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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. XKenneth 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, Washingtonm, 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 develcped for the U.S. university and host-country
site visits covered the following items:

Implementation and Management

Adequacy of Scilence

Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research
Institutional Development

Research Progress and Application

Summary

Reviewer Recommendations.
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PEANUT CRSP

Summary Assessment by the External Evaluation Panel

INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY

This summary 1s 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 1its 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 the CRSP. Covering each major
arca 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 overall 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 {t 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 1ts 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 avallability. Such varlations promoted the objectivity of

assessments and underscored the importance of following a standard review
format.

THE ASSLSSMENT

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

1/ See Introduction, p. 3-6.



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 cvaluated as follows:

International Peanut Evaluation Program (GA/INPEP)
o

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 falled to ratify fts collaboration agreement) plus
five terriftories In the Caribbean Region, it is an operation calling for
comparatively heavy in-country involvement and hence travel by the US
Principal Investigator (P.I.). 1In the event this had not occurred as of
mid 1985, and results have suffered considerably in conscquence.

Reports on the state of the program in individual countries and the
responsible US Institution with recommendations have been submitted by
the Panel to the management of the CRSP.  In summary form they call for:

o Significantly more collaboration and guidance from the US
Principal Investipator, with serious consideration to  the
provision of a Co-Investigator in recognition of the comparative
institutional and related weaknesses of collaborating countries.

0 Sub divisfon of the West African and Caribbean efforts into two
sub projects to  take account  of  their basic  environmental
differences,

o Consideration  of network  development in West Africa to
facilitate dnteraction between country Investigators and with
the P.I.  The possibility ot extending such networking to closer
Linkages with the Scenepal based CRSP breeding project (TX/BCP/S)
should be an aspect of thls consideration.  However, the Panel
counsels cautfon fun this latter aspect of its recommendation
because of Nigerian and Burkinfan concerns about domination by
Sencgalese rescearchers, These concerns under-score the
Importance ot (an) active Princlpal Investipator(s).

o Given butter support  from  the Pol. the Tanel  recommends
conslderation of cxpansion ot on-sfte research In Nliger via the
CRSP  to establish  the constraints on ylelds from insects,
discases and nematodes.

111



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 Cavribbean region.

(Response: Retirement of the co-Principal Investigator for
the project early in che 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.5. P.I. tu 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/CAK program
in the Caribbean. More interaction with the local staff will
follow, cultivar improvement will expand, and research will
p2 initiated on disease, physiologicel, and mineral nutrition
problems).

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

The project 1is characterized by sound design, good science,
administration, «coordination, and stroug In-country support by the
Principal Investigator, his colleagues, 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-arid reglions of the world is
significant and argue strongly for Its continuation.

On  the other hand, the mnjor generic problems in conducting and
managing agricultural research in Senegal have inevitably impacted
adversely on progress.  Fortunately the work of the CRSP recelves strong
support from the USAID Mission. Changes belng sought by major aid

agencies in Scenegal, including the US, fn the administration of the
national agricultural research institute (ISRA) seck to improve this

situation. In the cvent that they do not, and particulaily, remove the
serious bottlenceks hampering the flow of external and counterpart funds
to the project, spectal action will be cailed for as indicated below.,

Notwithstanding the “country” problems referred to above the Panel
strongly supports the project and recommends its continuation. Specific
gsuggestions follows
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o The system of disbursing CRSP funds should be simplified 1in
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 ISPA 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 wurgency 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 1SRA 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 1SRA management
of research and funds).

o The drought hazard 1in 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 arca of more
reliable rainfall, but nevertheless relevant ‘o the Semi Arid
Tropics.

(Response: Agreement has been wmade and tests were conducted
in the higher rainfall regions of Burkina Yaso in 1985. This
alleviates the need for tests In the Casamance 1c¢ " ou which
has rainfall similar to that of the Burkina Faso test sites.
The linkage to Burkira Faso and Niger because of the change
in the GA/INPEP project will further spread the risk of
climatic problems in Scnegal).

Peanut Varietal Improvement for Thailand and Philippines (NCS/BCP/TP)

Covering two countries representative of peanut producers in much of
the East Asia Region this project is well designed and is being
satisfactorily implemented by all agencles concerned. The Uus
institutions, the P.I. and his colleagues, collaborating scientists and
institutions demonstrate a commendable cooperative relationship.,  Their
project s entlrely relevant to the needs of small scale peanut prowers
in the East Asia Regfon and is producing results of value to plant
breeders for the US peanut industry,

The Panel strongly recommends continuation and has no more than the
followling minor sugpestions to Improve an excellent endeavor:

o Constderation should be given by the Pol. and his collcagues to
minor extensions (one or two days) In country visity. Thelir
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technical assistance value 1is 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 1linkages between Philippines and Thai
researchers.

(Response: The U.S. P.I.'s plin 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 o0il 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 woula 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 researchcrs 1in
the peanut breeding field.

(Response: Effort will be made to seek more timely release
of CRSP funds. We feel this 1is not a great problem.
Relative to Thailand and Philippine cooperation, a reglonal
workshop 1s planned for 1986 and further interaction will be
encouraged,

MYCOTOXIN MANAGEMENT

Whercas 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 thelr design and
fmplementation. The following paragraphs present Panel findings on:

Mycotoxin Management in  Peanut by Prevention of Contamination and
Monitoring (TX/MM/S[

As noted carltier, all thosce concerned with the Peanut CRSP at Texas A
& M have dedfcated full support at all relevant levels.  The project 1s
seen to have strenpthened an already significant program In mycotoxicoses
and public health, and has added a valuable international perspective.
In Sencpal, Its 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 rthe detriment of
cooperative endeavors in rhe collaborating country. Comment has already
been made regarding unsatisfactory research administrative and flow of
funds 1in 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 1is satisfied with the 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 &
M., and some relaxation of efforts by them to undertake all the
maintenance cf the laboratory instrumentation and other equipment for the
researchers in Senegal. As noted, the Panel feels that aun apparent
slight preoccupation with basic research considerations and “high tech”
instrumentation should be corrected in order to improve the “spin-oft”
from US work to Senegalese and other developing country conditions. In
the Panel's view these are likely to continue to be characterized by
iimited technical knowledge and comparatively unsophisticated
technological equipment in the short to medium term in this field.

(Response: A reasonably good effort has been put forth to train
Senegalesce researchers in the maintenance of equipment. Sparc
parts are a problem to obtain on a timely basis. New,
appearingly sophisticated, procedures, are needed to advance
knowledge 1in how to prevent aflatoxin contamination. These
procedures will be adapted to LDC use and staff trained in their
use).

YIELD LOSSES FROM PESTS

Five projects have primary objectives within this constraint domain.
Two have already been reviewed 1in the context of thelr focus on low
ylelding cultivars, viz TX/BCP/S and NCS/RCP/TP. The other three
concerning peanut viruses in Nigeria, arthroped wanagement in Thalland
and Philippines, and IPM strategies for proundnut insects in Burkina Faso
are addressed below.

Peanut Viruses: Etiology, “Pid“m‘Olﬂﬁjlm_;UBLM_EikﬂEs,WP!-mJ&tﬂﬁ}“Qﬁﬁ
_(GA/PV/L\J_)“

In general terms the project is scen by internationally recopnized
virologists to be well designed and highly relevant to an Important and
industry-wide constraint. It fs  staffed by exceptionally able  and
enthusiastic scleotlets in the US and the collaborating country of

Nigeria. Desplte  percelved  problems arising trom Jack of  tinancial
support from within Nigerfa the project has made pood progress and shonld
be continuned,. Specitfic recommendations follow, based on Panel  member

reviews at the University of Georgia, In Nigeria, and at internatfonal
meetings in  Cambridge, FEnpland that  discussed "hew Developmeprts  in
Techniques for Virus Disease ot Groundnut™,

o The plan of work for tuture research in Mperia could be too
ambitious for avatlable statf and resources. This problem
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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 contex:t or meeting plan
objectives. However, the Panel understands that funding for the
institutions 1in question may prove a major constraint to their
future active involvement. Action 1is needod 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 1In September 1985 with cooperators
Misari, Ansa, Kuhn, and Demskl 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 ‘oluntary and receive no CRSP funds aud a hioh
degree of ccoperation exlsts),

o Financial support to the Nigerian collaborating scientists to
facilitate thelr 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 1intended
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
employces).

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 thisg linkage).

Management of Arthropods on Peanut in Thailand and Philippines (NCS/IM/TP)

In common with the other projects designed and operated by North
Carolina State Unlversity In Thaifland and Philippines, this was judged to
be of excellent quality, highly relevant to the countries concerned, and

enthusiastically and  competently managed, The project should be
continued as planned subject to generic observations made in respect of
NCS/BCP/TP and the tollowing minor course ad justments,

o If this has not already been done, the Panel recommends that

consfderatfon be glven 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 invoived 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.1.
in Thailand or the Phiiippines and suggests that, in addition
to Jostering project linkages between Thailand and Philippines,
he should to the extent possible promote networking with other
Asian peanut producing countries, such as Indonesia, Malaysia
and Burna.

(Response: Dr. Campbell plans to be in  Thailand and
Philippines for six months beginning in September 1986. He
has been to Burma at AID iuvitation for consultation on
insect problems and has been Invited for further work there
in 1986).

IPM Strategies for Peanut Insects in SAT Atrica (GA/IM/BF)

The project is well conceived and highly relevant to Burkina Faso
itself and also to peanut producing countrices penerally in SAT Africa.
Its linkages particularly with IRHO/CIRAD sclentists, but also with staff
of such institutions as IITA and SAFGRAD 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 University of Georgia in its work on
peanut in the US.

The Panel recommends continuatfon of the project as councelved and
articulated in the plan of work subject to the tollowing obhservations:

o Speecial efforts  are needed to convince  genlor  research
administrators in the national research organization, TBRAZ, of
the relevance of the project to the needs of the country. Thisg
may  best be done by encouragement to o the bniversity of
Ouagadoupgou  Research Institute  (ISP)  personnel (o mprove
contacts wiith TBRAZ,

(Response:  Closer cooperation between the  1SP and 1BRAZ is
evident),

o Given vrealfzaticn ot the relevance ot the project by JBRAZ,
problems of cxperfmnental plot allocation, fnsecticide
procurencnt  and  access to o transport could well  be resolved.
However, the  bPanel recaopnlzes  the  problems  of overcoming
burcauveratic prejudice, towonders it judicious interventions
by USAID Misslon may be oo 1led tor o this vegpard,

(Response:  The project wan cotabliohed with 100 becanse ol
factiftices and stalt avattobility and  intereot. Hopetully
beaveratic problems will not intertere with e yood research
belng  accomplished, loth proups  are now o the  game
minfstry),



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 therc¢fore to cover all three reglons of the CRSP focus. That
it has 1ot been entirely successful 1in this regard 1is partially a
function of the choice of collaborating countries: who was to predict
the impact of a coup and the Sahelian drought on Sudan? It 1is also
partially a function of judgment as to the Interpretation of the role of
the CRSP at  the adaptation and development end of the research and
development (R&D) association. Some would argue that much of the food
technology rescarch in peanut relevant to developing countries has been
completed and that what remains is technology dissemination with perhaps
a  modicum of adaptation to meet local dletary preferences and
socio-cconomic conditfons. This debate exercised the planners of the
CRSP and remains alive durfng fts evaluation.

The following questlons continue to be ralsed:

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

(Response: Replication of research may be viewed as
duplicatfon, but necessary at times. Duplication will be
minim{zed).

o0 Are food technology projects within the CRSP related more to
what US collaborators are able and prepared to provide rather
than to the real needs of host countries?

(Response:  Research s developed based on In-country surveys
and response to what the cooperators view as important),

0 Is there not a4 aneed for additfonal agro-economlc studles on
peanut utilirzation?

(Response:  Yos,  Cost may control what {s done. A study is
being planned for the Philippines “or 1986),

o Should not the CRSP expand 1ts mandate Lo cover more fully the
area of post harvest handiing and subscequent utilization? This
question §4 posed with partfcular reference to the apparent need
for systemotic checks tor the presence of aflatoxins and, when
detected, o determination of thelr concentrations,

(Response: Reason for this  question 1s  not completely
understood, sinee allatoxin control and post harvest problems
are a slpulffeant vart of the program),

The Pancl conslders that questions such as those ralsed above warrant
debate within the povernince of the CR'P and by those responsible for
deciding future handing,  Whereas, as tadicated above and ¢loewhere, the
Panel consliders the Peanut CRSP to hey, by and larpe, extremely successfal



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 1issues, the Panel
recommends as follows:

o Appointment of a specialized sub group to review the “food
technology” projects undertaken wichin the CRSP to establish
thelr relevance and to advise the Board of Governors of the CRSP
on possible redirection of effort.

o The sub=group will comprise three distinguisted food technology
sclentists.,  Dr. Max Milner will represent the EEP as a resource
person. Additional resource persons will include the Principal
Investigators for cach food technolopy project, plus such other
relevant persons concerned with the planning of this aspect of
the CRSP and the implementation of these projects as 1t deems
necessary.,

o The sub-group will be provided with and expected to review all
relevant documentation., After such review and consultation with
the resource persons it will submit {ts  report through br.
Milner, who will comment on behalt of the ERP, to the management
of the CRSP.

o Redesipgn  of  projects as  recommended by  the  sub o proup  and
accepted by management within the framework of  the CRSP, and
their implementation within temporal and budpetary parameters
assigned Ly the tinancing apency.,

(Response A subgroup was selected and wmet at the Georgia
Experiment Statfon 19 and 20 December 1985, Members weres
Dr. John Cherry, Chalrman, Dircetor ot USDA/ARS  Fastern
Rescarch Laboratory, Philadeltphia; Dr. Lloyd Rooncy, Cereal
Quality, Texas A& Unlversity; and Dr. Guy Woodruft, Food

Sclentist  kmeritus, lnlversity ot Georpia. br. Clinton
Chichester,  Food Sclentist, Uoiversity of  Rhode  Island,
cancelled, bDr.  Max  Mlilner, LEP,  participated, Project
plans, Propgress, and LEp reparl s, Were provided.

Recomnendations  will  be wtilized In the  Food  Technology
projects, A report from this subproup and comments by Dr.
Milner follow this Summary Assessment,

SOIL MICROBIOLOGICAL BARRIERS (NCS/Th/0H/1T0)

This is o primary objective of  the joint  project  between North
Carolina State and Texas A & M Unlversitics in Thailand and Philippines.
Divided botween  EBhilzobial and  Hycorrhizal consideratifons  affecting
nltropen  tixation and  prowth  of peanat,  the  project has o clearly
estahlished 1o relevance within colltaborating countries, In additlon to
the  soundnea. o frs destpn and  the  compeience ot the  PFrinelpal
Investigators trom the two US fnstitutions concerned. e projects have
clear repional and international sipn'ticance ond shonld be continued.
The Panel under-georves the dmportance of  testiog the etfeetiveness of
local Rhfzoblal stralns apainst  fmported material. additional comments

are as ftollow:



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, suggeste that consideration of broadening the
geographic scope of the project should be subject to his
continuing avallability.

(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 scen within the Philippines project.
Future plans of work must take account of management within
Philippines. This may be weakened by staff promotion. us
Principal Iunvestigators must be alive to the likely nced for
downward adjustment of short term goals pending familiarization
and provenance of new collaborating country project managers.,

(Response:  We have no coutrol over duties assigned to the
collaborators, such as administration. Efforts are underway
to increase praduate training of Philippine students, both at
UPLB and NCSU),

o As noted carlier the Thailand projeect, as also that in
Philippines, would benefit from a slight prolongation of time
spent by the Pl in-country, on technlcal assistance grounds.

(Response:  Travel clearance has hampered trips planned in
the past. More time wili be planned in future trips).

o With regard to the considerations affecting mycorrhizae, the
Panel 1{s allve to the speculatory nature of the research.
Continuation {s strongly supported, with the proviso that
expansion of scope should be conditional on a clear indication
of the  beneflcial dimpact on  productivity of peanut by
mycorrhizal fungi together with an indication of possible means
of manipulating the soil environment to Increase their
establishment. lFuture reports by the P.1. should address these
issues perhaps In consultation with other experts in the field,
such as Dr. James Hendrix, University of Kentucky, and Dr.
Norman Schenk, University of Florida, with the objcctive of
providing CRSP managers with the evidence needed to make these
decisions.

(Response: The P.1. is aware of the project nature.
Rescarch will focus on ways of efficlent inoculation. The
P.T. 1s 1In professional contact with other U.S. resecarchers
fn the tield, and will contlinue to seek their advice).

CONCLUSION

The Panel wontld 1ike to take this opportunity of exprescing 1its
gratitude to all concerned with the Peanut CRSP tor thelr patience,
forbearance and professfonalism In their dealings with the EEP, As
indicated above, the Panel 1s fully supportive of the alms, objectives
and accomplishments of the Peanut CRSP.  Pauel members trust that thelr
observations will be geen to be both constructive and relevant.
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SUBJECT: Ad lloc Committee Report for Peanut CRSP External Evaluation
Panel to Study Food Technology Projects Research Focus,
December 19-20, 1985.

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 cach 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 Hoc Committee agrees with the EEP summary sssesswcat 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 PI's on their
interest and enthusiasm to participate in international agricultural
development, especially in view of the relatively modest funding levels
available 1n the individual projects. Recactions of the Ad Hoc Committee
relative to the food technology projects follow.

The Ad Hoc Committee evaluated the EEP's concern that the food
technolog;_pfagécts involved only technology transfer activities without
basic rescarch. 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 1is continuing at PCRSP institutions. These fundamental
aspects have not been iIncorporated into the annual reports since much of
the research Is not supported directly by PCRSP funds. The Ad Hoc
Committec belicves that the food technology projects investigators should
incorporate into thefr research activities and progress reports more of
the fundamental rescarch that s  being done by PCRSP institution

collaborators to support the project activities in the LDC's.

Major surveys on  post harvest utilization of peanuts have been
conducted to determine how peanuts are used 1in foods. The Ad Hoc
Committec feels that the surveys have served a useful purpose to E?vaEE
information on the relative importance and problems in utilization of
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peanuts. We believe that PCRSP PI'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 ma jor
problem that is being addressed by PCRSP scientists. Thils contamination
is pervasive and excessive. Research, e.g. proper drying methods and
packaging, (COp) applications, and management of the aflatoxin
problems, are ongoing as part of the PCRSP. Research to i1mprove
harvesting, handling, storage, packaging and processing of peanuts for
food 1includes evaluation of the effects on aflatoxin 1levels. 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 1is a need for «closer collaboration of the food technology
scientists with other PCRSP groups, especlally the microbiologists
working on mycotoxin managemenc, detection and methods for detoxification
of aflatoxin in contaminated peanuts.

The review showed a clear realization by 'SP sclentists that food
technology research should be more closely coordinated with breeding and
variety evaluation programs through collahorative 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 1insect resistance,
etc., cannot be assumed to be successful unless food quality is improved
or at least not {impaired. The food technologlsts need to define the
attributes of peanuts with acceptable "quality” for use in the major
kinds of peanut foods. Tor example, are peanuts with acceptable quality
for roasting, also acceptable for boiling? Do varieties of peanuts exist
with wvariation in processing properties, 1.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, PCRSP PI's are already moving 1in this direction. A
publication summarizing current knowledge of peanut pirocessing qualities
in relation to plant breeding may be useful. A critical evaluation 1is
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 availlable.
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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 ' microblal cultures that could expedite fermented foods
production? An example would be Kisra of the Sudan fortified with peanut
cake. PCRSP PI'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 soclo-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
avallable. Agro-economic or soclo-economic aspects or impacts need to be
recognized relative to the costs of developing and commercially advancing
new peanut products. llowever, the financial constraints of the PCRSP do
not permit sufficlent 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 technology 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. However, the EEP must remain cognizant of the fact that
most PI's have modest funds to use at the project level. Thus, PCKSP
research must be carefully focused and coordinated with other country
developmental funds.

Worthy of recognition {is that most of the rescarch in food technology
covered by the Ad Hoc Committee review Is included in the top three
priorities of the First National Peanut Consultation 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
initfative 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. T

Summary: We believe that the PCRSP Food Techrology projects have been
and are In the process of responding positively to the EFP criticisms by
reorienting research activitlies. We do not ace unnecessary duplication.
PCRSP food technology reports could be improved. Better interaction of
food technology project: with other appropriate PCRSP institutions that
support PCRSP LDC activities. The Caribbean project appears to be
underway and should be productive. Publications are nceded Lo summarize
the survey results and the current information on peanut processing
qualities, especially in respect to plant improvement programs.

ZEP  Comments and PI  Response: The EEP  Chalrman, Dbon Pickering has
reviewed the Ad Hoe Committee report and is fully in agreement with its
deliberations and recommendations. Max Milner, EEP member for Foad
Technology, was involved in the mecting and his views are incorporated
into the report. The PI's have recognized needs for improvement since
the first revicew, and have been modifying research to refleet EEP review,
and will continue to improve the projects based on the EEP and Ad Hoc

Committee reports,
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Attachment A

PRIORITY RESEARCH AREAS IN PEANUT (PHILIPPINES)I/

1, Establishment of benchmark information and agro-economic 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 1ife 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, blological control and minimize tillage.

5. Development and dimprovement of village level processing and
utilization.

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

7. Disease management with emphasis on epldemiology of virus and
development of 1integrated approaches to control ma jor diseases.

8. Testing, ecvaluation and {improvement of farm tools and equipment
suitable for small farm conditions.

9. Testing and evaluation of POT under various agro-economic conditions,
10. Development of technology transfer techniques.,

11. Development of integrated insect pest management and establishment of
economic threshold levels for major insect pests,

12. Development of high yielding pest reslstant varieties tolerant to
stress conditions and sufited to various cropping systems, e.g.,
rice~based, coconut-based, corn-based, and sugarcane-based,

E/Summarized output resulting frem the First National Peanut

Consulation and Peanut-CRSP Review held at PCARRD, Los Banos, Laguna,
Philippines, February 7-8, 1985,
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INTRODUCTION

An External Evaluation Panel (EEP) 1is an integral part of all
Collaborative Research Support Programs (CRSP's). The external
evaluation by the EEP 1s most important to the CRSP operations to assure
objectivity in decision making on important and sometimes difficult
institutional 1ssues.

Consistent with this c¢riteria, the Peanut CRSP grant document
established an YEEP consisting of three to five eminent scientists
recommended by the CRSP Management katity to AID/BIFAD for specific terms
of appointment. Periodically as appropriate the LEP shall:

1. Review projects and programs of the CKSP 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.

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: majintain 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 insgtitutional research capability; assess the balance of
domestic versus overseas research 1in terms of effectiveness of solving
constralnts in developing countries; evaluate the cost-effectiveness 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 eftectiveness of utilization,
a measure of the appropriuteness of the research; and report its findings
and recommendations annually tu 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 vyear. In-depth
evaluations with overseas and U.S. site visits should be made within the
triennial period in preparation for the Triennial KReview.

EEP MEMBERS

A slate of nominees for the Peanut CRSP was proposed by the Principal
Investigators, Technical Commfttee, board of Directers, and Program
Director during mid-1983. The Board later approved a 1list of five
nominees that were presented vo AID/BIFAD.  Approval of these nominces

was recelved in May 1984,

Basic criteria used In choosing the EREP were:
a. A background tn and a4 basfc understanding of science.
b. Experience in fnternatfonal apricultural research  and/or

development and knowledge of LDC problems.



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. Dbonald ¢, Pickering, Ascociate Director, Agriculture and
Rural Developwent, the World Bank, Washington, DC. He served a
number of ycars (1954-1967) in the northern Nigeria peanut
production reglon in agricultural development with the British
Colonial Agricultural Service, and since 1967 in several roles of
project development  and  evaluation with  the World Bank.
(Strengths: a, by

2. Professor A.l.  Bunting, Professor Emeritus ot Agricultural
Development overseas, the University of Reading, kngland. He has
had extensive cxpertence In agricultural development, 1ncluding
responsibility fn the British schiemes for peanut production in
East  Atrica  during  the colonfal  perfod. He served on a
consultative team to develop the proundnut program for 1CRISAT.
(Strenpths: o, b, )

3. Dr. Plevre Gillfer, retired, dlead of  the Annual  Ofl Crops
Department ot Ikiw, Faris. lie was head of the peanut research
department  at Bambey, Senepal for a number of years prior to
nearly 20 years in IKHO, Paris. bxpertise in peanut research and

development fn t e West Africa Francephone countries.
(Strenpthis: a, L, )

4. Dr. Feoueth Garren, former Peanut Research Leader, USDA, Suffolk,
Virginia. e has extensive experience 1in peanut pest managemenc
and production, and 1s a recognized authority on mycotoxins.
(Strenpths:  a, b, o, 4)

5. Dr. Max Mtloer iy the former bxecutive Officer for the American
Instltute ot fntrition. He o has 4 university background at
Minnesot tBiochemiotivy,  bansas  State  {(Graln Sclence  and
Industry), Columbla  Ctoman hatcition), and MIT  (International
Nutritfon) and extensive experfence la tood relatoed activities
with several Ditvrnations) proupa. (Strenpths: a, b, ¢, d)

The  Board ot bivectors ang Techntoal Committee telt that this 5
member EEP was moanapeable fn e g collectively strong in the basic
criterta used fn the v lection procenn., bowever, 1t was recognized that
an EEP of this slee conld need addittional tupat 1n some speclitic areas
during an In-depth evaluation, sucl an the Triennlel Review, [ deemed
necessary at the time of developing o scope ot work, the LLP would be
complemented with short ternm advioors to provide additfonal expertise in
specific areas,



Scope-of -Work

A scope-of-work for the EEFP 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 thelr first
organizational meeting. The  scope-ol—work assured a uniform review
across locations and that the review focused on the major issues.

The approved scopes-of~-work tollow.

U.5. UNIVERSTTY PROJECT REVILEW

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 Adminstrative involvement

1.11 Understandinag and support of pro ject
objectives/callaborative mode
1.12  General attitude toward futernational programs - support

ot researchers Involved,

1.13 Logdstical and tiscal support

1.14 Percetved relevancy ol collaborative program to U.S.
research fnterests

1.15 bStatus ot Chod fu relation to earlier industry reaction
to tunding

1.16 Kesource connfitment Lo program

1.17  Suppestions/conments

1.2 Kesears Lo Luvolvepent

1.21 Hnderstandtiog and support of project
objectivern/eollaborative mode

1.22 General attitude toward international program

1.23 FLogistical support

1.24 Perceived  relevancy ot collaborative program to U.S.
research fateronts

1.25 Status ot (FHE Inorelatlon to earlier industry reaction
to tunding

1.26 Overall orsoftment Lo program

1.27 Cuppect ot o nmanent

2. ADEQUACY OF . 1hncy,

2.1 Level of wolence/renearch to generate new technology
2.2 Propressivenens and {nnovativeness ot research
2.3 Appropriateness of research - basic, adaptive - relevancy to

DS, needs
2.4 Soctal o wotense/econante perspective
2.5 Suppestionn/conents

3. GEUGRAPHIC COViFAGE ALD AFPLICABILITY OF KESEAKCH
4.1 Keleviney to host country/U.G. poals
3.2 Complementarity to oupolay, pranut rescarch efforts - demands
on time, tesources
3.3 Trannterablitty ot rewearch results to U.3. programs
3.4 Suggestions/comments



INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOFMENT

4.1
4.2

4.3

4.4
RESEARCH

5.1

L Lbnun
LS FCH X

SUMMARY
6.1
6.2

Extent of strenthening research capabilities (scientist
development, facilities)

Extent of development of collaborative mode - how are
collaborators interacting? - Enthusiasm for research

Training progress - U.S. students

Suggestions/comments

PROGRESS AND APPLICATION

Achlevement of research objectives

Impact on research priorities

Potential of research to be applicable to U.S. needs
Suggestions/comments

Specific strengths
Specific weaknesses

REVIEWERS RECOMMENDATIONS

IN-COUNTRY PROJECT REVIEW

IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT

1.1 USAID Mission Involvement

1.11 Mission wunderstanding 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 aclentists. Concept of collaborative mode.

1.22 Administration of program government or institutional level.

1.23 Fiscal management

1.24 Relevancy of program to country research neceds. Direction
of projectn relative to original plans.

1.25 Attitude toward U.S. participante and their involvement.

1.26 Commftment of governments and/or institutions tn programs -
researcher level and above - regource commitment.,
Importance of peanut research in development goals.

1.27 Suggestions/comments.

1.3 Resources commftted to propram

1.31

Personnel

1.311 Mrectly committed/Indirect & supportive
1.312 Adequacy of number and capability to function
1,313 Involvement of women

1.314 oOverall effectivenenss of program personnel
1.315 Suggestfons/comments.
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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 sclence/research to generate new technology

2,2 Progressiveness and innovativeness of research

2 3 Approiateness 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 Kelevancy 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 Kelationship to other dinternational research efforts
ICRISAT, IRRI, IRHO, etc.
3.7 Transferability  of research (in-country, regionally,
Internationally) for implementation
3.8  Suggestions/comments

4. INSTITUTI1ONAL DEVELOPMENT

4.1 Extent of strengthening rescarch capabilities (scientist

development, facilities)

4,2 kExtent  of  development of collaborative mode-how are
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? - enthusiasm
for research,

4.3  Training progress - short term, post graduate training
4.4 suggestiors/comments.

5. RESEAKRCH PROGKESS AND APPLICATION
5.1 Achievement ot rescarch objectives
5.2 Impact of research on institution and government priorities
aud polictes.
5.3 suftficiency ot training/encouragement for promotion of
Information flow to user.
5.4 Potential of research for success 1n aleviating production
and atilization constraints
5.5 Impact of resecarch on Women in Development
5.6  Suggestions/commentd.

6. SUMMARY
6.1 specitic strengths
6.2  Specific weaknessen
7+ REVIEWER PrRCOMMENDATIONS
KEVIEW SCHEDULE

The EEP met twice prior to beginning thelr review schedule. Three of
the wmembers, (Plckering, Garren, ard Milner) attended a Peanut CRSP



investigators meeting in July 1984 where the investigators presented oral
reviews of their research. Several host-country collaborators were
present and repcrted on their involvment. “The meeting was held 1in
conjunction with the American Peanut Research and Lkducation Society

Annual Meeting in Mobile, Alabama.

All five members were precent for a meeting in November, 1984 in
Washington, D.C., ¢0o dicuss the review brocess and develop a tentative
review schedule, An original timetable ot completing the Triennial
Review oprocess by June 1985 was delayed until December 1Y%o6S with AID

approval to cnable EEP visits to be made during the cropping season.
Site visits were wmade as follows:

l. Philippines: February 1945, Garren and Milner. Projects -
NCS/BCP/TP,  NCS/IM/TP,  GA/FT/TP, and  NCS/TX/SM/TP. Review
colncided with First Natifonal Peanut Consultation and Peanut CRSP
Review.

2. University visits to Alabama A&M University, Texas A&M, and North
Carolina State: April 1985, Pickering, Garren, Milner, Gillier.
Projects - All projects plus bk review in Georgla. The AID
management review team accompanled the EEP,

3. Cambridge, England:  April 1969, Garren. roject - GA/PV/Na. A
research review and planning conterence of project collaborators
was  held  which  dncluded  Peanut CRSP (Georgla  and  Nigerila
cooperators), ICRISAT, West  German  Virus  lastitute, and  the
Scottish  Crops  Kesearch  Institute. A potential  Australian
collaborator attended. Meeting hield fciiowing an AAB
International Conference on "hew Developments 1o Techniques for
Virus Detection.”

4. Nigeria: ouiy 1985, Bunting. Project = GA/PV/HNa.

J. Burkina Faso, Niger, and Senepal:  Aupust-September 1985,  Garren
and Giilter.  Projects = GAJINPEV/BE, Ni, GA/IM/BE, TX/BCP/S, and
TX/MM/S. Tean attended the Internatlonal Symposium on
Agrometererology ot Groundnut fn Niamey which was co-sponsored by
the  Peanut  CRSY and Inceluded  several  U.S. and  African  CRSP

participants,

6. Caribbean - Irinldad, Antigua, Jamatca, and  Belfze: September
1985, Miiner and Bunting. Projects - GAJINPLP/CAK, AAM/FL/FT/CAR.

7. Thailand: September 1985, Plekeving  and Gillter, Projects -
NCS/BCP/ TR, NCS/IM/TP, GAJET/TY, and BCGTTR/SMITPR.
KEVIEW Piborts
The LFEP Review Keports for the todfivtidual projects follow. A cover
or coutent sheet  preceden cach report to fndex  each  report., Both

univernity and bost-country site vislt reports are included under each
project,

[N
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PEANUT CRSP

CAPSULE EVALUATION STATEMENT ON A PROJECT

Thigs statement prepared by: Kenneth H, Garren

Dates: October 23-24, 1985

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/INPEP/Nr 1/ (M) 2/, BF, cAR

Project Title: Internatfonal Peanut Evaluation Progranm

U.S. University: Iniversity of Georgia, Coastal Plain Experiment
Station, Tifton

Host "Countries™: E/NIGER
BURKINA FASO
CARIBBEAN Area

EEP Reviewers: At University of Georgia, Tifton, Max Milner & Pierre
F. Gillier,
Dates: April 1 & 2, 1985

Discussfons With: (531_P0r50nnel only)

At _Georgla Coastal Dr. W.,D. Branch, U.S. PI of GA/INPLP/--
Plain Experiment (Dr. R.W. Hammons, Co-PI had retired before April 1)

Station, Tifton (David Cummins, ME of Peanut CRSP) Also present &
(Loren Schulze, U,S, AID participated in
(Carvai Wiggins, U,S. AID the discussions)

EEP Reviewers saw as Specliic Strengths of this project at U of GA-Tifton

1. Dr. Branch, the U.S. PI, seems a talented, diligent scientist. 2.
Almost all forelpn contractual agreements sought have been obtained. 3.
Main sub-projects have at least been started. 4.  Host countries have
designated collaborators and some training of collaborators has been
started, thus  showing  good possibility of petting some experimental
results In the tutare,

EEP Reviewers saw as Specific Weaknesses of this project at U of GA-Tifton

1. bro Branch, the U.S. PI s carrying a heavy burden of research
responsibilfty, the preater part of which is for U of GA, Leavinp little

1/ Dr. Bunting's report on FEP trip to Nigerfa July 10-13, 1985 made the
excellent suppestfon that fn CRSP acronyms NIGER be “Nr” & MIGERIA be
“"Na",

2/ MALL, originally desfgnated a host country of INPEP never got around
to signing 1ts part off the contractual agreements.

3/ Each  host “country” will be treated separtely In  thisg Capsule



time for INPEP. 2, The original Co-PI seemed to have been of little
help 1n activating INPEP before his retirement, even though he has now
volunteered to go to host countries as a “consultant”. EEP reviewers
feel there s need for an active-duty peanut breeder as Co-PI or
cocperator fn U.S. 3., No data In hand to determine results from the
first growlng-secason's fileld plots-—though there scems to have been ample
time to have obtained and transmitted these data. 4. Little evideace of
meaningful contacts between U.S. Pl and host country researchers. 5. It
took an apparently unnecessarily long time to obtain contractual
agreements with the host countries--and this is a partial explanation for
weakness (4). 6. The U.S. PI has not visited any host country,

Recommended Future Diruvlloni) U of GA-Tifton

(From 2nd Tentatfve Draft, 10 May, 1985, Gillier, reviewed by Milner)

Though three years into this project, the U.S. PI has not yet visited the

host  countries, EEP - belfeves  this  significant impediment should be
rectified soon. Fravel funds should be allocated to enable U.S. PI to
visit and maintain  contact with host country lncations. A U,S,

Co-Invest ipator should be appointed soon so as to let Dr. Branch off of a
part of this fmportant but too heavy task of his. (Co-Investigator
sugpested as matnly for the Caribbean part of the project). Take under
serfous considerition the slx recommendations already presented by CRSP
Technfcal Committe  in minutes of its meeting of October 15-16, 1984.%

(*These six recommendations are repeated verbatim below).

AFRTCA

INPEP

Recommendations:

I. Strengthen cach country program to support and enhance the peanut
varfetal 1improvement research program on a broader base than just a
slngle annual coordinared variety test.

2. Subdivide Africa and Caribbean effort because of the geographical
location,

3. Coordinate or 1ink the effort (n Africa (Mali, Niger, Burkina Faso
(Upper Volta) ) wmore closely with the Sencgal based CRSP breeding
project, which should strengthen the overall regfonal effort. The
viartety Introductfon program would benefit from the move Intenslve
breeding program.

h. Strengthen and Indfvidualtze t he Caribbean eftort, since
environmental conditions are ditferent from Sahelian Africa.

b Consider deweloping o “network”™ type offort in Africa to ecase travel
time to nmeet with colblaborators by bringing all collabordators in Africa
to one of  the host  countries ecach  year (change cach year) for a
minf-workshop, plot observat long, cte.
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6. Encourage Branch to be more active collaborator, primarily 1in
arranging for site visits. Consider bringing in a co-investigator to
replace Hammons or use Hammons as a consultant as he has volunteered to
do.

Host Country: NIGER

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

Discussions With: (Key personnel only)

1) U.S. AID - br. FErnest F. Gibson, Deputy ADO
Ms. Lynn Graybeal, Lialson to CRSPs, etc,

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

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

EEP Reviewers saw as Specific Strengths of this project in NIGER

1. Niger (INRAN) authoricies recognize the gpreat need for peanut
research in NIGER and recognize that this Peanut CRSP project 1s
virtually "ft" as far as peamt research in NIGER 15 concerned. (INRAN
Director Saley told us that recent drought years have contributed to such
a great decline fn (and "Interest™ {n) peanut production In Niger
that--while only a few years apgo exported peanut accounted for about 507
of Niger's total income from exports--Nfger now imports peanut from other
African coﬁﬁ(??@s, ete,). 2. The enthusiasm of Mr. Mounkaila. 3.
Experiment statfons and fileld plot land are available for peanut varietal
Introduction and testing {f support {s provided. 4. Cooperating support
personnel (a plant pathologist and an entomologist) are avatlable If CRSP
funds can be provided to pay part of their salarfes and give some support
funds,

EEP Reviewers saw as speclfte Weaknesses of this project in NIGER

1. Lack ot real direction from the U.S5. and lack of contact with the
U.S5. P and slow flow of analyses, cte, back from the U.S, 2. The
actfvity in Nlper of several U,S. AID projects and location of 1CRISAT's
West African Center there may have caused a "let-them-do-{t-all” attitude
and no  interest In providing any of Niger's Hmited funds as  a
contributfon to INPEP-Niger. 3. Isolation (at Maradl) of the HNiper
researcher  (Mr. Mounkaila) plus a serles of  years of  droupht  have
combined to make for a4 low level of meaningful results from the f{irst
three years of this project. 4. Lack of iransportatifon {(vehiclc) and
very  low  funding  have  compounded  the  results  of  Mr. Mounkaila's
{solatlion, S.o Without fur her short=term training Mr. Mounkaila may not
have the devel of cducation to carry on the more sophiatleated propram
this project necds,



Recommended Future Directions, NIGER

Recommend that the Peanut CRSP varilety 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. PI and other U.S. cooperators; more contact
with other peanut breeders and fileld testers 1in Sahelian or West
Africa--particularly those in Peanut CRSP projects. Caution: If such an
expansion 1is undertaken, 1t 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, r2searchers from ICRISAT and Senegal).

Host Country: BURKINA FASO (Formerly Upper Volta)

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

Discussions With: (Key personnel only)

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

2) 1ISpr* - Dr. Guillaume Sessouma, Director of Studies
Dr. Philippe Sankara, Research Collaborator, INPEP "PI" B.F.

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

3) 1IBRAZ* - Mr, Mictel Sedago, Director General
Mr. Albert Djigma, Peanut Leader, Oilseed Program

(*IBRAZ = 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 IRHO/CIRAD (French Agricultural Research
Groups) unit in B.F. aud 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.
researchers, 2, Slow return from U.S. of test outlines, data analyses,
etc, 3. Transportation difficulties because of frequent road barriers
("inspections”™) within B.F. 4. Transportation dif“iculties because of
no CR5P vehicle, no funds to support 1t if had it on hand. 5. Slight
enthusfasm for project evident at top level of B.F. apgricultural
administrators (IBRAZ). 6. Capt. T. Sankara “President” of B.F. has
program to rcmake 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 18 definitely a priority need for B.F. Recommend
following: Speeding of support services from U.S. More guidance from
U.S., 1including “"on-site" in B.F. guidance. Establishment of field plots
in southern part of B.F. where rainfall 1s usually better, Addition of
U.5. cooperators (possibly change in U.S. PI?). 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/CARTBBEAN1/

ANTIGUA Dr. Laxman Singh, CARDIZ/ 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, here on
windward side of U.S. crop even though few peanut are grown 1in the
region. 2. Dr. Singh seems a competent, energetic, 1innovative
sclentist, 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 most Inadequate. 2, More training 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 KHG 1
Nov. and on brief notes by D.G. Cummins on verbal comments made by
Bunting to Cummins. Milner's report states "...the entire INPEP
Caribbean program, wiltl be reviewed by Dr. Hugh Bunting of EEP",

2/ CARDI = Caribbean Agric. Rescarch & Develop. Institute, U. of West
Indies, St. Augustine, Trindad.
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from CARDI headquarters to Singh's program is inefficient. 4. This

variety traill 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 1is 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, {f Peanut CRSP funds are available and additional U.S.
personnel 1s 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 - epldemiology, races. etc.

12



NARRATIVE SUMMARY

External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects

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

University of Georgla 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 multiply 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 and Dr, D. Cummins. Dr. W.D. Branch
appears to be a talented, diligent scientist, carrying a heavy burden of
regearch responsbilities, primarily on behalf of the UGA, but also for
the CRSP.

Main Remarks

- The first change with {initial project 1s 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 cemmunication between Dr.
Branch and his collaborators.

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

Situation of the PROJECT

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

In Cameroon (Garoua and Maroua) good performance was obtained with
TIFSPAN and a contact was developed through a AID agent working in the

north: Tim Schilling,

In Niger a two years screening replicated fleld test was completed to
date, with Amadou Mounkafla collaborator.
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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 Gampela Station.

In Mali, 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 Mounkaila.

Discussion on the project Evolution related to UGA

It will be difficult to accomplish the original goal of a coordinated
International varicty test. All countries are not In the same yearly
schedule of sequence fn test, and only few replicated tests had been
reported to date.

Nevertheless reciprocal benefits to U.S. programs are already apparent in
utilizatfon of African germ plasm by Dr. Branch 1in developing disease
reststant cultivars In Tifton.

The EEP believes that Dr, Branch activities wculd be even more productive
1f supplemented at Tifton with a stronger program of more basic research
in peanut breeding and gpenetic, Genotype/Environment {interaction has
been mentioned as a desirable area for a productive research. Yor that,
time and funds are to be avallable.

The EEP pointed out Dr. Branch was In need of help to analyze new
cultivars for varfous utilization and food related properties (shelling
yleld, organoleptic characteristic, proteln content, flavor-related
volatiles, Iinolefc acid content, etc.....). Arrangement with Dawson
Statfon can be made for these analytical services; attention of UGA
administrators should be brought on this point.

Recommended remedial action

After three ycars of fnvolvement with thig project the PI has not visited
the countries concerned. FEEP belleved this significant Impediment should
be rectified as soon as possible,  Travel funds to adequatly visit and
malntain contact with locatfons for which he I responsible must be
allocated,

In Tocatlons where {t {5 possible to find AID correspondent  (Cameroon
with Tim Sciiftling, Mali with Scheuring) or other fnstitutions, all
contacts are to be developed In order to coordinate the effort.

A Co-Investigator is to be found fn order to asstst Dr. Branch in the
broad ypeopraphically based projects (madnly for Cartbbean part of the

project).

Take In account the 6 recommendations already presented by CRSP technical
committee In October 1984,
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY

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

Project Title: International Peanut Evaluation Program

Overall Recommendation  Rating: The first  results reported are
fnteresting, but {t is ditifcult to give an apprecfation with so little
information, The necessity of agreement obtention and seed

multiplicatfon push back later the first real data. It Is supgested to
find a co-fnvestipator to change the work load and thus give a better
support for this project, More trequent contact with collaborators and
with more convenlent fnstitutifons are  also proposed, Burkina Faso
sttuatfon {s not very convenient hecause Philip Sankara {s a pathologist
of Unfversity of OUAGADOUGOU, but only [BRAZ develop a breeding program
on peanut and had an experimental network In all country,

Summnry Assessnent Ratingsl/

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 Adminfstrative f{nvolvement

111 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
collaboratfve mode. i i i eeiienienrnnnnat S

1.12 CGeneral attitude  towards International programs and
support of recearchers {nvolved. ..o, S

1,13 Logistical and t15al Support .eeeeee et S

1.14 Percelved relevaney ot collaborative program to U.,S,
research Intereat . it nnnnnnns S

1.15 Status of (RSP tn relation to earlier Industry reaction to

funding............... S

1.J6 Resource commftment to Project o o et o

1.17  Surmary  Corment o No tundament # | modiflcatfons  or
revision of m.’lll)ﬂ?v}:hﬁ” and ()l.')".IVIElI?.H Fon are to be proposed except to {ind
a co-fnvestigator, The contact with the hasie collaborators specitically
at the preharvest tioe to control extnting experiment and prepare the
data transnfsoion sunt Ye refnforee bv an dmperatfve vioft of Pl {n West

Africa In Septenbea o each Tocat fon

T oode s T E - ‘lixm-p( fonaly HS - Hghly Sat fufactory; S5 = Satisfactory;
VN.S_ = Not Satisfactory; Il = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA
Not Applicable T
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1.2 Researcher Involvement

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

1.22 General att{tude toward international program: IE

1.23 Logistical support....eeeceereseeeseeess ! 1E

1.24 TPercefved relevance of collaborative program to U.S.
research Interestsee e ciiasesoesonaenst S

1.25 Status of CRSP in relation to earlfer industry reaction to
fundIng . s e e st ittt it e it e er et e enant {E

1.26 Overall commitmen?t to profect e oee oo 1L

1.27  Summary Comments:  The wain Investigator is fully involved
and committted to this project but he {s alone. It {s too carly to glive
an appreaclation. Better collaboration, and more frequent control would
be useful,  Some specific equipment as sheller and sizer (experimental
machinery) are to be provide 1in certain locatlions to facilitate data
obtent {on,

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE

2,1 Level of selence/research to generate new technology: S
2,2 Propressiveness and innovation of research.........0: S

2.3 Appropriatencss  of  researeh,  basic  and  adaptive, and

relevance to VoS, needf et ieereeeseasesssassenensanst 8

2,4 Local scfence and economfc perspectIve oo eeeeeseeeea: IF

2.5 sumpmary Comments: Al classtical scefent{tic means are used
to obtain pood Intormatfons on new varleties and local permplasm and to
detect their veaction with environment,  This profect can be very useful

for detection of new source of renistance in short cyele varfetles,
3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGEL AND APPLICABILITY OF KESEARCH

3.1 Relevance to hont countryv /U5,

T I S

3.2 Complementarity to anpolngy rescarch efforts, demands on

LIme and re ol ee e ittt ve v eseasseroctnnssnsssessesat TE

3.3 Transferabilfty of vesearch results to U,S, programs..: §
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3.4 Summary Comments: This project is relevant to National
and U.S. goal. 1In MALT and NIGER Peanut Research was stopped in the same
time that bilateral French/Niger agreement (4 or 5 years ago) and just
routine multiplicatfon was contfnued. No ICRISAT Proprams are to be
developed In this area on Peanut during the next campalign and CRSP {s a
good complementary activity for local scientists. The collection and
evaluatfon of ypermplasm will be an fnteresting work for the future of
University of Georgla.

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4.1 Extont ot Ltiensrhesing caecearch capaniiilics.,, ... S
4,2 Extent ot development of collaborat{ve mode...,....: 1E

(Interactfon with collaborators/enthusiasm for research)

4.3 Tral N Ny PO eSS e st e s s e enns

e e e s ertsaceeeiananst S

4.4 sumnary Commento: When the whole project will he settled
and running, 1t T 'lAfk.Timy“t-}-zv:n“(IRS}’ will be valuable means for Increasing
regsearch capabilftics ot C(eorgta Univers ty. Many tentatives to Improve
the fnformatfon  collectfon  were  developed, The visit of host
collaborator Philfp Sankara (Burkina Faso) atter APRES meeting In July
1984 was orpanized An Titton.  Other visitor trainfng are forecasted:
Amadou Mounkaila (Niper). A higher level ot collaboration would be
preferable In order to fuprove the ettictency,

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION

5.1 Achfevement of research 6bjectIve S, e eeeesenenness: 1E
5.2 Impact on research prior It es. e ieeseeseonenenast IE

5.3 Potential ot research results for applicatfon 1o U.,S.
needs

‘)........-.-...-.-..........-.-.--.--...-.....-:_ 1E

5.4 Summary Comments:  Too carly to have any result and any

fmpact.

6. SUMMARY

6.1 Spectfie 8 trenpgthe: All agreements obtalned, start of

main  subprofecty, (h-ui;gn;nufnn and  trafining  of collaboratorn, jpood
capablilMties to collect renults In the future.

6,7 Specttte Weaknensen: Too wnlow procedure, dittfculty {n
contact with authorfty, no data transmfruion, lack of control, travel
frrauency too low,
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY

External Evaluation Pane! Review of Host Country Projects

By Drs. Plerre Gfllfer and Kenneth Garren at  U.S. AID Missior,
Ouvagadougou; at 18P (Institute Superior I’olytv(‘hnfque) of Univ, of
Ouagadougou; at  1BRAZ (Institute  Burk{na (Faso) for Research on
Agriculture and Zoology ("Live-stock™) ), Ouapadougou; and at Fleld
Station at Sarfa, B.F. - August 14-17, 1985,

Pea nut CRSP Code:  GA/INPEP/BF Hoet Country: BURKINA FASO
(Formerly Upper Volta)

Project Title: Internatfonal Peanut Zvaluation Program

Discussions With:

1) U.S. AlD -~ Mr. Roger Bloom, AID Agricultural Project Officer
Mr. Albert Ouedrago, Asslotant to Mr. Bloom

2) 18P - Dr. Gui!llaume Sessouma, Director of Studies
Dr. Philfppe  Sankara, Research  Collaborator, Peanut
CRSP —INPEP

1/ Mr. Indrisna Dicko, Entomoloptar, Plant Pathologist,
Research Collaborator, Peanut CRSE GA/INPEP/BF

3) 1IBRAZ - Mr., Michel Sedapo, Director tweneral, TBRAZ
Dr. Bosso H'Gueta, Toohnical Advisor to Mr. Sedago
Mr.  Albert  Jlgma,  Peanut  Leader for  IBRAZ  01)seced
Program
bro Salawlt Aotmf, Menber of  1BRAZ Of lseed Commi ttee
and Director Sarfa Fleld Statfon (At Saria only)

4) CIRAD/IRHO* Dr. Christian Plcasuo,  Plant Pathologtst, Technical
Advisor to BRAZ

Hr. Jean Bonco, Plant Pathologfst, Assistant to Dr,
Pleanso

Recomendat fon Rat 11))’, :

After three years of  operation thig project {s now well underway and
making reasonable propress, Probably more progress would have been made
and evident {1 U5, PL had given clearer, more understandabre, and more
detatled funtvactfonn;, and £ 1.5, P had been more prompt {n analyzing
the namples and data went him,  In splte of very bad weather for the lant
three  vearn  all futroductfons have  been tncreaned  and today pgood
experiments are “fo oobta”. Dr, Sankara, the BE UPL {4 o4 very capible

L/ An ot September, 1YY Mr, Dicko fn pursaing o PhD fn entomology at
Unfvernfty of (eorpfa,

* Gee note on CIRAD In aection 6.1 of l'roil_m of GA/INPEP/BF,

1 H
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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 the U.S. accompanied by careful expansion of peanut
breeding aud varletal selectlion BF.  “Careful” expansion 1s advised in
view of the current political "climate” under which agricultural research
is operating in BF,

Panel Member's Narative Review:

1) Basis of Review:

Sankara's tield records. Meetings at U.S. AID -~ BF. Conferences with
Sankara, Visfts with bSankara to ffield tests at Gampela and Saria
Stations.

2) CRSP Format:

See Project Profile Summary for GA/INPEP/BF,

3) Implementation and Management :

Stnce 1983 season Sankara has Increased I{n nursery and tested in field
trials cultivar Ifnes trom U5, Seeds obtatned In 1983 were multiplied
and tested {n basle expertment {n 1984 and planted in different locationsg
for testing In 19K, Followling the date of introduction from U.S. these
cultivar yroups are labeled CGroup 1, Group 11 and Group 1V, Also, 1n
1985 there was {ntroduced from Texan A & M, by another agreement, several
IHnes for testing tor ddsease resistance and earliness.

The complex program 1o well manaped by Phillp Sankara--mainly at Gampela
Station, but alse at pany other locatifons In BF.  Now a syntheses and
analysis ot results o needed In order to organize the program by
avallability ot trancportation, seed qualfty, and disenge -5 Dot
resistance,

Until now, Sanbara has done well,  The need today 15 to restructure the
overall propram.  Some vartetfes with long cyeies are in the North (short
rainy scanon) and short cyvele varfedles are somet fmes in the South (long
rafiny season), Controln ("checks™) were iferent {n 1983, 1984 and
1985, Tt o certafnly o wvery Interesting program, but 1t needy a better
structure and o banfn tor contdontng comparative analyses of resultes,

Sankara  uned ol cpyg cupport well bat o he lacks  transportation
facilitivs, Poo ot upend many  days In the country to  Inspect and
observe tielde and nucoertea,  For this he must now use his priviate car,

4) Adequacy ot o fonce:

So far thiin I Jow level renearch, It appearn to be malnly a routine
tedwting ot ditterent cultivars under BF conditions, There {u, however,
some adaptatfon of disecane-fnoculation techniques to the BF condition,
Sankara {u capable of a higher level ol research.


http:rorul.Ia

5) Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research:

The goal of this project 1is 1In accordance with host country goals.
Scattering field tests throughout the country gives a regional character
to the progran, Il there 1s detection of resistant or tolerant
varieties, the Interest for U.S. and the total scientific community 1is
evident,

6) Institutional Development:

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 1t under observation.

7) Research Progress and Application:

It Is too early to think of any direct utilization of results from this
program, But Intepratfon into BI's natfonal program for agriculture
glves a good opportunity to use resistant or tolerant lines detected by
ffeld 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 1s now well underway and
making reasonable progress. Probably more progress would have been made
and evident {f U.S. PI had given clearer, more understandable, and more
detafled instructfons; and 1f 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 fntroductions have been Increased and today good
experiments are "in situ”, Dr. Sankara, the BF "PI1" 1ig a very capable
sclentists and he has developed good cooperative relations with other
Institutions In BF. With fmprovement 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 variectal selection BF. “Careful" expangslon {is advised 1in
view of the currenr political “climate” under which agricultural research
is operating in BF.

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/
1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 U.S. AID Mission involvement
1.11 Misslon wunderstand’ng and backing of project objectives,

Complementarity to mission
PrOBraAME. e v veuusan et e es st eeerenns’ HS

1.12 Missfon logistic, programmatic and financial support of

project., Attitude toward Uu.s. personnel traveling
in-country........ e terrseneentensesenest HS
1.13 Mission interest for project future......: He

1.14 Summary Comments: U.S, AID 1g very supportive of the Peanut
CRFSP porjv;Tﬁm~T;-_ﬁfjuwWﬁr pot  the  fmp.casfon that the agricultural
program of U.5, AID in BF {5 extensfve and that Mr. Bloom, with whom we
talked, 14 so fu touch with the projects and o commftted to Peanut CRSP

and other projects that he may well be In the “overworked" category.

Code: I :»ervptionnl; H5 = Highly Satisfactory; § = Satisfactory;

NS = Not Satlsfactory; AE = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA
Not Applicable
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1.2 Host Country

1.21 Understunding and acceptance of program by acainistrators
and scientists. Concept of collaborative mode..: S

1.22 Administration of program-government level......: §

1.22A Administration of program—institutional level...: S

1.23 F16cal management. .. eeeeeeeeesoesesnseeaseneaseal S

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. .ttt iieeeererennoannnnst HS
¢
1.26 Commitment of governments and/or institutions to programs-—
researcher level and above - resource comnmi tment.

Importance of peanut research fn development goals.: HS

1.27  Summary Comments: Captaln Thomas Sankara, President of
the National Revolutionary Council has a program to remake Burl ina Faso
into his concept of Its new name he gave {t--"land of Upright Men.” Some
observers feel parts of his program are misguided and cite 1instances
where the program 1s impeding progress in agricultural research. Other
than this the host country people at all levels understand that this
project i{s to BF's natlonal interest, Scientists and administrators
appreciate the funds and the advice. 15P 1s participating to the maximum
of 1{ts own resources. The overseeing Ministry--Minlstry of Superior
Fducation and Sclentific Kesecarch--considers this project an important
part of 1its national program.

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: b

1.313 0 Involvement of WOmMCHe oo e ennneenenneseensst Ik
1.314 overall etfectivenesn of program personnel: §
1.315H jﬂpmqry_ Comment s All regearchers fnvolved are

dedicated to the project uhdtnpvnd it major part of thelr time In activity
related to this CRSE project.  Many students of ISP are also fnvolved.
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1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplies

1.321 Availability-reason for unavallability.....: S

1.322 Adequacy-reason for Inadequacy...eeeeeeee.ss 5

1.323 Summary Cowments: Equipment seen was only "bare bones”
equipment. By frequent maintenance check-ups and an  occasional
innovative modification it can merit a "satisfactory” rating. To make
the equipment truly satlsfactory the two CRSP projects need to have a car
or jeep for transportation. (Personal cars were used while the EREP was
there). There 1is a need for transportation to visit all trial
locations. Dr. Sankara formerly had a F.I1.S. support-grant for equipment
and this equipment is now used in the CRSP program.

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCL
2.1 Level of sclence/research to generate new technolopy: S
2.2 Progressiveness and innovativeness of researchoess.oot S

2.3 Appropriateness of rescarch - baste and adaptive....: §

2.4 Adequacy of soclal sclence/ecenomle
perspective/sensitivity. ottt it i i e S

2.5 summary Ceuments:  Drought, the further depression of a
low 1level economy, and viclssitudes of the struggle for cifective
self-government have prevented doing more than maintafning a low but
satisfactory rating In this category. The objective of finding varieties
resistant to or tolerant of different diseases and insects s well
recognized as  worthwhile, but the progress  of the program 1s wot
sufficient to enable a good forecast of development o1 a sclentific
program.  Good cooperation wlith some other institutions 1s evident and
helpful,

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevancy Lo natlonal goalt.eeeeeeeesrssonsnsoscanesest S

3.2 Complementarfty  to  onpoling peanut  research activities
88 ooV D o P SR

3.3 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer necds:HS

3.4  Communications with other In—country entitiet...ee.ese: S

3.5 Does location fmpact repionally as well as In-country.: §

3.6 Relatlonship to other futernational rescarch efforts -
ICRISAT, TRET, THHO ittt it inec e eten e ennnnnnns O

3.7 Transferabllity of  research  (Iln-country, reglonally,
internatiounlly) tor 1mp10muntulion...................:-HS
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3.8 Summary Comments: This project 1s integrated into the
national agricultural program of BF, and it is in perfect accord with the
national goals of BF. The "PI" (Sankara) is a member of Oilseed
Commission, and his work is coordinated closely with IBRAZ (see Narrative
Review). An Extension Service 1s avallable to disseminate results when
they become available. Project's work on 1IBRAZ station and the
scattering of experimental filelds 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)isieiiveereereeessonenoseenneat S

4,2 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are
collaborators (u.s., host  country) interacting? -
enthusiasm for research....viiieeeeveiieneennnseeneant S

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

4.4  Summary Couments: Without the CRSP program there would be
no research in BF of this nature on peanut. The CRSP support 1is 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.eeeeeececeveanaal S

5.2 Impact of research on {institution and government
priorities and policiesS.ciieiviieeeerecsennnonneenst IE

5.3 Sufficiency of training/encouragement for promotion of
information flow tO USEI...ieeveeenenneesennenennee: IE

5.4 Potential of resarch for success in aleviating production
and utilization constraints-including small farm
production constralnts..eeeeeeeeeeeseesseseenonsenel 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 had. It may be too early to forecast impact of the research to date,
but it is Interesting to note pood bechavior patterns for certain strains
in regard to Cercospora tolerance and earliness. Seed introduction and
field trials must be maintained for several years to glve a pgood
indication of the quality and worth of the material and need for sced
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 mwmuch meaningful data from 1985 field season. The
IRHO/*CIRAD unit in B.F. and the many opportunities to cooperate with it.

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: 1. Lack of understanding and
directions 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 1t on hand. 5. Slight enthusiasm for project
evident at top level of B.F. agricultural administrators (IBRAZ). 6.
Capt. T. Sankara "President" c¢f BR.F. has program to rvremake B.F. into
English translation of B.F.--1.e. "land of upright men” and some cite
instances where this seems to be impeding agricultural research progress.,

7. Reviewers Recommendations: This research 1s 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.
guldance. Establishment of field plots in southern part of B.F. where
rainfall 1s wusually better. Addition of U.S. cooperators (possibly
change 1in U.S. PI?). More contacts with and cooperation with "“on-gite"
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 Internatlonal Cooperation in Agronomic Research, Adm.
Hdq. Paris, labs Montpellier, France. CIRAD has several research arms.,
IRRHO {is the oilseeds research arm (Dr. Gillier is retired Head of Annual
011 Crops Department of IRHO). We tailed with Dr. C. Picasso, plant
pathologist and chief of IRHO/BF and his 23isyclate Mr. J.P. Bosco.
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY

External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Projects

By Drs, Plerre Gillier and Kenneth Garren at U.S. AID Mission, Niamey; at
INRAN (Niger's National Institute for Research 1in Crop Agriculture),
Niamey; and 1in Hotcl Gaweye, Niamey, between and after sessions of the
International Symposium on Agronmeterology of Groundnut; August 17-27,
1985. (We did not visit Maradl where the Research plots are located and
where the researcher 1s 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. Moussa Saley, Director General
Mr. Magah M. Issaka, Director, Department of Agronomic
Research
1/ Mr. Amadou Mounkaila, Research Collaborator (The INPEP

"PI" for Niger)
3) Others - Dr. Morel, AGRIMET (Dr. Gillier only)

Recommendation Rating:

Isolation at Maradi 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 guldance from the U.S, PI; and 2) developing real on-site
ri-search on the contraints on peanut production from insects, diseases,
and nematodes,

Panel Members' Narrative Review:

1) Basis of Review:

Annual report of CRSP for 1983. One document given the reviewers by
Amadou Mounkaila, 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 GA/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 scem needed on the management. The poor environment of Tarna
Station {s 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.S5, - Niger cooperation.

4) Adcquacy of Science:

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

5) Geographic Coverage and Applicahility of Research:

With Tarna and Magaria experiments the Eastern area of Niger 1s covered.
With Bengou experiment South Eastern area 1s covered. These places are
very representative of Sahelian arca. Evaluation of climatic effects and
pest incidence can be gencralized from these places to a very large area,

6) Instfitutional Development:

In Niger now, peanut rescarch is entirely supported by CRSP funds.

7) Rescarch Progress and Application

It 15 too carly for evaluation comments, But the request of Niger
(INRAN) authorities to give CRSP a better knowledge of Niger's peanut
situation by sending a CRSP representative to national meeting of Niger's
Peanut Commision {n March 16 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 Recommendatfon Rating:

Isolation at Maradi of the Niger researcher (Mr. Mounkaila) and his field
plots plus a sgeries of years of drought have combined to make for a low
Ievel 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 {ncome 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 guldance from the U.S. P1; and 2) developing real on-site
rescarch on the contrain's on peanut production from insects, diseases,
and nemotodes.

Summary Assessment Rntingsl/

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 U.S. AID Missfon involvement

1.11 Mission understanding and backing of project objectives.
Complementarity to miss{on pPrograms.........: S

1.12 Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of

project. Attitude toward U.sS. personne |l traveling
In-country...... D T S S S
1,13 Mission Interest for project future..,.......: 5

1.14  Summary Comments: On Aupust 20 the EEP panelists , Dr.
Cummins, Peanut CRSP  Program Director, and some U.S. Peanut CRSP
sclentists then in Niamey talked with br. E.F. Gibson, Deputy ADO, US AID
and Ms. Lynn Graybeal, CRSP Liafson, US AID, Niamey {n Dr. Gibson's
office, We got a pood review of the several AlD-gupported agricultural
projects in Niger,

17 Code : E = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S =
Satisfactory; NS = Not Satisfactory; 1E = 1Inadequate Fvidence
for Evaluation; NA Not Applicable
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The U.S. AID Mission - Niger has an understanding of, an interest in, and
does support the Peanut CRSP project in Niger. The CRSP Peanut project
i8, however, a small, marginal project ag viewed from the aspect of the
total U.S., AID r-oerom dn Niger.

1.2 Host Country

1.21 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
and sclentists,  Concept of collaborative mode..: §

1.22 Administration of program—government level......: S
1.22A Administratlon ot program=-institutional level...: S
1.23 Fiscal T T I S S

1.24 Relevancy of program to country research needs. Direction
of projects relative to original plans......oo00  y

1.25 Attitude toward U.S. partieipants and thelr
Involvement. oo i e et S

1.26 Commitment of poveruments and/or ifnstitutions to programs-
regsearcher fevel and above - resiource  conmitment.,
Importance ot peanut research in development poalec: 5
1.27 summary  Comments: bverywhere  we  turned, we  heard
stated--usually in gratitude--that without PFeanut CRSE there would be no
research on peanut in this country that once exported some peanut and
peanut products. Admintstrators scem Lo be dofng the best they can for
Mr. Mounkaila within a poorly financed bureaucracy composed ot persons
having 1fttle training for their positions.

Nevertheless the povernment does Lave a clearly detined goal to restore
peanut to thelr previous loportance in the {ntra-Niger tood consumption
plcture. Funds sceem well uned and cooperation within INRAN {6 good.

1.3 Renources commited to prograt
1.31 Personnel

1.311 birectly commited/tndirect & supportive....: 5

1.312 Adequacy ot number and capability to
[U{‘.:Linh...............................--.: S

1.313 Iavolvement ot LT 1 1 1E

1.314 Overall ettectiveness ot program personnel: S
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3.2 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
1n-country..........................................._: S

3.3 Responsiveness to porcefyed producer and consumer needs: §

3.4 Communications with other {n-count ry entitles,........: IE
3.5 Does locatian fmpact reptonally as well ag fn-country.: §

3.6 Relationship to other Anternational rescarch cfforts -
[CRISAT, TKRI]

: 1E

3.7 Transterabl ity 01 research (In-country, replonally,
fnternationally) for fmplementation., . eus e ninnes: S

3.8 Summary Conments: In eftect this Peanot CESP project 1s
peanut research {u Niper.  This propram was  adopted by the Natfonal
Oflseed Commisaion ol Niper and the coverape s expected to cover all
peanut —prowing arcas of Nlper--bkast and South East.  Mounkalla 15 aware
of TCRISAT'S presence o Niper, and has some contact with the TCRISAT
Center.  But withont tranuportation, such contacts are of 1ittle help,
There could be better transter of results between Mounkaila and ICRISAT
If transportatton tactl ey {0 provided,

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4.1 Extent  of  strengthening research capabllties (scientist
deve Lopuent :.')('1li(1(‘5;)..-..-.....-..-......-.......:_» S
4.2 Extent ot development  of  collaborative  mode~how are
collaborators (v.h,, oot country) fnteracting? -
enthusiasn for rese

L L S SR &

4,3 Training progrean-short term, post pradoate tralning,: §

.4 Sumrary Corments:  Withont (RSP support, there would be no

peanut rescarch ropran fn Miper, Arsadon Mounkal Ia and JNRAN
Organfzatton are very happy to collaborate  and requested extensfon of
cooperatfon to other rescarch department, The  Director ol Agronomic

Research Mapah 1vaaba requested oo short term training (January-April) for
Amadou Mounkadlla,

% RESEARCH PROGRESS AND AFPLICATION

5.1 Achievement of research ObhJectives.siiieienneonnneat 1E

5.2 Impiact ol tesearch on Inntitutfon and  povernment

procrfttes nd polfeten, i it eii e iienenennenenss: 1E

5.3 Suftfefency  of  tratn! np/encouragement  for promotion of

Informatfon flow 1o U it i ineisernsnennenens: IF
506 Potential of research tor nuccenn in aleviating production
And ut it Lo COnBU T I B, e st e s s esnennensnennsast 5
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY

External Evaluatfon Panel (EEP) Review of Host Country Projects. by M,
Milner (EFP), following visits to CARDI (Antigua, Trinidad and Jamaica),
the PI's dnvolved and relevant povernment offictials and agencles, Sept,
1-7, 198%, N. B. Milnetr's review refers only to the TINPEP program he

observed in A‘l‘nnl;:\1;1,—".'“1*1’1‘(1th(7 ";vlntvdr discussions at  CARDI headquarters {n

Trintdad. The INPEP activitics in Jamaltca, and indeed the entire INPEP

Card h'ﬁl"{;i,,_'_’,r_‘w ram, w‘lll?x* }—t'*Virlr_{:!(»‘”(’iw})_jﬂ Dr. Huph Bunt {ng of EEP,

Host “(r‘:f)_\l_!\.l rless Antipaa and Jamafea (throuph CARDL),
Peanut (RSP Code:  GA/INPEP/CAR
Profect Title: Iaternatfonal Peanut Evaluation Program in the Caribbean,

Discussions k"ﬁl}nh’:

Laxman Stnph, CAKDD apronemist, Antlpua, Septenmber 2, 1985

Ao Lo Sarpeant, Head of CARDI unit, Antipua, September 2, 1985
Robin Yearwood, Minfater ot Aprfculture, September 2, 1985

‘<
Francts Henry, Goveo Apr. Spectallst, September 2, 1989
Hayden Thomas, Covernment analyst, September 20 1985

St Clatre barde, CAEDD Research Divector, Trintdad, September 3, 1985
Don Walmalev, CARDI, September 73, 1945

Horace Pavne, CAPDE aprononfor, Mona, Jamafea, September 5/6, 1985

Joe Suah, Head ot cARDD unit, Jamafca, September S5/6, 1989

Anthony Jolaiwon, Dept o Mintater of Aprde,, Jamafca, September 5/6, 1985

Recommendat fon vt fny e

The INPEP vartetal testing program In Antipua and nefpghboring {slands
under supervioton ot Dr, Laxman Singh ot CARDI appears to be proceeding on
schedule, Thivty coltfvars furnfshed from Titton {n 1984 were prown in

Artdgua o rhat vear. The harveoted reed was disteibuted to other {slands
where theyv will bee prown o 19845, Thene varfetles were observed prowing
In tfeld plote tor the cocond vear.  Twenty tive new cultivars provided
from Tifton o P9EC will he aeeded To g tew weebks, Dr, Sinph g

request oy ddttfendd  CRSE copport for o tnoreaced  persouncl and ot her
resources ta enable bide to adoquately carry ot thils expanding activity as
well an new Tiveattpattone dtnto causen of loat v lowling (chlorosts?) and
rust which hoeve bevn obeerved ta be attectinge the INPEP cultivars. Only
SETOTof L Cdbnph e tee fh present )y upported by CRSP fund,., These
proporala were cndiaod Ly Wa CAPDL onpertors In Trintdad, This EEP
reviewer wan drprecood by b St pragran and 1s tnelined to apgrec
that  wome dnoreane o (st funding for the jurpanes  out Hoed,  Ia
warranted, cobject reweably to nome teallat e resourcee matehing by CARDI,

Pancl et o0 Narrat fve Feview:

1. Foopadn backpround tor bt aeport, the FEP member revicwed ot he
conslderable macher of  relevant MOUTC and POW'n,  the 1983 CRSE Annual
Report and aleo waboequent trfp reports by D, Cammins and others,  This
review {o baned primartly on the vialt to the Carlbbean by the EEP member
between September 1oand /7, 109K,
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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 witi: officials of the government of Antipgua,

3. Thirty peanut varfetics (100 seeds each) provided trom Tifton in
1984 were prown on local plots in that year, and are belng Increased again
in 1985, Seed trom the 1984 crop was distributed for similar tests in St.
Kitts, St. Vincent and Jumafca, which are being prown in 1985, Twenty
five additfonal cultivars recently sent trom Tifton will be planted 1in
Antigua In the next few weeks,

4. Dr. Singh conductcd Cumming and Milner to the test plots referred

to above. The second-vear INPE? increases were approximately two wceks
from matarity,
oo Dry o Stugh pointed out incldence of ruats in these plants as well
as a leat yvellowing or chlorosts, which may be due to fron deficiency. He
belfeves that the unfque Caribbean colfmate and solls may be factors in
these  syndromes, Dro Cwsmins coppested that the leat yellowlng may be
related to the weter drafnage proti.e ot the tHeld.  Dr. Sinpgh wishes to
study these problems wore Intensivelv, but needs additional resources to
do so. He belfeves that dntormation pained {rom such research may be of
cons{derable value to peanut prodoction sefentfists everywhere,

ho As tor personadl collaboration with the INPEP program at Tifton,
Dr. Sinph and 0 colleapnes (from Belize and Jamalea) have visited Tifton,
As  vet  there have  been no o reciprocal wvisits by Dr. Branch or his
colleagues,

/. Discunsions  with  Antfpua Minfstry  of  Apriculture officials
elictted strony compfttment and support for the peanut CRSP program. They
emphasived the swall percentage of Dro Sinph's time belng supported from
CRSP  funds  and  that  the  CARDD  and  Covernment  counterpart  resources
provided were cuoch preater than thaoe of CRSP,

. Do Stnel rade o srrony case tor dncereased CRSP support  which
would perode hirfog o one or twe tralned acsiatants, and purchase of more
vehiclesn, Thin would permit dutensftieation of the seed nultiplication
etforta, aecearch tuto the leat wellowing and tost problems, development
of fmproved peot barvest hand iy techinfgues and carrvont ol a cooperative
agro-ccononte ctudy with the other talands to evaluate tarmer and consumer
preferences and demande e tequest wonld require about 430,000 above
the current $00,000 CpSp badyet,

9. Gur  vleft on Septenmben ot drintdad  at CARDI headquarters
corrfrmed cur Awmpreccadonn ot confldence An Dr, Singh's ceffectiveness In
the GNPEE and aeltated acttvities. My superfors supported expansion of
Lis program,

Lo The dradect drotdle Summary accompanying this EREP review, rates
pertormance for ecach ot the polnts ratsed ander varfons headiaps sach as
Seope ot Work facluding Tmplesentation and  Manapewent,  Adequacy  of
Selence, Geopraphtc Coverapge and Applicabflity, Tnatftutfonal Development,
Rencarch Propreas and Application, and Sammary, Fnsusng paragraphs refer
to thene toplen,

34



Implementation and Management: A highly satisfactory rating 1is
warranted. The progress of Dr. Singh's program scems satisfactory and
excellent support {s heing provided by CARDI and the Government. Similar
confidence was voiced by the AID Mission In Jamaica.

Adequacy of Scilence: This Is also rated as highly satisfactory, although
research into plant disease and possible nutrient deficlency noted by Dr.
Singh has not yet begun, due to fnadequacy of resocurces.,

Geographic Coverage and Applicability: The program {s providing needed
Information concerning the sultab{lity and potentfal of the INPEP
varfeties in the Caribbean region, including resistance to diceases and
pathogens which may be unfque to this region,

Insti.utfonal Development: This  CRSP  program s strengthening the
credibility of CARDI In fts role of stimulating peanut production in the
Caribbean.  Reciprocal advantape to the 1.8, workers, other than providing
evidence of the performance and potentials of the INPEP cultivars, 1s not
so evident, Unfortunately, none of the Tifton counterparts have visited
their Caribbean collaborators, or observed their field programs,

Research Progress ‘ff_,’l‘..i_.ﬂl’.[’,ll_‘ﬂ_tl_‘l'_l: The  CARDI peanut variety evaluation
program seems to be making excellent propress, constdering the constraints
sof staff time and other resources which CARDI ecan provide under present
funding arranpements. This rescarch will clearly be of value 1n
determining the adaptability and productivity of the new cultivars in this
tropical ¢nvironment,

Summary:

Specific Strenpchs:  The principal {nvestigator, Dr., Laxman Singh, appears
to be a competent, energetic and innovat{ve plant scientist, dedicated to
the CARDI/CRSP objectives of evaluating the potentfal of new peanut
varfeties In the Carfbbean repfon.  He seems to have the full support of
CARDI and the relevany governments.  His work program appears to bLe fully
up to  schedule, Stmilar  gasd  performance can  bhe anticipated In the
future, Addltional (RSP support  to  permlt expanded  varfetal testing
efforts and sOme research in plant diseases and/or natritional
deficiencies seoms warranted.,

Specific Weaknesses: Personal  Involvement  of the Tifton collaborators
seems to be dnadequate,  More trafning of CARDI personnel should have boen
Inftiated by thils time, Ftifclency of transter of funds from CARDI

headquaraters to Sinpgh's propram  may require some improvement .,
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY

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

Project Title: International  Peanut Evaluation Program 1in the
Caribbean

Host Countrics: Antlgua and Jamaica (through CARDI)

*N.B. This review vefers only to project activities supervised by Dr.
Laxman Sinpgh In Antigua and some neighboring islands. EEP member Dr.
Hugh  Bunting will deal with the Jamalca program and the overall
CRSP/INPEY propram in the Caribbean.

Overall Recommendat fon Rating: The INPEP varietal testing program
'\x—xmwr‘xv'wﬂi"}mx'vm;;{x';:(:x_'\“f»i".r;.i“(';:‘iu:"}T Dr. Laxman Singh of CARDI appears to be making
pood progress. Al cultivars supplied by GA/Tifton have been reproduced
in the field and seed has  been distributed to other 1islands as
scheduled, Additional CRSP support, with matching CARDI resources, seems
justified fa order to meet the expanding work load, and the desirability
ot Inftfaiing research fnto pathogenic and/or nutritional deficiency
diseases which are emerping in some of the INPEP cultivars being tested,
now nusthering 5%,

summary Assesaoment l<;1tiny,:;1/

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
f.1 U.S. AID Miss{ion {nvolvement

1.1l Missfon understanding and backing of project objectives.
Complementarity to miss{on programs.........: HS

1.12 Mission dopfstic, programmatic and financial support of

project, Att ftude toward 1.5, personnel traveling
LR HS

1,13 Misslon fnterest for project futurec,oooot NS

o4 Sumpary  Comments: The U.5,  AID Mission In Jamaica,

represented by Mr. Leland V”(')'f‘i]h, fs highly supportive of this program,
Having arrived on his  present  assignment  only  recent ly, Mr. Voth
emphasized his Intentfon ta become more closely involved in the future,

1.2 lost Country

1.2V Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
and sclentfsta,  Concept of collaborative mode..: HS

1.22 Administration of pregram—gove rnment of Institutional

o
R U S 1

L2 b ncal i e ment o s e e e e s e nennernrannennnanat 1S

_l/ Code: lm - ‘li‘x:uptlmml; Hs = Highly Sarvlsfactory; 5 = Katlsfactory;
= Not Satlulactory; [E = Inadequate Evidence for Evalustion; NA

NS
Not. Applicable



1.24 Relevancy of program to country research needs. Direction

of projects relative to original plans...: s
1.25 Attitude toward U.S. participants and thelr
Involvement oo it i it it inenenat HS

1.26 Commitmenc of povernment s and/or Institutlions te piograms-
researcher level and above - resource commitment.
Importance of peanut research in development poals.: NS

1.27 Summary Comments: A highly satisfactory rating scems
warranted. Officifals of the govermments Involved are fully supportive,
and have indicated confidence In CRSP and in CARDI's management of the
project.

1.3 Resources comafted to program
1.31 Personnel

1.311 Divectly commited/indirect & supportive,.,..: HS

1.312  Adequacy of number and capability to
functlon, o i i i i i i it et 5

L1.313  Tnvolvement of Women. . u.eees s s .oeoeaeennnst 1K

1.314  Overall effectiveness of program personnel: 5

1.31%  Summary Comments:  Dr. Laxman Singh and his colleagues
are committed and on:;ﬂitir. However, the growing workload, and the
apparent need to  inftiate additional research  on deficiency and
pathogenic diseases emerping In these cultlvars seems to merit Increased
CRSP support, with matching resources from CARDI, for incrcased personnel
and other resources,

132 Fautpment/tactlities/supplies

1.321  Avallabllity-reason for unavailabllity. ... .: S

1.322  Adequacy-reason for Inadequacy...viennians 5

1.323 Summary  Comment s Transport equipment {s old and

overextended., Replacement of these vehicles seems urgent,

2, ADEQUACY OF SCIEFNCE

2.1 Level of sclence/research to penerate new technology: §
2,2 Progressiveness and Innovativeness of rescarch,.....: §
2.3 Appropriateness of rescarch - basic and nduptivu....:__lgi_
2.4 Adequacy of soclal ticience/economic

perapective/sens i tdvityY . uiiisrieeresensenssnonnanse: IE
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2.5 Summary Comments: Dr. Singh's professional drive and
scientific curiosity 1s commendable, as indicated by a desire to
undertake more basic studies, He believes that a study of the
agro-economic factors is desirable.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevancy to rational g081B6...eeeveeeeeveveneeneenesns: HS

3.2 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
1n—country................L...........................:_§§_

3.3 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needgs: §

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 . it iiteiietinsssonorueeseanasennsssonnonnseel S

3.7 Transferability of research (in-country, regionally,

internationally) for implementation........oeeeeeeee..: HS

3.8 Summary Comments: The program deserves a highly

satisfactory rating since it 1s ylelding 1information on geographic

adaptability and productivity of new peanut cultivars 1in the tropical
environments of the Caribbean.

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4.1 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist
development, facllities).uieeeereeeeeeeooncananenneat S

4,2 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? ~
enthusiasm for research....evveeeeeeeceseeeeneennsenst NS

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

4.4 Summary Comments: This program is strengthening CARDI's
scientific competence, {nstitutional capacity and overall credibility
with the supporting governments in this regiun, It scems unfortunate
that the GA/Tifton counterparts have not taken full advantage of this
pro ject by vieiting more frequently, this fmproving Tifton's
institutional experfence and capacity in International agriculture.

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
5.1 Achievement of rescarch objectives. ..., eeeeeennnas S

5,2 Impact of research  on Institution and government
priorities and pollcier. . it iinienennsenasnnes 1S

5.3 Sufficiency of training/encouragement for promotion of
Information flow Lo UBET ... it rerronnnnenoennsast 1IE
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5.4  Potential of resarch for success in aleviating production
and utilization constraintBe.ueeeceecesonaneenaeesst HS

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

5.6  Summary Comments: Good progress 1s being made, but
additional resources may need to be provided by CRSP and CARDI 1in order
to realize the full rescarch 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 1s 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 CRSP funds to field collaborators through CARDI. This
administrative problem should be cleared up.

7. Reviewers Recommendations: EEP's recommendations are positive,
Tha project should be continued with consideration given to expansion of
CRSP funding with matching resources from CARDI, to permit Dr. Singh to
handle the iIncreasinpg workload and to permit {nitiation of some work on
plant discases and nutrftional 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.H. 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 1s a new activity in Belize. Mr. Charles R. Jenkins,
Agriculture Development Officer, sald that the Mission had not been
informed about 1it, 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 1{f the Covernment 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 1In Belize, and expects prior
arrangements to be made about visfts and about {mports, These concerns
are 1n part related to the drugs problem 1n Central America.

1.13 Missfon interest for project future

Positive, subject to questions ralsed above.

1.14 Suppestions/comment s

Mr. Jenkins was posftive and helpful. He could become a good friend

of the CRSP. Maybe we could consider the question I have ralsed 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
1t 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 1s administered through CARDI; but at the time of my
visit no CRSP funds had been received in Belize and CARDI was carrying
the costs. 1 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 {s acceptable to GOB.

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

There 1s not conflict between the CRSP and the GOB's perception of
its research needs; but I did not ask the critical question - 1f 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. 1f, as 1s 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 gnvernments and/or institutions to programs
- researcher level and above - resource committment.
Importance of pecanut research in development goals.

The Ministry fully supports the proposed program, but the recsources
committed are CARDI's, and no CRSP funds have yet been received. The
Ministry regards peanut as {Important for {mport 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

41



this is true, it will disappoint some of my soclo-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 1in Guatemala or Yucatan) has so far been little affected by
development or by research, and that peanut production will be affected
by CRSP rescarch 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 Galnesville, who has
long experience of rural studles iIn neighbouring Guatemala (and 1s a
member of the EEP of the Bean/Cowpea CRSP), how best the Peanut CRSP
might approach these questions,

Our food technology colleapues might usefully find out how far they
can assist the prototype food technology development at S. Elena, Cayo
district (see trip report) which 1s the only place in Belize where peanut
are processed.

1.3 Resources committed to program
1.31 Personnel
1.311 Directly committed/indirect and supportive

The whole programme appears to turn on Dr, Ral, who carries all
CARDI's work in Belize. My notes here are incomplete, but I think his
support consists on one very efficient secretary, one technician, and
field labour, who between them look after programs on malze and beans as
well as peanut.

1.312 Adequacy of number and capability to function

Adequate for what 1is being done in this initial season; not adequate
for much more,

1.313 TInvolvement of women
Only the secretary already mentioned, so far as my notes go.
1.314 oOverall 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 br. Ral's assistants. Dr. Ral himself has not
previously been much {involved with resecarch (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 scem to do best among the

42



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 discase resistance, and perhaps even about aflatoxin problems In a
warm wet climate, which underly the ways fn which peanut research workers
think, seem to be strange to hinm. He s learning fast, but he needs
literature, and perhaps a more extended visit to TCRISAT; but this would
damage the program in Belize for relatively little return, since he 1Is
talking about changing his job anyway. He was formerly in Guyana, for
which he bhas a gpreat atfection; and there i{s no doubt that Guyana needs
people of his quality,

1,315 Suppestions/comment s

Difficult to respond without some clearer pilcture of how far it will
be useful to po with peanut rescarch {n Belize. However 1 would hazard
the suggestion that it would be usetul to post one person for say two
years {n the tirst instance in Belfze, to work with local agricultural
staff on a study of current production of the crop (to bring up to date,
and probably to extend, the base line study which Dr. Ral conducted when
he came flrst to Belfze in 1978); and to arrange for a praduate student
or postdoc, under supervision from Trintdad or a US Unfversity, to study
the soll-crop nutvition problem which s sugpested by the widespread
yellowing of many varietics of the erop on the limestone solls.

1.32 Equipment/tactlties/suppliey
Fo321 Avallability = reason for unavaflability
The program {s young, and at this stage 1t needs no more than field
facilities; but it should he able to work at several other locationsg
besides Belmopan, which means transport as well as sticks and string,
1.322  Adequacy - reason for {nadequacy
As 1.321 above,
1,323 Suppestions/comments
None until the evolution of the program is clearer.

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE

2.1 Level of scelence/research to pencerate new technology

There 15 now sclence in the program at present - not even enough, I
feel, to interpret and think forward from the observations on, and the
results of, the work so  far. I have considerable  repard for

suck~{t~and-sce apronony, and have done plenty of 1t myself , but f{t s
not sclence, Only through selence (particularly tnoll sclence,
agro-climatolopy and crop botany, fncluding cco-physfology) can it lead
to testable hypotheses for further progress.
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There 1s a mystery, for me, about the attributes of the varieties in
this unusual environment -~ for peanut, I do not understand why the
plants arc so large and so long-I{ved, or why the old-time "Tennessee
Red” 1s so different from its cousins, or what happens about dormancy or
the lack ot {t, We  know nothing about the epidemiology of the leaf
diseases, nor do we have the capacity to follow up the unexpected, I
would expect nenatodes ta otter difficulties fncluding the spread of
viruses, A one-man bLand, even ff the performer s so skilled a virtuoso
as Dry Raf, cannot hope to render convincingly a score as complex as this,

See also 1,319 above,
2.2 Propressivencss and Innovativeness of research

In the sense that new varfleties are being observed, the exlsting work
{s progressive and innovit fve, bt that fs not to say much,

2.3 Appropriatencss of rescearch bastie, adaptive

The  present  word i the  ripht  way  to start,  but {t neceds the
addftfons In base Tione study and sofl scetence,  and preater depth In
peanut hotany and apronomy.,

2060 Adequacy ot social science/economlc perspective/sensitivity

None so far, bat | suppose the base-11Ine work 1 suppest would include
these elerents, and would also prevent  them from crowding technical
consideratfons ottt the stage, as happens all to often in so-called
"farming syotems reccarch’,

2.9 Suppestions/comments

Covercd In 1.791% above,
3. CGEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Retevaney to natienal poals

Not dn contlfct, but 1 do not think there are any very clearly
defined natlonal poals Tor the peanut crop, let alone for research on {t.

1.2 Complementarity to onpolng peanut research activities In-country

There are not other peanut research activities In-country,

3.3 Responstivencss to percefved producer and connumer needs

Sinee T do nat think the needs of elther producers or consumers are
suf ficientlv well known, this questlon can only be anoswered by saying
that  whatever  those needs may  bey,  the fdentitfcatlon  of productive,

adapted and dHuease-tolerant varletles with different characteristics s
Hkely to support them,
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3.4 Communicatfons with other In-country entities

The CRSP program {s operated by CARDI, which scems to be in friendly
and non-competfitive contact with the research staff of the Ministry at
headquarters and at the Central Research Farm,

3.5 Does location inpact regfonally as well as in-country?

No, hut results in the wet environment and on the limestone soils of
Belize could he useful In nefphbouring parts of Mexico and (fn a more
ideal world) In Guatemala,

3.6 Relationship 1o  other international research - efforts =
TCRISAT, 1RRI

To TCRISAT indirectly, throupgh CARDI.

3.7 Transterabil ity of rescarch (in-country, regionally,
Internatfonally) tor {mplementation

In theory, this would happen through the Ministry's fleld service.
In practice, 1 wonld cxpect that anything that is done will be done by
CARDI, which will expect the CRSP to fund {t.

3.8 Suppestions/comment s

It is really too early to speculate further about this than 1 have
already done fn preceding paragraphs,

4. INSTITUTTONAL DEVELOPMENT

4.1 Fxtent o1 strengthening resecarch capabilities (scientist
development, taclities)

As things stand, the CARDI/CKSP work does not strengthen tne national
rescarch organfzation, except In so far as it frees resources for work on
other things., There 1w no University  in Belize, but there 1s an
agricultural school in Belize Clty. 1 did not vigit 1t, but {t may be
able to support the work and (through {ts students) disseminate any
useful results the Minfstry may wish to disseminate.

A7 Extent ot deve Topment 0f collatorative mode -  how are
collaborators (U.S,, host country) Interacting? - enthusiasm for
research

Idttle Interaction so far with US invest fgators: such Influence
become attenuated aloanpg the Iine from Georgla to Trinfdad to Ant{gua to
the periphery o Belfre,

4.3 Tralning propress - short term, postpradaate tralning

None, but there should be.  Maybe the CRSP can find some Belizean
graduates from Trintdad, Canada or the US who could be trained for

-
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research on peanut {f that {s what GOB wants; but I fear that they would
soon bhe brain-dralned. The Minfstry would certainly value help 1n
training Bellzean rescarch workers.

4.0 Suppestions/comments

This fs o small and Hwited natlon, and similarly the national
fnstitutions are small and lmited. In relatfon to the CRSP, CARDI
stands proxy for them. It 15 pood to strengthen CARDI, but that s not
easy to do. So dependent an apency does not have a continulng collect{ive
persona to retafn the strenpth {t acquires,
5. RESEARCH PROGEESS AND APPLICATION

5.1 Achievement ot rescarch objectives

5.2 Tmpact ot research on fnstitution and government priorities and
policies

9.3 Sufficiency of trainlng/encouragement for promotion of
information flow to user

5.4 Potential of rescarch for success in alleviating production and
utfltzation constraints

5.5 lImpact ot rescarch on Women in Development

5.6 Suppestions/comments

Since the work to be funded by the CRSP began only in June 1985, 1it
fs too soon to attempt an answer to this battery of questions, All 1
would offer Is that the work has started and is being done well enough
for the fmmediate purpose,
6.  SUMMARY

H.1  Specific strenpths

The seeming Internal stabflity of the country; {ts strong traditional
systems of farming; the support of the Government and the collaboration
of CARDI; the dedfcated rellabtlity of Dr, Ral; the Interesting array of
problems already evident which awalt attack and solution, let alone those
which will come,

6.7 Specttic weaknogses

Meager vesources, no clear perspective of the future evolution of the
program, no wupport yet In tood teehnology.

7. REVIFWER PECOMMINDATIONS

The CRSP has made o modest but useful start, It should continue; and
the US favestipators should take an active interest. They will find {1t
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rewarding, particularly {f they find Belize as attractive as 1 did.
Particular attention {s 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, {n different agroclimatic
regions of the country; to the soil/plant nutrition aspects supgpesled hy
the leaf yellowing; to the epldemiology of the leaf discases (why are
they so severe In a country where peanut are so little grown - or do they
come from Guatemala or on the prevalling $S-E winds from South Amerfica?),
to the ways fn which peanut might (It into milpa rotations without making
Impossible demands on labour, 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 Asperglllus flavus,
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PEANUT CRSP
EEP REVIEW AGENDA: IN-COUNTRY PROJECT REVIEW

PROJECTS GA/INPEP/CAR (Jamalca) and AAM/FL/FT/CARDL (Jamaica)
By Dr. A, H., Bunting, Secptember 5-6, 1985
1. IMPLEMENTALION AND MANAGEMENT

1.1 USAID Misstion involvement

1.11 Msston understanding and  backing ot project objectives
Complementarity to misslon programs

The AID Mission in binpston (Leland Voth, program officer) ftully
gupports the work ot the CRSE {n Jawmalca and In the Caribbean penerally.
We did not hear enough, in a short visit, to determine how the CRSP
relates to other ALD activities fn the {sland., Tt was sugpested that the
CR5P might do more in the countrics o1 the mainland, In addition to
Belize.

1.12 Mission logistic, programmatic and {inancial support  of
project. Attitude toward  U.S, personnel traveling
fu-country.

The project does not seem to depend on the Misston tor logistics:
CARDL appears to have adequate arraupements ol {ts own.  wWe heard ol no
difficultles about US citizens travelling in Jamaica: 1t seems that the
existing protocols sutfice,

1.13 Hission fnterest for project future
Positive.
1.14 Suppestions/comments
It would be senstble for CAKDL to copy reports on CRSP activities to

the Miasion, and to favite Mission personnel to visit them in the fleld.
Maybe appropriate proftesntonal otficers ot the Misslon could be regarded

a5 members of the project tean,
1.2 Host Country

1.21 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
imd scfentints, Concept ol collaborative mode

The Mintstry ot Apriculture seems content with CAKDI's support for
the natlonal propraw on peasuta, but did not seem to be aware that the
CRSP has specttic purponen within It. 1 feel that the CRSP 14 seen as
providing peneral ~apport tor the propgram an oa whole, fneluding the food
technolopy part,

.22 Adululstrorton ot program - povernment or fnstitutional
leved

We encountered no problems,
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1.23 Fiscal management
We encountered no problems.

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

1t i1s not clear how the Government seces the specific research needs
of Jamalca for peanuts in relatlon to {ts policy of self-sufficiency (a
prominent current buzz-word in the Caribbean). The first question 1 ask
when 1 review a commodity rescarch program i1s “how much of this stuff do
you want in flve or ten years' time, and where do you expect to product
1t?":  the answer determines my assessment. I do not have any clear idea
about the future effective demand for peanuts in Jamaica.

Mr. tayne told us that averape yilelds are now about 2.5 tons per
hectare. This does not accord with the report of the visit to St.
Elizabeth parish, sald to be the wmaln peanut growing area of Jamalca, by
Dr. H. Jounes and Dr. B. Singh, In the report by Dbr. B. u. Okezie and
others on thelr visits in May 1984.  They reported a yleld of about 1.25
tons perhectare on about 1900 hectares, representing an output of about
2400 tons - all of which, except that part which is retained for seed, is
sald to be sold right atter harvest.  Yet we were told at Jamalca Frozen
Foods that production 1s about 250 tons. kvidently there are gome

inconsistencies here,

That  the peanuts are sold after harvest does not suppest that they
are an important part ot customary rural diets In St. Elfzabeth parish.

Hro  Payne told Dr.o Singh and br. okerle in December 1984 that
processors are not petting enough peanuts to satisly the needs of the
local market. This may mean that  the local product does not meet
aflatoxin standards; and {1t 14 alsoe clear (nee below) that [t costs too
much. At the some time Dr. Ahmed was told that consumption (scemingly
largely by townstolk buying raw peanuts In the market) approaches 5000
tons.  GLince the fmports, drom the Us, are sald to be about 1500 tons,
another 1000 tons Iy presumably produced outslde St Ellzabeth parish,

Mr.o Payne suppested to ua, perhaps without much forethought, that the
potential arca of the crop {s about 20,000 hectares. It this were
developed, the output would farv outrun the present market potential,

Ioall Jamalea needs $a say an extra 2000 tons, and this can be got
on 1600 additlon hectares (at 1.25% tonn per hectare), an island-wide
effort 16 not requireds there {a already a complete solls survey of the
taland  (backed wup by tertiMzer vespense studfes, using malze, on the
main sollu), and o sutficfent stoeck of cllmatic data. It should be
possible o tdenttty the wmost wuftable and Hkely arcas for wsay 2000
hectares o peanuts, and concentrate the eftort In thew.

Proice appears to Lbe o owlpnttboant part of the problem.  The producer
(or fu 1t the mtddleman?) tos sald to expect a price of $0 80 to 150 per
bushel, whervan Mr. Payne helleves that 340 would ensure o satinfactory
profit at o yleld of 2.5 tons/ha, 11 dn tact yleld e only 1.2% tons,
the market price may reflect the costs of production; and perhaps the
conclusfon might he that ylelds are too umall.  burlng our visit 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 sufficlently affected by market
competition (with the imported product) to improve thelr methods or to
bring down their expectations. This in turn suggests to me that they
have other ways of acqulring inccme and are not interested in the crop at
smajler pricesg, 1f this 1s right, it would indicate that the local crop
has no future in the market place in Jamalca or anywhere else. 1 hope
that this {is not the correct conclusion, but I doubt whether enough is
known to reach a more defensible one. (Uf course all these numbers may
be in doubt because it 1is never clear whether we are talking about nuts
in shell (pods, fruits) or shelled nuts (kernels)).

Further, It Targer ylelds can be obtained, so that the price falls,
but the market does not correspondingly expand, the area harvested g
bound to fall as the less productive prowers are torced out of the
business,

The concluston trom this (unless there are other documents whiels I
have not  seen) fs that  CARDI/CRSP should do gsome more work on  the
economlces ot production  and marketing of  the crop In Jamaica, the
prospects ot the crop in the field and {n the market place, and the
constralnts (includlng atlatoxin) which prevent 1t from substituting more
completely for Imports.  This might lead to a more precfne detinition of
the research  program. The  program we gsaw  on paper seemed to be a
conventional maxtmum yleld, and largely experiment statlon, program,
which 16 not necessartly tackling the most {mportant problens.

1.25 Attitude to 11, S, participants and their fnvolvement
I I

No problems reported,
1,26 Commitment ot povernments and/or institutions to programs
= researcher level and above - resource commitment

Importance ot peanut rescarch tn development goals

The Gevernment, and CARDI, are commltted to the program, and so are
Mr. Suah and Mr. Fayne personally.  As to development poals, see comment
under 1,24 above,

1.27 Sugpest bons/eonment
See 1.24 above = we may be tlopping n wooden horse.

1.3 Resources committed 1o provram
| A

1.31  Fernonnel
1,311 bivecrly commttted/Indlrect and supportive
1,312 Adequacy of nuaber and capability to function
.31 nvolvemeut ot women
1,314 Overall ettectdvencnn ol proprsm personne i
1.31% Speent Tons/comment s,

I cannot annwer conttdently here becaune we were not able {n the time
to disentanple  the CESE trom all the  other peannt-related  selence
activitien ot  CAKDI, the Univernity of  the Went Indiens, the Food


http:CommItm.nt

Technology Institute, the Bureau of Standards, and the private or
parastatal tood technology sector.

Mr. Payne spends three-auarters of his time on peanuts, supported
from a variety of sources. Mr. Suah feels that the INPEP work needs an
extra techniclan, but not corresponding request appears in the list of
requirements included in the papers for our visit, nor did Mr. Suah
speclitfy what the technicfan would do. I can well 1imagine that a wide
ranging series of trlals In the 1sland would need extra staff, but since
the considerations fn 1,24 above do not suggest to me that such a series
is necessary, |owould wot find this easy to suvport without further
detall. Of course It wmy assessment 1s wrong, L shall be happy to stand
corrected; but {t will ueed something approximating to proet, rather thap
assertlon, to do this,

1 am left with the faupresston that although the US PI's In these two
projects have pafd several visits to the Caribbean, the (RSP ftunding 1is
perceived priwarttly as o sort of bilateral grant in aid, with little or

no attention (at the professional rather than the adminlstrative level)
to the cooperative component, I hope [ am wrong.

1,32 Fqulpment/facilities/sunplies

1.321 Avatlability - reason for unavallability
1.322 Adequacy - reason for Inadequacy

1.324  Suppestions/comments

There appears to be a considerable amount ol equipment about, but the
papers provided fuclude vequest, not supported by program proposals, for
a range ot ecqulipment tor proximate analysis, determlnation of aflato.ins,
and small scale procenning. It seems that thls equipment has been
ordered, so no doubt the UL PU Involved 1s satistled.  The EEP may have
to ask  some  questions, and will certalnly have te look, in later
evaluations and reports) ftor evidence that something useful has been done
with the equilpaent.,

2. ADEGQUACT 0F LOTENCE

I propose to answer these querfes in terms of a conventional maximum
yield progrim producioy for a substantlal and elastic market., Since 1
saw nothing fa the ffedd execept some ol the first sown plots iu a sowing
date expertment on the UWwl campus, wmy comments are bound to have an alr
of unreallty.  Perbaps this reflects what 1 ferl about the program as a
whole. | ahall deal primactly with the INPREEP part ot the work, sinece Dr,
Milner knows co wmuch more than | do about the Pl opart,

2.1V Level ot sodence/renearch 1o penerate new technology

Idtele o0 o setenee by reported dn the INPLE program in Jamaica: {1t
cousnints of very conventional swteam agronomy. To turn this inteo sclence
one  han to anb “whyT o and "how™  questions, usually  of  an
agroclimatolopical ool ecophysntolopgleal sort.  The work at  present is
concerned  with  “what™  questions -~ falr enough, provided the program
ovjJectivenw are reallntfe,



2.2 Progressiveness and innovativeness of research

There does not appear to be anything progressive or innovative about
the agronomy; as described it 1s 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 1s basic, so 1 suppose it 1is
adaptive, whatever thkat may mean.

2.4 Adequacy of social science/economic perspective/sensitivity

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

2.5 Suggestions/comments

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

3. GEOGRAPHIU COVERAGL AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH
3.1 Relevancy to national goals

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

3.2 Complementarity to ongoine peanut research activities in-country

The CRSP activities are part of the naticnal peanut program carried
out by CARDIL.

3.3 Responslveness to nercelved producer and consumer needs

See 1.24 above. The  program could lead to a larger volume of
production at a smaller price, but 1¢ {is not clear how elastic the demand
18 - since such evidence as there 1s suggests that peanuts and peanut
products are eaten for pleasure by better-off urban dwellers and are not
a subsistence crop for the rural or urban poor.

3.4 Communications with other In-country entities

These seem to be good - with CARDI of course, and with the Ministry
of Agriculture, the Food Technology Institute, the Jamaica Sclentitic
Research Council, the parastatal Jamaica Frozen Foods and other food
industries, and with the Grace Kennedy Co. on the production side. In 8o
far as the CRSP 14 a part of the national program on peanuts, 1t 1s 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. 1In the
meeting in Guyana which followed my visit to Trinidad, 1 was impressed by
the analysis of food neced and purposes in the 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
collecagues at AAM would find discussions with Mr. Blades valuable.

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELUPMENT

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

I think the CRSP 1s supporting the work of Mr. Payne and helping him
to extend it; hut this 18 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
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? - enthusiasm for
research

I have the fceling 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 sgome way
of strenthening INPLP professionally in the Caribbean 1is clearly needed.
No one could fault Mr. Payne for enthusiasm; I 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 Jamaicans outside the island.

4.4 Suggestions/comments

Most ol the substantial volume of reports 1 have about INPEP 1in
Jamaica seems to reflect organization and intentions. Both are
desirable, but it seems to take a long time and much paper to get this



thing off the ground. Ian the Caribbean there is a tendency for talk to
be more abundant tluun 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 1s 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
policles

So far as I 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 1its ways of
disseminating results to the Ministry and its field staff, but I am not
informed.

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

The main technical difficulty we heard about is small yleld (though
two quite different figures for yield have been given). Why the yields
are small 1 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 infoermation. The female director of the Food Technology Institute
1s 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 sufficlently 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 chavritable 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 filelds at Halse Hall). So my recommendations may not be worth
the paper rhey 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 13 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:

Project Title:

Discase

TX/BCP/S

Resistant Peanut Varieties for Semi-Arid

Environments

Discussions with:

» j)

* 1)

*111)

* {v)

#t v)

**Vi)

Dr. 0. D. Smith, Principal Investigator, Dept. of
Soil & Crop Science, College Station, Breeder

Dr. A. M. Schubert, Co-Principal Iavestigator .l/,
Texas A and M Plant Disease Research Station,
Yoakum, Plant Physiologist (drought physiolegy)

Dr. D. H., Smith, Texas A&M Plant Disease Research
Station, Yoakum, Plant Pathologist

Dr. W. J. CGricher, Texas A&M Plant Disease Research
Station, Yoakum, Agronomist, Station Superintendent

Dr. C. E. Simpson, Texas A&M Research and Extension
Center, Stephenville, Breeder and Exploring Botanist

Dr. R, E. Pettit
Mrs. Ruth A, Taber, Department of Plant Pathology,
Collepe Station, Plant Pathologists

O e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ot e+ & e o e e e 6 i o £ e o e o 7 i e . e o e e e 9 . B e e o 0 e o

As noted in Peanut CRSP Newsletter of 05/22/85

* %

Discussions at Yoakum and College Station

Discussions at College Station

Only Ilimited discusstons on TX/BCP/S with these two PIs of the other
two Texas A&M Peanut CRSP projects - TX/MM/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 (mplementation. The reviewers feel that the project as
concelved {s sound and should continue as planned, with perhaps some
ad justments, hopefully only temporary adjustments, to compensate for the
lack of weil-trained personnel in Senegal.

Panel Members' Narrative Review: The review was conducled on Lhe basis of

informal reports, with labordlory and greenhouse tours, of the six
scientists listed above, with the reviewers having opportunity to ask
questions and explore some points further, These took about ten hours.
There was a helpful session of about one hour with the senior University
offifcfals responsible for scientific and administrative oversight of the
project's work plan and budget,

One reviewer had partfcipated, ecarlfer in the week, in the review at N.C.
State Unfversity, He  broupht a review report framework created at N.C.
State by EEP Chafrman, 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 mecting the document "Scope
of Work for the FEP" 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 1in
the "Scope of Work for the EEP" document, These headings are numbered 1-5
below and in PROFILE SUMMARY they will be piven a rating.

1. Implementation  and  Management: This project 15 proceeding at an
acceptable pace. The scfentists devoting part (or all) of their time to it
are highly competent with apparent dedicatfon that equals their competence.
Overall, we feel the contributfon to this project by Texas A&M rescarchers
s much above the level to be cxpected from the amount of time shown on
charts, ete. as befng time these rescarchers (other than the PI) are
expected to devote to the CRSP profject., This reflects an excellent meshing
of the CRSP work fnto an ongolng program of Texas A&M research on peanut
breeding and vartfetal improvement,

The total Peanut CRSP propram at Texas A&M obviously has dedicated support
from the level of Unfversity administration immediately involved.

2. Adequacy of Sclence:  Recelved a satfsfactory rating on all but one of
the scores, Without golng Into cytopeactics, which has not yet been written
fnto the project, there are no readily avaflable means of expressing
"progressiviess” or “innovativeness” In a plant breeding, varictal testing
project. However, the rescarchers observed scem to be of the type that does
not hesftate to reverse ffeld and try other tactics, partfcularly “new"”
tacties, when such seems avatlable,  Plant breeding fs usually a long range
project, and the emphasfs on ffeld testing and the newly introduced search
for drought resfstance  at Texas AWM,  makes the project look less
"progressively wedenttfie” than thone breeding projects fnvolving
cytopenctics, tlssue culture, eote,
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3. Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: These factors were
rated Satisfactory to Highly Satisfactory, There was evidence of clear
complimertarity 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 ASM that 1s well in touch with other U.S. peanut
breeding programs. Disecase 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 PI and one or two other researchers, this aspect was rated highly by the
reviewers In two of the three rating arecas. That there {is little apparent
progress on training 1s not due to a lack of effort on the part of those
Involved at Texas A&M. In fact, the PI, knowing that EEP member and Texas
ASM reviewer, Dr, Gillier, had extensive experience In Senegal and other W.
African countries, talked with Dr. Gillier abhout 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 thig Peanut CRSP
project has unquestionably strengthened an already strong program on
breeding peanuts for disease/drought resistance and has added international
outlook and potential thereto.

5. Rescarch Progress and Application: The project seems to be Satisfactory
In regard to achievement of objectives and Highly Satisfactory in regard to
the potential of research results for application to U. S. needs. There did
not appear to be, at present, any speclal impact of the project on
established rescarch priorities in the Texas A&M peanut breeding program.
The project's directlion is clearly in line with perceived needs in the host
country as well as In the U.S. In 1985 there should be data that will
enable subsequent reviews to be more definitive.

summary:  We conclude that the project 1s well conceived, that it meshes
well with a broader propram of peanut breeding and varietal selection of
Texas  A&M., This well managed project, fully supported by Texas A&M
administrators, should be continued much as 1t 1is now, With more
opportunity for training of Senepalese sclentists to take over the project's
Senegal tests, ete., {ts potential for outreach to Sahelian Afrieca may well
be speeded, but this potential definftely 1s in the project,

Special Note: The visit of EEP members and U.S. Ald representatives to
Texas A&M was coordinated by Dr., 0lin Smith, the Principal Investipator of
TX/BCP/S who {s also the Texas A&M representative on the technical committee
of the Peanut CRSP. At t¢he outset Dr. Smith pave each of a ca. 35 page book
with an agenda, and abstracts of all the reports that would be presented to
the revicwers,

While this review document 1s based primarily on the reports of, and the
give-and-take discussions with the first five resecarchers listed on {ts page
I, 1t seems well to list all 19 of the reports on TX/BCP/S for which there
are abstracts In  the hooklet. This 15 particularly appropriate since
shortage of time permitted nothing more than mere mention of some of these
reports,
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These reports: 1) Germplasm exchange and increase. 2) Evaluation of
germplasm for leafspot resistance. 3) Creenhouse isolated seed increase. 4)
Survey of production constraints 1in Senegal. 5) Fungi associated with
peanut in Senegal. 6) Resistance to pod rot. 7) Resistance to Sclerotium
rolfsii (white stem mold). 8) Environmental influences on shell structure.
9) Screeninpg peanut cultivars for resistance to drought related stress
diseases. 10) TIntrogression of leafspot resistance into cultivated peanut.,
11) Assoclation of leafspot resistance and anatomical traits of
Inter-spec{fic hybrid progenies. 12) Evaluation of breeding lines for
leafspot resistance and yield. 13) Evaluation of peanut germplasm for
resistance to peanut folfar diseases, 14) Utilization of resistance sources
to develop {mproved peanut lines. 15) Population development and Increase.
16) CGrowth duration standards. 17) Drought stress resistance evaluations in
peanut. 18) Using a peanut canopy temperature stress index to schedule
irrigation, 19) Use of line-source irrigation gradient systems to 1induce
variable water stress In peanut,

Hopefully a copy of this Texas A&M hooklet will be appended to the final

versfons 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 the
world's other vast semi-arid areas; its Implementation by the PI and
other close collaberators; and one other Texas A&M Peanut CRSP project's
making direct contributions to 1t (i.e. TX/MM/S) and working in the same
host  country are fully appropriate. Support from Texas A&M s
appropriate. It should continue 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. . .vve e ieeeeneeneennest HS

1.12 General attitude towards fnternational programs and
support of rescarchers involved..........: HS

1.13 Togistical and fiscal support,...........: HS

1.14 Percelved relevancy of collaborative program to U,S.
TeSCArch TN e eSS, ety inneennoreeecnnenat HS

1.15 Status of CRSP in reiation to earlier industry reaction to

funding..... ceeenn ceenaan creerenrsseanea HE
1.16  Resource commitment to project.....ee....: HS
1.17 Summary  Comments: Meeting  with  senfor  agricultural

management at Dean, Director, and Department Chairman levels (some of
these have a  background in  overseas agricultural research and
development) iIndicated a clear understanding and commitment to the aims
and objectives of the Peanut CRSP {n general  and this project {n
particular, This posftion (s cvidenced by the allocatfon of staff time
and resources to the project.

17 Code: I = Fxceptional; S = Highly Satisfactory; § = Satisfactory;

NS = Not satisfactory; IE = Inadequate FEvidence 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...ies e enennsooneenasal HS

1.22 General attitude toward international program: HS

1.23 Logistical supporl....ieeeseeeseeeeeeenes @ HS

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

1.25 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
LT HS

1.26 Overall commitment to project.....eeeeeo.: HS

1.27 Summary Comments: As indicated, the Pl 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 OF SCIENCE
2.1 Level ol science/research to generate new technology: S
2,2 Progressivencss and Ifnnovation of research.e.eiveeeeer S

2.3 Appropriatencss  of  research, bhasic and adaptive, and
relevance to U.S. needs..iiiiinieieneennensensananst 8

2.4 Local sclence and economic perspective.....oveee. oovo: IE

2.5 Sumpary Comments: As far as could be ascertained by the
discussions and meetings with ithe several {nvestlgators Involved, this
aspect of the project generally warrants a Satisfactory rating. However,
the socfal science and economfc aspects are diffieult to evaluate.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH
3.1 Relevance to host couniry/U.S. p0alt, i e eeeneaneeest HS

3.2 Complementarity 1o ongoing rescarch efforts, demands on
time and PO SOUT e S i st aanssonesasnsonsonssnseennseess HS

3.3 Transferabl ity of rescareh vesults to UJS, programs..: S

3.4 Summary  Comments: The  project scems of  conslderable
relevance to I,JF,T“T()G;{FEy'".fxfd_ﬁ S e owoals dn thls area. 1t appears to
demonstrate clear complementarity to ongoing rescarch cfforts and 1o the
time and resources avatlable.  Cermplasm developed aad tenied appears Lo
be Tikely to achfeve a satistactory level of  transferabllit y to U,S,
programs centered at  Texas A&GM, The reviewers kept In wind that all
plant breeding projects must be evalunated from a tong-range viewpolnt,
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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 progrvﬁs..................................:_ﬁ_

4,4 Summary Comments: Within Texas A&M  this  Peanut CRSP
project has wunquestionably strengthened an already strong program on
breeding peanut for disease /drought resistarnce, and has  added
international outlook and potential thereto. Furthermore, there is some
hope, {f perhaps only a slim hope, that Dr. Gillier may be able to help
undo the Impasse In Sencegal over training in the U.S. for Senegalese
researchers on the project,

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION

wv

5.1 Achifevement of research obJectiveS. e e eeeeveesenst

5.2 Tmpact on research Prioritles. . seseeeeseeseeesenssl S

5.3 Potentfal of  rescarch results for application to U,S.

L 5 S 1

5.4 Summary Comments:  Although It s stiil too soon to report
on other than the potentfal Inherent in such a plant brecding project,
this one appears to be well on track. Results in 1985 should enable
subsequent reports to be more definitive,

6. SUMMARY

6.1 Specific strengths:  The stroag background of the PI and
his closest collaborators In sclentific peanut breeding, The diversity
of envircaments In  Texas, enabling  the researchers to observe the
products of thefr breeding under conditions closely approximating those
of Senegal and other parts of Sahelfan Africa.

6.2 specttic Weaknesses:  The fnability, so far, to provide
tralning for Sencgalese bhreeders and other technliclans, thus requiring
more time-consuming and fund-drafining trips to Senegal by the P and
other Texas A&M personnel to see that fleld testing of lines 1s being
properly done,
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY

External Evaluation Panel Review of Host Country Pro jects

By Drs. ?Pierre Gillier and Kenneth Carren - (Introductory and preliminary
review in Niamey, Nipger durtng and between sessfons of  AGRO MET  SEM
(International Sympostun on Aptometeorolopy of  Groundnut) Anm‘;m 1-26,
1985). On=site reviews ot U.S, AID Mission, Dakar; ISRA (Senepalese
Institute for Apricultural Ru.G;T;'i'i-}fﬁ)";’“n;,k;.r; I'TA (fx'('xl(-;t:ll"v.':(" Instftute of
Food Technolopy), Dakar-Hann, ISRA-CNRA (National Center f{or Apronomic

Research), Bambew; 1SRA-SCS ("Secteur Contre Sud™)y, Faolack; and at ISRA

Al

Fleld Statlon, Nioro Du liimg;'. Aupust 29 = Septewber 2, 1985,
Peanut CRS5I' Coder TM/BOP/S Host Countryv:  SENECAL
Project Title: DISEASE-RESISTANT ~ PEANUT  VARIETIES  FOR  SEMI-ARID

ENVIRONMENTS

Discusslon Wlth:

A) AGRO MET SEM Dr. Aly N'Dlaye (See 1SBA below)

1/ Dr. Olin D, Smith, Texas A & M University, U.S. PI of

T TX/BCOR/S

2/ Dbr, Donald H, Sufth, Texas A & M Universfty (Yoakum),
Cooperator, TX/RCP/S5 (Plant Patholopist)

3/ Dr. Charle:  E. Simpuson, Texas A & M University
(Stephenville), Cooperatar, TX/BCP/S
(Ceneticeiat Breoder)

1) U.S8. AID Mr. Mawmadoun  Traore, (A Senepgalese, apparently  an
assistant to Mr. Fichard Caldwell, Project Manager (?)
for Peanut RS

2. ISRA 4/ Dr. Madike Nany, Dircctor Coneral, Dakar (Sept, 2)

/ Dr. Mocktar Toure, Sclentitie Divector, bakar (Aup. 29)

/[ Dro Alv N'Diave,  Plant Phystoloptst,  CNRA,  Banmbey,

Coordinator of Peant CHRSE projects for ISRA, (Dakar,
Bambey, Nianey, Nlyer)

1/ Chalred Sesslon IV of  AGEO  MET SIM on Climate and - Groundnut

Productfon and was with &b panelists fn Dakar, Aupust 31 to late

afternoon September 2,

2/ Presented  paper  at o AGRO MET SEM entitled YA Disease Forecasting
Method tor Groundout Loatopot™, and was with FEP panclists In bakar,
August 31 to late atternoon September 2,

3/ Was with FLP panelfsts  In Dakar, August 31 to  late afternoon
Septermber 1,

4/ These otftclals were Introduced to the FEP panelists as "Doctor,,."

5/ This Senegalese researcher was Isted in the 1983 Annual Report of
the Peanut CRSP as "Dr,” rather than as "Mr,"
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Discussions With: (Continued)

2) ISRA (Cont{inued)

1/ Dr. Jean C. Mortreuil, "Selectionneur”, CNA (and
CIRAD/IHRO, Bambey (Dakar, Kaolack, Nicro Du Rip)
Mr. Salfou Diangar, Director, Branch Station at Nioro
Du Rip (Nioro Du Rip)

2/ Mr. J.L. Khalfaoul, "Ingenleur  de Recherche”,
CIRAD/IHRO and 1SRA, Bambey and Dakar (Dakar)

Recommendat {on Rating: The peneral directlon of this project In Senegal
1s satlsfactory, and 1t should be continued. We reccmmend that the
project  can  bhe extended to  the southern area  of Senegal, around
Casamance, where there 1s higher and more predicatable rafnfall with
resultaar hijpher viefd and higher disease development,

A wmajor ditftieulty observed was fiscal management  {fund handl Ing and
utilfzation), Great  confusfon In this  area results  from overlong
retent{fon of CRSP funds {n the hands of the ISRA administration. We
recommend, therefore, that--pending reforms asked-for by The World Bank a
slople syatem of deserpsing (RSP funds be found and fmplemented. Such
system be based on o responsib!lity of ecach researcher to define, within
Hmits ot 4 fixed budget, his needs for funds and determine when these
funds  are needed  without  having  to £0  through all administrative
channels, It this solutfon {s not areeptable to Senegalese authorities
then  the  oniy  wolutfon  seems  to be  to  use an  external fund
manager--someone  fn U5, AlD or sinflar Institution--who follows the
situation month by month, and evaluates needs 1{n advance, and furnishes
funds for normal operatfons In accordance with an established budget.

Panel Member's Narrative Review:

1) Basis ol Review:

Peanut  CRSP annual  report, Records  of Texas A & M University.
Mortreufl's documents, Conferences  in 1SRA Dakar and ISRA Bambey.
Visits to Bambey and Nioro Station fields,

1/ Listed as "Dr.” fn the report on TX/BCP/S in the 1983 Annual Report
of the Peanut CRSP = with no "o" at the end of the surname.

2/ Mr Khaliaout, a peanut breeder with CIRAD/THRG at Bambev, scems to be
a helptul but unoftffcfal collaborator on TX/NCP/S. He Is listed here
because he was helpful to the EEP panelists fn Dakar the confused
morning  of  Aupust 20, Hey alone, attempted to explaln to the
panelists why the much publicized and recently received “Peanut CRSP™
station wagon seemed to be {n limbo and not fn evidence in Dakar.
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2) CRSP Format:

See Project Profile Summary for TX/BCP/S.

3) Implementation and Management :

There 1is no problem with acceptance and understanding of project by
authorities. Scientists are enthusiastic and ready to work hard. But
administration 1{s so bad {t 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 o religious feast of Tabasky on August 27. It was impossible, until
int -ention of EEP in Dakar, to obtain insecticides for peanut flelds at
Bambey {nvaded by Aphis. No money was available! The CESP car was used
for the first time by project scientists when EEP arrived in Dakar--three
months after 1its delivery to Bambey. The Director at Bambey had
appropriated 1t for himself.

ISRA, 1n spite cf frequent requests of investigators, would not auchorize
a part of this program In Casamance where 1t will be easier to do tests
on rust, rosette, Cercospora, etlc.

We mentio. these difficulties passed along to us by project scientists
because during last meeting at ISRA the Director General scemed to think
that the new rules ‘“requiced” by The World Bank will change the
situation. We think it will not be easy to change the system unless
there 1s a drastic change 1n 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.

4y Adequacy of Science:

Many Sencgalese varieties are used as controls in this project., These
varieties came from many years of selention under Sahelian conditions and
they {integrate cnvironmental responses. Comparisons with U.S. varieties
during several seasons can glve very interesting and valuable
Information. These control varieties were obtained by h,bridization of
pareutal lines malintained n a seed collection. This is a very important
se~d collection. No good cold storape 1ef used to maintain this seed
collection and malntainance of this seed collection 1s an important
«gslgnment of TSRA., There are risks of loosing this sced collection. So
ti» EEP recommends that the Texas A & M Team look at this problem and
help the Senepalese maintain this sclentific background.

5) Ceographic Coverape and Applicability of Rescarch:

No ratings of "HS" here for two reasons: a) ISRA authorities have
refused several times to extend the study to Casamance where climatic
conditions are much more conducive to having plante survive {in test
plots. b) Because TSRA aunthoritfes (who are not sclentisis, not actually
Involsed 1n the research) are always reticient when a program includes or
calls for participatfon of persons from or in other countrics.
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6) Institutional Development:

Support from Peanut CRSP 1s used partly to develop some non-CRSP programs
and integration into the "national program” 1s the mecans 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 1s 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 "H5" because we are worried by the high
Incidence of peanut clump disease 1in the Bambey fields. There has been
no attempt at control, even though rescarchers appear to be aware that
DD-Shell 1s very effective in controlling peanut clump. This introduces
an 1Important heterogeneity or nonuniformity into these test plots and it
1s difficilt ia such situations to obtain significant results.

Will 1ISRA see to 1t that in the future DD treatment 1is applied
systematically to these selection filelds?
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY

Peanut CRSP Code: TX/BCP/S In-Country Project Review

Prodert Title: DISEASE RESISTANT PEANUT VARIETIES FOR SEMI-ARID
ENVIRONMENTS

Host Countries: SENEGAL (In-Country)

Overall Recommendation Rating: The general direction of this project 1in
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 15 higher and more predicatable rainfall with
resultant higher yield and higher disease development.

A major difficulty observed was fiscal management (fund handling and
utilizatioa). Permanent confusion in fiscal management results from: 1,
Administrators passing the responsibility from one person to another. 2.
Lack of invoices. 3. Lack of authorlzation for expenses, 4, Absence of
Team Leader when his signature 1s needec. 5. Etc., etc. Al! of which is
calied 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 1n regard to the fiscal management
policies (above), and again voicing a need for a drastic cut 1in
administrative staff and a complete reorganization of 1SRA's research
institutions. The EEP 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 the reforms asked-for
by the World Bank may be effected.

We recommend, therefore, that a simple system of dispersing CRSP funds be
feund and implemented. Such system be based on a responsibility of each
rescarcher 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 solutfon seems to be to use an
external fund manager--semcone In U.S. AID or similar institucion=-~who
follows the sltuatfon month by month, and evaluates needs in advance, and
furnishes funds for normal operations 1a accordance with an established
budget.

Summzlry Assessment Rat in;:::]/

1. TIMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.7 U.8. AID Misston fnvolvement

1.11 Mirsion understanding and backing of project objectives.
Complementarity to mission propgrams...eee...! T1E

1.12 Misston loplstic, proprammatic and financial support of
project, Attftude toward u.5. personnel traveling

I U T Y it e et it ieernsneaneonannoennnnnsl 1E
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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 1n finding neither Mr,
Caldwell nor any other “American" in U.S. AID. We did, however, find the
office of a Mamadou Trazore, 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 1s not our point to complain about this falilure to talk with an
interested employee or official of U.S. AID. Nor do we wish to place
blame on anyone. But the AGENDA d1id 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 1into the U.S.
Embassy to exchange $U.S. for CFA bank notes. This 1s 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-goveroment level......: NS
1.22A Administration of program-institutional level....: NS
1.23 Fiscal MANAKEMENL e ereeeneervesussesenasssnasasst NS

1.24 Relevancy of program to country rescarch nceds. Direction
of projects relative to original plans...: S

1.25 Attitude toward U.S. participants and thelr

involvement ..o vienennn.. tevertiaaenan vt S
1.26 Commitment of governments and/or Instltations to programs=
rescarcher level and above - resource  commitment.
Importonce of peanut research In development poals.: S
17 Code: F = Exceptfonal; HS = Highly Satisfactory; $ = Satisfactory;

NS = Not Satlisfactory; IE = Inadequate Evidence ior Evalaation; NA
Not Applicable
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1.27 Summary Comments: 1Institutions visited are very happy to
collaborate with Peanut CRSP and sclentists are enthusiastic,
Unfortunatly implementation of this program 1s 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 1is 1in hands of Bambey Director and not at the
disposal of CRSP resecarchers or CRSP visitors. It 1s difficult to
determine where and for what the funds 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....: HS

1,312 Adequacy of number and capability to

funCtion. iiuiiitiiiiiiieeeeennenennnnnnaat )
1.313 TInvolvement of WomMeN...u.esveeeeoennoonanst 1E
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 i{s adequate. They are limited by poor management.

1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplies

1.321 Avallability-rcason for unavailability.,...: NS

1.322 Adequacy-reason for {nadequacy..ee.eseeeeses S

1,323 Summary Comments: Equipment, etc. is adequate but the
use of the equipment by CRSP workers is not satisfactory Iin the case of
the CRSP car. Burcaucracy and in obtaining funds supposedly available
delays filling many orders and, therefore, limits the research activities.

2. ADEQUACY OF SCTENCE

2.1 Level of sclence/research to generate new technolopgy: S
2.2 Progresslveness and Innovativeness of research......: §
2.3 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive....: S

2.4 Adequacy of soctlal sefence/economic
PerspeCt e/ ens L VI lyY . ettt eeevnnneossoaneeneanat 1F
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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. 1investigators 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 COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevancy to national goals....eiierenoeenaoenssesaanal S

3.2 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
in-country.......... cicaa T

3.3 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs: S

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

3.5 Does location impact reglonally as well as in-country.: S

3.6 Relationship to other intcernational research cfforts -
ICRISAT, I1HRO/CIRAD.......... ctetseerensatesrsearascaant O
3.7 Transferability of research (in-country, regionally,
internationally) for Implementat{on...eeeieeeeeeseseeesl S
3.8 Summary Comments: Integration {nto Senegal's national
agricultural program makes surce there 1s a pood adaptation t- 3enegalese
needs wlithout risk of duplication, TISRA works in connection with IBRAZ
and Bot swana Rescarch  Department for discase tests and seed
multiplication. Relations with ICRISAT and University of Paris, CIRAD
and Musceum are good.,

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4.1 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (seientist
development, facilitles) e eeeseesosonsonsssnoasnesl S

4,2 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are
collaboratorn (U.S., host country) interacting? ~
enthusfasm for research. o, iireieieiiinnninoennenansst &

4.3 Training progress-short term, poct praduate tralning.: S

4.4 Summary  Comment 6@ With the rescarch budpet constantly
decreasing (or, to be morc e¢xact, no access Lo availahle CRSP funds for
people working In rescarch departments) CRSP support s essential to
maintain some level of research. A project for training, in U.S., for a
University of Dakar student was proposed. No news was obtained during
our trip on this proposal.
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5, RESEARCH PRCGRESS AND APPLICATION
5.1  Achievement of research ObJeCtiVEeB.uerenseennnnerss S

5.2 Impact of research  on institution and government
prioritics and policies..iieen e ivieerensennonnnenst S

5.3 Sufficiency of training/encouragement for promotion of
Information flow Lo USEYr..veereeeeeneeneenosnesnnest S

5.4 Potential of resarch for success In aleviating production

and utilization construints........................:__ S
5.5 Impact of rescarch on Women in Development.........: IE .

5.6 Surrary Comments: Some results have already been obtained
to gulde selection of Jurther test varieties and give hope for
realization of objectives In spite of drought continuing year by year.
Extension to Casamance in order to test variceties under better conditions

will be useful.

6. SUMMARY

6.1 Specific Strengths: 1. The Senecgalese researchers and
administrators 1involved recognize and appreciate the great potential
value of the research of this project. 2. The Sencgalese researchers
are ecapable, some are well trained, all are anxlous to pget on with tho
research. 3.  There {fs now present in Senegal an Important germplasm
base for peanut breeding., 4. There is a good cooperation with some
other fnstitutions and rescarchers working Iin the same area. 5. Good
directifon from and contact with U.S. PI and other U.S. research
cooperators,

6.2 Spectfic  Weaknesses: 1. Bad fiscal management and
resultant 0vor41onx retentfon of funds by the ISRA Hurecaucracy slows down
all operations In Senepal--1.c¢. there are very frustrating bottlenecks In
Senegal In the path of U.S. funds moving into the country to buy
supplies, pay fleld labor, provide transporation, ete, 2. The tendency
of some Senegalese researchers to use weakness 1. as a “ecruteh”--i.e. ag
an cxcuse for thetr lack of desire or ability to comprom{se and make-do
In order to pet some worthwhile rescarch done. 3.  Sometimes in Senegpal
the two FEP panel!sts asked each other - "Ig everything that CRSP funds
seem to he paying for in the plan-of-work of TX/BCP/S"?  "How does this
test (or ete.) contribute to achievement of the objectives of TX/BCP/S™?
4. The fatlure of Senegalese to see the need to extend the project's
tests Into the Casamance area,
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7. Reviewers Recommendations: The general direction of this project
in Senegal {s satisfactory, and it should be continued. We recommend
that the project can be extended to the southern area of Senegal, around
Casamance, where there 1s higher and more predicatable rainfall with
resultant higher yield and higher discase development,

A major difficulty observed was fiscal management (fund handling and
utilization). Great confusifon 1in this area results from overlong
retention of CRSP funds 1in the hands of the ISRA administration. We
recommend, therefere, that--pending reforms asked-for by The World Bank a
simple system of diserpsing CRSP funds be found and implemented, Such
system be based on a responsibility of each researcher to define, within
IHHmits 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 1is not acceptable to Senegalese authorities
then the only solution seems to be to use an external fund
managar-=someonc in U.S. AlD or similar institution--who follows the
situation month by month, and evaluates needsg in advance, and furnishes
funds for normal operations In accordance with an established budget.

N
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EEP REVIEW REPORTS
for

TX/MM/S..-.-..-....-....-.-.--...-...-..-..-......opage

University site vislt.iieeveeseeseeesnsecananees 75
Senegal site visit...iviseeieneeveecccnsensnsases 83
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY

External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects

By Drs. Kenneth H. Garren and Pilerre 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: {) Dr. R.E. Pettit, Principal Investigator, Lept. of
Plant Pathology, College Statlion, Plant
Pathologist.

i1) Dr. Norman D. Heidelbaugh (DVM), Head Dept. of
Veterinary Public liealth, College Station.

1i4) Mre. Barbara E. Richardson, Dept. of Veterinary
Public Health, College Station, Public MHealth
Survey Specialist,

iv) Dr. Timoiny D. Phillips, Dept. of Veterinary
Public Health, College Station, Mycotoxicologlist.

v) Dr. FEric C. Shephard, Dept. of Veterinary Public
Health Coltepge Statfon, Mycotoxicologist.

fv) bDr.  Randall L. Gelger, Dept. of Electrical
Englineering, Collepe Station, Electrical Enplineer.

Recommendation Rating: On the basls of evidence presented, the reviewers
recesved very favorable Impressions of the project and the Tenas A & M
staff charped with its fmplementation, The  reviewers teel that  the
project as  concefved 45 sound and  should  coutlnue  ag planned, with
perhaps some ad justments to compensate for heavy cophasis, at Texas A &
M, on basic research and application of the results of all research by
use of "hipgh tech” fastrumentattion vis=a-vlis llnfted technical knowledge

and {nstrumentation in the host country, Sceneyal,

Panel Membevs' harrative Review:  The revles was conducted on the basfs
of fuformal ~1>c"[vnvnit_'.-;,i with l.inbn.r.‘ntm‘y tours, ot the six sceleatints listed
above, with the reviewers having opportunity to ask questlons and explore
gome  polnts further.  These took about slx hours.  There wan a helpfual
sessfon  of about one hour  with  the  wen’or Uolversity  offlcials
responsibic for selentitic and admiolstrat {ve oversipht ot the project's
work plan and budpet .,
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One reviewer had particlipated, carlier in the week, In the review at N.C.
State University. He brought a review report framework created at N.C.
State by EFP Chairman, Don Pickering, after completion of the N.C. State
review. This report framework can be traced back teo 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 ad junct documents were adopted
as official puldelines ftor reports from the EEP.  The peneral framework
of this report and the final PROJECT PROFILE SUMNMARY will reflect the
flve main headings In the "Scope of Work for the FEP® document.  These
headings are numbered 1 - 9 bhelow and in the PROFILL SUMMARY they will be
plven o rating 1/,

1. ]EP]L‘HNU![(ILI(HL and  Management This project is proceeding at an
a(‘,cc[;Luh—l—;v-r[;;(:::w—*'l'l‘n‘-ws‘;(‘"i::){-is,‘fz-m}vnt,in}; part (or all) of thelr time to
ft are highly competent  with apparent  dedfcation that  equals thelr
competence.  Overall, we feel the contribution to this project by Texas A
& M researchers s much above the level to be expected from the amount of
time shown on cbarts, ete. as befng time these rescarchers (other than
the P arve expected to devote to the CRSP project.  this retlects an
excellent meshing of the CRSE work into an onpoinyg program of Texas A & M
research on a) peanut; hb) mycotoxleolopys o) veterinary public health,

The Peanut CRSP Technleal “ommittee teelsn br. Petvit, the PL oot Txh/MH/S,
Is spreading himsell too thin. We could not see that this situation, 1f
it exists, 1s hindering propress on TY/MM/S. Dro Pettit 1s pood at
detecting research potentfal In others and thercalter harnessing  that
research potential,

The total  Peanut (RSP propram at Texas A & M obvlously has dedicated
support from the level of Unfversity administrat fon Pumediately Involved,

2o Adequacy ot Sclence:r Becelved Hipghly Satistactory vating on all
sCOres., As noted  previously,  there o mueh basle rencarch in this
project, baste  research  pencrally 1o fnnovat fve, and way tend  to

sowmewhat  over=fupress  cven thoone  oboervers  with Fongy,  cxpericnce n
reseaveb. lowever, the vesearchers oborrved seem (o e ol the type that
does  not hesdltate to reverae  t{eld oand o Iy other  tactica,  other
approaches, when cuch weenn advinably, I the wocio-econcenic area, Hrs,
Richardoon Tett on Apa )l B oras Sencral to conduct o s ves ot the extent
to whivh atbatonto contuninated foode and foodr seeno to be vetting Into
the toad and feod chainn  in cenegad and the apparent cttects of nuch

concamdnated toods il teed o pabl e beadth,

3. Ceapraphfc Cave e and App o abit Vool Heneardo Lvetyone reallzes
the potenttal fn tale prodect tor wide Ve applbeabil ity of resalts,
but ae wver 1t e ot g potenttal, Hie o Peamat CRLP Techntoal Committee
had  wappented the Lot Yool tetng ine the Sudantien tood e hnologpy
project CAAMU/ET/ 50 with the S paleoae vove atogdn projoct, bhut nn glep

weem to have boen taben o thile et fon,
’l:/v‘(."’nwdc-: Lo bxeeptdonaly By o Hiphly bt dnt tory, b o= Latlstactory;

WO o= bot Satdutactory: 1~ Inadeguate Lvidence tor Lvalaation;
HA = Not Appllcable
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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 Aspergillus flavus/A. parasiticus and other toxicogenic
fungi fn the sofls of peanut fields in both Texas and Senegal and further
such surveys seem unnecessary.

Collotdal «clay as a means of purifying peanut oil in Senegal seems

promising, and turther rescarch on this is advised. Mycotoxin assays of
peanut oil and peanut products In Senegal should be continued.

Manipulation ot «oll microftora to suppress A. flavug, ete. is long
range, but should be continued.  Studies on nature of resistance of pcds
and seeds to penetration of A, flavus, ctce. are discouraging in that
there are no consistently ru':—;—'is;f:.nﬂlfw_l;u;lnut lines to work with., This
should not be pursued turther until demonstratable resistance is detected
In the ficld, (This is not to say the graduate student should abandon

this study=-just do not put another praduate student on It at present).

The diclectrical determination ot wold status In peanut samples is very
Interesting., At this time {t has not qafte gotten out of the basic
rescarch  phase, Practical application seems several years off--use in
Sencpal and other LDCs  seems more than several years away. But the
rescarcher jonvolved telt that a breakthrouph wmight come at any time. The
CRSP support ot this project in clectrlcal engincering s prolably
minimal, ana certainly Is paylng ott,

4, Institutional bevelopment:  Due targely to the enthuslasm and drive
of the Pl oand one or two othor researchers, this aspect was rated highly
hy the reviewers In two of the three ratlng areas. The ELP reviewers
emphastzed, to those concerned that they see a need for training In the
Uohe of Senepalene personwel In oareas other than mycolopy, There was
some  discussfon with bro Gililer ot the prospects for broadening the
traftulng base tor the Sencpalese counterparts,  Within Texas A & ! this
Peanut  CRLF project has nnquest fonably  strenpthened  an already falrly
strony. program on nycotozleosen and public health and, further, has added
Internationad out ook and potential thereto,

. Kesearch Propress and Appticatton: The maln objectives of this
project may be conctdered short-term==f{.e. reduction (It not eliminatica)
now of atlatozing In teods and feeds contalulng peanut materfaly——,
There 1n no cttective way ot Judplog reccarch propress and application
towsrds  wuch b jective without  a) extensive public health surveyrs  in
Sencpal and by public health statistics trom past years for Scenegal,  Due
Lo an apparest dack obf publfce health statistics tor Sencpal, the CRSP
project probably will have to tirst butld up a statlstical basis for
Judptng  wivther progress {u belng made  betore attempting  to  pass
Judgement on Ltaelt,
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As noted under 3. (above) sufficient research progress has been made 1in
some areas to abandon thesc lines of research. In other areas--for
example the purification of crude peanut oll--extension rather than
research now scems the order of the day.

Summary: We conclude that the project 1is 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 animals, to the fmportant socio~economic
consideration known as  “public health”. The projeet has some basic
research aspects any one of which could pay off soon, or never. But such
speculative rescarch should be supported, end, secemingly, it is not a
strain on the funds budgeted to Texas A & M by the Peanut CRSP. This
well managed project, fully supported by Texas A & M adwinistrators,
should be continued much as it is now. Some changes suggested herein
might divert some tunds to aspects promising more immediate praetical

applicacion.

Special Note:  The visit of EEP members and U.5. AID representatives to
Texas A & M was voordinated by Dr. Olin Smith, who is the Texas A & M
representative on the technical committee of the Peanut CRSP. At the
outset Dr. Smith pave cach of us a ca. 35 page booklet with an agenda,

and abstracts of all the reports that would be presented to the reviewers,

Whiie our review document is based primarily on the reports of ) and the
give—and-take discussions vith the six researchers listed on fts page 1,
1t secems well to list all 10 of the 10 reports on TX/MM/SW for which
there are abstracts in the booklet:

1) Funpl assoclated with peanut  and peanut  products; 2) Activiity and
survival of aAsperpillus flavas; 3) Fangl which ioflucence the accivity of

Ao flavueg ) THtudfes ot Macrophonina phascoilina and otber fungi

associated with proundnuts; 5) Structural features of maturlng peanut
pods in relation to Ao tlavas invacslon; 6) Screening peanut cultivars for
resistance to A, t1;1»7\7111.'_.‘“;;}();1]') sungty 7)) Examination of poanut plant parts
for wmorpholoptceal  and  blochemical teatures  which relate to  Jiscase
resistance; 8) Detectton and detoxitication of mycotoxing; YY) Electrical
charvacteristics of mold and/or atlatoxin contamination in veanut  based
upon  the diclectric teatares; 10) Eotablishment  of baseline aflatoxin

tevels Tooa Sencpalese population.
Hopetulty o copy of thils Texas A & M booklet will be appended to the

final verston ol these review reports.  This will show where personnel,
other than the six Hsted on page I, are involved In the rescarch.
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PROJECT PKOFILE SUMMARY

Peanut CRSP Code: TX/MM/S

Project Title: Mycotoxin Management in Peanut by Prevention of
Contamination and Monitoring

Overall Recommendatlon Rating: The EEP feels that the project warrants a
Highly SnLJsfucLor; rating on the basis of 1ts management, its
implementation, and Its relevance to both U.S and collaborating host
country interests.  The Panel feels that, even at this early stage in the
lite of the Peanut  CRSP project, there are promises of practical
application of resecarch results of  this project and soclo-economic
potentials that should be »npphasized, even at the expense of some of the

project's current rescarch,

Summary Assvnsman_Rqungﬁ}/

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 Administrative fnvolvement

1.11 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
collaborattve mode . i iinennren.as HS

1.12 General  attitude  towards international programs  and
support ol rescarchers fnvolved., ..., ...t HE

1.13 Loglstical and tlucal support....oaeeeaer o ds
1.14 Percelved relevancy ot collaborative  program  to U,S,
FeSearch TNl ere st s it ie s s e nnannensst HS

1.15 Status of CRSP in relation to carlier Industry reaction to

o
o}

{undinu..................................._

1.16 Resource commftment 1o projecte,eee e, s HE

1.17 Sumpary Lomment s Texas A & M beans, Utrectors,
Department Heads with whom we vis{ted pave aodetintte fupresston of belng
firmly in faver of Iiternat tonagl progravis to peneral and of Peanut CRSPE
and  other  CkSEs In pastlonlar, someof  them have  w backpround in
Internatfonal progaas To aprteulture,

T Codes E Lrceptional; HS = Hiphly Sat fntactory; b= Eatdntactory;
NS = ot satdatactory; Ik = Inadequate bvidence for bvaluat ony NA
Not Applitcable
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1.2 Researcher Invcivewent

1.21 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
collaborative mOde..veeeenreneeneennnnsessl HS

1.22 General attitude toward international program: HS

1.23 Logistical SUPPOTL.eeveeenrreneneoneness i S

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

1.25 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to

funding.evein it iiiinntinnrnnenennn 0nant S

1.26 Overall commitment to pProjecCt.......o.....: 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. ADEQIACY 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.S5. needs..vuieeereveeeeesnensnnseneesst HS

2.4 Local science and economic perspective.........ev....: HS

2.5 Summary Comments: As noted in the general summary, there
is much basic research 1in this project. Basic research generally 1is
innovative. The socio-economic aspects can be well covered by such work
as the sitrvey Mrs. Richardson went to Senegal on April 8 to make..

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILJITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevance to host country/U.S. g0alS..veeeveeeeveennsa: S
3.2 Complementarity to ongoing research efforts, demands on
time and reSOULCEeS..ver i eenennensnnnns I ¢ £

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 1s there how an urgent need for some simple
measures and guidlines on this hazards. The application of Texas A and M
research results on a siapler scale in Senegal could well be a model
pllot study observation of which would benefit many LDCs other than
Senegal.

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 ~esearch)

4.3 Training progress in Senegal....ueeoeeeeennreeeeenst S

1/ Dr. Amadou Ba, Food icchnologist, Bambey, Senegal was trained in
general mycology in Dr. Pettit's laboratory at Texas A & M last
year. He 1s scheduled for advanced training at Texas A & M this
year. There 1s 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 an already fairly strong program
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 objectivesS..e.eveeenesvnnnss S
5.2  Impact on research pPrioritieB......eeseseseeennnnn.s S

5.3 Potential of research results for application to U,S.
needs........ Ceerietenann ceeserasssnensncassassassss HS

5.4 Summary Comments: The heavy emphasis on basic research
and high tech instrumentation makes for excellent prospec s for extensive
use of research results in the U.S.--on U.S. peanut f4w-, in the U,S,

peanut processing industry, and in U.S. public health surveys and other
public health work.

Only in this public health area 1is there much prospect for use of
regearch 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 Texa8 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 1impasse over training for
Senegalese collaborators and the wunderstandable, 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.
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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; I1TA (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 Cude: TX/MM/S Host Country: SENEGAL

Project Title: MYCOTOXIN MANAGEMENT 1IN PEANUT BY PREVENTION OF
CONTAMINATION AND MONITORING

A) AGRO MET SEM Dr. Aly N'Diaye (See ISRA below)
Dr. Amadou Ba (Sce 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 (7)
for Peanut CRSP)

2, 1ISRA 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 Peanut CRSP projects for ISRA, (Dakar,
Bambey, Niamey, Niger)
Dr. Amadou Ba, Technologist, 5C-Sud, Kaolack (Dakar,
Kaolack, Niamey)
Mr. Amangone N'Doye, Animal Physiologist, National
Livestock Nutrition Lab.,, Dakar-Hann (Dakar)
Dr. Jean C. Mortreuil, "Seiectionneur”, CNA {and
CIRAD/INRO, Bambey (Dakar, Kaolack, Nioro Du Rip)
Mr. Saliou Diangar, Director, Branch Station at Nioro
Du Rip (Nioro Du Rip)
Mr. J.L. Khalfaouil, "Ingenieur de Recherche”,
CIRAD/THRO ana ISRA, Bambey and Dakar (Dakar)

3) 1ITA Dr. Ousamane Kane, Director General, Dakar - Hann
Mr. Mouhamadou Diop, Technical Director, Dakar - Hann
Mr. Bachlr Sarr, Chemist-Technician, Dakar - llann

—_-———_.—_—__.—...-_....._.......__...__._.__.___....__...__._._.___.._....~_..._.__-....___._..__.__-..._-..____._._._

1/ Presented a paper at AGRO MET SEM entitled "incidence of Aflatoxin In
Groundnuts as  Influenced by Seasonal Changes {in  Eavironmental
Conditions”, and was with EEP panelists in Dakar, Kaolack, and Bambey
August 28 throuph Saturday, August 31.
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Recommendation Rating: The general direction of this project in Senegal
is satisfactory, and it chould 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 1t" himself.

A major difficulty observed was fiscal management (fund handling and
utilization). Great confusion 1In this area results from overlong
retention of CRSP funds in the hands of the ISRA administration. 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 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 necded 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-=somcone in U.S. AID or similar dinstitution--who follows the
sftuation month by month, and evaluates needs 1in advance, and furnishes
funds for normal operations in accordance with an established budget.

Panel Member's Narrative Review:

1) Basis of Review:

Peanut CRSP annual reporte, Reports of Texas A & M researchers. (Amadou
Ba's avaflable reports were stopped by ISRA administration in Bambey or
Dakar), Conferences  in ISRA, Dakar; in veterinary lahoratory; 1in
experimental  cattle shed; {in ITA; 1in Kaolack lab; in fields and
laboratory at Nioro du 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 Kaolack, warrants a "HS" rating. Other research is not very
satisfactory such as that {n 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  true! It is difffcult to place exact responsibility for this
delay. At yovernment  administrative level many promises are made
(without apparant reallstic basis) of bhetter management in the future.

Overlapping of different apencies (ISRA, ITA, ctc.) makes it difficult to
follow movement and use of CRSP funds. Amadou Ba's activities are
Hmited by lack of transportation, but he overcomes difficulties and does
good work, Some others do not do this.

With pood wmanapement  rescarchers could forecast procurement  needs  six
months In advance and avold many of the detays In procurement, This Is
hard far Atrican research workers to do, but, {n Senegal, 1t scems an
fmperative cole, Maintenance of new sophisticated apparatus purchased
with CRSP funds fs not effective.  Some breakdowns of such apparatus are,
at best, normal but when these breakdoins take place, why 1s not the
former apparatus, still around, used again so that all analyses 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 spirits and preventing their trying to
develop personal initiative.

4) Adequacy of Science: Some experiments and tests are 1in good
condition and their results are potentially useful, In Senegal
opportunities for research on the aflatoxin problem seem almost unlimited
and much data could be collected with moderate attention and effort,

5) Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: Some results
already obtained cau be used for "Aspergillue flavus-resistant" genotype
selection over a large area. Other results and/or potential results
could be used by other scientists at a reglonal level. Senegalese
consider Peanut CRSP as integrated into 1its 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 & strmger impact on
the local institutions.

7) Research Progress and Application: It will be a good thing 1f 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 1s 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
utilizatfon). 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 {s 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 volcing a need for a drastic cut in
administrative staff and a complete reorganizaition of ISRA's research
Institutions. The FEP 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 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 »~f each
researcher to define, within 1limits of a fixed budget, his neecus for
funds and determine when these funds are necccd 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--somecone 1in U.S. AID or similar institution--who
follows the s{tuation month by month, and evaluates needs 1in advance, and
furnishes funds for normal operations in accordance with an established
budget.

Summary Assessment RnLinnsl/

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 U.S. AID Mission involvement

1.11 Missfon understanding and backing of project objectives.
Complementarity to mission programs.........: 1E
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1.12 Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of

project. Attitude toward U,S. personnel  traveling
in‘COUHtry.....-.-u.--.-...--r-......-...-.-: 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 AGENDA, we made our
first call-~the 1important 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. i{'Diaye said was "Mr. 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 AGEND. did call for us to evaluate the above
points 1in regard to U,S, AID.

The only thing accomplished by ta:s visit--per AGENDA--to U.S. AID, Dakar
was to obtain, for one U.S. c-ientist, a permit to get 1into the U,S.
Embassy to exchange $U.S. for CFA bank notes. This 18 hardly a
significant "lead-in" to AGENDA itenm 1.1.

1.2 Host Country

1.21 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
and sclentists. Concept of collaborative mode..: NS

1.22 Administiation of program-government level......: NS
1.22A Administration of program-institutional level...: NS
1.23 Fiscal management.,.veueeeveeoessoeeoesanesonenast NS

1.24 Relevancy of program to country rescarch needs. Direction
of projects relative to original plans...: S

1.25 Attitude toward U.S. participants and their
INVOIVemMEONt oyttt et inneresenesnsnnnest S

17 Code: E = Exceptional; H5 = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;

NS = Not Satisfactory; IE = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA
Not Applicable
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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 sclentists are enthusiastic.
Unfortunatly {mplementation of this program 1s 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 1is 1n hands of Bambey Director and not at the
disposal of CRSP researchers or CRSP visitors. It 1s 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 DPirectly commited/indirect & supportive....: HS
1.312 Adequacy of number and capability to

fuUnCEION. . it iieieisenionsoscaseasnsansanst HS
1,313 Involvement of WomenN...eeeeveoeeoonnnnnssss 1E
1.314 Overall effectiveness of program personnel: S
1.315 Summary  Comments: Of the research sclentists

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 1t {1s difficult to
determine the exact value of their results. If their progress 1s slow,
we  believe {t  Is not the fault of scientists but rather of
administratores. There was everywhere except at Kaolack (Dr. Ba) an
evident need to reaffirm to cthe Senegalese researchers that Dr. Pettit,
the U.5. PI, {s technically in control of (directing) the project and
that reports should be made first to him and made promptly., Also we
(Gi1Mler and Garren) were told of interesting and important research in
Senegal under CRSP TX/MM/S when we made an "EEP visit” to Texas A & M in
April of 1985 that, with one slight exception, was not mentioned during
our "EIP vigit”™ to Senegal. The exception--a Texas A & M researcher
Hsted in the CRSP Annmal Reports as a collaborator had stopped by one of
the labs we visfted and picked up all the data from one experiment.
Though this had taken place several weeks hefore our visit, Dr. Pettit
was unaware of this,

1.32 Equipment /facilities/supplies

1.321 Avatlability-reason for unavaflability,....: NS

1,322 Adequacy-reason for 1nadequacy..eeeeeessees? 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, 1in some cases, the U.S. PI apparently has hauled supplies,
equipment and/or repair or replacement parts over to Senegal., EEP walted
some hours at Dakar-Hamm for a technician. The main thing this waiting
accomplished was that equipment parts were picked up 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 1is transportation. Amadou Ba 1is
greatly limited by not having transportation available to visit field
experiments and collect material. He also badly needs extension of
laboratory space which he 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,.....: §

2.3 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive....: 8

-

2.4  Adequacy of seciul science/economic
Perspective /8o NSt IVity e ennierenenennennnnnnnnnns IE

2.5 Summary Comments: Research competence of host country
researchers 1s improving as a result of CRSP support, However, 1t is too
early to make a meaningful evaluation, even though some research is going
well and gives results that are potentially useful,

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLIC/GILITY OF REGEARCH

3.1 Relevancy to national B0AlB . i it ittt tnennnenneananst HS

B

3.2 Complementar{ty to ongoing peanut research activities
in-cuuntry............................................: S

3.3 Responsiveness to percelved producor and consumer needs: S
I 2

3.4 Communications with other In-country entities.........: §

——

3.5 Does Jocacton Impact regionally as well as in-country.: HS

3.6 Relatfonship to other international rescarch efforts -
ICRISAT, IHRO/C]RAD...................................: S

3.7 Transferabllity  of research  (In-country, regionally,
internationally) for fmplementation.. v ieeeneeennnat S
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essential to the success of the overall project. The question 1is,
therefore, has there been in Senegal so far more than a “fair amount" of
research progress? If the answer 18 no, will removal of the
well-recognized impediments to research activity 1in Senegal give a
potential for some research progress on TX/MM/S 1in Senegal?

Some results from this project may be helpful in stimulating peanut
product development 1in Senegal when experiment on peanut cake utilization
is terminated. Also, the same for domestic peanut oil extraction.
Already tests are useful for Aspergillus flavus-resistance selection in
progenies. Other programs 1n progress 1in Senegal may make some
contribution to control of aflatoxin-contamination of peanut and peanut
products which, of course, 1s 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 the
great potential value of the research of this project. 2. The
Senegalese researchers are capable, some are well trained, all are
anxious to get on with the research, 3, Equipment "on-site" 1in Senegal
1s adequate for a high level of aralyses and experimentation, but only 1f
1t 1s handled by properly trained technicians and 1if it 1s properly
maintained. 4. There is good cooperation with some other institutions
and rescarchers working in the same area. 5. (ood direction from and
contact with U.S. PI and other U.S. research cooperators,

6.2 Specific Weaknesses: 1. 1In some instances the drive and
dedication of the U.S. PI kills initiative and instills a lack of desire
to try for on-sfte correction of Senegalese problems 1iupeding research.
2. Poor background of some Senegalese researchers in oxperimental design
and related research techniques, 3. Some Senegalese resecarchers have
not yet recognized that reports should be made to the U.S. Pl and made
promptly. 4, The lack of training and/or desire to see to proper
maintenance, in Senegal, of CRSP-purchased sophisticated equipment vital
to on-site research. 5. Bad fiscal management and resultant over-long
retentfon of funds by the ISRA burcaucracy slows down all operations 1n
Senegal--{.e. there are very frustvating bhottienecks {n Senegal 1in 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 1s satisfactory, and It should he continued. However we
recommend that the U,5, PI firm~up his control and direction of the
project and abandon his attempt to do “"almost all of {1t" himgelf., A
major difficulty observed was fisecal management (fund handling and
utilizatfon). Great confuston In this area results frem overlong
retention of CRSP funds {n the hands of the ISRA administration.
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We recommend, therefore, that--perding reforms asked-for by The World
Bank--a simple system of dispersing CRSP funds be found and implemented.
Such system to bhe based on a responsibility of cach researcher to define,
within Iimits of a fixc1 budget, his nceds for funds and determine when
these funds are needed without having to go through all administrative
channels. If this solution s not acceptable to Senegalese authorities
then the only solution seems to be to wuse 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.
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NARRATIVE SUMMARY

External evaluation Panel Review of U.S, University Projects

EEP Members: Max Milner, Pierre Gillier, with AID representatives
Loren Schulze and Carval Wiggins, 1-5 April 1985

University of Georgila - Pathology Department - Experiment

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/PV/N

Project Title: Peanut viruses: Etlology, Epidemiology and Nature of
Resistance.

Discussion With:

1- Jim Demski, Principal Investigator, UGA

RECOMMENDATION RATING

The reviewers recefved a very favourable impression of the project and
staff involved in his development. 1In 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 »nd 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 Departmert of University
of Georgia) 1in laboratories and greenhouses used by this project. The
Principal Investigator explained the working conditions 1in 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 Cooperitors S.
Misari and Okon Ansa,

Results obtained during last mission at IAR 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) 1s now in
use by many laboratories in order to detect viruses without harming the
germination seeds (a 1little 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, TIMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 Administrative involvement

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

1.12 General attitude towards 1international programs and
support of researchers involved..........: HS

1.13 Logistical and fiscal sUppOrt....eeeeses.: HS

1.14 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U,S.
research InterestsS..eeeessessseonseosaseal HS

1.15 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to

funding..oieiiiieiineennnenssanronnssonaseat HS
1.16 Resource commitment to pProject...eeevee..: S
1.17 Summary Comments: Though the working conditions 1in

Nigeria were difficult, the Investigator always obtalned a good
collaboration of native scientists through IAR, Samaru. This program has
an International status with informal collaboration of German and British
pecople and receive from pathology department of UGA a full support. The
benefit of this project on the future seed quality {1s already so
important that his continuation 1s Jjustified In the {Inte e¢st of all
participants,

17 Code: K = Exceptlonal; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;
NS = Not Satisfactory; IE = Inadequate Evldence 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..ieveeeeseoscrcconnsast HS

1.22 General attitude toward international program: HS

1.23 Logistical SUPPOTt.....vseeescecoceccnes @ S

1.24 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S.
research InterestsS..ciiiveeineeeenennenest HS

1.25 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
funding .. iiinriieeeeneeeeencnsssnsenaent HS

1.26 Overall commitment to pProject...eeeeseess: HS

1.27 Summary Comments:

All scientists involved in this project attained objectives and had a
good understanding of international cooperative system in which 1t must
be developed. Collaboration between several institutions 1induce 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. needB.eeeevieeeersoneonsnnsnoneensal HS

2.4 Local science and cconomic perspective....v.veeeeeess: IE

2.5 Summary Comments: The 1investigators 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 GRV 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 1is the
stripe virus test.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevance to host country/U.S. £0alf...eeeneeeceenaes.: HS

3.2 Complementarity to ongoing research efforts, demands on
time and resoUrCeB. ettt iieteeeinenereresneseanseneeest HS

3.3 Transferablility 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 1in 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...... e e eeieenesassesenoennnsaneal S

4.4 Summary Comments:  This project obviously increases the
research capabilities of Pathology Department UGA. Makes easler access
sor Dr. Demski team to peanut virus disease unknown Ir USA on which they
were not be able to work In Griffin. Helps for developing international
cooperation for training by workshop other people susceptible to use new
control technics.

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLTCATION
5.1 Achfevement of research objectives..seeeesesessssest HS
5.2 Impact on research priorftles. . vevieeesosesssssaeeasl HS

5.3 Potential of research results for application to U.S.
needs . i ienennsnnns B I s &

5.4 Summary Comments:  Comparatively to other projects, it was
very quickly started. Targets determined for the first phase (82-85) are
in good way to be attained. The transfer capacity from results to US
application 1s {important. The program planned for the second phase will
be able to be developed in time,

6. SUMMARY

6.1 speciffc Strenpths:  Well designed, relevant, staffed by
very enthusfastic {nvestipator and supported by varfous and dynamic
collaborators,

6,2 Specific Weaknesses: Difficulties with Nigerian
environment, poor equipment and malntenance {n African 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, Zarfa, Nigertfa. 11-12 July, 1985,

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/PV/N In-Country Project Review

Project Title: Peanut Viruses: Etiology, Epidemiology and Nature of
Resistance,

In this brief visit {t was not possible for the rceviewer to assemble all
the iInformation neceded to reply fully to all questions. He spent
virtually all of his limited time on the sclence, 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 outhreak of rosette disease, The plants were young, most of them
carried aphids, and many exhibited disease symptoms. Chlorvotic rosette
and green rosette were so sharply distinct from each other that they
appeared as two separate diseases.  Since the distinction appeared within
plots of cultivars or accessions regarded as penetically homogencous, the
simplest  hypothesis fs that there are two different symptom-ifnducing
agents, Dr. Ansa  has  the minfmum facilfties needed to  test this
hypothesis and proposed to do so at once.  Whatever the outcome of the
test, he has a winner efther way. The next stages of the work are bound
to deliver extremely fwportant basfc faformation about this complex of
diseases,

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGFMENT
1.1 USAID Miasstion lavolvement

1.11 Miusstion understanding and backing of project
objectives. Conplementarity to missfon programs

The HC investipators are In touch with US Consul Ron Tripp in Eaduna
and with agricultural attache O L, Coldthwalte fn the US FEmbassy (n
Lagos. These persons understand and have dincussed the propram and they
help with fmports of cquiprent and materfals,

1.12 Miuston togtarto, proprammatic and financial support  of
project, Attitode  toward  U.S, personnel  traveling

fn-countrv,

The misston provides lopfntic support, and there {s no suggestion of
any reservation about the wark of the CRSI or of BIFAD,

oIV Mivefon Interest for profect future,

Positive, according to reports from fovestigators and from Inst{tute
Director .John H., bavies.
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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. Tt might be helpful, 1f Mr, Goldthwaite and Dr.
Demski concur, to fnvite the former (and any other professionally
qualified member of the staff of the US missfon in Nigeria) to be named
as a member of the project team {n Nigeria, Even If the designation were
Hettle wmore than honorific, ft would probably strengthen relations
between the mission and the CRSP.

1.2 Host Country
1.21 Understanding and acceptance of program by
administrators and scientists, Concept of

collaborat{ive mode.
Very Satisfactory.

1.22 Administration of program - governmen: or institutional
level,

It {s verv dittfcult for the HC fnvestigators to obtaln foreign
currency when thev are required to travel overseas. Perhaps the CRSP
could provide them, on such occasfons, with payment orders drawn on a
bank in the alrport ot wWwhicle they end thelr tirst journeys out of
NMperia, tor coample ot Heathrow or JFE,

Sore o tiee apo, the Unfversity talled to clear two cheques from the
CRSP, The precent procedure, by which cheques are made out to the
Instftute and  endoraed to the  University, should  prevent  such
diftfeultdes to fature, <o lony as the adminlstration of the Institute

cont{inues secure,
1,23 Fiscal management
Satf{sfactory,

1.24 Relevancy of program to country rescarch needs,
Direcetfon of profects relative to original plans,

Fully satfsfactory: no change In direction except as dictated by the
unfolding logte of the propram {tself,  Scee section J.0 helow,

Po25 Attitade vo UG, partdcdpant e and the fr Involvement .,

Dr. Garren  teld that the i fnvetdoatare had  bheen less  than
courteous to hle after o0 reer fny gt Cavcbr fdie g band, e had expectod
to meet them, bat thee Lad fonatead pome ot with Adrfan Gibbe and others
to Rothamatoed, oo catdatfed that they d0d not boow that b, Carren
expected to weet ther, and that they Intended no dincoarteny ofther to
Mm or to any other Uy collenpues, Ideed, they wpeak moot warmly of
thelr aroiactat fona with ' fpventipatora, I bhope that thin can  be
accepted g oftsettfop the carller adverne omment
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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, bul no reason to
suspect any lack of commitment. The rescarch forms part of a national
endeavour to rehabilitate the groundnut 1industry, and to increase the
supply and diminish the aflatoxin risks of groundnuts in human diets. On
the ofl sfde, groundnut oil is a preferred food commodity, but the oil
mills are working at no more than 5% of potential output for lack of raw
materfal., The producers and government feel that they can live with the
Cercospora leafspots (to which greatly Improved resistance is in any case
mnﬂ avaflable) but that rosette disease {s always potentially
disastrous - as {t may well be this year.

In the Institute of Apricultural Research, the project is regarded as
fmportant and valuable, It 1s treated as part of the I1AR ollseeds
program, of which it s the mafn externally-supported element. The US
collaborators are listed as visiting scientists.

1,27 Suppest fons/comment s

The US collaborators should endeavor to get to know Ahmadu Bello
Unfverstity and fts leading people, vspecially fn agriculture, better than
they have had time to do so far.  They and thelr Nigerian colleagues
might then seek to become  better acqualnted with related development
rescarch In the northern states, for example at the Lake Chad Research
Institute and perhaps the Lake Falnijt Research Institute, In this and
similar ways they mipht be able 1o recreate  the community of peanut
workers {n the repfon, wmany of whose members are 41111 around, and so
help to develop o natfonal coordinated research programme on the crop.
They could also help to streagthen links with rescarch fn Senegal and
elsewhere In West Africa,

1.3 Resources commfted to propgram
1.31  Personnel
L3I Divectly committed/indirect and supportive

The report on the TAR Ofluecd Research Programme  presented to the
cropping scheme mecting fn 1984 contalned Ists of the 13 members of the
oflseeds rescareh review committec, of 28 oflueeds rescarch particlpants,
and of 10 oflecede techntfeal staff.  Some of theae prople have left 1AR,
and  some have been replaced, The Tlsr an 1t wan gt the tlne of the
review {o appended to thia report,  Of the cenfora, only Dr, Misart and
Dro Ansa devote the preater part of thelr tlme to the CRSP project,

Foslr Adequacy of nnmder capabflfty to tanction,
This 1o the abnolute minfmum number necessary to make progrens,  but

ft seems Just adequate for present purposes,  The pronounced mot fvat fon
and orfptnality of mind ot these two nelentfnts substant {ally exceed what
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1s regarded as satisfactory in all too many institutions in developing
countries at the present time, The CRSP 1s 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,

1.314 Overall effectiveness of program personnel.
Nothing to add to 1.312.
1,315 Sugpestions/comments,

Considering the very bhad time 1AR {s experfencing - all Nigerian
funds devoted to salaries and none over for operatfons or maintenance -
the moral support of the management and the devetion of the Investigators
are most creditable.  These people deserve all the support the CRSP can
give,

With wmore cqufpment, the project could provide valuable research
experfence tor higher degree candidates trom foreign countries (in Africa
and elsewhere) and from Niperia. It could probably accept one or more
postdoctoral students also, Av o will appear below, the project seems
polsed to use sobstant{al additional strength,

1,32 Fqatpment/tacilities/supplies
FOA2T Avanbahility = veanon for nnavaflability

The equipment available fncludes the pear for pel electophoresis and
for FLISA, a UV tranoillusinator for viewing gel preparations, and a
refrigerated hipgh <pecd Bechmann centritupe that 14 only just fn service,
cannot attafn really hilph speeds, and may be danperous.  (Its owitel hag
to be held "on”™ by ow conndngly polsed hlock of  wood). There 15 no
low-speed contritoape, A high speed blendar and a UV gpectrophotoneter do
not work, The reasons are lack ot funds to purchase equipment and lack
of malntenance,

Lo322 Adequacy - rearon for fnadequacy,

The equipment {6 just adequate for the work hefng done. More work,
and perhaps even better work, could be done with more pear and adequate
maintenance,

P2 Suppectfons/eomment s

This sectfon o tentatively ottered by an amateur for Dr. Demsk{'s
consfderatian, The daboratory appears to need, and the workers to he
able to uee, o Srecse drler, o pood 1V spectrophotoncter with o recorder,
2 fractlon colleotar with 'y monttoar, o Tow apeed contodbuee with o range
of rotore, o hiph  wpeed  bhlendor, a0 Camera attachment  for  the UV
transflbaminator, and (tor the cptdentolopteal work) o number ot suct fon
traps. FEoekst tunde cannot weet the cont, the reviewer  wonld  be
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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, which should include the rehabilitation of the
Bechmann centrifuge,

During a subscquent 7isit to the International Institute of Tropical
Agriculture, Tbadan (II1TA), the revliewer ascertained that IITA would be
willing to discuss an arrangement to provide maintenance services for
this Tlaboratory, 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 TAR were f{dentical to or compatible with the equipment of the
virology labh at 11TA. IT'ITA uses 1ts own alrcraft for visits to the
north; {t could transport an Instrument maintenance engineer from time to
time. T do not think TITA could undertake a general service of this sort
for TAR, but the quality of the virus work at IAR and the similarity of
Interests seemed to justify a special appeal in this case,

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
201 Level of science/research vo generate new technology.

In breeding, the fmpending advances in virology from Dr. Ansa's work
should permit o closer analysis of the bases of the known tolerances and
resistances to the diseases of the rosette complex; and this in turn will
perhaps permit ditferent types of resistance to be combined in breeding.
Disease manapement methods may also be based on the epidemiolopical work,
but for this it seems Hlkely that the epidemiology will have to be
conducted on a peographically more substantial scale, using meteorology
to study secasonal movements and sources of Infected aphids (local or
distant?),

2.2 Progressiveness and Innovativeness of research,
I

It 18 not too much to say that the two days at TAR with Dr, Misart
and Dr. Ansa were as exciting sclentifically as any this reviewer can
remember.  Of course, {1t Is impossible to separate the contributions of
these two from those of the US invest [pators and of the rest of the
fnternattonal  cormunity  with  which they all  collaborate; but  our
colleapgues,  at Samara have  the  fnestimable comparat [ve  advantage  of
sftting on top of the materfal {n {ts own envir “ment. Where olse could
one nee wo convinedogly that preen rosette and ehlorotle rosette are two
different syndroses - and also explore  the  fascelinat Ing  possible
conseanences ot thta tield  observatfon? Dro Anua has both  the
professtonal conpetence and  (Just) the ensent fal cquipment to determine
whether there e two symptom=Indactng apgents or only one., FEfther way,
he I on to 0 winoer,  Where else could cne study, on a sutticlent sceale
and dn an approprtate envirenment ;. how the luteovirus enables (he aphid
to become futective? Where better to seek the sonree or the dneestry of
the virun comples which Arachis hvpogaca encountered for the firast time
after the Portapucse broupght 1t to Alriea around 1500, but whiel was
never trancsterred to Indta or the Far East?  And where better to explore
the fucompletely cxplataed alpnfffcance of W, Ho Storey's ancompleted
work, fuo the forttes and ffftten, on the penetles of aphlds In relation
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to transmission of rosette? It {s little wonder that this reviewer came

away dazzled by the richness of the lode which the CRSP has tapped 1n
this project.

2.3 Appropriateness of research - basic, adaptive,

Fully satisfactory - the basic will break new ground for the adaptive
to exploit,

2.4 Adequacy of socfal science/economic
perspective/sensitivity

Not relevant at this stage.
2.5 Suggestions/comments,
Nothing to add to the response to 2,2 above.
3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3,1 Relevancy to natfonal poals,

Satisfactory: should contribute to the Nigerian programmne of
rehabilitation of the peanut crop in due course. Relevant also to peanut
producing natfons fn West Africa generally, and probably in Eastern and
Southern Africa atlso,

1.2 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
In-country.

Appropriate,
3.3 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs.
The rosette discases are a major threat to the crop (along with some
others) In Nfgerfa and elsewhere in West Africa, where peanut and peanut
oll are increasingly {mportant in diets,
3.4 Communfcations with other {n-ecountry ent!ties.
Could be strengthencd = see 1,27 above,
1.9 Does Tocatfon fmpact repgionally as well ag in-country?
Potentfally yes, actually probably neo, since the West African
Groundnut Council seems to be dovmant and anglophone~{rancophone 11nks

are not very robust.,

1.0 RelatTonship to other Internatfonai research offorts -
TCRISAT, TRET,

Links stronpest with the Internat fonal communfty oatgide Africa In
virotopy and veotog cntomalopy, Iinks with TCRISAT probably
aatinfactory, and perhaps more so when the [CRISAT Sahelfan centre  at
Ntamey han made wore propress (no work on rosette is possible {n Indila),
Link with work on virology, enpecially of cowpeas, at 1ITA could ugefully
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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 Transferabllity 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 1is grown; much work 1s now possible, but
remains to be 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 1in different
regions of Africa, and on the origin and evolution of the disease
complex. This reviewer's Instinct 1s to search diligently in the genus
Vigna,

4. INSTITUTIONAL 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 iastitutions,

4,2 Extent of development of collaboracive mode - how are
collaborators (U.S., host country) {interacting? -
enthusiasm for rescarch,

Satisfactory on every polnt. The contribution and the personal
friendship of the US fnvestipators are highly valued.

4,73 Training propress = short term, postgraduate training,

Dr. Misari supervises two M5 students, Y.M, Abubakar on rosette
epldemiology from the viewpoint of control of the vector, and Mary
Abraham (frowm Indfa) on transmissfon of rosette. Dr. Ansa supervises
Dauladl Danjora, who will attempt to purify the single strand RNA (or
RNAg) from green and chlorotic rosetted plants, They could take more
students, and would welcome more from overscas (though the conditions of
Hfe might prove testing for some),

N4 Sugpest tons/comment &,

The CRSP has here o rare and  Important opportunity to develop a
centre of real excellence In an African Institution which 1ig curiently in
very difficult circumstances. Tt may be that mueh of the more basic work
could be done in the US, UK, Germany or some other developed country.
But some at least of 1t could be done at Samaru by African workers. 1In
the reviewer's view, 1t 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 1in 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 iInteresting, 1in collaboration with ICRISAT, to
rebuild the IAR collection of wild species of Arachis and include them 1in
the studies of resistance and epidemiology.

5.2 Impact of research on Institution and government
priorities and policies.

Highly wvalued by the Institution and the country; not yet
sufficiently developed to affect policles.

5.3 Sufflclency of training/encouragement for promotion of
Information flow to user,

Too early to comment, hbut I1AR {s well placed to disseminate practical
products as they become avallable.

5.4 Potential of research  for success 1in alleviating
production and utilization constraints.

Considerable, through  breeding, and through control based on
epldemiology.

5.5 Impact of research on Women In Development.

Not applicable.

5.6 Sugpestions/comments,
Covered above.
6. SUMMARY
6.1 Specific strengths,

The problem {tself, in which TAR has the comparatlve advantages of
position and cnvironment; the personal qualities of the Investigators;
the excellent relatfon between them and their US counterparts, and also
with the world community fn their disciplines; support of *the Institution.

6.2 specltfe weakaesses,
Lack of a relatively small amount of necessary equipment (by the

standards of laboratorles In developed countries) and of malntenance 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 1 spent a USDA-ARS rabattical working with Prof. Dennis Garrett
at Botany School, University of Cambridge on the ecology of soil fungi.
I emphasized fungi that invade roots and geocarps ("fruits that 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 bes.
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 a* 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 inducing symptoms. In the Conference DNA, cDNA, and/or RNA
were featured 1in about one-third of the papers. The Conference paper
from the Peanut CRSP proiject 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 E. Breyel, G. Gross, R. Casper, S.
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 PIs) 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-sponsored meetlng  “"te coordinate
international research Into rosette virus discase of groundaot™. Migari
and Ansa reached Dr. Demski by phone at dinner April 12, They were at
Heathrow with a RR ticket to Cambridge, but with no money that could be
converted to Pounds. They arrived by taxl (fare pald by Dr. Demski) at
ahout 0200 April 13. (More on this in my formal CRSP report).

After dinner Dr. Demski organized an informal discussion on the peanut
stripe virosis as related to the region from SE Asia to Australia. This
among eight persons-—~two from Australia. (Agaln, more detall 1In 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
0.A. Ansa, Progress on Rosctte 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 hypogaea L.).
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Peanut CRSP: External Evaluation Panel Reviéw

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 Internatinnal Research 1Into Rosette Virus Disease of

Grecundnut;, 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. 1

Personnel Available For Discussion: Drs. Stephen M. MISARI & Okon A.
ANSA (Vector Entomvlogist & Virologist, respectively) of Institute for
Agricultural Research, Ahamadu Bello University, Samaru-Zaria, Nigeria.

(Though not 1listed 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. Cacper, S. Meyer, C.W. Kuhn, O.A. Ansa and
S.M. Misari

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 Abstracts of Poster Session)

Also Verbal report presented by Dr. Breyel in Meeting of 2) above.

2. S.M. Misari and 0.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 or purpose of 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 1is
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
Georgla, 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 Confercnce (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 f{rom 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, 1/
taking as the review's bases the following: (a) Formal reports (or
posters) presented at the AAB Conference (1) above) and 1informal
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 dlscussions between the EEP reviewer and the
research-cooperator or host country research. 1n preparing these reports
the reviewer attempted to throw 1light 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 puide--mamely “Peanut CRSP Scope of
Work for the EEP” and "EEP Review Agenda--In-Country Project Review". le
prepared for the Filipino projects In biological scilences 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 cvaluations of the Filipino Peanut CRSP projects this, the
Narrative Review for the Host Country of GA/PV/N, NIGERIA, is based on a
country Project FProfile Summary. For thec Nigerfan Profile, however,
there is a FOREWORD of a special analysis of the involvement of iigeria,
as a location, and of the two Nigerian Pls (of GA/PV/N), as rescarchers,
in the

1/ 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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RESEARCH PLAN, 1982-1989 of the GA/PV/N part (pages 60-70) of Peanut CRSP
1983 Annual Report. Thereatter the Profile has a brief "Overall
Recommendation) and then, whenever possible, rates performance to date 2/
on cach of the points raised under the main headings of the "EEP Review
Apenda--In-Country Project Review” (main headings of the “Scope of Work"
with points under ecach as delimited 1n the "Review Agenda”). These
headings  are: fmplementation  and  Managemeat, Adequacy of Science,
Geographic  Coverape  and Applicability of Research, Institutional
Development, and Rescarch Progress and Application. These items may be
considered in more detail in ensuing paragraphs,

(As will be woted, it was ncecessary to make generous (i.e. more than
usual) uwse ot the 1E rating fn the Profile).

Recommendat fon Kating:  0n the basis of review of the poster exhibited as
TLTtul, the {Lir"(v i'(:iA]';.iLiun ot Drs, Mfsari and Ansa In the discussions of
the Meetiog ot 7y above; study of the abstract submitted by Misari and
Ansa tor that Meeting; and ot briel personal discussions with them the
reviewer received o tavorable impression of their work on the project.,
The reviewer yecormends that the project be continued with some thought
glven to correcting weaknesses  in providing  support  for extra-Nigeria
travel ot Misari and Ansa and in the perhaps overly ambitious reach of
the rescarch o cxpressed in o stated rescarch plans,

1. fmplemcatation and Manapement:s  The reviewer had no opportunity to
fook “into the iﬁ.;;u]r't';xzit' ";..I,’;.;‘_[,_._;,)t relation of the work in Nigeria on
GA/PV/L to the U on0 ALD Mission in Nigerta. Situations described in the
Protile leads  the reviewer  to conclude  that  some  adjustments  in
ET)]&?;}?@?{\)*I\! within the host country are {n order. Personnel and material

aspects of the implementation seem adequate,

scientitic acwaen ol e Niperian Co-Pls, He finds  justification for
reparvding this an perhaps the preatest strength of the Nigertan arm of
GA/ PV,

2 Adequacey of Seieneer The reviewer wiss favorably impressed with the

licabllity ot Resecarch:  The reviewer was

1. Geopraphic Coverape and Apj
very _.1.,”\‘”,),“,”.,;]; ‘41'17'[;;}"-:‘.:;;;(‘]'m;;i{x —(‘1:/(1(‘);31—1:1‘1!«', in  the ICRISAT-sponsored
Meeting of  2) ahbove. The  potential  for Peanut  CRSP's  being  deeply
Involved in propress towards solution of a4 problem of wilde geographic
coverape o preat., Nooreal propress inoa rescarch project of similar

nature could have wore beneffcial applicablility than is possible here.

Satls actory; N5 = Not Satlsfactory; Ik = I.nade{ﬁxat.c
Evidence tor Evaluation; NA = Not Applicable

2/ Code: E = Exceptional; s = Hiphly Satisfactory; § =

112



4. Insititutional Development: The complexity of the main problem of
GA/PV/N--the peanut  (groundnut) rosette disease--calls for a high degree
of technical skill, sclentiflc fnsight, and dedfcation on the part of the
on-site {nvestigators in particular, These factors scem evident here and
Nigerfan institutions fuvolved should be strenpgthened by the research of
the project,

5. Rescarch Fropress and Application:  To date the “pround breaking” or
"stage setting” rescarch in Nperfa has progressed well.  The proof of
real progress and real applicability will have to come from research

planned tor years 4 and onward,



Peanut CRSP: Extcrnql&EvulunLion Panel Review

PROJECT TROFILE SUMMARY

Spectal "In-Country lype” Froject Keview Conducted by:

EEP member Kenneth H. Carren In Casbridge, England, U.K. in April 1985
at: 1) AAB International Conterence on "New Developments In Techniques
tor Virus Detection™, 10-12 April; and 2) [CRISAT=-sponsored  "Meeting to
Coordinate Interational hesearch Into Rosette Virus Discase of
Groundnut™, 12-14 Avril,

Peanut CRSP Project Code: GA/PV/ N
Project Title: PEANUT VIRUSES: LETIOLOGY, EPIDEMIOLOGY, AND NATURE OF
RESISTANCE
Review of contribution to project GA/PV/N of personncl working in:
Host Country - NIGERIA
FOREWORD

Involvement ot NIGERIA, as locatlon of research, and of Nigerian Co-Pls

I. Nigertfan Co-Pls
1.1 Dr. Steve MISARD (PhD, U. Cal., Berkeley) - Vector Entomologist

1.2 Dr. Okon ANSA (PhD, U. Cal., Davis) - Serolopist, Molecular
Blolopist

2. Work travel of rescarchers ot GA/FV/N and cooperating rescarchers
Into and out of NIGERIA fn 1983, 1984 as reported fn Peanut CKSP Annual
Repore for 19u73,

2.1 James Demski, U5, Pl
1988, worked in NIGERIA July 16 to August 5 and again from

October 22 to November 7.,

2.2 Cedriv Fuhn, b5, Cooperator (Lol GA)
198, workeo in NIGLETIA October Y4 to hoveamber 2.

2.3 Sylke Meyer, Graduate Stadent from W. German cooperators' labu
1981, worked dn NIGERIA from October 73 to November 7. (Note:

Dra. Devodk b and Fubin were o Nlperfa at this time).,

114



3.

2.4

Main

Okon ANSA, Nigerian C(o-Pl

1984, worked at Scottish Crops Resecarch Institute, Dundee March
15-April 16. (Note: This work overlapped that of ICIRSAT
cooperator D.V.K. Reddy who was at SCRI November, 1983 through
April of 1984 after (?) an 8 month sabbatical at University of
Georgla, Experfment).

lines of Research Progress at Samaru, NIGEKIA as reported by

MISARI and ANSA Lo Meeting of 2) above (bound Abstracts ot Meeting).

4.

5.

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Puriffcation ot Groundnut Rosette Assistor Virus

(Tropr=mm. i o yed "rurftied”),

Rosette Transmission
(Green & chlorftic  rosette transmitted using Aphis
craccivora as vector).,

Rosette Resistance
(Alm--not yet achlieved-~-to  determine mechanisms  of
res{istance),

Eptdemfolopy
(Studyfng - vector population dynamics, alternate hosts of

the virus and of the vector, cte.).

"Research Completed” involving RIGEKTA, as locatfon, and/or Nigerian
Co-PIs a8 rescarchers ('B3 CRSP ann. Rpt., I, 66, Stage 1 - "Kesearch
completed™),

4,1

b.2

4,3

&b

improved wethod to mechanteally fnoculate peanut with proundnut
rosette  virun-chlorotic  strafn  (bemskt, MISARL, ANSA, Kuhn,
KIGEKIA)

Assoctation ot an Infectfous nuclele  actd with  the tympt omn
tnducing  apent  which causes the  proundnut  chlorotie ronette

(Reddy, Murant, ARSA - Scotland, Fuhn, Casper - Gervany)

Confirmed the requlirement of the presence of the luteovirus or
aphid transsfssfon ol proundust rtonette: aluwo the faflure ot
aphids to transmit proundout rosctte tron fntected mechanfeally
Inoculated plantn (MISAKL, Degmnkd, ANLA, Feddy, Canper - NIGLRIA
& Germany & Scotland),

Identftfoatfon (Ann. Kpt. Po 66, Par. 4) ot wore denfrable hosts
than peanat to culture groundnut rosette virus tor puclefe actd
ntudles (Dewnkt, ANSA, KIGERIA,  Keddy, Scot land, Canper, kuhn,
Germany ). T

“Rewearch Plan” Stage 11, years 4=6, fnvolving NIGLEIA a6 lucation
and Nigerian Co~F'ls as rencarchers, (B3 CKSP Ann. Kpt. Papen b6, 0])


http:NIG;It.IA



http:inoculatio.on

6.6

6.7

6.8

In inheritance studies, evaluate Fi, Fa, and F3
populations for reaction to SIA alone, LV alone, and a mixture
of SIA  and LV; criteria for evaluation will include
symptomatology, ficld performance, and factors related to the
nature of resistance (6.5 above) (MISARI, ANSA, Kuhn, Dem-ki -

NIGERIA).

Epidemiolopical studles will  {nclude monitoring fleld spread
under a varfety of conditions of single and mixed {infections
(MISARI, Demski, ANSA - NIGERIA),

Aphids will be collected from a variety of sources and at

different times of the year to detect the presence of SIA, LV,
or both (MISARI, Demski, 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
RESTSTANCE

Host Countries: NIGERIA

Overall Recommendation Rating: Even a cursory study of the FOREWORD
shows Nature has given the Nigerian researchers on GA/PV/N a very taxing
and  challenging  assignment-—-tbhe on-site Investigation of a very
complicated peanut discase. Satisfactory progress has been made in the
pround-breaking phases of the research in Nigeria (FOREWORD sections 3
and 4) but the reviewer tends to belicve the lion's share of the credit
for this progress poes to U.S., and German rescarchers working I{n Nigeria,
and to U.S. and cooperating rescarchers working in Scotland and Germany.
“Plans for the futurc” (FOKEWORD sections 5 and 6) pive Nigeria, as a
locatlon for the research  and Misari  and Ansa, as  the resident
researchers, preater and even more challanging roles. Whlle he did not
visit in Nigerla, the reviewer concludes that, with some adjustments
sugpested fn the remalnder of thisg Profile, these rescarchers can meet
the challenge. o

Summary Assessment Kutinusl/

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 Mission logistic, programmatic and financifal support of

project., Attitude toward U.s. personnel traveling
In-country. .ottt i i e e ceea! 1k
1.13 Misslon interest tor project future..... . IE

L.14 ERﬂﬂiFK-QQEWtQEi= The reviewer has good reason to believe
there {s a U.S. AID Mission In Nigerfa, but he finds no reference to
contacts with ft {n the "Peanut CRSP Planning Report™ (of 11/17/81) or

other documents furnished him.

Therefore, a total Ik rating on 1,1,

17 Code: "[w;Jhquniunul; H5 = 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 of program-government level ....: NS

1.22A Administration of program-institutional level,..: NS 1/

1.23 Fiscal management.....eeeeeeescenesseeonsssanaest 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........... ettt NS 1/

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 themsclves 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 Nigerfan Co-Pls, Instead the Nigerian Co-Pls
encountered former acquaintances in the Hotel lobby about noon April 14
and went away with these former acquafntances and were not thereafter
unavailable. The reviewer sincerely feels that 1L is not pique that
leads to a NS rating on 1.25.2/

1/ Upgrade from NS to S. Nigerian site review by Dr. A.H. Bunting
received many weeks after this review by K.H., Garren was prepared,
suggests Institution administrators would administer satisfactorily {1f
government admini{strators would permit them to do so.

_g/ Upgrade from NS to S, Nigerian site review by Dr. A.H. Bunting,
received many weeks after this review by K.H. Garren was prepared, offers
"misunderstanding” as the explanation here.

1.3 Resources commited to program
1.31 Personnel

1.311 Dircctly commited/Indirect & supportive....: S

1.312 Adequacy of number and capability to

fUNCLION . ittt iie it ettt eneononanseseonannsl S
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1.313 Involvement of WOMeN.ueeseeesoeoeeoosnnnssl 1E

1.314 Overall effectiveness of ~rogram personnel: S

1.315 Summary Comments: The generally Satisfactory rating
here 1s based on the assumption that. as Dr. Kuhn told the reviewer in
Cambridge, there are two Nigerian 1A~ peanut breeders assigned to this
project——one in Samaru, one in Kano.

1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplies

1.321 Avallability-reason for unavailability.....: 1E

1.322 Adequacy-reason for Inacequacy....eeeeesse..: 1E

1.323  Summary Comments: The reviewer assumes the facilities,
etc. at Samaru arc at least satisfactory else the progress reported 1n
FOREWORD sections 3 and 4 as having been accomplished at least partially
in Nigerfa could not have been accomplished. However, 1t scems to the
reviewer that written and vocal reports are not adequate cvidence for an
unblased evaluation of catego., 1.3.. T

2. ADEQUACY OF SCLENCE
2.1 Level of science/research to generate new technology: HS
2.2 Progressiveness and innovativeness of research......: HS

2.3 Appropriatencss of research - basic and adaptive....: HS

2.4  Adequacy of social sclence/economic
perspective/sensitivity, s iieneeenenernnnness: IE

2.5 Summary Comments: His brief contacts with the Nigerian
Co-Pls, hearing thelr report to the Meeting of 2) above, and thelr
participation In the discussions at that Meeting, a review of material on
which TOREWORD sections 3 and 4 are based plus a knowledge of the
educational backpround of the Co-Pls scems ample justification for a
Highly Satistactory rating for thisg category.,

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevancey to national O I T -

3.2 Complementarity  to  ongolng  peanut  research activities
In~country............ e et cersen P §

3.3 Responslveness co percelved producer ad consumer needs:HS

3.4 Communications with other In-country entities.........: 1E
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3.5 Does location impact regilowally as well as in-country.: HS

3.6 Relationship to other International rescarch efforts -
ICRISAT, IITA..isereeeniereoenonnnnsoeesoannnnonssanensli HS

3.7 Transferability of rescarch (in-country, regionally,

internationally) for fmplementation........covvveensae: HS

3.8 Summary Commencr: Peanut rusctte virosis isg {mportarnt 1ia

all peanut growing areas of Africa. It is so [{mportant there that it is

of concern in all world's peanut growing areas. The 1ICR1SAT-sponsored

Meeting (2) above) on this peanut virosis 1s recognition of the

international scope of the problem, This plus  the invelvement of

researchers In Scotland and Germany 1in the U.S.-Nigerian peanut vlroses

project supported by Peanut CRSP plus, also, the close cooperation with

ICRISAT that {s evident scems, to the reviewer, to merit a Highly
Satisfactory rating for (this important) categary 2,

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4.1 gxtent of  strengthenlng research capabilities (sclentist
development, facflities) ...t iirenenseonnnnneenaa: 1S

4,2 Extent ot development  of collaborative mode-how are
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? -
enthusiasm for research,. iy ieneneneneennaenea: HS

4.3 Training progress=short term, post graduate training.: 1E

4.4 Supmary  Comments: Peanut  rosette virosis s a  very
complex and complicated diseasce requiring high caliber research backed by
enthusiasm for both research and the collaborative mode. The reviewer
has no doubt but that the progress to date (FOREWORD 3, 4) calls for a
Highly Satisfactory rating on 4.1 and 4.2, He was unable to delve into
the matter of "training” with the Nigerfan Co~Pls, but he assumes nelther
of them nceds much further training. Perhaps, however, there 1s need for
some training in places other than Nigeria for supporting technicians.

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APFLICATION
5.1 Achievement of research ob Jective s, ee e eeeeeeeseess? S

5.2 Impact of research  on Institution and government
priorities and pollcfes. et iniiniiieiennnanens: IE

5.3 Sufficlency of trafnlng/encouragement for promotion of
Information f1ow L0 UBeT. .ttt ineerennnnneennean: 1E

5.4  Potential of rescarch for success in aleviating production
and utilfzatfon constralnts. .. vieesiivneinnnenansns: HS

5.5 Impact of rescarch on Women fn Development.........: 1k
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5.6 Summary Comments: ("Coverage, Applicability"™) The
reviewer feels that, so far, the research of this project performed
primarily in udigeria has been basically groung-—-breaking research (i.e.
"setting the stage"), and, since the stage seems firmly set, this
research shovld be rated Satisfactory. The important rating on 5.1
(immediately above) will come when enough research is done under Profile
FOREWORD "Research Plan" Stage il, sub-sections 5.2, 5.3 (and perhaps
5.4} tc 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 Misarl and Ansa admirably cquip them
to do the type af research this project dewmands and, thus, must be
considered a strength. Other definite strengths are the international
importance of the peanut (groundnut) rosette discasce--the basic problem
attacked by GA/PV/N; the interest of top researchers and research
Institutions active on the international scene in this basic preblem; and
the groundwork rescarch already accomplished with the help of these
cooperating regsearchers and institutions.

6.2 specific Weaknesses: The apparent inability of Misari and
Ansa to obtain-zﬁthLng approaching adequate financial support for travel
outside of Nigeria seems a4 marked weakness. (By heresay evidence the
reviewer concludes that impediments to travel inside Nigeria of U.S.
participants in GA/FV/N is a weakness). The revicewer feels that the many
different 1lines or avenues of resecarch set-up in the "Research Plan"
Stage 11 aad Stage 111  (FOREWORD secctions 5 and 6) can become a
weakness.  1f all these lines of research are undertaken concurrently
this could spread the talents, time, and energy of the on-site Nigerian
researchers too thinly,

7. ESlEEEEIFM“,BSSQWTSEQELi““s: The revicwer enthusiastically
recommends  that  this, the Nigerian arm of  Peanut CRSP GA/PV/N  be
continued with at least its present level of financial support. He
recommends  that much effort be made to maintain the precent level of
Informal cooperation with the Biologische Bundesantalt of W. Germany and
that thought be given to renewling or reviving the informal cooperation
with the Scottish Crops Kesearch Institute.  Peanut CRSP rescarchers are
willinply committed to the close cooperation with ICRISAT that CA/PV/N
exempllfics. He recommends that a scarch be made for wiays to support
essential extra-NIgeria travel for Nigerian researchers--ways that do not
break rules and regulations of either the Nigerlan government or the
University of Georgla (“home” of Peanut CRSP's Management kntity). (And
ways that do not rely on the U.S. PFI'g making irregular and Informal
“advances” to Nigerian rescarchers in travel status from his personal
funds). Finally, the reviewer recommends  that  Individual Items  of
research under the "Research Plan”™ Stape 11 and Stage 111 (FOREWORD
sections 5 and 6) cach be assigned a priority level in the event the
research "reach”™ of GA/PV/N shows evidence of beginning to overtake the
rescarch "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. Garreu in Cambridge, England, U.K. in April 1985
at: 1) AAB Interrational Conference on "New Developments in Techniques
for Virus Detection”, 10-12 April; and 2) ICRISAT-sponsored "Meeting to
Coordinatc  International Research Into Rosette Virus Disease of
Groundnut"”, 12-14 April.

Peanut CKSP 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 Discussions: 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.l. Raschke -
Studies on viruses that depend on lutcoviruses 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 - {“vster displayed in poster rooms of Conference of 1)
atove, 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: 1t was not the intent or purpose of 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 conducted by
EEP members Gillier and Milner at University of Georgla, Experiment on
April 2, 1985 and by EEP members Milner and Pickering at University of
Georgia, Athens on April 3, 1985, Rather, in the Llight 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-Pls,
Drs. Misarl 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, 1/
taking as the review's bases the following: (a) Formal reports (or
posters) presented at the AAB Conference (1) above) and 1informal
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 (¢) And, in some
Iﬁgtances, onc-on-one discussions between the EEP reviewer and the
researcher-cooperator or host country researcher.

The EEP reviewer took two documents as his gulde-~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 1in 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 "EEP Review Agenda--In-Country
Project Review” (main headings of the “"Scope of Work" with points under
cach as delimited in the "Review Agenda”). These main headings are:
Implementation and Management, Adequacy of Sclence, Geographic Coverage
and Applicability of Research, Institutlonal Development, and Research

Progress and Application.

The reviewer {s familiar with written agreements, etc. between ICRISAT
and the Peanut CRSP designed to promote and guide their cooperative
efforts. However, so  tar as the reviewer knows the “informal
cooperatlons”, 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' coantributions by the numerous and somewhat
rigid criteria that are sct down to be used on the host countries-—-in

this case NIGERTA.

Therefore for these cooperating countries the Narrative Reviews will

conclude with some General Summary Comments by the reviewer.

l/ Countrfes taken In this order: 1. Host country, NIGERIA; 2,
SCOTLAND, U.K.; 3. CERMANY (West); 4. ICRISAT (INTERNATIONAL); 5.
AUSTRALTA

122b



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 lutcoviruses and shed new light on the
intrinisic nature of these "dependent"” viruses. It was concluded 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 1lack of 1it, 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 1in 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; (b) wvirus Interrelations and transmissions; (c) variability
across Africa of the GRV. Asked 1f 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 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. They would be
glad to participate if some ~apport funding can he provided.
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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. 1in April 1985
at: 1) AAB TInternational 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 Project Code: GA/FPV/N

Project Title: PEANUT  VIRUSES:  ETTOLOGY, EPIDEMIOLOGY,AND NATURE OF
RESISTANCE

Review of contribution to project GA/PV/N of personnel working {in:

Cooperating Country - FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY
Country No, 3

Personnel Available For l)i;;cur;s;iml:

Dr. Rudolf Casper Biologische Bundesanstalt
Dr. E. Breyer Braunschwely, (West) Germany

Titles of Reports Presented:

L. E. RBreyel, C. Cross, R. Casper, S. Meyer, C.S. Kuhn, J.W. Demski,
0.A. Ansa and S.M. Misard

Molecular cloning of a4 dsRNA assoclated with groundnut rosctte disease

AAB-Poster - (Poster displayed In poster rooms of Conference of 1)
above, with Abstract on page 10 of bound Ahstracts)

2, Also ~ Verbal report presented in Meeting of  2) above, with the
abstract from bound Abstracts of Fosters repeated verbatim
in bound Abstracts of Mecting of 2) above,

KHG's Narrative Review: It was not the Intent or purpose of this review
to evaluatce the s-;civn;v, fmplementation, ete. of the U.S. work on Peanut
CRSP project CGA/PV/H-=1.¢. this review should not overlap, more than is
ahsolutely necessary, the U,S. Unfverslty review of GA/PV/N conducted by
FEEP members Gi{ll1{er and Mlilner at Unfversity of CGeorgfa, Experiment on
April 2, 1985 and by EEP members Milner and Pleverfag at Unfversity of
Georgia, Athens on April 1, 1oy, Rather, In the 1ipht of currently
exfosting fmpediments to travel Intea and out of Nigeria, the host country
of GA/PV/N, this review vas Intended to take advantape ol the projected
attendance at the AAB Conference (1) above) of the two Niperfan Co-Pls,
Drs. Misarf and Ansa; two former {nformal cooperators from Scotland, UK.,
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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
cooperiators trom Australia, Dr. Gibbs and Miss Boswell.

Although to do so will call for what seems to be considerable repetition,
[t seems best to report this review {n a country-by-country fromat, 1/

taking as the review's bases the following: (a) Formal reports (or
posters) presented ot the AAB Conference (1) above) and  Informal
discusstfons of the reviewer and others pertaining thereto, (b) The

informal reports presented at the ICRTISAT=-sponsored Mecting (2) above),
the “question-and-answer”™ (ailiigge accompanylog  these reports, and the
Abstract appearfng In the bound Abstracts of the Meeting (¢) And, In some
Y_l;s—l:;_\::e;, one=on~one  discussions  between  the  EEP reviewer and  the
researcher=cooperator or host country rescearcher,

The FEP revicwer took two documents as hig pulde--namely "Peanut CRSP
Scope of Work for the Fxternal FEvaluation Poael (FEP)", and "EEP Review
Agenda--In-Countryv  Project  Keview”, In oreparing this  report the
reviewer atterpted to throw Heght on the extent to which the activitios
of the countrv's cooperators furthered the overall rescarch as well as
furthered the afme an objectives of the Peanut CRSP g defined In the
"Scope of Work tor the FEPT,

For the Most tountry, NIGERIA, a Project bProftle Sumpmary was prepared

that, whenever 1'-,'—:'.".“;1 ble , T Ates performance to date ou cach of the polints
ralsed ander the maln headliongs of the “FEP Review Apenda--To-Country
Project Keview” (onadn headings ot the "Seope ot Work™ with polnts under

cach as delfmited tn the “"Review Apenda’). These rodn headings are:

Implementation and Manapenent, Adequacy ot Sefence, Geopraphic Coverage
and  Applicabflfty ot Research, Institut{onal Development, and Research
Progress and Applilcation,

The areviewer (o tasmfllar with written apreement s, ete, between 1CRISAT
and  the  Teanut CPsk desipned  to promote  and pulde thefr cooperative
eftorts, Howeve r “o o tar o as the  reviewer  knows the “informal
cooperratfons’, st present (and predected for  the future), noted on
pages 630 b S o the Peanut CRSE 1987 Annual Feport do not or did not

’

operate under preereonty op nndc'r's.l;m.;wa;;;,s;thvn.'bll“ would mabe [ pousible to
eviluate the cooperators'  contribatlons by the numerous and  somewhat
ripgtd crfterta ot e et down to he used on the host countries-—1in
thin case NI1GIPIA,

Therefore tor these cooperating countries the Narrative Reviews will
cond lude with some General Summary Comments by the reviewer,

1/ Countries taken in this order: . Host country, NICERIA; 2,
SCOTLAND, U,K.; 3. GERMANY (West); 4, ICRISAT ¢ INTERNATIONAL); 5.
AUSTRALIA
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General Summary Comments

Paoster (Report 1, above) (or the AAR Conference (1) above) and abntract
(Report 2 above) submftted for the [CRISAT-sponsored Meeting (2) above)
deal with research done {n Germany on a double stranded RNA {solated from
peanut  plants  with  typfeal  symptoms  of  proundnut  rosette  disease.
However, this dskNA s not ftself fnfectuous. The dsRNA 1s associated
with the mechanfcally transmissible, symptom Inducing apent (STA) of the
dfsease but not with the aphid transmfssible luteo virus which acts s
assister” tor the SIA in tteld tvansmission. Procedure of trying to
develop a dtapnostie test tor the SIA virus ol groundnut  rosette by
clonfog this daRNA o deaer {baed,

The contritmttons of thfo conperating country (No. 3) to the proundwork
research CA/PV/N 0 catlined  in the FOREWORD to  the Proftle of the
evaluattfon of host country NICERTA, specitically FOREWORD aoction 4.

The projected roles ot this cooperating country (Noo 3) (n Stage 11,
vears Gotob prescarch o plan of GAJEV/N fe outMnes In o nectten % ol the
above mentltoned Trotfle FORIVORD while the profected role tor Phane I,

sears G- Moy cat Hned A cectdon 6 oot this FOREWORD,

In o “round-up” o dfocunsaton tollowtng o he TCRTSAT-sponsored Meeting (2)
above)y Dr. Casper aoted thar Lt povernment (W, Germany) winhes Gorman
fnstitutions such e hie to pet {ntao hellptng with tropfeal apricultural
problema aod that JCRISAT and the Feanut CRSP had provided entrees for
Wi donstfrotton, M applicd to the FEC tor supporting ftunds and after
about o ovear, when b bad o aleoat farpotten the appHeation, o prant came
throuph,  Dr. Brevel wae added 1o the ntatt with thin prant's funds, and
the  prant explfree o September of 1986, bro. Brevel amd Casper are
enpaged oo cereolopy exchanpe with Dr. Anwa {n Nlgerta, and 1t dedtred
antfsera are obtatoed o cereany one ar hoth of them wil) po to Nlpertla
with the antfvera,  Dr. Caoper feeln that at the moment Dr. Anna 1o ahead
of thefr recearch (o thia area,

Drs. Canper and Brevel took part {noan Inforesl dlucacalon, requented by
Dro Demukbd, the 1,00 PL oot CAZPV/N, the nlpht of Aprit Tl on the nabijeet
of further work on the peanut strtlpe virosts that surveys oade by Dr,
keddy (of  TCRILAT) whowed 1o be widenpread o the SE Acta/S. Pacitie
talands area.  They expresned o willingness to hel p wherever they can in

further work on thia peanat virosts,
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Peanut CRSP: Fxternal Evaluation Panel Review

NARRATIVE REVIFW
Special “H.‘—Sfﬁ’,”_;”ff?' Type™ Profect Review Conducted by :

FEP member Kenneth H, Garren In Cambridpe, FEnpland, U.K. in Apr{l 1985
at: 1) AAB International Conterence on "New Developments fn Techniques
for Virus Detection™, 1o-12 April; and 2) TCRISAT-sponsored "Meeting to
Coordinate Internatfonal Research Into  Rosette Virus  Disecase  of
Groundnut ™, 1.~ 14 Aprtl,

Project Code s cA/PV/N

Project Title: PEANUT VIRUSES: ETIOLOGY, EPIDEMIOLOGY, AND NATURE OF
RES ISTANCE

Review of contribatfon to project GA/PV/N of personnel working in:
Cooperating Iustitution lw(;R.l_n.‘S‘z\:T_" ( INTERNATIONAL)

Personnel Avaflable tor Dise ussions Droo KW, Gibbons and D.V.R, Reddy,
Porpram  leader  and  Prinetg pi al Vir olopist {(resepetively), Groundnut
Improvement Propram, TCRISAT (India), and hr. F.R, Bock, TCRISAT Regplonal
Groundnut Proyram tor S, Africa, Chitedze Apr. Res. Stat fon, Lilongwe,

MAL AW,
Tit I'.'fi ot }“,'J’f',rf, s ehent ,".’,1 :

1. b, V.R O Reddy, N Bharathan, K, Rajeswar!, 5,N, Ngam and R.W, Gibbons
l)«-twtlnn n! peanut mottle virug and sereening for seed transmission
})» on"'ro b ed hn unm ur lu nt asn '».lV

. H.U. qullmm, h..r, f’,uffn'nn, MOA, Mayo and D.VUR, Reeddy

"

_(‘mnm:w propert 11'-, and 7ll'l.|( lun‘.h”»f. of lmHun peanut (lum]) vlru-

& 0 e AAB-Toaters (Poaters dHoplayed  {n poster  rooms  of
Contercnce ot 1) above, with Aboatracts on pages A0 and 48 of  bound
Ahstracts),

1, l) \_wl . ﬂcs«!‘dl‘; - }jnﬁ;;c-t"!‘v v’l rut ,‘“A'L'f"'_"‘" 0! pr nuyn»d/n‘n’t (Arachis hypopaca
4, R.W’(l_h.hum - Breeding for Tonette restatance
9. "f.R. lev ~ He rearch o rn-v tte 4Hm ane 1n 'nn(lu m "‘.',,,r‘i,_“_f';

o 4y b were dincunstonn presented ot f e Heottng of 2) above with
Abstracts prioted ceparately (3) and an pages 1 (4) and 5=7 (5) of
bound A“h“.‘t ractys of the Mect fng,
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The reviewer s famfliar with written agreements, c¢tc. between ICRISAT
and  the Peanut (RSP desfgned to promote and puide thelir cooperative
eftorts, However,  so tar  as  the  reviewer knows the “informal
cooperatfons™, past, present  (and projected for the future), noted on
pages 63, th w7 of the Peanut  CRSP 1983 Annuall Report do not or did not
operate under gpreecrment s 'n'rwl;nv(‘!vre;t.'m(Hny_t; that would make {t possible to
evaluate the  cooperators' contributfons by the numerous and somewhat
ripgld criterta that are scet down to be used on the host countries——in
this case NIGERIA,

Theretore tor these cooperating countries the Narrative Reviews will
conclude with some Cenceral Summary Comments by the reviewer.

(eneral Summary Conpent s

y

A recording transeribed to print of the several discussfions of the (2)
above) TCKISAT-swponsored  "Meoting to Coordinate International Research
Inte Rouette Viren Discase  of  Croundnut”  topether with the bound
Abstracte or that Meetiny and Dro Reddy's separate paper 1/ (Report No., 3
above)  wontd ke i valuable “Proceedings”=type publ{cation.
Notwithstandiog thfc, however, 1 did not attempt to make notes general
enouph to be o busis tor a0 "Discussions™ section of a "Proceedings” of
the Meetdny.  Bather | concentrated my note-taking on: (a) matters where
one mipht o bt TOPTSAT has played, and perbaps will continue to play,
the role of o conperatimg country In contribating to progress on GA/PV/N;
(b) ather wattere of cpecitfe Interest to personnel of GA/PV/N and/or
Peanut RS fos vatter s contributiog In peneral to the continuing close
coordinatfan  of Peanat (PSP s activities  with  those  of ICRISAT's
GCroundnut  lwjproversent Propram,

In the prelicioary diccunasions of thig Meeting (2) above) Dr. Gibhons
stated that TCRISAT Lopee tor tunds to expand [ty program on its three
"mandated” lepuares Cpeanut the major one and plpeon pean and chick pea)
fnto SE o Acla, with o coordinator “on-ofte”.  br, Reddy credited Peanut
CRSP project CArevle with o develaptog procedures for consistent
transmission o GRV,

In the several discusaions of the Moot fng (2) above) after presentation
of cach report abstracted dn the bound volume of Abstracts several
fmportant pototys were developed:

_1_/ The reviewer can attach, as an Appendix, his copy of these Abstracts
and of Dr. Reddy's separate paper to the final version of this review
of GA/PV/N tf thls seens desirable,
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Dr. Gibbons stressed need for a peanut variety resistant to GRV that has
large seeds and 1s carly maturing, He stated that 1n most of the
countries of Africa plagued with GRV there 1s a blg gap between research
and extension, This almost stops distribution of seed of desirable
peanut varfetfes fncluding some varfeties now known to he resistant to
GRV, In  African 1LDCs, fncluding  Niperia, there 1s need for a
povernmment —supported orpanization that can get quality seed (peanut seed)
to the farmer and see that he plants them.  (Commercial scedmen operating
In LDCs are not interested In self-pollinating crops such as peanut),

Dr. Misarl pot some hints on how he mipht Improve his procedures for
feeding the aphids he uses In his transmissfon studlies on GRV.

Dr. Bock (of TCRISAT) told of his survey on species of plants found
fafrly commonly throughout the  peanut  growing areas of Africa. he
started in Zimbabwe and N, Wouth Africa and  went through Malawi,
Tanzania, cte. up Africa's Fast Coast and across through the "peanut
belt™ of central and West Afrfca. More than 150 plant specfes common to
this entire area were recorded,  Dr. Bock also discussed the possibility
of TCRISAT's  funding  one  of  the Nigerian  researchers to a  peanut
conference in Zimbiabwe next February (1986),  Rosette will be a topic at

this conference,

As noted in the FOREWORD to the FProtile of the evaluatfon of the host
country, KIGEFTA, ot GA/PV/N Dr. I(_Em_;~f_;{)¢-lxt part 1/ of a sabbatical at
the Unfversity of Ceorpfa.  He worked there with, m.;'l—inly, Dr. Demski U.S.
PL oot CA/PV/N who s ot UGA-Experiment, In correspondence (11/27/84)
with the reviewer Dr. Reddy states "During mv...sabbatical in UG 1 spent
more  tian Y07 of wy time on characterizing  peanut stripe (PStV), 1in
preparfng an anticerun and on methods for detecting PStyv”, Moreover, 1in
September, 1984, Dr. Reddy sorveyed .. proundnut crops In Thailand, the
Philippines, Papua New Guinea and Indonesia.  The maln objective of the
survey wias to check on the accurrence and impartance of virus diseases of
groundnut An these countrices™. A final detailed report on this Groundnut
Disease Survey {n sE apparently has been prepared and a copy put on file
with the ME of the Peanut (RSP, Apropos this Jdisease survey, another
quotation trom correspondence trom Dr. RBeddy:  "We very much appreciate
the tact that the dmportant data obtalned in ot he survey would not  be
avallable to us were 1t not dor the Hnaone ol support provided by Peanut
CRSPL Our TCRISAT Acfan Tepume Propram {9 expected to start in 1985 and
the dnformatfon we have obtained on proundnut problems fn Fast Asian
countries throuph cooperatfon with your orpanization will he of great
vialue tao na,”

1/ Peanuat cpsp "M Ann. Rpt. ostates "Dr. Reddy will spend B months of a
years sabbatical fn Dr. Demski's lab™. In correspondence (11/27/84)
with the reviewer bro Reddy calls {t ".,.my 51/2 months gabbatical in
UG...".
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The FOREWORD of the Profile of the evaluation of host country NIGERIA, of
GA/PV/N outlines 1in section 4 the direct contributions of ICRISAT,

through Dr. Reddy's sabbatical, to the ground breaking research of
GA/PV/N on GRV,

Dr. Reddy did not take part 1in the informal discussion, requested by Dr,
Demski, the U.S. PT of GA/PV/N, the 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 H. Garren in Cambridge, England, U.K. in April 1985
at: 1) AAB Internationa Conference on "New Developments 1in Techniques
for Virus Detection”, 10-12 April; and 2) ICRISAT-sponsored "Meeting to
Coord{nate International Resecarch 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
RESTSTANCE

Review of contribution to proiect GA/PV/N of personnel working 1in:
Cooperating Country = AUSTRALIA (Projected futurc Cooperator)
Country No. 5

Personnel Available For Discussfon:

Dr. A.J. Gibbs and Miss Kathy F, Boswell, Virus Ecology Group, Research
School of Biolopical Sefences, Australian Natlonal University, Canberra,
AUSTRALTA

Titles of Reports Presented:

1. K.F. Boswell and A.J, Gf hbs -

ﬁwgfiﬁjﬁiEkﬂfﬂfﬂﬂiupﬁ“jﬁﬁﬁz the flipside of virus identification

Report presented to Conterence of 1) ahove. Abstract page 39 of bound
Abstracts,

3. Discussfons by Dr. Cthbs and Miss Boswell in connection with Meeting
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KHG's Narrative Review: 1t was not the intent or purpose of this review
‘to evaluate the sclence, Implementation, etc. of the U.S. work ou Peanut
CRSP project GA/PV/N--1.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, 19&: and by EEP members Milner and [!ckering at University of
Georgia, Attkens on April 3, 1985, Rather, 1In the light of curreatly
existing impediments to travel into and out of Nigerla, the host country
of GA/PV/N, *}!s review was intended to take advantapge of the projected
attendance ac the AAB Conference (1) above) of the two Nigerian Co-Pls,
Drs. Misar{ ans Ansa; two former {nformal cooperators from Scotland,
U.K., 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 1wo potential future 1informal
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  Confercnee (1) above) and Informal
discussions of the reviewer and others pertalning 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 (¢) And, In some
Tn.—‘;t'm.(;, one~on--one discussions between the FEEP reviewer and the
rescarcher-cooperator or host country resecarcher,

The EEP revicewer took two documents as his pulde--namely “Peanut CRSP
Scepe of Work for the External Evaluaiion Pancl (EEP)”, and "EEP Revicw
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 owverall rescavch 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 Proflle Summary was prepared
that, whencver possible, rates performance to date on each ol the points
ralsed under the maln headings of the “EEP Review Agenda--In-Country
Project Review” (main headings of the “Scope of Work” with polnts under
cach as delimited in the "Revliew Apenda'). These main headings are:
Implementation and Manapement, Adequiacy of Science, Geopgraphic Coverage
and Applicability of Research, Institutional Development, and Research
Progress and Applieation,

1/ Countries taken In this order: l. Host country, NIGERIA; 2,
SCOTLAND, U.K.; 3. GERMANY (West); 4. ICRISAT (INTERNATIONAL)Y; 5.
AUSTRALIA
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The reviewer 1is familiar with written agreements, etc. bhetween ICRISAT
and the Peanut CRSP designed to promote and gulde thelr cooperative
efforts, However, so far 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 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 1initially
concentrated on legume viroses. The system seems best described by the
first sentence of the Abstract cited above: “"Versatile computer-based
methods have been deve]ope(m_}ccontly “or collecting, manipulating and
distributing data, and our...(VIDE) project has been using such
facilitles to produce aids for plant virus diagnosis”.

In the dfcenssions of the [CRISAT-sponsored Meeting (2) above) Dr. Gibbs
spoke of tte ACIAR (Australifan Center for International Agricultural
Research) and of Australian work 1in agricultural research and development
of SE Asia, 1including Thaifland and Philippines 1/. He also spoke of
possibility of fitting VIDE system Into the computer at Samaru, Nigeria.

1/ The reviewer would note that the Peanut CRSP has four “"two-legged"

- projects in SE Asia with each project having one leg plauted 1in
Thailand and the other legp planted In the Philippines. These
projects are:

NCS/BCP/TP - “Peanut Varictal Improvement for Thafland and the
Philfppines”

NCS/IM/TP - "Management of Arthropods on Peanut In Southeast Asia”,
GA/FT/TP - "Appropriate Technology for Storape/Utilization of Peanut”,
NCS/TX/SM/TP - "Influence of Rhizobla and Mycorrhizae on Nitrogen
Fixation and Growth of Peanut in Thailand and the
Philinpines”
A - Rhizobium Conslderations

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 TCRISAT) showed to be widespread in the SE Asia/S. Pacific
isiands area, It seemed apparent to all present that the VIDE system
could be a great help 1in putting this peanut virosis, apparently
spreading from its center of origin in China, in sensible perspective,
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EEP REVIEW REPORTS
for

AAM/FT/S...........................................Page
University site viSit..evevereeeeeeeencaceneansal36

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

Projecc Title: An  Interdisciplinary Approach to the Optimum Food
Utility of the Peanut 1in SAT Africa

Discussion With: Dr. B. Singh, Principal Investigator, and colleagues.

Recommendation Rating: The EEP reviewers are pleased to observe that
AAMU 1s strongly committed to the objectives of the project, that this
involvement has stimulated an international outlook at this institution,
and they believe that a wuseful contribution of lasting {impact at AAMU
and In the host country will result from these activities. While the
results of the first two years of effort in this project, consisting
principaliy of a consumer peanut food consumption survey, will provide
useful Information, EEP recommends that the AAMU collaborators should
undertake with thefr host country Iinvestigators, 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.0. Okezie, G.C. Wheelock, H. Jones,
D.R. Rao, J.C. Anderson and V. Caples) as well as interviews with geveral
university administrators including the President.

2. The sclenti{fic and technical discussions were conducted following the
ugsual CRSP 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 vai'ous headings of
Scope of Work, {Including Implementation and Management, Adequacy of
Science, Ceographic Coverage and Applicability of Research, Institutional
Development, and Research Ircgress and Application., These toplcs are
covered in ensuing paragraphs.

4. Implemertation and Management: A highly satisfactory rating scems
warranted, Tor the program in the Sudan. No eignificant administrative
problems at AAMU were identified in discussions with the administration,
and 1ndeed this group almost universally expressed warm approval and
support. Committment of the PI, his collaborators, and the University as
a whole, to this CRSP must be considered excellent. The project has
stimulated wunfversfty-wide interest 1n 1nternational research of thisg
kind.

136



5. Adequacy of Science: A "Satisfactory” rather "Highly Satisfactory”
rating predominares 1in 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 be justiffed In terms of current host country
needs. As for the direction of future efforts, EEP recommends that AAMU
should wundertake with their host country collaborators, a thorough
analysis of all prohtems affecting Increased utilization of peanut in the
Sudan,

0. Geographic Coverage and Applicablility of Research: Relevance of
these efforts to host country gpoals 1s highly satisfactory, since the
emphasis is on transferring knowledge and appropriate practices 1n peanut
utilization and post  harvesting technology to the host country,
Reciprocal value of the host country sclentific efforts to the U.S. 1s
less obvious at this time; nevertheless they may help In designing future
projects {n other host countries with similar needs.

7. Institutional Development:  The project serves fdeally to develop and
strengthen vesearch capabiiftics at AAMU which emphasize international
orientation and collaboration, All the collaborators are enthusiastic
and highly motivated., Training in the U.S. of host country counterparts
s In the planning stape.,

8. Research Iropress and  Application: The first phase, {nvolving a

consumer  peanut  food utilization survey, Is almost complete, and this
will be helptul in putding future efforts in relevant peanut product
development , That  wnch  objectives are the most appropriate to host
country needs Is not, however, entirely clear, and a reassessment of
research priorfties and objectives with the host country collaborators 1s
recommended, Poteatials ftor reclprocal advantages to U.S. research
remafn unclear at this time although a positive fmpact on international

rescarch Inltdfatives and Interests at AAMU g very obtvious.,

9. Summary: Speciflc Strengths:  The principal Investigator, Dr. Singh,
as well as ha collaborators are competent, encrgetic, and thorecughly
dedicated to this project and {ts objectives. Dr, Singh's enthusiam and
leadership have stimulated university-wide Interest. Frequency of U.S.
collaborator travel to  the  Sudan seems adequate, and  sensitive

Interaction with the Sudanese workers s apparent.,

Specific Weaknesses: The AAMU group secems not to have made adequate use
of the considerable fnformation from 4 number of previous technical
assistance efforts fn peanut utilization in East Africa (particularly
British and U N, activities). Future research should take Into account
such  previous efforts, as well as a  thorough review of research

prioritics with host country sclentists,
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY

Peanut CRSP Code: AAMU/FT/SU

Project Title: An Interdisciplinary Approach to the Optimum Food Utility
of the Peanut in SAT Africa

Overall Recommendation Rating: Effective AAMU 1involvement 1in this
project has  stimulated an International outlook throughout the
Institution. FEP belfeves that a useful contribution of lasting impact
to AAMU and the host country will result from this project. A
Satisfactory to Highly Satisfactory rating {s appropriate for progress
achieved up to this time,

Summary Assessment Rntingsl/

1. IMPLEMENTATTION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 Administrative {nvolvement

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

1.12 Gencral attitude towards International programs and
support of researchers {nvolved....vvuo..: E

1.13 Logistical and fiscal sSupport......eeee..: S

1,14 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U.S,
research Interesth. i irnneenennennnnest HS

1.15 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
funding....... e s etecssessseecsanencenoanaal 1E

1.16 Resource comm{itment tO Projecl.....eeees.: S

1.17 Summary Comments: The administrative Involvement of AAMU
i8 fully adequate; the University administration is cooperative and
highly supportive. Linkages and contacts with host country counterparts
are timely, sensitive, and appropriate.

17 Code: E = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; § = Satfsfactory;

NS = Not Satisfactory; IE = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA
Not Applfcable
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1.2 Researcher Involvement

1.21 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
collaborative mode et inienenrenennsneet HS

1.22 General attitude toward international program: E

1.23 Lopgistical sSupporl..e.eeeeeseseesesoosess § HS

1.24 Percetived relevance of  collaborative program to U,S,
research Interests., ey eiessessosscacananst S

1,25 Status of CRSP in relation to ecarlier industry reaction to

fuUnNdIng .o e ieiiieiettinsnerssosnsoasssenoast 1K

1.26 Overall commitment to project coieeeiesaast HS

1,27 Summary Comments:  P1ofs thoroughly competent and clearly
committed to the project, He  eclearly  percefves the International
implications of these eftorts, which are anticipated will provide

benefits to the host country and to the U.S,

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE

2.1 Level of setence/rescarch to penerate new technology: S
2.2 Progressiveness and Innovation of research,.........: S

2.3 Appropriateness  of research bastce and adaptive and
’ I '
relevance to ULS. needs .o ieeeieieseseresenecsossasessseat IE

2.4 Local selence and economic perspective. iieeieeeennaat IE

2.5 Summary Comments:  The ratings Indicated above reflect EEP
convictions that technolopy transter activities rather than resecarch as
conventionally uanderstood, predominate at this time, While this

orientation may not be Ainappropriate  at  this  stape of  the project,
stronger emphas{s on research s recommended In future activities,

3. CEOGRAPHIC COVERACGE AN APPLTCABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevance tao host country/UL S, poalt e iiieeeesvessaeet S
3.2 Complementarity to onyolny research efforts demands on
J } } ’
time and Fresolurces e ettt it ieetineeneessenssansansaset NA

3.3 Transferabl ity of recearch resalts to U5, programs,,: 1E

3.4 Summary  Comments: Kenponse  to host  country  technologpy
needs predominates at this time, but spinolt of usetul knowledpe for
other countries of the reglon as well as to the U,S, may well develop
from thin work,
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4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4,1 Extent of strengthening research capabilities......: HS

4.2 Extent of development of collaborative mode........t E
(Interaction with collaborators/enthusiasm for research)

4.3  Tralning e 10 o A T -

4.4 Summary Comments:  Stimulation of an international outlook
at AAMU s alrcady a very positive development, The entire University
and particularly the orfentation of {ts now research program and
priorities have been strongly influenced by this project.

5, RESEARCH PROCRESS AND APPLICATION
5.1 Achfevement of research objectives..veeeeeevenveaan: S
5.2 Impact on research priorfties. . eeeeeseesenennnanan: S

5.3 Potential of research results for application to U.S.

nuods..............................................: 1E

5.4 Summary  Comments: A consumer  peanut  food utilization
survey, n]most—”romplotod, will gpulde future rescarch and technology
trangfer eofforts, A sensftive analysis In  collaboration with host
country counterparts, of research priorities needed to Improve peanut
food utilfzation, s stronply recommended.

H. SUMMARY

6.1 “pecific Strengths: The PI 1s competent and energetic,
showlng excellent leadership qualities., Frequency of travel to the Sudan
is adequate, and interaction with host country sclentists is

appropriate. Positive results from this work can be anticipated.

bho? Spectflc Weaknesses: In  formulating future technology
transfer and  research  activities, the AAMU proup  sheuld make more
adequate use of previous extensive British and U.N. technical assistance
activities In Africa,

The Sudan site visit of the EEP could not be made beecausie the mission
would not plve clearance for travel due to mitigating circumtances. Two
efforty for travel were made.
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
External Fvaluation P-nel Review of U.S. University Projects

By Dr. K, H. Garren and D. ¢, Pickering (EEP) with Dr. F. .Johnson (BIFAD)
at North Carolina State Unfversity, Ralelgh on April 1/2, 1985,

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/BOP/TP

Project Title: Peanut Varfetal Improvement for Thailand and
Philipptnes
Discussion with: {) br. J. €, Wynne, Principal Investigator, Dept. of

Crop Sclence, Ralefgh, Breeder

f1) Dr. H. T. Stalker, Co-Principal Investigator,
Dept, of Crop Science, Ralefgph, Breeder-Cytogeneticist.
11{) Dr. M. ¥. Beute, Co-Principal Investigator, Dept.
of Plant Pathology, Kaleigh, Plant Pathologist.

Recommendation Rating: On the basts of cvidence presented, the reviewers
received very favorable fmpressfons ol the project and the NCSU staff
charged with fts fimplementation. The reviewers feel that the project as
concefved 1s sound and should continue as planned, with perhaps some fine
tuning as additional results are obtafned to take account of existing and
evolving farming systems, partfcularly in collaborating countries,

Panel Members' Narrative Revlew: The review was conducted on the basis

of full and frank discussions with the PI and two of his four
Co-Principal TInvestigators in a thiee honr sessfon at the NCSU Raleligh
campus, supplemented by  separate mectings  with  the  remalning two
Co=Principal Investigators {n  thelr  capacity as  Pls  of supporting
projects (vis NCS/IM/TP and NCS/SHM/TP) and senfor university officers
responsible for scieuntific and admtfafstrative oversipht of the projects
work plan and budgets, on April 1 and 2, 1985, These meetinpgs were
supplemented by reference to perfodle propress reports prepared hy the
project team. Reference was also made to the tentative findings of Drs.,
Garren and Milner on thelr viatt to Phillippines at which they met with
collaborating scfentlst trom Thalland and Philippines,

2. The Raleigh meetinpe took as thelr apenda the Scope of Work for U,S,
universitics discussed by the EEP members and apreed with the Technical
Committee and Board of Directors topether with the Program Manager,
representing the Manapgement kotdity, ot their meeting in Washington, DC in
late October, 1984,  The procedure tollowed was to invite comments from
Project Tcam memwbers and sollcft responses to questions designed to throw
Hght on the extent to which the Scope of Work pertaining to U,S,
unfversities had been met by the Project Team,  Reviewers were {mpressed
by the thought which had been plven to project desfpn and fmplementation
and the plans articulated for fts contfnuation and evolution, Thia
Narrative Review s based on o Project Proffle Summary which rated
performance to date Hon cach ot the polntys ralvsed onder the flive nmaln
headings of the Scope of Work, f.e. Inplewentatlon and Management

1/ Code: Ev:'l‘lxvvp( fonal Mo Hiphly Satistactory; 5 o Satiy actory;
NS = Not Satistactory; db = TInsatflclent Evidence for cevaluation;
NA = Not Applicable,
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9. Summary: As the foregoing paragraphs seek to indicate, the reviewer
concJudes that the project is well designed, relevart, adequately staffed

and fully supported by both US and collaborating country sclentists and
research administrators, Tt appears clearly to be on the right track and
should continue as planned. The reviewer has confidence that 1ts
managers are responsive and capable, and that {ts potential for outreach

Into other Southcast Aslan countries is considerable and may well begin
to be realized in the coming years.
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PROJECT FROFILE SUMMARY

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/BCP/TP

Project Title: Peanut Varifetal Improvement for Thailand and Philippines

Overall Recommendatlon Rating: The overall thrust of this project, 1its
reported Implementation by the Pl and his collaborators and the
supporting projects at NCSU, vis NCS/IM/TP and NCS/TX/SM/TP (regarding
the Sofl Microblolopy component) are fully appropriate. Support from
NCSU 1s appropriate. It should continue as planned,

Summary Assessment Rat 111;;:;]/

1. IMPLEMENTATION AKD MANAGEMUNT
1.1 Adminfstrative Involvement

1.11 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
collaboratlve mode, iiiieiiiieeennnneannssl HS

1,12 General attitude towards international programs  and
support ol researchers fnvolved.o.ooooeooa: HS

1.13 Logtstical and fioeal SUPPOTL 4 et ennsnennst HS

1.14 Percefved relevancy  of  collaborative program to U,S.
resCarch Intere sl n, i iieieinennennaesacal Hs

1.15 Status of CRSP fn veiatfon to carlfer fndustry reactlon to

T 8 L s
1,16 Resource commftment 1o project ee e eeees: HE
1.17  Summa ry  Comments: MeotIngs  with  senfor  apricultural

management at Dean and Dircctor of Aprlcecultural Research Service level
ifndicated a4 clear understandlop  of y and  commftment to the alms  and
objectives of the Feanut (RSP fn peneral and this project In particular,
This position 1< cvidence hy the allocatlon ol staft time and resources
to the project.,

17 Code: ¥ :Tix('c-pt fonaly HS = Hiphly Satinfactory; S = Satistactory;
NS = Not Satfsfactory; TE = Tnadequate 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 mModC.useeeeeeeeersoonceeeneal HS

1.22 General attitude toward international program: HS

1.23 Logistical SUPPOTt..eieeeeececeessesnense © HS

1.24 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S.
research Interests.. e eecireeiersroneenona’ HS

1.25 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to

funding .. iiiii it iteiinenereecnoanasat HS
1,26 Overall commitment to project...eeeeeseess: HS
1.27 Summary Comments: As iIndicated above, the Principal

Investigator and his colleagues are fully involved and strongly commited
to the project.

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
2,1 Level of sclence/research to generate new technology: S

2,2 Progressiveness and innovation of rescarch...eveeeea: S
2,3 Appropriateness  of  research, basie and adaptive, and
relevance to U.S. needs. oo iiiiineeeeeneannnanrannnast S

2.4 Local science and cconomle perspective ..o eeveeeessas: 1E
I I

2.5 Summary Comments: As far as could be ascertained by the
review meeting with the fnvestigators and from the materfial presented,
this aspect of the project generally warrants a Satisfactory rating.
lowever, the soclal sclence ard economle aspects were difficult to assess.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH
3.1 Relevance to host country /U8, 2001600t esseeeseenessl S

3.2 Complementarity to onpgolng research efforts, demands on

time and regources . ottt i et esnnsessasensanssaes: HS

3.3 Transferabll ity of rescarch results to U.S. programs..: S

3.4 Summary  Comments: The  project appears to  be  of
considerable rvTﬁV;H?x“fd”ﬁ;;{*:bunlry, and .5, poals In thls area. It
appears to demonstrate clear complementarlty to onpolng research offorts
and to the time and resources avallable,  Germplasm developed and tested
appears to he Hkely 1o achicve a satfsfactory level of transferabi ity

to U.5, proprams entrusted to NCSU,
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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 Trainlng o e -

4.4  Summary Comments: The CRSP appears to be a valuable means
of strengthening research capability of NCSU in the fileld of peanut
varietal improvement. Interaction with collaborators appears excellent
and enthusiasm for the project 18 of a very high order.

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPL1CATION
5.1 Achicvement of research objectivVeS..veveeeeenessnest: S
5.2 Impact on research prior{ties....iieeeoeececessesas: 1IE

5.3 Potential of research results for application to U.S.

MECAB . ettt tsenteotenenneosesnssnansnssnsssansanat S

5.4  Summary Comments: Although 1t is still too soon to report
on other than the potential for {impact of the project, it appears to be
well on track. 1985 rosults should enable subtequent reports to be more
definitive,.

6. SUMMARY

6.1 Specific Strengths: Well designed, relevant, adequately
staffed an. supported by both U.S. and collaborating scieutists.

6,2 Specific Weaknesses: Some minor glitches 1in travel
approvals for U.S. sclentists and need for earlier advice on 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 FKenneth H, Garren at US AID Mission, Manila;
PCARRD (Philippine Council for Agriculture & Resources Research &
Development), Los Baros; and UPLB (U. versity of the Philippines at Los
Banos) on February 5-12, 1985.

Peanut CRSP Code: NCS/BCP/TP

Project Title: Pecanut Varietal Improvement for Thailand and Philippines

Host Country: PHILIPPINES

Discussions With: 1) At US AID, Philippines =~ Dr. James Beebe,
Agricultural Program Officer.
2) At PCARRD - Dbr. Ramon V. Valmayor, Executive

Director, and Dr. Dely P. Gapasin, Director,
Crops Research Department

3) At UPLB - Dr. E. T. Rasco, Jr., Director
Institute of Plant Breeding, UPLB.
Mr. Edilbertce Redona, Principnl 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
Breeding.

Recommendation Rating: On the basis of evidence presented as described
herein the reviewers recelved favorable impressions of the project and of
the UPLB-IPB personnel charged with {ts Implementation. The EEP
conslders this a sound project and {t should continue as planned with
perhaps some minor adjustments In management and some Improvements In
Internal and international coordination.

Panel Members' Narrative Review: The review was conducted on the basis

of formal (scheduled) discussions, one informal discussion, and visits to
laboratories and ffeld plots, with discussions therein, as follows:

1) A dlscussion of about two hours in lenpth with Dr, Beebhe, at US AID,
Manila, Feb, 6,

2) A discussfon of about a half-hour fn length with DPr. Valmayor, at
PCARRD, Feh, 6,

3) Discussions of about one hour cach fn length with Dr, Gapasin, Feb, 6
& 11.

4) A round table discussion--presided over by Dr, Gapasin--with moet of
the UPLB researchers assipned to the Peanut CRSP, four visiting N C
State PI's of the Peanut CRSP, and Dr. Cummlns, ME of the Peanut
CRSP, - at PCARRD leh, 8

5) ilearing oral reports and studying written handouts plus participating
In worksheps that were parts of Flrst National Peanut Consultation &
Peanut CRSI' Review at PCARRD, Feb, 7 & 8,
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6) Dr. Garren 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. Tabfen, in laboratories, greenhouses, and field plots, Feb. 11,

The EEP, in meetings and discussions on this project,-took two documents
as 1ts guide--namely "Peanut CRSP Scope of Work for the External
Evaluation Panel (FEP)", 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 asi: quest.ons designed to throw further light on the extent
to which project activ.. ‘et were responsive to the aims and objectives of
the Peanut CRSP ..s defincd in the "Scope of Work for the EEP."

As with othc: evaluations this Narrative Revie'r is based on a Project
I'rofile Summa,y which rated performance to date 1/ on each of the points
raised under the matin headings of che "7 EP Review Agenda—--In-Country
Project Review” (m.in headings of the "Scope of Work" with points under
each as delimfted In the "Review Agenda”)., These main headings are:
Implemantation and Management, Adequacy of Science, Geographic Coverage
and Applicabitity of Rescarch, TInstitutfonal Development, and Research
Progress aud Application. These {tems are considered in more detail 1in
ensusing parapraphs.

I. Implementation and Manapement: As with other Peanut CRSP projects at
UPLB/PCARRD, the revicwers felt that an overall Highly Satisfactory
tatlng, was warranted on the key components of this section of the
review. Relatfons with and support of US AID, Manila are good, perhaps
due partfaliy to the groundwork laid by Dr., Becbe's predecessor in his
post, the M (Dr. Cummins) of the Peanut CRSP, and Dr. Gapasin of
PCARRD.  PCARRD, as the highest level of the host country's government
that is directly involved, has taken all aspects of the Peanut CRSP as
serfous activities and assigned them high priorities.

In regard to the apparently lukewarm attitude of UPLB administration re
the Peanut CRSP, the revicwers felt this might actually be a matter of
inertia. Inertia broupht on by three things = the unique nature of
PCARRD as an adminfstrative body; the location, physically, of UPLB and
PCARRD ad jacent to ecach other; and an apparently continuing reshuffling
of UPLB adminfstrators from department chalrmen on up.

As to UPLB resources, fncluding personnel and material, committed to this
project, 1t seemed to the rveviewers that this project was doing better in
this regard than the other Peanut CRSP projects at UPLB, Perhaps this 1is
at least partfally dae to the 1PB's apparently semi-autonomous state.
The  backpround of  contlnuing peanut  breeding efforts over past ycars
makes the effectiveness of the project's personnel an untested matter.

l/ Codt: E = Fxceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; fi = Satisfactory;
N5~ Not  Satisfactory; 1E = Inadequate Evidence for
Evaluation; NA = Not Applicable
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2. Adequacy of Science: The reviewers' impression is that Mr. Redona is
a competent young sclentist and that his two research assoclates 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-IPB 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, {s adept at the sclentific approach to
testing for insect resistance. Her particular situation as a contributor
to two Peanut CRSP projects 1s treated in a bit more detail in the report
on the IM project. Soclio-cconomic aspects were not touched-upon 1in 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, 1in fileld tests with established lines. To
produce such a cultivar(s) 1s, of course, the objective of this
"regional” peanut breeding project. As stated 1n the Profile, this
project is particularly strong in complementarity to the overall program
of peanut research and extension in the Philippines. The project 1is
almost a joint project with IRRIT, And, whether or not 1t 1is per se
directly coordinated with TCRISAT, 1t 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 1In 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 1s planned that Mr. Redona will go, soon, to
N.C. State for course work and other training with the U.S. PI, Dr.
Wynne. This should strengthen the staff of UPLB-IPB to some degree.

5. Research Progress and Application: Here, again, 1t scems apropos to
repeat the summary for this category from the Profile., The reviewers
feel it {s difffcult to accurately assess any plant breeding program in
regard to this category. So much depends on the nature of the genetic
lines the particular brecding program had as 1{ts base when the program
was started. Ther 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 {1ts potential for aleviating peanut
constraints 1s great. PCARRD 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: PIILIPPINES

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 one Co-PI

the reviewers feel this project should continue with no ma jor 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....cicviiivnnnnnenn

teresesnssast S

1.13 Mission Interest for project future.........: HS

1.14 Summary Comments: Dr., James Beebe, Agricultural Program
Officer, US AID Philippines, 1s "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. Becbe sces them, are excellent between the ME of the
Peanut CRSP and PCARRD (Philippine Council for Agriculture & Resources
Research & Development), PCARRD {s 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 1in 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 Adminfstration of program-instutional level.....:ﬁ__S
17 Code: E = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; § = Satisfactory;
NS = Not Satisfactory; 1E = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA

Not Applicable
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1023 !“iscal managementl'..l......l"............ll..l: S

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. vttt iiiiineneenrennennnnsst HS

1.26 Commitment of governments and/or institutions to programs-—
researcher level and above - resgource commitment,
Importance of peanut research in development poals,: HS

1.27 Summary Comments: The FEP 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
glven a 151 page mimeo "Progress Report” on the Filipino part of four
Peanut 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 scemed minimal.

1.3 Resources commited to program
1.31 Personnel

1.311 Directly commited/indirect & supportive....: HS

1.312 Adequacy of number and capability to

e o o HS
1.313 TInvolvement of Women. .o niiiiieinierennnnsat HS
1.314 Overall effectiveness of program pergonnel : TE

1.315 Summary Comments: The reviewers found the number of
people committed to this project to be Highly Satisfactory, However, by
a handout that accomparnied Mr. Redona's (the project's PI1) report to the
Consultation , the pfoject was activated In July of 1983 to "...broaden
an ongoing Philippine peanut breeding program.” Without a miracle two
growing seasons cannot show progress in sclecting promising lines from an
extensive field-testing of diverse 1ines. S0 the revicwers feel more
time 15 needed to evaluate the overall effectiveness of the team
operating the project,

1.32 Equipment /facilities/supplien

1.321 Avaflabflity-reason for unavallability,....: HS

1.322 Adequacy-reason for Inadequacy.vieeeesennaat HS
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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......: §

2.3 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive....: §

2.4 Adequacy of social science/economic
perspective/sensitIvity. e ieiiieieeeeennsnsasnenes: IE

2.5 Summary Comments: As far as the reviewers could tell this
aspect of the project descrves a Satisfactory rating. The time does not
seem ripe to transfer to the UPLB-IPB site some of the more progressive
and Innovative technfques In use at the project's U.S. home base at N.C.
State. Soclo-economic aspects were not touched-upon in the reviewers'
discussions.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

5.1 Relevancy Lo national goals. ... eeeeseceessesnensessaal S

3,2 Complementarity to ongolng peanut research activities
In-country..... R

3.3 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs:HS

3.4 Communications with other In-country entities.........: HS
3.5 Docs locatlon fmpact reglonally as well as fn-country,: HS

3.6 Relatlonship to other International research cofforts -
ICRISAT, TRRI....ivvinn... I I )

3.7 Transferabllity  of research (in-country, regionally,

Internationally) for fmplementatlon....seeeeeveeaaneas: HS

3.8 Summary Comments:  The reviewers felt the project carns a

Highly Satisfactory rating in this catepory. It {s particularly strong

In complementarity to peanut rescarch and extension activities 1in the

Philippines. The project s almost a jolnt project with TIRRI. And,

whether or not 1t s per se directly coordinated with ICRISAT, it has,
fndirectly through N.C., State, good working relatfonships with TCRISAT.




4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4,1 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist
development, facilities8).veseeeseseaeosseccensonessest HS

4,2 Extent of development of collaborative mode~how are
collaborators (U.s., host country) interacting? -
enthusiasm for research...viieeececeescesesssssennasst 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, tu 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 alumn! group at UPLB,

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
5.1 Achievement of rescarch objectivesS..veeeeeeeeseeees? S

5.2 Impact of resecarch on institution and government
priorities and policies..iuiieeeeneeconsoncessnenons S

5.3 Sufficiency of training/encouragement for promotion of
Information flow L0 UBCT.u.eeeerevenonensonnnnsnnosl HS

5.4  Potential of resarch for success in aleviating production
and utilizat{ion CONBLtTaintB.eeeeeenseresnsennsceneest S

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

5.6  Summary Comments: The reviewers feel it 1s difficult to
accurately assess any plant breeding program in regard to this category,
So much depends on the nature of the genetic 1lines the particular
breeding program had as its base when the program was started. Then too,
everyonc recognizes there 18 a strong element of 1luck operating
throughout all plant breeding programs. The objectives of this project
are such that {ts potential for aleviating peanut production constraints
1s great. PCARRD will sec 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: TIts 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, {ts
position as the Filipino counterpart of a strong, sclentifically-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 1in 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 coordinaticn 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 1ts 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 1s 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 tuis project
be continued at 1its 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., 1if 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 Plerre 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 Thailand Coordinated Groundnut Improvement Progran, EEP members
therefore decided that, 1in view of the apparently close coordination of
the relevant Thail agencies, namely the Department of Agriculture, which is
also the lead coordinating agency, with Khon Kaen and Katsetsart
Universities, 1t would be repetitious to present the section on
Implementation and Management separately 1in respect of each project.
Rather, and since there was manifest full involvement of the USAID Mission
with the Peanut CRSP {in Thafland, 1t 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 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 Thalland Coordinated
Groundnut Improvement Program, and dlscussions with key collaborators
interviewed in the coursc of our Thailand visit. The latter included:

John Fot{: Agricultural Officer, USAID Mission, Bangkok
Roger Montgomery: Evaluation Officer, USAID Mission, Bangkok
Vichitr Benjastl: 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 Breeder, NCS/BCP/TP, Katsetsart
University,

Aran Patanothai: Peanut Breeder, NCS/BCP/TP, Khon Kaen
University

Manochal Keerat{-

Kasikorn: Collaborator, Entomologist, NCS/IM/TP, Khon
Kaen University

Sathorn Sirfsingh: Collaborator, FEntomologist, NCS/IM/TP, Dept.

of Agriculture
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Chintana Oupadissakoon: Principal Investigator, GA/FT/TP, Katsetsart
University
Yenchal 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 ecach 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.
Complementar{ty to misslon programs.........: HS

1.12 Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of

project. Attitude toward Uu.S. personnel traveling
b (L ol e 10D 1 o H3

1.13 Missfon Interest for project future.....o....: 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 Understandirg and .acceptance of progran by administrators

and sclentists. Concept of collaborative mode..: HS

1.22 Administration of program-government of 1institutional
Jevel ...ttt ittt ttteneteanrenaracananaat HS

1.23 Fi8cal management .. eeeeseeeceasessnaceeoressnaaa.: HS

1.24 Relevancy of program to country research necds. Direction

of projects relative to orlginal plans...: HS
1.25 Attitude toward U.S. participants and their
Involvement .. it ieenereoasnneennsonnnaal E

1.26 Comm{tment of governments and/or {nstitutions to programs-
resecarcher level and above - resource commi{tment,
Importance of peanut research {n development poals.: HS

1.27  Summary Commente: Strong Interest In and commitment to
the prcgram because of {ts percelved relevance to natfonal goals and {ts
complementarfty to the natfonal proundnut Improvement  program whereby

additional resources can be utflized to strenpgthen, particularly, the

17 Code: E = Exceptfonal; HS = Hlghly Satfsfactory; § = Sati{sfactory;

NS = Not Satinfactory; “jf.= Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA
Not Applicable
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regsearch programs of the two universities primarily concerned with
peanuts 1in their agricultural mandates. Slightly longer visits by US

sclentists to review activities and advise on methodology would be
welcomed by Thal coltlaborators and should be supported by CRSP management,
1.3 Resources commited to program

1.31 Personnel

1.311 Directly commited/indirect & gsupportive....: HS

1.312 Adequacy of number and capabliiity to
function. ittt ittt reteesnnaneensenanal HS

1.313 Involvement of WoMEN...eereeevevnsenennnast HS

1.314 Overall effectiveness of program personnel: HS

1.315 Summary Comments: As noted above the CRS" 1s seen as
an integral part of national peanut improvement efforts. Consequently 1t
recelves a fully adequate share of dedicated personnel who value the CRSP
as a means of strengthening the resource bhase available to them for thelir

chosen work. This {5 a view shared by senior research managers {in
Thailand.

1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplies

1.321 Avaflability-rcason for unavailability.....: HS

1.322  Adequacy-reason for Inadequacy...eeeeeseoss? s

1.323 Summary Comments: The Breeding program 1s split
between D.0.A., Kasetsart and Khon Kaen University. Flelds of all
qualities and in different locatlon are available and used by cooperators
without restrictions. Workers are abundant, fields treatment
(Pesticides, Fertilizer, growth repgulator, line etc.---) are applied 1in
time, observations are made correctly and test infestation are standard
and well done. Crops are in good condition and clean (in splte of weeds
abundance). The flirst harvest of the rainy scason was in progress when
we passed and all things were running well, The number of experiments
developed by K.K.U. ts impressive,

2. ADEQUACY GF SCIENCE

2.1 Level of science/research to generate new technology: HS
2,2 Progressi{veness and I{nnovativeness of research,.....: 1S

2.3 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive....: 1S

2.4 Adequacy of soclal sclence/economic
perspective/sens i tIvity e ieneneeennsseraneenseneeat 1S




2.5 Summary Comments: The competence of Cooperators and the
quality of the research developed warrant commendation. All classical
technics 1n use for this kind of program are adaptated with success
(infestation technlques, sensibility control, evaluation scale-—--ctc.) by
several assistants. This work is drfven with a good perceptfon of social
and economical incidence, as a permanent contact with the farming system
department of K,K.U., {s maintained.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevancy to natlonal oale...eeeeeeeseeessesesseseessl HS

3.2 Complementarity to ongolng peanut research activities
I COUN Y s sttt ettt it ieeeennosoensnnanonononceneseat HS

3.3 Responsiveness to percelved producer and consumer needs:HS

3.4 Communications with other fn-country entities....ou...: HS

3.5 Does locatfon fmpact reglonally as well as in-country,: HS

3.6 Relatfonship to other Internatfonal rescarch efforts -
D0 o O L O R S T 1
3.7 Transferabflity  of research (In-country, reglonally,
Internationally) 1or foplementat{on...eeeeereeenveee.t HS
3.8 Summary Comment s The yood Hnkage between all
participants and the existence of a Natlonal Peannt Program elaborated
and orientated cach year by ccoperators and by all other col leagues from
D.O.A. and Universfty, durfng a special meeting glve the Ifnrcurance that
CRSP 15 1n accordance with unatfonal goal, It 1s also for the same reason

complementary of other researches and 1t s connected with producer and
consumer needs, The scattering of expertments In many locations and
durfing different secasons (before or after rice and during rainy season)
1s a guarantee of reglonal and even International fmpact and of good
transferabf1ity, TCRISAT and  IRR1 arce fully concerned by this program
and a good collaboration Is existing between different partners,

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4,1 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (sclentist
development, fact g eB) e eeereeeensceenensnnesnneast NS

4,2 Extent  of development  of collaborative mode-how are
collaborators (u.5, hont country) Interacting? -

’

enthusiasm for research. i reeesrecsseoesensesnast HS

4,3 Training progresus=short term, post graduate traininp,: 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 IDRC of Canada into which CRSP activities are fully
integrated. The CRSP s playing an important part in strengthening Thai
research capabilities and appears to be doing this job well by
Interactlon between U.S. and Thai scientists, Training progress is good
but could perhaps be {mproved by the expansion of training for Thai
sclentists at the MS and doctoral levels 1{n collaborating U.S.
Institutions, glven allocation of priority for this type of training by
the Tha! government through DOA.

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
5.1 Achievement of rescarch objectives..veesesosesssses: HS

5.2 Impact of rescarch  on  {Institution and government
priorities and polfcies.. s iieeeineeeressnonesnseeet HS

5.3 Sufficiency of trainfng/encouragement for promotion of
Information flow Lo USEr. .. iiieresassscesensaaranat HS

5.4 Potential of research for success In aleviating production
and utilization conctralintt.eeeeeeeeeeresenoeenaseas HS

5.5 Impact of research on Women fn Development.........: HS

5.6 Summary Comment s : The program follow a normal way In
Bangkok as In Khon Kaen., Sced Increasing, varfetal experiment, test for
follar discases aad progenfes studies are  developed 1n  excellent
conditions and under several climatic sftuations. The best opportunity
for this program was to promote a pood linkage and a perfect cooperation
between beneficlary institutions. Each {ncreased largely his capacities
and through the collaboratifon of a natfonal well coordinated program,
specific works were distributed following the competences. Results are
discussed each year In a speclal commission, and documents on the
achfevement of this program and all other related Informations are
printed and distributed to different users. It 1s too early to diffuse
any product of this propgram. Many preliminary results are promising In
the way of discases resfstances, fleld I{mprovement, sced quality and
better adaptabilfty to farming system., Many women are participating to
regearch operation at conception and at execution level,

6. SUMMARY

6.1 specific Strengths:  The Thai program is characterized by
strong commitment of US based collaborating rescarch {institutions, the
USAID  Thailand misston, and Thal agencles. In-country competence

regarding the projects s of a generally satisfactory nature, and the
objectives of the rescarch projects are relevant to mutual needs. Thedir
speciffic strengths relate to thelr relevance to Thal 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 Thals the benefits to be gained by
Thai agency intera-~tlon,

6.2 Speelfic Weaknesses: This 1s overall a very strong
program with relatively few weaknesses, and those noted could be remedied
by relative "fine tuning” of activities. Some limi:zations in contact
between collaborating Thal and U.S. scientists in the fileld could be a
constraint on effective d{mplementaticn of projects 1in Thailand. The
technical assistance potential of such  visits can hardly be
underestimated, e¢speclally  from the standpoint of application of
appropriate rescarch 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 proempt release of funds. Thal agency research plans and
estimated calls on CRSP resources might profitably be advanced and
refined to permit earl'er review by coilaborating U.S. scientists and
Institutions, thus optimizing resour-e obligation.

7, Revicwers PRecommendations: As noted above, the Thailand CRSP
program 1s procecding 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
gencrally excellent groundwork established to date.

The proposed sabbatfcal of Pr. W. V. Campbell (NCSU) would improve
the technical assfstance component of the program, especfally were he to
be based In Thailand. Some slight prolongation of in-country visits by
U.S5. sclentists would also have a disproportionate beneficial impact on
the quality of Thal research and hence the validity of 1ts results.

More and better advance plannning in Thalland of research activities
with CRSP funded resource fmplicaticns and the early conveyance of this
Information to collaborating U.S. s-lentists wonld facilitate greater
efftciency In project implementation and resource utilization. Such
planning will need to take Into account the anticipated diminishing role
of IDKC in That peanut related research, and the probable cessation of
this avenue of assistance in 1988,
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EEP REVIEW RZPORTS
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NCS/IM/TP.eueieurieaseseaeesannase s sasasenaessn.Page
University site visit.ieceeieeecseosnocssenneses 163
Philippine site viBit.eeeeeeesveseseseocosesonss 169
Thajland site viSit.eiuieveeeeesecossosseoennnsasl?B
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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,
Senlor managers of Agricultural Research NCSU,
Raleigh, North Carolina

Recommendaticn Rating: The project deserves a Highly Satistractory rating
for ongoing and past work, Emphasis should be placed on close links with
other NCSU managed projects during the PI's forthcoming sabbatical 1in

Thailand and Philipp’'nes, planned for and recorded in his Scope of Work
for the puriod,

Panel Members' Narrative Review: The review was conducted on the basis
of a presentation by the PI in the context of NCSU involvement 1in the
Peanut CRSP through his project and that pertaining to Varietal
Improvement, and Rhizobium considerations on Nitrogen fixation and growth
of peanut 1in 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 railsed in the Scope of Work Iin order to ascertain
the extent to which the project was responsive to the aims and objectives
of the Peanut CRSP,

3. This Narrative Review 1s based on a Project Profile Summary which
rated performance to date 1/ on ecach of the points ralsed under the
main headings of the Scope of Work, i.e. Implementation and Management,

l/ Code: FE = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S5 = Satiefactory;

NS = Not Satisfactory; IE = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA =
Not Applicable
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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 HMembers 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 unfoirtunate), the Panel felt that the
attitude of university senior administrators and their manifest
understanding of the benefits of CRSP {nvolvement was such that
confidence in future full involvement by NCSU was warranted.

5. Researcher {involvement was of a demonstratably high level. 1Indeed,
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, 1t 1s predicated on sound
resesrch principles and should result in opportunities for deve:loping
insect pest management methodologies and/or germplasm resistant to major
arthropod pests in hoth developing countries and the U.S. An important
feature of the project 1s {its potantial for application of vesults 1in
other East Asian pcanut producing countries. In these respects therefore
the Panel Members rated this aspect as Satisfactory.

7.  Geographic Coverage and Appilcability of Research: As indicated in
paragraph 6 abovc, the project 1is 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 Thalland, and other Aslan peanut producing countries concerning the
objectives and outcome of this project. Opportunities are good in light
of the {interest already displayed by such countries in the Varietal
Improvement and  Rhizobfa  Projects (NCS/BCP/TP  and  NCS/TX/SM/TP
respectively) and perhaps Dr. Campbell should be used as an ambassador to
further the dfffusfon of Interest and cooperation in the region for all
three. This supgestion should be reviewed by the PI's of the prejects
concerned and put into effece, to the extent feasible,

8. Institutfonal Development: Ag noted in the Project Profile Summary
and eclsewhere, pood impact has already been made In this field. It
should be further promoted by the proposed sabbatical assipnment of the
PI in Thafland and Philippines {n 1985/86 acting in accordance with Scope
of Work that sccks to foster not only his project but the overall program
of the Peanut CRSP {n the Fast Asla Repion,
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9. Research Progress and Application: An important aspect of the
project has been the establishment of similarities JIn pest
characteristics between U.S. and collaborating countries and 'ience the
progress made in developing economic thresholds for the most important
pests 1in collaborating countries. The means of devel,ping 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, and 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
{dentified.

10, Summary: Panel members agree that the project 1is well designed,
complementary to other Peanut CRSP 1initiatives 1in 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: Managemeut 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 18 accordingly strongly endorsed.

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 Administrative involvement

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

1.12 General attitude towards international programs and
support of researchers involved......eou..: HS

1.13 Logistical and fiscal SUPPOTt....eeeeensat HS

1.14 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U.S.
research InterestsB...icseieernosncnnocensnal HS

1.15 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to

fuNdIng.ueeeeeeoceesoooasensonossancnnssel S
1,16 Resource commitment to projecCt....eeecess:? HS
1.17 Summary Comments: There is an unquestionable and highly

supportive involvement of senior NCSU managers to this project
conditioned in part by the establishment of problims similarities in this
field between US and collaborating countriee,

17 Code: E = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;
NS = Not catisfactory; 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
CO]luhOl'ntiVC mOdC.-.o..-..-.-..o.-..-..-: HS

1.22 Gencral attitude toward international program: HS

1.23 Loglstical SUPPOTL.ivievsvereceoascensns ! HS

1.24 Percetved relevance of collaborative progrum to U.S,
resecarch Interests. . i iiererennecnonnnet HS

1,25 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier Industry reaction to
funding...... e st esearsesancseaseosennees’ HG

1.26 Overall commitment to project.....eeeee.e.: hS

1.27 Summary Comments: Although NCSU researchers generaily
were characterfzed by a high level of involvement Iin CRSP activities the
PI 1in this case appeared to have taken his project as a nzrgonal
challenge - without losing sight of {ts relevance to and linkages with US
industry concerns. Researchers involvement 1is Highly Satisfactcry.

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE

2.1 Level of sefence/research to generate new technology: S

2.2 Progressiveness and innovation of resea. heeewveevos: S

2.3 Appropriateness of research, basic and adaptive, and
relevance to U.S. needBeieeiieeeneeeeeseesseenesennsal S

2.4 Local science and cconomic perspective..eveeveeeeessss IE

2.5 Summary Commente: The project 1s predicated on well
established research principles that should result in opportunities for
developing appropriate germplasm and/or insect pest management
methodologies {n both developing, collaborating countries and the US.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevance to host country/U.S. #0086, e eeeeneosseeest HS

3.2 Complementarfty to ongolng rescarch efforts, demands on
tIme and e BoUrCes. it ittt iiiienennasasnsennansassst HS

3.3 Transferabil Ity of research results to U.S, programs., .: S

3.4 Summary Comments:  Overall a highly wsatisfactory ratd ng,
and particularly In respect of other peanut prowing countrien Iin the East
Asia Region which could well benefft irom research reoults obtained In
the Thailand and Philippines peanut produrtfon arean. Opportuniftien to
network with, e.g. Malayafa and Indonesnin should be examlned in the

context of other CRSP Inftiatfves in these countries.
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4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
4,1 Extent of strengt'-:nin: .:search capabilities......: HS

4.2 Extent of developucnt of collaborative mode........: HS
(Interaction with collaborators/enthusiasm for research)

4.3  Tralning PrOgreB6.ceeeeesessscssssasssveessenesnssst S

4.4 Summary Comments: The PI is obviously strongly committed
to the 9project In particular and {institutional development 1in
collaborating countries 1in general. 1In this regard, and in respect of
the three NCSU projects in Thailand and Philippines, the EEP is strongly
supportive of the proposal that the PI take a 6-month sabbatical in the
region to work with Thai and Philippines sclentists on the project, A
clear program of work is essential and should be cleared in advance with
the Technical Committee of CRSP, 1.e. before Dr. Campbell departs for
Thailand.

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
5.1 Achievement of research obJectiVeSeeeeceseseoccenest S
5.2 Impact on research prioritiesS.iieeseecececcscennneet S

5.3 Potential of research results for application to U.S.

NECA B .4 s oineeonetsesoseeseosesenossasnnsssonesasesl S

5.4 Sumnary fComments: A good start has been made to develop
economic thresholds for the most important arthropod pests of peanut in
the three countries from which 1t should be possible to derive damage
indices. Perhaps of preatest significance has been the cstablishment of
similarities, at least at the generic level, of insect pests 7n all three
countrifes, and therefore the feasihility of a comprehensive research
approach to their countrol.

6. SUMMARY

6.1 Specific  Strengths: The project 4s characterized by
exceptionally strong PI committment, commi{ttment that 1s strengthened by
long US experfence  and  readiness to apply this experience 1In
collatorating countries., In this regard, the EEP commends the proposal
that the PI should vistt collaborating countries on sahbatfcal In 1985/86
with o vlew to developing arthropod control research techniques In
Piflfppines and Thatland concurrently with planned rescarch in Ral {ph,
NC.

6,7 Specific Weaknessen: It fs difficult to ldentify
weaknesses of the project without becoming pleayune, however, although
the project has nade a pood atart In addressing probleme of arthropod
pests on peanut production (and this should continue) thoupht need to be
given to wayn and meanns of addressing poat harvest pest of peanut.  Thisg
observatlon s finappropriately placed, since the omission of explicit
conalderatfon of the quesntion Is an overall CRSP weakness rather than one
of this project, However EEP members take this, perhaps unsuitable,
opportunity of recording their view on the subject,
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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/IM/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 - Eliseo P. Cadapan, Assoc. Prof. of
Entomology and Principal Investigator of
NCS/IM/TP and Dr. Candida B. Adalla, Entomologist.

Recommendation Rating: On the basis of evidence presented and discussed
and of visits to laboratories, grecenhouses, and {ield plots the reviewers
received a highly favorable {mpression of the project, They recommend
that 1t continue, largely a: 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 (acheduled) discussions 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 discussion--presided over by Dr. Gapasin--with most of
the UPLB researchers assigned to the Peanut CRSP, four visiting NC
State PIs of the Peanut CRSP, and Dr. Cummins, ME of the Peanut CRSP,
- at PCARRD Feb. 8.

5) Hearing oral reports and studying written handouts plus participating
in workshops chat were parts of First National Peanut Consultation &
Peanut CRSP Review at PCARRD, Feb. 7 & 8. -

6) Formal discussion with Dr. Cadapan of about two hours in Iength {n
his office at UPLB, Feh, 11,

7) Informal dincussfons at opportune times and fn opportune places with
Dr. Cadapan.

8) Dr. CGarren only, informal diacunsion specifically requested by Dr,
Adalla at PCARRD, Feb. 8,

169



The EEP, in meetings and discussions on this project, took two documents
as 1lts gulde-—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 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 for the EEP".

As with other evaluations this Narrative Review 1ig 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 headings are:
Implementation and Management, Adequacy of Science, Geographic Coverage
and Applicability of Research, Institutional Development, and Research
Progress and Application. These items are considered 1in more detail {in
ensuing paragraphs.

1. Implementation of 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., Relatfons 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.  PCARRD, as the highest level of the host country's povernment
that 1is 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 we
the Peanut CRSP, the reviewers felt this might actually be a matter of
inertia. Inertia brought on by three things -~ the unique nature of
PCARRD as an administrative body; the locatfon, physically, of UPLB and
PCARRD adjacent to cach other; and an apparently continuing reshuffling
of UPLB administrators from departmeni chairmen on up.

As to UPLB resources, Including personnel, committed to the project, to
the reviewers the most {mpressive and Important aspect was the Pl, Dr.
Cadapan., Dr. Cadapan says his official rescarch time {s assigned as
follows: Peanut 507 ; biological control of arthropods, 257%;
agriculture, 257, This, the EEP feels, does not depict his  broad
involvement with many facets of peanut  production In the Philippines.
Although the reviewers did  not specifically address the subjeet  of
coordination and  cooperation with I1CRISAT and other  internatfonal
organfzations Intcrested In promoting peanut  production, Dr. Gadapan's
Interest and energy seemed to be zentered {n the {ntra-Philippine aapccts
of the curreat drive to increase peanut production.  This s noc to say
he {8 anti{-International

1/ Code: ' = Exceptional; HS =  Highly Satinfactory; § =
Satisfactory; NS = Not Satisfactory; JE = "nadequate
Evidence for Evaluation; NA = Not Applicable
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in viewpoint. He is far from it and he has personal ties at IRRI. He is
closely associated with the National Post Harvest Institute (UPLB), and
is an observer and investigator of the economics of insecticide use and
of the socio-2conomic aspects cf Filipino peanut production,

2. Adequacy of Science: As noted in the Profile, the Panel felt the
science was keyed, as 1t should be, primarlily to the practical
applicatfon of findings. There 1s a touch of progressiveness in work
being done on biologica! control, b“ut otherwise there is little that 1s
Innovative. The Panel was convinced, by discussions, that Dr. Cadapan
brings a high level of soclo-economic perspective to the project., Some
of his observations apropos this conviction are: Most peanut now
produced in the PLilippines are eaten lJocally--usually fried in coconut
oil. There 1s, he feels, much more In local needs to be met before there
can be “cheap” peunut available to expand the peanut processing Industry
In that country. The future for peanut in the Philippines, he feels, 1s
keyed to making wore plantings along river banks to take advantage of
furrow irrigation. There {s a great need for help from several sources
in the matter of peanut storage. Most peanut stored for more than two
months In the 1iflippines are stored by professional warchousemen and
these men have a leag vay to po to be truly “"professional”.

3. Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Rescarch: Agaln, as

noted 1in the Profile, the emphasls In this project {s on practicality.
The Pl has r(—:p—o:EL—»d slatus  In Intra-Philippine groups such as that
assembled for the Consultation, As noted previously {n this Narrative
while the project has no evident close ties with other 1international
regsearch efforts and while Dr. Cadapan's interest and encrgy scemed to be
centered In the Intra-Philfppine aspects of the current drive to increase
peanut production, he s obviously not anti-international {n viewpolint,

The EEP has noted fn fts review of the NC State part of this project that
one outcome of Dr. Campbell's (the U.S, PI) projected sabattical should
be to pursue the extent to which linkages can  be developed between
Philippines and  Thalland and other Asian peanut  producing countries
concerning the objectives and outcome of this project, The reviewers
feel that Dr. Cadapan {s admirably sulted to be an equal partner in this
endeavor to expand the Asfan coverape of research results from the Peanut
CRSP.

4
as an entfty, hasy utvn-n;;thnm-d the agricualiural research program and
outlook at UPLB. It also seems to have plven renewed frrivtus to PCARRD'g
Interest dn promoting peanut culture {n the Phitpoinen, All of the
Peanut CRSP projects at UPLB, in the view of the reviewers, seem to be
atrengthentng  the redearch and the collaborative mode of  PCARRD/UPLE,
Dr. Cacapan, the P1oof this profect, must be plven a llon's share of the

. »I‘rlii—tm_imrut_Ir:n:a_llwl)_v‘vp(_-_l-npmunt': The  Panel feels that the Peanut CRSP,

credit for this strenpthening, as well as mafor credit for the projected
sabbatlcal at UPIB (and in Thatland) ot the U5 VI , Dr. Camphell, As
noted In the Frofile, there fs no evident plan to trafin , at  the

post -praduat e lt,vf'vr-l, a potential nsuccensor to Dr, Cadapan as Pl of the
project,
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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 {t difficult to decide now which bits of progress should be
credited to Peanut CRSP, T

Perhaps, then, this review should close with a summary of research
progress in the Philippines on this IM project--as the reviewers saw 1t:
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 1Insects do much dawmage to peanut 1in the Philippines. Time of
planting and density of plants influence 1insect damage and yileld.
October 1s better than November for planting. Though 1nsect damage
Increases 1in denser stands, this 1s cancelled 1in October plantings by
higher yields from denser stands. Increasing Ca by applying gypsum or
calcic limestone does not affect Insect populations and 1insect damage,
but such does give higher vylelds. 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: PHILLIPINES

Overall Recommendation Rating: On the basis of: 1) Management; 2)
implementation; 3) relevance to both host country and U.S. interests; 4)
drive, dedicaiton, and scientific acumen of {its Filipino PI and 1its 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 Rutingsl/

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: Dr. James Beebe, Agricultural Program
Officer, US AID, Philippines, Is "new” tc¢ the Phillppines but not new to
the post of Agricultural Officer of a US AID Mission. From experlence in
Sudan he 1s familfar with and very much In favor of CRSP projects,
Relations, as Dr. Beche sees them, are excellent hetween the ME of the
Peanut CRSP and PCARKD (Philippine Council for Agriculture & Resources
Research & Developmenc).  PCARRD s the Philfppine central government's
adminiatrative hody for this iype of R&D., US AID Migsion, through Dr.
Beebe, will cooperate with ME and PCAKRD 1n muintafeding these good
relations.

17 " Code: E =  Exceptional; H3 = Highly Satisfuctory; S =
Satisfactory; NS = Not Satiefactory; 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. Concer* of collaborative mode..: IS

1.22 Administrat{on of program-government lTevel.....: HS
1.22A Admin{stration of program—institutional level...: S
1,23 Fiscal management ... .. eeeesosasosasensanasensl S

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 thelr
Involvement oot iirneeeraannarenecanaat HS

1.26 Comm{tment of povernments and/or Institutions to programs=
researcher level and  above - resource  commltment.,
Importance of peanut research In development goals.: HS

1.27 Summary Comments:  The EEP felt the project warrants an
almost Complet(;ly Hehly Satisfactory rating {n this categpory. Two top
administrators of PCARRD (Executfve Director Valmayor, Crops Research
Director Capasin) are fully sold on the Feanut CRSP and very Involved in
it. On  February 7-8, 1985 two FEEP members attended a  Philippine
"Natfonal Peanut Consultatfon & Peanut CRSP Review”,  The CRSP program
had a half-day of this review, and the EFP members, and others, were
glven a 151 pape mimeo "Progress Report™ oa the Filipino pact of four
Peanut CRSP projects.  Ionvolvement In and Intereet fn the Peanut CRSP on
the part of the academfe fnstitutlon (Unfvernfty of Philippines at Los
Banos or UPLB) as displayed to the FEP seemed minfmal,

1.3 Resources commlted to program

1.31 Personnel

1.311 Directly commited/indirect & supportive....: HS
1,312 Adequacy of number and capabilfity to
DT Y PR 1S
1,313 Involvement ol Wome .. eeeseeonoesssasnseessl R
L.31A Overall effectiven s of program pertonne; L
1.3 Summary  Commentn: From what  fn saw and heard the EEP

Judged thia to be the bedt ol the teamn asalgned by PCARRD/UPLE to Peanut
CRSP projectin. ot o nead b team, domtoated by the I, Dr. Cadapan,
Dr. Cadapan hias o broad ranpe of (nterestn oand activitlen, He (ot eractp
with the U 50 11, P, Canpbell, to the atvantage of all anpectn of  the
projeet and ot Peanut CRSP,

174



1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplies

1,321 Availability-reason for unavailability.....: S

1.322 Adequacy-reason for 1inadequacy...eeeeeeceee? 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, ADE)UACY 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....: HS

2.4  Adequacy of social science/economic
perspective/sensitivity v iieeererenrensensennnananat HS

2,5 Summary Comments: The Panel felt the sclence was keyed,
ags 1t should be, primarily to the practical application of findings.
There 1s a touch of progressiveness in work being done on biological
control, but otherwise there i1s little that is innovative. The Panel was
convinced, by discussions, that Dr. Cadapan brings a high level of
soclo-economic perspective to the project.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevancy to national B08lB....eeecececesseanescasansst HS

3.2 Complementarity to ongolng peanut research activities
In-CoUNtry.seeeneetienessosessocescsesnnneonnsnnscasast HS

3.3 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs:HS
3.4 Communications with other in-country entities.........: HS
3.5 Doer location impact regionally as well as in-country,: HS

3.6 Relationship to other international research efforts -
ICRISAT, IRRI.u.uvueosecsonsanssesncssssenssansacnnsal O

3.7 Transferability of research (in-country, regionally,
internationally) for ImplementationN.e.eeeeececscesecsess: 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 1in 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, facilitles).veueseeeesseonceonsennsnenes: HS

4.2 Extent of development of collaborative mode—-how are
collaborators (U.S., host country) interacting? -
enthusiasm for research....c.eieiniiiieecceenanennaneest 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 scemed, to the Panel, to be strengthening the research
and the collaborative mode of PCARRD/UPLB. This prolect may be the main
reason for the projected sabbatical at UPLB (and 1in Thailand) of the US
PI, 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 1s not needed. Many members of ihe UPLB staff are
sald to have advanced degrees from NC State.

5. RESEARL_H PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
5.1  Achievement of research objecCtiveB.eeeeseeneesnnnnst S

5.2 Impact of research on 1institution and government
priorifies and pPolicleB.ueeeeeseecssescevennesnnnnst S

5.3 Sufficiency of craining/encouragement for promotion of
information flow to UBEr.iv.eeeeeveesseeesoceenenes: HS

5.4 Potential of research for success in aleviating production
and utilization constralnts.eeueeesesseeeceeeeennss: HS

5.5 Impact of research on Women in Development...evee..: S

5.6 Summary Comments: The Panel members would give this
project a Highly Satisfactory rating in two areas of this category--i.e.
getting research results with a high degree of potentfal practicality and
getting such results out where they can be used 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 s difficult to decide which bits of
progress should be credited to Peanut CRSP. Perhaps it 1s 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 1is 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 iIn 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 on 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 1in the available peanut 1lines. At UFLB,
according to Dr. Cadapin, Dr. Candida B. Adalla of the Department of
Entomology works 1in the CRSP breeding program at UPLB's Institute of
llant Breeding and will feed peanut lines, superior from the viewpoint of
possible resistance to 1insect 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 1lines 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 sece some thought given to strengthen the project by
correcting the weaknesses the EEP thinks it sves,
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NARRATIVE REVIEW .
External Evaluation Panel: In-Country Project Review

September 21-28, 1985
By Plerre 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 par* of
the Thailand Coordinated Groundnut Improvement Program. EEP members
therefore decided that, in view of the apparently close coordiration of
the relevant Thai agencies, namely the Department of Agriculture, which
is also the lead coordinating agency, with Khon Kaen and Katsetsart
Universities, 1t 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 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 1ndividual project reports, the Progreas 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 Fotil: 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 Breeder, NCS/BCi /TP, Katsetsart
University.
Aran Patanothai: Peanut Breeder, NCS/BCP/1P, Khon Kaen

University
Mancchal 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, 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 pPrograms.........: HS

1.12 Mission logistic, programmatic and financial support of

project. Attitude toward U,S. personnel traveling
In=COoUNETY. ittt ittnreeoennenasssocsoonnonst S

1.13 Mission interest for project future.........: HS

1.14 Summary Comments: Understanding of and support 1is

excellent as a result of thorough prior briefing by and good 1linkages
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 Instfitutional
level L..iiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiteirietreteresanennans: HS

1.23 Fiscal management....eoeeeesesenssnaseoossensasst 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 ., i iiiieiinerieiennnnennnnast E

1.26 Commitment of povernments and/or institutions to programs—
researcher level and  above - resource commitment.
Importance of peanut research in development goals.: HS

L/ Code: FE = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; § = 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 1ts perceived relevance to national goals and 1its
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 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. . iieeiiresiteeeereneennneonannnest HS

1.313 Involvement of WOMEN.tusveevesoeonoenonanast 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 1s a view shared by senior research managers 1in
Thailand.

1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplies

1.321 Availability-reason for unavailability.....: HS

1.322 Adequacy-reason for 1nadequacy.....eeeeeoce: HS

1.323 Summary Comments: The normal activity of this program
18 developed 1in 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' flelds 1s also easily realized. Many etations 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: HS

2.2 Progressiveness and innovativeness of research......: HS
2.3 Approprlateness of research - basic and adaptive....: HS
2.4 Adequacy of social science/economic

perapective/sens i tivity . e ienenenesonnnnnsaneest HS
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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 1insurance 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 18 a
guarantee of effectiveness. A constant view of farmers fields siiuation
glve a good appreciation of real Impact on production level.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevancy to national goal6...eeieeeeeeoceseesenenessst HS

3.2 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
In—country. it it ittt et teetennnnnnnnennenat 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, TRRI. . it eiinieeneeeoenosesnosnussonnennensaat HS

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

3.8 Summary Comments : The good linkage between all
participants and the existence of a National Peanut Program elaborated
and orieatated cach year by cooperators and by all other colleaguer
during the annual groundnut research workshop give Insurance that CRSP is
In accordance with national goal, It 1s also complementary of other
researches for the same reason. The cxistence of a part of this program
concerned by farmer's fileld evaluation maintained a good approach of
producer  needs., It 1s difffcult to evaluate the impact and
transferabtlfty of result at the regional and international level because
cifmatic differences and other factors can influence strongly plants and
fnsects reactions. But the evaluation of degree of resistance to pest of
different stralns or cultivars are very fmportant for the international
gclentific community. Good relatfons with ICRISAT are maintained.

4, INSTITUTTONAL DEVELOPMENT

4.1 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist
development , fac  11t1es) e eneeeneseeeneesoeesesanaat HS

4,2 Extent  of development  of collaborative mode-how are
collaborators (U.5., host country) Interacting? -
enthusfasm for FeBeaArch, it i i tiinenenennnnnsannsat HS

4,3 Training progreass-short term, post graduate ttalning.: S
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4,4 Summwary Comments: Thailand has already established a
coordinated groundnut improvement program 1n collaboration with the a
Peanut CRSP and IDRC of Canada into which CRSP activities are fully
integrated. The CRSP 1s playing an important part in strengthening Thai
research capabilities and appears to be doing this job well by
interaction between U.S. and Thai scilentists. Training progress is good
but could perhaps be improved by the expansion of training for Thai
sclentists at the MS and doctoral levels 1in collaborating U.S.
institutions, given allocation of priority for this type of training by
the Thai government through DOA,

5. PESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
5.1 Achievement of research objectiveS...eeeeeeeeoessss: HS

5.2 Impact of research on institution and government
priorities and policieS...viieeeceeceereennsncanaaest HS

5.3 Sufficienzy of training/encouragement for promotion of
Information flow tO USETeieesoeresoeenasnsenonsennel S

5.4 Potential of research for success in alleviating
production and utilization
CONSEIraINtB. i srrennernosennnnnst 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 1inhabiting insects and the effectiveness of pesticides against
them, the effectiveness of insecticide against leaf miner and thrips, the
distribution of {insect pest 1n continously planted peanut plot, and on
the screening of peanut lines for 1nsect resistance. Some other
experiments with pheromones were going successfully. The most important
and practical result was obtained in a study of minimizing insectin{de
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

6.1 specifie Strengths:  The Thal program 1s characterized by
strong commitment of US based collaborating research institutions, the
USAID Thatland missfon, and Thal agencles, In~country competence
regarding tbe projects s of a penerally satisfactory nature, and the
objectives of the resecarch projects are relevant to mutual necds, Thelr
specific strengths relate to their relevance to Thai policy for crop
diversification, In this respect concerning the peanut crop. Increased
small farmer productivity, and poverty alleviation especfally in NLE,

Thatiand. From a U.S. standpoint the CRSP activities are perhaps most
directly valuable because of the opportunities they afford for research
on the peanmt stripe virus. Finally, the CRSP program has hkad a most

useful fmpact In demonstrating to the Thais the benefits to be galined by
Thaf agency Interact{on.
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6.2 Specific Weaknesses: This 18 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 Thali 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. Thal agency research plans and
estimated calls on CRSP resources might profitably be advanced and
refined to permit earlier review by collaborating U.S. sclentists and
Institutions, thus optimizing resource obligation.

7. Reviewers Recommendations: As noted above, the Thailand CRSP
program 1s 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 were he to be
based in Thafland. Some slight prolongation of in-country visits by U.S.
sclent{sts would also have a disproportionate beneficial impact on the
quality of Thai rescarch and hence the validity of its results.

More and better advance plannning in Thailand of research activities with
CRSP funded resource 1implications and the early conveyance of this
Information to collaborating U.S. scientists would facilitate greater
efficliency 1in project {mplementation and resource utilization. Such
planning will need to take into account the anticipated deminishing role
of IDRC 1in Thal 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, Pilerre GILLIER, with AID representatives Loren
SCHULZE and Carval WIGGINS

University of GEORGIA Coastal Plain Experiment Station (Tifton)

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/IM/BF

Project 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 projoct 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 assoclated wth peanut was realized during dry season 84-85,
These research should be continued and increased during the next season
following the initial chart (ccllection 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 BOBOD1O ULASSO and
NIANGOLOKO 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 scason.

- 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 avaflable and analysis are in progress.

- The maln site for experimentation was GAMPELA ncar OUAGADOUGOU.

- The Investigator during visits to the flelds could detect big
difference between  bed preparation  (ridges or flat) varileties
(natives or sclected lines) and farmer origin  (man,cash-crop,

woman,garden—-crop). Ingsects population wa s very different between
thesce environments,

- Most {mportant pests were thrips, termites, and willipedes, all
connected with Aspergiltlus flavus infestation. Thrips with flowers
and  pegs  Infestation, termites with pod infestation during post
harvest drylng, wmillipedes wth pods perforatfon were noted during

growing phase.,




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 for applied
research or application).
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PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/IM/BF

Project Title: 1I1.P.M. Strategles for peanut insects in SAT AFRICA

Overall Recommendation Rating: The first activity of this project
started 1in 1984 and the results are not yet available. So, it is
difficult to give recormendation. Nevertheless it seems convenlent 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 RuLingsl/

1. IMPLEMENTATION AND MAMNAGEMENT
1.1 Administrative involvement

1.11 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
coilaborative Mode..vveeerenseneenensnneat HS

1.12 General attitude towards international programs and
support of researchers involved..........: HS

1.13 Logistical and fiscal SUPPOTL..esurnewnnns.: S

1.14 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U,S.
rescarch Interests.......... et eeeaenenal S

1.15 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
funding...ovieiinniniiner e, cestesnaneel S

1.16 Resource commitment Lo pProject...........: S

1.17 Summary Comments: ror a first season, the collaborative
work with University of OUAGADOUGOU secems satisfactory even 1f collection
procedure was not exactly followed as planned, and 1if the support means
wvere low, All  things will be improved in 1985 with new car for
transportation and new program.

17 Code: E = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;
NS = Not Satisfactory; IL = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA
Not Applicable
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1.2 Researcher Invclvement

1.21 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
collaborative mode...veeveeeeeeennennonsat S

1.22 General attitude toward international program: S

1.23 Logistical BUDPPOTt..sereennenoonsesneaes @ S

1.24 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.,S.
research interests...iiiviennonenenncennest s

1.25 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reactisn to
funding .. iieiiie it it inrnoennnenncast S

1.26 Overall commitment toO Project........e...: S

1.27 Summary Comments: Investigators and cooperators started
the project correctly and obtained help Ffrom Dr. J. SUH (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 procedurec.

2, ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
2.1 Level of sclence/research to generate new technology: S
2.2 Progressiveness and innovation of research....eeee..: S

2.3 Appropricteness of rescarch, basic and adaptive, and
relevance to U.S. needs...iiieerireereesneecenennnaeat S

2.4 Local science and economic perspective.....vveveseeeo: IE

2.5 Summary Comments: The capabilities of Investigators and
Collaborators associated 1in 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. g0alS....veerescecneeess HS

3.2 Complementarity to ongoing research efforts, demands on
time and resources.......eiienn.. I L

3.3 Transferability of research results to U.S, programs..: S
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http:Complementar.ty

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.......eeveveen. Ceertatesesecnanenal S

4.4 Summary Comments: Damage studies concerning new, unknown
or low active parasites in USA reinforce research capabilities of UGA and
improve 1its 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). 1Idrissa 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 fAchievement of research objectives.....vevveeeenes.: 1IE
5.2 Impact on research priorities.....cciveeeeeeeeeeesat: 1E

5.3 Potential of research results for application to U.S.
needs...... Ceeeere T P I §

5.4  Summary Comments: With only one season of obssrvation and
without results of analysis it is difficult to give an appreciation on
the achievement of this project. It is only possible to forecast, if all
things are running w-il during the next season (85), that very
interesting data will be collected.

6. SUMMARY

6.1 Specific Strengths: Good wunderstanding 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 observation - 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 Zcology ("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/EBF 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) 1SP - Dr. Guillaume Sessouma, 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) 1IBRAZ - Mr. Michel Sedago, Director General, IBKRAZ
Dr. Bosso N'Gueta, Technical Advisor to Mr. Sedago
Mr. Albert Djigma, Peanut Leader for IBRAZ Oilseed
Program
Dr. Salawii Asimi, Member of IBRAZ Oilseed Committee
and Director, Saria Field Station (At Saria only)

4) CIKAD/IHRO 3/ Dr. Christian Picasso, Plan 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.
IRHO is the oilseeds research arm (Dr. P. Gillier is retired Head of
Annual 0il 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 Ratin,: This research is definitely a priority need
for BF. Recommend that it be continued much as 1t 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 obtaining of insecticides may be improved. Recommend
establishment of field plots in southern part of BF where 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 fleld 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 mw-asurements 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 research 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 {s essential to maintaining some level of entomological
research in ISP 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: 1IPM STRATEGIES FOR PEANUT INSECTS IN SAT AFRICA

Host Countries: BURKINA FASO (In-Country) Formerly Upper Volta

Overall Recommendation Rating: This rescarch is definitely a priority
nced for BF., Recommend that it be continued much as it 1s at present.
Recommend a special effort be made by ISP personnel to improve contacts
with and relations with IBRAZ 1in order that acess to experimental plot
land and obtaining of 1ingecticides may be improved. Recommend
establishment of field plots 1in southern part of BF where rainfall is
usually better. Recommend revival of effort to obtain a vehicle for the

priority use of the two BF Peanut CRSP projects.

Summary Assessment Rutingsl/

1. IMPLEMENTATTON 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 lopistic, programmatic and financial support of

projcct. Attitude toward U.s. personnel traveling
in-country.......... Ch e Gt e e et : HS
1.13 Missfon interest for project future...... : HS

1.14 Summary  Comments: U.5. AID 1s very supportive of the
Peanut CRSP projects in BF. We pot the impression that the agricultural
program of U.S. AID in B. fs extensive and that Mr. Bloom, with whom we
talked, is so in touch with the projects and so committed to Peanut CRSP
and other projects that he may be in the "overworked” category.

17 Code: 'Fw;mkxcvptionn]; HS = Highly Satisfactory; 5 = Satisfactory;
N5 = Not Satisfactory; 1E = lnadequate Evidence for Lvaluation; NA
Not Applicable

2/ Under IMPLEMENTATION & MANAGEMENT Categories 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 will, by
their nature, be identical for the two Peanut CRSP projects 1n
B.F.=-GA/INPEY/BF and GA/IM/BF--hence the duplicatlon 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...oeuo e ennenerneennnnnnnnnns S

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
Involvemenl. it et eiienne e nnnnnnnas HS

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: Captain Thomas Sankara, VYresident of
the National Revolutionary Council, has a program to remake BF into his
concept of the new name he gave 1t--"Land of Upright Men", Some feel
parts of his program arc misguided and cite fnstances where the program
Is dmpeding progress in agricultural research. Other than this host
country people at all levels understand that this project {s to BF's
natfonal Interest.  Sclentfsts and adminfstrators appreciate the funds
and the advice, ISP 1s partfeipating to the maximum of {its own
resources., The overseelng Minfstry--Minfstry of Superior Education and
Sclentitic Research--considers this project an Important part of 1its
national program

1.3 Resources commited to program
1.31 Personnel

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

1.312 Adequacy of number and capabll{ty to

functfon,......o0vv.. .. et ettt e et S
1.313 Invalvement of Women...... ettt el 1E
1,314 Overall etfectiveness of program personnel : S
1.315 sumnary Comment s All researchers {nvolved are

dedicated to the project and ﬂp&hd a wajor part of thefr time in activity
related to this CRSP project. Many students of ISP are also Iinvolved.

194



1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplies

1.321 Availability-reason for unavailability.....: S
1,322 Adequacy-reason tor 1nadequacy...eeeeeeee.: S

1.323  Summary Comments: Equipment seen was only "bare bones”
equipment. By frequent  maintenance  check-ups  and  an  occasional
innovative modification cquipment c¢an merit a "satisfactory” rating. To
make the cquipmen: truly satistactery the two CRSP projects need to have
a car or jeep for transportation., (Personal cars were uscd while the EEP
was  there). There is a need tor transportation to visit all trial
localities. Since ditffculties with tinding fusccticides slowed down the
program this year (1985), better cooperation from 1BRAZ and other
institutions is essential tor the tuture.

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE

2.1 Level of scicence/research to generate new technology: S

[4p]

2.2 Progressiveness and Innovativeness of rescarch......:
2.3 Appropriateness of research - basic and adaptive....: §

2.4 Adequacy ot soctal science/economic
perspective/sensitdvity, .., .. Cereeieaiaesrasassnseat 8

2.5 Sumanary  Comments, AU present with strict and detalled
guidance from the (.5, Fi, Dr. Lynch, the knowledge and capabllities of
Mr. P, Ouedrayo fu tully employved.  For the tuture, since Mr, 1. Dicko 1is
fn the U.S. tor advianced training, it should be possible to have a better

level of sefence 4o the propran.,
3, GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AN AFPLICARILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevaney to national poals. .o iereneenerenenanet 8

3.2 Complementarity to  onpoing peanut  rescarch  activities

o O 1 G P S -

3.3 Responsiveness to percelved producer and consumer needs: HS
3.4 Communfcations with other In~country entit{es...eeenena: S

1.5 Does locatfon fmpact reglonally as well as fn-count ry.: o

3.6 Relatfonuhiip to other fnternatfonal research cfforts -
TCRISAT, lRRl.........................................:vwﬁw

3.7 Transferabil ity  of research ({n-country, reglonally,
{nternatfonally) for lmplumvntntlnn...................:MNSﬂ



3.8 Summary Comments: This project is integrated 1into 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 SAFEGRAD are very
good.

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4,1 Extent of strengthening research capablilities {scientist
development, facilities)..ineseseienreneeneveneannensst S

4,2 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are
collaborators (U.s., host country) interacting? -
enthusiasm for rescarch....i..ieeiiiiiiineeeenennnnnnat 8

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 (except for some equipment and the
students undergoing training). Cooperation is good, and Ouedrago of ten
uses private car and private expenses in officfal travel. Mr. Dicko is
now working on  Phl, Juedrago  asked to  follow but there 15 an
administrative problem in the way of this,

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
5.1 Achicevenent of research ob JectiveSe e seen oennsenast S

5.2 Impact ot research  on institution and government
priorities and policles. ot iiiinnnnrnanennns: 1E

5.3 Sutficlency ot  tralning/encouragement for promotion of
{nformation flow to ST et e st ot sonsonsnsansenast 1E

5.4 Potentiai of research for success in aleviating production
6o

and ut i zatfon constralnts. e, Ceveeet S
5.5 tmpact of research on Women {n Development oo......o: 1k
5.0 Summary  Comments: The results trom 1984 scason had been

analyzed and pave leadn on which to base a4 new 1989 program. It 15 too
early to evaluate the results  and  the fmpact  of  the 198% progran,
Nevertheless we could see in the (feld pood  experfments and correet
sclentitfic obuervations he fop made on them.  bur Ing our review we had the
opportunity of appreciating, with the U8, PI, Dbr. Lynch, the quality of
the 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 guldance 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 {t,

0.2 Specific  Weaknesses: 1. Transportation difficulties
because of frequent  road barriers (“inspections”) within B.F. 2.

Transportation difficulties because of no CRSP vehicle, no funds to
support {t if had it on aand. 3. A bottleneck somewhere preventing the
obtafndng  at  the ripght time (or ever) of such “vital supplies as
fnsecticldes. 4. No enthusiasm for project evident at top level of B.F.
agricultural administrators (IBRAZ). 5. Capt. T. Sankara "Presldent” of
B.F. has program to remake B.F. into English translation of B.F.—~1i.e,
“land of upright men” and some cite instances where this scems to be

impeding progress fn agricultural rescarch.,

7. Revicwers Recommendations:  We feel that enough "digging=in" has
been JI(TC(‘;{)‘[)“I fshed and "«T}T(TJ;{ii"f{{“} he way of basic surveys have been made
to Justify optimfsm that CA/IM/BF can help mecet a real and evident need
in BF. We recommend consfderation ot limited expansfon of this project
through an increase in  tfunds carmarked solely for the correction of

weaknesses 2, and 3. above.
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NARRATIVE REVIEW

External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects

By Drs. Pierre CGillier and Max Milner (EEP), at Georgia Experiment
Station, April 3, 1985.

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/FT/TP

Project Title: Appropriate Technology for Storage/Utilization of Peanut

Discussion With: Dr. Tommy Nakayama, Principal Investigator, UGA, and
colleagues,

Rccomm‘cndation Rating: The UGA scientists are thoroughly committed to
this collaborative project with their counterparts in Thailand and the
Philippines.  The survey in Thailand to evaluate peanut food consumption
Is almost complete, and techniques have been studied to store peanut in
fnert  atmospheres at low temperature. Aflatoxin analyses have been
started, The  project  activities  should be  continued but it is
recommended that o thorowpgh review should be undertaken with the Filipino
and Thai counterparts In order to strengthen the food sclence research
component,  building on the technolopy transfer activities which have

characterlzed the work so tar.

Panel Members Narrative “eview:

1. Basis ot this Review includes relevant reports and documents, a
meet i]]}fﬂyitt'h“ l>1‘|1L15m"1 aad  his  colleagues at rhe UGA Experiment
Statlon, and with Dr. Escuecta (Milner only) at the University of the
Philippines n  Los  Banos, The  EEP representatives had not had  the
opportunity to vislt in shailand and thus cannot comment effectively on
this aspect of the project,

2o The CRGP Format tor .5, university reviews was followed in terms of
the scientitic and teclnical discussions indicated.  In this context, the
_I»’_(‘(;)Jj‘(;(‘mt‘»lr'[«_)g.i\l”z-“545.11_:(17::51‘1‘.\' accompanyfng this EEP review, rates performance

for ecach ot fie polnts rafsed under the various headings of Scope  of
Work, dncluding  loplementation  and Management,  Adequacy ot Science,
Geopraphice Coverage and Applicabllity of Kescareh, Institutional

Development, and Rewcarch Progress and Application,

3.0 Tmplemearaifon and Management warrants o satistactory rating ftor work
In progress at UDGA and UPLB.,  The principle work at these institations
has  bheen  with  wmeans to stabilize peanut In  storage  using  inert
atmospheres (0 and retriperation temperatures, br. Nakayama
belleves that the o ettorts should be discontinued sinee the toed hnolopy
will he wmost vaetnl o o certditbed  geed Industry rather than as  an
ccaonomfeal weann to pralong the storape Tite ot peanut tor tood use in
troplcal envitamment ., fndhatlband the priuciple activity has been Lo
carry out o J0t tard vy curvey ol peanut consumpt fon, the data for which
o now bebog analyecd. Ay tar current and tutore research, the UGA proup
I working on stabittzatlon ot Heanut quialtfty by application of steam 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 1in these countries depends first on the
availability of a dependable supply of stable peanut material. Other new
research under consideration 1s 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 inftiated.

4, Adequacy of  Sclence: A "satisfactory” rather than “Highly
Satisfactory” rating predominates in the Project Profile Summary, because
the EEP belleves that the efforts so far appear to have a strong
technology transfer rather than research bias. Perhaps this emphasis 1is
needed to strengthen host country capabilities to a point where research
as conventionally understood, will be possible. As for direction of
future efforts, EEP recommends that UGA undertake with their host country
collaborators a thorough analysis of all problems affecting increased
utilization of peanut in le Philippines and Thailand.

5. Geographic Coverape and Applicability of Research: Relevance of
these ceftfores {Smhont"}ountry gpoals is satisfactory, since the emphasis
Is on tranferring appropriate practices in peanut utilizaticn to the host
countries.  Keciprocal value of the host country sclentific cfforts to

the U.S. is not yet clear since sustalned and effective research has vet
Y

to be achiceved {n these countries.

6. lﬂfljﬂ‘”JIUEQ,_«HEXSlBBEfﬂiF At this stage of the  project,

insl_itutimn’.'l‘lms;lrvm;thunln;; {s taking place primarily at UGA, where the
committment to this activity {s strong. Training of host country
counterparts in the U.S. 15 in the planning stage.,

7. Rescarch Propress and Application:  The Thal peanut food utilization

survey ‘Qile-hv'mﬁleiul in puiding  peanuat  product development, The
studies  on wmeans  to stabllize stored peanut must precede practical
applications in host countries. Control of aflatoxin contamination is
urgent, since this problem is a severe threat to public health.

8. Summary:

speciftic  Strengths: The  UGA  group has strong personnel  and
Institutional resources, and an excellent record of rescarch
accomplishment dn relevant arcas of food science and peanut utllization.
The cotlaboration and fnterchanpe of {nformation with the UPLE and Thal

groups seems addquat ¢

specitic  Weaknesses: FEP belleves  that  the UGA workers should
undertake o very thorouph review with their Flipino and Thai counterparts
In order to better identity food scelonce resecarch that relates to the
most urpgent problems in peanut utflization In these countrics.
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FROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY

Peanut CRSP Code: GA/FT/TP

Project Title: Appropriate Technology ror Storage/Utilization of Peanut

Overull Recommendation Rating: Productive research at the host country
institutions probably cannot 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 1in 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.......... creeaceananast HS

1.12 General attitude towards 1international programs and
support of researchers involved..........: HS

1.13 Logistical and :iscal support...... st S

1.14 Percelved relevancy of collaborative program to U.,S,
research Interests........... ceeseresnanal S

1.15 Status of CRSP in relatlon to earlier industry reaction to
funding.....ociii i i e, et eeeaaaal S

1.16 Resource commitment O ProjeCl.....eees..: S

1.17 Summary Comments: Administrative support at UGA is
adequate, and frequency of visits of the PI to the host countries secems

appropriate.

17 Ccde: E = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;
NS = Not Satisfactory; Ih = lnadequate Evidence for Lvaluation; NA
Not Applicable
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1.2 Researcher Involvement

1.21 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
collaborative mode....vevevivensensnennest HS

1.22 General attitude toward international program: HS

1.23 TLogistical SUPPCLt.eeeeeeereseeeenneeees & 5

1.24 Pperceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S.
resedrch Interests. v eeeeesseoeonnceest S

1.25 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
funding.......... Ceceatocesenranasaeannnaal S

1.26 Overall commitment Lo projecf...... cesaeat HS

1.27 Summary Comments: The UGA collaborators are competent,
and highly committed to the project. They understand the international
implications and the need to identify developments beneficial to U.S.
interests.

2. ADEQUACY OF SCII™CE
2.1 Level of science/research to generate new technology: S
2.2 Progressiveness and innovation of resedarch..........: S

2.3 Appropriateness of research, basic and adaptive, and
relevance to U.S. needs....... I

2.4 Local science and cconomic perspective....o..ovvevewnnn: 1E

2.5 summary Comments:  Technology transfer and training are
needed at the beginning of the project to stlmulate the vresearch
competence of host country scientists. Scientific competence at UGA is

widely recognised.
3. GEOGRAPHTC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH
3.1 Relevance to host country/U.S. poals..... cvesessesassel S

3.2 Complementarity to onpoing research efforts, demands on

time and resources . e, crseeeasanaensaet S
3.3 Transferability ol recearch results to ULS. programs..: S
3.4 Summary  Comment s Response Lo host  count ry techaoleps

needs predominates at this ot ime » but spinoff of usetul knowledge for
other countrics of the region as well as to the ULS. may well develop
from this 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 ProgresSS..eseeeeecsesssseeseensseveeneenn.s IE

4.4 Summary {.nments: The UGA group is well equipped to
assist 1its collaborators in the Philippines and Thailand in research
orientation and stimulation of research productivity. Committment and

enthusiasm were obvious.

5. RESEARCH PROGRLESS ANI* APPLICATION

5.1  Achievement of research ObJeCtiVES.ueeeeeeeeesesnss? 1E

5.2 Impact on research priorities. .. eeeeeeeneeeeensnnsss S

5.3 Potential of rescarch results for application to U.S.
NeedS. i ittt i it e renean teteeaseeneseaasnanaaet IE

5.4 summary Comments : Useful research will probably be
identified from the results of the Thai food utilization survey. However
more 1intensive analysis 1s necded 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 EEP believes that the UGA
workers should undertake a thorough review with thelr Filipino and Thai
counterparts in order to better didentify 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 D«. 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 (CO9) at normal and refrigeration temperatures,
in extending the quality and germination of peanuts 1in sealed
containers. The PI is aware that these efforts are essentially complete
and that in consultation with the U.S. PI, Dr. T. Nakayama, other
research approaches 1in 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 1in 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 December 31, 1984; and specifically the material on pp 74-151 tltled
"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 shelled peanuts of
controlled molsture and gaseous atmosphere (carbon dioxide as an inert
gas 1s one varlable) at normal and refrigerated temperatures on peanut
viability and quality retention. The work is comprehensive and deserves
commendation accordingly. It 1is 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 1in the Philippines, where extremely serious
problems exist, At best, the data do have relevance and possible utility
to a national seed production and distribution program, which, as

proposed in the EEP 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 1n personal talks with MM, proposed some new research ideas in
the area of food science and tecknology. 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 uew 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 1isolates (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 Management : 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

Scilence, UGA.

Changes that Might Improve the Project: It seemed to this EEP reviewer
that the optimum food sclence research involvement in improving the
quality of peanut and peanut foods 1in 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 1s 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 thelr accomjlishments in the inert s 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 nf aflatoxin

should be the primary objective at this 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 wouk completed is interesting and may
have application to seed distribution programs in the tropics. It has
less pertinence to the production, harvesting and distributicn of
nutritionally safe veanuts in the Philippines. Control or elimination of
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. . vttt i i et et S
1.13 Mission interest for project future......: HS

1.14 Summary Comments: Administrative management appears O0.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 .ounniiii i i i i it i et eeeeae.st HS

1.23 Fiscal MANAGCMeNE . s st eiveneensnsoseonesrensananssl S

17 Code: E = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;
NS = Not Satisfactory; IE = 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...: HS
1.25 Attitude toward u.s. participants and their
Involvement. ... viiiiiiiiiniiennenennnnnnat HS

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 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

1.512 Adequacy of number and capability to
function........ teseietistersear st eansenl S

1.313 Involvement of WomeNe..us'eseesenoennoennst S

1.314 Overall effectiveness of program persornel: HS

1.315 Summary Comments: The Filipino Pl and his colleagues
are well trained and committed to the program.

1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplies

1.321 Avaliability-reason for unavailability.....: S
1.322 Adcquacy-reason for inadequacy....u.eeeneesst 5

1.323  Summary Comments: Basis cequipment in the depariment 1s
adequate. Some speclalized equipment will be needed as the program
progresses.

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 Appropriatencss of research - basic and adaptive....: HS

2.4  Adequacy 0l social science/economic
pPerspective/sensl tIvity ey e ireiieeenreonseenenees: HS




2.5 Summary Comments: The Filipino group appears to be good

sclentists but the project chosen scems not entirely appropriate in terms
of current problems with peanuts in the Philippines.

3.

GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevancy to national goals., . vuuuisenensenennnnn. vee: 1E

3.2 Complementarity to ongoing peanut research activities
in-country...... . e eens Ceveserrasasscaenet S

3.3 Responsivenes« to perceived producer and consumer needs: S
3.4 Communications with other fa-country entities.........: S
3.5 Does location fmpact reglonally as well as In-country.: §

3.6 Relatfonship to other internatfona: research efforts =

O S Y S

3.7 Transferability of research ({n-country, regionally,
fnternationally) for lmplementation............. ceveeas HS

3.8  Summary  Comments: Food sclence rescarch in  the

Philippines should produce data or results beneflcial and applicable to
all tropical environments.

4,

INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4,1 Extent of strengthening research capabllities (scientist
development, facilities)..,..... Ceeecrreans ceeneseesat S

4.2 Extent  of development  of  collaborative mode-how  are
collaborators (U.s5., hiost country) Interacting? -
enthusiasm for rescarch,...... e h et e et e . US

4.3 Tratning progress-short term, post pracduate training.: IF

4.4 Summary Comments:  Good possibilities for the future.

RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION

5.1 Achfevement of research obJectIves . eeeeenvenevsen: 1E
5.2 Impact of research  on Institution and government
priorities and polfclen,..... C ettt S

5.2 Suffictency of trafning/encouragement  for promotion of
information flow to UBCT ettt et serensnonaneonnenal 1E
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5.4 Potential of rescarch for success in aleviating production
and utilization conBtTaIntE. . vuee e nreeenenrnannst S

5.5 Impact of research on Women {n Development.........: HS

5.6 Summary Comments: Progress with project chosen 1s good;
however l{ittle positive apoplication in the near future can be forseen,

6. SUMMARY

6.1 Specific  Strengths: Good research personnel; strong
{nstitutions/environment and support; desire for continuing {nvolvement
with U.S. instftutions.

6.2  Specific Weaknesses: Inappropriate project; closer and
more frequent UGCA 1nvolvement needed.
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NARRATIVE REVIEW

External Evaluation Panel In-Country Project Review

Seplembe

By Plerre Gillier and D, C.
_CK! GA/FT/TPE

Pro I‘I}_- :l:i.t »qu;:

Introduct ton

Peanut CRS,}.)_ .(Iﬁq_di{:

Appropriate

21-28, 1985

Plckering Host Country: Thailand

Technology for Storage/Utilization of Peanut

Peanut (RS activities in Thafland are an  integral part of the
Thalland  Coordinated  Groundnut Improvement Program, EEP  members
theretore dectded that, In view ot the apparcently close coordination of
the relevant That apencles, nawely the Department of Agriculture, which
s also the dlead coordinatfng  apen yo with Fhon Faen and Fatsetsart
Unfversities, 4t would  be repetftious  to present the  section  on
Implenentatton  and Manapenent separately  In respect ot each prejoet.,
Rather, and  stooe there wan zanftest  tull  Involvement ot the USAID
Misstfon with the Jeaunt (RGP fn Thatland, {t would be preferable to
present  weparate tejorts on ocach ol the tour projects concerned, only
regardiong woecttons VU, 5, 0, 6 oand 7 ot the In-Country Frojert Review
Apenda. Sectdons Toand 4 theretore, which appear below o the Project
Proffle fwwcary doreat,  tetlect panel  wenbers views  of  the seneric
sfteatlon and appdies cqually to cachi prodect.  This revicw takes account
of Andividuad  prodect reports,  the Propress Keport  tor 1984 of  the
Thalland Coordinated Groundnut [proccoent Propram, and dincussfons with
key collaborator foterviewed fn the course of our Thatland visit. The
latter fociuded:

John totd: Agvicultural Orffver, USATD Minston, Banpkok

Roger Montgpomery:
Vichitr Henjantl:

Arec Waranyuwat:
Aran Patanothal:

Manochn! Feeratd-

Knsikorn:

Sathorn S{rtsingh:

Evaluation Gttfcer, USAID Misuton, Bangkok
CRSP, Thatlund and
Field Kesearch  Institute,
Apriculture, Banpkok, aluo
NCSUZBCE/TE tn Thailand
WCS/BCE/TE, Fatuetsart

Coordinator Feanut
Dircctor,
I.)('l)( . i f

Coordinator

Lropn

ol profect
Peanut
Undvernity,

Breoder,

Peanut Broeeder, hOS/BOR/TR, Fhon Facen
Unfverntty

Collaborator,  batowoloptut, LCS/IM/TP,  Fhon
Faen Unteers fry

Collaborator, bntomologtnt, KCS/IM/TE, Lept.,

ol Apvicalture
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Chintana Oupadissakoon: Principal Investigator, GA/FT/TP, Katsetsart
University

Yenchal Vasuvat: Collaborator, NCS-TX/SM/TP, Soil
Microblologist, Department of  Agriculture
(Rhizobia).

Omsud Nopamornbodi: Collaborator, NCS=TX/SM/TD, Sofll
Microbiologist, Lepartment of Agpriculture
(Mycorrhizae).

The generie views presented below are reflected In the overall
recommendatfon rating for cach project, and should be regarded as

fmplictt In sections 6 and 7 of the reports on each project reviewed.

Summary Assessment Rﬂ}jpﬁg?/

1. IMPLEMENTATION ARD MANAGEMENT
1.1 U.S. AID Misstion Involvement

1.11 Missfon understanding and backing of project objectives.
Complementarity to mlsslon programs.........: HS

1.12 Mfssfon logistic, programmatic and financial support of

project, Attitude toward Uoh, personnel traveling
In-conantry.. .. .. e HL
1.13 Misston Interest for project future oo HS N
L.14 0 Summary  Comments: Understanding  of  and  support s

excellent as a result nrvt.‘lm»r;;m;h priocr briciing by and pood Inkages
with CRSP Management, and perceptions of clear relevance to Mlusfon poals,

1.2 Host Country
1.21 Understanding and acceptance  of proegram by adimtulotrators
and sofenttuta, Concept of collaborat ive mode., . : - HS

1,22 Admintstration  of  propram=povernment  and  {ostitutional

T S {1

Lo23 el mimag et o s s s e enecneensnnsnnsenne s HS

1.24 Kelevaney ot proprasm to country rescarch needs.,  Direction

of profects relative to orfplnal plans..,: s
1.25 Attftude toward s, participants and thelr
fnvolvement ..., .. ettt L

1.26 Commitment of governments and{or fnstitutions to prograng-
renearc bier level and above - Feiouree commi tment ,
Iportance of peanut rencarch (o development poals,: NS

T/ Code: } = bxceptional; HS = Highly Satistactory; o= bhatdntactory;
NS = Not Satisfactory; 1L = Inadequate bvidence for Lvalunt fon; NA
Not Applicable



1.27 Summary Comments: Strong interest in and commitment to the
program because of {ts 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 primarfly concerned with
peanuts In thefr agricultural mandates. Slightly longer visits by US
sclentists to review activities and advise on methodology would be
welcomed by Thaf collaborators and should be supported by CRSP management.

1.3 Resources commfted to program
1.31 Personnel

1.311 Directly commited/Indirect & supportive....: HS

1.312 Adequacy of number and capablility to

T Tl 02 HS
1.313  Involvement of Womeh. . eee e eeneneonnsl HS
1.314  Overall otfectiveneas of propram personnel:  HS

1,315 Summary Comments:  As noted above the CRSP 1s scen as
an integral part of rnatfonal peanut dmprovement cfforts.,  Consequently It
receives a fully adequate share ot dedicated personnel who value the CKSP
as a means ol strengthening the resource base avaflable to them for thelir
chosen worlk, Thin 1s o view shared by senlor rescarch manapers in

Thailand.

1,32 Equipment/tactltties/supplies

1.321  Avatablilty-reason tor unavallabfil{ty.. ... HS
Y y
Lo320  Adequae v 1ean0u 1or ot quacy e e e eee senoet ny
1,923 Summnary Conment s The  Food  Technolopy sropran is
. B Y l »

developed 1o the Departwent  of  Iroduct Development  Faculty ol Agro
Industries fn Faretsart Unfverafty of Bangkok.  The Jaboratorfes used by
this propram are well equiped and ol addittonals needs (Sheller and
Grader, Gasn Chranatogvaph and Peanot Butter MU11) have been provided in
pood time tor o noreal executfon ot the work,  Some tlelds In Suwan Farm
are used tor tield crop dentined for atlatoxin tests and tor production
and  storapge quallty evaulatfon {n connection with pypsum  application,
Rooms with temperature and molsture repulation for storape experiment are

also exiuting,

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE

2.1 Level ot nclence/redseareh to generate new technology:  HS
2.2 Propresnfveness and Innovativenesn of researcho.....:  HS

2.) Appropriatencan of rewearcly - banlc and adaptive...o: S

S —,

2.4 Adequacy of soctal wolence/economle
PErBpect Ve enn LIV ity o i i it eieneerenesrnsnsat HS

12



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) are 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 varileties are tested for susceptibility to A. flavus contamination,

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevancy to natdonal goalt....eeesesreseeseeeeneesssss HS

3.2 Complementarity to ongolng peanut research activities
o TR B PP S £ 1.

3.3 Responsiveness to percelved producer and consumer needs:HS

3.4 Commun{cations with other in-country entities.........: HS

3.5 Does location fuwpact reglonally as well as In-country.: HS
3.6 Relationship to other International research efforts -
O B S 0 PR | [

3.7 Transferability ot research  (In-country, regionally,
fnternationally) for fmplementatfon.....veeeeneeeenn.a: HS

3.4 summary Comments:  This program is perfectly adaptated to
National goals, It fs complementary of program developed by other
department a5 Food Science and Technologpy, Blotechnology and packaging
technology. A pood connection I existing with processors and consumers
(visit of processing plant by Dr. Nakayama and houscholds tests).
Contact are malutained with Asfan Institute of Technology and Institute
of Focd Kescarch and Product Development.  The characteristics of this
program are not speclffe to this country and results can have a large
fmpact at regfonal level when the work s advanced in substanial steps
for fmplementation,

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4,1 Extent ot stvenpthening research capabilities (scientist
development rm'lllt.ivu).............................:~HS

4.2 Extent ot development  of  collaborative mode-how are
collabovators (U.5., hont country) Interacting? -
enthusfanm for rosearche e iy it iiiiieeinennnnenan.s NS

4.3 Trafning propress-short term, post graduate trafning.: §
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4.4 Summary Comments: Thailand has already established a
coordinated groundnut Improvement program 1in collaboration with the
Peanut CRSP and IDRC of Canada 1into which CRSP activities are fully
{ntegrated, The CRSP is playing an important part in strengthening Thal
research capabilities and appears to be doing this job well by
Interaction between U.S. and Thal scientists. Training progress 1s good
but could perhaps te {improved by the expansion of tralning for The!
sclentists at the MS and doctoral levels In collaborating U.S.
Institutions, given allocation of priority for this type of training by
the Thal government through DOA.

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION

5.1 Achievement of rescarch objectiveS. s eeveseeeeneasss: HS
5.2 Impact of research  on institution and government

prioritics and policles. i iiiinernerinnennaat HS

5.3 Sufficiency of  training/encouragement for promotion of
Information flow Lo USEr., it iiinureeenananaaat HS

5.4 Potent{al of rescarch for suecess In aleviating production
and utllizatfon conslralnts. . veeeeeneesnnnennanaea: 1S

5.5 Impact of research on Women In Development.........: HS

5.6 Summ.'lr_yj_“(,_omrm-_n_t.ﬂs;j Some  Interesting results were obtained
in a consumption survey, f{n study of alternative storage methods with
shelled and unshelled peanut, and in climination, by hand sorting, of
contaminated peanut  kernels, In peanut butter and peanut  butter bar
fabrication and cvaluation of thefr acceptability, This program drew
attentfon of authorities to the aflatoxin problem which became the first
constrafint to peanut  product development ., Annual  Groundnut Resgearch
Workshop promotes at the national level, a pood flow of Intormation on
the results obtatned by thls propgram. It the ellminaction of contaminated
peanut  could be developed on targe scale, the major constralnt wlll be
done away with and the fmpact on the production and consumptlon will be
very Important (lFrocessors are ready to pay 30%4 more for peanut seeds ol
good quallty). Many women participate In this program and several other
women  are concerncd o houschold test, The Ampact on women's work in

food preparation can become fmportant.

If the propram of  eltminatios  of Peanut  damaped  Fernel must  be
developed an cxperfmental efectronic sorter wil' be useful (utilization
at Industrlal fevel),

O, SUHMMARY

6.1 spectife Strengths: The That program {5 characterized by
strong, commltment of UL based collaborating researech Institutfons , the
USAID  Taatltand  wilssion,  and  Thal ipencies, In—country competence

regavding the projects 6 ot a peneralay saltstactory nature, and the
objectiver ot the research projects are relevant to mutual needs,  Thelr
apeclffc streapths relate to thefr relevance to Thal policy tor crop
diverstticatton, In this respect concernfng the peanut crop, fncereaned
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small farmer productivity, and poverty alleviation especlally 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 1 most
useful impact in demonstrating to the Thals the benefits to be galned by
Thal agency interaction.

6,2 Specific Weaknesses: This 1s overall a ery strong
program with relatively few weaknesses, and those noted could be remedied
by relative "fine tuning” of activities. Some limitations 1in contact
between collaborating Thal and U.S. scientists in the field could be a
constraint on effective {mplementation of projects in Thailand. The
technical asslstance potential of such visits can hardly be
underestimated, especially from the standpolnt of application of
appropriate research procedures and hence the wvalldity of research
results,  Rescarch planning and fmplementation In Thai{land could proceed
more smoothly by a clearer advance Indication of available CLESP resources
together with prompt release of funds. Thati agency research plans and
estimated calls on CRSP resources might profitably be advanced and
refined to permit carlfer review by collaborating U.S, sclentists and
fnstitutfons, thus optimlzing resource obligation.

7. Reviewers  Recommendations: As noted above, the Thalland CKRSP
program {s  proceeding well and no major changes are called for.
Continuing collaboratton, via an extenslon of the CRSP should lead to the
production ol viable research results of mutual benefit derived from the
generally excellent proundwork established to date.

The proposed sabbatical of Dr. W. V. Campbell (1CSU) would improve
the technical asslstance component of the program, eagpecially were he to
pe basced fn Thafland. Sowe slight prolongation of fn-country visits by
U.5. sclentists would also have a disproportionate beneficial {mpact on
the quality of Thaf resecarch and hence the valldity of 1ts results.

Hore and better advance plannning {n Thafland of research activities
with CRSP fund-d resource duplications and the early conveyance of this
Information to collaborating U.5. sclentists wourd tacllitate preater
efficiency In project fuplementation and  resource utilizatlon. Such
planning will need to take Into account the ant{cipated deminishing role
of IDRC in Tha! peanut related research, and the probable cessation of
this avenue of asslstance {n 1988,
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
External Evaluation Panel Review cf U,S. University Projects

By M. Milner and D.C. Pickering (EEP), at Alabama A & M University
(AnMqU), 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 1in
coordinating this research between the AAMU Management Entity and the
Sub-grantees (Unlversity 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 1s now 1n progress, and chemical and nutrient
analysis of Jamalcan peanut butter products 1is underway, with a view to
strengthening the technology transfer component. EEP felt that the
project management personnel are unquestionakbly competent but that
surveillance of this project Is inadequate, apparently due to the heavy
current workload of the Principal Investigator. FEEP 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 witl the Principal Investigator, It
appeared that a vardiety of frustrating management problems have
developed, primarily due to differences in outlook and prioritics between
the unusually 1large number of subgrantecs 1nvolved. Nevertheiecss some
progress 1s reported, Including formulation and initiation of a survey on
consumer peanut product consumption, and post harvest handlinyg of peanut,
quality analysis of locally produced peanut butter in Jamaica and Belize,
and experimental evaluation of utility of microwave energy for aflatoxin
decontamination., Tralning neceds are currently under study,

2. Implementation and Management:  The preliminary status of the work
reported makes 1t difficult to fully evaluate the progress In terms
recommended by the Project Profile Summary.  The AAMU group understande

and supports the project objectives, and has a posltive, cooperative
attitude toward international programs of this kind.

3. The PI Involved with this project is wldely known among his

sclentific colleagues for International fnvolvement In  food science
regearch, Not  withstanding his positive attitudes and Intentions,
however, 1t appears that his other numerous International program

responsibilities at AAMU  have made 1s  difficult for him to be
sufficlfently {involved. Committment 1s 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 1in the
Caribbean region. It is too early to idenfity significant soclal science
and 2conomic 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, Prrhaps the soclal sclence/economic implications, once
identiflcd, 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: 1In terms of progress 1in this
project, it 1s 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 1n this project makes {1t a challenge to management and
coordination. Nevertheless, the diversity of scientific, economic and

social outlooks 1involved, 1f carefully corrdinated and encouraged, may
yet provide valuable iInformation 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. of West Indies, Caribbean
Agricultural Resecarch and Development Institute and the Jamalcan Food
Technology Institute). EEP recommends that the project should be allowed
to continue, but only with assurance from AAMU that more effective
management, coordination and menitoring procedures will be instituted.

Summary Assessment Ratingsl/

1. TIMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 Administrative involvement

1.11 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
collaborative mode..eieeeereeecesoanessess S

1,12 General attitude towards 1international programs and
support of researchers involved,..ovvevo.: HS

1.13 Logistical and fiscal SUPPOTE.eeeeeoeeens: S

1.14 Perceived relevancy of collaborative program to U,S.
research Interests.ie i ieeeeeeeensencnnnst IE

1.15 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
U 14 I o ¥ IE

1.16 Resource commitment to project.....eees..: 1E

1.17 Summary Comments: The AAMU group understand.. and supports

the project objectives, and hae a cooperative attitude toward such
International programs, The Untversity administration 1is fully
supportive, However, the management of this project nceds to be

strengthened by means of more effective coordination and mon{toring.

17 Code: F = Exceptional; HS = Hipghly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;
NS5 = Not Satisfactory; 1 = TInadequate Evidence for Evaluation; NA
Not Applicable
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1.2 Researcher Involvement

1.21 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
collahorative MOde.s.uveereenneneanenconnst S

1.22 General attitude toward international program: HS

1.23 Logistical SUPPOTt.uveeeseeesenscnnosnens @ S

1.74 Perceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S,
research Interests..vesieierveeeencnennnaat S

1.25 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
funding. s iieieeeeneeeneeneaniosanannnnnst IE

1.26 Overall commitment to Project..e..eece.s.: 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 researche...eeo..,: IE

2.3 Appropriateness of research, basic and adaptive, and
relevance to U.,S. NCedS.veevreeneeeseeeosoecsanannenet IE

2.4 Local science and economic perspective.eeeeeeeveeeess: IE

2.5 Summary Comments: Programs which have been planned appear
to be appropriate, hut ft is tco r~rly to juder the sclentific worth or
productivity at this ecarly stape.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABTLITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevance to host country/U.S. £0a18..ieteensnceccsaeel S

3.2 Complementarity to ongolng research efforts, demands on
time and FesoUrCeB . ittt ieenteeerennsesonnsencennensest IE

3.3 Transferabil{ty of research results to .S, programs,,: IE

3.4 Summary Comments:  Doubtless the Informatfon generated by
this research, once it pets under way, will be useful {n the 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...eeeesveceeeceeeonesennseennnnse: 1E

4,4 Summary Comments: The strong commitiment to collaborative
international research which {s already evident in the two ma jor U.S.
universities 1involved, will doubtless strengthen their 1institutional
capabilities. This trend should become stronger as the program develops.

5. RESEARCH PROGRESS AND APPLICATION
5.1 Achlevement of rescarch objectives. oo cevoenoenees: IE
5.2 Impact cn research prioritles..eeeeeeeeeesesseeessss IE

5.3 Potential of research results for application to U.S.

NcedsS .. verenneenns et es et ceesssssacssrecnssenceseal 1E

5.4 Summary Comments: The program is just getting under way.
The {institutions {involved now have an understanding of what their
committments and responsibilitiee should be, and useful results will
doubtless follow.

6. SUMMARY

6.1 Specific Strengths: The diversity of sclentific,
economics and social outlooks {nvolved, {f carefully coordinated and
encouraged, may provide valuable Information for the host country
sclentists and thefr U.S. counterparts,

6.2 specific Weaknesses: To achieve adequate progress, AAMU
will need to rcorganiz: the management and monitoring of this project.
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NARRATIVE REVIFW
External Evaluation Fanel (EEP) Review ofﬂﬂggt‘gpuntry Projects

by M. Milner (EEP), following visfts to CARDI (Antigua, Trintdad,
Jamaica), the Tood Technolopy Tnstitute, Dept, of Apriculture, Jamaica;
U. of West Indies Food Technology prlject, Trintdad (Dr. George Sammy);
and the AID Mission, Jamaica, September 1-7, 1985,

Host Countries: Trintdad and Jamafea

Peanut CRSP Code(s):
1. AAMU/UFL/CARDI (involving the Food Technology Institute, Mona,
Jamatca)
2. AMMU/UFL/UWL (Dr, Ceorge Sammy, Unlv. of West Indfes, Trinidad).

Projocl_lk&h:: Peanut  ltflization 1in  Food Systems  {n  Developing
Countries (Carlbbean Region)

Discussion With :

St. Clatre Forde, CARDI, Trintdad, September 3, 1985

Don Walmsley, CARDI, Trinidad, September 3, 1985

Georpe Sammy, IWI, Trinidad, September 3, 1985

Shirley Johnson, UWI, Trindad, Septenmber 3, 1985

Selwyn Campbell, Javmatea Frozen Coods Finpgston, Jamaica, Sept, 5.
Althea Townsend, Food Teehnalopy Institute, Jumaica, Sept. 5.
Gladstone Tavlor, Setentitic Feceareh Counetl, Jamafea, Sept. 5,
Anthony S, Johnson, Deputy Minlster of Aprteulture, Jamalea, Sept., 5.
Leland Vorh, AIL Misoton, Tamatea, Sept, 5,

Recommendat {on Batfop:s  The report of o stady titled “Car{bbean Peanut
Productfon aad Post Farveot aurveyoorepresenting a cooperative effort
between CARDI and AAMU/UFL, was corpleted durfog the last week of Aupust,
1985, Itorematng to he analveed and cvaluated., A prelmiaary reading

sugpests that 1t o will provide ueetul pafdance 1o tutore poat harvest and
food  product  develapeent  and o tenot fng ctudies, The  two additfonal
collaborattve ctadfes, recent )y fntetated, dealtng prfuartly with peanut
food product develapment, whilol are bhaoed o ceparate Mot ind POoWT

between  AAMU/UVL/UW] fwith  Lir, Toarany d o and Potween  AAME R/ CARDT
Involving the  Javalean  Food Technolopy Dot itate ) are ot 1o the
planning  ctape, The HHE wewber s doterview with o0l tha prart fe and
Institutfone concer g, Provided tavoerabile Segjreaaton, of the vorgiete nee
and Inftfa- "ve of vhe thveaot fpatore fnvolved, It e wlear that these
cffortys  wi, beonrdeaet e deve bosmental o nature tather  than of 4
research charae ter Al thouph stronper research viiphas g Can e
antictpated o the  future, CRLE whould  faver  continnatfon of  both

pro}ectys accordingly,

N
o
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Shirley Johnson, Bursar’s Offfce, UWI/Trinfdad acting on behalf ot Dr,
Sammy's  project, anid Dr., Don  Walmsley  and  his  colleagues  at
CARDI/Trintdad and Tamarca, hove dndfcated warm support tor and full

cooperatfon with thefr reapective projects, In Jamatca, bDr. Gladstone
Taylor, o otticial with the davafean Sclentitic Reqvarch Counefl (the
agency te, whioh t e Paeadcan Faod Fechnology [untftute tormerly
reported),  aod Moo Anthony dotmson,  bepaty Mintoter  of  Apriculture,

Jamafea, cnpbactvet ro the BEE representative that the peanat testing,
producticn and tood technotopy prograns carry oo byl prfority under thelr
poverneent ' tood sutt b bency prorra,

/oo Adequacy ot Scfencer The techndoal competence of the U5, based
P1'« and thefr host country collaboratore appears to he ot 4 high order;
nevertheless o "satdstactory”™ rather than “hiphly satfstoctory”™  rating
predominates In the acconpanving Prodect Trotdle Sunroary, hecanse of the
EEP perception that the work appears to bove o wrrone technolapy transf{er
rather than a4 rescarch  hias, It vav wedl be rbat o as the program
develops, the PI's, Drs. Stagh and Aleed  will e able 1o fdentity
stpniticant research problems which are within the apabtilitics ot the
haost country collaborators,  The U.S.-based Pl should be challenped on

this polint,

8, ('wa);'_rnph1’('_7“("m/Avr.uwA and Applicabflfty: Kelevanee of  the propranm

to host courtry needs and poals {s obvious; less clear is the reclprocal
relevance to U.s, scfentftie tnformation and  peanut  food  product fon

knovledpe.  Nevertheless ft ocan be visualfved that fuprovenent of cdible
peanut productys markeled o the Caribbean replon ol lead to {nereascd
consumer demand and thos stimulate not only local production of peanuts
but also the Amport of peanuts trosm the U5,

9. Institutional Cbevelopment s An dndlcated fo the April 1985 EEP
Review ot the U.h, Unlversity FProject ot AAMU, this  collaborative
activity has  alreadv  had o strong posltive [ripact on  this 1,5,
unfversity, with respect to Its competence In peanut tocd technolopy, and
In fts commftment to and expertine fn Ioternational proprara, A simflar
fnerease Ao dnctiturlonal competence  and  setentftfe capabtlbity (u e
Carfthbean  can be antdefpated an w0 consequence  of  this  collaborat {ve

activity,

Tt may be noted that although there In now no CRSTwupported peanat food
technolopy cttort Ao Antipua, the recent BFPovicft there ddentitfod o
government  colentiat who weemn obviouasly comnpeteant fn osach actfeftfes,
Dro Hayden Thowas, o I'hobe praduate trom the botversity of landon, His
proup has already chown conndderable expertioe o developtog appealing
confumer  prodacts droe Antdpuan fratt and  vesctable crope, v hae
demonstrated cftectdvenen e o analytdoal cheminrry bacte to the pport
of food qoalfty nd catety repulatory acttvitieo,  tacladioge Gt latoxtn
survelllance o peanat., Bro o Thomas woold welonre (FLF ontibance to
dovelop Teproved  peanat procesetngy oethods, o well g coppert Lor an
af latoxtn  orvellance  proprar, e fndfoated  that he wontd {nit Tare
dincusataons o this repard with Dr. Laxman Stoapl ot CAPDIL, Antipaa, It
fu aleo of dnterest to teport that In De, Thormans's Taboratory we met o
vistting tood slcroldoloptar, Mru, Chen, from the FPeoples Fepublie of
China, which {6 providing Taboratory equlpment and techintcal wupport for
Dr, Thoman's program,
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10. Rescarch Progress and Application: The recent timely completfon
of the Caribbean Peanut Products and Post Harvest Survey, the first
cffort under this project, speaks well for the future progress of the
balance of the technical program.  Early and useful application of the
survey findings to the continufng program {s forseen.

I, Suammary

specttfe Strenpths:  The committment and competence of the U,S, based

PE's and thefr  Cari{bbean counterparts s highly  encouraging., The
cxtensive and timely  collaboration between  the two  groups 1s
commendable, Committment  to and  support ot this  project by the
povernmental  apenctes s ot a0 biph  order, A sfuflarly  supportive

attitude was strongly expresoed by the AID Mission fo this reyfon,

Specitie Weaknesses: Folltowlng  the  anjustitiable  protrvacted  time
taken by AAMU o secure the necensary MOU's and POW's to Inftiate these
propraces,  no o problems  of  consequence have  appeared  nmore recently,
Severtheless  the CRSP adminisoration must  continue to exercise close
survelilance of  these proprams to fnsure that no significant problems

developn,



PROJECT PROFILE SUMMARY

Peanut CRSP Code: AAMU/FL/CARDI and AAMU/FL/UWI

In-Country Project Review

Project Title: Peanut Utilfeation 1o Food Systems in Developing
Countries (Caribbean Repgfon)

Host Countries: 1. Jamafca (Food Technolopy Institute, Mona)
20 Trintdad (Dr. Cearge Saomy, UWI)

Overall Recommendatfon Rating: Inasmuch as the MOE's and POW's for
both projects were ofpned only recently, 1t 1s too early to provide a
critfcal analvate or  Judpement  of  these  proprams, However this EEP

member recelved o tavarable fupressfon of the competence and professional
zeal of  the dnvertipators {nvolved, and  the pertinence  of  the work
programs proposeds Adofolotrative sapport seens optimam, the AID Mission
s supportfy o awd the  recponstble  povernment  oftfcefals  expressed
approval.  Accordlopgly, botho projects should be allowed to cont {nue.

Summary Assessment Rt fopee 17

1. IMPLEMENTATIGN AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 Admintistrative {nvolvement

1.11 Misnion understanding and backing of project objectives.
Complementarfty to mission propramt,......e..: s

1,12 Misston loptettc, proprammatic and financial support of

project., Attitade toward s, personne | traveling
In-country, . ... ... ... Hi
1,13 Misslon Interest tor project future..,...: HS
|

1.14 Summary  Comments: Mro Leland Voth, AID Misstion, Jamafca
fs highly supportfve ot the CRSE Carfbbean peanut research program and
the related admindsntrative arranpement s,

1.2 lost Country

1,21 Understanding and aceceptance ol propram by administrators
and scfentlats,  Concept of collaboratf{ve mode,,: HS

1.22 Adminfstratfon of propram-povernment o1 fnstitutional
T HS
B N T B Y LY T LR 11 O HS
194 Code: F = Exceptlonal; HS = Hiphly Satfufactory; & = Satinfactory;

NS = Not Satlufactory; 11 = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluntion; NA
Not Applicable
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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
fnvolvement : HS

1.26 Commitment of povernments and/or institutions to programs=-
researcher level and above - resource ~ommitment,
Importance of peanut research fn development goals.: HS

1.27 Summary Comments:  Government and CARDI officials pledged
full support to these programs and to thefr technical and research
objectives, Administrative arrangements involving supervision and
transfer of CKSP funds appear satisfactory,

1.3 Resources commited to program
1.31 Personnel

1.311 Directly commited/fndirect & supportive,...: HS

1,312 Adequacy of number and capability to

TG O TP S
1,313 Involvement of Women. .. eeieeeeeesososessnst HS
L34 Overall etfectiveness of program personnel: )
1.315 Summary  Comments: The PI at the Jamafcan Food

Technolopy Instftute s a qualfffed Ph,D., woman scientist, Dr. Althea
Townsend.  She may leave this position soon for family reasons, but it 1is
Hkely that ber replacement will be 4 female member of the staff.  Dr,
Coorge  Sammy  at W1, Trinfdad hopes to recruft a quallfied technical
assistant, o lady with an M5 deprec dn tood scfence from the University
of Florida.

1o32 0 Fquipment /tactltles/sapplies

1321 Avatlabfifvy-reason for unavaflability,....: S
1322 Adequacy-reannn for Inadequiacy e e eeeeessst )
1,323 Samaary Comment 5 Laboratories were observed to be

reasonably well cquipped.  The 1.5, collaborators AAMU/UFL will shortly
deliver additional cqufpment and supplies an needed for these projects,

2, ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE

2.1 Level of nelence/rescarch to penerate new technolopy: S
2.7 Propresstvencas and fnnovatfveness of rescarcho,ooo.: 8
2.3 Appropriatencan of research - basle and adaptive,,..: S

2.4 Adequacy ot soctal sclence/econonte
Perspect bve e v Y e et i it e e ensearnnnsnnasl 8

L
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2.5 Summary Comments: An HS rating cannot be assigned until
more evidence of performance becomes avaflable, However, the outlook 1is
favorable, It 1{s anticipated that the present technology transfer
emphasis (1.e. adaptive research) will i{n due course stimulate more basic
studies.

3. GEOGRAPHIC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevancy to national goals....eeeeeeeeereecannsansanst S

3.2 Complementarity to ongolng peanut research activities
In-coUntry . it iiiesiineineeoassssssetssassancssaneoaneet S

3.3 Responsiveness to perceived producer and consumer needs: §

3.4 Communicatfons with other In-country entfties.....o0vat S
3.5 Does locatlon {mpact reglonally as well as fa-country.: §

3.6 Relationship to other Internatifonal research efforts -
ICRISAT, IRRI. ittt ittt iientastsneanenenensnnsl 8
3.7 Transferablility  of research (In-country, repianally,
Internationally) for {mplementation... e neneat §
3.8 Summary Comments: It 1s too early to etfectively judge
these qualities of the research since 1t {s just petting started,

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4,1 Extent of strenpthening research capabilities (scientist
development, fact It es ) it ineeesosesevsssoeseasest HS

4,2 Extent  of  development  of  collaborative mode-how are
collaborataorsg (u.s., host country) interacting? -
enthusiasm for research. e e it eeeennenennarsenenaat NS

4.3 Trafning progrese-short term, post pradoate training.: S

hod sSummary Comments: The probabllfty {s excellent that these

projects will lead to effective Institationa) development,  The training
program {s not yet active bat plans seem appropriate,

9. RESEAKCH PROCRESS AND APPLICATION
9.1 Achievement of research ob e et Ve, viveseereseesses’ 1E

5.2 Impact of research nn Tnst{tuatfon and jrovernment
pricritdes and polfefes i ittt iiiinnrnnnanensanat 1F

5.3 Sufflctency  of tratolang/encourapement  for promotlon  of
Informatfon flow o T e i viinreenerenananseeest [E

[ S—,
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5.4 Potential of resarch for success in aleviating production
and utilization constraints....vvveseeeeennnnnnnnnn: 1IE

5.5 Impact of rescarch on Women in Development,........: IE

5.6 Summary  Comments: These attributes cannot be judged at
this early stape, although the propnostis {s favorable.

6. SUMMARY
6.1 speefffc  Strengths: The  competence, experience and
fnttiative of the U.5., and the  host country Pl's s impressive,
Excellent working relations have been established with frequent visits by
the U.S. collaborators. Effective progress 1s antlcipated,

6,0 Speclifc Weaknesseo:  Success, {f ultimately achieved by
this research, Mm:ny lave secondary fnfluence In stimulation of production
and  consumer  use  of  peanat products, fnasmuch as {n the Caribbean,
economfc, political and agricultural policy considerations may be primary
det rrminant s,

7. Reviewers  Recommendations: These  projects are  Jjust getting
started and useful progress is anticipated. The work should continue.
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FEEP REVIEW REPORTS

for
NCS/TX/SM/ TP s i iieeiteennrnnnnns ceseriearasaseass. Page
University gite visit - A. Rhizobia......0vvv... 231
Phillipine site visit......... I § ¢
University site visit - B, Mycorrhizae.......... 247
Philippine site visit,........ A
Thailand site visit (combined report)........ e 203
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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
Philippires

A. Rhizobium Considerations

Discussion with: Dr. Gerald H. Elkan, Principal Investigator: Dr.
Thomas Schneeweis, Co-lnvestigator; plus Senior
Administrators at NCSU, Raleigh.

Recommendation Rating: On the basis of evidence presented and discussed,
including a field wvisit to Philippines by Dr. Garren at which
collaborating ccuntry impact was examined, the reviewers received a
highly favorable {mpression of the project. They  recommend that it
should continue, largely as conceived, and that the possibility of
broadening 1its scope to Cameroon should be examined positively, but in
the light of demards orn existing managers, funds and facilitics.

Panel Members' Narratjve Review: The review was conducted on the basis
of a presentation bfnzhe P.1. and his colleague, Dr. Schneeweis, in the
context of the NCSU invelvement 1in Peanut Varietal Improvement via the
Peanut CRSP, In  addition Lo perusal of documentation, the 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 associate, in North Carolina Agricultural Research
Services, and DLr, Billy Caldwell, Head of Department and Peanut CRSP
Board Member.

2. As with other EEP Reviews the Raleigh mectings on this project took
the Scope of Work for review of U.S. universitles as their agenda. The
procedure tollowed was to invite project staff to present their work and
to respond to questions designed to throw light on the extent to which
project activitfes were responsive to the afms  and objectives of the
Peanut CRS5P as defined in the Scope of Work of the EEP.

3. As with other evaluatfons this Narrative Review fs based on a Project
Profile Summary which rated performance to datel/ on cach of the points
ratsed under the main headings of the Scope of Work, 1.c. lmplementation
and Management Adequacy of Sclence, Geogranhie Coverage and
Applicability of Rescarch, Iastitutional Development, and  Rescarch
Progress and Application.  These items arve consldered in more detail in
ensulng paragraphs,

lj Code: 1 = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satlsfactory;
NA = Not Applicable; 1E = Inefficient kvidence for Evaluation; NS =
Not 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
fmprovement in NCSU, (which 1is In itself a point in its favor) on the
question of relevance to US research interests and its status in relation
to ecarlier iIndustry reacicion to funding of the CRSP. But there is no
rcason to assume any other then f{ully satlsfactory level of commitment to
US rescarch interests, together with action by relevant senior NCSU
managers to maintain open and frank lines of communication between US
industry and project activities.

5. The Panel Members could find no fault with Rescarcher Involvement in
the project.  The evidence indicated total and sympathetic commitment to
the CKRSP  in general and the project in particular. Linkages to
collaborating scientists and instlitutions appearced to be well developed
and fully viable., If anything Pancl Members wondered if the personalized
nature of the P.1.'s involvement was not a little excessive, in light of
the need to maintaln involvement of P.I1.'s and other 1S based staff at a
sustainable level concomitant with other, non LRGP, commi tments.
However, this is recognized to be an arca relating closely to individual
personalities, and In this case the P.l. is sinpgularly committed to his
peneral mission of which the Peanut CRSP forms an fmportant part,

G, Adequacy of Seience: Recelved a Satistactory rating on all scores
and should perhaps be rated Highly Satisfactory overall in tight of the
perceptions of the P.I. in respect of the cconomic perspectives of the
project.  As destpned the project cannot measure the cconomic benefits to
be derlived from fmproved BNF by peanut cultivars out the fact ihat these
considerations are In the front of the mind of the P.I. indicates a wider
view than one would normally expect in a project of this kind. Thought
needs to be piven in future phases as Lo how findings from this project
may be  dIncorporated into  wider focussed investigations on farming
systems, and the extent te which appropriate peannt varieties fmpact on
subsequent mineral fertilizer needs for olher crops i peanut farming

systems,

7. Geopraphie Coverage and Applicablility of Research:  Was rated highly
In respect of relevance to collaborating countrics and appticability
clsewhere in the East Asia Region, bespite fts retative immaturity there
Is evidence of relevance displayed by the establishment of networking
Hnkages  between host  countries, and Malaysia  and  lodonesia, While
commending the inftiative taken by the P.L, to carvy out pllot studies in
Cameroon in assoctiation with ongolng USALD financed activities pertaining
to peanut research, the Pancl suggests a formal submiosion to the CRSP
Board of a proposal for i{nveolvement of (his project in that country and
that  reglon, We  recognize fully fts potentlal vialue but we counsgel
caution n the grounds of lwplementabld Tity,

e, Tastitut fonal I)s-vulopnu-nt: Wias rated hiphly by borh tevicewers, in no

small “measure doe 1o the personality and drive of the Pol, and the
perecived mutual respect developed between the Pol. and his collaborators
In Thailand and Philippines, In the Tatter country the project s

fortunate fu befng administered through the University of the FPhillippines
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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 1in the context of the Peanut CRSP. In both
cases, however, some 1mprovements 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 1dentification and evaluation of rhizobia that are effective
with collaborating country cultivars, whilst testing the BNF and yleld
potential of crosses from locally adapted cultivars, and evaluating BNF
capacity and  vield potential of germplasm tolerant to acid soil
condltrions, The scope of the project, and the breadth of peanut
production arcas in terms of soil and climatic conditions are such that
potential application outside the 1mmediate project area appears
promising.  However, with regard to application there appears to be a
need tor  recoasideration of means to ascertain the soclio-economic
releviance ot vhis, and other Peanut CRSP interventions, and to
fncorporate  such considerations within the scope of the CKSP.  Panel
members and  investlgators recognize the Importauce of this perspective
Lut  wre unable at this stage to incorporate {ts 1nvestigation i1nto
ongoluy research projects,

. Sukmarv:  As indicated above the reviewers conclude that thisg project
is wzaTw_rhncvivvd, closely linked to the basic question of peanut
varfetal lwprovement, excellently managed and  fully supported by NCSU.
Panel wembers are concerned that continuity of management 1s maintained,
that proposed phasing 1s eustained, and that the Cameroon 1initiative is
revivwed carefully by the Technical Commitree and Board to ensure a) 1its
relevance to ChSP objectives, and b) 1its implementability in light of
statt and other resource constraints within the Peanut CRSP, ana more

Importantly {n Cameroon itself,

233



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 1{its management, 1its
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,I.

Summary Assessment Rntlngsl/

1. TMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 Administrative involvement

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

1.12 General attitude towards international programs and
support of researchers involved..........: HS

+.13 Logistical and f18cal SUPPOTt.sseeeesenss: S

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

1.15 Status of CRSP in relation to earlier industry reaction to
funding..... tetecis e es et ceas et nnannn | IE

1.16 Resource commitment to Project....eeeee..: HS

1.17 Summary Comments: As for the project NCS/BP/TP, the
administrative Involvement of the NCSU 1is fully satisfactory. This
project Is clearly scen as part of an integrated effort which receives
the full support of the agricultural research administration of the
university, Logistics and finance for the project are handled
satisfactorily and lfinkages with other Peanut CRSP activitles at NCSU are
highly commendable.

7 Code: F = Exceptfonal; HS = Highly Satisfactory; S = Satisfactory;
NS = Not Satisfactory; IE = Inadequate Evidence for Evaluation; EA
Wot Applicable
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1.2 Researcher Involvement

1.21 Understanding and support of project objectives and the
collaborative mode..ieeeeeseeooencacnannaasnast HS

1.22 General attitude toward internmational program: HS

1.23 Loglstical BUPPOIL.eeeeeseearesesescsses sossl HS

1.24 Pperceived relevance of collaborative program to U.S.
research Interests. e iiiinsieereeennnnnnnnonnal HS

1.25 Status of CKSP in relation to carlier industry reaction to
funding........ theeseieesceaten sttt annenet HS

1.26 Overall commitment tO Projecl..ieeieeeeceeeses? HS

1.27 Summary Comments: The Principal Investigator 1s clearly
committed fto the project; Interest in international programs 1s evidenced
by proposals tor further expansion. Whilst of 1ittle 1interest 1in the
short term to the US iIndustry, the Project could well provide results of
great relevance to US prowers in {uture, hence also 1its relevince to US
research interests,

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE
2.1 Level of sclence/rescarch to generate new technology: HS
2.2 Progressliveness and Innovation of researcheeeeeeeese: S

2.3 Appropriateness of research, basic and adaptive, and
relevance to U.S. needs.ovveo... Gesteseasressssseeasat S

2.4 Local sclence and economic perspective..eieeeeeesesess: IE

2.5 Summary Cowmments: The project. has been designed and is
being implemented fn such a way as to penerate information leading to
relevant technology for improving the productivity of peanuts especlally
in collaborating countries. 1t also has the potential for improving the
productivity of peanuts especially in collaborating countries. 1t alsgo
has the potential for {improving the productivity of other crops in the
farming systems of these countries, in particular, and perhaps also in
the US. Althoupgh  the P.l1. 1s clearly interested 1in  the economic
perspectives of his project, the Panel 1s unable to do more than comment
on the fact,

3. GEOGRAPHTC COVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

3.1 Relevance to host country/U.S. poalsie.seeeceeeceenoesst HS

3.2 Complementarity to ongoliny research efforts, demands on
time and resources.e.e..... cetstsrssensasssnsnssessasssts HS

3.3 Transferabllity of research results to U.S. programs..: S

N
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3.4 Summary Comments: The project {s clearly relevant to the
goals of both host countries and the US; 1t is also fully complementary
to ongolng research on [Improving peanut productivity,. Its reglonal
relevance in East Asfa 1s {llustrated by the Interest displayed by peanut
researchers in Malaysia and Indonesta with whom a coordinating network
has been established, outside of CRSP funding, Further evidence of
research relevance is the success attending pltlot studies in Cameroon for
which limfted CRSP funding has been used.

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT
4,1 Extent of strenpgthening research capabilfities......: NS

4,2 Extent of development of collaborative mod(!........:__ IS
(Interaction with collahorators/enthusiasm for research)

4.3 L T O L T o BTN R T HS

4,4 Summiary  Compents: This aspect of the project has made
good progress with the development of close and productive working
relations between collaborating sclent isty in Thatland and t he

Philippines as evidenced by the established network of cooperators  for
collectfon and transmission of nodules from native t ropleal cultivars and
the distribution of promising Rhizebfum strafns and potentially useful
cultivars from NCSI' 1o col 1;lpu.r.ﬂ_ﬂ?;;"T}Iﬁm rics.  Training courses on BNF
technology have been conducted for extenston staff In Thatland and for
both resecarchers and extenston statf in the Phil Ipplines.

5. RESEARCH PROCGRESS ARND APPLICATION
5.1 Achicevement of research obJective S,y e eeeeeessanees: HS
5.2 Impact on research priortities. e eeeeesenseaseensel S

5.3 Potential of rescarch results for applicatfon to U.S.

5.4 Summary Comment s Althouph t he project has been

operational for no more than two years, pood progress has been made in
the first phase In fdentifylung rhizobla effective with local peanut
cultivars; cvaluating Inoculation needs for locally adapted  peanut
cultivars, determing the etffcacy of Inoculants trom strains effect{ve
with local peanut cultfvars; and with project NCS/BP/TP, testing the BNF
and  yleld potential from crosses  of locally  adapted cult!ivars and
cultivars with hipgh BNF ability, and {n evaluat fng BNF capaclty and yleld
potentfal of permplasm tolerant to actd soll conditfons,

6, SUMMARY

6.1 Specttie  Strenpt hee The project s character! zed by a
highly dedicated and competent PoI. who has devel oped  excellent working
relations with his coltaborators in ‘Thatland and PLi Hppines, Desipn s
such that fts relevance o other  peanat productng countries 14 already
percelved - G5 demonstrated by the Interest  In networking  shown by
Malaynia and Indonesta.  The cconombc potential of the project, f{,e, In
Improving BNF and there by Towerfng mineral fortitzer need In cropping
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systems, 1s a particular strength of the project.

6.2 specitic Weaknesses: Whilst perhaps arguable, involvement
in pilot activities in Cameroon could be regarded as a weakness because
of {1ty potential dilurting ettect on 1mpact in  Aslan collaborating
countries, Stafting ot the project - by an cbullient and forceful P.I.
with only Iwmited protessional backup - could be a weakness 1f the tormer
In other words one wonders the extent to which the project

were Lo move,
{s perhaps excessively personalized {n {ts management.,
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PEANUT CRSP

External Evaluation Pancl Review of Host Country Projects

By Drs. Max Milner and Kenneth H. Garren at at US ALD Mission, Manila,
PCARRD (Philipplac 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:  NES/TR/SHM/TE

Project Title:  "Rhizobia and Mycorrhizac Influence on Nitrogen Fixation

and Growth ot Peanut in Thailand and the Phiilippines”
“A. Rhizobium Considerations”

Host Country: PHILIPPINES

Discussion with: 1) At IS AlD, Fhilippines - Dr. James Beebe,

Agricultural Propram Offfcer.

2) At PCARRD - Dr.  Ramon V. Valmayor, Executive
Birector & Dbr. Dely P, Gapasin, Director, Crops
Research Department .,

3) At UPLB-  br, Eriinda S, Paterno, Principal
Investigator, M Maria I, Sison, Research
Assoctate (fo tleld plots) & (briefly), br. R,
Nupes, Chadrman, Depty ol Apronomy & Soils,

Recommendation Rating: On the basis o evidence presented and discussed
and of visits to l.n?‘;dr.xturiw,, vieenhouses, and tield plots the reviewers
recefved a highly favorable dwpression of the project. They recommend
that {t continue, largely oo conceived, with  some thought  piven to
correcting  weaknesses i Py post-praduate  training; 2) perhaps
overly-ambitious 1each a5 cxpressed o stated objectives and plans; and
3) flow of tunds to researc hers.

Panel Mesbers' Harrative Keview: The revicew was conducted on the basls of:

1) A disrusston of about two hours in lerpth with Dr. seebe, at US ALD,
Hantla, Feb.o o,

2) A discussion of about a halt hour in fenpth with br. Valwayor, at
PCARRD, Feb, 6,

3)  Dblscusstons ot about one howr o leapth with br. Gapasing teb. 6 & 11,

4) A round table discuaston=precsided over by br. Gapasin-—with most ot

the UPLE rescarchers aosiyned 1o the Peanut CRLP, four visiting N.C,

state Plu of the Peanar CRSE, and br, Comming, ME of the Peanut CRSP,

at PCAREKD, Feb, #,

Hearing oral reports and otudyiong written handout s plus partlclpating

In workshops that were jarta of Firat Natfonal Peanat Consultation &

Peanut CESE Review at PCARED, Fob, 7 & #,

6) Vislt to fleld plots ot GPLE with Dr. Cummins with explanation and
discusston by Mo, Sluson, Feh, 9,

7)  Discusslon of  about  two hours o length with Dr. Paterno {n her
office, laboratory, and pgreenhouse, Feb, 11,

o
N
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unduly complex, has too many objectives, has too many plans for the
future, and shows too Httle hope for medium=term practical application
of research findings. After hearing Dr. Paterno's oral presentation to
the Consultation, and after two discessions with the rescarchers, the
revicwers saw mest ol the dpparent  faults with the project as “paper
tigers”™ fn that real research propress and  real  medium-term hope ot
practical applicatfon of regearch results s obscured by the wrltten
presentatlons of rescarch findlings and hopes and plans for the future.
This, the reviewers fecl, can be counteracted by submitting an annual
report  tor 1984 that s not verbose, but that clearly and concisely
states how the rescarch of 1984 has expanded existing facets of knowledype
of the pv.‘nm(/‘Rl‘ni.z_nl_)‘i_gnxy symbiosfs In the Philippines or added new facets
of knowledpe thereto, Perhaps then plans for the future can be reduced
In nunbers and better relsted to both promises of practicality and beses
In existing resecarch tindings,

2. Adequacy ot Science: The  reviewers repard br, Paterno as a very
competert scientist, Thus  they regard  progress reported, orally and
written, as real, The nature ot the Rhizobium/peanut root  symblotic
relationship lends ftselt to innovative rewearch and this 15 a situation
Dr. Paterno, with some puidance from br. Elkans perbaps, has turned to
the project's advantapge.  As stressed fo the Frotile, much of the drive
and commltuent of the BS P ceems to have been transierred to the UPLE
Pl.  Also, from the Protile the social sclence aspect 15 well served by
the drive to enable l’Aimlr‘iijil-u> peanut  (and cther legume) prowers to achleve
tigher yields withot resorting to the costly chemical sources of N oand
thus encourage wore small and large scale production of peanuts for local

consumption,

by statements made In Dr. Paterno's handout at the Consultatlon, built on
4 strong basce ol two  years' (1982-873) t'()();n'!'(llf»V‘.' rescarch with  the
NIFTAL  project ot the Undversity ot Hawali. It s, at  present,
fmpossibie o distinguish between those tacets of the project's research
progress  attrioutable  to the  NIFTAL  cooperative  project  and  that
attributable to  the  Feanut  CRSP O project  actlivated July, 1983, This
sttuation attests to pood  peopraphile  coverage and  pood potential for
applicability of rescarch resolt, The  prowinent  role played by this
project dn PCARRD' ¢ Consultation and PCARRD's sponsorship ot o tralning
course  on blolopical .“““;;E‘;”. tihxation and Tepume {nocualation (Febraury
FT-=200198%) attest to the projects role fn other aspects of this main
revicw catepory, (hr. Paterno and Do Elkans played  the predos{nant

3. Geopraphic Coverape and Applicability ot Rescarch:  This project is,

parts In this tralnfng courne ),

4, Institational bevelopment: The veviewers teel that the best way to
review the ;vvrnjw'l", contilbution to  fnstitut fonal development s to
repeat, hLere, hiphapots  of  the suttiary  on thle catepory plven o the
brotile: Thee Panel  tecla that the Peanut CRLE,  au an ont fty, has
.';;l“l'—l"ll)',‘lh('lu'«i the aprloultaral 1e vareh proyeam amd outlool gt UGPLE. It
also  secon to have  piven renewed  fwpetna 1o POAKKD'S Interest  In
promot Iny peanut culture in the Phillppines.,  The persoualbity and drive
ol the 04 PL, Gind the pencral awarenens ol the {nportant  potential in
blo-nftropen-fixation say plve wore credit 1o the Ehizoblom project tor
the reactions ot UPLE and PCARED than the project per e deserves,  but
nevertheless, Peanuat CRSY apparent ly has contributed much Lo

fnstitational development {n the Philipplues,
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5, Rescarch  Progress and  Application: Much of the heart of this
category has been covered in the reviews of the first four categories
(above).  For cxample, the Consultation was a strong effort to promote
flow ot dntormation to end users, and the entire project is aimed at
alleviating an fmportant production constraint, Surely to have this
research at GiPLb  conducted by  women, and to have most of the
administration ot the project at PCARRD {n the hands of & woman will

fmpact preatly on women fn development.,

Perbapa,  then,  this review should e¢lose with a summary ot research
progress  in the  Philipplnes as the reviewers saw  {t: Though only
complete tertilivers (foe. tertilizers contalning N along with P and K)
are pencrally available fn the country, they are, flrst, too costly for
Filipino peanut prowers and, second, It a N-contalnlng fertilizer is
applicd two weeks ) or Jesws, atter planting the result 1s detrimental. In
such casen nodalation ot peanuts fs poort. In the widespread acld solls
ot the Philippines biolopteal K tixation {s poor, hence there is a4 search
tor Rhfzobium stradng that form pood nodules In acld sofls. A tew such
straing have been toand. “hative” (endemic) rifzobla conpete strongly
and ettectIvely with Introduced rhizobla. Less than 502 of  the nodules
fnoartiticially fnoculated plots are ftrom the {ntroduced rhizobia. There
o o detinite relationship between Khizobium straln and host cultivar in
repard to anonnt ot andulation.  But [t takes al least two years to check
out thee strain/eultivar relationshiips, In cooperation with Dr. Ilag
(the FLoat URLE of part B (mycorrhifzae) of this project) o search is
underway tar o combinatfon ot Rhizoblum-straln {noculum and mycorrhlzae

fnocuitum that will enable ,canurs o do well (n solls deficient {n both

available N oand available P
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Peanut CRSP: External Evaluation Panel Review

PROJECT PROF1LE SUMMARY

Code: NCS/TX/sM/TP In-Country Project Review
Title: Rhizobfa and Mycorrhizae Influence on Nitrogen Fixation and

Growth ot Peanut in Thafland and the Philippines,
A. Rhfzobium Considerations

Host Comlgl‘t_(_i__gi: PHILIPPINES

Overall R('(‘()EYI}f]}‘!)f]_fl_[ri()ll' Rat fng: On  the basis of: 1) Management; 2)

implvnwnt;l-t‘_ivnn; 1) relevance to both host country and U.S., interests; and
3) drive, dedfeation, and scientitic acumen of fts Filipino Pl and {its
U.5. PI, the EEF teels this project warrants a Highly Satisfactory
rating.  The Panel cautfons apainst permitting this drive and dedication
to result in furt her expansion ot the project’'s; stated
objectives——rather, the Panel sugpests a temporary decrease in the number
of stated objectives,

o ummary Assessment Kating, s,‘l /
1. IMPLEMERTATION AND MANAGEMENT
1.1 U.5. AlD Miasion Involvement

.11 Missfon understanding and backing of project objectives.
Complementarity to miss5lon progrime. ... . HS

1,12 Misusion logiotie, proprammatic and financial support of

projert, Attltude toward .o, personnel traveling
In-country oo e ceead 5

Lo13 Misston dntercat 1or project fTuture ., ce e s Ho

Lo14A Sumeary Comment B bro  Jawes Beebe, Apricultural Program

Officer, US Alb, l“;l;IlmiA;;g;lbna:r., fo "new” to the Phillppines but not new to
the post of Apricultaral Offfeer of 0 US AlD Maasion., from experience in
Sudan he i tandllar with and  very much fn favor ol CRSP projects,
Relbatbons, as Dry Becbe weca them, are cxeellent between the ML of the
Peanat CRSEP and POARERD, POARKRD (sec¢ Tootnote page 2) 1y the Philippline
central povernment ' ddufolstrattve body for this type ot R&b. UL AID
Misuion, thraupgh br. Beebe, will cooperate  with  ME and  PCARRD  in
malntalolboy these pood relations,

1/ Code: Lo v Lxeeptionaly M = Highly  Satfsfactory; § =
Satfstactory; NS5 = HNot Satistactory; T = Inadequate Evidence
for Evaluatfon; NA Not Applicable
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1.2 Host Country

1.21 Understanding and acceptance of program by administrators
and sclentists,  Concept of collaborative mode....: NS

1.22 Adwintstration of propram—povernment level........: HS
1.22A Administration of propram=institational level.,...: 8

Lo23  Foscal mumape el oy e e e e e e eeeeenenenesnnnnns S

1.24 Felevancy ot program to country research needs.  Direction
of projectys relative to original plans...... vesend HS O
1.25 Attitude toward U.s. participants and thelr

RO R R SR FT

1.26 Commitment ot povernments and/or Instftutions (o proyrams=
% | b

researcher Jeve) and dabove - resource coumitment,

Importasee ot peanut research in development yoals.: HS

1.27  Sueeary  Comment s FEEF teels  the  project warrants  an
) ¥ : ) { )
1

almost completely dilyhly .‘ull‘if;ldt!ul‘)’ ratlay dn this catepory, Two top
adminfstrators in FoAREDN (Urecut fve Director Vinlvayor, Cropes Rescarch
Director Gopasin) are tally old on the Peanut CRSE and very fovolved (n
fte Two FEE vecbors attendod con bebroaey ok, 19850 0 "tational Peanut
Consultation & Peanat CEOV Feview.” Cihe (RSP propram had o hal b ~day ot
this review.) A 0P e dnvitation and wponnorabip bre Llban (BH Pl
of  RCS/TR/ o0 A ersandoed and dboected o TBlolopical  Nltroepen
Fixatfon and Lemae doooulation Tradulng Workshop.”  The favolvement of
adeinlstrators o the acadentc ftftotion, Palv. ot Phillppines, Los
Banes, seems wilndoal,  So, alao, thedt intereat,

1.3 Resources commfted to propram
1.31 Personnel

1.311 Directly commited/fndirect & supportive......: Hs

1.312 Adequacy ot number and capability to functfon: 8§

L3130 Involvement of Women . eesersssenonsasnnnst HS
1.314 0 Overall ettectivencus of propram personnel ., G
131 sunmary  Commoents: LY personnel  component  on thia

project dn led by PL Dro briindy S0 Pateruo, o competent sclentist with
some teaching and ntaor adefndistrative duttles hut with, an tar aus the
Panel  could reld, a0 other rtencarch dut fen. br. Faterno uteern  a
friendly but .ot rhid g, One more researoh annoctate an pood as the one
now aboard siphit apeed propren,

l/ PCARKD = Phtllppine Gouncll for Apriculture & Resources Renearch &
Developrent .


http:roInptpd/iItsrv.vt

1.32 Equipment/facilities/supplies

1.321 Avaflability-reason for unavailability.....: S

1.322  Adequacy-reason for Inadequacy....oeseeseost S

1.323  Summary Comments:  The EEP could see no major stumbling
block in the materiel aspect ot the work at UPLB., Although few research
sclentists cver have enough space and enough materiel to make adequate
use of addlitional space if it should be made available, the Panel saw no
evidence that crowded labs and equipment spaced around in halls and
shortage ot modern, up-to-date cequipment seemed to be impeding research

on this project,

2. ADEQUACY OF SCIENCE

2.1 Level of seience/research to generate new technology: S
2.2 Progressiveness and Innovativeness of researcho.....: HS
2.3 Appropriatencss of research = basic and adaptive....: HS
2.4 Adequacy of social science/economlc

perspect ive/sensitivity ooy nneeenereinnnnsasenssast HS

Comments:  Perhaps due largely to the tfact that

2.5 Sunmary
much of the drive and commitment of the Us Pl appears to have rubbed-off
on the UPLB PI, the FEP rates this project Highly Satisfactory as to fts
sclence.  The wocio-cconomic aspect 1 well served by the drive to cnable
small  farmers Cond larapge tarmers, as well) to by-pass prohibitively
expensive commercbal tertilizers as sources of N oand thus encourage more
production of peanuts on sroall Tarms,

3 GEOGRAPHTC cOVERAGE AND APPLICABILITY OF RESEARCH

PN

3.1 Relevancy to natlonal goals. . s iieinernessneecnast HS

3.2 Complementarity  to  oopolng  peanul  rescarch  octlvities

L0 S DT A I {1

3.3 Responnivencsys to percefved producer and concumer needs:his

3.4 Communications with other Ti-country entitlen, oo .e.. .t HS

3.5 boen tocatton fmpact repionally as well ay ]n-'(‘(mntry.:__l_l_.‘i”
3.6 Relatlonship to  other international  reseavch efforts -
0] L 1 PR I L et ceet HB

3.7 Transterabllity ol resvarch Cin=country, repfonally,
internationally) for Iwmplewent ation. ... ... R

1.8 Sunmary  Comment The  BREP wecd a0 Hlphly  Satistactory

rating In this 4«:.";!1-;10'!')' as o well deserved, voue ot the reasons for this
view have been plven In summarates for 1.2 and 2 (above).  Although the
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EEP did not specifically address relationship with and coordination of
effort with ICRISAT in vegard 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

cCrops.

4, INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT

4,1 Extent of strengthening research capabilities (scientist
development, facilities8).vuiivieeeienenenenennaesnanaat HS

4,2 Extent of development of collaborative mode-how are
collaborators (U.s., host country) interacting? -
enthusiasm for resecarch...... t et e stesc s s s st e neneens «eoi_HS

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

4.4 Summary Comments: It was obvious to the EEP that the
ceanut CRSP, as an entity, has strengthened the agricultural research
program and outlook at UPLB. The personality und drive of the US PI, and
thc general awareness of the {mportant potential in bionitrogen-fixation
may give more credit 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 1s commendable.  There seems a temporary lapse in post—-graduate
training in the US. This possible is a negative.

5. RESEARCH PROGRISS AND APPLICATION
5.1 Achifevement of rescarch objectives.eieeseeeseasensst HS

5.2 Impact  of rescarch on institution and government
priorities and policies,.oeveensen.s I

5.3 Sufficifency of training/encouragement for promotion of
Information flow to user.. i iiininnneeneenennas HS

5.4 Potential of resarch for success {n aleviating production

and utilization constralnts—-—including small farm
production constraints.......... teeecerensnsanaassas HS
5.5  Impact of research on Women in Development.........: HS

5.6 Summary Comments:  Tnough the success is, in part, basecd
on research that prececedea activation of the Peanut CRSP, the project has
been successful in enoupgh important rescarch aspects that the EEP feels
it warrants a Highly Satisfactory rating in this category. The following

research examples  may  justify this  cating: Demonstrating superfor
N-fixatfon abflity as being a conslstent characteristic of some Rhizobfum
stralns  and introduced  exotic strains. Demonstrating that this

compecition may be partially overcome by use of casily prepared {noculum
of the superior strains.

245



6. SUMMARY

6.1 Specific Strengths: The competence, interest, and drive
of both Pl's of this project certainly is an important factor in the
success, to date, of this project. So, also, 1s the excellent
collaborative working relations, not only within the Peanut CRSP, but
also with other institutions not involved in the Peanut CRSP--including
some International agricultural research organizations.

6.2  Specific Weaknesses: The 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 tralning at
the post-graduate level of researchers who might then be able to take
over and carry on the project. Another weakness 1is centered 1in the
annual report to the Peanut CRSP., This report {indicates the project's
reach Is in danger of exceeding 1ts grasp. There are too many stated
objectives, too many plans for the future, etc., for the current
personncl'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 resecarch benches and greenhouses.

7. Reviewers  Recommw ndations: The EEP  recommends this  very
promising project be continued at 1ts current level of research (and
extension) activity and at its current level of support. However, the
EEP would llke to see some though given to strengthening the project by
correcting the three weaknesses the EEP thinks it seces.
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NARRATIVE REVIEW
External Evaluation Panel Review of U.S. University Projects

By Drs. Kenneth H. Garren and Pilerre 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) Mre. Ruth Ann Taber, Principal Investigator, Department of Plant
Pathology, College Station

2) Dr. R.E. Petrit, Department of Plant Pathology, College Station,
Plant Pathologist

3) Dr. J.5. Neck, Department of Plant Pathology, College Station, Plant
Patholopgist (Post Doctorate Appolntment)

4) Mr. J.s. Newman, Texas A & M Research and Extension Center,
Stephenville, Agricultural Fngineer (lrrigation)

5) Mr. K.E. Woodward, Texas A & M Kesearch and Extension Center,
Stephenville, Plant Pathologist

6) Mr. T.D. Riley, Department of Plant Pathology, College Station,
Graduate Student

7) Mr. K.E. Woodward, Department of Plant Pathology, College Station,
Graduate Student

Recommendatjon Rating: On the basis of evidence presented, the reviewers
received favorable impressions of the project and the Texas A & M staff
charged with its implementation. These impressions were strengthened by
a fileld vigit to the Philippines ecarlier by one reviewer, Dr. Garren.
The reviewers feel that the project as concelved 1s a sound approach to a
type of research that is, at present, basic or speculatory research, The
reviewers  feel  that  the project should continue as planned, but
consideration should be glven to any expansion of the project only 1f and
when a real research break-thrsuph is achieved.

Panel Members' Narrative Review: The review was conducted on the basis
of informal reports, with some viewing of appropriate laboratory and
greenhouse  displayn, of  the seven selentists  listed above. Time
peroitted only 4 brief period of questions and answers. These rook about
four hours.
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There was a helpful session of about one hour with the senior University
officlals 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 1in the "Scope of Work for the EEP" document. These
headings are numbered 1 - 5 below and in the PROFILE SUMMARY sub-headings
will be given a rating 1/.

1. Implementation and Management: This project 18 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 geems to
equal their cowmpetence. We feel the contribution to this project by
Texas A & M rescarchers 1s above the level to be experted from the amount
of time organization charts, etc. show these researchers (other than the
P1 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 Commitree feels Mrs. Taber, the PI of
NCS/TX/SM/TP-B 1s spreading herself too thin. We could not see that this
sitvation, if 1t exists, 1s hindering progress on the project.

The total Peanut (KSP 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 Highlv Satisfactory
rating on three of the four scores. Thils project 1s, at this stage,
largely in the area of basic biology. Basic research generally is
innovative, and may tend to somewha! 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, 1s highly satisfactory.

1/ Code: £ = Exceptional; HS = Highly Satisfactory; § =
Satisfactory; NS = Not Satisfactory: 1E = 1Inadequate
Evidence for Fvaluation; NA = Not. Applicable
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3. Geographic Coverage and Applicability of Research: In the Summary
Comments in the GEOGRAPHIC COVFRAGE section of the PROFILE, we have
attempted to outline the potential for LDCs of the baslc 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
thelr rating to a greater extent than any other factor. However, the
interest showed 1in this project by Texas A & M personnel not directly
involved 1n the Peanut CRSP would indicate a strenthening of research
outlook within the institution that is noft entirely attributable to the
drive and personality of the PI.

5. Research Progress and Application: As noted before, this project 1is
essentlially long term, long range. Knowledge of the wmycorrhizal
symbiosls lags far, far behind knowledge of the rhizobial symblosis~-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 (o be good progress towards achievement of some of the project's
objectives. Perhaps after the 1985 rescarch 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,
Applicatior 1s the longest range of the long range aspects of the project
and must awalt evidence of some research progress that has at least

practical "fringes".

6. Summary: As indicated above the reviewers conclude that thisg project
i1s 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 loug range, speculative nature of the
regearch, and, perhaps are, as a result, putting a bit more effort 1into
the research than would be put into a project with more immediate promisge
of applicable results, The reviewers recommend continuation of the
project with no changes other than perhaps some reworking of *he 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. 0Olin Smith, who 1s the Texas A & M
representative on the technical committee of the Peanut CRSP. At the
outsget 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 this review document 1is based primarily on material glven 1n these
reports, there not being enough time to do any 1In-depth questioning of
those giving the reports, 1t seems well to 1ist the nine reports for
which abstracts are presented 1in the booklet:
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1) Establishment of reference pot cultures of vesicular-srbuscular
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 wmycorrhizae 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; ©) 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/'TP

Project Title: Jufluence o Rhilzobium and Mycorrhizae on Nitrogen
Fixatlon and  Growth of Peanut  1in  Thailand and the
Ehiltppines. b, Mycorrhiizal Considerations

Overall Recommendation Rating: The EEP feels that the project wa