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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
 

The Peanut Collaborative Research Support Program CRSP grant document
 
established 
an External Evaluation Panel (EEP) consisting of three to
 
five eminent scientists recommended by the CRSP Management Entity to

AID/BIFAD for specified terms of appointment. Periodically as
 
appropriate the EEP shall:
 

1. 	Review projects and programs of the CRSP and provide written
 
evaluation.
 

2. 	Make recommendations 
 for the addition; elimination; or
 
modification of component projects 
and overall objectives, to
 
include retention, elimination, or addition of new overseas sites.
 

An EEP was nominated and approved during 1984.
 

Mr. Donald C. Pickeriug, Agriculturalist, World Bank, Washington, DC
 
(later designated chairman).
 

Dr. A. Hugh Bunting, Tropical Agronomist/Ecologist, and Professor
 
Emeritus of Agricultural Development Overseas, the University 
of
 
Reading, England.
 

Dr. Pierre Gillier, Peanut Breeder/Agronomist, and retired Head of
 
Oilseeds Department, IRHO, Paris.
 

Dr. Kenneth H. Garren, Peanut Pathologist and retired USDA Peanut
 
Research Leader, Suffolk, Va.
 

Dr. Max Milner, Food Scientist/Nutritionist and retired Executive
 
Secretary of the American Institute of Nutrition, Washington, D.C.
 

An 	organizational meeting was held in Washington, 
D.C. in November
 
1984 to develop a scope-of-work and a schedule for U.S. univerisity and
 
host-country 
site visits in compliance with requirements for a Triennial
 
Review in the Guidelines for CRSP's established by BIFAD/AID. These
 
visits were accomplished from February through September 1985.
 

The 	scope-of-work developed for the 
U.S. university and host-country
 
site visits covered the following items:
 

1. 	Implementation and Management
 
2. 	Adequacy of Science
 
3. 	Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research
 
4. 	Institutional Development
 
5. 	Research Progress and Application
 
6. 	Summary
 
7. 	Reviewer Recommendations.
 



PEANUT CRSP
 

Summary Assessment by the External Evaluation Panel
 

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY
 

This summary is based on the findings of the five man Panel appointed
 
to evaluate the progress of the Peanut CRSP during its first three years
 
or so of operation. Three of the Panel members, Garren (USA), Gillier
 
(France), and Pickering (UK) had played some part in the planning of the
 
Program at its inception. The two others, Bunting (UK), and Milner
 
(USA), came to it with a broad familiarity with the CRSP approach in
 
addition to long years of experience in research and the production and
 
utilization of the crop. The national diversity of Panel members ensured
 
a well rounded assessment of CRSP activities. However, it was recognized
 
that their geographic dispersion and pressure of other duties would
 
perforce limit interactions largely to exchanges of correspondence, and
 
telephone conversations, except during field trips to US institutions or
 
collaborating countries.
 

In light of this limitation on exchange of views, the Panel agreed at
 
the outset on standard formats for evaluation of research projects at US
 
institutions and in collaborating countries as appropriate to each group
 
1/. Formats were derived from the Panel's scope of work as previously
 
debated and agreed with the governance of tile CRSP. Covering each major
 
area of interest, the review forms sought to ensure consideration and
 
rating of each significant component on a six point scale together with
 
summary comments for each major area, an overali recommendation rating
 
for each project, plus a narrative section highlighting review findings.
 
While this approach might be criticized as being somewhat mechanistic,
 
Panel members found It to be a satisfactory method of recording their
 
views and providing a basis for objective assessment and comparative
 
analysis of performance.
 

To the extent possible, the Panel conducted its assessments by 
operating in groups of two individuals whether at US institutions or in 
collaborating countries. Groupings varied according to perceived 
profeisional needs and individual comparative advantage, and to some 
extent aval labi 1ity. Such variations promoted the objectivity of 
assessments and underscored the importance of following a standard review 
format. 

THE ASShSSMENT 

The Panel expresses itself generally in complete agreement with the 
concept of the Peanut CRSP and with its principal features. The 

l/ See Introduction, p. 3-6.
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targetting of efforts based on alleviation of five primary constraints
 
identified in the planning phase via clearly articulated research
 
objectives is an appropriate approach. Program design, utilizing a small
 
number of US institutions has minimized program overhead and management
 
costs and has clearly proven cost effective. The eight host countries
 
chosen as collaborators have enabled the Program to impact in three major

geographic regions: Southeast Asia, Semi Arid Tropical Africa, and the
 
Caribbean. A summary assessment of projects and their contribution to
 
the overall progress of the CRSP is presented below.
 

LOW YIELDING CULTIVARS
 

The three projects having this constraint as their primary objective
 
are evaluated as follows:
 

International Peanut Evaluation Program (GA/INPEP)
 

This is arguably the most complex logistically, and is perhaps the 
least satisfactory of all projects within the CRSP. Originally planned 
for collaboration with three francophone West African countries (one of 
which subsequently failed to ratify its collaboration agreement) plus 
five territories in the Caribbean Region, it is an operation calling for 
comparatively heavy in-country involvement and hence trvel by the US 
Principal Inves ti gator (tP.I.). In the event this had not occurred as of 
mid 1985, and results have S;uffered considerably in consequence. 

Reports on the ,;tate of the program in individual countries and the 
responsi ble US ins; i tt ion withI recommendations; have been submitted by 
the Panel to the management of the CRSP. In summary form they call for: 

o 	 Significant ly more col laborat ion and guidance from the US 
Irincipal Investigator, with serious consideration to the 
provision of a (o-Invest igator in recognition of the comparative 
Insti tution;al and related weaknesses; of collaborating countries. 

o 	 Sub divi sion Gf t ie West Af rccan and (anribbean efforts into two 
sub pro jectt; to take ;ccount oI their bas ic environmental 
di [ernces; 

o 	 Considerat ion of network dlevelopment in Wc s t At rIca to 
facil itate, Interact ion be(tween country Investigators and with 
the I. I . Th poss; ibi lity ext end ng , lt ?work I ng to c loserof suce 
linkages; witi the Senegal bas;ed CRS1' breeding project (TX/BCP/S) 
should he an as;pec t of thils; cosideration. lowever, the 'anel 
counsels; caui ton In tli s; 1atter a pect of Its, recommendation 
becatm;e of Nige rIan and Hurlinilan concern; about domination by 
Senegal ese rusaacrl'her; . '11ueie concerns uinde r-s;core the 
irmpor t.,nci (ain) In incItp I Invw,;tI ;ator( s;).eof ,"cliIy 

" Giyen bpit e r auppor t Iron the P. 1. the ltane, recommends 
consilur lIon ofl cxpa,;N IoIn of o -!; I t e riSear(h I n Nlper via the 
CRS' to 	 the I oin yields; from insects,es;tabl Ish consotrait;la.; 

disases and nematodes;.
 

1 [i i 



o In the Caribbean the recommended heavier PI involvement 
should
 
be directed towards facilitating increased training of local
 
staff. This should follow 
a review of the feasibility of
 
refining the Caribbean sub project to take account of the
 
perceived need for studies 
 on such questions as differing

maturity responses by cultivars, and the impact and
 
epidemiology of such diseases as rust and 
leaf spots on yield
 
in the Caribbean region.
 

(Response: Retirement of the co-Principal Investigator for
 
the project early in the program left one person with
 
excessive travel needs in two regions. The P.I. 
felt that
 
there was not the need for an annual visit in the cultivar 
testing program. Each host country collaborator visited the
 
U.S. P.I. for short-term training and a visit was made by the
 
U.S. P.I. to each country for establishment of the project. 
The EEP view is accepted. 

Based 
on Board and Technical Committee deliberations and the
 
EEP ccncurrance, the program in West Africa (Niger 
and 
Burkina Faso) has been linked to the Texas A&M breeding 
project in Senegal. Expansion of the West Africa work will
 
be with proper deliberation and planning. We will be
 
cognizant of the concern of domination of the program by 
Senegal.
 

The GA/INPEP will be concentrated into a GA/BCP/CAR program 
.n the Caribbean. More interaction with the local staff will
 
follow, cultivar improvement will expand, and research will 
h, initiated on disease, physiological, and mineral nutrition 
problems). 

Disease-Resistant Peanut Varieties for Semi-Arid Environments (TX/BCP/S) 

The project is characterized by sound design, good science,

adminstration, coordination, and strong in-country support by the
 
Principal Investigator, 
 his col league,, a:d his institution. Its
 
potential for results that will 
 be useful not only in Semi Arid Tropical
Africa but also In the US and other semi-arld regions of the world is 
significant and argue stronvly for it.s continuation. 

On the other hand, the im,jor generic problems In conducting and 
managing, agr i c tu ra 1 re,;ea rc h in Senegal have I nevI tably impacted
adversely on progress. Fortunately the work of the CRSP receives strong
support from the IJSAID Missi on. Changes bel ng sought by major aid 
agencIes , n Senegal , including the US, In the administration of the
national agricu1tiral rese;rch institute (ISRA) seek to Improve this 
sitiat.ion. In the event that they do not , and part1(:ulaly, remove the 
serious bott leneck,; hamprlng the flow of external and counterpart funds 
to the project-, speclal acti on will be called for a; indicated below. 

NotwiLth,itand ng the "country" problems ref erred to above the Panel 
strongly supports the project and recommends Its continuation. Specific
suggestions follow: 
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o The system of disbursing CRSP funds should be simplified in
 
order to remove the acute financial constraint on project
 
implementation. In the event that modified procedures,
 
involving financial planning by, accountability requirements of,
 
and direct channelling to relevant Senegalese researchers, are
 
unacceptable to ISPM management, consideration should be given
 
to the use of an external fund manager of CRSP funds perhaps in
 
USAID Dakar. The Panel would prefer not to see the latter
 
course of action but recognizes that financial management
 
problems must be overcome if an -,therwise excellent project is
 
not to founder.
 

(Response: We are aware of this problem and have tried to
 
impress upon the administration the urgency of timely 
availability of funds. Hopefully the newly appointed 
administration and new procedures will aid in this matter. 
The new ISRA Director General has been informed and indicated 
a willingness to help. The ISRA administration has not been 
in favor of a permanently located U.S. CRSP person. We are 
aware of donor efforts to effect a change in ISRA management 
of research and funds).
 

o The drought hazard in Senegal, and in other SAT African 
countries, has seriously limited the collection of yield and 
other da'a from field tests. This could and should be 
ameliorated by expanding the geographic scope for the project to
 
the Casamance Region (in the South of Senegal), an area of more 
reliable rainfall, but nevertheless relevant :o the Semi Arid 
Tropics.
 

(Response: Agreement has been "ade and tests were conducted 
in the higher rainfall regions of Burkina Faso in 1985. This
 
alleviates the need for tests In the Casamance ru u"o which 
has rainfall similar to that of the Burkina Faso test sites. 
The linkage to Burkir a Faso and Niger because of the change 
in the GA/INPEP project will further spread the risk of
 
climatic problems in Senegal).
 

Peanut Varietal Improvement for Thailand and Phi lip-lnes (NCS/BCP/TP) 

Covering two countrI es representat i ve of peanut produce rs in much of 
the Eabt Asia Regi on t his project i s we 11 des igned and is being 
satisfactorily Implemented by all agenctes concerned. The US 
institutions, the 1'.]. and his colleagues, collaborating scientlsts and 
institutions demonntrate a commendable cooperatlv relatolmhip. Their 
project is entirely relevant to tl(. tweel( d !,;mailI ;<cale p~e;nut ),rowers 

,
in the East As la Rki;ion in(] i; prodii ilu, resul It f Va lu to l lant 
breeders for thlie JS peanut indust ry. 

The Pane l t r uigl',]y r (ommelld ; i i nt:i. on aMl has mm more L han the 
following minor s;lggeot ionmv of Impruvv ;in excri emnl ,ideavor: 

1'.]. hIsi; 
minor extenI lonfs (one or two days) In country visit,,;. Their 

o Cons iderat on slioi ld be g,,vin by tie P. and colleagues to 
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technical assistance value is perceived by the Panel and
 
collaborating scientiscs to be 
of a very high order and should not
 
be downplayed. Part of this technical assistance should be 
to
 
foster to stronger linkages between Philippines and Thai
 
researchers.
 

(Response: The U.S. P.I.'s pl-n to spend more time in both
 
host countries within time and fund constraints. Mature
 
Ph.D. candidates from NCSU are presently spending a year
 
doing thesis research in Thailand and Philippines which
 
contributes to this need of more in-country time).
 

o 	In the Philippines the Panel commends the excellent support of the
 
coordinating body PCARRD. It suggests action may be needed 
by
 
PCARRD to establish criteria and guidelines for defining the
 
factor of "quality" in peanut as perceived in the Philippines.
 
PCARRD should also work 
with the P.I. to foster peanut program
 
linkages between Philippine and Thai researchers.
 

(Response: The lack of research on quality of new peanut 
germplasm is a weakness of the project that was recognized 
earlier. Work was initiated on oil quality of germplasm at
 
NCSU in 1984. We will try to expand this work and coordinate
 
with the food technology projects as much as possible).
 

o 	 In Thailand, project implementation would be facilitated by 
improved timeliness in the release of CRSP and counterpart funds, 
which in turn would be facilitated by more and better advanced 
planning of research activities by Thai project managers. At the 
central government level, the Peanut CRSP Coordinator should seek 
to facilitate linkages between Thai and Filippino researchers in 
tho peanut breeding field.
 

(Response: Effort will be made to seek more timely release
 
of CRSP funds. We feel this is not a great problem.
 
Relative to Thailand and Philippine cooperation, a regional 
workshop Is planned for 1986 and further interaction will be 
encouraged.
 

MYCOTOXIN MANAGEMENT 

Whereas only one project addresses this topic as a primary objective, 
four others take It Into account as a secondary objective. This they do 
In an entirely logical and appropriate manner in their design and 
implementation. The following paragraphs present Panel findings on: 

Mycotoxin Management in P'eanut by_ Prevent I on of Contamination and 
Moni to rig (T'fMM/T--S_-) 

An noted earlier, a I I those concerned wi Lh the Planut CRS1' at Texas A 
& M have dedlcaLed full support at all relevant level[s. The project is 
seen to have s;trengthened an already significant program In mycotoxicoses
and publ Ic hiea th, anid has added a valuable international perspective. 
In 	 Senegal, 1Hs value Is appreciated; Its major thrust Is appropriate and 
should be continued. Whilst In no way downplaying the importance of 
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speculative basic research, the Panel nevertheless feels that there may

be some slight over-emphasis on this aspect to the detriment of
 
cooperative endeavors in the collaborating country. Comment has already
 
been made regarding unsatisfactory research administrative and flow of
 
funds in Senegal. This state of affairs equally affects the project
 
under review. The Panel's recommendations in that respect are the same
 
as for TX/BCP/S and will not be repeated here.
 

As implied above, the Panel. is satisfied with th2 design and 
implementation of this project, subject to improvement in administrative 
arrangements in Senegal. It should continue along the lines planned with 
some fine tuning of the work by the P.I. and his colleagues at Texas A & 
H., and some relaxation of efforts by them to undertake all the 
maintenance of the laboratory instrumentation anti other equipment for the 
researchers in Senegal. As noted, the Panel feels that an apparent
slight preoccupation with basic research considerations and "high tech" 
instrumentation should be corrected in order to improve the -spin-offI"
from US work to Senegalese and other developinK country cond It ions. in 
the Panel's view these are likely to continue t; he characterized by
limited technical knowledge and comparatively unsophis tica ted 
technological equipment in the short to medium term in this field. 

(Response: A reasonably good effort has been put forthI to train 
Senegalese researchers In the maintenance oif equ ipment. Spare 
parts are a problem to obtain on a timely basis. New, 
appearingly sophi sticated, procedures, are needed to advance 
knowledge in how to prevent af latoxin contamination. Thes,. 
procedures will he adapted to LI)C use and staff trained in their 
use). 

YIELD LOSSES FROM PESTS
 

Five projects have primary objective; within this constraint domain. 
Two have already been reviewed In the context of their focus on low 
yielding cultivars, viz TX/BCP/S and NCS/IBCP/TP. The other three 
concerning peanut vi ruses in Nigeria, arthropod management i n Thailand 
and Philippines, and IPM strategies for groundnut insects in u rkna Faso 
are addressed below. 

Peanut Viruses: Etiology, Epidemiology, and Nat-ure oI Res i sLance 
(GA/PV/N)
 

In general terms the project is seen by intrnitJomi(lly r.cogn ized 
virologists to be well designed and highly rel(vant to an Important and 
industry-wide constraint. It i, sta fevd by except Ional ly able and 
enthusiastic sctentl, ts in the US and the collab rat I ng couretry of 
Nigeria. D)esplte perceived problems ar;irn from lack o I inaincial 
support frm within NigerLia the projeul h;l made good progr"A.; and ;houId 
be con ti nued . Speci Ic rcnommpnd;it i oi , ol low, L;ed "i Iin' I meniber 
reviews at the [Jn vers Ity of (;Worg ;h, In NilN,,,,ria, in at InteroiatI ollalI 
meetings inr Cambridge, England t bit (I i ;n,; d< "'' w I vc I opnuip t ; In 
Techniques for VIruns lispa,; o1 (t;roind(ilt" 

f or it(Ic sirar in i(1 be 
ambi tious for avaial(a bl t aff and res(ources. 'hi s problem 

vi i 
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should be addressed, prioritizing the items therein as recommended
 
in the 1983 CRSP 
Annual Report but also taking account of the
 
outcome of the Cambridge meetings and the evolving scope of work
 
required on the Rosette virus. Broadening the area of cooperation

with other concerned institutions in Europe and elsewhere, and in
 
particular those represented at Cambridge meetings referred to

above 
 should also be sought in the context o meeting plan
 
objectives. However, the Panel understands 
that funding for the
 
institutions in question may 
prove a major constraint to their
 
future active Involvement. Action is needed 
by the P.I. and
 
management of the CRSP to establish the financial implications, 
and to pursue means of promoting the degree of cooperation deemed
 
desirable between the CRSP and these institutions.
 

(Response: Meetings in September 1985 with 
 cooperators
 
Misari, Ansa, Kuhn, and Demski 
were completed. Cooperators
 
are only working on projects or areas for which they

volunteered. All of Misari's and 50% of 
Ansa's (Nigerian
 
cooperators) research efforts are on 
the peanut program which
 
should allow ample time to accomplish the objectives.
 
Institutions involved in the project, 
other than Georgia and
 
Nigeria are Noluntary and receive no CRSP funds and a hb-h 
degree of cooperation exists).
 

o 	 Financial support to the Nigerian collaborating scientists to 
facilitate their travel outside Nigeria for exchange of views, 
techniques, and intellectual enhancement 
 should be actively 
pursued. Its provision should be made on terms that enable the 
researcher in question to utilize it for the purposes intended 
and with minimal administrative barriers to such use. 

(Response: New procedures approved 
 at the University of
 
Georgia 
 will allow for travel advance to non-university
 
employees).
 

o Continued support and assistance from the USAID Mission in
 
Nigeria will be Important In facilitating the importation of
 
equipment and other logistical problems concerning the project.
 

(Response: Efforts will be made to continue this linkage). 

Management of ArthroJods on Peanut In Thailand and Philipines (NCS/IM/TP) 

In common wit:h the other projects designed and operated by North 
Carolina State UniversIty in Thailand and Philippines, this was judged to 
be of excellent quaIlity, highly relevant to the countries concerned, and
enthu.s ast ical I y ;,d competently nianaged. The project should be 
contlinied as plim ed subject- to generic observations made in respect of 
NCS/BCP/TP anrd thelioluwliig iminor coursie adjustment,,. 

o 	 11 thIh; hat; not already been done, the Panel recommends that 
con;sideratlon be given to initiating studies on post harvest 
pests of peanut In the collaborating countries. The Panel 
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recognizes that this observation is a reflection of a perceived

overall Peanut CRSP weakness, i.e., of failure to 
give explicit

consideration 
 to post harvest pest problems. This deserves
 
serious thought during discussions of possible extension of CRSP
 
activities.
 

(Response: A U.S. graduate student 
will be involved in post
 
harvest pest research. Local research in Philippines and 
Thailand will be initiated in 1986. Effort to coordinate
 
research with the Food Technology project will be made).
 

o 	 The Panel strongly supports the proposed sabbatical for the P.I. 
in Thailand or the Philippines and suggests that, in addition 
to fostering project linkages between Thailand and Philippines, 
he should to the extent possible promote networking with other 
Asian peanut producing count r ies , such ia; Indonesia, Malaysia 
and Burma. 

(Response : Dr. Campbel l plans to be I n Thailand and 
Philippines for six months beg inning in September 1986. lie 
has been to Burmi at All) invitation for consultation on 
insect problems and has been invited for further work there 
in 1986). 

IPM Strategies for Peanut Insects in SAT Africa (CA/I /BF) 

The project is well conceived and highly relevant to Burkina Faso 
itself and al so to peanut producing countries general ly in SAT Africa,
Its linkages particularly with IRIIO/(IRAI) scientists, but also with staff 
of such Institutions as IITA ard SAF(GRAD located in Burkina Faso, are 
important and should be strengthened in this context and also in light of
the value of such linkages to the [Wiver;ity of ( orgia in its work on 
peanut in the US.
 

The Panel recommends continuation () the project a; conce ived and 
articulated in the plan of work subject to tlie following observations: 

O 	Special i i ort , ire nelleito. (WOnvin ce mmi for research 
admi ni st rators In t le nat Iont]I rsearcht organti-'l t Ion, IBR.AZ, of 
the relevanc(, o f t project 1to tie ned,; (f tIhe country. This 
may his,; t_ he doin(. by ic niit rapcment i , t le L)IIlw, lrhu t y of 
Ouaga o ollt'o 16s;ea r:h Int it u lt I ( IS') Ip1- I, i I to I mlprove 
contacts wi th IIRI(AZ. 

( Re.,ps on .: Clo;eor coolie rat I on it Wlin t i ISi' iid IHHAZ Is 
evident). 

0 GIven e lzII 'at I(,. oI t lit-i l,.vamc. of tli iroject by IBRAZ, 
1 b )l11, m!; o; I et perI I ,it 1 1 i (i t d I I w*at Ion, 1nse t tc IdI 

c tirr 11)~lf t i 1 ,o! ; w I iI t,1I ;lto rI t io Ilt I we I I i I (.,;o I e d . 
ow vvr, I tt i ! p,-l cin "I oV mI ",,

burvall' l r'It It pri-'jild 1( '. It wmu '. I i t111(11 i ll", iltit 'lV4,1ltio n,by UiSA IlD ; I mI;al y 1w ' , I I r d l t, li t h , , ' : . 

(1(I. ,', !; ' I h ,p w,im, ,r:.1 il~l I, Wip ro, jr. I 	 l ,,"d , 1 :,1 li I ;1.11!i(, o f 

be In , ,t)' comp, I,;h ,d. 1o; 11 g,, m,, !! 1,cr, n w In Ihe' name 
Mi n istry). 
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INADEQUATE FOOD SUPPLIES
 

The CRSP focus on this constraint has been via three projects managed
by the Universities of Alabama A 
& M, and Georgia in Sudan and the
Caribbean, and Thailand and Philippines respectively, An attempt has 
been made therefore to cover all three regions of the CRSP focus. Thatit has not been entirely successful in this regard is partially a
 
function of the choice of collaborating countries: k'ho was to predictthe impact of a coup and the Sahelian drought on Sudan? It is also
partially a function of judgment as to the Interpretation of the role ofthe CRS' at thc adaptation and development end of the research and
development (R&D) association. Some would argue that much of the
technology research in peanut 

food 
relevant to developing countries has been

completed and that what remains Is technology dissemination with perhaps
a modicom of adpt at ion to meet local dietary preferences and
socio--economic condiltions. This debate exercised the planners of the 
CRSP and remai,, alive during its evaluation. 

The following que,;t1orns continue to be raised: 

o Is there unnecessary duplication in the Philippines and Thailand 
projects;? 

(Respons;e: Repl icat ion of research may be viewed as 
duplication, but necessary at times. Duplication will be 
minim zed). 

o Are food t(echnology projects within the CRSP related more to
what US collaborators are able and prepared to provide rather 
than to ti(e real needs; of host countries? 

(Re.pon,,;e: Rl(,_arc 1i; Ideveloped based on In-country surveys
and re: ponse t o wlazt the cooperator; view as Important). 

o Is there tot a need for additional agro-economic studies on 
peanut mit i l;at Ion? 

(Ri:,;,ponm;e: Ye,;. Cos;t may control what is; done. A study is 
being pIlannd for the Phtiilppines; 'or 19 6). 

o Should ot t 1, MY<5t' expand its; mandat(e to cover more fully the 
area of po;t liarv's;t Iaiill I g and subsequent utilization? Thi s 
ques;tion Iq ps;emd wit I partIcul r reference to the apparent
for s;ys;t m lc c li,'lk'; fot the pre ;ence of aflatoxins 

need 
and, when

detected, " dt rmI lati on of tlir concentLratlon;. 

(R s ; :.posp(raM sufes;i f i hl s; t Ion I.; not comp letely
midpr ; t o)d , ;; a I Iat oxnc Iin olnt ro I anid poN I ha rvest problems 
arp a W tort of thli program).NIgnf Ian: 


The Pane I m(( ; I d 'i h. t Ihat qu.'t II 5;"n;such as; t hose 
 ra Ined above warrant 
deba te wlth Ii tlie 1"v ,rn.ii , of Itive CR' P and tiy those reapons Whe fordeciding i rutr Hi lun! l ,. WIn, reas;n, a; hni!rated abhove and eifnewhere, the
Pinel considerN th. W.anu lP5I' toi be, by anrd large, extremely nucceissful 

x
 



in its concept and execution of projects pertaining to production
 
problems, it feels that some rethinking of the "food technology" aspects 
may be called for. More precisely, and rather than obfuscating the 
question by consideration of individual project Issues, the Panel 
recommends as follows:
 

o 	 Appointment of a specialized sub group to review the "food 
technology" projects undertaken wihin the CRSIP to establish 
their relevance and to advi se the Board of Governors of the CRSP 
on possiblle redirection of effort. 

o 	 The sh-group will comprise three d istingt i,;Led food technology 
scientists. Dr. Max Milner will represent the EEP as a resource 
person. Additional resource persons will include tlie Principal 
Invest igtors for each Iood technology projeCt, plus such other 
relevant persons concerned with the planning of this aspect of 
the CRS1' and the implementation of t hee prn.ye-ts as It deems 
necessary. 

o 	 The sub-grout will he provided withl and expected to review all 
relevant docomentation. After such revLew and cinsultat on with 
the resource persons it wi l submi t Its report through Dr. 
Milner, who will comment on l)ehalf of the EL', to t he management 
of thlt' CR1' . 

" 	Redesign i f projct s as 11 t nit gLoup andrecoen'ded :o I 
accepted by manrigemnont witlin I I ,w,' rr l lIhe CR SI', aidtha, 	 t 
their i mp lemoen t [It iaon wit. hin i ta oim,i a il blil',, Ia ry pi riamt._ rs 

assigned 17 t he financing ageny. 

(Response : A rou p t' Itie : at lsub, was ;i nd t the Georgia 
Experim ,t Station and liuwed r 19bb, A r19 [6 Mmh( were: 
Dr. .John Cherry, ChaI rmani, Di r i r "I rSNA/ARS Eastern 
ResearchlI LIa oratory, Plf ad,phi a; i)r, 11 oyd lBoncy, Cereal 
Quality, Texa; A,%& nIlv rs;Ily; ml 1W. hr (iy Wuolirit 1, Food 
Sc i ent Ist I. r I tts, II r. I t y of Wtg i . D (A I n tonhr. 
Chl he ;ter, ood ,c Itntif,;t , LI Iv,',r ; it o, 1,11'd)o Is land, 
canurvllpld. lr. Max It II lier, IUI', pa r Ic i at pdt 'rojec t 
Il 	 ,ail;, Irogr' ;, and 11,' If-( I'Ie, w,, Yt' ir<ivtIded. 

id will 
n aint l ;s by Dr. 

Reommen' atIions; hp' it II/ i lii IH I' the i iecno)logy 
prI'jo ecI ;. i rt I'ti t Iloiv i Ill!, !, iotip , old l 
Mi lner fol1low Ithis' S~tmmlary AqbvN.m;:t~ll. 

SOIL MtCRI! I i, OI AMlBARRI l.(N1CS/'( X/VrM/T''I') 

; I p -cot 	 )rojc(' t NorthTIi, Is . imar y o 1j), tI ojoIl h' between 
Carolina, SI ,ri 11d 'lW ax;isA t, M l;ailwVe' ;S Iti ; !i, 'Iltillad;i ;,nil Philil pines.
Ditvided W.tw,, ,i ,l hIiI a nd ,r rt l ( ll1 J dpat '| Ion!l: a;Itf ctct I.1)Ph l M'yc
1itvrog n I tI""wI I l1 and i , wt i tit ]i, ln t , I l, i ,Idn ip.I I i, t t tlI irIy 

esaa lt15hv,,I I n; r,,lvvotfu, wit hiln fra1 Iliorm; tlu , m,m n! ylvh!, Inl add: I Ion t~o 
them No~n n v! ,: ,Io II! li ps';I ),,"1 a ld I hf , . frqwi l, hf- P},t 11 I pal I 

Inves Ipt orstIr II It', t W ; I I lilt I . j hteliiIi. Ii "t n ' Ill o tll t' . 

The Panelll nil ei, - ;uocs,, ti. tlpo[ ral' - < f';ill' ' ;s ;()lys I 1 1' ,' f. I Vpri of'g '~~i ila I I ont l illl 
l o c atl ph l ,z ob l atl tg a, isa[, t l ln lpo ll t- ma,t , , r i a l . Ad d I t f in ;I ] cr' i miciL,s 
clear rD al i Ind r I [it r I js;ignt ti "aitl I . ItJ 1)1111 tr'tnuu edi 

l 
;irp as' fo1llow: 

A,:
 



o With regard to the NCSU component, the Panel was very favorably
 
impressed by the P.I. but, in view of his rather personalized
 
management style, suggests that consideration of broadening the
 
geographic scope of the project should be subject to his
 
continuing availability.
 

(Response: The comment refers to proposed expansion to
 
Cameroon. The Board and TC has already voted not to expand
 
to Cameroon).
 

o 	 A comparable problem is seen within the Philippines project.
Future plans of work must take account of management within 
Philippines. This may be weakened by staff promotion. US 
Principal Investigators must be alive to the likely need for 
downward adjus tment- of short term goals pending familiarization 
and provenance of new collaborating country project managers. 

(Response: Wc ha :e no coihtrol over duties assigned to the 
collaborators, suct, as administration. Efforts are underway 
to incrase graduat, training of Philippine students, both at 
UPLB and NCS11). 

o 	As noted earl ie r t ie Thail and pro Jec t , as also that in 
Philippines, would benefit from a slight prolongation of time 
spent by the Ii iii-country, on teccliiical assistance grounds. 

(Res pn,se : 'Travel clearance has hampered trips planned in 
the past . More t lime wiI i be planned in future trips). 

o 	 With regard to the considerations affecting mycorrhizae, the 
Panel Is alive to the speculatory nature of the research. 
Continuation Is strongly supported, wi th the proviso that 
expansion of SCOIpe should be conditional on a clear indication 
of the beneficial impact on productivity of peanut by 
mycorrhl zal fung-i together with an indication of possible means 
of mani pulat lng the soil envIronment to increase their 
establilshinent. F"uture reports by the P.1. should acldress these 
issues perhaps In ,onsultatlon with other experts in the field, 
such as I)r. Jame!; ilendrlx, University of Kentucky, and Dr. 
Norman Schenk, IUnlvrsitty of F]orida, with thlie objectiye of 

'
providing ()C,,mnangers th. evidence needed to make thieseSI wit li 

decI s ions.
 

(Res ln se : The P).1. 1s aware of the project nature. 
Researcli wlI I focus oil ways of efficient inoculation. Ti e 
P.I. Is in professional contact with other U.S. researchers 
In the field, and will continue to seek their advice). 

CONCLUSION
 

The Panel won I(I li1ke to take thtis opporlunlity of expres,: Ing its 
gratitude to all concerned wit hi the Peanut CRStP lor thef r patience,

forbearance and profes,; Iona 1.1 sm Iin theI r dea I rigsqwit i the tE'I'. As 
indicated Panel suptltl of alm;,above, [lie is; hul1y rt ive tile objectives
and accomplitshments of the Peant CR,1'. l'anel members trust that their 
observations; will to both coiistructive andbe seen be 	 1 relevant. 
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SUBJECT: 	 Ad Hoc Committee Report for Peanut CRSP External Evaluation
 
Panel to Study Food Technology Projects Research Focus,
 
December 19-20, 1985.
 

The External Evaluation Panel (EEP) Ad Hoc Committee, composed of J.
 
G. Woodroof, L. W. Rooney and J. P. Cherry (Chairman), met with
 
representatives of the Food Technology projects, Peanut Collaborative
 
Research Support Program (PCRSP), December 19-20, 1985. PCRSP
 
representatives included: B. Singh, J. C. Anderson, T. Nakayama, R.
 
Raunikar, A. Resurreccion, R. Brackett and L. R. Beuchat. Also present
 
were M. Milner, EEP representative, and D. G. Cummins, Program Director.
 
The EEP Ad Hoc Committee's assignment was to advise the CRSP Board of 
Directors about the relevance of the projects focusing for the past three
 
years on adequate food supplies from peanuts and, if needed, possible
 
program redirections.
 

Prior to the meeting, Dr. Cummins sent each Ad Hoc Committee member: 
a) initial planning reports for the three food technology projects; b)

annual progress reports of the PCRSP scientists for each of three years 
(1982-84); 	 and c) the 1985 EEP assessments evaluating progress made on 
the projects. The charge of the Peanut CRSP Summary Assessment by the 
EEP, pgs. VII-IX, was explained to Ad Hoc Committee members, whereby they 
came to the review prepared to discuss the questions with PCRSP 
representatives. 

The Ad 11oc Committee agrees with the EEP summary assesLaat that the 
PCRSP has been extremely successful in its concepts and most projects

have cbjectives relevant to the needs of less developed countries (LDC).
 
It was recognized that the PCRSP is statfed with competent scientists 
successfully working within funding constraints to develop programs in 
food science, technology and production to meet the needs of the LDCs.
 
Some project activities have already been modified and redirected by PI's
 
based upon 	EEP advice and criticisms. We compliment the Pl's on their
 
interest and enthusiasm to participate in international agricultural
 
development, especially In view of the relatively modest funding levels
 
available In the Individual projects. Reactions of the Ad Hoc Committee 
relative to the food technology projects follow. 

The Ad floc Committee evaluated the EEP's concern that the food 
technology projects involved only technology transfer activities without 
basic research. We believe that basic research on peanut composition, 
processing properties, aflatoxin detection and control, processing
properties and other aspects relevant to peanut utilization has been 
accomplished and is continuing at PCRSP institutions. 'ihese fundamental 
aspects have not been incorporated into the annual reports since much of 
the research Is not supported directly by PCRSP funds. The Ad Hoc 
Committee believes that the food technology projects investigators should 
incorporate into their research activities and progress reports more of 
the fundamental research [hat Is being done by PCRSP institution 
collaborators to tu)plort the project activiLies in Lhe LDC's. 

Major surveys on )o, t harvest utilization of peanuts have been 
conducted to determine how peanuts are used in foods. The Ad Hoc 
Committee feels that the surveys have served a useful purpose to provide 
information on the relative importance and problems in utilization of 
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peanuts. We believe that PCRSP Pl's should compile a publication to
 
assess the current international situation on use of peanuts in food.
 
Although the surveys may seem like duplication of research (as indicated
 
in the EEP question," unnecessary duplication in the Philippines and
 
Thailand project?"), the data are actually showing the individuality of
 
each country. In studies on the acceptability of new types of foods, the
 
restraints which differ greatly among countries, have to be identified
 
and evaluated. Detailed individual reports on the surveys are useful;
 
but, an overall report on the use and role of peanuts in LDCs would be
 
valuable to point out similarities and contrasts among Asian, African and
 
Caribbean areas. The surveys have already provided guidance to the U.S.
 
and LDCs for future research on postharvest and food product development
 
and laboratory testing of quality. The information obtained in the
 
current surveys is undoubtedly incomplete; however, we believe additional
 
large surveys are not justified and that the resources should be applied
 
to solving problems already uncovered.
 

Aflatoxin contamination of foods made from peanuts in LDCs is a major
 
problem that is being addressed by PCRSP scientists. This contamination
 
is pervasive and excessive. Research, e.g. proper drying methods and
 
packaging, (C02 ) applications, and management of the aflatoxin
 
problems, are ongoing as part of the PCRSP. Research to improve
 
harvesting, handling, storage, packaging and processing of peanuts for
 
food includes evaluation of the effects on aflatoxin levels. It was
 
agreed among meeting participants that postharvest technologies of 20-30
 
years ago which could be us2d directly or after slight modification, e.g.

solar drying methods for postharvest utilization, might be more practical
 
in LDCs and should be used in studies to understand peanut quality.
 
There is a need for closer collaboration of the food technology
 
scientists with other PCRSP groups, especially the microbiologists
 
working on mycotoxin managemenc, detection and methods. for detoxification
 
of aflatoxin in contaminated peanuts.
 

The review showed a clear realization by >SP scientists that food
 
technology research should be more closely coordinated with breeding and
 
variety evaluation programs through collaborative studies. Through the
 
years, breeding and variety evaluation studies have mainly concentrated
 
on agronomic factors, yields, size uniformity and disease resistance.
 
Attempts to improve productivity, yield, disease and insect resistance,
 
etc., cannot be assumed to be successful unless food quality Is improved
 
or at least not impaired. The food technologists need to define the
 
attributes of peanuts with acceptable "quality" for use in the major
 
kinds of peanut foods. For example, are peanuts with acceptable quality
 
for roasting, also acceptable for boiling? Do varieties of peanuts exist
 
with variation in processing properties, i.e. brittle testa? Closer
 
collaboration among plant breeders and food scientists in both the U.S.
 
and LDC's could prevent the development of peanuts with poor processing
 
properties. PCRSI III's are already moving in this direction. A
 
publication summarizing current knowledge of peanut plocessing qualities

in relation to plant breeding may be useful. A critical evaluation is
 
needed of current Information on rapid screening methods for food quality
 
for use by plant breeders. However, before this can be accomplished, the
 
properties of peanuts with good and poor processing qualities need to be
 
documented. A study of the literature could show that this information
 
may already be available.
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The development of simple modifications of existing peanut processing

techniques is an area worth consideration. Would it be possible to
 
develop , microbial cultures that could expedite fermented foods 
production? An example would be Kisra of the Sudan fortified with peanut
 
cake. PCRSP Pl's have research underway ranging from basic to applied
 
processing research.
 

On the question of agro-economics or marketability of peanuts, the
 
collaborative work that would be 
done by plant breeders, microbiologists

and food scientists must recognize the practical, economic feasibility of
 
adopting new technological advances in LDCs. Understanding of the
 
environmental and socio-economic constraints, as well as those of food
 
preservation and preparation 
technology are needed if cost-effective, 
tasty, nutritious and aflatoxin-free peanut products are to be made 
available. Agro-economic or socio-economic aspects or impacts need to be 
recognized relative to the costs of developing and commercially advancing 
new peanut products. However, the financial constraints of tie PCRSP do 
not permit sufficient resources to accomplish detailed economic-social 
studies. Those studies, when they are critically required, can possibly 
be funded from other sources, i.e. AID country funds, World Bank, etc. 

The annual reports of the PCRSP food Lechnology projects should more 
clearly document fundamental studies conducted at PCRSP institutions that 
support the applied technology transfer and research activities in LDCs. 
We believe that USAID leverages their funds to the optimum through the 
PCRSP program. llowever, the EEP must remain cognizant of the fact that 
most IlI's have modest funds to use at the project level. Thus, PCRSP 
research must be carefully focused and coordinated with other country 
developmental funds.
 

Worthy of recognition is that most of the research in food technology 
covered by the Ad Hoc Committee review is included in the top three 
priorities of the First National Peanut Consuitation and Peanut-CRSP 
Review held at PCARRD, Los Banos, Laguna, Philippines, on February 7-8, 
1985 (Attachment A). The scientists of the PCRSP have already taken the 
initiative to expand the projects to cover more fully the important areas 
of postharvest handling and subsequent utilization which the Ad Hoc 
Committee recommends should be supported by the EEP. 

Summary: We believe that the PCRSP Food Technology project.s have been
 
and are in the process of responding positively to the EFP criticisms by

reorienting research activities. We do not 3ee unnecessary duplication.
 
PCRSP food technology reports could be Improved. Better interaction of
 
food technology project: with other appropriate 1PCRSP institutions that
 
support PCRSP LDC activities. The Caribbean project appears to be
 
underway and should be productive. Publications are needed to summarize 
the survey results and the current information on peanut processing 
qualities, especially in respect to plant improvement programs. 

EEP Comments and PI Response: The EEl' Chairman, Don Pickering has 
reviewed the Ad Hoc Committee report and I s fully in agreement wi th Its 
deliberation; and recommendations. Max Milner, EEl' member for Food 
Technology, was involved In the meeting and his views are Incorporated 
into the report. The PI's have recognized needs for improvement since 
the first review, and have been modifying research to reflect EEl' review, 

1an will continue to improve the projects based on the EEl' and Ad Hoc 
Committee reports. 
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Attachenet A
 

PRIORITY RESEARCH AREAS IN PEANUT (PHILIPPINES)I/
 

1. 	Establishment of information agro-economic
benchmark 	 and 
 assessment
 
of production, post production, utilization and marketing.
 

2. 	Improvement of postharvest 
handling techniques such as stripping,
 
drying and storage to manage aflatoxin problems; standardization and
 
improvement of packaging to prolong 
 shelf life and improve
 
acceptabllity of food products.
 

3. Development of a seed production, processing, storage and
 
distribution scheme.
 

4. 	Development of low cost technology to reduce high input costs such as
 
use of rhizobium and mycorrhizae, organic fertilizer, green manuring, 
botanical pesticides, biological control and minimize tillage.
 

5. Development and improvement of village level processing and 
utilizati on. 

6. 	 Establishment of water and fertilizer requirements under various 
cropping systems. 

7. 	 Disease minagement wi th emphasis on epidemiology of virus and 
development of Integrated approaches to 	 control major diseases. 

8. 	 Testing, evaluation and improvement of farm tools and equipment 
suitable for simall farm conditlons. 

9. 	 Testing and evaluation of POT under various agro-economic conditions. 

10. Development of technology transfer techniques. 

11. Development integrated pest management andof Insect establishment of 
economic thresho]d levels for major insect pests. 

12. Development of high yielding pest resistant varieties tolerant to 
stress conditions and suitcd to various cropping systems, e.g.,
rice-based, coconut-hased, corn-based, and suga rcane -based. 

I/Summarlzed output resultI ng from the First National Peanut 
Consulatlon and Peanut-CRSP Review held at PCARRD, Los Banos, Laguna, 
Phllippiner, February 7-8, 1985. 
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INTRODUCTION
 

An 	 External Evaluation Panel (EEP) is an integral part of all
 
Collaborative Research Support Programs (CRSP's). The external
 
evaluation by the ELP is most important to the CRSP operations to assure 
objectivity in decision making on important and sometimes difficult
 
institutional issues.
 

Consistent with this criteria, the Peanut CRSP grant document
 
established an EEP consisting of three to five eminent scientists
 
recommended by the CRSP Mianagement Entity to AID/bIFAD for specific terms 
of appointment. Periodically as appropriate the hEP shall: 

1. 	Review projects and programs of the CRSP and provide written 
cvaluation. 

2. 	Make recommendations for the addition, elimination, or
 
modification of component projects and overall objectives, to
 
include retention; elimination; or addition of new overseas sites.
 

The 	Guidelines for the CRSP's as circulated by BIFAD/AID on June 21, 
1985 further defines the EEP roles. Principal purposes of the evaluation 
are 	to: maintain programmatic focus and effective scientific balance of 
research toward achievement of objectives; identify inadequate
 
performances, identify activities irrelevant or marginal to CRSP 
objectives; consider effective balance between research and training for 
development of institutional research capability; assess the balance of 
domestic verstui overseas research in terms of effectiveness of solving 
constraints in developing countries; evaluate the cost-efiectiveness of 
the entire CRSP operation in terms of actual cost of doing business 
versus costs of alternatives that may require less funding, or may 
othewise be more efficient or more effective; examine ways of 
dissemination of research results, and the effectiveness of utilization, 
a measure of the appropriatenes of the research; and report its findings 
and 	 recommendations annually Lt the ME, the Board, AID, and JCARD/BIFAD. 
Some evaluation needs to be made at least annually, although components 
of 	 an evaluation may be on-going throughout the year. In-depth 
evaluations with overseas and U.S. site visits should be made withi, the 
triennial period in preparation for the Triennial Review. 

LEP HLMB1R5 

A slate of nominees for the Peanut CRSP was proposed by the Principal 
Investigators, Technical Comml ttee, Board of Directors, and Program 
Director during mid-1983. lhe Board later approved a list of five 
nominees that were presented to AID/BII-AD. Approval of these nominees 
was 	received In Maiy 1984. 

Basic cr1teri unedr1 In chao,;long the 111' were: 

a. 	 A backgroTnd In and a has' Understandil g of science. 

b. 	 Experience in Inte mt ,ona 1 agricultural research and/or 
development and knowledge o1 I,)C problems. 
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c. 	Specific in-depth experience in peanut. research.
 

d. 	An understanding of the U.S. landgrant research system. 

The 	EEP members selected were: 

1. 	 Mr. D)ona]l C. Pickering, As 'ociate Director, Agriculture and 
Rural Developinent,, the World Bank, Washington, DC. lie served a 
number of y cars (1954-1967) in tie northern Nigeria peanut 
production region in agricultural development with the British 
Colonial Agrlcul tural.Service, and since 1967 in several roles of 
project dev.lopment and evaluat ion with the World Bank.
 
(Strength!; : i, h) 

2. 	 Prof essor A. If. unt I ng', t1roI esssor Emeritus o Agricultural
I)evelopnent ,vertwas, the University of Reading, Lngland. lie has 
had extensivi, eXlrtence lit agricultural development, including 
respons;bl I1ltt i t the irI tisi, schemes for peanut production in 
East At r c, dur ii thl ,c Ilal period, hte served on a 
consul tat I ve t ea: ti dveIop thI(I groundnut program for ICRISAT. 
(Strenytt,: i, , , ,) 

3. 	 Dr. ri1'41-;- ,t I, , t I re,, lead ol t .ht, Annual Oil Crops 
Departmnt (A I tiii, Iar-Ii. he war,; hlad of the peanut research 
departmeinl tit flioi*m y, 1 fr',ga,or a number of years prior to 
nearly 20 ,i i lll1W, Par,, i'.xpirtise In peanut research and 
devel opment I t hr,. ('.';,t At ica F rancophone countries. 

(Strengt,,: a,, 1, ) 

4. 	 Dr. Kienrierit1i rr,,rt, former 'eanut. Research Leader, USDA, Sutiolk, 
VirgIn I a ie h.a., ext,,n yvi experien:e in peanut pest management
and prodic t I or , ai, I1,s, a recognized authority on mycotoxins. 
(Strengths: i, , (, I) 

5. 	 Dr. M!1x ",Ili,,r I!, t t O !041 Uxect lyewt of f lcer tor the American 
In t Itut it It nI II . lit- ha a universi ty background at 
MIlr;,t BIhi 1a, t.!,I , aiia;sq "tate ((,ra Inn ScIence and 
Indust iv ) (, i nt)l ,'ta ( tlirna r ut It lnt) , and ll'I (Iite rna tional 
Nu tr It i,() ,r, ,×t.ins Iv,. ,xite I i'11,I- In b ol ref.lated activities; 
w ith i;fver' 1I h ' tn, Iit l! 1'11,,. ('r elllt 11"i: 1, , C , (t) 

"I'l he lii idr ,i:); lO. hn I a I l ian11 I t t .eIv It that thiis 5 
member El' b,,a;l, h: . ,e l , i t I ,e]y it roig iIn thewin, 	 In, banrc 
crlterla wo.'d Is t .,,I, i ,on, ii, ,,.. how,.ver, It wai r,icognlzed that 
an El-' o I i . , e l i',(H Itlt Iil,,nalhir p I it I tioru, i i c If Ic areasiii 

during in Il -,Iept .v , !,i 1, a!; n'lI lIithn[ it, 'li .rlnr hil Revie.w. I I deemed 
necessary at t Ire ,,1 ,lve ,,plrig a l the 1.1.1'tlt, )I would be
 
complementi'd wi m t strll t 1.1: ;l1VI?,011 tii pt,)vlt i ;ut ItfnaI expertise in 
specdfic areas. 



Scope-of-Work
 

A scope-of-work for the EEP was developed by the Program Director,
 
Board 	of Directors, Technical Committee, AID Program Manager, and the
 
BIFAD 	 Representative, and later approved at a Board of Directors
 
meeting. The approved draft was reviewed by the EEP at their first 
organizational meeting. 'hIle ,;cope-ol-work assured a uniform review 
across 	 locations and tliaL the review focussed on the major issues. 

The approved scopcs-of.-w rk follow. 

U.S. UNIVERSITi PROJECT REVIEW 

1. IMPLEMENTATION ANDJ MANAEMINi 
1.1 AdmIt, Lrat.Ive i nvoI v,iien i

1.11 	 Jiiderh Land I ,ni, ,lnil tupport of project 
object vesl/ ;lab rat v,, mode 

1.12 	 Gee,1ncri1l attitide. Toward lIteriiationai programs - support 
()1 ri..,a.cer ,H olvedl. 

1.13 	 lig! !jt cal 1 i, i ,lipport. 
1.14 	 1+ rcf.veiye lyieilcy 01 coIl iabora Lve program to U.S. 

rel~i Fr I ;t I' iltc t 

1.15 	 lt t ()t (1xk:' ii iel'atlo to earl.ter Industry reaction 
to 1hl ili'
 

1.16 	 Reouit - cn)!il t i n Io prograni 
1.17 	 Nulk;'.1ult /f , I I.S 

1.2 	 eseai ,!,, , ' 
1.21 	 lll tif I .ii support of project 

obj.( I I v i,,/III;i A)lItJwye mode 
1.22 ,,ira I at I!14f. t (w,irl I nteriat ional program 
1.23 ,, ltIs l,ai ;liptport 
1.24 	 Pivxct' vit.,', v fin' (t collaborative program to U.S. 

Slfi; I [€ii1 ht I;at r i 

1.25 t 1 P iti .,lat ini to earlier industry reaction 

1.26 I 1,.A,!t-:vir rt ti, program 
1.27 til;l,. ,i, m ,.o 

2. ADEQUAkCY ()O ',( .1J.t&L 
2.1 lvf-1 ,i , k !4,.r, to ge.nerate new technology 
2.2 I'royiv,ie 1, ,ili d lliOVit I venetiti of reuearch 
2.3 Appiopilit i i..i il irie.ircI - baniJc, adaptive - relevancy to 

,il ,,lcii, v 'c, >;(:, ( i)(,rt) #-,2 .4 , 	I. c tlvv, 

2. 5),A :uu ,, i ,,:1r4 ot , 

3. 	 GEO(iRA'kH (; .(n ',-A(,i , AIiI'IJ (.AI I.I'I\ (J Hl0.Ah(;lH 
3.,* O-iI V.illf v I(, ti,,, t c( l y/IJ.*,. a lfs 

3.2 (tnieruiht a I ,) p(IgiiJ rt('.arch demands~ilanut 'eItorts
o1 I f t 	 ,I li l ets 

3.3 Trauisteral lit y (d rvivarchi ritiuiltti to U.., programs 
3.4 :;ugg,-ti l nt;/ on'mi iiIi 



4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 
4.1 	 Extent of strenthening research capabilities (scientist
 

development, facilities)

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode - how are
 

collaborators interacting? - Enthusiasm for research
 
4.3 	 Training progress - U.S. students
 
4.4 	 Suggestions/comments
 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 
5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives
 
5.2 	 Impact on research priorities
 
5.3 	 Potential of research to be applicable to U.S. needs
 
5.4 	 Suggestions/comments
 

6. SUMMARY
 
6.1 	 Specific strengths
 
6.2 	 Specific weaknesses
 

7. REVIEWERS RECOMMENDATIONS
 

IN-COUNTRY PROJECT REVIEW
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT 

1.1 	 USAID Mission involvement
 
1.11 	 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives.
 

Complementarity to mission programs.
 
1.12 	 Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of
 

project. Attitude toward U.S. personnel traveling

in-country. 

1.13 	 Mission interest for project future
 
1.14 	 Suggestions/comments
 

1.2 	 Host Country
 
1.21 	 Understanding and acceptance 
 of program by administrators 

and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode. 
1.22 	 Admnistration of 
program government or Institutional level. 
1.23 	 FIscal management
 
1.24 	 Relevancy of program to country 
 research needs. Direction 

of projects relat.1ye to original plans.
1.25 	 Attitude toward J.,S. partIcipanti, and their involvement.
 
1.26 	 Comm!tment of governments and/or institutions to programs 

reiivarceer 1evel 
 and above - resource commitment. 
Importance of peanut research In development goals. 

1.27 	 Suggest 1ons/cstments.
 

1.3 	 Resourcet; commnittevd to pr ogram
 
1.31 	 l'e r;onnel
 

1.311 Directly comnmited/ldirect & supportive

1.312 Adequacy of nrumber and ccqlabilty to Junction 
1.313 Involvement of womei
 
1.314 Overall 0tectw.Iveni.s of program personnel
 
1.315 Suggest I ont/commenit .
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1.32 	 Equipment/facilities/supplies
 
1.321 Availability-reason for unavailability
 
1.322 Adequacy-reason for inadequacy
 
1.323 Suggestions/comments
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 
2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology
 
2.2 Progressiveness and innovativeness of research
 
2 3 Approlateness of research-basic, adaptive
 
2.4 	 Adequacy of social science/economic perspective/sensitivity.
 
2.5 	 Suggestions/comments
 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH 
3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals
 
3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
 

in-country.
 
3.3 	 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs
 
3.4 	 Communications with other in-country entities.
 
3.5 	 Does location impact regionally as well as in-country
 
3.6 	 Relationship to other international research efforts -


ICRISAT, IRRI, IR110, etc.
 
3.7 	 Transferal)ility of research (in-country, regionally,
 

internationally) for implementation
 

3.8 	 Suggestlons/cornments
 

4. INSTITUTIONAL, DtlVELiPMIENT 
4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist
 

development, facilities)
 
4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are
 

collaboratorsi (U.S., host country) interacting? - enthusiasm
 
for researcb.
 

4.3 	 Training progress - short term, post graduate training
 
4.4 	 Sugge;t iots/commentii.
 

5. RESEARCH P<RO;RE},'S AND APPLICATI(N 
5.1 	 Achievement of rescarch ol)jectivest
 
5.2 	 Impact of ret;earch on institution and government priorities
 

awd polIcI eti. 
5.3 	 Sulf I Icecy of tratn tn,/encouragenent for promotion of
 

Information flow to user.
 
5.4 	 Plot ential of retsearch I-or succets In aleviattng production
 

and 1 11 zat. IoU conintrtlln ti
 
5.5 	 Impact of research on Women in 1evelopment
 

5.6 	 Sugge st 1orzs/comment .
 

6. SUMMARY
 
6.1 	 Spe Alk1 trengthsi
 
6.2 	 Spec Iic weaknetises
 

7. REVIEWIER RrC(iAU IINDA'1I 10W 

REVI LW SCH)EDULE 

The Ell, met twict- prior io blg I nnfng t he It review schedule. Three of 
the membersi, (Pickrri g, .a r rven, tir Milner) n Peanut C SiP1 attended 



investigators meeting in July 1984 where the investigators presented oral
 
reviews of their research. Several host-country collaborators were
 
present and reported on their involvment. The meeting was held in
 
conjunction with the American Peanut Research and Education Society 
Annual Meeting in Mobile, Alabama. 

All five members were pre,,:cnt for a meeting in November, 1984 in 
Washington, D.C. t.o dicuss the rev ew o,,v,.-; and develop a tentative 
review schedule. An original timetable ot completing the Triennial 
Review process l)y June 1985 was delayed until] December 198_L with AID 
approval to enable lP visits to be made during the cropping season. 

Site vsiis were made asi ollows: 

1. 	 Philippines: February 1985. (arrcn and Milner. Projects 
NCS/BCP/TP, NCS/IM/TP, A/IT/IP, and NCS/TX/SM/TP. Review 
coincided with First National Peanut Consultation and Peanut CRSP 
Review. 

2. University visits to Alabama A&M University, Texas A&M, and North 
Carolina State: April 1985. 'ickering, Garren, Milner, Gillier. 
Projects - All projects plus 1. review in Georgia. The AID 
management review team accompanied the IIEP. 

3. 	Cambridge,, Englimd: April 195_. (,artvyei. Project - GA/PV/Na. A 
research review and plAannlg (oiii ,rence of project collaborators 
was held whhich Incl ud d },'anito (A1 I' (Georgl a and Nigeria 
cooperators), i CSAT,C I West (ermnan VIrus Institute, and the 
Scottish Crop; keseari hi Inst Itt t.. A pt(otntial Australian 
collaborator attended. Meet I hi held fcilowing an AAB 
Inte-naLtonal1 (onetrec'e on "New l)eve l opmints II Techniques for 

Virus Dvete'tln." 

4. 	 Nigeria: ,ju i 915. Bintlng. lrojet - (A/PV/Na. 

5. 	 Burkina Laso, Niger, and Svn(ga : AugIl1 -September 1985. Garren 
and Gill fur. Projects - ,A/INP'IP/ I , N1 , GA/ IM/l , TX/ICP/S, and 
TX/MM/S. 'l'am att ended the Internat lonal Symposium Ol 
Agrometrrology lI (,rouninit In Nianme'y, whicih was co-sponsored by 
the l'ean"Lt (A[SPI an' Inc I 'l hd a I I.K. and Atrican CRSP,vvr 

part i(1plnt ,. 

6. Caribbean 'r InIdad, An! IQ,,n , iii, l(ti , and Hel Ize : e pLenber 
1985. Mliner and Bunt lnu . I'roj" l ,- (A/IPI.I'LI/CAI(, AAM/FI/FT/CAR. 

7. Thailand: kupljtmller 1'H'. II (ivtlny, and (,111 ler. Projects 
NCS/BCP/TP, t(CS! M/I/P, ;A/lI,/Tl', "0 NL(/I,/SM/TP. 

VIVH6 PHiIN) 15 

The IK'AI, l(vl'w I(e'poi t i 1 1 t, ' l l vl li l pI'oje'cti fol ,low. A cover 
or Conteniit vilr't pr('(fl'l'd'I i Is(pol ,1 IInldex ;ar, report. Both 
univernlty aniid l)ltl-,v'.u t r y it.' v51t iloIt illS' Itl 1ud' titider each 
project. 
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PEANUT CRSP
 

CAPSULE EVALUATION STATEMENT ON A PROJECT
 

This statement prepared by: Kenneth Ii.Garren 

Dates: October 23-24, 1985 

Peanut CRSIP Code: (GA/lNPEP!/Nr 1/ (M) 21, BF, CAR 

Project Title: International Peanut Evaluation Program 

U.S. University: University of 
 Georgia, Coastal Plain Experiment
 

Station, Tifton 

Host "Countrie;": 3 /N IG ER 

BURKINA FASO
 

CARIBBEAN Area
 

EEP Reviewers: At of MaxUniversity Georgia, Tifton, Milner & Pierre 
F. Gfliler, 

Dates: April 1 & 2, 1985 

Discussions With: (Key ersonnel only) 

At Georgia Coa,;tal lDr. W.). Branch, U.S. PI of GA/INPLP/--
Plain Experiment ()r R .W. Ilamion, Co-Pl had retired before April 1)
Station, Tifton (David Cummlns, ME of Peanut CRSP) Also present & 

(Iloren Schulze, U.S. All) participated in 
(Ca;rval Wiggin;s, U.S. AID the discussions) 

EEP Reviewer,; saw ,s Specillc St-rengths of t his project at U of GA-Tifton 

1. Dr. Itrroch, the U.S. P , eems a talented, diligent scientist. 2. 
Almost aIll foreign ruoitr;cttial agreements sought have been obtained. 3. 
Ma in i;uih-prc'ject;; have at liea;st been started. 4. Host countries have 
d(esi gnated c ( I Ia hora t or; d;on ofa;(i trainIing collaborators has been 
started, t hit!5 shoewli rg g;ood pos; IhiIltty of getting some experimental 
res ul ts Isi t he I ut irie. 

EEl' Reviewer'; !aiw a,! !;pec if lc Weaknesses of this project at U of GA-Tifton 

1. Dr. IIrara h, t he 1. S. '! Is; arrying a heavy burden of research 
res;pons I lit f y, the prear tf'i prt od which It; for U of GA, Leaving little 

1/ Dr. Ii't trp's reort on EEl' tiri p to Nige.-ria July 10-13, 1985 made the 
excel lent fuo;IlIo that in CRSP ;icronyins NIGER be "Nr" & MIGERIA be 
"Na". 

2/ MAlt, orighiail ly de,;I gnatvd a host country of INPEP never got around 
to sI ,grni , itt; part o1f tHie contractual agreement.'s 

3/ Ea chI i hot "- 1.n ry " will be treated separtel y In this Capsule 
Eva lua t Io.. 



time for INPEP. 2. The original Co-PI seemed to have been of little 
help in activating INPEP before his retirement, even though he has now 
volunteered to go to host countries as a "consultant". EEP reviewers 
feel there is need for an active-duty peanut breeder as Co-PI or 
cooperator in I.S. 3. No data In hand to determine results from the 
first growlng-season's field plots--though there seems to have been ample
t ime to have obtained and transmitted these data. 4. Li ttle evideace of 
meaningful contact,s between U.S. P and host country researchers. 5. It 
took an app)arent ly unnecessarily long time to obtain contractual 
agreements with tie host countries--and this is a partial explanation for 
weakness (4). 6. The U.S. PI has not visited any host country. 

Recommended Future Direct ions, U of GA-Tift on 

(From 2nd 'ent tfvo Draft, 10 May, 1985, Gillier, reviewed by Milner) 

Though tlree y.var,; into this project, the U.S. PI has not yet visited the 
hosL count rie;. FF1' hoettves this significant impediment should be 
re( t iff i od soon. rrave l fund,; should he allocated to enable U.S. PI to 
visit and maint 'iln contact with host country locations. A U.S. 
Co-frnv;; t igat or ,shouild b appointed soon so as to let I)r. Branch off of a 
part of thin important hut too heavy task of his. (Co-Investigator
sugesteod as mainly for thle Caribbean part of the project). Take under 
seproln; consider it ion tle six recommendations already presented by CRSP 
Technical (Cornmlti In mlinutes of its meeting of October 15-16, 1984* 

(*'I'he,;e s ix recommendation,; are repeated verbatim below). 

AFRICA 

INPEP 

Recommendations:
 

1. Strengthen each country program to support and enhance the peanut 
varietal Impr(vement research program on a broader base than just a 
s ingle annual c'o)ordinated variety test. 

2. Subdivide Africa anl Caribbean effort because of the geographical 
1oc,.t Ion. 

3. (ordinate or I ink the of,or: In Africa (Mali, Niger, Burkina Faso 
(Upper Voila) ) more closely wit h the Senegal based CRSP breeding
project, wlich slould tr iitlen the overall regional effort. The
 
variety Int roiluct ioi prograim would ben Ilt from the move Intensive 
brood I u p rogram.I 

4. St rn; ht, n ,i I nf Iv Id a I Iz, t lie Ca r 1 )bea n e f tort s,sInce
enviroinier ,n t , lll I diff ,rnt I frorm Sa lii fan Africa. 

i.n 1,(1.,s 1 !f ,,,,, ), a ni t wo r,r " I ype ef,t rt Ili Af riIca t.o vase t ravel 
time It,o v,, wIt I, I aQr r to ; bya hr Ilug Iug a I I co I laborat ors in Africa 
to u. oft to , ,It c onl r Ilvs eachI year (change each year) for annt 

inI -works hoj , ploi t oliso cva I ms , eftc. 
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6. Encourage Branch to be more active collaborator, primarily in
 
arranging for site visits. Consider bringing in a co-investigator to
 
replace Hiammons or use Hammons as a consultant as he has volunteered to 
do.
 

Host Country: NIGER
 

EEP Reviewers: Kenneth Hf.Garren & Pierre F. Gillier, August 19-27, 1985
 

Discussions With: (Key personnel only)
 

1) U.S. AID - Dr. Ernest F. Gibson, Deputy ADO 
Ms. Lynn Graybeal, Liaison to CRSPs, etc. 

2) INRAN* - Dr. Moussa Saley, Director Gecneral 
Mr. Magah M. Issaka, Director, Dept. of Agronomic Research 
Mr. Amadou Mounkalla, Research Collaborator, INPEP "PI" for 
Niger 

(*INRAN Is acronym for Niger's Nat. Institute for Research on Crop Agr.)
 

FEP Reviewers saw as Specific Strengths of this project in NIGER
 

1. Niger (INRAN) authori ties recognize the great need for peanut 
research In NIGEtR and recognize that this Peanut CRSP project is 
virtually -it." as far as pean,,t research in NIGER Is concerned. (INRAN 
Director Saicy told us that recent drought years have contributed to such 
a great decline In (and "interest" In) peanut production In Niger 
that--whlI only a few yaa rs ago exported peanut accounted for about 50% 
of Niger's tofal Income from exports--Niger now Imports peanut from other 
African countries, etc.). 2. The enthusiam of Mr. Mounkaila. 3. 
Experiment, stations and field plot land are available for peanut varietal 
introduction and testing If support Is provided. 4. Cooperating support 
personnel 
funds can 

(a 
he 

plant pathologist and an entomologist) 
provided to pay part of their salaries 

are 
and 

available 
g!ve some 

if CRSP 
support 

funds. 

EEP Reviewer; saw as Specific Weaknesses of this project In NIGER 

I. Lack ol real d i c t Ion fromn te II.S. and lack of contact with the 
U.S. II aud Iow Ilow of arna lyses, etc. back from the U.S. 2. The 
activity In Niger (if ;everal II.S. All) projects and local on of ICRISAT 's 
West African Oter there may have caused a "let-them-do-it-all" altitude 
and no Int ere;t In tprov i ding any of Niger's limited funds as ;I 
contrI Li Iutinto INPEI'-NI g ,r. 3. iso] ation (at Marad! ) of tire Niger 
rpsearch ,r (Mr. Mo n airl;1,)a plus a series of years otf drought have 
comb Ined t 17a) ',e Ior ;a low level o f ;nearnI rig f uI ro,.i]I ts I r ri t he I I rs t 
three y a,,i o I Iii l pr jrct. /4 . La ck of rans portat Ion ( v'i I c I ) aid 
ve r, Iow I 1.11 I ) hive c'omp'ou nded tie r siu I t s ofI Mr. MIoi l'aII ] ' s 

IolatI in. n. WithIrouit Orr her shorl-term traiiini Mr. Momnk;ilia may not 
have the I, . . Imt(i ('na I l o carry on tie more sophist Ic.,ted program 
thi; Pr).jit needs. 
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Recommended Future Directions, NIGER
 

Recommend that 
the Peanut CRSP variety testing and evaluation in Niger be
 
continued and that consideration be given to expanding the research by:

1. Developing real 
 on-site research on the constraints on peanut
 
production from insects, diseases, and nematodes. This, of course, will

require an "expansion" withof CRSP funding to Niger. 2. More contact 

and guidance from the U.S. PI and 
other U.S. cooperators; more contact
 
with other peanut breeders and field testers in Sahelian or West
 
Africa--particularly those in 
Peanut CRSP projects. Caution: If such an
 
expansion is undertaken, it must be carefully and tactfully guided by
 
U.S. "promoters" of 
it. In Niger (as well as in Burkina Faso) there was 
a frank expression of 
fear that any expansion into a "regional project"

would quickly result in domination of the project by better financed, 
better equipped, better educated (more"ariculate"?), researchers.
 
(Meaning, apparently, researchers from ICRISAT and Senegal).
 

Host Country: BURKINA FASO (Formerly Upper Volta)
 

EEP Reviewers: 
 Kenneth H. Garren & Pierre F. Gillier, August 13-17, 1985
 

Discussions With: (Key personnel only) 

1) U.S. AID - Mr. Roger Bloom, Agricultural Project Officer
 

2) ISP* - Dr. Cuillaume Sessouma, Director of Studies 
Dr. Philippe Sankara, Research Collaborator, INPEP "PI" B.F. 

(*ISP = Institute Superior Polytechnique of University of Ouagadougou)
 

3) IBRAZ* - Mr. Michel Sedago, Director General
 
Mr. Albert Djigma, Peanut Leader, Oilseed Program
 

(*IBRA7 = Inst. Burkina for Research on Agriculture & (Zoology) Livestock)
 

EEP Reviewers saw as Specific Strengths of this project in BURKINA FASO
 

1. The dedication of Dr. Sankara. 2. Project well received and
 
supported at ISP. 3. Awareness of need for project by lower level B.F. 
governmental administrators. 4. Good 
prospects for much meaningful data
from 1985 field season. 5. The IRTIO/CIRAD (French Agricultural Research 
Groups) unit in B.F. and many opportunities to cooperate with It. 

EEP Reviewers saw as Specific Weaknesses of this project in Burkina Faso 

1. Lack of understanding and directions between U.S. PI and B.F. 
researcher.';. 2. Slow return from U.S. of test outlines, data analyses, 
etc. 3. Transportation difficulties because of frequent road barriers 
("Inf;pect ions;") within B.F. 4. Transportation difficulties because of 
no CUSP vehlicle, no funds to support It If had It on hand. 5. Slight
enthus asmn for project evident at top level of B.F. agricultural 
administrators (IBRAZ). 6. Capt. T. Sankara "President" of B.F. has 
program to remake B.F. Into English translation of B.F.--I.e. "land of 
upright men" and some cite instances where this seems to be impeding 
progress In agricultural research. 
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Recommended Future Directions, BURKINA FASO
 

This research is definitely a priority need 
 for B.F. Recommend
 
following: Speeding of support 
services from U.S. More 
guidance from

U.S., including "on-site" in B.F. guidance. Establishment of field plots

in southern part of B.F. where rainfall is usually better. Addition of
U.S. cooperators (possibly change 
in U.S. P1?). More contacts with and
 
cooperation with "on-site" personnel of 
 INPEP/Nr and TX/BCP/S. And,

thereafter, an enlargement of the 
program, but 	enlargement tempered by

the ongoing "political climate" in B.F. 

Host Country (area): CARIBBEAN
 

EEP Reviewers: 
 Max Milner and Hugh Bunting, September 1-7, 1985
 

Geographic locations of INPEP activities - Antigua, Jamaica, St. Kitts,
 
St. Vincent, Belize
 

Discussions With: 
 (Key personnel only) INPEP/CARIBBEAN1/
 

ANTIGUA Dr. 
Laxman Singh, 	CARDI2 / Agronomist, INPEP/CAR PI
 
A.L. Sargeant, Head CARDI Unit 
Robin Yearwood, Minister of Agriculture 

TRINIDAD 	 St.. Claire Forde, CARDI Research Director 

JAMAICA 	 Anthony Johnson, Deputy Minister of Agriculture
 
Joe Suah, Head CARDI Unit
 
Horace Payne, Agronomist
 

EEP Reviewers 	 saw as Specific Strengths of this project in CARIBBEAN 

1. 
 Helpful to U.S. peanut Industry to study rusts, leafspots, heie on
windward side of U.S. crop even though few peanut are grown in the 
region. 
 2. Dr. Singh seems a competent, energetic, innovative
 
scientist, dedicated to evaluation the potential of new peanut varieties
in the region. 3. Dr. Singh seems to have full support of CARDI and 
relevant governments. 4. 
Work program seems fully up to schedule. 

EEP Reviewers saw as Specific Weaknesses of this project in CARIBBEAN 

1. Personal 	 Involvement of the U.S. PI and of other U.S scientists as
collaborators seems Inadequate. 2. More trainingmost for CARDI

personnel should have been initiated by this time. 3. Transfer of funds 

1/ This evaluation based on report from Max Milner received by KHC 
Nov. and on brief note(; by D.;. Cummins on verbal comments made byBunting to 	 Curnm ns. MI ner 's; report states "... the entire INPEP 
Caribbean program, wlIl e reviewed by Dr. Hugh Bunting of EEP". 

2/ CARDI = Caribbean Agric. Resiearch & Develop. Institute, U. of West
 
'ndies, St. Augustine, Trindad.
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from CARDI headquarters to Singh's program is inefficient. 4. This
 
variety trail project alone duplicates to an extent what can be obtained
 
through ICRISAT.
 

Recommended Future Directions, CARIBBEAN
 

The program as established seems well on schedule. Timewise, only 5-10%
 
of Dr. Singh's time is paid-for by CRSP funds. Dr. Singh wishes to
 
expand the program and the reviewers saw potential value in expanding the
 
project considerably to do more than correct weakness 4. above.
 

Recommend, if 
 Peanut CRSP funds are available and additional U.S.
 
personnel is available and willing, 
 that more U.S. time be spent
 
in-country to train local scientists to do a better job. Recommend,
 
further, that consideration be given to expanding the project 
so that
 
research can include 
more "science", as, for examples: a) Eco-physiology
 
studies of differing maturity response by cultivars. b) Studies on rust
 
- leafspots - epidemiology, races. etc.
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY
 

External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects
 

EEP Members: 	 Max Milner, Pierre Gilier, With AID representatives Loren
 
Schulze and Carvel Wiggins, 01-05 April 1985.
 

University of 	Georgia Coastal Plain Experiment Station (Tifton)
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/INPEP/N, BF, CAR
 

Project Title: International Peanut Evaluation Program
 

Discussion With:
 

1. 	 W.D. BRANCH Principal Investigator, Department of Agronomy
 
Coastal Plain Experiment Station (Tifton) Plant Breeder.
 

Recommendation Rating: Impressions received by reviewers were dominated
 
by the too recent start of this project and by the reduction of the
 
number of investigators. With the necessity to multtply seeds and to
 
obtain all agreements and data transmission, it is impossible to hope for
 
a normal working of this project before 1986.
 

Panel Members Narrative Review: The project discussion was conducted in 
the plant breeding laboratory (Coastal Plain Experiment Station, Tifton) 
in the presence of Panel members Dr. D. Cummins. Dr.and W.D. Branch
 
appears to be a talented, diligent scientist, carrying a heavy burden of
 
research responsbilities, primarily on behalf of the UGA, but also for
 
the CRSP.
 

Main 	Remarks
 

- The first change with initial project is the reduction to one 
investigator for this very large program (Retirement of Dr. R.O. 
Hammons). 

- A second remark was the lack of documents to determine the first 
result value. 

- The third was a great difficulty to obtain communication between Dr. 
Branch and his collaborators. 

- The fourti ,was the very long time to sign agreements with different 
countries. 

Situation of the PROJECT 

Since 1982, 90 entries have been sent to Cameroon, Niger and the 
Caribbean and 60 entrIes have been sent to Burkina Faso. 

In Camer oon ( Caroua and] Marotia) good porformance was obtained with 
TIFSPAN and a contact was dev loped through a AID agent working in the 
north: Tim .chii ting. 

In Niger a two years screening retlicated field test was completed to 
date, with Amadou MounkalIa col laborator. 
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In the Caribbean, the project could be in conflict with a similar project
 
and the local collaborator changed.
 

In Burkina Faso the Collaborator Philip Sankara (Ouagadougou University)
 
developed experiment In Campela Station.
 

In Mall, agreement was just signed at the EEP review 
time. (original
 
plans included Mali as a collaborating country).
 

Some collaborators as Philip Sankara attended APRES 
and Peanut CRSP 
meeting in Alabama followed by a short training in Tifton. Other visitor 
trainings are forecasted: Amadou Mounkalla. 

Discussion on the project Evolution related 
to UGA
 

It will N difficult to accomplish the original goal of a coordinated 
international variety te.st. All countries are not in the same yearly
schedule of sequence In test, and only few replicated tests had been 
reported to date.
 

Nevertheless reciprocal benefits to U.S. programs are already apparent In 
uti lizat ion of African germ plasm by Dr. Branch in developing disease 
resistant cultivars In Tifton.
 

The EEP believes that Dr. Branch activities weuld be even more productive
If supplemented at Tifton with a morestronger program of basic research 
in peanut breeding and genetic. Cenotype/Environment interaction has 
been mentioned as a desirable area for a productive research. For that, 
time and funds are to he available. 

The EEP pointed out 
 Dr. Branch was In need of help to analyze new 
cultivars for various utilization and food related properties (shelling
yield, organoleptic characteristic, protein content, flavor-related 
volatiles, linoleic acid content, etc ..... ). Arrangement with Dawson 
Station can be made for these analytical services; attention of UGA 
admiintftrators should It brought on this point. 

Recommended remedial act Ion
 

After three years of Involvement with this project the PI has not visited 
the count ries concerned. EEP believed this igni ficant Impediment should 
be rectified as soon a; possible. Travel funds to adequatly visit and 
maintain contact with locations for whIch he Is responsible must be
 
all oca ted.
 

In locatloofi0 whe re It Is possi hil( to ird All) correspondent (C Xmeroon 
with Tim Scirilling, Mali with Scheuring) or other Institutions, all 
contacts are to he deve loped In order to coordinate iw effort. 

A Co- lnve ;I g,t or i ; t be Iourd In order to ,,i,; I ;t Dr. lIrauch i n the 
broad geo, rv)iphic'a ly' ha*;,d proje l . (maiily for Caribbean lpart of the 
project ). 

Take In ;c-onis t he 6 i<urI ;mendatlonrs already Presented by CRSI' technical 
commi tee In October 1984. 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMhARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/INPEP/N, M, BF, CAR 

Project Title: Internattonal Peanut Evaluation Program
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: The f i rst results 
 reported are

Interesting, utitIt l; (lit;r t to give an appreciation with so little 
information. The nec.'.;Ity of agreement obtent ton and 	 seed
 
multiplcation pu;h back later the first real data. 
 It is suggested to 
find a e'o-inveu;tiga tor to change tle work load and thus give a better 
support or this project . More treque nt contact with collaborators and 
with more convenlent In; t itut Ion; are aI o1 proposed. lurk na Fano 
nit 'at ion In not very convenflnt Ieciau:ne Philip Sankara it; a pathologist
of Ilniversity of 011ACAD;MwUC, but only IBRAZ develop a breeding program 
on peant ;und clhad ;an experimentatl natwork in all country. 

Su;mmer A!;,snmt Rnt InV/,; /
 

1. IMPLEMENTATI)N ANIb MANA(;EMENT 

1.1 Administ rat Ivye lnvol]vI' ,nt
 

1.11 	 Understanding ."nI ;rrpport of project objectives and the 
Co llaboraive mod ................................: 
 S
 

1.12 	 (neral .t ft ft t owards International programs and 
support of r.,drihvr. Involved .............. S
 

1.13 	 Logint Ical aod t iic l nuplort ........ .... :..... S
 

1.14 	 Perceived re lvan 'iv oft ; 1lIborat Iye program to U.S. 
research I lntc'1"e''..................................
:.S
 

1.15 	 Statu , oft Q;;P Inerelation to earlI,'r Indu;try reaction to 

f1ndRn .................................. 

:S
 

, , mar 
1.16 Rpn,,o~r o ltr,nt t pro Ject ........... A :
 

!;rr r rv nIt ": i 'rt P I 	 or 1. 7 	 , 14. No Iundan;r mcidi tI cat Ionn 
revi sion of mi;llrg#'it', r and "((1 rI n z, I~tn aIt t 	 I !' propon; d ,'xcept t I I nd 
a co-Inver t iga ior . I , , ,onto 'f( w t i lit 0e ;i c cohl aborr ator pi;ecIf fcally 
at the pr'.irr ,,v.'t ! In-c to 'it ri rig r 
data 	 tra n onn . it I1h r,,Int,,rcp 'bt an Imperat iv vlIt if P In Went 
Africa in :;rptmiwi K o Ich , at Inir 

I x×1iI experiment arid prepure tM.W 

T .....-1T, LFE 'itl I HS Iighly 	 ; tl S.t I arctory; S Sat Iulactory; 
NS - Not Sat I mfact ty; IL " I nadequate Evidence for Evantiaton; NA 
Not Appllrable
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1.2 Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode...........................
: 	 IE 

1.22 	 General attitude toward international program:_E
 

1.23 	 Logistical surpport ......................
.... IE 

1.24 	 Perceivd relevance of collaborative program to U.S. 

research interest :........................... S
 

1.25 	Statu; ot C'RSP In relation to earlier industry reaction to 
funding .................................. :_IE 

1.26 	 Overall commtfnitmetr to pro.ject ............... . .IE
 

1.27 Summary Comments: The main Inve,,tgator Is fully Involved 
and committted to this pro let but he In alone. It Is too early to give 
an appreactatton. better collaboration, and more frequent control would 
be useful . ore specifi c equlpment as sheller and sizer (experimental 
machinery) are to h, provide in certain location; to facilitate data 
obtent 	ion. 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE 

2.1 	 I.ewyI of t'ttnee/rese arch to generate new technology: S 

2.2 	 Progrs , vtw,ess and Innova tion of research ............ S
 

2. 	 3 Appropr Itte en of risea rc h, ha sic and adapt iv, and 
releva re to U.S.n eed; .............................. S 

2.4 l.oral ',t tt , tnd tto nmir Ilriltttt Iwe.................. IE
 

2.5 	 Stimnrnjrrv ( tomnt;: All cl i.. v l ,ci,'ntiit mean; are used 
pood itrit. nd, andto obtain liii (l1din tar itw vii let trW loral y'ernpl,iNm to 

detect their ear t ln with ,,nvlrtmtv:emt . 'Iint pre t tant " very useful 
for detection ,tt new 'itr, of re,h inlani, In hart col/ varier len. 

3. GEOG(;RA HI'CII(;(VfAth. ANI AIP I,(AlIt .''1 k El ARCII 

3.1 	 Relevantie t" hoNtt tttiittrv'/P. . gt,,l. .................... S
 

3.2 	 (]omplpmnent a rit t 'tnr t'nea rrnl.f is, onto liq; i oM demands 
t ime rtntlrcv .................................... : TEand 	 .

3.3 	 Trainultrability ,of re,,e.mlrch resutistti to U.S. ;rogramn..: S 
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3.4 	 Summary Comments: This project is relevant to National 
and U.S. goal. In MALI and NIGER Peanut Research was stopped in the same 
time that bilateral French/Niger agreement (4 or 5 year6 ago) and just
routine multiplication was continued. No ICRISAT Programs are to be 
developed In thi; area on Peanut during the next campaign and CRSP is a 
good complementary activity for local scientists. The collection and 
evaluation of gerinpla.n will be an interesting work for the future of 
tniversity ol (Gorgin. 

4. INSTI'II I()NAI. IEVEKL) )tliIENT 

4.1 	 Extant .2.. ".,:;' , "g ::."" ruh ca -a L es ...... : S 

4.2 	 Extent ot development of collaborative mode ........ : IE 
(iut erati on with vollaboratorn;/enthu,;lasqm for research) 

4.3 	 Tra ini n, t u ' Sp.......................................... 


4,4 	 nm,.r::_a When. (rmnnt! th, whole project will he ,;ettled 
and running, It in lIky tim t (1{SP will li, valuabl, mea n for Increa;ing
research capahi lit ,, n, Gorgla Many too Wnivtrn Il:y. tentatlwye Improve
the Inf ormat Ion col levt fil wett) developed. 11 v19i;t ot host 
col lahora t or it, lI p Qn kdra (1rki nt FaNo) al ter APiRE; meet lg in July
19H/ wan "Iga n I 7d In 1 1T II ol. Ot her vin I or training are forecas ted: 
Amador, Monnka I I" (,Nilgi,.r). A higie.r l evel o collaboration would he 
prefvrahlv In (rd,,r ti imptr ,c t eli iciency. 

5. RESEARCII iklaH!EK AN' AII It]A1I(N 

5.1 	 Aclvmrt "I r r objectivyes.........................: IE
 

5.2 	 Impart on rv',var(h prioritle....................... : IE
 

5.3 	 Potent lal "I revarch resul tsi for application to U.S. 
teeds ............................................... 
 : IF 

5. 4 Snmmary omments.: Too early to have any r.ult amrd any 
impact. 

6. SIUMMARY 

6. 1 	 S.pcif t : nl _ Wrepylt h_ All agreement otaIned, s tart of 
main Hnhprrolet , nat Ion ,arid tralining t col lalmrat rn, good,I deul 
capahill O t ru In utlrv.ollv,t nlhtn.1 the 

6. 2 	 !jpe li Weakimurice,, 'Io- blow prirvdrt., d~fi tnlty Incontact with athlority, -m uhlt li anrmlrInur)l, lack (dI control, travel 
fr-nuency t t low. 
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY
 

External Evaluation Pane? 
Review of Host Country Projects
 

By Drs. Pierre Cf1 lier and Kenneth Carron at 
 .S. AID Mission,
 
Ouagadougou; at 
 ISP (Institute Supe rior Polyttchnique) of Univ. of
Ouagadougou; at IBRAZ (institute Burkina (lFaso) for Research on 
Agriculture and Zoology ("l.we-";tock") ) , Ouagadougou; and at Field 
Station it arla, B.F. - A iu ,;t 14-17, I9145.
 

Peanut CUSPI (ode: CA/ lNIcEP/F Hot Conntry: BURKINA FASO 
(Formerly UIppe'r Volta) 

jro ecT TI t It!: Inrvrn.at tonal Peanut Evaluat Ion Program 

1) r;isussfon; Wi th: 

1) U.S. AID - Mr. Roger Bloom, AID Aggricultural Project Officer
 
Mr. Albert Ouidrago, AnIt alnt to Mr. Bloom
 

2) ISP - Dr .(; 1 am v iSe nsumal, 1)irect or of ;tudi e .
 
Dr. Phi 
 Iippe Sankara, P1avair( IL tol laborator, Peanut 
CRSP -INPEH 

I / Mr. I nd , D 0", t nra I:1o I at Plant Pathologist, 
Renarch (o lalborat or, l'e.itiiir (l(N;l (;A/INPEI'/IBF 

3) IBRAZ - Mr. Miclh W;edarn, N)roci.ror nral, IIIRAZ 
Dr. Biros N'(mvita , 7--k ita.1 Ad visor to Mr. Sedaigo 
Mr. Al Pert ,irma , Won" Ladir for IRRAZ Oilseed 
'rop' ram 

I)r, NS Ia'Iwf I A Iml , M h il-'.r of IBRAZ Of ]wi&eerI Commi ttee 
and 1)lipei.to? KarlaI "t (AtdlSIial in Saria only)
 

4) CIRAD/1RII)* i)r. (hrit lan lIir.,i ,, Plant .athIl(oiIg t, Technical 
Aivinor ino I BRAZ 
Mr. Mean Himcn, llant i'atho]logI ut, AisItant to Dr. 
h)I i'iii 

R, comrnda t RBat i ng: 

AftePr thi 'yieari nirile'rat for, thi l Pro ject It, now we]ll u11derwily and 
mak inog rvila hhoh tilligren,. Priahbly rner4* irogremn; would hav bnen made 
And ,vidsb t ItI . .S. I' haid g Iven I ivarer, mioro undro t aroabi(,, aln(d more 
d tl led ton I t ll! ;; ,iiii Ia I. . I'1 haid l n more' Priimrpt In analyzing 
t ,h tampliv o ,,itid dlta nvnt hImn. In n.l;lI of vt v Iaio weili r I or the lant 
threve ,ar I.iao Int rin t have h I'i nI rai.red a nttoday good
i' lier m.illi nil - I n i. J . Sanli aiai, the BF1 " ' I,, a very ipiible 

1/ Aui dt h; irrit , 19H' Mr. l)M"W i i i puriuing i PhD Iln (lomology lit 
IniIve rn ty of (iv rbila. 

Ny'Se nolt , on CI1JAI) In nection h of Prof lie ol CA/INPEI/IF. l 

http:1)lipei.to
http:Inrvrn.at


scientist and he has developed good cooperative relations with other
 
institutions In BF. With improvement In rainfall, meaningful 
results may
 
be expected from the 1985 test season. Recommend speeding of support
 
services from tihe U.S. accompanied by careful expansion of peanut
 
breeding and varltal electlon BF. -Careful" expansion Is advised in 
view of the current politictal "clmate" under which agricultural research 
Is operating; In BF. 

Panel Mimher's N:rat lve Review: 

1) Bats ,; t Rvi ew: 

Sankara's 
field records. Meetings at U.S. AID - BF. Conferences with 
Sankara. Visit:; with Sankara to field tests at Gampela and Saria 
Stations. 

2) CRSI Fornt,:
 

See Projec t Prof ilIe' Sumaa r for (;A/ INPEP/BF. 

3) ImpIiment iaton and Ma nagemnt: 

Since 1983 o"nean anka i I ncr; err'ased In nursery and tested in field 
trials cult lvar IInes trom U.S. Seed; obtained in 1983 were multiplied 
and tested In bas ic ,xperimtnit In I98/ and planted In different locations 
for testing In 1'H . Fol !owlng the date of introduction from U.S. these 
cultivar gr ,mp; are lab,.led ;ronp i (;1,ilp II and Group IV. Also, in 
1985 there w;, Introduced firom lvxa A & H, by another agreement, several 
lines for t.s iI og or d ai; ri',;I tance. arId earliness. 

The c omplex progri IN,, wel l noni gedl by iliip Sanka ra--ma l1y it ampela 
Stat ion, lii als Ait n ly ottlirr IOiat11n)05 i BF. Now a nynthenes and 
analyt n ,oI ,'sNull,, i n ,.d In order to organize the program by 
availabi lity "I I ra npIort I onr , need quality, and di vp nv. 7n"1t so 
re n lot a rice 

Until now, , ;S;nkir,iA 'In,, we I I "fThe n.ved Ioda Is to restructure the 
overall prograim. r ,vr Iitli's with Iong cyci's are In the North (short 
raIny sea son ) Aid Nii' t I vi Ilu var le ,Ip' ,o I ,, In 1h0i Soare tmi' Cuth(long 
raIny N in). tl,l" ("'ticlks") Ii 1 rent 19H3, 1984 ands.' Kt , veri ll in 
1985. It Ih ( ,ita n)lv A. vrv Clvrtire tlIng program, but t neidn a Ih.tter 
ntructor'' anid a bIin: lot 1 t In"iii rorul.Ia i vi anrilysv'i of r.'silt s. 

Sankar.. lef! th" 1 IlI-ort.!i wl,I I rIt he lacks t raniportation 
factlit Ies:. 1, N ,, rionyn,:.t P': l a : Ini Ch' I count ry to Inspect and 
obnporv' l ' '.l,',. tIl Ii 1be now privatel. n ,td 1 I Jul i ' 15 u"e his car. 

io. ,;I4) Ad l .V , , I 111,.: 

So far tihl, I,, ],w liv.,l t''nea Ifh. It ;ippearn to he min;tll y Ia routine 
te t lIng dilli * intilt i rlnder hI uonditlonn. 

nome iadlapt al lon ofI dll e'afeI. norl ltIon t 'hniquti. to the BF condition.
 
Sanka .a In ta .'abl of a higher .'I ol r..enrch.
 

"I . r. uvrr+ There In, howcver, 
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5) Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research:
 

The goal of this project Is in accordance with host country goals.

Scattering field tests throughout the country gives a regional character 
to the program. If there is detection of resistant or tolerant
 
varieties, the interest for U.S. and the total scientific community is 
evident.
 

6) Institutional Develo pment: 

The support of Peanut CRSP Is essential to this project. Many students 
at ISP are working directly In the program, and many other students are
keeping it under oh servation. 

7) Research Progr,ss and Application: 

It Is too early to think of any direct utilization of results from this 
program. But Integration Into B's nat Ional program for agriculture
gives a good opportunity to use resistant or tolerant lines detected by
field tests In a breeding program. 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

(In-Country Project Review)
 

Code: GA/INPEP/N, M. BF, CAR 
 Host Country: BURKINA FASO
 

Title: INTERNATIONAL PEANUT EVALUATION PROGRAM
 

Overall Recommendation Rating:
 

After three years of operation this project is now 
well underway and
 
making reasonable progress. Probably more progress would 
have been made
and evident if U.S. PT had 
given clearer, more understandable, and more
 
detailed instructions; and If U.S. PI had been more prompt in analyzing

the samples and data sent him. In spite of very bad weather for the last 
threc years all I ntroduct ion have been increased and today goodexperiments are "in situ". Dr. Sankara, the BY "PI" is a very capable 
scienti,,ts; and lie has developed good cooperative relations with otherinsti tutions In BF. With improvement in rainfall, meaningful results may

be expected from the 1985 test season. Recommend speeding of support
services from the U.S. accompanied by careful expansion of peanut

breeding and varietal selection BF. "Careful" expansion is advised inview of th.! curren, political "climate" under which agricultural research 
Is operating In BF. 

Summary Ass;essment Ratingsl/
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 U.S. All) Mission Involvement 

1.11 Mission understand!ng and backing 
 of project objectives.

Complementarity 
 to mission 
programs ................................. : S
 

1.12 Mi ss ion logistic, programmatic and financial support of 
project. At t itude toward U.. personnel travel ing
 
In-country.................................. 
. S
 

1.13 Minsfton Interest 
for project future...... IlL
 

1.14 S;Lmmnary Comevts: .S. All) In very supportive of the Peanut 
CRFSP porject I; frin F. We got tihe imp., is Ion thiat the agricultural 
program o U.. AID In BF I; extensive and that Mr. Bloom, with whom we 
talked, Insso In toich with the pro.ject 5 and so committed to Peanut CRSP 
and other pro'jt,; that hv may well be In the "ov rworked" category. 

- (7-o-'de;:_ " I: xe, t f onna1; It - Highly Sat isfactory; S - Sati factory; 
NS. Not.;t Is!tactory; IF - Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not App IIca 1)1v
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1.2 Host Country
 

1.21 	Understanding and acceptance of program by aL.ainistrators
 
and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode..: S
 

1.22 	Adminintration of program-government level ...... : S
 

1.22A 	Administrat:ion of program-institutional level...: S 

1.23 	Fiscal mianagenent ............................... S
 

1.24 	Relevancy of program to country research needs. Direction 
of project; relative to original plans...: HS 

1.25 	Attitude toward U. . particilpants and their 
involvement....................................IISd 

1.26 	 Commitment of governments and/or institutions to programs
researcher IeVl and above - resource commitment. 
Importance of peanut research In development goals. HS 

1,27 Sumnmary comments: Captain Thomas Sankara, Pre;ident of 
the National Revolutionary Council has a program to remake Burlna Faso 
into his concept ot I t,, new name he gave tt--"land of Upright Meii." Some 
observers feel parts of his program are misguided and cite instances 
where the program Is Impedi 'g progressi; in agricultural research. Other 
than thli; t le host. country peoploe at all levels understand that this 
project It, to Bt,'s national interest. Scientists and administrators 
appreciate the tinds and the advice. I11' ii participating to the maximum 
of its own resources. The overseeing Mini stry--Ministry of Superior 
Education and Sctent I c Research--considers this project an important 
part of its national program. 

1.3 iResourc5 commited to program 

1.31 Pertionnel 

1.311 Directly commlted/indirect & supportive....: S 

1.312 Adequacy of number and capability to function: S 

1.313 i volvimnen! of Women ....................... . ..i
 

1.314 ()v,.raI It t,,Ii vt ee io1 ro1rao personnel : _______o 

1 . 315 .nalry n-lt i: All r, ite, heirs Involved are 
dedicated to the project and spend i ma jor parl of tle Ir t line In actLvity 
related to t1hI 5 (l(h I pro lect. Many stuletis ot I1' ; re alk;o Involved. 
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1.32 	 Equipment/facilities/supplies
 

1.321 Availability-reason for unavailability...... S
 

1.322 Adequacy-rea6on for Inadequacy ............. : S
 

1.323 Summary Comments: Equipment seen was only "bare bones" 
equipment. By frequent maintenance check-ups and an occasional 
innovative modification it can merit a "sati stactory" rating. To make 
the equipment truly satisfactory the two CRSP projects, need to have a car 
or jeep for trannportation. (Personal cars were used while the tEP was 
there). There in a need for transportation to visitt all trial 
locations. lr. Sankara formerly had a F.I.S. support-grant for equipment 
and this equipment is now used In the CRSP program. 

2. ADEQUACY OF ;(I LJI

2.1 	 lewl of ,cIence/reSearcth to generate new technology: S 

2.2 	 Progressiveness andinnovativenes 5 of research ...... : S
 

2.3 	 Appropriat,v.nenH of research - W:ilc and adaptive ....: S 

2.4 	 Adequacy of soci;il se Ience/(conomic 
perspective/sens tI vi ty.................................: S 

2.5 	 Summary Ccunments: D)rougit, the further depression of a 
low level economy, and vtci l.tudes of the strug;gle for effective 
self-government have prevented doing more than maintaining a low but 
satisfactory rating In this category. The objective of 
 finding varieties 
resistant to or tolerant of different diseases and insects Is well 
recognized an worthwhl ec, but the progress of the program is not 
sufficient to enable a good torecast of toevelopmen t o1 a scienti.ic 
program. G ood coolperation with s'ome (,ther Instttuions i evident and 
helpful.
 

3. GEOGRAI'I C (:OVIEI<A(GE AND APPI.ICABIL11IY OF RESI-tARCI 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals ..............................: S
 

3.2 	 Complementar I ty to ongoi ng peanut research activitiet; 

in-country ....... .......................................: S 

3.3 	 Responsnivern(:s to perce Ived producer anid consumer needs :H 

3.4 	 Communicatlons with other Inr-country entltlies ......... : S
 

3.5 	 Does location Impact reginallly as well as Ii--isrt r y.: S 

3.6 	 Relatlon l Ip to I ri s v'e ;ap e ("t)hw It I Iua i rclh I orts 
ICRHISAT, IRRl, xlH,() ..................... ........... . : ; 

3.7 	 Transfer1bl i ty of reca rchl (in--count ry, regionally, 
InternationIly) for Implementation ................... : US 

2 'j 
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3.8 Summary Comments: This project is integrated into the
 
national agricultural program of BF, and it is in perfect accord with the
 
national goals of BF. The "P1" (Sankara) is a member of Oilseed
 
Commission, and his work is coordinated closely with IBRAZ 
(see Narrative
 
Review). An 
Extension Service is available to disseminate results when
 
they become available. Project's work on 1BRAZ station and the
 
scattering of experimental fields give a regional character to the
 
program. Contact with IBRAZ, IRHO, ICRISAT, Prof. Zambettakis, etc. give
 
an international basis to the program.
 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist
 
development, facilities)................................: S
 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are
 
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? 
 -

enthusiasm for research.................................: S
 

4.3 	 Training progress-short term, post graduate training.: S
 

4.4 Summary Comments: Without the CRSP program there would be
 
no research in BF of this nature on peanut. The CRSP support is 
the only
 
resource of this department of ISP and there Is at present no other
 
laboratory in BF 
to work on peanut rust and peanut leafspot. Dr. Sankara
 
uses many students and trains them to help him make observations and do
 
routine laboratory work.
 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. : S
 

5.2 	 Impact of research on institution and government
 
priorities and policies...............................: IE
 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of training/encouragement for promotion of
 
information flow to user.............................. IE
 

5.4 	 Potential of resarch for success in rileviating production
 
and utilization constraints-including small farm
 
production constraints................................: S
 

5.5 	 Impact of research on Women in Development ......... : NA
 

5.6 	 Summary Comments: We needed a report from U.S. PI, Dr.
 
Branch, to discuss results with Dr. Sankara. Unfortunately such report
 
was not available. Nevertheless we did go over with Dr. Sankara all data
 
he bad. It may be too early to forecast Impact of the research to date,
 
but It is interesting to note good behavior patterns for certain strains
 
in regard to Cercospora tolerance and earliness. Seed introduction and
 
field trials must be maintained for several years to give a good
 
indication of the quality and worth of the material and need for seed 
multiplication.
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6. SUMMARY
 

6.1 Specific Strengths: 1. The dedication of Dr. Sankara. 2.
 
Project well received and supported at ISP. 3. Awareness of need for
 
project by lower level B.F. governmental administrators. 4. Good
 
prospects for much meaningful data from 1985 field 
 season. The
 
IRHO/*CIRAD unit in B.F. and the many opportunities to cooperate with it.
 

b.2 Specific 
 Weaknesses: 1. Lack of understanding and
 
dicections between U.S. PI and the 
BF researchers. 2. Slow return from
 
U.S. of results of test outlines, data analyses, etc. 3. 
Transportation

difficulties 
because of frequent road barriers ("inspections") within
 
B.F. 4. Transportation difficulties because of no 
 CRSP vehicle, no
 
funds to support it if had it on hand. 5. 
Slight enthusiasm for project

evident 
at top level of B.F. agricultural administrators (IBRAZ). 6.
 
Capt. T. Sankara "President" of B.F. has program to remake B.F. into
 
English translation of B.F.--i.e. "land of 
upright men" and some cite
 
instances where this seems 
to be impeding agricultural research progress.
 

7. Reviewers Recommendations: This research 
 is definitely a
 
priority need for B.F. Recommend following: Speeding of support
 
services from U.S. More guidance from U.S., 
including "on-site" in B.F.
 
guidance. Establishment of field plots In southern part of B.F. where
 
rainfall is usually better. Addition of U.S. cooperators (possibly

change in U.S. P1?). More contacts with and cooperation with "on-site"
 
personnel of INPEP/Nr and TX/BCP/S. And, thereafter, an enlargement of
 
the program, but enlargement tempered by the ongoing "political climate"
 
in B.F.
 

*CIRAD = Center for International Cooperation in Agronomic Research, Adm.
 
Hdq. Paris, labs Montpellier, France. 
 CIRAD has several research arms.
 
IRRHO Is the oilseeds research arm 
(Dr. Cillier is retired Head of Annual
 
Oil Crops Department 
of IRHO). We tall-ed with Dr. C. Picasso, plant
 
pathologist and chief of 
IRHO/BF and his e3s.ociate Mr. J.P. Bosco.
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY
 

External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Projects
 

By Drs. Pierre Cillier and Kenneth Carren at U.S. AID Mission, Niamey; at
 
INRAN (Niger's National Institute for Research in Crop Agriculture),
 
Niamey; and in Hotul Gaweye, Niamey, between and after sessions of the 
International Symposium on Agronmeterology of Groundnut; August 17-27,
 
1985. (We did not visit Maradi where the Research plots are located and
 
where the researcher is headquartered, because air service had been
 
discontinued).
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/INPEP/Nr Host Country: NIGER
 

Project Title: International Peanut Evaluation Program
 

Discussions With:
 

1) U.S. AID - Dr. Ernest F. Gibson, Deputy Agricultural Development 
Officer, Ms. Lynn Graybeal, U.S. AID Liasion Officer 
to Peanut CRSP, TROPSOILS, INTSORMIL, IPM Project. 

2) INRAN - Dr. Mousga Saley, Director General 
Mr. Magah M. Issaka, Director, Department of Agronomic 
Research 

I/ Mr. Amadou Mounkaila, Research Collaborator (The INPEP 
"PI" for Niger) 

3) Others - Dr. Morel, AGRIMET (Dr. Gillier only)
 

Recommendation Rating:
 

Isolation at Maradl of the Niger researcher (Mr. Mounkaila) and his field 
plots plus a series of years of drought have combined to make for a low 
level of meaningful results from the first three years of this project. 
The drought years have also contributed to a decline in peanut production
in Niger. INRAN Director Saley told us that, while Niger now imports 
some 
peanut, only a few years ago exported peanut accounted for about 50% 
of Niger's total income from exports. The INRAN administration does see 
an acute need to Increase peanut research in Niger. We recommend that 
the peanut CRSP variety testing and evaluation in Niger be continued and 
that consideration be given to expanding the research by 1) more contact 
with and guidance from the U.S. P1; and 2) developing real on-site 
r' search on the contraints on peanut production from insects, diseases, 
and nematodes. 

Panel. Member:s' Narrative Review: 

1) Bas, ; of Review: 

Annual report of CRSP for 1983. One document given the reviewers by 
Amadou Mounkalla. Meetings (discussions) with Magah Issaka, Moussa 
Saley, and Amadou Mounkaila as noted above. 
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2) CRSP Format:
 

See project Profile Summary for CA/INPEP/Nr.
 

3) Implementation and Management:
 

Each year, beginning with 1982, Mounkaila tried to plant seeds of
 
introductions, but with very dry conditions the yield level and seed
 
quality were both always very bad and no significant results were
 
obtained.
 

No comments seem needed on the management. The poor environment of Tarna 
Station Is a constraint for Moukaila, who did not receive from U.S. 
Principal Investigator any real support (documents, analyses, etc.).
 
Some discordances may be found between CRSP annual report and 
official 
results reported in Niger. It will be better to have uniform publication 
through closer U.S. - Niger cooperation. 

4) Adequacy of Science: 

As noted in the Profile results so far are too poor to make this
 
evaluation.
 

5) Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: 

With Tarna and Magaria experiments the Eastern area of Niger is covered. 
With Bengou experiment South Eastern area is covered. These places are 
very representative Sahellan Evaluation of climatic andof area. effects 
pest incidence can be generalized from these places to a very large area. 

6) Institutional I)evelopment: 

In Niger now, peanut resiearch is entIrely supported by CRSP funds. 

7) Research Progress and Application
 

It is too early for evaluation comments. But the request of Niger 
(INRAN) authorities to give CRSP1 a better knowledge of Niger's peanut
situation by sending a CRSP representative to national meeting of Niger's 
Peanut Commision In March is a promise of interest and cooperation of 
this country so that CRSP may participate In peanut crop restoration in 
Niger.
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Peanut CRSP: External Evaluation Panel Review
 

PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

(In-Country Project Review) 

Code: GA/INPEP/Nr 
 Host Country: NIGER
 

Title: INTERNATIONAL PEANUT EVALUATION PROGRAM 

Overall 	 Recommendation Rating: 

Isolation at Maradi of the Niger researcher (Mr. Mounkalla) and his field 
plots plus a series of years of drought have combined to make for a lowlevel 	 of meaningful results from the first three years of this project. 
The drought years have also contributed to a decline in peanut production
In Niger. INRAN Director Saley told us that, while Niger now Imports 
some peanut, only a few years ago exported peanut accounted for about 50%
of Niger's total income from exports. The INRAN administration does see 
an acute need to Increase peanut research in Niger. We recommend that
the peanut CRSP variety testing and evaluation In Niger be continued and 
that consideration he given to expanding the research by 1) contactmore 
with 	 and guidance from the U.S. PI; and 2) developing real on-site 
research on the contrains on peanut production from Insects, diseases, 
and nemotodes. 

Summary 	 Assessment Ratingsl/ 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT 

1.1 U.S. AID Mission involvement 

1.11 	 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives. 
Complementarlty to mission programs ......... : S
 

1.12 	Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of 
project. Attitude toward U.S. personnel traveling 
in-country .................................. S 

1.13 	Mission Interest for project future ......... .
 

1.14 	 Summary Comments: On Augut. 20 the EEl) panelists, Dr. 
Cummins, Peanut CRSP Program Director, and some U.S. Peanut CRSP
scientists then In Niamey talked with Dr. E.F. (;tbnon, Deputy ADO, US AID 
and Ms. Lynn Grybeal, CRSP liaton, US AID, Niamey In Dr. Gibson's
office. We got a good review of the several AlD-supported agricultural 
projects in Niger. 

/ 	 Code: E = Excptiona ; HS - Highly Satisfactory; S -


Satisfactory; NS - Not Satl-ifactory; IE - Inadequate Evidence
 
for Evaluation; NA Not Applicable
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The U.S. AID Mission - Niger hah an understanding o, an interest in, and 
does support the Peanut CRSP project in Niger. The CRSP Peanut project
is, however, a smaill, marginal project as viewed from the aBpect of the 
total U.S. AlP e .-..., i:, Niger. 

1.2 lost Country 

1.21 	 Undertantld Irig and acceptance of program by adminitrators 
and sclentitI . Concept of collaborative mode..: S 

1.22 	 AdmIlili;trat itoi of )rogram-govern!::ent level ...... S 

1.22A 	 Adminlnt;'.rtion of program-1nttutlonal l(vl...: S 

1.23 	 F1i;ca 1 mari;i ge,, I ..................................
.t S 

1.24 	 Relevancy of proylan t) country research lieedf . Direction 
of pro Ject, r'lativy, to original plant; .......... .. 

1.25 	 Att ituide tow,ird I.. partic(pa; ntt; and their 
invlI vem l,it ..................................... 

0 

1.26 	 Comlmme i ot g,(overnment. anrild/or I nt I tnt lonts to programs
re eivi rct hir lvel aild a bo Ve" - resiloilr(T( commitment. 
Importan(. ()I peanut retiva.mch in develolpmrenlt goall. S 

1.27 ummar .... t I. vrI.vrywle re w. t urned, we heard 
Btated--usual y in grattltud'.--thJt without eantR Ci<I'thnere would be no
research on peanut Ii thini ,,omit ry that once exported ,,one peanuL and 
peanut productt. Admi u nitlators twiem t, be doitig the betit they can for
Mr. Mounkalla within a poorly 1 nancl hurraucracy compot;ed of persona 
having little tratl nir for their pi(mt i nm,. 

Nevertheles ote,, ( rnim.-nt ih ve ai learly detinfd goal to restore 
peanut to the! r prev!o,,,, I.l,,ortare. In thi, intra-Niger food consumption
picture. Fundi tie. welt u 1 l ,ant (,,.r.itIon within 1NRAIJ is good. 

1.3 	 Renource,, comm; t i-d to prgrarai
 

I 31 h' ri;(onie
 

1.311 	 Dlr,.tly errnmfteil/,nltrett supportLive .... S 

1. 	 312 Adh'quia y , I nmibr ,aid capab Ilit y 1O
 

fu11: "I,,I ................................ 
 .. S 

1.313 	Inv,]lv nit oI ' m ..........................
.	 I fE 

1.314 Overan I I , Iv ( t I Veneiiii of Iprogram personnel: S 
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1.315 Sumr Comments; This was designed and Implemented as
essentially a one-man project thin Niger. Mr. Hounkaila impressed us 
as being capable of carrying on-the proJect as now do saigned. 

It seems, in fact, the only real research on peanut being carried on by
the government of Niger. So far CRSP funds have been used mainly for 
workers and general support of Tarna station. For the program as now
 
constituted, the Tarna station and personnel is adequate.
 

1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplies
 

1.321 Availability-reason for unavailability..... S
 

1.322 Adequacy-reason for inadequacy.#,....,: S 

1.323 Sumary Coments: Plans for the Peanut CRSP Program
Director and the two EEP panelists to go to Miradi (where Hr. Hounkeila 
is stationed and does his work) were dropped. Air Niger is out of
business and a trip to Hiradi by car was not advised. We talked a great
deal with Hr. Hounkaila in Niamey (to attend the International Symposium 
on Agronmeterology of Groundnut). 

He stated that equipment of the former Peanut Department is being used by
him, and the Station provides 3 hectares for experiment and 25 hectares 
for seed multiplication. The main problem for Mounkalla is 
transportation. He was able to visit experiments away from Tarna only 
twice in 1984. 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 Level of science/research to generate new technology: IE
 

2.2 Progressiveness and innovativeness of research......: IE
 

2.3 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive..,. 1r 

2.4 Adequacy of social science/economic

perspective/sensitivity............., ........... ,*. XE
 

2.5 Summar Conta The real situation In regard to this
project is difficult to evaluate since we did not visit Haradi-Tarna,
Also all seeds were practically destroyed In 1984 by drought, except in 
Bengou. The 1985 program is devoted almost entirely to seed
 
multiplication, and, again, a promising situation Is found only in 
Bengou. Hounkaila is a competent technician, but not much more. To 
complete the project as nov designed he will need much help from the U.S
and/or tiNL In the area of evaluating disease and insect damage and 
resistance, etc. There appears to be an acute need for further training
of lINRAN scientists. 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 Relevancy to national..... 
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3.2 	 Complementarity to 	 ongoing peanut research activitles 
In-country . S 

3.3 	Respon;itvieri to porce.lye-d product'r and ronngumr needs: S 

3.4 	 Communicati on; with otler In-c.tntry entiti ............. :
 

3.5 	 Doe,, licatilon Ilmpact rv , I nlly aa well at; In-cuntry.: S 

3.6 	RelatI onshil t"I "itIb r I utriiat Iomal re p+a'r h effortsii -

ICF INATi. I ..........................................
 oo o oo :
 

3.7 	 ran,, tiab lI It t of rvAarch ( I n-co nl ry, rtv, lona] ly, 
fiiltei l,it fio al IV) for Jim lo;m uletat, ................... 	 : S
 

. u ri v ( n; ti;t": In Ift' t t I I'II lnItut (Ib,. ' pl- jIc-t IU 
peanut reneari- Ir NI p, r.- . l ra't a , it; ,ilopt by t ht Nat I mnal 
Oilseed (:,mmI!;,,ln (I Npe,. and the (ovetip It; texpe,l ctvd to lover all 
peanut-grow!on) and uth 

of ICRI SAT'E'n pit,,, I ~i ant h,, 


ita, ., t 	 I !.-o Fas;t. M1ounkolai Inh aware 
, andr, ' o,:it, contact with the ICR IP;AT

Center. But wit fi t t tans ,, f ,hp rt at I on c'intact , a re o lilt Ie help. 
There could 1.1,t tat Ittii. ,u b IiMnka Hb andr rau nItI: h we. II a ICR I SAT 
If transpU ortation1( t ii1 ti , In pi I vih,. 

4, INST I TII/NAI ITI V , 1 1' 

4.1 	 ExtenI ot n t r,nt heo-nIu,, re capa hi I It ( ;c lent I sta rch Itle.s 

M pveIliohpieit I I1"o ftis )............................... 	 :,S
 

4.7 	Extet to Vt' I opm ItI(' lc l I rat I Iye 
collIaboira tors N , hu(n t country) 

(i I 	( ll I mode*-how aIre 
I ut er~oriulg? 

mnt bn Iam anfi rsevarich.................................S
 

4.3 	Tran nllgii plr t',,',,.hi-hlrt l'rm, post . rad4liat, r. lii g. :-, 

4.4 	 <;imiiii rv ("umcut a: WI t fu ( HS, I sup llport , t l wore b i o',uld 
peanut ri'nt'vrifi pr.-'ti A Nl,,r. Mr:g;iadiu Mouiika I 1;, Inh i nlt INRAN 
Orgari zal loil a ip vt ,',iv Wipp tPa "I la foia t , Aind riqdi' tili d tx tet1(4oil of 
Coopetratil toI li w I a;i i,+ dIf lirtmet . 1hew )irector ol Agironomic
Remearch .afi l,,aMAW rvq.,lvtd a ,;hait trm t rlining (.anuary-April) for 
Amadon Mtiitllf" ] [a. 

5. P<L.AI I'RMA)iIIPWSN ANI AI'LICAMION 

5.1 	 Aehipvi'mtiit "l reiearh veu ....................
t i , 	 IE 

5. 	fmpn 
t of Ite',;tr 1 an,mi lruIt | lut on and governmnt 

prirl ftdt It".uq l,,(l[ 1 .l .............................. . IE 

5.3 	SuIIItI l l t riaii!ii/t'/iiniic ,tmgiit I r prormot Ion of 
l lnf~ilr i l l , n ,i ,+w t o p l l' . . . .	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .I I ]+ 

5,A 	Potu nia I "I rv4airch for uenim i lii Ingt prtnlic Ion 
andI utl it li, c"mitraliti ........................ 
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55 Impact of research on Women in Development.........: IE
 

5.6 SumayCon t: The INPEP "research" activity in Nigerhas been underwa y short._time,-.N os atar~lax tfo 
one trial in 1982. This. year (1985) all activity concentrated on seed 
multiplication. It is too early to do evaluation of impact of this 
work. At least two good seasons are necessary before conclusions. This
and slow flow of support services from U.S. and on-site (in-country)
impediment In the apparent financial impoverishment of INRAN resulted in 
reviewers' decision that the logical rating for category 5 is "ZE".
 

6. SUMMARY
 

6.1 Specific Strengths? 1. Niger (INRAN) authorities 
recognize the great need for peanut research in NIGER and recognize that 
this Peanut CR5P project Is virtually "it"as far as peanut research in 
NIGER is concerned. (INRAN Director Saley told us that recent drought 
years have contributed to such a great decline In (and "interest" In)
peanut production in Niger that--while only a few years ago. exported
peanut accounted for about 50X of Niger's total income from 
exports--Niger now imports peanut from other African countries, etc.).2. The enthusiasm of Mr. Mounkaila. 3. Experiment stations and field 
plot land are available for peanut varietal introduction and testing if 
support is provided. 4. Cooperating support personnel) (a plant
pathologist and an entomologist) are available if CRP1 fvnds can be 
provided to pay part of their salaries and give some support funds plus
provide some additional training. . 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: 1. Lack of real direction from the
U.S. and lack of contact with the U.S. PI and slow flow of analyses, etc.
back from the U.S. 2. The activity In Niger of several U.S. AID 
projects and location of ICRISAT's West African Center there may have
caused a "let-them-do-it-all" attitude and no Interest in providing any
of Niger's limited funds as a contribution to INPEP-Niger. 3. Isolation 
(at Mradi) of the Niger researcher (Mr. Mounkila) plus a series of 
years of drought have combined to make for a low level of meaningful
results from the first three years of this project. 4.r Lack of 
transportaion (vehicle) and very low funding have compounded the results 
of Mr. Mounkaila's Isolation. 5. Without further short-term training
Mr. Mounkaila any not have the level of education to carry on the more 
sophisticated program this project needs.
 

7. Reviewers Rcommndations: Recommend that the Peanut CR81
variety testing and evaluation In Niger be continued and that 
consideration be given to expanding the research by:- 1. Developing
real on-site research on the constraints on peanut production from, 

insects, diseases, and nematodes. This, of course, will require an
expansion" of CRSP funding to Niger. 2. More contact with and guidance 

from the U.S. P. and other U.S. cooperators; more contact with otherpeanut breeders and field testers in Bahelian or West Africa-particularly, 
those in Peanut CRP projects. Cautions If such an expansion is
undertaken, It must be carefully and -istactully guided by U.S. "promoters"
of it. In Niger there was a frank expression of fear that any expansion
Into a "regional project" 'would quickly result In dominaton,. of the 
project by better financed# better equipped, better educated (more 
articulate"?), researchers. 
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2. Thorough discussions were held in Antigua on September 2, 
primarily with Dr. Laxman Singh, but also with his CARDI colleague, Dr. A. 
L. Sargeant 	and with officials of the government of Antigua. 

3. Thirty llinti varli-te e; (10 () pneds i'achl) provided from Tifton in 
1984 were grown on local plots In that year, and are being Increased again 
In 1985. Sped from tle 1984 crop was distrihuted for similar tests in St. 
Kitts;, St . Vin'ent ;xnd lana Itc, which r eing grown in 1985. Twentyaifre 
f Iwe add it onal cul I var.; recent ly ,,rlt f rom TIft on wi ll be planted in 
Anti gua in thle next few week;. 

4. Dr. S I ugh ( onduct 1 ( 'u ummins Aid Ni lie r t o t ie t e t plots referred 
to above. 	 Ila, ;cc'nd-,-atr INi'LP in('reas,;e; were approximately two wCeks 
from maturity. 

'-.. . ,[I uig poin t ntout incidi .nrce of ront 5 Ini the'se pkints ; as well 
as a Wll. v .ll'wio w 0 ,r chl rI ,,ln , which maly 1ie due to i ron de ficietIncy, ie 
be l v lhi;I l . Hlilttle (ir rlhilotn l and s;ottl,. may b)e factors Il 

e'- ': )hr. (tvs! thcit .e maythi' 'a' -;l. li; !:':lgo'.I'dn t t 1 I Iy(] lowing be 
relit d t) ti, ,'.,t.. dr ln,-,o pro I.of t h I leld. IIr . Sitigh wishes to 
stuiidy thlie plold I;;; m~ofre i rs Iiv1., buit ilr"iit Withit I ma] resoutrces to 
do .;1. 	 li. lVvi, thit lIi rina on niH Ion ,itwlr' h r'seirch lay be ofso, 	 gal su 

conqsi dv'r~i li e value to p ;t n" p rodii I om lt Is is evi'rywlr 

6. At r I ;Irr,,;' 141, IIon wit 1t lt, INIEP prou ran at Tifton, 
Dr. Singh iii! , . Ilh iri-n S ( r,'m Beliz andi JIaai tca) have visited Tifton.
 
As vp.t t hpi.r live h'e'i no rc I proial vl tN by Dr. Branch or his
 

col l eag'u s. 

1. ofI ,n It)I!, wl: I Ant I gira 'it riIst ry of Agricul t ure officials 
p I I c ItI'd at rilg -,r l I mont and siupotrt I or t he l rnt (RSP program. They 
emphanlt 7d I ii' qm,i I I Ie rcint agi' of Dr. Sl rih' s t Imp beIng supported from 
CRSF f uel, ,nd thlt Ii i (:AII aind (;wvi'rnmnt coint erpart resources 
pro.'i dirt wa'rin S' 1wcpr arii thIan t li-n it W i'. 

['I . ! In l r' 	 1 A , I ol;r A,' I ),a lt-ri.a ;i (Tea;i' ,Si pport wit I cI 
will] p,.lr I 	l if r Ill)' of ,i'a (A fw(, tr it I , I,.d s. nt itl, 4a d ti rc ar(,pii of more 

I l I tit l e e ir tI Iplicatvp lriclt . I i t, r i f I tl!- I II I l(u o, I tW'n d lon 
t I rlt f , Ici- it I it I I I f t'' I I 'WI og Irid rIIrot Iprohlems, rev'lopment 
I! IIrllp r'ovi.1 I",t I I V ', n t h i ll I1' t . i i {lt! ''. ato( I I l\'ilt ofI c (Ili rat, IVe 

wi- y -IrI v i ant' va I iratp' tl rrl~ r an cuhag rI c n'trAt . with thI 'I r I" ' rorisume r 
,, iMtIi..i req 1, tri t $ ((, (il t aIhoveprni'I i' n'r Elittlb ,w 5, 	 in t.r weir, Id iir.luire 

t i' t u 	 ' i- .ir 	 (ti 1,;)I I Ig' 

9. hit v I I , itt !,I t 4.-IE ,e I i Ir niIdad a t CARID I iiarlquar t ers 
f ~ -, .. 	 tdi'nlte Dr. gr f e incor' trm,.d 	 hr ImIp r-, itt cell! fit Si ll's e n ivenesis 

dt'e'l i' I 	 t I ' I'll ad I vI t tII ;. III s Nitp rlor, ,;ippi rt id Expalnsion of 
his; lrprgr i'. 

uI( I I. (,I II,-14-i I f VrItl I t .iNI; I1 41 ei ln it ,IyI g' I tt [h I r vlI-w , ra tevs 
pi' r I t litlt)I . viI( , t I I latl t!I lit Ia I , d dllvi IVtI I ,I i .i t I !,; nII'h iI 
S( Hipp , o I W, kI l n", It~dlny ImpI,'MV' tA I I,on Ant~ ali,,g,'uanf Adequa;cy :if 

Scit'rit ', ( gliipjii (l ve.rapEi',,. rid A Il It ail] It ',, I l. It tt I oIa! l)w'v i pm nt ,
Pivh.ar( h V'1 q.r,.,,i and AptiIca !on;||*, And11 K;llmmar.lly, Fn" NnVlfll'imraralpln refer 

to t lii.' I ' 	 Ill-n,. 
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Implementation and Management: 
 A highly satisfactory rating is
 
warranted. 
 The progress of Dr. Singh's program seems satisfactory

excellent support is being 

and 
provided by CARDI and the Covernment. Similar 

confidence 'was voiced by the All) Mission in Jamaica. 

Adequacy of Science: Thin Is; also rated as highly satisfactory, although
research Into plant disease and possible nutrient deficiency noted by Dr.
Singh has not yet begun, due to Inadeqacy of re.sources. 

Geographic Coverage and Applicability: The program is providing needed
information concerning the suI tabt I I ty and potential of the INPEP 
varieties In the Caribbean regi on, Includlng resistance to diseases and 
pathogens which may he uniq.i to this rep lon. 

Insti.uftonal I)cvelopment : 'ihi. CtSP program Is strengthening the 
credibilitly of (API) In Its; role of stimulating peanut production in the 
Caribbean. Reciprocal advantage to the U.S. workers, other than providing
evidence of thi pe rlormance and potent ials of the INPEIP cultivars, is not 
so evident. Unfortunately, none of the Tifton counterparts visitedhave 

their Carlbbean c ]laborator;, or ob.e rved their field 
 programs. 

Research l'rogreqs ;ad Apjjca!tIn: The CARI)I peanut variety evaluation 
program sem;; to be mnaklng excellent progress, considering the constraints 
sof staff tI me and o wherresources which CARIDI can provide under present
funding arrangements. Th .Is research wi ll Iecl early of value In
 
determining the adaptabil ity and productivity of the new cultivars in this
 
tropical environmcnt.
 

Summa ry: 

Specific Streng Lhs: The prIncIp:il Investigator, Dr. Laxman Singh, appears 
to be a competent, energetI" and Innovative plant scientist, dedicated to
the CARI)I/CRSI' objective; "f vval atng the potential of new peanut
varietfe" In tlhe Caribbean regi.r, lie seems to have the full support of 

tie gove romeCARD and rlpvani ;!,r;t , Hi: work prop ram appears to he fully
('l Ie. goodup to dI V. S imlar performance can he ant Ici pa ted In the 

future. (RSP ortAI Itlori upIpr t" permit oxpanded varietal testing
effort.s and s;olo r sea rcl 1o p1 ant d I nea.se; and/or nut I t Iona1 
(detIIc I11r !''t, .r'- warraiit-d. 

SJ)V IIff1 W';i I n,; : 1 -, ;,;il l vt-mIWvH 
 nt oet t hl TI I t on r" I I a boral orsseem.; t ( I,", I n ,- (11 ft f. r( re I C I I,, ra mniv I Id ha , 1e t ra Inn UAR nhon been
Ill lIafed by limp. e i ctencyfin m ol Iran; I r o ftunds from CARDI 
headquiara t t , .iSnrg;lh's prog ram may req,, Ir Home Improvement. 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: 	 CA/INPEP/CAR In-Country Project Review
 

Project Title: 	 International Peanut Evaluation Program in the
 
Caribbean
 

lost 	Countries,: Ant igua and Jamaica (through CARDI) 

*N.B. lhi s review refers only to project activities supervised by Dr. 
Laxmaa Singh I in Ant fgua ond some neighboring Islands. EEP member Dr. 
Hugh Bunt fn~j will deal wi th the Jamaica program and the overall 
CRSI'/IN EP prorNrm In t he Caribbean. 

nvvral1 . rimtendt ion Rating: The INPEP varietal testing program 
11i(.i r , , of laxman of appears to be makingt s;sip.rvl siol I)r. Singh CARDI 
good rugre;,;. All cultivars; supplied by CA/Tifton have been reproduced 
In the f ld und s,d has; been distributed to other I slands as 
n;hduil, . Add it f rcal R5 I' support, with matching CARDI resources, seems 
juls;tified I rrdi Io met the expanding work load, and the desirability 
of In t , W Into pathogenic and/or nutritional deficiencyo lt r,.,sa rch 
diuean'; wh' sic rc emnerging in some of the INPEP cultivars being tested, 
[low iii in1. rlIns 

Somma r-y Ac; Aos; Li ut 	 Rat ugs/ 

1. 	IM'IJ'MtNIATI()N AND MANACEMENT
 
1.] U.S. AID Mis;s;ion involvement
 

1. 1I Mi ,;,!n uuniderstanding and backing of project objectives. 
Coml)leineitarity to mision programs ......... : 1S 

1.12 MI as;l"n ',is; I i, [ror;Irmmatic and financial support of 
pro jet , At t It Wd toward U.S. personnel traveling
in-r ntlv...................................:___ 

1.11 Ml;';ln linitr,,; Wr .rj'rt tLitore. ... ..... . 11,1; 

Solah
,,14 V (Alm t N 1l.v U.S." A I) i ;;I on In .lama Ica 
ropreiented by A. I.e Ia rid Vot h, Is; hilhly nupport Iye A t his; program.
Having arrived Ii p'srestent ;I ;ignlnii only recent Iy, Mr. Voth "" W, 
emphasIzed his i n iin n I l to<n ecom' more loely Involved Inllihe future. 

2 ( o III
I . Host lry 

riders;tanlld acreplan.1 r;in
W 1| ig and i of pro by i d lnin t rai tor 
and ;;iClenil MiN. Concept ,! colrlI orirt iwye mode. . : IS

1.22 AdiilisI tra tion of prograim-gove rnme mit (of Ii; I uttI onalI 

lvV, ............................................
:
 

I.23 tIl:, iI maIimivii 'Iilt ..............................HS
 

11 	 Code: F - E' #l I la]" IN " Illghliy Sat I I;talory; S - Sil InI tSi.ory; 
NS - NA lo[rv; Innuilhqunl Ewilu.-. NA5;iS l I Ilt IV'violhie o, 1i''r i i nI; 
Not Appl iale, 

1(,
 



1.24 	 Relevancy of program to country research needs. Direction 
of projects relative to original plans...: uiS
 

1.25 	Att! ude toward U.S. participants and their 
involvement ..................................: iS 

1.26 	Comm!tmenL of gov rnments and/or Invs itutions to plograms
re searc le r Ieve I a rid a bove - res ou rce commitment. 
Importance, of p,;Inti resea rh I In deve.l opment goa Is.: 11S 

1.27 Summa ry Comment, s: A highly sat ,Ifac tory rati ng seems
 
warranted. 
 Off cia I,;of the ,ove rirne nts lInVo ved are fulI y supportive, 
and have Ind Icated co)If idence In CRS P and in CARI)D s management of tie 
project.
 

1.3 Resources; commi ted to program 

1.31. Personnel 

1.311 	 )frect ly comm! ted/ild rect & supportive ...... 11S 

1.312 Adequacy of number and capability to 
functli ..................................... S
 

1.313 Involvement of Women ......................... IE
 

1.314 OV ra I I effect fwvne,; o program personnel: S 

1.31' SHImnmna ry ComeinT : )r. l.;ixman Si ngh and hi,; colleagues 
are commi t ted an e erge t I c . ow ,e r , the growing workload, and tie 
apparent need to IlI fate add I t I ona I resea rch on deficiency and 
pathogen! c di,;ne;.;es mcr Irig In t h e cIit I v;ir,; seems to mc rit Increased 
CRSP support, with mat ch Ing resource,; from CARD1, for I nc reased personnel 
and otier lenonrce!;. 

1.32 	 l,' ijrit /'I fI t ; ,ap lie a 

1.321 Ava l,hi ty-r,,a,;on for unavailability ...... . S 

1.3,22 Adhqiiiacy- r.i,,as n tfor ln kd.quacy ............. : S
 

I.323 timitiu.yi (I t'rls: Tr in,;port eq!I pment Is old and 
overextended. RHepI :rcIm ()o the!;, ' vy o il',; seem,, urgent. 

2. ADEQIUA CY OF' SC IENCE 

2.1 	 level of nc rnc r,/ren;,irci to )Pen ';it new technology: S 

2.2 	 Prog rei; ; ye r iosa rlldInilovatIVeriesf; of re search ...... : S 

2.3 	 Approprlat ,,,i'sof r-;earrch haslc-- and adlpt we .... : I S 

2.4 	 Adequacy of 
 soctal clence/economic
 
per pert 1ly,/son ltl vi ty................................. IE
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2.5 Summary Comments: Dr. Singh's professional drive and
 
scientific curiosity is commendable, as indicated by a desire to
 
undertake more basic studies. lie believes that a study of the
 
agro-economic factors is desirable.
 

3. 	 GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH
 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals.............................
: HS
 

3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
 
in-country ............................................ : HS
 

3.3 	 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs: S
 

3.4 	 Communications with other in-country entities ......... :HS
 

3.5 	 Does location impact regionally as well as in-country.: HS
 

3.6 	 Relationship to other international research efforts -

ICRISAT................................................ 
: S
 

3.7 	 Transferability of research (in-country, regionally, 
internationally) for Implementation ................... :. S 

3.8 Summary Comments: The program deserves a highly
 
satisfactory rating since it is yielding information on geographic

adaptability and productivity of new peanut cultivars in the tropical
 
environments of the Caribbean.
 

4. 	 INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist
 
development, facilities) ............................. : S
 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are
 
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? 
 -
enthusiasm for research .............................. : HS 

4.3 	 Training progress-short term, post graduate training.: S
 

4.4 Summary Comments: This program Is strengthening CARDI's 
scientific competence, Institutional capacity and overall credibility
with the supporting governments In this eglon. It. seems unfortunate 
that the GA/Tifton counterparts have not taken full advantage of this 
project by vlrltIng more frequent ly, this Improving Tifton's 
institutional experience: and capacity In international agriculture. 

5. 	 RESEARCH PROGRESS ANI) APPLICATION 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectLives .................. S
 

5.2 	 Impact of rvsvarch on Inst I tut ion and government 

priorities and pollcet, ............................ 	 : HS
 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of train! ng/encouragement for promotion of 
information flow to uner ..............................: IE 
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5.4 	 Potential of resarch for success in aleviating production
 
and utilization constraints...........................: HS
 

5.5 	 Impact of research on Women in Development ......... : IE
 

5.6 Summary Comments: Good progress is being made, but
 
additional resources may need to be provided by CRSP and CARDI in order
 
to realize the full research and scientific potential of the program. 

6. SUMMARY
 

6.1 Specific Strengths: Dr. Singh's competence and iniative 
will be a major element of success of this program. There is no doubt 
that the project will provide valuable information on the adaptability 
and productivity of 
new peanut varieties in tropical environments.
 

6.2 	 Specific Weaknesses: There has been some misunderstanding 
about the flow of CRSIP funds to field collaborators through CARDI. This 
administrative problem should be cleared up. 

7. Reviewers Recommendations: EEP's recommendations are positive.
The project should he continued with consideration given to expansion of 
CRSP funding with matching resources from CARDI, to permit Dr. Singh to 
handle the increasing workload and to permit Initiation of some work on 
plant 	diseases and nutrittonal deficiencies.
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PEANUT COOPERATIVE RESEARCH SUPPORT PROGRAM
 
EEP REVIEW AGENDA: IN-COUNTRY PROJECT REVIEW
 

PROJECTS GA/INPEP/CAR (Belize) and AAM/FL/FT/CARDI (Belize)
 
Reviewed 1 - 4 September 1985
 

A.II. Bunting
 
University of Reading, United Kingdom
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 USAID Mission involvement
 

1.11 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives
 

The CRSP is a new activity in Belize. Mr. Charles R. Jenkins,
 
Agriculture Development Officer, said that the Mission had not been 
informed about it. He was however aware of the work of Dr. Rai, for 
CARDI, on peanut. 

Complementarity to Mission programs
 

Peanut have not been identified as part of the program of support for 
agricultural diversification In Belize for which 7 m over 5 years has 
been allocated by AID; but the crop could probably be included under this 
program If the Government of Belize so desired. Mr. Jenkins thinks the 
crop may be marginal on production costs, but has not reached any firm 
conclusion. CARDI/CRSP would have to concern 
itself with processing; and
 
AID has doubts about the size of the market in Belize. There may be 
prospects for export to other countries of the region, provided the 
product can compete in price and quality with US exports. CARDI/CRSP
should keep in touch with the Mission, particularly as the 
diversification program develops. 

1.12 	Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of
 
project. Attitude toward U.S. personnel traveling
 
in-country 

These questions have not yet arisen. The Mission director wishes to 
know about the movements of US citizens in Belize, and expects prior 
arrangements to be made about visits and about Imports. These concerns 
are In part related to the drugs problem In Central America.
 

1.13 	Mission Interest for project future 

Positive, subject to ques tions raised above. 

1.14 	 Su gg.e[t lons/comnrnent 5 

Mr. Jenkins was positlve and helpful. lie could become a good friend 
of the CRSP. Maybe we could consider the question I have raised before,
whether he could be Included as an "honorary" member of the project team. 
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1.2 	 Host Country
 

1.21 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
 
and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode
 

Dr. Rai enjoys a close relationship with the Ministry of Agriculture 
and 	information flows easily in both directions. Dr. Branch has been
 
only once to Belize, but Dr. Ral has visited him at Tifton. There seem 

to be no difficulties about the collaboration, partly, I think, because 
it depends on CARDI, which -s accepted as a regional institution, so that
 

the CRSP is not a foreign body. 

1.22 	Administration of program-government or institutional level
 

The program is administered through CARDI; but at the time of my 
visit no CRSP funds had been received in Belize and CARDI was carrying 
the costs. I do not think that this was an exceptional burden since the
 
program in the field was both young and small, and the station would have 

had to be managed anyway. 

1.23 	 Fiscal management 

Though the Government of Belize (GOB) provides core funds for the 
work of CARDI in the country, the CRSP funds, when they arrive, will not 
pass through GOB accounts. This is acceptable to GOB. 

1.24 	 Relevancy of program to country research needs. Direction 
of projects relative to original plans 

There Is not conflict between the CRSP and the GOB's perception of
 
its research needs; but I did not ask the critical question - if GOB were 
given the CRSP funding as a free grant, would it spend the money on 
peanut research? Peanut are not at present a significant crop, whereas 
corn and beans are. If, as is suggested below, the CRSP were to 
undertake some studies of soils and crop nutrition, and of adaptation of 

peanut to climate and to the existing milpa crop production system, 
parallel benefits; might spin off for the rest of the national program.
 

1.25 Attitude to U.S. participants and their involvement
 

No difficulties here, but US CRSP workers have had little contact 
with Belize and so there has been no opportunity for problems to declare 
themselves. 

1.26 	 Committment of g'xernments and/or institutions to programs 
- researcher level and above - resource committment. 
Importance of peanut research in development goals. 

The Ministry fully suapports the proposed program, but the resources 
committed are CARD I 's, and no CRSI' funds have yet been received. The 
Ministry regards peanut as important for Import substitution and for 
domestic needs. Such peanut as are grown are produced by the Mayas, 
among whom I was told that the men do the agriculture field work. (If 
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this is true, it will disappoint some of my socio-economic friends, who
 
have convinced themselves that traditional agriculture is a prime field 
for women's liberation). My feeling (which is based on instinct more 
than information) is that traditional Mayan agriculture in Belize (though
perhaps not in Guatemala or Yucatan) has so far been little affected by 
development or by research, and that peanut production will be affected

by CRSP research only to the extent that Maya agriculture as a whole 
becomes linked to development. 

1.27 Suggestions/comments
 

The CRSP would benefit from a more complete understanding of the 
present state and future prospects of the crop. We should explore with
Professor Peter Hildebrand, University of Florida Gainesville, who has 
long experience of rural studies in neighbouring Guatemala (and Is a 
member of the EEP of tile Bean/Cowpea CRSP), how best the Peanut CRSP 
might approach these quest ions. 

Our food technology colleagues might usefully find out how far they 
can assist the prototype food technology development at S. Elena, Cayo
district (see trip report) which is the only place in Belize where peanut 
are processed.
 

1.3 Fesources committed to program
 

1.31 Personnel
 

1.311 Directly commItted/indirect and supportive
 

programs 
 as
 

The 
CARDI's 

whole 
work 

programme 
in Belize. 

appears to turn on Dr. Ral, 
My notes here are incomplete, 

who 
but 

carries 
I think 

all 
his 

support consists on one very 
field labour, who between them 

efficient secretary, 
look after 

one 
on ma

technician, 
ize and beans 

and 

well as peanut.
 

1.312 Adequacy of number and capability to function
 

Adequate for what is being done 
in this initial season; not adequate
 
for much more.
 

1.313 Involvement of women
 

Only the secretary already mentioned, so far as my notes go. 

1.314 Overall effectiveness of program personnel 

More or less adequate. The standards of the field work were passable
without being excellent. Some of the rows were obviously mixtures, which 
may not be the fault of Dr. Ral's assistants. Dr. Rai himself has not
previously been much Involved with research (as opposed to development) 
on peanut, so that matters like classification and structure of different 
varieties, and their relationships to breeding and agronomy, absence of 
dormancy in Spanish and Valencia forms (which seem to do best among the
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materials at the station - but do they germinate in the ground, or are 
they harvested and dried in time?), about recent development in breeding 
for disease resistance, and perhaps even about afl 1at oxi n problems in a 
warm wet climate, which underly the ways in which peanut research workers 
think, seem to be strange to him. lie is learning fast, hut ie needs 
literature, and perhaps a more extended visit to ICRISAT; but this would 
damage the program Inr Belize for relatively little return, since he Is 
talking about changing hit; job anyway. le was formerly in Guyana, for 
which lie has" a great a ffec t i on ; ard t hre 1ts no doubt that Guyana needs 
people of his quality. 

1.3153 gg-:t [ uion; r/cmmnnt s 

Difficult to re;poid wit hoot Home cl earer picture of how far It will 
be useful to g) with peanut r.;search In Belize. However I would hazard 
the suggesti11 lhit it wo~mld be useful to post one persmn for say two 
years in tHu- firnt in lanct, In 0e] Ize, to work wiLh local agricultural 
staff on a study of current production of the crop (to bring IIp to date, 
and probably etxtend lt lint, which al conducted whento he, a so study l)r. 
he came first to Bel i ze In I97M); and to arrainge for a graduate student 
or postdoc, under .ipervslon from Trinidad or a US Iurnversilty, to study 
the soil-crop rutnu t ion p robl,,m whichI 1s s I ggge. t--- by the widespread 
yellowing of many vari ,p "i t' rrnp on the lirmestone soiIs. 

1,32 lipqi I ]'i;nt / I lllit J, ,s/qnUp 11 t',; 

1.321 Ava ,I ba lIftv -- re'ason for na.Iv Iall lity 

The program Is young, and at thIW, stage It needs no more than field 
facilities; but it should be able to work at Heveral other locations 
besides Belmopan, which means transport as well as sticks and string. 

1.322 Adequacy - reason for inadequacy 

As 1.321 above. 

1 . 323 Suggsl Ions/'ommenlts 

None until the evolut ion of tie program Is clearer. 

2. ADEQUACY O1' SC IENCE 

2.1 levelI of scl ent/research to generate new technology 

There Is now ,;clnit' In the program at present - not even enough, 
feel, to lnte'rprt and think forward frorm the otservat Ion; on, and the 
resultn & , ihe work so far. I IwaVt cons iderable regard for 
suck-i t-and-. ,),rn miy, and haVtw, dotn(' plenl y of I t my e I , but It is 
not. .scltriie. ()i ',' I hrouglh t c,. ,n t-r (partivularly ol I science, 
agro-l Ima ol ogy arid 'r(i otpay, IncludIn g t'io-plys!I ongy) can It lead 
to test able iythylisnt-; Ifor further proigress. 
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I 

There is a mystery, for me, about the attributes of the varieties In 
this unusull environment - for peanut. I do not understand why the 
plants are so l;irge and so long-lved, or why the old-time "Tennessee 
Red" Is soi d I e lnt from Its cousns,;, or what happens about dormancy or 
the lack oft It We knowno t hi ng abot t he epIdemiology of the leaf 
diseases, nor d, e, tiav, tbet capacity to fol low up the unexpected.
would ex ect n,, ma ode ; t() (d Icr difficult les I"v Iludin t le spread of 
viruses. A oine --min Kind, wen I I he pert orm'r Ii so skilled a vi rtuoso 
as Dr. Ral, ciannot 'pqt to(w render convincinglIy a score a:s complex as this 

See al:so 1 1i. aLbove. 

2.2 Progrev,.,nels andIl rraInov t vne 55iio research 

In the sense Wbat new varleties alev be ing observed, the existing work 
Is prop ressive anOd Iity, i Iv , bii t IiI rit sayno in mlch. 

2. 3 Apprnpria ti-n,''; of r.iircll his 1l , adipti ye 

The l)11,i; t 'IW fn IQ1 rlI tlt WA v i" utirt ; but It needs the 
additions In 1,;' 1 l e ,t id',' and !o I Io c ince, and greater depth In 
peanut hot an1',' I ulI" llolv. 

2.1 Ad'qtii ''v o, soc aiw ';cl4'ncv'/'conr rl pc r;lo ct Iv /,,;ernsI fIv ty 

Non' 1(1 Q r , ht I ;lql~ea, tI&, has-li nv work I s;ug,,estt would Include 
these 4'vw41P4it, aol wnrild ii o pre'vent thlem: from c rowd Ing technical 
consliiderAt I n "It t sI4't,a, e, as happens all to often In so-called 

farmi u synti401' rvnvarc41' l 

Cover d In l.115) ,hoew . 

3. (EOCRAIHIU (O:iVIEPARM ANIi APPI.IICABILITY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 RelevnIyv I" nationrni goals 

Not III (out I It , hlt I dto not think there are any very clearly 
definted nhatlIiil] '44: I I inor th pOlllt crop, let aIone for research on It. 

3.2 ( pnlnpI rit a rliy llO n eailit ,r tI t o Ir Pi lon ac,tIv tIve In-country 

There are 1o1 o iller PJeanut r4'sa rrh .a41 1vltI14; lv-a- tunt ry. 

3.3 Hu'nponis;Ivvin''si; to virc Iv r'44ld-il ( {l, li'4'r ni'edsI tl ,ril i4iand 


Si nc' I ilio not4 tli In], ' 
 'I,'1' o441 ff Itl l,,1iicrus o)r colntsumer; ire 
auf ftIr 1 nt Iv 1.'. I I PnbotI , ft l q i ',"lI (u) ,,ari ilv hv' i ewe re44d by say I ng 
t ha 1 whI vf,I I hioa n ,,4t1 iul ' Ia ' , Ili,' I (Ifri I 4i41' sifatlmo i ruduct iye, 
adapte'll and 1t1 f " va, ; wit h;i,;,;-Ivrain! I! ,I iI I I v rv, t 'ilair;4 fr1I1t Irs IS 
likely to su;pport them.
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3.4 	 Communications with other In-country entities
 

The CRSP program is operated by CARDI, 
which seems to be in friendly

and non-compet itivye contact with the research staff of the Ministry at 
headquarters and at the Central Re-sarch Farm. 

3.5 	 Doe; location Ioamc t reg ionally as well as In-country? 

No, hut re;ii it; in t he wet envi ronment and on the lmestone soils of 
Belize coild Q "s;e filIn ne I lhbouring part,; of Mexico and (in a more 
ideal world) In G(iattrmala. 

3.6 	 Re lati(nsh p I o other Int erna t Ional research - efforts -
ICR IA'f, IRRI 

To ICRISAT Inirect ly, through CAR)I. 

3.7 	 Tra r;ahi lit y of research (in-country, regionally, 
interte rn rtolly) for irlmpieirntation 

In theory, thi; wotld tlhaipn through the Ministry's field service. 
In practice, 1 word ×lweect anythng Is1( that that done will be done by 
CARDI which will Px ict '[ie ,,Stto fund It. 

3.8 	.tn ,, I I on ;/A . m'ln t n; 

It I; relv too ,arly to ,pvculate further about this than I have 
already done In j recedir ar;iph. 

4. INSTITTfINAI, IFIVIl.ArLMI'NT 

4. I 	 Fxt tnt "I ;t rengt hening research capabilities (scientist 
(it vel opine t , ,ac it. Ie.sn) 

An tl ing ;tand, ttI. (WAPII/CkSP work does not strengthen tne national
 
research orgai i 
 at ion, xppt Ir no far as It frees resources for work on 
other thin ,;. ert Ui sr; y'tIn ; I no r it in Belize, hut there is an 
agrictltural su;rhioi In h li;,, City. I did not v iit It, but It may be 
able to ,,tipnml t work itd (t tIrough Itm;rt , 'stuidents) dlisnemlnate any
usefil resm;ults thIre MIn I ;t ry may wisnh to dise;mn ate. 

4.22 nt f orn"I ' vPI or)'etnt o f c'o<I ;a 'rat Ivye mode - how are 
('011 l;ilt)ri t (rq; (I. S., iiost co nt 	ry) Int eract lng? - ent huslasm for 

Li t t. I' lnt t t lou mo I ar with US Inmveti ga torn: such I nflI ence 
become att trnit d a Ion, f lie I fIe I rom Georgia to Trinidad to Anti guat to 
the ier! phlery ii l e I I v'. 

4, 3 	"Tra lii ig prig mi ;,;-  fhiort tIrr, post gr"O'i t raininllg 

None, bou t litre :hold he,. Maybe tlie CRS', can find some Belzean 
graduaten from Trlniidad, Canada or thp UihSwho could x trained for 
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research on peanut If that Is what GOB wants; but I fear that 	 they would 
soon be brain-drained. The MinIs try would certainly value help in 
training Bellzean research workers. 

4. 10 	 Snrg;gs;t Ion: /commnt ,; 

Thl I l -omalII ,AnlteddI nat ion, and similarly the national 
Sn.otitut lco,; Artc small , nd limited. In relation to the CRSP, CARDI 
s;tand; proxy I or lllm. It I s oo,,(d s t rengt liten but Is,(t Io 	 CARl) I, that not 
easy 
to do1. So d-go rdi an agenc y dWs not have a continuing collective 
pvir oorl to1 reial i lo-h0 Ithecuth it , dnlero 

5. R:SIIAR(it PRHI;) t S AND AI(Il 1CAT ION 

.5. 1 	 Ac-ilt I- U 0I c t r ch ohjec iI es 

5.2 	 Impar't "I resea rch on Inititution and government priorities and
poll C flt 

5. 	3 Sufflclincv of train ing/e,ncoragement for promotion of 
InformatI lou I low to .rser 

5.4 	 Potent lal ot rest rch for siccess In alleviating production and 

ui lizati l corn;tralnt; 

5.5 	 Impart "I r,,,Arch on Women In )evelopment 

5.6 	 Slngpt' l IonhtO !ofrfment/r 0
 

Since th. wort tic he funded by the CRSP began only in June 1985, it 
Is too soon to At tenp an answer to this battery of questions. All I 
would of f cr k, t lat the work has started and Is being done well enough 
for tle Iimlvdliat, l-irpo e. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 	 .ti 1 Ic o;t reng t ho 

The etming, Internal ostabl 1 ty of the country; its strong traditional 
systems I far-mi g; the support of the Government and the collaboration 
of CARDI ; tlit dollcated reliability of Dr. Rai; the Interesting array of 
problemis a lreadLy'-v hii which awaIt attack and solution, let alone those 
which will ropt.. 

6. 2 	 ;2 c II Ii Wicweakune;ses
 

Mt-ag..- io,.tolirit-;, no (flear perspective of the futire evolution 
 of the 
program, no ,prl Ir tod technology.nu, ',t 

7. k V' 611, V 1.l (),'I HItNhA'l I ),N; 

'I't- (S;, hAl,; ,, e ,a modest int useful start. It should continue; and 
thei S I ncv-I t",tccr, o,1oini, t ake- air active interet. They will find it 
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rewarding, particularly if they find Belize as attractive as I did. 
Particular attention Is needed to the study of the existing production 
and future prospects of the crop, to the behavior of the varieties, of 
which a still wider range should be Included, In different agroclimatic
regions of the country; to the snil/plant nutrition aspects sugg;ested by 
the leaf yellowing; to the epidemiology of the leaf diseases (why are 
they so sev'ere tn ;i c'ountry where peanut are so little grown - or do they 
come from Guatemala or on the prevailing S-E winds from South America?), 
to the ways In which peantt might fit Into milpa rotations without making 
impossible demands on Ilabour, time and attention; to the question of 
germination of seeds of the non-dormant varieties which appear to have 
been successful so far; and, In this warm, wet place, to our old sparring 
partner Aspergillus f lavus. 
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PEANUT CRS1
 
EEP REVIEW AGENDA: IN-COUNTRY PROJECT REVIEW
 

PROJ;TS GA! I IL;/CAR (Jamaica) and AAM/FL/FT/CARDl (Jamaica)
 

By Dr. A. H. Bunting, Septembe r 5-6, 1985
 

1. IMPLEMENTA'I ION AND MANAG .MEN't 

1.1 USAII) Mi'>;;issio viiIlvemvnt

1.11i 	 N I Im n udur tanda Ing and backing oi project objectives 
(CoLpD mntar ty snionito missl programs 

The All) ;, I Knr';gston l land program officer) fullyMisni i ( Votth, 

supports the 
 work of tih (.KP hui Jamaicla and In the Carlb)ean generally.
We did not heal' enough , in a s;hort visit , t) det(frnlinet how the CISP 
relates to othJer AlI) activiLte,; In the is5land. It was'; sugges'terd that the
CRSP might (h)more In ttire count-r i: or fhie maliIand, in aiddition to 
Belize. 

1.12 	 Mi sion logi st Ic, programmatic and! I iianC i a I support ol 
project. Art tturi t oward Ui.S. pe rsonnel traveling 
I n-count ry. 

Tie project lhoi not stemr I" depend on the Mfissiour tor logistics: 
CARDI appears to vi ts of Its;i<v, adequ;te i.rraugt+,n'rg own. 64e heard ot no 
difficulties aoot 1I4 cIt z.'n I ravel] ing In Jamaica: it seemlsi that the 
existing prottico!i I suftfIc . 

1.13 	 Mision interi.t for project future 

Positive.
 

1.14 	 Suggestti onn;/ommventi 

It would he hens Itip f or CAIDl to copy reports on CRSP activities to 
the Mission, and to Invit, 4Ii ,si;Ion personnel to visit them In the field. 
Maybe appropriatep tpr ..,al,nl officers 0t the Mission could he regarded 
as member of tli , prnj p l tia, 

1.2 lost Co ,'wuryil 


1.21 	 Junde aindInrg ;ind accptLance of progriam by admnInlitrator3 
iurd i;v itt ;. Conce pt of col labora tive mode 

The M 	inistry (it Agr fIcult mr,, ,; ,,u conrt ent with (.ARI)I's siupport for 
the natlonal pi i n, ii irrurtpI r , Jl I 	101 itm seen to i' aware I hat the
CRSP has spec mmpirh ltit i J that J ,1' I. .;veen 'Itsit' Im w h . fV tilt 

providing g Piaia lI i , I Ililt,p i;ua:r as a whoill., Incliui dting the food 
technology aril . 

1.22 	 Admifi t rii I oul o program - governunti or int.! tiLti onal. 

We encoluinted no problems. 
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1.23 	 Fiscal management
 

We encountered no problems.
 

1.24 	 Relevancy ol program to country research needs. Direction 
of projects relative to original plans 

It Is 	not how I Government sees the specific needsclear the 	 research 
of Jamaica for peanuts in relation to Its policy of sell-sufficiency (a 
prominent current buzz-wort In the Caribbean). The f irst question I ask 
when I review a commodity revsearch program Is "how much of this stuff do 
you want In Ilye or ten y.ars ' time , and where (1o yol expect to product 
it?": 	 the an;wer determinet my asieiti;ment. I do ot. have any clear idea 
about. the future etecLive demand for peanuts in Jamaica.
 

Mr. ayn told us that average yields are now about 2.5 tons per 
hectare. This does not. accord with the report of the visit to St. 
Elizabeth parisi, said to be the main p.eanut growing area of Jamaica, by 
Dr. HI. .Io01, atf Dr. . Singh, In the report by Dr. B. u. Okezie and 
olii' r; on their visits; In May 1984. They reported a yield of about 1.25 
tons perlict are on abmout 190 hectares, represent ing an output of about 
2400 ton; - all of which, vxcept that part which In retained for need, is 
said to he s;I right alter harvest. Yet we were told at Jamnalca Frozen 
Foods that product Ion In about 250 tons. Evidentl y there are some 
inconsist ere.'( her. 

That the r'alluti; are sold alter Iarve;t does not nuggen;t that they 
are an 	 Import ant part of customary rural diethi In St. Elizabeth parih. 

Mr. la':ynv t old Dr. ;ingl and Dr. Okez l In l)ecember 19H4 that 
processorst. are 1oit get t lg1 enough i)eaLnt to sat isty the needs of the 
local 	 ma rkt' t. fhlb, may mean tlat the loca liroluct does not meet 
alat oxIn standarh;; and It I a!so clear (ve below) that It couLn too 
much. 	 At t he nsae I rae, Dr. Ahmmiul wat told that connsumption (seemingly 
largely by lownsitolk huy ing raw peanuts In tlie market) approaches 5000 
toni;. 	 'I Oiret he I [Tlanrt s, I rOm Ihe U;, are sa I(i to be about 1500 tons 
alother I1)00 IKMH; I" prmiusal y ioduced o"uIid. St . Ei zabh, ilhi. 

Mr. laIyl s ggel.vIiid to us, peih;ap with ut much forethought, that the 
potential area of the crrlp Is5 ab(mt 20,D(1(1 hectoresi. It th!i were
 
develoled, tie mpulint w"Ild tar out run t hi pr.sent market potmLitia l.
 

I1 a11 lJamile Il ,d.n Is say a, x rala 20(0) t1ons, and thin can bIe got. 
on 160( add It ln herle ce- (at 1..') toni, per anctari'),inland-widean 

elffort IN not rqipi ld . Ilii' m In alreadiuy a compJIlet e solI s survey ot thme 
IfIla ,l!(ha(ie I u,p hy, ,. t Il r mtl,pett-m i-t mlluie , uslu m,Ittze,, on the 
main o 1;) ,I aa IId I I In I - it t l('ck of I 1Imat Ic da ta. It 1h11 d (be 
pots ible t , Itlo t I h. mio t s thU1,1l aa dt Ikely arif at; I or tity 2000 
heetir 	n ": a nit (orilnltl he WI o rllt In thlr.j? l S,, aii lats. 

pi' ,aaa lpm, i 1' l I" I t pill I t lIih prolmli. hi, ploduice r
 
(or I n It l mtI I idf I, mmi ) I t I" xjii t a pr Ii i1(di $. tt i 150 iwr
i n,1(I 
bunhi I , wlhi -i., lit. iayi in IIiov: I Jl t $4i0 w(l Io run" rp .m na lHlIitctory 

profit at a yield ol 2.1 t onm/lh . If Ini limut yield [Is only 1.25 tonn,
the imirke i r the oii(f iriductlo.s; perhmi,.;pice, may l c;t cosn and the 
conclulon mi ght be that ylel di r . too) small. During our violt to the 
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Ministry we were told that farmers' expectations are too great, but the
 
facts also suggest that producers are not sufficiently affected by market 
competition (with the imported product) to improve their methods toor 
bring down their expectations. This in turn suggests to me that they
have other ways of acquiring inccme and are not interested in the crop at 
smallpr prices. It this is right, it would indicate that the local crop
has no future In the market place in Jamaica or anywhere else. I hope 
that titi Iii not the correct conclusion, but I doubt whether enough is 
known to reach a more defens ible one. (Ut cour;e all these numbers may 
be In doubt bec;iuse it Is never clear whether we are talking about nuts 
in shell (po;, fruits) or shielled nuts (kernelsn)).
 

Further, It larger y ulid n can be obtained, no that the price falls, 
but the market. do,,; iiot. cor re;ipondingly expand, the area harves ted in 
bound to fal 1 at, tlw 1e ;t; t)roducttwy growers are torced out o the 
buine ss. 

The" c')1l(l tu;fol froLl t hit; (n1 it h r atl ter other doclments which 
have o4t i(e4n) In thaLt (:ARD)I/CXSP should do snome more work on the 
economic, o tr I 4ln and market Inog of the crop In ,Jaimaica , the 
prout)c I ; 41 tie crop In the tlei(1 and in the market place, and the 
cont ralits ( lnintlug atlatoxin) which prevent It from "ubtituting more 
completely fo4r Import;. lhis might lead to a more preclne dletinition of 
the ret;carrh pr'rall. 11 programr. we naw on paper ;eemed to be a 
conventional maximum yield, and largely experiment station, program, 
which in not ,.Neuearily tackling the most Important problem. 

1.25 ALItlund I U. ;. p tLic ipaintm and tther Involvement 

No problemso r'ported.
 

1.26 CommItm.nt t governen to and/or insti tutions to programs 
- re itt archer level and nhove - res0ource commitment 
Imuprit ll4p' I pen'llut ret;e arch In development goals 

The Gevvrnmrnt , ,anl (.AVDl , are commi t te.d to the program, and so are
 
Mr. Suah and Mr. lAiynv, peilbually. An I" development goaln, nee comment
 
under 1.24 above.
 

',1:'4,,t 1oi ,l/,' I ,1. 27 4 4 :ii 

See 1.24 nhov - we ,:A1 be1fll,)ggingo a wooden horse. 

1.3 Renou rcc , ,oWmit'vd I" i(gran44 

1.31 I,' Trhonup
 

1.111 h1t . 'd: niIt,01/in11r1 and supportively ( ct 
,t, "I i nnd capbiltity to
1.112 Adql,,I number function 

I. ilI IIv ,l Vel:V.uit 11 WofIIIl1 
W.A14 V,'! a I I , 441 144,', I 111!i nt,4ll tIl vii+' V.'IhI' 

-m0'd,' 
to diepn 41.',l the ( P 1' f . ll1 I 1,' (41 ItI, peanut-re lat .d ucience 

C1anIlot 4140W.' I 4 4141 ,1't 1 ' e l4 , WI W'e ' 4notable lIn the time 
a4 


activl I. I,! 'All , It' lintwer,ll y of Ihe Went lndlis, the Food 
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Technology Institute, the Bureau of Standards, and the private or 
parastatal food technology rector. 

Mr. Payne spend three-onarters o his time on peanuts, supported 
from a variety ot sources. Mr. Suah feels that the INPEP work needs an 
extra techlnicin, but not corresponding request appears in the list of 
requirements in:luded In the papers for our visit, nor did Mr. Suah 
specify wiat the ticiuhiclan woul (i do. 1. can well lmajine that a wide 
ranging s,;erie.s of Ials, In the island would need extra staff, but since 
the con;i(hration; In 1.24 above do not suggest to me that such a series 
Is nece.ssiary, I would not find this easy to suppor: without further 
detail. )f cour;e II my ,;esmveLt is wrong, L shall be happy to stand 
corrected; but It will "Pod ;omethtng ap)proximating to proofI, rather than, 
asserti on, to (o I Iiq. 

I atm left with tli, Impression lthat although the US P1l'; In these two 
project6.; have laid, , evelral vi lt's to the Caribbean, tue ( I funding is 
perceived prim~i 1:,' v; Ns a sort of bilateral grant I.n aid, with little or 
no attenltio (at Ai t prolfessi1oial rather than tie admini.strative level) 
to the tye, ( p1)01 I I wrong.COOlwral CI t(ltC. hope am 

1.32 FqItltmvnI /W v0i1 lit t eo;/;upplie.t 
1.321 Avai'l.I liLty - reason for unavailability 
1 .322 Adequacy - reason for Inadequacy 
1.32.A n;ur t ioN/)'ommInent, 

Ther[ appears to be (be1cnsde rable amount of equipment about, but the 
papers provided , not by proposals, forI(' lIltnu ivqv,,il Iupported program 
a range ot prli llapnt 01" proxXtatemnL analysis , determinatioln of aflato Ans, 
and sma l1 hc'lI e plroc.l; lig. It seells that this equipment has been 
ordered, 0 1o d(bt the U!, 'i Involved it, satisfled. h'lhe EEP may have 
to an;k 0o0m2 lu20t olt;, and will certainly haw to look, in ]ater 
evaluat a1n report:s, for eviJlence that use[ul been1121d something has clone 
with till +lqtlIp t. 

2. AIK 'lA(.i ()I l l . 

I pi hln;i t) ,~i;wor t te;e querles In terms of a conventional maximum 

yield i)r(proy: i 0(11(1, tor a substantlal and elastic market. Since I 
saw noth n ,, In the I I o I1dxc t 011ome of the I rt mown p]ot10 inI a sowing 
datee I'll(,ont foi tie l, I ('itllip)lii, Iny coltnlltO ar- bound to2 have an air 

of kllIrea IIt y . 1 'thap!, thiN r. I e ts 0 wilat I a(1l 1boutthue program as a 

whole . I .lh I I tI,.l i ,ri,[rlJ y wi theiII'.E' of work, Dr.ma part th . ;ince 

Milner t io ,wn w vmIc ; i, I hA I d{o abo)21u tI! e I art. 

2.1 l,,v,,1 , :,w I,l c // ,, i(h I " j(ni rate ne11w tecth(2 ,logy 

Litl e im,, ,, 2 I :; il INIFl+' Iin mnam it1i , 2 orrt id till prograu ,J ica: 
cotihor ri~f V io vIIIon1;I stea a gronlomiy. To turnth is~ Into science 
one hI i 14) l' why" 1"ow s I i(ls2, tuiui 1.1 y 1 anl I a '41" and (1111u of 

agroc IImat cln;i 11l ,i' bopdyl Io Il og cal no rt . 'It1 Worik at plresent is 
Conc/(1)2'rl[f with "Wt! t w 12,12n, - fair enough, pilovi ded the program 

.ob.jectivVe ih , ri. lll I+c
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2.2 Progressiveness and innovativeness of research
 

There does not appear to be anything progressive or innovative about
 
the agronomy; as described it is solid conventional stuff. At the end
 
of the day, it might identify varieties particularly well adapted to the
 
general and local conditions of different environments in the island, but
 
it will not explain why they are so adapted.
 

2.3 Appropriateness of research - basic, adaptive
 

None of the work we heard about is basic, so I suppose it is
 
adaptive, whatever that may mean.
 

2.4 Adequacy of social science/economic perspective/sensitivity
 

1.24 above will suggest that the program needs a strrnger economic 
perspective and that we dn not know enough about who produces peanuts in 
Jamaica, what happens to them, and how. 

2.5 Suggestions/comments
 

We need more factual information on actual production (including cash 
and other resources committed), prices, marketing channels and 
perspectives of appropriate volumes of output. 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCi 

3.1 Relevancy to national goals 

The program is perceived by government as relevant to its objective 
of greater self-sufficiency.
 

3.2 Complrmentarity to ongoinv, peanut research activities in-country 

The CRSP activities are part of the national peanut program carried 
out by CARDI. 

3.3 Responsiveness to percei ved producer and consumer needs 

See 1.24 above. The program could lead to a larger volume of
 
production at a smaller price, but 11,,
is not clear how elastic the demand
 
is - since such evidence as there if; suggests that peanuts and peanut
products are eaten for pleasure by better-oil urban dwellers and are not 
a subsistence crop for the rural or urban poor. 

3.4 Communlcationt with other in-country entities; 

lese seem to be good - with CARDI of. course, and with the Ministry
of Agriculture, the Food Technology Institute, the Jamaica Scientific 
Research Council, the parastatal Jarraica Frozen Foods and other food 
industries, and with the Grace Kennedy Co. on the production side. 1n so 
far as the CRSP in a part of the national program on peanuts, it is very 
much part of the local scene. 
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3.5 	Does location impact regionally as well as in-country?
 

At present, no.
 

3.6 Relationship to other international research efforts - ICRISAT, 
IRRI 

None, except through CARDI and indirectly through the CRSP with
 
ICRISAT.
 

3.7 	Transferability of research (in-country, regionally,
 
internationally) for implementation
 

I do not know enough about the output of the research to judge.
 

3.8 	Suggestions/comments
 

The 	 Peanut CRSP in Jamaica seems to me to be very much an in-island 
affair, helping to meet government objectives which are defined in

principle but seem to lack more 
immediate practical objectives. In the
 
meeting in Guyana which followed my visit to Trinidad, 1 was impressed by

the 	analysis of food need and purposes in tile Caribbean presented by Mr.
 
H. Blades, Director of Trade and Agricultural Development at the CARICOM

Secretariat in Georgetown, and a most impressive person. Perhaps our
 
colleagues at AAM would find discussions with Mr. Blades valuable.
 

4. 	 INSTITUTIONAL DEVELWIMENT 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist 
development, facilities)
 

I think the CRSP is supporting the work of Mr. Payne and helping him 
to extend it; but this is part of CARDI and 	 as at present conducted is 
not 	likely directly to increase national research capability in Jamaica.
 

4.2 Extent of development of collaborative mode - how are 
collaboratort; (U.S., host country) interacting? - enthusiasm for 
research 

J have the feeling that collaboration at the professional level is 
nct sufficiently well developed. Dr. Branch would surely be hard put to

it to do more, since he has to work with so many countries; but some way

of strenthening INPLP professionally in the Caribbean is clearly needed.

No one could fault Mr. Payne for enthusiasm; 1 wish I could have seen
 
more of his practical performance. 

4.3 	Training progress; -- short term, postgraduate training 

Training would be welcomed by Government, but so far as 1 know the 
CRSP has not trained any Jamalcans outside the inland. 

4.4 	Suggi t i on/comments 

Most ol the subtantial volume of reports 1. have about INPEP in 
Jamaica seems to reflect organization and intentions. Both are

desirable, but it seems to take a long time and much paper to get this 
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thing off the ground. In the Caribbean there is a tendency for talk to
 

be more abundant t)"n work.
 

5. 	RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	Achievement of research objectives
 

Mr. Payne's report suggests that INPEP trials and observations have
 
been carried out, but I do not 
know with what general results. I think
 
this is partly my fault: I found it difficult to do more in so short a
 
visit at the wrong time of year.
 

5.2 	Impact of research on institution and government priorities and
 
policies
 

So far as 1 know, none.
 

5.3 	Sufficiency of training/encouragement for promotion of
 
information flow to user
 

No training that I hear of. I expect CARDI has its ways of
 
disseminating results to the Ministry and its field staff, but I am not
 
informed.
 

5.4 	Potential of research for success in alleviating production and
 
utilization constraints
 

The main technical difficulty we heard about is small yield (though
 
two quite different figures for yield have been given). Why the yields

are small I do not know. Maybe labour rather than land is the limiting
 
constraint, in which case output per man-hour at peak periods would be 
a
 
better measure than yield per hectare. But I did not (for example) learn
 
anything about losses due to pests and diseases 
or 	to the potential of

INPEP materials in lessening these. Maybe some of them will 
be 	more
 
suitable than the materials currently grown (said to be Valencia forms)

for the processing industry. There is evidently much 
the CRSP could do
 
to suggest technical improvements in post-harvest operations and in
 
processing.
 

5.5 	Impact of research on Women in Development
 

No information. The female director of 
the Food Technology Institute
 
is about to leave Jamaica.
 

5.6 	Suggestions/comments
 

INPEP should seek to use environmental and pest/disease information
 
to interpret the results of trials, particularly those conducted at many
 
locations.
 

6. 	SUMMARY
 

6.1 	Specific strengths
 

Mainly the experience, enthusiasm and competence of Horace Payne and
 
the support of 
Mr. 	Suah and CARDI, and of the Government of Jamaica.
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6.2 Specific weaknesses
 

Lack of a sufficiently clear definition of what it is we 
are really
 
trying to achieve in Jamaica 
- how much of what sorts of products under
what circumstances and with what constraints?
 

7. REVIEWER RECOMMENDATIONS
 

This was a poor visit. It was too short, and it seems to have been
 
at the wrong time of year. Our hosts saw it as 
a public relations
exercise; a person less charitable than me might have suspected that wool
 
was being pulled over his eyes. 1 saw no experiments (bar the early
stage of a sowing date trial at the UWI campus) and no crops (bar the
 
irrigated fields at 
lialse Hall). So my recommendations may not be worth
 
the paper they are typed on.
 

For what they are worth, they are that we should seek to define
 
objectives and projects more precisely in terms of national goals; and
that we should 
seek to make the INPEP work more analytical and
 
explanative. 
 But since I am left with lingering doubts about what
actually happens in the research program, I think it is essential that I,
 
or some other agronomic member of the EEP, should visit Jamaica at 
a more

suitable time of year, preferably along with Dr. Branch, and do 
a more
 
thorough job on a schedule which responds to the needs of the CRSP rather
 
than to the promotional purposes of the HC PI.
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-----------------------------------------------------------------------

NARRATIVE SUMMARY
 

External Evaluation Panel Review of U. S. University Projects
 

By Drs. Kenneth H. Garren and Pierre Gillier (EEP), and
 
Drs. Fred Johnson and Carval Wiggins (USAID)
 

Texas A & M university April 3 & 4, 1985
 

Peanut 	 CRSP Code: TX/BCP/S 

Project Title: Disease 
 Resistant Peanut Varieties for Semi-Arid
 
Environments
 

Discussions with: 
I) Dr. 0. D. Smith, Principal Investigator, Dept. of 

Soil & 	Crop Science, College Station, Breeder
 

* if) 	Dr. A. M. Schubert, Co-Principal lavestigator 1/ 
Texas A and M Plant Disease Research Station, 
Yoakum, Plant P1hySfIologist (drought physiology) 

*iii) 	 Dr. 1). If. Smith, Texas A&M Plant Disease Research 
Stati on, Yoakum, Plant Pathologist 

* 	 iv) Dr. W. J. Gricher, Texas A&M Plant Disease Research 
Station, Yoakum, Agronomist, Station Superintendent 

# v) 	 Dr. C. E. Simpson, Texas A&M Research and Extension 
Center, Stephienvillie, Breeder and Exploring Botanist 

**vi) 	 Dr. R. E. Pet:t1t 
Mrs. Ruth A. Taber, Department of Plant Pathology, 
College Station, Plant Pathologists 

1/ 	 As noted in Peanut CPSI1 Newsletter of 05/22/85 

* 	 Discussions at Yoakum and College Station 

# 	 Discussions at College Station 

** 	 Only limited dliscussions on TX/BCP/S with these two PIs of the other 
two Texas A&M Peanut CRS' projects - TX/MN/S and NCS/TX/SM/TP 
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Recommendation Rating: On the basis of evidence presented, the reviewers
 
received very favorable Impressions of the project and the Texas A&M staff
 
charges with Its Implementation. The reviewers feel that the project as
 
conceived Is sound and should continue as planned, with perhaps some
 
adjustmentp, hopefully only temporary adjustments, to compensate for the 
lack of well-trained personnel In Senegal.
 

Panel Members' Narrative Review: The review was conducted on the basis of 
Informal reports, with laboratory and greenhouse tours, of the six 
scientist. listed above, with the reviewers 
 having opportunity to ask 
questions and explore some points further. These took about ten hours. 
There was a helpful ses;ion of about one hour with the senior University 
officials responsihle for scientific and administrative oversight of the 
project's work plan and bdget. 

One revie-wer had part tcipated, earlier In the week, in the review at N.C. 
State Un v rs ity . lie brought a review report framework created at N.C. 
State by EP Chairman, Don Pickering, after completion of the N.C. State 
review. This report framework can be traced back to the meeting of the CRSP 
EEP, Technical Committee, and Board of Directors, with the Program Director, 
in Washington, D.C. on October 31, 1984 in which meeting the document "Scope 
of Work for the EE'" and adjunct documents were adopted as official 
guidelines for report:s from the EEP. The general framework of this report
and the final PROJECT PROFIIE SUMNARY will reflect the five main headings in 
the "Scope of Work for the EEP'" document . These headings are numbered 1-5 
below and In PROFILE SI:MMARY they will be given a rating. 

. _mp](m'inptat ion and1la ana, ment: This project Is proceeding at an 
acceptable pate. ih'v scient i sts devoting part (or a] I) of their time to It 
are highly competent with apparent dedication that equal; their competence.
Overall, we feel the cont ribut ion to this project by Texas A&M researchers 
Is much ahove the lee to expected the of shown ony be from amount time 
charts, etc. an being time t.;hese researchers (other than tie PI) are 
expected to devote to the CRSP project . This reflects an excellent meshing
of t he CRSP work Int o an ongo ing program of Texas A&M research on peanut 
breeding and va r letal inprovement. 

The total lea,it CRSI' program at Texas A&M obviously has dedicated support 
from the level of UJnl versitIy administration Immedlately Involved.
 

2. Adequacy of Sc ie r: Received a ;at isfactory rat ing on all but one of 
the scores. Withoit golnp Into cyto(peitL't ('5, which has not yet been written 
Into I he project , here are no readily available means of expressing

"progress Ivn;,;" or "Innovat Ivne;s" In a pl ant breedi ng, varietal testing 
pro ject . ow,ye r, t Ire r olb;rv(d seem to be of t he Iype that doesre', rcl.',rs 

not her;tla, to rv,,rva IiH,ld and try other tactics;, part Icularly "new" 
IactIcs, when q;u h serms ;,vai labli e , Pln t breeding I ; usually a long range 
pro.ject , and I he' emjdi s; on f 1eld test ing and the newly Introduced search 
for drought 'lii( 'If#xa A&M , makes the project I0ook lensfn; 1,;nt at 
"lprop r ,,ssI ve' y I th arhr1a'tflif(" those breeding projects Involving 
cyt oge net Ir , t 1;=v,' culture', ei . 
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3. Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: These factors were
rated Satisfactory to Highly Satisfactory. There was evidence of clear 
complimentarity to ongoing research. 
 Demands on time and resources seem in
 
keeping with a meshing of the CRSP breeding project into a continuing peanut

breeding program at Texas A&M that Is well in touch with other U.S. peanut
breeding programs. 
 Disease resistance, and, more-and-more, drought
resistance are goals of U.S. and world-wide peanut breeding projects. 

4. Institutional Development: Due largely to the enthusiasm and drive of
the P! and one or two other rcsearchers, this aspect was rated highly by the
reviewers In two of tihe three rating areas. That there Is little apparent
progress on training Is not due to a lack of effort on the part of those 
involved at Texas A&i. In fact, the P1, knowing that EEP member and Texas
A&M reviewer, Dr. Ciller, had exten,;Ive experience In Senegal and other W. 
African countries, talked with Dr. Gill1er about what might be done to alter
the attitude of agencies of the government of Senegal towards sending
personnel to the U.S. for training. Within Texas A&M this Peanut CRSP 
project has unquestionably strengthened already strong program onan 

breeding peanuts for disease/drought 
 resistance and has added international 
outlook and potential thereto. 

5. Research Progress and Application: The project seems to be Satisfactory
In regard to achievement of objectives and Highly Satisfactory in regard tothe potential of research results for application to U. S. needs. There did 
not appear to be, at present, any special Impact of the project on
established research priorities In the Texas A&M peanut breeding program.
The project's; direction Is clearly in line with perceived needs in the host 
country a,; we] I as in the U.S. In 1985 there should be data that will
 
enable subsequent reviews to be mere definitive.
 

Summary: We conclude that tIe project is well conceived, that it meshes
 
well with a broader pogram of peanut 
 breeding and varietal selection of 
Texas A&M. This well managed project, fully supported by Texas A&M 
administrators, sihould he continued much as it is now. With more
opportunity for training of Senegalese scientists to take over the project's

Senegal tests, etc., Its potential for outreach to Snhellan Africa may well
 
be speeded, but this potential definitely In In the project. 

Special Note : The visit of EEP members and U.S. Aid representatives to
Texas A&M was coordinated by Dr. Olin Smith, the Principal Investigator of
'TX/BCP/s who Is also the Texas A&M representative on the technical committee
of the Peanut CRSP. At the outset Dr. Smith gave each of a ca. 35 page book 
with an agenda, and abatrac ts of all the reports that would be presented to 
the reviewers. 

While thin; review document In based primarily oni the reports of, and the 
give-and-take discussions with the first five researchers listed on Its page
1, It seems well to list all 19 of the reports on TX/BCI'/S for which there 
are abs tact In the booklet. This is particularly appropriate since
shortage oft tine permitted nothing more than mere mention of some of these 
reports.
 

59
 



These reports: 1) Germplasm exchange and increase. 2) Evaluation of
 
germplasm for leafspot resistance. 3) Greenhouse isolated seed Increase. 
4)

Survey of production constraints in Senegal. 5) Fungi associated with 
peanut in Senegal. 6) Resistance to pod rot. 7) Resistance to Sclerotium 
rolfsli (white stem mold). 8) Environmental influences on shell structure.
 
9) Screening peanut cultivars for resistance to drought related stress 
diseases. 10) Introgression of leafspot resistance into cultivated peanut. 
11) Association of leafspot resistance and anatomical traits of 
inter-specific hybrid progenies. 12) Evaluation of breeding lines for 
leafspot resistance and yield. 13) Evaluation of peanut germplasm for 
resistance to peanut foliar diseases. 14) Utilization of resistance sources 
to develop improved peanut lines. 15) Population development and increase. 
16) Growth duration standards. 17) Drought stress resistance evaluations in 
peanut. 18) UsIng a peanut canopy temperature stress Index to schedule 
Irrigation. 19) Use oi line-source Irrigation gradtent systems to induce 
variable water stress in peanut. 

Hopefully a copy of this Texas A&N booklet will be appended to the final 
versions of these review reports. This will show where persons, other than 
those listed on pag, 1, are Involved In the research of TX/BCP/S. 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: TX/BCP/S
 

Project Title: Disease Resistant Peanut Varieties for Semi-Arid
 
Environments
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: The general outlook of this project; 
its 
potential for results useful in U. S. semi-arid areas, as well as in theworld's other vast semi-arid areas; Its implementation by the PI and 
other close collaborators; one Texas A&M Peanut CRSPand other 	 project's
making direct contributions to It (I.e. TX/MM/S) and working In the same 
host country are fully appropriate. Support from Texas A&M Is 
appropriate. It should continue planned.as 


Summary Assessment R.tingsl/
 

1. 	IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 Admnistrative Involvement 

1.11 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the 
collaborative mode ....................... : HS
 

1.12 	 General attitude towards International programs and
 
support of researchers Involved .......... H.IS
 

1.1.3 	 Logistical and fiscal s;upport .............. .. 1S
 

1.14 	 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U.S. 
research Interests ....................... US 

1.15 	 Status of CRSIP in reiation to earlier industry reaction 
to
 
funding...................................... 
 HiS __ 

1.16 	 Resource commitment to project ........... ... S
 

1.17 Summary Comments: Meet ig wl th senior agricultural 
management at Dean, Director, and Department levelsChairman (some of 
these have a background I 1 ove rseas agr Icu Itura I resea rch and 
development) Indicated a clear understanding and commitment to the alms 
and objectives of the Peanut CRSP in general and this project In 
particular. This position Is evidenced by the allocation of staff time 
and resources to the pro ject. 

7 	 Code F::=Fxceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;
NS = No-t Satisfactory; IE= Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not Applicable 
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1.2 	Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode..........................: HIS
 

1.22 	 General attitude toward international program: IIS 

1.23 	Logistical support ......................... .. S
 

1.24 	 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S. 
research Interests........................... . IS 

1.25 	Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to 
fund Ing......................... ......... : IiS 

1.26 	 Overall commitment to project ............... : 1S
 

1.27 Summary Comments: As iidicated, the H1 as well as a 
goodly number of the Texas; A&M staff at College Station and two branch 
experiment stations are Involved to the fullest extent time will permit 
and contribute, strongly, to this project, 

2. 	 ADEQUACY (F S-CI ENCE 

2.1 	 Level of ;ci(,nce/re,,;earch to generate new technology: S 

2.2 	 Progce, ;sivn es and Itnnovation of research .......... : S
 

2.3 	 Appropri atene.,;s of re,,oa r(:h, ha si c and adaptive , and 
relevance to U.S. needs ................................ S 

2.4 	 Local scfence, and economic perspectlv( .......... .... : IE
 

2.5 Suimmaiy Commeon-t As tar a;s could be as ce rta itned by th_? 
discussions and meett.I ngs with he severra I investigators involved, thit 
aspect of the project generally warrant,, a Sati factory rating. However, 
the social science and vcononic a;pects' are difficu lt to evaluate. 

3. 	 GEOGRAPHIC COVE, AGE ANI) Al'LICABIL ITY OF UESEIARCH 

3.1 	 Relevince o ios;t coinry/HI.S. goals ...................... : 11S
 

3.2 	 Complemetari t y to oii,,, rig research effort&, demands on 
time aid re. riirucc ,; ..................................... : IIS 

3.3 	 'ransf rall I iy (if r,:;e,ich res,,;I tl t o U.S. program ;.. : S 

3.4 Stimenna ry c oininec n t I he p 1 - t ;,ee ins; o 1 ',11f; 1de ra 1)1 e 
relevance to hos;t ,oint ry alid ,,i!; t 11ih; to1U.S. -I 11. are'l. It appears 
demonstrate clear compl Iltlit;ll'It y t() i) iiOerlll ' I ttols,; ailld to lie 
time and resourcos aviflal i . (Celmspl ;lsm devei, ,p,,d I,11 t ' ,es ( ajlpea r; to 
be likely to ;,'hli Eve ; s;;mtf ,;tactory Ievel] )It t 1,411!; 1 -:1l)l it y t to 1.S. 
)rograms cent e re(I at Texas, A&M. The reviewers; ke.l Ihi nrid t hat a II 
plant breeding proje, t s mati be eva Iuiat ed f roin a Iong-rang v' ewploit. 
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4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities ...... .HS 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode ........ .. HS 
(interaction with collaborators/enthusiasm for research) 

4.3 	 Training progres;, .. .................................. : S
 

4.4 Summary Comments: Wi thli n Texas A&M thi;s Peanut CRSP 
project has unquestionably 'strengthened an already strong program on 
breeding peanut for disease/drought res istarce, and has added 
international outlook and potential thereto. Furthermore, there is some 
hope, If perhap,s only a slim hope, that Dr. (illier may be able to help 
undo the inipasse in Senegal over training In the U.S. for Senegalese 
researchers on the proje(t. 

5. RESEARCH PROCR ES S AND APPLICATION 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. . S
 

5.2 	 Impact on r ,searchpriorities. ......................... S
 

5.3 	 Potent ial oIt reiedrch results for application to U.S. 
needs .............................................. : HiS 

5.4 Summary Comments: Although it Is st il! too soon to report 
on other than the potential Inherent In such a plant breeding project,
this one appears to he well on track. Results In 1985 should enable 
subsequent reports t( he more defiitLive. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 	 ,Sp cific Stre npth,,: The strong background of the PI and 
his closest co]lahorators; in scientific leanut breeding. The diversity 
of envi rCnmenit Ini Texas;, enabling t he resea rchers to observe the 
product.; of Ihe Ir hreedIng ind r cod ItIon,; closely approximating those 
of Seniega anld other p;arts of Saolle Ian Africa. 

-c2 Ijp_,c !; : Inabl) t y, far, toI Ic.W se!;, The 1 so provide 
training for ,n,ga ;I, hreeders and other technicians, tHuhs requiring 

ime-c-on;uml ng f""d-draIning 
other Texas A&M personnel to see that fleld testing of lines Is being 
properly done. 

more 	 ti. and t rips to Senegal by the PI and 
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I 

NARRATIVE SUMMARY 

External. Evaluation 'a no IRe viw of lot Country Projects 

By Drs. Pierre GI I Iter and Koinnt 1i rrl',r - (it roductory and prelimi nary 
review In Ntamey, Ni ger during md nhelt;ons; o1 A(CRO MET SEIMnot tWooi 
( Interrat-I o I Swnipo.;If mii o, A itoi'nt.'tor ol 0 .fy (irf iruidnut ) Anguet 21 -26, 
1985). On-;I to oI at,tiw'iit U.s. All) Nl:;!;lon, IJak;tir ; ISRA (Soneglalese 
Ine;t ituito for Agr 'fultur,il R,;,drrh , 1)alkxir; ITA ('mnr,' al,.;' ie,;t I tutc of 
Food Teclrinology) , llk;i-flane; I A NR,AA.- N it o lI C t1 t or Ir A,ronomtI 
Re..... r. ) , B.iho ; P_-i;( ( 'Sc te ur tont re S u o,a crk ; ni,! it ISRA 
Flu 1(1 Nt at tr i, Slor [hi RIp. Aigi,; t 29 - Sept,,orb ,r , 1 ). 

hi rlirt l ('d;P l,df,': 	 TJ.il !'/S llos;t ( (mlu t r,,: S I.NIt, .AI. 

Projo,t Ti tl. : 	 1)1 S :A SE-RES ISTANT I)EANIIT VAR IETI ES FOR SEM I-AR ID 
F'INV I RONM ENTS 

oun 	 In u I I,! 

A) ACRO MET SEM 	 Dr. Aly N'l)laye (Se. ISA hlow, 
1/ Dr. Olin I). S;mt h, Texan; A 1. M Ii ,il ty, If S. PI of 

TX/FIt C/:,! 
2/ Dr. t) ,iId i. , It , e xas, A fit Ml Ivirsity (Yoakum),

Coope.ritor, T'/+tl/i (P'1,111 P;1rholoil,;t.) 

3/ 	 Dr. Fh,irIh' !'. S' ,;iu '1,x ; A & M University 
(Stel t'l 'vi II ,) , F,)ifh'l'.i t or, T IIXcC /s 

(C otll Ih I ;t - 8i I 1 ) 

1) U.S. AID 	 Mr. M,;1.rii,tm,, I iriori' . (A S ,irgalonie, apparent] y an 
ann;et drit t,, Nr. Pt lia ad (, Idwo I I Project. Manager ( ?) 
for Paiul (I'SI) 

llr; l kLir 2) 
4/ lr. MI'[c t ii 'fur, l t It Ic DI re't or, t)akar (Aug. 29) 
5/ )r. Al' L' ',' ', I'1 I t ',''; I of o , I .:;t , C'NRA, Itari ey, 

Coorifd I nat o r I li , i 

2. ISRA 4/ 	 )r. iadl . I. ri. , lli i t, IIr , o , a (So.pt_. 

,t,1' i-ct ,ri for ISRA, (kl.kar,
llit,. .', Ni,(Li ': , NI 	 ,. ) 

1/ 	 Cha I red S v ; noi .' ,,t A(:I' SF)1 Id11 I 1tl11;1ii .t t (;rournditiit 
Prod,,c t I on ;I nd W !, w I t , i-.t' , ,' I I t,; I l DalLit', Auiu; -31 t oI- ai e 
a fternooni ' pt orb,')r ". 

2/ 	 l're, nt,'d I(I li- t it A(IV) '11f ;II oui It lkd 'A lt) 1,,a,;v I'ir'c;os;t rnig 
Met hod I or ;riiire nt I ak-111t('11, 	 lant w; wi ' i Iel ,t!; Iiwti l A a l Dakar, 
Angie;tI 31 t o tat o -it t irio in So it orrrtir :2. 

3/ 	 Wa; wIt Ii l' p,l i' I I; t i Ini i a k r , A gis; t 31 1o la to a ft irnoon 
Sept e ti' r 2' 

4/ 	 The ;n ol I Ii' I iIt.; wo ro lit ruo ted t o tl w FEI' p;nl I It;tt,; as; "Doc tor. 

5/ 	 This; gals;cSene res;earcier was I I,; tid In tltif 1983 Annual Report of 
the Pirannit CRSP a, "Dr." rather tian as; "Mr." 
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------ -------------------

Discussions With: (Continued)
 

2) ISRA (Continued)
 

I'/ Dr. Jean C. Mortreuil, "Selectionneur", CNA (and
 
CIRAD/IIIRO, Bambey (Dakar, Kaolack, Nioro Du Rip)

Mr. Sallou Diangar, Director, Branch Station at Nioro 
Du Rip (Nioro Du Rip)

2/ Mr. J.L. Kial faoul , "Ingen feur de Recherche", 
CIRADI/IHtRO and ISRA, Bambey and i)akar (Dakar) 

Rec ommendat ton Ratf ng The general direction of this project In Senegal 
Is satisf;tactory, and It s;hould be continued. We reccmmend that the 
project can he extended t o t he s;Outhhern of Senegal ,area around
 
Casaman',&, where there In:; higher and more pred at:able rainfall with 
resultat lit nler AiM1( and Ill'ligher dl sease development. 

A miajor diticf Iulty ob.;ervd was tlincal malagemint (fund handling and 
ut lizat ion). (Crat cont uison In this area resul ts from overlong 
re tent n Q,1 (RSI' fuids; in the hands of the ISRA administration. We 
recomm'end, Itro tor, tht--pending reforms; asked-for by The Warld Bank a 
simple ,, t el of dee'rp,;in , (PSI' funds; he found and Implemented. Such 
system -, ho c.;ed nil a r '5; ns(iiS.; lity of e';ch researcher to define, within 
limits; of fifxed , [n for anda bfdm.,t hi, ds; fund!; determine when theose
fund; Are nedvd wit Istout hav i ng t o go t hrough a l l admi ni stratI ve 
channeIs,, It solut not 'e pta;ble tothli; I:ni,; ;, Senegalese authorities 
t hen t he Oii y !i Ilit1 on s 0etC, 111 ; o he to IuIsle In external fund 
managvr--;nomvoui In U.,S. AID or simliar IstItltution--who follows the 
situat i (iirnth by mrith, aind evaloatP,; needs in advance, and furnishes 
funds; for srtimrl operat ions; In accordance with a;n e'tabli.shed budget. 

Panel timlwr' N rrat Ivye ,eview: 

I) Bas;i; "It Revivw: 

PeaIt C{.SIP arnnual report. Records of Texas A & M University. 
Mortre uil',; documents;. (:onferences; in ISRA Dakar and ISRA Bambey.
Vists to Pamly and Nl)r., Statlon fie]ds. 

~-------------------------------
I/ Lin!;t ,d a ; "Di ." In t lit report on TX/BCP/S In the 1983 Annual Report 

of the, l.,stinlt C(RSI' - with no -o" at tLi end of the surname. 

2/ Mr Kh;iliou ,, a panut breeder with CIRAT)/IIIRG at Bambey, seems; to he 
a helpuml hut nuof i cla coll aborator on TX/NCP/S. ie I; listed here 
becausae hi was helpful to tlie EEP panelis5;ts; in iDakar Lie confused 
morni nlg of August 29. lie, alone, at tempted to exp lai n to the 
pane 1;is;t s; why the much philc izvd and recently received "leanut CRSP" 
station wagon ;evmed to e In and not In In Dakar.limbo evidence 
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2) CRSP Format:
 

See Project Profile Summary for TX/BCP/S.
 

3) Implementation and Management:
 

There is no problem with acceptance and understanding of project by
 
authorities. Scientists are enthusiastic and ready to work hard. 
 But
 
administration is so bad it was not possible to plant early in Bambey 
where soils were not plowed at the time of first rainfall (June 21) and
had to wait until July 15 to plant. When EEP was in Nioro (August 30) 
workers on CRSP project protested because they did not receive salary
befr - religious feast of Tabasky on August 27. It was impossible, until 
int 'ention of EEP In Dakar, to obtain Insecticides for peanut fields at
Bambey invaded by Aphis. No money was available! The CRSP car was used 
for the first time by project scientists when EEP arrived in Dakar--three
months after Its delivery to Bambey. The Director at Bambey had 
appropriated it for himself. 

ISRA, In spite cf frequent requests of investigators, would not authorize 
a part of this program in Casamance where it will be easier to do tests 
on rust, rosette, Cercospora, etc. 

We mentlo." these difficult'es passed along to us by project scientists 
because during last meeting at ISRA the Director General seemed to think 
that the new rules "required" by The World Bank will change the 
situation. We think It will not be easy to change the system unless 
therc Is a drastic change in the basic philosophy undderlying the basic 
governmental system and an active desire within the basic system to 
change. Therefore we recommend to Peanut CRSP administration that it be 
vigilant. 

4) Adequacy of Science: 

Many Senegalese varieties are used as controls in this project. 
 These
 
varieties came from many years of selection under Sahelian conditions and 
they Integrate environmental responses. Comparisons with 
U.S. varieties
 
during several seasons can give very interesting and valuable 
information. These control varieties were obtained by hbridization of 
pare:ital lines maintained n a seed collection. This is a very important
seed collection. No good cold storage is used to maintain this seed 
colliction and malntainance of thls seed collection is an Important
,ssignment of ISRA. There are risks of loosing this seed collection. So 
ti- EEP recommends that the Texas A & M Team look at this problem and 
help the Senegalese maintain this scientific background. 

5) (eograLh, .. Coverage' and Applicajility of Research: 

No rat in ; of "HIS" here for two reasons: a) ISRA authorities have 
refused several time; to extend the study to Casamance where climatic 
condit ion; are much mor, condhucive to having plant-s survive in test 
plots. b) Becau:;e ISRA aithorities (who are not scientIsLs, not actually
invol led In the research) are always reticient when a program includes or 
calls for participation of pertions from or in other countries. 

66
 



6) Institutional Development:
 

Support from Peanut CRSP is 
used partly to develop some non-CRSP programs
 
and integration into the "national program" is 
the means that covers the
 
reality. It was difficult to isolate the Peanut CRSP program, but it 
is
 
essential that Peanut 
CRSP ME pays attention to this situation and if a
 
new procedure is developed for management of Senegal's funds earmarked to
 
support agricultural research, then a better separation of Peanut CRSP
 
funds within the new procedure should be Insisted-upon as a firm basis
 
for close review.
 

7) Research Progress and Application: 

We rate this "S" with no " BS" because we are worried by the high
incidence of peanut clump disease in the Bambey fields. There has been 
no attempt at control, even though researchers appear to be aware that 
DD-Shell Is very effective in controlling peanut clump. This introduces 
an important heterogeneity or nonuniformity into these test plots and it 
is diffic ilt in such situatIons to obtain significant results. 

Will ISRA see to It 
that in the future DD treatment is applied
 
systematically to these selection fields?
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: TX/BCP/S 	 In-Country Project Review
 

Projfrt Title: 	 DISEASE RESISTANT PEANUT VARIETIES FOR SEMI-ARID
 
ENVIRONMENTS
 

Host Countries: 	 SENEGAL (In-Country)
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: The general direction of this project in 
Senegal is satisfactory, and it should be continued. We recommend that
 
the project be extended to the southern area of Senegal, around 
Casamance, where there is higher and more predicatable rainfall with 
resultant higher 	yield and higher disease development.
 

A major difficulty observed was fiscal management (fund handling and 
utilization). Permanent confusion In fiscal management results from: 
 1.
 
Administrators passing the responsibility from one person to another. 2. 
Lack of Invoices. 3. Lack of authorization for expenses. 4. Absence of 
Team Leader when his signature is needed, 5. Etc., etc. AL" of which is 
called good basis for retention of CRSP funds in accounts of ISRA control, 

A World Bank Team was; In Dakar on at least a second visit while we (The
EEP) were there. It was there in regard to the fiscal management 
policies (above), and again voicing a need for a 	drastic cut in 
administrative staff and a complete reorganization of ISRA's research 
institutions. The EEiP wishes to endores The World Bank' s firm stand and 
hopes that some means may be found to adequately support the research in 
Senegal of Peanut CRSP projects until such time as t:he reforms asked-for 
by the World Bank may be effected. 

We recommend, therefore, that a simple system of dispersing CRSIt funds be 
found and Implemented. Such system he based on a re sponsbillty of each 
researcher to define, within limits of a fixed budget, his needs for 
funds and determine when these funds are needed without having to go
through all administrative 'iannl s. If this soluttion Is not acceptable 
to Senegalese autihrit le; then the only solution seems to be to use an 
external fund mannyer--om(,One In U.S. AID or 	 simi lar instt tit ion--who 
follows the situation month by month, and evaluates needs In advance, and 
furnishes funrd; or n)rma I operat ions I n accordance with an established 
budget. 

Summary Anssessmnt Rat inv l/ 

1. IMPLEMENTATION ANI) MANA(E,MEN'T 

1.1 U.S . AID Hin;i on Involvement 

1.11 	 Miv ;ion "ndurs taulng and backing of project objectives. 
Complim ni n I mission programs ......... If.''t y to 	 : 

1.12 	 Mission Iogint 1 , prgramm,at Ic and financial support of 
p)ro ject . At t It Ide toward U.S. pir:onnel I rav IIng 
In-country .................................. 
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1.13 Mission interest for project future ...... : IE
 

1.14 Summary Comments: Thursday August 28 was neither a U.S.
 
nor a Senegalese holiday. That day, according to AGENDA, we made our
 
first call--the important call on U.S. AID, Dakar. We asked several
 
times 	 to see Mr. Richard Caldwell. We were soon joined by Dr. Aly 
N'Diaye, ISRA's CRSP Coordinator. We succeeded in finding neither Mr.
 
Caldwell nor any otlr "American" in U.S. AID. We did, however, find the
 
office of a Mamadou Traore, whom Dr. N'Diaye said was "r. Caldwell's 
assistant". Mr. Traore apparently could neither speak nor understand 
English, but he was the only non-clerical person at U.S. AID the EEP was 
able to "talk with".
 

It is 	 not our point to complain about this failure to talk with an 
interested employee or official of U.S. AID. Nor do we wish to place

blame 	 on anyone. But the AGENDA did call for us to evaluate the above 
points 	in regard to U.S. AID.
 

The only thing accomplished by this visit--per AGENDA--to U.S. AID, Dakar 
was to obtain, for one U.S. scientist, a permit to get into the U.S. 
Embassy to exchange .U.S. for CFA bank notes. This is hardly a 
significant "lead-in" to AGENDA Item 1.1. 

1.2 Host Country 

1.21 	 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
 
and scientists, Concept of collaborative mode..: NS
 

1.22 	 Administration of program-government level ...... : NS 

1.22A 	Administration of program-Institutlonal level .... : NS 

1.23 	Fiscal management ................................ : NS
 

1.24 	 Relevancy of program to country research needs. Direction 
of projects relative to original plans...: S 

1.25 	 AttItunde toward U.S. partlIt!pants and their 
Invol Vene nt .............................. :S 

1.26 	 Commli[ment of government!; and/or Iin;t I tu?.Ionti to programs
researcher IeVe I arnd a bov - re,;ource commJ tment. 
Import;,nce, of peainut res;ea rei In devI' Ioj,ment goal ;.: S 

T7 	 Code: E - lFxcept fonal; H IfIgh!y Sat Isactory; S - SatI ~factory; 
-NS - Not Sat IsJfactory;I- lnadequate Evidence or Eval tlon; NA 

Not Applicable 
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1.27 	 Summary Comments: Institutions visited are very happy to
 
collaborate with Peanut CRSP and scientists are enthusiastic.
 
Unfortunatly implementation of this program is slowed down by bad
 
management at the administrative level. Retention of money at ISRA
 
administrative level delayed planting time, salary of workers is paid
not 

regularly. 
 CRSP car is in hands of Bambey Director and not at the
 
disposal of CRSP researchers or CRSP visitors. It is difficult to
 
determine where and for what the fune's of the project are used and many 
other 	projects are Interferring with Peanut CRSP research.
 

1.3 Resources commited to program
 

1.31 	 Personnel
 

1.311 	Directly commited/indirect & supportive ....... S
 

1.312 	Adequacy of number and capability to
 
function....................................... 
 S
 

1.313 	 Involvement of Women......................... IE
 

1.314 	 Overall effectiveness of program personnel: S
 

1.315 Summary Comments: Research scientists assigned to the 
project are enthusiastic and dedicated to the project and their
 
capability is adequate. They are limited by poor management.
 

1.32 	 Equipment/facilttties/supplies 

1.321 	 Availabiltty-reason for unavailability ..... : NS 

1.322 	 Adequacy-reason for inadequacy ............. : S
 

1.323 Summary Comments: Equipment, etc. is adequate but the 
use of the equipment by CRSI' workers Is not satisfactory in the case of 
the CRSP car. Bureaucracy and in obtaining funds supposedly available 
delays filling many orders and, therefore, limits the research activities. 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 	 Level of s( ience/re.;ea rch to generate new technology: S 

2.2 	 PropressIveness and Innovativenef;s of research ...... : S 

2.3 	 Appropr a vre,;,; of resvarclh bas ic and adaptive .... S-	 : 

2.4 	 Adeqt;icy of t;oclal tIc ence,/economlc 
peri;pect Ive,/sensI t I vi ty.................................. : IE 
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2.5 	 Summary Comments: There seemed nothing less than
 
satisfactory about the "adequacy of science" as represented by either Dr. 
N'Diaye or Dr. Mortreuil. Senegalese researchers need periodic visits of
 
U.S. 	investigators to be oriented and trained further. Agrometeorology
 
symposium was a good opportunity for Kalfaoui to get another and broader 
view of the drought problem.
 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERACE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH
 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals.............................: S
 

3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
 

in-country...............................................: S
 

3.3 	 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs: S
 

3.4 	 Communications with other in-country entities ......... : IE
 

3.5 	 Does location impact regionally as well as in-country.: S
 

3.6 	 Relationship to other International research efforts -
ICFISAT, IIRO/CIRAD.....................................: S 

3.7 	 Transferability of research (In-country, regionally, 
internationally) for Implementation ................... : S 

3.8 Summary Comments: Integration into Senegal's national 
agricultural program make; sure there Is a iood adaptation t . Senegalese 
needs without risk of duplication. ISRA works In connection with IBRAZ 
and Botswana Research Department for disease tests and seed 
multiplication. Relations with ICRISAT and University of Paris, CIRAD 
and Museum are good. 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist 
development, facilities) ............................. : S 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are 
collaborators (U.S. , host country) Interacting? 
enthusiasm for research .............................. : S 

4.3 	 Training progre;s-short term, pwt, graduapt* t raiintg.: S 

4.4 	 Summary Comments: With t.he research budget cons tantly 

decreasing (or, to be morT exact, no accevs to avail:ble, CRS'I' funds for 
people workin In re;,a rm dt'patment,,;) CRSP support Is ssential t o 
maintain some level of research. A project for training, In U.S., for a 
Univernity of I)akar ;tudent was proposed. No news was obtained during 
our trip on ti s proposal. 
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5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. : S
 

5.2 	 Impact of research on institution and government 
priorities and policies ............................ : S 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of trainlng/encouragement for promotion of 
information flow to user............................... S 

5.4 	 Potential of resarch for success In aleviating production 
and utilization constraints.............................. S 

5.5 	 Impact of research on Women in Development ......... : IE
 

5.6 	 Sumary Comments;: Somc results have already been obtained 
to guide selection ,t further test varieties and give hope for 
realization of objectives In spite of drought continuing year by year.
Extension to Casamance In order to test varieties under better conditions 
will be useful. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 SpecifIc Strengths: 1. The Senegalese researcherb and 
administrators Involved recognize and appreciate the great potential
value of the research of this project. 2. The Senegaluse researchers 
are capable, some are well trained, all are anxious to get on with tt,
research. 3. There Is now present In Senegal an important germplasm
base for peanut breeding. 4. There Is a good cooperation with some 
other Inst itt, Ions; and researchers working in the same area. 5. Good 
direction from contact U.S. andand with PI other U.S. research 
cooperators. 

6.2 Spec ff1 c Weaklnesses: 1 . Bad f Isca I management and 
resultant over- long retention of fund s by the ISPA )ure aucracy slows down 
all operat ions In ,enegal--I .e there are very frustrating bottlenecks in 
Senegal in the pat h of U.S. ftunds movl ng i nto the country to buy
suppl I PH, pay f I' Id labor, provi dt, t ranporat LIon, etc. 2. The tendency 
of some Se nega Ie He researchers,; to u .seweakness I . as a "c rut ch"--I . e. as 
an excuse lor the!r lack e desire or "ility to compromise and make-do 
In order to get. sme worthwhile research done. 3. SometImes In Senegal
the two FE' pane" ;t.s a;ked each other - "Is everything that CRSP funds 
seem to Q, paylng for In the plan-of-work of TX/BCP/,"? "Now does this 
test (or etc.) contribute to achievement of the objectives of TX/BCP7S"? 
4. The ta iltire of Senalfg ese to see the need to extend tie project's 
tents Inmit te Ca ,arnaricn 	 area. 
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7. Reviewers Recommendations: The general direction of this project

in Senegal is satisfactory, and it should 
be continued. We recommend
that the project can be extended to the southern area of Senegal, around 
Casamance, where there is higher and more predicatable rainfall with 
resultant higher yield and higher disease development.
 

A major difficulty observed was fiscal management (fund handling andutilization). Great confusion in this area results from overlong

retention of CRSP funds in the hands of the ISRA administration. We
recommend, therefere, that--pending reforms asked-for by The World Bank asimple system of diserpsing CRSP funds be found and implemented. Such 
system he based on a responsibility of each researcher to define, within 
limits of a fixed budget, his needs for funds and determine when thesefunds are needed without having to go through all administrative 
channels,. If this solution is not acceptable to Senegalese authorities
then the only solution seems to be to use an external fund 
manag_r--someone In U.S. AID or similar institution--who follows thesituation month by month, and evaluates needs in advance, and furnishes 
funds for normal operations In accordance with an established budget. 
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY 

External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects
 

By Drs. Kenneth H. Garren and Pierre Gillier (EEP, and
 
Drs. Fred Johnson and Carval Wiggins (US AID)
 

Texas A and M University, April 3 & 4, 1985 

Peanut CRSP Code: 	 TX/MM/S
 

Project Title: 	 Mycotoxin Management in Peanut by Prevention of
 
Contamination and Monitoring
 

Discussions With: 1) Dr. R.E. Pettit, Principal Investigator, Dept. of 
Plant Pathology, College Station, Plant 
Pathologist. 

ii) 	Dr. Norman I. lteldelbaugh (DVM), Head Dept. of 
Veterinary Public Health, College Station. 

iii) 	Mre. lBarbira L. Richardson, Dept. of Veterinary 
Public liealth, College Station, Public Health 
Survey SlpciaIi ,t. 

iv) 	Dr. TimoLny 1D. Phillips, Dept. of Veterinary 
Public Health, College Station, Mycotoxtcologlst. 

v) 	 Dr. Eric C. Shephard, Dept. of Veterinary Public 
flealth College Station, Mycotoxlcologint. 

Iv) 	Dr. Randal l I. Geiger, Dept. of Electrical 
Enginieringp, ColClige Station, P let trical lnine:r. 

Recommendation Rating: 
 On tie basnis of evidIence presented, t It reviewers 
received very favorable Imlpre!;sIons of tle project, and the l'exai; A & M 
staff chargeed with It t Imtiliineutat Ion. 1le reviewer" feel that the 
l)roject an i:ic, I ve I ilt .;oui i d ,io li (oilt u e a!;a 1 aiini( , wi Li
 
l)erhaps'a aorn( adjhitrn';tl N t " r'iloin.it I or tzlnhial: at
u u ligvy ,, T'exa;s A &
M, 	 on bas Ic riesearchliand app 1 I iratIon t t lie -csin I t N of a II r .irch by 
use of "iI gh t ech" I l;t rIu;Ii. t a I on vi -a-v ; I Il I c d t icht l (.al Ial iuwl i ge 
and 	i 11truo n ta lla Il tlh, him;t (1<1l1lt -y , S(ilipi I 

Pan Iw Menihui iN' barcit I vi Qevi ew : 11w rev I4 Awas conuc t ivi on t he 	bas il; 
o n)t-urinal rl,;it. wi il ibortory tour., oW Ihi NIx a;iv.t INat N; listed 
aboye. wit i thi rv Iewer Ii hioctlnily oiin,ai Ii;i ving p I"i n P q iet bl and expl()re 
sqome ))1llpits fiirtlivr. 'I ie'ua t) , ,o iit x liou r i. 'Ili'l wi, a lIIIp1uI 
NesIr o i i o i h tt Ie loll wlt i t hr lsll ,oI I lu! verr I t y of It Icial n 
rvip()ni I ilv at I IIor rlit i ,Iiiididmil III it rilt Ile uvers Igl it of I ie iiject 
work plan and iudget. 
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One reviewer had participated, earlier in the week, in the review at N.C. 
State University. lie brought a review report framework created at N.C.State by EFIP Chairman, Don PIckering, after completion of the N.C. State 
review. This report framework can be traced back to, the meeting of the
CRSP EEP, Technical Committee, and Board of Directors, with the Program
Director in Washington, I).C. on October 31, 1-985 inl which meeting thedocument "Scope of Work for the EL'" and adjunct dorcumen ts were adopted 
as official guidel ines; for reports; from the EI'. The general framework 
of tii; report. and tie final IPRO.IECT PROFILE SUIl:ARY will ref lect the 
five main headings; in the "Scope of Work for tie EP" document. These

headings; are numbered 1 - 5 below and tiein I'ROFIIL UIMIARY they will be 
give. rit lng 1/. 

1. _Implemen tation and Management: Thti; project in proceeding at an
 
acceptabl pare. The ;c ient 
.,,ts; devoting part (or aill) of their 
time to
 
it are highly 
competent with apparunt dedication that equals; their
 
competence. Overall, we the
tPPI contribution 
to this; pro ject by Texas; A

& M re:s;eirchirs; 1; mitt'uih tiit to ha[ovt level he'
e xpi ct id Irowts he atmsouit of 
time s;hown cn rt.s;, itt. I; beI ng t f it, tlies' res;eirclie r.; (0t ler than , lie PI ) ate expcct ed to deV te to the CESI projcct . 'lhis r.t I vcts; an 
ext el lent meshling of tl. (:(,'P w;rk int o an ,ogoin,tro;r ii oI 'Texas; A & H 
r surelih (m a) to cl"tgy; c) vet eIpa init; b) myct I rinary lublt heailth. 

The Peanut (.l;SP' lwh lual 1s t I,4m.it le i , Jr. Iet I it tht' III of TX/Mi/S,
Is; s;preatid I,g ii uisel I too titn. We could nuot . thli t tii, ltuation, If 
it. exlt t ; , I!; hitnderfi is , ljttgrius,; t 'f/M /;.detect ing; ,,;r 

Dr. et I it I is good ath po, tilt fal I n o ther.,; anld t he rt,,,tIeIt halnc!,!;flng that 

rvste l st"h t 'nst ,I. 

Thte tit l i',iillt p rogram t exas &. ibi1i; A M itto .,ly ,il,dtidlcated 
s;uppiort Irorts, level of Utniversity adminl ,rdt IonI&it, 
 It'muilt i ,ly Invotlveid. 

2 . Ad q.i f ,;(I a(I l':a'( ,a 11 !, t i .fa I y 1 11fllivid l 

( toY' t! . A'i notr dI ti ' i vI (,tl t ill '- l, I ri,,, , , i s
 
prtject l. Ii I ' Iv
",t -t il , +, alt Mi, to 

(aoliv'l,lw ,' pfrt ;r Ai 5 tiiii f f !', i i W.-a lo t tyo, Ih;L 
r ,'w i,l,hialpp l~ll la n , wim -n ",'ivm~ dv tII ,.b lit i! ! ItolI',t'o~li,!-,iI lill , ilr-!;. 

~lc'li~l
aldi , MI i p1p l I I tilllo ; I I ,tda, I a !,Illvlil lt vxt-lt
 
t l l l l
w al a;-,lli I l,o lilla, ifla tiI, , , , fila{ i ,,d !, ,
t}! I)-food~,< l i i cll, lin 

', -l:i to I,#- l v.t t Jilli lInt oan Il,>ii !li'l' . l fll~ thl. .11 ,,11411 4-1 1,,vtI,, oft :.Ilth 

co' "Ml,lal "In,, ,, hr,'lltl,
i l 'n , d'l rcd "Hl I ll l 


"1. ('w'gl}aphlt, lovri"~,r ."ad~ApptI l , H < i.i lj : 

t h e'dop !;illno4-111' i 1 1 ll.,It ItSIt fill',tf otli,>It I'' it. iiV1 I-'a Iwisithtt''ii.'I illi 1'tyIt. I1) n 


o ly of Vrl r,, L~vrIyolli, livill Izi-li 
"ad !.il1+v "liv 1 15aI on;helt 1 11 yto'I rll'nl , 

b ill ,11 I I .. ;o :/. t I I t jII', , lit Ila I . i1 ''ili l FI,+il''I ( hlallI . { 1J i/t!,:lt v .II 
had f~l I I~'ll tit, l'' ,! I I I ' (dl "'Iv 'il 1 I l l~ ~ lll ' t ,+Iloo 1 0 liulloojy 

i 
pno ll (AAM IVIIi/5r) w ith tlw, !,,Al, ,Al w... I a ,. "Ii,"X P t 1 i l,, ll I b ll tpit 
HPPM'l toi hiWVV to! r"l l,l-via ltoI thi 111111"ni
 

y7 codi, : !,-i, ,,",al; - 5,al i,, ' - a;iinla .t~ ),,.Xii~tll il0 "fr~iil i ,ly; 
N!; - N i S,t"!ll"I m I II, l onl}m+L -'' dliol t ninltlll~l I.Valanti o t 
NA NoHitApi'Ill illt 



The best hope for quick useful results of research seems to lie in the
 
veterinary public health aspects as Mrs. Richardson conducts her surveys
 
in Senegal.
 

Mycological surveys 
 of peanut fruit mycoflora have established the 
prevalance of As p erE_lus flavus/A. parasiticus and other toxicogenic 
fungi In the soils of peanut fields In both Texas and Senegal and further 
such surveys seem unnecessary. 

Collo idal clay as a means of purifying peanut oil in Senegal seems 
promiising, and Iurthr re, arch on this is advised. Mycotoxin assays of 
peanut oil and peanut produc ts In Senegal should be continued. 

Hanipilat ion of moil lIrro lot-a to suppress A. flavu,, etc. is long 
range!, butt ,shinld hn rout. i iued . t-ldis oilnnaLture of res i stance of pcds 

,and needm toi pie t raiion ot A. f lavu, et c Are di scouraging iQ that 
there ar. no ;ts I]y ren stint tpeanut lines work with. Thiscons i (t to 
should not he puira'd i urt her ntl I demontratable res istance Is detected 
I n t he I i ld. ( ' ,s is not to say the g raduat(.: studinnt should abandon 
thist st ud..y-. ju;tI doi not put anotLhr graduate situdent on It at present). 

Tih dIet (tr, ll aI Idet erii nati on of mold status In pleanut a;iles)1e is very 
Interest i ng . At this5 timeIt. has not q l Lu gotten out of the basic 
rese-arch phase. l'rat ical alpl u-itlIon se(m; several yearn; off--use in 
S;nieigalI H"i ot ho r I.DC,.-eum'n more than several yearn away. But the 
rt-ut-Icr involve(d I.It that a breakthrough iin ght come At Ally tLime. The 
C<SI' uIlpr "tI tIlls projecl In elect rical ety levtirl g1 is prohably 
minimal, a(no c,rt ainl y in5 playlng oft. 

4. I ;!t it lt ll I e m Due a rgtply t o tIie tnt uI s; .ni drive 
of t ih P nI n ec or -t -Wo -ot-her-' rts;artu-irsl, this aspect wan; rated highly 
by t.. -viwelr!, t. Ilit t h reel In oft rat Iing area;. he t'EL reviewers 
(umli Ilzs', to t I c cci'apd ILit tihey A need for In, i see t.raining the 
U.S. ..-ng;,li t -In Ii alias othtier t hiln mycology. li)efru was 
,m e ill ,;si I hr. (;II I Ivi- of the tri petc ts for Iroadtle i lnt t.heim wit 
traillnng l, rt ht li - 'or t l jtrp rth. Witli i I.x;x s A 1. 'l thlIi-nigales 

sitrion;' ', Iih 1 ytit i,,xIt aju cii t iit am tilt oni-,, tI I altittd I ii r{ lii'c, licits; :ddeid 

I ll. ( l iI plI;,it IIiili' l , , n i(I i ti I o tii1 11-q' tyit I Ji (I i!, r e;l(ytI I 

,11 [ IIn ,Y 1 l o.
llintp i- oU1 1 ,,d,,it, llf t 'h l ill i l~ l]
ntro n i' Il t Iat ' I i N vtli a tlii I hwliiJl I'.ll l llilv l r ~ ] i 
5 i in I lirit t 'r as Athiu 

'Tlir- I, I h it i* t tI iV, i' i tA uilu' , i.u.tiih pr:l,:I, a uiu o it-toismain 

ptoijllu, ,iiIi , i,, I i w- IIi- vta) Ixt t,v irel ,i I (I i ti Iit V t-y Ill 

i
fnw , lI !,],a no , 14.i 1 1 In;vu, w l j l d in I t li i [itA I p p Ifill
I 1 ,It t-1 i i i tl t f,,i iThvr' Ay t~oI l i n 15i.1(, ll! r7 Itin,0a Iv a n uIl d.m Ia'p;iei . !JIo;l 

to '1t Ap '11 1 lit JA( 1, iui 1,11 It lit-ill t 11 N5 t I I funt It" g I , I hie (;i5i;g1111  
iro "i I " 1i),1 wI I I liaii t o I I rit illId i Aa ;it I st I-I A b ni t; forp oh,t 
jld; Ilp; wlit' lit-l trit;g en-, Ili bpltg naid elfi it I (,lili I.IJ liainore t. Jig 
jld , nit till II Si If 
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As noted under 3. (above) sufficient research progress has been made in 
some areas to abandon these lines of research. In other areas--for 
example the purification of crude peanut ofi--extension rather than 
research now seems the order of the day. 

Summary: 
 We conclude that the project is well conceived, that It meshes 
well with a broader program of Texas A & M on the relation of mycotoxins
in peanut (and other foodstuffs) as related, through use in the diet of 
humans and domestic animal ;, to the important .socio-economic
consideration known as "public health". The project has some basic 
research aspccts any one of which could pay soon, never.off or But such
speculative research should be supported, 'nd , seemingly, it is not a 
strain on the funds budgeted to Texas A & H by the Peanut CRSI'. This
well managed project, fully suuported by Texas A & If aiminis.trators, 
shouId be much is Somecont Inued ana It now. change s suggested herein 
might dl vert. someo litnd,; to aspects promlsing more Immediate prIact cal 
appl (at Ion. 

Special Note: 'Te visit of ELIP members and U.S. Al) representatives to 
Texas A & H was woordinated by Dr. Olin Smith, who is the Texas A & H 
representat i on t lw techni cal c"mmii I tee of the Peanut CR1 1 . At the 
outset Dr. Smith ,.ave each of us a ca . 35 page booklet with an agenda,
and albst racs of thei all reports thfat would be presented to the reviewers. 

Whlie our review documnm t is based primari ly on the reports of, and the
gi ve-and-take dism;cussions the researchers listed on Its page 1,t.iih six 

It seemsi; well to list a 1 10 
of the 10 reports on TX/MM/SW for which 
there are a iabLIct; in the booklet: 

1) lungi a soc Iatfd witi peanut and peanut products; 2) Act ivlt.y and 
survival of Aspergtl ihis f lavuis; 3) Fungi which Nflutnce the ac. Jvi ty of
A. fla1tiY_ _; i ):-4ii10 --i -f lhaseoll and other fungiMau r,Q linfii nn 

assoc tated 
 wt Iti proindnu .s; 0) Si rutcura l featuores of maturil, i peanut

pods In 
 rel at on olA. J Iavos i vam'ion; 6) Scure.inltg peaniiut cuf' ivars f or 
re ist ncP Io A. I livu: group w lI; 7) Examinat foil of Lpnilut plant part,;
for m ir 1)11 o I t)I i and bt u lIw i ( a I uamtir :;swti clh relati to .J Iseasu 
Y!n ;I nIli(e; H) l)I c'".tIoi ,nd dct "mi I hat Ion o I ycotoxlns; 9) Elct LtrlcaI 
cha ra I Pnr I iI, of mo If ai d /or ; t I ii t )x tInd con ia I naL ilt n ,)aint bared 
upon thc d Ielct r, I ,ttacri , I8() K>.!t ,0 1 mhi; nt, ot base I Ine a 1atoxin 

Itope I"I Iy i t t lhtI s Texa s; A 1 lI lt Iof book wi he appeided to the 
final vr+,l o" I these revilew report,; . Thlis will show where personnel,
other tlia lie.tha i listed on page 1, are Involved In the research. 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: TX/MM/S
 

Project Title: Mycotoxin Management in Peanut by Prevention of
 
Contamination and Monitoring 

Overall Recommendation Rating: The EEP feels that the project warrants a 
Highly Sat is factory rating on the basis of its management, its 
implementation, and It s relevance to both U.S and collaborating host 
country Int ere;ts. The Panel feels that, even at this early stage in the 
life of t ie Peanut CRSP project , there are promises of practical 
application of research reu1t, of this project and socio-economic 
potentials that s;hould be ,tphasized, even at the expense of some of the 
project 's ci'rrenit research. 

Summary As;essment Rat i ngs! / 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT 

1.1 	 Adminlstrative Involvement 

1.11 	 Under;tandin, and support of project objectives and the 
cnllahorativt eii e........................I 

1.12 	 (enerl1 at t I t ude towards internat iona l programs and 
suplport of r,,,r;c,.i' wri'1,+,I i ved.......... .I 1.. 

ical I l1.13 	 L soglist and sullppo rt............ .iS
 

1.14 	 Perce ved re'lvany of co I laliorat I ve program to U.S. 
re';a rch Int v r's It; ............................ ...... S
 

1.15 	 St,,tu; of (KS;' In re latlon to earlier Industry reaction to 
fundi n .................................. :
 

1.16 Renoirl v r ,mmiltme it to project ........... 	 HS..
; 

1.y17 S qm a y _(,orrictrit Iexa A 1. 1-1 beat i, Dire t ors,
Department hvlad'j with whom we v1;Itd )',Iv(' a detliiti. Irimpr,'ri- ;io (i teirig 
firmly In favitr of frit l ll Il I rarlpat i general arid i l eaniuit C.100,'rit 
and other (,S1,1; In pi t it"fa . ,o, e of t Ienhave a lIcmkr~grrrd in 
International riipr at . 1t apr, ,lk r . 

falnil; H 
N S Not :aIt I , , 1 orl v ; II. " I m i nqurate Lv (int (u or Lv I at t on ; NA 
Not Apil It able.. 

I. I.ipt 115 highly Satl";arlory; 5 - SM Inlfa,ctory; 
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1.2 Researcher InvoiveLent
 

1.21 	Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode ....................... : HS
 

1.22 	General attitude toward international program: HS
 

1.23 	 Logistical support ...................... : S
 

1.24 	 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S.
 
research interests ....................... : HS
 

1.25 	 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
 
funding....................................
: 	 . S
 

1.26 Overall commitment to project ............ : HS
 

1.27 Summary Comments: Dr. Pettit, the PI, is very good at
 
getting his collaborators 
and research associates inspired, committed,
 
and deeply Involved in all phases of the research on which the team is
 
working.
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: HS
 

2.2 	 Progressiveness and innovation of research.......... 
: HS
 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research, basic and 
 adaptive, and
 
relevance to U.S. needs................................: HS
 

2.4 	 Local science and economic perspective ............... : HS
 

2.5 Summary Comments: As noted in the general summary, there
 
is much basic research in this project. Basic research generally is
 
innovative. The socio-economic aspects can be well covered by such work
 
as the survey Mrs. Richardson went to Senegal on April 8 to make..
 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILJTY OF RESEARCH
 

3.1 	 Relevance to host country/U.S. goals .................. : S
 

3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing research efforts, demands on
 
time and resources......................................
: HS
 

3.3 	 Transferability of research results to U.S. programs..: 
 S
 

3.4 Summary Comments: This project is clearly more relevant
 
to the goals of the host country than to the U.S. Application of current
 
knowledge from U.S. applied "research" to harvesting, drying (curing),
 
and storage of peanut, 
 and subsequent processing under scientific
 
guidelines now available is keeping the aflatoxin-mycotoxin hazard within
 
reasonable 
 bounds in the U.S. Not so in Senegal and other LDCs.
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Particularly in Africa is there now 
an urgent need for some simple
 
measures and guidlines on this hazards. 
 The application of Texas A and M
 
research results on a si.:apler scale in Senegal could well be a model
 
pilot study observation of which would benefit many LDCs other than
 
Senegal.
 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 Extent of strengthening research capabilities
...... 	: IS
 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode ........ : HS
 
(interaction with collaborators/enthusiasm for esearch)
 

4.3 	 Training progress in Senegal 
....................... : 
 S
 

l/ Dr. Amadou Ba, Food Lchnologist, Bambey, Senegal was trained 
in
 
general mycology in Dr. Pettit's laboratory at Texas A & M last
 
year. Ile is scheduled for advanced training at Texas A & M 
this
 
year. There is an obvious need for training of Senegalese personnel

in areas other than mycology. This will be developed further in 5.4
 
and 6.2 below.
 

4.4 	 Summary Comments: Within Texas A & M 
this peanut CRSP
 
project has unquestionably strengthened already fairly strong program
an 

on mycotoxicoses and public health and, 
further, has added international
 
outlook and potential thereto. There is some promise, though at 
present

it may not be strong, that 
a fairly good similar program may be developed
 
in Senegal.
 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. : S
 

5.2 	 Impact on research priorities ...................... : S
 

5.3 	 Potential 
of research results for application to U.S.
 
needs ............................................... : 
HS
 

5.4 Summary Comments: The heavy emphasis on basic research
 
and high tech instrumentation makes for excellent prosnec s for extensive
 
use of research results in the U.S.--on U.S. peanut fi -- , in the U.S.
 
peanut processing industry, and in U.S. public 
hel.ith surveys and other
 
public health work.
 

Only 
 in this public health area is there much prospect for use of
 
research results in Senegal in the near future. Training 
of Senegalese,

and simplification of some of the instrumentation for use by these
 
trained Senegalese should have high priority in this project.
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6. SUMMARY
 

6.1 Specific Strengths: The strong background of research in
 
several departments of Texas A 
& M on which the CRSP project was
 
obviously built and 
on which it contiues to draw support. The enthusiasm
 
and dedication of the researchers who talked with the EEP reviewers. 
 The
 
availability 
of the latest in technical instrumentation to obtain and/or
 
analyze research results.
 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: The impasse over training for
 
Senegalese collaborators and the understandable, but nevertheless
 
important lack of any plans for simplification of some of the highly
 
technical procedures so that they can be handled "on 
site" in Senegal.

The perhaps disproportionate 
amount of time, energy, and resources that
 
is being devoted to speculative basic research.
 

82
 



------ --------------------------------------------------------------

NARRATIVE SUMMARY
 

External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Projects
 

By Drs. Pierre Gillier and Kenneth Garren 
- (Introductory and preliminary
review in Niamey, Niger during and between sessions 	of AGRO MET SEM

(International Symposium on Agrometeorology of Groundnut) August 21-26,
1985). On-site reviews 
at U.S. AID Mission, Dakar; ISRA (Senegalese

Institute for Agricultural Research), Dakar; 
ITA (Senegalese Institute of
 
Food Technology), Dakar-Hann; ISRA-CNRA (National 
Center for Agronomic

Research), Bambey; ISRA-SCS ("Secteur Centre Sud"), Kaolack; and at ISRA
 
Field Station, Nioro Du Rip. 
 August 29 - September 2, 1985.
 

Peanut CRSP Code: 	 TX/MM/S Host Country: SENEGAL
 

Project Title: 	 MYCOTOXIN MANAGEMENT IN PEANUT BY PREVENTION OF
 
CONTAMINATION AND MONITORING
 

A) AGRO MET SEM Dr. Aly N'Diaye (See ISRA below)
 
Dr. Amadou Ba (See ISRA below)
 

1/ Dr. Robert E. Pettit, Texas A & M University, U.S. PI
 
of TX/MM/S
 

1) U.S. AID 
 Mr. Mamadou Traore. (A Senegalese, apparently 
an 
assistant to Mr. Richard Caldwell, Project Manager (?) 
for Peanut CRSP) 

2. 	 ISRA Dr. Madike Niang, Director General, Dakar (Sept. 2)
Dr. Mocktar Toure, Scientific Director, Dakar (Aug. 29)
Dr. Aly N'Diaye, Plant Physiologist, CNRA, Bambey, 
Coordinator of Peaout CRSP projects for ISRA, (Dakar, 
Bambey, Niamey, Niger) 
Dr. Amadou Ba, Technologist, SC-Sud, Kaolack (Dakar, 
Kaolack, Niamey) 
Mr. Amangone N'Doye, Animal Physiologist, National 
Livestock Nutrition Lab., Dakar-Hann (Dakar)
Dr. Jean C. Mortreuili, "Selectionneur", CNA 'and
 
CIRAD/IHRO, Bambey (Dakar, Kaolack, Nioro Du Rip)

Mr. Saliou Diangar, Director, Branch Station at Nioro
 
Du Rip (Nioro Du Rip)
 
Mr. J.L. Khalfnoul, "Ingenieur de Recherche",
 
CIRAI)/IRO and 
 ISRA, Bambey and Dakar (Dakar) 

3) ITA 	 Dr. Ousainane Kane, Director General, Dakar Hann-
Mr. Mouhamadou 1)o1), Technical Director, Dakar - Hann 
Mr. Bachir Sarr, Chermist-Technician, Dakar - lann 

1/ Presented a paper at ACRO MET SEM entitled "incidence of Aflatoxin In
Groundnuts as Inf Iuenced by Sea,;ona I Changes i n Eavi ronmental
Conditions", and was with EEP panelists in Dakar, Kaolack, and Bambey 
August 28 through Saturday, August 31. 
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Recommendation Rating: The general direction of this project 
in Senegal
 
is satisfactory, and it should be continued. However, we recommend that
 
the U.S. PI firm-up his control and direction of the project and abandon
 
his attempt to do "almost all of it" himself.
 

A major difficulty observed was fiscal management (fund handling and
 
utilization). Great confusion in this area 
 results from overlong

retention of CRSP funds in the 
hands of the ISRA administration. We
 
recommend, therefore, that--pending reforms asked-fot 
by The World Bank a
 
simple system of dispersing CRSP funds be found and implemented. Such
 
system be based on a responsibility of each researcher to 
define, within
 
limits of a fixed budget, his needs for funds and determine when these
 
funds are needed without 
 having to go through all administrative
 
channels. If this solution Is not acceptable to Senegalese authorities
 
then the only solut ion seems to 
 be to use an external fund 
manager--someone in 
 U.S. AID or similar institution--who follows the 
situation month by month, and evaluates needs in advance, and furnishes 
funds for norimal ;; ratluns in accordance with an established budget.
 

Panel Member's Narrative Review:
 

1) Basis of Review:
 

Peanut CRSP annual 
reports. Reports of Texas A & M researchers. (Amadou
Ba's available reports were stopped by ISRA administration in Bambey or
Dakar). Conf erences; In ISRA, Dakar; In veterinary laboratory; in
 
experimental cattle 
 shed; In ITA; In Kaolack lab; in fields and 
laboratory at Nioro di Rip Station. 

2) CRSP Format:
 

See Project Profile Summary for TX/MM/S.
 

3) Implementation and Management: 
 Some research, such as that of 
Amadou Ba at Kaoiack, warrants a "MYS" rating. Other research is not very
satisfactoy such as tlhat in veterinary laboratory. In this laboratory
the people In charge said they could not obtain money to buy, at proper
time, peanut hay, 
chickens, sheep, etc. for their experiments. This
seemed tine: It Is difficult to place exact responsibility for this 
delay. At ,ov,.rnmont administrative level many promi ses are made 
(without appa rant reall:stlc bas is) of better management in the future. 

Overlapping of diffurnt agenIcys (ISRA, 1TA, etc.) makes It difficult to 
follow movem(ent and use of CRSIP funds. Amadou Ba's activities are
 
limited by lack of transprtation, but 
he overcomes difficulties and does 
good work. Sore ot hers do not do t his. 

I1,ood
With , i io, t ris ; tli rs (,on](d forecast- )roi(urerelment needs six 
mont]hs II I dvll ' anrid avo Id marny ()I the delays In procurem nt[. 'lhis Is 
hard fer At lcniirI ,,1 worklrs do, in Senegal , it seems anc reII to but , 
Imperll v tiil,. Naintenanca new sophlisticatedr , of ;pparatiu,; purchased 
with CRS I Iiid; 
at hest , liulrit 

I; not 
I hut 

offort 

whoii 
ive. 

I hose 
Some brea

hreakdo;nn 
kdowns 

take 
of s;uch a pparatus 

place, wiry Is not 
are, 

the 
former app;ar;a tus, st 1I Iaround, used again ;o that all analysso. are not 
stopped ? 
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The research people with whom we 
talked seemed capable but not too many

problems bearing upon them is decreasing their research productivity and,

in many instances, breaking their 


opportunities for research on 
the aflatoxin problem seem 


spirits and preventing their trying to 
develop personal initiative. 

4) Adequacy of Science: Some experiments and tests are in good 
condition and their results are potentially useful. In Senegal 

almost unlimited
 
and much data could be collected with moderate attention and effort.
 

5) Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: 
 Some results
 
already obtained can be used 
for "Aspergilluc flavus-resistant" genotype

selection over a large area. Other 
results and/or potential results
 
could be used by other scientists at a regional level. Senegalese

consider Peanut CRSP as integrated into its national agricultural

research 
 program. This facilitates communication between several
 
institutions.
 

6) Institutional Development: 
 With better management by Senegalese

authorities (ISRA, ITA, etc.) 
Peanut CRSP would have a strnnger impact on
 
the local institutions.
 

7) Research Progress and Application: It will be a good thing if this
 
program reinforces the concept 
in African scientific community, that
 
aflatoxin problem Is an important and dangerous problem.
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: TX/MM/S 	 In-Country Project Review
 

Title: MYCOTOXON MANAGEMENT IN PEANUT BY PREVENTION OF CONTAMINATION 
AND MONITORING
 

Host Countries: SENEGAL
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: The general direction 
of this project in
 
Senegal is satisfactory, and it should be continued. 
 However, we
 
recommend that the U.S. 
PI firm-up his control and direction of the
 
project and abandon his attempt to do "almost all of it" himself.
 

A major difficulty observed was fiscal management (fund handling and
 
utilization). Permanent 
confusion In fiscal management results from: 1.
Administrators passing the responsibility from one person to another. 2. 
Lack of invoices. 3. Lack of authorization for expenses. 4. Absence of 
Team Leader when his signature is needed. 5. Etc., etc. All of which is 
called good basis for retention of CRSP funds in accounts of ISRA control, 

A World Bank Team was In Dakar on at least a second visit while we (The 
EEP) 	were 
 there. It was there in regard to the fiscal management 
policies (above), and again voicing a need for drastic cuta in 
administrative staff and a complete reorganizaition of ISRA's research 
institutions. The wishes endores World firmEEP to the Bank's stand and 
hopes that some means may be found to adequately support the research in
Senegal of Peanut CRSP projects until such time as the reforms asked-for 
by the World Bank may be effected. 

We recommend, therefore, that a simple system of dispersing CRSP funds be 
found and implemented. Such system be based on a 	 responsibility :of each
researcher to define, within limits of a fixed budget, his neea for 
funds and determine when these funds are ne~Lt.d without having to go
through all administrative channels. If this solution is not acceptable 
to Senegalese authorities then the only solution seems to be to use an
external fund manager--someone in U.S. AID or similar institution--who 
follows the situation month by month, and evaluates needs in advance, and 
furnishes funds for normal operations in accordance with an established 
budget. 

Summary Assessment Ra t ngsl/ 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANACEMENT 

1.1 U.S. AID Mission Involvement 

1.11 	 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives. 
Complementarty to mission programs .IE......... 
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1.12 	 Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of
 
project. Attitude toward U.S. personnel traveling
 
in-country........ .......... .............. IE
 

1.13 	Mission interest for project future ...... : IE
 

1.14 Summary Comments: Thursday August 28 was neither a U.S.
 
nor a Senegalese holiday. That day, according to we made
AGENDA, our
 
first call--the important call on U.S. AID, Dakar. 
 We asked several
 
times to see Mr. Richard Caldwell. We were soon joined by Dr. Aly

N'Diaye, ISRA's CRSP Coordinator. We succeeded in finding neither Mr.
 
Caldwell nor any other "American" in U.S. AID. We did, however, find the
 
office of a Mamadou Traore, whom Dr. O'Diaye said was "Mr. Caldwell's 
assistant". 
 Mr. Traore apparently could neither speak nor understand 
English, but he was the only non-clericai person at U.S. AID the EEP was 
able to "talk with".
 

It Is not our point to complain about this failure to talk with an
 
interested employee or official 
of U.S. AID. Nor do we wish to place
blame 	 on anyone. But the AGEND?. did call for us to evaluate the above 
points in regard to U.S. AID.
 

The only thing accomplished by tt.'s visit--per AGENDA--to U.S. AID, Dakar 
was to obtain, for one U.S. -ientist, a permit to get into the U.S. 
Embassy to exchange $U.S. for CFA bank This hardly
notes. is 
 a 
significant "lead-in" to AGENDA ite 1.1. 

1.2 Host Country
 

1.21 	 Understanding and 
acceptance of program by administrators
 
and scientists. Concept of collabocative mode..: NS
 

1.22 	 Administration of program-government level ...... : NS
 

1.22A 	Administration of program-institutional level...: NS
 

1.23 	 Fiscal management ..................................
: NS 

1.24 	 Relevancy program to needs.of country research Direction 
of projct., relative to original plans...: S 

1.25 	 Attitude toward U.S. participants and their 
Invo Ivm, t ................................... . S 

TT 	 Code: E = lxcept lonal ; IIS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory; 
NS = Not. Satisfactory; -E-= Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not ApplIcabl, 
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1.26 	Commitment of governments and/or institutions to programs
researcher level and above - resource commitment.
 
Importance of peanut research in development goals.: S
 

1.27 Summary Comments: Institutions visited are very happy to
 
collaborate with Peanut CRSP and scientists are enthusiastic.
 
Unfortanatly implementation of this program is slowed down by bad
 
management at the administrative level. Retention of money at ISRA
 
administrative level delayed planting time, salary of workers is not paid
 
regularly. CRSP car Is in hands of Bambey Director and not at the 
disposal of CRSP researchers or CRSP visitors. It is difficult to
 
determine where and for what the funds of the project are used and many 
other 	projects are Interfering with Peanut CRSP research.
 

1.3 Resources commited to program
 

1.31 Personnel
 

1.311 	 Directly commited/indirect & supportive ..... .HS
 

1.312 	 Adequacy of number and capability to
 
function.................................. ..... HS
: 


1.313 	 Involvement of Women.......................: .IE
 

1.314 	Overall eff2ctiveness of program personnel: S
 

1.315 Summary Comments: Of the research scientists 
interviewed, Amadou Ba and Bachir Sarr seem very capable and dedicated 
and are doing a good job. Our opinion of people working in veterinary
 
research laboratory is less favorable (perhaps because they are waiting 
for funds to buy feed for their test animals) and it is difficult to 
determine the exact value of their results. If their progress is slow, 
we belIeve it I'; not the fault of scientists but rather of 
administrator-. There was everywhere except at Iaolack (Dr. Ba) an 
evident: need to reaffirm to the Senegalese researchers that Dr. Pettit, 
the U.S. 1l, Is; technically In control of (directing) the project and 
that reports; should be made first to him and made promptly. Also we 
(GI I Icr and ;arren) were told of Interesting and important research in 
Senegal under CRS!' TX/MM/S when we made an "EEP vILt" to Texas A & M in 
April of 19H5 that, with one slight exception, was not mentioned during 
our "EEP visit to Senegal . The exception--a Texas A & M researcher 
listed 	In the CRSI' Annqal Reports; as a collahorator had stopped by one of
 
the labs; we vis;ited and picked up all the data from one experiment. 
Though this had talken place several weeks before our visit, Dr. Pettit 
was unaware of thlis;. 

1.32 	 ]", llpmient /ftac ii t l,; /s;Ulpplies 

1.321 Avallability-reaon for unavailability ..... : NS 

1.322 Adequacy-reason for Inadequacy ............. : S
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1.323 Summary Comments: Equipment and supplies are rated
adequate only because CRSP 
funds were available to purchase them and
 
because, in some cases, the 
U.S. PI apparently has hauled supplies,

equipment and/or repair or replacement parts over to Senegal. 
 EEP waited
 
some hours at Dakar-Hamm for a technician. The main thing this waiting

accomplished was equipment parts 	 upthat 	 were picked by the U.S. PI to be 
brought back to the U.S. for repairs. Difficulties also exist in regard
to supplies. Orders are often delivered 
only after three to six months
 
of delay. Another logistic problem is transportation. Amadou Ba is
greatly limited 
by not having transportation available to visit 
field
 
experiments and collect material. lie also badly needs extension 
of
laboratory space which lie cannot get because of some conflict with the 
Director of the Center at which he is located.
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: S
 

2.2 	 Progressiveness and innovativeness of 
research ...... : S 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research 
- basic and adaptive ....: S
 

2.4 	 Adequacy 
 of socrI £-ience/economic 
perspective/sensitivity ................................: IE 

2.5 	 Summary Comments: Research competence of host country
researchers Is Improving as a result of CRSP support. However, it is too
 
early 	 to make a meaningful evaluation, even though some research Is going 
well and gives results that are potentially useful. 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERACE ANP APlPLJC,; ILITY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals............................ 
 : iS 

3.2 	 Complementarl ty to ongoing peanut research activities 
In-ccintry............................................. : S 

3.3 	 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs: S 

3.4 	 Communications witlh other In-country entitics..........: S
 

3.5 	 Does locatlion Impac r., onilly as well as in-country.: H1S 

3.6 	 Relation,0hAp to other International research efforts -

ICRISAT, JIHRO/CIRAD .................................... 
 : S 

3.7 	 Transferhl I 1ty of research (In-country, regionally, 
Internationally) for Implementation ................... 
 S 
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essential to the success of the 
 overall project. The question is,

therefore, has there been in Senegal so far more than a "fair amount" of
research progress? If 
 the answer is no, will removal of the
 
well-recognized impediments 
 to research activity in Senegal give 
 a
 
potential for some research progress on TX/MM/S In Senegal?
 

Some results from this project may 
be helpful in stimulating peanut

product development in Senegal when experiment on peanut cake utilization 
is terminated. 
 Also, the same for domestic peanut oil extraction.
 
Already rests are useful for Aspergillus flavus-resistance selection in
 
progenies. Other in
programs progress in Senegal may make some

contribution 
to control of aflatoxin-contamination 
of peanut and peanut
products which, of course, is an urgent problem in public health.
 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 Specific Strengths: 1. The Senegalese researchers and 
perhaps a few of the administrators involved recognize and appreciate thegreat potential value of the research of this project. 2. The 
Senegalese researchers are capable, some are well trained, all areanxious to get on with the research. 3. Equipment "on-site" in Senegal 
is adequate for a high level of analyses and experimentation, but only if
it is handled by properly trained technicians and if it is properly
maintained. 4. There is good cooperation with some other institutions 
and researchers working in the same area. 5. Good direction from and 
contact with U.S. PI and other U.S. research cooperators. 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: 1. In some Instances the anddrive 
dedication of the U.S. P1 kills initiative and in:,tills a lack of desire 
to try for on-site correction of Senegalese problems Ionpeding research. 
2. Poor background of some Senegalese researchers in oxperimental design
and related research techniques. 3. Some Senegalese researchers have 
not yet recognized that reports should be made to the U.S. PI and made
promptly. 4. The lack of training and/or desire to see properto 

maintenance, in Senegal, of CRSP-purchased sophisticated equipment vital 
to on-site research. 5. Bad fiscal management and resultant: over--long
retention of funds by the ISRA bureaucracy slows down all operations inSenegal--f.e. there are very frustrating bott ienecks in Senegal in the 
path of U.S. funds moving Into the country to buy supplies and maintain 
equipment. 

7. Reviewers Recommendations: The general direction of this project
in Senegal Is satisfactory, and It should be continued. However we
recommend that the U.S. P1 firm-up his control and direction of the 
project and abandon his attempt to do "almost all of it" himself. A
major difficulty observed was fiscal management (fund handling and
utilization). Great confusion In this area results from overlong
retention of CRSP funds In the of the ISRAhands administration. 
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We recommend, therefore, that--pending reforms asked-for by The World
Bank--a simple system of dispersing CRSP funds be found and implemented. 
Such system to be based on a responsibility of each researcher to define,

within limits of a fixA budget, his needs for funds and determine when 
these funds are needed without having to go through all administrative 
channels. If this solution 1s not acceptable to Senegalese authorities 
then the only solution seems to be to use an external fund 
manager--someone In U.S. AID or similar institution--who follows the 
situation month by month, and evaluates needs in advance, and furnishes 
funds for normal operations In accocdance with an established budget. 
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY
 

External evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects
 

EEP Members: 	 Max Milner, Pierre Cillier, with AID representatives
 
Loren Schulze and Carval Wiggins, 1-5 April 1985
 

University of Georgia - Pathology Department - Experiment
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/PV/N
 

Project Title: 	 Peanut viruses: Etiology, Epidemiology and Nature of
 
Resistance.
 

Discussion With:
 

I- Jim Demski, Principal Investigator, UGA
 

RECOMMENDATION RATING
 

The reviewers received a very favourable impression of the project and
 
staff involved in his development. In spite of important difficulties
 
found In NIGERIA, the Principal Investigator and his collaborators were
 
able to bring program to a successful issue. Interesting results were
 
obtained, valuable for collaborating country rnd U.S. scientists together.
 

The project would be continued as planned except if minor modifications
 
seem necessary (resulting of recent advances in virology detected during
 
Cambridge meeting). The panel suggest (on the occassion of next visit of
 
Investigator in West Africa) to meet ORSTOM virologist in ABIJAN (Ivory
 
Coast) working on peanut viruses with a large application fields in the
 
North of Ivory Coast and South of Burkina Faso.
 

PANEL MEMBERS NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

The review was conducted in Griffin (Pathology Department of University
 
of Georgia) in laboratories and greenhouses used by this project. The
 
Principal Investigator explained the working conditions in USA and
 
Nigeria and all difficulties found in this last country. He stated about
 
the different collaborative people: Cedric Khun, Dr. Reddy (ICRISAT) Dr.
 
Casper and S. Meyer (German Institution) and Nigerian Cooperators S.
 
Misari and Okon 	Ansa.
 

Results obtained during last mission at TAR Samaru were exposed to Panel
 
members:
 

Initiation to 	 heterologous encapsidation with CCMV and GR-C for 
virus mechanic transmission 
Establishment of a working system for ELISA serology 
Mechanical transmission trial with different material and host plant
 
Tentatives to find - Nature of resistance to GR
 

- Identification of other viruses
 
- Transmission agent
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Seeds sanitary control by specific test (Peanut stripe virus) is now in
 
use by many laboratories in order to detect viruses without harming the
 
germination seeds (a little bit of cotyledon sampled) this test is
 
applied 
to breed stock seeds as a routine in order to eliminate infested
 
lot. Soybean and cowpea also are concerned and are hcst plant for peanut
 
stripe virus (Introduction by China seeds)
 

Reviewers were impressed by quality and importance of research works, the
 
good performance of the project and his immediate impact on the seed
 
quality control.
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/PV/N
 

Project Title: 	Peanut Viruses: Etiology, Epidemiology and Nature of
 
Resistance
 

Overall Recommendation Rating:
 

No changes seems needed. This project is well started and give excellent 
results. The staff charged with implementation and all collaborators
 
give a very favourable impression (perhaps new development could be taken
 
in consideration following CAMBRIDGE meeting) we recommend to maintain
 
this project as planned.
 

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 Administrative involvement
 

1.11 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode..........................: HS
 

1.12 	 General attitude towards international programs and
 
support of researchers involved .......... HS
 

1.13 	 Logistical and fiscal support ............ : .11S
 

1.14 	 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U.S. 
research Interests.......................... . HS 

1.15 	 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to 
funding.....................................: S 

1.16 Resource 	commitment to project ........... : S
 

1.17 Summary Comments: Though the working conditions in 
Nigeria were difficult, the Investigator always obtained a good
collaboration of native scientists through IAR, Samaru. This program has 
an international status with informal collaboration of German and British 
people and receive from pathology department of UGA a full support. The 
benefit of thIs project on the future seed quality is already so 
important that his continuation is justified in the Inte dst of all 
participants. 

I/ Code: E 	= Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory; 
NS = Not Satisfactory; IE = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA
 
Not Applicable
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1.2 Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode..........................: HS
 

1.22 	General attitude toward international program: HS
 

1.23 	Logistical support...........................: S
 

1.24 	 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S. 
research interests..........................: HS 

1.25 	 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
 
funding....................................
: HS
 

1.26 	Overall commitment to project ............ : HS
 

1.27 	 Summary Comments:
 

All scientists involved in this project attained objectives and had a
 
good understanding of international cooperative system in which it must
 
be developed. Collaboration between several institutions induce a
 
reciprocal benefit. This work is very important for seed industry and 
for the protection against risks of contamination by foreign seeds
 
introduction. Workshops were organized in different states in order to
 
spread practical technics control methods.
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: HS
 

2.2 	 Progressiveness and innovation of research .......... : HS
 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research, basic and adaptive, and
 
relevance to U.S. needs...................................
: HS
 

2.4 	 Local science and economic perspective ............... : IE
 

2.5 	 Summary Comments: The investigators and collaborators
 
qualification involved in this project is highly satisfactory. The most 
advanced technics are used to develop this 	 program. The necessity to 
work 	outside of US for CRV makes easier all contact 
with foreign 
specialist. It helps to compare technical progress and innovations and 
push to adapt new concept to country need. The best example is the 
stripe virus test.
 

3. GEOGRAPIIIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCd 

3.1 	 Relevance to host country/U.S. goals .................. : [IS
 

3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing research efforts, demands on 
time and resources......................................: IS
 

3.3 	 Transferability of research results to U.S. programs..: HS 
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3.4 Summary Comments: The peanut production decreasing

related to rosette virus disease in Nigeria and in many other West
 
African countries justify this project. It is susceptible to give to
 
U.S. 	scientists a better knowledge of peanut virus diseases unknown 
in
 
USA at this time. A strategy of future protection can be elaborated
 
without danger. This research Is transferable for practical use.
 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities ...... HS
 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode .........: HS
 
(interaction with collaborators/enthusiasm for research)
 

4.3 	 Training progress.....................................: S
 

4.4 Summary Comments: This project obviously Increases the 
research capabilities of Pathology Department UGA. Makes easier access 
,or Dr. Demski team to peanut virus disease unknown In USA on which they 
were not be able to work in Griffin. Helps for developing International 
cooperation for tralning by workshop other people susceptible to use new 
control technics.
 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION 

5.1 	 Achievement of re;earch objectives ................. HS
 

5.2 	 Impact on research prioritiles......................... .S
 

5.3 	 Potential of research reNults for application to U.S. 
needs............................................... HS 

5.4 	 Summary Comments: Comp, ratlively to other projects, It was 
very quickly started. Targets de rmined for the first phase (82-85) are 
in good way to be attai ned. '1he transfer capacity from results to US 
application Is Important. The prog ram planned for the second phase will 
be able to he developpd in t Ime. 

6. SUMMARY
 

6.1 Spe!fir__ St rngt!is: Well de gned, relevant, staffed by 
very enthusIastic lnv oflIgator and smpported by various and dynamic 
collaborators. 

6.2 	 Spedific Weaknesses: l)if fcult les with Nigerian 
environment, poor equl pment and ma Intenance In Afri can countries, 
constraint of time. 
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY
 

External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Project
 

By Dr. A. H. Bunting at Institute of Agricultural Research, Ahmadu Bello 
University, Samaru, Zaria, Nigeria. 11-12 July, 1985.
 

Peanut CRSP Code: CA/PV/N 	 In-Country Project Review
 

Project Title: 	 Peanut Viruses: Etiology, Epidemiology and Nature of 
Resistance. 

In this brief visit It was not possible for the reviewer to assemble all 
the information needed to reply fully to all questions. lie spent
virtually all of his limited time on the science, and had as a result two 
most 	 exciting days. 

In the field, at the time of the visit, there were the makings of a very 
severe outbreak of roset te diseaet'. The plants were young, most of them 
carried aphids, 	 and many exhibited difmease symptoms. Chlorotic rosette 
and 	 green rosette were !;o sharply di st inct from each other that they 
appeared as two separate di.sease;. Since the dlistinction appeared within 
plots of cuItivar.; or accessi; Ion; regarded as genetically homogeneous, the 
simplest hypothes is Is that t!ler( are two di f ferent nymplom-Inducing 
agents. l)r. Anisa ha; the ml n imium facilities needed to test this 
hypothes is and proposed to do so at once. Whatever the outcome of the 
test, he has a wintne r eitier way. Tlhe next staget; of the work are bound 
to deliver ''xtremely cplort ant ba.lic information about this complex of 
diseasei. 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAK M NT 

1.1 IUSAII) faloa;,vinI ;ivo wmV nt 

1.Il 	 Mi s on tinier t ard Ing and backing of project 
obleio tivi.',. iol , to programsl'mntarity mission 

The HC invet iat o r, ;ir, in t uch wi ili US Consul rn Tr igg In Yaduna 
and with agricultural itt il, (.1.. (i, liWt, iw;llte In th I'S lmkisry In 
Lagos. These person; unrie tand andtd hLIvI' discusseitw,,d th.' prog'ram and they 
help with Imports; ot Pqol E.in' .tll mit eIr l l . 

1.12 MItI on 1i: 	 i, Ii , lolr,,tamnma t Ic amil f inancial suapport Of 

proj ect . Att I t odt' t owa rd U.S. ier,;onev I I rave l Ing 
I n-¢umitr v'\ 

The ml nn I on provI den Ior Iht I 't quolr , ;itd t here' Is no suggest Ion of 
any reservation ;hout the. wirP I CRSP of BI|FAl).elie or 

1.11 Mi S tin Inti 	 lest for projett I 'it r ,. 

Polt lye , nucord Ing t i reportn I rom Ilnvnt igit orm and Irom nSt. I tute 
Director John II. Davel. 
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1.14 Suggestions/comments
 

The US PI, Dr. Demski, has arranged for equipment to be imported in
 
future through the US Embassy; this arrangement will surely be warmly
welcomed by the CRSP. It might be helpful, If Mr. Coldthwalte and Dr.
 
Demski concur, to Invite the former (and 
 any other professionally

qualified member of the staff of 
the US mission in Nigeria) to be named
 
as a member of the project team In Nigeria. 
 Even If the designation were 
little more than honorific, It would probably strengthen relations 
between the miss;ion and the CRSP. 

1.2 Host (ount ry 

1.21 	 Understadilng and acceptance of program by 
admi ni.st rators and scientists. Concept of 
collaborative mode. 

Very Satisfactory.
 

1.22 	 Administration of program - government or Institutional 
lvvl.
 

It Is verv dif 1(ult for [le C I nvest igators to obtain foreign 
currency wilen L. v ,itn r,,qurvd lo travel1 overseas. Perhaps the CRSP 
could provit, tl ,.::i, tn ih ;, with payment ordersI r(a sio drawn on a 
bank In tI .1 ralir,t t tLh v fnd first%l i,h ' t h, tr jo,,rn(*y, out of 
Nigeria, I,,t , r, r at W at.h fL, of .IlK . 

.i I,tt ,/,,, Ii It,, ir it v ll l( to clear two cheques; from the
 
(;P ;'. I1, "0*.,it ,t , cheques are made out to the
r,, dunr v h whi'h 

I n itlt h , . d iot 
 d I o t I i Ini ver; ity, ohoIl d prevent such 
d I olt , n I ir n r,, ,o Ior is the admi tni t rat Ion oi the Institute 
(olin" I 	 10 iiurv 

1.23 i s a l managpcment 

Sat Isfact ory.
 

1.24 	 Relevancy of program to count ry research needs. 
Direction of pro lotrs rplatlye to original plans. 

Fully 	satisftactoury: no 'hane In direcion0 xce.pt .an dict ated by the 
unfolding logi c of t .heprugram fee' itI 2.IiNell 	. t+n L,,low. 

1. % 	Ait It" t" V.,. part It .m t,+ anI liWI involvment. 

Dr. (ar, o l , ll 11W,
fa+! thtl IN( Inv, ,"I I had ''l_.I"in O vil+ Iv'N h I.than 

[rc m rt vans o f .r 1 i, lih1. oIr4 t 1 l, i t (ark 1),' 'ldt ,I i .1 I,,a exr cltfdt o ri v e rttla, ,, l . I, 1: A d t lt , t ;
fil ~ l .,' . ,1-I!,,W t11' .,1 ,Ith !, 1 1a nd( ) h e.r 

to Pot .ar;.,iti.t. Ii T:,,,,llI, ,Iitd t t I,-- Lopef IiL I hatlt0 ( rhOvy×;+'fa I d IIt !hri,t:'' and++ I k+*! t k'-', 
r dI 	

f 
(all.

I lit'I+ll '-d n')* 111 I + lit'!' ,1-1 1 hv Io 
him or t,, .,n ",A &aV,, 14 , I 1,at,-' ,. Intl',+,, I &+,v ,,I,,+h rm, warmly o)t 
theilr ,hN!,,in,u, witrh IK, Inv,.,I lga;lo, n I, hopp" t]1, that,W N ranI b 

at I T~ il .I,,,oilr t I fury at' fir ,IhvrtVIetimvntl 	 o. 
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1.26 	 Commitment of governments and/or Institutions to 
programs - researcher level and above - resource 
commitment. Importance of peanut research in
 
development goals.
 

No direct knowledge of attitude of government, but no reason to 
suspect any lack of commitment. The research forms part of a national
endeavour to rehabilitate the groundnut Industry, and to increase the
 
supply and diminish the aflatoxin risks of groundnuts in human diets. On 
the oil side, groundnut ofl Is a preferred food commodity, but the oil 
mills are working at no more than 5. of potential output for lack of raw
material. The producers and government feel that they can live with the 
Cercospora leafspots (to which greatly improved resistance is in any case
rNw becoming avalabe) but that rosette disease Is always potentially 
disastrous - as it may well be this year. 

In tlie Institt te of Agricultura l Research, the project is regarded as 
Important and valuiable. It Is treated as part of the IAR oilseeds 
program, of whichi t t. it(, m;.In externally-supported element. The US 
collaborat ors lre II sted as v isi t1i , sclentists. 

I . 7 	 S I S 'I4 ,," t I i!; /c on ne[ I ; 

The US col Ila bra tr; i I;h e nd.avor get to know Ahmadu Bellod to 

Unlveri;ltv ;Ii I1, leadfng, peodpl,, .,specially 
 In agriculture, better than 
they havel hid t Ir:,. t)i do ;o fat. They and their Nigerian colleagues
ml ght thln 	 ;(e14 to' he we better acqia nt ed with related development
research lii tHit nerthriis ;atn,., for exarmple at the Lake Chad Research 
InstItilt I nd pelianlit; tle Lah V;ln if Reetarch lustv Itut e. In this and 
similar waY,; tHi,v ml g lit 1e aih]( to ree rea t e the commun ity of peanut
worke'r,; In t li, Ion, maIny of Who,,; ,e m elier,; a . ,st I I around, aid so
 
help o l e e Io , .1, nit I(ol.; I (Jole]eitit d Fesarh'i progrinme on the crop.

They (ould aI,, help to t re ngiten 
 I Ink!. witl res,1arc I n Senegal and
 
el.sewhere In We;t Atrfc...
 

1.3 Resources mcoilted toi program 

1 .31 	 P rsonne, 1 

1.311 Iireetly conamitted/Indirect and stpport we 

The report on t he IAV ()i 1,;e,,d R6s.irch P'rog ramme presvnett d to the 
cropping s hi,i. m,.,,t n Iii I 9 /, ,emit a I ned I I !; ot i I,e 1I mltilbort; of the 
o ilsveds ree;t,l-,ch rh.v Iew eiomm ft tio, of ?8 o l I se ds; ree; rii pI rt Ic pantii, 
and off 10 ofl !,,e.l!, tih(lrtifi II fI IfI. ;,mi it t hie ;,e people have If it JAR, 
al ld m;()L',ha . II it I I' d . 'Ill-I'm I It af I I t W , It t he I ITr' ,o thi 
re i Iw I ,lie lii, JtI,t Ih i, l t l,,r I t III- ,I'l I 1, 1 on I,D r . An !,.,, d,.w~ot,v i1w,, . I i -lli ,irt iJ t 11,11r 1 ir1,0 to, tho,' (R!< ;I, p 

I 
l,,lfc 

. o }!I
t 

,;I 
.

r Iand 

I. iIfi 	 djut.(1 ,t1forpret ti 'InrI liI I 	 I i I Iint. nlnlv, 
Th I F; lIt tl, ht I , I tI. ri I it Im,,ri vntnd,. ' I, .iia y o, v'.1 (. lit 0)",4110;l , biu t 

1,vtp ,m,- ;lu t .,,qI, 11i I I I irv 	i. nlt , . I "l'Ur, l- l , dIi t.qotf Jv;It loll 

nmnd o 'I ;,Ii lI i t nI t 4 of I l ,o two lliit i;1, o t ;lalt I, ly exevil what 
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is regarded as satisfactory in all too many institutions in developing
 
countries at the present 
 time. The CRSP is fortunate to have such
 
collaborators.
 

1.313 Involvement of women.
 

One of the research partIcipants, P.E. Olorunju, and one graduate 
student, Mary Abraham, are female. 

1.3 114 Overall effectiveness of program personnel.
 

Nothing to add to 1.312. 

1.315 Suggest Ions/coriments.
 

Considering the Very had time IAR is experiencing - all Nigerian 
funds devoted to ;alLaritS and rone over for operations or maintenance 
the moral stpprrt of the mranaigment and th dwevtion of the Investigators 
are most credI tihli,. T ,it,peep le des;erve a Il t (l ,;tuppfort the CRSi' can 
g I ye. 

WI t 11 i t I'q l Jim- 1t , t ' pro jei t c(uld provide va ltr iblt resea rc i 
eixperie I t)r de0ig-r catdIdat tio hIgher ,reeP Ire; re-gI ((ItIountrie.; (In Africa 
and Isewhere) atid Irem Niger, a It celd iprohably accept one or more 
postdoctoera l stident,, a I . A! will i , 1)i,,r b Iow, thet project seems 
poIsed t o i ei i t I 'ma~ Iuse( uh!;t at iii Itrfiy t It. 

1.3 2 11(1 11 ll+,1t /1+ 1 1 l+t- i t ,/!;It )I14"; 

1. A1 , i I cit,Wi: f r ,rrava lahi lIty 

The equilmicrti ni vaI , t I(lt ,, the getir fur gtel (ilectophores is and 
for FLISA, ;a I'V ir,m,,llIiif i)sit >r v ug prf'l,;iratIons;, andf,t ,,wi),+ l a 
refrige rat d Bi, lt r 1 Ill, Iii i l tillcf.li 4 1lwIenhatly u rvIce, 
+annoit at t fla ti . ]I" li,p I ,.d ;, 'Ird ny he, ar n un . (It !,W ltci ha;
 
t o h, 4,1" a I IlIi,,I l wui( )
h,]I "< 1 1 1IT uI hi in el . "hel re I' no 
]ow-p;ee4d ctnt r It uj,. A hi1i!p , ;pi d h ttldt'r ;inlI aIV p;liect rtiphiit(ilm tet'r(o 
not warnk . ' '1 ;ta;1i. ;i t icar fi f fe tint! It) purchase eqiI iiiTwrlt ;ind lack 
(f mla i t "1'.Jnt 1i i 

:? Adh,,i,,,y rlIV:fl|
1. - l i-+ 111Iho(1 ,1c y. 

The e.quipment lIs litt at'it Iv tli hi- Ilig .. 1.orel I or work do work. 
and perhaps e+vetn lit fvir work, cmil ldke dm)ne wit hi more gear and ade(quate 
ma ntenance. 

I 12Ar rI ,p,' I !t 

1ill!; ic I'm k tint ,it i v( nPlly byiv nl a;ohliiftir u l)r. vii'nklII(u 's 
Ca liN Ini I .t10et,,r I tl du itt1MV ,Pi r,oI i tdf ,;tt it, ii(trwfr!; t Il heof dI II-.I 


Ira I I 


abhlv t+ ,,', I,I I,-./, , I)+,, ITV !,+.( 1trqlrl:,.t ,1 wWit 1l , I I.(ol+,l.r , 
f u , I, I,,t ll I'V m ! i r, I law +,,- , tiIt 1 l ll uii w !1i a r;lng, 

o fl r' )( t (I T I . 1 ~ j } ,1l, ,1 h l ,.r w h,o , ,1 1 M,I ,.' t l1 i . ~t+ , l I ,( t 1 w' 1 J Vt iraI, , m(I t Itll t (i(it iit , lIr ,,e, I Itar)I el irtuf,cr 
+ 

If,e IfllV 

t i.r; . t,N I ', I I rw kI t ,, r it l t lt, I ,,. , Ili I -' t I .IWfill Id lit" 
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prepared to support an 
application to the International Foundation for
 
Science for part of it.
 

However, none of this 
will be of any use unless arrangements can be
 
made for maintenance, should
which include the rehabilitation of the
 
Bechmann centrifuge.
 

Dunring, a subequent -/isit to the International Institute of Tropical
Agriculture, lbadan (IITA), the reviewer ascertained that IITA would be
willing to discuss an arrangement to provide maintenance services for 
this laboratory, at an appropriate price. IITA has a first class

Instrument workshop, accustomed (in addition to much 
 else) to the 
equipment of a virology laboratory. It would help if equipment purchased
for JAR were identical to or compatible with the equipment of the 
virology lab at IITA. IITA uses its own aircraft for visits to the
north; 
it could transport an Instrument maintenance engineer from time 
to
 
time. I do not think 
IITA could undertake a general service of this sort
for IAR, but the quality of the virus work 
at TAR and the similarty of 
interes;to seemed to justify a special appeal In this case. 

2. ADEQUACY IEUE':OF SUM 


2.1 Leve l cf science/research to generate new technology.
 

In lrpplditnp, the Impending advances In virology from Dr. Ansa' s work 
should p rtirt N ,"'1Nier analysis of the base; of the known tolerances and 
resIsta nr.o to h disea s of the rosette complex; and tlhi s in turn will 
perhaps poerm it ditt'rent types of resis tance to be combined In breeding.
Di sease ma na't'm,,nt methods may also be ba;ed on the epidemological work,
but for thi it ems; Ii leIy that the epilemiology will have to be 
conducte'J o a geographically more substantlal scale, using meteorology
to ;tudy oeasonal movements and sources of infected aphids (local or 
dist ant ?).
 

2.2 P'rogrens;Ivenps; and I nnovativeness of research. 

It I; not too mii'i to say that the two days at JAR with Dr. Misari
 
and Dr. Ansa were as xclltng sclentlfically as any this reviewer can
 
remember. O)f ('nr:;i, It 1!; Inpoofrn
li bl to separate the contributions of 
the se two troll thte'l . ofI the U;S I nvt Igatorn and of the rent of tIli 
tInt rnat Iona! lI,;(itolil wl I h t heyt y which a 1l col laborate ; but our
col l agP I t' nir" have, tPhe lp Iot lmrrl)1 comparat I vp advantage of 

triI i I It s elnvi r . o 
oris,'e' s i() 

A ll: (mt t , ,afmrla In own - rent Where iso could 
- ,rvlin Iiv that r'rori r-o lto and c, o,rot Ic roiette art two 

difterent ,'ndr -',b and a 100 exp lore tho Ia1c I nat tIg ipoi I h 1v 
con vnlle'1 1 e, fif tIi ; I lold obsve rvll It lonr Dr . Arisa has hot It t ho 
pro! oN It"n.I at wq., t oro,. ild (jr;t ) t he o os;nt !al eqouIipment t"o (de t rmt ne 
whet hoer Il,,tI .ai, !,mptOim-ln<di rlng e'in or nluy4 two oll'. itlther way, 
he It;(in !''. Wli114. 1 Whore vhIsc (oi l ld (;ne study, oil o ut 1IccI leit s ale' 
and 1r ,r t t e'rv lrii::P lit , how tle lute villuis 'nableos flip' aphid
Io lill liteii e !Ifm vrI 
WhIi1'e' Ier ellr t( see''k li' n;iuruio -'it Ile ,illri',qI my of 
fhi vil o i w Aroli t. 'coulll l fi-enll.o,,eaitlel the I Ir;t INtm' 
aflter tIh' }ii)I 'll' lirlilrhi it t I Af ricaI ;eim didI 'l500, Not wil l w;iiineVe' I IIndiit or ,,ii1 1. Ia f il, Fanr 1|1i1 oll aiie ? And where, bet elort e'xplore
th Irhe:I.!,it'I l'll rillt I+) (if ., ' sil ia n1( II. 1 W;tOry'N l1n'om plt led 
Work, In I, l, t I +ll; t Ift let , (il I h g'ni' II('Si of ahl ido In relatiori 
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to transmission of rosette? It is 
little wonder that this reviewer came 
away dazzled by the richness of the lode which the CRSP has tapped in 
this project.
 

2.3 Appropriatenes; of research - basic, adaptive.
 

Fully satisfactory 
 - the 	 basic will break new ground for the adaptive 
to exploit.
 

2.4 	 Adequacy of social science/economic 
perspective/sensltIvily 

Not relevant at this stage. 

2.5 	 Sug(,; tions;/comments 

Nothing to add to the res;ponse to 2.2 above. 

3. CEORAPHIC Cf)VERAC;E AND APPLIICABILITY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 Relevan'y t:o) natfional goal, .
 

Satisfactory: 
 should 'ont ri hote to the Nigerian programLe of 
rehabilitation of t he peanut crop In due course. Relevant also to peanut
producing nat orns; In West At rica generally, and probably In Eastern and 
Southern Africa also. 

3.2 	 ComnplementariLty to ongoing peanut research activities 
in-country.
 

Appropriate.
 

3.3 Responsv ness to perceived producer and consumer needs. 

The rosette dI;ea,;e,; are a major threat to the crop (a long wit h some 
others) in N!gerla and elsewhere In West Africa, where peanut and peanut 
oil are Increasingly Important In diet,.; 

3.4 C mmrinlIralti on; with other In-c'ountry ent tles. 

Could 	 be str,,nethpr d - ,;,, 1.21 above. 

3.) 	 lor'; locat Ion Impavi repionally as well as In-country? 

Potent llv ye';, acrtutrally Jpr"mbil)ly no, sInce the Weat African 
Groundnut (ou iu *i'fl It he( (1(o ntn a I ol eon,NI 1 I ; iat lr, -I rancophone lI nks 
are not very robilt . 

3.( 	 R, Iat Iela ;lt i p Wt W QU Interalt lIMotriW e !;irch efforts -

I CR AT, l11141. 

1.1inks 	 o wi t I hlIroute(, 	 I,;11 t olrrrit (l tll v (1,;1do InI (Io Al rica 
virology ant ve"I or or ,,I ]is .	 with (IHi;ATIogy l.I I probaily
nat I n fac ory , a nd iw r ha ,; wro r v ; who n I lif ICR ISA'i Sah I f art cent re at 
NIamey has made. itho ier ogresn on 4t' I )(no wor, ro!l I , i 11,,S(, 11i India).
L1 nk with work ot vi n lt ,y, ,spr Ially "It rowp; ,;N, at IITA co"Id un fully 
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be strengthened. No link with IRRI so far as this reviewer knows, and
 
none required, at this stage anyway.
 

3.7 	 Transferabflity of research (in-country, regionally,
 
internationally) for Implementation.
 

Potentially readily transferable because the results are likely to be 
applicable wherever the rosette diseases are Important. 

3.8 	 Suggestions/comments. 

At the risk of repetition, suggest that links with other workers in 
Nigeria and the region and continent be strengthened because the rosette 
diseases are unique to Africa and cause serious losses in some (but not 
all) regions where the crop is grown; much work Is now possible, but 
remains to he done, on the etiology and epidemiology of the complex, on 
the nature of the resistances and tolerances in different varieties, on 
the seasonal epidemiology of the vector/disease complex in different 
regions of Africa, and on the origin and evolution of the disease 
complex. This reviewer's instinct is to search diligently in the genus 
Vigna. 

4. INSTITLTIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities
 
(scientist development, facilities)
 

This project has done much to maintain and advance the competence and 
confidence of two very able workers. Work of this quality is still rare 
in African Institutions. 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mocde - how are 
coll aborat ors (U.S. , host country) interacting? 
ent lis,I ,;m for research. 

Satisfactory on every point. The contribution and the personal 
friendship of the US I uvest Igators are highily va~lued. 

4. 3 	 TraIlnf.g progre,.s; - ;hort term, postgradiate training. 

Dr. Mi sari sI perv I,,.; two M; t Iudent, , Y. M. Abubakar on rosette 
epidemiology I rom I1re viewpolnt ot cont-rol of the vector, and Mary 
Abraham (from India) on tra nusmi.s slon of ro sett e. Dr. Ansa Supervises 
Dauladt Danjora, who will attempt to purify the single strand RNA (or 
RNAs) from green and chl orot Ic rose tted plant,,;. They could take more 
student s, and would wvlcoiw more f ron overseas (though the conditions of 
life might prowv4 test in, ,or;orio,). 

4.4 	 Su ,gi ,;l I on /coninent . 

Tie C(5P ha.,; h ,ien I r;irv, and Important opportunlty to develop a 
centre of real exc4' llnce In an African Insttution which It, curi.'ently in 
very cliff icilt circim t ;iice,. It nay be tha t riuch of the more basic work 
could be done' in I Ire US, IE, Cermany or some other developed country. 
But nome, at l.east of It (Iold he done at Sanaru by African workers. In 
the revIewer'!; view, It therefore must be done there, In order to advance 
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the achievement and confidence of 
 an Interdisciplinary team of two
 
African scientists, working in conditions 
which 	many foreigners would

regard as impossible. After all, this Is one of the things the CRSP is 
about. 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of rescarch objectives.
 

Good progress on purification of the luteovirus component; more may
be expected on the symptom Inducing agents of green and chlorotic 
rosette. It would be Interesting, In collaboration with ICRISAT, to 
rebuild the IAR collection of wild species of Arachis and include them in 
the studies of resistance and epidemiology. 

5.2 	 Impact of research on Institution and government 
priorities and policies. 

Highly valued by the Institution and the country; not yet
sufficiently developed to affect policies. 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of [rainIng/eicouragemenh for promotion of 
information flow to user. 

Too early to comment, hut IAR Is well placed to disseminate practical 
products as they become avaIlable. 

5.4 	 Potential of research for success In alleviating 
production and utilization constraints. 

Considerable, through breeding, and through control based on 
epidemiology.
 

5.5 Impact of research on Women in Development. 

Not applicable.
 

5.6 Suggestions/comments.
 

Covered above.
 

6. 	 SUMMARY 

6.] Specific strengths 

The problem Itself, In which TAR has tho comparative advantages of 
position and envIronment ; the personal qualIt 	ter; of the Investigators;
the excellent revIat.l on eltwen them and thr IUS counterparts, and also 
with the world coimmnunity In lhlr dlisciplines; nipport of 'he Inst.itutIon. 

6.0 	 Spe clf Q wak.pi ,. 

Lack of a relatively small amount of necessary equipment (by the 
standards of laboratories In developed countries) and of maintenance for 
It. 
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7. REVIEWER RECOMMENDATIONS
 

Continue support; provide necessary additional equipment and arrange 
maintenance; be proud of what has been achieved and hopeful of more to 
come. 
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY
 
Informal Report on EEP Activities on GA/PV/N (Peanut Viruses)
 

in Cambridge, England, April 8-14, 1985
 

In 1968 I spent a USDA-ARS Fabattical working with Prof. Dennis Garrett
 
at Botany School, University of Cambridge on the ecology of soil fungi.
 
I emphasized fungi that invade roots geocarps ("fruits thatand think 
they are roots") of peanut. Two vivid recollections of this stay are 
unr2lated to soil fungi: (1) J.D. Watson's book Double Helix (an account
 
of Nobel laureate work on molecular structure of DNA) was then a beoL
 
seller in Cambridge. (2) A lecture at the Botany School on groundnut
rosette, and a couple of private conversations with the researcher, Dr. 
R. Hull, then at the Plant Virus Institute in Cambridge. These 1968 
recollections came into juxtaposition at April, 1985 AAB Cambridge 
Conference on "New Developments in Techniques for Virus Detection". 

In 1968 1 saw as the essential points on groundnut rosette: 1. Chlorotic 
and green rosette are the two symptomatic forms of the disease; 2. Two 
distinctly different viruses must work together to incite the disease; 3.
 
Aphis craccivora is the vector. 4. Why this common insect of African 
peanut fields does not spread the disease even more widely and more 
destructively is a secret locked in the nature of the two viruses as 
related to the structure and physiology of the host plant and the vector. 

By the 1985 Cambridge "Techniques" conference the two rosette viruses had 
been classified as (1) a symptom inducing agent, and (2) an "assister" 
agent, not inducinp symptoms. In the Conference DNA, cDNA, and/or RNA
 
were featured in about one-third of the papers. The Conference paper 
from the Peanut CRSP project was: Comparison of ELISA and cDNA Probes to 
Detect Potyviruses in Peanut Seeds, by C.W. Kuhn and J.W. Demski, with a 

poster in the poster sessio. on Molecular Cloning of a dsRNA associated 
with Groundnut Rosette Disease by Breyel, G. Gross, Casper, S.
E. R. 

Meyer, Kuhn, Demski, O.A. Ansa and S.M. Misari. (The first four named 
are W. German "informal" cooperators on GA/PV/N). 

Drs. Ansa and Misari (The Nigerian PIls) were to be at the "Techniques" 
conference, but they had not shown by the close of the Conference (1700, 
April 12). We then moved to the Cambridgeshire Moat House (about 8 miles 
from Cambridge) for the ICRISAT-s pon s ored meeting "tc coordinate 
internn;tional research into rosette virus disease of ,,,nd .... " _Msari 
and Ansa reached Dr. Demskl by phone at dinner April 12. They were at 
Heathrow with a R tickct to Cambridge, but with no money that could be 
converted to Pounds. They arrived by taxi (fare paid by Dr. Demski) at 
about 0200 April. 13. (More on this in my formal CRSi' rep-)rt). 

After dinner Dr. Demuski organizod an I tiforml discussion on the peanut 
stripe viros i, a!; related t r, the region from SE Asia to Australl.a. This 
among eight per!;ons--two from Australia. (Again, more detail in the 
formal report). 
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A capsule view of the ICRISAT meeting 
April 13-14 is best shown by

listing authors and titles of abstracts in a bound volume and of longer
 
handouts that were distributed.
 

Abstracts: 1. R.W. Gibbons, Breeding for Rosette Resistanc;; 2. Breyel,
 
Gross, Casper, Meyer, Kuhn, Demski, Ansa and Misari, Molecular Cloning of
 
a dsRNA Associated with Groundnut Rosette Disease; 3. S.M. Misari and
 
O.A. Ansa, Progress on Rosette Virus Research at Samaru; 4. K.R. Bock,
 
Research on Rosette Disease in South Africa.
 

Handouts: 1. J.W. Demski and C.W. Kuhn, Peanut CRSP Virus 
Project

Summary, Groundnut Rosette Planning Conference, Cambridge, England, April
 
13-14, 1985; 2. A.F. Murat & J.H. Raschke, Studies on Viruses that Depend
 
on Luteoviruses for Transmission by Aphids; 
 3. D.V.R. Reddy, Rosette
 
Virus Disease of Groundnut (Arachis hpogaea L.).
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Peanut CRSP: External Evaluation Panel Review
 

NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

Special "In-Country Type" Project Review Conducted by:
 

EEP member Kenneth H. Garren in Cambridge, England, U.K. in April 1985
 
at: 1) AAB International C-nference on "New Developments 
in Techniques
 
for Virus Detection", 10-12 April; and 2) ICRISAT-sponsored "Meeting to
 
Coordinate International Research Into Rosette Virus Disease of
 
Groundnut;, 12-14 April.
 

Peanut CRSP Project Code: GA/PV/N
 

Project Title: 
 PEANUT VIRUSES: ETIOLOGY, EPIDEMIOLOGY, AND NATURE OF
 
RESISTANCE
 

Review of contribution to project GA/PV/N of personnel working in:
 

Host Country NIGERIA - Country No. I
 

Personnel Available For Discussion: Drs. Stephen M. MISARI & Okon A.
 
ANSA (Vector Entomologist & Virologist, respectively) of Institute for
 
Agricultural Research, Ahamadu Bello University, Samaru-Zaria, Nigeria.
 

(Though 
not listed in '83 Peanut CRSP Ann. Rpt. as Pls, the reviewer
 
assumes they are actually Co-PIs of the Nigerian project).
 

Titles of Reports Presented:
 

1. E. Breyel, G. Gross, R. Casper, S. Meyer, C.W. Kuhn, O.A. Ansa and
 
S.M. Nisari
 

Molecular cloning of a dsRNA associated with groundnut rosette
 
disease - AAB-Poster
 

(Poster displayed in poster rooms of Conference of 1) above, with
 
abstract distributed in bound Abstract:s of Poster Session)
 

Also Verbal report presented by Dr. Breyel in Meeting of 2) above.
 

2. S.M. Misarl and O.A. Ansa
 

PROGRESS ON ROSETTE VIRUS RESEARCH AT SAMARU
 

Verbal report presented jointly in Meeting of 2) above with
 
Abstract on pages 42 & 43 of bound Abstracts of the Meeting.
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KHG's Narrative Review: It was not the intent purpose of thisor review 
to evaluate the science, implementation, etc. of the U.S. work on Peanut
 
CRSP project GA/PV/N--i.e. this review should not overlap, more than is
 
absolutely necessary, the U.S. University review of GA/PV/N conducted by

EEP members Gillier and Milner at University of Georgia, Experiment on 
April 2, 1985 and by EEP members Milner and Pickering at University of 
Georgia, Athens on April 3, 1985. Rather, in 
the light of currently

existing impediments to travel into and out of Nigeria, the host country 
of GA/PV/N, this review was intended to take advantage of the projected

attendance at the AAB Conference (1) above) of the two Nigerian Co-PIs, 
Drs. Misari and Ansa; two former informal cooperators from Scotland,
 
U.K., Drs. Murat and Harrison; two current informal cooperators from West
 
Germany, Drs. Casper and Breyel; twso current informal cooperators from
 
ICRISAT, Drs. Reddy and Gibbons; and two potential future informal
 
cooperators from Australia, Dr. Gibbs and Miss Boswell.
 

Although to do so will call for what seems to be considerable repetition, 
it seems best to report this review in a country-by-country format, l/
taking as the review's bases the following: (a) Formal reports (or 
posters) presented at the AAB Conference (1) above) and informal 
discussions of the reviewer and others pertaining thereto. (b) The 
informal reports presented at the ICRISAT-sponsored Meeting (2) above),
the "question-and-answer" exchange accompanying these reports, and the 
Abstract appearing in the bound Abstracts of the Meeting (c) And, in some 
instances, one-on-one discussions between the EElI' reviewer and the
 
research-cooperator or host country research. In preparing these reports
the reviewer attempted to throw light on the extent to which the 
activities of the country's cooperators furthered the overal research as 
well as furthered the aims and objectives of the Peanut CRSP as defined 
in the document "Scope of Work for the EEP".
 

The reviewer visited the Philippines to review projects at UPLB/PCARRD, 
where he took two documents as his guide--namely "Peanut CRSP Scope of 
Work for the EEl" and "EEP Review Agenda--In-Country Project Review". lie 
prepared for the Filipino projects in biological sciences a two-part 
report of a Narrative Review based on a Project Profile Summary. The 
Profile, in turn, was based on the two aforementioned documents (see 
paragraph below). 

As with his evaluations of the Filipino Peanut CRSP projects this, the 
Narrative Review for the Host Country of GA/PV/N, NIGERIA, is based on a 
country Ptroject Profile Summary. For the Nigerian Profile, however, 
there is a FOREWORI) of a special analysis of the involvement of ilgeria, 
as a location, and of the two Nigerian PIs (of GA/PV/N), as researchers, 
in the 

1/ ContrIes taken in this order: 1. Host country, NIGERIA; 2. 
SCOTLAND, U.K.; 3. GERMANY (West); 4. ICRISAT (INTERNATIONAL); 5. 
AUSTRAL IA 
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RESEARCH PLAN, 1982-1989 of the GA/PV/N part (pages 60-70) of Peanut CRSP 
1983 Annual Report. Thereafter the Profile has a brief "Overall 
Recommendation) and then, whenever possible, rates performance to date 2/ 
on each of the pointst raised under the main headings of the "EEP Review 
Agenda--In-Country 'roject Review" (main headings of the "Scope of Work" 
with points, under each as; delimited in the "Review Agenda"). These 
headings, r.: Imil1tomentdt ion and Management, Adequacy of Science, 
Geograi phi c( C vivraq, Applicability Research,' and of Institutional 
Devel ii nt , ,ld R tircl 'rogress and Application. These items may be 
corn;sidered in 	 ware dpt ail1 in ensuing paragraphs. 

(As wi l t lt ad , it wa!; necis.,:iry to make generous (i.e. more than 
ii ;uill) ti!, ) I l Ii11 l it ;n In tie Pro lile). 

Rek-'l:1liadat ionr Pi i ,t On t li Las:is of review of the poster exhibited as 
stated; th irt icipt-iu o Dr!;. Mis;iri and Ansa in the discussions of 
ti e t in ,! ) ihv ,,c; ,;tudy of the abstract submitted by Misari and 
Ans;. ior tht !w t in ; ani of brief peronal discussions with them the
 
rvviuww,- i' i ' i lvoribl e imnpres;sion of their work on the projcct.
 
lhei nivi#1,,; ,,inis; t hit t lie project he continued with some thought
 
givn ,, i , w1(-ikis:;eti; in providing support for extra-Nigeria
 
tr, ! to .liq ti , , An,, i ;iiu in the perhaps overly ambitious reach of
 
the r ni r, I ,c , ' , I iI slite(W res;earchi plans;.
 

1 . 1-it in AndM i 1it. : lie reviewer had no opportunity to
 
look int,, in ; : ttitI di i'w't of relailon of the work in Nigeria on
 
C;A/PV/A t" ti. I ,,. AI Ni si,;isi~ in Nigeria. Situations described in the
 
'roi lie1n lodh, t 1", r,.vi awci to conclude that sone adjustments in
 
tiatinagemrnt wit hiiin tl i;t citicit ry are in order. Personnel and material
 

[ ct l ti lilgii lit i "tt i io slfil aiidequ iate. 

2. Ayi,,v" aI !i&it ,i : 'i1 , reviewer was; favorably impressed with the 
sciont it i, , .... ,,., ot- i,. Ni'erian (o-Pls. lie i nd.; justification for 
rega di HiK t I d.i, ip lhap,; t he, great ,s;t s;trength of the Nigerian arm of 
CA/PV/n. 

1. (Ce'ri:,phii (overi,, ui Aipl,nd icalbillIly of earcii: The reviewer was 
very 1 ivora lv ilpr, k, .. t ih deve lopmient ,s In the I CRlSAT-sponsored 
Mee tig ot 1) iltve. I1hw p.tnt a I for 'eanuit CRSIi's being deeply 
involv,,, in proqri', toward,; !olutl Ion of a problem of wide geographic 
c(Veige iS. ), I ..at No 1"ii prlgr!is ; it a rese;ar(h project of similar 
nature could 	 iwav mtor benef itcial app licail ity than I ; possible here. 

2/ Code: 	 E Lxcelit loi 1 HIS = ghly SatLisfactory; S UM 
Sattisfactory; NS = Not Satisfactory; I = Inadequate 
Evidence Iro Eva lnatIon; NA - Not Applicable 
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4. lnsttituitonal I)evel oymnt: The complexity of the main problem of 
GA/PV7N-thIe peanut (groundnut) rosette diseasie--calls for a high degree 
of technical 1;k11, ,ie;nttfic insight, and dedication on the part of the 
on-site i nvtI lgti r,; In p t Icular. Thes.ie factors seem evident here and 
Nigerian in;,it ut irnq; Involved simuld bt t rengthened by the research of 
the pro jit. 

p5.. 'd Ajj li 'ctIon: To date the "ground breaking" or 
.stage s;ut I ii" ri, Nig.rila 
real pr)gr4; and rea l Applicability will have to come from research 
planned tr year,; 4 and onward. 

i iinircl h,; progressed well. The proof of 
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Peanut CRSP: External Evaluation Panel Review
 

'ROJECT 'RO)F IIE -SUMMARY 

Special "InC_-j.Tyry'vje" i'r jct lvieiw Conducted by: 

EEP member Knnth II. (Qrr n In (,tnbridg,, IEn rlnd,IJ.L . in April 1985 
at : 	 1) AAB Int ernat ional (,onfrtlence on -,ew Dei'vtel(ilm ents, In Techniques 
ior Virus RD(tt i"on, io--t Apiril ; and 2) ICRISAT-,,onored "Heeting to 
Coord I nate Int ,rat. ion" 1 0taa rch Into Roset te Vi rus Dis,ease of 
(;roundnit , 2-1,4" April. 

Peanut (R:;_' _ (p(t, : ;A/ V/N 

l'r) .T, Iitle: E'LANUT VINRUSES: ETIOLOGY, ElPIDLMlOI.OGY, AND NATURE OF 
RL.S I STANCE 

Review t) contribution to proj,: t. (;A/IV/N of personnel working In: 

Iosit 	Country - NIGERIA
 

FOREWORD
 

Involvement of NIGERIA, as location of resarch, and of Nigerian Co-Plt 
In the r.Nearclh and rs "_arc xr.r o fst GA/PV/N 

1. Nigerian Co-PIs
 

1.1 Dr. Stv, MI;ARI (lhD, U. Cal., Berkeley) - Vector Entomologist
 

1.2 Dr. (kon ASA (PhD, U. Cal., Davis) - Serologist, Molecular 

2. Work travel of rt,r,rmherr ot 
 GA/I'V/N and ('OOperatit, r4-iea rchurs 
into and out of NI(,RIA In 1983, 1984 atn reported In Peanut CRk1' Annual 
Report for 190. 

2.1 	 ,arme Iu.hki, U .S. II 
19h-1, worked In NIL(RIA July 16 to Augunt 5 and agai n from 

Oct ovr 2) to Noveohubr /. 

2.2 	 Cedrl, Etti, U.S. Loopruat or ( Lot (.A) 
h 	 uN IGIA19H3, wofkv ;n h~ t oh ?4 to Novembe(r 2. 

2.3 	 Sylve i,'N, , hrodtit 51"idvI! Itrto,W. a',roan rootpe rat urni' labt 
1981, worvd In , Ii.p IA I ro,: ( tol, r .',I to Nov ie r /. (Note: 
i)r ii I ,n Fnin In ,NI ,,.mlIa at thin tim,).a',,.,,and w,! 
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2.4 	 Okon ANSA, Nigerian Co-PI
 
1984, worked at Scottish Crops Research Institute, Dundee March
 
15-April 16. (Note: Thin work overlapped that of ICIRSAT 
cooperator D.V.R. Reddy who was at. SCRI November, 19b3 through 
April of 1984 after (?) an 8 month sabbatical at University of 
Georgia, Experiment). 

3. Main 	 line; of l,,;rearch Progrens at Samarnt, NIG;It.IA as; reported by 
MISARI and ANSA to Metet ng of 2) al)ove (bound AbsttWLYtt. of Meeting). 

3.1 	 Purlficatior of ;roundntt Poett Absi stor Virun 
C-gr-'.., 	 ho "~-* j- -purilied"). 

3.2 	Rosetter r n;rrNi, lon 
(Grern & cthlor it Ic rosette transmitted using Aphis 
cracivii ra ian;vector). 

3.3 	 Rosette ResiI;tance 
(Aim--not y't achiev,.d--to determine mechanisms of
 
reril nt arce).
 

3.4 	 Epidemiology 
(Study inrg - vvtor population dynamicH, alternate hosts of 
the vi uNaand of the vector, etr.). 

4. "Research Corral .t,.ad" rivolvinrag NI(AL1IA, an; locatlon, nd/or Nigerian 
Ca-PHs an resevarciatri Uh ann51 Rpt P. St~age - "RetwarrhC'1 .irr ., 66, I 
completed").
 

4.1 	Impr-ovtif thod to ivc haniulallly Irolatet peanut wi groonlnutL 
ros tiv vi ra-chlorotc irarin (I~emskt, MISAPI, ANSA, Kuhn, 
111 (,18 IA) 

4.2 	 Asso liattfn ul i n flit Iun. nut lelc atcid w t ry ptomtt ;y 
I nduc Inrig agent whi(h caua'aiana the groirindnut rhlorot l rontett e 
(R ddy, 1"rani , AN ;A - ;rt. larld. luirht, (aspvfr (.rr:.ura,) 

4.3 Confi rni'(l the nt-jal r ,"i:,ri! ii the prriri . of t lo l" itiimV i ;orrun 
al)hid t riitraIa I . Ion it jyI ril ri r Io '.r It~-; i I ,,, I lif Ia 1 1i ,- of 
dlit p i I t riimi lt yrlilnut I oi t t P, Iroiol i lel4t 41 :.ei- h iici til I Y 

pI arnt 	h I , UmNiatI , KA, pi Sior"I la l ud (H IA , A Pailddy , ,a (lGR IA 
& (tllilna>r 	 &. t u I ;larid), 

4.4 	 ldeni 11 11a'iaIbra (Ann. Ipti . '. 66b, Pa r. 4) of mrt ulf'ii bIli lba fiontti 
tiar ,.wa.uaiii I " i I ir. groairidrlta f raaalet I ve v I rai tlr loa I'vIr a I Id 

il" tI , (l uimi4 I, AN. A, NIUG IA. Reddy, lt ani (. iLsper, rlK n;ha .t .	 , 

itrih 	 "
5. 	 t{'aIll l1;a :PaAiig, 11, )earn 4-h, involvirag NIIJ.IA an location 

and Nirr I n (-iol anl renaia rcher, . (01 CRSP Ann . ipI. Faa h,67) 
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5.1 aDvlent of ~anceN ot in hyobrnu r mp~eo to) assayidzattsio 


5. o our o t rospeanut pulatvs
an Initiate~~4exhne r 

ii  f 
ent vres se ( groundnutr fetteewe iein C
 

sptvrea (i groundnut rosette ~spetm-iy nd(ucing-retnt (iii 

5.2 Initiate inheritance ofrsitnce stdie bymkig crse 
amongc appropriat sscetible nd reslistnepau utv 

(MISARIi.i
pln urnie uh,e N -NIGERIAA).ock SAk, 


po ressace5.3 tendiesnotf tol grudu rvosetb e: Com:'prpared()f ecit... - . 
peleco cutee groundn th spedo gruanut r 
 rosett nt infild

with saceptil and re yntpeoa-ut cltiaepn (I ) fied 

viiio e haical and aphird~d icltio (Mtage .
llit d sip~ ¢ANSA -L
Kuhn, -NSA - GeA' NIGERIA 
r
NIGESRe I, a ehpsohr•rcn~e~ tis :0 ce ! /!i
 

6.2 Initate inhertancehbidztinrstacstde byi
of making cose

projenct fsl and Ssaiond ala fn ays be :vraongsapoiate(sus cilein andc i can foupndtroeite &ranut cultuars
 
mosicSI Doet)uASki. Kuhn, Casp- NIGERIA i " 

6.2Surey frtesure 
 fo Malaiu thoug ti Nigerianngovrnmet' 
. oplt of A, Rk r65. Deemintudie qar-pantn enocmn D I ,KunS,.;NIGERIA,./. presistance to groundnut rosettCmaebi)ceffcl

susof hanical andphuicaid suscetibl anditninoculatio.on 


an" p
.6. "Rsarc Stag II, yers 4-,ivligNGEI slcto 
6. SnA,mech~sanca andap'dnoc sulanp1and pas (A-NISARIDemki, NSA

-presence •..an ypto-ui SIAngV (ABj. i 
Xnucleicacfteof .. .€ - a e nrdnut mieroalsedttes• io 4 of ....and*4g~ in peanut 'and 

will orapwith ndo becodt yrdsto!fithie w StgeIls ui €(5aove). -: ,':
 

5.1 D lpetoacidiDnA botnyid izthLat pret toAsay 
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6.6 	In inheritance studies, evaluate F1 , F2, and F3
 
populations for reaction to SIA alone, LV alone, and a mixture
 
of SIA and LV; criteria for evaluation will include
 
symptomatology, field performance, and factors related to the
 
nature of reisiitance (0.5 above) (MISARI, ANSA, Kuhn, Dem-ki -
NIGERIA).
 

6.7 	 Epidemiological studles will include monitoring field spread 
under a variety of conditions of i;ngle and mixed infections 
(MISARI, l)emiskt, NSA - NIGERIA). 

6.8 	 AphIds will be collected from a variety of sources and at 
different times of the year to detect tLe presence of SIA, LV, 
or both (MISARI, L)emski, ANSA - NIGERIA).
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: 
 GA/PV/N 	 In-Country Project Review
 
Special Report: Cambridge,
 
England
 

Project Title: PEANUT VIRUSES: ETIOLOGY, EPIDEMIOLOGY, AND NATURE OF
 
RES ISTANCE
 

Host Countrle;: NIGERIA 

Overall Recommendation hating: Even a cursory study of the FOREWORD 
shows Nature has given the Nigerian researchers on CA/PV/N a very taxing
and challenging assignment--t he on-site investigation of a very 
complicated peanut disease. Satisfactory progress has been made in the
ground-breaktIng phases of the research in Nigeria (FOREWORD sections 3 
and 4) but the reviewer tends to believe the lion' s share o the credit
for this progress goes to U.S. and German researchers working in Nigeria, 
and to U.S. and cooperatIng re searchers working In Scotland and Germany.
"Plans for thie huture" (FOREWORD section,,; 5 and 6) giye Nigeria, a,; a 
location for tle research and Mlsarl and Ansa, as the resident
researchers, greater and even more ciallanging roles. While lie did not 
visit in Nigerila, the reviewer concludes that, with some adjustments
suggested in the remalnder of thin, Profile, these researchers can meet 
the challenge. 

Summary Assessment Rat ings;l / 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT 

1.1 U.S. AID Mission Involvement 

1.11 	 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives. 
Complementarity to mission programs ......... : IE 

1.12 Missi on l ogisl.c, 	 programmatic and financial support of 
project. At t i tude toward U.S. personnel traveling 
In-country.................................. . ' 

1.13 	 Mission Interest or project ftu re.......: IE
 

1.14 	 Summarjy_ Comments: he reviewer has good reason to believe 
there is a U.Sq. AID fission in NIgeria, but he finds no reference to 
contacts with It In the "Peanut CRSP Planning Report" (of 11/17/81) or 
other documents furnished him. 

Therefore, a t<otal 11+Lratlng on I.1. 

TT-CCode---._: Exupt bona1; HIS Highly Satisfactory; S - Satisfactory; 
NS -	 Not Satisfactory; IE - Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not Applicable 
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1.2 Host Country
 

1.21 	 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
 
and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode..: S
 

1.22 	Administration uf program-governrent level ....: NS
 

1.22A 	Administration of program-institutional level...: NS 1/ 

1.23 	 Fiscal management.................................
:NS 

1.24 	 Relevancy of program to country research needs. Direction
 
of projects relative to original plans...: HS
 

1.25 	 Attitude toward U.S. participants and their
 
involvement................................... NS
: 	 I/
 

1.26 	 Commitment of governments and/or institutions to programs
researcher level and above - resource commitment.
 
Importance of peanut research in development goals.: IE 

1.27 	 Summary Comments: Nigerian Co-Pls arrived on round trip 
ticket in London three days "late", with RR ticket to Cambridge but, they
said, with no funds to provide for themselves food, lodging and further 
transportation. Thus the reviewer rates 1.22, 1.22A, 1.23 NS. Also the 
reviewer thought he was told there would be opportunity April 14 PM and 
April 15 for him to interview, question, and otherwise discuss the 
project with the Nigerian Co-PIs. Instead tie Nigerian Co-PIs 
encountered former acquaintances in the Hotel lobby about noon April 14 
and went away with these former acquaintances and were not thereafter 
unavailable. The reviewer sincerely feels that it is not pique that 
leads to a NS rating on 1.25.2/ 

1I Ugrade from NS to S. Nigerian site review by Dr. A.LI. Bunting 
received many weeks after this review by K.II. Garren was prepared, 
suggests Institution administrators would administer satisfactorily if 
government administrators would permit them to do so. 

2/ Upgrade from NS to S. Nigerian site review by Dr. A.H. Bunting, 
received many weeks after this review by K.It. Garren was prepared, offers 
"misunderstanding" as the expianatlon here. 

1.3 Resources 'Olm tQ,(L to program 

1.31 Personnvel 

1.311 	 Diretly commlted/indirect & supportive ... S 

1.312 	 Adequacy of number and capability to
 
function .................................. 
 S 
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1.313 Involvement of Women ...................... : IE
 

1.314 Overall effectiveness of -rogram personnel: S
 

1.315 Summary Comments: The generally Satisfactory rating
here is based on the assumption that, as Dr. Kuhn told the reviewer in 
Cambridge, there are two Nigerian IA' peanut 
breeders assigned to this
 
project--one in Samaru, one in Kano. 

1.32 	 Equipment/facillities/supplies 

1.321 Availability-reason for unavailability ..... IE 

1.322 Adequacy-reason for inadequacy ............. : 
 IE 

1.323 Summary Comments: The reviewer assumes the facilities,
 
etc. at Samaru are at least satisfactory else the progress reported in
FOREWORD sections 3 and 4 as having been accomplished at least partially 
in Nigeria could not have been accomplished. However, it seems to the
reviewer that written and vocal reports are not adequate evidence for an 
unbiased evaluation of ra tego,y 1.3. 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: S 

2.2 	 Progressiveness and Innovativeness of research ...... : HS 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive ....:.S 

2.4 	 Adequacy of social science/economic 
perspect ive/sensltivlty ............................. : IE 

2.5 	 Summary Comments: Ills brief contacts with 	 the Nigerian
Co-Pls, hearing their report to the Meeting of 2) above, and their
 
participation In the discuss ons at that Meeting, a review of material on 
which FOREWORI) section s 3 and 4 are hased plus a knowledge of the 
educational background of the Co-Pls seems ample justification for a 
Highly Sati sfactory rating for this category. 

3. GEOGRAPIIC COVERA(;E AND APPI,ICABII. ITY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 	 Relevanicy to natIt onal goals .............................. : S
 

3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities 
In-count ry ............................................ : IE 

3.3 	 Responsiveness tO pereelwvel iroducer ind consumer needs: US 

3.4 	 Commmunications with other In-country entities ......... IE
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3.5 	 Does location impact regionally as well as in-country.: HS 

3.6 	 Relationship to other international research efforts -
ICRISAT, IITA............................................ : S 

3.7 	 Transferability of research (in-country, regionally, 
internationally) for Implementation ................... : IS
 

3.8 Summary CommenL: Peanut rosette virosi s is important in 
all peanut growing areas of Africa. It is so important there that it is 
of concern in all world's peanut growing areas. The ICRISAT-sponsored 
Meeting (2) above) on this peanut vi rosis Is recognition of the 
international scope of the problem. This plus the Involvement of 
researchers I n Scotland and Germany In the U.S.-Nigerian peanu0t viroses 
project supported by Peanut CRSP plus, also, the close cooperation with 
ICRISAT that is evident seems, to the reviewer, to merit a Highly 
Satisfactory rating for (thi.s Important) category 3. 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

4.1 	 Extent of st rengthening research capabilities (scientist 
development, facilities)................................ : HS 

4.2 	 Extent o I development of coll aborative mode-how are 
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? 

enthusiasm for research ................................ : IS 

4.3 	 Training progress-short term, post graduate training.: IF 

4.4 	 Summary Comments: Peanut rosette vi rosi s Is a very 
complex and complicated disease requiring high caliber research backed by
enthusiasm for both research and the col laborative mode2. The reviewer 
has no doubt but that the progress to date (FOREWORD 3, 4) call,; for a 
Highly Satisfactory rating on 4.1 and He was unable to into4.2. 	 delve 
the matter of "training" with the Nigerian Co-Pls , but he assumes neither 
of them need s much further training. Perhamps, howeyer, there Insneed for 
some training in places other than Nigeria for supporting technicians. 

5. RESEARCIH PROGRESS AND API'PLICATION 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. . S
 

5.2 	 Impact of researh on Institution and government 
priorities and policies. ............................... : IE 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of ira! Iining/encouragvment for promotion of 
information flow to uner.............................. IF 

5.4 	 Potential of research for suc ,5, In alevi atlng production 
and utilization cons;traints ........................ : HS 

5.5 Impact of renearrh on Women In )ewyelopment.............. : l
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5.6 Summarl Comments: ("Coverage, Applicability") The
 
reviewer feels 
that, so far, the research of this project performed 
primarily in ,Nigeria has 
been basically groung--breaking research (i.e.
"setting the stage"), 
 and, since the stage 
 seems firmly set, this 
research should be rated Satisfactory. The important rating on 5.1
(imediately above) wii come when enough research is done under Profile 
FOREWORD "Research Plan" Stage il, sub-sections 5.2, 5.3 (and perhaps
5.4) to make ratings on those specific bits of research. Unquestionably
this project's research aims merit a Highly Satisfactory rating on 5.4 
(immediately above). 
 The reviewer must give the remaining items of 
"Coverage, Applicability" (category 5, immediately above) an IE rating. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 Specific Strengths: The training, background, and 
specific areas of expertise of both Misari and Ansa admirably equip them 
to do the type of research this project demands and, thus, must be 
considered a strength. Other definite strengths are the international 
importance of the peanut (groundnut) rosette disease--the basic problem
attacked by CA/1'V/N; the interest of top researchers and research
institutions active on the international scene in this basic preblem; and 
the groundwork research already accomplished with the help of these 
cooperating r,'searche;rs and Institttionq. 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: The apparent inability of Misari and
Ansa to obtain anyth'ng approaching adequate financial support for travel 
outside of Nigeria seems a marked weakness. (By heresay evidence the
reviewer concludes that ipnediments to travel inside Nigeria of U.S. 
participants in GA/I-V/N is a weakne';s). The reviewer feels that the many
different lines or avenues of research set-up in the "Research Plan" 
Stage Ii aAd Stage III (FOREWORD sections 5 and 6) can become a
weakness. if a] 1 th:se lines of research are undertaken concurrently 
this could spread the talents, time, and energy of the on-site Nigerian 
researchers too thinly. 

7. Revi ewers Recommendations: The reviewer enthusiastically
 
recommends,; that thi,, tle N i,,er I an arm of 
 Peanut CRSP GA/PV/N be 
continued with at least its present level of financial support. ie
 
recommends that ncli e tfort 
 be made to maintain the pre.ent level of

Informal cooperation with the Biologislche lundesantalt of W. Germany and
 
that thoglt 
 be giyen to renewing or reviving the informal cooperation
with the Scot ti :nh Crops ti:arei Insert tute.i Peanut CRSP researchers are 
willingly committed to tle Close cooperation withi CRSAT that GA/PV/N
exemptufIe. lie recommends that a search be miade for ways to support
essential extra-Nigeria travel for Nigerian researchers--ways that do not
break rules anl regulations) of e ither the Nigerian government or the 
University of Georgia ("hpo" of Peanut CRS's Management Entity). (And 
ways that do not rely on tin. 1KS. Pl'' makigI rregul r anld Informal
"advances'" to Ni gerian ; rsearchrN, in travel ntatIs froii his personal
funds). Final ly, thIe reviewer reiom,,ndqi that Individual items of 
research under Lht "Re,,;eiar0 1'] an" S age "I and Stage I II (FOREWORD
sections 5 and 6) iacl Ve assi gned a priority level in the event the 
research "reach" of (A/PV/N showne (evide('e of beginnlng to overtake the 
research "grasp" of GA/PV/N/ 
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Peanut CRSP: External Evaluation Panel Review
 

NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

Special "In-Country Type" Project Review Conducted by:
 

EEP member Kenneth H. Garren in Cambridge, England, U.K. in April 1985
 
at: 1) AAB International Conference on "New Developments in Techniques
 
for Virus Detection", 10-12 April; and 2) ICRISAT-sponsored "Meeting to
 
Coordinate International Research Into Rosette Virus Disease of
 
Groundnut", 12-14 April.
 

Peanut ChSP Project Code: GA/PV/N
 

Project Title: 	 PEANUT VIRUSES: ETIOLOGY, EPIDEMIOLOGY,AND NATURE OF
 
RESISTANCE
 

Review of contribution to project GA/PV/N of personnel working in:
 

Cooperating Country - SCOTLAND, U.K. (Former,
 
Country No. 2 see '83 AR, p. 64,66)
 

Personnel Available For I)iscussions: Drs. A.F. Murat and B.D. Harrison,
 
of Scottish Crops Research Institute, Invergowrie, Dundee, Scotland, U.K.
 

Titles of Reports Presented:
 

1. 	A.F. Murat and J.UI. Raschke -

Studies on viruses that depend on luteoviruses for transmission by
 
aphids Report presented to Conference of 1) above. Abstract page 25
 
of bound Abstracts.
 

2. B.D. Harrison, 	D.J. Robinson, M.A. Mayo and D.V.R. Reddy 
-
Genome properties and relationships of Indian peanut clump virus 
AAB-Poster - ?"ster displayed in poster rooms Conference of 1)of 


alone, with Abstract on page 48 of bound Abstracts)
 

3. 	Discussion by Dr. Murat in Meeting of 2) ab ve (no Abstract)
 

KHG's Narrative Review: It was the Intent 	 of
not or purpose this review 
to evaluate the science, implementation, etc. of the U.S. work on Peanut 
CRSP project GA/PV/N--i.e. this review should not overlap, more than is 
absolutely necessary, the U.S. University review of GA/PV/N conaucted by
EEP members GIller and Milner at University of Georgia, Experiment on 
April 2, 1985 and by EIA, members Milner and Pickering at Unlversity of 
Georgia, Athens on April 3, 1985. RLither, In the light of currently
existing Impedi ment; to travel into and out of Nigeria, the host country 
of GA/PV/N, thils rev L.w was Intended to take advantag e of the projected
attendance at the AAB Conference (1) above) of the two Nigerian Co-PIs, 
Drs. Misari and Ansa; two former Informal cooperators from Scotland, U.K.,
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Drs. Murat and Harrison; two current informal cooperators from West
 
Germany, Drs. Casper 
and Breyel; two current informal cooperators from
 
ICRISAT, Drs. Reddy and Gibbons; and two potential future informal
 
cooperators from Australia, Dr. Gibbs and Miss Boswell.
 

Although 
to do so will call for what seems to be considerable repetition,
 
it seems best to report this review in a country-by-country fromat, l/
taking as the review's bases the following: (a) Formal reports (or 
posters) presented at the AAB Conference (1) above) and informal 
discussions of the reviewer 
and others pertaining thereto. (b) The
 
informal reports presented at the ICRISAT-sponsored Meeting (2) above),

the "question-and-answer" exchange accompanying these reports, and the 
Abstract appearing in the bound Abstracts of the Meeting (c) And, in some 
instances, one-on-one discussions between the 
 EEP reviewer and the 
researcher-cooperator or host country researcher. 

The EEP reviewer took two documents as his guide--namely "Peanut CRSP 
Scope of Work for the External Evaluation Panel (EEP)", and "EEP Review 
Agenda--In-Country Project Review". In preparing this report the 
reviewer attempted to throw light on the extent to which the activities 
of the country's cooperators furthered the overall research as well as 
furthered the aims an objectives of the Peanut CRSP as defined in the 
"Scope of Work for the EEl'". 

For the Ilost Countr y , NIGERIA, a Project Profile Summary was prepared 
that, whenever possible, rates performance to date on each of the points
raised under the main headings of the "EEP Review Agenda--In-Country 
Project Review" (main headings of the "Scope of Work" with points under 
each as delimited in the "Review Agenda"). These main headings are: 
Implementation and Management, Adequacy of Science, Geographic Coverage
and Applicability of Research, Institutional Development, and Research 
Progress and Application.
 

The reviewer Is familiar with written agreements, etc. between ICRISAT 
and the Peanut CRSP designed to promote and guide their cooperative
efforts. However, so ar as the reviewer knows the "informal 
cooperations", past, present (and projected for the future), noted on 
pages 63, 66, 67 of the Peanut CRSP 1983 Annual Report do not or did not 
operate under agreements or understandings that would make it possible to 
evaluate the cooperators' contributions by the numerous and somewhat 
rigid criteria that are set (]own to be used on the host countries--in 
this case NIGERIA. 

Therefore for these cooperating countries the Narrative Reviews will 
conclude with some 
General Sumnary Comments by the reviewer.
 

I/ CountrIes taken In this order: 1. Host country, NIGERIA; 2.
 
SCOTLAND, U.K.; 3. GERMANY 
(West); 4. ICRISAT (INTERNATIONAL); 5.
 
AUSTRALT IA 
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General Summary Comments
 

Report to AAB Conference (1) above) gives 
a significant contribution Dr.
 
Murat made 
to GA/PV/N through his studies on viruses--including the

groundnut (peanut) rosette virus (GRV)--that depend on unrelated viruses
 
for persistent transmission by aphids. These studies showed that 
most
 
such "assister" viruses are luteoviruses and shed new light on the
 
intrinisic nature of these "dependent" viruses. It concluded
was that
 
these "dependent" viruses may constitute 
 new virus group. Three
 
"dependent" viruses other than GRV were studied.
 

In the discussions of the ICRISAT-sponsored Meeting (2) above) Dr. Murat 
postulated that the infective agent of groundnut rosette virosis may be a
single strand RNA encapsulated in a coat of the "assister" virus and that 
this agent moves only in the phloem in the host plant.
 

In a "round-up" discussion at the conclusion of this Meeting (2) above)
Drs. Murat and Harrison explained that funding, or lack of it, has
curtailed their work on GRV of late. (See Profile of evaluation of Host 
Country, NIGERIA of GA/PV/N, specifically FOREWORD section 4 for a brief 
view of research related to GA/PV/N carried on in their laboratories in 
SCOTLAND). They spoke of their special interest in doing further work 
related to GRV namely work: (a) exploratory work on the peanut plant
 
itself; (h) virus interrelations and transmissions; (c) variability

across Africa of the GRV. Asked if support of a technician would help, 
they replied that support of a bright student would be better, but 
support of a post-doctorate "internship" would be best. 

Drs. Harrison and Murat took part in an informal discussion, requested by
Dr. Demski, the night of April ii on the subject of further work on the 
peanut stripe virosis that 
surveys made by Dr. Reddy (of ICRIS.T) showed
 
to be widespread in the SE Asia/S. Pacific islands area. They would be 
glad to participate if some -,pport funding can be provided,
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Peanut CRSP: External Evaluation Panel Review
 

NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

Special "__n-Country Type" Project Review Conducted by:
 

EEP member Kenneth II. Carren In Cambridge, ENgland, U.K. In April 1985 
at: I) AAB International Conference on "New Developments In Techniques 
for Virus Detection", 10-12 April; and 2) ICRISAT-sponsored "Meeting to 
Coordinate International Research Into Rosette Virus Disease of 
Groundnut", 12-14 April. 

Peanut CRSP ProjectU Code: CA/lV/N
 

Project Title: 
 PEANUT VIRUSES: ETIOLOGY, EPIDEMIOLOGY,AND NATURE OF 
RES ISTANCE 

Review of contribution to project CA/PV/N of personnel working In: 

Cooperat Iip 'couiint ry - FEDERAL REPUBL IC OF GERMANY 
Country No. 3 

Personnel Available For l)tscussi on: 

Dr. Rudolf Casper 
 Biol ogi sclre Bundesanstalt
 
Dr. E. Breyer Braunschwe ig, (West) Germany
 

Titles of Reports Presented: 

1. E. fireel , G. Cross,, R. Casper, S. Meyer, C.S. Kuhn, J.W. Demski, 
0.A. Ansa and S.M. -ilsarl 

Molecular cilonig of a dsRNA associated with groundnut rosette disease 

AAB-Poster - (Poster displayed In poster rooms of Conference of 1) 
a hove , with Abstract on page In(of bound Abstracts) 

2. Also - Verbal report prese'o-nt.ed In MeetI og of 2) above, with the 
abstract f oron bound Ab t ract,; of los t ers repeated verbatim 
In bound Abs trap is of 1-foe t I rigl -ofi 2) aJov 

KIIG's Narrctiw, Review: It was not l lnunt or purpose of this review 
to evaluate le sr i Knc',, Imprlcmental huuO, Pt o. t bte UT.S. work on Peanut 
CRSP project CA/0'V!N--f.e. this rev ew ,hold nt over lap, more than In 
absolutely necesNary, tlie I'. ;. !VlwprIyltv review of CA/PV/N conduclted by
EEP memher;n IIt er =1i MI ]ner at Hl/iv r;i tv of (,oeor, la, Experiment on 
April 2, 191'1 and ,y 1',1:' inre'it rs Mi nIer and lickerl g at UniV rni;ty of
Georgia , Atl rins an April 1 ', 1(IT''. Pal li , In t he I Ip t of currently

Imped Imerit to Iexi n ln N rave] 1 1tn aid out of NIger Ia , t li' hoi;t count. ry
of (;A/1'V/N, thli; review ,. Intenei to take advarinapo f t be proje( ted 
attendarve at le AAB ICoferernce ( I ) ;ibove) thie t wi NgerltI r Co-Pls,
Drn. Misarl ;uro Arina; two f ormer InrifoirailI co lpuerators frum cot land, It.K., 
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Drs. Murat and Harrtmon; two current Informal cooperators from West
 
Germany, 
l)rs. Casper and Breyel ; two current Informal cooperators from 
ICR SAT, Drs;. Roddy and (1 bbons ; and two potential tture Informal 
- rnr''.!r;it I rom Au;tral ial, Dr. Gi bbs and Hi,n Boswe ll. 

Although to do oso wi ll call for whit seems to too consi derable repetition,
It seems; b st to report this reviow in .a country-by-coiuntry fromrat, I/ 
taking aI tle review'.; bastoes t;he following: (a) FormlI reportt; (Tr 
posters ) presented At the AAR Conf e rence (1) ,ahov) and Inf ormnal 
disocuss; i.ons of the re,viewer and others; pertaining thereto, (h) The 
Informal rep"ort s pree nnt ed it t e ICR1SAT-sponsored MetI rrg (2) above), 
tie "qile t Ion-im! -ariowe " xQ :".o;C accompanyi ng I lie,.e re)portti, and the 
Abstract a;ppea r!n, l the bound Abst ret s oit t he Mevtlg ( ' ) And , In some 
Instances , -on()l--iirie d i rcus,,i ons; botwien the EEP reviewer and the 
reseilrchir-cooptor-a or host lrit ry rese.arlhter. 

The Fl' re I wrrW1-,rtoto two doctim. nt: s; hi , gulde-- narme ly "Peatit CRS P 
Scope of Wit, for il,, txtern;1 Evl lua ,lu ,ni 1 ([E[i)", arnd "EH' Reviewt nol 

Agenda-~- Is -ount ry irO !PCt Revvw". In preparing thi report tihe
 
revIewer A it evjit t, throw light tin t, extent to wi ich I , atc iv tlet;
 
of the count mv't o rI hered ow,r, 1l Io r!; o r ttI tieP res;Parc .aswell an 
f itI eredrai l th ,, A it oh je t li l t' A"IlV.; of -t l' uil, ,,, delIned In the 

For the iH,,.t i o n t rv , N!I(lRIJA, a lirjt t , ,m!rois' rv wa;Y.- pirepared
 
that w. .
 , ritit ,, t ifrl ar( l , dtdat , ,i li if the . ints 
ratsod i itit Iilr,. , l h ,i,d I rigs, o t lIe "I I' .-vi. ,w Ag.- iit -- irr-1o irrrtry 
proije.'ct hivt,.w' W:li, hei-dn r It t he "Si pe (i' Woif- wit iont under 

e "'e,vfew "Ilit;,' In tr s are:each As dcl , tl In I i t, Agend a"). r ldl-


Imp I , int at1 i,n ,and M!!ini o.t:a- rt , Adiqija(iy of Scilnce, (;iiig.raphic Coverage 
and Ap, I 1i,, l- opiment 

P'rogresNu,,.ain I 1c.o1 


i I 1t1 ,t) tIa-cari .i, ln,;it llt ioal 4o] , a Hene'arch 
Api tlon. 

'11t. re l I :!, o rfli i u Ii t ort Itten agretein t s, 'ICt bItaween ICRISAT 
d'V 

effortst;. Qw,v.', fa r t he 

and thi- -atilt t It i ?in, d t o p rorlot v arid prrId.o t i- I r c oot' vra I Iye 
r , A, rev,.we r I' rows; tH w, "Informal 

coopitrt i s, ., t , prc-int (a d prolj, t( d for tir I rttur.), noted on 
pages 5 '. )t, n. Ii , int CPItN 1 9H) Arinua Pef.ort do ii? (or (tilt rot 
operate tif,r i rvvn-w,ln u,t-ndI'. "In]llrig, t hat wo,llit r-ihPrh It pto;tIble t oia s' 

'vtI]tatI I. fhi P ' r by hi- -i 
rigid ii tf 

i( r ,-I w(rit htll fir' It nri;i"I ( And set-what 
1(1 ,riIr 	 to, usieti !the ( rt,t ,is ,idown it on hot I-feli--il, 

thin rca se NI I IA. 

Therefore fir thihe rnooiorat Countries the Nan ratfie Rev lows wlII
 
rnnc 	lide w I h soii-e ..n-o l S imna r - Comm4.nt n by I ie rview.r. 

I/ 	 Count ries tkern In this order: I lHont country, NIGERIA; 2. 
SCOTLAND, i.K.; 3. GERMANY (Went); 4. ICRISAT (INTERNATIONAL); 5.
 
AUSTRALIA
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General Siummary Comments
 

Poster (Report I, above) for the AAB Conference (1) above) and abntract 
(Report 2 nhove ) ;ibW I ted for the ICRISAT-n ponnored Meet I ng ( 2) above)
deal wit i reose;I rch done In (Wrmany on a doblbe ntIranded RNA foI n ated from 
peanut plantsi with t ypical Nymptomn; of groindnut roiette dineane. 
Howe.v r, this dsPNA Is n0l t It , if I t 10o1,. ( Ait The dnRNA a'oor'fated 
with ttie n h,"A fnlI lly Itini, Ii s;ymptom Inducing agent (SIA) of theno , 
d I sa 'I Ihk I optt th I1 .11)11 Id I ri norti !; ; o Im t oo vI ri.; whlcht ; c t t; as 
"a. ,, ,tf,-" r tti I I !;: A Iit f i t Iran';ml ti;tIon. Procedure of t ry I ng to 
dive.I op ,Ifignt I' I Vtn I"r, I ' ;IA vJ run, of gromndlt roet te by 
clonngI ifdtRtiI ie, viil.r,,NA In r i 

n
Ih o il tott I'Ii; . r, I i', i at I oir counlt ly (No. 1) to the groundwork 
reop'ai;I (AtV/N tn t I n tiihke FOREWORD) to t he trolfl e tof te 
SVliil till irn a law , I t , Ii P I A, ItiIrailc I Iy 'iaelc' ll h,.I N ,le tF RIWOR 

7 to p r J. lt d .*n, 11 1t o ,I at I UK t lillt y ( , is. 3 ) In .. II 
ver, .,-, ! I P'At.i.li ].il o I, A! iV,/, it oi t l Ines In)1 ,t('I ti n II , t he 
,h vi, itiid ,li I i Wll wt II iVh ri je ted role tir Piiai I1i,mi* Ir ill 


Ii Vi "a,, i . atII,~ o ft ,,wi; i )I I i ", I UP :AIPil-mWi, aoriJd W( (2) 

Il ,W' ) ir . ( ,inl, iU(t ed I fI t I l Vu'r rfiltt (W . (.l li, ') i OwI?; (CerIril
 
lII,"tIt" I I " hlf, h[ .a-, hI nI, I , in, I 
 I nits he Q ~iing w~lit If t p Cal ,~i,il ( ulttrni. 

pIro if .i . ni 1 ti, i ' ,J I itd ti l ntt C'P ' htad pri-vIdf.d .t rer, for 
h I I HQ I 1 1. I I t- nI , 1 , tr I ItC Ii r iitip or I Klll" t iid;, ,ial it r 
,illi ,I 'eil, ''l tiil lPi' I f t lii l il- appti rpltori , ilt ill I',t 

Ih iigth. Ir. Mtvl",. i , e', Iw tad , iftI wi t hi granl of If'ilt, t !, and 

v ill. .'d, II a r I, ol i txa t . w,I tI D lr. Anita f i N I ' I a so and I I tei I red 
ant t;e ,ia r ill it if fI i . lrmio; t, ii o tfit wiIt I t(, ',A p, r Ittit-hot t hem Ko 

wi t he ant fIvri. IW . rl i. Ivv I ihitf a I Ioh mirent Anli I i healh r. t, 

of their f.i'li'r n ir l,n irti.i i 

t . iasplr anf Bt I i l, Ilii hlf 
Dr. l) irrik Is IaW 1P.n. I'1 "I! W P MIVI,,tlhe nfl'Il Ap~r I "iliI rilt 

tyei i Ii i aill lit frri I 0 ,ill , itii.irt by 
of I IJ ll y tl 

if fIirt t r w i ,i fhrI pr nt ii I I Ip vi to 0i t t t. i N 'V'',i0 .ihii tv Dr. 
edty ( iA t to!.hI,w,, In t ir tip Atill;/ . pit i IIrt P IA ) i I i ,, widu ieilrid 

Inilandfi a . '11.,Y v xipri,,nN d ai w II I lInlne "itarea I o he 11, wht rvvvr thoey cri I n 
f lrt h, r wort on I hit, ivitiant virai. 1r. 
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Peanut CRSP: External Evailuat in Piane] Review
 

NARRATI VtK lE'.'
II1W 

Spec taI "n-('oi ! r- T ,y"ppro I,' t ,vIw (untur- ted by: 

EEP member Keon ih II.(irlli IiiiIit)rtd'E, EIglandl , U.K. In April 1985 
a :i 1) AAB Int il i]t j (onritenCon , "rNitw lev, loipm nt n In Techniques 
for V -! to, it !, ", 0-I.'AtI-I; and l) ICR ISAT-opon!;orvd -Heet ing to
Coord I t ifi"11"n., I {i arc h Into Roo t' tIn VI rIi, H n o of 
Ground liil , I)- ' A, I . 

Projic . ( CAAi IVI,'/
 

Profri.t TIt..: E'I.ANIT' VIRUSES: ETIOLOGY, ! I)EI I.O(;Y, AND NATURE OF
 
lES ISTANCY 

Review of cnn! rlih"i tino pro joct CA/IPV/N of pIronno i worki ng In: 

C(o prat tripnt, It it ofrl I RISAT (IN'I'EINATI)NAI.) 

Pterm;onnI Av ilibl f(, D ii",Nlr : )rN;, H.W. (ibboins anldi,
o )A'.R. Reddy, 
r'orrirr leidl r ,Ild Pr I Itpa I VI r-(( 1I rw, ( c t I vol I ,) (;roundnut 

rimprfvirnt l'r'i rari, IC(VIISA I (r I i), aind Nr.. F . Io k, ICR ISAT Regi onal
 
(r nndintii I . ' riin (lr- '. Ait I ,I , 
 (Ai ,(I;,oA Re. . 1,1 1onlgwe, - .r. L Stat If)n, 
MALAWI. 

t It"; i j r Il i , iln i.rl 

1. I),V. P rld ', . iAirit filar, IT. ta j,swa tl , , ,A aiidS N. am V. W. GI bhons 
Ih,,t nf l sit ,.,ian it mi t I, vI r o, and,cl 
 !r.crsin Ilr i.f r .W;.f t Cranfmiml s' ;T; 1I rills, l rllr 'r i .i , s, iItL '/ .'rn/, e, i iriso< l,i on 

tI, ,i .,A K ,i1~ , 

(Cell, lqiujirt fv, aind 


0. 1). irI .,, l " A. May"oirnd D. V. HP. (ilvdy 
fijil I inntip, Qf lrot iii ,talprl ('..ipvl .
 

I & a,if, AAIH-I it r ( 1. I V.r, !, i y,.if in poft i 
r rooifli of 
C rri 'lr (,I ) alluvi , wI Ih AhIt [ai !rn, (In l / ',w i , n ,n f8lf boiid
Ahs;ti 1 t I: 

t. .V.P.
l l dy - Po"P'I',',ip, vir ni , ,vat Iii! priiiiulriirt (Arahi Jit; byiiop ap 

4. K. ",ihl, Ren st In(; tvfe.ilfii" , i i I,h fif;ric i 

"j 44 #, w,. n' dlit I fnlri S , pi, ,V! t14 ,Io tliI rip 2) i)OVe wi thniv' at f 

Abhitr!lti IJp Int d *. pao t Ii* Iv ( 1) 
 ;an ri n pa)g i I (14) aIrlft5)-7 ( 5) of 
EIm itid Al ;ti t~a t, fi I li',, M it It , 
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KHG's Narrative Reviews It was not the intent or purpose of this review 
to evaluate the science, implementation, etc. of the U.S. work on Peanut 

shul notoverlap, more than is
absolutely necessary, the U.S. University review of GA/PV/N conducted by
EEP members Gillier and Miler at University of Georgia, Experiment on 
April 2, 1985 and by 
HEE 	 members Miler and Pickertng at University of
 
Georgia, Athens on April 3, 1985, Rather, 
in 	the light of currently

existing impediments to travel into and out of Nigeria, 
the host country

of GA/PV/N0 this review was intended to take advantage of the projected

attendance at the AAB Conference 
(1) above) of the two Nigerian Co-PI8,

Drs. Misari and Ansa; two former informal cooperators from Scotland,
 
U.K., Drs. Murat and Harrison; two current Informal cooperators from West
 
Germany, Drs. Casper and Brayel; two 
current informal cooperators from
 
ICRISAT, Drs. Reddy and Gibbons; and two potential future informal
 
cooperators from Australia, Dr. Gibbs and Hiss Boswell.
 

Although to do so will call for what 
seems to be considerable repetition,

it seems best to report this review in a country-by-country fromat, y/

taking as the review's bases the following: (a) Formal reports (or

posters) presented at the AAB Conference (1) above) and Informal
 
discussions of the reviewer and others pertaining thereto. (b) The

Informal reports presbnted at the ICRISAT-sponsored Heating (2) above),

the "question-and-answer" exchange accompanying these reports, and the

Abstract appearing in the bound Abstracts of the Heeting (c) And, In 
some
 
instances, one-on-one discussions between the REP reviewer and the
 
researcher-cooperator or host country researcher.
 

The 	 EEP reviewer took two documents as his guide--namely "Peanut CR8?
Scope of Work for the External Evaluation Panel (EEP)", and "EEP Review
 
Agenda--In-Country Project Review". In preparing this report 
 the
 
reviewer attempted to throw light on the extent 
to which the activities
 
of the country's cooperators furthered the overall research as well as
 
furthered the aims an objectives of the Peanut CRSP as defined in the
 
"Scope of Work for the EEP".
 

For the Host Country, NIGERIA, a Project Profile Summary was prepared

that, whenever possible, rates performance to date on each of the points

raised under the main headings of the "ERP Review Agenda-In-Country

Project Review" (main headings of the "Scope of Work" with points under
 
each as delimited in the "Review Agenda"). These main headings are
 
Implementation and Management, Adequacy of 
Science, Geographic Coverage

and Applicability of Research, Institutional Development, and Research
 
Progress and Application.
 

I/ 	Countries taken in this order: 1. Host country, NIGERIA, 2. 
SCOTLAND, U.K.; 3. GERMANY (West); 4. ICRISAT (INTERNATIONAL); 5. 
AUSTRALIA
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The reviewer Is fami I Jar with written agreements, etc. between ICRISAT 
and the I'lanit CRS1' de,;tgned to promote and guide their cooperative
effort s !Piw.vr, M,; far a;s t he reviewer know. tie "Informal 
coopeiraIt ,n I,,,;t, pro ;eit (and pro iected for the future), noted on 
page; ( , of t ,hePi'.inut CR5l) ]9f83 Annuala Report do not, or did not

operaI , indi .igpr'rwnt or lind, r.tanding,; that wonid make It possible to 
evalii It th, op, rat "r n Icont rIhut Ions) by ie lumerous and somewhat 

if ht !;t to 

this rami NI(; .IA.
 

rI Iri t I a rp down he us'ed ()n the host countries--in 

,I
Theref o e I ()r t ]l,, ra I g count rI 	 f,,;tele Narrat iv Reviews will 
conc lude wi th n: (pr lula IShummah ry Comment s by the reviewer. 

Gene ra I Suirm. r v t r:e'. I 

led print 
a bove ) I(}kI!hAI i;orif 

A r c r,] I i, t tl r i pr t i tIhe several ii(iscussIons of the (2) 
Al-
 ".2 II to Coordinate International Research 

Int Rtn fir , Croundnnt wL th the boundt t I . )1 ii i (hI t ogetlher 
Abut rai. h. Opt nr ind Dr. Ptpddv'?' !i'parate iapr I/ (Report No. 3t I.t , 


-
%;A,)	 iv- wI t ,H vAl ihlle "Ir uepdin ,;"-fypte publication. 
Notwl itI ti Iutt,Ifif I ,wc..'I , I dii not at tempt to make notes general 
enough to1P 1, 1, 'it1(,, "Diuaiiii; hici !on of a 'Proceedings" of 
Ih' M 'e II ' . L, ],,."I I ,i, Pi ut ratf, rrate not i' ip (a)my ta on: matters where 
one ly' ,iv tK, t P I:;A' hi. pl iIyd, and t.rliap,; will contirtnue to play, 
the 	rl to f .,'i it I i ,ountry Ii (non r I hut I n t prog re,;s on t;/PV/N; 

I t I f I I't er!;ouicl 

Pean tt (n I 

(b) ,t I- 11, 1 'i I II' ,'t !ij tt 	 of GA/IiV/N and/or 
: .t i-i > (,ntifhot iur Ini pe' c'-rali to tie continuing close 

coiirdiitit ,, I i lt (';i'; it I lvi t 's with I lii-e of ICRISAT's 
Grouiiili lrpr'ar' ProIi(tam. 

In t li pr,' I ii ,1I,, dI I I I ; Mi,i (I2) 	 GIbbons,i, ' 'il t I u above ) hr. 
s t at cid Ihit IUP IKAI 1 '" )r I nl f;II .ixp,tnd It 1)ropram oil tt; three
"ma nda II'd" Ii' :-', (p"'1a1(it ti'fi, , r iiu' it 
 p1 on p'a n and cliI c k pea) 

A'i,i; '.fj a tIItit 51S , t t,lt or i I,l 	 credited"(I -- ," ).r. RI'IIly Peailntt 
CR51' 1-, jet wit 	 tentS f i'VA, I devil ,' li'' Proicedure ; for consli 
trail~n 'lIqh Ilim o, (X Vi',. 

In t he !,eV'tl (II ;( II! I if tI 'It lt t Inp, (2) above) after piresentation 
of raeh ipi'lit lt rir'tcel biil vol um'In Up ound of Abtracts several 
important liii nt , wr dvw' Ipeid: 

1/ 	The rev Iewer ian at IIit , as an Appendix, ils copy of t Iene Abstracts 
and of l)r. Reddy's separate papper to the final version of tia review 
of CA/I'V/N If tin Nu'm,,n;denira hIe 
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Dr. Gibbons stressed need for a peanut variety resistant to GRV that has
 
large seedIs and is early maturing. lie stated that in most of the 
countries of Africa plakgued witi GRV tlhere Is a big gap between research 
and extension. T1 I,; iInio;t stopt; dI !;t r hut Ion of seed of desirable 
peanut varieties including some viriet frs now known to be resistant to 
(RV. In Al r Ican i ,DC,; , Inc I idIng NIo r ia, t here I,; need for a 
gove rurnenit -;IlipIortt zz;iatiit Llont t (liar )c qua IIty (peanut seed)got seed 
to the farine r and ,;i t hat lie plant!, t hmir. (Comme rci al seedmen operating 
in II)C:; , r(, not interest;ted Ili ;eUlf-jo] I Inati ig crop., s;ucli as; peanut). 

- go tDr. M ,I;,iI Some hti I); on how Ie mIght I 11rove hi S procedures for 
feed rigI 1he a pll iid! lie Is;.; fi Hi'; tIru r slnri s;, Ioils t IIles on GRV. 

l)r. Bork (of ICR;ISA'f) told f IIi ; , ;rv,,y (on ;p,ciees of plants found 
fa I rly c osITrIi in11 t firri hr)iiit t Ire pea,,nut grow Ig, areas of Africa. he 
start ed I i Z1 hw, I no W crina ad N. t ti At cI and we n tthrough Malawi, 
Taia n I]a , e tc. Ii) At rI cit,'; Eas; (,oa, tI and ,(cros;s t lIrough the "peanut 
be It o Ia'ii ruiI Ido We,;t ("I t 1'0 lant. 

tItIs ,r rea, .er, ri,,),rd.d. D)r. 


Al rI,. MOr, iii l) specIes common to 
ent ire I hi,,k al so df t;cis;sed the possibility 

o f ICR ISAT' !; i I)'lf og,ou, ()f t It)e , 1i),ri a l rte;;ea rchers to a peanut 
conl(f rnie' Ir)Zluih,ilbwi next Vehiruriry (I1Q)i ) Ro.;et Le willIbe a topic at 
t I ;, ( fltr ,nct, . 

As noted fir the- F IiWI.W(IJ) to P lh Ie tIl,the;. frot It evaIiatla on of the host
 
c(Ilitry, 
 t'IP IA, of (;A/ N hr. Reddy- ,rijrnt part I/ of a sabbatical at
 
the Ii lveI-;i t of (I-t o )rg . ie(,wo rk -I, t fI it1 , Ili ly, Dr. lkrmski U.S.
 
liI of (;A/PV/N wise I, it i(;A-~xo(,rimtit . Ili correspondence (11/27/84)
 
wit i tre rvIewer IPr. Niridy ,;tat1o!; "l)ur , my.. .ahlbbat.ical in IC I spent 
more t ii;lr 's () fI Iy t Ire i in cIlira't erl .iug ai-itt t rIpe (PStV) , in 
p re pa r i),, I t I rim met 5,a.r a ni IIid 17o1f fr )r dot ct IIIg P tV". Moreover, in 
Se)teI'riber, 84, 1.)t Pt i(Iv ;,irv y, (i - . . . -rr,, rIu on it rrop; In lha iland, the 
I'llI I I pp 1nor; , Pl 11);i New (Ili ira Indi I nloil.;r;I;r. 'li r;Ir i objec tIve of tlie 

I ce of 
g r(iinrrl i fi t - rt- " 

!;lrvey wat!; t o ( it- k(- il t lie Irrirreri,- ai i1 mjsi rt nil ol vi rut; dIseases 
n,()n!it
tI I I(.1 A I I i d ,t. d i -po t ()int hI sI ta I I Groundnut 

DI!,ea ;e ;oIv.y- I ir I: ;ii r r nt It ,' (; r re 1)ir(d and copy put on file' I-,- aji 

o !ire II Air r;w ItI) t ir, ,II:, l'i,,,)rrr ;I'. peI t li . d I s a;, si rv(ye another 
(jIrot at f on I r-rim sir t s,;],lirsulr I r )Iml)r. Pt(I(Iy: "I'(every Imilch appreci ate 

lio I as- t 11;I Ill,, it ,m l d It )bIt In I lie .rrvey wonldt1),rt I a IIri [rot be 
avafl Ills ti ,1!iwfro. It 1(dt t t I f. I fil tsi l.i "rlitrt provided by leanut 
iAH;'. (lii1 It P KAI A.:Iii I ii, , lo)ru r kI tpjctrdito ,;tart, In 1985 and 
Ie. I li ormla I I (,i we4 fray iri t a I ref. ),rouninlit III(,I ' 1i)r()l ei; East Asi an 

count r Io t Isrritj,'1 i perit ill wIt it yrii orgarlzat Ion will Ihe of great 
vl I lit' Ito I,;. 

I/ l'aitI'tIU S ' Ann . lot . ;tato.s "Dr. Roddy will pend R months of a 
ttcal Dr.y'ar,;i ,'ihb In Deim.skil's lab". Ii corresponde-nce (11/27/84)

will I t,,rrv fewi r Oir. Reddy calk 
t .. .my r)1/2 months isabbat Ical In 
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The FOREWORD of the Profile of the evaluation of host country NIGERIA, of
 
GA/PV/N outlines in section 4 the direct contributions of ICRISAT, 
through Dr. Reddy's sabbatical, to the ground breaking research of 
GA/PV/N on CRV. 

Dr. Reddy did not take part In the informal discussion, requested by Dr. 
Demski, the U.S. P1 of GA/PV/N, tile night of April 11 on the subject of 
further work on the peanut stripe virosis (PStV). However his (and 
ICRISAT's) important contribution to the PStV part of GA/PV/N is obvious.
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Peanut CRSP: External Evaluation Panel Review
 

NARRATIVE REVIEW 

Special "In-Country Type" Project Review Conducted by: 

EEP member Kenneth If.Garren In Cambridge, England, U.K. in April 1985 
at: 1) AAB Internatlona Conference on "New Developments in Techniques 
for Virus Detection", 10-12 April; and 2) ICRISAT-sponsored "Meeting to
Coordinate Internationail Research Into Rosette Virus Disease of 
Groundnut", 12-14 April. 

Peanut CRSP Project Code: GA/PV/N 

Project Title: PEANUT VIRUSES: ETIOLOGY, EPIDEMIOLOGY, AND NATURE OF 
RES ISTANCE 

Review of contribut ion to project ( A/I'V/N of personnel working in: 

Cooperat-lng Country - AUSTRAI.IA (P'ro jected future Cooperator) 

Country No. 5 

Personnel Avitlable For W)1,scuss on: 

Dr. A.J . C ;bb.;atin,MI,; Kathy F. Bo;well , Vfrus Ecology Group, Research 
School of Blologfc,-1 I Scf ice,;, Australian National University, Canberra, 
AUSTRA LIA 

T tI o,;R ,porf!; -,s nt,,d:
 

1. 	K.F. Boi;well iind A... ;lbb; -
The VIDE (Flt ~ls;e, pro ject the offltpsi;de virus ident ification 

Report pres;ent ed f Contm eulo of I ) above. Abst ract page 39 of bound 
Abt r;ct,_ 

3. 1)iscuse,,;Ion. by 1)r. C1bbs and MIs, Ilo.owel I I lriconnection with Meeting 
of 2) above (no Abs;tracts ). 
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KHG's Narrative Review: It was not the Intent or purpose of thir review
 
to evaluate the siwence, implementation, etc. of the U.S. work oa Peanut 
CRSP project CA/PV/N--i.e. this review should not overlap, more than Is 
absolutely necessary, the U.S. University review of CA/PV/N conducted by
FEI members (; liter and Milner at University of Georgia, Experiment on 
April 2, 19i.' and by EEP members Milner and P',ckering at University of 
Georgia, Athens on April 3, 1985. Rather, In Ihe lght of curreatly 
existing Impediments to travel into and out of Nigeria, the host country
of CA/PV/N, .1 :s review was Intended to take ad vintage of the projected 
attendance aL the AAB Conference (1) above) of the two Nigerian Co-Pls, 
Drs. Misari and Ansa ; two former informal cooperators from Scotland, 
U.K., Drs. Murat and Harrison; two current Informal cooperators from West 
Germany, Ir-s. Casper and Breyel; two current informal cooperators from 
ICRISAT, Drs. Reddy and Gibbons; and two potential future Informal 
cooperators from Australia, Dr. Gibbs and Hiss Boswell. 

Although to do so will call for what seems to be considerable repetition, 
It seems best to report this review In a country-by-country fromat, 1/ 
taking as tihe review's bases the following: (a) Formal reports (or
posters) presented at the AAB Conference (1) above) and Informil 
discussions of the reviewer and others perta n!ng t hereto. (b) The 
Informal reports presented at the ICRISAT-sponsored Meeting (2) above), 
the "quest ion-and-answer" exchange accompanying these report;, and the 
Abstract appearing in the bound Abstracts of the Meeting (c) And, In some 
Instances , one-on--one discussions between the EE 1' reviewer and the 
re searcher-cooperator or host country researcher. 

The EP reviewer took two documer,ts as his guide--namely "Peanut CRSI' 
Scope of Work for the External Evaluation Panel (EEP)", and "EEP Review 
Agenda-- I n-Coun ry Project Review". In preparing tL I report the 
reviewer attempted to throw li ght on the extent to which the act Ivi t ies 
of the country',, cooperators furthered the overail research as well ats 
furthered the aims an objectives of the Peanut CRS' as defined In the 
"Scope of Work for the EEP". 

For the lot Count ry, NIGERIA, a Project Proflie Sunnary wams lprepared 
that, whenever possible, rates performance to date on each of the points 
raised under the main headings of the "EEP Review Agenda-- In-Country 
Project Review" (main headings of the "Scope of Work" with 1dits under 
each as delimited In the "Review Agenda;"). The,;e main head;ngs are: 
Imp ementa tIon an(i Management, Adequacy of Scince, ;eogr;ipilc Coverage 
and Applicability of Research, Institutional IDev lopment , and Rev;ear-h 
Progress and AppI I catton. 

I / Count res taken In this order: I. lost country, NIGERIA; 2. 
SCOTLANI), P. . ; 3. GERMANY (West); 4. ICRISAT (INTERNATIONAL); 5. 
AUSTRALIA 
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The reviewer is familiar with written agreements, etc. between ICRISAT
 
and the Peanut CRSP designed to 
 promote and guide their cooperative

efforts. However, so far 
 as tie reviewer knows the "Informal 
cooperations", past, present (and projected for the future), noted 
pages 63, 66, 67 of the Peanut CRSP 1983 Annual Report do not 

on 
or did not
 

operate under agreements or understandings that would make 
evaluate the cooperators' contributions by the 

it 
numerous 

po
and 

ssible to 
somewhat 

rigid criteria that are set down to be used on the host countries--in 
this case NIGERIA. 

Therefore for these cooperating countries the Narrative Reviews will 
conclude with some General Summary Comments by the reviewer.
 

General Summary Comments
 

Report (Report 1, above) to AAB Conference (1) above) was on Dr. Gibbs' 
VIDE project (Virus Identification Data Exchange). VIDE initially

concentrated on legume viroses. The system seems best described by the 
first sentence of the Abstract cited :ibove: "Versatile computer-based
methods have been developed recently or collecting, manipulating and 
di stributi ng data, and our... (VIDE) project has been using such 
facilties to produce aids for plant virus diagnosis". 

In the df;csinons of the CR lSAT-s;pon,;ord Meeting (2) above) Dr. Gibbs 
spoke o? tbe ACIAR (Australian Center for International Agricultural
Research) and of Australian work In agricli]tural research and development
of SE Asia, including Thailand and Philippines 1/. fie also spoke of 
possibility of fitting VIDE system Into the comput:er-at Samaru, Nigeria. 

1/ The reviewer would note that the Peanut CRSIP has four "two-legged" 
projects in SE Asia with each project having one leg planted in
Thailand and the other leg pl anted In the Philippines. These 
projects are: 

NCS/BCP/TP- "Peanut Va rieta lmprovement for Thailand and the 
Phi l ipptnes". 

NCS/IM/TP - "Ma nagement of ArthropMd, on W'.:,nut In Southeast Asia". 

GA/FT/TP - "Appropriate 'chnology for S;torage/Uti llzat ion of Peanut". 

NCS/TX/SM/TP - "Influence of Phi b l a and Mycorrhizae on Nitrogen 
Ftxa lon and (;rowth of Peanut in Thailand and the 
Phi lp !s" 

A - Phizobl,.m Consideration!; 

B - Mycorrhizae Considerations 
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Dr. Gibbs and Miss Boswell took part in an Informal discussion, requested

by Dr. Demski, the U.S. PI of GA/PV/N, the night of April 11 on the
subject of further work on the peanut stripe vIrosis that surveys made by 
Dr. Reddy (of ICRISAT) showed to be widespread in the SE Asia/S. Pacific 
islands area. It seemed apparent to all present that the VIDE system 
could be a great help in putting this peanut virosis, apparently 
spreading from its center of origin in China, in sensible perspective.
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University site visit ...........................136
 

Note: 	 Sudan site visit was scheduled but was not able to be
 
completed. See bottom page 140.
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 
External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects
 

By M. Milner and D.C. Pickering (EEP), at Alabama A & M University
 
(AAMU), April 4/5, 1985.
 

Peanut CRSP Code: 	 AAMU/FT/SU
 

Project Title: 	 An Interdisciplinary Approach to the Optimum Food
 
Utility of the Peanut in SAT Africa
 

Discussion With: 	 Dr. B. Singh, Principal Investigator, and colleagues.
 

Recommendation Rating: The EEP reviewers pleased to observe that
are 

AAMU is strongly committed to the objectives of the project, that this
 
involvement has stimulated an international outlook at this institution,
 
and they believe that a useful contribution of lasting impact at AAMU 
and in the host country will result from these activities. While the 
results of tle first two years of effort in this project, consisting 
principally of a consumer peanut food consumption survey, will provide 
useful information, EEP recommends that the AAMU collaborators should
 
undertake with their host country investigators, a thorough analysis of
 
the most significant problems which are retarding peanut utilization, and
 
from this review, identify are projects of high priority which are truly 
of a research character. 

Panel Members' Narrative Review: Review of this project began with study
 
of reports and related documents and involved discussions with the PI,
Dr. Singh, and his collaborators (B.O. Okezie, G.C. Wheelock, Ii.Jones, 
D.R. Rao, J.C. Anderson and V. Caples) as well as interviews with several
 
university administrators including the President.
 

2. The scientific 	and technical discussions were conducted following the
 
usual CRSIP format for such U.S. University reviews. 

3. The Project Profile Summary accompanying this EEP Review, rates
 
performance for each of the points raised under the vairous headings of 
Scope of Work, including Implementation and Management, Adequacy of 
Science, Ceographic Coverage and Applicability of Research, Institutional 
Development, and Research Prcgress and Application. These topics are 
covered In ensuing paragraphs. 

4. Implemertation and Management: A highly satisfactory rating seems 
warranted, -nr the program in the Sudan. No r.cignificant administrative 
problems at AAMU were identified in discussions with the administration, 
and indeed this group almost universally expressed warm approval and 
support. Cominittment of the PI, his collaborators, and the University as 
a whole, to thir, CRSP must be considered excellent. The project has 
stimulated university-wide interest in international research of this 
kind. 
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5. Adequacy of Science: A "Satisfactory" rather "Highly Satisfactory" 
rating predominares in the Project Profile Summary, because of the EEP
perception that the technlcal efforts appear to have a strong technology 
transfer rather than research bias. Nevertheless this technology
transfer emphasis may he justified In terms of current host country 
needs. As for the direction of future efforts, EEP recommends thn AAMU
should undert ake witi t heir host country collaborators, a thorough
analys;s of all problems affect-Ing Increased utilization of peanut in the 
Sudan. 

6. Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: Relevance of 
these efforti; to hst. country goals ts highly satisfactory, since the 
emphasis Is on t riansferring knowledge and appropriate practices in peanut
utilization and pos t harvesting technology to the host country.
Reciprocal v;alu e the host country scientific efforts to the U.S. is 
less ohvious, at this tim; nevwrtheless they may help in designing future 
projects In otharh, t countries with i milar needs. 

7. Inst itntion;m] l),,v l pment: The project serves ideally to develop and
strengtlmenr-i--e ap-a--'it le- at AAMU which emphasize international
 
orientation and c] Jlmahr;mt IWn. All 
 the col laborators are enthusiastic 
and highly met varted. T;raining In tlie U.S. of host country counterparts 
Is In the planning e t ,i,. 

8. Researc' __re,_re Application: Ihe first involving aI and phase, 
cons;umer p,,aniit food ut il izat ion survey, In almost complete, and this
will he Ie pflu Iii )OHI1fing future, efforts In relevant peanut product
developmennt . That ,nuch object ivyes are the most appropriate to host 
country needs Is not, however, entlreJy clear, and a reassessment of
 
research priorit ie 
 and objectLivs with the host country collaborators is 
recommended. Pol en! i;i, for rec I procal advantages to U.S. research 
remain unc lear at this t Imn a] though a positive Impact on international 
research fltliattwye, and interests at AAMIJ Is very obvious. 

9. Summary: Speclit Ic S-trengtlh: The principal Investigator, Dr. Singh, 
as well as lIi., collaborators are competent , energetic, and thoroughly
dedicated to this projct and It!; objectives. I)r. Singh's enthusiam and
leadership lave n itmilam ed uniers;Ity-wide Interest. Irequency of U.S. 
col laborator t ravel to t I(: Sudan ,;eem, adequaLe, and sensitive 
interaction with !he Sudanese workers Is apparent. 

Specific Weakmesses: 'liM AAMU group seems not- to have made adequate use 
of the con derA hi v Inftornation I rom a number of previous technical 
assistance efforts In peanut itilization In East Africa (particularly
HriLtIsl amd U.N. Act Ivit le,). Future research should take Into account 
such prvl m el tNt,, aN, well as a thorough review of research 
prior ties with, heet count.ry sclentlst s 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: AAMU/FT/SU
 

Project Title: An Interdisciplinary Approach the Optimum Utility
to Food 
of the Peanut in SAT Africa 

Overall Recommendation Rating: Effective AAMU involvement in this 
project has stimulated an International outlook throughout the 
institution. FEP believes that a useful contribution of lasting impact
to AAMU and the host country will result from this project. A 
Satisfactory to Satisfactory is appropriate forHighly rating progress 
achieved up to this time. 

Summary Asses;smont Ratingsl/
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT 

1.1 Administrative Involvement 

1.11 Understandi ng and support of project objectives and the 
collahorative mode .......................... : . S 

1.12 	 General attitude towards international programs and 
support of researchers involved .......... :. E 

1.13 	 Logistical and fiscal support .............: S
 

1.14 	 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U.S. 
research Interests ........................ IS 

1.15 	 Status of CRSP In relation to earlier industry reaction to 
funding .................................. 
: 	 if.'' 

1.16 	 Resource commitment to project ........... : S
 

1.17 	 Summary Comments: The administrative Involvement of AAMU 
is fully adequate; the University administration is cooperative and 
highly supportive. L.inkages and contacts with host country counterparts 
are timely, sen1t lve , and appropriate. 

!F." Exceptional;
17 	Code: = HS Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory; 
NS = Not Satisfactory; JE = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not Applicable 
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1.2 Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the 
collaborative mode ....................... : HS
 

1.22 	 Ge neral attitude toward International program: E
 

1.23 	 Log ,itical s;upport ...................... IS
 

1.24 	 Perce I 'wd relevance of col laborat Iyv progri to U.S. 
research intere,,t ............................ S: 


1.25 	 Stuatus o R1S' In relation to earl!er Indus;try reactIon to"I 

fund I ig........................................ . IE 

1.26 	 tivecal I cor,:iltlrwn to(1 c)o ct ............ . ;
 

1,27 	 ,l, ary r!se t : PI Is; ilioroughliy competent and clearlyi mm" 

committed to t1f, project. lh clearly perceives; the International 
implicat ions; of thW.ue t ilort ,, which are anticipated will provide 
beneftHt to the hon t contrv and to the U.S. 

2. ADEQUACY OF 8; ILN:CL
 

2.1 	 Level of N fienco're,,earch to generate new technology: S 

2.2 	 Pirog re ; ilvene ; and Innovation of resiearch .............: S
 

2.3 	 Appropr fat tenes; oIf re s;earclh, has; Ic and adaptive, and 

releivance to U.S8. needi .............................. : I

2.4 	 Local qil Ioct /|id Pconoui c pers;pecti e..................: 17
 

2.5 	 Sumlnary Commnn ;: "Ihe rat I nyg,; I nd Icated ahove ref lect EEP 
convIct Ions tha---ecn-ol y raint,,, act Iv I e ; rat he r t han re sea rch as; 

conventionally IlerNtOo(" , predom I te at th I lIme . WhI 14 t hin" 	 n 
orientation may not iev In:ap;ropr it t1 lis ;at ae of Ihe project, 

stronger emph iIn oni In,.e h IN rteommended ili fnt lire aic lviti e's.; 

3. CEOGRAI'Iit: c(V:EPA(;: ANI AII'I CAIIII.IY W, PI,2fARCIt 

3.1 	 RJ'ievancv to 1 (ti, tliti v/ . . j ioaI.....................: S
 

3.2 	 Comlvnernt ar tv to In renear,! effortsn, demands on,,yrly 

t ime aid r ,; ru ..................................... : NA
 

3.3 	 Tranoierablllly ofI ,.,i.irbh re,;, s; to U1.S. programn;..: IF 

3.4 S;ll rly .. 1510 h : ,lienlhsar to lho' t ,illit ryy Itechnol ogy 
needs predoi nati1 ; at Il , t f1ine , hlut ;pfIl(1 I of uNv Iit I knowledge for 
other count riesi of he region a'; we Il a1; tt ti- Ui.S. may well develop 
from thin work. 
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4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities ...... .. IS 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode ........ : E 
(Interact ion with collaborators/enthuslasm for research) 

4.3 	 Training progress .................................... 
S 

4.4 	 Summary Comments: Stimulation of an International outlook 
at AAMU Is already a very positive development. The entire University
and particularly t lie orientation of Its new research program and 
priorities have been strongly influenced by this; project. 

5. RESEARCH PROCtES 5.AND APPI. ICATION 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. : S
 

5.2 	 Impart on research priorities ......................... : S
 

5.3 	 Potential of research resu] ts for application to U.S. 
needs .............................................. ..
 

5.4 	 Summary Comments : A consumer peanut food uat i l zation 
survey, almost completed, will guide future research and technology
transfer efforts. A sensitive analysis In collaboration with host 
country comnt v rpart s, of research prior ties, needed to Improve peanut 
food utilization, Is strongly recommended. 

6. SUMMARY
 

6.1 Sp,!ecific Strengths: The PI is competent and energetic,
showing excellent leadership qualities. Frequency of travel the Sudanto 

is adequate, and Interaction with host country scientists is 
appropriate. Positive resuilts from this work can be anticipated. 

(. 2 je_,c I fic Weaknesses: In formulating future technology
transfer and resea.arrh act lvi tfes, the AAMIJ group should make more 
adequate ims;e (a prevlotis extensIve British and U.N. technical assistance 
activitievs In Africa. 

The Sudan s; ite visit of the EEP could not be made because the mission 
would not give clearance for travel due to mitigating circumtances. Two 
efforts for travel were made. 
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NARRATIVE REVIEW 
External Evaluation P'.nel Review of U.S. University Projects
 

By Dr. K. Ii. Carren and D. C'. P1 ckering (ERP) with Dr. F. Jlohnson (BIFAD) 
at North Carolina State Ivnlvyterliv, Rialelph on April 1/2, 1985. 

Peanut CRSI' Code: NCIS/BC1I'/ITP 

Project Ti t I e Pea not t V;i re ta l Iml)rovemen t for Thai land and 

Phi III pp lit ,; 
Discussion with: I) Dr. .1. C. Wynne, PrfncIpal Investigator, Dept. of 

Crop Sciecre', Raleigh, Breeder 
I) Dr. If. T. Stalker, Co-Principal Investigator, 
Dept. of Crop Sclence, Raleigh, Breeder-Cytogeneticist. 
iM!) I)r. H. 1'. Bent e, Co-Principal Invest iitor, Dept. 
of Plant Ptattology, f, li,, Plant Pathologist. 

Recommendation Rating: On the Lit; , of ,viderne presented, the reviewers 
received very favorable finpre.;,;l ott ol t he project and the NCSIJ staff 
charged with Its implernent;it ion. 'li, revi,wer,; feel that- the project as 
conceived Is and ci t lat. planned, with le rhap.; some fine,;ound Jiihoti Id in a, 
tuning as iddIt lonaI reso;lt:; are t ;t , tt t;,ke ;wccotint of existing and 
evolving farining systewm,, pit tciikrly in 't Ilaborat In countrte . 

Panel Members' Narra t Iye Review: lMOe 1ivI4cW we; coiidtucted on the bas.is 
of ful I and frank (i c'tsls!i I ot1i!; wi t li t lie 1' ilti t Wo of hi s four 
Co-Principal Invet;t I at or,; Ifn t 1 1f, 4, hol I r ,;s; Ion att te NICStU Raleigh 

tml I op',t; lii ng 
Co-Princ I pal I nve tit I ()r.1; In t lhe I at; of support Ing 

campus , ;uppl ement ed by St' p ilat e4 , vI t It t he rtini two 
ingit (talac I t y P1',; 

projects (vi NCS/I M/TI' ati NCS/I/Ti') and .en I or inwiI rsI ty officers 
responsi;hle for sc iett It Ic and ,idnf i ,trat Iv overi, ght of the projects 
work plan and budget s;, on Aprl I ]ndt 2, 1985 . These meetings were 
supplemented by referen- , t ( I rlodl prorr.,,;s reports prcpared by tile 
project team. Peference w,, ahllo mide to th tentatlve findings of Drs. 
Garren anti Milner on t li1r vif, ,i l't at they met withHill lli)o which 

collahorating :;cflent I;t 'Ilh,tif and hI rom 1i it lippl ne. 

2. The Rale igh me tln't,: tool, ;t!, ,I r a,'tni the S;cope of Work for U.S. 
universit le,; discu !;:id by t l I re.'m ,.r!, ind a,,reed with the Technical 
Comm it tee and Board oo f )1 r- ,ct oi i t i,,.-t I ir wIt It 1I Program Manager, 
represent I ng the I nMa;a,,me nt it I1 y , i th ; r meet in, In Washl ngt on, DC In 
late October, 198/. '1Il., prtti('di o t Ii Iowed waf; t o Invi te, (omment s from 

membi' rtla(iiheri I;o ,t ;t dot; Ipned to throwProject. ''e;an n I til-t ; to qu on ; 

light on the ixtent to w I lch ti, ScI . If Work e r t fIiiI ng to I.S.
 
universi t le, had been te t by tlit,Iroject 'alr. lIe vlewer,,; were linpreised
 
by the tl tighit whichiiI dbal l'i Ivi', to pri.ijoet de;ti, n a1id impl emn t at. Ion
 
and t lie p i; , art Ict lated lot I t c() t; it 1 a t i on and evil t ion. li
 
Narrativu RevIew It; bia;-doii ,ta Pro it t rot IIe,- ;Sunmmairy whi clh rated 
per forma ncf, t o dlt 1, /on ,etli a t Ifl lit i r aI !,d iiiiid r Ilh, IIve ma In 
head ings; of tI i, Sc o of Wit-P, I . I!.: 4'-fill - t ; I t.I,tI i l H ito p1i n i t 

1/ Code: E E",xc' t I tI I IS I ll Il I v Sat", l ,ticf ory ';;"t I ct orry 
NS Not Sat litact ory; IlF Itiitil I cilent EvIvdt'nce for evaluI ti|on; 
NA Not Applicabli'. 
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Adequacy of Science, Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research,

Institutional Development, and Research Progress and- Application. These 
are considered inmore 'detail in ensuing paragraphs. 

jImplementation and Management: From the standpoint of *administrative 

invo reviewers felt that a Highly Satisfactory rating was
 
warranted on each of the six issues addressed. Of particular note were
 
the obvious commitment of senior NCSU staff to the 
aims and objectives of
 
the project as evidenced by the commitment of staff and resources, and

the efforts made by the PI to allay the concerns of N.C. and Virginia

State representatives of the industry to the Peanut CRSP.
 

4. Researcher involvement was also rated overall as Highly Satisfactory
 
on the basis of the understanding and support of the collaborative mode,

relevance to U.S. research Interests, logistical support and clear
 
commitment of all NCSU project staff. 
 -

5. Adequacy of Science received a Satisfactory rating on the 'subjects of 
level of science, progressiveness and innovativeness of the research and
its appropriateness and relevance to U.S. needs. Reviewers did not feel
 
however that the project at this stage provided adequate 
evidence from
 
the perspective of social 
science and economics. As the performance of
 
new lines is assessed further at the experiment station level, there will
 
be need to take specific account of performance at the farm level under
 
the conditions imposed by existing and evolving farming systems.
 

6.' Geographic Coverage and 'Applicability of Research was rated
 
Satisfactory to Highly Satisfactory in both Thailand and Philippines and
 
also in the U.S. There was evidence of clear complimentarity to ongoing

research and demands on time and resources in all locations, so much so
 
in the Philippines that it was not easy to detect with precision the
 
point at which perceived benefits could be clearly attributed to the
 
project.
 

7. Institutional Development was felt to be fully satisfactory)

recognizing the strong research capabilities of 'NCSU in the 'field of
 
varietal Improvement, the ongoing effective institutional arrangements
 
for this purpose 
in Philippines, and the strengthening of institutional
 
capability as a result of the project in Thailand. 
 Progress in trainingi

via PI visits, provision of relevant literature, facilitation of
 
workshops and attendance at courses held by cooperating country
 
personnel, was rated Satisfactory. 
 :>
 

8. Research Progress and Application appeared to be satisfactory in 
regard to achievement of objectives and the potential of research results 
for application to U.S. needs. There did not appear 
to be, at this
 
stage, clear evidence of the Impact of the project on research objectives
except that, as noted earlier, I.t direction was clearly in line with 
perceived needs in collaborating: countries and the U.S. itself. 1985 ., 

results should enable subsequent reviews to be more definitive.
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9. Summary: As the foregoing paragraphs seek to indicate, the reviewer
 
concludes that the project Is well designed, relevant, adequately staffed 
and fully supported by both US and collaborating country scientists and 
research administrators. It appoars clearly to be on the right track and 
should continue as planned. The reviewer has confidence that its 
managers are responsive and capable, and that Its potential for outreach 
into other Southeast Asian countries is considerable and may well begin 
to be realized in the coming years. 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/BCP/TP 

Project Title: Peanut Varietal Improvement for Thailand and Philippines 

Overall Recommendation RWing,,: The overall thrust of this project, its 
reported Implementat Ion by the 1I and his collaborat ors and the 
supporting projects at NCSII, vi; NCS/IM/TP and NCS/TX/SM/TP (regarding 
the Soil Mi crobology compotent) are fully appropriate. Support from 
NCSU Is apprpriate. It slhold (continue as planned. 

Summary Assne nsime nt Rat ings] / 

1 liNIMPILEMENTAT)ION AND MANA (,t 

1.1 Admin ist rat ive Involvement
 

1.11 	 Understandig and support of project objectives and the 
collahorat lvt m de. .........................: HS 

1.12 	 General at tit 11(1' ti owa rds internat ional programs and 
support of r,;a rchprs Inivolve(d ............ ItS 

istical I tai u;pI)I ...... ... ;1.13 	 L Iog ardt c;l rt ...... . 

1.14 	 Perceived te ]vdncv o col I nborat I ve program to 11.S. 
re earch Intpr, ,I.; ................................ . .HS 

1.15 	 Stat us of (,tPIIn rpeiattion t earlier I di t ry rear't Ion to 
funding .................................. W ; 

1.16 	 Re,;,,rc, u(mmlltir:i.t to pro ju ...... ......... . I
 

1.17 Sumarya v (ImrPir : tow,,I 11, wIt II ;e n I or i,ric uI t ra I 
management at DOn aif ) rni r ,ot Arlcult lrral Pit'!;arci Service level 
Indicated a hrlr,, rnarit rdlnM"l , arid 'ml t tmn! to !it ,val ims and 
objective I o t h!Q i (of I i general and hI1!; pro ject I n particulaia . 
Thin pouf t Ion I e.vide.nc, by t h all oa oon "I ita II t In- ;and rei r efe 
to the pro ject. 

I/] 	 C : - Except lon;l ; HS - HIghly Sat lInfact ory; S - Sat Inlactory; 
NS - Not. at In factory; IE ,- Inndequrate Evidence for Evaluat ion; NA 
Not Applicable
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1.2 Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 

collaborative mode...........................: HS
 

1.22 	 General attitude toward international program: H1S
 

1.23 	 Logistical support..........................: HS
 

1.24 	 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S. 
research Interests..........................: . S 

1.25 	 Status of CRSP In relation to earlier Industry reaction to 
funding................................... __S 

1.26 	 Overall commitment to project ............ us
 

1.27 	 Summary Comments: As indicated above, the Principal

Investigator and his colleagues are fully Involved and strongly committed 
to the project.
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: S 

2.2 	 Progressivenes;s and Innovation of research .......... : S
 

2.3 	 ApproprIateness of research, basic and adaptive, and 
relevance to U.S. needs ................................. : S 

2.4 	 Local science and economic perspect w .................. : IE
 

2.5 Summary Comments: As far as could be ascertained by the 
review meeting with the Investigator; land from the material presented, 
this aspect of the project generally warrant, a Satisofactory rating. 
However, the social science and economic aspects were difficult to ansess. 

3. CEOGRAPICI COVE.RAGE. AND AP P1.1 CABI.I TY OF RESEARCHl 

3.1 	 Relevance to ho t couti t ry/l1.;. goals .................... : S
 

3.2 	 Complemratldat, y to ongoing re;earh efforts, demanda on 
time and resou rce ;...................................... : IS 

3.3 	 Tran sferahilIity of re,earh r-;s, l to 1.;. program,..: S 

3.4 mma ry Connts: ieh proj" I tiplars t o be of 
considerable re levarire to host count ry, and U.S. goals in this area. it 
appearH to inmoti; t rat v c liar compl I.mntarlty to muooI ug r:enarc h of ortns 
and to th, t hi , and rsouirie, ava I Iabl,. (;,rmpl ;i (leveloped testedde and 
appears I hW, I I ,.ly Io acli ,eve a sal Ik:c tory level of transferability 
to U.S. ,ii Io NCSlU.prgro ,utruseld 
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4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities ...... : S 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode ........ .HS
 
(interaction with collaborators/enthusiasm for research)
 

4.3 	 Training progress .................................. 
: S
 

4.4 	 Summary Comments: 
 The CRSP appears to be a valuable means
 
of strengthening research capability 
of NCSU in the field of peanut

varietal improvement. Interaction with collaborators appears excellent
 
and enthusiasm for the project is 
of a very high order.
 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. : S
 

5.2 	 Impact on research priorities.. ...................... : IE
 

5.3 	 Potential of research results for application to U.S. 
needs .................................................. S 

5.4 Summary Comment s: Although it Is still too soon to report 
on other than the potential for Impact of the project, it appears to be
well on track. 1985 results should enable subsequent reports to be more 
definitive. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 	 SpecIfIc Strengths: Well 
designed, relevant, adequately
 
staffed an 
 supported by both U.S. and collaborating sclentists.
 

6.2 	 Specific Weaknesses: Some minor glitches In travel 
approvals for U.S. scientists and need for earlier advice (.n reporting

and related requirements, though these apply more to the M.E. than the 
pro~ect.
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 
External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Projects
 

By Drs. Max Milner and Kenneth 11. Garren at US AID Mission, Manila; 
PCARRD (Philippine Council for Agriculture & Resources Research &
 
Development), Los Banos; and UPLB (U.- versity of the Philippines at Los
 
Banos) on February 5-12, 1985.
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/BCP/TP 

Project Title: Peanut Varietal Improvement for Thailand and Philippines 

Host Country: PI I 1LIPPINES 

Discussions With: 1) At US AID, Philippines - Dr. James Beebe, 
Agricultural Program Officer. 

2) At PCARRD - Dr. Ramon V. Valmayor, Executive 

Director, and Dr. Dely P. Gapasin, Director, 
Crops Research Department 

3) At UPLB - I)r. E. T. Rasco, Jr., Director 
Institute of Plant Breeding, UPLB. 
Mr. Edilberto Redona, Principal Investigator of 
NCS/BCP/TP
 

Dr. CandIda B. Adalla, Entomologist 
Mr. Vermando M. Aquino & Mr. Rodante E. Tabien -
Research Associates in Plant Pathology and Plant 
Breed I g. 

Recommendation Rating,: On the basis of evidence presented as described 
herein the reviewers received favorable Impressions of the project and of 
the UPLB-IPB personnel charged with tIts Implementation. The EEP 
considers, this a sound project and It. shouJd continue as planned with 
perhaps some minor adjustment s In management and some improvements in 
internal and Internatlonal coordination. 

Panel Members' Narrative Review: The review was conducted on the basis 
of formal (scheduled) discuss ions, one Informal discussion, and visits to 
laboratorter; and field plots, with discussions therein, as follows: 

1) A dlhctissfo n of about two hours In length with Dr. Beebe, at US AID, 
Manila, Fb. 0. 

2) A discus,,;Ion of about a half-hour In length withi Dr. Valmayor, at 
PCARRD, Feb. 0. 

3) Disctss on; of abouit one hour eacl itn length with Dr. Capasin, Feb. 6 
& 11. 

4) A round tala;!, I .coot;ton--lres lded over by Dr. Capasn--with moct of 
the IIPID rese;,archers a,,;si;gned to the Peanut CRSP, four vfsiting N C 
Sta t v 1)I ' 1; of t he4 Pevainllt CID" P, and Dr. Cumin Ins, ME of t he Peanut 
CRSP, -- t I'CARI) Feb. 

5) ilearing oral repori and !;tudylng written handouts plus partic Ipating 
In woikshpt;, t hat were- parts of First National Peanut Consul tation & 
Peanut CRSI Revifew at PCADRD, Feb. & 
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6) Dr. Carren only, informal discussion specifically requested by Dr.
 
Adalla at PCARRD, Feb. 8.
 

7) A brief discussion with Dr. Rasco, Feb. 9.
 
8) A tour of TPB facilities with Mr. Redona, Feb. 9.
 
9) Discussions totaling about two hours with Mr. Redona, Mr. Aquino, and 

Mr. Tabien, In laboratories, greenhouses, and field plots, Feb. 11.
 

The EEP, in meetings and discussions on this project,, took two documents 
as its guide--namely "Pea nut CRSP Scope of Work for the External 
Evaluation Panel (EEP)", and "EEP Review Agenda--In-Country Project
Review." The procedure followed was to listen to Informal presentations 
of administrative and research personnel and then--when time 
permitted--to as quest )ns designed to throw further light on the extent 
to which pro.lew ri tlv.. e; were responsive to the alms and objectives of 
the Pearut CRSP .s defintd in the "Scope of Work for the EEP." 

Ats with ith : evaluation,; this Narrati e Revie'7 is based on a Project
Profile Summa'y which rated performance to date 1/ on each of the points 
raised mider the main headings of che "72EP Review Agenda--In-Country
Pro.ecL Review" (m,,In headings of the "Scope of Work" with points under 
each as delimi ted in the "Review Agenda"). There main headings are: 
Implementation and Management, Adequacy of Science, Geographic Coverage 
and App] Icahil t y of Resea rch, Inst I tuti onaI Development, and Research 
Progress aid Application. These items are considered In more detail in 
ensusiIng paragraphs. 

1. Implementat ion and Management: As with other Peanut CRSP projects at 
UPLB,!I'CARRD, the rev ewe r, felt that an overall Highly Satisfactory 
atinL, was warranted on the key components of this section of the 

review. Relations with and ,upmrt of US AID, Manila are good, perhaps
due partialily to the groundwork laid by Dr. Beebe's predecessor in his 
post, the ME (Dr. (ummins) of the Peanut CRSP, and Dr. Gapasin of 
PCARRD. PCARI), as tine highest level of the host: country's government 
that is directly Involved, has taken all aspects of the Peanut CRSP as 
seroun acLivit i en and atsigned them high priorities. 

In regard i o the apparentl y lukewarm at titude of [PLB administration re 
the Peanut CPS11, the reviewers felt this might actually be a matter of 
Inertia. inerl i brougiht on by three things - the unique nature of 
PCARRD as in admintratlwy body; tLe location, physically, of UPLB and 
PCARRD adjacent to each othier; and ;i apparently continuing reshuffling
of 111LB adm!n i f, ratorn from departmie nt ch;airmen on tip. 

As to UIMLB r mucesn, Includ!ing personnel and material, committed to this 
project , It seemed to ti revlewers that this project was doing better in 
thi regard t liin the olther Peanut CRS]P project s at IJPLB. Perhaps this is 
at least part In I Iy d, t o I he I PB' , iplirnt I y semi-autonomous state. 
The !,ackground of cot lruing lnnut brcedlng efforts over past years
makes t he ef I v,'nPshf Ihe prl ec t't; personnel an untested matter. 

I/ (od :e: _F ×xiv'et I onni I ; 115 - Highly S;ai Itfactory; S = Satisfactory; 
NS ?- Not Sat I fact ory ; IE = inadequate Evidence for 
Evaluatton; NA = Not Appl lcaTe 
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2. Adequacy of Science: The reviewers' impression is that Mr. Redona is 
a competent scientist that two researchyoung and his associates are
 
making significant contributions to the peanut breeding, each in a
 
different area of expertise. The time does not seem ripe to transfer to 
the UPLB-TPB site some of the more progressive and Innovative techniques
in use at the project's home base (in the U.S.) at N.C. State. Dr. 
Adalla, to all appearances, Is adept at the scientific approach to 
testing for insect resistance. THer particular situation as a contributor 
to two Peanut CRSP projects Is treated in a bit more detail in the report 
on the IN project. Soclo-economic aspects were not touched-upon in the 
reviewers' discussions.
 

3. Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: Nothing related 
to agricultural research and development has more potential for
 
geographic coverage and widespread applicability than a new cultivar of a
 
crop plant (or a new "breed" of domesticated animal) that has passed

rigid comparison tests, In field tests with established lines. To
 
produce such a cultlvar(s) is, of course, the objective of this

"regional" peanut project. stated
breeding As 
 in the Profile, this
 
project is particularly strong in complementarity to the overall program
of peanut research and extension in the Philippines. The project is 
almost a joint project with iRRI. And, whether or not it is per se 
directly coordinated with ICRISAT, it has, indirectly through N.C. State, 
good working relationships with ICRISAT.
 

4. Institutional Development: The Panel feels that the Peanut CRSP, as 
an entity, has strengthened the agricultural research program and outlook 
at UPLB. it also seems to have given renewed impetus to PCARRD's 
interest in promoting peanut culture in the Philippines. All of the 
Peanut CRSP projects at UPLB, In the view of the reviewers, seem to be 
strengthening the research and the collaborative mode of PCARRD/UPLB. As 
noted in the Profile, it is planned that Mr. Redona will, go, soon, to 
N.C. State for course work and other training with the U.S. Pl, Dr. 
Wynne. This should strengthen the staff of UPLB-IPB to some degree.
 

5. Research Progress and Application: Here, again, it seems apropos to 
repeat the summary for this category from the Profile. The reviewers 
feel it is difficult to accurately assess any plant breeding program in 
regard to this category. So much depends on the nature of the genetic 
lines the particular breeding program had as Its base when the program 
was started. Then too, every one recognizes there is a strong element of 
luck operating throughout all plant breeding programs. The objectives of 
this project are such that its potential for aleviating peanut 
constraints is great. pTARRD will see that deserving new peanut lines 
are publicized and distributed. 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/BCP/TP In-Country Project Review
 

Project Title: Peanut Varietal Improvement for Thailand and the
 

Philippines
 

Host Countries: PHILIPPINES
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: On the 
 basis of: 1) Management; 2)
 
Implementation; 3) relevance to 
both host country and U.S. interests; and
 
4) close cooperation with and supervision by the U.S. PI and Co-PI
one 

the reviewers feel this project should continue with no major changes 
in
 
plans.
 

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 U.S. AID Mission Involvement
 

1.11 	 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives.
 
Complementarity to mission programs ......... : HS
 

1.12 	Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of
 
project. Attitude 
 toward U.S. personnel traveling
 
in-country o.................... ............ :. S
 

1.13 	Mission interest for project future ......... : HS
 

1.14 	 Summary Comments: Dr. James Beebe, Agricultural Program
 
Officer, US AID Philippines, is "new" to the Philippines but not new to
 
the post of Agricultural Officer of 
a US AID Mission. From experience in
 
Sudan he is familiar with and 
very 	much in favor of CRSP projects.

Relations, as Dr. Beebe sees 
them, are excellent between the ME of the
 
Peanut CRSP and PCARRD (Philippine Council for Agriculture & Resources
 
Research & Development). PCARRD is the Philippine 
central government's
 
administrative 
body for this type of R&D. US AID Mission, through Dr.
 
Beebe, will cooperate with ME and PCARRD in maintaining these good
 
relations.
 

1.2 Host Country
 

1.21 	 Understanding and 
acceptance of program by administrators
 
and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode..: HS
 

1.22 Administration of program-government level.....: HS 

1.22A Administration of program-instutional level ......: S 

17 	 Code:_F = Exceptional; 11S = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory; 
NS = Not Sattsfactory; TE= Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not Applicable 
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1.23 Fiscal management ............................... : 
 S
 

1.24 Relevancy of program to 
country research needs. Direction
 
of projects relative to original plans...: 11S
 

1.25 Attitude 
 toward U.S. participants and their
 
involvement..................................
: 11S
 

1.26 
 Commitment of governments and/or institutions to programs
researcher level and above 
 - resource commitment. 
Importance of peanut research in development goals.: HS 

1.27 Summary Comments: The EEP felt the project warrants an
almost completely Highly Satisfactory rating in this category. Two top
administrators of PCARRD (Executive Director Valmayor, Crops Research
 
Director Gapasin) are fully sold on the Peanut CRSP and very involved in
it. On February 7-8, 1985 two EEP members attended a Philippine
"National Peanut Consultation & Peanut CRSP Review." The CRSP program
had a half-day of this review, and the EEP members, and others, were 
given a 151 page mmeo "Progress Report" on the Filipino part of fourPeanut CRSP projects. Involvement in and interest in the Peanut CRSP on 
the part of the academic institution (Univ. of Philippines at Los Banos 
or UPLB) as displayed to the EEP seemed minimal. 

1.3 Resources commIted to program 

1.31 Personnel 

1.311 Directly commted/indirect & supportive....:_ S 

1.312 Adequacy of number and capability to 
function..................................... 
 HS 

1.313 Involvement of Women .................... ....S
 

1.314 Overall effectiveness of program personnel: IE 

1.315 Summary Comments: The reviewers found the number of
people committed to this project to be Highly Satisfactory. However, by 
a handout that accompanied Mr. Redona's (the project's PT) report to the 
Consultation , the pPoject was activated In July of 1983 to "...broaden 
an ongoing PhIlippine peanut hreediig program. Without a miracle twogrowing seasons cannot .how progrest; In selecting promising lines from an 
extensive field-testing of diverse lines. So the reviewers feel more
time is needed to evaluate the ove rail effect Iveness of the t eam 
operating the project. 

1.32 Equlpment/tacliltI s/s;lp1e; 

1.321 Av;l lahililty-rv;jt;on for unaval lability ..... 11S 

1.322 Adequacy-rea son for Inadeq iacy ............. : HS
 

152
 



1.323 	 Summary Comments: The EEP reviewers were pleased with
 
the material that UPLB-IPB is supplying the project. This in spite of 
the PI's subtle complaints about cycle tires, etc. It seemed, to the
reviewers, that the breeding project was doing better In this regard 
(1.32) 	than the other Peanut CRSP projects at UPLB.
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: S
 

2.2 	 Progressiveness and innovativeness of research ....... : S
 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive....: S 

2.4 	 Adequacy of social science/economic 
perspective/sensitivity ............................... : IE 

2.5 	 Summary Comments: As far as the reviewers could tell this 
aspect of the project deserves a Satisfactory rating. The time does not 
seem ripe to transfer to the UPLB-IPB site some of the more progressive
and Innovative techniques In use at the project's U.S. home base at N.C. 
State. Socto-economic aspects were not touched-upon in the reviewers' 
discussions. 

3. CEOGRAPIIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals. ............................. : S
 

3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities 
In-country. .............................................. : HS 

3.3 	 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs:HS 

3.4 	 Commnication; with other In-country entities ......... 
 :.S 

3.5 	 Does location Impact regiona-lly as well as In-country.: HS 

3.6 	 Relatlonship to other International research efforts -

ICRISAT, IRRI ........................................... : HS 

3.7 	 Transfrahbl I Ity of research ( 1n-cont ry, regionally, 
internat ionally) for Implementation ................... :. S 

3.8 Summajy Comment-:; The reviewers felt the project earns a 
Highly Sat! sfact ory ratIng In this category. It. Is particularly strong
in complementarity to peanut research and extension act vities In the 
PhJl!pptnpn. The project Is almost a jotnt project with IRRI. And, 
whether or not it Is per 1:se_ directly coordinattd with ICRISAT, It has, 
indirectly through N.C. State, good working relationshilps with ICRISAT. 
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4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist
 
development, facilities) ..... ...................... 	 .: HS
 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are
 
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? 
enthusiasm for research............................... HS 

4.3 	 Training progress-short term, post graduate training.: HS
 

4.4 	 Summary Comments: Like the other Peanut CRSP projects 
at
 
UPLB, this project seemed, to the 
Panel, to be strengthening the research
 
and the collaborative mode of PCARRD/UPLB. The reviewers were told that
 
it is 	planned that Redona will go soon to N.C. 
State for course work and
 
training, with the U.S. PI Dr. Wynne, in genetics and more complex
 
techniques of 
peanut breeding. This will add another significant member 
to the N.C. State alumni group at UPLB. 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives .................... S
 

5.2 	 Impact of research on institution and government
 
priorities and policies...............................: S
 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of training/encouragement for promotion of
 
information flow to user..............................: HS
 

5.4 	 Potential of resarch for success in aleviating production 
and utilization constraints........................... . S 

5.5 	 Impact of research on Women in Development ......... . S
 

5.6 Summary Comments: The reviewers feel it is difficult to
 
accurately assess any plant breeding program 
in regard to this category. 
So much depends on the nature of the genetic lines the particular
 
breeding program had as its base when the 
program was started. Then too, 
everyone recognizes there is a strong element of luck operating 
throughout all plant breeding programs. The objectives of this project 
are such that its potential for aleviating peanut production constraints
 
is great. PCARRI) will see that deserving new peanut lines are publicized 
and distributed. 

6. SUMMARY
 

6.1 	 Specific Strengths: The Panel finds the strengths of this 
project to be: Its base In a long-term peanut breeding program in the
Philippines (as outlined in the report of the PI to the Consultation). 
Its apparent support by UPLB/IPB administration. And, finally, Its 
position as the Filipino counterpart of a strong, scientifically-based, 
peanut breeding program with strong International ties--the N.C. State 
peanut breeding program.
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6.2 Specific Weaknesses: The Panel members in their
 
discussions did not address the matter directly, but there was some
 
indication that (even though this is a "TP" project--"T" = Thailand) the
 
promise of measures to effect coordination with Thailand of the '83
 
Peanut CRSP Annual Report have not yet been fulfilled. The Panel
 
members' observations suggest that, so far, coordination of this project

with Its Thailand counterpart and with peanut breeding programs at
 
ICRISAT has been mainly through visits of N.C. 
State personnel to ICRISAT
 
and Thailand and Philippines. If this is the case, this must be
 
considered a weakness. Weaknesses more potential than actual, are the
 
apparent lack of guidelines for determining the elusive and evasive
 
factor of "quality" of promising new peanut lines and the lack of a
 
formula for setting a limit on the number of lines under test per test
 
season.
 

7. Reviewers Recommendations: The EEP recommends that thifs project 
be continued at its current level of research activity and its current 
level of support. However, the EEP would like to know if the weaknesses 
it thought it perceived really exist. if these do exist as weaknesses, 
the EEP would recommend that some steps be taken to eliminate them. 
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 
External Evaluation Panel: In-Country Project Review
 

September 21-28, 1985 

By Pierre Gillier and D. C. Pickering Host Country: Thailand
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/BCP/TP
 

Project Title: Peanut Varietal Improvement for Thailand and the Philippines
 

Introduction Peanut CRSP activities in Thailand are an integral part of
 
the Thai land Coordinated Groundnut Improvement Program. EEP members 
therefore decided that, in view of the apparently close coordination of 
the relevant Thai agencies, namely the Department of Agriculture, which is 
also the lead coordinating agency, with Khon Kaen and Katsetsart 
Universities, It would be repetitious to present the section on 
Implementation and Management separately in respect of each project.

Rather, and since there was manifest full Involvement of the USAID Mission 
with the Peanut CRSP in Thailand, it would be preferable to present 
separate reports on each of the four projects concerned, only regarding 
sections 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 of the In-Country Project Review Agenda. 
Sections I and 4 therefore, which appear below in the Project Profile 
Summary Format, reflect panel members views of the generic situation and 
applies equally to each project. This review takes account of individual 
project reports, the Progress Report for 1984 of the Thailand Coordinated 
Groundnut Improvement Program, and discussions with key collaborators 
interviewed in the course of our Thailand visit. The latter included: 

John Foti: Agricultural Officer, USAID Mission, Bangkok 
Roger Montgomery: Evaluation Officer, USAID Mission, Bangkok
Vichitr Benjasil: Coordinator Peanut CRSP, Thailand and 

Director, Field Crops Research Institute, 
Dept. of Agriculture. Bangkok, also 
Coordinator of project NCSU/BCP/TP in Thalland 

Aree Waranyuwat: Peanut Breeder, NCS/BCP/TP, Katsetsart 
Universi ty. 

Aran Patanothal: Peanut Breeder, NCS/BCP/TP, Khon Kaen 
University 

Manochal Keerati-
Kasikorn: Collaborator, Entomologist, NCS/IM/TP, Khon
 

Kaen University
 
Sathorn Sirisingh: Collaborator, Entomologist, NCS/IM/TP, Dept.
 

of Agriculture
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Chintana Oupadissakoon: Principal Investigator, CA/FT/TP, Katsetsart
 
University
 

Yenchai Vasuvat: Collaborator, NCS-TX/SM/TP, Soil
 
Microbiologist, Department of Agriculture
 
(Rhizobia).
 

Omsub Nopamornbodi: 	 Collaborator, NCS-TX/SM/TP, Soil
 
Microbiologist, Department of Agriculture
 

(Mycorrhizae).
 

The generic views presented below are reflected in the overall
 
recommendation rating for each project, and should be regarded as
 
implicit in sections 6 and 7 of the reports on each project reviewed.
 

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 
1.1 U.S. AID Mission involvement
 

1.11 	 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives. 
Complementarlty to mission programs ......... : HS 

1.12 	Mission logistic, progLammatic and financial support of
 
project. Attitude toward U.S. personnel traveling
 
in-country ..................................... . 113
 

1.13 	 Mission interest for project future ......... : H..S
 

1.14 	 Summary Comments: Understanding of and support is
 
excellent as a result 	 of thorough prior briefing by and good linkages 
with CRSP Management, and perceptions of clear relevance to Mission goals.
 

1.2 Host Country 
1.21 Understanding and acceptance of progran by administrators 

and scientists. Concept of collaboratire mode..: HS 

1.22 	 Administration of program-government of institutional
 

level ..............................................
: S 

1.23 	Fiscal management ............................... : IS
 

1.24 	Relevancy of program to country research needs. 0trection 
of projects; relative to original plans-..: HlS 

1.25 	AttItude t own rd U.S. part Ici pants and their 
invol vement ............................. : E 

1.26 	Commitment of governments aid/or Institutions to programs
re,,;a rche r II'vw I and a bove - resource commitment. 
Import ance of peanut ren;earch In (ewe lopment goals.: HS 

1.27 Sui;_ iry Comment ii: St rong I11f res;t In and commitment to 
the prcgram becau,;e of Ift.; percelVd rolevance to nai onal goalns and its 
complementari t y to l h" nat Ional groundnut im rprovemnt pro, ram whereby 
additional resourcet; can he utltized to it reongthon, particularly, the 

reltlona l; 1ighly 
NS - Not Sat.nf1ctory; ITE Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not App cable 

TtCode:_E 	 p- IS Sat sfactory; S = Satisfactory; 
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research programs of the two universities primarily concerned with
 
peanuts in their agricultural mandates. Slightly longer visits by US

scientists to review activities and advise on 
methodology would be
 
welcomed by Thai collaborators and should be supported by CRSP management. 

1.3 Resources commited to program
 

1.31 Personnel
 

1.311 	 Directly commited/indirect & supportive ....: HS
 

1.312 	Adequacy of number and capability to 
function .................................. HS
 

1.313 	Involvement of Women ...................... HS
 

1.314 	 Overall effectiveness of program personnel: ltS 

1.315 Summary Comments: As noted above the CRS' is seen as
 
an 
 integral part of national peanut improvement efforts. Consequently it 
receives a fully adequate share of dedicated personnel who value the CRSP 
as a means of strengthening the resource base available to them for their 
chosen work. This Is a view shared by senior research managers in
 
Thailand.
 

1.32 	 Equipment/facilittfes/supplies 

1.321 	 AvailabIlity-reason for unavailability ..... : HS 

1.322 	 Adequacy-reason for inadequacy ............. : H.S
 

1.323 Summary Comments: The Breeding program is split
between D.O.A., Kasetsart and Khon Kaen University. Fields of all 
qualities and In different location are available and used by cooperators
without restrictions. Worker; are abundant, fields treatment 
(Pesticides, Fertilizer, growth regulator, line etc.---) are applied in 
time, observations are made correctly and test Infestation are standard 
and well done. Crops are In good condition and clean (In spite of weeds 
abundance). The first harvest of the rainy season was in progress when 
we passed and all things were running well. The number of experiments 
developed by K.K.U. Is Impressive. 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: HS 

2.2 	 I'rogressi veness and InnovaLtiveness of research ...... HS 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive .... .. US 

2.4 	 Adequacy of socia! science/economic 
pernpectivn/senr ILtIvIty .............................. HS 
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2.5 	 Summary Comments: The competence of Cooperators and the 
quality of the research developed warrant commendation. All classical 
technics In use for thils k!nd of program are adaptated with success 
(infestation techniques, sensibility control, evaluation scale---etc.) by 
several assistants. This work Is driven with a good perception of social 
and economical incidence, as a permanient contact with the farming system 
department of K.K.P. I s maitntained. 

3. GEOGRAPtIC COVERAGE ANI) APPL ICABIITY OF RFSEARCII 

3.1 	 Relevancy to nati onal goals............................. : Is
 

3.2 	 Complement art ty to o ngoing peanut research activities 
in-country ............................................... : IS 

3.3 	 Responsivenest; to percelved producer and consumer needs: IS 

3.4 	 Communii catifon, with other In-country ent itle; ........... IS
 

3.5 	 Does an regIomial ly we I a,; ItS1 oc atfoil mpact 	 ;in; In-cointry. 

3.6 	 Relatilon.ithIp to other Interna t ionail ree,;(arch efforts -
ICRISAT, IRR ........................................... : ItS 

3.7 	 Transfrahb I It y of re; earch ( 1-count ry, r.Ional ly, 
ITite rit I onai IIy) Ior fIrp Iement tat Ia ........................ : IS 

3.8 Srmmmary Commrent :; : ''le good I Ilkag), he tw-ve n1 all 
participant,; and thI xistence of a Nat ona] I'e;orot Prog rain elaborated 
and orientated each year by cooperators; and by all other colleajues from 
1).O.A. and UnlvrsIfty, drir log , s,;pec'lal meeting give the tiviurance that 
CRSI' is In accordance national It al.o namewith goal. I; for the reason 
complement ;ry of otther researches,; and it It; connected wit h producer and 
consumer iieods. lh (;cattoring of expe rIme it IIn many 1oca tIoi; and 
dur I ig dI f fe reti t s(it,; oiln; (ho f ore orr itf ter ri cev ;ind (luring rainy sea;on) 
If- a ,)uarantee of rog Ion.- 1 and e-en International1 Impact and of good 
tran, fera) 1fit y. ICRISAT and IRRI are fully concerned by this program 
and a good collabora ton is ex 1t 1ng bet we'z'n different partners. 

4. INSTI TUT IONAI, Mf:VE10I)IME NT 

4.1 	 Extent o .;t rv'ngthn lng re search cahpa lit: le; ( sc tentlst 
dewlopr int, fact litem;) ................................ IS 

4.2 	 Extent of oevel pmEon o f cal I abora t Ive mode-how are 
col laborat or; (i.5., host country) InteractIng? -
eot-busl;ISnn for res;var h .............................. : f 

4.3 	 Tra inig progres;-short term, post graduate training.: S 
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4.4 Summary Comments: Thailand has already established a
 
coordinated groundnut improvement program in collaboration with the
 
Peanut CRSP and TDRC of Canada into which CRSP activities are fully 
integrated. The CRSP Is playing an important part in strengthening Thai 
research capabi li t les and appears to be doing this job well by 
interaction between U.S. and Thai scientists, Training progress is good 
but could perhaps be Improved by the expansion of training for Thai 
scientists at t he MS and doctoral levels in collaborating U.S. 
institutions, given allocation of priority for this type of training by 
the Thai government through DOA. 

5. RESEARCII PROGRESS AND APPIL ICATION 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. .HS
 

5.2 	 Impact of research on Institution and government 
priorities and policies ............................ : HS 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of training/encouragement for promotion of 
information flow to user..............................: S 

5.4 	 Potential of research for success In aleviating production 
and utilization constraints ........................ HiS 

5.5 	 Impact of re search on Women In )evelopment......... .. 1S
 

5.6 Summary Comment s: Thu prugiam follow a normal way in 
Bangkok as In Khon Kaen. S;eed IncWreasi ng, varietal experiment , test for 
follar d i sea ses a :1(1 l)rogenies studi es are developed in excellent 
conditions and under sewral cl!matic situations. The best opportunity 
for this program was to promote a good linkage and a perfect cooperation 
between beneficiary Institutions. Each Increased largely his capacities 
and thirough the collaboration of a nationa] well coordinated program, 
specific works were dist ribhted following the competences. Results are 
discussed( each year In a special commission, and documents on the 
achievement of this program and all other related Informations are 
printed and distributed to different users. It Is too early to diffuse 
any product of thi s program. Many preliminary results are promising In 
the way of diseases resistances, field Improvement, seed quality and 
better adaptahi l ity to farming system. Many women are participating to 
research operation at conception and at execution level. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 Sipec:ific Strengthus: The Thal program In characterized by 
strong commi tment of US based col lahorat ing rnearchi n t ituti ons , the 
USAID Thail and mission, ani Tha I agencies. In-country competence 
regarding the proJetH Is of a generally satisfactory nature, and the 
objectives of the research projects are relevant to mutual needs. Their 
specific strengths relate to their relevance to Thai policy for crop 
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diversification, In this respect concerning the peanut crop, increased
 
small farmer productivity, and poverty alleviation especially in 
N.E. 
Thailand. From a U.S. standpoint the CRSP activities are perhaps most 
directly valuable because of the opportunities they afford for research 
on the peanut stripe virus. Finally, the CRSP program has had a most 
useful impact In demonstrating to the Thais the benefits to be gained by 
Thai agency Intera'tlon. 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: This is overall a very strong 
program with relatively few weaknesses, and those noted could be remedied
by relative "fine tuning" of activities. Some limitations in contact 
between collaborating Thai and U.S. scientists in the field could be a 
constraint on effective Implementation of projects in Thailand. The 
technical assistance potential of such visits can hardly be 
underestimated, especially from the standpoint of application of
 
appropriate research procedures and 
 hence the validity of research 
results. Research planning and Implementation in Thailand could proceed 
more smoothly by a clearer advance indication of available CRSP resources 
together with prompt release of funds. Thal agency research plans and 
estimated calls 
on CRSt' resources might profitably be advanced and 
refined to permit earl'er review by coilaborating K1.!. scientists and 
Institutions, thus; opt mlzing resoure obligation. 

7. Reviewers; RecommendatIons: As noted above, thc Thailand CRSP 
program 1 ; procee di ng wel 1 and no major changes are called for. 
Continumin col laboration, via an extension of the CRSP should lead to the 
production of viable research results of mutual benefit derived from the 
generally exc ellent groundwork establish;bed to date. 

The propo;ed sabbatical of Dr. W. V. Campbell (NCSU) would improve
the technical assistance component of the program, especially were he to 
be based In Thailand. Some slight prolongation of In-country visits by
U.S. scientists would also have a disproportionate beneficial impact on 
the quality of That research and hence the validity of Its results. 

More and better advance plannning In Thai land of research activities 
with CRSI' funded resource Implieations and the early conveyance of this 
Information to collaborating U.S. s'lenttsts woold facilitate greater 
efficiency In project Implementation and resource utilization. Such 
planning will need to take Into account the anticipated dimi nishing role 
of IDRC in Thai peanut related research, and the probable cessation of 
this avenue of asst stance In 1988. 
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 
External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects
 

By Dr. K.H. Garren and D.C. Pickering (EEP) with Dr. F. Johnson (BIFAD)
 
at North Carolina State University, Raleigh on April 1/2, 1985
 

Peanut CRSP Code: 	 NCS/IM/TP
 

Project Title: 	 Management of Anthropods on Peanut in South East Asia
 

Discussion With: 	 Dr. W.V. Campbell, Principal Investigator, NCSU,
 
Senior managers of Agricultural Research NCSU,
 
Raleigh, North Carolina
 

Recommendation Rating: The project deserves a Highly Satistactory rating
 
for ongoing and past work. Emphasis should be placed on close links with
 
other NCSU minaged projects during the PI's forthcoming sabbatical in
 
Thailand and Philipp'nes, planned for and recorded in his Scope of Work 
for the n,:riod. 

Panel Members' Narrative Review: The review was conducted on the basis 
of a presentation by the PI in the context of NCSU Involvement in the 
Peanut CRSP through his project and that pertaining to Varietal 
Improvement, and Rhizobium considerations on Nitrogen fixation and growth 
of peanut in Thailand and the Philippines. In addition, Dr. Campbell 
supported his oral presentation by written materials relevant to the 
project. The review Involved a two hour discussion with the Principal 
Investigator supplemented by meetings with the Dean of Agriculture, and 
Director of Agricultural Research at NCSU. Evaluation Panel Members did 
not however have an opportunity to meet with the head of the Department 
to which Dr. Campbell is assigned.
 

2. As with other EEP Reviews, this was conducted on the basis of the 
Scope of Work for review of U.S. Universities. The PI was invited to 
make his presentation on work done and proposed and was questioned in the 
context of the Issues raised in the Scope of Work in order to ascertain 
the extent to which the project was responsive to the aims and objectives 
of the Peanut CRSP. 

3. This Narrative Review Is based on a Project Profile Summary which 
rated performance to date I/ on each of the points raised under the 
main headings of the Scope of Work, i.e. Implementation and Management,
 

1/ Code: E = Exceptional; HIS -H-ghly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory; 
NS m Not Satisvactory; TE = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA -

Not Applicable 

163
 



Adequacy of Science, 
Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research,
 
Institutional Development, 
and Research Progress and Application. These
 
items are considered in more detail in ensuing paragraphs.
 

4. Implementation and Management: In 
common with other NCSU projects

Panel Members rated this aspect at an overall Highly Satisfactory level. 
Despite being unable to obtain a reading from the PI's Department Head's 
support of the project (which was unfortunate), the Panel felt that the 
attitude of university senior administrators and their manifest 
understanding of the benefits of CRSP involvement was such that
 
confidence in future full involvement by NCSU was warranted. 

5. Researcher involvement was of a demonstratably high level. Indeed, 
one gained the impression that the CRSP had provided both focus and funds 
to a motivated researcher who has become fully committed to his 
Involvement in the project in particular and the CRSP in general. The
Panel commends the proposal that the PI should spend a 6-month period on 
sabbatical in Thailand and Philippines In connection with the project. A 
Scope of Work should be prepared and be reviewed and approved by Peanut 
CRSP governance prior to Dr. Campbell's departure for Thailand in order 
to ensure maximum benefit is obtained from his presence in collaborating 
countries.
 

6. Adequacy of Science: While the project did not appear to be moving 
into the outer areas of scientific endeavor, it is predicated on sound
resenzc-h principle; and should result in opportunities for developing 
insect pest management methodologies and/or germplasm resistant to major
arthropod pests in both developing countries and the U.S. An important
 
feature of the project is 
 its potential for application of results in 
other East Asian peanut producing countries. In these respects cherefore 
the Panel Members rated this aspect as Satisfactory. 

7. Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: As indicated in 
paragraph 6 abovc, the project is rated fully satisfactory on this
 
score. One outcome of the PI's forthcoming sabbatical should be to 
pursue the extent to which linkages can be developed between Philippines
and Thailand, and other Asian peanut producing countries concerning the 
objectives and o,.come of this project. Opportunities are good in light
of the interest already displayed by such countries in the Varietal 
Improvement and Rhi zobla Projects (NCS/BCP/TP and NCS/TX/SM/TP
respectively) and perhaps br. Campbell should be used as an ambassador to 
further the diffusion of Interest and cooperation In the region for all 
three. TIls ;suggestion should be reviewed by the Pi's of the projects 
concerned and put Into effecL, io the extent feasible. 

8. Inst I Lt ona I leve lo memnt: A nted In the Project Profile Summary
and el sewhiere , od Impact i;as already been made in t hi18 field. It 
should he, further promoted by the proposed sabbatical assignment of the 
PI In Thailand and Phl!ippines In 3985/86 acting In accordance with Scope
of Work that seeks to foster not only his project but the overall program 
of the Peanut CRSP In the East Asia Region. 
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9. Research Progress and Application: An important aspect of the
 
project has been the establishment of similarities in pest

characteristics between U.S. and collaborating countries and 'Aence the
 
progress made in developing economic thresholds for the most important
 
pests In collaborating countries. The means of develiping such
 
thresholds were not made clear in the PI's presentation and t'iere appears
 
to be need for further elucidation of the methodology and parameters
 
used, particularly in collaborating countries. Thereafter, an following

evaluation from a financial and economic standpoint at the farm and
 
national levels respectively, it may well be possible to begin to think
 
in terms of detailed recommendations for control measures of the pests
 
identified.
 

10. Summary: Panel members agree 
that the project is well designed,
 
complementary to other Peanut 
 CRSP initiatives in collaborating

countries, enthusiastically and competently managed, and deserving of
 
continuation largely as planned. Greater focus on linkages between
 
related projects and promotion of networking with other Asian countries
 
could be valuable by-products of the PI's proposed sabbatical period in
 
Asia In 1985/86. These should be planned for and incorporated in his
 
Scope of Work for the period.
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/IM/TP
 

Project Title: Management of Arthropods on Peanut in Southeast Asia
 

Overall Recommendation Rating- EEP members concerned with the evaluation
 
of this project were Impressed by the competence, committment and
 
imagination of the PI for this project. Progress has generally been in
 
the Highly Satisfactory range and the proposed sabbatical In Thailand and
 
Philippines, given adequate backup in NCSU can only be of benefit to the
 
CRSP. It is accordingly strongly endorsed.
 

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 Administrative involvement
 

1.11 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode........................ . HS
 

1.12 	General attitude towards international programs and
 

support of researchers involved ............ HS
 

1.13 	Logistical and fiscal support ............ : IS
 

1.14 	 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U.S.
 
research interests .......................: Hs
 

1.15 	 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
 
funding ................................. S
 

1.16 	 Resource commitment to project ........... : ITS
 

1.17 	 Summary Comments: There in an unquestionable and highly
 
supportive involvement of senior NCSU managers to this project

conditioned In part by the establishment of problms similarities in this
 
fild between US and collaborating countries.
 

1/ 	 Code: E - Exceptional; IIS - Highly Satisfactory; S - Satisfactory; 
NS -	 Not ",atisfactory; 1E - Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not Applicable
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1.2 Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode ....................... : HS
 

1.22 	 General attitude toward International program: 11s
 

1.23 	Logistical support ....................... : . 11S
 

1.24 	 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S.
 
research Interests........................... 11S
: 


1.25 	 Status of CRSP In relation to earlier industry ru-action to 
fundIng .................................. : _0) 

1.26 	Overall commitment to project ............ : hS
 

1.27 Summary Comments: Although NCSU researchers penera.ly 
were characterized by a high level of Involvement In CRSP activities the 
PI in this case appeared to have taken hit- project as a "'rsonal
 
challenge - without loing ight of Its relevance to and linkaget with US 
industry concerns. Researchers involvement is Highly Satisfactcr,;. 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: S
 

2.2 	 Progressventc,;s and innovation of resea. h .......... : 
S
 

2.3 	 Appropriatene ss; of research, basI c and adaptive, and 
relevance to U.S. needs ................................. S 

2.4 	 Local science and economic pernpectlive ............... IE
 

2.5 Summary Commentr : The project Is predicated on well 
established research principle. that s-hould result In opportunities for 
developing appropriate germplasm and/or insect pest management 
methodologies in both deyrloping, collaborating countries; and the VS. 

3. GIOCRAI'Il IC COVERAGE AND APPLI 1CABI1.1TY OF RESEARCH 

to 11,t3.1 	 Re]evance ho count-ry/UJ.S. goals.................. : 1S
 

3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing research efforts, demands on
 
time and ref;ourcv ...................................... 11S
 

3.3 	 Tr;iii;t era ilit y of resiarch re;ult; to U.S. orograms..: S
 

3.4 Summarx Commet,;: Ov rall a highly at10factory ra ting, 
and particularly-- In respect of other growlng our,tri1(' In he Eastpe.anut i 
AsIn Region wil ci c o i well benet I I rom research results; obtained In 
the Thainnd and Phill Ippi ne. peanut prdiir't Ion ar-as . Opp rt ui ftltes to 
network with, e.g. MHlnyiyla and Indoie in soli uli be examined In the
 
context of other CRHS' Iniltiat iw n In these countries.
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4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengt -nin, -,,bearchcapabilities ...... : HS 

4.2 	 Extent of developriznt of collaborative mode ........ : HS
 
(intetaction with collaborators/enthusiasm for research)
 

4.3 	 Training progress...................................... S
: 

4.4 Summary Comments: The PI is obviously strongly committed 
to the project in particular and institutional development in 
collaborating countries In general. In this regard, and in respect of 
the three NCSU projects in Thailand and Philippines, the EEP is strongly
supportive of the proposal that tile PI take a 6-month sabbatical in the 
region to work with Thai and Philippines scientists on the project. A
 
clear program of work is essential and should be cleared In advance with
 
the Technical Committee of CRSP, i.e. before Dr. Campbell departs for 
Thailand.
 

5. RESEARCH IPROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives .................. S
 

5.2 	 Impact on research priorities........................ S
: 

5.3 	 Potential of research results for application to U.S. 
needs .................................................. S 

5.4 Sumnary Comments: A good start has been made to develop 
economic thresholds for the most important arthropod pests of peanut in 
the three countrIes from which it should be possible to derive damage
indices. Perhaps of greatest significance has been the establishment of 
similarities, at least at the generic level, of insect pests In all three 
countries, and therefore the feasibility of a comprehensive research 
approach to their countrol. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 Specific Strengths: The project is characterized by 
exceptional ly Itrong III committment, comm(ttment that is strengthened by
long US experience and readi ness to apply thIs experience in 
collaborat I ng countries. In thi., regard, the EElI commends; the proposal 
that the PI imild vi oft collaboratig countries on sabbatl1cal In 1985/86 
with n view to deV loping arthropod control re;ea rch techni qes tIn 
Pl.i I1pp s1en T)iaI I ;and concurrent Iy wIt h pI anne:i re sea rcl. In 11Ra I1h, 
NC.
 

0.? S 'cIf Ic Wm'a nvo;en : It I di ff Icult to IdentiI y 
weaknensiit of t he proJect wit hlu)(t becoming pi caytne, however, a I though 
the project hasl ndI a good start In 1d(resn ing probliem; of arthropod 
pests; on peanut- produntion ('11d thi hould cont.Irie) thotmglt need to be 
given to ways and means of addresinlng pont harvest perit of pe,tnut. Th in 
obtervtilon In Inapp)ropriately placed, sInce the ominftion of explicit 
con Iied ration of the' (lt, Jlion I an overall (:1SP' weakneutn ratler than one 
of this proJect. However ':l11 membern take thin, perinpoi unl table, 
opportunity of recording their view on the nubJect. 
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 
External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Projects
 

By Drs. Max Milner and Kenneth H. Garren at US AID Mission, Manila;
 
PCARRD (Philippine Council for Agriculture & Resources Research &
 
Development, Los Banos; and UPLB (University of the Philippines at Los
 
Banos) on February 5 - 12, 1985.
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/TM/TP 	 Host Country: PHILIPPINES
 

Title: Management of Arthropods on Peanut in Southeast Asia
 

Discussion With: 1) 	 At US AID, Philippines - Dr. James Beebe, 
Agricultural Program Officer. 

2) 	 At PCARRD - Dr. Ramon V. Valmayor, Executive 
Director, and Dr. Dely P. Gapasin, Director, 
Crops Research Department. 

3) 	 At UPLB - Ellseo P. Cadapan, Assoc. Prof. of 
Entomology and Principal Invejtigator of 
NCS/IM/TP and Dr. Candida B. Adalla, Entomologist. 

Recommendation Rating: On the b.sis of evidence presented and discussed 
and of visits to laboratories, greenhouses, and field plots tile reviewers 
received a highly favorable lryipression of the project. They recommend 
that it continue, largely ac conceived, with some thought given 
to 
correcting weaknesses perceived by the EEP reviewers and developed in the 
Profile namely weaknesses in the training program and In some aspects of 
the intra-UPLB coordination. 

Panel Members' Narrative Review The review was conducted on the basis 
of formal (scheduled) discissions and informal discussions as follows:
 

1) 	A discussion of about two hours in length with Dr. Beebe, at US AID, 
Manila, Feb. 6. 

2) A discussion of about a half-hour in length with Dr. Valmayor, at 
PCARRD, Feb. 6.
 

3) 	 Discussions of about one hour 	 each In length with Dr. Gapasin, Feb. 6 
& 11.
 

4) 	 A round table di scus;ion--pref;ided over by I)r. Gapasin--with most of 
the UPLB researchers astsigned to the Peanut CRSP, four visiting NC 
State Pin of the Pennut CRSP, and Br. Cummins, HE of the Peanut CRSP, 
- at PCARRD Feb. 8. 

5) Hearing oral reportn and studylng written handouts plus participating 
In workshops chat were parts of Firut National Peanut Consul.tation & 
Peanut CRS1' Review at PCARRD, Feb. 7 & 8. 

6) Formal discussion with I)r. Cadapan of albout two hours In length In 
his office at II , Feb. 1]. 

7) Informal dti cusnfons at opportune times and In opportune places with 
Dr. Cadapan. 

8) Dr. Garren only, Informal discunnion specifIcally requested by Dr. 
Adalla at PCARRD, Feb. 8. 
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The EEP, In meetings and discussions on thij project, 
took two documents
 
as Its guide--namely "Peanut CRSP Scope 
 of work for the External

Evaluation Panel (EEP)", and "EEP Review 
Agenda--In-Country Project

Review". The procedure followed was to listen 
to informal presentations

of administrative 
 and research personnel and then--when time
 
permitted--to ask qunstions designed 
to throw further light on the extent
 
to which project activities were responsive 
to the aims and objectives of
 
the Peanut CRSP as defined in the "Scope of Work for the EEP".
 

As with other evaluations this Narrative Review Is based on a Project
Profile Summary which rated performance to date 1/ on each of the points
raised under the main headings of th. "EEP Review Agenda--In-Country
 
Project Review" (mafn headings of the "Scope of 
Work" with points under
each as delimited in the 
 "Review Agenda"). These main heiadings are:
 
Implementation and Management, Adequacy 
of Science, Geographic Coverage

and Applicability of Research, Institutional Development, 
and Research
 
Progress and Application. 
 These items are considered In more detail in
 
ensuing paragraphs.
 

1. Implementation of Management: As with other Peanut CRSI1 projects at 
UPLB/PCARRD, the reviewers felt that an overall Highly Satisfactory

rating was 
 warranted on the key components of this section of the 
review. Relations with and support of US AID, Manila are good, perhaps
due partially to the groundwork laid by Dr. Beebe's predecessor in his 
post, the ME (Dr. Cummins) of the Peanut CRSP, and Dr. Gapasin of
PCARRD. PCARRI), as the highest level of the host country's government 
that Is directly Involved, has taken all aspects of the Peanut CRSP as 
serious activities and assigned them high priorities. 

In regard to the apparently lukewarm attitude of UPLB administration wethe Peanut CRSP, the reviewers felt this might actually be a matter of 
inertia. Inertia brought on by three things - the unique nature ofPCARRD as an administrative body; the location, physically, of UILB and 
PCARRD adjacent to each other; and an apparently continuing reshuffling
of UPLB admInistrators from department chairmen on up. 

As to UPLB resources, Including personnel, commtted theto project, to
the reviewers the most Impressive and Important aspect was the PI, Dr. 
Cadapan. Dr. Cadapain s ays his official research t ime Is assigned
follows: Peanuil 50%" 

as 
, hiological cont rol of arthropod,,,, 25%;

agricul ttire, 25 . This, t he EEl' feels, does not depict his broad 
Involvement wIht I m ny face t; of peanut prodIIc tIon In the hiIi p Ines. 
Al though the rev Ie'we rs did riot specifically add res the #;ribjectL of
coordInat Ion and coop- rnt Ion wit h ICR ISAT and other I nternat Ional 
organtizat toris Interested is promoting peanut product ion, Dr. Cadapan'n
Interest. and energy ;eemed to be 'vntered In the lintra-Ph i Ippi ne aspects

of the 
current dr I ye to Increa' peanut prod-ict Ion. 'lhluIn not to say
 
ie is ant i-intuvati onal
 

1/ Code: E - Lxcept Ional; IIS - lIghly SatIsfactory; S -
Satislfactory; NS " Not Satisfartory; IE !nndequnte
Evidence for EvaIluat ion; NA - Not ApplI cable 
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in viewpoint. He is far from it and he has personal ties at IRRI. le 
is
 
closely associated with the National Post Harveft Institute (UPLB), and
 
is an observer and investigator of the economics of insecticide use and
 
of the socio-economic aspects of Filipino peanut production.
 

2. Adequacy of Science: As noted In the Profile, the Panel felt the
 
science was keyed, as It should be, primarily to the practical

application of findings. There is a touch of progressiveness in work 
being done on biological control, hut otherwise there Is little that is 
Innovative. The Panel was convinced, by discussions, that Dr. Cadapan
brings a high level if soclo-economic perspective to the project. Some 
of his observations apropos this conviction are: Most peanut now 
produced In the Philippines are eaten locally--usually fried in coconut 
oil. There Is, he feels, much more In local needs to be met before there 
can be "cheap" pe:.,ut available to expand the peanut processing industry 
in that country. The future for peanut in the Philippines, he feels, is
keyed to maling i.ore plantings along river banks to take advantage of 
furrow Irrigation. There Is a great need for help from several sources 
in the matter of peanut storage. Most peanut stored for more than two 
months In the hillpplne s are stored by professional warehousemen and 
these men have a lug Ay to go to be truly "professional". 

3. Geographic Coverage aind Applicability of Restarch: Again, as
 
noted in the Profile, th emphasls in thins project Is on practicality.
 
The PI hat; re.s;perted status In Intra-Phtilppine groups such as that 
assembled for the Consu,ultation. As noted previously In this Narrative 
while the pro ject has no evident close ties with other International 
research efforts and while Dr. Cadapan's Interest and energy seemed to be 
centered In the Intra-'hi lippfne aspects of the current drive to Increase 
peanut produic tion, he IN obviou.sly not anti-international In viewpoint.
 

The EEP has noted In Its; review of the NC State part of this project that 
one outcome of [)r. C(ampbell's (the U.S. 11) projected sahattical should 
be to pursue the ext ent to which linkages can he developed between
 
Phi lippine s and 'Th;a Iland 
 and other As Ian peanut producing countries 
concern nri Ihe object I ve,; and outcome of t hlI; iroject . ihe reviewers 
feel that lw. (W,adapan t; ;Idmira)ly suited to h' an equital partner In this 
endeavor to expand the AsIan coverage of re!np;f'arli re;ults from the Peanut 
CRSP.
 

4. InnI ltit onf l ,iev.yeinpmn'Itt: 'Ih, I'MPa W,.,Oe; that ti, Peatnut CRSP, 
as an ent Ity, flat; ,N rengt lined " tt re search andt le I I itral program 
outlook at tP1.1. It alI,; a ,teemn to have .lpyn rpfriwid f 1"nI to 'PCARRI)'s 
interest In l)iiuitlrgl ng pfttiit cilt ure 1In the Phii ppipnes. All of the 
Peanut CPSI1ut pr ()j ' I ait 11',L11, Iri I ie vIf-w ot Iie v wers, o berev -;eem 
nt re ng tlihe inI I he r qsPa rc h a ld I I' "I I a bo ra I Iv,' rmouh, of I'CAUIU)/IPIIU.
Dr. C(a,;i par, h. of t lpro , iiut, ewP1 lit it' ct t ie gi(n a lon'; s a;re of the 
credIt for IlhthN n r engr Ihfn fng, a ; wfl I at; mat )or crf(l- for lie )rojvcted 
Wbhat i a I at IL11 (a rd In Thai larid) ofI tlie l; I' , Dr. (C:tmphi,II. AF 
noted i li I Prof ile, lh re Itn no ivfdent plan to train, ait the 
post -gradnat leve , a po I PfnI hIaI ruccnssor Io )r. Cadnputn as 11 of the 
pro ject. 
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5. Research Progress and Application: In the Profile the Panel members 
gave this project a Highly Satisfactory rating in two areas of this
 
category--i.e. getting research results out where they can be used to 
best advantage. Furthermore, the Peanut CRSP work is thoroughly meshed 
with other research and extension-type activities of UPLB and the entire 
program is based on a background of many years of effort at UPLB. This 
makes it difficult to decide now which bits of progress should he 
credited to Peanut CRSP. 

Perhaps, then, this review should close with a summary of research 
progress in the Philippines on this IM project--as the reviewers saw it: 
Some peanut varieties 
from NC and UPLB - IPB show promise of resistance 
to insect damage. A close study of peanut plots and yields thereof shows 
that insects do much damage to peanut in the Philippines. Time of 
planting and density of plants influence insect damage and yield.
October is better than November for planting. Though insect damage 
increases In denser stands, this is cancelled In October plantings by
higher yields from denser stands, Increasing Ca by applying gypsum or 
calcic limestone does not affect insect populations and insect damage,
but such does give higher yields. The frequency of application and 
amount of Insecticide applied can be reduced 
 without affecting

efficancy. Dipel, ...a microbial insecticide..." shows much promise.
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/IM/TP 	 In-Country Project Review
 

Project Title: 
 Management of Arthropods on Peanut in Southeast Asia
 

Host Countries: 11ILLIPINES
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: On the basis 
of: 1) Management; 2)
 
implementation; 3) relevance to 
both host country and U.S. interests; 4)
drive, dedIcalton, and scientific acumen of its Filipino PI and its U.S. 
PI; and 5) the emphasis on practicality from the on-farm (especially
on-small-farm) viewpoint, the EEP feels this project warrants a general
Highly Satisfactory rating. The two EEP reviewers feel their evaluation 
was not unduly Influenced by the personality and enthusiasm of the UPLB 
PI, but they would advise future reviewers to pay close attention to both 
results obtained after July, 1983 and to plans for continuation of the 
project In the event the current PI is moved upward at UPLB. 

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 U.S. AID Mission involvement
 

1.11 	 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives. 
Complementarity to mission programs ......... : IIS 

1.12 	Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of
 
project. 
 Attitude toward U.S. personnel traveling
 
In-country 
 . S 

1.13 	 Mission Interest for project future ...... : 1IS 

1.14 Summary Comments: Dr. James Beebe, Agricultural Program
Officer, US Al), Phillippines, it "new" tc the Phlippines hut not new to 
the post of Agricultura] Officer of a US All) Mission. From experience in 
Sudan he Its fiimI liar wi th and very 	 much in favor of CRSP projects.
Relatlont;, as Dr. Beebe ';ees them, are excellent between the ME of the 
Peanut CUS]' and PCARRI) (Philippine Council for Agriculture & Resources 
ReseartIi & Dewlopne_ n). ICARRD Is the Phillippine central government's 
adminltratiwe body for thli type of R&). US All) Misnion, through Dr.
Beebe, wil coopcrate witi ME and PCARRD In mnintal oing thege good 
relati 	 on.. 

T7 Code: E Exceptional ; IS - itghly Satisfactory; S -
Satinfactory; NS - Not Satisfactory; IF - Inadequate Evidence 
for Evaluation; NA Not Applicable 

173
 



1.2 Host Country
 

1.21 	 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
 
and scientists. ConcrFt of collaborative mode..: IS
 

3.22 	 Administration of program-government level......: H.S
 

1.22A 	Administration of program-institutional level...: S
 

1.23 	 Fiscal management ................................... S
 

1.24 	 Relevancy of program to country research needs. Direction
 
of projects; relative to original plans...: IS
 

1.25 	 Attitude toward U.S. participant; and their 
involvwmnt.................................... IS: 


1.26 	 Commitment of government; and/or Institution:; to programs
re e;arche r level and ahow - res:;ource commiment. 
Importance of peanut re;earch In development goal;.: IS 

1.27 	 Summarv Comment;: '1tn IIlA fe the project warrantfet: an 
almost completely thlghly Satlf,,;actory ratIng In this; category. Two top 
idministrator,; of PCARRI) (Execut ive Director Valmayor, Crops; Res;earch 
Director Gapas;ln) are ful Iy s;old on the Peanut, CRS1' and very involved In 
It. On Fl'hrry 7-, I 985 wo FE!' vmemer,; at tended a P1i11 ppi ne 
"Nat.I ona I Wit nut t, & Peanut CT' Rev ow , fi CRS1 programCon,;It itIon 
had a half-day of this,; review, andl tht, ETOPI l' lmeibers,* i /i ot hern,; were 
given a 151 page mimeo "Progress:; l port " oa the li ip11lio part of four 
Peanut CRS P projv.,ct s;. Involvemen In and tliterert it t he Peanut CRSIP on 
the part of the academic InNttt! IOn (Unlye r;ity of Phil ippinen at Los 
Banos; 	or UPL.) as dis;p layed to the E!L ;eemed minma l.
 

1.3 Re ;itrci'; commtit d toJ prograti 

1.31 pers;onnel
 

1.311 	1)irec Iv comm ted/Itndirect H
& supportive.... 1S
 

1.312 Advquary of numi1?r and calpa h I t y t o 
net ,n.................................. ItS 

1.313 	lnvolv.,evn ! of WoMo,. ........................ . IS
 

1.114 	nvera 1 1 . li-i I vlvtiiN of prog: lin pornonnil : 

1.31 ') 	 !;Ilill IV (or ttll I:,romn what Iii aw .,rd h.IrdIt it EE! 

to tI1,, t ihe ani ly d Piea lltjudged thi 0 1i of ie.i, uf.i h', ITA11I0/lll'ih to 
CRSI' projoct i,. It 1., ai lila, i a i 't d nl ril fted Ily the I'l [I . (;aiolap n. 
Dr. r,adnpaii i,,a , to ! o ii to Ir te i''liti nlldaiI lvI IMO N, Ihetni ra tti 

with I he 1I.S. I'l, P. ]I I , to:,!.t the .ilvlittig, f I fi . a opecta of i he 
proJ'cI andf "I ItPear:,ii ITS5'l. 
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1.32 	Equipment/facilities/supplies
 

1.321 Availability-reason for unavailability ..... : S
 

1.322 Adequacy-reason for inadequacy............. : S
 

1.323 Summary Comments: The Panel judged the equipment and
 
other material to be satisfactory support of a project aimed primarily at
 
developing methods of control for insects and closely related pests of
 
peanut. An unstated objective of this project is to keep procedures as
 
simple as they can be and yet achieve some control. The small Filipino
 
farmer needs this simplicity.
 

2. ADE14UACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: S
 

2.2 	 Progressivenesj and innovativeness of research ...... : S
 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive ....: HS
 

2.4 	 Adequacy of social science/economic
 
perspective/sensitivity ............................. : HS
 

2.5 Summary Comments: The Panel felt the science was keyed,
 
as it should be, primarily to the practical application of findings.
 
There is a touch of progressiveness in work being done on biological
 
control, but otherwise there is little that is innovative. The Panel was
 
convinced, by discussions, that Dr. Cadapan brings a high level of
 
socio-economic perspective to the project.
 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH
 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals ........................... : HS
 

3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
 
in-country .................................................: HS
 

3.3 	 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs:HS
 

3.4 	 Communications with other in-country entities ......... : HS
 

3.5 	 Doep location impact regionally as well as in-country.: HS
 

3.6 	 Relationship to other international research efforts -

ICRISAT, IRRI ........................................ : S
 

3.7 	 Transferability of research (in-country, regionally,
 
internationally) for implementation ................... : HS
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3.8 Summary Comments: The emphasis on practicality; the wide
 
range of knowledge and interests of the PI; and the respected status the
PI had in the group assembled for the Consultation convinced the Panel
 
members 
present that this project deserves a Highly Satisfactory rating
in this category. No close ties with any other 
international research
 
effort were evident, though Dr. Cadapan has some 
personal ties with IRRI.
 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist 
development, facilities) ..............................: HS 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are
 
collaborators (U.S., 
 host country) interacting? 
enthusiasm for research .............................. : HS
 

4.3 	 Training progress-short term, post graduate training.: 
 S
 

4.4 	 Summary Comments. 
 Like the other Peanut CRSP projects at
 
UPLB, this project seemed, to the Panel, to be strengthening the research
and the collaborative mode of PCARRD/UPLB. This project may be the main 
reason for the projected sabbatical at UPLB (and in Thailand) of the USPI, Dr. Campbell. There, however, is no evident plan to train, at the 
post-graduate level, a potential successor to Dr. Cadapan as 
PI of the
project. Perhaps this is not needed. 
 Many members of i.he UPLB staff are
 
said to have advanced degrees from NC State.
 

5. 
 RESEARH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives 
................. : 
 S
 

5.2 	 Impact of research on institution and government
 
priorities and policies ............................ : 
 S
 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of training/encouragement for promotion of
 
information flow to user........................... 
. HS
 

5.4 	 Potential of research for success in aleviating production 
and utilization constraints ........................ : HS 

5.5 	 Impact of research on Women in Development ......... : S
 

5.6 Summary Comments: The Panel members would give
project a Highly Satisfactory rating in two areas this 
this
 

of category--i.e.

getting research results with a high degree of potentlal practicality and
getting such results out they be used
where can to best advantage. The
 
Peanut CRSP work is thoroughly 
 meshed with other research and
extension-type activities of 
UPLB (these unofficially directed by the PI
 
of the project) and the entire program 
is based on a background of many
years 	of effort at UPLB. 
 Thus 	It is difficult to decide which bits 
of
 
progress should be credited to Peanut CRSP. Perhaps it is too early in
 
the life of 
the Peanut CRSP to consider the matter of "credit".
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6. SUMMARY
 

6.1 Specific Strengths: The strengths of this project have
 
been mentioned several times in this Profile. It is hoped the Panel
 
members were not unduly impressed with them and, therefore,
 
overemphasized them. To summarize these strengths, as seen by the Panel
 
members, they are: The scientific acumen, drive, and status of the PI,
 
Dr. Cadapan. The emphasis on practicality in planning the experimental
 
work. The good background of past work on which the Peanut CRSP is built.
 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: Even though the Peanut CRSP Annual
 
Report for 1983 states (page 116) that "Two graduate students are
 
presently being trained in insect pest management using Peanut CRSP funds
 
at North Carolina State University (NCSU)", the Panel saw no indication
 
that these are Filipinos or that they are under consideration for
 
assignments in the Philippines. Contingencies are facts of academic and
 
research life and there Is an apparent lack of a plan for training at the
 
post-graduate level of researchers who might then be able to take over 
and carry or. the project. The international training program outlined 
(page 116) in the '83 Annual Report is, in the Panel members' opinion a
 
weak program.
 

The CRSP peanut breeding program and the CRSP arthropod management
 
project at NCSU are virtually indistinguishable in regard to search for 
resistance to arthropods in the available peanut lines. At UPLB,
 
according to Dr. Cadapin, Dr. Candida B. Adalla of the Department of
 
Entomology works in the CRSP breeding program at UPLB's Institute of
 
Ilant Breeding and will feed peanut lines, superior from the viewpoint of
 
possible resistance to insect damage, back to Cadapan through the
 
CRSP/UPLB breeding Program. Dr. Adalla, in a private talk she requested
 
with one Panel member expressed unhappiness and dissatisfaction with this
 
arrangement.
 

While this situation may not be delaying progress and may be solely of
 
intra-UPLB concern, the Panel members 
 felt the search for
 
arthropod-resistance in peanut lines In the Philippines might be helped 
by closer coordination with the other parts of the IM CRSP project there.
 

7. Reviewers Recommendations: The EEP recommends this very
 
promising project b2 continued at its current level of research (and
 
extension) activity and at its current level of support. However, the
 
EEP would like to see some thought given to strengthen the project by
 
correcting the weaknesses the EEP thinks it sees.
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

External Evaluation Panel: In-Country Project Review
 

September 21-28, 1985
 

By Pierre Gillier and D. C. Pickering Host Country: Thailand
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/IM/TP
 

Project Title: 
 Management of Arthropods on Peanut in Southeast Asia
 

Introduction Peanut CRSP activities in Thailand are an integral part of
 
the Thailand Coordinated Groundnut Improvement Program. EEP members
 
therefore decided that, in view of 
the apparently close coordination of
 
the relevant Thai agencies, namely the Department of Agriculture, which
 
is also the lead coordinating agency, with Khon Kaen and Katsetsart
 
Universities, it would be repetitious 
 to present the section on
 
Implementation and Management separately in respect of each project.

Rather, and since there was manifest full involvement of the USAID
 
Mission with the Peanut CRSP in it would be to
Thailand, preferable 

present separate 
reports on each of the four projects concerned, only
 
regarding sections 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 of the In-Country Project Review
 
Agenda. Sections 1 and 4 therefore, which appear below in the Project
 
Profile Summary Format, reflect panel members views of the generic

situation and applies equally to each project. 
 This review takes account
 
of individual project reports, the Progress 
Report for 1984 of the
 
Thailand Coordinated Groundnut Improvement Program, and discussions with
 
key collaborators interviewed in the course of our Thailand visit. The
 
latter included:
 

John Foti: Agricultural Officer, USAID Mission, Bangkok

Roger Montgomery: Evaluation Officer, USAID Mission, Baagkok

Vichitr Benjasil: Coordinator Peanut CRSP, Thailand and
 

Director, Field Crops Research Institute,
 
Dept. of Agriculture, Bangkok, also
 
Coordinator of project NCSU/BCP/TP in Thailand
 

Aree Waranyuwat: Peanut NCS/BCi/TP,
Breeder, Katsetsart
 
University.


Aran Patanothai: Peanut Breeder, NCS/BCP/TP, Khon Kaen
 

University
 
Manochai Keerati-

Kasikorn: Collaborator, Entomologist, NCS/IM/TP, Khon
 

Kaen University
 
Sathorn Slrisingh: Collaborator, Entomologist, NCS/IM/TP, Dept.
 

of Agriculture
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Chintana Oupadissakoon: Principal Investigator, GA/FT/TP, Katsetsart
 
University
 

Yenchai Vasuvat: Collaborator, NCS-TX/SM/TP, Soil
 
Microbiologist, Department of Agriculture
 
(Rhizobia).
 

Omsub Nopamornbodi: Collaborator, NCS-TX/SM/TP, Soil
 
Microbiologist, Department of Agriculture
 
(Mycorrhizae).
 

The generic views presented below are reflected in the overall
 
recommendation rating for each project, and should be regarded as
 
implicit in sections 6 and 7 of 
the reports on each project reviewed.
 

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 U.S. AID Mission involvement
 

1.11 	 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives.
 
Complementarity to mission programs ......... : HS
 

1.12 	 Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of
 
project. Attitude toward U.S. personnel traveling
 
in-country.................................. .S
 

1.13 	Mission interest for project future .... HS
 

1.14 Summary Comments: Understanding of and support is
 
excellent as a result of thorough prior briefing by and good 
linkages
 
with CRSP Management, and perceptions of clear relevance to Mission goals.
 

1.2 Host Country
 

1.21 	 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
 
and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode..: HS
 

1.22 	 Administration of program-government and institutional
 

level .......................................... : 
HS
 

1.23 	 Fiscal management ............................... : HS
 

1.24 	 Relevancy of program to country research needs. 
 Direction
 
of projects relative 
to original plans... : HS
 

1.25 	Attitude toward U.S. participants and their
 
involvement .............................. : 
 E
 

1.26 	 Commitment of governments and/or Institutions to programs
researcher level and above - resource commitment. 
Import ance of peanut research in development goals. : HS 

Code:E = Exceptional; HS Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory; 
NS -	 Not Satisfactory; IE = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not Applicable 
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1.27 Summary Comments: Strong interest in and commitment to the
 
program because of its perceived relevance to national goals and its
 
complementarity to the national groundnut improvement program whereby
 
additional resources can be utilized to 
strengthen, particularly, the
 
research programs of the two universities primarily concerned with
 
peanuts in their agricultural mandates. Slightly longer visits 
by US
 
scientists to review activities 
and advise on methodology would be
 
welcomed by Thai collaborators arid should be 
supported by CRSP management.
 

1.3 Resources commited to program
 

1.31 Personnel
 

1.311 	Directly commited/indirect & supportive ....: HS
 

1.312 	Adequacy of number and capability to
 
function...................................: HS
 

1.313 	 Involvement of Women.........................: HS
 

1.314 	Overall effectiveness of program personnel: HS
 

1.315 Summary Comments: As noted above the CRSP is seen as
 
an integral part of national 
peanut improvement efforts. Consequently it
 
receives a fully adequate share of dedicated personnel who value the CRSP
 
as a means of strengthening the resource base available to them for their
 
chosen work. This is a view shared by senior research managers in
 
Thailand.
 

1.32 Equipment/facilitles/supplies
 

1.321 	 Availability-reason for uikavailability..... : HS
 

1.322 	 Adequacy-reason for inadequacy ............. : 
 HS
 

1.323 Summary Comments: The normal activity of this program

is developed in the Department of Agriculture, in Kasetsart University
 
and in Khon Kaen University. Fields, material for treatment, pesticides

and workers are available without problems. Monitoring of peanut insect
 
in farmers' fields Is 
also easily realized. Many stations and experiment

fields in different locations are used as the responsible people want.
 
No problems for transportation. Laboratories are sufficient 
and well
 
equipped.
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 Level of science/research to generate new technology: H1S
 

2.2 Progressiveness and fnnovativeness of research ...... 
..1IS
 

2.3 AppropriateneSS of research - basic and adaptive .... US 

2.4 Adequacy of social 
 science/economic
 
pert;pert ve/sensit vlty ............................. : IS
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2.5 	 Summary Comments: The good quality of experiment

realization and 
the constant linkage with Dr. Campbell associated to the
 
competence of collaborators give insurance on the 
 high level of
 
scientific input. Observations and treatment 
are made in excellent
 
conditions; two technicians trained 
in ICRISAT apply standard techniques

and all comparisons between international tests data and Thai data on 
the
 
same subject can be made without difficulties. A cooperation excellent
 
with breeding program for resistance tests to different pests is a
 
guarantee of effectiveness. A constant view of farmers fields siLuation 
give a good appreciation of real impact on production level.
 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH
 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals.............................
: HS
 

3.2 	 Complementarity 
 to ongoing peanut research activities 
in-country...............................................: HS 

3.3 	 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs:HS
 

3.4 	 Communications with other in-country entities ......... : HS
 

3.5 	 Does location impact regionally as well as in-country.: HS
 

3.6 	 Relationship to other International research efforts -

ICRISAT, IRRI ......................................... 
: IS 

3.7 	 Transferability of research (in-country, regionally,
 
internationally) for Implementation ................... : S
 

3.8 Summary Comments: The good linkage between all
 
participants and the existence of National Peanut
a Program elaborated
 
and orleitated each year by cooperators and by all other colleague
during the annual groundnut research workshop give insurance that CRSP is 
in accordance with national goal. It Is also complementary of other 
researches for the same reason. The existence of a part of this program 
(oncerned by farmer's field evaluation maintained a good approach of 
producer need. It Is difficult to evaluate the Impact and 
transft rahl I1 ty of result at the regional and int ernat I onal level because 
climatic differences and other factors can Influence strongly plants and 
Insects reactions. But the evaluat on of degree of resistance to pest of 
different strains or ciltuvars are very Important for the international 
scientific community. Good relations with ICRISAT are maintained. 

4. INSTI TTIONAiL DEVELOPMENT 

4.1 	 Extent of strenpthening research capabilities (scientist 
deve Iopmenit , fac:1 It Ies) ................................ 	 : S
 

4.2 	 Extent -)f deve Iopment of col lahorat Iye mode-how are 
col laborator s (U. S. , hot;t country) Interacting? 
ent.hut;iasm for research ................................. : IS 

4.3 	 Training progress-short term, post graduate ttaining.: S 
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4.4 Summary Comments: Thailand has already established a
 
coordinated groundnut 
improvement program in collaboration with the a
 
Peanit CRSP 
and IDRC of Canada into which CRSP activities are fully
 
integrated. The CRSP is playing 
an important part in strengthening Thai

research capabilities and appears to be doing this job well by
 
interaction 
between U.S. and Thai scientists. Training progress is good

but could perhaps be improved by the expansion of training for Thai
 
scientists at the MS and doctoral 
 levels in collaborating U.S.
 
institutions, given allocation of priority for this 
type of training by
 
the Thai government through DOA.
 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. : HS
 

5.2 	 Impact of research on institution and government
 
priorities and policies...............................: HS
 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of training/encouragement for promotion of
 
information flow to user........................... : S
 

5.4 	 Potential of 
 research for success in alleviating
 
production 
 and utilization
 
constraints......................... S
 

5.5 	 Impact of research on Women in Development ......... : S
 

5.6 Summary Comments: Much information could be obtained
 
during this season with this program concerning the level of pod damaged

by soil inhabiting Insects and the effectiveness of pesticides against
 
them, the effectiveness of insecticide against leaf miner and thrips, 
the
 
distribution of Insect pest In continously planted 
peanut plot, and on
 
the screening of peanut lines 
 for Insect resistance. Some other
 
experiments with pheromones were going successfully. The most important

and practical result 
was ohtained in a study of minimizing insecticide
 
use by good knowledge of leaf miner cycle and of economic level of input

susceptible to 
he applied. Some women are participating in this program.
 

6. SUMMARY
 

0.1 	 . !cf Ic Str-ngt h : The Thai program Is characterized by 
strong commitment of US based collaborating research institutions, the 
USAID ThaI] and mission, and ThaI agencies. In-country competence 
regarding the projectsf is of a generally snatlsfa-:tory nature, and the 
objectives of the research projects are relevant to mutual needs. Their 
specific strengths relate to their relevance to Thai policy for crop
diversification. In this respect concerning the peanut crop. Increased 
small farmir p'odctlvity, Mnd poverty alleviation especially In N.E. 
Thal i and. From , 1I.S. t;taiapoint tho CRSP activitles are perhaps most 
directly vluable be(cauf;e of the opportunities they afford for research 
on the peanut ut r I p vi rus. Finally, the CRS11 program har; Lad a most 
useful i!mpact. In demon trating to the Thali the benefits to be gained by
Thai agency Interaction. 
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6.2 Specific Weaknesses: This Is overall a very strong
 
program with relatively few weaknesses, and those noted could be remedied
 
by relative "fine tuning" of activities. Some limitations in contact
 
between collaborating Thai and U.S. scientists in the field could be a
 
constraint on effective implementation of projects in Thailand. The
 
technical assistance potential of visits of U.S. scientists can hardly be
 
underestimated, especially from the standpoint of application 
 of
 
appropriate research procedures and 
 hence the validity of research
 
results. Research planning and implementation in Thailand could proceed
 
more smoothly by a clearer advance indication of available CRSP resources
 
together with prompt release of funds. Thai agency research plans and
 
estimated calls on CRSP resources might profitably be advanced and
 
refined to permit earlier review by collaborating U.S. scientists and
 
institutions, thus optimizing resource obligation.
 

7. Reviewers Recommendations: As noted above, the Thailand CRSP
 
program is proceeding well and no major changes are called for.
 
Continuing collaboration, via an extension of the CRSP should lead to the
 
production of viable research results 
of mutual benefit derived from the
 
generally excellent groundwork established to date.
 

The proposed sabbatical of Dr. W. V. Campbell (NCSU) would improve the
 
technical assistance component of the program, especially he to be
were 

based in Thailand. Some slight prolongation of in-country visits by U.S.
 
scientists would also have a disproportionate beneficial impact on the 
quality of Thai research and hence the validity of its results. 

More and better advance plannning in Thailand of research activities with 
CRSP funded resource implications and the early conveyance of this
 
information to collaborating U.S. scientists would facilitate greater
 
efficiency in project Implementation and resource utilization. Such
 
planning will need to take into account the anticipated deminishing 
role
 
of IDRC in Thai. peanut related research, and the probable cessation of
 
this avenue of assistance in 1988.
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects 01 - 05 
April, 1985 

EEP Members: 	 Max MILNER, Pierre GILLIER, with AID representatives Loren
 
SCHULZE and Carval WIGGINS
 

University of 	GEORGIA Coastal Plain Experiment Station (Tifton)
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/IM/BF
 

Projeut Title: IPM Strategies for Peanut Insects in SAT AFRICA
 

Discussions With: 1. Robert E. LYNCH, Principal Investigator UGA Tifton
 
2. Max BASS, 	Department Head (Entomology Dept. Tifton)
 

Recommendation Rating: Reviewers received a very favourable impression
 
of the project and the staff involved in its development. The first
 
collection of insects to identify the major economic pest of peanut crops
 
was realized during the last season; another survey of stored product
 
insects associated wth peanut was realized during dry season 84-85.
 
These research should be continued and increased during the next season
 
following the initial chart (collection on time by month and by site) and
 
with comparative procedure (treated and untreated plot). The Thrips,
 
termite, and millipedes/aflatoxin association should be confirmed.
 
Millipedes being not abundant near OUAGAQDOUGOU, the BOBODIO ULASSO and
 
NIANCOLOKO areas should be prospected.
 

Panel Members 	Narrative Review:
 

- The Review was conducted In Coastal Plain Experiment Station (Tifton) 
after a visit to mycotoxin laboratory. 

- The Investigator described the condition of program realisation by 
cooperators Patouin OUEDRAGO and Idrissa DICKO. The project was 
initiated in November 83 and activated during the '84 season. 

- Samples were collected in 6 sites and will be used for 
identification, other post harvest samples will be used for aflatoxin 
evaluation. 

- Results are not available and analysis are in progress. 
- The main sIte for experimentation was GAMIELA near OIJAGADOUGOU. 
- The Investigator during visIs to fields could detectthe 	 big
 

difference between bed ljr )ara I ion (ridges or f lat) varieties 
(nat ives or se 1ec t.ed I I nes) and fa rrmner o r in (man,cash-crop, 
woman, ga rden-c rop) . Insects popliatLIon was very dtif erent between 
these environments. 

- Most important pests were thrips, termi tes, and mlli pedes, allconnected with _av"infestation. wit flowers.TrglIs Thrips 

and pegs IntfStatton, termites with pod Infestation during post 
harvest drying, millpedes wth pods perforation were noted during 
growl ng phase. 
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Millipedes populations are more important in the South, GAMPELA site
 
is not convenient for such damage studies.
 
Some reflections on the capabilities of University of OUAGADOUGOU to
 
follow this project were exchanged between the members of the Panel.
 
It was agreed that as far as basic research was concerned,
 
OUAGADOUGOU University was convenient Institution (not far applied
 
research or application).
 

186
 



PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/IM/BF
 

Project Title: I.P.M. Strategies for peanut insects in SAT AFRICA
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: 
 The first activity of this project

started in 1984 and the results not
are yet available. So, it is
 
difficult to give recormendation. Nevertheless seems
it convenient to
 
continue collection, identification 
and analysis as planned formerly.

Concerning promising breeding 
 lines evaluation for

resistance-susceptibility 
to major pest, the Panel suggest to contact
 
IBRAZ (other agronomic research institution). It has a breeding program

and several test scattered in the country and collaborative work with 
University of OUAGADOUGOU is possible. 

Summary Assessment RatLingsl/ 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AN) MANAGEMENT 

1.1 	 Administrative involvement 

1.11 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the 
coa borative mode ............................ HS 

1.12 	 General attitude towards international programs and 
support. of researchers involved .......... : 1..S 

1.13 	 Logistical and fiscal support S............ : 


1.14 	 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U.S.
 
research interests ............................ 
 . S 

1.15 	 Status of CRSP in relation 
to earlier industry reaction to 
funding .................................. : 	 S 

1.16 	 Resource commitment to project ........... : S
 

1.17 	 Summary Comments: ieor a first season, the collaborative 
work with University of OUAGADOUGOU seems satisfactory even if collection
procedure was not exactly followed as planned, and if the support means 
were low. All thing, will be improved in 1985 with new car for
 
transportation and new program. 

I/ 	 Code: E = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;

NS = Not Satisfactory; IE= 
 Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA
 
Not Applicable 
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1.2 Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode........................: .S
 

1.22 	 General attitude toward international program: S
 

1.23 	 Logistical support ...................... : S
 

1.24 	 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S.
 
research interests ....................... : S
 

1.25 	 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
 

funding....................................... . S
 

1.26 	Overall commitment to project .............: S
 

1.27 Summary Comments: Investigators and cooperators started
 
the project and help from Dr. J. SUH
correctly obtained (IITA/SAFGRAD
 
Entomologist). The Entomology department of Coastal Plain Station
 
(Tifton) set up determination and analysis. During November visit Dr.
 
R.E. LYNCH was able to propose the program for 85 and determine
 
realization procedure.
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: S
 

2.2 	 Progressiveness and innovation of research .......... : S
 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research, basic and adaptive, and
 
relevance to U.S. needs................................. S
 

2.4 	 Local science and economic perspective ............... :.IE
 

2.5 Summary Comments: The capabilities of Investigators and
 
Collaborators associated In this project are highly satisfactory.
 
University of OUAGADOUGOU Is a fully convenient partner. Laboratories of
 
UGA are capable to deliver determination and analysis required by this
 
program.
 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 	 Relevance to host country/U.S. goals .................. : HS
 

3.2 	 Complementar.ty to ongoing research efforts, demands on 
time and resources......................................: s 

3.3 	 Transferability of research results to U.S. programs..: S 
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3.4 Summary Comments: The lack of entomologic research on
 
peanut in BURKINA FASSO (priority was given to cotton and cereals) fully
 
justify this project. Evaluation of U.S. varieties for sensibility to
 
different pests is very interesting for U.S.A. (giving a better knowledge
 
of existing germplasm). The settlement and observation 
of treated and
 
untreated plot will be able to give an information on pesticide
 
effectiveness.
 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities ........ S
 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode .........: S
 
(interaction with collaborators/enthusiasm for research)
 

4.3 	 Training progress .................................. S
 

4.4 	 Summary Comments: Damage studies concerning new, unknown
 
or low active parasites in USA reinforce research capabilities oi UGA and
 
improve its knowledge on the new 
sources of resistance. Collaboration
 
with Ouagadougou University and entomologist of IITA/SAFGRAD is benefic
 
for the Entomology department of Coastal Plain Experiment Station
 
(Tifton). Idrissa DICKO training after 
1984 APRES meeting and Soilibo
 
SOME, graduate student, summer work in Tifton give a valuable experience
 
for future use in their country.
 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. : IE
 

5.2 	 Impact on research priorities ...................... : IE
 

5.3 	 Potential of research results for application to U.S.
 
needs .............................................. 
: IE 

5.4 Summary Comments: With only one season of observation and
 
without results of analysis it is difficult to give an appreciation on
 
the achieiement of this project. It only possible to
is forecast, if all
 
things are running w-ll during the next season (85), that very
 
interesting data will be collected.
 

6. SUMMARY
 

6.1 Specific Strengths: Good understanding and support of
 
project objective by collaborator interesting first observation.
 
Promise of new car for transportation.
 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: First data not valuable relate this 
to bad periodicity of observat~ion - permanent network for experiment not 
existing and low level of millipedes population in the North. 
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--------------------------------------------------------------------

NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Projects
 

By 	 Drs. Pierre Gillier and Kenneth 
 Garren at U.S. AID Mission,
 
Ouagadougou; at ISP (Institute Superior Polytechnique) of Univ. of
 
Ouagadougou; at IBRAZ (Institute 
 Burkina (Faso) for Research on
 
Agriculture and Zoology ("livestock"), Ouagadougou; and at Field Station 
at Saria, B.F. - August 14-17, 1985. Panelists accompanied for all of 
these review-visits, except that at Saria Field Station, by Dr. Robert E. 
Lynch, the U.S. PI of GA/IM/BF. 1/
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/IM/BF 	 Host Country: BURKINA FASO
 

Project Title: IPM STRATEGIES FOR PEANUT INSECTS IN SAT AFRICA
 

Discussions With:
 

1) U.S. AID - Mr. Roger Bloom, AID Agricultural Project Officer
 
Mr. Albert Ouedrago, Assistant to Mr. Bloom
 

2) ISP - Dr. Guillaume Sessounia, Director of Studies 
1/ Mr. Patouin Ouedrago, Entomologist, Research 

Collaborator, Peanut CRSP GA/IM/BF 
1/ 2/ Mr. Indrissa Dicko, Entomologist, Plant Pathologist, 

Research Collaborator, Peanut CRSP GA/IM/BF 

3) 	IBRAZ - Mr. Michel Sedago, Director General, IBRAZ
 
Dr. Bosso N'Gueta, Technical Advisor to Mr. Sedago
 
Mr. Albert Djlgma, Peanut Leader for IBRAZ Oilseed
 
Program
 
Dr. Salawli Asimi, 
Member of IBRAZ Oilseed Committee
 
and Director, Saria Field Station (At Saria only)
 

4) 	CIRAD/IHRO 3/ Dr. Christian 
Picasso, Plani Pathologist, Technical
 
Advisor to IBRAZ
 
Mr. Jean Bosco, Plant Pathologist, Assistant to Dr.
 
Picasso
 

1/ 	At the International Symposium on Agrometeorology of Groundnut in
 
Niamey, Niger, August 21-26, 1985, in Session IV, the 
paper "Insect
 
Damage to Groundnut in SAT Africa" 
prepared by Lynch, Ouderago, and
 
Dicko was presented by Dr. Lynch.
 

2/ 	Mr. Dicko went to Univ. of Georgia in September, 1985 to pursue a PhD
 
in entomology. Mr. Salibo Aresene--now in B.F. army--was mentioned
 
to the panelists as a replacement for Mr. Dicko on GA/IM/BF.
 

3/ 	CIRAD = International Cooperation in Agronomic Research, Adm. Hdq.

Paris, labs Montpellier, France. 
 CIRAD has several research arms.
 
IRIIO is the oilseeds research arm (Dr. P. Gillier is retired Head of 
Annual Oil Crops Dept. of IRHO).
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5) Others 	 Dr. Patyanalak, ICRISAT Team Leader, Millet
 
Dr. Michel Homs IBRPGR delegate in B.F.
 

Recommendation Ratino: This research is definitely a priority need
 
for BF. Recommend that it be continued 
much as it is at present.
 
Recommend a special effort by ISP personnel to contacts
be made improve 

with and relations with IBRAZ in order that acess to experimental plot
 
land and obtaining of insecticides may be improved. Recommend
 
establishment of field plots in southern of BF where
part rainfall is
 
usually better. Recommend revival of effort to obtain a vehicle 
for the
 
priority use of the two BF Peanut CRSP projects.
 

Panel Member's Narrative Review
 

1) Basis of Review:
 

Reports, summaries, etc. in CRSP Annual Report. Documents furnished by
 
P. Ouedrago. Conferences with Dr. Lynch, P. Ouedrago, I. Dicko. Visits
 
to field plots at Gampela station.
 

2) CRSP Format:
 

See Project Profile Summary 
for GA/IM/BF with rated performances on
 
various points.
 

3) Implementation 	and Management:
 

Based on a few preliminary results from 1984, Dr. Lynch outlined 
a 1985
 
program at Gampela and 
in six other locations with continuing analyses of
 
insect populations and mnasurements of efficacy of some insecticides at
 
protectants. All experiments were set-up, but 
 insecticides were not
 
readily available and at review time only insect populations were being
 
measured. By now, we hope, insecticides have been obtained to continue
 
the entire test.
 

In spite of 
the total support 	of U.S. AID and ISP administration, the
 
vehicle ordered for the 1985 season had not arrived when the EEP was in
 
BF. To overcome difficulties of transportation, BF personnel use a
 
private car and pay expanses. Accomplishments to date warrant 
 a
 
satisfactory rating.
 

4) Adequacy of Science:
 

At the present time this is a very simple entomological problem and the
 
research is, therefore, low-level. With Dr. Lynch's guidance and support

the reseafch field should be expanded and student training will increase
 
the present research potential.
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5) Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research:
 

Results so far indicate the tests can well be extended over a larger

region and to other areas of research. Concerning applicability, it is
 
too early for such an evaluation.
 

6) Institutional Development:
 

Peanut CRSP is essential to maintaining some level of entomological 
research in TSP and for maintaining interest in research workers. CRSP 
training is useful. 

7) Research Progress and Application:
 

It is too early to judge the impact of this program. But is is very

important that we justify and guide some scientific testing of peanut
 
insecticide treatments
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/IM/BF 	 In-Country Project Review
 

Project Title: IPM STRATEGIES FOR PEANUT INSECTS IN SAT AFRICA
 

Host Countries: BURKINA FASO (In-Country) Formerly Upper Volta
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: This 
research is definitely a priority
 
need for BF. Recommend that it be continued much as it Is at present.

Recommend a special effort be made by ISP 
personnel to improve contacts

with and relations with 	 IBRAZ in order that acess to experimental plot
land 	 and ofobtaining insecticides may 	 be improved. Recommend
 
establishment of field plots in southern part of BF where rainfall isusually better. Recommend revival effort obtain
of to a vehicle for the
 
priority use of the two BF Peanut CRSP projects. 

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/ 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMEINT 

1.1 U.S. All) Mis,;ion involvement 

1.11 	 Mission understanding and ofbacking project objectives. 
Complementarity to mission programs 
......... : .S
 

1.12 	 Missioo logistic, programmatic and financial support of 
project. Attitude toward U.S. personnel traveling
in-country.................................. : HS 

1.13 	 Mission Interest for project :future ...... IS 

1.14 	 Summary Comments: U.S. All) is very supportive of the

Peanut CRSP projects in 
 Bt.E. We got the Impression that the agricultural

program of U.S. All) in B. is extensve and that Mr. Bloom, with whom we
 
talked, is so it- touich with the and
projects so committed to Peanut CRSP
and other projet,,,; that ie may he In the "overworked" category. 

T--Cod-e -i Except lonal ; HS = ifhl y Sati,;factory; S = SatLisiactory; 
NS = Not Sat ,i;actory; IE- Inadequate Evidence Ior Evaluation; NA 
Not Appl ic le -

2/ 	 Under IMPLLMENTATION & MANAGEMENT Categorl.s 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 will, by 
their nature, be Identical for the two Peanut CRSP 	 projects InB. F.--;A/INPI.P/BF and GA/IM/BF--hence the duplication In these two 
PROFILE SUMMARIES. 
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1.2 Host Country
 

1.21 	 Understanding and acceptance of prugram by administrators
 
and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode..: S
 

1.22 	Administration of program-government level ..... : NS
 

1.22A 	Administration of program-institutional level...: S
 

1.23 	 Fiscal management ..................................
: S
 

1.24 	 Relevancy of program to country research needs. Direction
 
of projects relative to original plans...: IS
 

1.25 	 Attitude toward U.S. participants and their
 
involvement.................................
: 	 HS 

1.26 	 Commitment of governments and/or institutions to programs
researcher level above resourceand  commitment. 
Importance of peanut research in development goals.: S 

1.27 Summary Comments: Captain Thomas Sankara, President of 
the National Revolutionary Council, has a program to remake BF into his 
concept of the new name he gave it--"Land of Upright Men". Some feel 
parts of his program ar( misguided and cite instances where the program
is Impeding progress in agricultural research. Other than this host 
country people at all leve ls understand that this project is to BF's
national interest . Sclent ist and administrat or.; appreciate the funds 
and the advice. IS' is part iilpat ing to the maximum of Its own 
resources. '1he, ove.rsee lng Mlii stry--inist.try of Superior Education and 
Sclentilic Research--cons iderN this project an Important part of its 
national program 

1.3 Resources conmmited to program 

1.31 Personne l 

1.311 DirectlIy comlted/indirect & supportive .... : S 

1.312 Advquacuy of mrnine aid capab illity to 
func t I on .................................. S 

1.313 Involv mivlt "I Wome.. ...................... 	 IE
 

1.314 Overall lt ! iVvnvnb ot irograrm personnel: S 

1.315 ._ - C m :.f A,r A q: I resea rchers 111vol ved are 
dedicated to the pr(Jijet and spend a ma jor part of their time in activity 
related to this CRSP pro le t. Many st udent s of I SP' are al o Involved. 
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1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplles
 

1.321 Availability-reason for unavailability......: S
 

1.322 Adequacy-reason Ior Inadequacy ............. : S
 

1.323 SuymryComments;: Equipment seen was only "bare bones" 
equipment. By frequent maintenance check-ups; and an occasional 
innovative modi f Ic ation equipment can meri t a "satisfactory" rating. To 
make the equoi pm,, truly ;,aLi; act cry the two CRSI' projects need to have 
a car or jeep for tran'[pottation. (,Personal cars; wrre used while the EEP 
was there). Thrl ih a neid tor transpiortat ion to visit all trial 
localities. Since dill i tulLe; with finding insecticides slowed down the 
program this year (19Hb), tx'lr cooperat ion 1BRAZhe t e f rom and other 
institutions; is e:;,ential for tle future. 

2. AI)EQUACY (O'SCIENCE 

2.1 	 Level of science/resvarch to generate new technology: S 

2.2 	 l'rogressiveness and innovatLiveness of research ...... : S 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of researchi - basic and adaptive ...... S 

2.4 	 Adequa(y of social scivn ie/,conomic 
pi rsp; l vv/vn'ri ilt v ty .......................... ......... S 

2.5 S :na y' (C m ot ,,: At tr ,,n t wi th strict and detal led 
guidance from 1. 1'. . I I , Pr. lynih, th knowledge and capabilities of 
Mr. '.O"edra . in lull)I uId''.,. Fr the future, s;ince Mr. 1. DIcko is 
in the U.S. for ,dvirno ,,; trainin r, it nhiio d be pos;s3ible to have a better 
level of ,civne .' I to pirorr:,. 

3. (;LO(,RAPlIi . ivI L A(,l ANOI AiI.I(AB ILITY OF tESEARCII 

3.1 	 R ,lvain y to nat ional 'ol:, ........................... : S
 

3.2 	 ComplimPnt ally t0 ongo rig peanut research activities 
In-count ry .............................................. 
 : S 

3.3 	 Revsons iveinv , t4 p..r .iivd iroducer and (ons metnr needs: IS 

3.4 	 Commun ictatiorn; with other In-to ntrV entities. ......... Qj
 

3.5 	 Does locat ion i:pl,act regionally a well as Im- ountry.: S 

3.b 	 RelatiotnhlIp tpo other International rese;,rfh ,l I ortni -
ICRISAT, IRl I.............................................S
 

3.7 	 Transi arability of research (I n-rommnt ry, regi onal ly, 
Itnt rnationally) for Implementatf.n ................... : ilS 
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3.8 Summary Comments: This project is integrated into the
 
national agricultural program of BF, 
and it is in perfect accord with the
 
national goals of BF. It is complementary to IBRAZ activities, and this
 
part of peanut research is not covered by other institutions in BF. By

using many localities this project makes 
a good coverage of BF and has a

regional aspect if we consider the 
large variation in climatic conditions
 
represented by the coverage. Relations with 
IITA ans SAFECRAD are very
 
good.
 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening resaarch capabilities (scientist
 
development, facilities) ............................. : 
S
 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are 
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? 
enthusas for research .................................: S
 

4.3 	 Training progress-short term, post graduate training.: S 

4.4 Summary omment:: Without the CRSP program there would be 
no research In BF of this nature on peanut. The CRSP support Is the only 
resource of this department of ISP (except for some equipment and the 
students undergoi ng training). Cooperation 1ts good, and Ouedrago of ten 
uses private ear and private expenses, In offIcfal travel. Mr. Dlcko is 
now work ing on Pl), ole(drago at;ked t o follow but there is an 
adm 1ni.t rat Ivt problI em ii the way o Ltih I 

5. RESEARCHI i'l.O(,}4L. AND A'PI. ICATION 

5.1 	 Ach evement of research objectives ................. : S
 

5.2 	 impact ot re;earch on institution and government 
prior tte!; and polliies.; ............................ : l E 

5.3 	 Sutfflcf iwy of t ra Iof npg/encouragenmnt for promnot Ion ol 
Inform at ion f low to tv;er ........................... IL 

5.4 	 Pot ent iia of rva rch )r - cles Iait a I tev at ing product ion 
and tit I IIzat on (o'u;t ra tit ............................. S 

5.5 	 Imnpact onf r !,,1aicli i (nWomemn Inn D ve lopmm nt ............ IL

5.0 	 !;ImmmaN y ('(1;f nt,: 'Ill, r4ni t Io'a,J!; be v,nI, I 1, l 1984 I; 11n 
analyzed and g;ve ,ad ont whit h t o fi!;.v, a I,,w 19h 'ait I prog ram. It I f; too 
early to evalu tim . r ,Iw It ,, mid t he, Iriip;,c t of t he 198 program.
Neve rtlieIoe;t we mld Inl and 
ncient Ih ofn.b vat foll!ii h g na-le on I g ottr 

n !,i- t he I Iv1d j'otid rxper tm:v t a correct 
;e t lhva. itrinm review we had the 

opport il y (d ain c( fat Inmg , withIi he , . I1l, Dr. Lynch, ti quality of 
thie Work. 
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6. SUMMARY 

6.1 Specific Strengths: 1. 
 The dedicaton of Mr. Ouedrago.
 
2. Project well received and supported at ISP. 3. Awareness of 
need
 
for project by lower level B.F. governmental administrators. 4. The
 
very good guidance and instruction and interest provided by Dr. Lynch.

5. The '85 field plots showed promise (August '85) of meaningful
results. 6. The IRHO/CIRAD unit of B.F. and the many opportunities to
 
cooperate with it.
 

6.2 SpecifIc Weaknesses: 1. Transportation difficulties
 
because of frequent road barriers ("inspectlions") within B.F. 2. 
Transportation difficulties; because ol no CRSP vehicle, no funds to 
support I t if had it on .iand . 3. A bottleneck somewhere preventing the 
obtLaining at tlh right time (or ever) of such vital supplies as 
insecticides. 4. No enthusiasm for project evident at top level of B.F.
 
agricultural adminitst rators (IBRAZ). 5. Capt. 
 T. Sanka ra "'PresIdent" of 
B.F. has program to remake B.F. into English 
translation of B.F.--i.e. 
"land of uprl ght men" and some cit1e instances whiere thi s seems to be 
impeding progress In5ariculturala Iresearch. 

7 . RvIewers; etcLmendati on;: WP feel that cnough -digging-in" has 
been accompl . ,hed and enough in t he way of basic surveys; Iave been made 
to justify opt rltsm tisa!t A/IM/BF needcan help meet a real an(i evident 
in BF. We rtconsiiin i ) fl;td(,ration of 1imlted expansilon of this project
through an I nc rease in funds earmarked sole j for the correction of 
weaknes;ses 2. and 3. above. 
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NARRATIVE REVIEW 

External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects
 

By Drs. Pierre Gillier and Max Milner (EEP), at Georgia Experiment 
Station, April 3, 1985.
 

Peanut CRS' Code: GA/FT/TI 

Project Title: Appropriate Technology for Storage/Utilization of Peanut 

Discussion With: Dr. Tommy Nakayama, Principal lnvestigator, UGA, and 
co l league. 

Recommendation Rating: The UGA scientists are thoroughly committed to 
this collaborative project with their counterparts In Thailand and the 
Philippines,. The surve y in Thai land to evaluate peanut food consumption
is; almost complete, and techniques have been studied to store peanut in 
Inert atmos;pliire,; at low temperature. Aflatoxin analyses have been
started. 'Hie pritct act vi ties s11:hould be continued but It is 
recommended ttat . thorough review should he undertaken with the Filipino
and Thai counterparts; III order to stirengthen the food science research 
component, buildin,, on technology transfer activities which havetug til 


characteri zed t it work s; fit.
 

Pane 1 McssAhr; N. rrat I vi4 e I w 

Bas;Is of . ti I', Rview includes relevant reports and documents, a 
meeting with lhr. Nakayama and his; colleagues at the U(;A Experiment
Stati in, and wilth Dr. EsI%5(lta (Milner only) at the University of the 
PhIltIlppi, nt's lo, hinN Bani. Te EEI' repreusentatt wyes had not had the 
opportunity to vihit in ihail and and thu; cannot comment eiiteLwv ly on 
!hI.s; a 5j ctt of t lit projet . 

2. 'I' (PSI' "ot'msit t r t'.-. universi;Ity reviews; was; tollowid in terms of 
tiinical scus,; ions 

'rojc}tl'o t_i ;ls.. IYV acco,:mpanyln tihi.; ELI' review, rates; iertformance 

tlh;e , cut itIc , tid tIA d Indicated. In tlis cont xl, the 
:,m 

for ach o tfit' liii litN ral;sed tnder tIt. val lo is headintmgs of Scope of 
Work, I n I tld Iii ', Il:i I t a ion a m Mas:;'tiMat gen llt , Ad quac y " t c ence, 
Geogr h'ilci,'r,)pf' (,I tnd Apj' I I' ll It y of Vest; m iii, 1mm t I t t ionai 
l)e ye Ittlpr: int , a11)-1 i iii'Ittip ii'ss' al A1 p] cat fioi. 

Inn,ianid vmiip 
ItI prop cE's, At t!(,A IAnd tI l'] . '1114- r-i ni Iple wo 

3. lIm l.... Q . .smit witrriaits a Pat I sltltry rat In', for work 
k it- thies; ils;t it uit loll ; 

has men w I 1 I ',:,',isis t s;t a li I zs pa urg, ginut IQi st ist Ipiter t 
itmmtm;pilhi ' ((1. ) ijid it ri p' ti li I tlt, ilr e, ;. Dr1. NiLayaa;i
bel 'l'v : t lII, t Q , & I ,tt n Ii lit Q ills; til t Iliud 5;[i tNl' tt nologyIl,
will be ii l,,itl - Ilt i I i, t It lid !Si iii Ind t ry roEtl , ml I i I,;A im 

L l.i It1oI I I rp,, ' n. I n l, til H e p I n, It i i'd I actli I I yt t I weA to 

In worklnrIt; ' wtlti fl.y Itnn it ;"i',iitl ty 1ity applIication of U tsln and 
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dry heat blanching of material 
stored in laminated plastic containers.
 
Preliminary results seem encouraging, but the economics and utility for
 
large scale application in Thailand and the Philippines has yet to be 
determined. Dr. Nakayama believes tha all future efforts to develop
peanut foods acceptable in these countries depends first on the 
availability of a dependable supply of stable peanut material. Other new 
research under consideration is the use of moisture absorbants in 
packaged peanut, and the development of peanut butter products in 
Bangkok. Future studies at UPLB are less clear, although aflatoxin work 
has been Initiated. 

4. Adequacy of Science: A "satisfactory" rather than "Highly 
Satisfactory" rating predominates in the Project Profile Summary, because 
the EEP believes that the efforts so far appear to have a strong 
technology transfer rather than research bias. Perhaps this emphasis is 
needed to strengthen host country capabilities to a point where research 
as convent iona I ly understood, will be possible. As for direction of 
future efforts, EEP recommends that UGA undertake with their host country 
collaborator; a thorough analysis of all problems affecting increased 
utilization oQ peanrt in ILe Philippines and Thailand. 

5. Geographic Coverage and Appi cability of Research: Relevance of 
the e hos-C c ountry Is satisfactory, since the emphasisefforLtss- t goals 
is on tranterring tppropriate practices in peanut utilizatirn to the host 
countrie,. Reel procal value of the host country scientific efforts to 
the U.S. i; not yet cl ear since sustained and effective research has yet 
to be achliev d in ti ren, cmu tries. 

6. Ins ii tit ional Developnent: At tis stage of the project,
tInstfttiona ,;t ren, then I g taking place primarily at UGA, where the 
commlttnmnt t" this act ivity is strong. Training of host country 
counterparts in the U.S. Is in the planning stage. 

7. Researcm virohrrvs,;ard Application: The Thai peanut food utilization 
survey will be WreIPllM in guiding peanut product development. The 
studie; oir meansl to s;tarbi Ii ze stored peanut must precede practical
 
applicati 
 n ; in ho;i count ries . Control of aflatoxln contamination is
 
urgent , .,Inuc, thi; problem is a severe threat to public health.
 

8. .Su,,nur,,,rv: 

gpe(- I I 5t remngt Ihs': Tie U(GA group has strong ipersonnel and 
I ns t"rut orA rTO;n(tls , and an excellent record of research 
accoml ishment In roeluvrnt areas of food science and peanut uti i ization. 
The col labrito and lI tt erchlnge o, information with the UPLB and Thai 
groups ,e , iddqu t . 

Speciici W4 ,k n eS.:,: EEl b ll vs that tie UGA worker, shoIuld 
undol. aI vf y t4.1hornguh mev I ew with tt he Ir F1 ip1 no anid Tha I cornterpart s 
I2 di i betb t r Idlint I fy Iood ls Iince research that relaes to the 

mfos,;t urgent prmhl ems In Peanut utili zation in these countries. 
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FROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/FT/TP
 

Project Title: Appropriate Technology for Storage/Utilization of Peanut
 

Over~ll Recommendation Rating: Productive research at the host country
 
institutions probably cnnnot be anticipated until adequate technical
 
assistance, training and technology transfer have been provided. The
 
utilization survey in Thailand, when completed, may suggest useful
 
research opportunities. In the meantime, UGA's exploration of means to 
stabilize stored peanut may provide technologies useful in tropical 
environments. The project should continue accordingly. 

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT 

1.1 Administrative Involvement 

1.11 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the 
collaborative mode .......................... .. S 

1.12 	General attitude towards international programs and
 
support of researchers involved .......... : 1..S
 

1.13 	 Logistical and ,-iscal support ............ : S
 

1.14 	 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U.S. 
research intere,;ts............................. S 

1.15 	 Status of CRSP In relation to earlier industry reaction to 
funding......................................S
 

1.16 	 Resource crmintment to project ........... : S
 

1.17 Summary Comments: Administrative support at UGA is 
adequate, and frequency of visits of the PI to 	 the host countries seems 
appropriate.
 

T7 	 Code: E = Exceptional; 11S = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory; 

NS = Not Satisfactory; IE Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not Applicable 
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1.2 Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	 Understanding and support 
of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode ............................
: HS
 

1.22 	General attitude toward international program: HS
 

1.23 	 Logistical support ...................... : S
 

1.24 	 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S.
 
research interests.........................
: 	 . S
 

1.25 	 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction 
to
 
funding .....................................
: .S
 

1.26 	 Overall commitment to project ............ : HS
 

1.27 	 Summary Comments: The UGA collaborators are competent,

and highly committed to the project. They understand the international 
implications and tl~e need to identify developments beneficial to U.S. 
interests.
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCI-"CE
 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: S 

2.2 	 Progressiveness and innovation of research .......... : S
 

2.3 	 Appropriatenes; of research, basic a ad adaptive, and 
relevw'nce to U.S. needs .................................: S
 

2.4 	 Local science and economic perspective ............... : IE
 

2.5 	 Sutnmary Commnent,;: Technology transfer and training are 
needed at the beg i nin n of the project to stLmulate the research 
competence of host country scientists. Scientific competence at UGA is 
widely recognised. 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERA(;E ANT API'ICABIIITY OF RESEARCI 

3.1 	 Relevance to liw,;t cotunt.ry/U.S. goals .................. : S
 

3.2 	 Complement arlty to ongol g research efforts, demands on 
time and re!;oli rce ;.................................... : 

3.3 	 Tran; ferabi ity of ret!:,arci rvs;m lf, to U.S. program;..: 

3.4 	 S,mmmmia r y (nIIII Phltf; : bo!;t country11 Repom!an, to t v cIiaol eg'" 
needs predomin,ite,; at tllsl; lo', b l t ;plnmolf of moat-fil knowldg,, f' r 
other count l ,s of tho rg on a!; well a!;I to tim U.S. Inly wel1 develop 
from thf; work. 
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4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities ...... HS
 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode ........ : S
 
(interaction with collaborators/enthusiasm for research)
 

4.3 	 Training progress .................................. : IE
 

4.4 	 Summary --mments: The UGA group is 
 well equipped to
 
assist its collaborators in the Philippines and Thailand in research
 
orientation and stimulation of research productivity. Committment and
 
enthusiasm were obvious.
 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS ANI APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement ot research objectives ................. : IE
 

5.2 	 Impact on research priorities ...................... : S
 

5.3 	 Potential of research results for application to U.S.
 
needs ............................................... : 
 IE
 

5.4 	 Summary Comments: Useful research will 
 probably be 
identified from the results of the Thai food utilization survey. However 
more intensive analysfs is needed to determine research of greatest
 
priority in the host countries. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 	 Specific Strengths: The UGA principal investigator and 
his colleagues are widely recognized as competent food science research 
specialists. They should have no difficulty in transmitting this 
competence to their Thai and Filipino counterparts. 

6.2 Specific .,eaknesses: The EEI believes that the UGA
 
workers should undertake a thorough review with their Filipino and Thai 
counterparts in order to better identify food science research that 
relates to the most urgent problems in peanut utilization in these 
countries.
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Projects
 

by Drs. Max Milner and DL. K. H. Garren (EEP). University of the
 
Philippines, Los Banos (UPLB). Based on EEP visits to the 
Philippines,
 
Feb. 5 to 13, 1985.
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/FT/TP
 

Project Title: Appropriate Technology for Peanut Storage and Utilization
 

Discussion with: Dr. 
Elias Escueta, Principal Investigator, Institute of
 
Food Science and Technology, UPLB.
 

Recommendation Rating: Effective work has 
been completed on the utility 
of inert gas atmosphere (C02 ) at normal and refrigeration temperatures,
in extending the quality and germination of peanuts in sealed 
containers. The P1 is aware that 
these efforts are essentially complete

and that in consultation with 
the U.S. PI, Dr. T. Nakayama, other
 
research approaches in applying food scienze to peanut should be
 
considered.
 

Panel Members' Narrative Review: This analysis is based on close reading
 
of the report under this title provided by Dr. Nakayama to the CRSP
 
review in early November 1984 held at the World 
Bank in Washington; on
 
the pertinent- portion of the UPLB report "Integrated Research Program for 
Peanuts in the Philippines" (provided by PCARRD) covering the period July 
1 to De ember 31, 1984; and specifically the material on pp 74-151 titled
 
"Inert Gas Packaging and Storage of Shelled Peanuts"; and also on
 
personal discussions in Los Banos with Dr. Escueta.
 

The work reported deals only with so-called "appropriate technology
 
for peanut storage." Apparently no work has yet begun at UPLB on
 
"consumption of peanut as food."
 

The research completed deals with the effects on sielled peanuts of 
controlled moisture and gaseous atmosphere (carbon dioxide 
as an inert
 
gas is one variable) at normal and refrigerated temperatures on peanut
 
viability and 
quality retention. The work is comprehensive and deserves
 
commendation accordingly. 
 It is primarily a technology transfer 
exercise, since the project design and results are not entirely original,

similar studies having been reported previously by other workers. The 
results, which are based on rather complex technology, while interesting, 
do not appear to offer practical answers for meeting the needs for 
maintaining peanut quality in the course of production, harvesting, 
storage and marketing in the Philippines, where extremely serious 
probl.ems exist. At best, the data do have relevance and possible utility 
to a national seed production and distribution program, which, as 
proposed in the E'El Trip Report, appears to merit high priority, but
which so far has not been undertaken. These points were made to Dr. 
Escueta, who did not disagree.
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Dr. Escueta at 
the CRSP Review (see trip report) through the working
 
groups and in personal talks with MM, proposed some new research ideas inthe area of food science and technology. These included: 

- Study and testing for effectiveness of inert gas packaging of 
peanuts in various plastic containers following 
 hot water
 
blanching, followed by storage at 
normal ambient temperatures
 

- Improvement of the quality and storage stability of traditional
 
peanut products
 

- Development of a multipurpose device 
for village processing of
 
peanut
 

- Development of new food products from peanut
 
- Microbiological study of peanuts
 
- Aflatoxin decontamination of peanut and peanut products.
 

Studies of even 
longer range proposed by Dr. Escueta included:
 
- Development and evaluation of technology for production of peanut


protein concentrates 
 and isolates (such processes have been 
previously developed in India and the U.S.) 

- Extrusion processing o, peanut foods (this technology has similarly 
been developed elsewhere).
 

Implementation and ManagemenL: The committment, understanding and
 
performance of the PI and his colleagues are of a high order. The
overall administrative supervision of PCARRD is helpful and effective. 
These factors deserve high rating. 
 The primary concern of this EEP
reviewer was with the relevancy of the work so far completed to the 
priority needs for achieving increased peanut production and utilization
in the Philippines. This question should be discussed and sorted out as 
soon as possible with the U.S. collaborators in the Department of Food 
Science, UGA.
 

Changes that 
Might Improve the Project: 
 It seemed to this EEP reviewer
 
that the optimum food science research involvement in improving the
quality of peanut and peanut foods in the Philippiines lies in study of 
means to minimize or remove aflatoxin contamination at various stages in
the production, marketing and processing chain, including the development
 
of improved peanut post-harvesting technology and 
 related practices.
Development of new food products and related processes is important but
 
seems of lower prioiity at this time. In any event, 
in this regard, this
EEP reviewer observed a considerable variety of obviously popular peanut
foods, some of considerable sophistication, being sold in the shops, even 
in small villages. 

Summary: This reviewer was impressed with the competence and
productivity of the Filipino Principle Investigator and his colleagues, 
as well as with their accomilishments in the inert gas storage research
activity. However it is his opinion that food science research more 
pertinent to the production of nutritionally safe peanut and peanut
products, such as that dealing with control or elimination of aflatoxin 
should be the primary objective at thi s time. 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/FT/TP
 

Project Title: "Appropriate Technology for Peanut Storage and Utilization"
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: 
 The wo.k completed is interesting and may

have application to seed distribution programs in the tropics. It has
 
less pertinence to the production, harvesting and distribution of
 
nutritionally safe peanuts in the Philippines. Control elimination of
or 

aflatoxin 
seems a greater priority at this time. This reviewer recommends
 
that these research activities should be reoriented accordingly.
 

Summary Assessment Ratlngsl
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 U.S. AID Mission involvement
 

1.11 	 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives.
 
Complementarity to mission programs ......... : HS
 

1.12 	Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of
 
project. Attitude toward U.S. personnel traveling
 
in-country................................... 
 S
 

1.13 	 Mission interest for project future ...... : HS
 

1.14 	 Summary Comments: Administrative management appears O.K.
 
but research more pertinent to urgent problems in the Philippines should
 
be identified and initiated.
 

1.2 Host Country
 

1.21 	 Understanding and 
acceptance of program by administrators
 
and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode..: S
 

1.22 	Administration of program-government of institutional 
level .......................................... : Is 

1.23 Fiscal management ............................... 	 : S
 

Code: E = Exceptonal; HS Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;
NS = Not Satisfactory; 1E. Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not Applicable 
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1.24 Relevancy of program to country research needs. 
 Direction
 
of projects relative to original plans...: 1is
 

1.25 	 Attitude toward U.S. participants and their 
involvement...................................: 	 S 

1.26 	Commitment of governments and/or institutions to programs
researcher level 	 and above - resource commitment. 
Importance of peanut research in development goals.: IIS 

1.27 Summary Comments: The Filipino PI and his colleagues are 
bright, diligent people, thoroughly convinced of the importance of the 
overall objectives.
 

1.3 Resources commited to program
 

1.31 Personnel
 

1.311 	Directly commited/indirect & supportive ....: S
 

1.312 	 Adequacy of number and capability to
 
function.................................. 
 S 

1.313 	 Involvement of Women........................... S
 

1.3.1.4 	 Overall effectiveness of program personnel: IfS 

1.315 
 Summary Comments: The Filipino P1 and his colleagues 
are well trained and committed to the program. 

1.32 	 Equlpment/facilitle,;/supplies 

1.321 	 Avai ability-reason for unavailability ..... S 
1.322 	 Adequacy-reason for inadequacy .............. : S
 

1.323 Summary Comments: Basic equipment in the deparLment is 
adequate. Some speclalized equipment will be needed as the program 
progresses.
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE 

2.1 	 Level of sclence,/research to .ene rate ncw technology: IUS 

2.2 	 Progres Vet,ne,; and InnovatIveness of re s earch ...... : HIJS 

2.3 	 Approprlaten,,,;; o research - basic anc! adaptive ...... IS 

2.4 	 Adequacy 0 I social science /economic 
perspec t Ive/vensi t i ty ............................. 11S 
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2.5 Summary Comments: The Filipino group appears to be good
 
scientists but the project chosen seems not 
entirely appropriate in terms
 
of current problems with peanuts in the Philippines.
 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCII 

3.1 	 Relevancy to natIona1 goals .............................
: IE 

3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities 
in-country............................................. : S
 

3.3 	 Responsivene;,4 to perceived producer and consumer needs: S 

3.4 	 Communications with other inf-country t itttei ........... S
 

3.5 	 Does location Impact regionally as we ll. a; In-country.: S 

3.6 Relationship to other inttrnat toinr. research el torts 
ICRISAT, IRRI .......................................... 
 ..... s
 

3.7 	 Transterabi 1.1ty of ret;earch (In-count ry, regionally, 
International.ly) for Implementation ................... : tS 

3.8 	 Summary Comment s, : Food 2c I ence research i n the 
Philippines should produce data or resulti; henecf ical and applicable to 
all tropical envlronment;. 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOI)ME1NT 

4.1 	 Extent of ;trengthening research capabilities (scientist 
development, fac ilities) ................................: S
 

4.2 	 Extent o1 deve Iopmnt of col a bo rat I ye mode-how are 

collaborators (U.S. , host country) Interacting? 
enthusla.,im for research .............................. Its
 

4.3 TraI ntg progress-i;hort t vm p)ost graduat v training. : IE 

4.4 Summary Commint;: G(ood osi lhitltIt for the future. 

5. RESEARCH PRO(;RES; AND AlIICAI05 

5.1 	 Achleverineit of re'sear-h o,1)ect Iv-,,;................... IE
 

5.2 	 Impac t of i(Iir cII I Int andr on I I ut Ion government 
pr I or It Ii. at id po I Ic Ivi; ............................ : S 

5.3 	 Su fIc Iency of tra I nI ng/vncoragem, nt t ot pronot ion of 
information flow to uier............................ 
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5.4 	 Potential of research for success in aleviating production
 
and utilizatio, constraints ........................... S
 

5.5 	 Impact of research on Women In Development ......... : IIS
 

5.6 Summary Commets;: Progr,.I;H with project chosen is good;
however 2.ittle potItve apoplication in the near future can be forseen. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 c Sjpecif,;trength;: Good research personnel; strong 
Institutions/environment and support; desire for continuing Involvement 
with U.S. insititutions. 

6.2 SjpecIi tc Weaknes;es: Inappropriate project; closer and 
more frequent UGA IIvolv(nvit needed. 
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

External Evaluation Panel In-Country Project Review
 

S;vptemi,,- 21-28, 1985
 

By Pierre Gilller and I). K lickering lostt Country: Thailand 

Peanut CRS1' CodN: (A/FT/Ti' 

frojWt TItM': Appropriatt Technology for Storage/Utilization of Peanut 

Int rodic-t ,i-ti 

I''.ant itP,'' Aut Iv tv I n in Thailand art' an Integral part of the 
Thail lnd (I di n t cd!(roundtut Improvement Program. EEP members 
there retr K, Idt.t t hat , in vI('w of the apparently tcl nt, coordination of 
t.h, r.l,.v.cut ihil . l v' niit:;-i,'.;, ly th,. I)' -artrint of Agriculture, which 
inu a I ho' 1W. I ,ad I I 1' y , iY Yholr and)()I] 
 I',I wit lien at netntlrt 
Univetr;it J ,t t w olId h, rv I.t It iiit , t o jret,.itt et ' Beet t on on 
liTICli'i ii i no" lt'l ziW MicIclt ',ail~it y Il rvqw'l "I vac h prr y cE 

+Rathl'r , Am I ' t ihrp Loi :.itlfIt full InvolIi turIv o, he,.' "It i USAI[1 

r'.. And 
1') il.vt , pa, o I a' ,I I1 lit, t if,!, c the' rene ric

rMi rti, I[ . '.', t i ., 1,11 Th] IId t ho' I Il-Co, ntry pro efet R vI tw 
. , 	 itt I 'iI, pt, o 

Ag n a .i !'iiI , JiiIiti i ! A ti ,! Ii! t i ii (i ti t1i, I,'lo III tit Proj tI 

a t l ot li t l 
 a, p ij ' . h vi ac c o

n;i t u+ ,A n, K p+ v hi rq ui l y t " v t h i-vt I bJ r [v w t ik t ,, ; u nlt
 

i nt . p~ , , to f dividuail r, p rvp,ort n; th", P' h foJ 19114. of, i orrcnN. < , r ! r the 
N n 'Iv utid J:ImpttJtti'Iiiir Proy+'r';I. v v n diticu,,ti vr 'hlO IiWlan d~liii-1W ordi~ rlnotvd<!"tro(aou d l pan , ,rin f, oin,. with 

ke~y +,lllo>,taito, Int -lt.- vlwcd iII the. .ouii+av (dt outr "Illalall~ nd vlin t. The 
lattvr flul udv.,: 

,John fi 	 clluiril il: AgrI (Offl, r, UJ'AII) Iiliitlon, lanigkok 
Roger Montymvi:' y: Lval lca 0 L,'A Ii) Mi rinIon, BangkokIin (vi , 

Vichlit r Bvt'njiili : Coord tIiint '=,it 
 H+k STl', 'l'l I land and 

irec!i , liv'id Iroph k h v a,I Ch Innt itute, 
I1 )t . o I Ay I I iilI Iurc,, b niig t4l', i aI io 

'(toirdliI t , t,' pit 	 I'in "halland"I , t rN it/UI',(l'/'ll 
Aree Waranytwat : ',t'aii Iii cci,.'i PCS /h(.l'/I I', Fat ti't uartt , 

iVt'n it ,VwI I 

Aran 1t 1 anot h;a : 	 IPanI Li c'',lc.r , ,,..li(l'/'l1', Flion Fitn 
lin w It ,'vet 

Manoclia IYeprat l-

Sathorn Sirininh: 	 Cii l ,ali .114.1, .ii:tll ut, ti.Nllt,./lS /'l', liCIt. 
ol Ayr It il I re' 
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Chintana Oupadissakoon: 	Principal Investigator, GA/FT/TP, KAtsetsart
 
University
 

Yenchai Vasuvat: 	 Collaborator, NCS-TX/SM/TP, Soil 
Microbiologist, l)epartment of Agriculture 
(Rhizobia). 

Omsub Nopamornbodl: 	 Collaborator, NCS-TX/SM/TI', Soil 
Microbiologi ;t, Department of Agriculture 
(Mycorrhi zae). 

The generic views presented below are reflected In the overall
 
recommendat Ion as
rat ing for each project , and should be regarded 

implicit In siections 6 and 7 of the report; on each project reviewed.
 

Summary M rAs:es';mnt /1ticnj;: 

1. IMI'LEME'NTATI() ANI) HANAGLrLENT 
1.1 U.S. All) 111l:;,l nI nvolv tentm 


1.11 	 Misn;on rirttanding and backing of project objectives. 
Cornplu'rmwza ,r I t y in misl.,ion p~rograms ......... : HS 

1.12 	Mi ni on I ,' Iht lt, pr'"Kiam::r::;c t Ic and Iinancial uP ort of 
projuct. At t iowrd U.S. ptersonnel traveling 
In-co nt ',. ................................. 
 . HS 

1.13 	 Misso n lt.ri ,,tfor iropj, t lfutr,...... ... . S 

1.14 Summa ry 	 : r I 1110 In( , ::2c ,, I ole ,ta I ', and 1, or t 
excellent as a r,i01t o t Iilonimt tr loi frl 4, I ng by and Sood l inkages 
with CRSP XM.nagemcnt, and pvrrpt In. "I I ear rplevnve to Ml Noion goalln. 

1.2 Iost Count ry 
iev 

and ,-. t ! . (:01(41 ! of col lalbora t iv' modt.. W; 

1.21 	 Under dlndfnr and cr .(4 arl U, of Ir. ra by ,idrifulft rat ori 
1itv 	.t 


1.22 Admlini t ral I o.4!of jr og raim-govt r iren t l11n! t ltp11 a nd Lonal 
level. ............................................. H.
 

1.23 Fiscal rant,y.vmv"... 	 ................................... : ItS
 

1.24 	 Ie 'lvvanu y oI pi orr am I"4 "unt ry r ta ur nht'dn . I)M r,,ctLIon 
of pt Ju'ct,t i iit1v4 t4) ori g l ;al plans ... : HS 

1.25 	 Art t ui t I Uwi.S. pa I FIUant1 andi 	 their 
Ilio lVera ' nl!...............................L
 

1.26 	 Cormi itmelnotof governint . ancl/or loot Itu! Ionri to iprogrrnmu
r4 e'v rr i 'n 1'I 114I 

*i[d't C Ij.vlln t I WbV(I iii -' I1o jrifo4cift ';c Inl~ll fitS l[.I hlee m'ie. e ye l cgll()i tt 00 41M1iwn 
lI~m ! u of peanutlll rv, var( h Inl dv.vl pmunll gj~alh,. : |!r1a1( 


io " .xt ij tfonal I;S ItIgl y ;,itSal t4 , S Sat In ut cry; 
Nq Not Sai tlnfactory; I' - Inadequae, E}vi d'ni' lo) .vt 0441 NAI ion; 
9F-;t Appl 1c ble'J .. 
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1.27 Suwimary Comments: Strong interest in and commitment to the 
program because of its perceived relevance to national goals and its
 
complementarity to the national groundnut improvement program whereby 
additional resourcet; can be uti lized to strengthen, particularly, the 
research programn of t he two un vte rn iti en primarfly concerned with 
peanuts In their agricultural mandaLten. Slightly longer visits by US 
scientint, to review act ivitie; and advise on methodology would be 
welcomed by Thai collaborator s and should be supported by CRSP management. 

1.3 Re;ource ; co)mi tit io program 

1.31 'e'r orir l 

1.311 	 l)1r'ctily cum ilted/indirt'ct & nupportive .... HS 

1.312 	 Adequac y ol< number ,and capability to 
Iunct 011.. ................ ........................ : . IS 

1.313 	 Involvement oi Wimt ......... ................. : Hs
 

1.314 	 Overa ll It , tIv,.1 n 1 progarm Ivri HuSpvr l: 

1. 315 	 Suma ry (opm'nt, : Ai, ut,,d above t lit' (he ' I; seen an 
an Integral part of m..ttlonal ic'.,anot Improvi'FwI't ef I orts. (onse'qurently It 
receives a fully ,adhequat. shari of dvdiIcte pi'rsonneil who v lue the CS;P 
as a meansi of s.trengthenirng the resoiur ce hiain+i availa bl to) them for their 
chosen work. '[hIt; I s a vI(w inhari.d by seni or rese,'a.rch mantagern in
 
Thai land.
 

1.32 Equfipmv'nt/ It i 'v,/,,uiH IJP';llIt I 

1.321 Avul'.lhilIty-r.i a n Ior t wnavailla ilty.....: IS 

1.322 Ah,q Ii t v iva'oi, 1"0 ,, l: io, ti ' ............ : t
i 	 ..... 

1.12 1 :ii'.2 ': (, : n:'tt 'Ih.1 lood I'chnoIology If;: p'rogrtn 
developed Ir thi IU i, r t iI HtI t I , ,I'v'lopment of Agront W pii l[tuull y 
Induntri INn V. ,hv ttt It In '.''I ' t Haig 'k . ' used.i "I Th laboratorli., by 
this pr ogric ir, -] l ,ui s., .vqiuul all *iii,,It lrIt= IN n 'edn (SlIA l.r and 

(iam.):.t ,jihh HI I I1) hatve, liven providd it)Grader, WN, ,,:l am! Peanut But t,.r 
good t !me:I i ,)/ v,' i liv Iln il Falo1 aI ;,il ( "tI W nl ofI wo)rk. ',,orm- 1 I(14-1d ii ]"uw ui 

fire unfod IrdI r I 1 (I,' dvit In('ii f 1oral Iat xIi× t cot ai.rt I for iroduct.i on 
and titoragv 1i,1t it y 4'v.ilait Ion Ini in)nu(ct foil withi gypiuir ;ipjl 'Icat Ion. 
Room " wit I t vri'j r it ici' a il utorigi';11(tn iltor'' regulation for i' l'rlr ii'itt ire 
a mo int Inig. 

2. AhI~MQAY 0I SI .ii+i 
U' It2.1 lev'l i 'tiii' / tof Iii gt.n'rnti new terhli' ology: IfS 

2.2 I'ri gr .' riv and lnnvivat I v,,pnl of rintarlh...... : H.IS 

Alijir ritIaI'te' 'oi' ii 	 ve, IIS2. 3 ,op i f' )tv I, aI ld adati .... 

2.4 Adequacy if noti Ia I ht Ivim r /v1 it,,l Ic 
|p)erl' I v"/pt'i i I v i y................................... 	 IS
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2.5 	 Summary Comments: This program uses basic knowledge on
 
aflatoxin problem to develop adapted system of visual inspection in order
 
to eliminate aflatoxin contaminated kernels, peanut butter and peanut

butter bar (20% Protein, less than 10% Sugar) ate the main ways of
 
utilization of safe peanut. 
 The public health and the attitude on use of
 
these new products by sample households are a constant preoccupation. 
New varieties are tested for susceptibility to A. flavus contamination.
 

3. GEOGRAPIIIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH
 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals............................. S
: 


3.2 	 Complementari ty 
 to ongoing peanut research activities 
in-count ry ............................................ : HS 

3.3 	 Respon,;iwynes to perc ived producer and consumer needs:tS 

3.4 	 Communli~it ions with other Iri-country entities ......... : IS
 

3.5 	 Does locatlot impact regionally as well as in-country.: IS 

3.6 	 Relationship Io other International research efforts -

ICRISAT, l1 (I......................................... : HS
 

3.7 	 Trarsleuratl 1 ty ol research (in-country, regionally, 
Intetrn~ationa]lly) for impilementation ................... :. S
 

3.8 ummary Coin n 	 toeti:s This program is perfectly adaptated 
National goa I ,. It I s co,lllenestary of program developed by other 
department an FoodK Cime ance Technology, Blot.ec hnology and packagingSe 
technology. A good connectr.ion is exi sting with processors and consumers 
(visit of jroueuHu I sg pl aunt by [Jr. Nakayama and households tests).
Contact are ma i1t a lned with Asl in Inlist Ituste of Technology and Institute 
of Food Research and l'roduict Dwevelopment. The characteristics of this 
program a ri. i)ot ;pc I t ") thi 5 count ry and resi lts can have a large 
Impact at reglonal leve l when the, work In advanced In substanial steps 
for Implementat ion, 

4. INSTITUTIONAL. I LV LI .Wt'MEN'I 

4.1 	 Extent of ot re.ngl I unig renearclh capabt lit leo (sioc'entist 
dev i(ipmtn'lt , fa'illities) ................................: HS 

4.2 	 Extent of areu lopmnt ol coI laborat I vt Iode-how 

collaIhoi ,r. (U.SN., hoo I r ior ry) Interact Ing? 
entLhu 	 i ahm for r ot'arc i. ................................... 1HS
 

4.3 Trainn,g progr.vns-horl term, post graduat e t raining. : 
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4.4 	 Summary Comments: Thailand 
has already established a
 
coordinated 
 groundnut Improvement program in collaboration with the

Peanut CRSP and 
IDRC of Canada into which CRSP activities are fully
 
integrated. The CRSP is playing an important part 
In strengthening Thai 
research capabi lltI es and appears to be doing this job well by
interaction between U.S. and Thai scientists. Training progress is good
but could perhaps be improved by the expansion of training for The! 
scientists at the MS and doctoral levels In collaborating U.S. 
institutions, given allocation of priority for this type of training by 
the Thai government through ODA. 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. :... S
 

5.2 	 Impact of res;earch on institution and government
 
priorities and policies ............................ : HtS
 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of tra ining/encouragement for promotion of 
information flow to user. ...........................: HS 

5.4 	 Potential of resaarchl for success in aleviating production 
and utilizattion con;tralnts ........................ :..uS 

5.5 	 Impact of resecli on Wonen In )evelopment-.......... HS
 

5.6 	 Summaryj(omnnt .;: Aomp Interesti ng results were obtain,_d 
in a consumpt ion survey, in ;t udy of n lternat Ive storage me thods with 
shelled and uns;lill.d pleanut, id iln eliminat ion, by hand sorting, of 
contaminated peanut kernels;, in peanut butter and peanut butter bar 
fabricat ion and evaluat on of theI r acceptabilit-y. 'lII s program drew 
attention of anthorities to tlie aflatoxin problem which became the first
 
constraint to 
 pea nut product deve lopment . Annual Groundnt R(eearch

Work;hop promotes at the national level, 
 a good flow of inormatlion on
 
the re.;ults; obtai ned by tis, program. 
 It the, elimination of contaminated
 
peanut con ld p dlive loped on !arge 	scale, the major constraint will be
 
done away wi I'and t I Impac t oin t be productIon and c niumpit ion wi 1l be 
very imliori) tailit (Processors; are ready t o pay 3W,, IuOr1 f or peaiiiut seeiii ds of 
good quality). Many women part cl pate In t I I irogram and severaI other
 
WOmIn are ('rOlil eo] III Iousl hold test . "I 
 11 1pac I. on womena',; womrk in 
food prpptli can ieii mportant.In lllo11 Im 

If t lit, ,ia f ,lImilnat Io" of P'ea nut damaged Kevrnel most be 
developld ani,:i;'r m ital elect ronit sorter wl I1 ' be useful (uti I ization 
at industrlI Jive] 

6 . ',Il1IPA) ' 

f. I I IStryllt.hs: The Thai pirog,.rm ;Ischaracterized by

itrong I t based
m,, ofof II 1 taorat Irg r..;,arich i nititut ioni, the 
USAII) hia t Iit m I;f;I t, a nd 'lia I Irllc i ,-;. 	 opieeI- cout ry Lence 
regard I ig i ii p ",Ilipt; I oI a genI, aiiI y iaItIs Jic t o lnature, ;iand t le 
object Ivi,, (if I he rpi arch projIect Ii are ie ev.int to not iral Ineuedsa. 'I'hl I r 
opeclil iat riilt;hl relate tiI hiel r ril vVil IriI" lii Itdll y for crop
d1vvrnill I itiln, hi tlthis raliaet I oriernlini , t !it peanlit crop, Inure;ised 
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small farmer productivity, and poverty alleviation especially in N.E.
 
Thailand. From a U.S. standpoint the CRSP activities are perhaps most 
directly valuable because of the opportunities they afford for research 
on the peanut stripe virus. Finally, the CRSP program has had i most 
useful impact in demonstrating to the 'lais the benefits to be gained by 
Thai agency Interaction.
 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: This is overall a ry strong 
program with relatively few weaknesses, and those noted could be remedied 
by relative "fine tuning" of activities. Some limitations in contact 
between collaborating and scientists in theThai U.S. field could be a 
constraint on effective implementation of projects in Thailand. 7he 
technical assistance potential of such visits can hardly be 
underestimated, especially I ruin the standpoint of ofappl ication 
appropriate research procedures and hence the valid ity of research 
results . Re search planning and Implementation in Thailand c-ould proceed 
more smoothly by a clearer advance Indication of available CISP resources 
together with prompt reensv of flund. Thai agency research plans and 
estimated calls on CRS' resources might profitably be advanced and 
refined to permit earlier review by collabor:it lng U.S. sci entIst:; and 
insitltutlon,, thus optimizing resource obligation. 

7. Reviewer, ,Recommeid-tiour;: An noted above, tli, Thailand CRSP 
program 1; proceed fng well and no major changes are called for. 
Continuing collaboration, via an ex×ensi on of the CRS1 should lead to the 
production of research of inutual benef 1t fromviable res:ul t! derived t he
 
generally excclent groundwork establis hed to date.
 

The proposed s;,abbatical of lr. W. V. CauphellI (LCSU) would improve
tile technical assistance comlpon(lt of th program, especially were lie to 
be based in Tlia land. ;omv slight prolongation of In-country visits by

lentis; As() have 
the quality of ThatI ree;,nvrch and henue the validity c; its results. 

U.S. scO would s a di sproportionate beneficial Impact on 

More and bettter advance pl1 ;nnn ing in '1hal land of research activitiIes 
with CRS' fund .d resour ImpJ licat ions ;id tle early conveyance of this 
informatlon Io (ol laborat lng Ii... c'lent i ts wouid lacilitate greater 
efficiency in irolp.t Implementt ln and r,,ou rce utili zat ion. Such 
planning wi need to WeInto aiconlt the anlticipated demul i hIlng role.
of I IRC in Thai peii! related rveearcli, and tlie probale cessiation of 
this avenue of assis;tance In 1988. 
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 
External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects
 

By M. 
Milner and D.C. Pickering (EEP), at Alabama A & M University 
(A.MU), April 4/5, 1985.
 

Peanut CRSP Code: AAMU/FT/FL/CAR
 

Project Title: Peanut Utilization in Food Systems in Developing Countries
 

Discussion With: 
 Dr. B.O. Okezie, Principal Investigator.
 

Recommendation 
 Rating: Due to problems and delays encountered in
 
coordinating this research between the AAMU Management Entity and the
Sub-grantees (University of Florida, University 
 of West Indies, the
 
Caribbean Agricultural Research and Development Institute, CARDI, and the
Jamaican Food Technology Institute) work on this project has been started 
only recently. Indeed the agreement with UWI was not yet signed at the
time of the EEP review. An Initial survey of peanut consumption and 
postharvest practices is now in progress, 
and chemical and nutrient
 
analysis of Jamaican peanut butter products is underway, with a view to 
strengthening the technology transfer component. EEP felt that the
project management personnel are unquestionably competent but that 
surveillance of this project Is inadequate, apparently due to the heavy 
current workload of the Principal Investigator. LEP recommends that the 
project should continue but with some adjustment at AAMU accordingly. 

Panel Members' Narrative Review: The review was conducted by means of 
presentations from and discussions witi the Principal Investigator. It
appeared that a variety of frustrating management problems have 
developed, primarily due to differences In outlook and priorities between
 
the unusually large number of subgrantees involved. Nevertheies some 
progress is reported, Including formulation and initiation of a survey on 
consumer peanut product consumption, and post harvest handling of peanut,
quality analysis of locally produced peanut butter in Jamaica and Belize,
and experimental evaluation of utility of microwave energy for aflatoxin 
decontamination. Training needs are currently under study. 

2. Implementation and Management: The preliminary status of the work 
reported makes It diffIcult to fully evaluate the progress in terms 
recommended by the Project Profile , immnry. The AAMU group understandp 
and supports the project objectives, and has a positive, cooperative
attitude toward international programs; of this kind. 

3. The PI Involved with this prnject 1; widely known among his
scientific colleagues for InternationalI nvolvemenet In fooI science 
research. Not withstanding his positive attitudes and intentions,
however, It appears that hi1s ot her numerou International program
responsibilities a t AAMU have ma(Ie Is dIffIcult for him to be
sufficiently Involved. Committment is excellent but follow-through has 
not been optimum. 
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4. Adequacy of Science: The initial plans and activities are relevant
 
to the problems of peanut harvesting, utilization and consumption in the
 
Caribbean region. It is too early to idenfity significant social science
 
and economic implications which may develop from this work.
 

5. Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: The information
 
being generated will doubtless be applicable to the entire Caribbean
 
region. Perhaps the social science/economic implications, once
 
identifcid, may have relevance to U.S. interests.
 

6. Institutional Development: This is a strong positive component of
 
this program, since two U.S. universities, AAMU and UFLA have leadership
 
roles. Similar future developments in the host countries will be watched
 
accordingly.
 

7. Research Progress and Application: In terms of progress in this
 
project, it is too early to comment on the contributions and applications
 
from this research.
 

8. Summary: The unusual number of U.S. and host country institutions
 
involved In this project makes it a challenge to management and
 
coordination. Nevertheless, the diversity of scientific, economic and
 
social outlooks involved, if carefully corrdinated and encouraged, may
 
yet provide valuable information for the host country scientists and
 
their U.S. counterparts. EEP believes that these desirable outcomes will
 
be hastened by establishment at AAMU of more effective management and
 
monitoring procedures.
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: AAMU/FT/FL/CAR
 

Project Title: Peanut Utilization in Food Systems in Developing Countries
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: Initiation 
of this project has been
 
delayed by difficulties encountered In coordinating the 
activities of the
 
numerous subgrantees (U. of Florida, U. West
of Indies, Caribbean
 
Agricultural Research and Development Institute and the Jamaican Food 
Technology Institute). EEP recommends that 	 be
the project should allowed
 
to continue, but only with assurance 
 from 	 AAMU that more effective 
management, coordination and monitoring procedures will be 
instituted.
 

Summary Assessment Ratings1 /
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT 

1.1 Administrative Involvement 

1.11 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the 
collaborative mode ............................ : S
 

1.12 	 General attitude towards international programs and 
support of researchers Involvcd .......... : HS 

1.13 	 Logistical and fiscal support ............ : S
 

1.14 	 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U.S. 
research interests............................: 	 IE 

1.15 	 Status of CRSP In relation to earlier industry reaction to 
funding.......................................: 	 IE 

1.16 	 Resource commltment to project ........... : IE
 

1.17 	 Smnmary Comments: The AAMU group understand and supports
the project objectives, and ha. a cooperative attitude toward such 
international programs. UniversityIhe administration is fully
supportive. However, I he management of this project needs to be 
strengthened by means (f more ,ffectve coordination and monitoring. 

T/ 	 Code - Exceptlona l; HtS lighly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;
NS = Not Satisfactory; IL = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
Not Applicable 
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1.2 Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the 
collaborative mode ....................... : S 

1.22 	General attitude toward international program: uS 

1.23 	Logistical support ...................... S
 

1.?4 	 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S. 
research interests............................ S 

1.25 	Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
 
funding....................................... IE
 

1.26 	Overall commitment to project ............ : S
 

1.27 Summary Comments: Attitudes and committments at AAMU are 
sensitive to the needs of the project. Researcher interaction needs 
better coordination amcng the various institutions involved. 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: S
 

2.2 	 Progressiveness and innovation of research .......... : IE
 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research, basic and adaptive, and 
relevance to U.S. needs................................: IE 

2.4 	 Local science and economic perspective ............... : IE
 

2.5 	 Summary Comments: Programs which have hecn planned appear 
to be appropriate, Nit It is too .r.rly Lu jorf-,p the ;;cierLiflc worth or 
productivity at this early stage. 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAIE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 	 Relevance to host country/U.S. goals................... : S
 

3.2 	 Complementarit:y to onjofn$, research efforts, demands on 
time and resources ....................................... : IE 

3.3 	 Transferl Illfty of reearch results to U.S. programs..: IF 

3.4 Summary Comments: )oubtless the Information generated by
this research, it tinder way, useful theonce gett; -ll] be In entire 
Caribbean region. 
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4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities : S
...... 


4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode ........ : S
 
(interaction with collaborators/enthusiasm for research) 

4.3 	 Training progress .................................. : IE
 

4.4 Summary Comments: The strong committment to collaborative 
international research which is already evident in tile two major U.S. 
universities Involved, doubtlesswill strengthen their institutional 
capabilities. This trend should become stronger as the program develops. 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPIIC..TION 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives .................. IE
 

5.2 	 Impact rn research priorities ......................... : IE
 

5.3 	 Potantlal of research results for application to U.S. 
needs .................................................. IF 

5.4 Summary Comments: The program is just getting under way.
The institutions Involved now have an understanding of what their 
committments and responsibilities should be, and useful results will 
doubtless follow. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 	 Specific StrefWths: The 
 diversity of scientific,
 
economics 
and social outlooks Involved, if carefully coordinated and 
encouraged, may provide vaIiable Information for the host country 
scientists and theIr U.S. counterparts. 

6.2 Spec I__.cfc Weaknesses: To achieve adequate progress, AAMU 
will need to reorganlz- the management and monitoring of this project. 
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 
External Evaluation Fanel (EEl') Review of HIost" Country Projects
 

by M, MI lner (EEP), following vi nit to CARDI (Antigrua, Tri nidad,

Jamaica), the lood Tchnology 
U. 

In;t itut( , Dept. of Agricul ture, Jamaica;
of West inldI,,; Food Technology pr1ject , Trinidad (Dr. George Sammy); 

and the All) Misin, Jamaica, St.pti.mhtr 1-7, 1985. 

Host Count ri,,: 'rinidad and lamalcai 

Peanut CRS1 Clp(n):
 
1. AA MI'I"I/Ap.I Inv(lvin,l ( the Food Technology Institute, Mona, 

2. AAIB/IrFL./'WI (Mr.G(orge Sammy, Univ. of 
West Indies, Trinidad).
 

Project Tit I.: Peanut ti lizat ion in Food Systems In Developing 
C(ount rIis (Carlthhean Reg ion) 

Discus, Ion 1Ilrh:
 

St. Cla11r, Frdv,',, (A.I)l , Trinidad, Sept ember 3, 1985
 
)orn Walml1ev, 
CARDI , Trlnidad, Siptember 3, 1985
 
;(orpeu Sammy , I'!, Trlnidad , Spt ,mber ", 198 )
 

Shirlpv
e hdinsri), ILI, Iri n.Wd , "K.i'p r ', 1985

Selwyn (amplb',ll, Jamaica rz.vn fWI) ,
(;ui,, .i,;t Jamair Sept.er, a, 5. 
A]ttliea Tnwnipnd, IFood 'Iccn', l egy Innt It ut ., .JamiIca, Sept. 5. 
(la iiit aylTi,) Kcilent Pv v( ('oucil I , Jamaica, Sept. 5.IIJ i'L, 

Anthonyii K. lnntirnrir, l utty ,M1nlqt,r "I Aprlc-Iu ture, Jamaica, 
 Sept. 5. 
IL Ia ind Vet ii, AID .1I150Ii ii , ,imaIc t, Ki' j 5. 

Recomm lda I 'ii Rat IInK : 10, i , -it 4,1 a St i1' t It leid "Ca-II )he;in Peanut
Product ion ,aild ,nl t, rvv", it'r v' , rprii t ,ia u operat lvi' effort 
between CARDI aind AAMIJ ' II,, wan itj itvtl d 'in Iig the ki;t w,,t ofl A glie,
191 . It r i i! t Jll ndi A' [)r" ] Imi 3"' ,i '"' v, Iat i'd . A narr rvading
Hugge nt t hat It will i a Idrv "i' ! P't ,ilin( to I utir J',, hiAt a rid
food Ilprl; i t Jjvalm]'.'int "tQ t in lP n tH dil,'.. IL' I w, ( ti add t()l)II 
coo lal-b rar tiec,v i ' id ' , ii i ' vt, ' I In 1 .4' d vtal i; n, t ,iI >air ' *, i I ear iti 

)vIWel'ill A Ai1 '1 1 I. / IW I (wI lt Ii 'Ir,'%iI - , ;,. II it I. AAllg 1', t I, /CAR,1)1
involving Iii'IiQ'O,u'il i l lJ,' In l4 '.,) ItiiV'a a11n, ',t ill In) illIlnF ':t~i~' t ti'v , , It#t,. Initviviow withl 1 I 
 tQ pt,, ir, aindiri l t"! I ,1nt , oflit T I di P 1 0 ' ldiv i" iii C II I 1 V'I,I Cc pa Ii ,r't a 

arnd i t i , v .1Ii", v' h, I c.i f !, i iv") V(il . It I 1,ir t ia I t li,,,.
Pf t ort N. WI i r - ; 1',' li ;f;t;'rll In i1.itri r ate I lai it 

.ien va Ila t (l in il' i it I re * ( PIt '.1i ,nirI t,a (,r (lni I i!t i Ii')1 ltxih 

prol tq' curt-u ig lv. 
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Puanel Member's Narrative Review:
 

tprepor b I e o large series of MOU's, POW's and trip
reports prepared by the AAU/UPL PI's as well as Dr. Cummins, beginning
in September, 1982, and culminating in a site visit by the EEP member
 
between September I and 7 1985, when all relevant locations were visited
and the individuals listed above were interviewed following the usual
 
CRSP format.
 

2. The Caribbean Peanut Production and Post Harvest Survey which has
 
been in progress for two years was presented to me in final report formby Dr. Don Walmeley of CARDI HQ, Trinidad, the principal leader of the 
study. Considerably more CARDI resources seem to have been invested in
this study than were supplied by CRSP. The results will be analyzed by
AAMHU/UFL and by CARDI in order to provide guidance to the continuing 
program.
 

3. CARDI i the primary conduit for CRSP funds directed to the Food 
Technology Institute, Department of Agriculture Mons, Jamaica. This
project under the leadership of Dr. Althea Townsend Is just getting under 
way. It will involve aflatoxin analyses to be carried out by the
Jamaican Bureau of Standards, as well as laboratory studies to improve
the quality of commercially manufactured peanut butter, Including
technical means to retard 
oil separation, development of a peanut drink 
and of peanut soup, as weU as improved commercial methods for roasting 
peanuts. 

4. In Trinidad, 
 plans for Dr. George Sammy's food technology

studies, administered through the University of West Indies 
Bursar's

Office (Mrs. Shirley Johnson) are in the formulation stage only, the HOU 
and POW with AAMU/UFL having been drawn up and signed only recently.
This POW will apparently include post harvest studies aimed at 
identification of an appropriate index for harvest maturity of peanuts.
Also to be investigated is the keeping quality of peanuts harvested at
different moisture levels, the development of a rapid presumptive
screening test for aflatoxin, dependably related to the more accurate but 
time-consuming chemical methods (thin layer and short column
chromatography), as well as development of novel peanut food products,

and simple but more efficient roasting techniques.
 

5. The Project Profile Summary accompanying this UP review, rates 
performance for each of pointsthe raised under various headings such as 
Scope of Work, including Implementation and Management, Adequacy of 
Science, Geographic Coverage and Applicability, Institutional 
Development, Research Progress and Application, and Summary. Ensuing

paragraphs refer to these topics.
 

6. Implementation andIMansxaments xcept for the inordtnlte delay
In securing completed OU's an POWs for Dr. Sammy's project at UW,ITrinidad, a highly satisfactory rating seems warranted. Dr. Okesie of 
AAMU has recently surrendered his position of Principal Investigator and
has assigned to Dr. Bharat Singh of that institution tho role of Project
Coordinator. Dr. Singh end his collaborator Dr. E. M. Ahmed of U i have
been making frequent and effective visits to both the WI/Trinidad-and
CARDI/Jamaica - administered projects, and seem to have established an
excellent working relationship with their Carribeau counterparts. Mrs. 
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Shirley Johnson, 1tirsar ', O f v, IW/Trilid( d act Ing on hehnilf ot Dr. 
Sammy's prvjve , ,rM! )r, l)n Wa I ,l v a i h Is colleagues; at 
CARDI/TrIrinid d "M42 11':,iT a, i ,ve. Indil ,. warm :"plirt for and full 
coopp4 ralinn , 2 14.,,44t In l)W.t !rlilit.'21 lW .Iamai'.a, (;]ad;tone 
Taylt r, a:n ",i2 I4 iaI w;1 th: I ,. ir,..4I ,,ii!;(i 2'ttI c pe",4,rcl, (mil4 cII (t he 

1.4'l441rl )*I t,!i,I. !,:. I.(+I1 Food I't4,'' I,2o4,,l, IIt t it(t- (I o r,i. r y 
rpp, rt cd , int,! i'.. Alit hotlly¢ johnA';)II, I)tlI l i f y7 !1 i 4f,tPr "Il Agrlu turv, 

.Jamln,4 Ia , :'l' :. f , o tI e I I r ,le !.elit A ! I v,, I4I t hi j o l t te t I Fi, 

pri) lV t 4 !i ,i d1 , 4 !;;44r, 4 r ,4m i v A tIL p I o, i ty utin r thpir 

'1)j4I , ., -,I ,n I'1. ,nPVH ., I l' : "Y. I1A,4A'l bnI, .] ;WIII t 

P(', I andt , .I 'at I 4It, ,4.1 I'>14r ,t".rii44. i 1. "!ir' ,a h t order ; 

l ,vv rth4 i I v.4n I y, I4 Iher 1 1 , I A tv,0 A.r14 t, ' , " l.,,.n ,1t It' ,t(,ry" 14,

predo>m f ni I.!; I n t}I . A(trco p'I,, ]l) I))'P ' t t, I !1 ,- nonv:.i v , l++'c+ain ,e ()I the
 

,t,'kill44 \E f pere , I hiat iQ w44rI' ,pl 4i1, 4< 1n,i.o ., I (l4n44V 4 t Illlit;lf('1r 
1ra t he r l a r,.h Jt I,,v ] I t 1 ,A t tlit i r- t' lit.A.n. I.'. f4 Jl )(r4 'l+,r+ 

dotvv l II)n, l PI lirs. S A , !,. , t44( , tIdli yt144 ' I, Drf-i+. ,it 4 I I .1 l t i4t'* 

s;I' n IIcant ru'sparchl p ()ri t :, (,h Al. 4,.tIi in lit, h1 I 1 ,n ,iwl I i il tIh
 

ho';t ( tit 4441 l.ho4 or,. h ",1 n 14: i.di,
ry I244 .e;.---+i. 'PI',, 14,4 1,1 I .. l Ip 


this pot1nt .
 

M8. CThogrpll4 ( r ,p 1 R,tI .4t 4 ram-Vp1_' a, o+ah p y:1 v W 1 , pr 
to host 44444J1tryN& FQ1 0 1t 441 got IT I',s l ii 444ns; less r'l'ir In tht- rvt I prora I 
relevan'c t I V.S. ,4v 4t4III r I 4<r;nf;,t In"n .4n44d ).4'.l44 t t I " ) rr u t 1041 

knr uledgv I I , I Tpr4,v4.rw'1t p<. N ,v rt Ihale t n h. vI wilA I/I.41 t i" r (4W hli ' 
pealnult prod c4t4, rr. I,o''. Ii f1ii ( a r IlhIe, 1*4 ; i .iIII I4...1 t o r In'crea ed 
corlinH m r 1,4ri41l4and tIhl;l N 1l.; 4i1t . 1441 ,lii I,ItiA 4r4),Iuc1 f 1() (II poa'filt s 
hit ;4],1) 4 4m)4t( I It44.4 .M thin f 'll41442 th, .. 

9. 141stA 4 I. I tiI tlI. A1r2 14498' E1l 

Revi ,4w t ' : liTii I Sir hIt ' It p. i AA.MP , I t h 4ollaboratiI ve, 
airt IvIty has had n I ra Po t41Iv,,''- kr t On I lit ,f, . .a I r v a dv ., ,a sI -.I 
"tlIVtlp it v,, with r,,;. + t t" 4 4 411)v' "( v4 [" 4 44411i 44(11 l414h1);', a n44!Ith III n 44i') 


In4 its rii( .if 2 l ii4 expert t1hp. it 4. t r nIlin! li r
mml ' Il1 4 Inl i fina4il lj m,. . A 

I oi'rta;l 1In Inqt, I t ur 1"n4I.414,i4- .44i4 04 Ic 14442an , ,iI4Ic!I1 I It'-' Ill 1ih, 
(:a.rl blI,4llt 4.444 1.4' .442 14 1en n, .4I c '4)q4 i4 4,o thI. n i la4 4I4.,At Vi'i i ted 4444 

art I v It y. 

I t may Itv note flat ,42l I I t24 l q lhe r 1.If, noI1w fit, nupi"l), i...! it4,ili.i4 1I444,d 
I v'rhn I V 42 II ,rt i I he I ' I IW W ent4 11114 An! 4441,t rvi' vli v i I,' Iv .4,d, 

144ls., olr l ,a I Itv I 1p,0vpr'r4441e44 44 1 4lt W1444 ,,'4i'"T4 ,,).vl4,4i .Iv c l,.'t4 I4U Poo 
+
Dr. lllld't "1itt;a',. . I' h.D. )raduat1441 f24 t 1,' iv44 it , 4,2 4l4,4ill44. Itli, o, 

g r44i4):pl lif i r',,idv i,hown I4,444.I dt1i4l,1io- e io 4, l44); llnl.4t I I 1q. 'vl4., . I I 1i ,
 

(irim" NI,''rtl e 4vi4 . lv . Inl al lyt14 44i ,, I', II, 41 444). .1 I ii I . Yil f0, ,I 

of 14444 1 4,1It ' , ;i2 l A( I I v I I\' no, I "12 " 1,i, I. id ,Iv ti t+V I .t I I II "Y lui
 
i irv ,ltI IIni 111 ,,. i .,. 1424 1 0 ", l 4.'4 P1':, , .144
1),, 1I ,, WI. 1 ,' 4i,I 4 t o 

,d( Vt t op ',f:- d1 p I f v I ll lI.iil+1 )I w/l 4 t I;.Iov . elil'.4 l s, 4 ; A 44I ) A ,'4 1 o In 
4 ,lv2ll,, l4, PC In di l 'v l tin4,t 4,' I ! 4I4I4ll 41 nul l4 P1t iI , he4' ,ir 

din ic l in n i I hl% lrt.1)i l wilt 1K . .4l4x4 44tl4 ' I (14,A1'1)1 , I 1AnII') i. 41 
|in a11 f+ ,o1 In ii io-po to httil Inl hrt. ' la '' Wel,~tW e 'IO 1 1i<,' "JlTh(r i,; l'+ ,i "' , t 

vli" l li"r I Il i rM1,,+l l "I, ,P ltn~ll, Mf-in . (Jwlili I I I!'M hei Vv, lq l+,OnI 0 10115 It ofl 

Chlita , will, to lIs prtiovil nl Jablt l "rtv ivqlifpmiili ai d tle lit ,ll b ,iltllI f!or 

(Dr4. , j4 )W1 W14' . 

http:it4,ili.i4


10. Re;earch ropre,, .and Appi Icat Ion: The recent timely completion 
of tlie (ar1 bhea n Peanut 1Produc t, and Pos t 1larvest Survey, the fi rst 
effort under t hi t; pro ject , ;pvak,; wel I for the future progren;s of the 
balance of tilte trhnical pro),,ram. Early and ue;ehul appiicat ilon of the 
tnurwvy llj't to+ tilt t, it nutng prograi hi forlive n 

I . ;imma U 

S{lp(IIIec t I't,ny, tli, t 'l,he c omm f t t [it, t aII, d cor pt t(Ince of the 11. S. based 
II ' In tIlIe I r ("it r I bhbenil (":ill t I r pa t I I I; hItI l I y Iicourag Ing . The 

tx tetm; I vtI II( Iv c( l Ia hora tI n b t WIIt t he two groups I r 
C01111 11t il1t, (oi~i:mr t t nt;( I t Mad 1)p t o II ;! i pro jt'ct by thte() !'lpj 4t 

,ivtr nr.tnt ,In
't; f.; ii t I lt );rdtr. A !;lI l irly 1;app()rt l ve 

at t t I W ! ' 0'': hv t1e, Al IMMl :;t in In till!, I14 I1l lnIt a I rir,,l(s1 It:. I'td 

-S - fn( ;( ilent t: Iiw' ! Ior t tf' pr It I' ttI 
t I k t yl'y A , I t ,--'t'li tIt flo, ',ilid N(W ' PW !, I ( 1411 t IIte t hese 

p I (,k'rar !;, 1,r 1) 1"' I 

It )(II ti1ll IIfableI time 

111, o*, (1 1, e '1 llft ,| )'11yred . " hl'l ea 1 "1"r rt'('c nt ly 

i}t'' it i IT *iVt' ( i ll rt I oiltOIai.'t ( int I l t )I xt''r'c , cIotieIt 


I 1cI titt, prori t m e t t ent' i. m!, t t I nt ro t it t [Io rit If Icant problems 
'141vt' I op . 
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I 

I'ROJ E(PT PROFI"LE 	.SUMMARY 

Peanut CRSI' Code AAMU/FI./CARD)I and AAMII/Fl/IJWI 

In-Comnt ry Pro jtw I Rv I i(w 

Projct TI I It: 	 J,,annt Pt l]I:,tInIn Food Systems In Developing 

I )ilntrle,;i ((xi 1thbelai Region) 

lios t _C(_ It r i' I . lI ( Ioo eh lon logy In,';t Itutt, M ona)1!: .larli . I 

I!', )l I,,) I% . ,'1101 t h ,. t-+,;('11" IIll- >')v,)Vl.I (d I c Iu ;i ,xp~re, s,;ed1111 

()v'ral I Pcc r'iwic(rI I( I lilP1 fi), ,IIc;:i1I It ( )I' ;MOWl! l POW's for 
l thb lr' t ,' , ,itl1.,i I i , 1iI I II I e aar I t o provide a 
crI t I (-,II ii, , ,I ''t , d I :, I . I 4 () 4r 4, l )w c,v r th is EEF ) 

np(rhih rl1' r,,(,.Iv,,,
;'ei l I'i v, ,,

i 
ll) I ' (I(,,vArt?i, 

fi v 
't'r 

-11
, ',liI

l);u Ivt 
, 
, I 

I4
1h,lV 

( jIr,it(
1I, 

, I
f),1in, 

l 
I 

i
I )wr 

nn,
work 

pr(o ',rim,. r" ,w ',ll1 4) 1 ,, filb 't ,hi'1 , t) , Or,C " (1pt Imlm, I Ih(, A)l) it o ilon 

I - )I I i 1 , T I 	 d)() I 111 oll](
,,11 1)r (,v ;i A , (,o , '' 	 ! ) I(I)' .i ]I()WI(-d I(o c ()i 11111 

4..cinmmar ,' A,,iswI;., t II g .-c PJit 

I M1)ILEMFNTAT ION' AM) 1A.A F'IHiNT 

1 .1 AdII i ;t raI I v, I n I v ini.nI 

I 	 1 I MI t ,I,)n undlc r,.t and I ng anl backing of project objet I ves 
Com1)1,m4I lit r I I y I ti4 If Ion programo .............. : .SI. 

I rImm,t Ic I Ina incIa 
pro.jvtI . At I 1riltr I 'W'I !. ;. Ill r!() i - I t rav -lIng 
I n-co'm)itrv......................................... l 

1.12 	 Mf ;,,,n I,),1I: I1, , ,Mid i ;4upport of 

1.13 	 MI cicI I i t .r I I11 1'op iJ#,(It it ltir,. ..... . 

1.14 	 S;ljwl r ,t..tti:iI . : Mi . L.oI in Vd tI I , All) Il;c ilon, .arn I ca4 

Is highly :ulpu)rt I V. 14 I tl. (.Pl' (iJrl hhwan iwanrt reti.arch jirtiram and 
the relate,c Il l)j (l i rt IV(. 1-e, 1 r ,.ir ell II 

1 . 2 Ilfi)t Comut ir 

1.21 	 l e triI and Ilrg, ancd aecpt anit.(io program by adini tit fitrit orfi 

-lnt I r Co ncpc 	t col IIihorand c 1i. v 1 ( Ilv v rodf-..: fi 

1 .22 	 Adin Ill n ra ItI ( )io 1 r(,rn govr nmnit I (d 1111;t It tonall) 	 -- lit 

I ,vtl................................................. 	 II?;
 

1.23 	 VI -l ma na.vr tit ...............................
 

Code:.. -- x i Ioni ; Ill; IlighIly Sal I ifattory; S - Sat I ftactory; 
N.S - Not SaI iinI acItt y ]I' Inad'qitt.II v Ide4ttee I r F~viiuI ia Ion; NA 
Not App! I tabl e 
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1.24 	 Relevancy of program to country research needs. Direction 
of pifojectn relative to original plans...: HS
 

1.25 	 Attitude toward U1.S. participants and their 

Ilnvolve ent. . . : HS.............................. 


1.26 	 Commitment of governments and/or Institutions to programs
researcher level and above - resource commitment. 
Import anu of peanu research In development goals.: HS 

1.27 Summary Comments: (;ovrnment and CAII officials pledged 
full support to t hes prog ram; and to t he Ir technical and research 
objectives. Adminisrit we arrangements Involving supervision and 
transfer of CRS!' funds ;ipfear sat i sfactory. 

1.3 Resourcs commitd to program 

1.31 Personnel 

1.311 	 Directly commite(i/indlrect & supportive .... ... S
 

1.312 	 Adequacy of number and capability to 
function ....................................... S 

1.313 	 1nvolv ment of W o n ...................... : HlS
 

1.314 	 Overall JI(ty noswn of program pers,;onnel: S 

1.31 5 : minry Comments: The PI a t the Jama Ican Food 
Technology Inqt Itit e IN a qua I If I ed Ph.l). woman ,cIent Ist , Dr. Althea 
Townsend. NOhj.may Wave t hi p,it Ion Noon for family rea;ons, but it in 
11ke y tha t h r rvplatriient wil 11 b a Iemile member of the istaff. Dr. 
Ceorge ;Jf'rmv at Ilw , " riillid hope to recr li a i qualified technical 
a;sl,,tint , a lady with n HS de'r,'f' I food science from the University 
of HOr.da 

1.32 	 l liir. ! / ,o lilt I,;/s, llll 

1.321 	 Av;llrlllty-I ram;io for ,inavaflahility..... : S 

1 . 322 	 Alt'(flit ,-r, ;no ,r Inadequy;iy................ : S
 

1.311 Sir;arm,rv (or,,,l[it lahoratorlk, were ohwervd to be 
reamonably well , qi ;ped. bIe1.5. nllhboriIor, AAMU/1:, will nhortly 
delivr additi lnn;iIquipmtnt ard stipplepn an n dvd for thee pro ectn. 

2. ADI:I!ACY W;, S :IVNC1, 

2.1 I 	 vVI of I',niw ./ r,, search Ito yniral , new lechnolo, y: S 

2.2 	 Progrvngs; v,'irs and I n,,wa lvatriin ; of rese;,rch ...... : S 

"I' rvvarh 


2., Adeq cty fIthr il Nlr, '/'orinric
 

2.3 	 Appropr lat~q o ii basir arid adapt le........S
 

perr";jei-t' I v,/s'nsl Ilvi tv........................ .. . : S
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2.5 	 Summary Comments: An HS rating cannot be assigned until
 
more evidence of performance becomes available. However, thp outlook is
 
favorable. It is anticipated that the present technology transfer
 
emphasis (i.e. adaptive research) will in due course stimulate more basic
 
studies.
 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH
 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals.............................
: S
 

3.2 	 Complementarl ty to ongoing peanut research activities
 

in-country ............................................ : S
 

3.3 	 Responsi veness, to perceived producer arid cons;umer needs: S 

3.4 	 Communications with other in-country ent ft 1oo...........: S
 

3.5 	 Does location Impact regionally an well an IWi-count ry.: S 

3.6 	 Relati on;hi p to other interna t ionl rooo;rch efforts -
ICRISAT, IRRI ......................................... : S 

3.7 	 Transferab il ty of reoa rrh (ifn-count ry, rogt,;nal ly, 
Internationally) for Impll mrient.atlon......................: S 

3.8 Summary (ommnnts: It Is too early to effecrt ively judge 
these qualities of the ofrc o j";A gett st arteod.research It 	 ,ig 


4. INST ITUIT(IYAI. l)EL'EI()tIMENT 

4.1 	 Extent of Nt rengt heni ig research capabt if tles (scientist 
devlovprorit, 

4.2 	 Extent of 
col lIbora tors 
ent h ui aasmo or 

4.3 Training prog 

4.4 Srnmra ry (;ornpr 
projects will load to of 
program In not yet act iwe 

5. RESEARCH POKRIT; 


5.1 	 Achieovemre.t 

5.2 	 lrjmact fI 
prlIor lton 

5.3 	 Su| ft encyric 
Infornat ion 

facr llten) ............................. : IfS 

dove] oplnment of col laborat Iwe mode-how are 
(h.;. , lion.t country) Intorac tng? 

r esearch.................................... : _HS _ .

oo;-,;hiorl teorm, poNt graduate iraQhi rg.: S 

t N 11w probbt If ty I xceI lent that these 
ot( -1lA It If i"t Iona I dolve I ojlmvnt . IhotraIning 

tort p l a niro ,oem aplpm lprl;atv.
 

ANb AIP'PL ICATI()N
 

oI ren,.r n : IE
h b o vo...................... 

o'hlr Ii o"M Inttit tlln arid government 
arid pl 

of 

flow 


ic iet '' ............................ :.. E 

t ra rig lirn fIor pa fliot lon ofi l /,o ;igmi, 
t o i#r.-. ............................. IE 
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5.4 Potential of resarch for success in aleviating production 
and utilization constraints ........................ 
 . IE 

5.5 Impact of research on Women In Development ......... :IE
 

5.6 Summary -Cojmment,;: Thes,, attrtb,it.es cannot be judged at 
this early stage, a1tl,,)ugh the progrinofl Is favorable. 

6. SUMMARY 

t reip lih,; The 

Initiative of the U.!;. arnd he host 


6.1 Spe c I t . ': competence, experience ard 
country P]' s Is impressive.

Excellent working re,[at lon; ha;ve 1,en ("stabl ished with frequent visits by
the U.S. ,c t iv(, pro,res, ELii Iorit Is anticipated. 

0." . c I f . Ic.. Weak . Succe,s; , ul t mat, Iy aci I eved byS ti: 
this research, may hiave ,;,condary Influence In st imulation of production
aid onsijri, , r ii!, () pe,;inoit prod(c t , , Inatmtlc(h as In the Carl bhean,
economfc , poI It ila I Ind agr I It tura I poll cy cont; He rat Ion; may be' primary
dle t .riml nan ;. 

7. Reviewrr,,;- Recommendations : Thes projec ts are .1u st get.t Ing
started and ti,;eful progress Is anticipated. The work should continue. 

229
 

http:attrtb,it.es


ELP REVIEW REPORTS
 
for
 

NCS/TX/SM/TP ....................................... Page
 
University site visit - A. Rhlzobia ............. 231
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Univer;ity s;ite visit - B. Mycorrhlzae .......... 247
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects
 

By Dr. K. H. Garren and D. C. Pickering (EEP) with Dr. F. Johnson (BIFAD)
 
at North Carolina State University, Raleigh on April 1/2, 1985.
 

Project Code: 	 NCS/TX/SM/TP
 

Project Title: 	 Rhizobia and Mycorrhizae Influence on Nitrogen
 
Fixation and Growth of 
Peanut in Thailand and the
 
Philippines
 

A. Rhizobium Considerations
 

Discussion with: 	 Dr. Gerald I. 	 Elkan, Principal Investigator: Dr. 
Thomas Schneeweis, Co-investigator; plus Senior
 
Administrators at NCSU, Raleigh.
 

Recommendation Rating: On the basis of evidence presented and discussed, 
including a field visit to Philippines by 1)r. G(arren at which 
collaborating ccountry impact was examined, the reviewers received a
 
highly favorable impression of the projecL. They recommend that it
 
should continue, largely as conceived, and that the possi bility of
 
broadening its scope to Came roon should be 	 examined positively, but in 
the 	light of demard,; oc: existing managers, funds and facilities.
 

Panel Members' Narrati ve Review: Thi review was conducted on the basis 
of a presentation by the P.1. and his colleague, l)r. Schneeweis, in the 
context of the NCSU involvement In Peanut Varietal lmprovement via the 
Peanut CRSP. In addition to perusal of documentation, time review 
involved frank discussions with the P.i. for a two hour period at NCSU, 
collaborating Investigators at NCSU, and a meeting with the Dean of 
Agricultare, his asociat e, in North Carolina Agricultural Research
 
Services, and Dr. Billy Caldwell, Head of Department and Peanut CRSP
 
Board Member.
 

2. As with other EEP Reviews the Raleigh meetings on thils project took 
the Scope of Work for review of U.S. universities as their agenda. The 
procedure followed was to invite project staff to present their work and 
to respond to questions designed to throw light on the extent to which 
project act i vit les were responsive to tihe iam anld ob))tc tives of the
 
Peanut CRP' as defined in the Scope of Work of tle EEl'.
 

3. As with otthr eva luat! on,* thiis Na rrat liy Review is based on a Project
Profile Summary wlihlI rated performance to date.! on each of the points 
raised under time main headings of the Scope of Work, i.e. Implementation
and Manageme , Adequacy of Fc ence, Ceogra ohl Coverage and 
Applicabil i ty of le!,arcih, I,,stl tut lona I Deve lopmen t, and Research 
Progress and Appl Iet Ion. These Ite=, are coni dered In more detail in 
ensu i ng pn rag rapjhs. 

1/ 	Code: i - Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory; 
NA Not App I cable; IE = Inefficient Evidence for Evaluation; NS 
Nct 	Satisfactory
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4. Implementation and Management: As with other projects at NCSU the 
reviewers felt that a High Satisfactory rating was warranted on the key 
components of this section of the review. 
 It was difficult to 
disaggregate the project from its close 'relative" on varietal 
Improvement in NCSU, (which is in itself a point in Its favor) on the 
question of relevance to US research interests and its status in relation 
to earlier industry reacLion to funding of the CRSP. But there is no 
reason 
to assume any other then fully satisfactory level of commitment to
US research interests, together with action by rel[evant senior NCSU 
managers to maintain open and frank lines of communic;ction between US 
industry and project activities. 

5. The Panel Members could find no fault with Resea rcher Involvement in 
tihe project. The evidence indicated total and sympathet i c coiiltment to 
the CRSP in general and the project in part icular. Linkages to 
collaborating scientists and institutions appearcd o we I1 developed 
and fully viable. If anything Panel Members, wondered if tlie personalized 
nature of the P.I.'s involvement was not a little, exces;;ive, in light of 
the need to naintain Involvement of P.1.'s and othez [,; ci-;ed sitaft at a
sustainable level concomitant with other, -n l 151', commi Lments. 
Hlowever, this is; recognized to he an area re lating,, cccl, ly to individual 
personaliti es;, and in this; case the P.1. is s;in;ularl y un to,mitted his 
geeriral mis;s;ion of which th, Peanut CRSP forms; an I i rtt u t parLt 

6. Adequacy of Science: Received ;a Salt I';auti-y ng allf lit on scores 
111(d should loerhaps; be rated [tlohdy Sat i s;fa't tory uvcial 11 in light of the 
percept ions; of the t'.. in res;pect of the econom;ic persp;lioctves; of the 
pro ject. As; designed the project cannol measaire the economic benefits to 
he derfved fron Improved BNF by peanut cutivars; Dut tle fact that these 
cons;iderations; are In the front of tLh mind of the P.I. indicates; a wider
 
view than one, would normally expect in a project of flii; ki nd. Thought

needs; to be i ven in future phasies a;; to how li ndilu,,s; from this; project
 
may be I ncorpora ted into wider focus;sedt Inves;t- it - ons, on farming

:;ystemis;, and the extent wLhich appropriate 
 pea lnui t Viritt.1e, impact on
 
subsequent 
 mil neral fert I l i zer needs f or other crops; I n peanut farming
 
sys tems.
 

7. Geograiphl c Coverrage and Appl I cab I Itly o R1;,sarclh: Wa :, rated highly 
in res;pect of relevance to collaborating cointrie; and ;i;.;,'i cability
else'where in the East; Asia Region. I)es;pitu Its; re litiw,yImmaturity there 
is evidence of relevane (dis;pl;yed by tle enttablishnt of itworking
l inkages; between hos;t count ri es;, and Malays;ia and Iindonies; Ia. While 
commending theiIn ti ative taken by the I'. . to iat y outi ilot s;tudies In 
Ca eroon In as;s;oclatlon with onigo Ig lSAII lI lna n ,d act ivit fes; pertal ining
Lo peanut rese;earch, the Painel s;ugges;t .; a t ormial ;uh11i! ,scion to the CRSP 
Board of a prolpo;al for involvement of !his; lroject in Ihat count-ry and 
that regIon. We recognize fully Its; potw'ntlal ' ai1l, KtQm we counsel 
caution n It}I he pround.s, of Impiime ntbia iiy. 

I .,t II tIlt" I_,na I H eJn,t Wa; p lyI;at id l1i f', lo, l 1cvi ewers;, Ii no 
s;ma IT me;0 re olio t " I hie per,;ouoa I I t y ai di I vu "o I ie P. I . and tWe 
p€rc, I vid mut ua I re,,;pee.t de e Iofei, it wee;; I lhp P. 1 . id h ; (o laboratorsIn Thai iland and l'hi ll ppli s;. Ii t ie li t .er i nlt ry thI proj]ect Is 
fortunate In being t hrough i es;nladmi nLvtt rd i l I Irty of lie Pi I Ipplnes 
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at Los Banos (UPLB) as administered by the Philippine Council for
 
Agriculture and Rural Research and Development (PCARRD). In the former
 
there appears to be a clear realization at the official level of the need 
for collaboration between the Department of Agricultural Research and the 
University of Khon Kaen in the context 
of the Peanut CRSP. In both
 
cases, however, some improvements in communications and facilitations of
 
the flow of funds to collaborating investigators would not come amiss.
 

9. Research Progress and Application: Although essentially long term,

the project. has made good 
progress in its planned first phase activities,
 
Including Identification and evaluation of rhizobia that are effective
 
with collaborating country cultivars, whilst 
testing thc- BNF and yield 
poli tal of crosses from locally adapted cultivars, and evaluating BNF 
ca pac Ity and yIeld potential of germplasm tolerant to acid soil 
cond I I Io s. The scope of the project, and the breadth of peanut
produc t ion areat in terms of soil and climatic conditions are such that 
pt ent1;i l appl ication outside the immediate project area appears 
promtI 11-1),. However, with regard to application there appears to be a 
need I,or re.cosideration of means to ascertain the socio-economic 
t'('
1,, 
 (vaIII i,fhis , and other Peanut CRSII interventons, and to 
lhwc,)r mi, lt, ;uch considerations within the scope of the CRSP . Panel 

r;nd rives-),, 
 tgators rccognize the importa:ce ol this perspective 
bil ril,ua iii e at, this stage to incorporaite it-s lnvestIlga t on into 

51) IJi,[' ' tli} rinojects. 

IPl. !u;i:r~ Av, rIndicated above the reviewers conclude that this project 
.Ia well c( vd,,lnce closely linked to the basic question of peanut
 
va r l eta mprovement , excellently managed and fully supported by NCSU. 
1',muIiii ler,, are concerned that continuity of management Is maintained, 

hilla prop(sfd pha.';Ing is Eustained, and that the Cameroon initiative is 
reviewed carefully by the Technical Committee and Board to ensure a) its
relevance to CtSIP objectives, and b) its Implementabillty in light of 
,stall and other resource constraints within the Peanut CRSP, ana more 
:. ipor1:ant] y in Cameroon itself. 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP External Evaluation Panel Review
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/TX/SM/TP
 

Project Title: Rhizobia and Mycorrhizae Influence on Nitrogen Fixation
 
and Growth of Peanut in Thailand and the Philippines
 

Overall Recommendation Rating: 
 The EEP feels that the project warrants a
 
Highly Satisfactory 
 rating on the basis of its management, its

implementation, and Its relevance 
to both US and collaborating country
 
interests. 
 The Panel cautions however against premature broadening of
 
geographic coverage In light of a 
 perceived highly personalized
 
management by the P.1.
 

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 Administrative Involvement 

1.11 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode..........................: HS
 

1.12 
General attitude towards international programs and
 
support of researchers involved ............ HS
 

±.13 	 Logistical and fiscal support ............ : . S
 

1.14 	 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U.S.
 
research Interests ............................
: 	 S
 

1.15 	Status of CRSP in relation 
to earlier industry reaction to
 
fundinj...................................
:. IE
 

1.16 	 Resource commitment to project ........... .. is
 

1.17 Summary Comments: As for the project NCS/BP/TP, the
 
administrative 
involvement of tie NCSU is fully satisfactory. This
 
project is clearly seen as part of an Integrated effort which receives 
the full support of the agricultural research administration of the 
university. Logi st Ics and finance for the project are handled
 
satisfactorily and 
linkages with oth 'r Peanut CRSP activities at NCSU are
 
highly commendable.
 

*/ 	 Code: E Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory; 
NS = Not. Satisfactory; IE =Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA 
1-t Applicable - I 
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1.2 Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode ........................... : HS
 

1.22 	 General attitude toward Inteinational program: HS
 

1.23 	 Logistical support ........................... : HS
 

1.24 	 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S.
 
research Interests..............................: S
 

1.25 	Status of CRSP In relation to earlier industry reaction to
 
funding.......................................: HS
 

1.26 	 Overall commi timent to project................. : HS
 

1.27 Summary Comments The Principal Investigator is clearly
committed to the project ; interest In International programs is evidenced 
by proposals for further expansion. Wlhilst ol litt.le interest in the 
short term to the US Industry, the Project could well provide results of 
great relevance to US growers In future, hence also its relevance to US 
research interesto. 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE 

2.1 	 Level of science/research to generate new technology: IIS 

2.2 	 Progressiveness and innovation of research .......... : S
 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research, basic and adaptive, and 
relevance to U.S. needs ................................ S 

2.4 	 Local science and economic pertqpect~w:.................IE
 

2.5 	 Summary Commentsi: The project has been designed and is 
being 	 implemented in such a way as t.o generate information leading to 
relevant technology for Improving the productivity of peanuts especially 
in collaborating count.ries. It also has the potential for improving the 
productivity of peanuts especially in collaborat Ing countries. it also 
has the potential for improvIng the productfyi ty of other crops in the 
farming isystems ot t.hese countries, In particular, and perhaps also in 
the US. A] t-h ough the 11.1. If; cl ea rl y In te re ted I n the economic 
perspectven of his project , the Panel Is unable to do more than comment 
on the fact. 

3. GEOGRAPIHIC COVERA;E AND AP'LICABILII TY i' RI"S 'AJCII 

3.1 	 Relevance to hot ouiry/U. ,goalti .................. : 11S
 

3.2 	 Complementari y I 0 onpofnI roi;earch efforts, demands on 
time and resourcet .....................................: IS 

3.3 	 TrantlerablIty of reiearch resultn to U.S. programs..: S 
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3.4 	 Summary Comments: The project Is clearly relevant to tile
 
goals 	 of both host countries and the US; it is also fully complementary 
to ongoing research on Improving peanut productivity. Its regional
 
relevance in East Asia is illustrated by the Interest displayed by peanut
researchers In Malaysia and Indones;ia with whom a coordinating network 
has been established, outside of CRSP funding. Further evidence of 
research, relevance Is the ulcre,; at tendirig pilot sttdies In Cameroon for 
which 	limited CRSP funding ha;s been us;ed. 

4. INSTIl UTIONAI. DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 Extent of ;ti-,ngthpinIg rese'arch capabilities ...... ... S 

4.2 	 Extent of dee lopmeit of collaborative mode ........ HIfS 
(Interact ion with col laborators/enthutasm for res;earch) 

4.3 	 Training ,,;proyrts. ..................................... 
: 1S
 

4.4 	 Summary Co';t,:;t s; : This aspt'ct of the project has; made 
good progress; w!Ih the dewe. 0flolmvnt of clos;e and productive working
relations; between , ,1 abordi In g sc enit I,;t s; in Tha Iland and t he 
Phi IIpplne,; as; cv ni4,4,d livlt ,, ;tahl dI I" Il;h network of cooperators; for 
col lect Ion and r nsIs,;s;';itil "Itr Il esionfrIm nat ive tropical il] ivar; arid 
tile di stribut ion RIlzohium ,;tcalinsW lromi,; In s.... and potentiall ly useful 
culttvar; from n ' itg I la o ctt I coon rIn.:; . Tra intino com er on BNFs; 
technology have been ((inid'ud for exte nsi on s;taff In Thailand and for 
both research rs; and ext e F F Lii l t fIIn the l Ihlipliwne; .
 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND AlI. [I{A' ION 

5.1 	 Arhievm ,nt of r rch bj(p't lv,, ....... 
 ............... .. S
 

5.2 	 Impact on research prioritiei; ......................... S
 

5.3 	 Potential of r se;.arch results; for application to U.S.
 

needs;..................................................
: S
 

5.4 Summary commlnit 5;: Al tlhongh the pro jec t ha; been
 
operational for no more 
 tha t wo years , good progre,;s has; been made in
 
the first phas;e In Idot'ttiyiing rhlizob;ia ffectivev with local peanut
 
cuIltIvarn ; evaluatt 1noculatI ion 
 needs; 1or local ly adapttd peanut

cult ivar;, dpl rm n, tIn leeiicacy of ino'nIant s; Icrn ,;trail,; effect Ive
 
with local p.'anui (ult ivars; and with Piroj ct NCS/BI'/TI', Iti;tlny the BNF 
and yield potent ial fromm rio,;,; ,,f locall y adapted cui, t var; and
 
cultivars; with hIglt 
BNF ability, and In evaltit lg HNI" capacity and yield

potential of 
 No l
germlils;s tol r'ant to arild , conditlon . 

6. SIUMARY
 

6.1 Sp.'ri, i c :; t r.lig_ ;.l_: Tl,, prti)I Ph, Ii; I : racrI m IzAd by a 
highly ded icated antil ompol cut P. 1 . who ha:t de ye I oped exce,] lent work Ing 
re I at I out; w Ii th I; coI Ia ho raI or N I Tha' land and l ipplnv';, fDet;i gn I; 
such that t; releviince It otier panilit l irodci' contres; Is; already 
perceived - a; dem , ,;!r;]tated by tii Intlerest;t In net work Inig siown by
Malaysia and Indones;I a. The. cr tol8 ic t 4'ltt l i the'l project , I.e'. i11
Irnprovinp BNF and Iher by lowerlti, iln 'al fert i lizer ne d 	 in cropping 

'2 10
 



systems, is a particular strength of the project.
 

b.2 S;peciftic Weaknesses: Whilst perhaps arguable, Involvement 
In pilot act ivitle lh i Caenroon could be regarded as a weakness because 
of Its portential diluting ottcct on Impact In Asian collaborai.lng 
countries. .ft lIng of the project - by an ebullient aend forceful P.1. 
wirh only lIniteud prol,.,si;onal backup - could be a weakneiin If the former 
were to move. In other words one wonders the extent t.o which the project 
Is, perhap P, personalized In IttB management.,xceielIy 
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PEANUT CRSP
 

External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Projects
 

By Drs. Mrax Nilner and IKenneth I1. (arren at at US AID Mission, Manila, 
PCARRD (Philipplne Council for Agriculture & Resources Research & 
Development, I,0,; ainoH;, and IJI'IIb (Universifty of the Ph l1lppines at Los 
Banos) on F'ruarc - 12, 19H,'. 

-, dn:l'eanut (, - ( ,WS /1x!,,S,/il 

Project TiI 1v 'hizoh)a arnd Mycorrhizae Influence on Nitrogen Fixation 
'1hall4nd the 

-A. Mtzio um Conn iderat Ions" 

and Growth ut l'.;Wirit In 11and Philippines'' 

Host Count ry: PllI1P 1'I NES 

Discussion with: 1) At ; All), Pihilippines - Dr. James Beebe, 

Agricultural P'rograrmi Officer. 
2) At 'CARIl - hr. Ramon V. Valmayor, Executive 

)irector & hir. lhe]y '. (apa;1 n, Director, Crops 
ResericI I)e r I tlL. 

3) At IP'Lt- hr. tr Ijn] S. Paterno, Principal 
Invesit 1pu ,r. I;.N laria L,. R ,,S"im,,on, search 
As;;oc It, (in field plot s) & (brl ely), hr. R. 
-i'~' , ( iii in, 1 pt. oriI A,,ronomy NoI ;, 

Recommendation Rat In-: )n t ia.! i 4,! ivtd, nc, pre', inted a nod dlscussed 
and of v s;lt:; to lihorjt '1'i , c'l'.i1oi;usv;, ;il t ild loLt,'; the reviewers 
received I l,,1,IV oflI:,rm,.,i Iroject_.liiph ly tal, wi o the They recommend 
that it out i111 , i1 r c I a nc'ivtd, with Huomr0,8,hotilit yen toth iv 

corr t %n; ', !:;:'. I ) iuat 4 i 2)'.t; I:: lw,t-r t r;ai n ; erlihaps 

II , )over!y-abih t1111, ic4r44,1(11 '44 li ;tatd ,,)bj4'tIve, ur pltil;;;i] and
 
3) f lo(W ofI 441i41, t 4' 4,4"4 Iicno.
 

P';i'1 MvyI,.r,b', -.,, ,.tv '.t, w: revie4w waS c4,,z41l 4)14 ba.is.,s of:iv, he on. tlie 

1) A 11,'hs,. n "I , ou t un)Wliiirt, in 1 Ipt' h witli Ir. 4lw",, at US AIl, 

dl n uI ah2) A 'ui ; o 0 i hai1 I I hou4ir- in l l' ,ltwith Iit'.Vailiay r , ;it 

l'CA(RlJ, 1 1. h. 
3) 1)1 i,!) o W onil l wit ii r. C,4 i , l Ic b. 1, & 11.iWi.. 4,1 l ool 4144 inl l0 

r'nnil 
1114 tJl'LP I t '', ili48 ''l , ,ui , II, i Id, 14 ili0 t (;.1'', 14)1ir vli It]iu ' i .( . 

4) A rvr. 1,i1)1, (II). )i,,14)l . l 41 ,'141 t,' ({,i7nsl ri--wi t most of 

State I N1, I I he 14,4,i1) ( 12, , iind 5I . (uii In sri;, Ill. .I lhe Pealiut C5SP 
al I (;AH , I P hb. 8 . 

5) iearing, orii r ''i''' tih and 1 ); lin, wi lii uI 
t I n w< l i i t 

4141 li nt s pill In Ic il t i l 
,r A n h, 5,t, Vl ;, 1 ; ' '1 ; iN i, P e a n util (~ s 1 1 l ', , 1 ofl 1 , a t 1 .1 l , u t i l l & 

Peanilut (.W&;1I .'dlcw atl P( Alll , It,1), i 1,. 

() VIN. I o I I I t 1 ,)I , ,i I Il'L.Ik wI t 1, 1)1. (,ui ininl wIiIt h yj) 4illati landi 
(is 4;( i i o y ;Nn, "W nIci, h1. . 

7 ) Di c 'wn Io( "I .4b1, t, t I ,ir ; Iii Ii,p1 it w I i 1)1 . lPa t r40 In her 
of I I l abI1 rtoi1 ry , iand pri-, 4ih ).u', Ii,1. 11. 
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The EEP, in meetings and discussions on this project, took two documents 
as its guide--namely "Peanut CRSP 
 Scope of Work for the External
 
Evaluation Panel (EEP)", and 'EEP Review Agenda--In-Country Project

Review." The 
procedure followed was to 11ten to informal presentations

of administrative and research personnel and then--when time
 

*~-pe mi t ted-to- ask- questions-designed -to-throw--further--light'-on- the-extent 
to which project activities were responsive to the aims and objectives of 
the Peanut CRSP as defined in the "Scope of Work of the EEP." 

As with other evaluations this Narrative Review is based on a Project
 
Profile Summary which rated performance to dat I/ on each of the points

raised under 
the main headings of the "EEP Review Agenda--In-Country

Project Review" (main headings of the "Scope of Work" with points under
 
each as delimited in the "Review Agenda"). These main headings are: 
Implementation and Management, Adequacy of Science, Geographc Coverage
and Applicability of Research, Institutional Development, and Research 
Progress and Application. These items are considered in more detail in
 
ensuing paragraphs.
 

1. implementation and Management: 
 As with other Peanut CRSP projects at
 
UPLB/PCARRD, the reviewers felt that an overall Highly Satisfactory
rating was warranted on the key components of this section of the 
review. Relations with the support of US AID, Manila are good, perhaps
 
due partially to the groundwork laid by Dr. Beebe's predecessor in his
 
post, the ME (Dr. Cummins) of the Peanut CRSP, and Dr. Gapasin of
PCARRD. PCARRD, ae the righest level of the host country's government 
that is directly involved, has taken all aspects of the Peanut CRSP as 
serious activities and assigned them high priorities. Perhaps it has 
placed a bit higher priority on this, the Rhizobium work. 

In regard to the apparently lukewarm attitude of UPLB administratioa re
 
the Peanut CRSP, the reviewers felt this might actually be a matter of
inertia. Inertia brought 
on by three things - the unique nature of 
PCAPRD as an administrative body; the location, physically, of UPLB and 

* PCARRD adjacent to each other; and an apparently continuing reshuffling
of UPLB administrators from department chairmen on up.
 

As to UPLB resources, including personnel, committed to the project, to
 
the reviewers the most impressive and important aspect was the PI, Dr.
 
Paterno. 
 She started the CRSP project in July of 1983. She has teaching

assignments and is Secretary of the Graduate School of UPLB. The latter
 
position she estimates as taking about 10 
of her work time. Dr. Paterno
 
reports good relations with the Thailand counterpart of this Peanut CUSP
 
project. The degree of her dedication to the CRSP project can perhaps be
 
judged by her statement that, due to slow transfer of CRSP funds through

the administrative 
chain, she has sometimes advanced hourly workers pay

from her personal funds.
 

By way of constructive criticism, the reviewers make some 
observations on
Dr. Paterno's "management" of the project. The reviewers had the 
. 

impression, from reading a draft of the 1983 Annual Report of Peanut CRBP 
before going to UPLB that the research of this project is over-organized,
 

l/ Code: E Exceptional; HS w Highly Satisfactory; Satisfactory; : ? 

on;ANot Applicable 

aS s ya ae 



unduly complex, ha, too many objectives, hats too many plan-s for the 
future, and shows too little hopet for medium-term practi cal application 
of research findings. Ater hearing D)r. 'al triu'.; oral presentation to 
the .onsu I atit I on, antd alt vr two di s;et,.;s; tjsl ; with tn rese'arclers;, the 
reviewer; a m);t "lit'a.,l r-'ll fawlt t' wi tlh I li project a i "'papcr( oI 
t igers;" I that rvi I res'eaircih prorss anti r. I ,di tim-te hp of 
practical ipplcicat io of res;tarch res;ults Is; obs;nured by the written 
presentat ions; of re.,;earch t Inding.'s ard hot,, and plaa. for Ohe future. 
TII I s, till' reviewers , iIlt It ' o 1 'rat tted by submitit ith an; annual 
report for 198' that Isi oot VvrbhOst' , but that clearly and concis;ely 
states; how the res;earch ofI 19 8 / Ihs xpanded eximstiny fiacg.et s o knowledge 
of thie lpant011 u ,Irhi ol Iurm ymb i ,s; In the PlhilliIpp nes added new facets 
of knowledge thereto. Perhap,; tOhen plans; for the future call be reduced 
Ir thillnh teI-, anid eIt e'r r v. tcd t o lothI pro lIsct;'! of pratt lta Icit'y and beseis 
In exlisting r,.;eare'hi I nldIng;. 

2. Adtuayy ot ,Sc in v v: 'lTe r, vitwers; regard ir. PaLterno as a very 
competevrt sc Ietntis;t . "lhnis they regard progress;s reported, oralI y and 
written, a.; ri l. 1h nilur "I the Hhi zobi u/pleanut root s;ymbiot ic 
relations;hip leit,; it. elI to innoitiVtlte rOt'A;earI ,alnd this; i, a s;ituatlon 
Dr. Pate rno, withI 'nome giuidaet' from Dr. LI;a.,ns; pt'rhaps;, lis; turned to 

nI 	 A;the lro vcl 'e dVi t ae. ; 1 t airpns Pro I l muchd Ili t lle Ic, ii of th' drive 
and comm itment of t .I'; 15 ! ';cm. to I av. bt, I tra nsf; erre(d to the IJI'll 
P1. Also, from the ilt' lptlit ;,,o ;il s cule t. as;5pct is; well s;erved by 
the drive to enabe lellpinii peanut (ind cther legume) growers; to acileve 
.igher yields; wi th" it res;ort Ing to tile cos;t ly chemical s;ourcec; of N aric, 
th; s ('ne(?irm't,' more s;masma I ilt lar,ge s alei podu t Ioui of htlnut s; localm for 

consuimp t I
on. 

3. (;eograpli (tveraige and AjI i it' t's;earch "li, "cabQll Is,pr(,i'ct 
by statermentn made In lr. late rnt '; h;ndoutt at the Cons;ult at ion , built oil 

a strong hait' "I twt yea rs;' (19 1-) c'ooj' ratlI ye me1ea-.rch wi th the
 
Ni FTAIL lro tII' ve.rsp I . pretsent ,
,ect t U l t y of lwi;i It I, ;, ait 

IlmlosN; ", di ethii't li t,; Ii
ihilvi , t I ng"I8ii bI we ii, h t, Ia . of t lie p jec I.'tn r,,;e;irchI 
Irog ress;, ait l i tLtal , t it tl1 te .0lIAl, ciiotp, r"t I vt' Iwojt. t ,aid that 

but l,P to i'einut l jet 

s ituat I in it,!vainto lA get mI V , gnd i)t'it for
 

at hrI i i IiW' C.W' rP i t I Ivdted .JMly, Y13. ThIlI; 
t ti'+t,; pi ( .ragarl t<d ll 

appl iri bi lIty of r,'t',ir( hi r lt1 . 'Jhe IMlilti iit r le' playeid hy thi,; 
lirtJt ''t In l'(A~lsb', (.iiill tat I nld l(ARR)'s ; poltiii't i s;hii I) of ;i I aId Iirig 
cours;e ' tin l ,,i',tI i it q,itt;,,' I l tiow ilnd ] t, Inrtoctl at ittn ( 't lormy 
II--20, 198 ) itt,' It t I; prt Pi 1 r le' Ii otlit'r pe( I st CA I hli ill i I i 
review (ta egorY. litoili, 111Ps, I).itI (l]) . l playeid I li,' trdtomlinait 
lrt; In thin I nin; "tit' if t ( ). 

4, i nt,..t ttr Lit sty : 'vie 'It ri. . nt li"tri 'iot 'lile 	 fI' tllLt till, jt.!;I 'tej to<( hJIre v lIvw t f. It 1, ro , -it ',, ) t l b t I (in t( o nI l t I t I( ll. ] d,,v .Ioiatr,. t IN t<o 

, e 	 o tuLi'll Y (ill I l it l lrep 'eat I,-i. , i 8 18 ni I' IPhl t tn (, ' e ;t'r'Ve I It 
: I lr 

1 +,  jtkt ilt" I t it. hu cii ii i l to,, l'ro I I ;'I; " r i W oln,L0 i i l ; it r", hentod ' 'it ( I~h prlr,.+ in ,,4 t,, aI U1111. It:.L 'vn Il,W aK1 I t 1 t1".11 

S; Ito ut i ii+ t ii' v r)I ii, t lr iIrw I in i 	 , I I II,!; t 1I i I V, tie 	 t,, 

11u II 1o t I poi fu ll t it I h o 1 1 11 Ii,' . IIh o1 1 1i , t - I 
oIlf -t C , 1 , a Idl Ii ,) ' .IifI , I , I W , ' It ( I I h o 1l.1p o l I ,lilt! pi lo If11 

blo{J-ni flIt++'i'nn -fil× t ion i;.q g'ive, im+, , r-t , lli it+, 	 it,.l"l(,P 'i- bltu n pro jevct for1 
' ' 'the re.,t ioI+n i t t1111,1, ,ind IWAIADI. thlin t ptI jetI pc.r Ne, 'd ,N rvcN;, but 

n e v e~ h l ,; ' ~ l~ t,a p 1 'PV 1 ] Y co n ribr e d.< c h Ltr t ess,; ; i ; , I M. N I u t m u o 
In:stilt ,t <Jal duvr|oilm m+ In thne Phl'lIiplplirv. 
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5. Re search Progre ; and Application: Much of the heart of this 
category h, Ibeen cov(ered in the reviews of the first four categories 
(above ). For exiliple, tII Consultation was a strong effort to promote 
Ilow of Informatio n ti o end uers, and the entire project is aimed at 

I iI an product.on 

recea rch at ,IfB conducted by women, and to have most of the
 
,,dmini s;tIalfn t he' at 


all v at ,n Important con.straInt. Surely to have this 

t o t project V'CARR1) In tLi hlnd!; of ii womatn will
 
itpa t ,rtt1',' ,im wtmeni in dvwlopm nt.
 

Iltrf1.1p, , t hen, t I, i'Iv ew ;heu Id c I ose with a s;umm ry of rescearch
 
I) nr"t O' in t t' lhi ItQijnle,, a.; tihe revi ewers saw It: tough only

cormp let It' I i ;', lI 1I zer; ng aliong wi th 1' and K)
t r ( I . v'. tI ('lont a lI N 
,at, ,ItI Iy AvAi I h ta ii the uou nt ry, they are, t rot, too cost ly forll 
Fili pil" tliltit 8 r,'wtari'adt , .e'I,o( , If a N-coita lii Inig IIe t I 1 1 zer is
 

w,,.. I I ,, ItI r the ul t
app Iit! I , , ' ata pialt Ing re Is de rImenta 1. In
 
sto )I , ' , n dil ti ti n o Ifpea nut'; I !; poort . In !le' widtesprlead'I ,a'id no l1s
 
Qt Ilt It i I i ppii it'n , i I Il Itca I N I I x 
t I o i I a 'or, Ience t f' in1r a a'Irch 
Ior >iui: nh!t.'i,:1 i iW t ,itI t"rr good dul,; ItI it (of ;oI In . A Ifew 'tich 

S ' Ij 111, t 'ec'l' I '(,itII"Nat I vt'" in ) c(ali strongly. (' tnI' riiizobia t 
a'd , Iv'.n' ',,'tilw It I it nutif rhI zt)lIa. Len than ).,,, of nodulest the 

in ,rt i I i1il 'lyIn olattd plot, are from the Ilnrtdu'etd rtitzt ia. Tliere
 
i , , I in iI' r ' t in ;fi p, It W t',ii tRhti;zotltbtum N i lin ail hli t I tilt ivar In
 
r 1,41 ', t[](o it ,'I iftilttlttI. hti I t taken a! l amt two yearn tt cle k 
toil Ilt"' I iiliiA iWV rtelat iti pt.ips.In co00 'rat Itil Wi thti )'. flag0 /Cill 

( tie 1 '11 it I'l.L I lilrt Is ( 'iy .'trrtiza ) of thi t projt ) ;i serlh('h i., 
uilii'1'v, 1t' , i tiff l ,nt (i t luml ;iid, ,tm: f lzoteii-Ntr l my orrhizae 
in t i i will te vaiint o Ado well Iii sof l0 def icient In bothi n! ,I loi[h 

,Avai l il]' N aitd avai labl P. 

241
 

http:product.on


Peanut CRSP: External Evaluation Panel Review 

PROJECT PROF1LE SUMARY 

Code: 	 NCS/TX/SM/TP In-Country Project Review 

Title: 	 Rhzobla aiil Mycorrhitzae In i uence on Nitrogen Fixation and 
GrowthI oft Ptantt in ihai land and the Phil ippinen. 

A. Rhizobium Con;iderit ions; 

Host Count rivs: lPILI'1N'2 

Overall .c(mi.npia tion Rat Ing: On t he bas is of: 1) Management; 2) 
Implemunt ati on; i) lviwnce to hoth Ihost country and U.S. Interes;s; and 
3) drivt d,d iIIt l,, aim .; rlntl I I Ic acumen of ItH FfI 1 pino P I and Its 
U.S. 1, t Ill,!A It. this project warrants; a liglhly Sat isfactory 
rat ing. l", Pincl ,umt Won; agtinst permittnlug this drive and dedication 
to r.:, I t ili I !11-t hl cx,pani,, il of t' it. projc t. '"; s;tated 
o0) jert Iv , .. rito , I Qit, I" I ,iip s(t S d tumporary decrease in the number 
oFt tta d o b VIt t i vvn. 

Summary A,,;m,; e vit Vi t 1rigo,,l/ 

1. IMI'LEMENTATIO N AN hANAGEIEMNT 

1.1 U.S. AID! Misslon lrlvolvtvment 

1.11 	 Mi s;s;ion u ri, t iandllng and backing of project objectives. 
Comp lis di'it t ./ to, ml is;i(n progr ,s; ....... .... : s 

1.12 	 Missio,n l ,g'l ,t tIn , liifrain, at Ic and I Iri l o mirt ofan m 
pr J ., . At It ii toward! 1i.5; ptrornre I travelingI n-('"" wt 1 ..................................	 : '
 

1.13 	 M.issioni iiriut i piri i)t tlutir. . .......... A S1;
 

1.!4 	 Summry. Dtr, e, el , A Il t rllora 1 Proj;ranm 
Officer, US AIlD, P 1;lf~, n inl, iiw" to th,1 ithilIpplun. but riot new to 
tIhe po,,st of AgrIi( tilt ,i.il Off 1I . of,r " i A l IIDW,02,(l11. I irtm 4.×lit rlnct In 
Sudlinl i In, I ,: 1 1,l WItih aid vr-y i:t;u( Iii itf v r )r ( <HS U Irojects;.
RI la t lonr ,, . , th,.n, '11V. .nt bt(lWt t I ,ll oI tIl(Ill I, ., ,Iir ,.I 1,, . 

.l iaruurt (,51 and 1t/4 IP I). I(2,iIh(1) ( c,, I not it( I , 2) I h t li, Phi IIpplie 
(cP t r.1l jivn rri-1,,nt '!' lki uI :! rat Ivh 	 ,' y or t tl , t 1 , V,,1 1,). ;; All) 
Hi.,;;lhrgh, t. Ii r lh . BI,,,it , will u onpira l wit h ill. ,and I'CARF.I) I r 
man~itaininh rg ? ho-a gino! idht I w. 

I/(m : I Ix 'iptlorual; 11,5 - Highly 5tlrHiautory; S -

Sat in Iattory; 1; - that Niri aut ory; IE- - Ina dequatet vi detce 
for EvItualtion; NA Not Apul Italui 
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1.2 Host Country 

1.21 	 Understandin,g and acceptance of program by administraLord 
and nci t ilit.;. Concept of collaborative mode..... ItS 

1.22 AdminkL:t rat I ii oft prmgram-government level ........ . IIS 
1.22A Atminis t rat lion of p:ogram-inst tot onal lev 1......: S 

1.23 	 FI scd!1 ta i,',m ut....................... .................... : S
 

1.24 	 Felvanc "I program to couintry r e.rca iicneedo. 1)1 recL Io il 
of projp, th . 1 ,IatI t or 1gl nal plans ...... ..... :...1 

1.25 	 Att it iii t w ird U.S. part i pi ,t ; .nii their
Invwo lvvorn, ....................................... PSt.tt 

1.26 	 Comm itmiLi t t go v nmvtl t and /or Int ittt iuin t" , iHrs-
IiiuiiI 	 atbvt Viu;4,k.rie at.r 	 a110 1 toVtv - (, 0.1il Im nt.o 

1.27 	 KM:0 , ( u::.t t Ei t Li " litsI viv p: Iwa all 
almost co lf tc Iy t.'; . ,, a t, 'i tt Ifury It thin it0* :i . 'IWii top
atdminis;traitoirs in i' A}IPtJ 1 /  (L:i'i it Iviv' li I to!I",,jA ,l; yi , Lt'r' i l''h 

auirve tor (ip ri q; ) ii,I i , I l Ih.tt l ii,, 11t . v ult VaalIy p 1mel;,I it, 

C;onn;ult ,aff I ' i ,t, } ,i 'nv . ( T ., ( P51.,j pl +,q.", t101d ,, tt"i] !-daiy ot 

rm 1.31 ]y' ti al I wd I l, nnJ.,,othi)1 . 1.11.-IIr (:I PSI, 

M " .t 1nIAI,, I a itt w Vitlo lnI I rogr-a ,irvoolwt11". of 
N .~1 .i 3.1" Ic rucuilmn.',IdmIn i. , u t( ov", nrln,il't v. Miiilui'hippi ni,,I t 	 : tnt : ' l t.i I l 0Q)ti 

Bn s.1 , t [ 'iitl W , a 'a,K ll in li, i! , I 	 l ' ,i 

"INS n112 A)int of "iobe amnd daialuir aytouion:,c~ Sir~1.31 Ioi,"v"u'ja i oue..................1
 
1.31 'trs n tel'.
 

1.311 	 lbrIItly ,roInptpd/iItsrv.vt &u pportive ...... iiS 

1.312 	 Adlvqua'y ofl,nlm hvr atnd c apali l ty to function : S 

Inv,,Ivtm nt I W m~v 	 'iii , HSt1r.itIJy iii! 1 .313lt'', I it'i:H ' < !t "I l t j~ itl .........................i I t ai Ia t : I il
 

1.31/4 Olvvll v'f!vv<'l l v NN''+'"I am,,r - onnpl..: ,;pror rn 


Il i1v,,t:;:;ii rq . W{my,,,pt n QlBlll l.,ro""w~l vt~monwlnt ,on t hI n 
project In+ NoI , %, 10}' W~rInd, i aLt,., t tv l tr. S. compv, vn nc l,.ttl with
 
nm in t v a ( l t + 11ld i i d mt: h l I v dlt O n: a n+ t h
r t~ t l n l t v, i hlo w i l l , , a NP l i or e, 
PaIl4.it 1 c fl N", lv+a'h'+l ,bi,++ . 'irtn" NilvurP ,41ld 	 l I, o+thvl d"!,N ~ lal 
friv+nd ly but It,it ,I I I p. Onu,, J!"ilt v 1 111 '.11i l, .!,<h I;i ,+ ; 

i 	
l l c ass +,+11 t+ hlv onei[ 

no+w ;h~ibO d O rk+}, blv',d plyivqn.++', 

I_/ K'AtMU - hi I Illplm,. Ciounc i I for Aj-,.rl ulture It ltion.rcen Rl~vlvagrch & 
J)evi. I 0 P~*t:.. 
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1.32 	 Equipment/facllitLes/supplies 

1.321 Aval labi 11 ty-reason for unavailability ...... : S 

1.322 Adequacy-reason for Inadequacy ............. 	 S
 

I . 323 S lummary CommelVnts The EEP could see no major stumbling 
block In the materiel aspec(' of thu work at UPLB. Although few research 
scient st s ever have (tnough space aid enouglh materiel to make adequate 
use of additional ,plac it It should be made available, the Panel saw no 
evidence that c rowd ed labs and u (Iiii pmeni spaced a round in hails and 
shortage of mod.ern, up-to-date equipment seemed to be impeding research 
on ti,,; project. 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCI!;NCL 

2.1 	 Level ot science/research to generate new technology: S 

2.2 	 Progre! ;ivcness and innovati vness of research ...... :..tS 

2.3 	 AppropriLate (,s of research - hasic and adaitL ive .... :..1S 

2.4 	 Adequ;cy of soc ia I sci ence/economic 
pe l';] c t ive!/!s;cI!i t i vI ty ................................ : 11S 

2.5 ]nii :"y C ,,ll ,IIt,!: Peirhaps di, largely to ti tact that 
much of the d r iv. ;ilid coi-;iltmntit ot tle US lII appears to have rubbed-off 
on the UPIB PI, tlit( FlT rati<; thi! pt.r(oject 111),l y Sat!sfa:t-ory as to its 
science. '1114. 1' i w l;ti Is served the driveh i,--t,( t I i wel I by o enable 
smai II ar ;:,rut :lid ye', I- Ilier( ;, well) by-tpas,,;- , ,,I, It; to )rohibitively 
expens I vi' ( xior Io,; I ii i I i ,r ;a; ,ioturci(s., o N ind thu.,; encourage more 
prodIc t Loil i1 a11i, 1 , V, I I 1 a 1:1 . 

3. (;tFO(;RAHII (\. i\Nl) A LIt!ICABIILITY 01' RIESEARCH 

3.1 	 He It, v, IsII Ia t I ttu I goal; ............................ : i
 

3.2 	 Compl euIIr ir'i t y to ollgol Ig peuilltU research oct Ivites 
I i-c 1Y.lli............................................
i .	 : IIS 

3.3 	 l (e n;tl 'it ',i a I it p,rtii vvd pir-ot!lit r ,ind! r oniuinsr ii(.'eds :115 

3.4 	 C(muni c.,itr loi! with (t li.r it-( ()iti Iry flit Li Is.. ......... .. IS
 

3.5 	 lDo i; I(i a ( I il li)i ' r .l,l I itl I I y 'i!; w ill I i I 1i--c lint ry . [I 

3.( Re i I I oni 11 )i I) oit lit'1 li t Ir- litI I tll;i I I ',i arTC Ii fJ fi)rts -
ICRISAT, IRI .... ............................................ IN1 

'I./ 	 Tr;n f; ri 1)I I I I y f ri1 t It t ( 11 lt ly r g Ionl I y, 
Ifit (ri il 1iuiril, ly) f li1ilI1 , s iI it ti I..... .................. . !. 

3 .8 I 
ltlll l,/Il .... C;l Ili4.l111 : T1 +-.I# l ! ' ,i l :*; ;Ii;!,;I [c t o r y 

mtti ng In t|ifI lvrt e o' y asli Wei I d i.!, 4 .' v;t i t! I lio ill , f()1"I,' lI.]I s 
vhew have! bevll vII Ill sinutiuullcal it; for . inl 2 (abov ). Atlihough the 
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EEP did not specifically address relationship with and coordination of
 
effort with ICRISAT in regard to this project, it might be said that all
 
peanut research in this geographical area seems automatically related to
 
and coordinated with ICRISAT. The project also seems closely related 
to
 
and coordinated with IRRI as well as NiFTAL. NiFTAL is an international 
institution dedicated to promotiag nitrogen fixation in tropical legume 
crops.
 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist
 
development, facilities)...............................:US
 

4.2 	 Extent of development of collaborative mode-ho; are 
collaborators (U.S., host country) Interacting? 
enthusiasm for research ................................ 	 : 1S
 

4.3 	 Training progress-short term, post graduate training.:S 

4.4 	 Summary Comments: It was obvious to the EL' that the 
"eanut CRSP, as an entity, has strengthened the agricultural research 
program and outlook at UPLB. Ile personality and drive of the US PI, and 
thc general awareness of the Important potential in bto-nitrogen-fixation 
may give more credi t for this to NCS/TX/SM/TP - A than is really 
deserved. Taking short-term training to PCARRD/UPLB in the person of Dr. 
Elkans Is commendable. There seems a temporary lapse in post-graduate 
training in the UIS. This, po,;sible Is a negative. 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND A'I'LICATIONl 

5.1 	 Achievement of reoarch objectives ................. .. US
 

5.2 	 Impact of rescarch. on Institution and government 
priorities and policies ............................ : S 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of tra ni ng/encouragement for promotion of 
information flow to user. ............................. : s 

5.4 	 Potential of resarch to- ,;uccess In alevlating production 
and util ization cont ra!nt;--includlng small farm 
producti ron ; traint , ............................. HS 

5.5 	 Impact of re,;earch on Women In Development ......... ..1S
 

5.6 	 Summary Commentos: Tnough the success I,;, In part, based 
on research that preceedeu activation of the Peanut CRSI', the project has 
been successful In enough Important research aspects that the EEl' feels 
it warrants a igllgly Satisoftactory rating in this category. The following
research exampl es may just i fy lhi watLing: Demonstrating superior 
N-fixation ability as being a consistent characteristic of some Rhizoblum 
strain aid Int ro ced exotic strains. Demonstrating that this 
competition may be partially overcome by use of easily prepared Inoculum 
of the super : r strains. 
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6. SUMMARY
 

6.1 Specific Strengths: The competence, interest, and drive
 
of both P1's of this project certainly is an important factor in the
 
success, to date, of this project. So, also, is the excellent
 
collaborative working relations, not only within the Peanut CRSP, but
 
also with other institutions not involved in the Peanut CRSP--J.ncluding 
some international agricultural research organizations.
 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: Tle first of the project's strengths
 
(above) may eventually become a weakness. Contingencies are facts of
 
research life, and there is an apparent lack of a plan for training at 
the post-graduate level of researchers who might then be able to take 
over and carry on the project. Another weakness is centered in the 
annual report to the Peanut CRSP. This report indicates the project's 
reach is in danger of exceeding Its grasp. There are too many stated 
objectives, too many plans for the future, etc., for the current 
personnel's grasp. Also, the project's progress may be slowed a bit by a 
weak link in the flow of funds from Peanut CRSP ME through PCARRD and 
UPLB to the research benches and greenhouses. 

7. Reviewers Rcom ndat Ions: The lEP recommends this very 
promising project be continued at its current level of research (and 
extension) activity and at It,; current level of support.. However, the 
EEP would like to see some though given to strengthening the project by 
correcting the three weaknesses the EEP thinks it sees. 
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 
External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects
 

By Drs. Kenneth H. Garren and Pierre Gillier (EEP), and Drs. Fred Johnson
 
and Carval Wiggins (US AID)
 

Texas A & M University, April 3 and 4, 1985 

Peanut CRSP Code. 	 NCS/TX/SM/TP
 

Project Title: 	 Influence of Rhizobium and Mycorrhizae on Nitrogen
 
Fixation and Growth of Peanut in Thailand and the
 
Philippines. B. Mycorrhizal Considerations.
 

Discussions With:
 

1) 	Mrs. Ruth Ann Taber, Principal Investigator, Department of Plant
 
Pathology, College 	Station 

2) 	 Dr. R.t,. pettit, Department of Plant Pathology, College Station, 
Plant Pathologist 

3) 	 Ir. J.,;. Neck, Department of Plant Pathology, College Station, Plant 
Pathologls;t (tPo;t Doctorate Appointment) 

4) 	 Mr. J.S. Newman, Texas A & M Research and Extension Center, 
Stephenville, Agricultural Engineer (Irrigation) 

5) 	 Mr. F.E. Woodward, Texas A & M Research and Extension Center,
 
Stephenville, Plant Pathologist
 

6) 	 Mr. L.1. R lIey, Department of Plant Pathology, College Station, 
Graduate Student 

7) 	 Mr. F.E. Woodward, Department of Plant Pathology, College Station, 
(;ra(ia.te StAIdIent 

Recommendat.lon Rating: On the basis of evidence presented, the reviewers 
received favorable Impressions of the project and the Texas A & M staff 
charged wit.1 Its, implementation. These Impressions were strengthened by 
a field vilt to the Philippines earlier by one reviewer, Dr. Garren. 
The reviewerti feel that the project- as, conceived Is a sound approach to a 
type of retiearch t.hat Is, at. preent, basic or speculatory research. The 
reviewert I e.l that the project. should continue as planned, but 
con;lderat.lop s~hould be ,.iv(n to any expansion of the project only If and 
when a real ret;earch break-th: iroth In achieved. 

Panel Memberf;' N;Ir'ratiyew eview: The review was conducted on the basis 
of Ini ormal rt-por t;, wt t ;orne viewing of appropriate laboratory and 
greenhouse dl opl;iys, o t le tieven iscienttsts listed above. Time 
permit.ted ,nlIv a hrfot period of quei;t.Ions and answers. These took about 
four hours. 
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There was a helpful session of about one hour with the senior University 
officials responsible for scientific and administrative oversight of the
 
project's work plan and budget.
 

One reviewer had participated, earlier in the week, in the review at N.C.
 
State University. He brought a review report framework created at N.C.
 
State by EEP Chairman, Don Pickering, after completion of the N.C. State 
review. This 	report framework can be traced back to the meeting of the
 
CRSP EEP, Technical Committee, and Board of Directors, with the Program 
Director in Washington, D.C. on October 31, 1985 in which meeting the 
document "Scope of Work for the EEP" and adjunct documents were adopted 
as official guidelines for reports from the EEP. The general framework 
of this report and the final PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY will reflect the 
five main headings in the "Scope of Work for the EEP" document. These 
headings are numbered I - 5 below and in the PROFILE SUMMARY sub-headings 
will be given 	a rating 1/.
 

1. Implementation and Management: 
 This project is proceeding at an 
acceptable pace. The scientists devoting part (or all) of their time to 
it are competent researchers with a dedication and interest that to
seems 

equal theJr competence. We feel the contribution to this project by 
Texas A & M researchers is above the level to be cxpected from the amount 
of time organization charts, etc. show these researchers (other than the 
PI and graduate students) should devote to this Peanut CRSP research. 
This reflects an excellent meshing of the CRSP work into an ongoing 
program of Texas A & M research on soil microbiology. 

The Peanut (CRSP Technical Committee feels Mrs. Taber, the PI of
 
NCS/TX/SM/TP-s is spreading herself too thin. We could not see 
that this
 
situation, if it exists, is hindering progress on the project.
 

The total Peanut CRSP program at Texas A & M obviously has dedicated 
support from the level of University administration immediately involved.
 

2. Adequacy of Science: The project received a Highly Satisfactory 
rating on three of the four scores. This project is, at this stage, 
largely in the area 
 of basic biology. Basic research generally is
 
innovative, and may tend to somewhat over-impress even those observers 
with long experience in research. However, Mrs. Taber seems of the type 
that does not hesitate to reverse field and try other tactics, other
 
approaches, when such seems advisable. The socio-economic perspective, 
though long-range, is highly satisfactory. 

1/ Code: 	 E Exceptlonal; HS Highly Satisfactory; S 
Sat.isfactory; NS = Not Satisfactory: IE - Inadequate 

=
Evidence for Evaluation; NA Not Applicabl-e
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3. Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: In the Summary

Comments in the GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE section of the PROFILE, we have
 
attempted to outline the 
potential for LDCs of the basic or exploratory

biology that is being researched in this project. Everyone questioned on
 
these lines at Texas A & M recognized both the potential for wide-range

applicability of results as well as the long-range prospects for
 
realizing this potential.
 

4. Institutional Development: Due largely to the enthusiasm and drive
 
of the PI and some of the other researchers, this aspect was rated Highly
 
Satisfactory. The reviewers recognized that training of 
U.S. as well as
 
overseas personnel in this area of 
basic crop biology may have influenced
 
their rating to a greater extent than any other factor. However, the 
interest showed in this project by Texas A & M personnel not directly
 
involved in the Peanut CRSP would indicate a strenthening of research 
outlook within the institution that is not entirely attributable to the 
drive and personality of the P1.
 

5. Research Progress and Application: As noted before, this project is 
essentially long term, long range. Knowledge of the mycorrhizal

symbiosis lags far, far behind knowledge of the rhizobial symbiosis--and 
much research time and resources are yet being devoted to study of the 
rhizobial symbiosis, including part A of this Peanut CRSP project. There 
seems to be good progress towards achievement of some of the project's
objectives. Perhaps after the 1985 research season some thought should 
be given to reworking the projects objectives so as to narrow the aim of 
the project and make progress, or lack of progress, more clear cut. 
Application is the longest range of the long range aspects of the project
and must await evidence of some research progress that has at least 
practical "fringes".
 

6. Summary: As indicated above the reviewers conclude that: this project
 
is well conceived, well managed, and has the support of Texas A & M 
administrators and other research personnel at Texas A & M. Everyone 
involved seems to be aware of the long range, speculative nature of the 
research, and, perhaps are, as a result, putting a bit more effort into 
the research than would be put into a project with more immediate promise 
of applicable results. Tile 
 reviewers recommend continuation of the
 
project with no changes other than perhaps some reworking of the current 
objectives. Expansion of the project, the reviewers feel, should not be 
considered at present:.
 

Special Note: The visit of EEP members and U.S. AID representatives to 
Texas A & M was coordinated by Dr. Olin Smith, who is tile Texas A & M 
representative on the technical committee of the Peanut CRSP. At the 
outset Dr. Smith gave each of us a ca. 35 page booklet with an agenda,
and abstracts of all the reports that. would be presented to the reviewers. 

Since t:hin review document it; based primarily on material given in these 
reports, there not being enough time to do any In-depth questioning of 
those giving the reports, it seems well to list. the nine reports for 
which abstracts are presented in the booklet: 
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1) Establishment of reference pot cultures of vesicular-arbuscular
 
endomucorrhizal fungi; 2) Conservation of mycorrhizal fungus germplasm;
 

3) Vesicular-arbruscular endomycorrhizal fungi which inhabit weed seed:
 
importance, characterization, and effect of plant water status on root
 
colonization; 4) Colonization dynamics of indigenous and introduced
 
endomycorrhizal fungi; 5) Influence of mycorrhizal fungi on reducing the
 
activity of disease causing soil-borne fungi; 6) Design and installation
 
of an irrigation system for monitoring field applications of irrigation
 
water for mycorrhizae experiments; 7) Effect of cultivar and location on
 
root infection by indigenous mycorrhizal fungi in Texas; 8) Mycorrhizal
 
colonization of peanut roots in irrigated and non-irrigated low P soil in
 
Texas; 9) Influence of saline soils on colonization of peanut roots by
 
mycorrhizal fungi.
 

Hopefully a copy of this Texas A & M booklet will be appended to the
 
final version of these review reports. This will show where personnel,
 
other than those listed on page 1, are involved in the research.
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/TX/SM/TIP
 

Project TItle: Intluenc:e to RhIzobi um and Mycorrhizae on Nitrogen 
I,I xa t Iof indi (a ow h o1 Peanut in Thailand and the 
tLili l0t,;. B. Mycorrl izal Considerations 

Overall R wowtnil Io. Iv,a I tinV: 'l1t, PLP (et that the project warrants a 
--") ... ) ii a f; I t-s management, itshit, toI 

ilfji emtpliI aIti on, I In i e:,.i t I nivolVemel., and its sci entific approach. 
t'i -- tiler beneilcal 

ofl Myvrir I. in 10 : ut oI if u plantsc and, it so, are there means of 
m<iil ltnl:t W'cIml no1" anto incrat;e- the in 

Thte' It i , iq" vt. :,0ih kt a Ir ,lrt, really effects 

,.'Vina ;; establishment 
rout.'; 0f t, ' pm. . -1I ft bh.tm,,l 1 Wi(Iimycorrhizal fungi?--is a 
raI w f'; I j,,v!4"1, , I,or ,)p tl ,1,,,I,;n.. Frankly, many crop 
b lI't;int , ,taii i .. iin fthin it hi rt Ara ; "',it ula ive re earch"--having 
(lily ,((.t t Ii tit it row "1 chIy ,I.OC i,i a IIvt, research". The 
iliplt ':'wnit a h, y, hrast.inuM wlif " l jhailnd ,aind the Plil tppilarenes 
mr,, " it, sc;,iii,; r rvbt-rch to l,!t .1l - berti,clal effects of 
myctrin L t on iitii!t tWn ,r, I,L ,,itl soils o the U.S. This project 
;httu Id lu ro , nut as It t now ctont iI ur vd, [,t. t]ht, IE".1:sees no reason 

It, consli,c t f)tln I ~i}, It. 

Summary Assessmnti l! ngslI/ 

1. IMP],.MENTA'lI a AND MANA;EMIR'T 

1.1 Adminilt rrive Involvement. 

1.11 	 Unde.rstanding and support of projct objectives and the 
collaboratlve m(t ....................... : HS
 

1.12 	 General at t. it ude towards tnt.urnt thnial programs and 
support of I("earcerlie IIVolVe(I .......... . .HS 

1.13 ,gi1sti a Ia il I iscal tuJ)pt)rt ............ . HS
 

1.14 	 Perc:. veil rellevancy ")I collaborati ye proram o U.S. 
research Interests ............................. .HS 

1.15 	 Statuii, ot C51 I| relat ion to earlier i duntry reaction to 
funding .................................. : S 

1.16 	 Ret r tommitmfint pro ject : .to ............... 


1.17 	 ..i ttict.. .... leif. tv;: 'lexa A & H )earn , I re "tors, 
Dpartment. fleuf, wit , whom we villt, gaw ftliitit lltpttntsilon oW being 
firmly Ini la v, i ,, ilit rin l t fi ir agralt In gintr;l and "I Peantit. C SP 
and ot hier I i ; t i n, f I ? It it] . o(u to I t hei have a bda ck )round in 

Interna ti a t. f In..... i tOtt tP 	 h ait t I Jlttlt. 

,
dx, pt 	 iott, I ly fo ry; - a;s ; W1 ) i t1,, ,atlI;kl;, S ,a Ililacory; 
N f ', t;l ta( ,ry; rr - natI" ;tittatp Evl~dhn(v, t)r EvalIa .ilon; NA 

h())t bItNIt App I t 	 k~l~ll 2blI 



1.2 Researcher Involvement
 

1.21 	 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
 
collaborative mode..........................: HS
 

1.22 	 General attitude toward international program: HS
 

1.23 	 Logistical support ...................... : S
 

1.24 	 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S. 
research interests............................ S: 

1.25 	 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to 
funding.................................. : S 

1.26 	 Overall commitment to project ............ : 11S
 

1.27 Summary Comments: Mrs. Taber, the PI, is deeply involved 
in all aspects of this somewhat complicated research, and she motivates 
collaborative researchers and graduate students to be similarly involved 
and Inspired. She and the Filipino P1, Dr. hlag, have inspired and 
motivated each other to a remarkable extent, and, by hearsay, a similar 
situation exists between Mrs. Taber and Mrs. Yenchai Vasuva: in Thailand. 

2. ADEQUACY (tF SCIENCE' 

2.1 	 Level of ;cience/research to generate new technology: HS 

2.2 	 Progressiveness and innovation of research .......... : HS
 

2.3 	 Appropriateners of research, basic and adaptive, and 
relevance to U.S. needs................................: IE 

2.4 	 Local science and eccnomic perspective ............... : 11S
 

2.5 Summary Comments: As noted in the overall rating, this 
project Is, at. this stage, largely In the area of basic biology or 
exploratory biology. Such research has to be innovative and generate new 
technology to survive. There ifs not yet time to see If the researchers 
are on the right track, the socio-economic perspective, though 
long-range, Is highly satisfactory. 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICAIILITY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 	 lelevance to host. country/U.S. goals ................... : Hs
 

3.2 	 Comple eimntarity to ongoing research efforts, demands on 
time and .resources .................................... 	 : S
 

3.3 	 TransterablIitty of research results to U.S. programs..: S 
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3.4 Summary Comments: This project seeks to find a way,

though stimulation of formation of mycorrhizae, of increasing the
 
absorption by the peanut 
 plant of certain minerals from
 
rainy-season-leached soils countries which the
in in 	 high price of
 
mineral fertilizers prohibits their use. Also, this project seeks, in 
the same way, to increase absorption and retention of water in the roots 
of peanut plants in the dry season. Obviously the research has more 
relevance to the host countries' goals than to U.S. goals. It fits in 
with and Is complementary to the Rhizobium research that is part A of the 
same project but operating out of N.C. State University. 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities ...... : HS 

4.2 	 Extent oi development of collaborative mode ........ : HS 
(interaction with collaborator;/enthuslasm for research) 

4.3 	 Training progress ...................................... : S
 

4.4 Summary Comments: ils project, by its very nature, must 
be considered as contributing strongly to institntional development, at 
Texas A & M and the several institutions involved in Thailand and the 
Philippines. There in something very "strengthenlng" about undertaking
research that might bend natural processes to the will of man and to the 
benefit of man. Training of Filipino personnel seems highly
satisfactory. By heresay, so also must be the training of Thai personnel. 

5. RESEARCH PROGRtESS AN) API'LICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. : S
 

5.2 	 Impact on research prioritles......................... S
: 

5.3 	 Potential of research results for application to U.S. 
needs .............................................. : S
 

5.4 Summary Comments: The project, at present, must be rated 
Satisfactory in of above A realall the categories. break-through would 
be somewhat spectacular and have a awrkpd Impact on research priorities. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 Speclic Strengths: The dedication and enthusiasm of the 
researchers involved Is a definite strength. The Peanut CRSP Technical 
Committee thinks Mrs. Taber, the U.S. P1 , Is spreading herself too thin. 
The EEP reviewers consider her involvement In both ol the other Texas A & 
M Peanut CHSP projects a strength. 
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b.2 Specific Weaknesses: Though it is was never expressed
 
directly to him, the EEP reviewer who reviewed the Philippine Peanut CRSP
 
work before going to Texas A & M found evidence that the splitting of
 
U.S. administrative and fiscal oversight on NCS/TX/SM/TP between N.C.
 
State University and Texas A & M University Is causing some problems and 
thus undermining morale. Also the speculative nature of the research, 
while now a strenghth, would become a weakness if there is no detectable 
progress by the time for preparation of the next Peanut CRSP Annual 
Report.
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 
External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Projects
 

By Drs. Max Milner and Kenneth 1. Garren at US AID Mission, Manila;
PCARRD (Philippine Council foV Agriculture & Resources Research & 
Development), Los Banos; and UPLB (University of the Philippines at Los 
Banos) on February 5-12, 1985. 

Peanit CRS' Code: NCS/TX/SM/TP Host Country: i'IL IPPINES 

Pro.et Title: Influence of Rhizobum and Mycorrhizae on Nitrogen
Fixation and Growth of Peanut In Thailand and the 
Phil ppfnes. 

B. Mycorrhizal Considerations 

Discussions With: 

I) At US AID, Philippines - Dr. James Beebe, Agricultural Program 
Officer. 

2) At PCARID - Dr. Ramon V. Valmayor, Executive Director, and Dr. 
I)ely I'. Gapa,; 11, )irector, Crops Research Department 

3) At 1III,B, Dr. TI burc To Ieyes, Head, Department of Plant 
Pathology, and Dr. LI na Ilag, Principal Investigator of 
NCS/'X/SM/TP' - -H. 

Recommendat ion Hating: On the basis of evidenvc presented herein the 
reviewers recolv(d favorable im)ressions of the project and of the UPLB
rcsearcher, Dr. flag, charged with Its Implementation. The FEP considers 
this project at present an exercise in basic research. As such, the EEP 
feelIs It ;horlId (ount inue with pe rhaps some adjustments in training 
program for Filipino researchers and In objectives of the research. 

Panel Members' Narrative Review: The raview was conducted on the Lasis 
( :cbe.dti led) andof fornal di sicuo;s ions visits to laboratories and 

greeinhouse s, with dl,,ra'is;,lons thereIn, as follows: 

I) 	A discussioni of abniit two hours In length with Dr. Beebe, at US AID, 
Manila, Feb. 6. 

2) 	A dlscu,;, lon of about a half-hour In length with l)r. Valmayor, at 
P'CARRD, Feb. 6. 

3) DisrcussIon,; of about one hour ,a<' In / ength with I)r. Capasin, Feb. 6 
& 11. 

4) 	 A round table di's"ussIon--prsided over by Dr. (apa in--wlth most of 
the IJl'L re,,;arelt,r; a ;r;Ign d to Ibe leanut CR51P, four vlfiiting NC 
Stat e Pls of th, o antt CR, I', and DIr. Cummin;, ME oI tihe Pe.anut CRSP, 
- at PTARPI) Feb. 8. 

5) Hevarin op raI re porth anid HftudyIng wrl It en handout s pluis parti cipat ing
In workshop!; tlh t were Plarti; of .i r,,t Nat i ona lPeatnut Co sultat ion & 
Peanurt CRS;P Ievlew at PCARPD) Feb. /-& .. 

6) A bi-f--i' -ir ; at lunch with Dr. lingp, Feh. 9. 
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7) A very brief discussion with Dr. Reyes, Feb. 11. 
8) A di cussion of about one and one-half hour in length with Dr. Ilag 

In ofice, laboratory, and greenhouse, Feb. 11. 

The FEP, In meetings and discussions on this project, took two documents 
as ts gui de--name I y "Peanut CRS11 Scope of Work for the External 
Eva Ilia t Ion 'an I ( EEP) ", and "EFP Review Agenda--In-Country Project 
Review". The procedure followed was to lsten to Informal presentations 
of admilni st rat ve and research pe rsonnel and theln--when time 
permitted--to au;k questions designed to throw further light on the extent 
to which project activities were responsIve to the aims and objectives of 
the Peallut CRS) as defined in the "Scope of Work for the IEP" 

As with other evaluations th!.s Narrative Review Is based on a Project
Profile Stimma rv wlich rated performance to date 1/ on each of the points 
rat;ed tinder 	 tlhe maln headings of the "E'EP Review Agenda--In-Country
Project. Review" (main headings of the "Scope of Work" with points under 
each a,; delimited In the "Review Agenda"). These main headings are: 
Implementati on and Management, Adequacy of Science, Geographic Coverage 
and Appl icibilit y of ReSearch, I nst Itot I ona I Development, and Research 
Progress and Appl icat Ion. These Items are considered in more detail in 
ensulng parag ralh.; 

1. lml)lementation and Management: As wi th other Peanut CRSP projects 
at IJPliB/PCARRI), tile reviewers felt that an overall Highly Satisfactory 
rat tng was warrant ed fo;r the key comporents of t ils s"ect ion of t he 
review. Relat ions with and support of US Alf), Manila are good, perhaps
due part la I 1 y t o the groundwork laid by Dr. Beebe;'s predecessor in hit; 
l)ost , the ME (Dr. Cumi Iii:;) of the Peanut CPSP1, and i)r. (.apa;s In of 

CARRD). PCAPRD, as the highest level of the host cotintry's; government 
that Is dlrect ly involved, has taken aill) aspects of the Peanut CR1' aS 
serI ots, act lvI tie and aissIgned them high pri or It e,-. 

In regard to t iie apparent Iy lukewarm att Itude of 1I11LB admi nl sItration we 
the Peanut CR5 P, the reviewer,; felt thil s might actua ly be a matter of 
inertia. Inert Ia brought on by three things - the unique nature of 
PCARRI) as ;n admini strative body; the bocat lon, physlically, of UIPLI, and 
PCARRI) ad Jacent to (each otlier; and an apparently continuing resliufflIng 
of IJPILB admin t;t rat or.'; ron department chai rinen on up. 

The revltewer no; t ie Pro1 l t hat proj'c seems be,.ottd Iii e tht; set to at 
presert , i one- ea,; (,;rI t r, b|eichi--r se a rchI project . Ut.iI t here is a 
has Is for t ak ing pt rt of t lie resea rch to t lie tIe Id (as lia ; been done In 
the Texa; A & M p;irt of the project) tile reviewers consider the iUPLIS 
committmenit (If re;ourcer; at; prs;onnel ild material to tlis lproject i a,; 
adequate. ihe rvvlwers do note that for this mycorrhtzae project only, 

I/ Code: 	 E Exceptional; 1,; - H!gh ly SatIsfactory; S -

Siattsfactory; NS - Not SatI fct ory; IF Inadequate 
Evfdence for Evaluation; NA - Not Applicable. 
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there wan, reported an apparent fault or ,shortcoming I o management--namely
the [nability to communicate by mail twtween the UPIB part of the project 
and t he Toxan A & M part. 

I Adhqiacy iO n Iv nve: Te revviewor,; con;ider [Hr. la coamipetenta 

sW leni I! t. 1Hr rainitng In the , civnti Ifc 
 r method prior to the activation
 
t lht !%"""ait OI' t t..ift ruh 
 .:i; to 


;i ,.; ,h, t fir , lh dIIrect 


CI t h !;ti th:it :;hr ; .- quilckly 
cii tact with Ii tN. a',her, the latv,;t dleveloplients 

II app itiat I {Il ,f t he N Iont it I ,,' trlaid ) t1 t his sp'c ila tl zed I I -Id of 

1.t a U ii ( ivir i And Appi I i, hi I ft v ol fesaaru-h: 11Ci rcvi ewi'rt; 
at it h ,tIvtl Pr t t fri 1U,i f,Iir-iid fi thiv orirhiza
 

Pr, t "Cl t iv iiiAf 1 epptir ,,i t t lii; kit with Na ,inl ,atertn tIal f or 
nof ra, iii '. hi I ftldI li',N i i' thit ilt. (i Vi lli Hid/ )] I fit 4,lr(,t tor 

iiiiIit Chi-OIVitcrfat l'. I nimi fir I" t Wer "I t he 
Pil iIH'in , 1 ,1 iifptIAd Iiii' m I ' i,, Ii lim fr . I fiA n . n nf li hars 
1i 111 I t it ill I . A I w I , i 11A't I Ii i ii r' m' I r I us . I t('lil ,lo 

, ,A'. UNtII,IIn I H, I,,ii' fr? flo , lP ,li 1. I I Il i t tinvi' lu,'i t clit, I, 
fi rusi [ii , t a,h. i ' n tIl i'i' 1 vi fer ' andr It' th. itltll Wit I rul ' I,'; h 

(':ifJlii (rdl tiIl irir f 111 I I riM, in p.i Itth1iI ;,,ir p rI,, wctift wi'.iit h tiI i r ArIi l PrIIfr I e (! l< io 
a C A P Ata ) in ' itI In a a U f t ' Ii i ftB i ( p.' t p f .I t) rW 

;iit tf,I l t I , u; t I P, () sl , irlii 1." I At I ta nI / it ro ti ilJ, t
 

\'A~truNit Oiat f mlIr tln it I i._i t: Isv'Ii iIilv, IIIP!. i i i l, d' e Ia! ) -hn
tii P r',i t i ll IfII- ,I t' iin' , 1 1"',;. 1111 1 "l t'it ,t ii., 'rI fn 'i i, ti ii * ti1nipd wereR Ciii o/,. Iifirt iffi. ,. ii.r Iyi ,.,.simiiiir I tI I1 , 1,1 i I)i!nt l,,iii(
Ar Oi Du,uat 

4iti ,I l e (Li it' And d I nf ith . Ali I i ; ' n I "t' o olon I I'le omo. e wi tn
 
st rvnir
IihiIi tiirIOn =~'' 1w: i 'If fiirit Ami '~ii,,g iidI l t .,r ,f1 hiiAfv it,I +'t qm, h,, ' ; w ,uld Qf.t' VUAM/UPli.HII, h i, of 
t h' rp Nod r h ) Q y l,,. r,25 tLe m t ,o:VAM. 

; ,+, mT A , I 7, I " Whn ni , s; i es of(vvqlrulr ,at-Incu,<'llar v'ndtm,:u'i hW &~;,t mt- rhliz.l Ifur l) wore, " W', a s. 
J[Il~l( lV; ()I>ll V 11+, 1.,,11'!;, , ] rtttI'; (+ ' I I u'i Il, '.a ,+v. plr (m I qItn ,K r ,vN a, I n 

,(a ) <e v u.I ,n ,., lit (dI +:' (+ rrh I;.. Iif+(,( tif 'a t t,, p ,., nn t 1, ].lilt+N a t] ( I ) hbe t t o r
 
p,+,n inlt " I. l+ t I ht t tI
,]Ant ,, a; nt I n l m , 1 t 1 + (I (nIit Il; . 1"(11 Il,( (11111l:1 o)f 
(+;. (,;1-.t i , ''J,,l " I'.! ' ' /I ', t plant (dt ( (Jll n~l+,'(dl t,! !, WI ,z+,,I Io,c tll ln 
I 4,r I l , ,,i h ,.i -r ,.lj. 11 ,n ,,.( 1,- L"I!,, '., ) I. I --I ) + , n l ,i , l .+ pq.ir ;I t, ."' p o t . 
'fIrI . , I I , JtI I Va I ' v ] ,d!, I . ;t+ ~ hl"Ww , IfI P In I V A "Iv,]. I1",v¢)rabllv 
r'e np, ,t;,i ; t,. ; no, Iit Ii +r , in (h.q( r I ,,d , W ! It , V Ih,I;r, I] a(i rrh izav{;. H~yt.< 
() I (,. d e n.;.-+r I I ,I , I . '. I ... I!,(-(] t ) ,.r4,, I v , . II la.In u I I I l 1- , I ", Ir)~ I r I I ,;i~I II .;II 11 
u' Il l ,.,at 4";t,,d hfjw,,,d+ I , i+ (1 1il~4. f .,,,-,ll,,IIt rrea l,0' 'Q live r n M+ yt lln fitI /; 


w o'/ l)+.'llt (1 4 , +f r ,l ,
 

IW ld;) 'n,',r -d A 1- , 1+i <lly., to+ U Pe l uvion,.,or- ; sughvj ttil n thdt nht, s;oon 
ma,t i - , N;tI l y WI t h t I v #,' ()I- No , ,, #-(I, v s.: o l VAM ( I n c l I(;r ~ n p . <ho,;t r U I o I a ) I n 
W11I !,,, cA r p,,,I I,-I Ill- 0 I ,Out fvn,.s,, a ,- Illoillum of1 coloni z -Vrd ,o-t W1Tt II 
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/TX/SM/TP In-Country Project Review
 

Project Title: Influence of RhIzobIa and Mycorrhlzae on Nitrogen Fixation 
and Growth of Peanut in Thailand and the Philippines. B. 
Mycorrhiza ConsIderations 

Host Count r Iev : PI III PPINES 

Overall Recormenda tion Ratin,: On the basis of: 1) Management; 2) 
Implement at Ion; and 3) progreSIve ("newness") of the basic inquiries of
the resear'h (I.v. ,are there really beneficial effects of mycorrhi zae in 
the roots op and, so, there ofi,i plants If are means manipulating the 
soil envi renineuit a;()as to Increase utheestablishment in roots of crop 
plant; t tI,, 7.'r., hem,t l mycorrhizal the reviewers feelfItal fungi?);
f its pro j.crt ,;hould ontinmm,. However, the reviewers feel a streamlining 
of the pln, to, make t he r(,,search more compact (i .e. with fewer E tated 
object ivyes) Im In rr 

Summary A'ssa c,,t Hit Ingsl/ 

1. IMPI.EMENTATIO9N AN) MANAGEMENT 

1.1 U.S. AID Mi, Ion Involvement 

1.11 Mi ssi on tind rotanding and backing of project objectives. 
Complementarity to mission programs ......... : HtS 

1.12 Mision log Itic, programmatic and finan-cial support of 
pro . t At t i tude t oward U. S. personnel traveling 
In-country.................................... 
 S 

1.13 Missiton Interest for Project future...... :uItS 

1.14 mma r Commen t s Dr. lames Beebe,, Agricultural Program 
Officer, U,; Alt), lhI Iflpp ee,7- I to the, Plitnew" iippnes but not new to
the post of Agrictit "ural Off(icer of a US AID Mission. From experience In 
Sudan lip is amll I r with and very much In favor of CRSP proj.cts.
ReIat Ions, a!; Dr. i'eeh,] 'ee'; .hTem, are excel lent between the ME of Lhe 
Peanut CR,;' an( I'CARRD (11hi l pnI Council for Agriculture & Resources 
Res.arch t, hveI"l (int ). l'CARRI) s the Philipplne cential government's 
administrati ve body tor thil type of R&D. US All) Mission, throagh Dr.
Beelb, will corlperate with ME and l'CARRFB In maintaining these good
reltat I t)tn. 

. ..- -.Exceptional ; HIS Highly Satisfactory; S 
Satslval'tory; NS - Not Satisfactory; IE Inadequate- Evidence 
for Evaluation; NA Not Applicable 
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1.2 Host Country
 

1.21 	 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
 
and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode..: HS
 

1.22 	 Administration of program-government level....: HS
 

1.22A 	Administration of program-institutional level...: S
 

1.23 	 Fiscal management ..................................: S
 

1. 4 	Relevancy of program to 
country research needs. Direction 
of projects relative to original plans...: HS 

1.25 	 Attitude toward U.S. participants and their
 
involvement ..... .........................
: HS 

1.26 	 Commitment of governments and/or Institutions to programs
researcher level and above - resource commitment. 
Importance of peanut research in dev]oprent goals.: HS 

1.27 	 Summary Comments: The EEP felt the project warrrnts an 
almost complete,:, Highly Satisfactory rating In this category. Two top
administrators of PCARRD (Executive Director Valmayor, Crops Research 
Director Gapasin) are fully sold on the Peanut CRSP and very Involved in 
it. On February 7-8, 1985 two EEP members attended a Phi I ippi ne 
"Nn:ional Peanut Consultation & Peanut CRSP Review". The CRSP program
hai a half-day of this review, and the EEP members, and others, were 
g,vern a 151 page mimeo "Progress Report" on the Filipino part of four 
P'eanoit CRS,11 projects. Involvement in and Interest in the Peanut CRSP on 
the part of the academic institution (UnJv. of Philippines at Los Banos 
or UIPLB) as display2d to the EEP seemed minimal. 

1.3 Resources commited to program 

1.31 Pe rronnel 

1.311 Directly commlted/indirect & supportive ..... : S 

1.312 	 Adequacy of number and capability to 
U MnctIon.................................... 
 : 	 . S 

1.313 Involvement of Women .......................... : HiS
 

1.314 Ovrall effct Iv(ne; of program personnel: S 

.3] 5 Summnry Comments : Thfn was presented to the tEP 
reviewers as a one-researcher-only project . None was noted as a research 
associate of Dr. Ilag, the Pl. )r. hlag's time i1n divided on a. 
approximately I : I : I basis between this CRSP project, a research 
assIgnment of IRRI, and classroom teaching. 7his is a rather new field 
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of crops research (perhaps even classifiable as "speculative" research). 
At UPL, the research seems not to have progressed to the point where some 
of It can be moved from the laboratory bench and the greenhouse to field 
plot tests.
 

1.32 	EqulpmenL/Jaclitles/supplies
 

1.321 Availability-reason for unavailability ...... . S
 

1.322 Adequacy-reason for inadequacy ............. • S
 

1.323 Summary Comments: At present all the resea.'ch 
activities of this project may be classified as typical routine
 
mycological 
 and other botanical "bench" research--isolations,
inoculations, relsolatlons, measurements of plant growth, etc. For this
 
the EEP reviewers felt 
thc material support from UPLB was Satisfactory.
 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
 

2.1 	 Level of s;clence/research to generate new technology: S
 

2.2 	 Progres;iveness and innovativeness of research ...... : S 

2.3 	 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive ....: S
 

2.4 	 Adequacy of social science/economic 
perspective/sensltivity ............................. : S 

2.5 	 Summary Comments: The EEP reviewers felt 	 the scientific 
acumen of the UPLB P1, Dr. flag, coupled with the enthusiasm and drive of
 
the U.S. PT, Mrs. T,-ber, makes for a potential for a Highly Satisfactory
rating in this category. In this exploratory phase which the project 
seems now to be 	engaged, the science seems, to the EEP reviewers, to draw
 
only a Satisfactory ratin,. The reviewers hesitate to suggest anything 
that would lead to an expansion of this "exploratory" research, but they
will suggest, In section 7 of ths Profile a modification of the current 
research that might add more than a touch of progressiveness and 
Innovatlveness to the science of the project. 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RiSEA CH 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals ........................... . S
 

3.2 	 Complementarl ty to ongoing peanut research activities 
in-count:ry .............................................. : S 

3.3 	 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs: S 

3.4 	 Communications with other in-country entities ......... : IIS
 

3.' 	 Does location impact regionally as well as in-country.: S
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3.6 	Relationship to other international research efforts -
ICRISAT, IRRI .............................................. : S 

3.7 	 Transferability of research (in-country, regionally,
 
internationally) for implementation ................... : S
 

3.8 Summary Comments: The EEP in its review of the U.S.
 
(Texas A & M) part of this project stressed the speculative or
 
exploratory nature of the research of this project. Also, this review 
(U.S. University) noted that the nature of the objectives of this project
 
has more relevance to the host country's goals than to U.S. goals.
 
Nevertheless, as this category is broken down in the outline "EEP Review
 
Agenda--In-Country Project Review" the rEP reviewers could find the
 
project only Satisfactory.
 

4. INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist 
development, facilities) ............................. HS 

4.2 	 Extent of development of co] laborative mode-how are
 
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? 
enthusiasm for research.................................: HS 

4.3 	 Training progress-short term, post graduate tiaining.: HS 

4.4 Summary Ccmments: This project, by its very nature, must 
be considered as contributing strongly to institutional development at 
UPLB. There is something strengthening about undertaking research that 
might 	 bend natural processes to the will of man and to the benefit of 
man. Training of Filipino personnel (Dr. Ilag) up to the time of the
 
review (February, 1985), the reviewers classified as highly
 
satisfactory. But, as we saw it, it consisted entirely of some visits by
 
Mrs. Taber (the U.S. PI) to UPLB where she stayed long enough to train 
Dr. Ilag in techniques and phases of mycological taxonomy with which Dr. 
Ilag 	apparently was not familiar. The EEP reviewers saw no evidence of a
 
plan for training beyond that described in the preceding sentence. 

9. 	 RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives .................. S
 

5.2 	 Impact of research on institution and government 
priorities and policies ..............................: S..


5.3 	 Sufficieijcy of trainlng/encc'. agement for promotion of 
Information flow to user........................... : S 

5.4 	 Potential of research for success in aleviating production 
and utilization constraints ........................ S 

5.5 	 Impact of research on Women in Development ......... :...S
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5.6 Summary Comments: The project, at present, must 
be rated
 
Satisfactory in all divisions of this category except, of course, 5.5.

Dr. Ilag's conducting of a virtually one-women research project certainly 
makes a marked impact on the development of women. As was stated under 
this category (5) in the U.S. University (Texas A & M) review of this
 
project "A real break-zhrough would be somewhat spectacular 
and have a

marked impact on research priorities". The reviewers will cite under 
(below) one such break-through they feel might easily be achieved at UPLB.
 

6. SUMMARY 

6.1 Specific Strengths: The dedication, drive, and enthusiasm
 
of the FI, Dr. Ilag, Is a definite strength. Also, the fact that the

research is now entirely "bench" (as opposed to having a "field" phase)
Is a strength. Dr. Hag can check on everything between classes, etc. 
with greater frequency than if there were field plots to be examined. 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: The highly basic nature of the
research must be considered a weakness. After another year some
 
administrator 
or EEP (or other reviewer) will say - "Very interesting,
but where Is the progress you have made towards helping to Increase 
peanut production"? A major weakness, the EEP reviewers feel, Is the
lack of a defined training plan for the Filipino scientists. A visit to 
the U.S. to attend a conference on mycorrhizae and present a poster is a
horizon-broadening activity but, in the reviewers' opinion it is not
"training" in the Peanut CRSP sen.sq of "training". Only through real
training can the remaining weakness the EEP reviewers thought they saw be 
corrected. This weakness is that, despite those listed in '83 Peanut
CRSP Annual Report (pages 193, 194) as being on this mycorrhizae project
in the Philippiaes, there appears to be only one scientists doing real 
work on ft--namely Dr. flag.
 

7. Reviewers Recommendations: The EEP recommends that this project

be continued at Is 
 current level of research activity and its current
level of support. The EEP recommends that no conclderation be given to 
expanding the r,earch or increase the funding until there is evidence of 
an effort to train Filipino scientists to be capable of assisting Dr. 
Ilag without her direct supervision and to be capable of taking over the 
project If a contingency should remove Dr. Tlag from the project. 

Special Recommendation: In plant disease (the U.S.-published
"International journal of applel> plant pathology"), Vol. 69, No. 5, May
1985, pages, 1445-447 there Is reported a stunting disease of tobacco for
which in etiological studies "...the endogonaceous mycorrhIzal fungus
Glomus macrocarpum...w.:v Implicated as the primary pathogen...". Several 
Clomus spp. Including G. macrocarpum, are under study in thib project.
The EEP feels that a labora-,,ry and greenhouse study in the Philippines
ln-olving peanut and a Glomus sp. close to C. macrocarpam could be a real 
"breakthrough" for this project if it were aimed at determining underwhat, If any, conditions a Glomu sp. can Induce symptoms that would 
classify the Glomus sp. as a "pathogen". 
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
 

External Evaljation Panel: In-Country Project Review
 

September 21-28, 1985
 

By Pierre Glllier and D. C. Pickering Host Country: Thailand
 

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/TX/SM/TP
 

Project Title: 	Influence of Rhizobia and Mycorrhizae on Nitrogen
 
Fixation and Growth of Peanut in Thailand and the
 
Philippines
 

Introduction
 

Peanut CRSP activities In Thailand are an integral part 
of the
 
Thailand Coordinated Groundnut Improvement Program. EEP members
therefore decided that, in view of the apparently close coordination of 
the relevant Thai agencies, namely the Department of Agriculture, which
is also the lead coordinating agency, with Khon Kaen and Kasetsart 
Universities, 	 it would be repetitious to present the section 
 on

Implementation and Management separately in respect of each project.
Rather, and since there was manifest full involvement of the USAID 
Mission with the Peanut CRSP in Thailand, it would be preferable to 
present separate reports on each of the four projects concerned, only
regarding sections 2, 3, 5, 6 and 7 of the In-Country Project Review 
Agenda. Sections I and 4 therefore, which appear below in the Project
Profile Summary Format, reflect panel members views of the generic

situation and applies equally to each project. This review takes account 
of individual project reports, the Progress Report for 1984 of the 
Thailand Coordinated Groundnut Improvement Program, and discussions with

key collaborators interviewed in the course of our Thailand visit. The 
latter included: 

John Foti: Agricultural Officer, USAID Mission, Bangkok 
Roger Montgomery: Evaluation Officer, USAID Mission, Bangkok
Vichitr Benjasil: Coordinator Peanut CRSP, Thailand and 

Director, Field Crops 
 Research Institute,
 
Dept. of Agriculture, Bangkok, also
 
Coordl'nator of 	 project NCSU/BCP/TP in Thailand

Aree Waranyuwat: 
 Peanut Breeder, NCS/BCP/TP, Kasetsart
 
University.

Aran Patnnothal: Peanut Breeder, N(S/BCP/TP, Khon Yaen 
University 

Manochal Keerati-
Kasikorn: Collaborator, Entomologist, NCS/IM/TP, Khon 

Kaen Universi ty
Sathorn Sirisinghi: Collaborator, Entomologist, NCS/IM/TP, Dept. 

of Agriculture 
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Chintana Oupadissakoon: Principal Investigator, GA/FT/TP, Kasetsart
 
University


Yenchai Vasuvat: Collaborator, NCS-TX/SM/TP, Soil
 
Microbiologist, Department of Agriculture
 
(Rhizobla).
 

Omsub Nopamornbodi: Collaborator, NCS-TX/SM/TP, 
 Soil
 
Microbiologist, Department of Agriculture
 
(Mycorrhizae).
 

The generic views presented below are reflected in the overall
 
recommendation rating for each project, and should 
 be regarded as

implicit in sections 6 and 7 of 
the reports on each project reviewed,
 

Summary Assessment Ratings1 /
 

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
 

1.1 U.S. AID Mission involvement 

1.11 	 Mission understanding 4and backing of prc ect objectives. 
Complementarity to mission programs ......... : 
 HS 

1.12 	 Mission logistic, progammatic and financial support of
 
project. Attitude toward U.S. personnel traveling
 
In-country...................................... 
. IS 

1.13 	Mission Interest for project future ......... : IS
 

1.14 	 Summary Comments: Understanding of and support is 
excellent as a result of thorough prior briefing by and good linkages
with CRSP Management, and perceptions of clear relevance to Mission goals. 

1.2 Host Country 

1.21 	 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators 
and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode..: IIS 

1.22 	 AdminIstration of program-government and institutional 
1ev.............................................. 
 : I, 

1.23 	 Fiscal management ................................ 
 : IIS 

1.24 	 Relevancy of program to country resoaLch needs. Direction 
of projects relative to onigi nal plans... : ItS 

1.25 	 At t, I tde toward U.S. partici pant s and their 
InvolVment .................................... E 

1.26 	 CommItment of gove rnments and/or i nt Jttit Ions; to programs
res arc ie r I eve]I and a bove r nource Comml t ment. 
Import ance of Jwl''fl t resear,-h In chve lpmont. goal. n : IIS 

c x cv )ptI on 1, II'; - III, Iy Sa IJsfact ory, S Sa I t ct ory; 

NS Not Sat I.i f;,ctory; I, - I,. dnadequa t, ElvIdence for Ival tation; NA 
Not. AppIIca )1v 
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1.27 Summary Comments: Strong interest in and commitment to the 
program because of its perceived relevance to national goals and its
 
complementarity to the hational groundst improvement program whereby 
additional resources can be utilized to 
 strengthen, particularly, the

research programs of the two universities primarily concerned with
 
peanuts in their agricultural mandates. Slightly longer visits by US 
s ientists to review 
activities and advise on methodology would be
 
welcomed by Thai collaborators and should be supported by CRSP management. 

1.3 Resources commited to program 

1.31 Personnel
 

1.311 	 Directly commtedindirect & supportive .... :.HS 

1.312 	 Adequacy of number and capability to 
function ..................................... . S 

1.313 	 Involvem,-t of Women ......................... .HS
 

1.314 	 Overall effectiveness of program personnel: US 

1.315 	 Summary Comments: As noted above the CRSP is seen as 
an Integral part of national peanut Improvement efforts. Consequently it
 
receives a fully adequate share 
 of dedicated personnel who value the CRSP 
as a means of strengthening the resource base available to them for their 
chosen work. This Is a view shared by senior research managers in 
Thai land.
 

1.32 	 Equipment/facilitics/supplies 
1.321 Availability-reason for unavailability ..... : A.S 

1.322 	 Adequacy-reason for inadequacy ............. : HS
 

1.323 Summary Comments : The existence cf an important
laboratory subsided formerly by 11SAJI) for working on rhizobla, mainly in 
soybean, mngbean ,r' .--- anod a workshop spectali zed In Inoculum 
production, gave a good basils In Bangkok to this program. Equipment are 
already existing, and facilitles and ;uppltes are devoted to this project
withont difficulty. IPitld experiments are realized in several locations, 
mainly near Bangkok and in tle Northeast near Khon Kaen. Different soils
and different cultural systems are tested, Including peanut after flooded 
paddy crop. 

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE 

2.1 	 Level of scfence/research to generate new technology: H!S 

2.2 	 Progres Ivness and Innovativenens of research ...... : S 

2.3 	 ApproprIntrei s ol ri nearch - basic and adaptilyw....: S 

2.4 	 Adequacy of Hocial science/economic 
permpec 1 v /t ,nnl tilvity ............................. S 
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2.5 	 Summary Comments: Classical scientific procedure for
 
research on rhizobial peanut symbiosis and mycorrhizae activity and
 
developed as strain selection, method of inoculation, interaction study
 
microorganism x varieties, survival of Inoculum in several condition,
 
interaction rhizobla x mycorrhizae etc. Some adaptation have been
 
necessary, linked to local condition. The socio-economic perspective, 
though long range, Is important.
 

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH 

3.1 	 Relevancy to national goals............................: HS
 

3.2 	 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
 
in-country..............................................: HS
 

3.3 	 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs:HS 

3.4 	 Communications with other In-country entities ......... : HS
 

3.5 	 Does location Impact regionally as well as In-country?: S 

3.6 	 Relationship to other International research efforts -
ICRISAT, IRRI ......................................... : HS 

3.7 	 Transferability of research (in-country, regionally, 
Internationally) for Implementation................... : S 

3.8 Summary Comments : As a part of national program 
elaborated during special annual peanut research -.orkshop, this program 
is specifically relevant to Thai land and it Is complementary of other 
projects existing for similar crops. A better nitrogen nutrition by 
rhizobia, and a good phosphorus absorption by mycorrhlzae Inducing higher 
yield with very low Input are needed by farmers. They cannot buy high 
quantity of fertilizer. The Impact of this research can be important in 
long term If they find strains adapted; good relations are existing with 
ICRISAT, NIFTAL, INTSOY etc. 

4. INSTITUTIONAl. DEVELOPIMENT 

4.1 	 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist 
development , facIlities) ............................. : HS 

4.2 	 Extent of dlve Iopne n t of col Ia orat Iye mode-how are 
collaborators (US., host country) Interacting? 
enthusiasm for :research................................ S
 

4.3 	 Training progress-short term, posl grndiat training.: S 
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4.4 	 Summary Comments: Thailand has already established a
 
coordinated groundnut Improvement program in collaboration with the a
Peanut CRSP IDRC Canada which
and of into CRSP activities are fully
 
integrated. The CRSP is playing an important part in strengthening Thai
 
research capabilities and appears to be doing this job well by

interaction between U.S. and Thai scientists. Training progress is good
but could perhaps be improved by the expansion of training for Thai 
scientists at tie MS and doctoral levels in collaborating U.S. 
institutions, given allocation of priority for this type of training by
 
the Thai government through DOA.
 

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION 

5.1 	 Achievement of research objectives ................. .HS
 

5.2 	 Impact of research on institution and government
 
priorities and policies...............................: S
 

5.3 	 Sufficiency of trainIng/encouragement for promotion of
 
information flow to user ........................... : HS
 

5.4 	 Potential of research for success in aleviating production 
and utilization constraints........................... HS 

5.5 	 Impact of research on Women in Development ......... : S
 

5.6 	 Summary Comments: Some results are already obtained

concerning Indentification of some rhizoblum strains and some potential

useful cultivars, good response to nodulation and N fixation 
 are existing
but yield response Is variable following the situation. Similar results 
were obtained with mycorrhlzae for growth, and an interaction rhizobia x
mycorrhizae was found positive. It seems that poor soil In cassava North 
East area are giving better responses to pod yield than station where the 
level 	 of natural Inoculation Is always high. 

A training was organized by and for 30 districtDOA NSCU extension 
agents so they can demonstrate the usefulness of Incculation to farmers. 

Many women are Implicated In this program at organization and at 
execution level. 

6. SUMMARY 

6.) Specific Strengths: The Thai program is characterized by 
strong commitment of US based collaborating research Institutions, the
USAID Thai land mi;stion, and Thai agencies. In-country competence
regarding the project; Is of a generally satisfactory nature, and the 
objectives of the research projects are relevant to mutual Theirneeds. 
npec!fic stri!ngtls relate to their relevance to Thai policy for crop 
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diversification, in this respect concerning the peanut crop, increased
 
small farmer productivity, and poverty alleviarion especially 
in N.E.
 
Thailand. From 
a U.S. standpoint the CRSP activities are perhaps most
 
directly valuable because of the opportunities they afford for research
 
on the peanut stripe virus. Finally, the CRSP program has had a most
 
useful impact In demonstrating to the Thais tile benefits to be gained by 
Thai agency interaction.
 

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: Thi s is overall a very strong 
program with relatively few weaknesses, and those noted could be remedi(d
by relative "fine tuning" of activities. Some limitations in contact
 
between collaborating Thai and U.S. sciertIsts in the field could be a 
constraint on effective implementation of Projects In Thailar 1. The 
technical assistance potential of such visits can hardly be
underestimated, especially from the standpoint of application of
 
appropriate research procedures and hence the valldity of research
 
results. Research planning and Implementation In Thailand could proceed
 
more smoothly by a clearer advance indication of available CRSP resources
together with prompt release of funds. Thal agency research plans and 
estimated calls on CRSP resources might profitably be advanced and
refined to permit earlier review by collaborating U.S. scientists and 
institutions, thus resourceoptimizing obligation. 

7. Reviewers Recommendations: As noted above, the Thailand CRSP
 
program is proceeding well and no major changes 
 are called for.
 
Continuing collaboration, via an extension of the CRSP should lead 
to the
 
production of viable research results of be nefitmutual derived from the 
generally excellent groundwork established to date. 

The proposed sabbatical of Dr. W. V. Campbell (NCSU) would improve

the technical assistance component of the program, especially were he to 
be based In Thailand. Some slight: prolongation of In-country visits by
U.S. scientists would also have a disproportionate beneficial impact on 
the quality of Thai research and hence the validity of its results. 

More and better advance plannning In Thailand of research activities 
with CRSP funded resource Implications ano the early conveyance of this 
Information to collaborating U.S. scientists would facilitate greater
efficiency In project Implementation and resource utilization. Such
planning will need to Lake Into account the anticipated deminishing role 
of IDRC in Thai peanut related research, and the probable cessation of 
this avenue of assistance in 1988. 
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PEANUT CRSP
 

MANAGEMENT ENTITY REVIEW 

By Dr. Max Milner and D. C. Pickering (EEP) with Dr. Loren Schulze, 
USAID, Program Manager at University of Georgia, Athens, GA April 3, 
1985, accompanied by Dr. David Cummins, Program Director. 

Discussion with: I/ Dr. W. P. Flatt- Dean, College of Agriculture
 
Dr. N. W. Dean - Executive V.P. Research 
Foundation and V.P. for Research 
Ms. Linda Allen, Asst. V.P. for Research 
Mr. Hubert Parker, Director Accounting Division 
Mr. Robert Wallace, Contracts/Grants Dept. Manager 
Dr. Darl Snyder, Director International Development 
Dr. Eugene Younts, Vice President for Services 
Dr. Wiley Garrett, Dr. W. L. Colville, Dept. head 
and Division Chairman of Departments of Plant 
Pathology and Agronomy respectively 
Dr. Louis Boyd and Ms. Gina Fain, Agriculture 
Sponsored Programs and Agriculture Business Office 
Accountant.
 

Framework of Review: Based on relevant sections of the Scope of Work for 
the EEP and incorporating, as perceived to be appropriate, sections of 
the outline for USAID reports on CRSPs discussed by Dr. Garren and Mr. 
Pickering with Fred Johnson of BIFAD in Raleigh, North Carolina on April 
2, 1985.
 

Summary Recommendations: 

The University of Georgia, as represented by the senior administrative 
staff interviewed, is clearly and strongly committed to efficient 
administrative and management support o1 the Peanut CRSP. The Program 
Director has close and harmonious relations with relevant Georgia 
University staff. These ahould be maintained. The Management Entity 
should now, and as a matter of priorit take steps to publicize, to those 
relevant sections of the U.S. peanut industry and the general public, the 
impact of the CRSP with reference to U.S. interests, especially 
concerning virm; dis;eas1es; and their control. 

Panel Members ' Narrativ iRevivw: 

1. Reference to the list of peri;oni with whom panel members met at 
Athens, Georgia indicate the breadth and depth of coverage of review of 
the Management Entity (ME). The:ie Impressions were further tested in 
meetings with f;C1(cntiJts and senior adminintratorn at all collaborating 
U.S. UniVeritLles; In early Apr'l. 

1/ The LEP review of the Mnagement EnLtity also took Into account 
discuss ions with a ranve (i1 nientints and administrators, and E'EP 
membern held over a period of scveral montho in early/mid 1985. 
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2. Panel mcmbers reviewing the 
ME sought to obtain clear information on
 
such topics as the organizatscaal structure, its mode of operation,
 
financial management reporting requirements, relationships with Principal

Investigato:s of Research projectf, and participition in work planning 
with U.S. and collaborating country institutions. 1ihey also reviewed 
relationships with USAID and the Program ,Manager responsible ioi the 
Peanut CRSP in USA) ileadquarters. Attention was paid to the attitude of 
the Program Director to facilitating prompt and effective operation of 
the CRSP through the ME, USAIP, and collaboratJng U.S. and overseas 
institutions. 

3. Overall thlt EELP gives tle ME and tts appointed Program Director, Dr. 
Cummins, very high marks for an efficient and economically operated
management program for the Peanut CRSP. All the evidence presented and 
reviewed poins to a high degree of efficiency and effectiveness from the 
standpoint of fiscal responsibility. University of Georgia staff 
concerned with providing support to, and oversight of, the program are 
fully familiar wltL its characterlsticr. Dr. Cummins has clear.y
established lines of communication and understanding that have led to the 
minimization of bureaucratic dielay; Ini program implementation. 

4. The panel commends the preference of tile ML o strengthen
professional staffing in the Director's Office on a part-tine basis if 
approved - a step that is warranted by the progress being made by the 
CRSP, the need to ensure prompt editing and retubmision of program 
reports to USAID, and for wider distribution. The panel recommends that 
tlm Program Director develop and distribute an annrual calendar of 
activities planned fo:, and rcquired of, 6RSP collaborators. 'is would 
provide the latter with a cleatr indication of what is required ol them 
safficiently far In advace of deadlines to permit appropriate time 
allocations . 'he panel recommends f,,rtiter that such an annual calendar 
should be develop.d in consultation with the rel!evant officer in USAID,
)r. Schul ze, anO that the draft should be reviewed with the CRSP 

Tecticl Committee and approved by tile CA St' Boari of Directors. 

5. Fur tlir consulltation s required between the MI" and USAID to finalize
 
requiremen ts for audit arrangements in collaborating countries that are
 
acceptabi, to both USAID and ME 
 stat . Addiltlo Ily, action In required
 
on Ilh, Iart of the Program Director to clarity USALI) policy on iorei gn

count ry t ravel c ?a ranc-'s for Ui.S. 
 scien t its, and its aubsequent
dLi;sempatLion to thon concerned. The panel tiined the mpression of 
some lack of clarity Ir the minds oI certain Inventigators on Lihi point,
and perhaps tIle use of this lack of clarity a; an excuse for less than 
fully aouquate project V. ItHl a raligevment.. 

6. Notwilt.i.aidi hg tile t oregolng, tie Panel in convinced of the 
efticlnt management ol the C(,H;1' by the Program Director through the ME. 
Accumulated vxperionce over tWe past tLhrve year; In cle..rly being put to 
good V IN C t anil, gvivn ((ostlineti at tlint Ion to the I 1lpo rtillice o. 
mainta I ni ng prog am e rspc I Ive In reiat Ion to Himb mattern as rainor 
monetary snviin;s o: tempot ary support hatff when requ i red, and th. 
general (quent10n of delegation of authority to permit adequate ioots oil 
key 
 J ssuen, thv anel raten i'eanut CR.SP ranage:ment at a Iilghly 
satisfactory level.
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RESPONSE TO EEP ISSUES
 

Project: GA/INPEP/N, BF, CAR
 
Principal Investigator: W. D. Branch
 

DOMESTIC
 

1. 	Issue: 
 Failure of PI to visit host countries.
 
2. 	Issue: Project needs Co-PI to assist with project.
 
3. 	Issue: 
 The 	INPEP concept has been difficult 
to achieve because of number


of sites and seed multiplication and distribution problems.

4. 	Issue: Advance line testing would be 
more feasible through linkage with 
a
 

more in-depth breeding project.

Resonse: (Statement applies to all questions, since project was
 
restructured).

The INPEP project wa terminated by the Board of Directors on October 4,

1985. The INPEP concept was not practicable for the following reasons:


(a) Too many sites geographically separated in different world 
regions

making travel for contact with the host country collaborators according to

the CRSP concept excessively time consuming.


(b) Seed multiplication and timely transfer proved difficult and

(c) 	ICRISAT test programs 
in Africa tend to fulfill some of variety


test needs. Advance line testing is more feasible through linkage with
strong/indepth breeding programs 
 in the respective regions that also
 
include cultural practice investigations where needed. Initial testing
material would have already been done the 	

of
 
in region at the primary


location. Therefore, a new project that develops a more indepth
breeding/cultural practice effort in Caribbean was 
initiated. The African

testing 
program was linked with the TX/BCP/S. This would complete a
 
tr-regional program in the CRSP.
 

BURKINA FASO
 

1. 	Issue: There is a lack 
of 	clear understanding between U.S. PI and 
BF
 
researcher on research direction and plans.
2. 	Issue: There is a slow response from U.S. PI on results of tests, data
 
analysis and work plans.


3. 	Issue: The project has inadequate equipment.

4. 	Issue: The U.S. PI has not visited the field site.
 

NIGER
 

1. 	Issue: There is a lack of direction from U.S. PI.
 
2. 	Issue: 
 There has been little contact with U.S. PI.
 
3. 	Issue: There is a slow response from U.S. PI in data analysis and work
 

plans.
 
4. 	Issue: Collaborator needs further training.

5. 	Issue: The collaborator does not 
have adequate transportation to visit
 

field sites.
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Responses for 
 both Burkina Faso and 
Niger: Retirement of Co-Principal

Investigator 
left one person with execessive travel 
in two regions. The PI
felt that there 
was not a need for an annual visit in such 
a cultivar test
 progran. More frequent 
contact would have 
solved most 
issues in Burkina Faso,

Niger, and the Caribbean.
 

CARIBBEAN
 

1. 	Issue: More contact by U.S. PI is needed.

Response: Concentration of project 
 to the Caribbean will lower time
 
constraints on PI.
2. 	Issue: More indepth pathology and physiology, the 
"why" of research is
 
needed.
 
Response: Addition of 
these conponents are 
planned in the new project.
 

RESPONSE TO EEP ISSUES 

Project: TX/BCP/S
 
Principal Investigator: 0. D. Smith
 

DOMESTIC
 

1. 	Issue: Some minor modtfication in the project is 
needed to compensate for
 
the lack of well-trainee personnel in Senegal.

Response: A Senegalese student, graduate of 
the 	University of Dakar, has
been selected for plant breeding 
training and is currently in language
training at Texas A&M University. M.S. program 
is scheduled to begin in
 
January, 1986.
 

SENEGAL
 

1. 	Issue: Difficulty in movement and use 
 of 	 funds to purchase needed

supplies, equipment and other resources.
 
Res 'onse: Wire transfer of funds 
to 	the Senegal bank account has been
accomplished. Previous 
 attempt had been unsuccessful. 
 The newly
identified routing should 
expedite future transfers. Efforts are also
being concentrated on providing more 
timely accounting of expenditures so

that fund transfers can be initiated prior to depletion of Senegal account.
2. 	Issue: There 
Is a need to find 
a simple system for spending funds as

needed by 
the 	collaborator without intervention of 
the 	administration.
Response: We are aware of this 
problem and have tried 
to impress upon the
administration the 
urgency of timely availability of 
funds. Hopefully the
newly appointed administration 
and new procedures will ald in this
matter. The new ISRA Director General has 	 been informed and indicated a
willingness to help.
 

3. 	Issue: There is 
a refusal to extend the project into Casamance.

Response: Agreement has been made 
and tests were conducted in the higher
rainfall regions of Burkina 
Faso in 1985. This alleviates the need 
for
 
tests in the Casamance 
region which has rainfall similar to that of the
Burkina 
 Faso test sites. An energetic, well trained 
 native peanut
pathologist is our collabotator in Burkina Faso. No 
trained pathologist
 
was available for disease evaluation in the Casamance.
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RESPONSE TO EEP ISSUES
 

Project: TX/MM/S
 
Principal Investigator: Robert E. Pettit
 

DOMESTIC
 

1. 	Issue: There is large, perhaps disproportionate, emphasis on speculative,
 
basic research.
 
Response: We agree, 
in part, that the research program at Texas A & M has
 
been directed towards 
gaining a better understanding of the fundamental
 
processes related to Aspergillus flavus activity, 
means of detecting

aflatoxin in peanut, and in potential 
detoxification procedures. We
believe that there is a sound basis for 
this approach and that we have a
 
good blend of both basic and applied research underway. A review of the
 
extant literature indicated 
 a lack of fundamental information and
 
understanding regarding procedures 
to control aflatoxin contamination and
 
divert contaminated products without excessive costs to the industry. We
 
are unable to develop successful, practical, applied, 
and meaningful

management procedures with current
the scientific knowledge. We need to
 
develop: (1) a better understanding of the ecology of A. flavus in 
the
 
soil, (2) ways to screen peanut cultivars for levels of resistance, (3) a
 
knowledge about how various mycotoxins interact when consumed, (4) methods

of 	detecting aflatoxin 
more rapidly and economically, (5) more reliable
 
ways of destroying or 
 removing aflatoxin from contaminated peanut

products, and (6) methods of utilizing mold damaged 
foods without risk of
 
causing disease in animals 
and 	man. The basic discovery that bentonite
 
clay can 
bind aflatoxin has led to the development of an improved

minicollumn detection system and a potential 
means of removing aflatoxin

from peanut 
oil. Basic studies on the structure of A. flavus sclerotia is
 
helping understand how the fungus how
lives in the soil. Understanding

the dielectric properties of mnldy 
seeds differ from sound seeds is
 
helping develop a measuring device similar 
to the moisture meter.


2. 	Issue: There is a lack of plans for simplification of some of the highly
 
technical procedures so that they can be conducted "on site" in Senegal.

Response: Apparently the group of researchers at Texas A & M involved in
 
the evaluation process failed 
to convey to the panel various plans and

efforts to develop 
 practical research approaches and to train the
 
Senegalese in using technical procedures.
 

Many of the currently known procedures for reducing the incidence of mold
 
damaged peanut during production, harvest, curing, 
storing and processing

peanut are being 
tested for their practical use in Senegal. We must
 
research new procedures for mycotoxin prevention, detection procedures for
 
more accurate 
detection and diversion of contaminated products out of food
 
and 	 feed channels, anO 	 develop a means of utilizing contaminated products
with minimal 
risk to animal and human health. We believe the scientists 
and technical staff working on the project in Senegal are capable of using

sophisticated technical procedures In an effort to discover solutions to 
the mycotoxin problem. For example, Dr. Amadou Ba is as qualified as any
scientist 
 In 	 the world In terms of 
his knowledge and abilities. Mr.
 
Amadou Kane, with ITA, Js highly qualified, lie has spent several years
training under the FAO program and Is in Europe currently for advanced 
training in chemistry and mycotoxicology. Where a need has existed we 
have helped in 
the 	training in chemistry and mycetoxicology. Where a need
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1. 


2. 


3. 


has existed we have helped in the training program in Senegal and at Texas
 
A&M and plan to continue the training program. Simplification of some
 
technical procedures have been accomplished for use by all scientists.
 

SENEGAL
 

Issue: There is difficulty in movement and use 
of funds by collaborator.
 
Response: We agree that there has 
been great difficulty in the movement
 
and use of funds to and in Senegal. Unfortunately, given the nature of
 
the Senegalese system, some 
of these problems will continue long after the
 
AID programs have ceased. This problem is not unique to the Peanut CRSP
 
program. The Senegalese government has been warned by several 
funding
 
agencies, e.g. French, World Bank, Belgium, Canada, AID, etc. to revise
 
their system or funds will 
be withheld in future funding programs. As
 
project leader, every time I have been 
in Senegal I have mentioned the
 
problem to various Senegalese administrators. In August, 1985 1 discussed
 
the problem in the office of the General Director of ISRAo The Director
 
of Research, Mr. Tourie stated 
"We are well aware of the problem, please
 
remember we inherited a system from the French which differs from the
 
American system. We are working on the problem. 
 Be patient, as it will
 
take time to make significant changes. 
 We cannot make drastic changes

overnight because they could cause greater problems." We are aware of
 
some propo.3ed changes that may help resolve the problem. I will make
 
every effort possible to encourage the scientists to follow up on
 
administrative requests to ask that they are handled as quickly as
 
possible.
 
Issue: There is need to encourage collaborator to initiate onsite
 
correction of problems impeding research.
 
Response: The collaborators have at times placed their professional
 
creditability in 
jeopardy with their superiors by continuing to complain

about the administrative bottleneck. 
 They have made many attempts to help

solve the problem. Some progress has been made. We must remember that
 
the Mycotoxin Management project has brought together severdl research
 
groups in a collaborative research effort in Senegal. Previously each
 
researcher was working more independently. We believe much progress has
 
been made in developing a team approach to aflatoxin research 
in Senegal.

Together these researchers may be able to have a positive influence on the
 
administration.
 
Issue: There is need for additional training of Senegalese researchers in
 
experimental design and related research techniques.

Response: 
 We agree that additional training of Senegalese researchers and
 
technicians is needed. We have had individuals 
in training activities at
 
Texas A&M In the past and have plans for other to train at Texas A&M. In 
addition we have gone to Senegal and worked with individuals on specific
experimental procedures. Plans have been completed for Mr. Amangone 
N'Doye, animal physiologist to spend one month at Te::as A&M designing 
experiments and learning the techniques in animal research. Additional 
plans are being completed for Mr. Bachir 
Sarr to come to Texas A&M to
 
begin a two year master's degree profram In mycotoxicology. In the past 
we have also requested that the Senegalese administration select a student 
to obtain advance graduate training in Plant Pathology and Microbiology. 
Currently the priority is to train a Peanut Breeder, improve the quality
of research conducted in the Animal Science Department and provide 
additional training for the staff in the Mycotoxicology laboratories.
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Additional training efforts will depend 
on the availability of funds for
 
the 3 year extension, 1987-1990.
 

4. 	Issue: There is need for training and/er desire to see that CRSP
 
purchased equipment is properly maintained.
 
Response: A resonably good effort has been put forth to provide training 
of Senegalese researchers in the maintenance of equipment. During the
 
review the recently purchased HPLC was inoperative because of a
 
malfunction in the originally purchased component and a recorder problem. 
The 	 Waters Company in France had shipped a new recorder that was held It 
the 	airport for payment 
of an airport tax. The malfunction of the new
 
HPLC component was totally out of the ordinary and covered by the
 
warranty. The problem of maintaining our equipment in Senegal is a
not 

problem of training, 
rather a problem of spare parts. We are attempting
 
to resolve this problem by provicing additional spare parts for the HPLC.
 
Dr. Amadou Ba has done an excellent job in maintaining his equipment.
 

5. 	Issue: Unawareness of importance of prompt reports of U.S. P.I. by some
 
Senegalese researchers.
 
Respo.-se: Promptness 
of providing financial reports and the last progress
 
report has been a problem. We have discussed the problem several times
 
and believe we have made some progress concerning the importance of
 
providing needed information on a time schedule. Within the original

memorandum of agreement the Senegalese administration signed a document
 
which requested that a quarterly financial report be furnished the
 
PrIncip;) Investigator. To date the administration has been unable to
 
meet thIs requirement within the memorandum. Again the problem appears 
to
 
be primarily due to administrative procedures and the time required 
 to
 
gain approval of 
 expenses and gaining approval for the submission of
 
reports. Plans are to frequently request the needed reports to provide
 
reminders of the due dates.
 

Respcnses to EEP Issues 

Project: GA/PV/N
 
Principal Investigator: J. Demski
 

DOMESTIC
 

NONE
 

NIGERIA
 

I. 	Issue: A relatively small amount of necessary equipment and maintenance 
for it Is lacking. 
Response: A special request ;-is been made to the Peanut CRSP to fund a 
centrifuge and spectrophotometer. Correspondence is underway to have 
personnel at TITA In Ibadan service the equipment. 

2. 	 Issue: There Is an Inability of the Nigerian collaborators to obtain 
support for travel oitside Nigeria. 
Response: Recent Information from the business office (Ted Proffer) at 
the 	 iniversty of Georgia indicates changes will relieve this Issue. 

3. 	 1ss,,e: There may be oo many research areas described for the Nigerian 
researchers during years 4 and 5. 
Repsonse: Meetings in September 1985 cooperators Misari, Ansa, Kuhn, and 
Demski were completed. Cooperators are only working on projects areasor 
on which they volunteered. All of Misari's and 50% of Ansa's research 
efforts are on the peanut program which should allow ample time to 
accomplish objectives. 
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RESPONSE TO EEP ISSUES
 

Project AAMU/FT/SU
 
Principal Investigator: B. Singh
 

DOMESTIC
 

1. Issue: There is a need to identify research projects of high priority to
 
improve food utilization in conjunction with the collaborators.
 
Response: Principal Investigator, US collaborators and host country
 
collaborators have reviewed the progress of research, including

consumption and post-harvest data and have identified priority areas of
 
basic and applied research. This has been included in the plan of 
research for 1985-1989. Areas of research include: research 
 for
 
improvement of roasted peanut processing and packaging, peanut 
 paste
processing and packaging, incorporation of peanut flour in sorghum-based 
foods and wheat bread, and improvement ot post-harvest handling and 
storage. Studies will include work on (a) variations in fatty acids at 
different stages of maturity and environment, (b) changes in fatty acids 
profile durn-ig storage, (c) Isolation and identification of golterogenic 
compounds, ,i) changes in oxidative enzymes during storage and processing
of peanut, (e) effects of processing on phytic acid and phytase, protease 
Inhibitors and lipoxidases, (f) nutritional evaluation of 
peanut products,

(g) role of women in processing and utilization, (h) socioeconomic impact 
bf improvement of peanut products (I) socioeconomic impact of introduction
 
of new techniques in storage or introduction of a new peanut based food. 

2. Issue: In formulating future projects, there is need to use of thea make 
extensive British and U.N. teruhnical assistance activities in Africa. 
Response: The Principal Investigator visited FAO, Rome and consulted with 
Nutrition Division phase of the research. Three collaborataors (Drs. B. 
Onuma Okezie, Wheelock, D. ICRISATC. C. and R. Rao) visited and collected 
information on utilization 
of peanut In various countries. Additionally, 
Drs. Singh, Wheelock, Jones, and Caples visited FAO in 1984the and 
consulted nutritionists and economists. For the future, trips have been 
planned to visit British scientists it TDRI and Canadian scientists at
 
IDRC working In Africa. The Principal Investigator has also established 
contact with the US Sudano-Sahelian Office in New York to get additional 
information on Sudan and other SAT countries. 

SUDAN 

No review possible because of lack of clearance for travel to Sudan. The
 
mission did not give clearance in July or October.
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Response to EEP issues
 

Project NCS/BCP/TP
 
Principal Investigator: J.C. Wynne
 

DOMESTIC
 

NONE
 

PHILIPPINES
 

1. Issue: There is a need to coordinate the Filipino 
and 	Thai breeding

projects by interaction between personne. of 
 the Thai and Filipino
 
projects.

Response: Plans are being developed 
for a regional workshop for 1986 to
 
allow for enhanced cooperation among Thai, Filipino, USA and ICRISAT
 
breeders.
 

2. Issue: There is a need 
 to 
 determine the quality of promising new
 
germplasm lines.
 
Response: The lack of research on the 
quality new peanut germplasm is a
 
weakness of the 
project that was recognized before the review. Work was

initiated on the fatty acid composition (storage quality) of germplasm at
 
North Carolina State 
University in 1984. Continuation of this work and

expansion of 
quality research has been propused to the technical committee
 
for consideration.
 

THAILAND
 

1. Issue: There is a need for more post-graduate training and longer visits
 
by the U.S. investigators.
 
Response: Plans are being made 
for longer units in 1986, and 
to increase
 
post-graduate training opportunities.
 

Response to EEP Issues
 

Project NCS/IM/TP
 
Principal Investigator: W.V. Campbell
 

DOMESTIC
 

1. 	Issue: Post harvest pests should be included in the project.

esnse: Funds will be requested from CRSP 
for a U.S. graduate student
 
to conduct research on post harvest pests. Specifically, to evaluate a
large collection of peanut germplasm (with 
emphasis on international
 
benefits) for resistance to a cosmopolitan insect, the Indian meal moth.This research will Include preference for feeding and oviposition as well 
as tolerance of peanut to Infestation and damage. This research may beconducted at the M.S. level. Additional research may be conducted on the 
use of sex pheromones In a closed system (bin) for the potential 
management of the Indian meal moth. 

General monitoring of post-harvest pests will be discussed with 
collaborators in Southeast Asia on my planned trip in January, 1986.will furnish pheromone probes and pheromones initially for their use to 
assess their values and use in Thailand, Philippines and Burma,, 
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PHILIPPINES
 

1. 


2. 


1. 


Issue: There is an apparant lack of plan for training at 
 the post

graduate level of researchers to assist or eventually assume
 
responsibility for the project.

Response: Presently, I have one Thai graduate student (Ph.D.) 
 in my 
program. All of her financial support is coming from my U.S. budget.
would welcome training a post graduate student from the Philippines (M.S.
 
or Ph.D.) in my program, but my present budget will not permit the support 
of another host country student.
 

If funds were taken from the Philippines Entomology budget provided by

CRSP, 80 percent of Dr. Eliseo Cadapan's annual budget would be needed to
 
s.ipport one graduate student at North Carolina State University.
 

If other sources of funds were available to the entomologists (either CRSP 
or outside support), I would be pleased to train an entomology post 
graduate researcher. 
Issue: Working arrangement between entomologist (IPB) and Entomology
 
Department (1PM) clarification.
 
Response: The relationship and coordination appeared quite simple and
 
straight forward to me. 
 Dr. Adalla would evaluate breeding lines and
plant Introduction of IPB for resistance to the complex of insects. When 
she identified and verified insect-resistant germpLasm, this woula
incorporated into the breeding program(s) as time 

be 
permitted. This 

research would e closely associated with the disease resistance and 
perhaps Incorporated together as multiple pest resistant germplasm
 
(disease plus Insect). 

Dr. Cadapar (JP'LB Entomology) Is concentrating his effort on the
 
management of arthro)od pests by all methods 
 (cultural practices,
thresholds, minimum rates of pesticides, beneficial organisms and the 
utilization of the most 
Insect resistant cultivars and advanced lines).

It Is this last Item of the 1PM research of Dr. Cadapan that overlaps into 
Dr. Adalla's research. Dr. Cadapan is including only cultivars and
Phi ippine Plant Industry advanced peanut lines in his tests. When IPB 
develops an advanced line(s) with Insect resistance, then this advanced 
line may be Incorporated Into the best established IPM program of Dr. 
Cadapan ''s. At this point the IPB and UPLB-Entomology researchers should 
be workirig closel together. 

To Inltiate cooperation between IPB and UPLB (Fntomology) I will include 
both Dr. Adalla and Dr. Cadapan In the research as well as the expected
 
)u blcatlon of 
 the research I plan on the international evaluation of 
peanut germplasm for pest resistance that I will conduct on sabbatical 
leave (1986-1 987). 

TIHA I LAN) 

Issue: Longer visits by U.S. collaborator is desirable.
 
Response: The proposed sabbatical of Dr. Campbell for six months divided
 
between Thailand and the Philippines will help in this area.
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Responses to EEP Issues
 

Project: CA/IM/BF
 
Principal Investigator: R. E. Lynch
 

DOMESTIC
 

None
 

BURKINA FASO
 

1. 	Issue: Equipment and facilities are inadequate to accomplish proposed
 
research.
 
Response: For the most part, equipment and facilities are adequate. New
 
equipment is being ordered as required. The majoi equipment constraint
 
has been a reliable vehicle. A US-AID, Washington waiver to purchase a
 
Puegeot truck was obtained and Lhe vehicle has been ordered. While in BF
 
in August, the truck was to arrive any day.
 

2. 	Issue: Supplies do not arrive in Burkina Faso when needed.
 
Response: Most supplies have 
been mailed directly to US-AID, Ouagadougou,
 
and have arrived before needed. InsectLdes were not mailed because of
 
potential legal problems, as encountered by the Cowpea CRSP. Dow Chemical
 
and Union Carbide International offices agreed to ship the needed
 
insecticides In March but they did not arrive by August. IBRAZ, the
 
Burkina research organization, has access to some insecticides. 
Cooperation and communication with IBRAZ will be attempted. However, it 
is most likely that the needed insecticides will have to be shipped 
directly from the U.S. since only limited types are available through 
IBRAZ. 

3. 	Issue: Administrative support of IBRAZ in Burkina Faso is inadequate.
 
Response: The University of Ouagadougou has been extremely supportive,

providing two faculty members, laboratory space, equipment and land on the
 
Gampala Research Station. When the program was initiated, cooperation was
 
initiated with the University and not IBRAZ, the research organization in 
Burkina Faso. Every effort will be made to communicate and cooperate with
 
IBRAZ, 
but without financial support, I am not sure how successful the
 
attempt will be. IBRAZ and the University are now in same ministry;
 
programs should become better coordinated in the future. 

Responses to EEP Issues
 

Project: GA/FT/TP
 
Principal Investigator: T. Nakayama
 

DOMESTIC
 

1. 	 Issue: The PI needs to review and Identify with his Thai and Filipino 
collaborators priority food science research objectives 
that relate to 
peanut utilIzatinn In Thailand and the Philippines. 
Response: Since? the meeting with the EE', the P1 has conferred and met 
with the Thai and Filipino collaborators In Experiment, CA. and an overall 
research plan has been formulated. The first priority is given to 
eliminating af.'atoxin as a responsibility for all three groups. Since 
that time progress has been made In manual sorting after blanching and 
peanut butter made In order to transport representative samples across the 
ocean has been analyzed in the Georgia laboratories, and was shown to have 
eliminated aflatoxin. The Infected nuts sorted out were subsequently 
shown to contain high levels of afl.itoxin. Emphasis will be plac'd on the 
development of acceptable products such as snack foods, butter, ;'Alk, and 
flour. 
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PHILIPPINES
 

1. Issue: There is a need 
for closer involvment of the researchers in the 
research planning and implementation. 
Response: As stated above, we have tried to rectify this by meeting with 
the principal investigator. There will similarly be further travels 
as
 
tie buidget 
 allows. Three Jniversity of Georgia co-investigators will
 
become more active in the project.


2. Issue: Progress with project chosen is good but there is a need for the 
research to emphasize production, harvesting and distribution of 
nutritionally safe peanuts. 
Response: This objective has always been understood, although perhaps 
not
 
explicitly stated as such. A test to 
see whether sorting after skin

removal and heating would eliminate aflatoxin has 
been entirely successful
 
in that resulting products sent to Georgia have been 
 shown to be
 
aflatoxin-free (0 ppm). The defective nuts have 
been shown to have a high

level of aflatoxin (800 ppm). 
 The farmers stock originally began with 125
 
ppm. Further work to 
delineate the extent and efficiancy of the procedure
 
is proceeding.
 

THAILAND
 

1. Issue: There 
is a need for longer visits by UGA collaborators.
 
Response: Efforts are being made to this
correct problem of visits within
 
budget and time constrdints.
 

RESPONSES TO EEP ISSUES
 

Project: AAM/FL/FT/CAR
 
Principal Investigator: B. Singh (originally B. 0. Okezie)
 

DOMESTIC
 

1. Issue: The management and monitoring of this project need to be 
reorganized.
Response: US nd host 
 country collaborators have jointly planned the
 
research objectives to addiess the 
perceived constraints on utilization of
 
peanut. The revsed plan 
based on consumption and post-harvest surveys

and reorganization of the relationship have defined the role of eachentity. The present plan Includes research on post-harvest handling and 
storage, and improvements or modifications in peanut processing (roasted
peanut, peanut bttter, new peanut-based foods, decontamination of 
aflatoxIns by microwave energy, quality evaluation for utilization of
peanut). The plan is relevant to research and development and will 
ultimately lead to relieving the constraints of increased 
 peanut
utilization In Caribbean countries and enhance capability in research and 
teaching programs at Alabama A&M University and the University of Florida. 

CAR IBBEAN 

1. Issue There is a need to exercise close surveillance of the programs to 
insure that: no significant problems arnse.
 
Response A project coordinator has been appointed that has 
 more time to
supervise the program. Alabama A&M has rearranged the management of the
project which will lead to coordination among Alabama A&M and the
University of Florida and tile host country collaborators. The role of Dr. 
Okezie, (orl; Ina I Il) and Dr. Cummi ns establ I shed and defined
relationships of a very compl-x nature. Under this mode, tie food 
technology project at Alabama A&M and tile University of Florida and the 
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production project at the University of Georgia will complement each
 
other. A plan has been formulated where researchers on quality and food
 
product development and production work in the field will collaborate in
 
solving the immediate problems in production, storage, and processing of 
peanut in the Caribbean region.
 

Response to EEP Issues
 

Project NCS/TX/SM/TP (Rhizobium)
 
Principal Investigator: G.Hl. Elkan
 

DOMESTIC
 

1. 	Issue: Involvement in Cameroon may dilute program in Asian countries.
 
Response: We will be terminating the Cameroon pilot project in May 1986. 
This project has been quite successful but we we want to concentrate our 
efforts in Southeast Asia as suggested by the EEP.
 

PIll 111PINES 

1. 	Issue: Post-graduate training of personnel to assist and/or assume
 
responsibility of present. collaborator is needed.
 
Response: There was a suggestlon that more post-graduate help is needed 
to assist the Philippine P1. We are doing two things in this regard. 
First, Dr. Paterno's chief assistant will come to NCSU for two semesters 
to take course work not available at. 11tLB. She will then return to 
complete her studies at UIPLB. Secondly, we are asking for an IIC budget
increase Lo allow us to bring over a Ph.D student who will return to work 
with Dr. JPaterno. 

2. 	 Issue: The project has too many sta ted objectives and too many plans for 
future for number of personnel Involved.
 
Response: As to the comment that there 
 are too many objectives for the 
work in the Phi lippines, the complete EEP report stated that this was a 
first impression and after visitHnug at 11PLB they found this was not the 
case. 

3. 	 Issue: There is ; need for funds to move from CRSP to PCARRD to IPB to 
the researcher In a more tlimely manner. 
Response: The problem wit h moving funds more rapidly lies with PCARRD. 
We have held a meeting with a! I PI'; and PCARRD to try to expedite the 
transfer .ind hope the prol)lem Is resolved. However, part of the slowness 
in moving fund; results from the good management carried out by PCARRD and 
I would not like to see this changed. 

TI IAI.ANI) 

1. 	 Issue: There Is a need for mor(, s t -g ra(uate t ra InIng and longer vi sIt s 
by the U.S. investligators.

Response: We planned to spend our time last year prino paly In Khon Kaen
 
since we recognized the mie;; prob.om. Hlowever, we did not get permission 
to visit IhaI Iand Iast year. Instead, we had the H's from Bangkok 
(Nantakorn nd YvnchaI) , ( 8anyong) atand rhon Eaen vl,;It our lab NCSU last. 
August . We thenii held ;a joi [nt pia u nr. ,e ; on during the hi zobiLum 
conference in lHawal I wl tile I'hlm I anl Philippine (Paterno) 
collaborators;. 1; l.ugrn, future trips we 1plan to !;pend more t Ime In Khon 
Kaen. We are asl'lng for a hud-gt supplement to rain additional personnel
specifically to a ssis t Banyong Tooma;; n and Dr. Aran at Khon Kaen 
Universt ty. 2 H 



Response to EEP Issues
 

NCS/TX/SM/TP (Mycorrhizae)
 
Principal Investigator: Ruth Ann Taber
 

DOMESTIC
 

I. 	 Issue: The splitting of U.S. administrative and fiscal oversight between 
NCSU and TANU creates some problems for the PI. 
Response: We agree with EEP that there has been an oversight in splitting 
the 	 administrative and fiscal responsibilities between NCSU and TAMU.

There Is no doubt that direct communication between TAMU and the host 
countries would facilitate equipment and supply activities, travel
 
schedules, and lessen paperwork since it would not 
require an intermediary
 
agency to accomplish transactions.
 

2. 	 Issue: The speculative nature of the re--errch, while now a strength, may 
become a weakness if progress in application is not made.
 
Response: Part of this project, we ag;ree, is necessarily basic.
 
Considerable emphasis has been placed on experiments designed to gain new
 
fundamental Information about the relationship of different mycorrhizal 
fungi from the U.S. and the host countries. Built into the original
document were plans for greenhouse and field experiments for years 4 and
 
5. We accelerated this part of the project by going to the field last 
year and have found root stimulation in inoculated peanut. Similar 
results (indicating our research is no longer speculative) were obtained
in the host countries. There Is still a need for simultaneous basic and 
applied experimentation with mycorrhilzal fungi, just as there is for
 
Rhi zobium.
 

PHILIPPINES
 

1. 	Issue: The highly basic nature of the research may not aid in improving 
peanut production. 
Response: We agree that much basic research is conducted in the
 
Philippines. This work has been necessary in all three countries. In the 
Philippines, the lack of equipment to separate spores from substrates was 
a hindrance at the start of the project. This has been corrected and Dr. 
Ilag has made amazIng progress now in spore collections and pot
culturing. She has already demonstrated differential growth responses in 
the 	 greenhouse. It. will not he long before we are able to go to the field 
there. 

2. 	 Issue: There Is no plan for training of FilIlpino scientists. 
Response: We agree that locating qualified graduate students in the 
Philippines and in Thailand has been slower than anticipated. We have 
encountered problems with acceptance of students having language
difficulties at Texas A & M, but these are currently being worked out with 
the graduate college. Dr. Ilag and I plan to meet in February with Dr.
NopamornbodI In Thailand wi th the express purpose (among other Items on 
the agenda) of discussing exchange of graduate students exchanging
mycorrhizal tLiolates, and finalizing plans for field trials. It is 
planned that J.S. Neck, graduate student at TAMU will spend several months 
in the Philippines next year.
 

TI1A I LAND 

1. 	 Issue More time should be spent In-country by the U.S. collaborator. 
Response Efforts will be made to honor this request. 
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