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SUBJECT: Audit of International Agricultural Research
Centers Project

This report is based on the audit of International Agricultural
Research Centers. The audit objective was to determine if
results of selected research centers were actually being used.

While the Centers were developing new technologies, farmers were
not using these technologies widely encugh to have had a
measurable impact, except for wheat and rice crops.

This condition existed for a number of reasons but primarily
because of 1) constraints to technology transfer within the
countries, 2) inadequate integration of the Centers into AID
programs, and 3) lack of AID oversight of publications on
Centers' research. Also, AID had not formally analyzed and
considered Center performance and impact in determining funding
levels.

The six audit recommendations are directed at (1) overcoming
impediments to technology transfer, (2) integrating the Centers
into AID agricultural programs, (3) improving the effectiveness
and dissemination of the Centers' publications, and (4) requiring
better evaluation of Centers' performance in funding decisions.

The comments provided by your office generally concurred with the
intent of the audit recommendations and indicated that corrective
actions were or would be taken. Your transmittal memorandum, the
introduction section to the detailed comments and the specific
comments on recommendations summarized salient issues and are
discussed after each finding along with Office of Inspec‘or
General response. The transmittal nemorandum, the introduction
section, and comments on recommendations are included as an
appendix to this report.

Please advise me within 30 days of the actions taken or planned
to close the report's recommendations addressed to your Bureau.
"hank you for the courtesies extended to my staff during the
audit.,



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since 1967, AID has invested about $350 million in
twelve International Agricultural Research Centers
(IARC). AID contributed $45 million to these Centers in
fiscal year 1985. This represented a $20 million annual
increase over the past 6 years. These Centers are
charged with developing new technologies to assist the
small farmer in less developed countries to increase
agricultural production. The Centers' research mandate
covers most food crops.

Shortly after the Centers were formed, new varieties of
wheat and rice were developed and adapted by Asian
countries and a «critical food «crisis was abated.
However, subsequent to these initial successes and
significant AID funding, no new breakthroughs of similar
proportions have been made.

According to an impact study conducted on the Centers,
the world's poor would have been worse off without the
development of wheat and rice varieties. However, most
other innovations related to these Centers' work have
not yet been adapted widely enouyh to have measurable
impacts.

While the IARCs were developing new technologies, the
audit showed their actual benefits were not known since
the technologies were not being widely used by farmers.
The only exceptions were wheat and possibly rice. The
main reasons for farmers not using IARC technologies
were:

-- national agricultural research organizations were
not capable of adapting IARC technologies to local
conditions

-- the means to extend technology to the farmer often
did not exist

-~ countries lacked adequate seed production
capability, fertilizer, and storage facilities, and

-~ policies on <crop prices and other inputs were
unfavorable to the farmer.

A study done for the Bureau for Policy and Program
Coordination considered the results of 75 AID project
evaluations and 22 Inspector General audit reports on
agricultural development projects. This study concluded
that new technoloyies were not benefitting the small
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farmer. Generally, small farmers did not have access to
the new technologies, but even farmers, who did have
access, were often not adopting the technologies,

AID could better protect its very substantial investment
in international agricultural research by ensuring that
AID projects incorporate this research into related
activities. For example, AID should require miscions to
consider IARC results when formulating a project. Also
AID needs to foster direct 1links between IARCs and
national programs to better protect AID's investment in
the Centers. AID should also explore ways to bridge the
gap between national agricultural researchers and the
farmers, such as encouraging projects which directly
link these groups.

AID needs to more effectively manage the publications of
the Centers. Publications were an important means of
disseminating research results, however, the
publications were

-- too technical for use by most AID Agricultural
personnel;

-- often not translated into Spanish and French; and
-- not well distributed.

As a result, many of these documents remained unused and
the benefit of AID's investment was significantly
reduced, both in terms of the cost of the publications
and the far more costly research which also remained
unused. AID needs tc review the method of disseminating
research information to ensure that key personnel in AID
missions and the country's national agricultural
institution receive information they can read and
understand and that is pertinent to their informational
needs.

AID has continued funding of IARCs without the advantage
of detailed analysis of the Centers' performance and
contributions. Funding has increased to $45 million
annually and we found 1little evidence that crucial
factors were considered in setting funding and
allocation levels. In 1984, the project office
identified 17 factors to be considered in funding
decisions, however, these were merely a listing of
possible points of consideration rather than a set of
factors actually considered or evaluated. AID needs to
establish guidelines for determining the funding for



each Center which include an analysis of the actual
impact each has had on AID's specific objectives.

Management Comments

The Agency management provided lengthy comments on the
draft report. Overall, the Agency believes that the
audit understates the accomplishments of the Centers,
particularly for wheat and rice, and the degree of AID
missions knowledge of and interaction with the Centers.
Furthermore, the obstacles to technology transfers,
identified in the report, are outside the mandates and
scope of the Centers, and their resolution requires a
commitment from national governments and concerted
efforts of all donors.

Agency management, however, generally concurred with the
intent of audit recommendations. Management said that
new procedures are being established to determine and
administer funding for the Centers.

Office of Inspector General Comments

The successes in wheat and rice during the "Green
Revolution®" which began in 1960s are well known, but
this report deals with more recent research results in
other crops--maize, sorghum, pearl millet, cassava and
cowpeas, as well as rice.

AID's investment in the Centers sincz 1967 now totals
$350 million. This large investment should have
resulted in measurable benefits to the small
farmers-~-however, our audit as well as the Centers own
(1985) impact study found that this has not occurred.

Many of the obstacles to technology transfers are
outside the Centers direcc mandate, but should be better
addressed by AID. Concerted efforts of AID, in
coordination with other donors and the Centers, is
needed, if AID's irvestment in the Centers is to achieve
its potentia’ benefits.

Prior to this audit, AID had not formally established an
upper 1limit for its contributions to an individual
Center. The draft report discussed the nced for an
upper limit and management responded that it had
established a policy. The uew policy states, ". . . AID
funding to a given Center not exceed 35 percent of the
Center's core budget except under unusual circumstances
and for short periods of time,"® Since AID's
contributions to individual Centers never exceeded 33
percent and only one Center received more than 30
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percent of its core funds from AID, this section has
been deleted from the report.

Management's new procedures for determining the funding
for the Centers should provide AID with an in-depth view
of annual performance and how the Centers are
contributing towards AID's objectives.

Management comments were considered and used to modify
the audit report where deemed appropriate. However, for
the most part, the comments were not responsive to the
issues developed in the report. The transmitting
memorandum, the introduction section and the specific
comments on the recommendations did cover substantive
issues and accordingly they are included as an appendix
to this report. Management comments and the Inspector
General response follow euach finding section.
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AUDIT OF
INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH CENTERS

PART I -~ INTRODUCTION

A. Background

AID is authorized by the Foreiyn Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended, to carry out agricultural research which is
to assist the small farmer and to increase food
production. The Act requires that the agricultural
research (1) consider the special needs of small farmers
in determining research priorities, (2) include research
on the interrelationships among technology,
institutions, and econonmic, social, environmental and
cultural factors affecting small farmers, and (3) make
extensive use of field testing to adapt basic research
to local conditions.

The Act requires special emphasis be placed on
disseminating research results to the farms on which
these terhnologies can be put to use.

From 1967 to 1985, AID has invested about $350 million
in 13 International Agricultural Research Centers
(IARCs) which are sponsored by the Consultative Group on
International Agricultural Research (CGIAR). AID's
contribution has increased from $24.8 million in 1979 to
$45 million in 1985. (See Exhibit 1). These Centers
are independent oryanizations and are supported by
national governnents, international agencies, and
foundations.

AID support is provided directly to the CGIAR-sponsored
IARC in the form of a general support grant to be used
for cperating and capital expenses. Overall policy aad
administration of the IARCs is the responsibili .y of the
CGIAR. This group was organized in 1971 to bring
together countries, public and private institutions,
irternational and regyional oryanizations, and
representatives from developiny countries to support a
network of international agricultural research centers
and proyranmg,

Shortly after the IARCs were formed, new varieties of
wheat and rice were developed and adopted by Asian
countries and a critical food crisis was abated. This
period has been referred to as the "Green Revolution,
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Currently, CGIAR sponsors 13 centers throughout the
world. These Centers are involved in research on all
major food crops, livestock production and the various
factors affecting farmers in the developing world.

Appendix I identifies each of the CGIAR sponsored
centers, its research priority and location.

The «crop production Centers' primary purpose is to
generate new technology such as new crop varieties or
farminy practices for farmers. In theory, countries'
national research programs would test the new varieties
or methodologies developed, and if the tests were
acceptable, adopt the technology and transfer it to the
farmer. The means fcr actual on farm application would
be through extension linkages in the national prograns.
Developing new technologies for developing countries
takes between 6 to 14 years. Adaption of these
technologies to local conditions takes between three to
six additional years. The total time frame for
development of a new variety to release to the small
farmer ranges between 9 to 20 years. The Centers
covered in this review were all established prior to
1973 and have developed new crop varieties,

The transfer process from the IARC to the farmer is
shown in the following chart.



FLOW OF RESEARCH TECHNOLOGY TO THE FARMER
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B. Audit Objectives and Scope

The purpose of the audit was to determine if research
results developed by individual crop production centers
and funded, in part by AID, were being used by small
farmers in developing countries. The Office of the
Regional Inspector General for Audic/Washington
coordinated the review using an audit staff from the
field offices located in Seneygal, Honduras, Pakistan and
the Philippines. The audit was conducted from November
1984 to June 1985.

To evaluate the impact International Agricultural
Research Centers had on local farming conditions, the
research activities of four international centers
specifically researching major food crops were
reviewed. The Centers and the crops were selezted to
provide worldwide coverage, namely, Africa, Asia, and
Latin America. The Centers and specific crops reviewed
were:

1. Incernational Rice Research Institute (IRRI),
Philippines--rice

2. International <Crops Research 1Institute for the
Semi-Arid Tropics (ICRISAT), india--pearl millet,
soryghum

3. International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center
(CIMMYT), Mexico--maize (corn)

4. International Institute of Tropical Agriculture
(ITTA), Nigeria--cowpeas, cassava

The four Centers in total received about 54 percent of
the total AID contribution provided to international
agricultural centers.

In addition to visiting the IARC3, we met with officials
at all levels involved with national research
institutions, extension organizations and experimental
stations located in Liberia, Sencgal, Cameroon, 1India,
Indonesia, Honduras, Ecuador, Philippines and Pakistan.
In these countries, when practical, small farmers were
interviewed to {dentify the benefits they received fron
the new technoloyy.

In each of the countries, discussions were held with
government aygricultural officials, cognizant officials
from the various research and extension institutions,
and AID minoion ayricultural officers. Alvo, regional
research directoru fronm Haitd and Panaina were
interviewed.

.



The extent AID/Washington monitors research efforts of
IARCs and ensures that research efforts are consistent
with AID priorities was reviewed. Responsibility for
the program is with the Bureau of Science and Technology
and the Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination. We
discussed the program with cognizant officers and also
met with officials from the World Bank and the CGIAR.

The audit was made in accordance with generally accepted
Government audit standards.



AUDIT OF
INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAI RESEARCH CENTERS

PART II - RESULTS OF AUDIT

‘While the 1International Agricultural Research Centers
(IARCs) were developing new technologies, most farmers
were not using them. Many factors contributed to this
condition, but the primary causes included: inability
of national agricultural research and extension
institutions to transfer technology, unfavorable host
government agricultural policies towards farmers and
lack of other supporting services. These situations
needed more attention if AID's $350 million investment
in the Centers was to be worthwhile.

AID had not formally established policies and procedures
to integrate the Centers into AID's programs and
projects. The publications produced by the Centers were
not receiving the necessary attention to assure that
these were directed to the widest possibi2 audience and
in useful languages. Furthermore, AID had not formally
analyzed the performance and the impact of each Center
in deternining AID's annual contribution.

The six audit reconmendations are directed at
integrating the Centers into AID agricultural programs
and projects, inproving the effectiveness of the
Centers' publications and requiring better evaluation of
Centers' performance in funding decisions.

A. Findings and Recommendations

1. Use of International Aqricultural Research
by Farimers

AID policy and sector quidance on food and agricultural
development requires that rescarch results be
trangferred to the small farmer. In the nid-19¢0s and
early 19708 two IARCs developed new varieties of rice
and wheat that were widely accepted and used in Asian
countrieus, llowever, with the exception of these two
fond crops, rescarch transfer and utilization has been
limited. Crop production--on¢ measure of research
impact--had not increased in mnost countries reviewed,
Farmers were not utilizing more recent IARC reoulto for
many reasons including:

== the means to adapt and disseminate research waas
often inadequate,
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-- seed production capability, fertilizer, and storage
facilities were often inadequate, and

== government policies on crop prices and other inputs
needed by the farmer were unfavorable.

India, Pakistan, the Philippines, and 1Indonesia had
adopted IARC rice varieties and India and Pakistan had
adopted wheat varieties. Factors limiting adoption

were less present in these less developed countries and
were mitigated by a strong commitment on the part of the
national governments.

IARC research results were not fully integrated into
AID's agriculture development projects. While AID
expects IARCs to generate adaptable technologies, it
does not require its ¥ ssions to consider IARC's
research results in their development projects. Also,
AID had not adequately fostered programs which directly
link national agricultural researchers and farmers in a
manner to facilitate the delivery of new technologies,

Agency officials believe that the IARCs are developing
new varieties of crops capable of increasing the food
supply in developing countries. These officials point
to the development of wheat and rice varieties as
examples of these conditions. The officials state that
more time is needed for other crops to have an impact.

In the countries reviewed, these other crop developments
had not had wide acceptance and only limited impact,
The Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR) impact study confirmed that, overall,
the only measurable impact for the Centers has been in
wheat and rice. AID needs to be more active in ensuring
other new crop varieties are tested for local conditions
and distributed to farmers for widespread use., In the
absence of widespread use of IARC research results,
AID's continued funding of the Centers will not have the
desired results,

Recommendation No. 1

Wwe recommend that the Bureau for Program and Policy
Coordination revise the AID Agricultural Sector Guidance
to require integration of International Agricultural
Research Centers' results into relevant agricultural
research and crop production projects and programs.

Recommendation No. 2

We recommend that the Bureau for Program and Policy
Coordination require that Project Papers for bilateral
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agricultural research or crop production projects
contain a specific and detailed description on how
national agricultural research organizations will
coordinate and cooperate with the appropriate
International Agricultural Research Centers in the
project.

Recommendation No. 3

We recommend that the Bureau for Science and Technology
in coordination with the geographic bureaus:

a. advise Missions of the importance of creating direct
linkages between national agricultural researchers
and farmers to overcome technology transfer
constraints; and

b. provide the Missions with the lessons learned from
recent evaluations on the effectiveness of direct
linkages between researchers and farmers in the
transfer of technology.

Discussion

Increased crop production is one accepted measure for
evaluating the impact of agricultural research. New
wheat and rice varieties developed by two Centers had
been widely accepted and used by farmers in a few less
developed countries and had significantly increased
production of these two crops.

In the nine countries reviewed, however, only Indonesia
and Ecuador had significantly increased crop production
in the last five years and these increases were limited
to rice and maize crops. In both cases, new IARC
varieties were used to achieve these increases. 1In both
India and the Philippines, IARC varieties had been used
during the same period, but their production of pearl
millet and rice, respectively, had not increased.
India's production of millet had become stable and the
Philippines production of rice had declined.

In the remaining five countries reviewed, crop
production had, in general, not improved. In Senegal,
production and the area planted for millet, sorghum, and
cowpeas had declined significantly between 1980 to
1984. In Pakistan, millet production for the period
1979 through 1984 had fluctuated between 214,000 metric
tons to 277,000 metric tons, but the highest production
was recorded in 1979, Reliable ~crop production
statistics were not available for Honduras and Cameroon,
but officials stated that production had not improved in
the past five years.
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Further evidence that farmers were not benefitting fron
new technologies developed was described in other
evaluative studies. The first was a consultant's report
covering AID internal project evaluations and Inspector
General (IG) audit reports issued in fiscal year 1984.
The consultant's report was contracted for the Bureau
for Policy and Program Coordination to identify lessons
learned from AID evaluations and audits,

The consultant reviewed 75 project evaluations and 22 IG
reports on agricultural development projects. The
consultant concluded that there was substantial evidence
that poor small farmers--AID's principal target
group--were denerally not receiving relevant new
technologies. Even when the farmers had access, they
did not adopt the new technology.

The consultant concluded that technologies were
available but many countries did not have an adequate
delivery system. There was not a clear consensus as to
why farmers with access to the technologies did not
adopt them. The report discusses a wide range of
technology transfer issues, some of which were also
found during our audit and discussed in this report.

The second 3tudy was the 1985 CGIAR review. This report
concluded that the world's poor would have been worse
off without the IARC wheat and rice varieties initially
developed in the late 1960s. These varieties made
possible increased crop intensity, raised labor demand
and lowered grain prices. However, the study reports
that most other innovations related to the Centers' work
have not yet been adopted widely enough to have had
measurable impacts.

The CGIAR study stated that new varjeties provide
farmers with more options. These new varieties are more
responsive to fertilizers than traditional varieties
making investments in fertilizers profitable; yet, these
varieties produce better than traditional varieties even
without fertilizer.

The CGIAR study also reported that many of the poorest
people are in difficult environments, such as semi-arid
zones or in rice growiag regions without reliable
rainfall, and the farmers continue to grow traditional
varieties, The new varieties developed so0 far have
offered insignificant advantage for such conditions.
Siynificant change in these areas is likely to occur
only when better varieties of drought tolerant crops of
millet or sorghum become available or when techniques
that raise water use efficiency can be uged to support
the new varieties.
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Integration of IARC into Projects - The May 1982 policy
on Food and Agricultural Development required AID to
support the identification, transfer and adaption of
existing technologies as well as to carry out new
research to improve agricultural production in
developing countries. This policy also required AID's
continued support of IARC efforts towarde- developing
these technologies and called for close cooyrdination to
ensure dissemination of research to small farmers.

AID's 1983 agriculture sector strategy ~calls for
developing strong host country institutional capacities
needed to deliver technology to farmers. Part of the
strategy called for research to be linked with farmer
advisory services in a two-way flow of information.

Technology developed was to have considered
distribution, credit availability, market access, policy
support and potential impact on the people. The

strateygy also called for AID to support linkages between
IARC's and national programs.

In June 1985, the Administrator, AID, said in a
world-wide cable that results of technology transfer in
the agricultural area had been disappointing. He stated
that the adoption of U.s. style extension systems are
not necessarily appropriate for developing countries.
lle encouraged innovative approaches to agricultural
technology transfer and the inclusion of the private
sector in wherever possible,.

In the nine countries reviewed, only limited
coordination between IARC's and AID agricultural
development activities existed. Only when an IARC was
involved in actual project implementation and funded by
a mission was there significant involvenment.

Four of the countries reviewed had formal commitments to
work collaboratively with more than two CGIAR spongored
IARC3, and five countries had no formal commitments with
any IARC. For example, India and the Philippines had
formal commitments to collaborate with the International
Rice Research Institute (IRRI), the International Crops
Research Institute for the Semi-Arid Tropica (ICRISAT)
and the International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center
(CIMMYT), but Cameroon and Senegal did not have guch a
comaitinent with even International Institute of Tropical
Agriculture (IITA), which is located in West Africa.
While these countries can and do receive materials from
IARCS, the lack of collaborative agreements indicates
the limited involvement of IARCS in local regearch,
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These conditions also existed because AID pad not
integrated IARCs into its developnent projects.
According to AID/Washington officials, each mission
determines the scope for agricultural projects.
Although AID has contributed over $350 million to IARCs,
missions are not required to consider the Centers'
research results in planning their projects.
Consequently, IARCs were not being adequately utilized
aS sources for agriculture knowledge and the technology
transfer process was generally not working.

The need to integrate IARCs' resources into AID programs
is highlighted in the Africa Bureau Plan for Supporting
Agricultural Research and Facilities of Agriculture in
Africa. This plan calls for integration of AID's
various agricultural research activities, The plan
recommends that AID expand the capacity of IARCs to
support national program development through special
projects, particularly those which could involve a
regional research network.

In an effort to improve the flow of research info-mation
from IARCs, AID assigned an agricultural liaison officer
to IITA. It was anticipated that this officer would
inform national and regional research extension
institutions, as well as AID field missions, about the
research capabilities and results of IITA research. It
was ~also anticipated that this assignment wouid
facilitate the transfer of research information and
provide a more immediate benefit to the small farmer.,
The liaison officer was assigned to IITA in August 1984.

During the following six months, the liaison officer did
not prepare any reports on his actions at 1ITA and, more
importantly, he had not visited any AID Missions in
Africa. According to Africa Bureau officials, the
liaison officer's activities were constrained because of
administrative problems but he had begun travelling to
Missions and assisted them to obtain the cooperation of
IITA.

The assignment of an agricultural 1liaison official to
IITA was a positjive step and may facilitate the transfer
of research technology. However, AID missions must be
made aware of the liaivon officer's role, respongi-
abilities and the mechanisng for interaction.

IARC  Regearch I8 ___Not Pagssing  Through National
Agricultural Programs To The Farmer - The ultimate test
of agricultural regearch is whether or not f{t is
actually use! by farmers. In the nine countries
reviewed, very little recent IARC research regi'tg were
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actually being wused by the farmer. Whether this
situation existed because the results of research were
not applicable tc¢ farmer needs was not pursued.

llowever, significant constraints to the effective
transfer of technology to the farmer were identified.
These constraints included:

-- Adequacy of national agricultural research
organizations and their capabilities to test new
technologies,

-- Adequacy or capability of national/regional
extension services to deliver technologyy to the
farmer,

-~ Availability of seeds, fertilizer and other inputs
relating to the new crops, and

-- Restrictive government policies which were
disincentives to adoption of new technologies.

Hational Aqricultural Research Programs Weak and Not
Adapting IARC__Results - The flow of agricultural
research from IARCs through national research programs
is an essential element in the successful transfer of
IARC technology. National research programs are needed
to determine if the materials developed by IARCs could
ve used locally.

Cf the nine countries included in the review, only
Ecuador, India and Indonesia had a national organization
capable of testing adoption of IARC research results.
These countries were able to performn tests on maize,
pearl millet and rice, respectively.

Cameroon, Honduras, Liberia, Pakistan, Philippines and
Senegal had various problems which limited their ability
to test and adopt IARC research results. Below are
examples of inadequate national cesearch programs.

Cameroon - Agricultural research is the responsibility
of the Cameroon Institute of Agricultural Research which
i a national institution. Regearch was conducted at
three experimental stations. These stations were still
in the initial testing phase for IARC varieties and none
of the varieties beiny tested had been released,

Liberia - Liberia did not have an adequate national
agricultural research program and was not able to test
or adapt existing technoloyy. This was largely due to
gevere funding restrictions which resulted in a ghortage
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of research personnel and physical facilities including
a lack of security on field research plots, inadequate
library, laboratory, and chenmical storage facilities,
Also, the research institute had no seed storage
capability; an office file cabin2t was being used for
this purpose and all the seeds were infested and
unusable for tests.

Honduras - Honduras does not have national
agricultural research institution or coordin.ting body.
Research activities are limited to private companies.

For a 1984 project, the Honduran government and AID
determined that the inadequate research system precluded
any possibility of increasing food production.
Budgetary restrictions had lec¢ to reduced staffing and
low salaries for researchers. Accordingly, it was
difficult to maintain good staff or to form effective
linkages between national research and extension
services, much less international research centers.

Because of the decentralized nature of the Honduran
research program, the extent the government tested
CIMMYT maize varieties could not be ascertained.
Honduran research program officials stated that eight
CIMMYT varieties were in use, but since 1981, no new
CIMMYT varicties had been released.

A mission agricultural officer said that regardless of
what had been released, maize yield has increased only
marginally, if at all. 1In the region visited, several
CIAMYT maize varieties had been tested but none were
acceptable. According to a regional research official,
CIMMYT was working on an improved variety specifically
for their area,

Pakistan - Most agricultural research in Pakistan is
carried out in provincial research institutions and
universities, The Pakistan Agricultural Regearch

Council 1is responsible for coordinating and financing
most of the aygricultural research done in the country.

According to Government of Pakistan and USAID officials,
Pakistan does not have adequate capability to counduct
multi-disciplinary research on major agricultural crops
at either the national or provincial level. Problems
identified included the lack of (1) equipment and
facilities; (2) qualified regearch gcientists; (3)
administrative support gervices, and (4) coordination
between national and provincial researzh organizations.
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Senegal - The government of Senegal had not released an
IARC improved variety in the last ten years. Although
government researchers have been wurking with several
new crop varieties, the results are not encouraging.
For exanmple,

-- the selection program on maize varieties has not led
to any recommendations significant enough to warrant
acceptance for farmers;

-- in 1979, a cowpea research program was started with
participation of several institutions. Varietal
comparisons were made from 1979 to 1983. It was
determined that nc better varieties than those
currently available in Senegal had been developed,
and,

-~ 1improved rice varieties from West Africa Rice
Development Association (WARDA) had generally not
proven successful in Sencgal, and only one variety
had shown any potential at all.

A senior Senegal Government official in charge of
research stated that they do not consider researcu being
performed at IARCs in establishing priorities for their
national research program. Research projects are based
on proposals made by researchers to a National
Commission. This official was unable to identify any
specific research project initiated as a result of IARC
research activity.

National Extension Programs Further Constrains the
Transfer of IARC Research Results - Extension services
are a link from the national research programs to the
farmers. These services can provide a communication
channel--bringingy research information to the farmer in
a form he understands, and advising researchers of the
farmers needs. Those countries, which had weak national
agricultural research programs, also had weak extension
progyrams compoundiny the problem of IARC research
results beiny adopted by farmers.

In a June 1985 world-wide message, the AID Administrator
advised that the agricultural technology development and
transfer process is not complete until the farmer adopts
and profits from the research results,

In the countries reviewed,

-- Extension gervices were poorly linked to
national agricultural rescarch institutions.



-- Extension workers were expected to service an
excessive number of farmers.

-- HMany farmers were difficult to reach;
transportation and communicat on networks were
primitive or non-existent, and there were
shortayes of vehicles and fuel.

-- Extension workers' time was used for
administrative rather than production-oriented
work.

~- Extension workers often worked only part tinme,

-- Funds were not available for per diem, supplies
for demonstration plots, and other necessary
outlays.

National agricultural researchers generally did not
communicate directly with farmers, which is one method
to facilitate the transfer of new technologies, In
India, however, the national research organization had
established a lab-to-land program where 200,000 farmer
families were targeted to work directly with 200
scientists on the latest proven and viable agricultural
technoloyies. The Egyptian Government had also
initiated a program for agricultural researchers to work
directly with a selected group of farmers.,

The following summaries discuss the extension
capabilities of countries visited and problems related
to transfer of IARC research to the farmers:

Cameronn - Extension services in Cuameroon were not
effective. Extension is fragmented between a national
extension gervice and 12 parastatal extension gservice
agencieg.

In 1982, AID, the World Bank and the Food and
Agricultural Orqganization evaluated the Cameroon
extension services and found that (i) small farmers were
not being reached, (ii) extension services concentrated
on export crops at the expense of food cropas, (iii)
extension ayents were not trained and (iv) agents could
not contact omall farmers since they had no tranasporta-
tion or travel allowance.

At the time of the audit, these conditions, although
well known, otill remained.

Liberia - In Liberia, thore igs virtually no f{nterface
etween the national research inatitution and
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experimental stations, and the farmers for the transfer
of technology and information. Although extension is
under the Ministry of Agriculture, extension activities
are spread among special development projects and the
ministry.

The Liberian Ministry of Agriculture and USAID officials
stated that due to extensive program weaknesses
relatively few farmers had been reached or affected by
eXxtension activities,

Honduras - According to an AID project paper for the the
establishment of an agricultural research foundation,
the extension program in Honduras is inadequate and
cannot provide effective extension services to farmers.

We were unable to trace any IARC improved technoloyies
to the extension services. While some maize research
had been conducted in the reyion visited, the extension
agents had no new technologies to transfer to the
farmers.

Ecuador - Ecuador does not have a formal extension
service. Information is transferred indirectly by a
number of agricultural organizations.

Maize production had increased in Ecuador, however, this
occurred more because the gyovernment established
favorable «credit and price support programs, than
adoption of new technology. For example, in 1979 the
national development bank made $10.7 million in credit
available to finance plantiny 60,000 hectares of maize.
A marketiny agency was funded to support production with
the purchase of 20,000 tors at the official support
price of $179 per ton. Support prices were subgequently
raised for the farmers in 1980 and 1981.

This situation, although somewhat igsolated, 1indicates
that opportunities exist for increasing crop production
througyh the use of preexisting technoloyy, by adjusting
price supports and increasing farm credit.

With no formal extension system, farmer preferences were
not kucwn or considered., Two farmers were contacted who
were planting a new mafze variely, They sald that
government officials had visited them and asked them to
pPlant this variety. They planted the variety, but were
not asked for their viewpoints.

Seneyal - The Sencyalese extension service has never had

the opportunity to transfer an IARC improved gseed
variety to the farmer because no new sced varieties have
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been released. Should the opportunity become available,
it is doubtful whether the transfer could take place
because of broad changes in government policy.

For example, in 1984, the Government of Senegal
reappraised the role of its rural development agencies.
As a result, one of the agencies responsible for
extension of cowpea, maize, and millet lost about 75
percent of its personnel.

A recent AID study found that the Senegalese extension
brogram was not effective because of a lack of qualified
staff and a reluctance of extension staff to collaborate
with national research staff.

India - Although most countries' extension services were
weak, India has established processes to transfer new
technology. In fact, ICRISAT technology had been
distributed to 1Indian farmers through the extension
services and two ICRISAT pearl millet varieties were
being used by farmers of one Indian state.

Further Constraints on Adoptin IARC Results - Even if
adaptable research was available to farmers, its impact
would be 1lessened because of other agricultural
constraints. These constraints included lack of gseed
and fertilizer, lack of markets for increased
production, lack of agricultural credit and poor pricing
policies. These constraints nust be resolved |f
research is to have the intended impact. The following
cases describe one or more of these constraints. Both
AID and the countries have been awar» of these problems,
but efforts to correct them have not been successful.

Cameroon - Cameroon lacks adequate seed multiplication
capability. Cameroon had no seed certification program
and had conducted 1limited seed testing, Adequate
facilities were lacking for seed processing. Thesge
deficiencies were constraining the adoption of improved
varieties developed by IARCs,

Also, the government agriculture policies had favored
export crops versus food crops. For example an
AID/Cameroon study reported that of 180,000 tons of
fertilizer available for the 1985-1986 cropping sgeason,
about 95 percent would be used for the production of
export crops; yet food Crops represented over 70 percent
of the 1land in agricultural production {n Cameroon.
Cameroon gubsidized the uge of fertilizer for export
cropgs but not for food Crops. As a result, fertilizer
for food crops cost twice as much as for export crops.,
Pesticides were available for export crops only.
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Senegal - Seed multiplication facilities for cowpeas,
maize, millet and rice were not adequate in Senegal. As
a result, Senegal imported seeds. In early 1984, one of
the parastatal agencies was faced with a demand of 70
tons of maize seed from its farmers. The only source
the agency could find was Mal., which could provide only
25 tons.

In 1985, Senegal imported 650 tons or 52 percent of its
needs for cowpea seeds. Because the shortage was
critical, Senegal had to import a "black eye 5" variety
from California which had had 1limited testing and
yielded less than local varizties.

Also during the last 5 to 10 years, IARC research did
not produce a cowpea, millet or rice variety capable of
being transferred to the Senegalese farmer. However, a
new maize variety, originated by IITA may be ready for
transfer. But transfer has not been possible because
(i) the seed had not been approved by the Senegal
National Seed Board, (ii) technical data sheets had not
been prepared, and (iii) seed multiplication facilities
were not available.

Senegalese farmers do not have adeguate access to
fertilizer or other inputs. The Government is unable to
finance fertilizer subsidies and there is no public or
private system with the capability to distribute the
fertilizer. Access to fertilizer and other inputs is
also severely constrained by lack of farm credit. The
Government terminated farm credit in 1979 due to a bad
harvest season and the lack of credit repayment by the
farmers.

Liberia - 1In one locality in Liberia, agricultural
researchers tried to increase rice production.
Utilizing an improved variety, initially developed by
IITA, a new program was initiated. The program did not
succeed because the farmers, who had planted the new
variety, still had a huge rice stock left over from the
prior year's harvest which they could not sell.

Philippines - The Philippines has gone from an exporter
to an importer of rice in recent years. In 1984, the
Philippines imported about 100,000 metric tons of rice.
The Philippine farmers used improved IRRI varieties, but
were not able to obtain fertilizer at a rcagonable price,

According to IRRI officials, the recent change 1in
government policies on fertilizer and rice prices had
caused farmers not to purchase fertilizer, which was
esgential to obtain the high Yields possible with IRRI
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varieties, Tne government policy was not to inport
fertilizer but to create indigenous sources. However,
the cost of 1local fertilizer was dgreater than farmers
could afford to buy at the recomnended application
rates.

Furthermore, the government controlled the wholesale
price of rice at levels less than farmer's total cost
for production. This factor also contributed to the
declining production. Accordingly, without strong
government support, even improved high yielding IARC
varieties may not raise the farmers income or result in
increased food supply.

Cconclusion

AID may not be able to address all the factors limiting
the transfer of IARC research results to the farmer.
However, AID could do more to integrate the IARC efforts
directly into AID projects. Unless AID fosters direct
links between IARCs and national agricultural resecarch
programs through the bilateral projects, the transfer of
technology is left to chance rather than a coordinated
and planned effort.

AID could also evaluate agricultural programs which
directly 1link national agricultural researchers with
farmers as one means to effectively transfer new
technologies. Without these actions, the effectiveness
of AID's $350 million investment in the Centers and the
$45 million annual contribution is substantially reduced
and the benefits of the research may not be realized.

Management Comments

Agency management stated that the audit report
identified a number of inportant constraints affecting
agricultural research and development programs,
Management further stated that these constraints are
known and do not necegssarily reflect inadequacies inp
scientific research and outreach activities of the
Centeras.

Office of Inspector General Comments

The identified constraintsg must be solved through
proactive action by AID and the integration of the
Centers into AID programs. While these constraints are
not the result of inadequate regsearch or other
activities of the Centers, without a direct flow of
information between the farmer and the regearcher, the
risk of inappropriate research exists. The 1985 CGIAR
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study on the impact of the Centers reports that "There
has been considerable discussion within national systems
and the donor community of the adequacy of links between
national research systems, extension systems and
farners. Linkage deficiencies slow the flow of
technology to farmers, lend to inappropriate research
because researchers are not conversant with farmers'
problems, . . ., and result in returns [on investment]
to research ard extension lower than they might be."

The Centers have provided new technologies which may
have the potential to benefit farmers. However, this
potential has not been achieved, because of constraints
identified in this report.

Management Comments

Technologies are being used. Despite the problenms
outlined in the report, many technologies generated by
the Centers are being adapted and used by farmers. The
classic example of this is the "Green Revolution" in
rices and wheats. The audit report asserts *tnat new
technologies are not being used or benefitting the
farmer. The wheat and rice Jdevelopments would clearly
dispute this finding.

Office of Inspector General Comnents

The ga‘ s in food production through research during the
"Green Revolution® are well known. However, newer
technologies dcveloped for crops, other than wheat and
rice, have not had the gsame degree of acceptance and
have not benefited farmers to the ecxtent possible. As
discussnd on pages 9 and 10 of this report, the 1985
CGIAR study on the impact of the centers reached
conclusions similar to the results of our review,
Consequently, we concluded that the technnlogies are not
being ugsed to the extent practicable and AID should take
additional steps to improve “he distribution of research
benefits,

Management Comnments

A lony term perspective in evaluating regeurch is
needed. AID can be proud of its long record of strong
support for the research in cereal gyrain crops--wheat
and rice. iowever, that researcl. started prior to AID's
direct support. The time ucale for research cfforts are
lony (6 to 14 yecars) and requires gtable support,
Regults generated by the Centers show a potential for
larye and continuing impact on food production,



Office of Inspector General Comments

AID's long term commitment and support for agricultural
research is not questioned in our audit. Development of
new technology can take between 6 to 14 years and local
testing and adoption takes additional time. The
countries reviewed had generally not adopted the new
technologies developed by the Centers and several were
not even testing new varieties. The causes for this
condition were not necessarily related to the potential
usefulness of the Centers' research, but to the
conditions in the country as described in our report.

The result, however, ic tne same~--the technology is not
being used by the small farmer. AID needs to do more
towards reducing the impediments to technology transfer,
if its investment in the Centers is to reach its
bpotential benefit.

Managenent Comments

Efforts are being made to strengthen national research
programs. The Centers have developed training programs
and educational activities to help strengthen national
programs. The Centers recognize that the conditions in
the national programs are oostacles to testing and
adoption of new technologies. As an additional
approach, two specialized centers were created, one to
deal with problems of national research and extension
systems and one to cover food and agricultural
policies. Both are small institutions but they reflect
AID concerns which complement agricultural research
conducted by other centers.

Office of Inspector General Comments

While we did not specifically review these areas, they
were considered in Preparing the report. The Centers
reviewed were generally aware of the conditions of the
national programs they dealt with. The two new
Centers--the International Service for National Research
and the International Food Policy Rescarch
Institute--are charged with working on national program
problems and policy issues and are Jjust beginning to
work with national progranms. However, these activities
do not reduce AID's responsibility to integrate the
Centers' resources and results into its own programs.

Management Comnents

The CGIAR is a comprehensive and analytical system. The
CGIAR system provides for a considerable amount of
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planning, review and evaluation. The group has recently
completed an extensive and detailed impact study and is
completing a budget and finance study. AID is nore
involved in the CGIAR mechanism than any other donor,
which is reflected in the size of its contribution, the
degree AID staff is involved in deliberations and
decision making, and its extensive contracts in the
research comnunity.

Office of Inspertor General Comments

The internal management of the CGIAR system and AID
participation in the decisions of the system were not

areas considered in this review. The system is not
wholly financed by AID, therefore, we did not review the
managenment of the system. The degree of AID

participation in the system seems adequate considering
the size of AID's contribution and its project
requirements.

Management Comments

AID internal management is L ing formalized and
broadened. Some of the managerial concerns addressed in
the report are being addressed. A mechanism for
determining funding levels is being established and
considerably more documentation on the process will be
produced.

Office of Inspector General Comments

These actions should provide management a better view of
the Centers' annual performance and their contributions
toward AID objectives.

Management Comments

Agency management generally agreed with the intent of
the recommendations. However, management stated, that
to a largye degree, current activities and project
planning review processes incorporate the intent of
these recommendations. Management offered alternative
wording for the first two recommendations. On the third
recommendation, management stated that various studies
are underway concerning improvements in extension
technology transfer and questioned the need for
additional study at this time.

Office of Ingspector Genzral Comnents

The firat two recommendations provide a discipline which
does not exist in Agency guidance and regulations
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concerning planning agricultural projects. The lessons
learned from the studies referred by management need to
be communicated to Missions for inclusion into current
or planned projects.



2. Publications and Lanquage Used

Publications are an important method of disseminating
results of International Agricultural Research Centers'
(IARCs) efforts. Each year the IARCs publish hundreds of
documents on their activities and distribute these to AID,
as required by grant agreements. These publications,
however, were rarely used by AID Mission personnel and not
necessarily useful to officials who are responsible for
implementing improvements in agriculture, IARC
publications were generally (1) too technical, (2) not
printed 1in Spanish or French, and (3) not well
distributed. This occurred because AID had not identified
the best use of these documents and the typical background
of the individual who is in the best position to apply the
reported results. As a result, many of these documents
are unused and the benefits of AID's funding of the IARCs
has been reduced.

Recommendation lo. 4

We recommend that the Bureau for Science and Technology
ask the International Agricultural Research Centers to
write their publications for a broader audience than
scientists and in less technical terms. Also, the Bureau
should ask the Centers to translate important publications
in French and Spanish.

Recommendation No. S

We recommend that the Bureau for Science and Technology
determine its requirements for distributing International
Agricultural Research Centers' materials and determine
which AID offices should receive the Centers' materials
and to what extent.

Discussion

In 1984, the International Rice Research Institute (IRRI)
produced a bibliography on publications on international
agricultural research and development. The lead paragraph
in the forward read,

"Knowledge gained through international
agricultural research is useless unless it is
published and disseminated to its target
audience of scientists, educators, extension
specialists and farmers.® (underscoring added).

In contrast, IARC officials stated that nost
publications were intended for scientistg in other
countries. This position was based on the premise that
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scientists would review the IARC publications and be
convinced that the research was scientifically valid.

The publications are directed at scientists, according
to AID officials, to allow the scientists to narrow the
range of conditions or materials that must be tested
locally.

Most AID personnel, who received and who were expected
to use these riblications, were not scientists. Those
interviewed said that they found the IARC material to be
too technical to use. In fact, nearly all of the AID
agricultural officers contacted said that they do not
read these reports and usually sené them to a library at
the mission or host country.

However, very few of the IARC publications distributed
annually were maintained at the AID mission libraries
and offices. For example, at the mission in India,
Indonesia and the Philippines, the libraries and offices
did not have current publications from the 13 1IARCs.
With these IARCs sending materials to the AID missions,
this is a further indication these materials were not
useful to the recipients.

In Senegal, the AID agricultural officer filed all IARC
reports in his office. However, he pointed out that
thr2se reports were too technical to use and not
necessarily germane to his program. He said the reports
were intended for scientists and not to mission
agriculturists.

In Liberia, the AID agriculture officer said he received
the IARC reports. Occasionally he had time to read
these, but, generally these documents were referred
directly to the host government. e said that he lacked
the time to study the reports in the chance of
identifying something useful to Liberian agriculture.
He assumed that the Central Agriculture Research
Institute (an AID funded project) received such reports
and used them. We visited the Institute and found that
often the IARC reports were not received and those in
the library had not been used for some time and most had
not even been cataloged.,

The majority of documentg published by the IARCs were in
the English language in keeping with IA.C's policies.
IARC officials stated that translating their reports to
Spanish or French was very costly, and accordingly had
done very little in this regard.



The International Insti._ute of Tropical Agriculture
(IITA) is located in Africa and serves French speaking
West Africa. According to a 1984 bibliography on IITA
publications spanning 1975 through 1983, it published 77
docunents. These included annual reports, monographs,
conferences, bibliographies, periodicals and miscellane -
ous papers. All were published in the English language,
but only 18 were also published in French and only one
in Spanish. In one large West African country --
Senegal -- the national researchers told us that few of
their personnel could read English, thus most of the
IITA documents were not usable.

Distributing Useful Information - Prior to 1982, the
Bureau of Science and Technology received and
distributed only selected IARC publications.

Subsequently, the Bureau nodified grant agreements to
require major publications be sent to AID/Washington and
AID #Missions. An office in the Bureau of Science and
Technology was charged with the distribution of IARC
materials. Generally, the AID Missions visited received
some, but not all IARC publications.

In 1984, AID/Washington received uearly 300 publications
from 12 IARCs in the CGIAR aroup. Also, AID missions
and other overseas offices were to receive many of these
publications, This wide distribution was not
necessary. Overseas offices with few or no agricultural
staff cannot assimilate the wide array of technical
information.

AID had sent each IARC a mailing 1list of AID
agricultural development officers overseas. The IARCs
wer> instructed to mail significant reports to each
address. Of the 63 locations 1listed, eight locations
did not have an agricultural development officer
position; ten had one position and ten more had only two
positions. It is unlikely that these 28 AID locations
could mahe effective use of the large number of IARC
publications received.

Since all 63 locations were not contacted, the number of
IARC publications received was not known. However, the
estimated cost of distributinyg these publications to the
28 locations with two or 1l2ss agriculture development
officers was about $42,000.

The Bureau for Science and Technology should reevaluate
the AID distribution of IARC publications. The Bureau
should also advise the IARCs that many publications are
too technical to be wuged by policy makers and
non-gcientists and help identify publications which
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should be written in Spanish and French. These steps
could improve the effectiveness in  communicating
research results.

Management Comments

Management stated that they agreed with the need for
broader diffusion of Centers' findings. However,
Managenent believed that the Centers' technical
publications are generally appropriate for their
principal <clientele: national agricultural research
programs. Management stated that other Center
bublications are designed for broader audiences and
extension oriented materials must be the responsibility
of national governments.

Management stated that the report does not give a "full
picture® on the translation issue by not indicating the
extent other Centers produce materials in languages
other than English, Center's acquisition of computers to
aid in translations, and English as the common langquage
in agricultural research. Lastly, Management stated
that the Centers are well aware of the translation issue
and are in the best possible position to determine these
needs.

Office of Inspector General Comments

The main issue raised in this audit is the adequacy of
Centers' publications for the officials who should be
using them. As stated in the report, the audience for
Center publications is not restricted to scientists, but
also includes educators, extension specialists and
farmers. This 1list should also 1include officials
responsible for budgets, programs and projects who are
not scientists. None of these latter groups are able to
make use of Center publications.

The highlight reports are produced for broader audiences
and are generally fairly short. However, even these
highlight reports can be lengthy. The 1983 highlight
report from CIMMYT was 88 pages, ICRISAT's was 44 pages,
IITA's was 122 pages, and IRRI'S was 124 pages. Only
ICRISAT and IITA published these reports in French and
none of these reports were available in Spanish,
Therefore even the value of highlight reports is
questionable and even scientists have indicated a need
to improve Centers publications. The 1985 impact study
by the Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR) stated that scientists believed that
the services of the Centers were not widely enough
known, and more promotional information was needed.
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The language issue is not new and needs to be better
addressed. AID has missions and representatives in most
developing countries and should use its presence in
those countries to advise the Centers on the need for
translation of their publications. AID should take a
more proactive role in the publications of the Centers
to better assure that those officials who can benefit
from the Centers work receive the materials and receive
it in a useful language.

Management Comments

Management agreed that it needs to review its
requirements for distributing IARC materials. A new
blan was recently developed which places distribution
responsibility on the Centers.

IG Comments

The new plan may reduce the redundancy in the
distribution of the Centers publications. We believe
that AID mnust still review its requirements and
determine who should receive Centers' publications.



3. Allocation of Funds

Allocation of funds to individual Centers was based on
historical fund commitments rather than actual analysis of
Center performance and its contribution toward AID
objectives. In 1984, the project office identified 17
factors to be considered in allocating funds to each
Center, However, there was little evidence that these
factors were actually considered or that any systematic
analysis was performed.

Funding has continued without adequate review and
documentation of key factors, such as Center performance
and impact on agriculture and food supply. As a result,
AID funding to individual Centers was not based upon
performance criteria or measurement of a Ceater's
contribution to AID agricultural research objectives and
priorities. Thus, AID management has no assurance that
the best use of these funds were nade.

Recommendation No. 6

We recommend that the Bureau for Policy and Progranm
Coordination develop guidelines to use in establishing the
annual contribution to each Center. These guidelines
should include the extent of coordination with lesser
developed countries, technology made available, and
matching of AID agricultural research objectives and
priorities.

Discussion

AID is the major contributor to the International
Agricultural Research Centers (IARCs) sponsored by
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research
(CGIAR). 1In 1983 and 1984, AID's contribution was two or
three times greater than the largest other donor
organization, i.e., the World Bank, or donor country. AID
originally established a funding level of 25 percent for
the IARCs. Since then, AID's contribution to an
individual Center has grown to a high of 33 percent of the
core budget, This does not include funds derived from
special projects provided by individual AID Missions.

AID contributions to CGIAR sponsored IARCs has ygrown fromn
$24.8 mnillion in 1979 to $45 million 1in 1985. The
increase was caused by adding two Centers to the Group and
by increases in the size and scope of the other Centers!
facilities and proyrams and inflationary trends.

Fund Allocation Process - Until 1983, the Bureau for
Science and Technoloyy had not made an effort to formalize
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the process for determining the fund allocation for the
Centers. Various draft documents relating to the process
were developed 1 1983/84 to explain the informal process
used to allocate the $45 million to 12 Centers.

Even after recognizing a need to formalize and document
the process of allocating about $45 million annually, the
Bureau continued to allocate the funds on an informal and
subjective basis. According to the last document on the
process--Criteria for Allocation of Funding Among the
International Agricultural Research Centers, August 30,
1984--there are a large number of factors which affect the
AID funding decision. This document lists the following
17 factors which were to be considered:

1. Importance of a Center to Lesser Developed
Countries--mandated research, and the current and
potential importance to food production.

2. Geographic--some <Centers conduct research on crops
that are basic to food supplies in much of the
world while others are regionally oriented.

3. Stage of Growth--the Centers' current developmental
stage.

4. Production Potential ot Target Areas--the set of
conditions of relatively difficult production areas
or relatively highly productive areas.

5. Population--important background factor to assure
balance between Asia and other regions.

6. AID Concerns--agency agricultural research priori-
ties and program priorities.

7. Program Quality and Performance--how well the
Center is meeting its objectives.

8. Results of Reviews and Other Studies--consideration

given to program and management reviews identifying
strengths and weaknesses.

9. Regional Bureau and AID Mission Input--consideration
of comments, reports and suggestions on all aspects
of Centers' programs from AID organizations.

10. Field Demand for IARC Collaboration and
Involvement--degree of special project activity for
regional bureaus and AID missions.

11. Outreach Performance--degree centers have conducted
efficient and effective outreach programs.
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12, National Programs--degree of collaboration IARCs
have with national research organizations and
capability of national programs.

13. Historical Level of AID Support--represent the
accumulated reasoning and priorities for center
funding.

l4. Impact--the degree to which a Center has succeeded
in its mission.

15. Unique Nature of Center Programs--a unigue role can
be an additional reason for support, such as the
only Center studying a problem.

16. Needs of the System as a Whole--AID is but one
donor but its decisions can affect the entire
systenm.

17. oOther Factors and Special Considerations--consider-
ation of events, such as political or economic
difficulties or management changes, which need
special consideration.

No records, reports, or analysis of any type were
prepared to demonstrate how these 17 factors were used
in arriving at fund allocations. The factors seemed to
be more a listinc prepared to satisfy an outside inquiry
rather than a basis for allocating funds,

For example, the discussion paper for the fiscal year
1985 allocation of $45 million stated that funding
levels were based essentially on the 1984 1levels which
was $45.25 million. It further stated that the $250,000
reduction in funding for 1985 was apportioned among six
larger and better funded Centers to reduce the negative
impact of this cut. The paper continued with a
generalized discussion of each of the 12 Centers but did
not address any of the 17 factors which were osotensibly
established as a bagis for allocation of funda.

A wimilar paper on the 1984 allocations amounting to
$45.25 million stated that funding was to remain at the
1983 levels for gix (6) Centers and the remaining six
(6) Centers should receive an increase. In neither casge
was there a detailed analysis supporting these
decigions. The reasons offered for the {ncrease in
funding as oshown below clearly demonsttate the lack of
detailed analysis:

1. IITA - a small increane ($100,000) based on the

critical need to increase food production
in Africa.
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2. IFPRI - AID funding has been relatively high
(29.1%) but this increase ($300,000) is
needed to offset relatively low
contributions by the Europeans. While
generally pleased with their per formance,
we are concerned that their program is a
bit too ccattered and represents more the
interest of researchers than the
organization.

3. CIAT - The Center has had a relatively tight
budget situation recently and has
performed well ($200,000 increase).

4. ICARDA - The Center 1is in the midst of its
permanent building program and has done
well. But it is a newer center, operating
under difficult conditions. ($300,000
increase).

5. ILCA - The Center has recently reorganized and
made a number of improvements in
operations. The 1increase ($400,000) is
principally justified on the basis of need
and a brightened potential rcther than
past performance.

6. ICRISAT - AID's contribution has been traditionally
low because of other donor contributions.
It is an excellent center doing work of
considerable inportance, A modest
increase ($200,000) is to help finance
expansion oif effort in Africa and to raise
the level commensurate with its importance.

Nowhere In these documents was there an analysis of the
actual impact these Centers has had on international
agriculture in recent years.

Prom 1979 to 1985, AID's contribution to individual
Centers varied widely. The amcunt of AID support to
individual Centers rose between 4.1 percent to 242.8
percent as shown in the following table.



AID Funding

Amount of
Center 1979 1985 Increase
T ($ in millions) 3
IRRI $3.8 $6.0 $2.2 57.9
CIMMYT 3.6 6.0 2.4 66.7
IITA 3.9 6.2 2.3 59.0
CIAT 3.3 5.5 2.2 66.7
CIp 1.5 2.3 .8 53.3
ICRISAT 1.4 4.8 3.4 242.8
ILRAD 2.4 2.5 .1 4.1
ILCA 1.7 3.2 1.5 88.2
ICARDA 2.9 5.3 2.4 82.6
IBPGR o5 .9 .4 80.0
IFPRI .6 1,4 .8 133.3
ISNAR (1980) .3 .9 .6 200.0
WARDA 0 0 0 0

The reasons for this wide variance in increase to
individual centers wWas not documented in the memoranda
on AID contributions to the CGIAR system. According to
the project officer, these increases represent growth in
the core budgets of the Centers. The rapid increase in
Support to ICRISAT, the Project officer explained, was
based on growth in the Center's program, its expansion
into Africa, and lessening of other donor support during

Detailed analysis of the above variances in
contributions to the Centers was not feasible because of
the lack of documentation and detailed analysis of each
year's contributions, While the funding levels were
approved by Agcncy management, the lack of documentation
and analysis does not assure management that the
resulting increases were warranted or contributed to
AID's agricultural research priorities,

A June 1985 special report on the CGIAR expresses
similar concerns. The report stated that final
Judgments on allocation were not strictly quantitative,
but were made on the basis of considerations that were
weighted differently from Center to Center. The
overriding concern, according to the report, was
Whether a Center had a distinct comparative advantage to

was better left to other research institutions or
development agencies,
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Although the special report identified evaluative
factors to be used in the fund allocations, project
officials stated that no analysis of the Centers'
performance using these factors was made for the nost
recent allocation.

In contributing $45 million annually to the CGIAR
Centers, AID should have developed a systematic process
to determine its contribution to individual centers,
Without specific guidelines which justify the fuading
levels to each Center, AID's funding s pport levels for
the Centers is arbitrary and open to misdirection.

The draft of this report discussed the need for AID to
establish ceilings on its contribution to an individual
center. In responding to the draft, lnanagement stated
that AID funding to a given Center would not exceed 35
percent of the Center's core budget except under unusual
circumstances and for short periods of time. Although
this amount appears high since the Centers are supported
by other countries, and donors and the World Bank, based
upon management's positive action this digscussion and
the accompcaying recommendation has been deleted from
this final report.,

ldanagenent Comments

Managenent stated that jt jg utilizing the 17 criteria
listed in the report for determining -he annual
contribution to each Center. Manayement gstated that the
process  for making allocationg is becoming more
formalized. Hanayenent believes that their new
guidelines and procedures will satiafy the IG concerns
and the audit recomnendations,

Office of Inapector General Conmments

A more formalized process is needed and should angist
management to better determine the funding allocations
to cach Center, Management  needs  to review each
Center's annual performance and determine how the Center
is contributing towards AID's objectives, We will
review theuse new guidelines  and proceduren on the
allocation prucess, in clouiny Recommendation lo. 6,
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B. Compliance and Internal Controls

Compliance

Audit results show that, overall, there was an adequate
level of compliance with applicable AID regulations and
grant agreements. For example, each grantee is required
to have a financial audit performed at least once every
two years. We found that each grantee complied with
this request by having an accounting firm perform the
necessary audit as required. Nothing came to our
attention that would show that grant items were not in
compliance with applicable laws and regulations.

Internal Controls

Overall, internal controls were found to be appropriate
and were operating in a satisfactory manner except
controls of fund allocation as discussed in this
report. We were able to ascertain during the course of
our review that grant agreements were consistent with
the Financial Integrity Act. Grantor prepared the
required documentation necessary to properly authorize,
control and manage the numerous grants provided
annually. Specific requirements were contained within
the grant to require full reporting and accountability
by the grantee.
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AID OBLIGATIONS TO IARCs SINCE

INCEPTION THROUGH CY 1985

EXHIBIT 1

($000)

TOTAL

1969- FUNDING

CENTER 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 ALL YEARS
IRRZ $14,505 $3,600 $3,850 $4,300 $5,900 $6,300 $6,000 $5,940 $50, 395
CIMMYT 15,774 3,600 4,250 5,600 6,550 6,000 6,000 6,000 53,774
IITA 15,231 3,900 3,750 4,700 5,935 6,200 6,300 6,240 52,256
CIAT 11,355 3,300 4,350 4,900 5,400 5,600 5,600 5,540 49,095
cIp 5,615 1,500 1,700 2,200 2,200 2,300 2,300 2,300 20,115
ICRISAT 7,975 1,400 2,100 2,900 3,900 4,350 4,850 4,815 32,290
ILRAD 5,552 2,400 2,850 3,100 2,400 2,500 2,500 2,490 23,792
ILCA 5,140 1,700 2,250 2,400 2,550 2,800 3,200 3,175 23,215
ICARDA 3,130 2,900 3,050 3,250 3,650 5,000 5,300 5,300 31,580
IBPGR 940 500 750 800 850 900 900 900 6,540
IFPRI - - S5¢ 800 950 1,100 1,400 1,400 6,200
ISNAR - - 250 609 1,000 900 900 900 4,550
WARDA 958 - - - - - - - 958
CGIAR REVIEW - - - 100 - - - - 100
TOTML 88e.70  £24,800 £29.000 £25,100 $40,785 $43.750 $45,250 $45,000  $349.860
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LISTING OF
INTERNATIONAL AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH CENTERS

CROP PRODUCTION RESEARCH

o)

CIAT: Centro Internacional de Agriculture Tropical
(International Centre for Tropical Agriculture,

Cali, Colombia, is concerned with the production of
the food stapies of the tropics of the western
hemisphere, particularly beans, cassava, rice, and
beef.

CIMMYT: Centro Internacional de Mejoramiento de

Maiz y Trigo (International Maize aud Wheat Improve~
ment Center), El Batan, MeXxico, supports research
around the world on maize and wheat as well as other
major cereals such as barley and triticale.

IP: Centro Internacional de la Papa (International
otato Center), Lima, Peru, aims to mprove the
solanum potato and to develop varieties suitable for
growing in many parts of the developing world, where
it has great potential.

ICARDA: International Center for Agricultural
Regearch in the Dry Areas, Beirut, Lebanon, and
Aleppo, Syria, concentrates on rainfed agriculture
n semi-arid regions of North Africa and West Asia,
with emphasis on durum wheat, barley, faba beans,
and lentils.

ICRISAT: International Crops Research Institute for

the Semi-Arid Tropics Hyderabad India is con-
cerned with Improving the quantity and reliability
of food production in semi-arid regions of Africa,
Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East, with
emphasis on sorghum, pearl millet, groundnuts,

chick-peas, and pigeon peas.

IITA: International Institute of Tropical

Agriculture, Ibadan, Nigeria, concentrates on low-
land tropical agriculture worldwide, with emphasis
on roots and tubers, cereals, and drain legums, as
well as the improvement of traditional farming

systems.
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o IRRI: International Rice Research Institute, Los
Banos, Philiggines, the first of the international
centers, continues to work on the improvement of

tropical rice and rice-based cropping systems and
related technologies.

o WARDA: West Africa Rice Development Association,
Monrovia, Liberia, aims to promote self-sufficiency
in rice for a 15-country region where rice is a

staple food and where there is great potential for
increased production.

LIVESTOCK RESEARCH

o ILCA: International Livestock Centre for Africa
Addis Ababa Ethiopia, carries out research and
development on improved 1livestock production and
marketing systems for tropical Africa.

o) ILRAD: International Laborator for Research on
Animal Diseases, Nairobi, Kenya, seeks controls for
two major 1livestock diseases, trypanosomiasis and
theileriosis, that 1imit livestock production in
huge areas of Africa, Asia, Latin Anerica, and the
Middle East.

PLANT GENETIC RESEARCH

o IBPGR: International Board for Plant Genetic
Resources, Rome, Italy, supports and promotes a net-
work of international and national genetic resource
centers to collect and preserve plant germplasm.

FOOD POLICY RESEARCH

o IFPRI: international Food Policy Regearch
Institute, Washington D.C. USA ocuses on the
sensitive economic and political issues surrounding
food production, food distribution, and the inter-

national food trade.

SERVICE RESZARCH

o ISNAR: _International Service for National Agricul-
tural Regsearch, The Hague Netherlands, the youngest
of the centers, responds to requests from developing
countries for assistance in strengthening their
national agricultural research programs,
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MEMORANDUM

TO: RIG/A/W, B. Reginald Howard

FROM: S&T, N. C. Brady

SUBJECT: Audit of the International Agricultural Research
Centers

Attached is the Agency review of the draft report "Audit of the
International Agricultural Research Centers®. The response has
been developed jointly by the Bureau for Science and Technology
and the Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination (PPC) in
consultation with the three Regional Bureaus.

The audit emphasized technology transfer and the associated
problems of adoption of new methods and varieties at the farm
level. We share this concern and concur with the importance of
the impediments cited by the Audit. However we find that much
has been accomplished despite the institutional obstacles,
limited availabil:cy of inputs and underdeveloped
infrastructure in many LDCs. Moreover, many of the issues
related to such obstacles are outside the mandates and scope of
the international centers: they require a commitment from
national governments and concerted efforts of all donors.

Progress in developing strengthened national research
capability and more effective technology transfer systems
remain high priorities for the Regional Bureaus and many
Missions. All Bureaus concur with the intent of the Audit's
recommendations for insuring integration of center activities
and technologies in design and implemenation of A.I.D.
projects. However, there is a general consensus that knowledge
of, and interaction with, the IARCs is substantially higher
than the report indicates,.

New procedures for determining and administering A.I.D. funding
are being implemented as a result of a joint PPC-S&T study
report issued in June. We believe that the changes made

address most of the concerns of the Audit in the area of
program administration. We strongly disagree, however, with

the recommendation concerning set funding limits and we have
tried to clearly ennunciate the Agency's policy in that respect,
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Our full response provides a detailed discussion of these and
other issues. We understand that our response will be printed
in full as an annex in the Audit report.

Clearances: PPC/AA:AHerrick Céﬁ! Datelﬁ%&ngg
e 12/13/85

ANE/TR/ARD:ERice Phone Dat
AFR/TR/ARD:MWinter Phone Date 12/13 85
LAC/DR/RD:DSteen Phone Date



APPENDIX I1I
Page 3 of 9

I. INTRODUCTION

The Audit of International Agricultural Research Centers (IARCs) sponsored
by the Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) by
the Office of the Inspector General identifies a number of the important
constraints facing agricultural research and development programs. However,
most of these constraints are well known, and, more significantly in the case
of this audit, few ceflect inadequacies in the scientific research and
outreach activities of the Internctional Centers. Some comment on these
recurrent themes is appropriate before moving on to directly addressing the
rveport's findings and recommendations.

The constraint category includes many of the problems repeatedly cited in
the report: weak national rescarch programs; poor or non-existent extension
services; lack of seed production and distribution programs; limited
availability of basic inputs; poor infrastiucture for transport storage and
marketing; and, unfavorable agricultural policy background. Although
addressing these issues in the strict sense lies beyond IARC research
programs, mandates and resources, tho centers have made key contributions
toward ameliorating some of these videspread prodblems.

Technologies are being used

Because of the above broad-scale problems, the Audit report asserts that
technologies generated by the centers are generally not being used by
farmers. It would be more corract to observe that despite these prodblems,
many of the technologies generated by the centers, usually research
institutions in developing countries, are being adapted and used by farmers.
It is this ilssue which represents the overriding focus of the efforts of the
scientists of the IARCs--generation of technologies that will be used to solve
the chronic, and once labelled insoluble, prodblems of food production in the
developing countries. It is also the principal basis of this response to the
IG Audit.

The classic examples of successful technology developme :, adaptation and
spread are the “green revolution” rices and wheats. Although these have no
doudt besn cited many times, thay bear scrutiny again. From almost no acreage
in 1966, these varieties generated and promulgated by IRRI and CIMMYT, in
cooperation with country progrnms, have spread tc soms 30% of wheat and rice
land in developing countries--over 150 million acres (excluding communist
Asia). The research needed tu further extend these advances continues, as
well as vital reseacrch on pes's and diseases necessary for the maintenance of
high yield levels.

The Audit, apparently by inference drawn from an evaluation of A.1.D.
projects involving agricultucal research, asserts that new technologles ace
not only not adopted by formers, but that they are generally not benefitting
the mall farmer. The whest and cice figures above would clearly dispute the
finding that farmers do not adopt new technologies. “here is also s
consideradle body of evidence that mmall farmers benefit propoctionally about
as well as larger farmecs.
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A.I.D. can proudly point to a long record of strong support for the
research that made this quantum leap in cereal grain production possibdble.
However, it should be noted that the research was begun many years prior to
the beginning of A.I.D. support (and nascent impact). Time scales for
research efforts must be understood by those providing financial support if
programs are to achieve a significant degree of their potential. In many
revpects, agricultural research resists definition as a project with "target
dates” and strict forward planning. Rather, it is a continuing, evolving
effort, where each new decision builds upon recently generated results. It
requires stable support, commitment to excellence, and long, patient work.

A close review of the research results generated by the conters does show
that potential for large and continuing impact on production exists. Exciting
advances are being reported in research on sorghua, millet, maize, cassava,
cowpea, chickpea, beans, potato and other crops (examples are found in our
detailed comments which follow). Substantial gains have been made in
developing wheats for acid savannahs and rices for upland areas. Rarly signs
of impact in the growing numbers of varietal releases by national programs are
evident; some of these releases are referred to in the body of this response.

Kfforts are beins made to strensthen nationsl ceeesrch proscame

Ut\decstaffed, poorly supported or otherwise ineffective national research
programs are clearly recognized by the CGIAR donors as important obstacles to
testing, adeptation and adoption of ‘new technologies. To help strengthen
nationsl research and extension programs, the CGIAR centers have developed
numerous training and educationsl activities. Verying from specific short
courses to long term in-service and acadeamic training, educational
opportunities have been offered to over 20,000 research scientists,
technicians and extension personnel drawn from throughout the develuping
world. It is important to remember, however, that the International Centers
are relatively minor players in that they only represent 5% of the funds spent
on agricultural research in the developing world.

An additional approach to the strengthening of nationsl research
cspabilities was undertaken by the CGIAR with the creation of the
International Sarvice for Wational Agricultursl Research (ISWAR) in 1981.
ISEAR works with national systems to assess pressing prodlems snd develop
Plens lor action. To address the need for better undecretanding of food and
agricultucsl policies, the CGIAR in 1980 began sponsoring the International
Yood Pollicy Research Institute. Both acre emall institutions grappling with
ismense prodlems, but they do reflect the concerns of A.1.D. and other CGIAR
donore, pursuing sctivities which sre an isportant complement to the
sgricultural research conducted by the centers.
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AID t rehensive_and snalytical system

The CGIAR system and its donors go to great efforts to stay abreast of
current problems and to review center and system performance. The system has,
from the sturt, had an active Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) with nmembers
from both developed and developing nations; its Secretariat is located in the
Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) in Rome. In addition tne CGIAR
Secretariat in Washington has several scientific and manageasnt advisors.
Donors have their own technical rssources. A considerable amount of planning
veview, and evaluation is conducted within the system. The group has, for
example, recently completed a very extensive and detailed impact study and is
completing a budget and finance study. Others are contemplated.

AID is involved in the CGIAR mechanisms more closely than any other
donor. This reflects 1) the size of its contribution, 2) the degree to which
AID staff are involved in system deliberation and decision making, and 3) its
extensive contacts with the larger national and international agricultural
research communities. AID's participation is accomplished through a small,
but active staff, together with administrators and colleagues in S&T, PPC and
the Regional Buresus. Very limited human resources are available for this
line of work and demands on staff time are very great.

AID interns] management is being formalized snd broadened

Nevertheless, moves are underway to address some of the msanagerial
concerns expressed by the IG in its report. The recently completed report of
the Joint Bureau for Program and Policy Coordination (PPC) and Buresu for
Science and Technology (S&T) recowmended a mechanisam for arriving at funding
levels which will involve PPC and S&T and tho Regional Bureaus. This
recombendation, as well as the others made by the Committee, is curcently
being implemented. Consideradly more documentation will be produced under the
new procedurwvs, demonstrating and recording the assessments and judgments that
80 into the development of AID support levels for the centers. A great deal
of thoughtful review and planning, involving the entire Agency, is ceflected
in the report of the Joint Committes. The recommendations and their on-going
implementation will sddress many of the procedural and managerial issues
raised by the IG in the Audit.

AID's response to ‘he Audit report is divided into three sections, which
follow. The first is composed of brief comments on the Executive Sussacy of
the Report. The second consists of a detailed response to the body of the IG
report. The third consists of a brief response to each of the recommendations.

IG Note: Becausc of their length and gencral lack of responsiveness
to the audit findings, the next 21 pages of Agency management
comments were not included in this appendix. However, where
appropriate, thosc comments were used to modify the report.

Management's specific comments on the report's recommendations are
included on the following pages.

o
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IV. GCOMMENTS OW RECOMMENDATIONS

The Audit provides seven recommendations, which relate to three sudbject
matter areas. VWe are in general agreement with the intent of the
recommendations. However, we view the current situation somewhat differently
than the IG (as noted in the previous section) and have already taken actions
which will address soms procedural questions raised by the IC. Also the Audit
report was based on a sample; a different sample might have produced somewhat
different suggestions. Hence we think that s somewhat less rigid phrasing of
the recommendations in several cases would be more appropriate. Ve have
provided some suggestions on specific wording (and in one significant case a
percentage) and have some comments on the feasibility or method of
implementation.

In general, the recommendations do not deal with the international centers
themselves, but rather with administrative procedures within AID or prodblems
within developing countries which lie ocutside the mandate of most of the
centers. The centers are only one element - albeit a critical one - in the
package of activities which must be undertaken if agricultural development is
to be stimulated. While we can, where needed, modify AID adainistrative
prozedures, other steps at the country level involve a much more complicated
array of considerations, many of them well beyond the influence of one
external donor.

Our responses to the recommendations are faicrly drief snd are derived from
information and anslyses presented in the previous section.

Comment: The reference here is to integration into AID country projects
and missions. We fully agree that this integration should take place dut
think that it slready has to a larger degree than the Audit study
indicates. It is now standard practice in each Regional Buresu to include
detalled analyses of existing end potential relationships with relevant
international centers. 1In some cases, such linkages may be negligible
since the international centers do not cover every commodity or production
situation. Hence we question the need for formal actiom.

If, however, something more needs to be done it might take a different
form: (a) a reminder from the AID administrator, and/or (b) a change in
the language in Handbook ) on technical feasidility at the Project Paper
stage to specifically include a review of relevent IARC research when
designing bilatersl sgricultural cesearch projects. If the Audit
recommendstion were to stand largely as it s, w~ suggest: (a) chenging
"require” to “recommend” or "encoursge,” and () the insertion of
“celevent” before “Internationsl.”
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2) We tvecommen the Bureauy for Program and Policy Coordinatio
requicre that Project Pgpers for bilateral agricultural research or crop
d rojeec cont spe d detajled description on how
n u 208 0 tions must coordinate and

cooperate with the Sppropriste Internationgl Aggicul;ugg; Research

centavs in the project.

Comment: This is a variant of recommendation No. 1 and our cesponse is
similar. We agree with the intent but think that coordination and
cooperation generally exist. Nearly all recent agricultural research and
extsnsion project papers in each Regional Bureau include a discussion on
national program - IARC cooperation in areas such as gernplasm exchange,
training and technical assistance. Given the degree to which the
ctecommended procedure has already been implemsnted, we think that program
guidance is moce appropriate than a program directive. WUe suggest that
“require” be replaced by "recommend” or “encourage”; and "must™ by “can."

3) He recommend that the Buresy for Science and Technology evsluste
ascicultural prosrams which created direct linksges between nationsl

asricultucal resesrchers end facwers snd orovide lessons lesrmed to the
appropciate office.

Comment: WUWe sgree with the importance of the transfer of technology and
the need to find ways of improving it. There is, however, more work
underway on this subject than may have been spparent. At the center
level, such linkages ars encouraged and are often carried out through
national demonstration trials and farming systems research. An AID
working group i3 in the process of producing three papers on agricultural
extension, including one on making more effective use of the private
sector. AID has s large portfolio of bilateral projects that include on-
farm trials or other adaptive research methods (some under the rubric of
faraing systems research.) The Buresus for Latin America and the
Caribbean, and for Africa, for instance, sponsor several country projects
which provide for direct linksge between reseacchers and farmers. Central
bureau funding is being provided to three projects on technology
generation and transfer (with the Universities of Minnesota, Illinois, and
Plorida).

We question whether additional activity i1 needed. 1If, however, an
evaluation and documentation of lessons is still thought necessary,
learned, perhaps’ it could be carried ocut dy the Center for Development
Information (CDIR) in PPC. Since such a study would involve considerable
in-countcy evaluation other donors might de interested in a Joint effort.
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Comment: WUWe agree with the need for broader diffusion of center

findings. Thers are currently many activities and developments in this
area.

Technical publications from the centers are generally appropriate for
their principal clientele: national agricultural research programs. The
centers also produce highlight reports, newsletters, and other
publications which are designed for a broader sudience. The
responsibility for preparing publications for extension use within a
country must, for a number of reasons, fall to the national programs. It
is possible, however, that the internationsl centers could do more in the
way of developing generalized extension-type reports which could de
adapted and translated into the local language. IRRI has produced some
publications of this type and it may be useful to see how this program has
worked out snd how other centers feel about the need (it is probably more
easily done for a single crop center than one which works on many
commodities).

In the case of translation, the IG's ceport does not indicate a full
knowledge of: (a) the extent to which centers already publish in
lénguages other than in English, (b) the extent to which the centers are
moving toward the acquisition of computer translation capability, which
should significantly lower translation costs, and (c) the extent to which
English is the common international language of agricultural research.
CGIAR donors have repeatedly expressed interest in the translation
question. Centers ars well aware of the translation needs they face and
are in the best position to judge -ranslation needs.

Hence we will, as in the past, keep these matters in mind, and will
encourage and assist center efforts as appropriate.

3) Tha Duresu for jcience snd Technolosy should review its cecuirements
Comment: We agrse with this recommendation and will endeavor to implement
it. ‘e 34T office which distributed center material no lonser exists.

A new plan has recently been developed which places responsidility for
direct distribution to designated AID offices on the Centers themselves.
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Funding Procedures Meed to be Reviewed

6) We recommend that PPC establish that (sic) 25 percent level to be the
maximm funding for sny center.

Comment: We agree with the idea of an upper limit be set for our usual
contributions to each center, but totally disagree with the recommendation
that the level be set at 25%. We do not think that IC has built a case
for this level, nor would it be in the best intecest of e agency to do
s0. It has besn AID policy to provide, within the limits of its financial
resources, 25% of the funding for the CGIAR system, but we have
traditionally allowed our sllocations to individusl centers to vary from 0
to roughly 35%. There is very gooa reason for this: it sllows us, within
limits, the fle.ibility to allocate our fund: in the most officient and
offective way. The recent special study by V'PC and S&T, approved by the
AID adainistrator, recommended "...that AID funding to a given center not
oexceed 35% of the center's core budget except under unusual circumstances
and for short periods of time.” We are currently following this policy.

7) We recopmend thet PPC establish evalustive guidelines to be congidered
in_arriving st the apnual contribution to each center. These

Comment: The text of the Audit lists 17 criteria which we are currently
utilizing in acriving st the annual contribution to esch center. tle
believe that these criterias, occasionally sugmented by other speciul
factors, are appropriste and adequate. We dn not sense that IC feesls that
they are otherwise (except perhaps for not including “meeting tacget
dates,” which at best are difficult to define in an on-going cesearch
program).

The procass of making the allocations is becoming more formalized. Por
example, as recommended in the PPC-S&T Committee report, S&T-PPC met this
fall with regional buresus, at an Agricultursl Sector Council meeting
(which also includes BIFAD), to discuss proposed funding allocations, the
ceasoning behing them end ilmportant center-related issues. More extensive
documentation has been produced, descridbing in detail AID's sssessment of
individusl center’'s progress, financial situation and program quality and
relevence. Records of deliberstions and decisions will be kept.
Beverthaless, while the process is more formal, it is not possidble nor
would it be advantageous to reduce funding decisions to s formuls:
informed judgement has alwsys deen, and will continue to be s vitsl factor,

We believe these new guidelines and procedures will substantially satiefy
the concerms end recommendations of both the IG Report and that ¢f the
Joint PPC-84T Committee on CGIAR,
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List of Recommendations

Recommendation No. 1

We recommend that the Bureau for Program and Policy
Coordination revise the AID Agricultural Sector
Guidance to require the integration of International
Agricultural Research Centers' results into relevant
agricultural research and crop production projects and
programs.

Recommendation No. 2

We recommend that the Bureau for Program and Policy
Coordination require that Project Papers for bilateral
agricultural research or crop production projects
contain a specific and detailed description on how
national agricultural research organizations will
coordinate and cooperate with the appropriate
International Agricultural Research Centers in the
project.

Recommmendation No. 3

We recommend that the Bureau for Science and
Technology in coordination with the geographic burecnus:

a. advise Missions of the importance of creating
direct linkages between national agricultural
researchers and farmers to overcome technology
transfer constraints; and

b. provide the Missions with the lessons learned from
recent evaluations on the effectiveness of direct
linkages between researchers and farmers in the
transfer of technology.
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Recommendation No. 4 24

We recommend that the Bureau for Science and
Technology ask the International Agricultural Research
Centers to write their Publications for a broader
audience than scientists and in less technical terms.
Also, the Bureau should ask the Centers to translate
important publications in French and Spanish.

Recommendation No. 5 24

We recommend that the Bureau for Science and
Technology determine its requirements for distributing
International Agricultural Research Centers' materials
and determine which AID offices should receive the
Centers' materials and to what extent.

Recommendation No. 6 29

We recommend that the Bureau for Policy and Program
Coordination develop guidelines to use in estaktlishing
the annual contribution to each Center. Thesge
guidelines should include the extent of coordination
with lesser developed countries, technology made
available, and matching of AID agricultural research
objectives and priorities.



APPENDIX IV

Report Distribution

No. of Copies

Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Program

and Policy Coordination, AA/PPC 5
Audit Liaison Office, PPC/PDPR/PDI 1
Senior Assistant Administrator, Bureau for

Science and Technology, SAA/S&T 5
Audit Liaison Office, S&T/PO 1
Office of Agriculture, S&T/AGR 5
Office of Program, S&T/PO 1
Assistant to the Administrator for Management, AA/M 2
Assistant Administrator, Bureau for External Affairs, AA/XA 1
Office of Press Relations, XA/PR 2
Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Africa, AA/AFR 5

Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Asia and Near East, AA/ANE 5

Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Latin America and
the Caribbean, AA/LAC

Center for Development Information and Evaluation, PPC/CDIE
Office of Financial Management, M/FM/ASD
Office of Legislative Affairs, LEG
Office of General Counsel, GC
Office of the Inspector General, IG
RIG/A/Nairobi
RIG/A/Manila
RIG/A/Cairo
RIG/A/Dakar
RIG/A/Tegucigalpa
1G/PPO

1G/11
IG/EMS/C&R 1
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