is a general consensus that IITA has a strong
commitment with the SAFGRAD Networks. IITA's Coordinators for
Maize and Cowpea Networks have been appointed in consultation
with the SAFGRAD/SCO, USAID/BF, and the GOB. Both are located in

Ouagadougou and are on full-time coordinating functions.

There 1s consideration of shifting these two Network
Coordinators to the Ivory Coast and Nigeria respectively, to
accompany larger research teams. These relocations of Network
Coordinators are a departure from the wishes expressed by the SCO
and the Oversight Committee about centralization of Network
Coordinators at its headquarters at Ouagadougou. The Evaluation
Team recoqgnizes the advantages of having the Coordinators in
Ouagadouqgou., I't there are other pressing recearch reasons for
locating them clsewhere, provisions should be made for reqular
(monthly) meetings between the SCO management and the Coor-
dinators. It is also important that SCO be fully informed and be
allowed to participate in the discussion on the location ot the
Coordinators. Many misunderstandings can be avoided by improving

communication.

The commitment to the SAFGRAD Networks from ICRISAT was not
as evident as the one from I1TA. Both ICRISAT Hetwork Coor-
dinators share the Network coordination responsibility with the
leadership of their research team in their specitic regions (West
and East Africa). HNARS directors and members of the Oversight
Committee have stated that Network coordination should be a tfull
time job and must not be combined with other TARC regional

activities.

A collaborative research endeavor such as the SAFGRAD
Networking requires close linkages among the diffeient agencies

involved. A5 stated ecarlier, most of the problems between
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institutions during SAFGRAD II could have been avoided with more
open and frequent communication. While the principle of network-
ing under SAFGRAD is a shared responsibility of all agencies
involved, the role of the IARCs in promoting these relationships
is of major importance. Both IITA and ICRISAT are strong, multi-
donor supported research institutions with highly qualified
scientists. It would be easy to believe that they do not neced
networking activities with NARSs to assure their survival and
justitfy their existence. However, the final goal of the IARCs
has to be kept in mind. Theilr purpose 1s to increase tood
production in their mandate regions on a long-term basis through
technological advances. This can only be achlieved with strong
NARSs. HNetworking has been identified by the donors as the mos
appropriate way to attain this goal. The TARCs are expected to
take the leadership during the initial phase, by providing
technical and logistical backstopping. This also includes the
utilization of their senior personnel to promote close relation-

ships among the institutions involved.

Within this framework, decisions that aftfect the SAFGRAD
Networks have to be taken in consultation with all participants
as a condition tor the development of stable relationships.  Some
of the decisions such as those concerning Hetwork Coordinator
relocations are more important tor the Network functions than for
the [ARC operations.  Lack of open communication on these matters
does not facilitate the development of partnership relationships.
As most of these decisions are TARC initiatives, 1t is the
opinicn ot the bkvaluation Team that the TARCs have to avoid
decisions that might be interpreted as "unilateral', especially

on matters ol conmon interest,

Network management 15 conceptualized as a Board of Directors
function ftor the Steering Committee with the Coordinator as the
principal 1mplesenting ofticer.  The Steering Committee would
provide the guidelines tor the Coordinator and would identity

research priorities and do planning. In the early stages of
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implementation, there has been substantial input from the Coor-
dinators. The Steering Committees and the Oversight Committee,
with substantial input from the SCO, should be able to assume
progressively more leadership in these Networks over time. This
process will be accelerated as the formal training level in these

Networks increases.

3. Relevance of TARCs' Research to the NARSs

There were some setbacks at the beginning of IARCs' involve-
ment in Africa. For example, when ICRISAT started its activities
in the late seventies and early eighties, sorahum and millet
varieties developed in India were tested. Most failed due to
different soil, climatic, and socio-economic conditions. P-es-
ently, the research approach is being adjusted to the conditions
of the Atrican farmer: infertile soils, low and unpredictable
rainfall, minimum utilization of purchased inputs, scasonal labor

bottlenecks, and high risk avoidance.

The Evaluation Team believes that there is an overemphasis
on breeding in the regional trials by all Networks. This is not
surprising since the Green Revolution conventional wisdom was
that most production problems can be solved through breeding.
Breeding programs, however, have not been very successful in
generating an impact on Semi-Arid Sub-Saharan tood production.
Several reasons tor this tailure have been discussed elsewhere
(see Matlon, 1987 and Sanders, 1988) . The NHetwork trials should

not become just regional cultivar trials,

The Evaluation Team tees that many NARSS can profit from the
basic technology generated by IARCs, enabling the NARSS to con-
centrate on adaptive research to meet specitic reqgional require-
ments.  For example, soil ftertility and water conservation
requirements and techniques vary by soil type, raintall reqgime,
and other factors,  HARSS need to devote substantial energy to

integrated programs to resolve reqgion specitic constraints.  In
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general, the level of aqgronomic practices, soil-water-crop
management, will have to be improved before breeding alone will
have much impact. The NARS scientists need to concentrate on the
technical and economic factors associated with region specific

agronomic improvements for their particular crops.

4. Resident Research Evaluation

In SAFGRAD I1, resident research was supported for another
18 months. During that period, the IARCs completed some work
initiated during the previous SAFGRAD.

The IITA program for maize and cowpeas was very comprehen-
sive including breeding, agronomy, entomology, and soil and water
management. The main objective of the maize breeding program was
how to deal with drought stress, through drought resistance and
drought escape. The cowpea breeding program (co-funded by the
IDRC) tocused on resistance to drought and Striga. The agronomy
components included etfects of fertilization, tillage, surface
water management systems, and crop residues. Experiments included
pure stands as well as intercrepping and relay sysica. vhier 3000~
water management component focused on two main topics: tied
ridges and minimum tillage systems. Results tor different
agroecological conditions and specific management recommendations
were made., (SAFGRAD-TITA, Final Report, Resident Research, Phase

I1.1988).

The ICRISAT program was heavily focused on breeding, with a
small component on food quality, j.e. grain hardness and
processing quality, and "dolo" (sorghum beer) onality evaluation

(Pattanayak, 1988).
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SBection IIX

CONCLUSIONS

A. BAFGRAD Coordination Office

1. The SCO has done a good job organizing and implementing
the four crop Networks. It is effective in providing a political
umbrella to NARS scientists for Network activities. The SCO has
obtained good financial management experience through its
internal re-organization after 1982 and through the management of

the IFAD Farming System Project.

2. The SCO needs to concentrate its activities and
consolidate them around the Networks, and then become known as an
efficient Network manager. It needs also to better promote
itself as such. The support and services offered to the Networks

by the SCO can be significantly increased:

a) SCO has become a good lobbyist to Networks but

needs to be a more effective one.

b) More projects can be promoted in support of the

Networks, including:

- training programs;
- newslectters, bi-annual conferences; and

- a scientitic jcurnal in SAFGRAD III

c) Circulation and digsemination ot scientitic and
technical information can be improved. The SCO
needs to be congratulated tor their publication in
1988 of their International Drought Symposium of
1986.  How this publication needs to be widely

distributed.
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3. The SCO needs to be a much mcre effective fund raiser
for its own operations. The present profile of funding fcr the
SCO (almcst total USAID support) must be modified. Howev~r, this
also is a responsikility of the Oversight Committee and of OAU/
STRC. For the rest of SAFGRAD 1I, the SCO should concentrate on
servicing its Networks better and becoming more familiar with the
pressing constraints in the NARS. Fund raising as a major
activity is more appropriate in SAFGRAD II1I with a larger SCO
staff.

4. The SCO should be congratulated for the addition of the
West African Farming Systems Network and potentially several
other new Networks. Future Network activities should be clearly
related to their present Networks or to their previous project

implementation activities,

5. There are no alternative viable regional institutions
to the SAFGRAD/SCO for providing the regional political and

administrative services to these Networks.

B. S8AFGRAD Networks
1. In SAFGRAD II the Networks have gotten off to a good

start. The Networks now have good Coordinators, Steering

Committees, and there is a SAFGRAD Oversight Committee. These

Committees are beginning to exercise leadership.

2. The TARCs are providing abl?» leadership with IITA
moving faster than ICRISAT in putting well respected African
scientists into Network leadership positions on a full-time basis

and collaborating closely with the 5CO.
3. There is a consensus that the present IARC leadership

of the Networks is temporary and that gradually responsibilities

will be assumed by NARS scilentists.
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4. Lack of trained personnel has been ident ' fied as a

major constraint for emergence of greater national leadership.

5. There are presently informal meetinys between the SCO
and Network Coordinators and between the SCO and the IARCs.
However, there need to be reqular management meetings involving
the SCO and the Coordinators to provide built-in opportunities
for brain-sterming on vital issues before they are brought up at
Steering and Oversight Committees. The meetings of these

committees are only occasiunal and their roles are advisory.

6. The present management process of the SCO and the

Networks does not allow for sufficient internal self-appraisal.

C. International Agricultural Research Centers

1. The Evaluation Team has confirmed the IARC commitment
to the Networks, including the gradual shift of Network leader-
ship from IARC3 to NARSs. IITA is perceived as going faster
towards a partnership relationship, whiie ICRISAT has been

following a more independent position.

2. The Evaluation Team has noticed an over-emphasis on
breeding in the regional trials of all che Networks. In the
harsh environment of low and irreqular rainfall and low fertility
soils characterizing most of the semi-arid region, breeders
cannot do miracles. The tirst priorities of region-specific
rescarch should be improvements in water conservation and soil
fertility. Moderate purchased input utilization also needs to be
encouraged. ‘Then breeders can develop new cultivars for these

moderately improved agronomic environments.
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Section 1V

RECOMMENDATIONS

A. SAFGRAD Coordination Office

1. A Strategy Document needs to be prepared as soon as

possible and adapted to the current financial constraints and to

the new role of the SCO of principally providing services tc

present and new Networks during the remainder of SAFGRAD IT.

This document would include:

a) short/long-term activities in support of the
Networks;

b) other long-term activities not related to
Networks;

c) a continuation of the program for diversification
of funding for the SCO, thereby decreasing the
dependency on USAID funds;

d) a clear definition of the roles of the SCO and the
Oversight Committec;

e) a clear definition of the roles ot the Interna-
tional Coordinatcr and the Director of Research
within the 5CO;

f) the neceds for staff expansion and new sources of
funding; and

qg) an updated organizational chart.

2. In collaboration with the NARS and the Network Coor-

dinators, the SCO should take leadership in preparing an
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inventory of the long-term training requirements of the
scientists in the NARSs. This document should then be brought to

the attention of various donors.

3. The SCO should re-establish the publication of a
newsletter and set up a desk top publishing unit in support of
the Networiks. Some additional funding may need to be scught for
this.

4. The SCO should request the Oversight Committee to
negotiate with the OAU/STRC for increased financial support, a
delegation of authoirity in certain managerial matters, and the
eventual institutionalization of the SCO within the CAU/STRC.

5. The SCO should be congratulated for implementing
collaborative relationships with regional projects especially
INSAH (Sahel) and SACCAR (Southern Africa). The SCO should help
their Networks broaden their scientific contacts by also estab-
lishing relationships with the CRSPs, USAID S and T projects, and

the French and other Networks.

6. The SCO is encouraged to continue seeking funding for
staff expansion from the OAU/STRC for an administrative assistant
and from the Ford Foundation or similar entity for a full-time

scientific editor.

B. International Agricultural Research Centers

1. The Network Coordinator position is a demanding one and
should not be combined with the leadership of a regional research
team. Both the SCO and USAID need to make this particular point
to ICRISAT.

2. Nevertheless, Neiwork Coordinators should be allowed to
continue some research (up to 20% of their time) to maintain

their credibility with their fellow scientists in the NARSs and
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in the IARCs. Some of the field and logistic support for this
research will need to come through a cooperative agreement with

the appropriate NARSs.

3. In collaboration with the SCO, the Network Coordinators
and the IARC staff should develop.a comprehensive plan of human
capital development for the NARS scientists in the Networks.

This plan should include turning over the Nztwork Coordinator
positions to NARS scientists in 1991 with the commencement of
SAFGRAD III. This plan will involve, as its central component,
the identification of NARS scientists, who will be sent to obtain
M.S. and Ph.D. degrees. The IARCs should collaborate with the
SCO in searching for conor support of the long-term training

discussed above.

4. Some NARS representatives from the Networks should be
invited tc participate in the annual internal reviews of the

IARCs.

5. A plan for more direct support of the Networks from
the central research stations (Ibadan for IITA and Niamey for
ICRISAT) by other research scienti-ts should be developed and
implemented before the end of SAF :faD II.

6. More regular consultation between IARC managements and
the SCO is necessary to create a more collegial environment and

to strengthen the Networks.

7. Cultivar testing in the NARSs and in the Networks needs
to be precnded by region-specific experiments designed to econom-
ically increase water availability and improve soil fertility.
The IARCs and their Network Coordinators should take the lead in
desiogning these types of experiments in collaboration with NARS

scientists.

35



C. SAFGRAD Networks

1. A olan for turning the Network coordination positions
over to NARS scientists at the start of SAFGRAD III needs to be
developed in each Network by the Steering Committees. This plan

should include a timeframe.

2. A program for monthly meetings between Network
Coordinators, the International Coordinator and the Director of
Research needs to be established. The agenda should include:
a) commonr operational constraints and ways to overcome them, b)
internal evaluation, c¢) budget matters, d) NARS nceds, and e)

dissemination of scientific information within the Networks.

3. The Steering Committees should continue to take an
active role in periodic research priority reviews in their

respective Networks.

1. USAID should continue the support of the SCO at
approximately the present level of funding for the duration of

SAFGRAD II.

2. A Director of Rescarch position and support staff, both
csupported by the IFAD until April 1989, needs to be retained in
the SCO to support the Networks for the duration of SAFGRAD 11.

3. USAID can stop looking fur alternative organizations to
manage the Networks as long as the $CO retains adequate staff and
continues to concentrate its activities on the Networks.

4. USAID and other donors can further strengthen the crop

Networks through specific financing of their research projects in

specific countries.
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Appendix I

SCOPE Or WORK FOR INTERIM EVALUATION OF SAFGRAD II

This evaluation has two purposes:

(L) To determine the effectiveness of the four crop
resecarch networks funded by SAPCRAD.

(2) To assess the performance of the SAFGRAD Coordination
Office (s5C0).

First, with regard to crop research networking, the cvaluation
will specitically:

(a) Feview project progress in o attracting natienal agri-
culture rescarch system (NARS) leaders to take leadership of
the SAFGRAD Oversiaght Committee and verify thac the Oversight
Committee 15 properly functioning as a policy, technical, and
operational decision-making body for the networking funded by
SAFGRAD;

(b)  Determine whether the research networks are fually
operational with NARS representatives in leadership roles;

(c) Ascertain  International Agricultural Rescarch Centers
(IARC) headguarters' support to thelr network coordinators in
the ficld.

Second, with regard to SCO performance, the evaluatio» will:

(a) Appraise the 5CO's performance in promoting African
leadership 1n networking;

(b)  study the appropriatencss of the 5C0, as opposed to
other African orjanizations, to continde 1ts ongolng roie as
the SAFGEADL coordinating/Ztacrliytating entity;

(c) Feview SO0 proaress an obtaining other donor support
for national ojperational rescarch and for networking.

1. 3;::;11" Peoronsibrlities wath RPegard to the SCO

(a) Document thee oo’y contributions to and 1ts per=
formance 1n network rmp lementatiyon,

i

(L) Asoess the continued appropriatencss of the 5CO
ambrella s an anstitutional coordiaating mechanism for research,
training, and technology transter for cereals and grain legumes
in the semi-arid zones of Afriea,
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Program or Sector Goal

To increase the produc-
tivity and production of
maize, sorghum, millet,
and cowpeas among small
scale producers in the
SAFGARD member and
cooperating countries.

Program Purpose

To increase the efficien-

cy and effectiveness of
agricultural research on
identified staple food

crops in the SAFGRAD

region by:

- strengthening commodity
specific research networks

to plan, broaden their base
of support and make produc-
tive wuse of resources; and

- strengthening the service
capacity of the QAU/STRC/SCO
to facilitate the

NARSs’ participation in
networking and obtain internal
and external support for
national research programs to
accomplish this purpose.

LOG FRAME -- SAFGRAD [1]

Objectively Verifiable Indicators

Measyres of Goal Achievements Means of Verfification

- Increased yields

- Increased production

- Increased adoption of
improved technologies.

-Government statistics

EOP_Status: Conditions to Indicate

Achjevement
- Effectively operating collabo-- - Annual Reports
rative research networks (West- - Attendance at over-

Africa sorghum, East sight comittee

Africa sorghum/millet, meetings.
ma:.ze and ccwpeas starting- - Attendance at network
in West and Central Africa) neetings.
which operate by the following - Reports from country
criteria: missions.
- establish common goals: - Information from SCO,

- leadership by an apolitical
entity with continuity;
- policy set by advisory
committee of researchers;
- conducts, at least, annual
meetings to identify
objectives, technical problems,
review past research, andg
plan future research
- effective linkage to Southern
Africa sorghum/millet network
- Effectively functiocning service
Oversight Committee established
- analyzes and plans for the future:
- facilitates information exchange on
research.

networks, and NARSs.

Important Assymptions

Increased aliccatizn of
national resources to
research and extension.

Availability of needed inputs
and credit

Incentive price policies.

All interested parties
willing and able ¢
participate

NARSs actively partigicating
and eventually willing ard
able to assume leadersnip

1ARCs willing 10 assume
leadership roles and crerale
networks n participator,

manner.

Improved prioritizaticns of
research work by NARSsS
through participation in the
networks.



Qutputs Magnijtude of Qutputs

- An effectively functioning - Annual Meetings of - Reports by SCO, IITA, and - Able leadership in Africa Regional

African Coordinating Oversight Committee provides ICRISAP. Coordinaton ard network meetings
Organization guidance for [ARCs coordinatcrs

- SAFGRAD Oversight - Annual meetings of scientists, - Monitoring of SAFGRAD and - NARSs willing to review
committee meets monitoring tcours and advisory network meetings. plan, and allccate research
annually. committee meetings. responsibilities,

- Research for network - Network planned agronomic trials. - NARSs will fund ir-cosmer,
reviewed and evaluated - Relevant varieties released - Visits to and cdata from research cos%s. ’
annually. in each commodity crop, based NARSs - IARCs, CRSPs, amz2 217

- Future reasearch upon thorough testing and - Visits to and data from directly-manages ce~traile
activities identified, cultural practices. SCO, IITA, and ICRISAT funded projecis will irileracs
planned and allocated responsibly with WAZSs
among participants. - Technologies will »2

- In country research developed, 1nvclving

implemented by NARSs. improved multi-disciplinary
- Varieties released and participaticn and on-farm
cultural practices recom- testing and it will
mended. be diffused to farmers.
- Responsive technical back-
stopping by [ITA and ICRISAT.
- Network priorities are
reflected in NARS decision-
making.
- Opportunites for the future donor
support at regional and
national levels clarified.



Inputs

USA nputs

SCO - Years 1 & 2 of Project

- Salaries and allowances $ 337,641

- Technical assistance 140,000
- Operations 67,200
- Capital 65,200
- ACPO’s 350,000

Networks for sorghum, millet,
maize and cowpeas
- Salaries and allowances $3.283,884

- Operations 3,080,573
- Overhead 492,583
- Capital 345,500

Project Management and lonc-term Technical Assistance

- Salaries and allowances $1,230,000
Evaluation $200,000

Inflation and Contingency $281,550

Country Inputs
National Program Cxpenses

Other Donor Inputs
- 1FAD
- FAC

Reports by SCO
and Oversight Committee

Reports by I[ITA, ICRISAT
and others

Evaluations

Final reports

- AID funding available

- 1ITA and ICRISAT continue
to be willir to coordinate

- NARSs continue to support
project and provide for
national progarm resocurces

\
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Achievement of SAFGRAD-ICRISAT-NARS Collaborative Research
Project in East Africa, July 1988,

Action memorandum from AFR/TR (Keith W. Sherper) to Acting
Assistant Administrator for Africa, requesting approval for a
grant in support of SAFGRAD IL, ALD, Washington, D.C.,

19 August 1986, 8 pages with Appendices.

African Development Bank and African Development Fund, Annual
Report 1985, Abidjan, March 1986.

Anon., "Minutes of the Scecond Meeting of the Advisory Committee
of the West African sorghum Rescarch Network," Ouagadougou.
Burkina Faso, lo-11 March 1987,

Bezunch, 1., Report on the Status of the SAFGRAD Farming Systems
Rescarch and the Accelerated Crop Production Programs. SAFGRAD

oversight Country Committece Meeting, 1-13 August 1988, Hairobi,

Kenya.

Guiragossian, V.A., Regional Network to Improve sorghum and
Millet in Fastern africa. Paper distributed during meeting of
the SAFGRAD Oversight Committees, 1-3 August 1988. Nairobi,
Kenva.

International Crops Rescarch Institute for the Semi-Arid
Tropics (TCRISAT), "West African Regional Sorghum rResearch
Program Progress Report, September 1984 - June 1987, SAFGRAD/
ICRLSAT," ouagadougou, 46 page:s,

Matlon, P.J., "The West African Semi-Artd Tropics™ in J.W.

Mellor, ¢.L. helgads, and MUL. Blackie (editors), Accelerating
Food Production in Sub-Sahara Africa, Johns Hopkins University
Preoss, Baltimore, Maryland, . 59-77.

Menyonga, J.M., T, Bezuneh, and AL Youde Oweil (editors), Food
Grain Production in Semi-arid afrvica, Fourth Dimension printing,
Fssex, 1988,

Menyonga, J., Mission Report, Mission Lo TCRISAT Niamey and
Southern Africa, 8-22 HMarch 1988.

Minutes o!f the second mecoting of the Advisory cCommittee of the
West African Sorghum kRescarch Hetwork, ouagadougou, burkina
Faso, 1o-.22 March 1987,

Minutos of Bast Africa Sorghum and Millet Rescarch Network,
Mogadishu, Somalia, 24-25 July L988.



Minutes of SAFGRAD Oversight Committee, Ouagadougou, Burkina
Faso, 1-3 December 1987.

Minutes of 2nd East Africa Sorghum and Millet Research Network
Meeting, Nairobi, Kenya, 15 Sceptember 1987.

Minutes of bast Africa Sorghum and Millet Research Advisory
Committee, addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 20-25 october 1986,

Newsletter of SAFGRAD, Nos. 15-16, January 1988, OAU/STRC,
24 pages.

OAU/STRC, "lMirst Meeting ol the Oversight Committee of the
SAFGRAD Collaborative Research Networks," Ouagadougou,
February 1987, 4 pagec.

OAU, STRC:  oOutline of the SArGRAD Master Plan, SAFGRAD/SCO,
January 1985,

Organization of African !nity - Scientific, Technical, and
Rescarch Commission (OALU/STRC), "SAFGRAD Phase II. Meeting of
National Agricultural Resecarch Directors of SAFGRAD Member
Countries, 23-27 Pebruary 1987," Coordination Office,
Ouagadoriijon, Burkina Faso, 1O pages,

Outline of the Long=Term Rescarch and bevelopment Program of
SAFGRAD, wrosented at the Jrd SAFGRAD Oversight Committee
meeting, Mailrobi, Kenya, 1-3 August 1983,

Pattanavak, .M., "West African Sorghum Research Network,
Second Advisory Committee Meoting," OCuagadougou, l¢-11 March
1987, 5 pages,

Proceedings of Workshop on the Reorientation of SAFGRAD TI
Cowpr 1 Research Network in Central and West Africa, Ouagadougou,
Burkina Faso, 23=27 March 1987, 27 pages, OAU/STRC,

Procoecdings of Workshop on the BEotabliahment of SAFGRAD T
Malze Fesearch Networkh an Central oand West Africa, Ouagadougou,
Burkina PFaso, 234=27 Maveh Dog7, 26 vages,  GAU/0TRE,

Procecdings of Hth Pegional Workshop on Sorohum and Millet
Improvement 1n Fast Atyooa, Barandr, 5. 00 daly 1936,
Proceedings of the West Afrvean Parming Syotems Research Network
Workshoyp, bakar, Senegal, 1o-13 March 1986,

Recommoendations of Lhe 6th Bast Atrica Socghuam and Millet
Research Network, Mogadishu, Somalia, 20-27 July 1988,
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Report to the Second Meeting of the Maize Steering Committee
for Central and West African SAFGRAD II Research Network,
Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso, 9-12 November 1987, 29 pages,
OAU/STRC.

Report of the Second Meeting of the Cowpea Steering Comnittee
for Central and West African SAFGRAD II Research Network,
Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso, 9-12 November 1987, 20 pages,
OAU/STRC.

Report of trips to six countries in the cowpea network, August
to October, 1987, 36 pages, Coordinator, Cowpea Network.

Report of the Third Meeting of the Sorghum Steering Committee
for Central and West African SAFGRAD II Research Network,
Ouagadougou, Burkina FFaso, 15-17 December 1987, 7 pages.

Report of the Third Meeting of the Maize Steering Committee for
Central and West African SAFGRAD II Research Netwoirk, Lome,
Togo, 7-9 April 1988.

Report of the First Meeting of SAFGRAD II Oversight Committee,
Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso, 26 March 1987.

Report of the Second Meeting of SAFGRAD II Oversight Committee,
Ouagadougou, Burkina I'aso, 1-3 December 1987, 10 pages.

Report of the lirst Meeting of the Advisory Committee of the
West African Sorghum Research Network, 13-14 January 1986,
Quagadougou, Burkina Faso.

Report on the West African adaptation trials, 1986, SAFGRAD/
ICRISAT, Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso.

Report of the West African Sorghum Research Network, presented
at meecting of Oversight Committee, 1-4 December 1987,
Ouagadougou, Burkina lFaso.

Report on the status of the SAFGRAD Farming Systems Research
and the Accelerated Crop Production Programmes, presented by
SAFGRAD Director for Research to Third SAFGRAD Oversight
Committee Meeting, Nairobi, Kenya, 1-3 August 1988.

Report on the Third Meeting of the Steering Committee of
SAFGRAD Cowpea Research Network, Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso,
29-31 March 1988.

Report on the West and Central Africa Cowpea Network, presented
at SAFGRAD Oversight Committee meeting, Nairobi, Kenya, 1-3
August 1988,



Report of the Third Meeting of the Steering Committee of West
and Central African SAFGRAD Maize Research Network, Lome, Togo,
7-9 April 1988,

Report of activities of the Steering Committee of the SAFGRAD
Maize Research Network, presented to Oversight Committee,
Nairobi, Kenya, 1-3 August 1988,

Report of the West Africa Farming System Research Network
Steering Committee, Ouagadougou, 23-24 April 1988.

Report of the SAFGRAD International Coordinator to third meet-
ing of SAFGRAD Oversight Committee, Nairobi, Kenya, 1-3 August
1988.

Report of the activities of the Steering Committee of SAFGRAD
Maize Collaboration Research Network for West and Central
Africa, SAFGRAD Oversight Committee Meeting, 1-3 August 1988,
Nairobi, Kenvya.

SAFGRAD I Project Cvaluation Renort by USAID/OICD Team,
Washington, D.C., 3 September 1984, 152 pages with Appendices.

SAFGRAD-IITA, Final Report, Phase I, 31 March 1986.

SAFGRAD-IITA, Resident Research Phase II, Final Report,
January 1988.

SAFGRAD-MALI, Synthese de Rapports de Campagnes, 1986-87 et
1987-88.

SAFGRAD/SCO, "SAFGRAD II Emphasis to Strengthen FFood Grain
Research Networks, ™ Meeting of National Agricultural Research
Directors of SAFGRAD Member Countries, 23-27 February 1987,
Coordination Office, Ouagadougou, Burkina Faso, 13 pages.

Sanders, John H., "Agricultural Research and MNew Technology
Introduction in Burkina Faso and Niger," Agricultural Systems,
forthcoming, 1988.

Scheuring, J.F., "Ideas About a Regional West African Sorghum
Program," Bamako, Mali, 12 July 1984, 7 paqges.

Stoop, W.A., and A. Youdeoweil, "Framework for the Lolg Term
Planning of SAFGRAD, Part 1. Report of a Team of Consultants,"
OAU,STRC, SAPGRAD, Ouagadougou, June 1985, 103 pages.



Technical Group on Networking, Special Program for African
Agricultural Research (SPAAR), "Report," Brussels, 13-15
January 1986, 9 pages.

The West and Central African Cowpea and Maize Rescarch Networks,
documents prepared by TITA for SAPGRAD 11 Evaluation Team,
August 1988,

United States Department of Agriculture, International Organiza-
tion for Cooperative Development (USDA-0OICD), "Semi-Arid Food
Grains Research and Development Project Evaluation," Washington,
D.C., 3 September 1984, 152 pages.

USALID Project Paper, "African Development Bank Project IT1,"
Washington, D.C., Pebruary 1985,

West Alrican Regilonal sorqghum Rescarch Programs Report,
September 1986 - June 1987, SAVGRAD/ICRISAT, Ouagadougou,
Burkina PFaso,

West African Parming Systems Rescarch Network (WAFSRN)
Activities and Work Programme for 1988-1989, Ouagadougou,
June 1988.
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Naime

Organization

Dr. Emil Deganus

Dr. Joseph B. Suh

Dr. Alpha O. Diallo
Dr. Joseph Fajemissin
Mr. Michael Sullivan
Dr. Joseph Menyonga
Dr. Taye Bezuneh

Dr. Nyanguila Muleba
Dr. Papa D. Fall

Ing. Ag. Belem Pegda Celestin
Ing. Ag. Lcopold Some

Dr. Ronald Gibbons

Mr. Roger Bloom,

Mr. Quincy Bamble

Dr. K. Anand Kumar

Dr. Bruno J. Ndungura

Mr. Moussa Oumarou

Administrator, IITA.

Cowpea Program Leader-Kamboinse
Entomologist, TITA.

Former Maize Network Coordinator,
CIMMYT - Kamboilnse.

Present Mailze Network Coordinator,
ITTA - Kamboilinse.

Project Director, USAID/Burkina
I'aso.,

Director, SCO/SAFGRAD - Ouagadougou,

OAU/STRC.

Research Coordinator-SCO, Crop
Patholoyist, SAFGRAD, OAU/STRC.

Cowpea Network Coordinator, TITA,
Kamboinsce.

Deputy kxecutive Scecretary,
OAU/STRC, Lagos.

Director INERA (National Ag.
Resecarch Institute), Burkina Faso.

Assistant to Director, INERA,

Burkina laso.

Director, ICRISAT Sahelian Center,
Niamey, Niger.

USAID/Niamey.

ICRISAT - Millet Breeder, Team
Leader, Millet, ISC.

ICRISAT - Principal Groundnut
Agronomist, 15C.

Deputy Director General,
INRAN, Niamey.
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Organization

Mr. Bonkula Abrlullahi

Dr. John Clark

br. I. Babiker

Dr. Mercer-Quarshie

Dr. S. Da

Dr. J.M.J. de Wet

Dr. G. Kingma

Dr. Jacques Faye

Dr. Vartan Guiragossian

Dr. S.Z. Mukuru

Dr. K.W. Ramaiah

Dr. E. Washington

Mr. A. Dember

Mr. Dolo

Chief, Dept. of Agricultural
Research, INRAN, Niamey.

Sorghum Breeder, Purdue University
Program with INRAN, Niamey.

Member of Oversight Committee,
Director of Gezira Rescarch Station,
Agricultural Rescarch Corporation,
Medani, Sudan.

Member of Oversight Committee,
Co-manager of Nyankpala Agricul-
tural Experimental Station, Crop
Research Institute, Tamale, Ghana.

Member of Oversight Committee,
Station de la Recherche Agronomigue,
de Farako-Ba, Bobo-Dioulasso,
Burkina Faso.

Director, dereals Program,
ICRISAT, Hyderabad, India.

Senior Project Advisor,
OAU/STRC/SAIFGRAD.

Cocrdinator of West African Farm-
ing System Research Networks,
OQuagadougou, Burkina Faso.

SAFGRAD/ICRISAT Regional Coordi-
nator, East Africa Sorghum and
Millet Rescarch Network, Nairobi,
Kenvya.

SAFGRAD/ICRISAT, East Africa
Sorghum and Millet Rescarch
Network, Nairobi, Kenya.
SAFGRAD/ICRISAT Regional Coordi-
nator, West and Central Africa
Sorghum Network, Bamako, Mali.
USATD/Mall.

USAID/Mali.

Director of IER/CRCVO, Bamako,
Mali.
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Dr. S.K. Shetty

Dr. Kassu Yilala

Mr. Ernest Gibbons

Mr. Wayne King
Mr. John Schneider
Ms. Nancy Nolan

Dr. S.K. Reddy

Mr, Steve Donovan

Mr. P. Mutalemwa

Dr. M. Abdoulah Yacoubi

Mr. N. Sangbe

Mr. Makiese Dikombe

Dr. Y.C. Prudencio

Dr. L.K. Fakambi

Dr. M. Emechebe

ICRISAT, Project Leader, Joint
Regional Sorghum Program,
Bamako, Mali.

Animal Production Specialist,
FSR Team In Burkine laso, IFAD
Supported Program ot SAFGRAD,

Agricultural Developmnent Officer,
USAID/MNigoer.,

USAID/REDSO.
USAID/REDSO.
USAID/REDSO.

USAID/REDSO, former USAID/Mali
Project Manager of SAFGRAD SCPO
Program,

Acting Dxccutive Director, U.S.
Representative to African
Development Bank.

Principal Loan Officer, African
Development Bank.

Agronomist, Technical Advisor
from REDSO to abbB.

Chief of Irriqgation, Agro-Industry
and lForestry, bast and North
Africa, AFDB.

Principai Aqro-cconomist, West
and Central Africa, AFDB.

hgricultural bconomist, TUTA,
formerly PSR Fconomist in ITFAD-
SAFGRAD Project 1n Burkina PFaso.

Chairman of Oversight Committeo,
FSA/UNB, Boenin.

Member of Oversight Committee,
Dept. of Crop Protection, IAR/
Faculty of Agriculture, Ahmadu
Bello University, “Zaria, Nigeria.
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Dr,

Dr.

Dr.

Or.

Or.

Mr.

Mr.

Dr.

Mr.

Mr.

Or.

or,

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.,

G. H. Semuguruke

Z. Zanogo

D. Dotienga

J. Chivarioli

P. K. Kusewa

A. Ragqua

B. M. Kamyenji

J. P. Eckebil

Adanlete Lvenuwre

Antoine /ongo

Bonaventure 8. Traore

Tadesse Kireab

David Shinn

ir. lssa Koussoube

Calvin Martin

Alan McSwain

Member of Oversight Comnittee,
Tanzania Agricultural Research Organi-
zation, Dar Es Salam, Tanzania.

IER, Director of Agricultural Research,
Bamako, Mali.

[ER, Director of Research, Bamako,
Mali.

Director, USAID/Mali.

Director of Katumani National Dryland
Farming Research Station, Kenya

Millet Breeder, Katumani National
Dryland Farming Research Station,
Kenya.

Sorghum Breeder, Katumani HNational Dry-
Tand Farming Kesearch Skation, Kenya.

Deputy Director for International
Cooperation, [ITA, Ibadan.

SAFGRAD/SCO.

Acting Chief Accountant, USAID/Burkina
Faso.

Agricultural fconomist, USAID/Burkina
Faso.

Soil Scientist, Team Leader, FSR Team
of ITAD/SAFGRAD, Burkina Faso.

United States Ambassador to Burkina
Faso.

AID Evaluation Office.
AlD, Washington, D.C.

AlD, Washington, D.C.



