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1 INTRODUCTION 

1 1 OvervIew of the Paper 

Among the ObjectIves of the strategIc plan of the ASSOCiatIOn for Strengthenmg Agncultural 
Research m Eastern and Central Afnca (ASARECA) IS the estabhshment of a "consohdated fundmg 
mechamsm for agncultural research" (ASARECA, 1997 82) One such mechamsm that ASARECA 
IS explonng IS a competItIve grants system ThIS paper, bUIldmg on earher analysIs (Ellsworth, 
1998), elaborates an actIOn plan for estabhshmg and pIlot testmg a compeuuve grants system (CGS) 
for ASARECA The effort constItutes part of ASARECA's ongomg collaboratIOn wIth the 
Sustamable Fmancmg InItIatIve (SFI), sponsored jomtly by the U S Agency for InternatIOnal 
Development's (USAID) Bureau for AfrIca, and the World Bank's Special Program for AfrIcan 
Agncultural Research (SP AAR) 

The author prepared the paper m close consultatIOn WIth the ExecutIve Secretary of 
ASARECA and WIth a staff member of the InternatIOnal ServIce for NatIOnal Agncultural Research 
(lSNAR)m the course of a two-week mISSIon to Entebbe dunng the penod, June 3-18, 1998 At that 
same tIme ASARECA hosted back-to-back research network planmng meetmgs, whIch proVIded the 
opportUnIty for dISCUSSIOn of aspects of the CGS wIth varIOUS network members, donor 
representatIves, and staff of several of the InternatIOnal Agncultural Research Centers (IARCs) The 
author also conducted mtervIeWS wIth grants managers of the ASARECA/CIP Technology Transfer 
Project and ofUSAIDlKampala's ActIOn Program for the EnVIronment and With offiCials of the East 
Afncan Development Bank The draft paper was finahzed after reVIew by the ASARECA 
Secretariat, USAID, and SPAAR 

The paper IS dIVIded mto four sectIOns The first mtroduces the purpose of the report, and 
sketches ASARECA's plan for, and progress WIth, SFI The second sectIOn bnefly reVIews some 
background on the financmg of agncultural research It exammes trends towards performance-based 
research, summanzes key lessons and best practIces m competItIve grant-makmg, and then focuses 
on the features of a CGS that accommodates ASARECA' s needs The thIrd sectIOn IS the heart of 
the paper Here an actIOn plan for developmg a CGS IS presented The plan conSIsts of four 
components a) strategIC plannmg, b) estabhshmg the legal framework, c) operatIOnahzmg the 
governance structure, d) deSIgnIng grants management procedures, and e) pIlot-testmg The actIOn 
plan connects WIth a proposed project to strengthen the capaCIty of natIOnal agncultural research 
systems (NARSs) to manage regIOnal networks, WhICh ASARECA IS developmg WIth aSSIstance 
from ISNAR The fourth sectIOn of the paper deals With Issues and optIOns The tOPICS addressed 
mclude dIfferent fundmg sources and levels, mstitutIOnal placement for the CGS, the connectIOn to 
ASARECA's ongomg research networks, and ImmedIate next steps Included m an annex IS a rough 
mdicative level of effort to Implement the plan over a three-year penod 

12 ASARECA and the Sustamable Fmancmg ImtJatlVe 

The ratIOnale for ASARECA, a regIOnal coordmatmg entIty created m 1994, relates dIrectly 
to Issues of sustamabIhty for agncultural research m AfrIca RegIOnal approaches to agncultural 
research respond to the IdentIfied need to complement concentratIOn upon mdividual NARSs With 



attentIOn to regIOnallmkages In the absence of a regIOnal perspective, NARS-drIven approaches 
can result m duphcatIOn of effort and pIecemeal programs In addItion natIOnally-based approaches 
are finanCIally unsustamable gIven avaIlable resources, and they fatl to capture the synergIes that can 
emerge from a regIOnally mtegrated attack on research problems and productIOn constramts Among 
the core goals of ASARECA's mandate are to mcrease the coordmatIOn, effectIveness, and 
sustamabIhty of agrIcultural research and technology transfer m the regIOn, harmonIzmg the efforts 
of the NARSs, the IARCs, and the donors As a functIon of these mtents, the ASARECA SecretarIat 
has been one of the early partners of SF! To date SFI's collaboratIOn With AS ARECA has focused 

on two areas strategIC plannmg and support for the development of a CGS 

Begmnmg m October 1996, SFI proVIded aSSIstance to ASARECA to reVIew the 
ASSOCiatIOn's mandate, operatIOns, and programmatic responsIbIlItIes, dISCUSS WIth the ExecutIve 
Secretary Issues relatmg to ASARECA's future plans and sustamabIhty, reach consensus on the 
scope, OrIentatIOn, and operatIOnal lOgIStiCS of a strategIC plannmg exerCIse and an SFI workplan, 
and prepare terms of reference for techmcal aSSIstance (TA) to ASARECA for the strategIC plan and 
the SF! The October VISIt latd the groundwork for a follow-up mISSIon m November-December 
1996 when a two-person team aSSIsted ASARECA to develop a strategIC plannmg operatIonal 
framework that reflects both a VISIon for the future and the steps reqUIred to attam that VISIon The 
framework mcluded a component to address finanCial sustatnabIhty (see GIlbert and Mooney, 1996) 
The team facIhtated Imtial dISCUSSIOns of the actIOn plan, drafted terms of reference for addItIOnal 
T A for follow-on analytIC work, and made recommendatIOns for ItS ImplementatIon Based on thIS, 
ASARECA began to develop a strategIC plan 

SFI supported the process by provIdmg five AfrIcan semor-Ievel experts as core members 
of the strategIC planmng taskforce (referred to as "the Reference Group") and a separate but 
mtegrated two-person team to address sustatnable financmg ThIS aSSIstance was supplemented by 
support from the European Umon, whIch financed the partICIpatIOn of several resource persons for 
the plannmg exerCIse The combmed team produced a draft plan by the end of June 1997 The 
team, along With key ASARECA stakeholders, convened m NaIrobI m July for a vettmg and 
dISCUSSIOn of the strategIC plan (see ASARECA, 1997) At that meetmg, the donors reaffirmed theIr 
commItment to supportmg ASARECA, and to helpmg the ASSOCiatIOn develop a sustamable mode 
of operatIOns The financmg mechanIsm that was gIven the hIghest Immediate prIOrIty IS a system 
of competitIve grants for agrIcultural research A longer-term, secondary prIOrIty IS an endowment 
fund Developmg and operatmg a competItIve fundmg mechanIsm thus became the next step m 
ASARECA's SFI workplan 

FollOWing dISCUSSIons m Washmgton WIth the ASARECA Executive Secretary, SP AAR, and 
USAID m the fall of 1997, SFI asSIstance was prOVIded to develop a concept paper laymg out best 
practIces WIth competItIve grant mechanIsms and elaboratmg the potentIal applIcatIOn of these 
practIces to ASARECA's research networks The draft paper was presented for reVIew and 
dISCUSSIOn at the ASARECA meetmg of research network coordmators m February 1998, and 
subsequently reVIewed by the ASARECA CommIttee of DIrectors (CD) later that month at the 
SP AAR Plenary Meetmgs m Arusha, TanzanIa (see ASARECA, 1998b) The CD authOrIzed 
AS ARECA to proceed With further development of a CGS 
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In terms of movmg along ASARECA' s "road to sustamabIlIty" (see Ellsworth, 1997) the 
notIOn IS that success With a CGS Will generate several Important outcomes It Will a) mcrease the 
confidence of funders that resources are well utilIzed, whIch Will attract more fundmg, b) buIld the 
capacIty of grantee NARSs for performance-based research, c) demonstrate the Impact of 
competItively awarded research grants on agncultural produCtIVIty and economIC growth, and d) lay 
the groundwork for dISCUSSIOns regardmg the capItahzatIOn of an endowment fund 
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2 AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND COMPETITIVE GRANTS 

21 Performance-Based Research III Agriculture 

Throughout the developIng world, and partIcularly In countrIes undergoIng structural 
adjustment, the envIronment for pubhc-sector agrIcultural research InstItutIOns has changed 
sIgmficantly As the chapters In Tabor (1995) Illustrate, adjustment programs have had a major 
effect on NARSs through pohcy reforms that modIfy agncultural productIOn InCentIves, ShIft the mIX 
and level of sectoral Investment, reduce publIc sector spendIng, overhaul the structure and 
management of publIc InstItutIOns, and Introduce new actors Into the research and technology 
transfer enterpnse, for example, the prIvate sector, non-governmental organIzatIOns (NGOs), and 
farmers' aSSOCiatIOns (see also Carney, 1998) These reforms have mtroduced both top-down 
pressures from governments and donors to change the way NARSs functIOn, as well as bottom-up 
pressures from farmers, NGOs, and busInesses for more responsIveness to theIr needs (ISNAR, 
1998) 

The Impacts on AfrIcan NARSs of the adjustment decades of the 1980s and 90s have been 
especIally acute and, for the most part, detnmental Although the number and skIlls of researchers 
have Increased across the contInent, spendmg per researcher has declIned, financIal resources are 
spread excessIvely thIn, InstItutIOnal mfrastructure has detenorated, and salarIes have faIled to keep 
pace WIth InflatIOn The effiCIency and effectIveness of the NARSs have plummeted, whIle 
dependence on InternatIOnal donors to fill the fundIng gaps has Increased (Pardey and Roseboom, 
1998) As many observers have noted, the current SItuatIOn IS finanCIally unsustamable as well as 
socIO-economically dangerous gIven the dependence of AfrIcan natIOns on theIr agnculture sectors 

Today, NARSs face an enVIronment where support for research-- whether from natIOnal 
governments, InternatIOnal donors, or the pnvate sector-- IS contIngent upon prodUCIng outputs and 
contrIbutIng to outcomes that are desIred by those provIdIng the resources The trend In research 
fmancIng IS away from open-ended InstItutIOnal support wIth no or few "strIngs attached" toward 
performance-based support for dIscrete projects or programs (Janssen, 1998) ThIS ShIft IS drIven 
to a large extent by the pressures for performance that confront the proVIders of research funds The 
prIvate sector has always needed to pay attentIOn to the "bottom lIne," but natIOnal governments and 
InternatIOnal donors confront IncreaSIng demands to be accountable and results-orIented 

NARSs must demonstrate that they are able to use resources effectIvely to achIeve specIfic 
research and technology transfer targets, and to contnbute to reachmg other, related obJectIves, such 
as market growth and enVIronmental protectIOn (see TrIgo, 1996) ThIS reqUIrement applIes even for 
research that falls Into the clasSIC pubhc-goods category for example, on SubSIstence commodIties, 
or on the technIcal constramts facmg rural women farmers It IS no longer suffiCIent SImply to claIm 
domg "good SCIence" as JustIficatIOn for fundmg StrategIes for resource mobIhzatIOn and 
sustamabIhty hmge upon satIsfymg key stakeholders-- natIOnal, regIOnal, and mternatIOnal-- that 
NARSs can create "value for money" and can perform WIth effiCIency, effectIveness, and 
accountabIlIty (see BrInkerhoff and GoldsmIth, 1990, Ellsworth, 1997) ThIS IS the realIty of the 
present and the wave of the future, there IS no turnIng back 
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2 2 CompetItIVe Grants Systems Summary of Best PractIce 

A varIety of fundmg approaches eXIst to operatIOnahze performance-based research 
CommerCIalIzatIOn that focuses on demand-dnven contract research IS one example Another IS 
competItive grant-makmg ThIS approach IS wIdely used around the world to fund research m a 
broad range of sectors, not Just agnculture A CGS can be financed through endowment funds 
where grants are made from the mterest generated by mvestmg an mitIal capItalIzatIOn thus 
preservmg the abIlIty of the system to prOVIde grants (theoretIcally) m perpetuIty An example from 
the agnculture sector m Latm Amenca IS the RegIOnal Fund for Agncultural Technology 
(FONTAGRO), establIshed by the Inter-AmerIcan Development Bank (Pmelro and TrIgo, 1996 
ReglOnal Fund for AgrIcultural Technology, 1997) Or a CGS can be financed by one-shot or 
penodIcal1y replerushed fundmg allocatlOns, where the grants made draw down on the allocatIOn(s) 
untIl the balance IS exhausted An example from the regIOn IS the ASARECAICIP Technology 
Transfer Project, now entenng ItS second phase, WhICh has been financed by USAID 
(ASARECAICIP, 1997, Mutun et a1, 1998) 

The wealth of expenence WIth CGSs, dIstIlled m Ellsworth (1998), has led to the 
IdentIficatIOn of certam basIC features of such systems that mfluence successful functIOrung (see also 
ReIfschneIder and Lele, 1998) The followmg draws from the dIScussIon m the Ellsworth paper, and 
begms WIth a defirutIOn a CGS IS a grant-makmg mechanIsm that formalIzes and structures a 
competitIve, ment-based allocatIOn of funds among apphcants The grantor announces m advance 
the purposes for whIch grants WIll be awarded the categones of grants, the level and duratIOn of 
fundmg per mdIVIdual grant, elIgIbIlIty reqUIrements the evaluatIOn cnterIa and proposal format 
and the tImetable ApplIcants submIt proposals, wruch are then reVIewed by an mdependent reVIew 
panel The panel submIts ItS evaluatIOns to the grantor, who makes the selectIOn for grant awards 
An admmistrative umt handles the funds dIsbursements and contracts, oversees complIance WIth 
reqUIred procedures, proVIdes techmcal backstoppmg (m some cases), and conducts momtonng and 
reportmg 

For ment-based competitIOn to work effectively, several condItIons need to be met FIrst, 
the pool of applIcants and of proposal reVIewers needs to be suffiCIently large m order to make 
competItIOn meamngful and faIr assessment of proposals pOSSIble A rough measure of the degree 
of meamngful competItIOn IS the percentage of proposals awarded grants relatIve to the total number 
of proposals receIved, the lower the percentage, the more competItIve the CGS 

Second, reVIew procedures need to control for self-dealmg, conflIct of mterest, and 
dlscnmmatIOn Self-dealmg refers to a SItuatIOn where someone IS sImultaneously a proposal 
reVIewer and an applIcant ConflIct of mterest occurs when a proposal reVIewer has some type of 
relatIOnshIp WIth, or lmk to, an applIcant For example, the applIcant works for or WIth the reVIewer, 
or s/he IS a student of the reVIewer DIscnmmatIOn IS actIve biaS on the part of a reVIewer eIther for 
or agamst an apphcant All of these are closely related to the first condItIOn m that the smaller the 
pool of applIcants and reVIewers, the more lIkely such problems are to arIse In SItuatIOns where 
numbers are small, speCIal measures need to be taken to aVOId or mmimize these problems, for 
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example, callIng upon other proposal reVIewers outsIde the lITlmedlate pool of candIdates or craftmg 
elIgIbIlIty reqUIrements so as to broaden the base of potentIal applIcants 

ThIrd, the CGS relIes upon flUId, effectIve, and transparent commurncatIOn among all of the 
actors m the system between applIcants and the grantor, among members of reVIew panels, between 
reVIewers and the grantor, between the grantor and the admInIstratIve entIty, etc Fulfilhng thIS 
condItIOn means talang advantage of a vanety of commurncatIOn avenues face-to-face meetmgs, the 
mall, the medIa, and the mternet It calls for a) clear statements of fundmg ObjectIves and 
evaluatIon cntena that all actors are aware of and understand, b) m-depth mterchange among 
proposal reVIewers, c) dISCUSSIOn With both successful and unsuccessful applIcants about the reasons 
for acceptance and rejectIOn of proposals, and d) sharmg of mformatIOn on progress and results 
aclueved With the grantor, benefiCIarIes, and the WIder research communIty 

Fourth, the CGS must have an appropnate governance structure and suffiCIent admInIstratIve 
capaCIty Best practIce mdicates that the CGS should be a non-profit or semI-autonomous pubhc­
sector entIty WIth a dlstmct and recognIzed legal status ThIS latter denves from a statute, 
constItutIOn, or artIcles ofmcorporatIOn that delmeate the entIty's legal IdentIty, purpose, structure, 
oversIght and admInIstratIve arrangements, and accountabIlIty Most grant-makmg organIzatIOns 
operate With some sort of board of dIrectors, a reVIew commIttee structure, and a grants management 
urnt (GMU) The effiCIency and effectIveness of the GMU IS cntICal to success, smce ItS operatIonal 
capaCIty wIll largely determme the extent to whIch the second and thIrd condItIOns noted above are 
fulfilled Another Issue IS the cost of the GMU StudIes m the U S found that overhead rates for 
large publIc-sector grant-makmg agenCIes are on average around three percent of the total grant 
budget FIgures for NGO grant-makers are hIgher, fallmg m the 10-30 percent range Expenence 
shows that the number of grants made IS a stronger determmant of overhead costs than the dollar 
value of the grants themselves 

2 3 ASARECA and CompetitIve Grants 

ASARECA's strategy reflects an understandmg of the evolvmg performance-based 
enVIronment for agncultural research, and It has already begun to mcorporate that understandmg mto 
ItS operatIOnal procedures Many ASARECA research networks have employed some competitIOn­
based procedures on an mformal, ad hoc baSIS to allocate resources among projects and research 
teams The use of such procedures wIll expand m the future For example, the agncultural polIcy 
network, ECAP AP A, mtends to establIsh a grants component that Will proVIde both competItIve and 
commIssIOned grants for pohcy studIes and trammg (ECAPAPA, 1998 27-29) The network 
plannIng exerCIses undertaken durmg the first SIX months of 1998 have gUIdelmes that explICItly 
address the need to lInk actIVItIes to outputs, products, and Impacts There IS an emphaSIS on settmg 
specIfic targets such that the five-year plans produced Will form the baSIS for holdmg networks 
accountable for concrete results over the lIfe of the plans (see ASARECA, 1998a) 

Thus estabhshmg an ASARECA CGS fits WItlnn the parameters of a process that IS already 
underway, namely, hnkmg research and technology transfer actiVItIes to outcomes through 
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performance-based plannmg and management A regIOnal CGS moves that process more formalh 
and systematIcally mto a ment-dnven, competItIve mode Success WIth the CGS, though wIll 
depend upon NARSs' capaCItIes to manage regIOnal research programs effectIvely hence the expbcIt 
lmkages and synergIes between thIS CGS actIOn plan and the NARS Strengthenmg Project 
(AS ARECA, 1998d) ASARECA has IdentIfied an mitial lIst of deSIrable features of a CGS for the 
regIOn These mc1ude 

1 A mmimum level of stabIhty m the availabIhty of resources so as to aVOId detnmental 
stop-start ImplementatIOn problems and wIde annual fluctuatIOns m fundmg levels 

2 A transparent grant reVIew and award process that contrIbutes to a perceptIOn of fairness 
and conSIstency 

3 An mdependent and technIcally sound reVIew and award panel 

4 Procedural measures that make allowance for the relatively smaller NARSs to develop 
theIr research capaCIty 

5 ActIve promotIOn of new partnershIps of researchers and non-researchers m the publIc 
pnvate, and NGO sectors, as well as awards to eXIstmg research networks 

6 IncorporatIOn of some lImIted scholarshIp and trammg funds 

7 A low level of management mtensity for the ASARECA Secretariat 

COmbInIng these features WIth the lessons of best practice summanzed m capsule form above 
proVIdes both a startmg pomt and some SIgnposts along a path for the operatIOnal development of 
a CGS for ASARECA The next sectIOn of thIS paper fleshes out a proposed actIOn plan for 
developmg and pIlot-testmg the CGS The ObjectIve of the plan IS to 

Develop, operatIOnalIze, and pIlot-test a competitive grants system for ASARECA 
that wIll allocate funds to pnonty research actIVItIes m an admInIstratIvely 
transparent manner that a) remforces performance-based research and bUIlds NARS 
capaCIty, b) demonstrates results and Impact m the regIOn, and c) encourages donors-­
mternatIOnal and natIOnal, publIc sector and pnvate-- to proVIde a sustamable flow 
of fundmg over time 
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3 AN ACTION PLAN FOR ASARECA'S COMPETITIVE GRANTS SYSTEM 

3 1 Component 1 StrategIc Plannmg 

Tlns first component IS m essence a cross-cuttmg one that gUIdes and mforms all the others 
It can be thought of as the ongomg process of elaboratmg a VISIOn of mtended outcomes developmg 
strategIes to aclneve the broad ObjectIves of that VIsIOn, and workmg out the ImplementatIOn steps 
that are reqUIred (see Boughton et al ,1995) It emphasIzes the need to buIld a base of support and 
ownerslnp for the Idea of a CGS m concert With the development of ItS operatIOnal features Three 
task actIvIty areas are mcluded obJectIve-settmg, stakeholder constituency-bUIldmg, and donor 
dIalogue and funds mobIlIzatIOn The SecretarIat WIll assemble a small CGS Workmg Group, 
headed by the ExecutIve Secretary, to be responsIble for strategIC plannmg and overseemg the 
ImplementatIOn of thIS actIOn plan 

3 1 1 ObJectIve-Settmg 

ASARECA's CGS needs to speCIfy clearly what ItS objectIves are The deSIrable features 
lIsted above are a startmg pomt, along With the strategIC plan (ASARECA, 1997), the current year's 
workplan (ASARECA, 1998c), and the network plannmg gUIdelmes (ASARECA, 1998a) ThIS 
specIficatIOn process Will mform the categones of grants to be gIven and the development of award 
cntena Some features are already clear, for example the CGS Will focus on operatIOnal programs, 
It WIll mclude support to mnovatIve research mitIatlves, and It WIll not be used for salary 
supplements or capItal expendItures The tasks to be completed are 

1 Based on reVIew of relevant documents and dISCUSSIOns WIth ASARECA member 
NARSs, develop a draft VISIon statement and assOCIated ObjectIves for the CGS 

2 CIrculate the VISIon statement/objectIVes mformally among the NARSs and other 
AS ARECA stakeholders for comment 

3 FmalIze the VISIon statement/obJectlves 

4 Dissemmate the VISIOn statement and ObjectIves to all stakeholders and partners 

3 1 2 Stakeholder ConstItuency-BuIldmg 

For the CGS to functIOn effectIvely, ASARECA stakeholders must understand and buy mto 
the ratIOnale for competItIve grant-makmg and the procedures through whIch the CGS WIll operate 
Network members, for example, must accept the reahtIes ofthe performance-based enVIronment for 
agncultural research and become comfortable With notIons of accountabIlIty and competItIOn Tasks 
here mclude 
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lOver the duratIOn oftms actIOn plan, hold penodlc dIscussIOns With stakeholders on the 
CGS to mform them of progress, reVIew Issues and concerns and obtam feedback 

2 Pubhsh regular updates on the CGS m the ASARECA quarterly newsletter, AgnForum 

3 1 3 Donor Dialogue and Funds MobilIZatIOn 

ASARECA has already undertaken a sigruficant amount of dIalogue and dISCUSSIOn WIth ItS 
donor partners on Issues of fundmg and on the Idea of a cas Several donors appear to be ready to 
make a corrumtment to provIde funds for a cas, although as of thIS date no firm agreements have 
been reached It may be necessary to prepare slIghtly dIfferent verSIOns of documentatIOn on 
ASARECA's plans for a cas to support dialogue and funds mobIlIzatIOn, these may be as SImple 
as a bnef memo or one-page prospectus These Will supplement the VISIon statement (3 1 1 above) 
The reqUIred tasks are 

32 

1 Contmue ongomg dIscussIOns WIth the VarIOUS donors that have already expressed mterest 
m the cas, and keep them mformed regardmg progress WIth the operatIOnahzatIOn of the 
CGS concept (see 3 1 2 above) 

2 InvestIgate possIbIlItIes for support from new potentIal donors 

3 As needed prepare documentatIOn on ASARECA's CGS to mform the dIalogue process 
With varIOus donors 

4 Obtam fundmg commItments and submIt CGS documents to those donors that have 
expressed mterest 

Component 2 EstablishIng the Legal Framework 

The CGS wIll reqUIre the creatIOn of an entIty that IS separate from, but lmked to the 
ASARECA Secretariat ThIS second component deals WIth mvestigatmg the possIble optIOns for 
creatmg thIS entIty, preparmg the reqUIred legal documentatIOn and related paperwork, and 
undertakmg the necessary steps to formally estabhsh the CGS ThIS component IS to some extent 
dependent upon the results from Component 1, smce the legal framework must be acceptable to the 
donors that are wIlhng to make fundmg commItments Three task actIVIty areas constItute thIS 
component mcorporatmg the fund, creatmg the governance structure, and negotIatmg agreements 

3 2 1 IncorporatIOn of the Fund 

As noted above, what IS reqUIred to mcorporate the cas wIll denve from deCISIons taken and 
agreements reached between AS ARECA and ItS donor partners If It IS deCIded to set the CGS up 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I -
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

as a program attached to an eXIstmg organIzatIOn, for example, one of the IARCs, the Rockefeller _ 
FoundatIOn, or Canada's InternatIOnal Development Research Centre (lDRC), then mcorporatton 
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wIll be relatIvely sImple However, If the decIsIon IS to create a freestandIng, Independent 
ASARECA trust fund at the outset, then the reqUIred legal groundwork wIll be more substantIal 
Tasks to be undertaken are 

1 DependIng upon the decIsIOns made, mvestIgate and ItemIze the legal and related 
admInIstratIve steps necessary to create a competItIve grants mechamsm for ASARECA, 
draWIng upon relevant experIence elsewhere and In other sectors 

2 Based on the first task, prepare the legal Instruments necessary to establIsh the CGS, such 
as, artIcles of IncorporatIOn, enabhng charter, constItutIOn, grant-fundIng agreements or 
contracts, and/or memoranda of understandIng 

3 SubmIt the legal Instruments to the approprIate natIonal, regIOnal, and/or InternatIOnal 
authOrItIes for filIng, regIstratIOn, ratIficatIOn, etc 

3 2 2 CreatIOn of a Governance Structure 

The enablIng Instruments whatever exact form they take, that establIsh the CGS as a legal 
entIty wIll need to Include detaIls on a governance structure ThIS governance configuratIOn and ItS 
assocIated operatIOnal procedures (see 3 3 below) wIll be cntical for a two reasons FIrst, donors 
Will want to be assured that the CGS' governance arrangements wIll make suffiCIent provlSlon for 
management of ment-based competItIve fundIng, finanCial transparency and accountabIlIty, and 
achIevement of CGS ObjectIves OtherWIse, donors Will be heSItant to place theIr funds In the CGS 
Second, ASARECA members and theIr stakeholders wIll want these same assurances to reInforce 
theIr wIllIngness to buy Into the Idea of a CGS for the regIOn The tasks Involved here are 

1 DISCUSS WIth ASARECA stakeholders and donors theIr concerns and expectatIOns 
regardIng the operatIOns of the CGS (lInk to 3 1 2 and 3 1 3 above) 

2 ReVIew relevant documents of other research and technology transfer funds, e g , 
FONTAGRO (PIneIrO and Tngo, 1996, RegIOnal Fund for Agncultural Technology, 1997) 
and the ASARECAICIP Technology Transfer Project (ASARECAICIP, 1997) 

3 Based on the dIscussIOns and reVIew, formulate a detaIled governance structure that 
mcludes prOVISIOn for a governIng board, the role of the ASARECA SecretarIat, a GMU, 
proposal reVIew arrangements, the role of the funder(s), and proVISIon for finanCIal oversIght 
and audItIng (lInk to 3 3 1-5 below) DependIng upon the InstItutIOnal arrangements 
selected, thIS detaIl may reqUIre developmg a set of by-laws 
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323 NegotIatIOn of Necessary Agreements 

The results of the preVIOUS two task areas WIll form the baSIS for whatever legal and 
contractual agreements are reqUIred to establIsh the cas and to begm operatIOns The related tasks 
mclude 

1 Prepare the relevant documents m the formats reqUIred to enter mto agreements, reVIew 
WIth appropnate stakeholders, reVIse (If necessary) and finahze documents 

2 NegotIate WIth the relevant partIes and SIgn agreements for the CGS 

3 3 Component 3 OperatlOnahzmg the Governance Structure 

The thIrd actIVIty component deals With the operatIonal details of the governance structure 
The legal framework (see 32 above) Will contam descnptIOns of the constItuent parts of the cas 
and possIbly by-laws relatmg to those parts, but It Will not reach the level of specIficatIOn necessary 
to actually operate and manage the cas The set of tasks for each structural element of the cas are 
SImIlar, and mclude 

1 ReVIew the legal enablIng documents of the cas and the operatmg structures, procedures, 
and expenence of other grant-makmg programs and funds 

2 Based on that reVIew and dISCUSSIOns WIth ASARECA and other stakeholders, draft a 
document that elaborates the roles and responsIbIlItIes of the structural element, ItS 
relatIOnshIp to the other parts of the governance structure, and the rules and procedures 
associated WIth ItS operatIOnal functIOmng 

3 DISCUSS the document WIth the relevant stakeholders, reVIse If necessary, and finahze 

The folloWing sub-sectIOns address questIons and Issues related to each element of the cas' 
governance structure As noted, the precedmg three tasks apply to each, but are not repeated for 
reasons of breVIty 

3 3 1 The Board of Directors 

The board IS the apex umt of the cas Rules and procedures governmg ItS membershIp, 
compOSItIOn, responSIbIlItIes, terms of office, power and authontles, and accountabIlIty wIll be 
fundamental to the success of the cas Donor confidence and wIllIngness to proVIde fundmg wIll 
be strongly mfluenced by the governance details relatmg to the cas' board of dIrectors 

3 3 2 The ASARECA Secretariat 

Smce the cas IS to be an ASARECA-affihated mechanIsm, detaIlmg the role of the 

11 

• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I -
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
• 

I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Secretariat IS key As noted above (see 23) a concern of the Secretariat IS management overload 
Therefore, an Important consIderatIOn here IS a level of operatIonal responsIbIlIty that does not place 
exceSSIve demands on the Secretanat's lImIted staff However, It IS equally Important to assure that 
the Secretanat IS a suffiCIently mtegral part of the CGS so that the system IS clearly an AS ARECA 
undertakmg 

3 3 3 The Grants Management Dmt 

The GMU IS the admIll1stratIve core of the CGS The fourth component of thIs actIOn plan 
(34 below) addresses the detaIls ofmanagmg grants What IS Important to focus upon here IS the 
place of the GMU WithIn the overall CGS governance structure Where IS the GMU housed? Who 
does It report to? How broad or narrow are Its responsIbIlItIes? What degree of autonomy does It 
possess? What are the staffing reqUIrements? There are models and experIence to draw upon that 
can mform thIS task set, for example, the ASARECAICIP Technology Transfer Project, Uganda's 
Mgahmga and Bwmdi Impenetrable Forest ConservatIon Trust (MBIFCT), and USAID/Kampala's 
GMU for the ActIOn Program for the EnVlfonment 

3 3 4 Proposal ReVIew CommIttees 

The proposal reVIew commIttees are the technIcal heart of the CGS Unless they functIOn 
effectIvely the prmciple of merIt-based competItIOn cannot be realIzed The rules and procedures 
govermng theIr operatIOns are essential to confrontmg the threats to CGS effectIveness dIscussed 
above self-dealmg, conflIct of mterest, and diSCrImmatIOn (see 22) CrItIcal conSIderatIOns to 
address are commIttee membershIp crIterIa, terms and duratIOn of servIce, overall commIttee 
composItIOn, and reportmg relatIOnshIps Several of these relate to the objectIves of the CGS, It may 
be deSIrable, for example, to have subcommIttees for partIcular categorIes of proposals Another 
conSIderatIOn IS cost and the level of effort mvolved m assurmg that the commIttees functIOn 
effectIvely 

3 3 5 FmancIaI OverSIght and Audit 

FmancIaI overSIght and audIt arrangements are Important for mstIlhng confidence that the 
CGS IS effiCIent, cost-effectIve, transparent, and accountable As WIth the GMU, the 
operatIOnahzatIOn task overlaps to some extent WIth the next component (343 below) Here the 
focus IS more on the structure of the overSIght and audIt functIon rather than ItS admimstratIve 
content Relevant questIOns mclude, should thIS functIOn be Integrated WIthIn the GMU? Should 
It be contracted out? Should It be dIVIded somehow among the structural elements of the CGS, e g, 
finanCIal momtorIng WIthIn the GMU, but overSIght aSSIgned to the board? 

3 4 Component 4 Deslgnmg Grants Management Procedures 

The fourth actIVIty component of the CGS actIOn plan concerns the admlmstratlve detaIls of 
grants management The operatIOnahzatIOn of the governance structure (see 33 above) wIll prOVIde 
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the foundatIOn for thIS component's tasks PartIcularly relevant subsectIOns of Component 3 are 
those on the GMU (333), proposal reVIew cOlmmttees (3 34) and finanCIal overSIght and audIt 
(3 3 5) The level of detaIl here, however, IS greater, contammg the "nuts and bolts" of awardmg and 
admmlstermg grants The tasks to be undertaken for each of the vanous subsectIOns m Component 
4 are closely related, and as above they are not repeated for each one The sum of all of these 
subseCTIon tasks wIll generate a complete procedures manual for ASARECA s CGS The task set 
mcludes 

1 ReVIew the legal enablmg documents of the CGS and the operatIOnal detaIls of Its 
structures, plus expenence of other grant-makmg programs and GMUs 

2 Based on that reVIew and dISCUSSIOn WIth ASARECA and selected stakeholders, draft a 
chapter of a procedures manual that detaIls how the element of grants management IS to 
functIOn and be admmistered 

3 DISCUSS the chapter WIth the relevant stakeholders, reVIse If necessary, and finalIze 

3 4 1 The Proposal and ReView Process 

The focus m thIs task area IS to develop procedures that WIll assure the smooth and effiCIent 
functIOmng of the process that stretches from the announcement for grant proposal submISSIOns 
through to reVIew commIttee recommendatIOns for grant award Cntical Issues to address are the 
number of award cycles per year, whether or not to mclude a pre-proposal phase to determme 
elIgIbIlIty for the next round, whether proposal development workshops wIll be held the mechanICS 
of dIstnbutmg proposals to reVIewers and collectmg theIr assessments, the duratIOn of grants to be 
awarded, and so on 

Another Important task IS to IdenTIfy and develop cntena for grant awards that reflect the 
deSIrable system features lIsted above (2 3) and that respond to the ObjectIves of the cas (3 I I) and 
of ASARECA In addITIon, It wIll be cntlCal to deVIse cntena that can proVIde mcenTIves for 
ASARECA research networks not SImply to compete WIth each other for grants, but to use 
cOmpeTItIve, ment-based procedures for the mternal dIstnbutlOn of resources among network 
partners once a grant has been awarded Such cntena are essential If the CGS IS to mstIlI a real 
performance-based onentatIOn and mOTIVatIOn for agncultural research, the gUIdelmes for network 
plannmg prOVIde a startmg pomt (ASARECA, 1998a) Another source IS Ellsworth (1998),who 
proVIdes much useful dISCUSSIon and some suggested proposal gUIdelmes Other potentially relevant 
examples and gUIdance can be found m ISNAR's EcoregIOnal Fund gUIdelmes (1997) and MUturi 
et al (1998) 

3 4 2 Grant Award and Funds Disbursement 

Relevant procedures here deal WIth the mechanICS of decIdmg upon grant awards, 
commurucatmg WIth successful and unsuccessful applIcants, contract preparatIOn, and transferrmg 
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funds to awardees One salIent consIderatIOn IS the IdentIficatIOn of mIlestones that wIll tngger the 
dIsbursement of the next tranche of funds to grantees ThIS relates both to finanCial and results 
morntormg and reportmg (3 4 3 and 3 4 4) 

3 4 3 Fmanclal Momtormg and Reportmg 

Many of the Important parameters mfluencmg procedures related to finanCIal Issues wIll be 
defined as a functIOn of decIsIOns taken regardmg sources of donor fundmg (3 1 3) and the CGS 
governance structure (33 5) The set of tasks here concentrates upon fleshmg out polIcIes, rules, and 
procedures that wIll assure an appropnate level of oversIght and reportmg that satIsfies legal and 
accountabIlIty reqUIrements WIthout creatIng an unduly heavy burden on eIther grantees or the GMU 
ThIS task set and the next one (3 4 4) lInk to the NARS Strengthernng Project m that NARSs wIll 
need the capaCIty to fulfill the vanous reportmg reqUIrements that the CGS WIll Impose If the system 
IS to operate effectIvely 

3 4 4 ResultslImpact Momtormg and Reportmg 

There are a dIrect lInks among developmg procedures for results/Impact morntormg and 
reportmg, the ObjectIves of the CGS, ASARECA's ObjectIves as laId out m ItS strategIC plan, and the 
goals of the research networks If the CGS IS to demonstrate ASARECA' s abIlIty to produce results 
and Impact. and to mcrease ItS finanCial sustamabilIty, then It must create momtormg and reportmg 
pohcles and procedures that allow for the collectIOn of the appropnate mformatIOn and that present 
that mformatIOn cogently and effectIvely ThIS task set WIll be undertaken m consultatIOn WIth 
vanous of ASARECA's networks (see 43 below) and WIth key donors It wIll be mformed by 
ASARECA's ongomg efforts to develop concrete performance and Impact targets (see Oehmke. 
1998) 

3 5 Component 5 PIIot-Testmg the CompetitIVe Grants System 

The fifth and final step m the actIOn plan moves from system development to mitIal 
operatIOns and pIlot-testmg ThIS step wIll begm followmg completIOn of the other four 
components, approXImately halfway through the three-year perIod estImated for Implementmg the 
actIOn plan, m other words, about 18 months after startmg ImplementatIOn It wIll prepare the way 
for a tranSItIOn to fundmg the ASARECA networks, whIch by the end of the pIlot-testmg perIod wIll 
have the mput from the NARS Strengthenmg Project on addressmg the accountmg and finanCIal 
management systems necessary for NARSs to be grant reCIpIents (see ASARECA, 1998d) It 
should be noted that thIS pIlot-testmg wIll not be pOSSIble unless some donor or donors have made 
commItments to put funds mto the CGS One potentIal scenano IS that mItIal allocatIOns permIt the 
operatIOn of a small grants program to mdIvIdual SCIentIsts, perhaps for trammg and scholarshIps 
and/or for mnovatIve commodIty research approaches (The next sectIOn develops a range of CGS 
fundmg level scenarIOS, see subsectIOn 4 1 2 below) 
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Tills pilot-testmg component wIll penmt ASARECA to put the necessary CGS staff m place 
and to proceed through at least one full proposal and fundmg cycle to buIld operatlOnal expenence 
and learn by domg Two task actlvity areas are mvolved staffing the CGS structure, and conductmg 
a proposal and fundmg cycle that leads to grant awards 

3 5 1 Staffing the CGS Structure 

The results of Component 3 (see 3 3 above) Will provIde terms of reference and staffing 
requIrements for the board of dIrectors, proposal reVlew commIttees and subcommIttees (as needed), 
the GMU, and the financial management and audIt functIOn ThIs actIvIty area mcludes the 
followmg tasks 

I RecrUIt membershIp on the board of dIrectors and techmcal reVIew commIttees, Via a 
transparent nommatlOn and selectlOn process 

2 RecrUIt, hIre, and mstall a GMU coordmator (and other staff If necessary) 

DeclSlons made on the mstItutIOnal home for the CGS (see 42 below) WIll mfluence the 
second task It may be that the mstltutIOn that houses the CGS WIll already have staff that can 
support the GMU coordmator It IS also pOSSIble that thIS actlVIty area could start earlIer as part of 
the final elements of Component 3 

352 Conductmg a Grant Proposal and Award Cycle 

The tasks to be undertaken here Will flow illrectly from the outputs of Component 4 (see 3 4 
above) The actIVIty WIll lead the CGS staff through a tnal run of announcmg a grant offermg 
sohcItmg proposals, managmg the proposal reVIew and sconng process, makmg awards and 
disbursmg funds Dependmg upon need, thIs actIVIty could mclude conductmg one or more proposal 
workshops for potentIal applIcants In all hkehhood, these small grants would be of relatIvely short 
duratlOn, thus the staff would also conduct momtormg and reportmg on the grants gIven At the 
same tIme, m collaboratIOn WIth the CGS Workmg Group and the coordmator of the NARS 
Strengthemng ProJect, the staff would prepare the groundwork for a transitlOn to larger grants for 
the ASARECA research networks 
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4 ISSUES AND OPTIONS 

4 1 Fundmg Sources and Levels 

DISCUSSIOns of the ASARECA cas have raIsed a number of Issues regardmg a grant fund 
The first deals WIth fundmg sources, and the second WIth the overall level of fundmg for the cas 

4 11 Commmgled Funds versus Separate Accounts 

A central Issue IS donor concern about commmghng of funds Donors, as noted above (see 
2 1), face pressures to demonstrate the accomplIshments and Impacts of the resources they prOVIde 
BesIdes that, many donors have accountmg regulatIOns specIfymg how funds are to be handled that 
make It dIfficult to merge funds WIth other sources lfthe ASARECA grant fund IS a smgle account, 
then some kmd of modus operandI wIll need to be worked out to allow several dIfferent donors to 
make contrIbutIOns to the cas Another optIOn would be to buIld m the pOSSIbIlIty of sub-accounts 
a separate one for each contnbutmg donor The admImstratIve overhead ImplIcatIOns of managmg 
multIple accounts would need to be mvestIgated 

AdmImstratIve overhead IS not the only factor to take mto account m consIdenng the optIOn 
of a smgle ommbus fund that would merge momes from several sources versus a fund WIth multIple 
accounts from multIple sources There would be potentIal Impacts on a) grant crIterIa, b) 
momtonng and reportmg, c) the number and SIze of grants, and d) the VIabIlIty of competItIOn The 
most dIfficult scenarIO for ASARECA to manage would be one where numerous donors, each 
reqmnng theIr own account, contrIbuted small amounts offundmg for dIscrete but varymg purposes 
ThIS SItuatIOn would make It dIfficult to operate a merIt-based competItIve fundmg mechanIsm 
successfully 

4 1 2 Low versus HIgh Fundmg ScenarIos 

The second Issue deals WIth overall fundmg levels for the cas ObVIOusly, thIs WIll have 
Important ImplIcatIOns for a) grant-makmg ObjectIves, b) the number and SIze of grants, c) 
admimstratIve costs, d) the degree to whIch a performance-based OrIentatIOn IS remforced, and e) the 
results that can be achIeved These ImplIcatIOns can be Illustrated by conSIderIng four alternatIve 
fundmg scenarIOS, SImplIfied for ease of presentatIOn, and summarIzed m a matrIX m Table 1 

ScenarIO 1 Low fundmgllarge number of small grants Under thIS scenarIO, because of 
the hmited amount of total funds-- say, for example, $500 thousand over five years-- a relatIvely 
narrow range of objectIves could be effectIvely pursued Overhead would probably be around ten 
percent (roughly that of CIP for the ASARECA/CIP Technology Transfer Project), a low dollar 
amount but a hIgher percentage than the norm for larger grants funds (see Ellsworth, 1998) The 
degree of remforcement of a performance onentatIOn would hkely be moderate to low, gIven that 
If mdIvIdual grants were hmIted to a maxImum of about $25 thousand (m lme WIth the Technology 
Transfer Project), the cas could award only 18 grants, takmg overhead mto account The depth and 
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breadth of results would most hkely be hmited, Important for the grantees and theIr ImmedIate 
beneficIanes but With hmited scalmg-up potential ThIs IS a pomt made by the Technology Transfer 
Project evaluatIOn of Phase I (MUturi et al , 1998) 

ScenarIO 2 HIgh fundmg/large number of small grants ThIS scenarIO mcreases the total 
amount of funds aVailable, for example, to $5 milhon over five years but mamtams a focus on 
smaller grants m larger numbers ThIs would allow the CGS to pursue broad range of ObjectIves 
or to concentrate effort on a few areas There could potentIally be some admimstrative economIes 
of scale However, as noted above (see 2 2), admlll1stratIve costs vary more by number of grants, 
and less by SIze, thus the overhead rate would probably mcrease above the ten percent level of the 
smaller fund Assummg that the SIze of grant were to be double that of the first scenarIO-- that IS, 
$50 thousand-- WhICh would still fall m what most would consIder a small-grant category thIS CGS 
could conceIvably award about 90-95 grants ThIS mcrease would proVIde for a hIgher level of 
Impact on performance-based on entatIOn, smce larger numbers of researchers or technology transfer 
staff would receIve grants Via a competItIve process The breadth of results would be relatIvely 
WIde, but probably not too deep, gIven that the grants would stIll be small thus the level of effort 
supported would be somewhat modest 

ScenarIO 3 Low fundmg/small number of large grants Under thIS thud scenarIO, the 
funds avaIlable for grant-makmg would remam low, for sImphcIty's sake assume the same $500 
thousand for five years If the ceIlmg amount per grant were raIsed to $100 thousand-- not a huge 
grant by mternatIOnal standards, but substantial for the ECA regIOn-- the CGS would be able to 
award Just under five grants, slIghtly less than one per year, gIven that overhead, albeIt lIkely reduced 
m comparIson to the first and second scenarIOS, would consume some of the funds Such a fund 
would be able to pursue only a very narrowly targeted set of ObjectIves It would be lIkely to have 
relatIVely lIttle Impact on mstIllIng a performance onentatIon m the NARSs, and could only proVIde 
partial support to a few AS ARECA networks Its results could be slgmficant for those recelvmg 
fundmg, but they would certainly not be Widely felt Unless there were prospects for mcreased levels 
of fundIng In the future, It would be dIfficult to make a cost-effective argument for ImplementIng 
thiS CGS scenarIO 

ScenarIo 4 HIgh fundmg/small number of large grants The fourth scenarIO takes the 
$5 mIllIon figure for five years from ScenarIO 2 and Increases the SIze of IndIVidual grants to $300 
thousand ThiS IS the size that the AS ARECA Executive Secretary enVlSlons as appropnate for 
network support These assumptIOns YIeld a pIcture of a CGS that would be able to prOVIde about 
15 grants over the five-year penod-- about three grants per year-- WIth enough left over to operate 
a small program of traImng and scholarshIp grants, after subtractIng out overhead expenses Such 
a CGS could target a restraIned yet relatively ambItIOUS set of ObjectIves Overhead would ultImately 
be lower than for ScenarIO 2, although It mIght take tIme for admimstratIve effiCIenCies to be 
achIeved The Impact on performance onentatIOn and InstItutIOnalIzatIOn of me nt-based competItIOn 
could potentIally be Important, particularly IfNARSs perceived that the CGS was not Simply a five­
year aberratIon In practice SimIlarly the potential would be present for both Wide and deep research 
and technology transfer results 
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Number & SIze 
of Grants 

Table 1 ASARECA CGS Fundmg ScenarIos 

Large 
No 

& 
Small 
SIze 

Small 
No 

& 
Large 
SIze 

Fundmg Level 

~W H~ 

ScenarIO 1 ScenarIO 2 

* narrow obJectIves * broad ObjectIves 
* med-Iow overhead * med-high overhead 
* med-Iow performance * medIUm performance 

remforcement remforcement 
* hmited Impact * wIde, not deep Impact 

ScenarIO 3 Scenano 4 

* very narrow objectIves * broad/targeted ObjectIves 
* low overhead * medIUm overhead 
* low performance * med-high performance 

remforcement remforcement 
* lImIted Impact * wIde & deep Impact 

42 AlternatIve InstItutIOnal "Homes" 

_ As dIscussed earher (see 3 3 above), the CGS needs an mstItutIOnal placement that mstIlls 
donor confidence that funds wIll be efficIently and transparently managed, does not Impose 
excessIvely hIgh overhead costs, and has a track record of expenence workmg WIth NARSs m the 
regIOn Several pOSSIbIlItIes eXIst that ASARECA can explore durmg the process of Implementmg 
thIs actIOn plan These mclude Canada's IDRC, whIch has a regIOnal office m NairobI, one of the 
IARCs that does not have dIrect mterests m regIOnal research programs, Sweden's InternatIOnal 
FoundatIOn for SCIence (IFS), the Rockefeller FoundatIOn, or another of the major phIlanthropIc 
foundatIOns With AfrIcan SCIence programs, or the East Afncan Development Bank, headquartered 
m Kampala ImtIaI exploratory dISCUSSIOns wIth several of these mstItutIOns have already taken 
place and wIll be pursued further 

There IS an addItIOnal alternatIve to an ASARECA cas affilIatIOn WIth an eXIstmg 
mstItutIOn, WhICh IS to create a new free-standmg entIty ThIS pOSSIble chOIce should be exammed 
as a longer-tenn optIOn for the future It may make sense partIcularly If success WIth the CGS leads 
m the dIrectIOn of an endowment fund 
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43 The CompetItive Grants System and ASARECA Networks 

A key Issue In ImplementIng thIS actIOn plan IS the relatIOnshIp between the CGS and 
ASARECA's research networks The tranSItIon from current network fundmg procedures to the 
CGS calls for careful attentIOn As noted (2 3 above), elements of performance-based programmmg 
and competItIOn are already mtegral to network plans for the commg five years Thus, m a sense 
thIS transItIOn has already begun In hne WIth the recommendatIOns m Ellsworth (1998) the 
ASARECA SecretarIat's current thmkmg IS to dIVIde network fundmg mto two components a core 
amount awarded to each network based on Its five-year plan that would support baSIC operatIOns 
mter- and Intra-network coordmatIOn and cooperatIOn, and so on, and program fundmg that would 
over tIme, become subject to the procedures and rules of the CGS ThIS notIOn reflects the features 
of ScenarIO 4, outlIned m the earlIer sub-sectIOn (4 I 2) 

In determmmg thIS mIX between core and program fundmg, ASARECA wIll need to address 
the dIfferences among NARSs along a couple of dImensIOns a) between the relatlvely stronger 
versus weaker NARSs that are managmg networks, and b) between those networks whose focus m 
on "orphan" commodItIes versus those researchIng hIghly marketable crops and products 

There are a couple of other relevant consIderatIOns here FIrst IS the Issue already noted (see 
3 4 I above) of competItIOn among networks versus competItIon wIthm networks WhIle most of 
the focus m dIScussIons of the CGS has been upon the former, the latter IS equally Important, If not 
more so m the mmds of some Unless the dIstrIbutIOn of resources wIthm a network once It wms 
a grant, IS accomplIshed accordmg to the prmcIples of competItlon based on techmcal ment, the 
attItudInal and behaVIOral changes m the duectIOn of motIVatIOn towards performance and results 
are unlIkely to occur Grant award cntena and momtormg need to take thIS mto account In order to 
buIld m mcentlves for performance 

The second Issue relates to bnngmg other partners mto the CGS beSIdes the eXIstIng set of 
networks ThIS can be addressed m a number of ways For example, It could be handled by 
estabhshmg a separate grant wmdow WIthIn the CGS WIth ItS own obJectlves, award cntena, reVIew 
process, and momtormg Or It could be mtegrated, as IS currently the case WIth network plannmg, 
mto AS ARECA 's networks, VIa grant cntena that encourage new partnenng arrangements ThIS 
Issue WIll need to be conSIdered m the course of estabhshmg the CGS 

4 4 Gettmg from Here to There 

The next steps for the CGS actIon plan WIll begm the process of movmg from dIScussIon of 
the concept and planmng to ImplementatIOn ThIS plan, havmg been vetted by USAID and SP AAR, 
WIll be among those plans revIewed and dIscussed by the varIOUS donor appraIsal teams scheduled 
to VISIt ASARECA m July and August AS ARECA WIll also dIssemmate the actIOn plan to member 
NARSs and other stakeholders m the regIOn Subsequently, at the ASARECA meetmgs scheduled 
for October and November, declSlons WIll be made regardmg the shape of, and support to the CGS 
If at that pomt It appears that msufficlent commItment eXIsts on the part of donors to allocate 
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resources to the grant fund, then the CGS effort should be termmated However, on the asswnptIOn 
that fundmg comnutments WIll be made, by the fall of 1998 the pace of future ImplementatIOn can 
be plotted out WIth more degree of accuracy, and the CGS can move closer to becommg a realIty 
As of thIS wrItmg, a prelImmary estImate for carrymg out Components 1-4 of the actIOn plan 1S one­
and-a-half years, WIth Component 5 estImated to take another one-and-a-half It wIll be Important 
to treat CGS deSIgn, start-up, and pIlot-testmg, planned for a total penod of three years, as an 
explIc1t learmng process, where what works and what makes sense wIll emerge from trymg out the 
system and modIfymg It m lIght of expenence 

As noted above (3 5 2), thIs actIOn plan IS complemented by the NARS Strengthenmg Project 
(ASARECA, 1998d), WhICh WIll address NARSs' fmancIaI management and accountmg capabIlIty 
as part of mcreasmg theIr capacIty to coordmate regIOnal research networks ThIS WIll be Important 
for the success of the ASARECA CGS If It IS to make grant awards to networks, among other 
grantees 

It IS dIfficult at thIS Juncture to make a meanmgful budget estImate of the cost of 
Implementmg the CGS actIOn plan An annex to th1S paper provIdes a rough estImate m terms of 
level of effort by component 
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ANNEX Estimated Level of Effort Budget 

ActIOn Plan ActIVIty Area 

Component 1 StrategIc 
Plannmg 

Component 2 Estabhshmg 
the Legal Framework 

Component 3 OperatIOnal­
Izmg the Governance 
Structure 

Component 4 DesIgmng 
Grants Management 
Procedures 

Component 5 PIlot-Testmg 
the CGS 

Notes 

Level of Effort 

Internat'l T A 5 p/w 
RegIOnal T A 5 p/w 
ASARECA 21 p/w 

Internat'l T A 4 p/w 
RegIOnal TA 4 p/w 

Internat'l T A 6 p/w 
RegIOnal T A 4 p/w 

Internat'l T A 9 p/w 
RegIOnal T A 4 p/w 

Internat'l T A 6 p/w 
RegIOnal T A 6 p/w 
GMU 18p/mo 

AssumptIOns 

1) T A 2 p/w each for start-up, 
mtermIttent backstoppmg 3 
p/w total for 3 yrs 
2) ASARECA CGS Wkmg 
Grp 1 day/mo X 3 yrs X 3 

1) T A RegIOnal person has 
legal expertIse 
2) One mISSIOn for ea expert 

1) Internat'l TA 1 person, 3 
tnps, 4 p/w Xl, 1 p/w X 2 
2) RegIOnal TAl mISSIon 
3) TA functIOns mitIal 
desIgn and follow-up 

1) Internat' ITA 2 persons X 
1 tnp, 4 p/w, 1 person X 1 
tnp, 1 p/w 
2) RegIOnal TAl person X 1 
mISSIon 
3) TA functIOns mitIal 
desIgn and follow-up 

1) T A functIOns pen OdIC 
backstoppmg, trammg, 
reVIew of lessons learned 
Supplemental T A from 
NARS Strengthenmg Project 
2) GMU full-tIme 
coordmator for 1 5 yrs, 
assumes contract renewal m 
future to manage CGS GMU 

1 ThIS budget does not mclude level of effort for project management, coordmatIOn of techmcal 
assIstance, or documentatIOn of lessons learned for SFI 
2 Travel, per dIem, commumcatIOns, overheads, and so on would need to be calculated separately 
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